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Apology

Apology
By Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

Socrates’ Defense

HOW YOU HAVE FELT, O men of Athens, at hearing the speeches of
my accusers, I cannot tell; but I know that their persuasive words
almost made me forget who I was—such was the effect of them;
and yet they have hardly spoken a word of truth. But many as their
falsehoods were, there was one of them which quite amazed me;—
I mean when they told you to be upon your guard, and not to let
yourselves be deceived by the force of my eloquence. They ought to
have been ashamed of saying this, because they were sure to be de-
tected as soon as I opened my lips and displayed my deficiency;
they certainly did appear to be most shameless in saying this, unless
by the force of eloquence they mean the force of truth; for then I do
indeed admit that I am eloquent. But in how different a way from
theirs! Well, as I was saying, they have hardly uttered a word, or not
more than a word, of truth; but you shall hear from me the whole
truth: not, however, delivered after their manner, in a set oration
duly ornamented with words and phrases. No indeed! but I shall
use the words and arguments which occur to me at the moment; for
I am certain that this is right, and that at my time of life I ought not
to be appearing before you, O men of Athens, in the character of a
juvenile orator—let no one expect this of me. And I must beg of
you to grant me one favor, which is this—If you hear me using the
same words in my defence which I have been in the habit of using,
and which most of you may have heard in the agora, and at the
tables of the money-changers, or anywhere else, I would ask you
not to be surprised at this, and not to interrupt me. For I am more
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than seventy years of age, and this is the first time that I have ever
appeared in a court of law, and I am quite a stranger to the ways of
the place; and therefore I would have you regard me as if I were
really a stranger, whom you would excuse if he spoke in his native
tongue, and after the fashion of his country;—that I think is not an
unfair request. Never mind the manner, which may or may not be
good; but think only of the justice of my cause, and give heed to
that: let the judge decide justly and the speaker speak truly.

And first, I have to reply to the older charges and to my first
accusers, and then I will go to the later ones. For I have had many
accusers, who accused me of old, and their false charges have con-
tinued during many years; and I am more afraid of them than of
Anytus and his associates, who are dangerous, too, in their own
way. But far more dangerous are these, who began when you were
children, and took possession of your minds with their falsehoods,
telling of one Socrates, a wise man, who speculated about the heaven
above, and searched into the earth beneath, and made the worse
appear the better cause. These are the accusers whom I dread; for
they are the circulators of this rumor, and their hearers are too apt
to fancy that speculators of this sort do not believe in the gods. And
they are many, and their charges against me are of ancient date, and
they made them in days when you were impressible—in childhood,
or perhaps in youth—and the cause when heard went by default,
for there was none to answer. And, hardest of all, their names I do
not know and cannot tell; unless in the chance of a comic poet. But
the main body of these slanderers who from envy and malice have
wrought upon you—and there are some of them who are convinced
themselves, and impart their convictions to others—all these, I say,
are most difficult to deal with; for I cannot have them up here, and
examine them, and therefore I must simply fight with shadows in
my own defence, and examine when there is no one who answers. I
will ask you then to assume with me, as I was saying, that my oppo-
nents are of two kinds—one recent, the other ancient; and I hope
that you will see the propriety of my answering the latter first, for
these accusations you heard long before the others, and much oftener.

Well, then, I will make my defence, and I will endeavor in the
short time which is allowed to do away with this evil opinion of me
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which you have held for such a long time; and I hope I may suc-
ceed, if this be well for you and me, and that my words may find
favor with you. But I know that to accomplish this is not easy—I
quite see the nature of the task. Let the event be as God wills: in
obedience to the law I make my defence.

I will begin at the beginning, and ask what the accusation is which
has given rise to this slander of me, and which has encouraged
Meletus to proceed against me. What do the slanderers say? They
shall be my prosecutors, and I will sum up their words in an affida-
vit. “Socrates is an evil-doer, and a curious person, who searches
into things under the earth and in heaven, and he makes the worse
appear the better cause; and he teaches the aforesaid doctrines to
others.” That is the nature of the accusation, and that is what you
have seen yourselves in the comedy of Aristophanes; who has intro-
duced a man whom he calls Socrates, going about and saying that
he can walk in the air, and talking a deal of nonsense concerning
matters of which I do not pretend to know either much or little—
not that I mean to say anything disparaging of anyone who is a
student of natural philosophy. I should be very sorry if Meletus
could lay that to my charge. But the simple truth is, O Athenians,
that I have nothing to do with these studies. Very many of those
here present are witnesses to the truth of this, and to them I appeal.
Speak then, you who have heard me, and tell your neighbors whether
any of you have ever known me hold forth in few words or in many
upon matters of this sort. ... You hear their answer. And from what
they say of this you will be able to judge of the truth of the rest.

As little foundation is there for the report that I am a teacher, and
take money; that is no more true than the other. Although, if a man
is able to teach, I honor him for being paid. There is Gorgias of
Leontium, and Prodicus of Ceos, and Hippias of Elis, who go the
round of the cities, and are able to persuade the young men to leave
their own citizens, by whom they might be taught for nothing, and
come to them, whom they not only pay, but are thankful if they
may be allowed to pay them. There is actually a Parian philosopher
residing in Athens, of whom I have heard; and I came to hear of
him in this way:—I met a man who has spent a world of money on
the Sophists, Callias the son of Hipponicus, and knowing that he
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had sons, I asked him: “Callias,” I said, “if your two sons were foals
or calves, there would be no difficulty in finding someone to put
over them; we should hire a trainer of horses or a farmer probably
who would improve and perfect them in their own proper virtue
and excellence; but as they are human beings, whom are you think-
ing of placing over them? Is there anyone who understands human
and political virtue? You must have thought about this as you have
sons; is there anyone?” “There is,” he said. “Who is he?” said I, “and
of what country? and what does he charge?” “Evenus the Parian,”
he replied; “he is the man, and his charge is five minae.” Happy is
Evenus, I said to myself, if he really has this wisdom, and teaches at
such a modest charge. Had I the same, I should have been very
proud and conceited; but the truth is that I have no knowledge of
the kind.

I dare say, Athenians, that someone among you will reply, “Why
is this, Socrates, and what is the origin of these accusations of you:
for there must have been something strange which you have been
doing? All this great fame and talk about you would never have
arisen if you had been like other men: tell us, then, why this is, as
we should be sorry to judge hastily of you.” Now I regard this as a
fair challenge, and I will endeavor to explain to you the origin of
this name of “wise,” and of this evil fame. Please to attend then.
And although some of you may think I am joking, I declare that I
will tell you the entire truth. Men of Athens, this reputation of mine
has come of a certain sort of wisdom which I possess. If you ask me
what kind of wisdom, I reply, such wisdom as is attainable by man,
for to that extent I am inclined to believe that I am wise; whereas
the persons of whom I was speaking have a superhuman wisdom,
which I may fail to describe, because I have it not myself; and he
who says that I have, speaks falsely, and is taking away my character.
And here, O men of Athens, I must beg you not to interrupt me,
even if I seem to say something extravagant. For the word which I
will speak is not mine. I will refer you to a witness who is worthy of
credit, and will tell you about my wisdom—whether I have any,
and of what sort—and that witness shall be the god of Delphi. You
must have known Chaerephon; he was early a friend of mine, and
also a friend of yours, for he shared in the exile of the people, and
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returned with you. Well, Chaerephon, as you know, was very im-
petuous in all his doings, and he went to Delphi and boldly asked
the oracle to tell him whether—as I was saying, I must beg you not
to interrupt—he asked the oracle to tell him whether there was any-
one wiser than I was, and the Pythian prophetess answered that
there was no man wiser. Chaerephon is dead himself, but his brother,
who is in court, will confirm the truth of this story.

Why do I mention this? Because I am going to explain to you
why I have such an evil name. When I heard the answer, I said to
myself, What can the god mean? and what is the interpretation of
this riddle? for I know that I have no wisdom, small or great. What
can he mean when he says that I am the wisest of men? And yet he
is a god and cannot lie; that would be against his nature. After a
long consideration, I at last thought of a method of trying the ques-
tion. I reflected that if I could only find a man wiser than myself,
then I might go to the god with a refutation in my hand. I should
say to him, “Here is a man who is wiser than I am; but you said that
I was the wisest.” Accordingly I went to one who had the reputation
of wisdom, and observed to him—his name I need not mention; he
was a politician whom I selected for examination—and the result
was as follows: When I began to talk with him, I could not help
thinking that he was not really wise, although he was thought wise
by many, and wiser still by himself; and I went and tried to explain
to him that he thought himself wise, but was not really wise; and
the consequence was that he hated me, and his enmity was shared
by several who were present and heard me. So I left him, saying to
myself, as I went away: Well, although I do not suppose that either
of us knows anything really beautiful and good, I am better off than
he is—for he knows nothing, and thinks that he knows. I neither
know nor think that I know. In this latter particular, then, I seem to
have slightly the advantage of him. Then I went to another, who
had still higher philosophical pretensions, and my conclusion was
exactly the same. I made another enemy of him, and of many others
besides him.

After this I went to one man after another, being not unconscious
of the enmity which I provoked, and I lamented and feared this:
but necessity was laid upon me—the word of God, I thought, ought
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to be considered first. And I said to myself, Go I must to all who
appear to know, and find out the meaning of the oracle. And I
swear to you, Athenians, by the dog I swear!—for I must tell you
the truth—the result of my mission was just this: I found that the
men most in repute were all but the most foolish; and that some
inferior men were really wiser and better. I will tell you the tale of
my wanderings and of the “Herculean” labors, as I may call them,
which I endured only to find at last the oracle irrefutable. When I
left the politicians, I went to the poets; tragic, dithyrambic, and all
sorts. And there, I said to myself, you will be detected; now you will
find out that you are more ignorant than they are. Accordingly, I
took them some of the most elaborate passages in their own writ-
ings, and asked what was the meaning of them—thinking that they
would teach me something. Will you believe me? I am almost
ashamed to speak of this, but still I must say that there is hardly a
person present who would not have talked better about their poetry
than they did themselves. That showed me in an instant that not by
wisdom do poets write poetry, but by a sort of genius and inspira-
tion; they are like diviners or soothsayers who also say many fine
things, but do not understand the meaning of them. And the poets
appeared to me to be much in the same case; and I further observed
that upon the strength of their poetry they believed themselves to
be the wisest of men in other things in which they were not wise. So
I departed, conceiving myself to be superior to them for the same
reason that I was superior to the politicians.

At last I went to the artisans, for I was conscious that I knew
nothing at all, as I may say, and I was sure that they knew many fine
things; and in this I was not mistaken, for they did know many
things of which I was ignorant, and in this they certainly were wiser
than I was. But I observed that even the good artisans fell into the
same error as the poets; because they were good workmen they
thought that they also knew all sorts of high matters, and this defect
in them overshadowed their wisdom—therefore I asked myself on
behalf of the oracle, whether I would like to be as I was, neither
having their knowledge nor their ignorance, or like them in both;
and I made answer to myself and the oracle that I was better off as I
was.
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This investigation has led to my having many enemies of the worst
and most dangerous kind, and has given occasion also to many cal-
umnies, and I am called wise, for my hearers always imagine that I
myself possess the wisdom which I find wanting in others: but the
truth is, O men of Athens, that God only is wise; and in this oracle
he means to say that the wisdom of men is little or nothing; he is
not speaking of Socrates, he is only using my name as an illustra-
tion, as if he said, He, O men, is the wisest, who, like Socrates,
knows that his wisdom is in truth worth nothing. And so I go my
way, obedient to the god, and make inquisition into the wisdom of
anyone, whether citizen or stranger, who appears to be wise; and if
he is not wise, then in vindication of the oracle I show him that he
is not wise; and this occupation quite absorbs me, and I have no
time to give either to any public matter of interest or to any concern
of my own, but I am in utter poverty by reason of my devotion to
the god.

There is another thing:—young men of the richer classes, who have
not much to do, come about me of their own accord; they like to hear
the pretenders examined, and they often imitate me, and examine
others themselves; there are plenty of persons, as they soon enough
discover, who think that they know something, but really know little
or nothing: and then those who are examined by them instead of
being angry with themselves are angry with me: This confounded
Socrates, they say; this villainous misleader of youth!—and then if
somebody asks them, Why, what evil does he practise or teach? they
do not know, and cannot tell; but in order that they may not appear
to be at a loss, they repeat the ready-made charges which are used
against all philosophers about teaching things up in the clouds and
under the earth, and having no gods, and making the worse appear
the better cause; for they do not like to confess that their pretence of
knowledge has been detected—which is the truth: and as they are
numerous and ambitious and energetic, and are all in battle array and
have persuasive tongues, they have filled your ears with their loud and
inveterate calumnies. And this is the reason why my three accusers,
Meletus and Anytus and Lycon, have set upon me; Meletus, who has
a quarrel with me on behalf of the poets; Anytus, on behalf of the
craftsmen; Lycon, on behalf of the rhetoricians: and as I said at the
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beginning, I cannot expect to get rid of this mass of calumny all in a
moment. And this, O men of Athens, is the truth and the whole
truth; I have concealed nothing, I have dissembled nothing. And yet
I know that this plainness of speech makes them hate me, and what is
their hatred but a proof that I am speaking the truth?—this is the
occasion and reason of their slander of me, as you will find out either
in this or in any future inquiry.

I have said enough in my defence against the first class of my
accusers; I turn to the second class, who are headed by Meletus, that
good and patriotic man, as he calls himself. And now I will try to
defend myself against them: these new accusers must also have their
affidavit read. What do they say? Something of this sort:—That
Socrates is a doer of evil, and corrupter of the youth, and he does
not believe in the gods of the state, and has other new divinities of
his own. That is the sort of charge; and now let us examine the
particular counts. He says that I am a doer of evil, who corrupt the
youth; but I say, O men of Athens, that Meletus is a doer of evil,
and the evil is that he makes a joke of a serious matter, and is too
ready at bringing other men to trial from a pretended zeal and inter-
est about matters in which he really never had the smallest interest.
And the truth of this I will endeavor to prove.

Come hither, Meletus, and let me ask a question of you. You
think a great deal about the improvement of youth?

Yes, I do.
Tell the judges, then, who is their improver; for you must know, as

you have taken the pains to discover their corrupter, and are citing
and accusing me before them. Speak, then, and tell the judges who
their improver is. Observe, Meletus, that you are silent, and have
nothing to say. But is not this rather disgraceful, and a very consid-
erable proof of what I was saying, that you have no interest in the
matter? Speak up, friend, and tell us who their improver is.

The laws.
But that, my good sir, is not my meaning. I want to know who

the person is, who, in the first place, knows the laws.
The judges, Socrates, who are present in court.
What do you mean to say, Meletus, that they are able to instruct

and improve youth?
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Certainly they are.
What, all of them, or some only and not others?
All of them.
By the goddess Here, that is good news! There are plenty of im-

provers, then. And what do you say of the audience,—do they im-
prove them?

Yes, they do.
And the senators?
Yes, the senators improve them.
But perhaps the members of the citizen assembly corrupt them?—

or do they too improve them?
They improve them. Then every Athenian improves and elevates

them; all with the exception of myself; and I alone am their cor-
rupter? Is that what you affirm?

That is what I stoutly affirm.
I am very unfortunate if that is true. But suppose I ask you a

question: Would you say that this also holds true in the case of
horses? Does one man do them harm and all the world good? Is not
the exact opposite of this true? One man is able to do them good, or
at least not many;—the trainer of horses, that is to say, does them
good, and others who have to do with them rather injure them? Is
not that true, Meletus, of horses, or any other animals? Yes, cer-
tainly. Whether you and Anytus say yes or no, that is no matter.
Happy indeed would be the condition of youth if they had one
corrupter only, and all the rest of the world were their improvers.
And you, Meletus, have sufficiently shown that you never had a
thought about the young: your carelessness is seen in your not car-
ing about matters spoken of in this very indictment.

And now, Meletus, I must ask you another question: Which is
better, to live among bad citizens, or among good ones? Answer,
friend, I say; for that is a question which may be easily answered.
Do not the good do their neighbors good, and the bad do them
evil?

Certainly.
And is there anyone who would rather be injured than benefited

by those who live with him? Answer, my good friend; the law re-
quires you to answer—does anyone like to be injured?
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Certainly not.
And when you accuse me of corrupting and deteriorating the

youth, do you allege that I corrupt them intentionally or uninten-
tionally?

Intentionally, I say.
But you have just admitted that the good do their neighbors good,

and the evil do them evil. Now is that a truth which your superior
wisdom has recognized thus early in life, and am I, at my age, in
such darkness and ignorance as not to know that if a man with
whom I have to live is corrupted by me, I am very likely to be harmed
by him, and yet I corrupt him, and intentionally, too;—that is what
you are saying, and of that you will never persuade me or any other
human being. But either I do not corrupt them, or I corrupt them
unintentionally, so that on either view of the case you lie. If my
offence is unintentional, the law has no cognizance of unintentional
offences: you ought to have taken me privately, and warned and
admonished me; for if I had been better advised, I should have left
off doing what I only did unintentionally—no doubt I should;
whereas you hated to converse with me or teach me, but you in-
dicted me in this court, which is a place not of instruction, but of
punishment.

I have shown, Athenians, as I was saying, that Meletus has no
care at all, great or small, about the matter. But still I should like to
know, Meletus, in what I am affirmed to corrupt the young. I sup-
pose you mean, as I infer from your indictment, that I teach them
not to acknowledge the gods which the state acknowledges, but some
other new divinities or spiritual agencies in their stead. These are
the lessons which corrupt the youth, as you say.

Yes, that I say emphatically.
Then, by the gods, Meletus, of whom we are speaking, tell me

and the court, in somewhat plainer terms, what you mean! for I do
not as yet understand whether you affirm that I teach others to
acknowledge some gods, and therefore do believe in gods and am
not an entire atheist—this you do not lay to my charge; but only
that they are not the same gods which the city recognizes—the charge
is that they are different gods. Or, do you mean to say that I am an
atheist simply, and a teacher of atheism?



14

Apology

I mean the latter—that you are a complete atheist.
That is an extraordinary statement, Meletus. Why do you say

that? Do you mean that I do not believe in the godhead of the sun
or moon, which is the common creed of all men?

I assure you, judges, that he does not believe in them; for he says
that the sun is stone, and the moon earth.

Friend Meletus, you think that you are accusing Anaxagoras; and
you have but a bad opinion of the judges, if you fancy them igno-
rant to such a degree as not to know that those doctrines are found
in the books of Anaxagoras the Clazomenian, who is full of them.
And these are the doctrines which the youth are said to learn of
Socrates, when there are not unfrequently exhibitions of them at
the theatre (price of admission one drachma at the most); and they
might cheaply purchase them, and laugh at Socrates if he pretends
to father such eccentricities. And so, Meletus, you really think that
I do not believe in any god?

I swear by Zeus that you believe absolutely in none at all.
You are a liar, Meletus, not believed even by yourself. For I cannot

help thinking, O men of Athens, that Meletus is reckless and impu-
dent, and that he has written this indictment in a spirit of mere
wantonness and youthful bravado. Has he not compounded a riddle,
thinking to try me? He said to himself:—I shall see whether this
wise Socrates will discover my ingenious contradiction, or whether
I shall be able to deceive him and the rest of them. For he certainly
does appear to me to contradict himself in the indictment as much
as if he said that Socrates is guilty of not believing in the gods, and
yet of believing in them—but this surely is a piece of fun.

I should like you, O men of Athens, to join me in examining
what I conceive to be his inconsistency; and do you, Meletus, an-
swer. And I must remind you that you are not to interrupt me if I
speak in my accustomed manner.

Did ever man, Meletus, believe in the existence of human things,
and not of human beings? … I wish, men of Athens, that he would
answer, and not be always trying to get up an interruption. Did ever
any man believe in horsemanship, and not in horses? or in flute-
playing, and not in flute-players? No, my friend; I will answer to
you and to the court, as you refuse to answer for yourself. There is
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no man who ever did. But now please to answer the next question:
Can a man believe in spiritual and divine agencies, and not in spir-
its or demigods?

He cannot.
I am glad that I have extracted that answer, by the assistance of

the court; nevertheless you swear in the indictment that I teach and
believe in divine or spiritual agencies (new or old, no matter for
that); at any rate, I believe in spiritual agencies, as you say and swear
in the affidavit; but if I believe in divine beings, I must believe in
spirits or demigods;—is not that true? Yes, that is true, for I may
assume that your silence gives assent to that. Now what are spirits
or demigods? are they not either gods or the sons of gods? Is that
true?

Yes, that is true.
But this is just the ingenious riddle of which I was speaking: the

demigods or spirits are gods, and you say first that I don’t believe in
gods, and then again that I do believe in gods; that is, if I believe in
demigods. For if the demigods are the illegitimate sons of gods,
whether by the Nymphs or by any other mothers, as is thought,
that, as all men will allow, necessarily implies the existence of their
parents. You might as well affirm the existence of mules, and deny
that of horses and asses. Such nonsense, Meletus, could only have
been intended by you as a trial of me. You have put this into the
indictment because you had nothing real of which to accuse me.
But no one who has a particle of understanding will ever be con-
vinced by you that the same man can believe in divine and superhu-
man things, and yet not believe that there are gods and demigods
and heroes.

I have said enough in answer to the charge of Meletus: any elabo-
rate defence is unnecessary; but as I was saying before, I certainly
have many enemies, and this is what will be my destruction if I am
destroyed; of that I am certain;—not Meletus, nor yet Anytus, but
the envy and detraction of the world, which has been the death of
many good men, and will probably be the death of many more;
there is no danger of my being the last of them.

Someone will say: And are you not ashamed, Socrates, of a course
of life which is likely to bring you to an untimely end? To him I may
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fairly answer: There you are mistaken: a man who is good for any-
thing ought not to calculate the chance of living or dying; he ought
only to consider whether in doing anything he is doing right or
wrong—acting the part of a good man or of a bad. Whereas, ac-
cording to your view, the heroes who fell at Troy were not good for
much, and the son of Thetis above all, who altogether despised dan-
ger in comparison with disgrace; and when his goddess mother said
to him, in his eagerness to slay Hector, that if he avenged his com-
panion Patroclus, and slew Hector, he would die himself—“Fate,”
as she said, “waits upon you next after Hector”; he, hearing this,
utterly despised danger and death, and instead of fearing them, feared
rather to live in dishonor, and not to avenge his friend. “Let me die
next,” he replies, “and be avenged of my enemy, rather than abide
here by the beaked ships, a scorn and a burden of the earth.” Had
Achilles any thought of death and danger? For wherever a man’s
place is, whether the place which he has chosen or that in which he
has been placed by a commander, there he ought to remain in the
hour of danger; he should not think of death or of anything, but of
disgrace. And this, O men of Athens, is a true saying.

Strange, indeed, would be my conduct, O men of Athens, if I
who, when I was ordered by the generals whom you chose to com-
mand me at Potidaea and Amphipolis and Delium, remained where
they placed me, like any other man, facing death; if, I say, now,
when, as I conceive and imagine, God orders me to fulfil the
philosopher’s mission of searching into myself and other men, I
were to desert my post through fear of death, or any other fear; that
would indeed be strange, and I might justly be arraigned in court
for denying the existence of the gods, if I disobeyed the oracle be-
cause I was afraid of death: then I should be fancying that I was wise
when I was not wise. For this fear of death is indeed the pretence of
wisdom, and not real wisdom, being the appearance of knowing the
unknown; since no one knows whether death, which they in their
fear apprehend to be the greatest evil, may not be the greatest good.
Is there not here conceit of knowledge, which is a disgraceful sort of
ignorance? And this is the point in which, as I think, I am superior
to men in general, and in which I might perhaps fancy myself wiser
than other men,—that whereas I know but little of the world be-
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low, I do not suppose that I know: but I do know that injustice and
disobedience to a better, whether God or man, is evil and dishonor-
able, and I will never fear or avoid a possible good rather than a
certain evil. And therefore if you let me go now, and reject the coun-
sels of  Anytus, who said that if I were not put to death I ought not
to have been prosecuted, and that if I escape now, your sons will all
be utterly ruined by listening to my words—if you say to me,
Socrates, this time we will not mind Anytus, and will let you off,
but upon one condition, that are to inquire and speculate in this
way any more, and that if you are caught doing this again you shall
die;—if this was the condition on which you let me go, I should
reply: Men of Athens, I honor and love you; but I shall obey God
rather than you, and while I have life and strength I shall never
cease from the practice and teaching of philosophy, exhorting any-
one whom I meet after my manner, and convincing him, saying: O
my friend, why do you who are a citizen of the great and mighty
and wise city of Athens, care so much about laying up the greatest
amount of money and honor and reputation, and so little about
wisdom and truth and the greatest improvement of the soul, which
you never regard or heed at all? Are you not ashamed of this? And if
the person with whom I am arguing says: Yes, but I do care; I do not
depart or let him go at once; I interrogate and examine and cross-
examine him, and if I think that he has no virtue, but only says that
he has, I reproach him with undervaluing the greater, and overvalu-
ing the less. And this I should say to everyone whom I meet, young
and old, citizen and alien, but especially to the citizens, inasmuch as
they are my brethren. For this is the command of God, as I would
have you know; and I believe that to this day no greater good has
ever happened in the state than my service to the God. For I do
nothing but go about persuading you all, old and young alike, not
to take thought for your persons and your properties, but first and
chiefly to care about the greatest improvement of the soul. I tell you
that virtue is not given by money, but that from virtue come money
and every other good of man, public as well as private. This is my
teaching, and if this is the doctrine which corrupts the youth, my
influence is ruinous indeed. But if anyone says that this is not my
teaching, he is speaking an untruth. Wherefore, O men of Athens,
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I say to you, do as Anytus bids or not as Anytus bids, and either
acquit me or not; but whatever you do, know that I shall never alter
my ways, not even if I have to die many times.

Men of Athens, do not interrupt, but hear me; there was an agree-
ment between us that you should hear me out. And I think that
what I am going to say will do you good: for I have something more
to say, at which you may be inclined to cry out; but I beg that you
will not do this. I would have you know that, if you kill such a one
as I am, you will injure yourselves more than you will injure me.
Meletus and Anytus will not injure me: they cannot; for it is not in
the nature of things that a bad man should injure a better than
himself. I do not deny that he may, perhaps, kill him, or drive him
into exile, or deprive him of civil rights; and he may imagine, and
others may imagine, that he is doing him a great injury: but in that
I do not agree with him; for the evil of doing as Anytus is doing—
of unjustly taking away another man’s life—is greater far. And now,
Athenians, I am not going to argue for my own sake, as you may
think, but for yours, that you may not sin against the God, or lightly
reject his boon by condemning me. For if you kill me you will not
easily find another like me, who, if I may use such a ludicrous figure
of speech, am a sort of gadfly, given to the state by the God; and the
state is like a great and noble steed who is tardy in his motions
owing to his very size, and requires to be stirred into life. I am that
gadfly which God has given the state and all day long and in all
places am always fastening upon you, arousing and persuading and
reproaching you. And as you will not easily find another like me, I
would advise you to spare me. I dare say that you may feel irritated
at being suddenly awakened when you are caught napping; and you
may think that if you were to strike me dead, as Anytus advises,
which you easily might, then you would sleep on for the remainder
of your lives, unless God in his care of you gives you another gadfly.
And that I am given to you by God is proved by this:—that if I had
been like other men, I should not have neglected all my own con-
cerns, or patiently seen the neglect of them during all these years,
and have been doing yours, coming to you individually, like a father
or elder brother, exhorting you to regard virtue; this I say, would
not be like human nature. And had I gained anything, or if my
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exhortations had been paid, there would have been some sense in
that: but now, as you will perceive, not even the impudence of my
accusers dares to say that I have ever exacted or sought pay of any-
one; they have no witness of that. And I have a witness of the truth
of what I say; my poverty is a sufficient witness.

Someone may wonder why I go about in private, giving advice
and busying myself with the concerns of others, but do not venture
to come forward in public and advise the state. I will tell you the
reason of this. You have often heard me speak of an oracle or sign
which comes to me, and is the divinity which Meletus ridicules in
the indictment. This sign I have had ever since I was a child. The
sign is a voice which comes to me and always forbids me to do
something which I am going to do, but never commands me to do
anything, and this is what stands in the way of my being a politi-
cian. And rightly, as I think. For I am certain, O men of Athens,
that if I had engaged in politics, I should have perished long ago
and done no good either to you or to myself. And don’t be offended
at my telling you the truth: for the truth is that no man who goes to
war with you or any other multitude, honestly struggling against
the commission of unrighteousness and wrong in the state, will save
his life; he who will really fight for the right, if he would live even
for a little while, must have a private station and not a public one.

I can give you as proofs of this, not words only, but deeds, which
you value more than words. Let me tell you a passage of my own
life, which will prove to you that I should never have yielded to
injustice from any fear of death, and that if I had not yielded I
should have died at once. I will tell you a story—tasteless, perhaps,
and commonplace, but nevertheless true. The only office of state
which I ever held, O men of Athens, was that of senator; the tribe
Antiochis, which is my tribe, had the presidency at the trial of the
generals who had not taken up the bodies of the slain after the battle
of Arginusae; and you proposed to try them all together, which was
illegal, as you all thought afterwards; but at the time I was the only
one of the Prytanes who was opposed to the illegality, and I gave my
vote against you; and when the orators threatened to impeach and
arrest me, and have me taken away, and you called and shouted, I
made up my mind that I would run the risk, having law and justice
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with me, rather than take part in your injustice because I feared
imprisonment and death. This happened in the days of the democ-
racy. But when the oligarchy of the Thirty was in power, they sent
for me and four others into the rotunda, and bade us bring Leon
the Salaminian from Salamis, as they wanted to execute him. This
was a specimen of the sort of commands which they were always
giving with the view of implicating as many as possible in their
crimes; and then I showed, not in words only, but in deed, that, if I
may be allowed to use such an expression, I cared not a straw for
death, and that my only fear was the fear of doing an unrighteous or
unholy thing. For the strong arm of that oppressive power did not
frighten me into doing wrong; and when we came out of the ro-
tunda the other four went to Salamis and fetched Leon, but I went
quietly home. For which I might have lost my life, had not the
power of the Thirty shortly afterwards come to an end. And to this
many will witness.

Now do you really imagine that I could have survived all these
years, if I had led a public life, supposing that like a good man I had
always supported the right and had made justice, as I ought, the
first thing? No, indeed, men of Athens, neither I nor any other. But
I have been always the same in all my actions, public as well as
private, and never have I yielded any base compliance to those who
are slanderously termed my disciples or to any other. For the truth
is that I have no regular disciples: but if anyone likes to come and
hear me while I am pursuing my mission, whether he be young or
old, he may freely come. Nor do I converse with those who pay
only, and not with those who do not pay; but anyone, whether he
be rich or poor, may ask and answer me and listen to my words; and
whether he turns out to be a bad man or a good one, that cannot be
justly laid to my charge, as I never taught him anything. And if
anyone says that he has ever learned or heard anything from me in
private which all the world has not heard, I should like you to know
that he is speaking an untruth.

But I shall be asked, Why do people delight in continually con-
versing with you? I have told you already, Athenians, the whole
truth about this: they like to hear the cross-examination of the pre-
tenders to wisdom; there is amusement in this. And this is a duty
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which the God has imposed upon me, as I am assured by oracles,
visions, and in every sort of way in which the will of divine power
was ever signified to anyone. This is true, O Athenians; or, if not
true, would be soon refuted. For if I am really corrupting the youth,
and have corrupted some of them already, those of them who have
grown up and have become sensible that I gave them bad advice in
the days of their youth should come forward as accusers and take
their revenge; and if they do not like to come themselves, some of
their relatives, fathers, brothers, or other kinsmen, should say what
evil their families suffered at my hands. Now is their time. Many of
them I see in the court. There is Crito, who is of the same age and of
the same deme with myself; and there is Critobulus his son, whom
I also see. Then again there is Lysanias of Sphettus, who is the father
of Aeschines—he is present; and also there is Antiphon of Cephisus,
who is the father of Epignes; and there are the brothers of several
who have associated with me. There is Nicostratus the son of
Theosdotides, and the brother of Theodotus (now Theodotus him-
self is dead, and therefore he, at any rate, will not seek to stop him);
and there is Paralus the son of Demodocus, who had a brother
Theages; and Adeimantus the son of Ariston, whose brother Plato
is present; and Aeantodorus, who is the brother of Apollodorus,
whom I also see. I might mention a great many others, any of whom
Meletus should have produced as witnesses in the course of his
speech; and let him still produce them, if he has forgotten—I will
make way for him. And let him say, if he has any testimony of the
sort which he can produce. Nay, Athenians, the very opposite is the
truth. For all these are ready to witness on behalf of the corrupter, of
the destroyer of their kindred, as Meletus and Anytus call me; not
the corrupted youth only—there might have been a motive for that—
but their uncorrupted elder relatives. Why should they too support
me with their testimony? Why, indeed, except for the sake of truth
and justice, and because they know that I am speaking the truth,
and that Meletus is lying.

Well, Athenians, this and the like of this is nearly all the defence
which I have to offer. Yet a word more. Perhaps there may be some-
one who is offended at me, when he calls to mind how he himself, on
a similar or even a less serious occasion, had recourse to prayers and
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supplications with many tears, and how he produced his children in
court, which was a moving spectacle, together with a posse of his
relations and friends; whereas I, who am probably in danger of my
life, will do none of these things. Perhaps this may come into his
mind, and he may be set against me, and vote in anger because he is
displeased at this. Now if there be such a person among you, which I
am far from affirming, I may fairly reply to him: My friend, I am a
man, and like other men, a creature of flesh and blood, and not of
wood or stone, as Homer says; and I have a family, yes, and sons. O
Athenians, three in number, one of whom is growing up, and the two
others are still young; and yet I will not bring any of them hither in
order to petition you for an acquittal. And why not? Not from any
self-will or disregard of you. Whether I am or am not afraid of death
is another question, of which I will not now speak. But my reason
simply is that I feel such conduct to be discreditable to myself, and
you, and the whole state. One who has reached my years, and who
has a name for wisdom, whether deserved or not, ought not to debase
himself. At any rate, the world has decided that Socrates is in some
way superior to other men. And if those among you who are said to
be superior in wisdom and courage, and any other virtue, demean
themselves in this way, how shameful is their conduct! I have seen
men of reputation, when they have been condemned, behaving in
the strangest manner: they seemed to fancy that they were going to
suffer something dreadful if they died, and that they could be immor-
tal if you only allowed them to live; and I think that they were a
dishonor to the state, and that any stranger coming in would say of
them that the most eminent men of Athens, to whom the Athenians
themselves give honor and command, are no better than women.
And I say that these things ought not to be done by those of us who
are of reputation; and if they are done, you ought not to permit them;
you ought rather to show that you are more inclined to condemn, not
the man who is quiet, but the man who gets up a doleful scene, and
makes the city ridiculous.

But, setting aside the question of dishonor, there seems to be some-
thing wrong in petitioning a judge, and thus procuring an acquittal
instead of informing and convincing him. For his duty is, not to
make a present of justice, but to give judgment; and he has sworn
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that he will judge according to the laws, and not according to his
own good pleasure; and neither he nor we should get into the habit
of perjuring ourselves—there can be no piety in that. Do not then
require me to do what I consider dishonorable and impious and
wrong, especially now, when I am being tried for impiety on the
indictment of Meletus. For if, O men of Athens, by force of persua-
sion and entreaty, I could overpower your oaths, then I should be
teaching you to believe that there are no gods, and convict myself,
in my own defence, of not believing in them. But that is not the
case; for I do believe that there are gods, and in a far higher sense
than that in which any of my accusers believe in them. And to you
and to God I commit my cause, to be determined by you as is best
for you and me.
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THE JURY FINDS SOCRATES GUILTY
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There are many reasons why I am not grieved, O men of Athens,
at the vote of condemnation. I expected it, and am only surprised
that the votes are so nearly equal; for I had thought that the major-
ity against me would have been far larger; but now, had thirty votes
gone over to the other side, I should have been acquitted. And I
may say that I have escaped Meletus. And I may say more; for with-
out the assistance of Anytus and Lycon, he would not have had a
fifth part of the votes, as the law requires, in which case he would
have incurred a fine of a thousand drachmae, as is evident.

There are many reasons why I am not grieved, O men of Athens,
at the vote of condemnation. I expected it, and am only surprised
that the votes are so nearly equal; for I had thought that the major-
ity against me would have been far larger; but now, had thirty votes
gone over to the other side, I should have been acquitted. And I
may say that I have escaped Meletus. And I may say more; for with-
out the assistance of Anytus and Lycon, he would not have had a
fifth part of the votes, as the law requires, in which case he would
have incurred a fine of a thousand drachmae, as is evident.

Perhaps you may think that I am braving you in saying this, as in
what I said before about the tears and prayers. But that is not the
case. I speak rather because I am convinced that I never intention-
ally wronged anyone, although I cannot convince you of that—for
we have had a short conversation only; but if there were a law at
Athens, such as there is in other cities, that a capital cause should
not be decided in one day, then I believe that I should have con-
vinced you; but now the time is too short. I cannot in a moment
refute great slanders; and, as I am convinced that I never wronged
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another, I will assuredly not wrong myself. I will not say of myself
that I deserve any evil, or propose any penalty. Why should I? Be-
cause I am afraid of the penalty of death which Meletus proposes?
When I do not know whether death is a good or an evil, why should
I propose a penalty which would certainly be an evil? Shall I say
imprisonment? And why should I live in prison, and be the slave of
the magistrates of the year—of the Eleven? Or shall the penalty be a
fine, and imprisonment until the fine is paid? There is the same
objection. I should have to lie in prison, for money I have none,
and I cannot pay. And if I say exile (and this may possibly be the
penalty which you will affix), I must indeed be blinded by the love
of life if I were to consider that when you, who are my own citizens,
cannot endure my discourses and words, and have found them so
grievous and odious that you would fain have done with them, oth-
ers are likely to endure me. No, indeed, men of Athens, that is not
very likely. And what a life should I lead, at my age, wandering from
city to city, living in ever-changing exile, and always being driven
out! For I am quite sure that into whatever place I go, as here so also
there, the young men will come to me; and if I drive them away,
their elders will drive me out at their desire: and if I let them come,
their fathers and friends will drive me out for their sakes.
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THE JURY CONDEMNS SOCRATES TO DEATH
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Not much time will be gained, O Athenians, in return for the evil
name which you will get from the detractors of the city, who will
say that you killed Socrates, a wise man; for they will call me wise
even although I am not wise when they want to reproach you. If
you had waited a little while, your desire would have been fulfilled
in the course of nature. For I am far advanced in years, as you may
perceive, and not far from death. I am speaking now only to those
of you who have condemned me to death. And I have another thing
to say to them: You think that I was convicted through deficiency of
words—I mean, that if I had thought fit to leave nothing undone,
nothing unsaid, I might have gained an acquittal. Not so; the defi-
ciency which led to my conviction was not of words—certainly not.
But I had not the boldness or impudence or inclination to address
you as you would have liked me to address you, weeping and wail-
ing and lamenting, and saying and doing many things which you
have been accustomed to hear from others, and which, as I say, are
unworthy of me. But I thought that I ought not to do anything
common or mean in the hour of danger: nor do I now repent of the
manner of my defence, and I would rather die having spoken after
my manner, than speak in your manner and live. For neither in war
nor yet at law ought any man to use every way of escaping death.
For often in battle there is no doubt that if a man will throw away
his arms, and fall on his knees before his pursuers, he may escape
death; and in other dangers there are other ways of escaping death,
if a man is willing to say and do anything. The difficulty, my friends,
is not in avoiding death, but in avoiding unrighteousness; for that
runs faster than death. I am old and move slowly, and the slower
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runner has overtaken me, and my accusers are keen and quick, and
the faster runner, who is unrighteousness, has overtaken them. And
now I depart hence condemned by you to suffer the penalty of death,
and they, too, go their ways condemned by the truth to suffer the
penalty of villainy and wrong; and I must abide by my award—let
them abide by theirs. I suppose that these things may be regarded as
fated,—and I think that they are well.

And now, O men who have condemned me, I would fain proph-
esy to you; for I am about to die, and that is the hour in which men
are gifted with prophetic power. And I prophesy to you who are my
murderers, that immediately after my death punishment far heavier
than you have inflicted on me will surely await you. Me you have
killed because you wanted to escape the accuser, and not to give an
account of your lives. But that will not be as you suppose: far other-
wise. For I say that there will be more accusers of you than there are
now; accusers whom hitherto I have restrained: and as they are
younger they will be more severe with you, and you will be more
offended at them. For if you think that by killing men you can
avoid the accuser censuring your lives, you are mistaken; that is not
a way of escape which is either possible or honorable; the easiest
and noblest way is not to be crushing others, but to be improving
yourselves. This is the prophecy which I utter before my departure,
to the judges who have condemned me.

Friends, who would have acquitted me, I would like also to talk
with you about this thing which has happened, while the magis-
trates are busy, and before I go to the place at which I must die. Stay
then awhile, for we may as well talk with one another while there is
time. You are my friends, and I should like to show you the mean-
ing of this event which has happened to me. O my judges—for you
I may truly call judges—I should like to tell you of a wonderful
circumstance. Hitherto the familiar oracle within me has constantly
been in the habit of opposing me even about trifles, if I was going to
make a slip or error about anything; and now as you see there has
come upon me that which may be thought, and is generally be-
lieved to be, the last and worst evil. But the oracle made no sign of
opposition, either as I was leaving my house and going out in the
morning, or when I was going up into this court, or while I was
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speaking, at anything which I was going to say; and yet I have often
been stopped in the middle of a speech; but now in nothing I either
said or did touching this matter has the oracle opposed me. What
do I take to be the explanation of this? I will tell you. I regard this as
a proof that what has happened to me is a good, and that those of us
who think that death is an evil are in error. This is a great proof to
me of what I am saying, for the customary sign would surely have
opposed me had I been going to evil and not to good.

Let us reflect in another way, and we shall see that there is great
reason to hope that death is a good, for one of two things:—either
death is a state of nothingness and utter unconsciousness, or, as
men say, there is a change and migration of the soul from this world
to another. Now if you suppose that there is no consciousness, but a
sleep like the sleep of him who is undisturbed even by the sight of
dreams, death will be an unspeakable gain. For if a person were to
select the night in which his sleep was undisturbed even by dreams,
and were to compare with this the other days and nights of his life,
and then were to tell us how many days and nights he had passed in
the course of his life better and more pleasantly than this one, I
think that any man, I will not say a private man, but even the great
king, will not find many such days or nights, when compared with
the others. Now if death is like this, I say that to die is gain; for
eternity is then only a single night. But if death is the journey to
another place, and there, as men say, all the dead are, what good, O
my friends and judges, can be greater than this? If indeed when the
pilgrim arrives in the world below, he is delivered from the profes-
sors of justice in this world, and finds the true judges who are said
to give judgment there, Minos and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and
Triptolemus, and other sons of God who were righteous in their
own life, that pilgrimage will be worth making. What would not a
man give if he might converse with Orpheus and Musaeus and
Hesiod and Homer? Nay, if this be true, let me die again and again.
I, too, shall have a wonderful interest in a place where I can con-
verse with Palamedes, and Ajax the son of Telamon, and other he-
roes of old, who have suffered death through an unjust judgment;
and there will be no small pleasure, as I think, in comparing my
own sufferings with theirs. Above all, I shall be able to continue my
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search into true and false knowledge; as in this world, so also in
that; I shall find out who is wise, and who pretends to be wise, and
is not. What would not a man give, O judges, to be able to examine
the leader of the great Trojan expedition; or Odysseus or Sisyphus,
or numberless others, men and women too! What infinite delight
would there be in conversing with them and asking them questions!
For in that world they do not put a man to death for this; certainly
not. For besides being happier in that world than in this, they will
be immortal, if what is said is true.

Wherefore, O judges, be of good cheer about death, and know
this of a truth—that no evil can happen to a good man, either in life
or after death. He and his are not neglected by the gods; nor has my
own approaching end happened by mere chance. But I see clearly
that to die and be released was better for me; and therefore the
oracle gave no sign. For which reason also, I am not angry with my
accusers, or my condemners; they have done me no harm, although
neither of them meant to do me any good; and for this I may gently
blame them.

Still I have a favor to ask of them. When my sons are grown up, I
would ask you, O my friends, to punish them; and I would have
you trouble them, as I have troubled you, if they seem to care about
riches, or anything, more than about virtue; or if they pretend to be
something when they are really nothing,—then reprove them, as I
have reproved you, for not caring about that for which they ought
to care, and thinking that they are something when they are really
nothing. And if you do this, I and my sons will have received justice
at your hands.

The hour of departure has arrived, and we go our ways—I to die,
and you to live. Which is better God only knows.
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INTRODUCTION TO CRITO (by Benjamin Jowett)

THE “CRITO” seems intended to exhibit the character of Socrates in
one light only, not as the philosopher, fulfilling a divine mission
and trusting in the will of Heaven, but simply as the good citizen,
who having been unjustly condemned is willing to give up his life
in obedience to the laws of  the State.

The days of Socrates are drawing to a close; the fatal ship1 has
been seen off Sunium, as he is  informed by his aged friend and
contemporary Crito, who visits him before the dawn has broken;
he himself has been warned in a dream that on the third day he
must depart. Time is precious and Crito has come early in order to
gain his consent to a plan of escape. This can be easily accomplished
by his friends, who will incur no danger in making the attempt to
save him, but will be disgraced forever if they allow him to perish.
He should think of his duty to his children, and not play into the
hands of his enemies. Money is already provided by Crito as well as
by Simmias and others, and he will have no difficulty in finding
friends in Thessaly and other places.

Socrates is afraid that Crito is but pressing upon him the opinions
of the many: whereas, all his life long he has followed the dictates of
reason only and the opinion of the one wise or skilled man. There was

1 The sacred ship, during whose thirty days’ voyage to and from the oracle
at Delos no Athenian  citizen could be put to death.
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a time when Crito himself had allowed the propriety of this. And
although someone will say “The  many can kill us,” that makes no
difference; but a good life, that is to say a just and honorable life, is
alone to be valued. All considerations of loss of reputation or injury to
his children should be dismissed: the only question is whether he
would be right in attempting to escape. Crito, who is a disinterested
person, not having the fear of death before his eyes, shall answer this
for him. Before he  was condemned they had often held discussions,
in which they agreed that no man should either do evil, or return evil
for evil, or betray the right. Are these principles to be altered because
the circumstances of Socrates are altered? Crito admits that they re-
main the same. Then is his escape  consistent with the maintenance
of them? To this Crito is unable or unwilling to reply.

Socrates proceeds: Suppose the laws of Athens to come and re-
monstrate with him: they will ask,  “Why does he seek to overturn
them?” and if he replies, “They have injured him,” will not the laws
answer, “Yes, but was that the agreement? Has he any objection to
make to them which would justify  him in overturning them? Was
he not brought into the world and educated by their help, and are
they  not his parents? He might have left Athens and gone where he
pleased, but he has lived there for  seventy years more constantly
than any other citizen.” Thus he has clearly shown that he  acknowl-
edged the agreement which he cannot now break without dishonor
to himself and danger to  his friends. Even in the course of the trial
he might have proposed exile as the penalty, but then he  declared
that he preferred death to exile. And whither will he direct his foot-
steps? In any well-ordered  State the laws will consider him as an
enemy. Possibly in a land of misrule like Thessaly he may be  wel-
comed at first, and the unseemly narrative of his escape regarded by
the inhabitants as an amusing tale. But if he offends them he will
have to learn another sort of lesson. Will he continue to give lec-
tures in virtue? That would hardly be decent. And how will his chil-
dren be the gainers if he takes  them into Thessaly, and deprives
them of Athenian citizenship? Or if he leaves them behind, does he
expect that they will be better taken care of by his friends because he
is in Thessaly? Will not true friends care for them equally whether
he is alive or dead?
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Finally, they exhort him to think of justice first, and of life and
children afterwards. He may now depart in peace and innocence, a
sufferer and not a doer of evil. But if he breaks agreements, and
returns evil for evil, they will be angry with him while he lives; and
their brethren, the laws of the  world below, will receive him as an
enemy. Such is the mystic voice which is always murmuring in his
ears.

That Socrates was not a good citizen was a charge made against
him during his lifetime, which has been often repeated in later ages.
The crimes of Alcibiades, Critias, and Charmides, who had been
his  pupils, were still recent in the memory of the now restored
democracy. The fact that he had been neutral in the death struggle
of Athens was not likely to conciliate popular good-will. Plato, writ-
ing  probably in the next generation, undertakes the defence of his
friend and master in this particular, not to the Athenians of his day,
but to posterity and the world at large.

Whether such an incident ever really occurred as the visit of Crito
and the proposal of escape is  uncertain: Plato could easily have
invented far more than that; and in the selection of Crito, the aged
friend, as the fittest person to make the proposal to Socrates, we
seem to recognize the hand of the artist. Whether anyone who has
been subjected by the laws of his country to an unjust judgment is
right in attempting to escape is a thesis about which casuists might
disagree. Shelley is of opinion that Socrates “did well to die,” but
not for the “sophistical” reasons which Plato has put into his mouth.
And there would be no difficulty in arguing that Socrates should
have lived and preferred to a glorious  death the good which he
might still be able to perform. “A skilful rhetorician would have had
much to  say about that” (50 C). It may be remarked, however, that
Plato never intended to answer the question of casuistry, but only
to exhibit the ideal of patient virtue which refuses to do the least
evil in order to  avoid the greatest, and to show Socrates, his master,
maintaining in death the opinions which he had  professed in his
life. Not “the world,” but the “one wise man,” is still the philosopher’s
paradox in his last hours.
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CRITO
OR

THE DUTY OF A CITIZEN

Persons of the Dialogue: SOCRATES, CRITO
Scene: — The Prison of Socrates

  Soc. Why have you come at this hour, Crito? it must be quite
early.

  Crito. Yes, certainly.

  Soc. What is the exact time?

  Cr. The dawn is breaking.

  Soc. I wonder the keeper of the prison would let you in.

  Cr. He knows me because I often come, Socrates; moreover, I have
done him a kindness.

  Soc. And are you only just come?

  Cr. No, I came some time ago.

  Soc. Then why did you sit and say nothing, instead of awakening
me at once?
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  Cr. Why, indeed, Socrates, I myself would rather not have all this
sleeplessness and sorrow. But I have  been wondering at your peace-
ful slumbers, and that was the reason why I did not awaken you,
because I wanted you to be out of pain. I have always thought you
happy in the calmness of your emperament; but never did I see the
like of the easy, cheerful way in which you bear this calamity.

  Soc. Why, Crito, when a man has reached my age he ought not to
be repining at the prospect of  death.

  Cr. And yet other old men find themselves in similar misfortunes,
and age does not prevent them from repining.

  Soc. That may be. But you have not told me why you come at this
early hour.

  Cr. I come to bring you a message which is sad and painful; not as
I believe, to yourself, but to all of us who are your friends, and
saddest of all to me.

  Soc. What! I suppose that the ship has come from Delos, on the
arrival of which I am to die?

  Cr. No, the ship has not actually arrived, but she will probably be
here to-day, as persons who have come from Sunium tell me that
they left her there; and therefore tomorrow, Socrates, will be the last
day of your life.

  Soc. Very well, Crito; if such is the will of God, I am  willing; but
my belief is that there will be a delay of a day.

  Cr. Why do you say this?

  Soc. I will tell you. I am to die on the day after the arrival of the
ship?

  Cr. Yes; that is what the authorities say.
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  Soc. But I do not think that the ship will be here until tomorrow;
this I gather from a vision which I  had last night, or rather only just
now, when you fortunately allowed me to sleep.

  Cr. And what was the nature of the vision?

  Soc. There came to me the likeness of a woman, fair and comely,
clothed in white raiment, who called to me and said: O Socrates—

  “The third day hence, to Phthia shalt thou go.”

  Cr. What a singular dream, Socrates!

  Soc. There can be no doubt about the meaning, Crito, I think.

  Cr. Yes: the meaning is only too clear. But, O! my beloved Socrates,
let me entreat you once more to take my advice and escape. For if
you die I shall not only lose a friend who can never be replaced, but
there is another evil: people who do not know you and me will
believe that I might have saved you if I  had been willing to give
money, but that I did not care. Now, can there be a worse disgrace
than this — that I should be thought to value money more than the
life of a friend? For the many will not be persuaded that I wanted
you to escape, and that you refused.

  Soc. But why, my dear Crito, should we care about the opinion of
the many? Good men, and they are  the only persons who are worth
considering, will think of these things truly as they happened.

  Cr. But do you see, Socrates, that the opinion of the many must be
regarded, as is evident in your own case, because they can do the
very greatest evil to anyone who has lost their good opinion.

  Soc. I only wish, Crito, that they could; for then they could also
do the greatest good, and that would  be well. But the truth is, that
they can do neither good nor evil: they cannot make a man wise or
make  him foolish; and whatever they do is the result of chance.
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  Cr. Well, I will not dispute about that; but please to tell me, Socrates,
whether you are not acting out of regard to me and your other friends:
are you not afraid that if you escape hence we may get into trouble
with the informers for having stolen you away, and lose either the
whole or a great part of our property; or that even a worse evil may
happen to us? Now, if this is your fear, be at ease; for in order  to
save you, we ought surely to run this or even a greater risk; be per-
suaded, then, and do as I say.

  Soc. Yes, Crito, that is one fear which you mention, but by no
means the only one.

  Cr. Fear not. There are persons who at no great cost are willing to
save you and bring you out of prison; and as for the informers, you
may observe that they are far from being exorbitant in their de-
mands; a little money will satisfy them. My means, which, as I am
sure, are ample, are at your service, and if you have a scruple about
spending all mine, here are strangers who will give you the use of
theirs; and one of them, Simmias the Theban, has brought a sum of
money for this very purpose; and Cebes and many others are will-
ing to spend their money too. I say, therefore, do not on that ac-
count hesitate about making your escape, and do not say, as you did
in the court, that you will have a difficulty in knowing what to do
with yourself if you escape. For men will love you in other places to
which you may go, and not in Athens only; there are friends of
mine in Thessaly, if you like to go to  them, who will value and
protect you, and no Thessalian will give you any trouble. Nor can I
think that you are justified, Socrates, in betraying your own life
when you might be saved; this is playing into the hands of your
enemies and destroyers; and moreover I should say that you were
betraying your  children; for you might bring them up and educate
them; instead of which you go away and leave them, and they will
have to take their chance; and if they do not meet with the usual
fate of orphans,  there will be small thanks to you. No man should
bring children into the world who is unwilling to persevere to the
end in their nurture and education. But you are choosing the easier
part, as I think, not the better and manlier, which would rather
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have become one who professes virtue in all his actions, like your-
self. And, indeed, I am ashamed not only of you, but of us who are
your friends, when I reflect that this entire business of yours will be
attributed to our want of courage. The trial  need never have come
on, or might have been brought to another issue; and the end of all,
which is  the crowning absurdity, will seem to have been permitted
by us, through cowardice and baseness, who might have saved you,
as you might have saved yourself, if we had been good for anything
(for there  was no difficulty in escaping); and we did not see how
disgraceful, Socrates, and also miserable all this will be to us as well
as to you. Make your mind up then, or rather have your mind al-
ready made up, for  the time of deliberation is over, and there is only
one thing to be done, which must be done, if at all, this very night,
and which any delay will render all but impossible; I beseech you
therefore, Socrates, to be persuaded by me, and to do as I say.

  Soc. Dear Crito, your zeal is invaluable, if a right one; but if wrong,
the greater the zeal the greater the evil; and therefore we ought to
consider whether these things shall be done or not. For I am and
always have been one of those natures who must be guided by reason,
whatever the reason may be which upon reflection appears to me to
be the best; and now that this fortune has come upon me, I  cannot
put away the reasons which I have before given: the principles which
I have hitherto honored and revered I still honor, and unless we can
find other and better principles on the instant, I am certain not to
agree with you; no, not even if the power of the multitude could
inflict many more  imprisonments, confiscations, deaths, frightening
us like children with hobgoblin terrors. But what will  be the fairest
way of considering the question? Shall I return to your old argument
about the opinions of men? some of which are to be regarded, and
others, as we were saying, are not to be regarded. Now were we right
in maintaining this before I was condemned? And has the argument
which was once good now proved to be talk for the sake of talking; in
fact an amusement only, and altogether vanity? That is what I want to
consider with your help, Crito: whether, under my present circum-
stances, the  argument appears to be in any way different or not; and
is to be allowed by me or disallowed. That  argument, which, as I
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believe, is maintained by many who assume to be authorities, was to
the effect,  as I was saying, that the opinions of some men are to be
regarded, and of other men not to be regarded. Now you, Crito, are a
disinterested person who are not going to die tomorrow—at least,
there  is no human probability of this, and you are therefore not liable
to be deceived by the circumstances in  which you are placed. Tell me,
then, whether I am right in saying that some opinions, and the opin-
ions of some men only, are to be valued, and other opinions, and the
opinions of other men, are not to be valued. I ask you whether I was
right in maintaining this?

  Cr. Certainly.

  Soc. The good are to be regarded, and not the bad?

  Cr. Yes.

  Soc. And the opinions of the wise are good, and the opinions of
the unwise are evil?

  Cr. Certainly.

  Soc. And what was said about another matter? Was the disciple in
gymnastics supposed to attend to the praise and blame and opinion
of every man, or of one man only—his physician or trainer, who-
ever  that was?

  Cr. Of one man only.

  Soc. And he ought to fear the censure and welcome the praise of
that one only, and not of the many?
  Cr. That is clear.

  Soc. And he ought to live and train, and eat and drink in the way
which seems good to his single master who has understanding, rather
than according to the opinion of all other men put together?
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  Cr. True.

  Soc. And if he disobeys and disregards the opinion and approval
of the one, and regards the opinion of the many who have no un-
derstanding, will he not suffer evil?

  Cr. Certainly he will.

  Soc. And what will the evil be, whither tending and what affect-
ing, in the disobedient person?

  Cr. Clearly, affecting the body; that is what is destroyed by the
evil.

  Soc. Very good; and is not this true, Crito, of other things which
we need not separately enumerate? In the matter of just and unjust,
fair and foul, good and evil, which are the subjects of our present
consultation, ought we to follow the opinion of the many and to
fear them; or the opinion of the one man who has understanding,
and whom we ought to fear and reverence more than all the rest of
the  world: and whom deserting we shall destroy and injure that
principle in us which may be assumed to be improved by justice
and deteriorated by injustice; is there not such a principle?

  Cr. Certainly there is, Socrates.

  Soc. Take a parallel instance: if, acting under the advice of men
who have no understanding, we  destroy that which is improvable
by health and deteriorated by disease—when that has been destroyed,
I say, would life be worth having? And that is—the body?

  Cr. Yes.

  Soc. Could we live, having an evil and corrupted body?

  Cr. Certainly not.
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  Soc. And will life be worth having, if that higher part of man be
depraved, which is improved by justice and deteriorated by injus-
tice? Do we suppose that principle, whatever it may be in man,
which has to do with justice and injustice, to be inferior to the
body?

  Cr. Certainly not.

  Soc. More honored, then?

  Cr. Far more honored.

  Soc. Then, my friend, we must not regard what the many say of
us: but what he, the one man who has understanding of just and
unjust, will say, and what the truth will say. And therefore you be-
gin in error when you suggest that we should regard the opinion of
the many about just and unjust, good  and evil, honorable and dis-
honorable. Well, someone will say, “But the many can kill us.”

  Cr. Yes, Socrates; that will clearly be the answer.

  Soc. That is true: but still I find with surprise that the old argu-
ment is, as I conceive, unshaken as ever. And I should like to know
whether I may say the same of another proposition—that not life,
but a good life, is to be chiefly valued?

  Cr. Yes, that also remains.

  Soc. And a good life is equivalent to a just and honorable One—
that holds also?

  Cr. Yes, that holds.

  Soc. From these premises I proceed to argue the question whether
I ought or ought not to try to  escape without the consent of the
Athenians: and if I am clearly right in escaping, then I will make
the attempt; but if not, I will abstain. The other considerations which



41

Plato

you mention, of money and loss  of character, and the duty of edu-
cating children, are, as I hear, only the doctrines of the multitude,
who would be as ready to call people to life, if they were able, as
they are to put them to death—and with as little reason. But now,
since the argument has thus far prevailed, the only question which
remains to be considered is, whether we shall do rightly either in
escaping or in suffering others to aid  in our escape and paying them
in money and thanks, or whether we shall not do rightly; and if the
latter, then death or any other calamity which may ensue on my
remaining here must not be allowed to enter into the calculation.

  Cr. I think that you are right, Socrates; how then shall we proceed?

  Soc. Let us consider the matter together, and do you either refute
me if you can, and I will be convinced; or else cease, my dear friend,
from repeating to me that I ought to escape against the wishes of
the Athenians: for I am extremely desirous to be persuaded by you,
but not against my own better judgment. And now please to con-
sider my first position, and do your best to answer me.

  Cr. I will do my best.

  Soc. Are we to say that we are never intentionally to do wrong, or
that in one way we ought and in  another way we ought not to do
wrong, or is doing wrong always evil and dishonorable, as I was just
now saying, and as has been already acknowledged by us? Are all
our former admissions which were made within a few days to be
thrown away? And have we, at our age, been earnestly discoursing
with one another all our life long only to discover that we are no
better than children? Or are we to rest  assured, in spite of the opin-
ion of the many, and in spite of consequences whether better or
worse, of the truth of what was then said, that injustice is always an
evil and dishonor to him who acts  unjustly? Shall we affirm that?

  Cr. Yes.

  Soc. Then we must do no wrong?
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  Cr. Certainly not.

  Soc. Nor when injured injure in return, as the many imagine; for
we must injure no one at all?

  Cr. Clearly not.

  Soc. Again, Crito, may we do evil?

  Cr. Surely not, Socrates.

  Soc. And what of doing evil in return for evil, which is the moral-
ity of the many—is that just or not?

  Cr. Not just.

  Soc. For doing evil to another is the same as injuring him?

  Cr. Very true.

  Soc. Then we ought not to retaliate or render evil for evil to any-
one, whatever evil we may have suffered from him. But I would
have you consider, Crito, whether you really mean what you are
saying.  For this opinion has never been held, and never will be
held, by any considerable number of persons; and those who are
agreed and those who are not agreed upon this point have no com-
mon ground, and  can only despise one another when they see how
widely they differ. Tell me, then, whether you agree  with and assent
to my first principle, that neither injury nor retaliation nor warding
off evil by evil is ever right. And shall that be the premise of our
argument? Or do you decline and dissent from this? For this has
been of old and is still my opinion; but, if you are of another opin-
ion, let me hear what you  have to say. If, however, you remain of
the same mind as formerly, I will proceed to the next step.

  Cr. You may proceed, for I have not changed my mind.
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  Soc. Then I will proceed to the next step, which may be put in the
form of a question: Ought a man to do what he admits to be right,
or ought he to betray the right?

  Cr. He ought to do what he thinks right.

  Soc. But if this is true, what is the application? In leaving the prison
against the will of the Athenians, do I wrong any? or rather do I not
wrong those whom I ought least to wrong? Do I not  desert the
principles Which were acknowledged by us to be just? What do you
say?

  Cr. I cannot tell, Socrates, for I do not know.

  Soc. Then consider the matter in this way: Imagine that I am about
to play truant (you may call the  proceeding by any name which
you like), and the laws and the government come and interrogate
me:  “Tell us, Socrates,” they say; “what are you about? are you
going by an act of yours to overturn us—the laws and the whole
State, as far as in you lies? Do you imagine that a State can subsist
and not be  overthrown, in which the decisions of law have no power,
but are set aside and overthrown by individuals?” What will be our
answer, Crito, to these and the like words? Anyone, and especially a
clever rhetorician, will have a good deal to urge about the evil of
setting aside the law which requires a   sentence to be carried out;
and we might reply, “Yes; but the State has injured us and given an
unjust sentence.” Suppose I say that?

  Cr. Very good, Socrates.

  Soc. “And was that our agreement with you?” the law would say;
“or were you to abide by the sentence of the State?” And if I were to
express astonishment at their saying this, the law would probably
add: “Answer, Socrates, instead of opening your eyes: you are in the
habit of asking and answering questions. Tell us what complaint
you have to make against us which justifies you in attempting to
destroy us and the State? In the first place did we not bring you into
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existence? Your father married your mother by our aid and begat
you. Say whether you have any objection to urge  against those of us
who regulate marriage?” None, I should reply. “Or against those of
us who regulate  the system of nurture and education of children in
which you were trained? Were not the laws, who have the charge of
this, right in commanding your father to train you in music and
gymnastic?” Right, I should reply. “Well, then, since you were
brought into the world and nurtured and educated by us,  can you
deny in the first place that you are our child and slave, as your fa-
thers were before you? And  if this is true you are not on equal terms
with us; nor can you think that you have a right to do to us what we
are doing to you. Would you have any right to strike or revile or do
any other evil to a father or to your master, if you had one, when
you have been struck or reviled by him, or received some  other evil
at his hands?—you would not say this? And because we think right
to destroy you, do you think that you have any right to destroy us in
return, and your country as far as in you lies? And will  you, O
professor of true virtue, say that you are justified in this? Has a
philosopher like you failed to  discover that our country is more to
be valued and higher and holier far than mother or father or any
ancestor, and more to be regarded in the eyes of the gods and of
men of understanding? also to be soothed, and gently and rever-
ently entreated when angry, even more than a father, and if not
persuaded, obeyed? And when we are punished by her, whether with
imprisonment or stripes, the  punishment is to be endured in si-
lence; and if she leads us to wounds or death in battle, thither we
follow as is right; neither may anyone yield or retreat or leave his
rank, but whether in battle or in a  court of law, or in any other
place, he must do what his city and his country order him; or he
must  change their view of what is just: and if he may do no violence
to his father or mother, much less may  he do violence to his coun-
try.” What answer shall we make to this, Crito? Do the laws speak
truly, or  do they not?

  Cr. I think that they do.

  Soc. Then the laws will say: “Consider, Socrates, if this is true, that
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in your present attempt you are going to do us wrong. For, after
having brought you into the world, and nurtured and educated you,
and given you and every other citizen a share in every good that we
had to give, we further proclaim  and give the right to every Athe-
nian, that if he does not like us when he has come of age and has
seen  the ways of the city, and made our acquaintance, he may go
where he pleases and take his goods with him; and none of us laws
will forbid him or interfere with him. Any of you who does not like
us and  the city, and who wants to go to a colony or to any other
city, may go where he likes, and take his  goods with him. But he
who has experience of the manner in which we order justice and
administer the State, and still remains, has entered into an implied
contract that he will do as we command him. And he who disobeys
us is, as we maintain, thrice wrong: first, because in disobeying us
he is disobeying his parents; secondly, because we are the authors of
his education; thirdly, because he has made an agreement with us
that he will duly obey our commands; and he neither obeys them
nor convinces us that our commands are wrong; and we do not
rudely impose them, but give him the alternative of obeying or con-
vincing us; that is what we offer, and he does neither. These are the
sort  of accusations to which, as we were saying, you, Socrates, will
be exposed if you accomplish your  intentions; you, above all other
Athenians.” Suppose I ask, why is this? they will justly retort upon
me that I above all other men have acknowledged the agreement.
“There is clear proof,” they will say,  “Socrates, that we and the city
were not displeasing to you. Of all Athenians you have been the
most constant resident in the city, which, as you never leave, you
may be supposed to love. For you never  went out of the city either
to see the games, except once when you went to the Isthmus, or to
any  other place unless when you were on military service; nor did
you travel as other men do. Nor had you  any curiosity to know
other States or their laws: your affections did not go beyond us and
our State;  we were your special favorites, and you acquiesced in our
government of you; and this is the State in  which you begat your
children, which is a proof of your satisfaction. Moreover, you might,
if you had  liked, have fixed the penalty at banishment in the course
of the trial—the State which refuses to let  you go now would have
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let you go then. But you pretended that you preferred death to ex-
ile, and that  you were not grieved at death. And now you have
forgotten these fine sentiments, and pay no respect to us, the laws,
of whom you are the destroyer; and are doing what only a miserable
slave would do, running away and turning your back upon the com-
pacts and agreements which you made as a citizen. And first of all
answer this very question: Are we right in saying that you agreed to
be governed  according to us in deed, and not in word only? Is that
true or not?” How shall we answer that, Crito? Must we not agree?

  Cr. There is no help, Socrates.

  Soc. Then will they not say: “You, Socrates, are breaking the cov-
enants and agreements which you made with us at your leisure, not
in any haste or under any compulsion or deception, but having had
seventy years to think of them, during which time you were at lib-
erty to leave the city, if we were not  to your mind, or if our cov-
enants appeared to you to be unfair. You had your choice, and might
have  gone either to Lacedaemon or Crete, which you often praise
for their good government, or to some  other Hellenic or foreign
State. Whereas you, above all other Athenians, seemed to be so fond
of the  State, or, in other words, of us her laws (for who would like
a State that has no laws), that you never stirred out of her: the halt,
the blind, the maimed, were not more stationary in her than you
were.  And now you run away and forsake your agreements. Not so,
Socrates, if you will take our advice; do not make yourself ridicu-
lous by escaping out of the city.
  “For just consider, if you transgress and err in this sort of way,
what good will you do, either to yourself or to your friends? That
your friends will be driven into exile and deprived of citizenship, or
will lose their property, is tolerably certain; and you yourself, if you
fly to one of the neighboring  cities, as, for example, Thebes or
Megara, both of which are well-governed cities, will come to them
as an enemy, Socrates, and their government will be against you,
and all patriotic citizens will cast an evil eye upon you as a subverter
of the laws, and you will confirm in the minds of the judges the
justice of their own condemnation of you. For he who is a corrupter
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of the laws is more than likely to be corrupter of the young and
foolish portion of mankind. Will you then flee from well-ordered
cities and virtuous men? and is existence worth having on these
terms? Or will you go to them without  shame, and talk to them,
Socrates? And what will you say to them? What you say here about
virtue  and justice and institutions and laws being the best things
among men? Would that be decent of you? Surely not. But if you go
away from well-governed States to Crito’s friends in Thessaly, where
there is  great disorder and license, they will be charmed to have the
tale of your escape from prison, set off  with ludicrous particulars of
the manner in which you were wrapped in a goatskin or some other
disguise, and metamorphosed as the fashion of runaways is—that is
very likely; but will there be no one to remind you that in your old
age you violated the most sacred laws from a miserable desire of a
little more life? Perhaps not, if you keep them in a good temper; but
if they are out of temper you will  hear many degrading things; you
will live, but how?—as the flatterer of all men, and the servant of all
men; and doing what?—eating and drinking in Thessaly, having
gone abroad in order that you may get  a dinner. And where will be
your fine sentiments about justice and virtue then? Say that you
wish to  live for the sake of your children, that you may bring them
up and educate them—will you take them  into Thessaly and de-
prive them of Athenian citizenship? Is that the benefit which you
would confer  upon them? Or are you under the impression that
they will be better cared for and educated here if  you are still alive,
although absent from them; for that your friends will take care of
them? Do you  fancy that if you are an inhabitant of Thessaly they
will take care of them, and if you are an inhabitant of the other
world they will not take care of them? Nay; but if they who call
themselves  friends are truly friends, they surely will.
  “Listen, then, Socrates, to us who have brought you up. Think not
of life and children first, and of  justice afterwards, but of justice
first, that you may be justified before the princes of the world be-
low. For neither will you nor any that belong to you be happier or
holier or juster in this life, or happier in another, if you do as Crito
bids. Now you depart in innocence, a sufferer and not a doer of evil;
a victim, not of the laws, but of men. But if you go forth, returning
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ments which you have made with us, and wronging those whom
you ought least to wrong, that is to say, yourself, your friends, your
country, and us, we shall be angry  with you while you live, and our
brethren, the laws in the world below, will receive you as an enemy;
for they will know that you have done your best to destroy us. Lis-
ten, then, to us and not to Crito.”
  “This is the voice which I seem to hear murmuring in my ears, like
the sound of the flute in the ears of the mystic; that voice, I say, is
humming in my ears, and prevents me from hearing any other. And
I know that anything more which you may say will be in vain. Yet
speak, if you have anything to say.

  Cr. I have nothing to say, Socrates.

  Soc. Then let me follow the intimations of the will of God.

Crito
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Phaedo

by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRINTRINTRINTRINTRODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTION

AFTER AN INTERVAL of some months or years, and at Phlius, a town of
Peloponnesus, the tale of the last hours of Socrates is narrated to
Echecrates and other Phliasians by Phaedo the ‘beloved disciple.’ The
Dialogue necessarily takes the form of a narrative, because Socrates has
to be described acting as well as speaking. The minutest particulars of
the event are interesting to distant friends, and the narrator has an equal
interest in them.

During the voyage of the sacred ship to and from Delos, which
has occupied thirty days, the execution of Socrates has been de-
ferred. (Compare Xen. Mem.) The time has been passed by him in
conversation with a select company of disciples. But now the holy
season is over, and the disciples meet earlier than usual in order that
they may converse with Socrates for the last time. Those who were
present, and those who might have been expected to be present, are
mentioned by name. There are Simmias and Cebes (Crito), two
disciples of Philolaus whom Socrates ‘by his enchantments has at-
tracted from Thebes’ (Mem.), Crito the aged friend, the attendant
of the prison, who is as good as a friend—these take part in the
conversation. There are present also, Hermogenes, from whom
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Xenophon derived his information about the trial of Socrates
(Mem.), the ‘madman’ Apollodorus (Symp.), Euclid and Terpsion
from Megara (compare Theaet.), Ctesippus, Antisthenes,
Menexenus, and some other less-known members of the Socratic
circle, all of whom are silent auditors. Aristippus, Cleombrotus, and
Plato are noted as absent. Almost as soon as the friends of Socrates
enter the prison Xanthippe and her children are sent home in the
care of one of Crito’s servants. Socrates himself has just been re-
leased from chains, and is led by this circumstance to make the
natural remark that ‘pleasure follows pain.’ (Observe that Plato is
preparing the way for his doctrine of the alternation of opposites.)
‘Aesop would have represented them in a fable as a two-headed crea-
ture of the gods.’ The mention of Aesop reminds Cebes of a ques-
tion which had been asked by Evenus the poet (compare Apol.):
‘Why Socrates, who was not a poet, while in prison had been put-
ting Aesop into verse?’—‘Because several times in his life he had
been warned in dreams that he should practise music; and as he was
about to die and was not certain of what was meant, he wished to
fulfil the admonition in the letter as well as in the spirit, by writing
verses as well  as bycultivating philosophy. Tell this to Evenus; and
say that I would have him follow me in death.’ ‘He is not at all the
sort of man to comply with your request, Socrates.’ ‘Why, is he not
a philosopher?’ ‘Yes.’ ‘T hen he will be willing to die, although he
will not take his own life, for that is held to be unlawful.’

Cebes asks why suicide is thought not to be right, if death is to be
accounted a good? Well, (1) according to one explanation, because
man is a prisoner, who must not open the door of his prison and
run away—this is the truth in a ‘mystery.’ Or (2) rather, because he
is not his own property, but a possession of the gods, and has no
right to make away with that which does not belong to him. But
why, asks Cebes, if he is a possession of the gods, should he wish to
die and leave them? For he is under their protection; and surely he
cannot take better care of himself than they take of him. Simmias
explains that Cebes is really referring to Socrates, whom they think
too unmoved at the prospect of leaving the gods and his friends.
Socrates answers that he is going to other gods who are wise and
good, and perhaps to better friends; and he professes that he is ready
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to defend himself against the charge of Cebes. The company shall
be his judges, and he hopes that he will be more successful in con-
vincing them than he had been in convincing the court.

The philosopher desires death—which the wicked world will in-
sinuate that he also deserves: and perhaps he does, but not in any
sense which they are capable of understanding. Enough of them:
the real question is, What is the nature of that death which he de-
sires? Death is the separation of soul and body—and the philoso-
pher desires such a separation. He would like to be freed from the
dominion of bodily pleasures and of the senses, which are always
perturbing his mental vision. He wants to get rid of eyes and ears,
and with the light of the mind only to behold the light of truth. All
the evils and impurities and necessities of men come from the body.
And death separates him from these corruptions, which in life he
cannot wholly lay aside. Why then should he repine when the hour
of separation arrives? Why, if he is dead while he lives, should he
fear that other death, through which alone he can behold wisdom
in her purity?

Besides, the philosopher has notions of good and evil unlike those
of other men. For they are courageous because they are afraid of
greater dangers, and temperate because they desire greater pleasures.
But he disdains this balancing of pleasures and pains, which is the
exchange of commerce and not of virtue. All the virtues, including
wisdom, are regarded by him only as purifications of the soul. And
this was the meaning of the founders of the mysteries when they
said, ‘Many are the wand-bearers but few are the mystics.’ (Com-
pare Matt. xxii.: ‘Many are called but few are chosen.’) And in the
hope that he is one of these mystics, Socrates is now departing. This
is his answer to any one who charges him with indifference at the
prospect of leaving the gods and his friends.

Still, a fear is expressed that the soul upon leaving the body may
vanish away like smoke or air. Socrates in answer appeals first of all
to the old Orphic tradition that the souls of the dead are in the
world below, and that the living come from them. This he attempts
to found on a philosophical assumption that all opposites—e.g. less,
greater; weaker, stronger; sleeping, waking; life, death—are gener-
ated out of each other. Nor can the process of generation be only a
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passage from living to dying, for then all would end in death. The
perpetual sleeper (Endymion) would be no longer distinguished from
the rest of mankind. The circle of nature is not complete unless the
living come from the dead as well as pass to them.

The Platonic doctrine of reminiscence is then adduced as a con-
firmation of the pre-existence of the soul. Some proofs of this doc-
trine are demanded. One proof given is the same as that of the
Meno, and is derived from the latent knowledge of mathematics,
which may be elicited from an unlearned person when a diagram is
presented to him. Again, there is a power of association, which from
seeing Simmias may remember Cebes, or from seeing a picture of
Simmias may remember Simmias. The lyre may recall the player of
the lyre, and equal pieces of wood or stone may be associated with
the higher notion of absolute equality. But here observe that mate-
rial equalities fall short of the conception of absolute equality with
which they are compared, and which is the measure of them. And
the measure or standard must be prior to that which is measured,
the idea of equality prior to the visible equals. And if prior to them,
then prior also to the perceptions of the senses which recall them,
and therefore either given before birth or at birth. But all men have
not this knowledge, nor have any without a process of reminiscence;
which is a proof that it is not innate or given at birth, unless indeed
it was given and taken away at the same instant. But if not given to
men in birth, it must have been given before birth—this is the only
alternative which remains. And if we had ideas in a former state,
then our souls must have existed and must have had intelligence in
a former state. The pre-existence of the soul stands or falls with the
doctrine of ideas.

It is objected by Simmias and Cebes that these arguments only
prove a former and not a future existence. Socrates answers this
objection by recalling the previous argument, in which he had shown
that the living come from the dead. But the fear that the soul at
departing may vanish into air (especially if there is a wind blowing
at the time) has not yet been charmed away. He proceeds: When we
fear that the soul will vanish away, let us ask ourselves what is that
which we suppose to be liable to dissolution? Is it the simple or the
compound, the unchanging or the changing, the invisible idea or
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the visible object of sense? Clearly the latter and not the former; and
therefore not the soul, which in her own pure thought is unchange-
able, and only when using the senses descends into the region of
change. Again, the soul commands, the body serves: in this respect
too the soul is akin to the divine, and the body to the mortal. And
in every point of view the soul is the image of divinity and immor-
tality, and the body of the human and mortal. And whereas the
body is liable to speedy dissolution, the soul is almost if not quite
indissoluble. (Compare Tim.) Yet even the body may be preserved
for ages by the embalmer’s art: how unlikely, then, that the soul will
perish and be dissipated into air while on her way to the good and
wise God! She has been gathered into herself, holding aloof from
the body, and practising death all her life long, and she is now fi-
nally released from the errors and follies and passions of men, and
for ever dwells in the company of the gods.

But the soul which is polluted and engrossed by the corporeal,
and has no eye except that of the senses, and is weighed down by
the bodily appetites, cannot attain to this abstraction. In her fear of
the world below she lingers about the sepulchre, loath to leave the
body which she loved, a ghostly apparition, saturated with sense,
and therefore visible. At length entering into some animal of a na-
ture congenial to her former life of sensuality or violence, she takes
the form of an ass, a wolf or a kite. And of these earthly souls the
happiest are those who have practised virtue without philosophy;
they are allowed to pass into gentle and social natures, such as bees
and ants. (Compare Republic, Meno.) But only the philosopher
who departs pure is permitted to enter the company of the gods.
(Compare Phaedrus.) This is the reason why he abstains from fleshly
lusts, and not because he fears loss or disgrace, which is the motive
of other men. He too has been a captive, and the willing agent of his
own captivity. But philosophy has spoken to him, and he has heard
her voice; she has gently entreated him, and brought him out of the
‘miry clay,’ and purged away the mists of passion and the illusions
of sense which envelope him; his soul has escaped from the influ-
ence of pleasures and pains, which are like nails fastening her to the
body. To that prison-house she will not return; and therefore she
abstains from bodily pleasures—not from a desire of having more
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or greater ones, but because she knows that only when calm and
free from the dominion of the body can she behold the light of
truth.

Simmias and Cebes remain in doubt; but they are unwilling to
raise objections at such a time. Socrates wonders at their reluctance.
Let them regard him rather as the swan, who, having sung the praises
of Apollo all his life long, sings at his death more lustily than ever.
Simmias acknowledges that there is cowardice in not probing truth
to the bottom. ‘And if truth divine and inspired is not to be had,
then let a man take the best of human notions, and upon this frail
bark let him sail through life.’ He proceeds to state his difficulty: It
has been argued that the soul is invisible and incorporeal, and there-
fore immortal, and prior to the body. But is not the soul acknowl-
edged to be a harmony, and has she not the same relation to the
body, as the harmony—which like her is invisible—has to the lyre?
And yet the harmony does not survive the lyre. Cebes has also an
objection, which like Simmias he expresses in a figure. He is willing
to admit that the soul is more lasting than the body. But the more
lasting nature of the soul does not prove her immortality; for after
having worn out many bodies in a single life, and many more in
successive births and deaths, she may at last perish, or, as Socrates
afterwards restates the objection, the very act of birth may be the
beginning of her death, and her last body may survive her, just as
the coat of an old weaver is left behind him after he is dead, al-
though a man is more lasting than his coat. And he who would
prove the immortality of the soul, must prove not only that the soul
outlives one or many bodies, but that she outlives them all.

The audience, like the chorus in a play, for a moment interpret
the feelings of the actors; there is a temporary depression, and then
the enquiry is resumed. It is a melancholy reflection that arguments,
like men, are apt to be deceivers; and those who have been often
deceived become distrustful both of arguments and of friends. But
this unfortunate experience should not make us either haters of men
or haters of arguments. The want of health and truth is not in the
argument, but in ourselves. Socrates, who is about to die, is sensible
of his own weakness; he desires to be impartial, but he cannot help
feeling that he has too great an interest in the truth of the argument.
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And therefore he would have his friends examine and refute him, if
they think that he is in error.

At his request Simmias and Cebes repeat their objections. They
do not go to the length of denying the pre-existence of ideas. Simmias
is of opinion that the soul is a harmony of the body. But the admis-
sion of the pre-existence of ideas, and therefore of the soul, is at
variance with this. (Compare a parallel difficulty in Theaet.) For a
harmony is an effect, whereas the soul is not an effect, but a cause;
a harmony follows, but the soul leads; a harmony admits of degrees,
and the soul has no degrees. Again, upon the supposition that the
soul is a harmony, why is one soul better than another? Are they more
or less harmonized, or is there one harmony within another? But the
soul does not admit of degrees, and cannot therefore be more or less
harmonized. Further, the soul is often engaged in resisting the affec-
tions of the body, as Homer describes Odysseus ‘rebuking his heart.’
Could he have written this under the idea that the soul is a harmony
of the body? Nay rather, are we not contradicting Homer and our-
selves in affirming anything of the sort?

The goddess Harmonia, as Socrates playfully terms the argument
of Simmias, has been happily disposed of; and now an answer has to
be given to the Theban Cadmus. Socrates recapitulates the argument
of Cebes, which, as he remarks, involves the whole question of natu-
ral growth or causation; about this he proposes to narrate his own
mental experience. When he was young he had puzzled himself with
physics: he had enquired into the growth and decay of animals, and
the origin of thought, until at last he began to doubt the self-evident
fact that growth is the result of eating and drinking; and so he arrived
at the conclusion that he was not meant for such enquiries. Nor was
he less perplexed with notions of comparison and number. At first he
had imagined himself to understand differences of greater and less,
and to know that ten is two more than eight, and the like. But now
those very notions appeared to him to contain a contradiction. For
how can one be divided into two? Or two be compounded into one?
These are difficulties which Socrates cannot answer. Of generation
and destruction he knows nothing. But he has a confused notion of
another method in which matters of this sort are to be investigated.
(Compare Republic; Charm.)
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Then he heard some one reading out of a book of Anaxagoras,
that mind is the cause of all things. And he said to himself: If mind
is the cause of all things, surely mind must dispose them all for the
best. The new teacher will show me this ‘order of the best’ in man
and nature. How great had been his hopes and how great his disap-
pointment! For he found that his new friend was anything but con-
sistent in his use of mind as a cause, and that he soon introduced
winds, waters, and other eccentric notions. (Compare Arist. Metaph.)
It was as if a person had said that Socrates is sitting here because he
is made up of bones and muscles, instead of telling the true rea-
son—that he is here because the Athenians have thought good to
sentence him to death, and he has thought good to await his sen-
tence. Had his bones and muscles been left by him to their own
ideas of right, they would long ago have taken themselves off. But
surely there is a great confusion of the cause and condition in all
this. And this confusion also leads people into all sorts of erroneous
theories about the position and motions of the earth. None of them
know how much stronger than any Atlas is the power of the best.
But this ‘best’ is still undiscovered; and in enquiring after the cause,
we can only hope to attain the second best.

Now there is a danger in the contemplation of the nature of things,
as there is a danger in looking at the sun during an eclipse, unless
the precaution is taken of looking only at the image reflected in the
water, or in a glass. (Compare Laws; Republic.) ‘I was afraid,’ says
Socrates, ‘that I might injure the eye of the soul. I thought that I
had better return to the old and safe method of ideas. Though I do
not mean to say that he who contemplates existence through the
medium of ideas sees only through a glass darkly, any more than he
who contemplates actual effects.’

If the existence of ideas is granted to him, Socrates is of opinion
that he will then have no difficulty in proving the immortality of
the soul. He will only ask for a further admission:—that beauty is
the cause of the beautiful, greatness the cause of the great, smallness
of the small, and so on of other things. This is a safe and simple
answer, which escapes the contradictions of greater and less (greater
by reason of that which is smaller!), of addition and subtraction,
and the other difficulties of relation. These subtleties he is for leav-
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ing to wiser heads than his own; he prefers to test ideas by the con-
sistency of their consequences, and, if asked to give an account of
them, goes back to some higher idea or hypothesis which appears to
him to be the best, until at last he arrives at a resting-place. (Repub-
lic; Phil.)

The doctrine of ideas, which has long ago received the assent of the
Socratic circle, is now affirmed by the Phliasian auditor to command
the assent of any man of sense. The narrative is continued; Socrates is
desirous of explaining how opposite ideas may appear to co-exist but
do not really co-exist in the same thing or person. For example, Simmias
may be said to have greatness and also smallness, because he is greater
than Socrates and less than Phaedo. And yet Simmias is not really
great and also small, but only when compared to Phaedo and Socrates.
I use the illustration, says Socrates, because I want to show you not
only that ideal opposites exclude one another, but also the opposites
in us. I, for example, having the attribute of smallness remain small,
and cannot become great: the smallness which is in me drives out
greatness.

One of the company here remarked that this was inconsistent with
the old assertion that opposites generated opposites. But that, replies
Socrates, was affirmed, not of opposite ideas either in us or in nature,
but of opposition in the concrete—not of life and death, but of indi-
viduals living and dying. When this objection has been removed,
Socrates proceeds:  This doctrine of the mutual exclusion of opposites
is not only true of the opposites themselves, but of things which are
inseparable from them. For example, cold and heat are opposed; and
fire, which is inseparable from heat, cannot co-exist with cold, or
snow, which is inseparable from cold, with heat. Again, the number
three excludes the number four, because three is an odd number and
four is an even number, and the odd is opposed to the even. Thus we
are able to proceed a step beyond ‘the safe and simple answer.’ We
may say, not only that the odd excludes the even, but that the number
three, which participates in oddness, excludes the even. And in like
manner, not only does life exclude death, but the soul, of which life is
the inseparable attribute, also excludes death. And that of which life
is the inseparable attribute is by the force of the terms imperishable. If
the odd principle were imperishable, then the number three would
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not perish but remove, on the approach of the even principle. But the
immortal is imperishable; and therefore the soul on the approach of
death does not perish but removes.

Thus all objections appear to be finally silenced. And now the
application has to be made: If the soul is immortal, ‘what manner of
persons ought we to be?’ having regard not only to time but to
eternity. For death is not the end of all, and the wicked is not re-
leased from his evil by death; but every one carries with him into
the world below that which he is or has become, and that only.

For after death the soul is carried away to judgment, and when she
has received her punishment returns to earth in the course of ages.
The wise soul is conscious of her situation, and follows the attendant
angel who guides her through the windings of the world below; but
the impure soul wanders hither and thither without companion or
guide, and is carried at last to her own place, as the pure soul is also
carried away to hers. ‘In order that you may understand this, I must
first describe to you the nature and conformation of the earth.’

Now the whole earth is a globe placed in the centre of the heav-
ens, and is maintained there by the perfection of balance. That which
we call the earth is only one of many small hollows, wherein collect
the mists and waters and the thick lower air; but the true earth is
above, and is in a finer and subtler element. And if, like birds, we
could fly to the surface of the air, in the same manner that fishes
come to the top of the sea, then we should behold the true earth
and the true heaven and the true stars. Our earth is everywhere
corrupted and corroded; and even the land which is fairer than the
sea, for that is a mere chaos or waste of water and mud and sand,
has nothing to show in comparison of the other world. But the
heavenly earth is of divers colours, sparkling with jewels brighter
than gold and whiter than any snow, having flowers and fruits in-
numerable. And the inhabitants dwell some on the shore of the sea
of air, others in ‘islets of the blest,’ and they hold converse with the
gods, and behold the sun, moon and stars as they truly are, and
their other blessedness is of a piece with this.

The hollows on the surface of the globe vary in size and shape
from that which we inhabit: but all are connected by passages and
perforations in the interior of the earth. And there is one huge chasm
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or opening called Tartarus, into which streams of fire and water and
liquid mud are ever flowing; of these small portions find their way
to the surface and form seas and rivers and volcanoes. There is a
perpetual inhalation and exhalation of the air rising and falling as
the waters pass into the depths of the earth and return again, in
their course forming lakes and rivers, but never descending below
the centre of the earth; for on either side the rivers flowing either
way are stopped by a precipice. These rivers are many and mighty,
and there are four principal ones, Oceanus, Acheron, Pyriphlegethon,
and Cocytus. Oceanus is the river which encircles the earth; Acheron
takes an opposite direction, and after flowing under the earth through
desert places, at last reaches the Acherusian lake,—this is the river
at which the souls of the dead await their return to earth.
Pyriphlegethon is a stream of fire, which coils round the earth and
flows into the depths of Tartarus. The fourth river, Cocytus, is that
which is called by the poets the Stygian river, and passes into and
forms the lake Styx, from the waters of which it gains new and
strange powers. This river, too, falls into Tartarus.

The dead are first of all judged according to their deeds, and those
who are incurable are thrust into Tartarus, from which they never
come out. Those who have only committed venial sins are first puri-
fied of them, and then rewarded for the good which they have done.
Those who have committed crimes, great indeed, but not unpardon-
able, are thrust into Tartarus, but are cast forth at the end of a year by
way of Pyriphlegethon or Cocytus, and these carry them as far as the
Acherusian lake, where they call upon their victims to let them come
out of the rivers into the lake. And if they prevail, then they are let out
and their sufferings cease: if not, they are borne unceasingly into
Tartarus and back again, until they at last obtain mercy. The pure
souls also receive their reward, and have their abode in the upper
earth, and a select few in still fairer ‘mansions.’

Socrates is not prepared to insist on the literal accuracy of this
description, but he is confident that something of the kind is true.
He who has sought after the pleasures of knowledge and rejected
the pleasures of the body, has reason to be of good hope at the
approach of death; whose voice is already speaking to him, and who
will one day be heard calling all men.



60

Phaedo

The hour has come at which he must drink the poison, and not
much remains to be done. How shall they bury him? That is a ques-
tion which he refuses to entertain, for they are burying, not him,
but his dead body. His friends had once been sureties that he would
remain, and they shall now be sureties that he has run away. Yet he
would not die without the customary ceremonies of washing and
burial. Shall he make a libation of the poison? In the spirit he will,
but not in the letter. One request he utters in the very act of death,
which has been a puzzle to after ages. With a sort of irony he re-
members that a trifling religious duty is still unfulfilled, just as above
he desires before he departs to compose a few verses in order to
satisfy a scruple about a dream—unless, indeed, we suppose him to
mean, that he was now restored to health, and made the customary
offering to Asclepius in token of his recovery.

1. The doctrine of the immortality of the soul has sunk deep into
the heart of the human race; and men are apt to rebel against any
examination of the nature or grounds of their belief. They do not
like to acknowledge that this, as well as the other ‘eternal ideas; of
man, has a history in time, which may be traced in Greek poetry or
philosophy, and also in the Hebrew Scriptures. They convert feel-
ing into reasoning, and throw a network of dialectics over that which
is really a deeply-rooted instinct. In the same temper which Socrates
reproves in himself they are disposed to think that even fallacies will
do no harm, for they will die with them, and while they live they
will gain by the delusion. And when they consider the numberless
bad arguments which have been pressed into the service of theol-
ogy, they say, like the companions of Socrates, ‘What argument can
we ever trust again?’ But there is a better and higher spirit to be
gathered from the Phaedo, as well as from the other writings of
Plato, which says that first principles should be most constantly
reviewed (Phaedo and Crat.), and that the highest subjects demand
of us the greatest accuracy (Republic); also that we must not be-
come misologists because arguments are apt to be deceivers.

2. In former ages there was a customary rather than a reasoned be-
lief in the immortality of the soul. It was based on the authority of
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the Church, on the necessity of such a belief to morality and the
order of society, on the evidence of an historical fact, and also on
analogies and figures of speech which filled up the void or gave an
expression in words to a cherished instinct. The mass of mankind
went on their way busy with the affairs of this life, hardly stopping
to think about another. But in our own day the question has been
reopened, and it is doubtful whether the belief which in the first
ages of Christianity was the strongest motive of action can survive
the conflict with a scientific age in which the rules of evidence are
stricter and the mind has become more sensitive to criticism. It has
faded into the distance by a natural process as it was removed fur-
ther and further from the historical fact on which it has been sup-
posed to rest. Arguments derived from material things such as the
seed and the ear of corn or transitions in the life of animals from
one state of being to another (the chrysalis and the butterfly) are
not ‘in pari materia’ with arguments from the visible to the invis-
ible, and are therefore felt to be no longer applicable. The evidence
to the historical fact seems to be weaker than was once supposed: it
is not consistent with itself, and is based upon documents which are
of unknown origin. The immortality of man must be proved by
other arguments than these if it is again to become a living belief.
We must ask ourselves afresh why we still maintain it, and seek to
discover a foundation for it in the nature of God and in the first
principles of morality.

3. At the outset of the discussion we may clear away a confusion. We
certainly do not mean by the immortality of the soul the immortality
of fame, which whether worth having or not can only be ascribed to
a very select class of the whole race of mankind, and even the interest
in these few is comparatively short-lived. To have been a benefactor
to the world, whether in a higher or a lower sphere of life and thought,
is a great thing: to have the reputation of being one, when men have
passed out of the sphere of earthly praise or blame, is hardly worthy of
consideration. The memory of a great man, so far from being immor-
tal, is really limited to his own generation:—so long as his friends or
his disciples are alive, so long as his books continue to be read, so long
as his political or military successes fill a page in the history of his
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country. The praises which are bestowed upon him at his death hardly
last longer than the flowers which are strewed upon his coffin or the
‘immortelles’ which are laid upon his tomb. Literature makes the most
of its heroes, but the true man is well aware that far from enjoying an
immortality of fame, in a generation or two, or even in a much shorter
time, he will be forgotten and the world will get on without him.

4. Modern philosophy is perplexed at this whole question, which is
sometimes fairly given up and handed over to the realm of faith.
The perplexity should not be forgotten by us when we attempt to
submit the Phaedo of Plato to the requirements of logic. For what
idea can we form of the soul when separated from the body? Or
how can the soul be united with the body and still be independent?
Is the soul related to the body as the ideal to the real, or as the whole
to the parts, or as the subject to the object, or as the cause to the
effect, or as the end to the means? Shall we say with Aristotle, that
the soul is the entelechy or form of an organized living body? or
with Plato, that she has a life of her own? Is the Pythagorean image
of the harmony, or that of the monad, the truer expression? Is the
soul related to the body as sight to the eye, or as the boatman to his
boat? (Arist. de Anim.) And in another state of being is the soul to
be conceived of as vanishing into infinity, hardly possessing an ex-
istence which she can call her own, as in the pantheistic system of
Spinoza: or as an individual informing another body and entering
into new relations, but retaining her own character? (Compare
Gorgias.) Or is the opposition of soul and body a mere illusion, and
the true self neither soul nor body, but the union of the two in the
‘I’ which is above them? And is death the assertion of this individu-
ality in the higher nature, and the falling away into nothingness of
the lower? Or are we vainly attempting to pass the boundaries of
human thought? The body and the soul seem to be inseparable, not
only in fact, but in our conceptions of them; and any philosophy
which too closely unites them, or too widely separates them, either
in this life or in another, disturbs the balance of human nature. No
thinker has perfectly adjusted them, or been entirely consistent with
himself in describing their relation to one another. Nor can we won-
der that Plato in the infancy of human thought should have con-
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fused mythology and philosophy, or have mistaken verbal arguments
for real ones.

5. Again, believing in the immortality of the soul, we must still
ask the question of Socrates, ‘What is that which we suppose to be
immortal?’ Is it the personal and individual element in us, or the
spiritual and universal? Is it the principle of knowledge or of good-
ness, or the union of the two? Is it the mere force of life which is
determined to be, or the consciousness of self which cannot be got
rid of, or the fire of genius which refuses to be extinguished? Or is
there a hidden being which is allied to the Author of all existence,
who is because he is perfect, and to whom our ideas of perfection
give us a title to belong? Whatever answer is given by us to these
questions, there still remains the necessity of allowing the perma-
nence of evil, if not for ever, at any rate for a time, in order that
the wicked ‘may not have too good a bargain.’ For the annihila-
tion of evil at death, or the eternal duration of it, seem to involve
equal difficulties in the moral government of the universe. Some-
times we are led by our feelings, rather than by our reason, to
think of the good and wise only as existing in another life. Why
should the mean, the weak, the idiot, the infant, the herd of men
who have never in any proper sense the use of reason, reappear
with blinking eyes in the light of another world? But our second
thought is that the hope of humanity is a common one, and that
all or none will be partakers of immortality. Reason does not allow
us to suppose that we have any greater claims than others, and
experience may often reveal to us unexpected flashes of the higher
nature in those whom we had despised. Why should the wicked
suffer any more than ourselves? had we been placed in their cir-
cumstances should we have been any better than they? The worst
of men are objects of pity rather than of anger to the philanthro-
pist; must they not be equally such to divine benevolence? Even
more than the good they have need of another life; not that they
may be punished, but that they may be educated. These are a few
of the reflections which arise in our minds when we attempt to
assign any form to our conceptions of a future state.

There are some other questions which are disturbing to us be-
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cause we have no answer to them. What is to become of  the ani-
mals in a future state? Have we not seen dogs more faithful and
intelligent than men, and men who are more stupid and brutal than
any animals? Does their life cease at death, or is there some ‘better
thing reserved’ also for them? They may be said to have a shadow or
imitation of morality, and imperfect moral claims upon the benevo-
lence of man and upon the justice of God. We cannot think of the
least or lowest of them, the insect, the bird, the inhabitants of the
sea or the desert, as having any place in a future world, and if not
all, why should those who are specially attached to man be deemed
worthy of any exceptional privilege? When we reason about such a
subject, almost at once we degenerate into nonsense. It is a passing
thought which has no real hold on the mind. We may argue for the
existence of animals in a future state from the attributes of God, or
from texts of Scripture (‘Are not two sparrows sold for one farthing?’
etc.), but the truth is that we are only filling up the void of another
world with our own fancies. Again, we often talk about the origin of
evil, that great bugbear of theologians, by which they frighten us
into believing any superstition. What answer can be made to the
old commonplace, ‘Is not God the author of evil, if he knowingly
permitted, but could have prevented it?’ Even if we assume that the
inequalities of this life are rectified by some transposition of human
beings in another, still the existence of the very least evil if it could
have been avoided, seems to be at variance with the love and justice
of God. And so we arrive at the conclusion that we are carrying
logic too far, and that the attempt to frame the world according to a
rule of divine perfection is opposed to experience and had better be
given up. The case of the animals is our own. We must admit that
the Divine Being, although perfect himself, has placed us in a state
of life in which we may work together with him for good, but we
are very far from having attained to it.

6. Again, ideas must be given through something; and we are al-
ways prone to argue about the soul from analogies of outward things
which may serve to embody our thoughts, but are also partly delu-
sive. For we cannot reason from the natural to the spiritual, or from
the outward to the inward. The progress of physiological science,
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without bringing us nearer to the great secret, has tended to remove
some erroneous notions respecting the relations of body and mind,
and in this we have the advantage of the ancients. But no one imag-
ines that any seed of immortality is to be discerned in our mortal
frames. Most people have been content to rest their belief in an-
other life on the agreement of the more enlightened part of man-
kind, and on the inseparable connection of such a doctrine with the
existence of a God—also in a less degree on the impossibility of
doubting about the continued existence of those whom we love and
reverence in this world. And after all has been said, the figure, the
analogy, the argument, are felt to be only approximations in differ-
ent forms to an expression of the common sentiment of the human
heart. That we shall live again is far more certain than that we shall
take any particular form of life.

7. When we speak of the immortality of the soul, we must ask fur-
ther what we mean by the word immortality. For of the duration of
a living being in countless ages we can form no conception; far less
than a three years’ old child of the whole of life. The naked eye
might as well try to see the furthest star in the infinity of heaven.
Whether time and space really exist when we take away the limits of
them may be doubted; at any rate the thought of them when un-
limited us so overwhelming to us as to lose all distinctness. Philoso-
phers have spoken of them as forms of the human mind, but what
is the mind without them? As then infinite time, or an existence out
of time, which are the only possible explanations of eternal dura-
tion, are equally inconceivable to us, let us substitute for them a
hundred or a thousand years after death, and ask not what will be
our employment in eternity, but what will happen to us in that
definite portion of time; or what is now happening to those who
passed out of life a hundred or a thousand years ago. Do we imagine
that the wicked are suffering torments, or that the good are singing
the praises of God, during a period longer than that of a whole life,
or of ten lives of men? Is the suffering physical or mental? And does
the worship of God consist only of praise, or of many forms of
service? Who are the wicked, and who are the good, whom we ven-
ture to divide by a hard and fast line; and in which of the two classes
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should we place ourselves and our friends? May we not suspect that
we are making differences of kind, because we are unable to imag-
ine differences of degree?—putting the whole human race into
heaven or hell for the greater convenience of logical division? Are
we not at the same time describing them both in superlatives, only
that we may satisfy the demands of rhetoric? What is that pain which
does not become deadened after a thousand years? or what is the
nature of that pleasure or happiness which never wearies by mo-
notony? Earthly pleasures and pains are short in proportion as they
are keen; of any others which are both intense and lasting we have
no experience, and can form no idea. The words or figures of speech
which we use are not consistent with themselves. For are we not
imagining Heaven under the similitude of a church, and Hell as a
prison, or perhaps a madhouse or chamber of horrors? And yet to
beings constituted as we are, the monotony of singing psalms would
be as great an infliction as the pains of hell, and might be even
pleasantly interrupted by them. Where are the actions worthy of
rewards greater than those which are conferred on the greatest bene-
factors of mankind? And where are the crimes which according to
Plato’s merciful reckoning,—more merciful, at any rate, than the
eternal damnation of so-called Christian teachers,—for every ten
years in this life deserve a hundred of punishment in the life to
come? We should be ready to die of pity if we could see the least of
the sufferings which the writers of Infernos and Purgatorios have
attributed to the damned. Yet these joys and terrors seem hardly to
exercise an appreciable influence over the lives of men. The wicked
man when old, is not, as Plato supposes (Republic), more agitated
by the terrors of another world when he is nearer to them, nor the
good in an ecstasy at the joys of which he is soon to be the partaker.
Age numbs the sense of both worlds; and the habit of life is stron-
gest in death. Even the dying mother is dreaming of her lost chil-
dren as they were forty or fifty years before, ‘pattering over the boards,’
not of reunion with them in another state of being. Most persons
when the last hour comes are resigned to the order of nature and the
will of God. They are not thinking of Dante’s Inferno or Paradiso,
or of the Pilgrim’s Progress. Heaven and hell are not realities to them,
but words or ideas; the outward symbols of some great mystery,
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they hardly know what. Many noble poems and pictures have been
suggested by the traditional representations of them, which have
been fixed in forms of art and can no longer be altered. Many ser-
mons have been filled with descriptions of celestial or infernal man-
sions. But hardly even in childhood did the thought of heaven and
hell supply the motives of our actions, or at any time seriously affect
the substance of our belief.

8. Another life must be described, if at all, in forms of thought and
not of sense. To draw pictures of heaven and hell, whether in the
language of Scripture or any other, adds nothing to our real knowl-
edge, but may perhaps disguise our ignorance. The truest concep-
tion which we can form of a future life is a state of progress or
education—a progress from evil to good, from ignorance to knowl-
edge. To this we are led by the analogy of the present life, in which
we see different races and nations of men, and different men and
women of the same nation, in various states or stages of cultivation;
some more and some less developed, and all of them capable of
improvement under favourable circumstances. There are punish-
ments too of children when they are growing up inflicted by their
parents, of elder offenders which are imposed by the law of the
land, of all men at all times of life, which are attached by the laws of
nature to the performance of certain actions. All these punishments
are really educational; that is to say, they are not intended to retali-
ate on the offender, but to teach him a lesson. Also there is an ele-
ment of chance in them, which is another name for our ignorance
of the laws of nature. There is evil too inseparable from good (com-
pare Lysis); not always punished here, as good is not always rewarded.
It is capable of being indefinitely diminished; and as knowledge
increases, the element of chance may more and more disappear.

For we do not argue merely from the analogy of the present state
of this world to another, but from the analogy of a probable future
to which we are tending. The greatest changes of which we have
had experience as yet are due to our increasing knowledge of history
and of nature. They have been produced by a few minds appearing
in three or four favoured nations, in a comparatively short period of
time. May we be allowed to imagine the minds of men everywhere
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working together during many ages for the completion of our knowl-
edge? May not the science of physiology transform the world? Again,
the majority of mankind have really experienced some moral im-
provement; almost every one feels that he has tendencies to good,
and is capable of becoming better. And these germs of good are
often found to be developed by new circumstances, like stunted
trees when transplanted to a better soil. The differences between the
savage and the civilized man, or between the civilized man in old
and new countries, may be indefinitely increased. The first differ-
ence is the effect of a few thousand, the second of a few hundred
years. We congratulate ourselves that slavery has become industry;
that law and constitutional government have superseded despotism
and violence; that an ethical religion has taken the place of Fet-
ichism. There may yet come a time when the many may be as well
off as the few; when no one will be weighed down by excessive toil;
when the necessity of providing for the body will not interfere with
mental improvement; when the physical frame may be strength-
ened and developed; and the religion of all men may become a rea-
sonable service.

Nothing therefore, either in the present state of man or in the ten-
dencies of the future, as far as we can entertain conjecture of them,
would lead us to suppose that God governs us vindictively in this
world, and therefore we have no reason to infer that he will govern us
vindictively in another.  The true argument from analogy is not, ‘This
life is a mixed state of justice and injustice, of great waste, of sudden
casualties, of disproportionate punishments, and therefore the like
inconsistencies, irregularities, injustices are to be expected in another;’
but ‘This life is subject to law, and is in a state of progress, and there-
fore law and progress may be believed to be the governing principles
of another.’ All the analogies of this world would be against unmean-
ing punishments inflicted a hundred or a thousand years after an
offence had been committed. Suffering there might be as a part of
education, but not hopeless or protracted; as there might be a retro-
gression of individuals or of bodies of men, yet not such as to inter-
fere with a plan for the improvement of the whole (compare Laws.)
9. But some one will say: That we cannot reason from the seen to
the unseen, and that we are creating another world after the image
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of this, just as men in former ages have created gods in their own
likeness. And we, like the companions of Socrates, may feel dis-
couraged at hearing our favourite ‘argument from analogy’ thus sum-
marily disposed of. Like himself, too, we may adduce other argu-
ments in which he seems to have anticipated us, though he expresses
them in different language. For we feel that the soul partakes of the
ideal and invisible; and can never fall into the error of confusing the
external circumstances of man with his higher self; or his origin
with his nature. It is as repugnant to us as it was to him to imagine
that our moral ideas are to be attributed only to cerebral forces. The
value of a human soul, like the value of a man’s life to himself, is
inestimable, and cannot be reckoned in earthly or material things.
The human being alone has the consciousness of truth and justice
and love, which is the consciousness of God. And the soul becom-
ing more conscious of these, becomes more conscious of her own
immortality.

10. The last ground of our belief in immortality, and the strongest,
is the perfection of the divine nature. The mere fact of the existence
of God does not tend to show the continued existence of man. An
evil God or an indifferent God might have had the power, but not
the will, to preserve us. He might have regarded us as fitted to min-
ister to his service by a succession of existences,—like the animals,
without attributing to each soul an incomparable value. But if he is
perfect, he must will that all rational beings should partake of that
perfection which he himself is. In the words of the Timaeus, he is
good, and therefore he desires that all other things should be as like
himself as possible. And the manner in which he accomplishes this
is by permitting evil, or rather degrees of good, which are otherwise
called evil. For all progress is good relatively to the past, and yet may
be comparatively evil when regarded in the light of the future. Good
and evil are relative terms, and degrees of evil are merely the nega-
tive aspect of degrees of good. Of the absolute goodness of any fi-
nite nature we can form no conception; we are all of us in process of
transition from one degree of good or evil to another. The difficul-
ties which are urged about the origin or existence of evil are mere
dialectical puzzles, standing in the same relation to Christian phi-
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losophy as the puzzles of the Cynics and Megarians to the philoso-
phy of Plato. They arise out of the tendency of the human mind to
regard good and evil both as relative and absolute; just as the riddles
about motion are to be explained by the double conception of space
or matter, which the human mind has the power of regarding either
as continuous or discrete.

In speaking of divine perfection, we mean to say that God is just
and true and loving, the author of order and not of disorder, of
good and not of evil. Or rather, that he is justice, that he is truth,
that he is love, that he is order, that he is the very progress of which
we were speaking; and that wherever these qualities are present,
whether in the human soul or in the order of nature, there is God.
We might still see him everywhere, if we had not been mistakenly
seeking for him apart from us, instead of in us; away from the laws
of nature, instead of in them. And we become united to him not by
mystical absorption, but by partaking, whether consciously or un-
consciously, of that truth and justice and love which he himself is.

Thus the belief in the immortality of the soul rests at last on the
belief in God. If there is a good and wise God, then there is a progress
of mankind towards perfection; and if there is no progress of men
towards perfection, then there is no good and wise God. We cannot
suppose that the moral government of God of which we see the
beginnings in the world and in ourselves will cease when we pass
out of life.

11. Considering the ‘feebleness of the human faculties and the uncer-
tainty of the subject,’ we are inclined to believe that the fewer our
words the better. At the approach of death there is not much said;
good men are too honest to go out of the world professing more than
they know. There is perhaps no important subject about which, at
any time, even religious people speak so little to one another. In the
fulness of life the thought of death is mostly awakened by the sight or
recollection of the death of others rather than by the prospect of our
own. We must also acknowledge that there are degrees of the belief in
immortality, and many forms in which it presents itself to the mind.
Some persons will say no more than that they trust in God, and that
they leave all to Him. It is a great part of true religion not to pretend
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to know more than we do. Others when they quit this world are
comforted with the hope ‘That they will see and know their friends
in heaven.’ But it is better to leave them in the hands of God and to
be assured that ‘no evil shall touch them.’ There are others again to
whom the belief in a divine personality has ceased to have any longer
a meaning; yet they are satisfied that the end of all is not here, but that
something still remains to us, ‘and some better thing for the good
than for the evil.’ They are persuaded, in spite of their theological
nihilism, that the ideas of justice and truth and holiness and love are
realities. They cherish an enthusiastic devotion to the first principles
of morality. Through these they see, or seem to see, darkly, and in a
figure, that the soul is immortal.

But besides differences of theological opinion which must ever
prevail about things unseen, the hope of immortality is weaker or
stronger in men at one time of life than at another; it even varies
from day to day. It comes and goes; the mind, like the sky, is apt to
be overclouded. Other generations of men may have sometimes lived
under an ‘eclipse of faith,’ to us the total disappearance of it might
be compared to the ‘sun falling from heaven.’ And we may some-
times have to begin again and acquire the belief for ourselves; or to
win it back again when it is lost. It is really weakest in the hour of
death. For Nature, like a kind mother or nurse, lays us to sleep
without frightening us; physicians, who are the witnesses of such
scenes, say that under ordinary circumstances there is no fear of the
future. Often, as Plato tells us, death is accompanied ‘with plea-
sure.’ (Tim.) When the end is still uncertain, the cry of many a one
has been, ‘Pray, that I may be taken.’ The last thoughts even of the
best men depend chiefly on the accidents of their bodily state. Pain
soon overpowers the desire of life; old age, like the child, is laid to
sleep almost in a moment. The long experience of life will often
destroy the interest which mankind have in it. So various are the
feelings with which different persons draw near to death; and still
more various the forms in which imagination clothes it. For this
alternation of feeling compare the Old Testament,—Psalm vi.; Isaiah;
Eccles.

12. When we think of God and of man in his relation to God; of
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the imperfection of our present state and yet of the progress which
is observable in the history of the world and of the human mind; of
the depth and power of our moral ideas which seem to partake of
the very nature of God Himself; when we consider the contrast
between the physical laws to which we are subject and the higher
law which raises us above them and is yet a part of them; when we
reflect on our capacity of becoming the ‘spectators of all time and
all existence,’ and of framing in our own minds the ideal of a perfect
Being; when we see how the human mind in all the
higher religions of the world, including Buddhism, notwithstand-
ing some aberrations, has tended towards such a belief—we have
reason to think that our destiny is different from that of animals;
and though we cannot altogether shut out the childish fear that the
soul upon leaving the body may ‘vanish into thin air,’ we have still,
so far as the nature of the subject admits, a hope of immortality
with which we comfort ourselves on sufficient grounds. The denial
of the belief takes the heart out of human life; it lowers men to the
level of the material. As Goethe also says, ‘He is dead even in this
world who has no belief in another.’

13. It is well also that we should sometimes think of the forms of
thought under which the idea of immortality is most naturally pre-
sented to us. It is clear that to our minds the risen soul can no longer
be described, as in a picture, by the symbol of a creature half-bird,
half-human, nor in any other form of sense. The multitude of angels,
as in Milton, singing the Almighty ‘s praises, are a noble image, and
may furnish a theme for the poet or the painter, but they are no longer
an adequate expression of the kingdom of God which is within us.
Neither is there any mansion, in this world or another, in which the
departed can be imagined to dwell and carry on their occupations.
When this earthly tabernacle is dissolved, no other habitation or build-
ing can take them in: it is in the language of ideas only that we speak
of them.

First of all there is the thought of rest and freedom from pain;
they have gone home, as the common saying is, and the cares of this
world touch them no more. Secondly, we may imagine them as
they were at their best and brightest, humbly fulfilling their daily
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round of duties—selfless, childlike, unaffected by the world; when
the eye was single and the whole body seemed to be full of light;
when the mind was clear and saw into the purposes of God. Thirdly,
we may think of them as possessed by a great love of God and man,
working out His will at a further stage in the heavenly pilgrimage.
And yet we acknowledge that these are the things which eye hath
not seen nor ear heard and therefore it hath not entered into the
heart of man in any sensible manner to conceive them. Fourthly,
there may have been some moments in our own lives when we have
risen above ourselves, or been conscious of our truer selves, in which
the will of God has superseded our wills, and we have entered into
communion with Him, and been partakers for a brief season of the
Divine truth and love, in which like Christ we have been inspired to
utter the prayer, ‘I in them, and thou in me, that we may be all
made perfect in one.’ These precious moments, if we have ever known
them, are the nearest approach which we can make to the idea of
immortality.

14. Returning now to the earlier stage of human thought which is
represented by the writings of Plato, we find that many of the same
questions have already arisen: there is the same tendency to materi-
alism; the same inconsistency in the application of the idea of mind;
the same doubt whether the soul is to be regarded as a cause or as an
effect; the same falling back on moral convictions. In the Phaedo the
soul is conscious of her divine nature, and the separation from the
body which has been commenced in this life is perfected in another.
Beginning in mystery, Socrates, in the intermediate part of the Dia-
logue, attempts to bring the doctrine of a future life into connection
with his theory of knowledge. In proportion as he succeeds in this,
the individual seems to disappear in a more general notion of the
soul; the contemplation of ideas ‘under the form of eternity’ takes the
place of past and future states of existence. His language may be com-
pared to that of some modern philosophers, who speak of eternity,
not in the sense of perpetual duration of time, but as an ever-present
quality of the soul. Yet at the conclusion of the Dialogue, having ‘ar-
rived at the end of the intellectual world’ (Republic), he replaces the
veil of mythology, and describes the soul and her attendant genius in
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the language of the mysteries or of a disciple of Zoroaster. Nor can we
fairly demand of Plato a consistency which is wanting among our-
selves, who acknowledge that another world is beyond the range of
human thought, and yet are always seeking to represent the mansions
of heaven or hell in the colours of the painter, or in the descriptions of
the poet or rhetorician.

15. The doctrine of the immortality of the soul was not new to the
Greeks in the age of Socrates, but, like the unity of God, had a
foundation in the popular belief. The old Homeric notion of a gib-
bering ghost flitting away to Hades; or of a few illustrious heroes
enjoying the isles of the blest; or of an existence divided between
the two; or the Hesiodic, of righteous spirits, who become guardian
angels,—had given place in the mysteries and the Orphic poets to
representations, partly fanciful, of a future state of rewards and pun-
ishments. (Laws.) The reticence of the Greeks on public occasions
and in some part of their literature respecting this ‘underground’
religion, is not to be taken as a measure of the diffusion of such
beliefs. If Pericles in the funeral oration is silent on the consolations
of immortality, the poet Pindar and the tragedians on the other
hand constantly assume the continued existence of the dead in an
upper or under world. Darius and Laius are still alive; Antigone will
be dear to her brethren after death; the way to the palace of Cronos
is found by those who ‘have thrice departed from evil.’ The tragedy
of the Greeks is not ‘rounded’ by this life, but is deeply set in de-
crees of fate and mysterious workings of powers beneath the earth.
In the caricature of Aristophanes there is also a witness to the com-
mon sentiment. The Ionian and Pythagorean philosophies arose,
and some new elements were added to the popular belief. The indi-
vidual must find an expression as well as the world. Either the soul
was supposed to exist in the form of a magnet, or of a particle of
fire, or of light, or air, or water; or of a number or of a harmony of
number; or to be or have, like the stars, a principle of motion (Arist.
de Anim.). At length Anaxagoras, hardly distinguishing between
life and mind, or between mind human and divine, attained the
pure abstraction; and this, like the other abstractions of Greek phi-
losophy, sank deep into the human intelligence. The opposition of
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the intelligible and the sensible, and of God to the world, supplied
an analogy which assisted in the separation of soul and body. If
ideas were separable from phenomena, mind was also separable from
matter; if the ideas were eternal, the mind that conceived them was
eternal too. As the unity of God was more distinctly acknowledged,
the conception of the human soul became more developed. The
succession, or alternation of life and death, had occurred to
Heracleitus. The Eleatic Parmenides had stumbled upon the mod-
ern thesis, that ‘thought and being are the same.’ The Eastern belief
in transmigration defined the sense of individuality; and some, like
Empedocles, fancied that the blood which they had shed in another
state of being was crying against them, and that for thirty thousand
years they were to be ‘fugitives and vagabonds upon the earth.’ The
desire of recognizing a lost mother or love or friend in the world
below (Phaedo) was a natural feeling which, in that age as well as in
every other, has given distinctness to the hope of immortality. Nor
were ethical considerations wanting, partly derived from the neces-
sity of punishing the greater sort of criminals, whom no avenging
power of this world could reach. The voice of conscience, too, was
heard reminding the good man that he was not altogether inno-
cent. (Republic.) To these indistinct longings and fears an expres-
sion was given in the mysteries and Orphic poets: a ‘heap of books’
(Republic), passing under the names of Musaeus and Orpheus in
Plato’s time, were filled with notions of an under-world.

16. Yet after all the belief in the individuality of the soul after death
had but a feeble hold on the Greek mind. Like the personality of
God, the personality of man in a future state was not inseparably
bound up with the reality of his existence. For the distinction be-
tween the personal and impersonal, and also between the divine and
human, was far less marked to the Greek than to ourselves. And as
Plato readily passes from the notion of the good to that of God, he
also passes almost imperceptibly to himself and his reader from the
future life of the individual soul to the eternal being of the absolute
soul. There has been a clearer statement and a clearer denial of the
belief in modern times than is found in early Greek philosophy, and
hence the comparative silence on the whole subject which is often
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remarked in ancient writers, and particularly in Aristotle. For Plato
and Aristotle are not further removed in their teaching about the im-
mortality of the soul than they are in their theory of knowledge.

17. Living in an age when logic was beginning to mould human
thought, Plato naturally cast his belief in immortality into a logical
form. And when we consider how much the doctrine of ideas was
also one of words, it is not surprising that he should have fallen into
verbal fallacies: early logic is always mistaking the truth of the form
for the truth of the matter. It is easy to see that the alternation of
opposites is not the same as the generation of them out of each
other; and that the generation of them out of each other, which is
the first argument in the Phaedo, is at variance with their mutual
exclusion of each other, whether in themselves or in us, which is the
last. For even if we admit the distinction which he draws between
the opposites and the things which have the opposites, still indi-
viduals fall under the latter class; and we have to pass out of the
region of human hopes and fears to a conception of an abstract soul
which is the impersonation of the ideas. Such a conception, which
in Plato himself is but half expressed, is unmeaning to us, and rela-
tive only to a particular stage in the history of thought. The doc-
trine of reminiscence is also a fragment of a former world, which
has no place in the philosophy of modern times. But Plato had the
wonders of psychology just opening to him, and he had not the
explanation of them which is supplied by the analysis of language
and the history of the human mind. The question, ‘Whence come
our abstract ideas?’ he could only answer by an imaginary hypoth-
esis. Nor is it difficult to see that his crowning argument is purely
verbal, and is but the expression of an instinctive confidence put
into a logical form:—’The soul is immortal because it contains a
principle of imperishableness.’ Nor does he himself seem at all to be
aware that nothing is added to human knowledge by his ‘safe and
simple answer,’ that beauty is the cause of the beautiful; and that he
is merely reasserting the Eleatic being ‘divided by the Pythagorean
numbers,’ against the Heracleitean doctrine of perpetual genera-
tion. The answer to the ‘very serious question’ of generation and
destruction is really the denial of them. For this he would substi-
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tute, as in the Republic, a system of ideas, tested, not by experience,
but by their consequences, and not explained by actual causes, but
by a higher, that is, a more general notion. Consistency with them-
selves is the only test which is to be applied to them. (Republic, and
Phaedo.)

18. To deal fairly with such arguments, they should be translated as
far as possible into their modern equivalents. ‘If the ideas of men
are eternal, their souls are eternal, and if not the ideas, then not the
souls.’ Such an argument stands nearly in the same relation to Plato
and his age, as the argument from the existence of God to immor-
tality among ourselves. ‘If God exists, then the soul exists after death;
and if there is no God, there is no existence of the soul after death.’
For the ideas are to his mind the reality, the truth, the principle of
permanence, as well as of intelligence and order in the world. When
Simmias and Cebes say that they are more strongly persuaded of
the existence of ideas than they are of the immortality of the soul,
they represent fairly enough the order of thought in Greek philoso-
phy. And we might say in the same way that we are more certain of
the existence of God than we are of the immortality of the soul, and
are led by the belief in the one to a belief in the other. The parallel,
as Socrates would say, is not perfect, but agrees in as far as the mind
in either case is regarded as dependent on something above and
beyond herself. The analogy may even be pressed a step further:
‘We are more certain of our ideas of truth and right than we are of
the existence of God, and are led on in the order of thought from
one to the other.’ Or more correctly: ‘The existence of right and
truth is the existence of God, and can never for a moment be sepa-
rated from Him.’

19. The main argument of the Phaedo is derived from the existence
of eternal ideas of which the soul is a partaker; the other argument
of the alternation of opposites is replaced by this. And there have
not been wanting philosophers of the idealist school who have imag-
ined that the doctrine of the immortality of the soul is a theory of
knowledge, and that in what has preceded Plato is accommodating
himself to the popular belief. Such a view can only be elicited from
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the Phaedo by what may be termed the transcendental method of
interpretation, and is obviously inconsistent with the Gorgias and
the Republic. Those who maintain it are immediately compelled to
renounce the shadow which they have grasped, as a play of words
only. But the truth is, that Plato in his argument for the immortal-
ity of the soul has collected many elements of proof or persuasion,
ethical and mythological as well as dialectical, which are not easily
to be reconciled with one another; and he is as much in earnest
about his doctrine of retribution, which is repeated in all his more
ethical writings, as about his theory of knowledge. And while we
may fairly translate the dialectical into the language of Hegel, and
the religious and mythological into the language of Dante or Bunyan,
the ethical speaks to us still in the same voice, and appeals to a
common feeling.

20. Two arguments of this ethical character occur in the Phaedo.
The first may be described as the aspiration of the soul after another
state of being. Like the Oriental or Christian mystic, the philoso-
pher is seeking to withdraw from impurities of sense, to leave the
world and the things of the world, and to find his higher self. Plato
recognizes in these aspirations the foretaste of immortality; as But-
ler and Addison in modern times have argued, the one from the
moral tendencies of mankind, the other from the progress of the
soul towards perfection. In using this argument Plato has certainly
confused the soul which has left the body, with the soul of the good
and wise. (Compare Republic.) Such a confusion was natural, and
arose partly out of the antithesis of soul and body. The soul in her
own essence, and the soul ‘clothed upon’ with virtues and graces,
were easily interchanged with one another, because on a subject
which passes expression the distinctions of language can hardly be
maintained.

21. The ethical proof of the immortality of the soul is derived from
the necessity of retribution. The wicked would be too well off if
their evil deeds came to an end. It is not to be supposed that an
Ardiaeus, an Archelaus, an Ismenias could ever have suffered the
penalty of their crimes in this world. The manner in which this
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retribution is accomplished Plato represents under the figures of
mythology. Doubtless he felt that it was easier to improve than to
invent, and that in religion especially the traditional form was re-
quired in order to give verisimilitude to the myth. The myth too is
far more probable to that age than to ours, and may fairly be re-
garded as ‘one guess among many’ about the nature of the earth,
which he cleverly supports by the indications of geology. Not that
he insists on the absolute truth of his own particular notions: ‘no
man of sense will be confident in such matters; but he will be con-
fident that something of the kind is true.’ As in other passages (Gorg.,
Tim., compare Crito), he wins belief for his fictions by the modera-
tion of his statements; he does not, like Dante or Swedenborg, al-
low himself to be deceived by his own creations.

The Dialogue must be read in the light of the situation. And first
of all we are struck by the calmness of the scene. Like the spectators
at the time, we cannot pity Socrates; his mien and his language are
so noble and fearless. He is the same that he ever was, but milder
and gentler, and he has in no degree lost his interest in dialectics; he
will not forego the delight of an argument in compliance with the
jailer’s intimation that he should not heat himself with talking. At
such a time he naturally expresses the hope of his life, that he has
been a true mystic and not a mere retainer or wand-bearer: and he
refers to passages of his personal history. To his old enemies the
Comic poets, and to the proceedings on the trial, he alludes play-
fully; but he vividly remembers the disappointment which he felt in
reading the books of Anaxagoras. The return of Xanthippe and his
children indicates that the philosopher is not ‘made of oak or rock.’
Some other traits of his character may be noted; for example, the
courteous manner in which he inclines his head to the last objector,
or the ironical touch, ‘Me already, as the tragic poet would say, the
voice of fate calls;’ or the depreciation of the arguments with which
‘he comforted himself and them;’ or his fear of ‘misology;’ or his ref-
erences to Homer; or the playful smile with which he ‘talks like a
book’ about greater and less; or the allusion to the possibility of find-
ing another teacher among barbarous races (compare Polit.); or the
mysterious reference to another science (mathematics?) of generation
and destruction for which he is vainly feeling. There is no change in
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him; only now he is invested with a sort of sacred character, as the
prophet or priest of Apollo the God of the festival, in whose honour
he first of all composes a hymn, and then like the swan pours forth his
dying lay. Perhaps the extreme elevation of Socrates above his own
situation, and the ordinary interests of life (compare his jeu d’esprit
about his burial, in which for a moment he puts on the ‘Silenus mask’),
create in the mind of the reader an impression stronger than could be
derived from arguments that such a one has in him ‘a principle which
does not admit of death.’

The other persons of the Dialogue may be considered under two
heads: (1) private friends; (2) the respondents in the argument.

First there is Crito, who has been already introduced to us in the
Euthydemus and the Crito; he is the equal in years of Socrates, and
stands in quite a different relation to him from his younger dis-
ciples. He is a man of the world who is rich and prosperous (com-
pare the jest in the Euthydemus), the best friend of Socrates, who
wants to know his commands, in whose presence he talks to his
family, and who performs the last duty of closing his eyes. It is ob-
servable too that, as in the Euthydemus, Crito shows no aptitude
for philosophical discussions. Nor among the friends of Socrates
must the jailer be forgotten, who seems to have been introduced by
Plato in order to show the impression made by the extraordinary
man on the common. The gentle nature of the man is indicated by
his weeping at the announcement of his errand and then turning
away, and also by the words of Socrates to his disciples: ‘How charm-
ing the man is! since I have been in prison he has been always com-
ing to me, and is as good as could be to me.’ We are reminded too
that he has retained this gentle nature amid scenes of death and
violence by the contrasts which he draws between the behaviour of
Socrates and of others when about to die.

Another person who takes no part in the philosophical discussion
is the excitable Apollodorus, the same who, in the Symposium, of
which he is the narrator, is called ‘the madman,’ and who testifies
his grief by the most violent emotions. Phaedo is also present, the
‘beloved disciple’ as he may be termed, who is described, if not ‘lean-
ing on his bosom,’ as seated next to Socrates, who is playing with
his hair. He too, like Apollodorus, takes no part in the discussion,
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but he loves above all things to hear and speak of Socrates after his
death. The calmness of his behaviour, veiling his face when he can
no longer restrain his tears, contrasts with the passionate outcries of
the other. At a particular point the argument is described as falling
before the attack of Simmias. A sort of despair is introduced in the
minds of the company. The effect of this is heightened by the de-
scription of Phaedo, who has been the eye-witness of the scene, and
by the sympathy of his Phliasian auditors who are beginning to
think ‘that they too can never trust an argument again.’ And the
intense interest of the company is communicated not only to the
first auditors, but to us who in a distant country read the narrative
of their emotions after more than two thousand years have passed
away.

The two principal interlocutors are Simmias and Cebes, the dis-
ciples of Philolaus the Pythagorean philosopher of Thebes. Simmias
is described in the Phaedrus as fonder of an argument than any man
living; and Cebes, although finally persuaded by Socrates, is said to
be the most incredulous of human beings. It is Cebes who at the
commencement of the Dialogue asks why ‘suicide is held to be un-
lawful,’ and who first supplies the doctrine of recollection in confir-
mation of the pre-existence of the soul. It is Cebes who urges that
the pre-existence does not necessarily involve the future existence of
the soul, as is shown by the illustration of the weaver and his coat.
Simmias, on the other hand, raises the question about harmony
and the lyre, which is naturally put into the mouth of a Pythagorean
disciple. It is Simmias, too, who first remarks on the uncertainty of
human knowledge, and only at last concedes to the argument such
a qualified approval as is consistent with the feebleness of the hu-
man faculties. Cebes is the deeper and more consecutive thinker,
Simmias more superficial and rhetorical; they are distinguished in
much the same manner as Adeimantus and Glaucon in the Repub-
lic.

Other persons, Menexenus, Ctesippus, Lysis, are old friends;
Evenus has been already satirized in the Apology; Aeschines and
Epigenes were present at the trial; Euclid and Terpsion will reappear
in the Introduction to the Theaetetus, Hermogenes has already ap-
peared in the Cratylus. No inference can fairly be drawn from the
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absence of Aristippus, nor from the omission of Xenophon, who at
the time of Socrates’ death was in Asia. The mention of Plato’s own
absence seems like an expression of sorrow, and may, perhaps, be an
indication that the report of the conversation is not to be taken
literally.

The place of the Dialogue in the series is doubtful. The doctrine
of ideas is certainly carried beyond the Socratic point of view; in no
other of the writings of Plato is the theory of them so completely
developed. Whether the belief in immortality can be attributed to
Socrates or not is uncertain; the silence of the Memorabilia, and of
the earlier Dialogues of Plato, is an argument to the contrary. Yet in
the Cyropaedia Xenophon has put language into the mouth of the
dying Cyrus which recalls the Phaedo, and may have been derived
from the teaching of Socrates. It may be fairly urged that the great-
est religious interest of mankind could not have been wholly ig-
nored by one who passed his life in fulfilling the commands of an
oracle, and who recognized a Divine plan in man and nature. (Xen.
Mem.)  And the language of the Apology and of the Crito confirms
this view.

The Phaedo is not one of the Socratic Dialogues of Plato; nor, on
the other hand, can it be assigned to that later stage of the Platonic
writings at which the doctrine of ideas appears to be forgotten. It
belongs rather to the intermediate period of the Platonic philoso-
phy, which roughly corresponds to the Phaedrus, Gorgias, Repub-
lic, Theaetetus. Without pretending to determine the real time of
their composition, the Symposium, Meno, Euthyphro, Apology,
Phaedo may be conveniently read by us in this order as illustrative
of the life of Socrates. Another chain may be formed of the Meno,
Phaedrus, Phaedo, in which the immortality of the soul is connected
with the doctrine of ideas. In the Meno the theory of ideas is based
on the ancient belief in transmigration, which reappears again in
the Phaedrus as well as in the Republic and Timaeus, and in all of
them is connected with a doctrine of retribution. In the Phaedrus
the immortality of the soul is supposed to rest on the conception of
the soul as a principle of motion, whereas in the Republic the argu-
ment turns on the natural continuance of the soul, which, if not
destroyed by her own proper evil, can hardly be destroyed by any
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other. The soul of man in the Timaeus is derived from the Supreme
Creator, and either returns after death to her kindred star, or de-
scends into the lower life of an animal. The Apology expresses the
same view as the Phaedo, but with less confidence; there the prob-
ability of death being a long sleep is not excluded. The Theaetetus
also describes, in a digression, the desire of the soul to fly away and
be with God—’and to fly to him is to be like him.’ The Symposium
may be observed to resemble as well as to differ from the Phaedo.
While the first notion of immortality is only in the way of natural
procreation or of posthumous fame and glory, the higher revelation
of beauty, like the good in the Republic, is the vision of the eternal
idea. So deeply rooted in Plato’s mind is the belief in immortality;
so various are the forms of expression which he employs.

As in several other Dialogues, there is more of system in the Phaedo
than appears at first sight. The succession of arguments is based on
previous philosophies; beginning with the mysteries and the
Heracleitean alternation of opposites, and proceeding to the
Pythagorean harmony and transmigration; making a step by the aid
of Platonic reminiscence, and a further step by the help of the nous
of Anaxagoras; until at last we rest in the conviction that the soul is
inseparable from the ideas, and belongs to the world of the invisible
and unknown. Then, as in the Gorgias or Republic, the
curtain falls, and the veil of mythology descends upon the argu-
ment. After the confession of Socrates that he is an interested party,
and the acknowledgment that no man of sense will think the details
of his narrative true, but that something of the kind is true, we
return from speculation to practice. He is himself more confident
of immortality than he is of his own arguments; and the confidence
which he expresses is less strong than that which his cheerfulness
and composure in death inspire in us.

Difficulties of two kinds occur in the Phaedo—one kind to be
explained out of contemporary philosophy, the other not admitting
of an entire solution. (1) The difficulty which Socrates says that he
experienced in explaining generation and corruption; the assump-
tion of hypotheses which proceed from the less general to the more
general, and are tested by their consequences; the puzzle about greater
and less; the resort to the method of ideas, which to us appear only
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abstract terms,—these are to be explained out of the position of
Socrates and Plato in the history of philosophy. They were
living in a twilight between the sensible and the intellectual world,
and saw no way of connecting them. They could neither explain the
relation of ideas to phenomena, nor their correlation to one an-
other. The very idea of relation or comparison was embarrassing to
them. Yet in this intellectual uncertainty they had a conception of a
proof from results, and of a moral truth, which remained unshaken
amid the questionings of philosophy. (2) The other is a difficulty
which is touched upon in the Republic as well as in the Phaedo, and
is common to modern and ancient philosophy. Plato is not alto-
gether satisfied with his safe and simple method of ideas. He wants
to have proved to him by facts that all things are for the best, and
that there is one mind or design which pervades them all. But this
‘power of the best’ he is unable to explain; and therefore takes ref-
uge in universal ideas. And are not we at this day seeking to discover
that which Socrates in a glass darkly foresaw?

Some resemblances to the Greek drama may be noted in all the
Dialogues of Plato. The Phaedo is the tragedy of which Socrates is
the protagonist and Simmias and Cebes the secondary performers,
standing to them in the same relation as to Glaucon and Adeimantus
in the Republic. No Dialogue has a greater unity of subject and
feeling. Plato has certainly fulfilled the condition of Greek, or rather
of all art, which requires that scenes of death and suffering should
be clothed in beauty. The gathering of the friends at the commence-
ment of the Dialogue, the dismissal of Xanthippe, whose presence
would have been out of place at a philosophical discussion, but who
returns again with her children to take a final farewell, the dejection
of the audience at the temporary overthrow of the argument, the
picture of Socrates playing with the hair of Phaedo, the final scene
in which Socrates alone retains his composure—are masterpieces of
art. And the chorus at the end might have interpreted the feeling of
the play: ‘There can no evil happen to a good man in life or death.’

‘The art of concealing art’ is nowhere more perfect than in those
writings of Plato which describe the trial and death of Socrates.
Their charm is their simplicity, which gives them verisimilitude;
and yet they touch, as if incidentally, and because they were suitable
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to the occasion, on some of the deepest truths of philosophy. There
is nothing in any tragedy, ancient or modern, nothing in poetry or
history (with one exception), like the last hours of Socrates in Plato.
The master could not be more fitly occupied at such a time than in
discoursing of immortality; nor the disciples more divinely con-
soled. The arguments, taken in the spirit and not in the letter, are
our arguments; and Socrates by anticipation may be even thought
to refute some ‘eccentric notions; current in our own age. For there
are philosophers among ourselves who do not seem to understand
how much stronger is the power of intelligence, or of the best, than
of Atlas, or mechanical force. How far the words attributed to
Socrates were actually uttered by him we forbear to ask; for no an-
swer can be given to this question. And it is better to resign our-
selves to the feeling of a great work, than to linger among critical
uncertainties.
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PHAEDO
bbbbbyyyyy

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett.

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE:
Phaedo, who is the narrator of the dialogue to Echecrates of Phlius.
Socrates, Apollodorus, Simmias, Cebes, Crito and an Attendant of
the Prison.

SCENE: The Prison of Socrates.

PLACE OF THE NARRATION: Phlius.

ECHECRATES: Were you yourself, Phaedo, in the prison with
Socrates on the day when he drank the poison?

PHAEDO: Yes, Echecrates, I was.

ECHECRATES: I should so like to hear about his death. What did
he say in his last hours? We were informed that he died by taking
poison, but no one knew anything more; for no Phliasian ever goes
to Athens now, and it is a long time since any stranger from Athens
has found his way hither; so that we had no clear account.
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PHAEDO: Did you not hear of the proceedings at the trial?

ECHECRATES: Yes; some one told us about the trial, and we could
not understand why, having been condemned, he should have been
put to death, not at the time, but long afterwards. What was the
reason of this?

PHAEDO: An accident, Echecrates: the stern of the ship which the
Athenians send to Delos happened to have been crowned on the
day before he was tried.

ECHECRATES: What is this ship?

PHAEDO: It is the ship in which, according to Athenian tradition,
Theseus went to Crete when he took with him the fourteen youths,
and was the saviour of them and of himself. And they were said to
have vowed to Apollo at the time, that if they were saved they would
send a yearly mission to Delos. Now this custom still continues,
and the whole period of the voyage to and from Delos, beginning
when the priest of Apollo crowns the stern of the ship, is a holy
season, during which the city is not allowed to be polluted by pub-
lic executions; and when the vessel is detained by contrary winds,
the time spent in going and returning is very considerable. As I was
saying, the ship was crowned on the day before the trial, and this
was the reason why Socrates lay in prison and was not put to death
until long after he was condemned.

ECHECRATES: What was the manner of his death, Phaedo? What
was said or done? And which of his friends were with him? Or did
the authorities forbid them to be present—so that he had no friends
near him when he died?

PHAEDO: No; there were several of them with him.

ECHECRATES: If you have nothing to do, I wish that you would
tell me what passed, as exactly as you can.
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PHAEDO: I have nothing at all to do, and will try to gratify your
wish. To be reminded of Socrates is always the greatest delight to
me, whether I speak myself or hear another speak of him.

ECHECRATES: You will have listeners who are of the same mind
with you, and I hope that you will be as exact as you can.

PHAEDO: I had a singular feeling at being in his company. For I
could hardly believe that I was present at the death of a friend, and
therefore I did not pity him, Echecrates; he died so fearlessly, and
his words and bearing were so noble and gracious, that to me he
appeared blessed. I thought that in going to the other world he
could not be without a divine call, and that he would be happy, if
any man ever was, when he arrived there, and therefore I did not
pity him as might have seemed natural at such an hour. But I had
not the pleasure which I usually feel in philosophical discourse (for
philosophy was the theme of which we spoke). I was pleased, but in
the pleasure there was also a strange admixture of pain; for I re-
flected that he was soon to die, and this double feeling was shared
by us all; we were laughing and weeping by turns, especially the
excitable Apollodorus—you know the sort of man?

ECHECRATES: Yes.

PHAEDO: He was quite beside himself; and I and all of us were
greatly moved.

ECHECRATES: Who were present?

PHAEDO: Of native Athenians there were, besides Apollodorus,
Critobulus and his father Crito, Hermogenes, Epigenes, Aeschines,
Antisthenes; likewise Ctesippus of the deme of Paeania, Menexenus,
and some others; Plato, if I am not mistaken, was ill.

ECHECRATES: Were there any strangers?

PHAEDO: Yes, there were; Simmias the Theban, and Cebes, and
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Phaedondes; Euclid and Terpison, who came from Megara.

ECHECRATES: And was Aristippus there, and Cleombrotus?

PHAEDO: No, they were said to be in Aegina.

ECHECRATES: Any one else?

PHAEDO: I think that these were nearly all.

ECHECRATES: Well, and what did you talk about?

PHAEDO: I will begin at the beginning, and endeavour to repeat
the entire conversation. On the previous days we had been in the
habit of assembling early in the morning at the court in which the
trial took place, and which is not far from the prison. There we used
to wait talking with one another until the opening of the doors (for
they were not opened very early); then we went in and generally
passed the day with Socrates. On the last morning we assembled
sooner than usual, having heard on the day before when we quitted
the prison in the evening that the sacred ship had come from Delos,
and so we arranged to meet very early at the accustomed place. On
our arrival the jailer who answered the door, instead of admitting
us, came out and told us to stay until he called us. ‘For the Eleven,’
he said, ‘are now with Socrates; they are taking off his chains, and
giving orders that he is to die to-day.’ He soon returned and said
that we might come in. On entering we found Socrates just released
from chains, and Xanthippe, whom you know, sitting by him, and
holding his child in her arms. When she saw us she uttered a cry
and said, as women will: ‘O Socrates, this is the last time that either
you will converse with your friends, or they with you.’ Socrates turned
to Crito and said: ‘Crito, let some one take her home.’ Some of
Crito’s people accordingly led her away, crying out and beating her-
self. And when she was gone, Socrates, sitting up on the couch,
bent and rubbed his leg, saying, as he was rubbing: How singular is
the thing called pleasure, and how curiously related to pain, which
might be thought to be the opposite of it; for they are never present
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to a man at the same instant, and yet he who pursues either is gen-
erally compelled to take the other; their bodies are two, but they are
joined by a single head.  And I cannot help thinking that if Aesop
had remembered them, he would have made a fable about God
trying to reconcile their strife, and how, when he could not, he fas-
tened their heads together; and this is the reason why when one
comes the other follows, as I know by my own experience now,
when after the pain in my leg which was caused by the chain plea-
sure appears to succeed.

Upon this Cebes said: I am glad, Socrates, that you have men-
tioned the name of Aesop. For it reminds me of a question which
has been asked by many, and was asked of me only the day before
yesterday by Evenus the poet —he will be sure to ask it again, and
therefore if you would like me to have an answer ready for him, you
may as well tell me what I should say to him:—he wanted to know
why you, who never before wrote a line of poetry, now that you are
in prison are turning Aesop’s fables into verse, and also composing
that hymn in honour of Apollo.

Tell him, Cebes, he replied, what is the truth—that I had no idea of
rivalling him or his poems; to do so, as I knew, would be no easy task.
But I wanted to see whether I could purge away a scruple which I felt
about the meaning of certain dreams. In the course of my life I have
often had intimations in dreams ‘that I should compose music.’ The
same dream came to me sometimes in one form, and sometimes in
another, but always saying the same or nearly the same words: ‘Culti-
vate and make music,’ said the dream. And hitherto I had imagined
that this was only intended to exhort and encourage me in the study
of philosophy, which has been the pursuit of my life, and is the no-
blest and best of music. The dream was bidding me do what I was
already doing, in the same way that the competitor in a race is bidden
by the spectators to run when he is already running. But I was not
certain of this, for the dream might have meant music in the popular
sense of the word, and being under sentence of death, and the festival
giving me a respite, I thought that it would be safer for me to satisfy
the scruple, and, in obedience to the dream, to compose a few verses
before I departed. And first I made a hymn in honour of the god of
the festival, and then considering that a poet, if he is really to be a
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poet, should not only put together words, but should invent stories,
and that I have no invention, I took some fables of Aesop, which I
had ready at hand and which I knew—they were the first I came
upon—and turned them into verse. Tell this to Evenus, Cebes, and
bid him be of good cheer; say that I would have him come after me if
he be a wise man, and not tarry; and that to-day I am likely to be
going, for the Athenians say that I must.

Simmias said: What a message for such a man! having been a
frequent companion of his I should say that, as far as I know him,
he will never take your advice unless he is obliged.

Why, said Socrates,—is not Evenus a philosopher?
I think that he is, said Simmias.
Then he, or any man who has the spirit of philosophy, will be

willing to die, but he will not take his own life, for that is held to be
unlawful.

Here he changed his position, and put his legs off the couch on to the
ground, and during the rest of the conversation he remained sitting.

Why do you say, enquired Cebes, that a man ought not to take
his own life, but that the philosopher will be ready to follow the
dying?

Socrates replied: And have you, Cebes and Simmias, who are the
disciples of Philolaus, never heard him speak of this?

Yes, but his language was obscure, Socrates.
My words, too, are only an echo; but there is no reason why I

should not repeat what I have heard: and indeed, as I am going to
another place, it is very meet for me to be thinking and talking of
the nature of the pilgrimage which I am about to make. What can I
do better in the interval between this and the setting of the sun?

Then tell me, Socrates, why is suicide held to be unlawful? as I
have certainly heard Philolaus, about whom you were just now ask-
ing, affirm when he was staying with us at Thebes: and there are
others who say the same, although I have never understood what
was meant by any of them.

Do not lose heart, replied Socrates, and the day may come when
you will understand. I suppose that you wonder why, when other
things which are evil may be good at certain times and to certain
persons, death is to be the only exception, and why, when a man is
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better dead, he is not permitted to be his own benefactor, but must
wait for the hand of another.

Very true, said Cebes, laughing gently and speaking in his native
Boeotian.

I admit the appearance of inconsistency in what I am saying; but
there may not be any real inconsistency after all. There is a doctrine
whispered in secret that man is a prisoner who has no right to open
the door and run away; this is a great mystery which I do not quite
understand. Yet I too believe that the gods are our guardians, and
that we are a possession of theirs. Do you not agree?

Yes, I quite agree, said Cebes.
And if one of your own possessions, an ox or an ass, for example,

took the liberty of putting himself out of the way when you had
given no intimation of your wish that he should die, would you not
be angry with him, and would you not punish him if you could?

Certainly, replied Cebes.
Then, if we look at the matter thus, there may be reason in saying

that a man should wait, and not take his own life until God sum-
mons him, as he is now summoning me.

Yes, Socrates, said Cebes, there seems to be truth in what you say.
And yet how can you reconcile this seemingly true belief that God
is our guardian and we his possessions, with the willingness to die
which we were just now attributing to the philosopher? That the
wisest of men should be willing to leave a service in which they are
ruled by the gods who are the best of rulers, is not reasonable; for
surely no wise man thinks that when set at liberty he can take better
care of himself than the gods take of him. A fool may perhaps think
so—he may argue that he had better run away from his master, not
considering that his duty is to remain to the end, and not to run
away from the good, and that there would be no sense in his run-
ning away. The wise man will want to be ever with him who is
better than himself. Now this, Socrates, is the reverse of what was
just now said; for upon this view the wise man should sorrow and
the fool rejoice at passing out of life.

The earnestness of Cebes seemed to please Socrates. Here, said
he, turning to us, is a man who is always inquiring, and is not so
easily convinced by the first thing which he hears.
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And certainly, added Simmias, the objection which he is now
making does appear to me to have some force. For what can be the
meaning of a truly wise man wanting to fly away and lightly leave a
master who is better than himself? And I rather imagine that Cebes
is referring to you; he thinks that you are too ready to leave us, and
too ready to leave the gods whom you acknowledge to be our good
masters.

Yes, replied Socrates; there is reason in what you say. And so you
think that I ought to answer your indictment as if I were in a court?

We should like you to do so, said Simmias.
Then I must try to make a more successful defence before you than

I did when before the judges. For I am quite ready to admit, Simmias
and Cebes, that I ought to be grieved at death, if I were not persuaded
in the first place that I am going to other gods who are wise and good
(of which I am as certain as I can be of any such matters), and sec-
ondly (though I am not so sure of this last) to men departed, better
than those whom I leave behind; and therefore I do not grieve as I
might have done, for I have good hope that there is yet something
remaining for the dead, and as has been said of old, some far better
thing for the good than for the evil.

But do you mean to take away your thoughts with you, Socrates?
said Simmias. Will you not impart them to us?—for they are a ben-
efit in which we too are entitled to share. Moreover, if you succeed
in convincing us, that will be an answer to the charge against your-
self.

I will do my best, replied Socrates. But you must first let me hear
what Crito wants; he has long been wishing to say something to me.

Only this, Socrates, replied Crito:—the attendant who is to give
you the poison has been telling me, and he wants me to tell you,
that you are not to talk much, talking, he says, increases heat, and
this is apt to interfere with the action of the poison; persons who
excite themselves are sometimes obliged to take a second or even a
third dose.

Then, said Socrates, let him mind his business and be prepared to
give the poison twice or even thrice if necessary; that is all.

I knew quite well what you would say, replied Crito; but I was
obliged to satisfy him.
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Never mind him, he said.
And now, O my judges, I desire to prove to you that the real

philosopher has reason to be of good cheer when he is about to die,
and that after death he may hope to obtain the greatest good in the
other world. And how this may be, Simmias and Cebes, I will en-
deavour to explain. For I deem that the true votary of philosophy is
likely to be misunderstood by other men; they do not perceive that
he is always pursuing death and dying; and if this be so, and he has
had the desire of death all his life long, why when his time comes
should he repine at that which he has been always pursuing and
desiring?

Simmias said laughingly: Though not in a laughing humour, you
have made me laugh, Socrates; for I cannot help thinking that the
many when they hear your words will say how truly you have de-
scribed philosophers, and our people at home will likewise say that
the life which philosophers desire is in reality death, and that they
have found them out to be deserving of the death which they desire.

And they are right, Simmias, in thinking so, with the exception of
the words ‘they have found them out’; for they have not found out
either what is the nature of that death which the true philosopher
deserves, or how he deserves or desires death. But enough of them:—
let us discuss the matter among ourselves: Do we believe that there
is such a thing as death?

To be sure, replied Simmias.
Is it not the separation of soul and body? And to be dead is the

completion of this; when the soul exists in herself, and is released
from the body and the body is released from the soul, what is this
but death?

Just so, he replied.
There is another question, which will probably throw light on

our present inquiry if you and I can agree about it:—Ought the
philosopher to care about the pleasures—if they are to be called
pleasures—of eating and drinking?

Certainly not, answered Simmias.
And what about the pleasures of love—should he care for them?
By no means.
And will he think much of the other ways of indulging the body,
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for example, the acquisition of costly raiment, or sandals, or other
adornments of the body? Instead of caring about them, does he not
rather despise anything more than nature needs? What do you say?

I should say that the true philosopher would despise them.
Would you not say that he is entirely concerned with the soul and

not with the body? He would like, as far as he can, to get away from
the body and to turn to the soul.

Quite true.
In matters of this sort philosophers, above all other men, may be

observed in every sort of way to dissever the soul from the com-
munion of the body.

Very true.
Whereas, Simmias, the rest of the world are of opinion that to

him who has no sense of pleasure and no part in bodily pleasure, life
is not worth having; and that he who is indifferent about them is as
good as dead.

That is also true.
What again shall we say of the actual acquirement of knowledge?—

is the body, if invited to share in the enquiry, a hinderer or a helper?
I mean to say, have sight and hearing any truth in them? Are they
not, as the poets are always telling us, inaccurate witnesses? and yet,
if even they are inaccurate and indistinct, what is to be said of the
other senses?—for you will allow that they are the best of them?

Certainly, he replied.
Then when does the soul attain truth?—for in attempting to con-

sider anything in company with the body she is obviously deceived.
True.
Then must not true existence be revealed to her in thought, if at all?
Yes.
And thought is best when the mind is gathered into herself and

none of these things trouble her—neither sounds nor sights nor
pain nor any pleasure,—when she takes leave of the body, and has
as little as possible to do with it, when she has no bodily sense or
desire, but is aspiring after true being?

Certainly.
And in this the philosopher dishonours the body; his soul runs

away from his body and desires to be alone and by herself?
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That is true.
Well, but there is another thing, Simmias: Is there or is there not

an absolute justice?
Assuredly there is.
And an absolute beauty and absolute good?
Of course.
But did you ever behold any of them with your eyes?
Certainly not.
Or did you ever reach them with any other bodily sense?—and I

speak not of these alone, but of absolute greatness, and health, and
strength, and of the essence or true nature of everything. Has the
reality of them ever been perceived by you through the bodily or-
gans? or rather, is not the nearest approach to the knowledge of
their several natures made by him who so orders his intellectual
vision as to have the most exact conception of the essence of each
thing which he considers?

Certainly.
And he attains to the purest knowledge of them who goes to each

with the mind alone, not introducing or intruding in the act of
thought sight or any other sense together with reason, but with the
very light of the mind in her own clearness searches into the very
truth of each; he who has got rid, as far as he can, of eyes and ears
and, so to speak, of the whole body, these being in his opinion dis-
tracting elements which when they infect the soul hinder her from
acquiring truth and knowledge—who, if not he, is likely to attain
the knowledge of true being?

What you say has a wonderful truth in it, Socrates, replied Simmias.
And when real philosophers consider all these things, will they

not be led to make a reflection which they will express in words
something like the following? ‘Have we not found,’ they will say, ‘a
path of thought which seems to bring us and our argument to the
conclusion, that while we are in the body, and while the soul is
infected with the evils of the body, our desire will not be satisfied?
and our desire is of the truth. For the body is a source of endless
trouble to us by reason of the mere requirement of food; and is
liable also to diseases which overtake and impede us in the search
after true being: it fills us full of loves, and lusts, and fears, and
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fancies of all kinds, and endless foolery, and in fact, as men say,
takes away from us the power of thinking at all. Whence come wars,
and fightings, and factions? whence but from the body and the lusts
of the body? wars are occasioned by the love of money, and money
has to be acquired for the sake and in the service of the body; and by
reason of all these impediments we have no time to give to philoso-
phy; and, last and worst of all, even if we are at leisure and betake
ourselves to some speculation, the body is always breaking in upon
us, causing turmoil and confusion in our enquiries, and so amazing
us that we are prevented from seeing the truth. It has been proved
to us by experience that if we would have pure knowledge of any-
thing we must be quit of the body—the soul in herself must behold
things in themselves: and then we shall attain the wisdom which we
desire, and of which we say that we are lovers, not while we live, but
after death; for if while in company with the body, the soul cannot
have pure knowledge, one of two things follows—either knowledge
is not to be attained at all, or, if at all, after death. For then, and not
till then, the soul will be parted from the body and exist in herself
alone. In this present life, I reckon that we make the nearest ap-
proach to knowledge when we have the least possible intercourse or
communion with the body, and are not surfeited with the bodily
nature, but keep ourselves pure until the hour when God himself is
pleased to release us. And thus having got rid of the foolishness of
the body we shall be pure and hold converse with the pure, and
know of ourselves the clear light everywhere, which is no other than
the light of truth.’ For the impure are not permitted to approach
the pure. These are the sort of words, Simmias, which the true lov-
ers of knowledge cannot help saying to one another, and thinking.
You would agree; would you not?

Undoubtedly, Socrates.
But, O my friend, if this is true, there is great reason to hope that,

going whither I go, when I have come to the end of my journey, I
shall attain that which has been the pursuit of my life. And there-
fore I go on my way rejoicing, and not I only, but every other man
who believes that his mind has been made ready and that he is in a
manner purified.

Certainly, replied Simmias.
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And what is purification but the separation of the soul from the
body, as I was saying before; the habit of the soul gathering and
collecting herself into herself from all sides out of the body; the
dwelling in her own place alone, as in another life, so also in this, as
far as she can;—the release of the soul from the chains of the body?

Very true, he said.
And this separation and release of the soul from the body is termed

death?
To be sure, he said.
And the true philosophers, and they only, are ever seeking to re-

lease the soul. Is not the separation and release of the soul from the
body their especial study?

That is true.
And, as I was saying at first, there would be a ridiculous contra-

diction in men studying to live as nearly as they can in a state of
death, and yet repining when it comes upon them.

Clearly.
And the true philosophers, Simmias, are always occupied in the

practice of dying, wherefore also to them least of all men is death
terrible. Look at the matter thus:—if they have been in every way
the enemies of the body, and are wanting to be alone with the soul,
when this desire of theirs is granted, how inconsistent would they
be if they trembled and repined, instead of rejoicing at their depar-
ture to that place where, when they arrive, they hope to gain that
which in life they desired—and this was wisdom—and at the same
time to be rid of the company of their enemy. Many a man has been
willing to go to the world below animated by the hope of seeing
there an earthly love, or wife, or son, and conversing with them.
And will he who is a true lover of wisdom, and is strongly persuaded
in like manner that only in the world below he can worthily enjoy
her, still repine at death? Will he not depart with joy? Surely he will,
O my friend, if he be a true philosopher. For he will have a firm
conviction that there and there only, he can find wisdom in her
purity. And if this be true, he would be very absurd, as I was saying,
if he were afraid of death.

He would, indeed, replied Simmias.
And when you see a man who is repining at the approach of death,



99

Plato

is not his reluctance a sufficient proof that he is not a lover of wis-
dom, but a lover of the body, and probably at the same time a lover
of either money or power, or both?

Quite so, he replied.
And is not courage, Simmias, a quality which is specially charac-

teristic of the philosopher?
Certainly.
There is temperance again, which even by the vulgar is supposed

to consist in the control and regulation of the passions, and in the
sense of superiority to them—is not temperance a virtue belonging
to those only who despise the body, and who pass their lives in
philosophy?

Most assuredly.
For the courage and temperance of other men, if you will con-

sider them, are really a contradiction.
How so?
Well, he said, you are aware that death is regarded by men in

general as a great evil.
Very true, he said.
And do not courageous men face death because they are afraid of

yet greater evils?
That is quite true.
Then all but the philosophers are courageous only from fear, and

because they are afraid; and yet that a man should be courageous
from fear, and because he is a coward, is surely a strange thing.

Very true.
And are not the temperate exactly in the same case? They are tem-

perate because they are intemperate—which might seem to be a
contradiction, but is nevertheless the sort of thing which happens
with this foolish temperance. For there are pleasures which they are
afraid of losing; and in their desire to keep them, they abstain from
some pleasures, because they are overcome by others; and although
to be conquered by pleasure is called by men intemperance, to them
the conquest of pleasure consists in being conquered by pleasure.
And that is what I mean by saying that, in a sense, they are made
temperate through intemperance.

Such appears to be the case.
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Yet the exchange of one fear or pleasure or pain for another fear or
pleasure or pain, and of the greater for the less, as if they were coins,
is not the exchange of virtue. O my blessed Simmias, is there not
one true coin for which all things ought to be exchanged?—and
that is wisdom; and only in exchange for this, and in company with
this, is anything truly bought or sold, whether courage or temper-
ance or justice. And is not all true virtue the companion of wisdom,
no matter what fears or pleasures or other similar goods or evils may
or may not attend her? But the virtue which is made up of these
goods, when they are severed from wisdom and exchanged with one
another, is a shadow of virtue only, nor is there any freedom or
health or truth in her; but in the true exchange there is a purging
away of all these things, and temperance, and justice, and courage,
and wisdom herself are the purgation of them. The founders of the
mysteries would appear to have had a real meaning, and were not
talking nonsense when they intimated in a figure long ago that he
who passes unsanctified and uninitiated into the world below will
lie in a slough, but that he who arrives there after initiation and
purification will dwell with the gods. For ‘many,’ as they say in the
mysteries, ‘are the thyrsus-bearers, but few are the mystics,’—mean-
ing, as I interpret the words, ‘the true philosophers.’ In the number
of whom, during my whole life, I have been seeking, according to
my ability, to find a place;—whether I have sought in a right way or
not, and whether I have succeeded or not, I shall truly know in a
little while, if God will, when I myself arrive in the other world—
such is my belief. And therefore I maintain that I am right, Simmias
and Cebes, in not grieving or repining at parting from you and my
masters in this world, for I believe that I shall equally find good
masters and friends in another world. But most men do not believe
this saying; if then I succeed in convincing you by my defence bet-
ter than I did the Athenian judges, it will be well.

Cebes answered: I agree, Socrates, in the greater part of what you
say. But in what concerns the soul, men are apt to be incredulous;
they fear that when she has left the body her place may be nowhere,
and that on the very day of death she may perish and come to an
end—immediately on her release from the body, issuing forth dis-
persed like smoke or air and in her flight vanishing away into noth-
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ingness. If she could only be collected into herself after she has ob-
tained release from the evils of which you are speaking, there would
be good reason to hope, Socrates, that what you say is true. But
surely it requires a great deal of argument and many proofs to show
that when the man is dead his soul yet exists, and has any force or
intelligence.

True, Cebes, said Socrates; and shall I suggest that we converse a
little of the probabilities of these things?

I am sure, said Cebes, that I should greatly like to know your
opinion about them.

I reckon, said Socrates, that no one who heard me now, not even
if he were one of my old enemies, the Comic poets, could accuse me
of idle talking about matters in which I have no concern:—If you
please, then, we will proceed with the inquiry.

Suppose we consider the question whether the souls of men after
death are or are not in the world below. There comes into my mind
an ancient doctrine which affirms that they go from hence into the
other world, and returning hither, are born again from the dead.
Now if it be true that the living come from the dead, then our souls
must exist in the other world, for if not, how could they have been
born again? And this would be conclusive, if there were any real
evidence that the living are only born from the dead; but if this is
not so, then other arguments will have to be adduced.

Very true, replied Cebes.
Then let us consider the whole question, not in relation to man

only, but in relation to animals generally, and to plants, and to ev-
erything of which there is generation, and the proof will be easier.
Are not all things which have opposites generated out of their op-
posites? I mean such things as good and evil, just and unjust—and
there are innumerable other opposites which are generated out of
opposites. And I want to show that in all opposites there is of neces-
sity a similar alternation; I mean to say, for example, that anything
which becomes greater must become greater after being less.

True.
And that which becomes less must have been once greater and

then have become less.
Yes.
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And the weaker is generated from the stronger, and the swifter
from the slower.

Very true.
And the worse is from the better, and the more just is from the

more unjust.
Of course.
And is this true of all opposites? and are we convinced that all of

them are generated out of opposites?
Yes.
And in this universal opposition of all things, are there not also two

intermediate processes which are ever going on, from one to the other
opposite, and back again; where there is a greater and a less there is
also an intermediate process of increase and diminution, and that
which grows is said to wax, and that which decays to wane?

Yes, he said.
And there are many other processes, such as division and compo-

sition, cooling and heating, which equally involve a passage into
and out of one another. And this necessarily holds of all opposites,
even though not always expressed in words—they are really gener-
ated out of one another, and there is a passing or process from one
to the other of them?

Very true, he replied.
Well, and is there not an opposite of life, as sleep is the opposite of

waking?
True, he said.
And what is it?
Death, he answered.
And these, if they are opposites, are generated the one from the

other, and have there their two intermediate processes also?
Of course.
Now, said Socrates, I will analyze one of the two pairs of opposites

which I have mentioned to you, and also its intermediate processes,
and you shall analyze the other to me. One of them I term sleep, the
other waking. The state of sleep is opposed to the state of waking,
and out of sleeping waking is generated, and out of waking, sleep-
ing; and the process of generation is in the one case falling asleep,
and in the other waking up. Do you agree?
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I entirely agree.
Then, suppose that you analyze life and death to me in the same

manner. Is not death opposed to life?
Yes.
And they are generated one from the other?
Yes.
What is generated from the living?
The dead.
And what from the dead?
I can only say in answer—the living.
Then the living, whether things or persons, Cebes, are generated

from the dead?
That is clear, he replied.
Then the inference is that our souls exist in the world below?
That is true.
And one of the two processes or generations is visible—for surely

the act of dying is visible?
Surely, he said.
What then is to be the result? Shall we exclude the opposite pro-

cess? And shall we suppose nature to walk on one leg only? Must we
not rather assign to death some corresponding process of genera-
tion?

Certainly, he replied.
And what is that process?
Return to life.
And return to life, if there be such a thing, is the birth of the dead

into the world of the living?
Quite true.
Then here is a new way by which we arrive at the conclusion that

the living come from the dead, just as the dead come from the liv-
ing; and this, if true, affords a most certain proof that the souls of
the dead exist in some place out of which they come again.

Yes, Socrates, he said; the conclusion seems to flow necessarily out
of our previous admissions.

And that these admissions were not unfair, Cebes, he said, may be
shown, I think, as follows: If generation were in a straight line only,
and there were no compensation or circle in nature, no turn or re-
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turn of elements into their opposites, then you know that all things
would at last have the same form and pass into the same state, and
there would be no more generation of them.

What do you mean? he said.
A simple thing enough, which I will illustrate by the case of sleep,

he replied. You know that if there were no alternation of sleeping
and waking, the tale of the sleeping Endymion would in the end
have no meaning, because all other things would be asleep, too, and
he would not be distinguishable from the rest. Or if there were com-
position only, and no division of substances, then the chaos of
Anaxagoras would come again. And in like manner, my dear Cebes,
if all things which partook of life were to die, and after they were
dead remained in the form of death, and did not come to life again,
all would at last die, and nothing would be alive—what other result
could there be? For if the living spring from any other things, and
they too die, must not all things at last be swallowed up in death?
(But compare Republic.)

There is no escape, Socrates, said Cebes; and to me your argu-
ment seems to be absolutely true.

Yes, he said, Cebes, it is and must be so, in my opinion; and we
have not been deluded in making these admissions; but I am confi-
dent that there truly is such a thing as living again, and that the living
spring from the dead, and that the souls of the dead are in existence,
and that the good souls have a better portion than the evil.

Cebes added: Your favorite doctrine, Socrates, that knowledge is
simply recollection, if true, also necessarily implies a previous time
in which we have learned that which we now recollect. But this
would be impossible unless our soul had been in some place before
existing in the form of man; here then is another proof of the soul’s
immortality.

But tell me, Cebes, said Simmias, interposing, what arguments
are urged in favour of this doctrine of recollection. I am not very
sure at the moment that I remember them.

One excellent proof, said Cebes, is afforded by questions. If you
put a question to a person in a right way, he will give a true answer
of himself, but how could he do this unless there were knowledge
and right reason already in him? And this is most clearly shown
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when he is taken to a diagram or to anything of that sort. (Compare
Meno.)

But if, said Socrates, you are still incredulous, Simmias, I would
ask you whether you may not agree with me when you look at the
matter in another way;—I mean, if you are still incredulous as to
whether knowledge is recollection.

Incredulous, I am not, said Simmias; but I want to have this doc-
trine of recollection brought to my own recollection, and, from what
Cebes has said, I am beginning to recollect and be convinced; but I
should still like to hear what you were going to say.

This is what I would say, he replied:—We should agree, if I am
not mistaken, that what a man recollects he must have known at
some previous time.

Very true.
And what is the nature of this knowledge or recollection? I mean to

ask, Whether a person who, having seen or heard or in any way per-
ceived anything, knows not only that, but has a conception of some-
thing else which is the subject, not of the same but of some other kind
of knowledge, may not be fairly said to recollect that of which he has
the conception?

What do you mean?
I mean what I may illustrate by the following instance:—The

knowledge of a lyre is not the same as the knowledge of a man?
True.
And yet what is the feeling of lovers when they recognize a lyre, or

a garment, or anything else which the beloved has been in the habit
of using?  Do not they, from knowing the lyre, form in the mind’s
eye an image of the youth to whom the lyre belongs? And this is
recollection. In like manner any one who sees Simmias may remem-
ber Cebes; and there are endless examples of the same thing.

Endless, indeed, replied Simmias.
And recollection is most commonly a process of recovering that which

has been already forgotten through time and inattention.
Very true, he said.
Well; and may you not also from seeing the picture of a horse or a

lyre remember a man? and from the picture of Simmias, you may be
led to remember Cebes?
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True.
Or you may also be led to the recollection of Simmias himself?
Quite so.
And in all these cases, the recollection may be derived from things

either like or unlike?
It may be.
And when the recollection is derived from like things, then another

consideration is sure to arise, which is—whether the likeness in any de-
gree falls short or not of that which is recollected?

Very true, he said.
And shall we proceed a step further, and affirm that there is such

a thing as equality, not of one piece of wood or stone with another,
but that, over and above this, there is absolute equality? Shall we say
so?

Say so, yes, replied Simmias, and swear to it, with all the confi-
dence in life.

And do we know the nature of this absolute essence?
To be sure, he said.
And whence did we obtain our knowledge? Did we not see equali-

ties of material things, such as pieces of wood and stones, and gather
from them the idea of an equality which is different from them? For
you will acknowledge that there is a difference. Or look at the mat-
ter in another way:—Do not the same pieces of wood or stone ap-
pear at one time equal, and at another time unequal?

That is certain.
But are real equals ever unequal? or is the idea of equality the

same as of inequality?
Impossible, Socrates.
Then these (so-called) equals are not the same with the idea of

equality?
I should say, clearly not, Socrates.
And yet from these equals, although differing from the idea of

equality, you conceived and attained that idea?
Very true, he said.
Which might be like, or might be unlike them?
Yes.
But that makes no difference; whenever from seeing one thing
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you conceived another, whether like or unlike, there must surely
have been an act of recollection?

Very true.
But what would you say of equal portions of wood and stone, or

other material equals? and what is the impression produced by them?
Are they equals in the same sense in which absolute equality is equal?
or do they fall short of this perfect equality in a measure?

Yes, he said, in a very great measure too.
And must we not allow, that when I or any one, looking at any

object, observes that the thing which he sees aims at being some other
thing, but falls short of, and cannot be, that other thing, but is infe-
rior, he who makes this observation must have had a previous knowl-
edge of that to which the other, although similar, was inferior?

Certainly.
And has not this been our own case in the matter of equals and of

absolute equality?
Precisely.
Then we must have known equality previously to the time when

we first saw the material equals, and reflected that all these apparent
equals strive to attain absolute equality, but fall short of it?

Very true.
And we recognize also that this absolute equality has only been

known, and can only be known, through the medium of sight or
touch, or of some other of the senses, which are all alike in this
respect?

Yes, Socrates, as far as the argument is concerned, one of them is
the same as the other.

From the senses then is derived the knowledge that all sensible
things aim at an absolute equality of which they fall short?

Yes.
Then before we began to see or hear or perceive in any way, we

must have had a knowledge of absolute equality, or we could not
have referred to that standard the equals which are derived from the
senses?—for to that they all aspire, and of that they fall short.

No other inference can be drawn from the previous statements.
And did we not see and hear and have the use of our other senses

as soon as we were born?
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Certainly.
Then we must have acquired the knowledge of equality at some

previous time?
Yes.
That is to say, before we were born, I suppose?
True.
And if we acquired this knowledge before we were born, and were

born having the use of it, then we also knew before we were born
and at the instant of birth not only the equal or the greater or the
less, but all other ideas; for we are not speaking only of equality, but
of beauty, goodness, justice, holiness, and of all which we stamp
with the name of essence in the dialectical process, both when we
ask and when we answer questions. Of all this we may certainly
affirm that we acquired the knowledge before birth?

We may.
But if, after having acquired, we have not forgotten what in each

case we acquired, then we must always have come into life having
knowledge, and shall always continue to know as long as life lasts—
for knowing is the acquiring and retaining knowledge and not for-
getting. Is not forgetting, Simmias, just the losing of knowledge?

Quite true, Socrates.
But if the knowledge which we acquired before birth was lost by

us at birth, and if afterwards by the use of the senses we recovered
what we previously knew, will not the process which we call learn-
ing be a recovering of the knowledge which is natural to us, and
may not this be rightly termed recollection?

Very true.
So much is clear—that when we perceive something, either by

the help of sight, or hearing, or some other sense, from that percep-
tion we are able to obtain a notion of some other thing like or un-
like which is associated with it but has been forgotten. Whence, as I
was saying, one of two alternatives follows:—either we had this
knowledge at birth, and continued to know through life; or, after
birth, those who are said to learn only remember, and learning is
simply recollection.

Yes, that is quite true, Socrates.
And which alternative, Simmias, do you prefer? Had we the knowl-
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edge at our birth, or did we recollect the things which we knew
previously to our birth?

I cannot decide at the moment.
At any rate you can decide whether he who has knowledge will or

will not be able to render an account of his knowledge? What do
you say?

Certainly, he will.
But do you think that every man is able to give an account of

these very matters about which we are speaking?
Would that they could, Socrates, but I rather fear that to-morrow,

at this time, there will no longer be any one alive who is able to give
an account of them such as ought to be given.

Then you are not of opinion, Simmias, that all men know these
things?

Certainly not.
They are in process of recollecting that which they learned be-

fore?
Certainly.
But when did our souls acquire this knowledge?—not since we

were born as men?
Certainly not.
And therefore, previously?
Yes.
Then, Simmias, our souls must also have existed without bodies

before they were in the form of man, and must have had intelli-
gence.

Unless indeed you suppose, Socrates, that these notions are given
us at the very moment of birth; for this is the only time which
remains.

Yes, my friend, but if so, when do we lose them? for they are not
in us when we are born—that is admitted. Do we lose them at the
moment of receiving them, or if not at what other time?

No, Socrates, I perceive that I was unconsciously talking non-
sense.

Then may we not say, Simmias, that if, as we are always repeating,
there is an absolute beauty, and goodness, and an absolute essence
of all things; and if to this, which is now discovered to have existed
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in our former state, we refer all our sensations, and with this com-
pare them, finding these ideas to be pre-existent and our inborn
possession—then our souls must have had a prior existence, but if
not, there would be no force in the argument? There is the same
proof that these ideas must have existed before we were born, as
that our souls existed before we were born; and if not the ideas, then
not the souls.

Yes, Socrates; I am convinced that there is precisely the same ne-
cessity for the one as for the other; and the argument retreats suc-
cessfully to the position that the existence of the soul before birth
cannot be separated from the existence of the essence of which you
speak. For there is nothing which to my mind is so patent as that
beauty, goodness, and the other notions of which you were just now
speaking, have a most real and absolute existence; and I am satisfied
with the proof.

Well, but is Cebes equally satisfied? for I must convince him too.
I think, said Simmias, that Cebes is satisfied: although he is the

most incredulous of mortals, yet I believe that he is sufficiently con-
vinced of the existence of the soul before birth. But that after death
the soul will continue to exist is not yet proven even to my own
satisfaction. I cannot get rid of the feeling of the many to which
Cebes was referring—the feeling that when the man dies the soul
will be dispersed, and that this may be the extinction of her. For
admitting that she may have been born elsewhere, and framed out
of other elements, and was in existence before entering the human
body, why after having entered in and gone out again may she not
herself be destroyed and come to an end?

Very true, Simmias, said Cebes; about half of what was required
has been proven; to wit, that our souls existed before we were born:—
that the soul will exist after death as well as before birth is the other
half of which the proof is still wanting, and has to be supplied;
when that is given the demonstration will be complete.

But that proof, Simmias and Cebes, has been already given, said
Socrates, if you put the two arguments together—I mean this and
the former one, in which we admitted that everything living is born
of the dead. For if the soul exists before birth, and in coming to life
and being born can be born only from death and dying, must she
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not after death continue to exist, since she has to be born again?—
Surely the proof which you desire has been already furnished. Still I
suspect that you and Simmias would be glad to probe the argument
further. Like children, you are haunted with a fear that when the
soul leaves the body, the wind may really blow her away and scatter
her; especially if a man should happen to die in a great storm and
not when the sky is calm.

Cebes answered with a smile: Then, Socrates, you must argue us
out of our fears—and yet, strictly speaking, they are not our fears, but
there is a child within us to whom death is a sort of hobgoblin; him
too we must persuade not to be afraid when he is alone in the dark.

Socrates said: Let the voice of the charmer be applied daily until
you have charmed away the fear.

And where shall we find a good charmer of our fears, Socrates,
when you are gone?

Hellas, he replied, is a large place, Cebes, and has many good
men, and there are barbarous races not a few: seek for him among
them all, far and wide, sparing neither pains nor money; for there is
no better way of spending your money. And you must seek among
yourselves too; for you will not find others better able to make the
search.

The search, replied Cebes, shall certainly be made. And now, if
you please, let us return to the point of the argument at which we
digressed.

By all means, replied Socrates; what else should I please?
Very good.
Must we not, said Socrates, ask ourselves what that is which, as we

imagine, is liable to be scattered, and about which we fear? and
what again is that about which we have no fear? And then we may
proceed further to enquire whether that which suffers dispersion is
or is not of the nature of soul—our hopes and fears as to our own
souls will turn upon the answers to these questions.

Very true, he said.
Now the compound or composite may be supposed to be natu-

rally capable, as of being compounded, so also of being dissolved;
but that which is uncompounded, and that only, must be, if any-
thing is, indissoluble.
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Yes; I should imagine so, said Cebes.
And the uncompounded may be assumed to be the same and

unchanging, whereas the compound is always changing and never
the same.

I agree, he said.
Then now let us return to the previous discussion. Is that idea or

essence, which in the dialectical process we define as essence or true
existence—whether essence of equality, beauty, or anything else—
are these essences, I say, liable at times to some degree of change? or
are they each of them always what they are, having the same simple
self-existent and unchanging forms, not admitting of variation at
all, or in any way, or at any time?

They must be always the same, Socrates, replied Cebes.
And what would you say of the many beautiful—whether men or

horses or garments or any other things which are named by the
same names and may be called equal or beautiful,—are they all un-
changing and the same always, or quite the reverse? May they not
rather be described as almost always changing and hardly ever the
same, either with themselves or with one another?

The latter, replied Cebes; they are always in a state of change.
And these you can touch and see and perceive with the senses, but

the unchanging things you can only perceive with the mind—they
are invisible and are not seen?

That is very true, he said.
Well, then, added Socrates, let us suppose that there are two sorts

of existences—one seen, the other unseen.
Let us suppose them.
The seen is the changing, and the unseen is the unchanging?
That may be also supposed.
And, further, is not one part of us body, another part soul?
To be sure.
And to which class is the body more alike and akin?
Clearly to the seen—no one can doubt that.
And is the soul seen or not seen?
Not by man, Socrates.
And what we mean by ‘seen’ and ‘not seen’ is that which is or is

not visible to the eye of man?
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Yes, to the eye of man.
And is the soul seen or not seen?
Not seen.
Unseen then?
Yes.
Then the soul is more like to the unseen, and the body to the

seen?
That follows necessarily, Socrates.
And were we not saying long ago that the soul when using the

body as an instrument of perception, that is to say, when using the
sense of sight or hearing or some other sense (for the meaning of
perceiving through the body is perceiving through the senses)—
were we not saying that the soul too is then dragged by the body
into the region of the changeable, and wanders and is confused; the
world spins round her, and she is like a drunkard, when she touches
change?

Very true.
But when returning into herself she reflects, then she passes into

the other world, the region of purity, and eternity, and immortality,
and unchangeableness, which are her kindred, and with them she
ever lives, when she is by herself and is not let or hindered; then she
ceases from her erring ways, and being in communion with the
unchanging is unchanging. And this state of the soul is called wis-
dom?

That is well and truly said, Socrates, he replied.
And to which class is the soul more nearly alike and akin, as far as

may be inferred from this argument, as well as from the preceding
one?

I think, Socrates, that, in the opinion of every one who follows
the argument, the soul will be infinitely more like the unchange-
able—even the most stupid person will not deny that.

And the body is more like the changing?
Yes.
Yet once more consider the matter in another light: When the

soul and the body are united, then nature orders the soul to rule
and govern, and the body to obey and serve. Now which of these
two functions is akin to the divine? and which to the mortal? Does
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not the divine appear to you to be that which naturally orders and
rules, and the mortal to be that which is subject and servant?

True.
And which does the soul resemble?
The soul resembles the divine, and the body the mortal—there

can be no doubt of that, Socrates.
Then reflect, Cebes: of all which has been said is not this the

conclusion?—that the soul is in the very likeness of the divine, and
immortal, and intellectual, and uniform, and indissoluble, and un-
changeable; and that the body is in the very likeness of the human,
and mortal, and unintellectual, and multiform, and dissoluble, and
changeable. Can this, my dear Cebes, be denied?

It cannot.
But if it be true, then is not the body liable to speedy dissolution?

and is not the soul almost or altogether indissoluble?
Certainly.
And do you further observe, that after a man is dead, the body, or

visible part of him, which is lying in the visible world, and is called a
corpse, and would naturally be dissolved and decomposed and dissi-
pated, is not dissolved or decomposed at once, but may remain for a
for some time, nay even for a long time, if the constitution be sound
at the time of death, and the season of the year favourable? For the
body when shrunk and embalmed, as the manner is in Egypt, may
remain almost entire through infinite ages; and even in decay, there
are still some portions, such as the bones and ligaments, which are
practically indestructible:—Do you agree?

Yes.
And is it likely that the soul, which is invisible, in passing to the

place of the true Hades, which like her is invisible, and pure, and
noble, and on her way to the good and wise God, whither, if God
will, my soul is also soon to go,—that the soul, I repeat, if this be
her nature and origin, will be blown away and destroyed immedi-
ately on quitting the body, as the many say? That can never be, my
dear Simmias and Cebes. The truth rather is, that the soul which is
pure at departing and draws after her no bodily taint, having never
voluntarily during life had connection with the body, which she is
ever avoiding, herself gathered into herself;—and making such ab-
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straction her perpetual study—which means that she has been a
true disciple of philosophy; and therefore has in fact been always
engaged in the practice of dying? For is not philosophy the practice
of death?—

Certainly—
That soul, I say, herself invisible, departs to the invisible world—

to the divine and immortal and rational: thither arriving, she is se-
cure of bliss and is released from the error and folly of men, their
fears and wild passions and all other human ills, and for ever dwells,
as they say of the initiated, in company with the gods (compare
Apol.). Is not this true, Cebes?

Yes, said Cebes, beyond a doubt.
But the soul which has been polluted, and is impure at the time of

her departure, and is the companion and servant of the body al-
ways, and is in love with and fascinated by the body and by the
desires and pleasures of the body, until she is led to believe that the
truth only exists in a bodily form, which a man may touch and see
and taste, and use for the purposes of his lusts,—the soul, I mean,
accustomed to hate and fear and avoid the intellectual principle,
which to the bodily eye is dark and invisible, and can be attained
only by philosophy;—do you suppose that such a soul will depart
pure and unalloyed?

Impossible, he replied.
She is held fast by the corporeal, which the continual association

and constant care of the body have wrought into her nature.
Very true.
And this corporeal element, my friend, is heavy and weighty and

earthy, and is that element of sight by which a soul is depressed and
dragged down again into the visible world, because she is afraid of
the invisible and of the world below—prowling about tombs and
sepulchres, near which, as they tell us, are seen certain ghostly appa-
ritions of souls which have not departed pure, but are cloyed with
sight and therefore visible.
(Compare Milton, Comus:—

‘But when lust,
By unchaste looks, loose gestures, and foul talk,
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But most by lewd and lavish act of sin,
Lets in defilement to the inward parts,
The soul grows clotted by contagion,
Imbodies, and imbrutes, till she quite lose,
The divine property of her first being.
Such are those thick and gloomy shadows damp
Oft seen in charnel vaults and sepulchres,
Lingering, and sitting by a new made grave,
As loath to leave the body that it lov’d,
And linked itself by carnal sensuality
To a degenerate and degraded state.’)

That is very likely, Socrates.
Yes, that is very likely, Cebes; and these must be the souls, not of

the good, but of the evil, which are compelled to wander about
such places in payment of the penalty of their former evil way of
life; and they continue to wander until through the craving after the
corporeal which never leaves them, they are imprisoned finally in
another body. And they may be supposed to find their prisons in
the same natures which they have had in their former lives.

What natures do you mean, Socrates?
What I mean is that men who have followed after gluttony, and wan-

tonness, and drunkenness, and have had no thought of avoiding them,
would pass into asses and animals of that sort. What do you think?

I think such an opinion to be exceedingly probable.
And those who have chosen the portion of injustice, and tyranny,

and violence, will pass into wolves, or into hawks and kites;—whither
else can we suppose them to go?

Yes, said Cebes; with such natures, beyond question.
And there is no difficulty, he said, in assigning to all of them places

answering to their several natures and propensities?
There is not, he said.
Some are happier than others; and the happiest both in them-

selves and in the place to which they go are those who have prac-
tised the civil and social virtues which are called temperance and
justice, and are acquired by habit and attention without philosophy
and mind. (Compare Republic.)
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Why are they the happiest?
Because they may be expected to pass into some gentle and social

kind which is like their own, such as bees or wasps or ants, or back
again into the form of man, and just and moderate men may be
supposed to spring from them.

Very likely.
No one who has not studied philosophy and who is not entirely

pure at the time of his departure is allowed to enter the company of
the Gods, but the lover of knowledge only. And this is the reason,
Simmias and Cebes, why the true votaries of philosophy abstain
from all fleshly lusts, and hold
out against them and refuse to give themselves up to them,—not
because they fear poverty or the ruin of their families, like the lovers
of money, and the world in general; nor like the lovers of power and
honour, because they dread the dishonour or disgrace of evil deeds.

No, Socrates, that would not become them, said Cebes.
No indeed, he replied; and therefore they who have any care of

their own souls, and do not merely live moulding and fashioning
the body, say farewell to all this; they will not walk in the ways of
the blind: and when philosophy offers them purification and re-
lease from evil, they feel that they ought not to resist her influence,
and whither she leads they turn and follow.

What do you mean, Socrates?
I will tell you, he said. The lovers of knowledge are conscious that

the soul was simply fastened and glued to the body—until philoso-
phy received her, she could only view real existence through the
bars of a prison, not in and through herself; she was wallowing in
the mire of every sort of ignorance; and by reason of lust had be-
come the principal accomplice in her own captivity. This was her
original state; and then, as I was saying, and as the lovers of knowl-
edge are well aware, philosophy, seeing how terrible was her con-
finement, of which she was to herself the cause, received and gently
comforted her and sought to release her, pointing out that the eye
and the ear and the other senses are full of deception, and persuad-
ing her to retire from them, and abstain from all but the necessary
use of them, and be gathered up and collected into herself, bidding
her trust in herself and her own pure apprehension of pure exist-



118

Phaedo

ence, and to mistrust whatever comes to her through other chan-
nels and is subject to variation; for such things are visible and tan-
gible, but what she sees in her own nature is intelligible and invis-
ible. And the soul of the true philosopher thinks that she ought not
to resist this deliverance, and therefore abstains from pleasures and
desires and pains and fears, as far as she is able; reflecting that when
a man has great joys or sorrows or fears or desires, he suffers from
them, not merely the sort of evil which might be anticipated—as
for example, the loss of his health or property which he has sacri-
ficed to his lusts—but an evil greater far, which is the greatest and
worst of all evils, and one of which he never thinks.

What is it, Socrates? said Cebes.
The evil is that when the feeling of pleasure or pain is most in-

tense, every soul of man imagines the objects of this intense feeling
to be then plainest and truest: but this is not so, they are really the
things of sight.

Very true.
And is not this the state in which the soul is most enthralled by

the body?
How so?
Why, because each pleasure and pain is a sort of nail which nails

and rivets the soul to the body, until she becomes like the body, and
believes that to be true which the body affirms to be true; and from
agreeing with the body and having the same delights she is obliged
to have the same habits and haunts, and is not likely ever to be pure
at her departure to the world below, but is always infected by the
body; and so she sinks into another body and there germinates and
grows, and has therefore no part in the communion of the divine
and pure and simple.

Most true, Socrates, answered Cebes.
And this, Cebes, is the reason why the true lovers of knowledge

are temperate and brave; and not for the reason which the world
gives.

Certainly not.
Certainly not! The soul of a philosopher will reason in quite an-

other way; she will not ask philosophy to release her in order that
when released she may deliver herself up again to the thraldom of
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pleasures and pains, doing a work only to be undone again, weaving
instead of unweaving her Penelope’s web. But she will calm passion,
and follow reason, and dwell in the contemplation of her, behold-
ing the true and divine (which is not matter of opinion), and thence
deriving nourishment. Thus she seeks to live while she lives, and
after death she hopes to go to her own kindred and to that which is
like her, and to be freed from human ills. Never fear, Simmias and
Cebes, that a soul which has been thus nurtured and has had these
pursuits, will at her departure from the body be scattered and blown
away by the winds and be nowhere and nothing.

When Socrates had done speaking, for a considerable time there
was silence; he himself appeared to be meditating, as most of us
were, on what had been said; only Cebes and Simmias spoke a few
words to one another. And Socrates observing them asked what they
thought of the argument, and whether there was anything wanting?
For, said he, there are many points still open to suspicion and at-
tack, if any one were disposed to sift the matter thoroughly. Should
you be considering some other matter I say no more, but if you are
still in doubt do not hesitate to say exactly what you think, and let
us have anything better which you can suggest; and if you think
that I can be of any use, allow me to help you.

Simmias said: I must confess, Socrates, that doubts did arise in
our minds, and each of us was urging and inciting the other to put
the question which we wanted to have answered and which neither
of us liked to ask, fearing that our importunity might be trouble-
some under present at such a time.

Socrates replied with a smile: O Simmias, what are you saying? I
am not very likely to persuade other men that I do not regard my
present situation as a misfortune, if I cannot even persuade you that
I am no worse off now than at any other time in my life. Will you
not allow that I have as much of the spirit of prophecy in me as the
swans? For they, when they perceive that they must die, having sung
all their life long, do then sing more lustily than ever, rejoicing in
the thought that they are about to go away to the god whose minis-
ters they are. But men, because they are themselves afraid of death,
slanderously affirm of the swans that they sing a lament at the last,
not considering that no bird sings when cold, or hungry, or in pain,
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not even the nightingale, nor the swallow, nor yet the hoopoe; which
are said indeed to tune a lay of sorrow, although I do not believe this
to be true of them any more than of the swans. But because they are
sacred to Apollo, they have the gift of prophecy, and anticipate the
good things of another world, wherefore they sing and rejoice in
that day more than they ever did before. And I too, believing myself
to be the consecrated servant of the same God, and the fellow-ser-
vant of the swans, and thinking that I have received from my master
gifts of prophecy which are not inferior to theirs, would not go out
of life less merrily than the swans. Never mind then, if this be your
only objection, but speak and ask anything which you like, while
the eleven magistrates of Athens allow.

Very good, Socrates, said Simmias; then I will tell you my diffi-
culty, and Cebes will tell you his. I feel myself, (and I daresay that
you have the same feeling), how hard or rather impossible is the
attainment of any certainty about questions such as these in the present
life. And yet I should deem him a coward who did not prove what is
said about them to the uttermost, or whose heart failed him before he
had examined them on every side. For he should persevere until he
has achieved one of two things: either he should discover, or be taught
the truth about them; or, if this be impossible, I would have him take
the best and most irrefragable of human theories, and let this be the
raft upon which he sails through life—not without risk, as I admit, if
he cannot find some word of God which will more surely and safely
carry him. And now, as you bid me, I will venture to question you,
and then I shall not have to reproach myself hereafter with not having
said at the time what I think. For when I consider the matter, either
alone or with Cebes, the argument does ce rtainly appear to me,
Socrates, to be not sufficient.

Socrates answered: I dare say, my friend, that you may be right,
but I should like to know in what respect the argument is insuffi-
cient.

In this respect, replied Simmias:—Suppose a person to use the
same argument about harmony and the lyre—might he not say that
harmony is a thing invisible, incorporeal, perfect, divine, existing in
the lyre which is harmonized, but that the lyre and the strings are
matter and material, composite, earthy, and akin to mortality? And
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when some one breaks the lyre, or cuts and rends the strings, then
he who takes this view would argue as you do, and on the same
analogy, that the harmony survives and has not perished—you can-
not imagine, he would say, that the lyre without the strings, and the
broken strings themselves which are mortal remain, and yet that the
harmony, which is of heavenly and immortal nature and kindred,
has perished—perished before the mortal. The harmony must still
be somewhere, and the wood and strings will decay before anything
can happen to that. The thought, Socrates, must have occurred to
your own mind that such is our conception of the soul; and that
when the body is in a manner strung and held together by the ele-
ments of hot and cold, wet and dry, then the soul is the harmony or
due proportionate admixture of them. But if so, whenever the strings
of the body are unduly loosened or overstrained through disease or
other injury, then the soul, though most divine, like other harmo-
nies of music or of works of art, of course perishes at once, although
the material remains of the body may last for a considerable time,
until they are either decayed or burnt. And if any one maintains
that the soul, being the harmony of the elements of the body, is first
to perish in that which is called death, how shall we answer him?

Socrates looked fixedly at us as his manner was, and said with a
smile: Simmias has reason on his side; and why does not some one
of you who is better able than myself answer him? for there is force
in his attack upon me. But perhaps, before we answer him, we had
better also hear what Cebes has to say that we may gain time for
reflection, and when they have both spoken, we may either assent
to them, if there is truth in what they say, or if not, we will maintain
our position. Please to tell me then, Cebes, he said, what was the
difficulty which troubled you?

Cebes said: I will tell you. My feeling is that the argument is where
it was, and open to the same objections which were urged before; for
I am ready to admit that the existence of the soul before entering into
the bodily form has been very ingeniously, and, if I may say so, quite
sufficiently proven; but the existence of the soul after death is still, in
my judgment, unproven. Now my objection is not the same as that of
Simmias; for I am not disposed to deny that the soul is stronger and
more lasting than the body, being of opinion that in all such respects
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the soul very far excels the body. Well, then, says the argument to me,
why do you remain unconvinced?—When you see that the weaker
continues in existence after the man is dead, will you not admit that
the more lasting must also survive during the same period of time?
Now I will ask you to consider whether the objection, which, like
Simmias, I will express in a figure, is of any weight. The analogy which
I will adduce is that of an old weaver, who dies, and after his death
somebody says:—He is not dead, he must be alive;—see, there is the
coat which he himself wove and wore, and which remains whole and
undecayed. And then he proceeds to ask of some one who is incredu-
lous, whether a man lasts longer, or the coat which is in use and wear;
and when he is answered that a man lasts far longer, thinks that he has
thus certainly demonstrated the survival of the man, who is the more
lasting, because the less lasting remains. But that, Simmias, as I would
beg you to remark, is a mistake; any one can see that he who talks
thus is talking nonsense. For the truth is, that the weaver aforesaid,
having woven and worn many such coats, outlived several of them,
and was outlived by the last; but a man is not therefore proved to be
slighter and weaker than a coat. Now the relation of the body to the
soul may be expressed in a similar figure; and any one may very fairly
say in like manner that the soul is lasting, and the body weak and
shortlived in comparison. He may argue in like manner that every
soul wears out many bodies, especially if a man live many years. While
he is alive the body deliquesces and decays, and the soul always weaves
another garment and repairs the waste. But of course, whenever the
soul perishes, she must have on her last garment, and this will survive
her; and then at length, when the soul is dead, the body will show its
native weakness, and quickly decompose and pass away. I would there-
fore rather not rely on the argument from superior strength to prove
the continued existence of the soul after death. For granting even
more than you affirm to be possible, and acknowledging not only
that the soul existed before birth, but also that the souls of some exist,
and will continue to exist after death, and will be born and die again
and again, and that there is a natural strength in the soul which will
hold out and be born many times—nevertheless, we may be still in-
clined to think that she will weary in the labours of successive births,
and may at last succumb in one of her deaths and utterly perish; and
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this death and dissolution of the body which brings destruction to
the soul may be unknown to any of us, for no one of us can have had
any experience of it: and if so, then I maintain that he who is confi-
dent about death has but a foolish confidence, unless he is able to
prove that the soul is altogether immortal and imperishable. But if he
cannot prove the soul’s immortality, he who is about to die will always
have reason to fear that when the body is disunited, the soul also may
utterly perish.

All of us, as we afterwards remarked to one another, had an un-
pleasant feeling at hearing what they said. When we had been so
firmly convinced before, now to have our faith shaken seemed to
introduce a confusion and uncertainty, not only into the previous
argument, but into any future one; either we were incapable of form-
ing a judgment, or there were no grounds of belief.

ECHECRATES: There I feel with you—by heaven I do, Phaedo,
and when you were speaking, I was beginning to ask myself the same
question: What argument can I ever trust again? For what could be
more convincing than the argument of Socrates, which has now fallen
into discredit? That the soul is a harmony is a doctrine which has
always had a wonderful attraction for me, and, when mentioned, came
back to me at once, as my own original conviction. And now I must
begin again and find another argument which will assure me that
when the man is dead the soul survives. Tell me, I implore you, how
did Socrates proceed? Did he appear to share the unpleasant feeling
which you mention? or did he calmly meet the attack? And did he
answer forcibly or feebly? Narrate what passed as exactly as you can.

PHAEDO: Often, Echecrates, I have wondered at Socrates, but never
more than on that occasion. That he should be able to answer was
nothing, but what astonished me was, first, the gentle and pleasant
and approving manner in which he received the words of the young
men, and then his quick sense of the wound which had been inflicted
by the argument, and the readiness with which he healed it. He might
be compared to a general rallying his defeated and broken army, urg-
ing them to accompany him and return to the field of argument.
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ECHECRATES: What followed?

PHAEDO: You shall hear, for I was close to him on his right hand,
seated on a sort of stool, and he on a couch which was a good deal
higher. He stroked my head, and pressed the hair upon my neck—
he had a way of playing with my hair; and then he said: To-morrow,
Phaedo, I suppose that these fair locks of yours will be severed.

Yes, Socrates, I suppose that they will, I replied.
Not so, if you will take my advice.
What shall I do with them? I said.
To-day, he replied, and not to-morrow, if this argument dies and

we cannot bring it to life again, you and I will both shave our locks;
and if I were you, and the argument got away from me, and I could
not hold my ground against Simmias and Cebes, I would myself
take an oath, like the Argives, not to wear hair any more until I had
renewed the conflict and defeated them.

Yes, I said, but Heracles himself is said not to be a match for two.
Summon me then, he said, and I will be your Iolaus until the sun

goes down.
I summon you rather, I rejoined, not as Heracles summoning

Iolaus, but as Iolaus might summon Heracles.
That will do as well, he said. But first let us take care that we avoid

a danger.
Of what nature? I said.
Lest we become misologists, he replied, no worse thing can hap-

pen to a man than this. For as there are misanthropists or haters of
men, there are also misologists or haters of ideas, and both spring
from the same cause, which is ignorance of the world. Misanthropy
arises out of the too great confidence of inexperience;—you trust a
man and think him altogether true and sound and faithful, and
then in a little while he turns out to be false and knavish; and then
another and another, and when this has happened several times to a
man, especially when it happens among those whom he deems to
be his own most trusted and familiar friends, and he has often quar-
reled with them, he at last hates all men, and believes that no one
has any good in him at all. You must have observed this trait of
character?
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I have.
And is not the feeling discreditable? Is it not obvious that such an

one having to deal with other men, was clearly without any experi-
ence of human nature; for experience would have taught him the
true state of the case, that few are the good and few the evil, and
that the great majority are in the interval between them.

What do you mean? I said.
I mean, he replied, as you might say of the very large and very

small, that nothing is more uncommon than a very large or very
small man; and this applies generally to all extremes, whether of
great and small, or swift and slow, or fair and foul, or black and
white: and whether the instances you select be men or dogs or any-
thing else, few are the extremes, but many are in the mean between
them. Did you never observe this?

Yes, I said, I have.
And do you not imagine, he said, that if there were a competition

in evil, the worst would be found to be very few?
Yes, that is very likely, I said.
Yes, that is very likely, he replied; although in this respect argu-

ments are unlike men—there I was led on by you to say more than
I had intended; but the point of comparison was, that when a simple
man who has no skill in dialectics believes an argument to be true
which he afterwards imagines to be false, whether really false or not,
and then another and another, he has no longer any faith left, and
great disputers, as you know, come to think at last that they have
grown to be the wisest of mankind; for they alone perceive the utter
unsoundness and instability of all arguments, or indeed, of all things,
which, like the currents in the Euripus, are going up and down in
never-ceasing ebb and flow.

That is quite true, I said.
Yes, Phaedo, he replied, and how melancholy, if there be such a

thing as truth or certainty or possibility of knowledge—that a man
should have lighted upon some argument or other which at first
seemed true and then turned out to be false, and instead of blaming
himself and his own want of
wit, because he is annoyed, should at last be too glad to transfer the
blame from himself to arguments in general: and for ever afterwards
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should hate and revile them, and lose truth and the knowledge of
realities.

Yes, indeed, I said; that is very melancholy.
Let us then, in the first place, he said, be careful of allowing or of

admitting into our souls the notion that there is no health or sound-
ness in any arguments at all. Rather say that we have not yet attained
to soundness in ourselves, and that we must struggle manfully and do
our best to gain health of mind—you and all other men having re-
gard to the whole of your future life, and I myself in the prospect of
death. For at this moment I am sensible that I have not the temper of
a philosopher; like the vulgar, I am only a partisan. Now the partisan,
when he is engaged in a dispute, cares nothing about the rights of the
question, but is anxious only to convince his hearers of his own asser-
tions. And the difference between him and me at the present mo-
ment is merely this—that whereas he seeks to convince his hearers
that what he says is true, I am rather seeking to convince myself; to
convince my hearers is a secondary matter with me. And do but see
how much I gain by the argument. For if what I say is true, then I do
well to be persuaded of the truth, but if there be nothing after death,
still, during the short time that remains, I shall not distress my friends
with lamentations, and my ignorance will not last, but will die with
me, and therefore no harm will be done. This is the state of mind,
Simmias and Cebes, in which I approach the argument. And I would
ask you to be thinking of the truth and not of Socrates: agree with
me, if I seem to you to be speaking the truth; or if not, withstand me
might and main, that I may not deceive you as well as myself in my
enthusiasm, and like the bee, leave my sting in you before I die.

And now let us proceed, he said. And first of all let me be sure
that I have in my mind what you were saying. Simmias, if I remem-
ber rightly, has fears and misgivings whether the soul, although a
fairer and diviner thing than the body, being as she is in the form of
harmony, may not perish first. On the other hand, Cebes appeared
to grant that the soul was more lasting than the body, but he said
that no one could know whether the soul, after having worn out
many bodies, might not perish herself and leave her last body be-
hind her; and that this is death, which is the destruction not of the
body but of the soul, for in the body the work of destruction is ever
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going on. Are not these, Simmias and Cebes, the points which we
have to consider?

They both agreed to this statement of them.
He proceeded: And did you deny the force of the whole preced-

ing argument, or of a part only?
Of a part only, they replied.
And what did you think, he said, of that part of the argument in

which we said that knowledge was recollection, and hence inferred
that the soul must have previously existed somewhere else before
she was enclosed in the body?

Cebes said that he had been wonderfully impressed by that part
of the argument, and that his conviction remained absolutely un-
shaken. Simmias agreed, and added that he himself could hardly
imagine the possibility of his ever thinking differently.

But, rejoined Socrates, you will have to think differently, my
Theban friend, if you still maintain that harmony is a compound,
and that the soul is a harmony which is made out of strings set in
the frame of the body; for you will surely never allow yourself to say
that a harmony is prior to the elements which compose it.

Never, Socrates.
But do you not see that this is what you imply when you say that

the soul existed before she took the form and body of man, and was
made up of elements which as yet had no existence? For harmony is
not like the soul, as you suppose; but first the lyre, and the strings,
and the sounds exist in a state of discord, and then harmony is
made last of all, and perishes first. And how can such a notion of
the soul as this agree with the other?

Not at all, replied Simmias.
And yet, he said, there surely ought to be harmony in a discourse

of which harmony is the theme.
There ought, replied Simmias.
But there is no harmony, he said, in the two propositions that

knowledge is recollection, and that the soul is a harmony. Which of
them will you retain?

I think, he replied, that I have a much stronger faith, Socrates, in
the first of the two, which has been fully demonstrated to me, than in
the latter, which has not been demonstrated at all, but rests only on
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probable and plausible grounds; and is therefore believed by the many.
I know too well that these arguments from probabilities are impos-
tors, and unless great caution is observed in the use of them, they are
apt to be deceptive—in geometry, and in other things too. But the
doctrine of knowledge and recollection has been  proven to me on
trustworthy grounds; and the proof was that the soul must have ex-
isted before she came into the body, because to her belongs the es-
sence of which the very name implies existence. Having, as I am con-
vinced, rightly accepted this conclusion, and on sufficient grounds, I
must, as I suppose, cease to argue or allow others to argue that the
soul is a harmony.

Let me put the matter, Simmias, he said, in another point of view:
Do you imagine that a harmony or any other composition can be in
a state other than that of the elements, out of which it is com-
pounded?

Certainly not.
Or do or suffer anything other than they do or suffer?
He agreed.
Then a harmony does not, properly speaking, lead the parts or ele-

ments which make up the harmony, but only follows them.
He assented.
For harmony cannot possibly have any motion, or sound, or other

quality which is opposed to its parts.
That would be impossible, he replied.
And does not the nature of every harmony depend upon the man-

ner in which the elements are harmonized?
I do not understand you, he said.
I mean to say that a harmony admits of degrees, and is more of a

harmony, and more completely a harmony, when more truly and
fully harmonized, to any extent which is possible; and less of a har-
mony, and less completely a harmony, when less truly and fully
harmonized.

True.
But does the soul admit of degrees? or is one soul in the very least

degree more or less, or more or less completely, a soul than another?
Not in the least.
Yet surely of two souls, one is said to have intelligence and virtue,
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and to be good, and the other to have folly and vice, and to be an
evil soul: and this is said truly?

Yes, truly.
But what will those who maintain the soul to be a harmony say of

this presence of virtue and vice in the soul?—will they say that here
is another harmony, and another discord, and that the virtuous soul
is harmonized, and herself being a harmony has another harmony
within her, and that the vicious soul is inharmonical and has no
harmony within her?

I cannot tell, replied Simmias; but I suppose that something of
the sort would be asserted by those who say that the soul is a har-
mony.

And we have already admitted that no soul is more a soul than
another; which is equivalent to admitting that harmony is not more
or less harmony, or more or less completely a harmony?

Quite true.
And that which is not more or less a harmony is not more or less

harmonized?
True.
And that which is not more or less harmonized cannot have more

or less of harmony, but only an equal harmony?
Yes, an equal harmony.
Then one soul not being more or less absolutely a soul than an-

other, is not more or less harmonized?
Exactly.
And therefore has neither more nor less of discord, nor yet of

harmony?
She has not.
And having neither more nor less of harmony or of discord, one

soul has no more vice or virtue than another, if vice be discord and
virtue harmony?

Not at all more.
Or speaking more correctly, Simmias, the soul, if she is a har-

mony, will never have any vice; because a harmony, being abso-
lutely a harmony, has no part in the inharmonical.

No.
And therefore a soul which is absolutely a soul has no vice?
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How can she have, if the previous argument holds?
Then, if all souls are equally by their nature souls, all souls of all

living creatures will be equally good?
I agree with you, Socrates, he said.
And can all this be true, think you? he said; for these are the con-

sequences which seem to follow from the assumption that the soul
is a harmony?

It cannot be true.
Once more, he said, what ruler is there of the elements of human

nature other than the soul, and especially the wise soul? Do you
know of any?

Indeed, I do not.
And is the soul in agreement with the affections of the body? or is

she at variance with them? For example, when the body is hot and
thirsty, does not the soul incline us against drinking? and when the
body is hungry, against eating? And this is only one instance out of
ten thousand of the opposition of the soul to the things of the body.

Very true.
But we have already acknowledged that the soul, being a har-

mony, can never utter a note at variance with the tensions and relax-
ations and vibrations and other affections of the strings out of which
she is composed; she can only follow, she cannot lead them?

It must be so, he replied.
And yet do we not now discover the soul to be doing the exact

opposite—leading the elements of which she is believed to be com-
posed; almost always opposing and coercing them in all sorts of
ways throughout life, sometimes more violently with the pains of
medicine and gymnastic; then again more gently; now threatening,
now admonishing the desires, passions, fears, as if talking to a thing
which is not herself, as Homer in the Odyssee represents Odysseus
doing in the words—

‘He beat his breast, and thus reproached his heart:
Endure, my heart; far worse hast thou endured!’

Do you think that Homer wrote this under the idea that the soul is
a harmony capable of being led by the affections of the body, and
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not rather of a nature which should lead and master them—herself
a far diviner thing than any harmony?

Yes, Socrates, I quite think so.
Then, my friend, we can never be right in saying that the soul is a

harmony, for we should contradict the divine Homer, and contra-
dict ourselves.

True, he said.
Thus much, said Socrates, of Harmonia, your Theban goddess,

who has graciously yielded to us; but what shall I say, Cebes, to her
husband Cadmus, and how shall I make peace with him?

I think that you will discover a way of propitiating him, said Cebes;
I am sure that you have put the argument with Harmonia in a man-
ner that I could never have expected. For when Simmias was men-
tioning his difficulty, I quite imagined that no answer could be given
to him, and therefore I was surprised at finding that his argument
could not sustain the first onset of yours, and not impossibly the
other, whom you call Cadmus, may share a similar fate.

Nay, my good friend, said Socrates, let us not boast, lest some evil
eye should put to flight the word which I am about to speak. That,
however, may be left in the hands of those above, while I draw near
in Homeric fashion, and try the mettle of your words. Here lies the
point:—You want to have it proven to you that the soul is imperish-
able and immortal, and the philosopher who is confident in death
appears to you to have but a vain and foolish confidence, if he be-
lieves that he will fare better in the world below than one who has
led another sort of life, unless he can prove this; and you say that
the demonstration of the strength and divinity of the soul, and of
her existence prior to our becoming men, does not necessarily im-
ply her immortality. Admitting the soul to be longlived, and to have
known and done much in a former state, still she is not on that
account immortal; and her entrance into the human form may be a
sort of disease which is the beginning of dissolution, and may at
last, after the toils of life are over, end in that which is called death.
And whether the soul enters into the body once only or many times,
does not, as you say, make any difference in the fears of individuals.
For any man, who is not devoid of sense, must fear, if he has no
knowledge and can give no account of the soul’s immortality. This,
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or something like this, I suspect to be your notion, Cebes; and I
designedly recur to it in order that nothing may escape us, and that
you may, if you wish, add or subtract anything.

But, said Cebes, as far as I see at present, I have nothing to add or
subtract: I mean what you say that I mean.

Socrates paused awhile, and seemed to be absorbed in reflection.
At length he said: You are raising a tremendous question, Cebes,
involving the whole nature of generation and corruption, about
which, if you like, I will give you my own experience; and if any-
thing which I say is likely to avail towards the solution of your dif-
ficulty you may make use of it.

I should very much like, said Cebes, to hear what you have to say.
Then I will tell you, said Socrates. When I was young, Cebes, I

had a prodigious desire to know that department of philosophy which
is called the investigation of nature; to know the causes of things,
and why a thing is and is created or destroyed appeared to me to be
a lofty profession; and I was always agitating myself with the con-
sideration of questions such as these:—Is the growth of animals the
result of some decay which the hot and cold principle contracts, as
some have said? Is the blood the element with which we think, or
the air, or the fire? or perhaps nothing of the kind—
but the brain may be the originating power of the perceptions of
hearing and sight and smell, and memory and opinion may come
from them, and science may be based on memory and opinion when
they have attained fixity. And then I went on to examine the cor-
ruption of them, and then to the things of heaven and earth, and at
last I concluded myself to be utterly and absolutely incapable of
these enquiries, as I will satisfactorily prove to you. For I was fasci-
nated by them to such a degree that my eyes grew blind to things
which I had seemed to myself, and also to others, to know quite
well; I forgot what I had before thought self-evident truths; e.g.
such a fact as that the growth of man is the result of eating and
drinking; for when by the digestion of food flesh is added to flesh
and bone to bone, and whenever there is an aggregation of conge-
nial elements, the lesser bulk becomes larger and the small man
great. Was not that a reasonable notion?

Yes, said Cebes, I think so.
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Well; but let me tell you something more. There was a time when
I thought that I understood the meaning of greater and less pretty
well; and when I saw a great man standing by a little one, I fancied
that one was taller than the other by a head; or one horse would
appear to be greater than another horse: and still more clearly did I
seem to perceive that ten is
two more than eight, and that two cubits are more than one, be-
cause two is the double of one.

And what is now your notion of such matters? said Cebes.
I should be far enough from imagining, he replied, that I knew

the cause of any of them, by heaven I should; for I cannot satisfy
myself that, when one is added to one, the one to which the addi-
tion is made becomes two, or that the two units added together
make two by reason of the addition. I cannot understand how, when
separated from the other, each of them was one and not two, and
now, when they are brought together, the mere juxtaposition or meet-
ing of them should be the cause of their becoming two: neither can
I understand how the division of one is the way to make two; for
then a different cause would produce the same effect,—as in the
former instance the addition and juxtaposition of one to one was
the cause of two, in this the separation and subtraction of one from
the other would be the cause. Nor am I any longer satisfied that I
understand the reason why one or anything else is either generated
or destroyed or is at all, but I have in my mind some confused
notion of a new method, and can never admit the other.

Then I heard some one reading, as he said, from a book of
Anaxagoras, that mind was the disposer and cause of all, and I was
delighted at this notion, which appeared quite admirable, and I said
to myself: If mind is the disposer, mind will dispose all for the best,
and put each particular in the best place; and I argued that if any
one desired to find out the cause of the generation or destruction or
existence of anything, he must find out what state of being or doing
or suffering was best for that thing, and therefore a man had only to
consider the best for himself and others, and then he would also
know the worse, since the same science comprehended both. And I
rejoiced to think that I had found in Anaxagoras a teacher of the
causes of existence such as I desired, and I imagined that he would
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tell me first whether the earth is flat or round; and whichever was
true, he would proceed to explain the cause and the necessity of this
being so, and then he would teach me the nature of the best and
show that this was best; and if he said that the earth was in the
centre, he would further explain that this position was the best, and
I should be satisfied with the explanation given, and not want any
other sort of cause. And I thought that I would then go on and ask
him about the sun and moon and stars, and that he would explain
to me their comparative swiftness, and their
returnings and various states, active and passive, and how all of them
were for the best. For I could not imagine that when he spoke of
mind as the disposer of them, he would give any other account of
their being as they are, except that this was best; and I thought that
when he had explained to me in detail the cause of each and the
cause of all, he would go on to explain to me what was best for each
and what was good for all. These hopes I would not have sold for a
large sum of money, and I seized the books and read them as fast as
I could in my eagerness to know the better and the worse.

What expectations I had formed, and how grievously was I disap-
pointed! As I proceeded, I found my philosopher altogether forsak-
ing mind or any other principle of order, but having recourse to air,
and ether, and water, and other eccentricities. I might compare him
to a person who began by maintaining generally that mind is the
cause of the actions of Socrates, but who, when he endeavoured to
explain the causes of my several actions in detail, went on to show
that I sit here because my body is made up of bones and muscles;
and the bones, as he would say, are hard and have joints which
divide them, and the muscles are elastic, and they cover the bones,
which have also a covering or environment of flesh and skin which
contains them; and as the bones are lifted at their joints by the
contraction or relaxation of the muscles, I am able to bend my limbs,
and this is why I am sitting here in a curved posture—that is what
he would say, and he would have a similar explanation of my talk-
ing to you, which he would attribute to sound, and air, and hearing,
and he would assign ten thousand other causes of the same sort,
forgetting to mention the true cause, which is, that the Athenians
have thought fit to condemn me, and accordingly I have thought it



135

Plato

better and more right to remain here and undergo my sentence; for
I am inclined to think that these muscles and bones of mine would
have gone off long ago to Megara or Boeotia—by the dog they would,
if they had been moved only by their own idea of what was best,
and if I had not chosen the better and nobler part, instead of play-
ing truant and running away, of enduring any punishment which
the state inflicts. There is surely a strange confusion of causes and
conditions in all this. It may be said, indeed, that without bones
and muscles and the other parts of the body I cannot execute my
purposes. But to say that I do as I do because of them, and that this
is the way in which mind acts, and not from the choice of the best,
is a very careless and idle mode of speaking. I wonder that they
cannot distinguish the cause from the condition, which the many,
feeling about in the dark, are always mistaking and misnaming. And
thus one man makes a vortex all round and steadies the earth by the
heaven; another gives the air as a support to the earth, which is a
sort of broad trough. Any power which in arranging them as they
are arranges them for the best never enters into their minds; and
instead of finding any superior strength in it, they rather expect to
discover another Atlas of the world who is stronger and more ever-
lasting and more containing than the good;—of the obligatory and
containing power of the good they think nothing; and yet this is the
principle which I would fain learn if any one would teach me. But
as I have failed either to discover myself, or to learn of any one else,
the nature of the best, I will exhibit to you, if you like, what I have
found to be the second best mode of enquiring into the cause.

I should very much like to hear, he replied.
Socrates proceeded:—I thought that as I had failed in the con-

templation of true existence, I ought to be careful that I did not lose
the eye of my soul; as people may injure their bodily eye by observ-
ing and gazing on the sun during an eclipse, unless they take the
precaution of only looking at the image reflected in the water, or in
some similar medium. So in my own case, I was afraid that my soul
might be blinded altogether if I looked at things with my eyes or
tried to apprehend them by the help of the senses.  And I thought
that I had better have recourse to the world of mind and seek there
the truth of existence. I dare say that the simile is not perfect—for I
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am very far from admitting that he who contemplates existences
through the medium of thought, sees them only ‘through a glass
darkly,’ any more than he who considers them in action and opera-
tion. However, this was the method which I adopted: I first as-
sumed some principle which I judged to be the strongest, and then
I affirmed as true whatever seemed to agree with this, whether relat-
ing to the cause or to anything else; and that which disagreed I
regarded as untrue. But I should like to explain my meaning more
clearly, as I do not think that you as yet understand me.

No indeed, replied Cebes, not very well.
There is nothing new, he said, in what I am about to tell you; but

only what I have been always and everywhere repeating in the pre-
vious discussion and on other occasions: I want to show you the
nature of that cause which has occupied my thoughts. I shall have
to go back to those familiar words which are in the mouth of every
one, and first of all assume that there is an absolute beauty and
goodness and greatness, and the like; grant me this, and I hope to
be able to show you the nature of the cause, and to prove the im-
mortality of the soul.

Cebes said: You may proceed at once with the proof, for I grant
you this.

Well, he said, then I should like to know whether you agree with
me in the next step; for I cannot help thinking, if there be anything
beautiful other than absolute beauty should there be such, that it
can be beautiful only in as far as it partakes of absolute beauty—and
I should say the same of everything. Do you agree in this notion of
the cause?

Yes, he said, I agree.
He proceeded: I know nothing and can understand nothing of any

other of those wise causes which are alleged; and if a person says to
me that the bloom of colour, or form, or any such thing is a source of
beauty, I leave all that, which is only confusing to me, and simply and
singly, and perhaps foolishly, hold and am assured in my own mind
that nothing makes a thing beautiful but the presence and participa-
tion of beauty in whatever way or manner obtained; for as to the
manner I am uncertain, but I stoutly contend that by beauty all beau-
tiful things become beautiful. This appears to me to be the safest
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answer which I can give, either to myself or to another, and to this I
cling, in the persuasion that this principle will never be overthrown,
and that to myself or to any one who asks the question, I may safely
reply, That by beauty beautiful things become beautiful. Do you not
agree with me?

I do.
And that by greatness only great things become great and greater

greater, and by smallness the less become less?
True.
Then if a person were to remark that A is taller by a head than B,

and B less by a head than A, you would refuse to admit his state-
ment, and would stoutly contend that what you mean is only that
the greater is greater by, and by reason of, greatness, and the less is
less only by, and by reason of, smallness; and thus you would avoid
the danger of saying that the greater is greater and the less less by
the measure of the head, which is the same in both, and would also
avoid the monstrous absurdity of supposing that the greater man is
greater by reason of the head, which is small. You would be afraid to
draw such an inference, would you not?

Indeed, I should, said Cebes, laughing.
In like manner you would be afraid to say that ten exceeded eight

by, and by reason of, two; but would say by, and by reason of, num-
ber; or you would say that two cubits exceed one cubit not by a half,
but by magnitude?—for there is the same liability to error in all
these cases.

Very true, he said.
Again, would you not be cautious of affirming that the addition

of one to one, or the division of one, is the cause of two? And you
would loudly asseverate that you know of no way in which any-
thing comes into existence except by participation in its own proper
essence, and consequently, as far as you know, the only cause of two
is the participation in duality—this is the way to make two, and the
participation in one is the way to make one. You would say: I will
let alone puzzles of division and addition—wiser heads than mine
may answer them; inexperienced as I am, and ready to start, as the
proverb says, at my own shadow, I cannot afford to give up the sure
ground of a principle. And if any one assails you there, you would
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not mind him, or answer him, until you had seen whether the con-
sequences which follow agree with one another or not, and when
you are further required to give an explanation of this principle, you
would go on to assume a higher principle, and a higher, until you
found a resting-place in the best of the higher; but you would not
confuse the principle and the consequences in your reasoning, like
the Eristics—at least if you wanted to discover real existence. Not
that this confusion signifies to them, who never care or think about
the matter at all, for they have the wit to be well pleased with them-
selves however great may be the turmoil of their ideas. But you, if
you are a philosopher, will certainly do as I say.

What you say is most true, said Simmias and Cebes, both speak-
ing at once.

ECHECRATES: Yes, Phaedo; and I do not wonder at their assent-
ing. Any one who has the least sense will acknowledge the wonder-
ful clearness of Socrates’ reasoning.

PHAEDO: Certainly, Echecrates; and such was the feeling of the
whole company at the time.

ECHECRATES: Yes, and equally of ourselves, who were not of the
company, and are now listening to your recital. But what followed?

PHAEDO:  After all this had been admitted, and they had that
ideas exist, and that other things participate in them and derive
their names from them, Socrates, if I remember rightly, said:—

This is your way of speaking; and yet when you say that Simmias
is greater than Socrates and less than Phaedo, do you not predicate
of Simmias both greatness and smallness?

Yes, I do.
But still you allow that Simmias does not really exceed Socrates,

as the words may seem to imply, because he is Simmias, but by
reason of the size which he has; just as Simmias does not exceed
Socrates because he is Simmias, any more than because Socrates is
Socrates, but because he has smallness when compared with the
greatness of Simmias?
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True.
And if Phaedo exceeds him in size, this is not because Phaedo is

Phaedo, but because Phaedo has greatness relatively to Simmias,
who is comparatively smaller?

That is true.
And therefore Simmias is said to be great, and is also said to be

small, because he is in a mean between them, exceeding the small-
ness of the one by his greatness, and allowing the greatness of the
other to exceed his smallness. He added, laughing, I am speaking
like a book, but I believe that what I am saying is true.

Simmias assented.
I speak as I do because I want you to agree with me in thinking,

not only that absolute greatness will never be great and also small,
but that greatness in us or in the concrete will never admit the small
or admit of being exceeded: instead of this, one of two things will
happen, either the greater will fly or retire before the opposite, which
is the less, or at the approach of the less has already ceased to exist;
but will not, if allowing or admitting of smallness, be changed by
that; even as I, having received and admitted smallness when com-
pared with Simmias, remain just as I was, and am the same small
person. And as the idea of greatness cannot condescend ever to be
or become small, in like manner the smallness in us cannot be or
become great; nor can any other opposite which remains the same
ever be or become its own opposite, but either passes away or per-
ishes in the change.

That, replied Cebes, is quite my notion.
Hereupon one of the company, though I do not exactly remem-

ber which of them, said: In heaven’s name, is not this the direct
contrary of what was admitted before—that out of the greater came
the less and out of the less the greater, and that opposites were sim-
ply generated from opposites; but now this principle seems to be
utterly denied.

Socrates inclined his head to the speaker and listened. I like your
courage, he said, in reminding us of this. But you do not observe
that there is a difference in the two cases. For then we were speaking
of opposites in the concrete, and now of the essential opposite which,
as is affirmed, neither in us nor in nature can ever be at variance
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with itself: then, my friend, we were speaking of things in which
opposites are inherent and which are called after them, but now
about the opposites which are inherent in them and which give
their name to them; and these essential opposites will never, as we
maintain, admit of generation into or out of one another. At the
same time, turning to Cebes, he said: Are you at all disconcerted,
Cebes, at our friend’s objection?

No, I do not feel so, said Cebes; and yet I cannot deny that I am
often disturbed by objections.

Then we are agreed after all, said Socrates, that the opposite will
never in any case be opposed to itself?

To that we are quite agreed, he replied.
Yet once more let me ask you to consider the question from an-

other point of view, and see whether you agree with me:—There is
a thing which you term heat, and another thing which you term
cold?

Certainly.
But are they the same as fire and snow?
Most assuredly not.
Heat is a thing different from fire, and cold is not the same with

snow?
Yes.
And yet you will surely admit, that when snow, as was before said,

is under the influence of heat, they will not remain snow and heat;
but at the advance of the heat, the snow will either retire or perish?

Very true, he replied.
And the fire too at the advance of the cold will either retire or

perish; and when the fire is under the influence of the cold, they
will not remain as before, fire and cold.

That is true, he said.
And in some cases the name of the idea is not only attached to the

idea in an eternal connection, but anything else which, not being the
idea, exists only in the form of the idea, may also lay claim to it. I will
try to make this clearer by an example:—The odd number is always
called by the name of odd?

Very true.
But is this the only thing which is called odd? Are there not other
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things which have their own name, and yet are called odd, because,
although not the same as oddness, they are never without oddness?—
that is what I mean to ask—whether numbers such as the number
three are not of the class of odd. And there are many other examples:
would you not say, for example, that three may be called by its proper
name, and also be called odd, which is not the same with three? and
this may be said not only of three but also of five, and of every alter-
nate number—each of them without being oddness is odd, and in
the same way two and four, and the other series of alternate numbers,
has every number even, without being evenness. Do you agree?

Of course.
Then now mark the point at which I am aiming:—not only do

essential opposites exclude one another, but also concrete things,
which, although not in themselves opposed, contain opposites; these,
I say, likewise reject the idea which is opposed to that which is con-
tained in them, and when it approaches them they either perish or
withdraw. For example; Will not the number three endure annihi-
lation or anything sooner than be converted into an even number,
while remaining three?

Very true, said Cebes.
And yet, he said, the number two is certainly not opposed to the

number three?
It is not.
Then not only do opposite ideas repel the advance of one an-

other, but also there are other natures which repel the approach of
opposites.

Very true, he said.
Suppose, he said, that we endeavour, if possible, to determine what

these are.
By all means.
Are they not, Cebes, such as compel the things of which they

have possession, not only to take their own form, but also the form
of some opposite?

What do you mean?
I mean, as I was just now saying, and as I am sure that you know, that

those things which are possessed by the number three must not only be
three in number, but must also be odd.
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Quite true.
And on this oddness, of which the number three has the impress,

the opposite idea will never intrude?
No.
And this impress was given by the odd principle?
Yes.
And to the odd is opposed the even?
True.
Then the idea of the even number will never arrive at three?
No.
Then three has no part in the even?
None.
Then the triad or number three is uneven?
Very true.
To return then to my distinction of natures which are not opposed,

and yet do not admit opposites—as, in the instance given, three, al-
though not opposed to the even, does not any the more admit of the
even, but always brings the opposite into play on the other side; or as
two does not receive the odd, or fire the cold—from these examples
(and there are many more of them) perhaps you may be able to arrive
at the general conclusion, that not only opposites will not receive
opposites, but also that nothing which brings the opposite will admit
the opposite of that which it brings, in that to which it is brought.
And here let me recapitulate—for there is no harm in repetition. The
number five will not admit the nature of the even, any more than ten,
which is the double of five, will admit the nature of the odd. The
double has another opposite, and is not strictly opposed to the odd,
but nevertheless rejects the odd altogether. Nor again will parts in the
ratio 3:2, nor any fraction in which there is a half, nor again in which
there is a third, admit the notion of the whole, although they are not
opposed to the whole: You will agree?

Yes, he said, I entirely agree and go along with you in that.
And now, he said, let us begin again; and do not you answer my

question in the words in which I ask it: let me have not the old safe
answer of which I spoke at first, but another equally safe, of which the
truth will be inferred by you from what has been just said. I mean that
if any one asks you ‘what that is, of which the inherence makes the
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body hot,’ you will reply not heat (this is what I call the safe and stupid
answer), but fire, a far superior answer, which we are now in a condition
to give. Or if any one asks you ‘why a body is diseased,’ you will not say
from disease, but from fever; and instead of saying that oddness is the
cause of odd numbers, you will say that the monad is the cause of them:
and so of things in general, as I dare say that you will understand suffi-
ciently without my adducing any further examples.

Yes, he said, I quite understand you.
Tell me, then, what is that of which the inherence will render the

body alive?
The soul, he replied.
And is this always the case?
Yes, he said, of course.
Then whatever the soul possesses, to that she comes bearing life?
Yes, certainly.
And is there any opposite to life?
There is, he said.
And what is that?
Death.
Then the soul, as has been acknowledged, will never receive the

opposite of what she brings.
Impossible, replied Cebes.
And now, he said, what did we just now call that principle which

repels the even?
The odd.
And that principle which repels the musical, or the just?
The unmusical, he said, and the unjust.
And what do we call the principle which does not admit of death?
The immortal, he said.
And does the soul admit of death?
No.
Then the soul is immortal?
Yes, he said.
And may we say that this has been proven?
Yes, abundantly proven, Socrates, he replied.
Supposing that the odd were imperishable, must not three be

imperishable?
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Of course.
And if that which is cold were imperishable, when the warm prin-

ciple came attacking the snow, must not the snow have retired whole
and unmelted—for it could never have perished, nor could it have
remained and admitted the heat?

True, he said.
Again, if the uncooling or warm principle were imperishable, the

fire when assailed by cold would not have perished or have been
extinguished, but would have gone away unaffected?

Certainly, he said.
And the same may be said of the immortal: if the immortal is also

imperishable, the soul when attacked by death cannot perish; for
the preceding argument shows that the soul will not admit of death,
or ever be dead, any more than three or the odd number will admit
of the even, or fire or the heat in the fire, of the cold. Yet a person
may say: ‘But although the odd will not become even at the ap-
proach of the even, why may not the odd perish and the even take
the place of the odd?’ Now to him who makes this objection, we
cannot answer that the odd principle is imperishable; for this has
not been acknowledged, but if this had been acknowledged, there
would have been no difficulty in contending that at the approach of
the even the odd principle and the number three took their depar-
ture; and the same argument would have held good of fire and heat
and any other thing.

Very true.
And the same may be said of the immortal: if the immortal is also

imperishable, then the soul will be imperishable as well as immor-
tal; but if not, some other proof of her imperishableness will have to
be given.

No other proof is needed, he said; for if the immortal, being eter-
nal, is liable to perish, then nothing is imperishable.

Yes, replied Socrates, and yet all men will agree that God, and the
essential form of life, and the immortal in general, will never perish.

Yes, all men, he said—that is true; and what is more, gods, if I am
not mistaken, as well as men.

Seeing then that the immortal is indestructible, must not the soul,
if she is immortal, be also imperishable?
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Most certainly.
Then when death attacks a man, the mortal portion of him may

be supposed to die, but the immortal retires at the approach of death
and is preserved safe and sound?

True.
Then, Cebes, beyond question, the soul is immortal and imper-

ishable, and our souls will truly exist in another world!
I am convinced, Socrates, said Cebes, and have nothing more to

object; but if my friend Simmias, or any one else, has any further
objection to make, he had better speak out, and not keep silence,
since I do not know to what other season he can defer the discus-
sion, if there is anything which he wants to say or to have said.

But I have nothing more to say, replied Simmias; nor can I see any
reason for doubt after what has been said. But I still feel and cannot
help feeling uncertain in my own mind, when I think of the great-
ness of the subject and the feebleness of man.

Yes, Simmias, replied Socrates, that is well said: and I may add
that first principles, even if they appear certain, should be carefully
considered; and when they are satisfactorily ascertained, then, with
a sort of hesitating confidence in human reason, you may, I think,
follow the course of the argument; and if that be plain and clear,
there will be no need for any further enquiry.

Very true.
But then, O my friends, he said, if the soul is really immortal,

what care should be taken of her, not only in respect of the portion
of time which is called life, but of eternity! And the danger of ne-
glecting her from this point of view does indeed appear to be awful.
If death had only been the end of all, the wicked would have had a
good bargain in dying, for they would have been happily quit not
only of their body, but of their own evil together with their souls.
But now, inasmuch as the soul is manifestly immortal, there is no
release or salvation from evil except the attainment of the highest
virtue and wisdom. For the soul when on her progress to the world
below takes nothing with her but nurture and education; and these
are said greatly to benefit or greatly to injure the departed, at the
very beginning of his journey thither.

For after death, as they say, the genius of each individual, to whom
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he belonged in life, leads him to a certain place in which the dead
are gathered together, whence after judgment has been given they
pass into the world below, following the guide, who is appointed to
conduct them from this world to the other: and when they have
there received their due and remained their time, another guide
brings them back again after many revolutions of ages. Now this
way to the other world is not, as Aeschylus says in the Telephus, a
single and straight path—if that were so no guide would be needed,
for no one could miss it; but there are many partings of the road,
and windings, as I infer from the rites and sacrifices which are of-
fered to the gods below in places where three ways meet on earth.
The wise and orderly soul follows in the straight path and is con-
scious of her surroundings; but the soul which desires the body, and
which, as I was relating before, has long been fluttering about the
lifeless frame and the world of sight, is after many struggles and
many sufferings hardly and with violence carried away by her atten-
dant genius, and when she arrives at the place where the other souls
are gathered, if she be impure and have done impure deeds, whether
foul murders or other crimes which are the brothers of these, and
the works of brothers in crime—from that soul every one flees and
turns away; no one will be her companion, no one her guide, but
alone she wanders in extremity of evil until certain times are ful-
filled, and when they are fulfilled, she is borne irresistibly to her
own fitting habitation; as every pure and just soul which has passed
through life in the company and under the guidance of the gods has
also her own proper home.

Now the earth has divers wonderful regions, and is indeed in na-
ture and extent very unlike the notions of geographers, as I believe
on the authority of one who shall be nameless.

What do you mean, Socrates? said Simmias. I have myself heard
many descriptions of the earth, but I do not know, and I should
very much like to know, in which of these you put faith.

And I, Simmias, replied Socrates, if I had the art of Glaucus would
tell you; although I know not that the art of Glaucus could prove
the truth of my tale, which I myself should never be able to prove,
and even if I could, I fear, Simmias, that my life would come to an
end before the argument was completed. I may describe to you,
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however, the form and regions of the earth according to my concep-
tion of them.

That, said Simmias, will be enough.
Well, then, he said, my conviction is, that the earth is a round

body in the centre of the heavens, and therefore has no need of air
or any similar force to be a support, but is kept there and hindered
from falling or inclining any way by the equability of the surround-
ing heaven and by her own equipoise. For that which, being in equi-
poise, is in the centre of that which is equably diffused, will not
incline any way in any degree, but will always remain in the same
state and not deviate. And this is my first notion.

Which is surely a correct one, said Simmias.
Also I believe that the earth is very vast, and that we who dwell in

the region extending from the river Phasis to the Pillars of Heracles
inhabit a small portion only about the sea, like ants or frogs about a
marsh, and that there are other inhabitants of many other like places;
for everywhere on the face of the earth there are hollows of various
forms and sizes, into which the water and the mist and the lower air
collect. But the true earth is pure and situated in the pure heaven—
there are the stars also; and it is the heaven which is commonly
spoken of by us as the ether, and of which our own earth is the
sediment gathering in the hollows beneath. But we who live in these
hollows are deceived into the notion that we are dwelling above on
the surface of the earth; which is just as if a creature who was at the
bottom of the sea were to fancy that he was on the surface of the
water, and that the sea was the heaven through which he saw the
sun and the other stars, he having never come to the surface by
reason of his feebleness and sluggishness, and having never lifted up
his head and seen, nor ever heard from one who had seen, how
much purer and fairer the world above is than his own. And such is
exactly our case: for we are dwelling in a hollow of the earth, and
fancy that we are on the surface; and the air we call the heaven, in
which we imagine that the stars move. But the fact is, that owing to
our feebleness and sluggishness we are prevented from reaching the
surface of the air: for if any man could arrive at the exterior limit, or
take the wings of a bird and come to the top, then like a fish who
puts his head out of the water and sees this world, he would see a
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world beyond; and, if the nature of man could sustain the sight, he
would acknowledge that this other world was the place of the true
heaven and the true light and the true earth. For our earth, and the
stones, and the entire region which surrounds us, are spoilt and
corroded, as in the sea all things are corroded by the brine, neither is
there any noble or perfect growth, but caverns only, and sand, and
an endless slough of mud: and even the shore is not to be compared
to the fairer sights of this world. And still less is this our world to be
compared with the other. Of that upper earth which is under the
heaven, I can tell you a charming tale, Simmias, which is well worth
hearing.

And we, Socrates, replied Simmias, shall be charmed to listen to
you.

The tale, my friend, he said, is as follows:—In the first place, the
earth, when looked at from above, is in appearance streaked like
one of those balls which have leather coverings in twelve pieces, and
is decked with various colours, of which the colours used by paint-
ers on earth are in a manner samples. But there the whole earth is
made up of them, and they are brighter far and clearer than ours;
there is a purple of wonderful lustre, also the radiance of gold, and
the white which is in the earth is whiter than any chalk or snow. Of
these and other colours the earth is made up, and they are more in
number and fairer than the eye of man has ever seen; the very hol-
lows (of which I was speaking) filled with air and water have a colour
of their own, and are seen like light gleaming amid the diversity of
the other colours, so that the whole presents a single and continu-
ous appearance of variety in unity. And in this fair region every-
thing that grows—trees, and flowers, and fruits—are in a like de-
gree fairer than any here; and there are hills, having stones in them
in a like degree smoother, and more transparent, and fairer in colour
than our highly-valued emeralds and sardonyxes and jaspers, and
other gems, which are but minute fragments of them: for there all
the stones are like our precious stones, and fairer still (compare Re-
public). The reason is, that they are pure, and not, like our precious
stones, infected or corroded by the corrupt briny elements which
coagulate among us, and which breed foulness and disease both in
earth and stones, as well as in animals and plants. They are the
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jewels of the upper earth, which also shines with gold and silver and
the like, and they are set in the light of day and are large and abun-
dant and in all places, making the earth a sight to gladden the
beholder’s eye. And there are animals and men, some in a middle
region, others dwelling about the air as we dwell about the sea; oth-
ers in islands which the air flows round, near the continent: and in
a word, the air is used by them as the water and the sea are by us,
and the ether is to them what the air is to us. Moreover, the tem-
perament of their seasons is such that they have no disease, and live
much longer than we do, and have sight and hearing and smell, and
all the other senses, in far greater perfection, in the same proportion
that air is purer than water or the ether than air. Also they have
temples and sacred places in which the gods really dwell, and they
hear their voices and receive their answers, and are conscious of
them and hold converse with them, and they see the sun, moon,
and stars as they truly are, and their other blessedness is of a piece
with this.

Such is the nature of the whole earth, and of the things which are
around the earth; and there are divers regions in the hollows on the
face of the globe everywhere, some of them deeper and more ex-
tended than that which we inhabit, others deeper but with a nar-
rower opening than ours, and some are shallower and also wider. All
have numerous perforations, and there are passages broad and nar-
row in the interior of the earth, connecting them with one another;
and there flows out of and into them, as into basins, a vast tide of
water, and huge subterranean streams of perennial rivers, and springs
hot and cold, and a great fire, and great rivers of fire, and streams of
liquid mud, thin or thick (like the rivers of mud in Sicily, and the
lava streams which follow them), and the regions about which they
happen to flow are filled up with them. And there is a swinging or
see-saw in the interior of the earth which moves all this up and
down, and is due to the following cause:—There is a chasm which
is the vastest of them all, and pierces right through the whole earth;
this is that chasm which Homer describes in the words,—

‘Far off, where is the inmost depth beneath the earth;’
and which he in other places, and many other poets, have called

Tartarus. And the see-saw is caused by the streams flowing into and
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out of this chasm, and they each have the nature of the soil through
which they flow. And the reason why the streams are always flowing
in and out, is that the watery element has no bed or bottom, but is
swinging and surging up and down, and the surrounding wind and
air do the same; they follow the water up and down, hither and
thither, over the earth—just as in the act of respiration the air is
always in process of inhalation and exhalation;—and the wind swing-
ing with the water in and out produces fearful and irresistible blasts:
when the waters retire with a rush into the lower parts of the earth, as
they are called, they flow through the earth in those regions, and fill
them up like water raised by a pump, and then when they leave those
regions and rush back hither, they again fill the hollows here, and
when these are filled, flow through subterranean channels and find
their way to their several places, forming seas, and lakes, and rivers,
and springs. Thence they again enter the earth, some of them making
a long circuit into many lands, others going to a few places and not so
distant; and again fall into Tartarus, some at a point a good deal lower
than that at which they rose, and others not much lower, but all in
some degree lower than the point from which they came. And some
burst forth again on the opposite side, and some on the same side,
and some wind round the earth with one or many folds like the coils
of a serpent, and descend as far as they can, but always return and fall
into the chasm. The rivers flowing in either direction can descend
only to the centre and no further, for opposite to the rivers is a preci-
pice.

Now these rivers are many, and mighty, and diverse, and there are
four principal ones, of which the greatest and outermost is that called
Oceanus, which flows round the earth in a circle; and in the oppo-
site direction flows Acheron, which passes under the earth through
desert places into the Acherusian lake: this is the lake to the shores
of which the souls of the many go when they are dead, and after
waiting an appointed time, which is to some a longer and to some a
shorter time, they are sent back to be born again as animals. The
third river passes out between the two, and near the place of outlet
pours into a vast region of fire, and forms a lake larger than the
Mediterranean Sea, boiling with water and mud; and proceeding
muddy and turbid, and winding about the earth, comes, among
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other places, to the extremities of the Acherusian Lake, but mingles
not with the waters of the lake, and after making many coils about
the earth plunges into Tartarus at a deeper level. This is that
Pyriphlegethon, as the stream is called, which throws up jets of fire
in different parts of the earth. The fourth river goes out on the
opposite side, and falls first of all into a wild and savage region,
which is all of a dark-blue colour, like lapis lazuli; and this is that
river which is called the Stygian river, and falls into and forms the
Lake Styx, and after falling into the lake and receiving strange pow-
ers in the waters, passes under the earth, winding round in the op-
posite direction, and comes near the Acherusian lake from the op-
posite side to Pyriphlegethon. And the water of this river too mingles
with no other, but flows round in a circle and falls into Tartarus
over against Pyriphlegethon; and the name of the river, as the poets
say, is Cocytus.

Such is the nature of the other world; and when the dead arrive at
the place to which the genius of each severally guides them, first of
all, they have sentence passed upon them, as they have lived well
and piously or not. And those who appear to have lived neither well
nor ill, go to the river Acheron, and embarking in any vessels which
they may find, are carried in them to the lake, and there they dwell
and are purified of their evil deeds, and having suffered the penalty
of the wrongs which they have done to others, they are absolved,
and receive the rewards of their good deeds, each of them according
to his deserts. But those who appear to be incurable by reason of the
greatness of their crimes—who have committed many and terrible
deeds of sacrilege, murders foul and violent, or the like—such are
hurled into Tartarus which is their suitable destiny, and they never
come out. Those again who have committed crimes, which, although
great, are not irremediable—who in a moment of anger, for ex-
ample, have done violence to a father or a mother, and have re-
pented for the remainder of their lives, or, who have taken the life of
another under the like extenuating circumstances—these are plunged
into Tartarus, the pains of which they are compelled to undergo for
a year, but at the end of the year the wave casts them forth—mere
homicides by way of Cocytus, parricides and matricides by
Pyriphlegethon—and they are borne to the Acherusian lake, and



152

Phaedo

there they lift up their voices and call upon the victims whom they
have slain or wronged, to have pity on them, and to be kind to
them, and let them come out into the lake. And if they prevail, then
they come forth and cease from their troubles; but if not, they are
carried back again into Tartarus and from thence into the rivers
unceasingly, until they obtain mercy from those whom they have
wronged: for that is the sentence inflicted upon them by their judges.
Those too who have been pre-eminent for holiness of life are re-
leased from this earthly prison, and go to their pure home which is
above, and dwell in the purer earth; and of these, such as have duly
purified themselves with philosophy live henceforth altogether with-
out the body, in mansions fairer still which may not be described,
and of which the time would fail me to tell.

Wherefore, Simmias, seeing all these things, what ought not we
to do that we may obtain virtue and wisdom in this life? Fair is the
prize, and the hope great!

A man of sense ought not to say, nor will I be very confident, that
the description which I have given of the soul and her mansions is
exactly true. But I do say that, inasmuch as the soul is shown to be
immortal, he may venture to think, not improperly or unworthily,
that something of the kind is true. The venture is a glorious one, and
he ought to comfort himself with words like these, which is the rea-
son why I lengthen out the tale. Wherefore, I say, let a man be of
good cheer about his soul, who having cast away the pleasures and
ornaments of the body as alien to him and working harm rather than
good, has sought after the pleasures of knowledge; and has arrayed
the soul, not in some foreign attire, but in her own proper jewels,
temperance, and justice, and courage, and nobility, and truth—in
these adorned she is ready to go on her journey to the world below,
when her hour comes. You, Simmias and Cebes, and all other men,
will depart at some time or other. Me already, as the tragic poet would
say, the voice of fate calls. Soon I must drink the poison; and I think
that I had better repair to the bath first, in order that the women may
not have the trouble of washing my body after I am dead.

When he had done speaking, Crito said: And have you any com-
mands for us, Socrates—anything to say about your children, or
any other matter in which we can serve you?
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Nothing particular, Crito, he replied: only, as I have always told
you, take care of yourselves; that is a service which you may be ever
rendering to me and mine and to all of us, whether you promise to
do so or not. But if you have no thought for yourselves, and care
not to walk according to the rule which I have prescribed for you,
not now for the first time, however much you may profess or prom-
ise at the moment, it will be of no avail.

We will do our best, said Crito: And in what way shall we bury
you?

In any way that you like; but you must get hold of me, and take
care that I do not run away from you. Then he turned to us, and
added with a smile:—I cannot make Crito believe that I am the
same Socrates who have been talking and conducting the argument;
he fancies that I am the other Socrates whom he will soon see, a
dead body—and he asks, How shall he bury me? And though I
have spoken many words in the endeavour to show that when I
have drunk the poison I shall leave you and go to the joys of the
blessed,—these words of mine, with which I was comforting you
and myself, have had, as I perceive, no effect upon Crito. And there-
fore I want you to be surety for me to him now, as at the trial he was
surety to the judges for me: but let the promise be of another sort;
for he was surety for me to the judges that I would remain, and you
must be my surety to him that I shall not remain, but go away and
depart; and then he will suffer less at my death, and not be grieved
when he sees my body being burned or buried. I would not have
him sorrow at my hard lot, or say at the burial, Thus we lay out
Socrates, or, Thus we follow him to the grave or bury him; for false
words are not only evil in themselves, but they infect the soul with
evil. Be of good cheer, then, my dear Crito, and say that you are
burying my body only, and do with that whatever is usual, and
what you think best.

When he had spoken these words, he arose and went into a cham-
ber to bathe; Crito followed him and told us to wait. So we re-
mained behind, talking and thinking of the subject of discourse,
and also of the greatness of our sorrow; he was like a father of whom
we were being bereaved, and we were about to pass the rest of our
lives as orphans. When he had taken the bath his children were
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brought to him—(he had two young sons and an elder one); and
the women of his family also came, and he talked to them and gave
them a few directions in the presence of Crito; then he dismissed
them and returned to us.

Now the hour of sunset was near, for a good deal of time had
passed while he was within. When he came out, he sat down with
us again after his bath, but not much was said. Soon the jailer, who
was the servant of the Eleven, entered and stood by him, saying:—
To you, Socrates, whom I know to be the noblest and gentlest and
best of all who ever came to this place, I will not impute the angry
feelings of other men, who rage and swear at me, when, in obedi-
ence to the authorities, I bid them drink the poison—indeed, I am
sure that you will not be angry with me; for others, as you are aware,
and not I, are to blame. And so fare you well, and try to bear lightly
what must needs be—you know my errand. Then bursting into
tears he turned away and went out.

Socrates looked at him and said: I return your good wishes, and
will do as you bid. Then turning to us, he said, How charming the
man is: since I have been in prison he has always been coming to see
me, and at times he would talk to me, and was as good to me as
could be, and now see how generously he sorrows on my account.
We must do as he says, Crito; and therefore let the cup be brought,
if the poison is prepared: if not, let the attendant prepare some.

Yet, said Crito, the sun is still upon the hill-tops, and I know that
many a one has taken the draught late, and after the announcement
has been made to him, he has eaten and drunk, and enjoyed the
society of his beloved; do not hurry—there is time enough.

Socrates said: Yes, Crito, and they of whom you speak are right in
so acting, for they think that they will be gainers by the delay; but I
am right in not following their example, for I do not think that I
should gain anything by drinking the poison a little later; I should
only be ridiculous in my own eyes for sparing and saving a life which
is already forfeit.  Please then to do as I say, and not to refuse me.

Crito made a sign to the servant, who was standing by; and he
went out, and having been absent for some time, returned with the
jailer carrying the cup of poison. Socrates said: You, my good friend,
who are experienced in these matters, shall give me directions how I
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am to proceed. The man answered: You have only to walk about
until your legs are heavy, and then to lie down, and the poison will
act. At the same time he handed the cup to Socrates, who in the
easiest and gentlest manner, without the least fear or change of colour
or feature, looking at the man with all his eyes, Echecrates, as his
manner was, took the cup and said: What do you say about making
a libation out of this cup to any god? May I, or not? The man an-
swered: We only prepare, Socrates, just so much as we deem enough.
I understand, he said: but I may and must ask the gods to prosper
my journey from this to the other world—even so—and so be it
according to my prayer. Then raising the cup to his lips, quite readily
and cheerfully he drank off the poison. And hitherto most of us had
been able to control our sorrow; but now when we saw him drink-
ing, and saw too that he had finished the draught, we could no
longer forbear, and in spite of myself my own tears were flowing
fast; so that I covered my face and wept, not for him, but at the
thought of my own calamity in having to part from such a friend.
Nor was I the first; for Crito, when he found himself unable to
restrain his tears, had got up, and I followed; and at that moment,
Apollodorus, who had been weeping all the time, broke out in a
loud and passionate cry which made cowards of us all. Socrates alone
retained his calmness: What is this strange outcry? he said. I sent
away the women mainly in order that they might not misbehave in
this way, for I have been told that a man should die in peace. Be
quiet, then, and have patience. When we heard his words we were
ashamed, and refrained our tears; and he walked about until, as he
said, his legs began to fail, and then he lay on his back, according to
the directions, and the man who gave him the poison now and then
looked at his feet and legs; and after a while he pressed his foot hard,
and asked him if he could feel; and he said, No; and then his leg,
and so upwards and upwards, and showed us that he was cold and
stiff. And he felt them himself, and said: When the poison reaches
the heart, that will be the end. He was beginning to grow cold about
the groin, when he uncovered his face, for he had covered himself
up, and said—they were his last words—he said: Crito, I owe a
cock to Asclepius; will you remember to pay the debt? The debt
shall be paid, said Crito; is there anything else? There was no answer
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to this question; but in a minute or two a movement was heard, and
the attendants uncovered him; his eyes were set, and Crito closed
his eyes and mouth.

Such was the end, Echecrates, of our friend; concerning whom I
may truly say, that of all the men of his time whom I have known,
he was the wisest and justest and best.

Phaedo
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CHARMIDES,
OR TEMPERANCE

by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, who is the narrator,
Charmides, Chaerephon, Critias.

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

YESTERDAY EVENING I returned from the army at Potidaea, and hav-
ing been a good while away, I thought that I should like to go and
look at my old haunts. So I went into the palaestra of Taureas, which
is over against the temple adjoining the porch of the King Archon,
and there I found a number of persons, most of whom I knew, but
not all. My visit was unexpected, and no sooner did they see me
entering than they saluted me from afar on all sides; and Chaerephon,
who is a kind of madman, started up and ran to me, seizing my
hand, and saying, How did you escape, Socrates?—(I should ex-
plain that an engagement had taken place at Potidaea not long be-
fore we came away, of which the news had only just reached Ath-
ens.)

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

Then, when there had been enough of this, I, in my turn, began
to make enquiries about matters at home—about the present state
of philosophy, and about the youth. I asked whether any of them
were remarkable for wisdom or beauty, or both. Critias, glancing at
the door, invited my attention to some youths who were coming in,
and talking noisily to one another, followed by a crowd. Of the
beauties, Socrates, he said, I fancy that you will soon be able to form
a judgment. For those who are just entering are the advanced guard
of the great beauty, as he is thought to be, of the day, and he is likely
to be not far off himself.

Who 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, al-
though he was not grown up at the time of your departure.

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

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

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

Most beautiful, I said.
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.
By Heracles, I said, there never was such a paragon, if 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.
He is as fair and good within, as he is without, 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 age at which he will
like to talk.

That he will, said Critias, and I can tell you that he is a philoso-
pher already, and also a considerable poet, not in his own opinion
only, but in that of others.

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

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

Why not, I said; but will he come?
He will be sure to come, he replied.
He came as he was bidden, and sat down between Critias and me.

Great amusement was occasioned by every one pushing with might
and main at his neighbour in order 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 begin-
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ning to feel awkward; my former bold belief in my powers of con-
versing with him had vanished. And when Critias told him that I
was the person who had the cure, he looked at me in such an inde-
scribable manner, and was just going to ask a question. And at that
moment all the people in the palaestra crowded about us, and, O
rare! I caught a sight of the inwards of his garment, and took the
flame. Then I could no longer contain myself. I thought how well
Cydias understood the nature of love, when, in speaking of a fair
youth, he warns some one ‘not to bring the fawn in the sight of the
lion to be devoured by him,’ for I felt that I had been overcome by
a sort of wild-beast appetite. But I controlled myself, and when he
asked me if I knew the cure of the headache, I answered, but with
an effort, that I did know.

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

nied by a charm, and if a person would repeat the charm at the same
time that he used the cure, he would be made whole; but that with-
out the charm the leaf would be of no avail.

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

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

I am glad to find that you remember me, I said; for I shall now be
more at home with you and shall be better able to explain the na-
ture of the charm, about which I felt a difficulty before. For the
charm will do more, Charmides, than only cure the headache. I
dare say that you have heard eminent physicians say to a patient
who comes to them with bad eyes, that they cannot cure his eyes by
themselves, but that if his eyes are to be cured, his head must be
treated; and then again they say that to think of curing the head
alone, and not the rest of the body also, is the height of folly. And
arguing in this way they apply their methods to the whole body,
and try to treat and heal the whole and the part together. Did you
ever observe that this is what they say?
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Yes, he said.
And they are right, and you would agree with them?
Yes, he said, certainly I should.
His approving answers reassured me, and I began by degrees to

regain confidence, and the vital heat returned. Such, Charmides, I
said, is the nature of the charm, which I learned when serving with
the army from one of the physicians of the Thracian king Zamolxis,
who are said to be so skilful that they can even give immortality.
This Thracian told me that in these notions of theirs, which I was
just now 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 not to attempt to cure the eyes without
the head, or the head without the body, so neither ought you to
attempt to cure the body without the soul; and this,’ he said, ‘is the
reason why the cure of many diseases is unknown to the 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 the eyes. And therefore if the head and body
are to be well, you must begin by curing the soul; that is the first
thing. And the cure, my dear youth, has to be effected by the use of
certain charms, and these charms are fair words; and by them tem-
perance is implanted in the soul, and where temperance is, there
health is speedily imparted, not only to the head, but to the whole
body. And he who taught me the cure and the charm at the same
time added a special direction: ‘Let no one,’ he said, ‘persuade you
to cure the head, until he has first given you his soul to be cured by
the charm. For this,’ he said, ‘is the great error of our day in the
treatment of the human body, that physicians separate the soul from
the body.’  And he added with emphasis, at the same time making
me swear to his words, ‘Let no one, however rich, or noble, or fair,
persuade you to give him the cure, without the charm.’  Now I have
sworn, and I must keep my oath, and therefore if you will allow me
to apply the Thracian charm first to your soul, as the stranger di-
rected, I will afterwards proceed to apply the cure to your head. But
if not, I do not know what I am to do with you, my dear Charmides.
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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 im-
prove 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 there is no one
present who could easily point out two Athenian houses, whose
union would be likely to produce a better or nobler scion than the
two from which you are sprung. There is your father’s house, which
is descended from Critias the son of Dropidas, whose family has
been commemorated in the panegyrical verses of Anacreon, Solon,
and many other poets, as famous for beauty and virtue and all other
high fortune: and your mother’s house is equally distinguished; for
your maternal uncle, Pyrilampes, is reputed never to have found his
equal, in Persia at the court of the great king, or on the continent of
Asia, in all the places to which he went as ambassador, for stature
and beauty; that whole family is not a whit inferior to the other.
Having such ancestors you ought to be first in all things, and, sweet
son of Glaucon, your outward form is no dishonour to any of them.
If to beauty you add temperance, and if in other respects you are
what Critias declares 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 need of any charms,
whether of Zamolxis or of Abaris the Hyperborean, and I may as
well let you have the cure of the head at once; but if you have not
yet acquired this quality, I must use the charm before I give you the
medicine. Please, therefore, to inform me whether you admit the
truth of what Critias has been saying;—have you or have you not
this quality of temperance?

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

I said to him: That is a natural reply, Charmides, and I think that
you and I ought together to enquire whether you have this quality
about which I am asking or not; and then you will not be com-
pelled to say what you do not like; neither shall I be a rash practitio-
ner 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.

I think, I said, that I had better begin by asking you a question;
for if temperance abides in you, you must have an opinion about
her; she must give some intimation of her nature and qualities, which
may enable you to form a notion 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 orderly and qui-
etly, such things for example as walking in the streets, and talking,
or anything else of that nature. In a word, he said, I should answer
that, in my opinion, temperance is quietness.

Are you right, Charmides? I said. No doubt some would affirm
that the quiet are the temperate; but let us see whether these words
have any meaning; and first tell me whether you would not ac-
knowledge temperance to be of the class of the noble and good?

Yes.
But which is best when you are at the writing-master’s, to write

the same letters quickly or quietly?
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Quickly.
And to read quickly or slowly?
Quickly again.
And in playing the lyre, or wrestling, quickness or sharpness are

far better than quietness and slowness?
Yes.
And the same holds in boxing and in the pancratium?
Certainly.
And in leaping and running and in bodily exercises generally,

quickness and agility are good; slowness, and inactivity, and quiet-
ness, are bad?

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

agility and quickness, is noblest and best?
Yes, certainly.
And is temperance a good?
Yes.
Then, in reference to the body, not quietness, but quickness 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 diffi-

culty in learning is learning quietly and slowly?
True.
And is it not better to teach another quickly and energetically,

rather than quietly and slowly?
Yes.
And which is better, to call to mind, and to remember, quickly

and readily, or quietly and slowly?
The former.
And is not shrewdness a quickness or cleverness of the soul, and

not a quietness?
True.
And is it not best to understand what is said, whether at the writ-

ing-master’s or the music-master’s, or anywhere else, not as quietly
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as possible, but as quickly as possible?
Yes.
And in the searchings or deliberations of the soul, not the quiet-

est, as I imagine, and he who with difficulty deliberates and discov-
ers, is thought worthy of praise, but he who does so most easily and
quickly?

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

are clearly better than slowness and quietness?
Clearly they are.
Then temperance is not quietness, nor is the temperate life quiet,—

certainly not upon this view; for the life which is temperate is sup-
posed to be the good. And of two things, one is true,—either never,
or very seldom, do the quiet actions in life appear to be better than
the quick and energetic ones; or supposing that of the nobler ac-
tions, there are as many quiet, as quick and vehement: still, even if
we grant this, temperance will not be acting quietly any more than
acting quickly and energetically, either in walking or talking or in
anything else; nor will the quiet life be more temperate than the
unquiet, seeing that temperance is admitted by us to be a good and
noble thing, and the quick have been shown to be as good as the
quiet.

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

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

After a moment’s pause, in which he made a real manly effort to
think, he said: My opinion is, Socrates, that temperance makes a
man ashamed or modest, and that temperance is the same as mod-
esty.

Very good, I said; and did you not admit, just now, that temper-
ance is noble?

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

good?
That is my opinion.
Well, I said; but surely you would agree with Homer when he

says,
‘Modesty is not good for a needy man’?
Yes, he said; I agree.
Then I suppose that modesty is and is not good?
Clearly.
But temperance, whose presence makes men only good, and not

bad, is always good?
That appears to me to be as you say.
And the inference is that temperance cannot be modesty—if tem-

perance 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 temperance, which
I just now remember to have heard from some one, who said, ‘That
temperance is doing our own business.’  Was he right who affirmed
that?

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

Some one else, then, said Critias; for certainly I have not.
But what matter, said Charmides, from whom I heard this?
No matter at all, I replied; for the point is not who said the words,

but whether they are true or not.
There you are in the right, Socrates, he replied.
To be sure, I said; yet I doubt whether we shall ever be able to

discover their truth or falsehood; for they are a kind of riddle.
What makes you think so? he said.
Because, I said, he who uttered them seems to me to have meant

one thing, and said another. Is the scribe, for example, to be re-
garded as doing nothing when he reads or writes?

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

read, your own names only, or did you write your enemies’ names as
well as your own and your friends’?
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As much one as the other.
And was there anything meddling or intemperate in this?
Certainly not.
And yet if reading and writing are the same as doing, you were

doing what was not your own business?
But they are the same as doing.
And the healing art, my friend, and building, and weaving, and

doing anything whatever which is done by art,—these all clearly
come under the head of doing?

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

which compelled every man to weave and wash his own coat, and
make his own shoes, and his own flask and strigil, and other imple-
ments, on this principle of every one doing and performing his own,
and abstaining from what is not his own?

I think not, he said.
But, I said, a temperate state will be a well-ordered state.
Of course, he replied.
Then temperance, I said, will not be doing one’s own business;

not at least in this way, or doing things of this sort?
Clearly not.
Then, as I was just now saying, he who declared that temperance

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

Nay, he replied, I certainly thought him a very wise man.
Then I am quite certain that he put forth his definition as a riddle,

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

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

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

who used this phrase did not understand what he was saying. Where-
upon he laughed slyly, and looked at Critias.

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

Do you imagine, Charmides, that the author of this definition of
temperance did not understand the meaning of his own words, be-
cause you do not understand them?

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

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

admit, as I was just now saying, that all craftsmen make or do some-
thing?

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

also?
They make or do that of others also.
And are they temperate, seeing that they make not for themselves

or their own business only?
Why not? he said.
No objection on my part, I said, but there may be a difficulty on

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

Nay (The English reader has to observe that the word ‘make’
(Greek), in Greek, has also the sense of ‘do’ (Greek).), said he; did I
ever acknowledge that those who do the business of others are tem-
perate? I said, those who make, not those who do.
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What! I asked; do you mean to say that doing and making are not
the same?

No more, he replied, than making or working are the same; thus
much I have learned from Hesiod, who says that ‘work is no dis-
grace.’  Now do you imagine that if he had meant by working and
doing such things as you were describing, he would have said that
there was no disgrace in them—for example, in the manufacture of
shoes, or in selling pickles, or sitting for hire in a house of ill-fame?
That, Socrates, is not to be supposed: but I conceive him to have
distinguished making from doing and work; and, while admitting
that the making anything might sometimes become a disgrace, when
the employment was not honourable, to have thought that work
was never any disgrace at all. For things nobly and usefully made he
called works; and such makings he called workings, and doings;
and he must be supposed to have called such things only man’s
proper business, and what is hurtful, not his business: and in that
sense Hesiod, and any other wise man, may be reasonably supposed
to call him wise who does his own work.

O Critias, I said, no sooner had you opened your mouth, than I
pretty well knew that you would call that which is proper to a man, and
that which is his own, good; and that the makings (Greek) of the good
you would call doings (Greek), for I am no stranger to the endless
distinctions which Prodicus draws about names. Now I have no objec-
tion to your giving names any signification which you please, if you will
only tell me what you mean by them. Please then to begin again, and be
a little plainer. Do you mean that this doing or making, or whatever is
the word which you would use, of good actions, is temperance?

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.
Well, he answered; I mean to say, that he who does evil, and not

good, is not temperate; and that he is temperate who does good,
and not evil: for temperance I define in plain words to be the doing
of good actions.
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And you may be very likely right in what you are saying; but I am
curious to know whether you imagine that temperate men are igno-
rant of their own temperance?

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

temperate in doing another’s work, as well as in doing their own?
I was, he replied; but what is your drift?
I have no particular drift, but I wish that you would tell me whether

a physician who cures a patient may do good to himself and good to
another also?

I think that he may.
And he who does so does his duty?
Yes.
And does not he who does his duty act temperately or wisely?
Yes, he acts wisely.
But must the physician necessarily know when his treatment is

likely to prove beneficial, and when not? or must the craftsman
necessarily know when he is likely to be benefited, and when not to
be benefited, by the work which he is doing?

I suppose not.
Then, I said, he may sometimes do good or harm, and not know

what he is himself doing, and yet, in doing good, as you say, he has
done temperately or wisely. Was not that your statement?

Yes.
Then, as would seem, in doing good, he may act wisely or tem-

perately, and be wise or temperate, but not know his own wisdom
or temperance?

But that, Socrates, he said, is impossible; and therefore if this is,
as you imply, the necessary consequence of any of my previous ad-
missions, I will withdraw them, rather than admit that a man can
be temperate or wise who does not know himself; and I am not
ashamed to confess that I was in error. For self-knowledge would
certainly be maintained by me to be the very essence of knowledge,
and in this I agree with him who dedicated the inscription, ‘Know
thyself!’ at Delphi. That word, if I am not mistaken, is put there as
a sort of salutation which the god addresses to those who enter the
temple; as much as to say that the ordinary salutation of ‘Hail!’ is
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not right, and that the exhortation ‘Be temperate!’ would be a far
better way of saluting one another. The notion of him who dedi-
cated 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, how-
ever, like a prophet he expresses in a sort of riddle, for ‘Know thy-
self!’ and ‘Be temperate!’ are the same, as I maintain, and as the
letters imply, and yet they may be easily misunderstood; and suc-
ceeding sages who added ‘Never too much,’ or, ‘Give a pledge, and
evil is nigh at hand,’ would appear to have so misunderstood them;
for they imagined that ‘Know thyself!’ was a piece of advice which
the god gave, and not his salutation of the worshippers at their first
coming in; and they dedicated their own inscription under the idea
that they too would give equally useful pieces of advice. Shall I tell
you, Socrates, why I say all this? My object is to leave the previous
discussion (in which I know not whether you or I are more right,
but, at any rate, no clear result was attained), and to raise a new one
in which I will attempt to prove, if you deny, that temperance is
self-knowledge.

Yes, I said, Critias; but you come to me as though I professed to
know about the questions which I ask, and as though I could, if I
only would, agree with you. Whereas the fact is that I enquire with
you into the truth of that which is advanced from time to time, just
because I do not know; and when I have enquired, I will say whether
I agree with you or not.  Please then to allow me time to reflect.

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

dom, if implying a knowledge of anything, must be a science, and a
science of something.

Yes, he said; the science of itself.
Is not medicine, I said, the science of health?
True.
And suppose, I said, that I were asked by you what is the use or

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

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

That is not the true way of pursuing the enquiry, Socrates, he
said; for wisdom is not like the other sciences, any more than they
are like one another: but you proceed as if they were alike. For tell
me, he said, what result is there of computation or geometry, in the
same sense as a house is the result of building, or a garment of weav-
ing, or any other work of any other art? Can you show me any such
result of them? You cannot.

That is true, I said; but still each of these sciences has a subject
which is different from the science. I can show you that the art of
computation has to do with odd and even numbers in their nu-
merical relations to themselves and to each other. Is not that true?

Yes, he said.
And the odd and even numbers are not the same with the art of

computation?
They are not.
The art of weighing, again, has to do with lighter and heavier; but

the art of weighing is one thing, and the heavy and the light an-
other. 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. You come

asking in what wisdom or temperance differs from the other sci-
ences, and then you try to discover some respect in which they are
alike; but they are not, for all the other sciences are of something
else, and not of themselves; wisdom alone is a science of other sci-
ences, and of itself. And of this, as I believe, you are very well aware:
and that you are only doing what you denied that you were doing
just now, trying to refute me, instead of pursuing the argument.

And what if I am? How can you think that I have any other mo-
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tive in refuting you but what I should have in examining into my-
self? which motive would be just a fear of my unconsciously fancy-
ing that I knew something of which I was ignorant. And at this
moment I pursue the argument chiefly for my own sake, and per-
haps 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 man-
kind?

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

swer to the question which I asked, never minding whether Critias
or Socrates is the person refuted; attend only to the argument, and
see what will come of the refutation.

I think that you are right, he replied; and I will do as you say.
Tell me, then, I said, what you mean to affirm about wisdom.
I mean to say that wisdom is the only science which is the science

of itself as well as of the other sciences.
But the science of science, I said, will also be the science of the

absence of science.
Very true, he said.
Then the wise or temperate man, and he only, will know himself,

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

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

ment 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 does not know; and
in the second place, whether, if perfectly possible, such knowledge
is of any use.

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

difficulty into which I have got myself. Shall I tell you the nature of
the difficulty?
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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?
In such cases as this: Suppose that there is a kind of vision which

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

Certainly not.
Or 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.
Or take all the senses: can you imagine that there is any sense of

itself and of other senses, but which is incapable of perceiving the
objects of the senses?

I think not.
Could there be any desire which is not the desire of any pleasure,

but of itself, and of all other desires?
Certainly not.
Or can you imagine a wish which wishes for no good, but only

for itself and all other wishes?
I should answer, No.
Or 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.
Or did you ever know of a fear which fears itself or other fears,

but has no object of fear?
I never did, he said.
Or of an opinion which is an opinion of itself and of other opin-

ions, and which has no opinion on the subjects of opinion in gen-
eral?
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Certainly not.
But surely we are assuming a science of this kind, which, having

no subject-matter, is a science of itself and of the other sciences?
Yes, that is what is affirmed.
But how strange is this, if it be indeed true: we must not however

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

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

something, and is of a nature to be a science of something?
Yes.
Just as that which is greater is of a nature to be greater than some-

thing else? (Socrates is intending to show that science differs from
the object of science, as any other relative differs from the ob-
ject 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, is hardly conceivable. The use of the genitive after the
comparative in Greek, creates an unavoidable obscurity in the trans-
lation.)

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

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

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

doubles, these will be halves; for the double is relative to the half?
That is true.
And that which is greater than itself will also be less, and that

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

have been recited the notion of a relation to self is altogether inad-
missible, and in other cases hardly credible—inadmissible, for ex-
ample, in the case of magnitudes, numbers, and the like?

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

tion, and the power of heat to burn, this relation to self will be
regarded as incredible by some, but perhaps not by others. And
some great man, my friend, is wanted, who will satisfactorily deter-
mine for us, whether there is nothing which has an inherent prop-
erty of relation to self, or some things only and not others; and
whether in this class of self-related things, if there be such a class,
that science which is called wisdom or temperance is included. I
altogether distrust my own power of determining these matters: I
am not certain whether there is such a science of science at all; and
even if there be, I should not acknowledge this to be wisdom or
temperance, until I can also see whether such a science would or
would not do us any good; for I have an impression that temper-
ance is a benefit and a good. And therefore, O son of Callaeschrus,
as you maintain that temperance or wisdom is a science of science,
and also of the absence of science, I will request you to show in the
first place, as I was saying before, the possibility, and in the second
place, the advantage, of such a science; and then perhaps you may
satisfy me that you are right in your view of temperance.

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

Yes, Socrates, he said; and that I think is certainly true: for he who
has this science or knowledge which knows itself will become like
the knowledge which he has, in the same way that he who has swift-
ness 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 self-knowing, will know himself.

I do not doubt, I said, that a man will know himself, when he
possesses that which has self-knowledge: but what necessity is there
that, having this, he should know what he knows and what he does
not know?

Because, Socrates, they are the same.
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 things
one is and the other is not science 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 knowledge of knowledge,

and has no further knowledge of health and justice, the probability
is that he will only know that he knows something, and has a cer-
tain knowledge, whether concerning himself or other men.

True.
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Then how will this knowledge or science teach him to know what
he knows? Say that he knows health;—not wisdom or temperance,
but the art of medicine has taught it to him;—and he has learned
harmony from the art of music, and building from the art of build-
ing,—neither, from wisdom 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, ever teach him that he knows health, or that he
knows building?

It is impossible.
Then he who is ignorant of these things will 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

whether a pretender knows or does not know that which he says
that he knows: he will only know that he has a knowledge of some
kind; but wisdom will not show him of what 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 pro-
fessor 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,

for this has been assumed to be the province of wisdom.
True.
And further, since medicine is science, we must infer that he does

not know anything of medicine.
Exactly.
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Then the wise man may indeed know that the physician has some
kind of science or knowledge; but when he wants to discover the
nature of this he will ask, What is the subject-matter? For the sev-
eral sciences are distinguished not by the mere fact that they are
sciences, but by the nature of their subjects. Is not that true?

Quite true.
And medicine is distinguished from other sciences as having the

subject-matter of health and disease?
Yes.
And he who would enquire into the nature of medicine must

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

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

cian in what relates to these?
He will.
He will consider whether what he says is true, and whether what

he does is right, in relation to health and disease?
He will.
But can any one attain the knowledge of either unless he have a

knowledge of medicine?
He cannot.
No one at all, it would seem, except the physician can have this

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

Very true.
Then, assuredly, wisdom or temperance, if only a science of sci-

ence, and of the absence of science or knowledge, will not be able to
distinguish the physician who knows from one who does not know
but pretends or thinks that he knows, or any other professor of
anything at all; like any other artist, he will only know his fellow in
art or wisdom, and no one else.

That is evident, he said.
But then what profit, Critias, I said, is there any longer in wisdom

or temperance which yet remains, if this is wisdom? If, indeed, as
we were supposing at first, the wise man had been able to distin-
guish what he knew and did not know, and that he knew the one
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and did not know the other, and to recognize a similar faculty of
discernment in others, there would certainly have been a great ad-
vantage in being wise; for then we should never have made a mis-
take, but have passed through life the unerring guides of ourselves
and of those who are under us; and we should not have attempted
to do what we did not know, but we should have found out those
who knew, and have handed the business over to them and trusted
in them; nor should we have allowed those who were under us to do
anything which they were not likely to do well; and they would be
likely to do well just that of which they had knowledge; and the
house or state which was ordered or administered under the guid-
ance of wisdom, and everything else of which wisdom was the lord,
would have been well ordered; for truth guiding, and error having
been eliminated, in all their doings, men would have done well, and
would have been happy. Was not this, Critias, what we spoke of as
the great advantage of wisdom—to know what is known and what
is unknown to us?

Very true, he said.
And now you perceive, I said, that no such science is to be found

anywhere.
I perceive, he said.
May we assume then, I said, that wisdom, viewed in this new

light merely as a knowledge of knowledge and ignorance, has this
advantage:—that he who possesses such knowledge will more easily
learn anything which he learns; and that everything will be clearer
to him, because, in addition to the knowledge of individuals, he
sees the science, and this also will better enable him to test the knowl-
edge which others have of what he knows himself; whereas the
enquirer who is without this knowledge may be supposed to have a
feebler and weaker insight? Are not these, my friend, the real advan-
tages which are to be gained 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, we have been en-

quiring 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
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further admit and allow, as was originally suggested, that wisdom is
the knowledge of what we know and do not know. Assuming all
this, still, upon further consideration, I am doubtful, Critias, whether
wisdom, such as this, would do us much good. For we were wrong,
I think, in supposing, as we were saying just now, that such wisdom
ordering the government of house or state would be a great benefit.

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

which mankind would obtain from their severally doing the things
which they knew, and committing the things of which they are ig-
norant to those who were better acquainted with them.

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

thinking as much just now when I said that strange consequences
would 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  this sort of thing does to us.

What do you mean? he said; I wish that you could make me un-
derstand 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 the

horn or the ivory gate, I cannot tell. The dream is this: Let us sup-
pose that wisdom is such as we are now defining, and that she has
absolute sway over us; then each action will be done according to
the arts or sciences, and no one professing to be a pilot when he is
not, or any physician or general, or any one else pretending to know
matters of which he is ignorant, will deceive or elude us; our health
will be improved; our safety at sea, and also in battle, will be as-
sured; our coats and shoes, and all other instruments and imple-
ments will be skilfully made, because the workmen will be good
and true. Aye, and if you please, you may suppose that prophecy,
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which is the knowledge of the future, will be under the control of
wisdom, and that she will deter deceivers and set up the true proph-
ets in their place as the revealers of the future. Now I quite agree
that mankind, thus provided, would live and act according to knowl-
edge, for wisdom would watch and prevent ignorance from intrud-
ing on us. But whether by acting according to knowledge we shall
act well and be happy, my dear Critias,—this is a point which we
have not yet been able to determine.

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

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

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

cording to knowledge is happy, for these live according to knowl-
edge, and yet they are not allowed by you to be happy; but I think
that you mean to confine happiness to particular individuals who
live according to knowledge, such 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, some one who knows the past and present as well as

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

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

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

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

past, present, or future thing? May I infer this to be the knowledge
of the game of draughts?
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Nonsense about the game of draughts.
Or of computation?
No.
Or of health?
That is nearer the truth, he said.
And that knowledge which is nearest of all, I said, is the knowl-

edge of what?
The knowledge with which he discerns good and evil.
Monster! I said; you have been carrying me round in a circle, and

all this time hiding from me the fact that the life according to knowl-
edge is not that which makes men act rightly and be happy, not
even if knowledge include all the sciences, but one science only, that
of good and evil. For, let me ask you, Critias, whether, if you take
away this, medicine will not equally give health, and shoemaking
equally produce shoes, and the art of the weaver clothes?—whether
the art of the pilot will not equally save our lives at sea, and the art
of the general in war?

Quite so.
And yet, my dear Critias, none of these things will be well or

beneficially done, if the science of the good be wanting.
True.
But that science is not wisdom or temperance, but a science of

human advantage; not a science of other sciences, or of ignorance,
but of good and evil: and if this be of use, then wisdom or temper-
ance will not be of use.

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

And will wisdom give health? I said; is not this rather 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 not long ago
asseverated that wisdom 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.
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The art of health is different.
Yes, different.
Nor does wisdom give advantage, my good friend; for that again

we have just now been attributing to another art.
Very true.
How then can wisdom be advantageous, when giving no advan-

tage?
That, Socrates, is certainly inconceivable.
You see then, Critias, that I was not far wrong in fearing that I

could have no sound notion about wisdom; 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. But now I have been utterly defeated, and
have failed to discover what that is to which the imposer of names
gave this name of temperance or wisdom. And yet many more ad-
missions were made by us than could be fairly granted; for we ad-
mitted that there was a science of science, although the argument
said No, and protested against us; and we admitted further, that
this science knew the works of the other sciences (although this too
was denied by the argument), because we wanted to show that the
wise man had knowledge of what he knew and did not know; also
we nobly disregarded, and never even considered, the 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 be more irrational. And
yet, after finding us so easy and good-natured, the enquiry is still
unable to discover the truth; but mocks us to a degree, and has gone
out of its way to prove the inutility of that which we admitted only
by a sort of supposition and fiction to be the true definition of
temperance or wisdom: which result, as far as I am concerned, is
not so much to be lamented, I said. But for your sake, Charmides, I
am very sorry—that you, having such beauty and such wisdom and
temperance of soul, should have no profit or good in life from your
wisdom and temperance. And still more am I grieved about the
charm which I learned with so much pain, and to so little profit,
from the Thracian, for the sake of a thing which is nothing worth. I
think indeed that there is a mistake, and that I must be a bad enquirer,
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for wisdom or temperance I believe to be really a great good; and
happy are you, Charmides, if you certainly possess it. Wherefore
examine yourself, and see whether you have this gift and can do
without the charm; for if you can, I would rather advise you to
regard me simply as a fool who is never able to reason out anything;
and to rest assured that the more wise and temperate you are, the
happier you will be.

Charmides said: I am sure that I do not know, Socrates, whether
I have or have not this gift of wisdom and temperance; for how can
I know whether I have a thing, of which even you and Critias are, as
you say, unable to discover the nature?—(not that I believe you.)
And further, I am sure, Socrates, that I do need the charm, and as
far as I am concerned, I shall be willing to be charmed by you daily,
until you say that I have had enough.

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

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

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?
We are not conspiring, said Charmides, we have conspired al-

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

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

fore you had better consider well.
But the time for consideration has passed, I said, when violence is

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

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

The End
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INTRINTRINTRINTRINTRODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTIONODUCTION

LYSIMACHUS, the son of Aristides the Just, and Melesias, the son of the
elder Thucydides, two aged men who live together, are desirous of
educating their sons in the best manner. Their own education, as
often happens with the sons of great men, has been neglected; and
they are resolved that their children shall have more care taken of
them, than they received themselves at the hands of their fathers.

At their request, Nicias and Laches have accompanied them to
see a man named Stesilaus fighting in heavy armour. The two fa-
thers ask the two generals what they think of this exhibition, and
whether they would advise that their sons should acquire the ac-
complishment. Nicias and Laches are quite willing to give their
opinion; but they suggest that Socrates should be invited to take
part in the consultation. He is a stranger to Lysimachus, but is after-
wards recognised 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
(compare Symp.).

Socrates, as he is younger than either Nicias or Laches, prefers to
wait until they have delivered their opinions, which they give in a
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characteristic manner. Nicias, the tactician, is very much in favour
of the new art, which he describes as the gymnastics of war—useful
when the ranks are formed, and still more useful when they are
broken; creating a general interest in military studies, and greatly
adding to the appearance of the soldier in the field. Laches, the
blunt warrior, is of opinion that such an art is not knowledge, and
cannot be of any value, because the Lacedaemonians, those great
masters of arms, neglect it. His own experience in actual service has
taught him that these pretenders are useless and ridiculous. This
man Stesilaus has been seen by him on board ship making a very
sorry exhibition of himself. The possession of the art will make the
coward rash, and subject the courageous, if he chance to make a
slip, to invidious remarks. And now let Socrates be taken into coun-
sel. As they differ he must decide.

Socrates would rather not decide the question by a plurality of
votes:  in such a serious matter as the education of a friend’s chil-
dren, 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 instructing him,
and has never had the wit to do or discover anything. But Nicias
and Laches are older and richer than he is: 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 argument into the hands
of the younger part of the company, as he is old, and has a bad
memory. He earnestly requests Socrates to remain;—in this show-
ing, as Nicias says, how little he knows the man, who will certainly
not go away until he has cross-examined the company about their
past lives. Nicias has often submitted to this process; and Laches is
quite willing to learn from Socrates, because his actions, in the true
Dorian mode, correspond to his words.

Socrates proceeds: We might ask who are our teachers? But a bet-
ter and more thorough way of examining the question will be to
ask, ‘What is Virtue?’—or rather, to restrict the enquiry to that part
of virtue which is concerned with the use of weapons—’What is
Courage?’  Laches thinks that he knows this:  (1) ‘He is courageous
who remains at his post.’  But some nations fight flying, after the
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manner of Aeneas in Homer; or as the heavy-armed Spartans also
did at the battle of Plataea. (2) Socrates wants a more general defini-
tion, not only of military courage, but of courage of all sorts, tried
both amid pleasures and pains. Laches replies that this universal
courage is endurance. But courage is a good thing, and mere endur-
ance may be hurtful and injurious. Therefore (3) the element of
intelligence must be added. But then again unintelligent endurance
may often be more courageous than the intelligent, the bad than
the good. How is this contradiction to be solved? Socrates and Laches
are not set ‘to the Dorian mode’ of words and actions; for their
words are all confusion, although their actions are courageous. Still
they must ‘endure’ in an
argument about endurance. Laches is very willing, and is quite sure
that he knows what courage is, if he could only tell.

Nicias is now appealed to; and in reply he offers a definition which
he has heard from Socrates himself, to the effect that (1) ‘Courage is
intelligence.’  Laches derides this; and Socrates enquires, ‘What sort
of intelligence?’ to which Nicias replies, ‘Intelligence of things ter-
rible.’ ‘But every man knows the things to be dreaded in his own
art.’  ‘No they do not. They may predict results, but cannot tell
whether they are really terrible; only the courageous man can tell
that.’ Laches draws 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 the
danger. Against this
inversion of the ordinary use of language Laches reclaims, but is in
some degree mollified by a compliment to his own courage. Still, he
does not like to see an Athenian statesman and general descending
to sophistries of this sort. Socrates resumes the argument. Courage
has been defined to be intelligence or knowledge of the terrible; and
courage is not all virtue, but only one of the virtues. The terrible is
in the future, and therefore the knowledge of the terrible is a knowl-
edge of the future. But there can be no knowledge of future good or
evil separated from a knowledge of the good and evil of the past or
present; that is to say, of all good and evil. Courage, therefore, is the
knowledge of good and evil generally. But he who has the knowl-
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edge of good and evil generally, must not only have courage, but
also temperance, justice, and every other virtue. Thus, a single vir-
tue would be the same as all virtues (compare Protagoras). And after
all the two generals, and Socrates, the hero of Delium, are still in
ignorance of the nature of courage. They must go to school again,
boys, old men and all.

Some points of resemblance, and some points of difference, ap-
pear in the Laches when compared with the Charmides and Lysis.
There is less of poetical and simple beauty, and more of dramatic
interest and power. They are richer in the externals of the scene; the
Laches has more play and development of character. In the Lysis
and Charmides the youths are the central figures, and frequent allu-
sions 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 seance is of old and elder
men, of whom Socrates is the youngest.

First is the aged Lysimachus, who may be compared with Cephalus
in the Republic, and, like him, withdraws from the argument.
Melesias, who is only his shadow, also subsides into silence. Both of
them, by their own confession, have been ill-educated, as is further
shown by the circumstance that Lysimachus, the friend of
Sophroniscus, has never heard of the fame of Socrates, his son; they
belong to different circles. In the Meno their want of education in
all but the arts of riding and wrestling is adduced as a proof that
virtue cannot be taught. The recognition of Socrates by Lysimachus
is extremely graceful; and his military exploits naturally
connect him with the two generals, of whom one has witnessed
them. The characters of Nicias and Laches are indicated by their
opinions on the exhibition of the man fighting in heavy armour.
The more enlightened Nicias is quite ready to accept the new art,
which Laches treats with ridicule, seeming to think that this, or any
other military question, may be settled by asking, ‘What do the
Lacedaemonians say?’  The one is the thoughtful general, willing to
avail himself of any discovery in the art of war (Aristoph. Aves); the
other is the practical man, who relies on his own experience, and is
the enemy of innovation; he can act but cannot speak, and is apt to
lose his temper. It is to be noted that one of them is supposed to be
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a hearer of Socrates; the other is only acquainted with his actions.
Laches is the admirer of the Dorian mode; and into his mouth the
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 dis-
posed to be angry with the refinements of Nicias.

In the discussion of the main thesis of the Dialogue—’What is
Courage?’ the antagonism of the two characters is still more clearly
brought out; and
in this, as in the preliminary question, the truth is parted between
them. Gradually, and not without difficulty, Laches is made to pass
on from the more popular to the more philosophical; it has never
occurred to him that there was any other courage than that of the
soldier; and only by an effort of 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 knowl-
edge. This is explained to mean knowledge of things terrible in the
future. But Socrates denies that the knowledge of the future is sepa-
rable from that of the past and present; in other words, true knowl-
edge is not that of the soothsayer but of the philosopher. And all
knowledge will thus be equivalent to all virtue—a position which
elsewhere Socrates is not unwilling to admit, but which will not
assist us in distinguishing the nature of courage. In this part of the
Dialogue the contrast between the mode of cross-examination which
is practised by Laches and by Socrates, and also the manner in which
the definition of Laches is made to approximate to that of Nicias,
are worthy of attention.

Thus, with some intimation of the connexion and unity of virtue
and knowledge, we arrive at no distinct result. The two aspects of
courage are never harmonized. The knowledge which in the
Protagoras is explained as the faculty of estimating pleasures and
pains is here lost in an unmeaning and transcendental conception.
Yet several true intimations of the nature of courage are allowed to
appear:  (1) That courage is moral as well as physical:  (2) That true
courage is inseparable from knowledge, and yet (3) is based on a
natural instinct. Laches exhibits one aspect of courage; Nicias the
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other. The perfect image and harmony of both is only realized in
Socrates himself.

The Dialogue offers 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,
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.
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Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE:

Lysimachus, son of Aristides.
Melesias, son of Thucydides.
Their sons.
Nicias, Laches, Socrates.

LYSIMACHUS:  You have seen the exhibition of the man fighting
in armour, Nicias and Laches, but we did not tell you at the time
the reason why my friend Melesias and I asked you to go with us
and see him. I think that we may as well confess what this was, for
we certainly ought not to have any reserve with you. The reason
was, that we were intending to ask your advice. Some laugh at the
very notion of advising others, and when they are asked will not say
what they think. They guess at the wishes of the person who asks
them, and answer according to his, and not according to their own,
opinion. But as we know that you are good judges, and will say
exactly what you think, we have taken you into our counsels. The
matter about which I am making all this preface is as follows:
Melesias and I have two sons; that is his son, and he is named
Thucydides, after his grandfather; 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
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longer children, but to begin at once and do the utmost that we can
for them. And knowing you to have sons of your own, we thought
that you were most likely to have attended to their training and
improvement, and, if perchance you have not attended to them, we
may remind you that you ought to have done so, and would invite
you to assist us in the fulfilment of a common duty. I will tell you,
Nicias and Laches, even at the risk of being tedious, how we came
to think of this. Melesias and I live together, and our sons live with
us; and now, as I was saying at first, we are going to confess to you.
Both of us often talk to the lads about the many noble deeds which
our own fathers did in war and peace—in the management of the
allies, and in the 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 letting us be spoiled in the days of our youth, while they
were occupied with the concerns of others; and we urge all this
upon the lads, pointing out to them that they will not grow up to
honour if they are rebellious and take no pains about themselves;
but that if they take pains they may, perhaps, become worthy of the
names which they bear. They, on their part, promise to comply with
our wishes; and our care is to discover what studies or pursuits are
likely to be most improving to them. Some one commended to us
the art of fighting in armour, which he thought an excellent accom-
plishment for a young man to learn; and he praised the man whose
exhibition you have seen, and told us to go and see him. And we
determined that we would go, and get you to accompany us; and
we were intending at the same time, if you did not object, to take
counsel with you about the education of our sons. That is the mat-
ter which we wanted to talk over with you; and we hope that you
will give us your opinion about this art of fighting in armour, and
about any other studies or pursuits which may or may not be desir-
able for a young man to learn. Please to say whether you agree to
our proposal.

NICIAS:  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.
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LACHES:  Certainly, Nicias; and I quite approve of the remark
which Lysimachus made about his own father and the father of
Melesias, and which is applicable, not only to them, but to us, and
to every one who is occupied with public affairs. As he says, such
persons are too apt to be negligent and careless of their own chil-
dren and their private concerns. There is much truth in that remark
of yours, Lysimachus. But why, instead of consulting us, do you not
consult our friend Socrates about the education of the youths? He is
of the same deme with you, and is always passing his time in places
where the youth have any noble study or pursuit, such as you are
enquiring after.

LYSIMACHUS:  Why, Laches, has Socrates ever attended to mat-
ters of this sort?

LACHES:  Certainly, Lysimachus.

NICIAS:  That I have the means of knowing as well as Laches; for
quite lately he supplied me with a teacher of music for my sons,—
Damon, the disciple of Agathocles, who is a most accomplished
man in every way, as well as a musician, and a companion of inesti-
mable value for young men at their age.

LYSIMACHUS:  Those who have reached my time of life, Socrates
and Nicias and Laches, fall out of acquaintance with the young,
because they are generally detained at home by old age; but you, O
son of Sophroniscus, should let your fellow demesman have the
benefit of any advice which you are able to give. Moreover I have a
claim upon you as an old friend of your father; for I and he were
always companions and friends, and to the hour of his death there
never was a difference between us; and now it comes back to me, at
the mention of your name, that I have heard these lads talking to
one another at home, and often speaking of Socrates in terms of the
highest praise; but I have never thought to ask them whether the
son of Sophroniscus was the person whom they meant. Tell me, my
boys, whether this is the Socrates of whom you have often spoken?
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SON:  Certainly, father, this is he.

LYSIMACHUS:  I am delighted to hear, Socrates, that you main-
tain the name of your father, who was a most excellent man; and I
further rejoice at the prospect of our family ties being renewed.

LACHES:  Indeed, Lysimachus, you ought not to give him up; for
I can assure you that I have seen him maintaining, not only his
father’s, but also his country’s name. He was my companion in the
retreat from Delium, and I can tell you that if others had only been
like him, the honour of our country would have been upheld, and
the great defeat would never have occurred.

LYSIMACHUS:  That is very high praise which is accorded to you,
Socrates, by faithful witnesses and for actions like those which they
praise. Let me tell you the pleasure which I feel in hearing of your
fame; and I hope that you will regard me as one of your warmest
friends. You ought to have visited us long ago, and made yourself at
home with us; but now, from this day forward, as we have at last
found one another out, do as I say—come and make acquaintance
with me, and with these young men, that I may continue your friend,
as I was your father’s. I shall expect you to do so, and shall venture
at some future time to remind you of your duty. But what say you
of the matter of which we were beginning to speak—the art of fight-
ing in armour? Is that a practice in which the lads may be advanta-
geously instructed?

SOCRATES:  I will endeavour to advise you, Lysimachus, as far as
I can in this matter, and also in every way will comply with your
wishes; but as I am younger and not so experienced, I think that I
ought certainly to hear first what my elders have to say, and to learn
of them, and if I have anything to add, then I may venture to give
my opinion to them as well as to you. Suppose, Nicias, that one or
other of you begin.

NICIAS:  I have no objection, Socrates; and my opinion is that the
acquirement of this art is in many ways useful to young men. It is
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an advantage to them that among the favourite amusements of their
leisure hours they should have one which tends to improve and not
to injure their bodily health. No gymnastics could be better or harder
exercise; and this, and the art of riding, are of all arts most befitting
to a freeman; for they only who are thus trained in the use of arms
are the athletes of our military profession, trained in that on which
the conflict turns. Moreover in actual battle, when you have to fight
in a line with a number of others, such an acquirement will be of
some use, and will be of the greatest whenever the ranks are broken
and you have to fight singly, either in pursuit, when you are attack-
ing some one who is defending himself, or in flight, when you have
to defend yourself against an assailant. Certainly he who possessed
the art could not meet with any harm at the hands of a single per-
son, or perhaps of several; and in any case he would have a great
advantage. Further, this sort of skill inclines a man to the love of
other noble lessons; for every man who has learned how to fight in
armour will desire to learn the proper arrangement of an army, which
is the sequel of the lesson:  and when he has learned this, and his
ambition is once fired, he will go on to learn the complete art of the
general. There is no difficulty in seeing that the knowledge and
practice of other military arts will be honourable and valuable 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-pos-
sessed in the field. And I will not disdain to mention, what by some
may be thought to be a small matter;—he will make a better ap-
pearance at the right time; that is to say, at the time when his ap-
pearance will strike terror into his enemies. My opinion then,
Lysimachus, is, as I say, that the youths should be instructed in this
art, and for the reasons which I have given. But Laches may take a
different view; and I shall be very glad to hear what he has to say.

LACHES:  I should not like to maintain, Nicias, that any kind of
knowledge is not to be learned; for all knowledge appears to be a
good:  and if, as Nicias and as the teachers of the art affirm, this
use of arms is really a species of knowledge, then it ought to be
learned; but if not, and if those who profess to teach it are deceiv-
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ers only; or if it be knowledge, but not of a valuable sort, then
what is the use of learning it? I say this, because I think that if it
had been really valuable, the Lacedaemonians, whose whole life is
passed in finding 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
would certainly not have failed to discover that of all the Hellenes
the Lacedaemonians have the greatest interest in 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 ourselves; which is the reason why
he who fancies that he can write a tragedy does not go about itin-
erating in the neighbouring states, but rushes hither straight, and
exhibits at Athens; and this is natural. Whereas I perceive that
these fighters in armour regard Lacedaemon as a sacred inviolable
territory, which they do not touch with the point of their foot;
but they make a circuit of the neighbouring states, and would
rather exhibit to any others than to the Spartans; and particularly
to those who would themselves acknowledge that they are by no
means firstrate in the arts of war. Further, Lysimachus, I have en-
countered a good many of these gentlemen in actual service, and
have taken their measure, which I can give you at once; for none
of these masters of fence have ever been distinguished in war,—
there has been a sort of fatality about them; while in all other arts
the men of note have been always those who have practised the
art, they appear to be a most unfortunate exception. For example,
this very Stesilaus, whom you and I have just witnessed exhibiting
in all that crowd and making such great professions of his powers,
I have seen at another time making, in sober truth, an involuntary
exhibition of himself, which was a far better spectacle. He was a
marine on board a ship which struck a transport vessel, and was
armed with a weapon, half spear, half scythe; the singularity of
this weapon was worthy of the singularity of the man. To make a
long story short, I will only tell you what happened to this notable
invention of the scythe spear. He was 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. The two ships were
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passing one another. He 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
retained only the end of the handle. The people in the transport
clapped their hands, and laughed at his ridiculous figure; and when
some one threw a stone, which fell on the deck at his feet, and he
quitted his hold of the scythe-spear, the crew of his own trireme
also burst out laughing; they could not refrain when they beheld
the weapon waving in the air, suspended from the transport. Now
I do not deny that there may be something in such an art, as Nicias
asserts, but I tell you my experience; and, as I said at first, whether
this be an art of which the advantage is so slight, or not an art at
all, but only an imposition, in either case such an acquirement is
not worth having. For my opinion is, that if the professor of this
art be a coward, he will be likely to become rash, and his character
will be only more notorious; or if he be brave, and fail ever so
little, other men will be on the watch, and he will be greatly tra-
duced; for there is a jealousy of such pretenders; and unless a man
be pre-eminent in valour, he cannot help being ridiculous, if he
says that he has this sort of skill. Such is my judgment, Lysimachus,
of the desirableness of this art; but, as I said at first, ask Socrates,
and do not let him go until he has given you his opinion of the
matter.

LYSIMACHUS:  I am going to ask this favour of you, Socrates; as is
the more necessary because the two councillors disagree, and some
one is in a manner still needed who will decide between them. Had
they agreed, no arbiter would have been required. But as Laches has
voted one way and Nicias another, I should like to hear with which
of our two friends you agree.

SOCRATES:  What, Lysimachus, are you going to accept the opin-
ion of the majority?

LYSIMACHUS:  Why, yes, Socrates; what else am I to do?

SOCRATES:  And would you do so too, Melesias? If you were de-
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liberating about the gymnastic training of your son, would you fol-
low the advice of the majority of us, or the opinion of the one who
had been trained and exercised under a skilful master?

MELESIAS:  The latter, Socrates; as would surely be reasonable.

SOCRATES:  His one vote would be worth more than the vote of
all us four?

MELESIAS:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  And for this reason, as I imagine,—because a good
decision is based on knowledge and not on numbers?

MELESIAS:  To be sure.

SOCRATES:  Must we not then first of all ask, whether there is any
one of us who has knowledge of that about which we are deliberat-
ing? 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 further counsel. Is this a
slight matter about which you and Lysimachus are deliberating? Are
you not risking the greatest of your possessions? For children are
your riches; and upon their turning out well or ill depends the whole
order of their father’s house.

MELESIAS:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  Great care, then, is required in this matter?

MELESIAS:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  Suppose, as I was just now saying, that we were con-
sidering, or wanting to consider, who was the best trainer. Should
we not select him who knew and had practised the art, and had the
best teachers?

MELESIAS:  I think that we should.
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SOCRATES:  But would there not arise a prior question about the
nature of the art of which we want to find the masters?

MELESIAS:  I do not understand.

SOCRATES:  Let me try to make my meaning plainer then. I do
not think that we have as yet decided what that is about which we
are consulting, when we ask which of us is or is not skilled in the
art, and has or has not had a teacher of the art.

NICIAS:  Why, Socrates, is not the question whether young men
ought or ought not to learn the art of fighting in armour?

SOCRATES:  Yes, Nicias; but there is also a prior question, which I
may illustrate in this way:  When a person considers about applying
a medicine to the eyes, would you say that he is consulting about
the medicine or about the eyes?

NICIAS:  About the eyes.

SOCRATES:  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?

NICIAS:  True.

SOCRATES:  And in a word, when he considers anything for the
sake of another thing, he thinks of the end and not of the means?

NICIAS:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  And when you call in an adviser, you should see
whether he too is skilful in the accomplishment of the end which
you have in view?

NICIAS:  Most true.
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SOCRATES:  And at present we have in view some knowledge, of
which the end is the soul of youth?

NICIAS:  Yes.

SOCRATES:  And we are enquiring, Which of us is skilful or suc-
cessful in the treatment of the soul, and which of us has had good
teachers?

LACHES:  Well but, Socrates; did you never observe that some
persons, who have had no teachers, are more skilful than those who
have, in some things?

SOCRATES:  Yes, Laches, I have observed that; but you would not
be very willing to trust them if they only professed to be masters of
their art, unless they could show some proof of their skill or excel-
lence in one or more works.

LACHES:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  And therefore, Laches and Nicias, as Lysimachus and
Melesias, in their anxiety to improve the minds of their sons, have
asked our advice about them, we too should tell them who our teach-
ers were, if we say that we have had any, and prove them to be in the
first place men of merit and experienced trainers of the minds of
youth and also to have been really our teachers. Or if any of us says
that he has no teacher, but that he has works of his own to show;
then he should point out to them what Athenians or strangers, bond
or free, he is generally acknowledged to have improved. But if he
can show neither teachers nor works, then he should tell them to
look out for others; and not run the risk of spoiling the children of
friends, and thereby incurring the most formidable accusation which
can be brought against any one by those nearest to him. As for
myself, Lysimachus and Melesias, I am the first to confess that I
have never had a teacher of the art of virtue; although I have always
from my earliest youth desired to have one. But I am too poor to
give money to the Sophists, who are the only professors of moral
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improvement; and to this day I have never been able to discover the
art myself, though I should not be surprised if Nicias or Laches may
have discovered or learned it; for they are far wealthier than I am,
and may therefore have learnt of others. And they are older too; so
that they have had more time to make the discovery. And I really
believe that they are able to educate a man; for unless they had been
confident in their own knowledge, they would never have spoken
thus decidedly of the pursuits which are advantageous or hurtful to
a young man. I repose confidence in both of them; but I am sur-
prised to find that they differ from one another. And therefore,
Lysimachus, as Laches suggested that you should detain me, and
not let me go until I answered, I in turn earnestly beseech and ad-
vise you to detain Laches and Nicias, and question them. I would
have you say to them:  Socrates avers that he has no knowledge of
the matter—he is unable to decide which of you speaks truly; nei-
ther discoverer nor student is he of anything of the kind. But you,
Laches and Nicias, should each of you tell us who is the most skilful
educator whom you have ever known; and whether you invented
the art yourselves, or learned of another; and if you learned, who
were your respective teachers, and who were their brothers in the
art; 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 make
interest with them, or both, in the hope that they may be induced
to take charge of our children and of yours; and then they will not
grow up inferior, and disgrace their ancestors. But if you are your-
selves original discoverers in that 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, ‘break the large
vessel in learning to make pots.’  Tell us then, what qualities you
claim or do not claim. Make them tell you that, Lysimachus, and
do not let them off.

LYSIMACHUS:  I very much approve of the words of Socrates, my
friends; but you, Nicias and Laches, must determine whether you
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will be questioned, and give an explanation about matters of this
sort. Assuredly, I and Melesias would be greatly pleased to hear you
answer the questions which Socrates asks, if you will:  for I began by
saying that we took you into our counsels because we thought that
you would have attended to the subject, especially as you have chil-
dren who, like our own, are nearly of an age to be educated. Well,
then, if you have no objection, suppose that you take Socrates into
partnership; and do you and he ask and answer one another’s ques-
tions:  for, as he has well said, we are deliberating about the most
important of our concerns. I hope that you will see fit to comply
with our request.

NICIAS:  I see very clearly, Lysimachus, that you have only known
Socrates’ father, and have no acquaintance with Socrates himself:  at
least, you can only have known him when he was a child, and may
have met him among his 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.

LYSIMACHUS:  Why do you say that, Nicias?

NICIAS:  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 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 to his ways; and I know that he will certainly do as
I say, and also that I myself shall be the sufferer; for I am fond of his
conversation, Lysimachus. And I think that there is no harm in
being reminded of any wrong thing which we 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
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was, the argument would soon pass from our sons to ourselves; and
therefore, I say that for my part, I am quite willing to discourse with
Socrates in his own manner; but you had better ask our friend Laches
what his feeling may be.

LACHES:  I have but one feeling, Nicias, or (shall I say?) two feel-
ings, about discussions. Some would think that I am a lover, and to
others I may seem to be a hater of discourse; for when I hear a man
discoursing of virtue, or of any sort of wisdom, who is a true man
and worthy of his theme, I am delighted beyond measure:  and I
compare the man and his words, and note the harmony and corre-
spondence of them. And such an one I deem to be the true musi-
cian, attuned to a fairer harmony than that of the lyre, or any pleas-
ant instrument of music; for truly he has in his own life a harmony
of words and deeds arranged, not in the Ionian, or in the Phrygian
mode, nor yet in the Lydian, but in the true Hellenic mode, which
is the Dorian, and no other. Such an one makes me merry with the
sound of his voice; and when I hear him I am thought to be a lover
of discourse; so eager am I in drinking in his words. But a man
whose actions do not agree with his words is an annoyance to me;
and the better he speaks the more I hate him, and then I seem to be
a hater of discourse. As to Socrates, I have no knowledge of his
words, but of old, as would seem, I have had experience of his deeds;
and his deeds show that free and noble sentiments are natural to
him. And if his words accord, then I am of one mind with him, and
shall be delighted to be interrogated by a man such as he is, and
shall not be annoyed at having to learn of him:  for I too agree with
Solon, ‘that I would fain grow old, learning many things.’  But I
must be allowed to add ‘of the good only.’  Socrates must be willing
to allow that he is a good teacher, or I shall be a dull and unconge-
nial pupil:  but that the teacher is younger, or not as yet in repute—
anything of that sort is of no account with me. And therefore,
Socrates, I give you notice that you may teach and confute me as
much as ever you like, and also learn of me anything which I know.
So high is the opinion which I have entertained of you ever since
the day on which you were my companion in danger, and gave a
proof of your valour such as only the man of merit can give. There-
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fore, say whatever you like, and do not mind about the difference of
our ages.

SOCRATES:  I cannot say that either of you show any reluctance
to take counsel and advise with me.

LYSIMACHUS:  But this is our proper business; 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 know, for the
sake of the youths, and talk and consult with them:  for I am old,
and my memory is bad; and I do not remember the questions which
I am going to ask, or the answers to them; and if there is any inter-
ruption I am quite lost. I will therefore beg of you to carry on the
proposed discussion by your selves; and I will listen, and Melesias
and I will act upon your conclusions.

SOCRATES:  Let us, Nicias and Laches, comply with the request
of Lysimachus and Melesias. There will be no harm in asking our-
selves the question which was first proposed to us: ‘Who have been
our own instructors in this sort of training, and whom have we
made better?’  But the other mode of carrying on the enquiry will
bring us equally to the same point, and will be more like proceeding
from first principles. For if we knew that the addition of something
would improve some other thing, and were able to make the addi-
tion, then, clearly, we must know how that about which we are
advising may be best and most easily attained. Perhaps you do not
understand what I mean. Then let me make my meaning plainer in
this way. Suppose we knew that the addition of sight makes better
the eyes which possess this gift, and also were able to impart sight to
the eyes, then, clearly, we should know the nature of sight, and
should be able to advise how this gift of sight may be best and most
easily attained; but if we knew neither what sight is, nor what hear-
ing 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.

LACHES:  That is true, Socrates.
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SOCRATES:  And are not our two friends, Laches, at this very
moment inviting us to consider in what way the gift of virtue may
be imparted to their sons for the improvement of their minds?

LACHES:  Very true.

SOCRATES:  Then must we not first know the nature of virtue?
For how can we advise any one about the best mode of attaining
something of which we
are wholly ignorant?

LACHES:  I do not think that we can, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  Then, Laches, we may presume that we know the
nature of virtue?

LACHES:  Yes.

SOCRATES:  And that which we know we must surely be able to
tell?

LACHES:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  I would not have us begin, my friend, with enquiring
about the whole of virtue; for that may be more than we can accom-
plish; let us first consider whether we have a sufficient knowledge of
a part; the enquiry will thus probably be made easier to us.

LACHES:  Let us do as you say, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  Then which of the parts of virtue shall we select?
Must we not select that to which the art of fighting in armour is
supposed to conduce? And is not that generally thought to be cour-
age?

LACHES:  Yes, certainly.
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SOCRATES:  Then, Laches, suppose that we first set about deter-
mining the nature of courage, and in the second place proceed to
enquire how the young men may attain this quality by the help of
studies and pursuits. Tell me, if you can, what is courage.

LACHES:  Indeed, Socrates, I see no difficulty in answering; he is a
man of courage who does not run away, but remains at his post and
fights against the enemy; there can be no mistake about that.

SOCRATES:  Very good, Laches; and yet I fear that I did not ex-
press myself clearly; and therefore you have answered not the ques-
tion which I intended to ask, but another.

LACHES:  What do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES:  I will endeavour to explain; you would call a man
courageous who remains at his post, and fights with the enemy?

LACHES:  Certainly I should.

SOCRATES:  And so should I; but what would you say of another
man, who fights flying, instead of remaining?

LACHES:  How flying?

SOCRATES:  Why, as the Scythians are said to fight, flying as well
as pursuing; and as Homer says in praise of the horses of Aeneas,
that they knew ‘how to pursue, and fly quickly hither and thither’;
and he passes an encomium on Aeneas himself, as having a knowl-
edge of fear or flight, and calls him ‘an author of fear or flight.’

LACHES:  Yes, Socrates, and there Homer is right:  for he was
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.

SOCRATES:  And yet, Laches, you must except the Lacedaemonians
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at Plataea, who, when they came upon the light shields of the Per-
sians, are said not to have been willing to stand and fight, and to
have fled; but when the ranks of the Persians were broken, they
turned upon them like cavalry, and won the battle of Plataea.

LACHES:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  That was my meaning when I said that I was to blame
in having put my question badly, and that this was the reason of
your answering badly. For I meant to ask you not only about the
courage of heavy-armed soldiers, but about the courage of cavalry
and every other style of soldier; and not only who are courageous in
war, but who are courageous in perils by sea, and who in disease, or
in poverty, or again in politics, are courageous; and not only who
are courageous against pain or fear, but mighty to contend against
desires and pleasures, either fixed in their rank or turning upon their
enemy. There is this sort of courage—is there not, Laches?

LACHES:  Certainly, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  And all these are courageous, but some have courage
in pleasures, and some in pains:  some in desires, and some in fears,
and some are cowards under the same conditions, as I should imag-
ine.

LACHES:  Very true.

SOCRATES:  Now I was asking about courage and cowardice in
general. And I will begin with courage, and once more ask, What is
that common quality, which is the same in all these cases, and which
is called courage? Do you now understand what I mean?

LACHES:  Not over well.

SOCRATES:  I mean this:  As I might ask what is that quality
which is called quickness, and which is found in running, in play-
ing the lyre, in speaking, in learning, and in many other similar
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actions, or rather which we possess in nearly every action that is
worth mentioning of arms, legs, mouth, voice, mind;—would you
not apply the term quickness to all of them?

LACHES:  Quite true.

SOCRATES:  And suppose I were to be asked by some one:  What
is that common quality, Socrates, which, in all these uses of the
word, you call quickness? I should say the quality which accom-
plishes much in a little time—whether in running, speaking, or in
any other sort of action.

LACHES:  You would be quite correct.

SOCRATES:  And now, Laches, do you try and tell me in like man-
ner, What is that common quality which is called courage, and which
includes all the various uses of the term when applied both to plea-
sure and pain, and in all the cases to which I was just now referring?

LACHES:  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.

SOCRATES:  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.

LACHES:  Most noble, certainly.

SOCRATES:  And you would say that a wise endurance is also
good and noble?

LACHES:  Very noble.

SOCRATES:  But what would you say of a foolish endurance? Is
not that, on the other hand, to be regarded as evil and hurtful?
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LACHES:  True.

SOCRATES:  And is anything noble which is evil and hurtful?

LACHES:  I ought not to say that, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  Then you would not admit that sort of endurance to
be courage—for it is not noble, but courage is noble?

LACHES:  You are right.

SOCRATES:  Then, according to you, only the wise endurance is
courage?

LACHES:  True.

SOCRATES:  But as to the epithet ‘wise,’—wise in what? In all
things small as well as great? For example, if a man shows the qual-
ity of endurance in spending his money wisely, knowing that by
spending he will acquire more in the end, do you call him coura-
geous?

LACHES:  Assuredly not.

SOCRATES:  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?

LACHES:  No; that is not courage at all, any more than the last.

SOCRATES:  Again, take the case of one who endures in war, and
is willing to fight, and wisely calculates and knows that others will
help him, and that there will be fewer and inferior men against him
than there are with him; and suppose that he has also advantages of
position; would you say of such a one who endures with all this
wisdom and preparation, that he, or some man in the opposing
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army who is in the opposite circumstances to these and yet endures
and remains at his post, is the braver?

LACHES:  I should say that the latter, Socrates, was the braver.

SOCRATES:  But, surely, this is a foolish endurance in comparison
with the other?

LACHES:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  Then you would say that he who in an engagement
of cavalry endures, having the knowledge of horsemanship, is not
so courageous as he who endures, having no such knowledge?

LACHES:  So I should say.

SOCRATES:  And he who endures, having a knowledge of the use
of the sling, or the bow, or of any other art, is not so courageous as
he who endures, not having such a knowledge?

LACHES:  True.

SOCRATES:  And he who descends into a well, and dives, and
holds out in this or any similar action, having no knowledge of
diving, or the like, is, as you would say, more courageous than those
who have this knowledge?

LACHES:  Why, Socrates, what else can a man say?

SOCRATES:  Nothing, if that be what he thinks.

LACHES:  But that is what I do think.

SOCRATES:  And yet men who thus run risks and endure are fool-
ish, Laches, in comparison of those who do the same things, having
the skill to do them.
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LACHES:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  But foolish boldness and endurance appeared before
to be base and hurtful to us.

LACHES:  Quite true.

SOCRATES:  Whereas courage was acknowledged to be a noble
quality.

LACHES:  True.

SOCRATES:  And now on the contrary we are saying that the fool-
ish endurance, which was before held in dishonour, is courage.

LACHES:  Very true.

SOCRATES:  And are we right in saying so?

LACHES:  Indeed, Socrates, I am sure that we are not right.

SOCRATES:  Then according to your statement, you and I, Laches,
are not attuned to the Dorian mode, which is a harmony of words
and deeds; for our deeds are not in accordance with our words. Any
one would say that we had courage who saw us in action, but not, I
imagine, he who heard us talking about courage just now.

LACHES:  That is most true.

SOCRATES:  And is this condition of ours satisfactory?

LACHES:  Quite the reverse.

SOCRATES:  Suppose, however, that we admit the principle of
which we are speaking to a certain extent.

LACHES:  To what extent and what principle do you mean?
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SOCRATES:  The principle of endurance. We too must endure
and persevere in the enquiry, and then courage will not laugh at our
faint-heartedness in searching for courage; which after all may, very
likely, be endurance.

LACHES:  I am ready to go on, Socrates; and yet I am unused to
investigations of this sort. But the spirit of controversy has been
aroused in me by what has been said; and I am really grieved at
being thus unable to express my meaning. For I fancy that I do
know the nature of courage; but, somehow or other, she has slipped
away from me, and I cannot get hold of her and tell her nature.

SOCRATES:  But, my dear friend, should not the good sportsman
follow the track, and not be lazy?

LACHES:  Certainly, he should.

SOCRATES:  And shall we invite Nicias to join us? he may be
better at the sport than we are. What do you say?

LACHES:  I should like that.

SOCRATES:  Come then, Nicias, and do what you can to help
your friends, who are tossing on the waves of argument, and at the
last gasp: you see our extremity, and may save us and also settle your
own opinion, if you will tell us what you think about courage.

NICIAS:  I have been thinking, Socrates, that you and Laches are
not defining courage in the right way; for you have forgotten an
excellent saying which I have heard from your own lips.

SOCRATES:  What is it, Nicias?

NICIAS:  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.’

SOCRATES:  That is certainly true, Nicias.
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NICIAS:  And therefore if the brave man is good, he is also wise.

SOCRATES:  Do you hear him, Laches?

LACHES:  Yes, I hear him, but I do not very well understand him.

SOCRATES:  I think that I understand him; and he appears to me
to mean that courage is a sort of wisdom.

LACHES:  What can he possibly mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES:  That is a question which you must ask of himself.

LACHES:  Yes.

SOCRATES:  Tell him then, Nicias, what you mean by this wis-
dom; for you surely do not mean the wisdom which plays the flute?

NICIAS:  Certainly not.

SOCRATES:  Nor the wisdom which plays the lyre?

NICIAS:  No.

SOCRATES:  But what is this knowledge then, and of what?

LACHES:  I think that you put the question to him very well,
Socrates; and I would like him to say what is the nature of this
knowledge or wisdom.

NICIAS:  I mean to say, Laches, that courage is the knowledge of
that which inspires fear or confidence in war, or in anything.

LACHES:  How strangely he is talking, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  Why do you say so, Laches?
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LACHES:  Why, surely courage is one thing, and wisdom another.

SOCRATES:  That is just what Nicias denies.

LACHES:  Yes, that is what he denies; but he is so silly.

SOCRATES:  Suppose that we instruct instead of abusing him?

NICIAS:  Laches does not want to instruct me, Socrates; but hav-
ing been proved to be talking nonsense himself, he wants to prove
that I have been doing the same.

LACHES:  Very true, Nicias; and you are talking nonsense, as I
shall endeavour to show. Let me ask you a question:  Do not physi-
cians know the dangers of disease? or do the courageous know them?
or are the physicians the same as the courageous?

NICIAS:  Not at all.

LACHES:  No more than the husbandmen who know the dangers
of husbandry, or than other craftsmen, who have a knowledge of
that which inspires them with fear or confidence in their own arts,
and yet they are not courageous a whit the more for that.

SOCRATES:  What is Laches saying, Nicias? He appears to be say-
ing something of importance.

NICIAS:  Yes, he is saying something, but it is not true.

SOCRATES:  How so?

NICIAS:  Why, because he does not see that the physician’s knowl-
edge only extends to the nature of health and disease:  he can tell
the sick man no more than this. Do you imagine, Laches, that the
physician knows whether health or disease is the more terrible to a
man? Had not many a man better never get up from a sick bed? I
should like to know whether you think that life is always better
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than death. May not death often be the better of the two?

LACHES:  Yes certainly so in my opinion.

NICIAS:  And do you think that the same things are terrible to
those who had better die, and to those who had better live?

LACHES:  Certainly not.

NICIAS:  And do you suppose that the physician or any other artist
knows this, or any one indeed, except he who is skilled in the grounds
of fear and hope? And him I call the courageous.

SOCRATES:  Do you understand his meaning, Laches?

LACHES:  Yes; I suppose that, in his way of speaking, the soothsay-
ers are courageous. For who but one of them can know to whom to
die or to live is better? And yet Nicias, would you allow that you are
yourself a soothsayer, or are you neither a soothsayer nor coura-
geous?

NICIAS:  What! do you mean to say that the soothsayer ought to
know the grounds of hope or fear?

LACHES:  Indeed I do:  who but he?

NICIAS:  Much rather I should say he of whom I speak; for the
soothsayer ought to know only the signs of things that are about to
come to pass, whether death or disease, or loss of property, or victory,
or defeat in war, or in any sort of contest; but to whom the suffering
or not suffering of these things will be for the best, can no more be
decided by the soothsayer than by one who is no soothsayer.

LACHES:  I cannot understand what Nicias would be at, Socrates;
for he represents the courageous man as neither a soothsayer, nor a
physician, nor in any other character, unless he means to say that he
is a god. My opinion is that he does not like honestly to confess that
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he is talking nonsense, but that he shuffles up and down in order to
conceal the difficulty into which he has got himself. You and I,
Socrates, might have practised a similar shuffle just now, if we had
only wanted to avoid the appearance of inconsistency. And if we
had been arguing in a court of law there might have been reason in
so doing; but why should a man deck himself out with vain words
at a meeting of friends such as this?

SOCRATES:  I quite agree with you, Laches, that he should not. But
perhaps Nicias is serious, and not merely talking for the sake of talk-
ing. Let us ask him just to explain what he means, and if he has reason
on his side we will agree with him; if not, we will instruct him.

LACHES:  Do you, Socrates, if you like, ask him:  I think that I
have asked enough.

SOCRATES:  I do not see why I should not; and my question will
do for both of us.

LACHES:  Very good.

SOCRATES:  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?

NICIAS:  I do.

SOCRATES:  And not every man has this knowledge; the physi-
cian and the soothsayer have it not; and they will not be courageous
unless they acquire
it—that is what you were saying?

NICIAS:  I was.

SOCRATES:  Then this is certainly not a thing which every pig
would know, as the proverb says, and therefore he could not be
courageous.
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NICIAS:  I think not.

SOCRATES:  Clearly not, Nicias; not even such a big pig as the
Crommyonian sow would be called by you courageous. And this I
say not as a joke, but because I think that he who assents to your
doctrine, that courage is the knowledge of the grounds of fear and
hope, cannot allow that any wild beast is courageous, unless he ad-
mits that a lion, or a leopard, or perhaps a boar, or any other animal,
has such a degree of wisdom that he knows things which but a few
human beings ever know by reason of their difficulty. He 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.

LACHES:  Capital, Socrates; by the gods, that is truly good. And I
hope, Nicias, that you will tell us whether these animals, which we
all admit to be courageous, are really wiser than mankind; or whether
you will have the boldness, in the face of universal opinion, to deny
their courage.

NICIAS:  Why, Laches, I do not call animals or any other things
which have no fear of dangers, because they are ignorant of them,
courageous, but only fearless and senseless. Do you imagine that I
should call little children courageous, which fear no dangers be-
cause they know none? There is a difference, to my way of thinking,
between fearlessness and courage. I am of opinion that thoughtful
courage is a quality possessed by very few, but that rashness and
boldness, and fearlessness, which has no forethought, are very com-
mon qualities possessed by many men, many women, many chil-
dren, many animals. And you, and men in general, call by the term
‘courageous’ actions which I call rash;—my courageous actions are
wise actions.

LACHES:  Behold, Socrates, how admirably, as he thinks, he dresses
himself out in words, while seeking to deprive of the honour of
courage those whom all the world acknowledges to be courageous.

NICIAS:  Not so, Laches, but do not be alarmed; for I am quite
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willing to say of you and also of Lamachus, and of many other
Athenians, that you are courageous and therefore wise.

LACHES:  I could answer that; but I would not have you cast in my
teeth that I am a haughty Aexonian.

SOCRATES:  Do not answer him, Laches; I rather fancy that you
are not aware of the source from which his wisdom is derived. He
has got all this from my friend Damon, and Damon is always with
Prodicus, who, of all the Sophists, is considered to be the best puller
to pieces of words of this sort.

LACHES:  Yes, Socrates; and the examination of such niceties is a
much more suitable employment for a Sophist than for a great states-
man whom the city chooses to preside over her.

SOCRATES:  Yes, my sweet friend, but a great statesman is likely to
have a great intelligence. And I think that the view which is implied
in Nicias’ definition of courage is worthy of examination.

LACHES:  Then examine for yourself, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  That is what I am going to do, my dear friend. Do
not, however, suppose I shall let you out of the partnership; for I
shall expect you to apply your mind, and join with me in the con-
sideration of the question.

LACHES:  I will if you think that I ought.

SOCRATES:  Yes, I do; but I must beg of you, Nicias, to begin
again. You remember that we originally considered courage to be a
part of virtue.

NICIAS:  Very true.

SOCRATES:  And you yourself said that it was a part; and there
were many other parts, all of which taken together are called virtue.
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NICIAS:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  Do you agree with me about the parts? For I say that
justice, temperance, and the like, are all of them parts of virtue as well as
courage. Would you not say the same?

NICIAS:  Certainly.

SOCRATES:  Well then, so far we are agreed. And now let us pro-
ceed a step, and try to arrive at a similar agreement about the fearful
and the hopeful: I do not want you to be thinking one thing and
myself another. Let me then tell you my own opinion, and if I am
wrong you shall set me right:  in my opinion the terrible and the
hopeful are the things which do or do not create fear, and fear is not
of the present, nor of the past, but is of future and expected evil. Do
you not agree to that, Laches?

LACHES:  Yes, Socrates, entirely.

SOCRATES:  That is my view, Nicias; the terrible things, as I should
say, are the evils which are future; and the hopeful are the good or
not evil things which are future. Do you or do you not agree with
me?

NICIAS:  I agree.

SOCRATES:  And the knowledge of these things you call courage?

NICIAS:  Precisely.

SOCRATES:  And now let me see whether you agree with Laches
and myself as to a third point.

NICIAS:  What is that?

SOCRATES:  I will tell you. He and I have a notion that there is
not one knowledge or science of the past, another of the present, a
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third of what is likely to be best and what will be best in the future;
but that of all three there is one science only:  for example, there is
one science of medicine which is concerned with the inspection of
health equally in all times, present, past, and future; and one sci-
ence of husbandry in like manner, which is concerned with the pro-
ductions of the earth in all times. As to the art of the general, you
yourselves will be my witnesses that he has an excellent foreknowl-
edge of the future, and that he claims to be the master and not the
servant of the soothsayer, because he knows better what is happen-
ing or is likely to happen in war:  and accordingly the law places the
soothsayer under the general, and not the general under the sooth-
sayer. Am I not correct in saying so, Laches?

LACHES:  Quite correct.

SOCRATES:  And do you, Nicias, also acknowledge that the same
science has understanding of the same things, whether future,
present, or past?

NICIAS:  Yes, indeed Socrates; that is my opinion.

SOCRATES:  And courage, my friend, is, as you say, a knowledge
of the fearful and of the hopeful?

NICIAS:  Yes.

SOCRATES:  And the fearful, and the hopeful, are admitted to be
future goods and future evils?

NICIAS:  True.

SOCRATES:  And the same science has to do with the same things
in the future or at any time?

NICIAS:  That is true.

SOCRATES:  Then courage is not the science which is concerned



222

Laches

with the fearful and hopeful, for they are future only; courage, like
the other sciences, is concerned not only with good and evil of the
future, but of the present and past, and of any time?

NICIAS:  That, as I suppose, is true.

SOCRATES:  Then the answer which you have given, Nicias, in-
cludes only a third part of courage; but our question extended to
the whole nature of courage:  and according to your view, that is,
according to your present view, courage is not only the knowledge
of the hopeful and the fearful, but seems to include nearly every
good and evil without reference to time. What do you say to that
alteration in your statement?

NICIAS:  I agree, Socrates.

SOCRATES:  But then, my dear friend, if a man knew all good and
evil, and how they are, and have been, and will be produced, would
he not be perfect, and wanting in no virtue, whether justice, or
temperance, or holiness? He would possess them all, and he would
know which were dangers and which were not, and guard against
them whether they were supernatural or natural; and he would pro-
vide the good, as he would know how to deal both with gods or
men.

NICIAS:  I think, Socrates, that there is a great deal of truth in what
you say.

SOCRATES:  But then, Nicias, courage, according to this new defi-
nition of yours, instead of being a part of virtue only, will be all
virtue?

NICIAS:  It would seem so.

SOCRATES:  But we were saying that courage is one of the parts of
virtue?
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NICIAS:  Yes, that was what we were saying.

SOCRATES:  And that is in contradiction with our present view?

NICIAS:  That appears to be the case.

SOCRATES:  Then, Nicias, we have not discovered what courage is.

NICIAS:  We have not.

LACHES:  And yet, friend Nicias, I imagined that you would have
made the discovery, when you were so contemptuous of the answers
which I made to Socrates. I had very great hopes that you would
have been enlightened by the wisdom of Damon.

NICIAS:  I perceive, Laches, that you think nothing of having dis-
played 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 any-
thing should know, that, I suppose, will be of no consequence. You
certainly appear to me very like the rest of the world, looking at
your neighbour and not at yourself. I am of opinion that enough
has been said on the subject which we have been discussing; and if
anything has been imperfectly said, that may be hereafter corrected
by the help of Damon, whom you think to laugh down, although
you have never seen him, and with the help of others. And when I
am satisfied myself, I will freely impart my satisfaction to you, for I
think that you are very much in want of knowledge.

LACHES:  You are a philosopher, Nicias; of that I am aware: never-
theless I would recommend Lysimachus and Melesias not to take
you and me as advisers about the education of their children; but, as
I said at first, they should ask Socrates and not let him off; if my
own sons were old enough, I would have asked him myself.

NICIAS:  To that I quite agree, if Socrates is willing to take them
under his charge. I should not wish for any one else to be the tutor
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of Niceratus. But I observe that when I mention the matter to him
he recommends to me some other tutor and refuses himself. Per-
haps he may be more ready to listen to you, Lysimachus.

LYSIMACHUS:  He ought, Nicias:  for certainly I would do things
for him which I would not do for many others. What do you say,
Socrates—will you comply? And are you ready to give assistance in
the improvement of the youths?

SOCRATES:  Indeed, Lysimachus, I should be very wrong in refus-
ing to aid in the improvement of anybody. And if I had shown in
this conversation that I had a knowledge which Nicias and Laches
have not, then I admit that you would be 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 another? I certainly think that no
one should; and under these circumstances, let me offer you a piece
of advice (and this need not go further than ourselves). I maintain,
my friends, that every one of us should seek out the best teacher
whom he can find, first for ourselves, who are greatly in need of
one, and then for the youth, regardless of expense or anything. But
I cannot advise that we remain as we are. And if any one laughs at us
for going to school at our age, I would quote to them the authority
of Homer, who says, that

‘Modesty is not good for a needy man.’

Let us then, regardless of what may be said of us, make the education of
the youths our own education.

LYSIMACHUS:  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 of you:  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.

SOCRATES:  I will come to you to-morrow, Lysimachus, as you
propose, God willing.

Laches
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LYSIS
by

PLATO

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

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

The Dialogue consists of two scenes or conversations which 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 intelligence: this is
carried on in the absence of Menexenus, who is called away to take
part in a sacrifice. Socrates asks Lysis whether his father and mother
do not love him very much? ‘To be sure they do.’ ‘Then of course
they allow him to do exactly as he likes.’ ‘Of course not: the very
slaves have more liberty than he has.’ ‘But how is this?’  ‘The reason
is that he is not old enough.’ ‘No; the real reason is that he is not
wise enough: for are there not some things which he is allowed to
do, although he is not allowed to do others?’ ‘Yes, because he knows
them, and does not know the others.’ This leads to the conclusion
that all men everywhere will trust him in what he knows, but not in
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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 knowl-
edge. In this manner Socrates reads a lesson to Hippothales, the
foolish lover of Lysis, respecting the style of conversation which he
should address to his beloved.

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

When one man loves another, which is the friend—he who loves,
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 poets, who
affirm that God brings like to like (Homer), and to philosophers
(Empedocles), who also assert that like is the friend of like. But the
bad are not friends, for they are not even like themselves, and still
less are they like one another. And the good have no need of one
another, and therefore do not care about 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 author-
ity of poets and philosophers in support of their doctrines; for Hesiod
says that ‘potter is jealous of potter, bard of bard;’ and subtle doc-
tors tell us that ‘moist is the friend of dry, hot of cold,’ and the like.
But neither can their doctrine be maintained; for then the just would
be the friend of the unjust, good of evil.

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

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

After this explanation has been received with triumphant accord,
a fresh dissatisfaction begins to steal over the mind of Socrates: Must
not friendship be for the sake of some ulterior end? and what can
that final cause or end of friendship be, other than the good? But
the good is desired by us only as the cure of evil; and therefore if
there were no evil there would be no friendship. Some other expla-
nation then has to be devised. May not desire be the source of friend-
ship? And desire is of what a man wants and of what is congenial to
him. But then the congenial cannot be the same as the like; for like,
as has been already shown, cannot be the friend of like. Nor can the
congenial be the good; for good is not the friend of good, as has
been also shown. The problem is unsolved, and the three friends,
Socrates, Lysis, and Menexenus, are still unable to find out what a
friend is.

Thus, as in the Charmides and Laches, and several of the other
Dialogues of Plato (compare especially the Protagoras and
Theaetetus), no conclusion is arrived at. Socrates maintains his char-
acter of a ‘know nothing;’ but the boys have already learned the
lesson which he is unable to teach them, and they are free from the
conceit of knowledge. (Compare Chrm.)  The dialogue is what would
be called in the language of Thrasyllus tentative or inquisitive. The
subject is continued in the Phaedrus and Symposium, and treated,
with a manifest reference to the Lysis, in the eighth and ninth books
of the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle. As in other writings of Plato
(for example, the Republic), there is a progress from unconscious
morality, illustrated by the friendship of the two youths, and also by
the sayings of the poets (‘who are our fathers in wisdom,’ and yet
only tell us half the truth, and in this particular instance are not
much improved upon by the philosophers), to a more comprehen-
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sive notion of friendship. This, however, is far from being cleared of
its perplexity. Two notions appear to be struggling or balancing in
the mind of Socrates:—First, the sense that friendship arises out of
human needs and wants; Secondly, that the higher form or ideal of
friendship exists only for the sake of the good. That friends are not
necessarily either like or unlike, is also a truth confirmed by experi-
ence. But the use of the terms ‘like’ or ‘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 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 knowl-
edge, so here by the introduction of the good, is deserving of atten-
tion. The sense of the inter-dependence of good and evil, and the
allusion to the possibility of the non-existence of evil, are also very
remarkable.

The dialectical interest is fully sustained by the dramatic accom-
paniments.  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, that he is ignorant of all other things,
but claims to have a knowledge of the mysteries of love. There are
likewise several contrasts of character; first of the dry, caustic
Ctesippus, of whom Socrates professes a humorous sort of fear, and
Hippothales the flighty lover, who murders sleep by bawling out
the name of his beloved; there is also a contrast between the false,
exaggerated, sentimental love of Hippothales towards Lysis, and the
childlike and innocent friendship of the boys with one another. Some
difference appears to be intended between the characters of the more
talkative Menexenus and the reserved and simple Lysis. Socrates
draws out the latter by a new sort of irony, which is sometimes
adopted in talking to children, and consists in asking a leading ques-
tion which can only be answered in a sense contrary to the inten-
tion of the question: ‘Your father and mother of course allow you to
drive the chariot?’ ‘No they do not.’ When Menexenus returns, the
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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.

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 us to
love and marriage. The very meaning of the word has become slighter
and more superficial; it seems almost to be borrowed from the an-
cients, and has nearly disappeared in modern treatises on Moral Phi-
losophy. The received examples of friendship are to be found chiefly
among the Greeks and Romans. Hence the casuistical or other ques-
tions which arise out of the relations of friends have not often been
considered seriously in modern times. Many of them will be found to
be the same which are discussed in the Lysis. We may ask with Socrates,
1) whether friendship is ‘of similars or dissimilars,’ or of both; 2)
whether such a tie exists between the good only and for the sake of
the good; or 3) whether there may not be some peculiar attraction,
which draws together ‘the neither good nor evil’ for the sake of the
good and because of the evil; 4) whether friendship is always mu-
tual,—may there not be a one-sided and unrequited friendship? This
question, which, like many others, is only one of a laxer or stricter use
of words, seems to have greatly exercised the minds both of Aristotle
and Plato. 5) Can we expect friendship to be permanent, or must we
acknowledge with Cicero, ‘Nihil difficilius quam amicitiam usque ad
extremum vitae permanere’? Is not friendship, even more than love,
liable to be swayed by the caprices of fancy? The person who pleased
us most at first sight or upon a slight acquaintance, when we have
seen him again, and under different circumstances, may make a much
less favourable impression on our minds. Young people swear ‘eternal
friendships,’ but at these innocent perjuries their elders laugh. No
one forms a friendship with the intention of renouncing it; yet in the
course of a varied life it is practically certain that many changes will
occur of feeling, opinion, locality, occupation, fortune, which will
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divide us from some persons and unite us to others. 6) There is an
ancient saying, Qui amicos amicum non habet. But is not some less
exclusive form of friendship better suited to the condition and nature
of man? And in those especially who have no family ties, may not the
feeling pass beyond one or a few, and embrace all with whom we
come into contact, and, perhaps in a few passionate and exalted na-
tures, all men everywhere? 7) The ancients had their three kinds of
friendship, ‘for the sake of the pleasant, the useful, and the good:’  is
the last to be resolved into the two first; or are the two first to be
included in the last? The subject was puzzling to them: they could not
say that friendship was only a quality, or a relation, or a virtue, or a
kind of virtue; and they had not in the age of Plato reached the point
of regarding it, like justice, as a form or attribute of virtue. They had
another perplexity: 8) How could one of the noblest feelings of hu-
man nature be so near to one of the most detestable corruptions of it?
(Compare Symposium; Laws).

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

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

We may expect a friendship almost divine, such as philosophers
have sometimes dreamed of: we find what is human. The good of it
is necessarily limited; it does not take the place of marriage; it af-
fords rather a solace than an arm of support. It had better not be
based on pecuniary obligations; these more often mar than make a
friendship. It is most likely to be 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 manner by personal attachment.
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The essence of it is loyalty, without which it would cease to be friend-
ship.

Another question 9) may be raised, whether friendship can safely
exist between young persons of different sexes, not connected by
ties of relationship, and without the thought of love or marriage;
whether, again, a wife or a husband should have any intimate friend,
besides his or her partner in marriage. The answer to this latter ques-
tion is rather perplexing, and would probably be different in differ-
ent countries (compare Sympos.). While we do not deny that great
good may result from such attachments, for the mind may be drawn
out and the character enlarged by them; yet we feel also that they
are attended with many dangers, and that this Romance of Heav-
enly Love requires a strength, a freedom from passion, a self-con-
trol, which, in youth especially, are rarely to be found. The propri-
ety of such friendships must be estimated a good deal by the man-
ner 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, 10). Admitting that friendships cannot be
always permanent, we may ask when and upon what conditions
should they be dissolved. It would be futile to retain the name when
the reality has ceased to be. That two friends should part company
whenever the relation between them begins to drag may be better
for both of them. But then arises the consideration, how should
these friends in youth or friends of the past regard or be regarded by
one another? They are parted, but there still remain duties mutually
owing by them. They will not admit the world to share in their
difference any more than in their friendship; the memory of an old
attachment, like the memory of the dead, has a kind of sacredness
for them on which they will not allow others to intrude. Neither, if
they were ever worthy to bear the name of friends, will either of
them entertain any enmity or dislike of the other who was once so
much to him. Neither will he by ‘shadowed hint reveal’ the secrets
great or small which an unfortunate mistake has placed within his
reach. He who is of a noble mind will dwell upon his own faults
rather than those of another, and will be ready to take upon himself
the blame of their separation. He will feel pain at the loss of a friend;
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and he will remember with gratitude his ancient kindness. But he
will not lightly renew a tie which has not been lightly broken...These
are a few of the Problems of Friendship, some of them suggested by
the Lysis, others by modern life, which he who wishes to make or
keep a friend may profitably study. (Compare Bacon, Essay on
Friendship; Cic. de Amicitia.)
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LYSIS,

OR FRIENDSHIP

by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, who is the narrator,
Menexenus, Hippothales, Lysis, Ctesippus.

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

I WAS GOING FROM THE ACADEMY straight to the Lyceum, intending
to take the outer road, which is close under the wall. When I came
to the postern gate of the city, which is by the fountain of Panops, I
fell in with Hippothales, the son of Hieronymus, and Ctesippus the
Paeanian, and a company of young men who were standing with
them. Hippothales, seeing me approach, asked whence I came and
whither I was going.

I am going, I replied, from the Academy straight to the Lyceum.
Then come straight to us, he said, and put in here; you may as well.
Who are 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 entertain-
ment have you?
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The 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?
Yes, he said, your old friend and admirer, Miccus.
Indeed, I replied; he is a very eminent professor.
Are you disposed, he said, to go with me and see them?
Yes, I said; but I should like to know first, what is expected of me,

and who is the favourite among you?
Some persons have one favourite, Socrates, and some another, he

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

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

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

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

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

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



236

Lysis

But tell me whose son he is, I said.
He is the eldest son of Democrates, of the deme of Aexone.
Ah, Hippothales, I said; what a noble and really perfect love you

have found! I wish that you would favour me with the exhibition
which you have been making to the rest of the company, and then I
shall be able to judge whether you know what a lover ought to say
about his love, either to the youth himself, or to others.

Nay, Socrates, he said; you surely do not attach any importance
to what he is saying.

Do you mean, I said, that you disown the love of the person whom
he says that you love?

No; but I deny that I make verses or address compositions to
him.

He is not in his right mind, said Ctesippus; he is talking non-
sense, and is stark mad.

O Hippothales, I said, if you have ever made any verses or songs
in honour of your favourite, I do not want to hear them; but I want
to know the purport of them, that I may be able to judge of your
mode of approaching your fair one.

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

Yes, indeed, said Ctesippus; I know only too well; and very ridiculous
the tale is: for although he is a lover, and very devotedly in love, he has
nothing particular to talk about to his beloved which a child might not
say. Now is not that ridiculous? He can only speak of the wealth of
Democrates, which the whole city celebrates, and grandfather Lysis,
and the other ancestors of the youth, and their stud of horses, and their
victory at the Pythian games, and at the Isthmus, and at Nemea with
four horses and single horses—these are the tales which he composes
and repeats. And there is greater twaddle still. Only the day before
yesterday he made a poem in which he described the entertainment of
Heracles, who was a connexion of the family, setting forth how in vir-
tue of this relationship he was hospitably received by an ancestor of
Lysis; this ancestor was himself begotten of Zeus by the daughter of the
founder of the deme. And these are the sort of old wives’ tales which he
sings and recites to us, and we are obliged to listen to him.
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When I heard this, I said: O ridiculous Hippothales! how can you
be making and singing hymns in honour of yourself before you
have won?

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

You think not? I said.
Nay, but what do you think? he replied.
Most assuredly, I said, those songs are all in your own honour; for if

you win your beautiful love, your discourses and songs will be a glory
to you, and may be truly regarded as hymns of praise composed in
honour of you who have conquered and won such a love; but if he
slips away from you, the more you have praised him, the more ridicu-
lous you will look at having lost this fairest and best of blessings; and
therefore the wise lover does not praise his beloved until he has won
him, because he is afraid of accidents. There is also another danger;
the fair, when any one praises or magnifies them, are filled with the
spirit of pride and vain-glory. Do you not agree with me?

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

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

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

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

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

Assuredly not, he said; such a poet would be a fool. And this is
the reason why I take you into my counsels, Socrates, and I shall be
glad of any further advice which you may have to offer. Will you tell
me by what words or actions I may become endeared to my love?
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That is not easy to determine, I said; but if you will bring your love to
me, and will let me talk with him, I may perhaps be able to show you how
to converse with him, instead of singing and reciting in the fashion of
which you are accused.

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

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

Upon entering we found that the boys had just been sacrificing;
and this part of the festival was nearly at an end. They were all in
their white array, and games at dice were going on among them.
Most of them were in the outer court amusing themselves; but some
were in a corner of the Apodyterium playing at odd and even with a
number of dice, which they took out of little wicker baskets. There
was also a circle of lookers-on; among them was Lysis. He was stand-
ing with the other boys and youths, having a crown upon his head,
like a fair vision, and not less worthy of praise for his goodness than
for his beauty. We left them, and went over to the opposite side of
the room, where, finding a quiet place, we sat down; and then we
began to talk. This attracted Lysis, who was constantly turning round
to look at us—he was evidently wanting to come to us. For a time
he hesitated and had not the courage to come alone; but first of all,
his friend Menexenus, leaving his play, entered the Palaestra from
the court, and when he saw Ctesippus and myself, was going to take
a seat by us; and then Lysis, seeing him, followed, and sat down by
his side; and the other boys joined. I should observe that Hippothales,
when he saw the crowd, got behind them, where he thought that he
would be out of sight of Lysis, lest he should anger him; and there
he stood and listened.

I turned to Menexenus, and said: Son of Demophon, which of
you two youths is the elder?
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That is a matter of dispute between us, he said.
And which is the nobler? Is that also a matter of dispute?
Yes, certainly.
And another disputed point is, which is the fairer?
The two boys laughed.
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 moment Menexenus
was called away by some one who came and said that the gymnas-
tic-master wanted him. I supposed that he had to offer sacrifice. So
he went away, and I asked Lysis some more questions. I dare say,
Lysis, I said, that your father and mother love you very much.

Certainly, he said.
And they would wish you to be perfectly happy.
Yes.
But do you think that any one is happy who is in the condition of

a slave, and who cannot do what he likes?
I should think not indeed, he said.
And if your father and mother love you, and desire that you should

be happy, no one can doubt that they are very ready to promote
your happiness.

Certainly, he replied.
And do they then permit you to do what you like, and never

rebuke you or hinder you from doing what you desire?
Yes, indeed, Socrates; there are a great many things which they

hinder me from doing.
What do you mean? I said. Do they want you to be happy, and

yet hinder you from doing what you like? for example, if you want
to mount one of your father’s chariots, and take the reins at a race,
they will not allow you to do so—they will prevent you?

Certainly, he said, they will not allow me to do so.
Whom then will they allow?
There is a charioteer, whom my father pays for driving.
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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 to him rather than to you?
and allow him to do what he likes, when they prohibit you? Answer
me now: Are you your own master, or do they not even allow that?

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

governed by a slave. And what does he do with you?
He 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 lords

and masters on you. But at any rate when you go home to your
mother, she will let you have your own way, and will not interfere
with your happiness; her wool, or the piece of cloth which she is
weaving, are at your disposal: I am sure that there is nothing to
hinder you from touching her wooden spathe, or her comb, or any
other of her spinning implements.

Nay, Socrates, he replied, laughing; not only does she hinder me,
but I should be beaten if I were to touch one of them.

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

No, indeed, he replied.
But why then are they so terribly anxious to prevent you from
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being happy, and doing as you like?—keeping you all day long in
subjection to another, and, in a word, doing nothing which you
desire; so that you have no good, as would appear, out of their great
possessions, which are under the control of anybody rather than of
you, and have no use of your own fair person, which is tended and
taken care of by another; while you, Lysis, are master of nobody,
and can do nothing?

Why, he said, Socrates, the reason is that I am not of age.
I doubt whether that is the real reason, I said; for I should imag-

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

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

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

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

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

other.
Yes, my dear youth, I said, the reason is not any deficiency of

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

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

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

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

when they see that you have wisdom enough to manage them?
Yes.
And oh! let me put another case, I said: There is the great king,
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and he has an eldest son, who is the Prince of Asia;—suppose that
you and I go to him and establish to his satisfaction that we are
better cooks than his son, will he not entrust to us the prerogative of
making soup, and putting in anything that we like while the pot is
boiling, rather than to the Prince of Asia, who is his son?

To us, clearly.
And we shall be allowed to throw in salt by handfuls, whereas the

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

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

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

He will not allow him.
Whereas, if he supposes us 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.
And everything in which we appear to him to be wiser than him-

self or his son he will commit to us?
That is very true, Socrates, he replied.
Then now, my dear Lysis, I said, you perceive that in things which

we know every one will trust us,—Hellenes and barbarians, men
and women,—and we may do as we please about them, and no one
will like to interfere with us; we shall be free, and masters of others;
and these things will be really ours, for we shall be benefited by
them. But in things of which we have no understanding, no one
will trust us to do as seems good to us—they will hinder us as far as
they can; and not only strangers, but father and mother, and the
friend, if there be one, who is dearer still, will also hinder us; and we
shall be subject to others; and these things will not be ours, for we
shall not be benefited by them. Do you agree?

He 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.
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Neither can your father or mother love you, nor can anybody
love anybody else, in so far as they are useless to them?

No.
And therefore, my boy, if you are wise, all men will be your friends

and kindred, for you will be useful and good; but if you are not
wise, neither father, nor mother, nor kindred, nor any one else, will
be your friends. And in matters of which you have as yet no knowl-
edge, can you have any conceit of knowledge?

That is impossible, he replied.
And you, Lysis, if you require a teacher, have not yet attained to

wisdom.
True.
And therefore you are not conceited, having nothing 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, hum-
bling and lowering him, and not as you do, puffing him up and
spoiling him. But I saw that he was in great excitement and confu-
sion at what had been said, and I remembered that, although he was
in the neighbourhood, he did not want to be seen by Lysis; so upon
second thoughts I refrained.

In the meantime Menexenus came back and sat down in his place
by Lysis; and Lysis, in a childish and affectionate manner, whis-
pered privately in my
ear, so that Menexenus should not hear: Do, Socrates, tell Menexenus
what you have been telling me.

Suppose that you tell him yourself, Lysis, I replied; for I am sure
that you were attending.

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

I certainly cannot refuse, I said, since you ask me; but then, as
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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.
That is no easy matter, I replied; for he is a terrible fellow—a

pupil of Ctesippus. And there is Ctesippus himself: do you see him?
Never mind, Socrates, you shall argue with him.
Well, I suppose that I must, I replied.
Hereupon Ctesippus complained that we were talking in secret,

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

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

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

must tell you that I am one who from my childhood upward have set
my heart upon a certain thing. All people have their fancies; some
desire horses, and others dogs; and some are fond of gold, and others
of honour. Now, I have no violent desire of any of these things; but I
have a passion for friends; and I would rather have a good friend than
the best cock or quail in the world: I would even go further, and say
the best horse or dog. Yea, by the dog of Egypt, I should greatly prefer
a real friend to all the gold of Darius, or even to Darius himself: I am
such a lover of friends as that. And when I see you and Lysis, at your
early age, so easily possessed of this treasure, 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 know in what way a friend is
acquired. But I want to ask you a question about this, for you have
experience: tell me then, when one loves another, is the lover or the
beloved the friend; or may either be the friend?

Either may, I should think, be the friend of either.
Do you mean, I said, that if only one of them loves the other, they

are mutual friends?
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Yes, he said; that is my meaning.
But what if the lover is not loved in return? which is a very pos-

sible case.
Yes.
Or is, perhaps, even hated? which is a fancy which sometimes is

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

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. We

were saying that both were friends, if one only loved; but now, un-
less 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 not love

in return; nor lovers of quails, nor of dogs, nor of wine, nor of
gymnastic exercises, who have no return of love; no, nor of wisdom,
unless wisdom loves them in return. Or shall we say that they do
love them, although they are not beloved by them; and that the
poet was wrong who sings—

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

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 ex-
ample, very young children, too young to love, or even hating
their father or mother when they are punished by them, are never
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dearer to them than at the time when they are being hated by
them.

I think that what you say is true.
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 their

friends, and are the friends of their enemies, and the enemies of
their friends. Yet how absurd, my dear friend, or indeed impossible
is this paradox of a man being an enemy to his friend or a friend to
his enemy.

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

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

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

That appears to be true.
But if the lover is not a friend, nor the beloved a friend, nor both

together, what are we to say? Whom are we to call friends to one
another? Do any remain?

Indeed, Socrates, I cannot find any.
But, O Menexenus! I said, may we not have been altogether wrong

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

blushed as he spoke, the words seeming to come from his lips invol-
untarily, 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
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wanted to give Menexenus a rest, so I turned to him and said, I
think, Lysis, that what you say is true, and that, if we had been
right, we should never have gone so far wrong; let us proceed no
further in this direction (for the road seems to be getting trouble-
some), but take the other path into which we turned, and see what
the poets have to say; for they are to us in a manner the fathers and
authors of wisdom, and they speak of friends in no light or trivial
manner, but God himself, as they say, makes them and draws them
to one another; and this they express, if I am not mistaken, in the
following words:—

‘God is ever drawing like towards like, and making them ac-
quainted.’

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

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

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

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

Yes, he said.
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 often said of them, are never at unity with one another or with
themselves; for they are passionate and restless, and anything which
is at variance and enmity with itself is not likely to be in union or
harmony with any other thing. Do you not agree?

Yes, I do.
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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 know how to answer the question ‘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. By

heaven, and shall I tell you what I suspect? I will. Assuming that
like, inasmuch as he is like, is the friend of like, and useful to him—
or rather let me try another way of putting the matter: Can like do
any good or harm to like which he could not do to himself, or suffer
anything 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.
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, be

sufficient for himself? Certainly he will. And he who is sufficient
wants nothing—that is implied in the word sufficient.

Of course not.
And he who wants nothing will desire nothing?
He will not.
Neither can he love that which he does not desire?
He 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?
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They cannot.
And friends they cannot be, unless they value one another?
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.
Have I not heard some one say, as I just now recollect, that the

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

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

and of all other things he affirmed, in like manner, ‘That of necessity
the most like are most full of envy, strife, and hatred of one another,
and the most unlike, of friendship. For the poor man is compelled to
be the friend of the rich, and the weak requires the aid of the strong,
and the sick man of the physician; and every one who is ignorant, has
to love and court him who knows.’ And indeed he went on to say in
grandiloquent language, that the idea of friendship 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 that which is most unlike: for example, the dry desires the
moist, the cold the hot, the bitter the sweet, the sharp the blunt, the
void the full, the full the void, and so of all other things; for the
opposite is the food of the opposite, whereas like receives nothing
from like. And I thought that he who said this was a charming man,
and that he spoke well. What do the rest of you say?

I should say, at first hearing, that he is right, said Menexenus.
Then we are to say that the greatest friendship is of opposites?
Exactly.
Yes, Menexenus; but will not that be a monstrous answer? and

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

We must.
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They will then proceed to ask whether the enemy is the friend of
the friend, or the friend the friend 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 good of 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 neither like and like nor unlike and unlike are friends.
I suppose not.
And yet there is a further consideration: may not all these notions

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

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

dizzy with thinking of the argument, and therefore I hazard the
conjecture, that ‘the beautiful is the friend,’ as the old proverb says.
Beauty is certainly a soft, smooth, slippery thing, and therefore of a
nature which easily slips in and permeates our souls. For I affirm
that the good is the beautiful. You will agree to that?

Yes.
This I say from a sort of notion that what is neither good nor evil

is the friend of the beautiful and the good, and I will tell you why I
am inclined to think so: I assume that there are three principles—
the good, the bad, and that which is neither good nor bad. You
would agree—would you not?

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

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

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

saying.



251

Plato

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.
That may be assumed to be certain.
And does not this seem to put us in the right way? Just remark,

that the body which is in health requires neither medical nor any
other aid, but is well enough; and the healthy man has no love of
the physician, because he is in health.

He has none.
But the sick loves him, because he is sick?
Certainly.
And sickness is an evil, and the art of medicine a good and useful thing?
Yes.
But the human body, regarded as a body, is neither good nor evil?
True.
And the body is compelled by reason of disease to court and make

friends of the art of medicine?
Yes.
Then that which is neither good nor evil becomes the friend of

good, by reason of the presence of evil?
So we may infer.
And clearly this must have happened before that which was nei-

ther good nor evil had become altogether corrupted with the ele-
ment of evil—if itself
had become evil it would not still desire and love the good; for, as
we were saying, the evil cannot be the friend of the good.

Impossible.
Further, I must observe that some substances are assimilated when

others are present with them; and there are some which are not
assimilated: take, for example, the case of an ointment or colour
which is put on another substance.

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

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

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

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

standing 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 assimi-

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

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

of evil, but not as yet evil, and that has happened before now?
Yes.
And when anything is in the presence of evil, not being as yet

evil, the presence of good arouses the desire of good in that thing;
but the presence of evil, which makes a thing evil, takes away the
desire and friendship of the good; for that which was once both
good and evil has now become evil only, and the good was supposed
to have no friendship with the evil?

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

Gods or men, are no longer lovers of wisdom; nor can they be lovers
of wisdom who are
ignorant to the extent of being evil, for no evil or ignorant person is
a lover of wisdom. There remain those who have the misfortune to
be ignorant, but are not yet hardened in their ignorance, or void of
understanding, and do not as yet fancy that they know what they
do not know: and therefore those who are the lovers of wisdom are
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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, Lysis and Menexenus, we have discovered the 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, or anywhere.

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

Why do you say so? said Menexenus.
I am afraid, I said, that the argument about friendship is false:

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

some one; is he not?
Certainly he is.
And has he a motive and object in being a friend, or has he no

motive and object?
He has a motive and object.
And is the object which makes him a friend, dear to him, or nei-

ther dear nor hateful to him?
I do not quite follow you, he said.
I do not wonder at that, I said. But perhaps, if I put the matter in

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

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

the sake of health?
Yes.
And disease is an evil?
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Certainly.
And what of health? I said. Is that good or evil, or neither?
Good, he replied.
And we were saying, I believe, that the body being neither good

nor evil, because of disease, that is to say because of evil, is the friend
of medicine, and medicine is a good: and medicine has entered into
this friendship for the sake of health, and health is a good.

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

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

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

of the enemy?
That is to be inferred.
Then at this point, my boys, let us take heed, and be on our guard

against deceptions. I will not again repeat that the friend is the friend
of the friend, and the like of the like, which has been declared by us
to be an impossibility; but, in order that this new statement may
not delude us, let us attentively examine another point, which I will
proceed to explain:  Medicine, as we were saying, is a friend, or dear
to us for the sake of health?

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

vious admissions?
Yes.
And that something dear involves something else dear?
Yes.
But then, proceeding in this way, shall we not arrive at some first
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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 dear for

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

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

earthen vessel which contains them, equally with his son? Is not this
rather the true state of the case? All his anxiety has regard not to the
means which are provided for the sake of an object, but to the ob-
ject for the sake of which they are provided. And although we may
often say that gold and silver are highly valued by us, that is not the
truth; for there is a further object, whatever it may be, which we
value most of all, and for the sake of which gold and all our other
possessions are acquired by us. Am I not right?

Yes, certainly.
And may not the same be said of the friend? That which is only

dear to us for the sake of something else is improperly said to be
dear, but the truly dear is that in which all these so-called dear friend-
ships 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 have done with the notion that friendship has any fur-

ther object. May we then infer that the good is the friend?
I think so.
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And the good is loved for the sake of the evil? Let me put the case in
this way: Suppose that of the three principles, good, evil, and that which
is neither good nor evil, there remained only the good and the neutral,
and that evil went far away, and in no way affected soul or body, nor
ever at all that class of things which, as we say, are neither good nor evil
in themselves;—would the good be of any use, or other than useless to
us? For if there were nothing to hurt us any longer, we should have no
need of anything that would do us good. Then would be clearly seen
that we did but love and desire the good because of the evil, and as the
remedy of the evil, which was the disease; but if there had been no
disease, there would have been no need of a remedy. Is not this the
nature of the good—to be loved by us who are placed between the two,
because of the evil? but there is no use in the good for its own sake.

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

ships terminated, those, I mean, which are relatively dear and for
the sake of something else, is of another and a different nature from
them. For they are called dear because of another dear or friend.
But with the true friend or dear, the case is quite the reverse; for that
is proved to be dear because of the hated, and if the hated were away
it would be no longer dear.

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

But, oh! will you tell me, I said, whether if evil were to perish, we
should hunger any more, or thirst any more, or have any similar
desire? Or may we suppose that hunger will remain while men and
animals remain, but not so as to be hurtful? And the same of thirst
and the other desires,—that they will remain, but will not be evil
because evil has perished? Or rather shall I say, that to ask what
either will be then or will not be is ridiculous, for who knows? This
we do know, that in our present condition hunger may injure us,
and may also benefit us:—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.
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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.
And must not a man love that which he desires and affects?
He must.
Then, even if evil perishes, there may still remain some elements

of love or friendship?
Yes.
But not if evil is the cause of friendship: for in that case nothing

will be the friend of any other thing after the destruction of evil; for
the effect cannot remain when the cause is destroyed.

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

thing for a reason? and at the time of making the admission we were
of opinion that the neither good nor evil loves the good because of
the evil?

Very true.
But now our view is changed, and we conceive that there must be

some other cause of friendship?
I suppose so.
May not the truth be rather, as we were saying just now, that

desire is the cause of friendship; for that which desires is dear to that
which is desired at the time of desiring it? and may not the other
theory have been only a long story about nothing?

Likely enough.
But surely, I said, he who desires, desires that of which 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.
Then love, and desire, and friendship would appear to be of the

natural or congenial. Such, Lysis and Menexenus, is the inference.
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They assented.
Then if you are friends, you must have natures which are conge-

nial to one another?
Certainly, they both said.
And I say, my boys, that no one who loves or desires another

would ever have loved or desired or affected him, if he had not been
in some way congenial to him, either in his soul, or in his character,
or in his manners, or in his 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.
It follows, he said.
Then the lover, who is true and no counterfeit, must of necessity

be loved by his love.
Lysis and Menexenus gave a faint assent to this; and Hippothales

changed into all manner of colours with delight.
Here, intending to revise the argument, I said: Can we point out

any difference between the congenial and the like? For if that is
possible, then I think, Lysis and Menexenus, there may be some
sense in our argument about friendship. But if the congenial is only
the like, how will you get rid of the other argument, of the useless-
ness of like to like in as far as they are like; for to say that what is
useless is dear, would be absurd? Suppose, then, that we agree to
distinguish between the congenial and the like—in the intoxication
of argument, that may perhaps be allowed.

Very true.
And shall we further say that the good is congenial, and the evil

uncongenial to every one? Or again that the evil is congenial to the
evil, and the good to the good; and that 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;

for the unjust will be the friend of the unjust, and the bad of the
bad, as well as the good of the good.

That appears to be the result.
But again, if we say that the congenial is the same as the good, in

that case the good and he only will be the friend of the good.
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True.
But that too was a position of ours which, as you will remember,

has been already refuted by ourselves.
We remember.
Then what is to be done? Or rather is there anything to be done?

I can only, like the wise men who argue in courts, sum up the argu-
ments:—If neither the beloved, nor the lover, nor the like, nor the
unlike, nor the good, nor the congenial, nor any other of whom we
spoke—for there were such a number of them that I cannot re-
member all—if none of these are friends, I know not what remains
to be said.

Here I was going to invite the opinion of some older person, when
suddenly we were interrupted by the tutors of Lysis and Menexenus,
who came upon us like an evil apparition with their brothers, and
bade them go home, as it was getting late. At first, we and the by-
standers drove them off; but afterwards, as they would not mind,
and only went on shouting in their barbarous dialect, and got an-
gry, and kept calling the boys—they appeared to us to have been
drinking rather too much at the Hermaea, which made them diffi-
cult to manage—we fairly gave way and broke up the company.

I said, however, a few words to the boys at parting: O Menexenus
and Lysis, how ridiculous that you two boys, and I, an old boy, who
would fain be one of you, should imagine ourselves to be friends—
this is what the by-standers will go away and say—and as yet we
have not been able to discover what is a friend!
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Euthyphro

by Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

IN THE MENO, Anytus had parted from Socrates with the significant words:
‘That in any city, and particularly in the city of Athens, it is easier to do
men harm than to do them good;’ and Socrates was anticipating another
opportunity of talking with him. In the Euthyphro, Socrates is awaiting
his trial for impiety. But before the trial begins, Plato would like to put the
world on their trial, and convince them of ignorance in that very matter
touching which Socrates is accused. An incident which may perhaps re-
ally have occurred in the family of Euthyphro, a learned Athenian diviner
and soothsayer, furnishes the occasion of the discussion.

This Euthyphro and Socrates are represented as meeting in the porch
of the King Archon. (Compare Theaet.) Both have legal business in hand.
Socrates is defendant in a suit for impiety which Meletus has brought
against him (it is remarked by the way that he is not a likely man himself
to have brought a suit against another); and Euthyphro too is plaintiff in
an action for murder, which he has brought against his own father. The
latter has originated in the following manner:—A poor dependant of the
family had slain one of their domestic slaves in Naxos. The guilty person
was bound and thrown into a ditch by the command of Euthyphro’s
father, who sent to the interpreters of religion at Athens to ask what should
be done with him. Before the messenger came back the criminal had died
from hunger and exposure.

This is the origin of the charge of murder which Euthyphro brings
against his father. Socrates is confident that before he could have under-
taken the responsibility of such a prosecution, he must have been per-
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fectly informed of the nature of piety and impiety; and as he is
going to be tried for impiety himself, he thinks that he cannot do
better than learn of Euthyphro (who will be admitted by everybody,
including the judges, to be an unimpeachable authority) what piety
is, and what is impiety. What then is piety?

Euthyphro, who, in the abundance of his knowledge, is very will-
ing to undertake all the responsibility, replies: That piety is doing as
I do, prosecuting your father (if he is guilty) on a charge of murder;
doing as the gods do—as Zeus did to Cronos, and Cronos to Ura-
nus.

Socrates has a dislike to these tales of mythology, and he fancies
that this dislike of his may be the reason why he is charged with
impiety. ‘Are they really true?’ ‘Yes, they are;’ and Euthyphro will
gladly tell Socrates some more of them. But Socrates would like first
of all to have a more satisfactory answer to the question, ‘What is
piety?’ ‘Doing as I do, charging a father with murder,’ may be a
single instance of piety, but can hardly be regarded as a general defi-
nition.

Euthyphro replies, that ‘Piety is what is dear to the gods, and
impiety is what is not dear to them.’ But may there not be differ-
ences of opinion, as among men, so also among the gods? Espe-
cially, about good and evil, which have no fixed rule; and these are
precisely the sort of differences which give rise to quarrels. And there-
fore what may be dear to one god may not be dear to another, and
the same action may be both pious and impious; e.g. your chastise-
ment of your father, Euthyphro, may be dear or pleasing to Zeus
(who inflicted a similar chastisement on his own father), but not
equally pleasing to Cronos or Uranus (who suffered at the hands of
their sons).

Euthyphro answers that there is no difference of opinion, either
among gods or men, as to the propriety of punishing a murderer. Yes,
rejoins Socrates, when they know him to be a murderer; but you are
assuming the point at issue. If all the circumstances of the case are
considered, are you able to show that your father was guilty of mur-
der, or that all the gods are agreed in approving of our prosecution of
him? And must you not allow that what is hated by one god may be
liked by another? Waiving this last, however, Socrates proposes to
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amend the definition, and say that ‘what all the gods love is pious,
and what they all hate is impious.’ To this Euthyphro agrees.

Socrates proceeds to analyze the new form of the definition. He
shows that in other cases the act precedes the state; e.g. the act of
being carried, loved, etc. precedes the state of being carried, loved,
etc., and therefore that which is dear to the gods is dear to the gods
because it is first loved of them, not loved of them because it is dear
to them. But the pious or holy is loved by the gods because it is
pious or holy, which is equivalent to saying, that it is loved by them
because it is dear to them. Here then appears to be a contradic-
tion,—Euthyphro has been giving an attribute or accident of piety
only, and not the essence. Euthyphro acknowledges himself that his
explanations seem to walk away or go round in a circle, like the
moving figures of Daedalus, the ancestor of Socrates, who has com-
municated his art to his descendants.

Socrates, who is desirous of stimulating the indolent intelligence
of Euthyphro, raises the question in another manner: ‘Is all the pi-
ous just?’  ‘Yes.’ ‘Is all the just pious?’ ‘No.’ ‘Then what part of
justice is piety?’ Euthyphro replies that piety is that part of justice
which ‘attends’ to the gods, as there is another part of justice which
‘attends’ to men. But what is the meaning of ‘attending’ to the gods?
The word ‘attending,’ when applied to dogs, horses, and men, im-
plies that in some way they are made better. But how do pious or
holy acts make the gods any better? Euthyphro explains that he
means by pious acts,  acts of service or ministration. Yes; but the
ministrations of the husbandman, the physician, and the builder
have an end. To what end do we serve the gods, and what do we
help them to accomplish? Euthyphro replies, that all these difficult
questions cannot be resolved in a short time; and he would rather
say simply that piety is knowing how to please the gods in word and
deed, by prayers and sacrifices. In other words, says Socrates, piety
is ‘a science of asking and giving’—asking what we want and giving
what they want; in short, a mode of doing business between gods
and men. But although they are the givers of all good, how can we
give them any good in return? ‘Nay, but we give them honour.’
Then we give them not what is beneficial, but what is pleasing or
dear to them; and this is the point which has been already disproved.
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Socrates, although weary of the subterfuges and evasions of
Euthyphro, remains unshaken in his conviction that he must know
the nature of piety, or he would never have prosecuted his old fa-
ther. He is still hoping that he will condescend to instruct him. But
Euthyphro is in a hurry and cannot stay. And Socrates’ last hope of
knowing the nature of piety before he is prosecuted for impiety has
disappeared. As in the Euthydemus the irony is carried on to the
end.

The Euthyphro is manifestly designed to contrast the real nature
of piety and impiety with the popular conceptions of them. But
when the popular conceptions of them have been overthrown,
Socrates does not offer any definition of his own: as in the Laches
and Lysis, he prepares the way for an answer to the question which
he has raised; but true to his own character, refuses to answer him-
self.

Euthyphro is a religionist, and is elsewhere spoken of, if he be the
same person, as the author of a philosophy of names, by whose
‘prancing steeds’ Socrates in the Cratylus is carried away. He has the
conceit and self-confidence of a Sophist; no doubt that he is right in
prosecuting his father has ever entered into his mind. Like a Sophist
too, he is incapable either of framing a general definition or of fol-
lowing the course of an argument. His wrong-headedness, one-
sidedness, narrowness, positiveness, are characteristic of his priestly
office. His failure to apprehend an argument may be compared to a
similar defect which is observable in the rhapsode Ion. But he is not
a bad man, and he is friendly to Socrates, whose familiar sign he
recognizes with interest. Though unable to follow him he is very
willing to be led by him, and eagerly catches at any suggestion which
saves him from the trouble of thinking. Moreover he is the enemy
of Meletus, who, as he says, is availing himself of the popular dislike
to innovations in religion in order to injure Socrates; at the same
time he is amusingly confident that he has weapons in his own
armoury which would be more than a match for him. He is quite
sincere in his prosecution of his father, who has accidentally been
guilty of homicide, and is not wholly free from blame. To purge
away the crime appears to him in the light of a duty, whoever may
be the criminal.
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Thus begins the contrast between the religion of the letter, or of
the narrow and unenlightened conscience, and the higher notion of
religion which Socrates vainly endeavours to elicit from him. ‘Piety
is doing as I do’ is the idea of religion which first occurs to him, and
to many others who do not say what they think with equal frank-
ness. For men are not easily persuaded that any other religion is
better than their own; or that other nations, e.g. the Greeks in the
time of Socrates, were equally serious in their religious beliefs and
difficulties. The chief difference between us and them is, that they
were slowly learning what we are in process of forgetting. Greek
mythology hardly admitted of the distinction between accidental
homicide and murder: that the pollution of blood was the same in
both cases is also the feeling of the Athenian diviner. He had not as
yet learned the lesson, which philosophy was teaching, that Homer
and Hesiod, if not banished from the state, or whipped out of the
assembly, as Heracleitus more rudely proposed, at any rate were not
to be appealed to as authorities in religion; and he is ready to defend
his conduct by the examples of the gods. These are the very tales
which Socrates cannot abide; and his dislike of them, as he suspects,
has branded him with the reputation of impiety. Here is one answer
to the question, ‘Why Socrates was put to death,’ suggested by the
way. Another is conveyed in the words, ‘The Athenians do not care
about any man being thought wise until he begins to make other
men wise; and then for some reason or other they are angry:’ which
may be said to be the rule of popular toleration in most other coun-
tries, and not at Athens only. In the course of the argument Socrates
remarks that the controversial nature of morals and religion arises
out of the difficulty of verifying them. There is no measure or stan-
dard to which they can be referred.

The next definition, ‘Piety is that which is loved of the gods,’ is
shipwrecked on a refined distinction between the state and the act,
corresponding respectively to the adjective (philon) and the parti-
ciple (philoumenon), or rather perhaps to the participle and the
verb (philoumenon and phileitai). The act is prior to the state (as in
Aristotle the energeia precedes the dunamis); and the state of being
loved is preceded by the act of being loved. But piety or holiness is
preceded by the act of being pious, not by the act of being loved;
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and therefore piety and the state of being loved are different. Through
such subtleties of dialectic Socrates is working his way into a deeper
region of thought and feeling. He means to say that the words ‘loved
of the gods’ express an attribute only, and not the essence of piety.

Then follows the third and last definition, ‘Piety is a part of justice.’
Thus far Socrates has proceeded in placing religion on a moral foun-
dation. He is seeking to realize the harmony of religion and morality,
which the great poets Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Pindar had uncon-
sciously anticipated, and which is the universal want of all men. To
this the soothsayer adds the ceremonial element, ‘attending upon the
gods.’ When further interrogated by Socrates as to the nature of this
‘attention to the gods,’ he replies, that piety is an affair of business, a
science of giving and asking, and the like. Socrates points out the
anthropomorphism of these notions, (compare Symp.; Republic;
Politicus.) But when we expect him to go on and show that the true
service of the gods is the service of the spirit and the co-operation
with them in all things true and good, he stops short; this was a lesson
which the soothsayer could not have been made to understand, and
which every one must learn for himself.

There seem to be altogether three aims or interests in this little
Dialogue: (1) the dialectical development of the idea of piety; (2) the
antithesis of true and false religion, which is carried to a certain extent
only; (3) the defence of Socrates.

The subtle connection with the Apology and the Crito; the hold-
ing back of the conclusion, as in the Charmides, Lysis, Laches,
Protagoras, and other Dialogues; the deep insight into the religious
world; the dramatic power and play of the two characters; the inimi-
table irony, are reasons for believing that the Euthyphro is a genuine
Platonic writing. The spirit in which the popular representations of
mythology are denounced recalls Republic II. The virtue of piety has
been already mentioned as one of five in the Protagoras, but is not
reckoned among the four cardinal virtues of Republic IV. The figure
of Daedalus has occurred in the Meno; that of Proteus in the
Euthydemus and Io. The kingly science has already appeared in the
Euthydemus, and will reappear in the Republic and Statesman. But
neither from these nor any other indications of similarity or differ-
ence, and still less from arguments respecting the suitableness of
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this little work to aid Socrates at the time of his trial or the reverse,
can any evidence of the date be obtained.
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EUTHYPHRO

by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, Euthyphro.

SCENE: The Porch of the King Archon.

EUTHYPHRO: Why have you left the Lyceum, Socrates? and what
are you doing in the Porch of the King Archon? Surely you cannot
be concerned in a suit before the King, like myself?

SOCRATES: Not in a suit, Euthyphro; impeachment is the word
which the Athenians use.

EUTHYPHRO: What! I suppose that some one has been prosecut-
ing you, for I cannot believe that you are the prosecutor of another.
SOCRATES: Certainly not.

EUTHYPHRO: Then some one else has been prosecuting you?
SOCRATES: Yes.

EUTHYPHRO: And who is he?

SOCRATES: A young man who is little known, Euthyphro; and I
hardly know him: his name is Meletus, and he is of the deme of
Pitthis. Perhaps you may remember his appearance; he has a beak,
and long straight hair, and a beard which is ill grown.
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EUTHYPHRO: No, I do not remember him, Socrates. But what is
the charge which he brings against you?

SOCRATES: What is the charge? Well, a very serious charge, which
shows a good deal of character in the young man, and for which he
is certainly not to be despised. He says he knows how the youth are
corrupted and who are their corruptors. I fancy that he must be a
wise man, and seeing that I am the reverse of a wise man, he has
found me out, and is going to accuse me of corrupting his young
friends. And of this our mother the state is to be the judge. Of all
our political men he is the only one who seems to me to begin in the
right way, with the cultivation of virtue in youth; like a good hus-
bandman, he makes the young shoots his first care, and clears away
us who are the destroyers of them. This is only the first step; he will
afterwards attend to the elder branches; and if he goes on as he has
begun, he will be a very great public benefactor.

EUTHYPHRO: I hope that he may; but I rather fear, Socrates, that
the opposite will turn out to be the truth. My opinion is that in
attacking you he is simply aiming a blow at the foundation of the
state. But in what way does he say that you corrupt the young?

SOCRATES: He brings a wonderful accusation against me, which
at first hearing excites surprise: he says that I am a poet or maker of
gods, and that I invent new gods and deny the existence of old ones;
this is the ground of his indictment.

EUTHYPHRO: I understand, Socrates; he means to attack you
about the familiar sign which occasionally, as you say, comes to you.
He thinks that you are a neologian, and he is going to have you up
before the court for this. He knows that such a charge is readily
received by the world, as I myself know too well; for when I speak
in the assembly about divine things, and foretell the future to them,
they laugh at me and think me a madman. Yet every word that I say
is true. But they are jealous of us all; and we must be brave and go at
them.
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SOCRATES: Their laughter, friend Euthyphro, is not a matter of
much consequence. For a man may be thought wise; but the Athe-
nians, I suspect, do not much trouble themselves about him until
he begins to impart his wisdom to others, and then for some reason
or other, perhaps, as you say, from jealousy, they are angry.

EUTHYPHRO: I am never likely to try their temper in this way.

SOCRATES: I dare say not, for you are reserved in your behaviour,
and seldom impart your wisdom. But I have a benevolent habit of
pouring out myself to everybody, and would even pay for a listener,
and I am afraid that the Athenians may think me too talkative.
Now if, as I was saying, they would only laugh at me, as you say that
they laugh at you, the time might pass gaily enough in the court;
but perhaps they may be in earnest, and then what the end will be
you soothsayers only can predict.

EUTHYPHRO: I dare say that the affair will end in nothing,
Socrates, and that you will win your cause; and I think that I shall
win my own.

SOCRATES: And what is your suit, Euthyphro? are you the pur-
suer or the defendant?

EUTHYPHRO: I am the pursuer.

SOCRATES: Of whom?

EUTHYPHRO: You will think me mad when I tell you.

SOCRATES: Why, has the fugitive wings?

EUTHYPHRO: Nay, he is not very volatile at his time of life.

SOCRATES: Who is he?

EUTHYPHRO: My father.
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SOCRATES: Your father! my good man?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And of what is he accused?

EUTHYPHRO: Of murder, Socrates.

SOCRATES: By the powers, Euthyphro! how little does the com-
mon herd know of the nature of right and truth. A man must be an
extraordinary man, and have made great strides in wisdom, before
he could have seen his way to bring such an action.

EUTHYPHRO: Indeed, Socrates, he must.

SOCRATES: I suppose that the man whom your father murdered
was one of your relatives—clearly he was; for if he had been a stranger
you would never have thought of prosecuting him.

EUTHYPHRO: I am amused, Socrates, at your making a distinc-
tion between one who is a relation and one who is not a relation; for
surely the pollution is the same in either case, if you knowingly
associate with the murderer when you ought to clear yourself and
him by proceeding against him. The real question is whether the
murdered man has been justly slain. If justly, then your duty is to let
the matter alone; but if unjustly, then even if the murderer lives
under the same roof with you and eats at the same table, proceed
against him. Now the man who is dead was a poor dependant of
mine who worked for us as a field labourer on our farm in Naxos,
and one day in a fit of drunken passion he got into a quarrel with
one of our domestic servants and slew him. My father bound him
hand and foot and threw him into a ditch, and then sent to Athens
to ask of a diviner what he should do with him. Meanwhile he never
attended to him and took no care about him, for he regarded him as
a murderer; and thought that no great harm would be done even if
he did die. Now this was just what happened. For such was the
effect of cold and hunger and chains upon him, that before the
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messenger returned from the diviner, he was dead. And my father
and family are angry with me for taking the part of the murderer
and prosecuting my father. They say that he did not kill him, and
that if he did, the dead man was but a murderer, and I ou ght not to
take any notice, for that a son is impious who prosecutes a father.
Which shows, Socrates, how little they know what the gods think
about piety and impiety.

SOCRATES: Good heavens, Euthyphro! and is your knowledge of
religion and of things pious and impious so very exact, that, sup-
posing the circumstances to be as you state them, you are not afraid
lest you too may be doing an impious thing in bringing an action
against your father?

EUTHYPHRO: The best of Euthyphro, and that which distin-
guishes him, Socrates, from other men, is his exact knowledge of all
such matters. What should I be good for without it?

SOCRATES: Rare friend! I think that I cannot do better than be
your disciple. Then before the trial with Meletus comes on I shall
challenge him, and say that I have always had a great interest in reli-
gious questions, and now, as he charges me with rash imaginations
and innovations in religion, I have become your disciple. You, Meletus,
as I shall say to him, acknowledge Euthyphro to be a great theologian,
and sound in his opinions; and if you approve of him you ought to
approve of me, and not have me into court; but if you disapprove,
you should begin by indicting him who is my teacher, and who will
be the ruin, not of the young, but of the old; that is to say, of myself
whom he instructs, and of his old father whom he admonishes and
chastises. And if Meletus refuses to listen to me, but will go on, and
will not shift the indictment from me to you, I cannot do better than
repeat this challenge in the court.

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, indeed, Socrates; and if he attempts to indict
me I am mistaken if I do not find a flaw in him; the court shall have
a great deal more to say to him than to me.
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SOCRATES: And I, my dear friend, knowing this, am desirous of
becoming your disciple. For I observe that no one appears to notice
you—not even this Meletus; but his sharp eyes have found me out
at once, and he has indicted me for impiety. And therefore, I adjure
you to tell me the nature of piety and impiety, which you said that
you knew so well, and of murder, and of other offences against the
gods. What are they? Is not piety in every action always the same?
and impiety, again—is it not always the opposite of piety, and also
the same with itself, having, as impiety, one notion which includes
whatever is impious?

EUTHYPHRO: To be sure, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And what is piety, and what is impiety?

EUTHYPHRO: Piety is doing as I am doing; that is to say, pros-
ecuting any one who is guilty of murder, sacrilege, or of any similar
crime—whether he be your father or mother, or whoever he may
be—that makes no difference; and not to prosecute them is impi-
ety. And please to consider, Socrates, what a notable proof I will
give you of the truth of my words, a proof which I have already
given to others:—of the principle, I mean, that the impious, who-
ever he may be, ought not to go unpunished. For do not men regard
Zeus as the best and most righteous of the gods?—and yet they
admit that he bound his father (Cronos) because he wickedly de-
voured his sons, and that he too had punished his own father (Ura-
nus) for a similar reason, in a nameless manner. And yet when I
proceed against my father, they are angry with me. So inconsistent
are they in their way of talking when the gods are concerned, and
when I am concerned.

SOCRATES: May not this be the reason, Euthyphro, why I am
charged with impiety—that I cannot away with these stories about
the gods?  and therefore I suppose that people think me wrong. But,
as you who are well informed about them approve of them, I can-
not do better than assent to your superior wisdom. What else can I
say, confessing as I do, that I know nothing about them? Tell me,
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for the love of Zeus, whether you really believe that they are true.

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates; and things more wonderful still, of
which the world is in ignorance.

SOCRATES: And do you really believe that the gods fought with
one another, and had dire quarrels, battles, and the like, as the poets
say, and as you may see represented in the works of great artists?
The temples are full of them; and notably the robe of Athene, which
is carried up to the Acropolis at the great Panathenaea, is embroi-
dered with them. Are all these tales of the gods true, Euthyphro?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates; and, as I was saying, I can tell you, if
you would like to hear them, many other things about the gods
which would quite amaze you.

SOCRATES: I dare say; and you shall tell me them at some other
time when I have leisure. But just at present I would rather hear
from you a more precise answer, which you have not as yet given,
my friend, to the question, What is ‘piety’? When asked, you only
replied, Doing as you do, charging your father with murder.

EUTHYPHRO: And what I said was true, Socrates.

SOCRATES: No doubt, Euthyphro; but you would admit that there
are many other pious acts?

EUTHYPHRO: There are.

SOCRATES: Remember that I did not ask you to give me two or three
examples of piety, but to explain the general idea which makes all pious things
to be pious. Do you not recollect that there was one idea which made the
impious impious, and the pious pious?

EUTHYPHRO: I remember.

SOCRATES: Tell me what is the nature of this idea, and then I shall



274

Euthyphro

have a standard to which I may look, and by which I may measure
actions, whether yours or those of any one else, and then I shall be able
to say that such and such an action is pious, such another impious.

EUTHYPHRO: I will tell you, if you like.

SOCRATES: I should very much like.

EUTHYPHRO: Piety, then, is that which is dear to the gods, and
impiety is that which is not dear to them.

SOCRATES: Very good, Euthyphro; you have now given me the
sort of answer which I wanted. But whether what you say is true or
not I cannot as yet tell, although I make no doubt that you will
prove the truth of your words.

EUTHYPHRO: Of course.

SOCRATES: Come, then, and let us examine what we are saying.
That thing or person which is dear to the gods is pious, and that
thing or person which is hateful to the gods is impious, these two
being the extreme opposites of one another. Was not that said?

EUTHYPHRO: It was.

SOCRATES: And well said?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates, I thought so; it was certainly said.

SOCRATES: And further, Euthyphro, the gods were admitted to
have enmities and hatreds and differences?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, that was also said.

SOCRATES: And what sort of difference creates enmity and an-
ger? Suppose for example that you and I, my good friend, differ
about a number; do differences of this sort make us enemies and set
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us at variance with one another? Do we not go at once to arith-
metic, and put an end to them by a sum?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: Or suppose that we differ about magnitudes, do we
not quickly end the differences by measuring?

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: And we end a controversy about heavy and light by
resorting to a weighing machine?

EUTHYPHRO: To be sure.

SOCRATES: But what differences are there which cannot be thus
decided, and which therefore make us angry and set us at enmity
with one another? I dare say the answer does not occur to you at the
moment, and therefore I will suggest that these enmities arise when
the matters of difference are the just and unjust, good and evil,
honourable and dishonourable. Are not these the points about which
men differ, and about which when we are unable satisfactorily to
decide our differences, you and I and all of us quarrel, when we do
quarrel? (Compare Alcib.)

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates, the nature of the differences about
which we quarrel is such as you describe.

SOCRATES: And the quarrels of the gods, noble Euthyphro, when
they occur, are of a like nature?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly they are.

SOCRATES: They have differences of opinion, as you say, about
good and evil, just and unjust, honourable and dishonourable: there
would have been no quarrels among them, if there had been no
such differences—would there now?
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EUTHYPHRO: You are quite right.

SOCRATES: Does not every man love that which he deems noble
and just and good, and hate the opposite of them?

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: But, as you say, people regard the same things, some
as just and others as unjust,—about these they dispute; and so there
arise wars and fightings among them.

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then the same things are hated by the gods and loved
by the gods, and are both hateful and dear to them?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: And upon this view the same things, Euthyphro, will
be pious and also impious?

EUTHYPHRO: So I should suppose.

SOCRATES: Then, my friend, I remark with surprise that you have
not answered the question which I asked. For I certainly did not ask
you to tell me what action is both pious and impious: but now it
would seem that what is loved by the gods is also hated by them.
And therefore, Euthyphro, in thus chastising your father you may
very likely be doing what is agreeable to Zeus but disagreeable to
Cronos or Uranus, and what is acceptable to Hephaestus but unac-
ceptable to Here, and there may be other gods who have similar
differences of opinion.

EUTHYPHRO: But I believe, Socrates, that all the gods would be
agreed as to the propriety of punishing a murderer: there would be
no difference of opinion about that.
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SOCRATES: Well, but speaking of men, Euthyphro, did you ever
hear any one arguing that a murderer or any sort of evil-doer ought
to be let off?

EUTHYPHRO: I should rather say that these are the questions
which they are always arguing, especially in courts of law: they com-
mit all sorts of crimes, and there is nothing which they will not do
or say in their own defence.

SOCRATES: But do they admit their guilt, Euthyphro, and yet say
that they ought not to be punished?

EUTHYPHRO: No; they do not.

SOCRATES: Then there are some things which they do not ven-
ture to say and do: for they do not venture to argue that the guilty
are to be unpunished, but they deny their guilt, do they not?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then they do not argue that the evil-doer should not
be punished, but they argue about the fact of who the evil-doer is,
and what he did and when?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: And the gods are in the same case, if as you assert they
quarrel about just and unjust, and some of them say while others deny
that injustice is done among them. For surely neither God nor man will
ever venture to say that the doer of injustice is not to be punished?

EUTHYPHRO: That is true, Socrates, in the main.

SOCRATES: But they join issue about the particulars—gods and
men alike; and, if they dispute at all, they dispute about some act
which is called in question, and which by some is affirmed to be
just, by others to be unjust. Is not that true?
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EUTHYPHRO: Quite true.

SOCRATES: Well then, my dear friend Euthyphro, do tell me, for
my better instruction and information, what proof have you that in
the opinion of all the gods a servant who is guilty of murder, and is
put in chains by the master of the dead man, and dies because he is
put in chains before he who bound him can learn from the inter-
preters of the gods what he ought to do with him, dies unjustly; and
that on behalf of such an one a son ought to proceed against his
father and accuse him of murder. How would you show that all the
gods absolutely agree in approving of his act? Prove to me that they
do, and I will applaud your wisdom as long as I live.

EUTHYPHRO: It will be a difficult task; but I could make the
matter very clear indeed to you.

SOCRATES: I understand; you mean to say that I am not so quick
of apprehension as the judges: for to them you will be sure to prove
that the act is unjust, and hateful to the gods.

EUTHYPHRO: Yes indeed, Socrates; at least if they will listen to
me.

SOCRATES: But they will be sure to listen if they find that you are
a good speaker. There was a notion that came into my mind while
you were speaking; I said to myself: ‘Well, and what if Euthyphro
does prove to me that all the gods regarded the death of the serf as
unjust, how do I know anything more of the nature of piety and
impiety? for granting that this action may be hateful to the gods,
still piety and impiety are not adequately defined by these distinc-
tions, for that which is hateful to the gods has been shown to be also
pleasing and dear to them.’ And therefore, Euthyphro, I do not ask
you to prove this; I will suppose, if you like, that all the gods con-
demn and abominate such an action. But I will amend the defini-
tion so far as to say that what all the gods hate is impious, and what
they love pious or holy; and what some of them love and others hate
is both or neither. Shall this be our definition of piety and impiety?



279

Plato

EUTHYPHRO: Why not, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Why not! certainly, as far as I am concerned,
Euthyphro, there is no reason why not. But whether this admission
will greatly assist you in the task of instructing me as you promised,
is a matter for you to consider.

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, I should say that what all the gods love is pi-
ous and holy, and the opposite which they all hate, impious.

SOCRATES: Ought we to enquire into the truth of this, Euthyphro,
or simply to accept the mere statement on our own authority and
that of others? What do you say?

EUTHYPHRO: We should enquire; and I believe that the state-
ment will stand the test of enquiry.

SOCRATES: We shall know better, my good friend, in a little while.
The point which I should first wish to understand is whether the
pious or holy is beloved by the gods because it is holy, or holy be-
cause it is beloved of the gods.

EUTHYPHRO: I do not understand your meaning, Socrates.

SOCRATES: I will endeavour to explain: we, speak of carrying and
we speak of being carried, of leading and being led, seeing and be-
ing seen. You know that in all such cases there is a difference, and
you know also in what the difference lies?

EUTHYPHRO: I think that I understand.

SOCRATES: And is not that which is beloved distinct from that
which loves?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Well; and now tell me, is that which is carried in this
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state of carrying because it is carried, or for some other reason?

EUTHYPHRO: No; that is the reason.

SOCRATES: And the same is true of what is led and of what is
seen?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: And a thing is not seen because it is visible, but con-
versely, visible because it is seen; nor is a thing led because it is in the
state of being led, or carried because it is in the state of being car-
ried, but the converse of this. And now I think, Euthyphro, that my
meaning will be intelligible; and my meaning is, that any state of
action or passion implies previous action or passion. It does not
become because it is becoming, but it is in a state of becoming be-
cause it becomes; neither does it suffer because it is in a state of
suffering, but it is in a state of suffering because it suffers. Do you
not agree?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Is not that which is loved in some state either of be-
coming or suffering?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the same holds as in the previous instances; the
state of being loved follows the act of being loved, and not the act
the state.

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And what do you say of piety, Euthyphro: is not pi-
ety, according to your definition, loved by all the gods?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.
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SOCRATES: Because it is pious or holy, or for some other reason?

EUTHYPHRO: No, that is the reason.

SOCRATES: It is loved because it is holy, not holy because it is loved?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And that which is dear to the gods is loved by them,
and is in a state to be loved of them because it is loved of them?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then that which is dear to the gods, Euthyphro, is
not holy, nor is that which is holy loved of God, as you affirm; but
they are two different things.

EUTHYPHRO: How do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I mean to say that the holy has been acknowledged
by us to be loved of God because it is holy, not to be holy because it
is loved.

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: But that which is dear to the gods is dear to them
because it is loved by them, not loved by them because it is dear to
them.

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: But, friend Euthyphro, if that which is holy is the
same with that which is dear to God, and is loved because it is holy,
then that which is dear to God would have been loved as being dear
to God; but if that which is dear to God is dear to him because
loved by him, then that which is holy would have been holy because
loved by him. But now you see that the reverse is the case, and that
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they are quite different from one another. For one (theophiles) is of
a kind to be loved cause it is loved, and the other (osion) is loved
because it is of a kind to be loved. Thus you appear to me, Euthyphro,
when I ask you what is the essence of holiness, to offer an attribute
only, and not the essence—the attribute of being loved by all the
gods. But you still refuse to explain to me the nature of holiness.
And therefore, if you please, I will ask you not to hide your treasure,
but to tell me once more what holiness or piety really is, whether
dear to the gods or not (for that is a matter about which we will not
quarrel); and what is impiety?

EUTHYPHRO: I really do not know, Socrates, how to express what
I mean. For somehow or other our arguments, on whatever ground
we rest them, seem to turn round and walk away from us.

SOCRATES: Your words, Euthyphro, are like the handiwork of my
ancestor Daedalus; and if I were the sayer or propounder of them,
you might say that my arguments walk away and will not remain
fixed where they are placed because I am a descendant of his. But
now, since these notions are your own, you must find some other
gibe, for they certainly, as you yourself allow, show an inclination to
be on the move.

EUTHYPHRO: Nay, Socrates, I shall still say that you are the
Daedalus who sets arguments in motion; not I, certainly, but you
make them move or go round, for they would never have stirred, as
far as I am concerned.

SOCRATES: Then I must be a greater than Daedalus: for whereas
he only made his own inventions to move, I move those of other
people as well. And the beauty of it is, that I would rather not. For
I would give the wisdom of Daedalus, and the wealth of Tantalus,
to be able to detain them and keep them fixed. But enough of this.
As I perceive that you are lazy, I will myself endeavour to show you
how you might instruct me in the nature of piety; and I hope that
you will not grudge your labour. Tell me, then—Is not that which is
pious necessarily just?
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EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And is, then, all which is just pious? or, is that which
is pious all just, but that which is just, only in part and not all,
pious?

EUTHYPHRO: I do not understand you, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And yet I know that you are as much wiser than I am,
as you are younger. But, as I was saying, revered friend, the abun-
dance of your wisdom makes you lazy. Please to exert yourself, for
there is no real difficulty in understanding me. What I mean I may
explain by an illustration of what I do not mean. The poet (Stasinus)
sings—

‘Of Zeus, the author and creator of all
these things, You will not tell: for where
there is fear there is also reverence.’

Now I disagree with this poet. Shall I tell you in what respect?

EUTHYPHRO: By all means.

SOCRATES: I should not say that where there is fear there is also
reverence; for I am sure that many persons fear poverty and disease,
and the like evils, but I do not perceive that they reverence the ob-
jects of their fear.

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: But where reverence is, there is fear; for he who has a
feeling of reverence and shame about the commission of any action,
fears and is afraid of an ill reputation.

EUTHYPHRO: No doubt.

SOCRATES: Then we are wrong in saying that where there is fear
there is also reverence; and we should say, where there is reverence
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there is also fear. But there is not always reverence where there is
fear; for fear is a more extended notion, and reverence is a part of
fear, just as the odd is a part of number, and number is a more
extended notion than the odd. I suppose that you follow me now?

EUTHYPHRO: Quite well.

SOCRATES: That was the sort of question which I meant to raise
when I asked whether the just is always the pious, or the pious al-
ways the just; and whether there may not be justice where there is
not piety; for justice is the more extended notion of which piety is
only a part. Do you dissent?

EUTHYPHRO: No, I think that you are quite right.

SOCRATES: Then, if piety is a part of justice, I suppose that we
should enquire what part? If you had pursued the enquiry in the
previous cases; for instance, if you had asked me what is an even
number, and what part of number the even is, I should have had no
difficulty in replying, a number which represents a figure having
two equal sides. Do you not agree?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, I quite agree.

SOCRATES: In like manner, I want you to tell me what part of
justice is piety or holiness, that I may be able to tell Meletus not to
do me injustice, or indict me for impiety, as I am now adequately
instructed by you in the nature of piety or holiness, and their oppo-
sites.

EUTHYPHRO: Piety or holiness, Socrates, appears to me to be
that part of justice which attends to the gods, as there is the other
part of justice which attends to men.

SOCRATES: That is good, Euthyphro; yet still there is a little point
about which I should like to have further information, What is the
meaning of ‘attention’? For attention can hardly be used in the same
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sense when applied to the gods as when applied to other things. For
instance, horses are said to require attention, and not every person
is able to attend to them, but only a person skilled in horsemanship.
Is it not so?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: I should suppose that the art of horsemanship is the
art of attending to horses?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Nor is every one qualified to attend to dogs, but only
the huntsman?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: And I should also conceive that the art of the hunts-
man is the art of attending to dogs?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: As the art of the oxherd is the art of attending to
oxen?

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: In like manner holiness or piety is the art of attending
to the gods?—that would be your meaning, Euthyphro?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And is not attention always designed for the good or
benefit of that to which the attention is given? As in the case of
horses, you may observe that when attended to by the horseman’s
art they are benefited and improved, are they not?
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EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: As the dogs are benefited by the huntsman’s art, and
the oxen by the art of the oxherd, and all other things are tended or
attended for their good and not for their hurt?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly, not for their hurt.

SOCRATES: But for their good?

EUTHYPHRO: Of course.

SOCRATES: And does piety or holiness, which has been defined
to be the art of attending to the gods, benefit or improve them?
Would you say that when you do a holy act you make any of the
gods better?

EUTHYPHRO: No, no; that was certainly not what I meant.

SOCRATES: And I, Euthyphro, never supposed that you did. I
asked you the question about the nature of the attention, because I
thought that you did not.

EUTHYPHRO: You do me justice, Socrates; that is not the sort of
attention which I mean.

SOCRATES: Good: but I must still ask what is this attention to the
gods which is called piety?

EUTHYPHRO: It is such, Socrates, as servants show to their mas-
ters.

SOCRATES: I understand—a sort of ministration to the gods.

EUTHYPHRO: Exactly.

SOCRATES: Medicine is also a sort of ministration or service, hav-
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ing in view the attainment of some object—would you not say of
health?

EUTHYPHRO: I should.

SOCRATES: Again, there is an art which ministers to the ship-
builder with a view to the attainment of some result?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates, with a view to the building of a ship.

SOCRATES: As there is an art which ministers to the house-builder
with a view to the building of a house?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And now tell me, my good friend, about the art which
ministers to the gods: what work does that help to accomplish? For
you must surely know if, as you say, you are of all men living the
one who is best instructed in religion.

EUTHYPHRO: And I speak the truth, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Tell me then, oh tell me—what is that fair work which
the gods do by the help of our ministrations?

EUTHYPHRO: Many and fair, Socrates, are the works which they
do.

SOCRATES: Why, my friend, and so are those of a general. But the
chief of them is easily told. Would you not say that victory in war is
the chief of them?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Many and fair, too, are the works of the husbandman, if
I am not mistaken; but his chief work is the production of food from
the earth?
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EUTHYPHRO: Exactly.

SOCRATES: And of the many and fair things done by the gods,
which is the chief or principal one?

EUTHYPHRO: I have told you already, Socrates, that to learn all
these things accurately will be very tiresome. Let me simply say that
piety or holiness is learning how to please the gods in word and
deed, by prayers and sacrifices. Such piety is the salvation of fami-
lies and states, just as the impious, which is unpleasing to the gods,
is their ruin and destruction.

SOCRATES: I think that you could have answered in much fewer
words the chief question which I asked, Euthyphro, if you had cho-
sen. But I see plainly that you are not disposed to instruct me—
clearly not: else why, when we reached the point, did you turn aside?
Had you only answered me I should have truly learned of you by
this time the nature of piety. Now, as the asker of a question is
necessarily dependent on the answerer, whither he leads I must fol-
low; and can only ask again, what is the pious, and what is piety?
Do you mean that they are a sort of science of praying and sacrific-
ing?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, I do.

SOCRATES: And sacrificing is giving to the gods, and prayer is
asking of the gods?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Upon this view, then, piety is a science of asking and
giving?

EUTHYPHRO: You understand me capitally, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Yes, my friend; the reason is that I am a votary of your
science, and give my mind to it, and therefore nothing which you
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say will be thrown away upon me. Please then to tell me, what is the
nature of this service to the gods? Do you mean that we prefer re-
quests and give gifts to them?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, I do.

SOCRATES: Is not the right way of asking to ask of them what we
want?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And the right way of giving is to give to them in re-
turn what they want of us. There would be no meaning in an art
which gives to any one that which he does not want.

EUTHYPHRO: Very true, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Then piety, Euthyphro, is an art which gods and men
have of doing business with one another?

EUTHYPHRO: That is an expression which you may use, if you
like.

SOCRATES: But I have no particular liking for anything but the
truth. I wish, however, that you would tell me what benefit accrues
to the gods from our gifts. There is no doubt about what they give
to us; for there is no good thing which they do not give; but how we
can give any good thing to them in return is far from being equally
clear. If they give everything and we give nothing, that must be an
affair of business in which we have very greatly the advantage of
them.

EUTHYPHRO: And do you imagine, Socrates, that any benefit
accrues to the gods from our gifts?

SOCRATES: But if not, Euthyphro, what is the meaning of gifts
which are conferred by us upon the gods?



290

Euthyphro

EUTHYPHRO: What else, but tributes of honour; and, as I was
just now saying, what pleases them?

SOCRATES: Piety, then, is pleasing to the gods, but not beneficial
or dear to them?

EUTHYPHRO: I should say that nothing could be dearer.

SOCRATES: Then once more the assertion is repeated that piety is
dear to the gods?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And when you say this, can you wonder at your words
not standing firm, but walking away? Will you accuse me of being
the Daedalus who makes them walk away, not perceiving that there
is another and far greater artist than Daedalus who makes them go
round in a circle, and he is yourself; for the argument, as you will
perceive, comes round to the same point. Were we not saying that
the holy or pious was not the same with that which is loved of the
gods? Have you forgotten?

EUTHYPHRO: I quite remember.

SOCRATES: And are you not saying that what is loved of the gods
is holy; and is not this the same as what is dear to them—do you
see?

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: Then either we were wrong in our former assertion;
or, if we were right then, we are wrong now.

EUTHYPHRO: One of the two must be true.

SOCRATES: Then we must begin again and ask, What is piety?
That is an enquiry which I shall never be weary of pursuing as far as
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in me lies; and I entreat you not to scorn me, but to apply your
mind to the utmost, and tell me the truth. For, if any man knows,
you are he; and therefore I must detain you, like Proteus, until you
tell. If you had not certainly known the nature of piety and impiety,
I am confident that you would never, on behalf of a serf, have charged
your aged father with murder. You would not have run such a risk
of doing wrong in the sight of the gods, and you would have had
too much respect for the opinions of men. I am sure, therefore, that
you know the nature of piety and impiety. Speak out then, my dear
Euthyphro, and do not hide your knowledge.

EUTHYPHRO: Another time, Socrates; for I am in a hurry, and
must go now.

SOCRATES: Alas! my companion, and will you leave me in de-
spair? I was hoping that you would instruct me in the nature of
piety and impiety; and then I might have cleared myself of Meletus
and his indictment. I would have told him that I had been enlight-
ened by Euthyphro, and had given up rash innovations and specu-
lations, in which I indulged only through ignorance, and that now
I am about to lead a better life.



292

Menexenus

MENEXENUS

by Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

THE MENEXENUS HAS more the character of a rhetorical exercise than
any other of the Platonic works. The writer seems to have wished to
emulate Thucydides, and the far slighter work of Lysias. In his ri-
valry with the latter, to whom in the Phaedrus Plato shows a strong
antipathy, he is entirely successful, but he is not equal to Thucydides.
The Menexenus, though not without real Hellenic interest, falls
very far short of the rugged grandeur and political insight of the
great historian. The fiction of the speech having been invented by
Aspasia is well sustained, and is in the manner of Plato, notwith-
standing the anachronism which puts into her mouth an allusion to
the peace of Antalcidas, an event occurring forty years after the date
of the supposed oration. But Plato, like Shakespeare, is careless of
such anachronisms, which are not supposed to strike the mind of
the reader. The effect produced by these grandiloquent orations on
Socrates, who does not recover after having heard one of them for
three days and more, is truly Platonic.

Such discourses, if we may form a judgment from the three which
are extant (for the so-called Funeral Oration of Demosthenes is a
bad and spurious imitation of Thucydides and Lysias), conformed
to a regular type. They began with Gods and ancestors, and the
legendary history of Athens, to which succeeded an almost equally
fictitious account of later times. The Persian war usually formed the
centre of the narrative; in the age of Isocrates and Demosthenes the
Athenians were still living on the glories of Marathon and Salamis.
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The Menexenus veils in panegyric the weak places of Athenian his-
tory. The war of Athens and Boeotia is a war of liberation; the Athe-
nians gave back the Spartans taken at Sphacteria out of kindness—
indeed, the only fault of the city was too great kindness to their
enemies, who were more honoured than the friends of others (com-
pare Thucyd., which seems to contain the germ of the idea); we
democrats are the aristocracy of virtue, and the like. These are the
platitudes and falsehoods in which history is disguised. The taking
of Athens is hardly mentioned.

The author of the Menexenus, whether Plato or not, is evidently
intending to ridicule the practice, and at the same time to show that
he can beat the rhetoricians in their own line, as in the Phaedrus he
may be supposed to offer an example of what Lysias might have
said, and of how much better he might have written in his own
style. The orators had recourse to their favourite loci communes,
one of which, as we find in Lysias, was the shortness of the time
allowed them for preparation. But Socrates points out that they had
them always ready for delivery, and that there was no difficulty in
improvising any number of such orations. To praise the Athenians
among the Athenians was easy,—to praise them among the
Lacedaemonians would have been a much more difficult task.
Socrates himself has turned rhetorician, having learned of a woman,
Aspasia, the mistress of Pericles; and any one whose teachers had
been far inferior to his own—say, one who had learned from Anti-
phon the Rhamnusian—would be quite equal to the task of prais-
ing men to themselves. When we remember that Antiphon is de-
scribed by Thucydides as the best pleader of his day, the satire on him and
on the whole tribe of rhetoricians is transparent.

The ironical assumption of Socrates, that he must be a good orator
because he had learnt of Aspasia, is not coarse, as Schleiermacher
supposes, but is rather to be regarded as fanciful. Nor can we say that
the offer of Socrates to dance naked out of love for Menexenus, is any
more un-Platonic than the threat of physical force which Phaedrus
uses towards Socrates. Nor is there any real vulgarity in the fear which
Socrates expresses that he will get a beating from his mistress, Aspasia:
this is the natural exaggeration of what might be expected from an
imperious woman. Socrates is not to be taken seriously in all that he
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says, and Plato, both in the Symposium and elsewhere, is not slow to
admit a sort of Aristophanic humour. How a great original genius like
Plato might or might not have written, what was his conception of
humour, or what limits he would have prescribed to himself, if any, in
drawing the picture of the Silenus Socrates, are problems which no
critical instinct can determine.

On the other hand, the dialogue has several Platonic traits, whether
original or imitated may be uncertain. Socrates, when he departs from
his character of a ‘know nothing’ and delivers a speech, generally pre-
tends that what he is speaking is not his own composition. Thus in the
Cratylus he is run away with; in the Phaedrus he has heard somebody
say something—is inspired by the genius loci; in the Symposium he
derives his wisdom from Diotima of Mantinea, and the like. But he
does not impose on Menexenus by his dissimulation. Without violat-
ing the character of Socrates, Plato, who knows so well how to give a
hint, or some one writing in his name, intimates clearly enough that
the speech in the Menexenus like that in the Phaedrus is to be attrib-
uted to Socrates. The address of the dead to the living at the end of the
oration may also be compared to the numerous addresses of the same
kind which occur in Plato, in whom the dramatic element is always
tending to prevail over the rhetorical. The remark has been often made,
that in the Funeral Oration of Thucydides there is no allusion to the
existence of the dead. But in the Menexenus a future state is clearly,
although not strongly, asserted.

Whether the Menexenus is a genuine writing of Plato, or an imita-
tion only, remains uncertain. In either case, the thoughts are partly
borrowed from the Funeral Oration of Thucydides; and the fact that
they are so, is not in favour of the genuineness of the work. Internal
evidence seems to leave the question of authorship in doubt. There
are merits and there are defects which might lead to either conclu-
sion. The form of the greater part of the work makes the enquiry
difficult; the introduction and the finale certainly wear the look ei-
ther of Plato or of an extremely skilful imitator. The excellence of the
forgery may be fairly adduced as an argument that it is not a forgery
at all. In this uncertainty the express testimony of Aristotle, who quotes,
in the Rhetoric, the well-known words, ‘It is easy to praise the Athe-
nians among the Athenians,’ from the Funeral Oration, may perhaps
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turn the balance in its favour. It must be remembered also that the
work was famous in antiquity, and is included in the Alexandrian
catalogues of Platonic writings.
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MENEXENUS
by

Plato (see Appendix I)

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates and Menexenus.

SOCRATES: Whence come you, Menexenus? Are you from the
Agora?

MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates; I have been at the Council.

SOCRATES: And what might you be doing at the Council? And
yet I need hardly ask, for I see that you, believing yourself to have
arrived at the end of education and of philosophy, and to have had
enough of them, are mounting upwards to things higher still, and,
though rather young for the post, are intending to govern us elder
men, like the rest of your family, which has always provided some
one who kindly took care of us.

MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates, I shall be ready to hold office, if you
allow and advise that I should, but not if you think otherwise. I
went to the council chamber because I heard that the Council was
about to choose some one who was to speak over the dead. For you
know that there is to be a public funeral?

SOCRATES: Yes, I know. And whom did they choose?

MENEXENUS: No one; they delayed the election until tomorrow,
but I believe that either Archinus or Dion will be chosen.
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SOCRATES: O Menexenus! Death in battle is certainly in many
respects a noble thing. The dead man gets a fine and costly funeral,
although he may have been poor, and an elaborate speech is made
over him by a wise man who has long ago prepared what he has to
say, although he who is praised may not have been good for much.
The speakers praise him for what he has done and for what he has
not done—that is the beauty of them—and they steal away our
souls with their embellished words; in every conceivable form they
praise the city; and they praise those who died in war, and all our
ancestors who went before us; and they praise ourselves also who
are still alive, until I feel quite elevated by their laudations, and I
stand listening to their words, Menexenus, and become enchanted
by them, and all in a moment I imagine myself to have become a
greater and nobler and finer man than I was before. And if, as often
happens, there are any foreigners who accompany me to the speech,
I become suddenly conscious of having a sort of triumph over them,
and they seem to experience a corresponding feeling of admiration
at me, and at the greatness of the city, which appears to them, when
they are under the influence of the speaker, more wonderful than
ever. This consciousness of dignity lasts me more than three days,
and not until the fourth or fifth day do I come to my senses and
know where I am; in the meantime I have been living in the Islands
of the Blest. Such is the art of our rhetoricians, and in such manner
does the sound of their words keep ringing in my ears.

MENEXENUS: You are always making fun of the rhetoricians,
Socrates; this time, however, I am inclined to think that the speaker
who is chosen will not have much to say, for he has been called
upon to speak at a moment’s notice, and he will be compelled al-
most to improvise.

SOCRATES: But why, my friend, should he not have plenty to say?
Every rhetorician has speeches ready made; nor is there any diffi-
culty in improvising that sort of stuff. Had the orator to praise Athe-
nians among Peloponnesians, or Peloponnesians among Athenians,
he must be a good rhetorician who could succeed and gain credit.
But there is no difficulty in a man’s winning applause when he is
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contending for fame among the persons whom he is praising.

MENEXENUS: Do you think not, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Certainly ‘not.’

MENEXENUS: Do you think that you could speak yourself if there
should be a necessity, and if the Council were to choose you?

SOCRATES: That I should be able to speak is no great wonder,
Menexenus, considering that I have an excellent mistress in the art
of rhetoric,—she who has made so many good speakers, and one
who was the best among all the Hellenes—Pericles, the son of
Xanthippus.

MENEXENUS: And who is she? I suppose that you mean Aspasia.

SOCRATES: Yes, I do; and besides her I had Connus, the son of
Metrobius, as a master, and he was my master in music, as she was
in rhetoric. No wonder that a man who has received such an educa-
tion should be a finished speaker; even the pupil of very inferior
masters, say, for example, one who had learned music of Lamprus,
and rhetoric of Antiphon the Rhamnusian, might make a figure if
he were to praise the Athenians among the Athenians.

MENEXENUS: And what would you be able to say if you had to
speak?

SOCRATES: Of my own wit, most likely nothing; but yesterday I
heard Aspasia composing a funeral oration about these very dead.
For she had been told, as you were saying, that the Athenians were
going to choose a speaker, and she repeated to me the sort of speech
which he should deliver, partly improvising and partly from previ-
ous thought, putting together fragments of the funeral oration which
Pericles spoke, but which, as I believe, she composed.

MENEXENUS: And can you remember what Aspasia said?



299

Plato

SOCRATES: I ought to be able, for she taught me, and she was
ready to strike me because I was always forgetting.

MENEXENUS: Then why will you not rehearse what she said?

SOCRATES: Because I am afraid that my mistress may be angry
with me if I publish her speech.

MENEXENUS: Nay, Socrates, let us have the speech, whether
Aspasia’s or any one else’s, no matter. I hope that you will oblige me.

SOCRATES: But I am afraid that you will laugh at me if I continue
the games of youth in old age.

MENEXENUS: Far otherwise, Socrates; let us by all means have
the speech.

SOCRATES: Truly I have such a disposition to oblige you, that if
you bid me dance naked I should not like to refuse, since we are
alone. Listen then: If I remember rightly, she began as follows, with
the mention of the dead:— (Thucyd.)

There is a tribute of deeds and of words. The departed have already
had the first, when going forth on their destined journey they were
attended on their way by the state and by their friends; the tribute
of words remains to be given to them, as is meet and by law or-
dained. For noble words are a memorial and a crown of noble ac-
tions, which are given to the doers of them by the hearers. A word is
needed which will duly praise the dead and gently admonish the
living, exhorting the brethren and descendants of the departed to
imitate their virtue, and consoling their fathers and mothers and
the survivors, if any, who may chance to be alive of the previous
generation. What sort of a word will this be, and how shall we rightly
begin the praises of these brave men? In their life they rejoiced their
own friends with their valour, and their death they gave in exchange
for the salvation of the living. And I think that we should praise
them in the order in which nature made them good, for they were
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good because they were sprung from good fathers. Wherefore let us
first of all praise the goodness of their birth; secondly, their nurture
and education; and then let us set forth how noble their actions
were, and how worthy of the education which they had received.

And first as to their birth. Their ancestors were not strangers, nor
are these their descendants sojourners only, whose fathers have come
from another country; but they are the children of the soil, dwelling
and living in their own land. And the country which brought them
up is not like other countries, a stepmother to her children, but
their own true mother; she bore them and nourished them and re-
ceived them, and in her bosom they now repose. It is meet and
right, therefore, that we should begin by praising the land which is
their mother, and that will be a way of praising their noble birth.

The country is worthy to be praised, not only by us, but by all
mankind; first, and above all, as being dear to the Gods. This is
proved by the strife and contention of the Gods respecting her. And
ought not the country which the Gods praise to be praised by all
mankind? The second praise which may be fairly claimed by her, is
that at the time when the whole earth was sending forth and creat-
ing diverse animals, tame and wild, she our mother was free and
pure from savage monsters, and out of all animals selected and
brought forth man, who is superior to the rest in understanding,
and alone has justice and religion. And a great proof that she brought
forth the common ancestors of us and of the departed, is that she
provided the means of support for her offspring. For as a woman
proves her motherhood by giving milk to her young ones (and she
who has no fountain of milk is not a mother), so did this our land
prove that she was the mother of men, for in those days she alone and
first of all brought forth wheat and barley for human food, which is
the best and noblest sustenance for man, whom she regarded as her
true offspring. And these are truer proofs of motherhood in a country
than in a woman, for the woman in her conception and generation is
but the imitation of the earth, and not the earth of the woman. And
of the fruit of the earth she gave a plenteous supply, not only to her
own, but to others also; and afterwards she made the olive to spring
up to be a boon to her children, and to help them in their toils. And
when she had herself nursed them and brought them up to man-
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hood, she gave them Gods to be their rulers and teachers, whose names
are well known, and need not now be repeated. They are the Gods
who first ordered our lives, and instructed us in the arts for the supply
of our daily needs, and taught us the acquisition and use of arms for
the defence of the country.

Thus born into the world and thus educated, the ancestors of the
departed lived and made themselves a government, which I ought
briefly to commemorate. For government is the nurture of man,
and the government of good men is good, and of bad men bad. And
I must show that our ancestors were trained under a good govern-
ment, and for this reason they were good, and our contemporaries
are also good, among whom our departed friends are to be reck-
oned. Then as now, and indeed always, from that time to this, speak-
ing generally, our government was an aristocracy—a form of gov-
ernment which receives various names, according to the fancies of
men, and is sometimes called democracy, but is really an aristocracy
or government of the best which has the approval of the many. For
kings we have always had, first hereditary and then elected, and
authority is mostly in the hands of the people, who dispense offices
and power to those who appear to be most deserving of them. Nei-
ther is a man rejected from weakness or poverty or obscurity of
origin, nor honoured by reason of the opposite, as in other states,
but there is one principle—he who appears to be wise and good is a
governor and ruler. The basis of this our government is equality of
birth; for other states are made up of all sorts and unequal condi-
tions of men, and therefore their governments are unequal; there
are tyrannies and there are oligarchies, in which the one party are
slaves and the others masters. But we and our citizens are brethren,
the children all of one mother, and we do not think it right to be
one another’s masters or servants; but the natural equality of birth
compels us to seek for legal equality, and to recognize no superiority
except in the reputation of virtue and wisdom.

And so their and our fathers, and these, too, our brethren, being
nobly born and having been brought up in all freedom, did both in
their public and private capacity many noble deeds famous over the
whole world. They were the deeds of men who thought that they
ought to fight both against Hellenes for the sake of Hellenes on
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behalf of freedom, and against barbarians in the common interest
of Hellas. Time would fail me to tell of their defence of their coun-
try against the invasion of Eumolpus and the Amazons, or of their
defence of the Argives against the Cadmeians, or of the Heracleids
against the Argives; besides, the poets have already declared in song
to all mankind their glory, and therefore any commemoration of
their deeds in prose which we might attempt would hold a second
place. They already have their reward, and I say no more of them;
but there are other worthy deeds of which no poet has worthily
sung, and which are still wooing the poet’s muse. Of these I am
bound to make honourable mention, and shall invoke others to
sing of them also in lyric and other strains, in a manner becoming
the actors. And first I will tell how the Persians, lords of Asia, were
enslaving Europe, and how the children of this land, who were our
fathers, held them back. Of these I will speak first, and praise their
valour, as is meet and fitting. He who would rightly estimate them
should place himself in thought at that time, when the whole of
Asia was subject to the third king of Persia. The first king, Cyrus, by
his valour freed the Persians, who were his countrymen, and sub-
jected the Medes, who were their lords, and he ruled over the rest of
Asia, as far as Egypt; and after him came his son, who ruled all the
accessible part of Egypt and Libya; the third king was Darius, who
extended the land boundaries of the empire to Scythia, and with his
fleet held the sea and the islands. None presumed to be his equal;
the minds of all men were enthralled by him—so many and mighty
and warlike nations had the power of Persia subdued. Now Darius
had a quarrel against us and the Eretrians, because, as he said, we
had conspired against Sardis, and he sent 500,000 men in trans-
ports and vessels of war, and 300 ships, and Datis as commander,
telling him to bring the Eretrians and Athenians to the king, if he
wished to keep his head on his shoulders. He sailed against the
Eretrians, who were reputed to be amongst the noblest and most
warlike of the Hellenes of that day, and they were numerous, but he
conquered them all in three days; and when he had conquered them,
in order that no one might escape, he searched the whole country
after this manner: his soldiers, coming to the borders of Eretria and
spreading from sea to sea, joined hands and passed through the
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whole country, in order that they might be able to tell the king that
no one had escaped them. And from Eretria they went to Marathon
with a like intention, expecting to bind the Athenians in the same
yoke of necessity in which they had bound the Eretrians. Having
effected one-half of their purpose, they were in the act of attempt-
ing the other, and none of the Hellenes dared to assist either the
Eretrians or the Athenians, except the Lacedaemonians, and they
arrived a day too late for the battle; but the rest were panic-stricken
and kept quiet, too happy in having escaped for a time. He who has
present to his mind that conflict will know what manner of men
they were who received the onset of the barbarians at Marathon,
and chastened the pride of the whole of Asia, and by the victory
which they gained over the barbarians first taught other men that
the power of the Persians was not invincible, but that hosts of men
and the multitude of riches alike yield to valour. And I assert that
those men are the fathers not only of ourselves, but of our liberties
and of the liberties of all who are on the continent, for that was the
action to which the Hellenes looked back when they ventured to
fight for their own safety in the battles which ensued: they became
disciples of the men of Marathon. To them, therefore, I assign in
my speech the first place, and the second to those who fought and
conquered in the sea fights at Salamis and Artemisium; for of them,
too, one might have many things to say—of the assaults which they
endured by sea and land, and how they repelled them. I will men-
tion only that act of theirs which appears to me to be the noblest,
and which followed that of Marathon and came nearest to it; for
the men of Marathon only showed the Hellenes that it was possible
to ward off the barbarians by land, the many by the few; but there
was no proof that they could be defeated by ships, and at sea the
Persians retained the reputation of being invincible in numbers and
wealth and skill and strength. This is the glory of the men who
fought at sea, that they dispelled the second terror which had hith-
erto possessed the Hellenes, and so made the fear of numbers,
whether of ships or men, to cease among them. And so the soldiers
of Marathon and the sailors of Salamis became the schoolmasters of
Hellas; the one teaching and habituating the Hellenes not to fear
the barbarians at sea, and the others not to fear them by land. Third
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in order, for the number and valour of the combatants, and third in
the salvation of Hellas, I place the battle of Plataea. And now the
Lacedaemonians as well as the Athenians took part in the struggle;
they were all united in this greatest and most terrible conflict of all;
wherefore their virtues will be celebrated in times to come, as they
are now celebrated by us. But at a later period many Hellenic tribes
were still on the side of the barbarians, and there was a report that
the great king was going to make a new attempt upon the Hellenes,
and therefore justice requires that we should also make mention of
those who crowned the previous work of our salvation, and drove
and purged away all barbarians from the sea. These were the men
who fought by sea at the river Eurymedon, and who went on the
expedition to Cyprus, and who sailed to Egypt and divers other
places; and they should be gratefully remembered by us, because
they compelled the king in fear for himself to look to his own safety
instead of plotting the destruction of Hellas.

And so the war against the barbarians was fought out to the end
by the whole city on their own behalf, and on behalf of their coun-
trymen. There was peace, and our city was held in honour; and
then, as prosperity makes men jealous, there succeeded a jealousy of
her, and jealousy begat envy, and so she became engaged against her
will in a war with the Hellenes. On the breaking out of war, our
citizens met the Lacedaemonians at Tanagra, and fought for the
freedom of the Boeotians; the issue was doubtful, and was decided
by the engagement which followed. For when the Lacedaemonians
had gone on their way, leaving the Boeotians, whom they were aid-
ing, on the third day after the battle of Tanagra, our countrymen
conquered at Oenophyta, and righteously restored those who had
been unrighteously exiled. And they were the first after the Persian
war who fought on behalf of liberty in aid of Hellenes against
Hellenes; they were brave men, and freed those whom they aided,
and were the first too who were honourably interred in this sepul-
chre by the state. Afterwards there was a mighty war, in which all
the Hellenes joined, and devastated our country, which was very
ungrateful of them; and our countrymen, after defeating them in a
naval engagement and taking their leaders, the Spartans, at Sphagia,
when they might have destroyed them, spared their lives, and gave
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them back, and made peace, considering that they should war with
the fellow-countrymen only until they gained a victory over them,
and not because of the private anger of the state destroy the com-
mon interest of Hellas; but that with barbarians they should war to
the death. Worthy of praise are they also who waged this war, and
are here interred; for they proved, if any one doubted the superior
prowess of the Athenians in the former war with the barbarians,
that their doubts had no foundation—showing by their victory in
the civil war with Hellas, in which they subdued the other chief
state of the Hellenes, that they could conquer single-handed those
with whom they had been allied in the war against the barbarians.
After the peace there followed a third war, which was of a terrible
and desperate nature, and in this many brave men who are here
interred lost their lives—many of them had won victories in Sicily,
whither they had gone over the seas to fight for the liberties of the
Leontines, to whom they were bound by oaths; but, owing to the
distance, the city was unable to help them, and they lost heart and
came to misfortune, their very enemies and opponents winning more
renown for valour and temperance than the friends of others. Many
also fell in naval engagements at the Hellespont, after having in one
day taken all the ships of the enemy, and defeated them in other
naval engagements. And what I call the terrible and desperate na-
ture of the war, is that the other Hellenes, in their extreme animos-
ity towards the city, should have entered into negotiations with their
bitterest enemy, the king of Persia,
whom they, together with us, had expelled;—him, without us, they
again brought back, barbarian against Hellenes, and all the hosts,
both of Hellenes and barbarians, were united against Athens. And
then shone forth the power and valour of our city. Her enemies had
supposed that she was exhausted by the war, and our ships were
blockaded at Mitylene. But the citizens themselves embarked, and
came to the rescue with sixty other ships, and their valour was con-
fessed of all men, for they conquered their enemies and delivered
their friends. And yet by some evil fortune they were left to perish at
sea, and therefore are not interred here. Ever to be remembered and
honoured are they, for by their valour not only that sea-fight was
won for us, but the entire war was decided by them, and through
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them the city gained the reputation of being invincible, even though
attacked by all mankind. And that reputation was a true one, for
the defeat which came upon us was our own doing. We were never
conquered by others, and to this day we are still unconquered by
them; but we were our own conquerors, and received defeat at our
own hands. Afterwards there was quiet and peace abroad, but there
sprang up war at home; and, if men are destined to have civil war,
no one could have desired that his city should take the disorder in a
milder form. How joyful and natural was the reconciliation of those
who came from the Piraeus and those who came from the city; with
what moderation did they order the war against the tyrants in Eleusis,
and in a manner how unlike what the other Hellenes expected! And
the reason of this gentleness was the veritable tie of blood, which
created among them a friendship as of kinsmen, faithful not in word
only, but in deed. And we ought also to remember those who then
fell by one another’s hands, and on such occasions as these to recon-
cile them with sacrifices and prayers, praying to those who have
power over them, that they may be reconciled even as we are recon-
ciled. For they did not attack one another out of malice or enmity,
but they were unfortunate. And that such was the fact we ourselves
are witnesses, who are of the same race with them, and have mutu-
ally received and granted forgiveness of what we have done and
suffered. After this there was perfect peace, and the city had rest;
and her feeling was that she forgave the barbarians, who had se-
verely suffered at her hands and severely retaliated, but that she was
indignant at the ingratitude of the Hellenes, when she remembered
how they had received good from her and returned evil, having made
common cause with the barbarians, depriving her of the ships which
had once been their salvation, and dismantling our walls, which had
preserved their own from falling. She thought that she would no longer
defend the Hellenes, when enslaved either by one another or by the
barbarians, and did accordingly. This was our feeling, while the
Lacedaemonians were thinking that we who were the champions of
liberty had fallen, and that their business was to subject the remain-
ing Hellenes. And why should I say more? for the events of which I
am speaking happened not long ago and we can all of us remember
how the chief peoples of Hellas, Argives and Boeotians and
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Corinthians, came to feel the need of us, and, what is the greatest
miracle of all, the Persian king himself was driven to such extremity as
to come round to the opinion, that from this city, of which he was the
destroyer, and from no other, his salvation would proceed.

And if a person desired to bring a deserved accusation against our
city, he would find only one charge which he could justly urge—
that she was too compassionate and too favourable to the weaker
side. And in this instance she was not able to hold out or keep her
resolution of refusing aid to her injurers when they were being en-
slaved, but she was softened, and did in fact send out aid, and deliv-
ered the Hellenes from slavery, and they were free until they after-
wards enslaved themselves. Whereas, to the great king she refused
to give the assistance of the state, for she could not forget the tro-
phies of Marathon and Salamis and Plataea; but she allowed exiles
and volunteers to assist him, and they were his salvation. And she
herself, when she was compelled, entered into the war, and built
walls and ships, and fought with the Lacedaemonians on behalf of
the Parians. Now the king fearing this city and wanting to stand
aloof, when he saw the Lacedaemonians growing weary of the war
at sea, asked of us, as the price of his alliance with us and the other
allies, to give up the Hellenes in Asia, whom the Lacedaemonians
had previously handed over to him, he thinking that we should
refuse, and that then he might have a pretence for withdrawing
from us. About the other allies he was mistaken, for the Corinthians
and Argives and Boeotians, and the other states, were quite willing
to let them go, and swore and covenanted, that, if he would pay
them money, they would make over to him the Hellenes of the
continent, and we alone refused to give them up and swear. Such
was the natural nobility of this city, so sound and healthy was the
spirit of freedom among us, and the instinctive dislike of the bar-
barian, because we are pure Hellenes, having no admixture of bar-
barism in us. For we are not like many others, descendants of Pelops
or Cadmus or Egyptus or Danaus, who are by nature barbarians,
and yet pass for Hellenes, and dwell in the midst of us; but we are
pure Hellenes, uncontaminated by any foreign element, and there-
fore the hatred of the foreigner has passed unadulterated into the
life-blood of the city. And so, notwithstanding our noble sentiments,
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we were again isolated, because we were unwilling to be guilty of
the base and unholy act of giving up Hellenes to barbarians. And
we were in the same case as when we were subdued before; but, by
the favour of Heaven, we managed better, for we ended the war
without the loss of our ships or walls or colonies; the enemy was
only too glad to be quit of us. Yet in this war we  lost many brave
men, such as were those who fell owing to the ruggedness of the
ground at the battle of Corinth, or by treason at Lechaeum. Brave
men, too, were those who delivered the Persian king, and drove the
Lacedaemonians from the sea. I remind you of them, and you must
celebrate them together with me, and do honour to their memories.

Such were the actions of the men who are here interred, and of
others who have died on behalf of their country; many and glorious
things I have spoken of them, and there are yet many more and
more glorious things remaining to be told—many days and nights
would not suffice to tell of them. Let them not be forgotten, and let
every man remind their descendants that they also are soldiers who
must not desert the ranks of their ancestors, or from cowardice fall
behind. Even as I exhort you this day, and in all future time, when-
ever I meet with any of you, shall continue to remind and exhort
you, O ye sons of heroes, that you strive to be the bravest of men.
And I think that I ought now to repeat what your fathers desired to
have said to you who are their survivors, when they went out to
battle, in case anything happened to them. I will tell you what I
heard them say, and what, if they had only speech, they would fain
be saying, judging from what they then said. And you must imag-
ine that you hear them saying what I now repeat to you:—

‘Sons, the event proves that your fathers were brave men; for we
might have lived dishonourably, but have preferred to die honourably
rather than bring you and your children into disgrace, and rather
than dishonour our own fathers and forefathers; considering that life
is not life to one who is a dishonour to his race, and that to such a one
neither men nor Gods are friendly, either while he is on the earth or
after death in the world below. Remember our words, then, and what-
ever is your aim let virtue be the condition of the attainment of your
aim, and know that without this all possessions and pursuits are
dishonourable and evil. For neither does wealth bring honour to the
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owner, if he be a coward; of such a one the wealth belongs to another,
and not to himself. Nor does beauty and strength of body, when dwell-
ing in a base and cowardly man, appear comely, but the reverse of
comely, making the possessor more conspicuous, and manifesting forth
his cowardice. And all knowledge, when separated from justice and
virtue, is seen to be cunning and not wisdom; wherefore make this
your first and last and constant and all-absorbing aim, to exceed, if
possible, not only us but all your ancestors in virtue; and know that to
excel you in virtue only brings us shame, but that to be excelled by
you is a source of happiness to us. And we shall most likely be de-
feated, and you will most likely be victors in the contest, if you learn
so to order your lives as not to abuse or waste the reputation of your
ancestors, knowing that to a man who has any self-respect, nothing is
more dishonourable than to be honoured, not for his own sake, but
on account of the reputation of his ancestors. The honour of parents
is a fair and noble treasure to their posterity, but to have the use of a
treasure of wealth and honour, and to leave none to your successors,
because you have neither money nor reputation of your own, is alike
base and dishonourable. And if you follow our precepts you will be
received by us as friends, when the hour of destiny brings you hither;
but if you neglect our words and are disgraced in your lives, no one
will welcome or receive you. This is the message which is to be de-
livered to our children.

‘Some of us have fathers and mothers still living, and we would
urge them, if, as is likely, we shall die, to bear the calamity as lightly
as possible, and not to condole with one another; for they have
sorrows enough, and will not need any one to stir them up. While
we gently heal their wounds, let us remind them that the Gods have
heard the chief part of their prayers; for they prayed, not that their
children might live for ever, but that they might be brave and re-
nowned. And this, which is the greatest good, they have attained. A
mortal man cannot expect to have everything in his own life turn-
ing out according to his will; and they, if they bear their misfortunes
bravely, will be truly deemed brave fathers of the brave. But if they
give way to their sorrows, either they will be suspected of not being
our parents, or we of not being such as our panegyrists declare. Let
not either of the two alternatives happen, but rather let them be our
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chief and true panegyrists, who show in their lives that they are true
men, and had men for their sons. Of old the saying, “Nothing too
much,” appeared to be, and really was, well said. For he whose hap-
piness rests with himself, if possible, wholly, and if not, as far as is
possible,—who is not hanging in suspense on other men, or chang-
ing with the vicissitude of their fortune,—has his life ordered for
the best. He is the temperate and valiant and wise; and when his
riches come and go, when his children are given and taken away, he
will remember the proverb—“Neither rejoicing overmuch nor griev-
ing overmuch,” for he relies upon himself. And such we would have
our parents to be—that is our word and wish, and as such we now
offer ourselves, neither lamenting overmuch, nor fearing overmuch,
if we are to die at this time. And we entreat our fathers and mothers to
retain these feelings throughout their future life, and to be assured
that they will not please us by sorrowing and lamenting over us. But,
if the dead have any knowledge of the living, they will displease us
most by making themselves miserable and by taking their misfor-
tunes too much to heart, and they will please us best if they bear their
loss lightly and temperately. For our life will have the noblest end
which is vouchsafed to man, and should be glorified rather than la-
mented. And if they will direct their minds to the care and nurture of
our wives and children, they will soonest forget their misfortunes,
and live in a better and nobler way, and be dearer to us.

‘This is all that we have to say to our families: and to the state we
would say—Take care of our parents and of our sons: let her wor-
thily cherish the old age of our parents, and bring up our sons in the
right way. But we know that she will of her own accord take care of
them, and does not need any exhortation of ours.’

This, O ye children and parents of the dead, is the message which
they bid us deliver to you, and which I do deliver with the utmost
seriousness. And in their name I beseech you, the children, to imitate
your fathers, and you, parents, to be of good cheer about yourselves; for
we will nourish your age, and take care of you both publicly and pri-
vately in any place in which one of us may meet one of you who are the
parents of the dead. And the care of you which the city shows, you
know yourselves; for she has made provision by law concerning the
parents and children of those who die in war; the highest authority is
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specially entrusted with the duty of watching over them above all other
citizens, and they will see that your fathers and mothers have no wrong
done to them. The city herself shares in the education of the children,
desiring as far as it is possible that their orphanhood may not be felt by
them; while they are children she is a parent to them, and when they
have arrived at man’s estate she sends them to their several duties, in full
armour clad; and bringing freshly to their minds the ways of their fa-
thers, she places in their hands the instruments of their fathers’ virtues;
for the sake of the omen, she would have them from the first begin to
rule over their own houses arrayed in the strength and arms of their
fathers. And as for the dead, she never ceases honouring them, celebrat-
ing in common for all rites which become the property of each; and in
addition to this, holding gymnastic and equestrian contests, and musi-
cal festivals of every sort. She is to the dead in the place of a son and
heir, and to their sons in the place of a father, and to their parents and
elder kindred in the place of a guardian—ever and always caring for
them. Considering this, you ought to bear your calamity the more gen-
tly; for thus you will be most endeared to the dead and to the living,
and your sorrows will heal and be healed. And now do you and all,
having lamented the dead in common according to the law, go your
ways.

You have heard, Menexenus, the oration of Aspasia the Milesian.

MENEXENUS: Truly, Socrates, I marvel that Aspasia, who is only
a woman, should be able to compose such a speech; she must be a
rare one.

SOCRATES: Well, if you are incredulous, you may come with me
and hear her.

MENEXENUS: I have often met Aspasia, Socrates, and know what
she is like.

SOCRATES: Well, and do you not admire her, and are you not
grateful for her speech?
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MENEXENUS: Yes, Socrates, I am very grateful to her or to him
who told you, and still more to you who have told me.

SOCRATES: Very good. But you must take care not to tell of me,
and then at some future time I will repeat to you many other excel-
lent political speeches of hers.

MENEXENUS: Fear not, only let me hear them, and I will keep
the secret.

SOCRATES: Then I will keep my promise.

 APPENDIX I.

It seems impossible to separate by any exact line the genuine writ-
ings of Plato from the spurious. The only external evidence to them
which is of much value is that of Aristotle; for the Alexandrian cata-
logues of a century later include manifest forgeries. Even the value
of the Aristotelian authority is a good deal impaired by the uncer-
tainty concerning the date and authorship of the writings which are
ascribed to him. And several of the citations of Aristotle omit the
name of Plato, and some of them omit the name of the dialogue
from which they are taken.  Prior, however, to the enquiry about the
writings of a particular author, general considerations which equally
affect all evidence to the genuineness of ancient writings are the
following: Shorter works are more likely to have been forged, or to
have received an erroneous designation, than longer ones; and some
kinds of composition, such as epistles or panegyrical orations, are
more liable to suspicion than others; those, again, which
 have a taste of sophistry in them, or the ring of a later age, or the
slighter character of a rhetorical exercise, or in which a motive or
some affinity to spurious writings can be detected, or which seem to
have originated in a name or statement really occurring in some
classical author, are also of doubtful credit; while there is no in-
stance of any ancient writing proved to be a forgery, which com-
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bines excellence with length. A really great and original writer would
have no object in fathering his works on Plato; and to the forger or
imitator, the ‘literary hack’ of Alexandria and Athens, the Gods did
not grant originality or genius. Further, in attempting to balance
the evidence for and against a Platonic dialogue, we must not forget
that the form of the Platonic writing was common to several of his
contemporaries. Aeschines, Euclid, Phaedo, Antisthenes, and in the
next generation Aristotle, are all said to have composed dialogues;
and mistakes of names are very likely to have occurred. Greek litera-
ture in the third century before Christ was almost as voluminous as
our own, and without the safeguards of regular publication, or print-
ing, or binding, or even of distinct titles. An unknown writing was
naturally attributed to a known writer whose works bore the same
character; and the name once appended easily obtained authority.
A tendency may also be observed to blend the works and opinions
of the master with those of his scholars. To a later Platonist, the
difference between Plato and his imitators was not so perceptible as
to ourselves. The Memorabilia of Xenophon and the Dialogues of
Plato are but a part of a considerable Socratic literature which has
passed away. And we must consider how we should regard the ques-
tion of the genuineness of a particular writing, if this lost literature
had been preserved to us.

These considerations lead us to adopt the following criteria of
genuineness: (1) That is most certainly Plato’s which Aristotle at-
tributes to him by name, which (2) is of considerable length, of (3)
great excellence, and also (4) in harmony with the general spirit of
the Platonic writings. But the testimony of Aristotle cannot always
be distinguished from that of a later age (see above); and has various
degrees of importance. Those writings which he cites without men-
tioning Plato, under their own names, e.g. the Hippias, the Funeral
Oration, the Phaedo, etc., have an inferior degree of evidence in
their favour. They may have been supposed by him to be the writ-
ings of another, although in the case of
really great works, e.g. the Phaedo, this is not credible; those again
which are quoted but not named, are still more defective in their
external credentials. There may be also a possibility that Aristotle was
mistaken, or may have confused the master and his scholars in the
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case of a short writing; but this is inconceivable about a more impor-
tant work, e.g. the Laws, especially when we remember that he was
living at Athens, and a frequenter of the groves of the Academy, dur-
ing the last twenty years of Plato’s life. Nor must we forget that in all
his numerous citations from the Platonic writings he never attributes
any passage found in the extant dialogues to any one but Plato. And
lastly, we may remark that one or two great writings, such as the
Parmenides and the Politicus, which are wholly devoid of Aristotelian
(1) credentials may be fairly attributed to Plato, on the ground of (2)
length, (3) excellence, and (4) accordance with the general spirit of
his writings. Indeed the greater part of the evidence for the genuine-
ness of ancient Greek authors may be summed up under two heads
only: (1) excellence; and (2) uniformity of tradition—a kind of evi-
dence, which though in many cases sufficient, is of inferior value.

Proceeding upon these principles we appear to arrive at the con-
clusion that nineteen-twentieths of all the writings which have ever
been ascribed to Plato, are undoubtedly genuine. There is another
portion of them, including the Epistles, the Epinomis, the dialogues
rejected by the ancients themselves, namely, the Axiochus, De justo,
De virtute, Demodocus, Sisyphus, Eryxias, which on grounds, both
of internal and external evidence, we are able with equal certainty to
reject. But there still remains a small portion of which we are unable
to affirm either that they are genuine or spurious. They may have
been written in youth, or possibly like the works of some painters,
may be partly or wholly the compositions of pupils; or they may
have been the writings of some contemporary transferred by acci-
dent to the more celebrated name of Plato, or of some Platonist in
the next generation who aspired to imitate his master. Not that on
grounds either of language or philosophy we should lightly reject
them. Some difference of style, or inferiority of execution, or incon-
sistency of thought, can hardly be considered decisive of their spu-
rious character. For who always does justice to himself, or who writes
with equal care at all times? Certainly not Plato, who exhibits the
greatest differences in dramatic power, in the formation of sentences,
and in the use of words, if his earlier writings are compared with his
later ones, say the Protagoras or Phaedrus with the Laws. Or who
can be expected to think in the same manner during a period of



315

Plato

authorship extending over above fifty years, in an age of great intel-
lectual activity, as well as of political and literary transition? Cer-
tainly not Plato, whose earlier writings are separated from his later
ones by as wide an interval of philosophical speculation as that which
separates his later writings from Aristotle.

The dialogues which have been translated in the first Appendix,
and which appear to have the next claim to genuineness among the
Platonic writings, are the Lesser Hippias, the Menexenus or Funeral
Oration, the First Alcibiades. Of these, the Lesser Hippias and the
Funeral Oration are cited by Aristotle; the first in the Metaphysics,
the latter in the Rhetoric. Neither of them are expressly attributed
to Plato, but in his citation of both of them he seems to be referring
to passages in the extant dialogues. From the mention of ‘Hippias’
in the singular by Aristotle, we may perhaps infer that he was unac-
quainted with a second dialogue bearing the same name. Moreover,
the mere existence of a Greater and Lesser Hippias, and of a First
and Second Alcibiades, does to a certain extent throw a doubt upon
both of them. Though a very clever and ingenious work, the Lesser
Hippias does not appear to contain anything beyond the power of
an imitator, who was also a careful student of the earlier Platonic
writings, to invent. The motive or leading thought of the dialogue
may be detected in Xen. Mem., and there is no similar instance of a
‘motive’ which is taken from Xenophon in an undoubted dialogue
of Plato. On the other hand, the upholders of the genuineness of
the dialogue will find in the Hippias a true Socratic
spirit; they will compare the Ion as being akin both in subject and
treatment; they will urge the authority of Aristotle; and they will
detect in the treatment of the Sophist, in the satirical reasoning upon
Homer, in the reductio ad absurdum of the doctrine that vice is
ignorance, traces of a Platonic authorship. In reference to the last
point we are doubtful, as in some of the other dialogues, whether
the author is asserting or overthrowing the paradox of Socrates, or
merely following the argument ‘whither the wind blows.’ That no
conclusion is arrived at is also in accordance with the character of
the earlier dialogues. The resemblances or imitations of the Gorgias,
Protagoras, and Euthydemus, which have been observed in the
Hippias, cannot with certainty be adduced on either side of the
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argument. On the whole, more may be said in favour of the genu-
ineness of the Hippias than against it.

The Menexenus or Funeral Oration is cited by Aristotle, and is
interesting as supplying an example of the manner in which the
orators praised ‘the Athenians among the Athenians,’ falsifying per-
sons and dates, and casting a veil over the gloomier events of Athe-
nian history. It exhibits an acquaintance with the funeral oration of
Thucydides, and was, perhaps, intended to rival that great work. If
genuine, the proper place of the Menexenus would be at the end of
the Phaedrus. The satirical opening and the concluding words bear
a great resemblance to the earlier dialogues; the oration itself is pro-
fessedly a mimetic work, like the speeches in the Phaedrus, and
cannot therefore be tested by a comparison of the other writings of
Plato. The funeral oration of Pericles is expressly mentioned in the
Phaedrus, and this may have suggested the subject, in the same
manner that the Cleitophon appears to be suggested by the slight
mention of Cleitophon and his attachment to Thrasymachus in the
Republic; and the Theages by the mention of Theages in the Apol-
ogy and Republic; or as the Second Alcibiades seems to be founded
upon the text of Xenophon, Mem. A similar taste for parody ap-
pears not only in the Phaedrus, but in the Protagoras, in the Sym-
posium, and to a certain extent in the Parmenides.

To these two doubtful writings of Plato I have added the First
Alcibiades, which, of all the disputed dialogues of Plato, has the
greatest merit, and is somewhat longer than any of them, though
not verified by the testimony of Aristotle, and in many respects at
variance with the Symposium in the description of the relations of
Socrates and Alcibiades. Like the Lesser Hippias and the Menexenus,
it is to be compared to the earlier writings of Plato. The motive of
the piece may, perhaps, be found in that passage of the Symposium
in which Alcibiades describes himself as self-convicted by the words
of Socrates. For the disparaging manner in which Schleiermacher
has spoken of this dialogue there seems to be no sufficient founda-
tion. At the same time, the lesson imparted is simple, and the irony
more transparent than in the undoubted dialogues of Plato. We
know, too, that Alcibiades was a favourite thesis, and that at least
five or six dialogues bearing this name passed current in antiquity,
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and are attributed to contemporaries of Socrates and Plato. (1) In
the entire absence of real external evidence (for the catalogues of the
Alexandrian librarians cannot be regarded as trustworthy); and (2)
in the absence of the highest marks either of poetical or philosophi-
cal excellence; and (3) considering that we have express testimony
to the existence of contemporary writings bearing the name of
Alcibiades, we are compelled to suspend our judgment on the genu-
ineness of the extant dialogue.

Neither at this point, nor at any other, do we propose to draw an
absolute line of demarcation between genuine and spurious writings
of Plato. They fade off imperceptibly from one class to another. There
may have been degrees of genuineness in the dialogues themselves, as
there are certainly degrees of evidence by which they are supported.
The traditions of the oral discourses both of Socrates and Plato may
have formed the basis of semi-Platonic writings; some of them may
be of the same mixed character which is apparent in Aristotle and
Hippocrates, although the form of them is different. But the writings
of Plato, unlike the writings of Aristotle, seem never to have been
confused with the writings of his disciples: this was probably due to
their definite form, and to their inimitable excellence. The three dia-
logues which we have offered in the Appendix to the criticism of the
reader may be partly spurious and partly genuine; they may be alto-
gether spurious;—that is an alternative which must be frankly admit-
ted. Nor can we maintain of some other dialogues, such as the
Parmenides, and the Sophist, and Politicus, that no considerable ob-
jection can be urged against them, though greatly overbalanced by
the weight (chiefly) of internal evidence in their favour. Nor, on the
other hand, can we exclude a bare possibility that some dialogues
which are usually rejected, such as the Greater Hippias and the
Cleitophon, may be genuine. The nature and object of these semi-
Platonic writings require more careful study and more comparison of
them with one another, and with forged writings in general, than
they have yet received, before we can finally decide on their charac-
ter. We do not consider them all as genuine until they can be proved
to be spurious, as is often maintained and still more often implied
in this and similar discussions; but should say of some of them, that
their genuineness is neither proven nor disproven until further evi-
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Epistles are spurious, as that the Republic, the Timaeus, and the Laws
are genuine.

On the whole, not a twentieth part of the writings which pass
under the name of Plato, if we exclude the works rejected by the
ancients themselves and two or three other plausible inventions,
can be fairly doubted by those who are willing to allow that a con-
siderable change and growth may have taken place in his philoso-
phy (see above). That twentieth debatable portion scarcely in any
degree affects our judgment of Plato, either as a thinker or a writer,
and though suggesting some interesting questions to the scholar
and critic, is of little importance to the general reader.

End

Menexenus
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ION
by Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

THE ION IS THE SHORTEST, or nearly the shortest, of all the writings
which bear the name of Plato, and is not authenticated by any early
external testimony. The grace and beauty 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 child-
like enthusiasm of the rhapsode Ion. The theme of the Dialogue
may possibly have been suggested by the passage of Xenophon’s
Memorabilia in which the rhapsodists are described by Euthydemus
as ‘very precise about the exact words of Homer, but very idiotic
themselves.’ (Compare Aristotle, Met.)

Ion the rhapsode 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. Socrates admires and envies the
rhapsode’s art; for he is always well dressed and in good company—
in the company of good poets and of Homer, who is the prince of
them. In the course of conversation the admission is elicited from
Ion that his skill is restricted 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 to know the inferior also;—he who can
judge of the good speaker is able to judge of the bad. And poetry is
a whole; and he who judges of poetry by rules of art ought to be
able to judge of all poetry.’ This is confirmed by the analogy of
sculpture, painting, flute-playing, and the other arts. The argument
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is at last brought home to the mind of Ion, who asks how this con-
tradiction is to be solved. The solution given by Socrates is as fol-
lows:—

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 inter-
preters may be compared to a chain of magnetic rings suspended
from one another, and from a magnet. The magnet is the Muse, and
the ring which immediately follows is the poet himself; from him
are suspended other poets; there is also a chain of rhapsodes and
actors, who also hang from the Muses, but are let down at the side;
and the last ring of all is the spectator. The poet is the inspired
interpreter of the God, and this is the reason why some poets, like
Homer, are restricted to a single theme, or, like Tynnichus, are fa-
mous for a single poem; and the rhapsode is the inspired interpreter
of the poet, and for a similar reason some rhapsodes, like Ion, are
the interpreters of single poets.

Ion is delighted at the notion of being inspired, and acknowl-
edges that he is beside himself when he is performing;—his eyes
rain tears and his hair stands on end. Socrates is of opinion that a
man must be mad who behaves in this way at a festival when he is
surrounded by his friends and there is nothing to trouble him. Ion
is confident that Socrates would never think him mad if he could
only hear his embellishments of Homer. Socrates asks whether he
can speak well about everything in Homer. ‘Yes, indeed he can.’
‘What about things of which he has no knowledge?’ Ion answers
that he can interpret anything in Homer. But, rejoins Socrates, when
Homer speaks of the arts, as for example, of chariot-driving, or of
medicine, or of prophecy, or of navigation—will he, or will the chari-
oteer or physician or prophet or pilot be the better judge? Ion is
compelled to admit that every man will judge of his own particular
art better than the rhapsode. He still 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?’ Ion replies that he is a
foreigner, and the Athenians and Spartans will not appoint a for-
eigner to be their general. ‘No, that is not the real reason; there are
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many examples to the contrary. But Ion has long been playing tricks
with the argument; like Proteus, he transforms himself into a vari-
ety of shapes, and is at last about to run away in the disguise of a
general. Would he rather be regarded as inspired or dishonest?’ Ion,
who has no suspicion of the irony of Socrates, eagerly embraces the
alternative of inspiration.

The Ion, like the other earlier Platonic Dialogues, is a mixture of
jest and earnest, in which no definite result is obtained, but some
Socratic or Platonic truths are allowed dimly to appear.

The elements of a true theory of poetry are contained in the no-
tion that the poet is inspired. Genius is often said to be uncon-
scious, 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 pas-
sion are too much for the ‘dry light’ of intelligence which mingles
with them and becomes discoloured by them. Imagination is often
at war with reason and fact. The concentration of the mind on a
single object, or on a single aspect of human nature, overpowers the
orderly perception of the whole. Yet the feelings too bring truths
home to the minds of many who in the way of reason would be
incapable of understanding them. Reflections of this kind may have
been passing before Plato’s mind when he describes the poet as in-
spired, or when, as in the Apology, he speaks of poets as the worst
critics of their own writings—anybody taken at random from the
crowd is a better interpreter of them than they are of themselves.
They are sacred persons, ‘winged and holy things’ who have a touch
of madness in their composition
(Phaedr.), and should be treated with every sort of respect (Repub-
lic), but not allowed to live in a well-ordered state. Like the States-
men in the Meno, they have a divine instinct, but they are narrow
and confused; they do not attain to the clearness of ideas, or to the
knowledge of poetry or of any other art as a whole.

In the Protagoras the ancient poets are recognized by Protagoras
himself as the original sophists; and this family resemblance may be
traced in the Ion. The rhapsode belongs to the realm of imitation
and of opinion: he professes to have all knowledge, which is derived
by him from Homer, just as the sophist professes to have all wis-
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dom, which is contained in his art of rhetoric. Even more than the
sophist he is incapable of appreciating the commonest logical dis-
tinctions; he cannot explain the nature of his own art; his great
memory contrasts with his inability to follow the steps of the argu-
ment. And in his highest moments of inspiration he has an eye to
his own gains.

The old quarrel between philosophy and poetry, which in the
Republic leads to their final separation, is already working in the
mind of Plato, and is
embodied by him in the contrast between Socrates and Ion. Yet
here, as in the Republic, Socrates shows a sympathy with the poetic
nature. Also, the manner in which Ion is affected by his own recita-
tions affords a lively illustration of the power which, in the Repub-
lic, Socrates attributes to dramatic performances over the mind of
the performer. His allusion to his embellishments of Homer, in which
he declares himself to have surpassed Metrodorus of Lampsacus and
Stesimbrotus of Thasos, seems to show that, like them, he belonged
to the allegorical school of interpreters. The circumstance that noth-
ing 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.
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ION
by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Socrates, Ion.

SOCRATES: Welcome, Ion. Are you from your native city of
Ephesus?

ION: No, Socrates; but from Epidaurus, where I attended the festi-
val of Asclepius.

SOCRATES: And do the Epidaurians have contests of rhapsodes at
the festival?

ION: O yes; and of all sorts of musical performers.

SOCRATES: And were you one of the competitors—and did you
succeed?

ION: I obtained the first prize of all, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Well done; and I hope that you will do the same for
us at the Panathenaea.

ION: And I will, please heaven.

SOCRATES: I often envy the profession of a rhapsode, Ion; for
you have always to wear fine clothes, and to look as beautiful as you
can is a part
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of your art. Then, again, you are obliged to be continually in the
company of many good poets; and especially of Homer, who is the
best and most divine of them; 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 rhapsode who does not understand the meaning of the
poet. For the rhapsode ought to interpret the mind of the poet to
his hearers, but how can he interpret him well unless he knows what
he means? All this is greatly to be envied.

ION: Very true, Socrates; interpretation has certainly been the most
laborious part of my art; and I believe myself able 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.

SOCRATES: I am glad to hear you say so, Ion; I see that you will
not refuse to acquaint me with them.

ION: Certainly, Socrates; and you really ought to hear how exquis-
itely I render Homer. I think that the Homeridae should give me a
golden crown.

SOCRATES: I shall take an opportunity of hearing your embellish-
ments of him at some other time. But just now I should like to ask
you a question:  Does your art extend to Hesiod and Archilochus,
or to Homer only?

ION: To Homer only; he is in himself quite enough.

SOCRATES: Are there any things about which Homer and Hesiod
agree?

ION: Yes; in my opinion there are a good many.

SOCRATES: And can you interpret better what Homer says, or
what Hesiod says, about these matters in which they agree?
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ION: I can interpret them equally well, Socrates, where they agree.

SOCRATES: But what about matters in which they do not agree?—
for example, about divination, of which both Homer and Hesiod
have something to say,—

ION: Very true:

SOCRATES: 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.

SOCRATES: And if you were a prophet, would you not be able to
interpret them when they disagree as well as when they agree?

ION: Clearly.

SOCRATES: But how did you come to have this skill about Homer
only, and not about Hesiod or the other poets? Does not Homer
speak of the same
themes which all other poets handle? Is not war his great argument?
and does he not speak of human society and of intercourse of men,
good and bad, skilled and unskilled, and of the gods conversing
with one another and with mankind, and about what happens in
heaven and in the world below, and the generations of gods and
heroes? Are not these the themes of which Homer sings?

ION: Very true, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And do not the other poets sing of the same?

ION: Yes, Socrates; but not in the same way as Homer.

SOCRATES: What, in a worse way?
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ION: Yes, in a far worse.

SOCRATES: And Homer in a better way?

ION: He is incomparably better.

SOCRATES: And yet surely, my dear friend Ion, in a discussion
about arithmetic, where many people are speaking, and one speaks
better than the rest, there is somebody who can judge which of
them is the good speaker?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he who judges of the good will be the same as he
who judges of the bad speakers?

ION: The same.

SOCRATES: And he will be the arithmetician?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: Well, and in discussions about the wholesomeness of
food, when many persons are speaking, and one speaks better than
the rest, will he who recognizes the better speaker be a different
person from him who recognizes the worse, or the same?

ION: Clearly the same.

SOCRATES: And who is he, and what is his name?

ION: The physician.

SOCRATES: And speaking generally, in all discussions in which the
subject is the same and many men are speaking, will not he who knows
the good know the bad speaker also? For if he does not know the bad,
neither will he know the good when the same topic is being discussed.
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ION: True.

SOCRATES: Is not the same person skilful in both?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And you say that Homer and the other poets, such as
Hesiod and Archilochus, speak of the same things, although not in
the same way; but the one speaks well and the other not so well?

ION: Yes; and I am right in saying so.

SOCRATES: And if you knew the good speaker, you would also
know the inferior speakers to be inferior?

ION: That is true.

SOCRATES: Then, my dear friend, can I be mistaken in saying
that Ion is equally skilled in Homer and in other poets, since he
himself acknowledges that the same person will be a good judge of
all those who speak of the same things; and that almost all poets do
speak of the same things?

ION: Why then, Socrates, do I lose attention and go to sleep and
have absolutely no ideas of the least value, when any one speaks of
any other poet; but when Homer is mentioned, I wake up at once
and am all attention and have plenty to say?

SOCRATES: The reason, my friend, is obvious. No one can fail to
see that you speak of Homer without any art or knowledge. If you
were able to speak of him by rules of art, you would have been able
to speak of all other poets; for poetry is a whole.

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And when any one acquires any other art as a whole,
the same may be said of them. Would you like me to explain my
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meaning, Ion?

ION: Yes, indeed, Socrates; I very much wish that you would: for I
love to hear you wise men talk.

SOCRATES: O that we were wise, Ion, and that you could truly
call us so; but you rhapsodes and actors, and the poets whose verses
you sing, are wise; whereas I am a common man, who only speak
the truth. For consider what a very commonplace and trivial thing
is this which I have said—a thing which any man might say: that
when a man has acquired a knowledge of a whole art, the enquiry
into good and bad is one and the same. Let us consider this matter;
is not the art of painting a whole?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And there are and have been many painters good and
bad?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And did you ever know any one who was skilful in
pointing out the excellences and defects of Polygnotus the son of
Aglaophon, but incapable of criticizing other painters; and when the
work of any other painter was produced, went to sleep and was at a
loss, and had no ideas; but when he had to give his opinion about
Polygnotus, or whoever the painter might be, and about him only,
woke up and was attentive and had plenty to say?

ION: No indeed, I have never known such a person.

SOCRATES: Or did you ever know of any one in sculpture, who
was skilful in expounding the merits of Daedalus the son of Metion,
or of Epeius the son of Panopeus, or of Theodorus the Samian, or of
any individual sculptor; but when the works of sculptors in general
were produced, was at a loss and went to sleep and had nothing to
say?
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ION: No indeed; no more than the other.

SOCRATES: And if I am not mistaken, you never met with any one
among flute-players or harp-players or singers to the harp or rhapsodes
who was able to discourse of Olympus or Thamyras or Orpheus, or
Phemius the rhapsode of Ithaca, but was at a loss when he came to
speak of Ion of Ephesus, and had no notion of his merits or defects?

ION: I cannot deny what you say, Socrates. Nevertheless I am con-
scious 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.

SOCRATES: I perceive, Ion; and I will proceed to explain to you
what I imagine to be the reason of this. The gift which you possess of
speaking excellently about Homer is not an art, but, as I was just
saying, an inspiration; there is a divinity moving you, like that con-
tained in the stone which Euripides calls a magnet, but which is com-
monly known as the stone of Heraclea. This stone not only attracts
iron rings, but also imparts to them a similar power of attracting other
rings; 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 the original
stone. In like manner the Muse first of all inspires men herself; and
from these inspired persons a chain of other persons is suspended,
who take the inspiration. For all good poets, epic as well as lyric,
compose their beautiful poems not by art, but because they are in-
spired and possessed. And as the Corybantian revellers when they
dance are not in their right mind, so the lyric poets are not in their
right mind when they are composing their beautiful strains: but when
falling under the power of music and metre they are inspired and
possessed; like Bacchic maidens who draw milk and honey from the
rivers when they are under the influence of Dionysus but not when
they are in their right mind. And the soul of the lyric poet does the
same, as they themselves say; for they tell us that they bring songs
from honeyed fountains, culling them out of the gardens and dells of



330

Ion

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 powerless and is unable to utter his oracles.
Many are the noble words in which poets speak concerning the ac-
tions of men; but like yourself when speaking about Homer, they do
not speak of them by any rules of art: they are simply inspired to utter
that to which the Muse impels them, and that only; and when in-
spired, one of them will make dithyrambs, another hymns of praise,
another choral strains, another epic or iambic verses—and he who is
good at one is not good at any other kind of verse: for not by art does
the poet sing, but by power divine. Had he learned by rules of art, he
would have known how to speak not of one theme only, but of all;
and therefore God takes away the minds of poets, and uses them as
his ministers, as he also uses diviners and holy prophets, in order that
we who hear them may know them to be speaking not of themselves
who utter these priceless words in a state of unconsciousness, but that
God himself is the speaker, and that through them he is conversing
with us. And Tynnichus the Chalcidian affords a striking instance of
what I am saying: he wrote nothing that any one would care to re-
member 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 work of God; and that the
poets are only the interpreters of the Gods by whom they are severally
possessed. Was not this the lesson which the God intended to teach
when by the 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.

SOCRATES: And you rhapsodists are the interpreters of the poets?
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ION: There again you are right.

SOCRATES: Then you are the interpreters of interpreters?

ION: Precisely.

SOCRATES: I wish you would frankly tell me, Ion, what I am going
to ask of you: When you produce the greatest effect upon the audi-
ence in the recitation of some striking passage, such as the apparition
of Odysseus leaping forth on the floor, recognized by the suitors and
casting his arrows at his feet, or the description of Achilles rushing at
Hector, or the sorrows of Andromache, Hecuba, or Priam,—are you
in your right mind? Are you not carried out of yourself, and does not
your soul in an ecstasy seem to be among the persons or places of
which you are speaking, whether they are in Ithaca or in Troy or what-
ever may be the scene of the poem?

ION: That proof strikes home to me, Socrates. For I must frankly
confess that at the tale of pity my eyes are filled with tears, and
when I speak of horrors, my hair stands on end and my heart throbs.

SOCRATES: Well, Ion, and what are we to say of a man who at a
sacrifice or festival, when he is dressed in holiday attire, and has
golden crowns upon his head, of which nobody has robbed him,
appears weeping or panic-stricken in the presence of more than
twenty thousand friendly faces, when there is no one despoiling or
wronging him;—is he in his right mind or is he not?

ION: No indeed, Socrates, I must say that, strictly speaking, he is
not in his right mind.

SOCRATES: And are you aware that you produce similar effects
on most of the spectators?

ION: Only too well; for I look down upon them from the stage,
and behold the various emotions of pity, wonder, sternness, stamped
upon their countenances when I am speaking: and I am obliged to
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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.

SOCRATES: Do you know that the spectator is the last of the rings
which, as I am saying, receive the power of the original magnet from
one another?  The rhapsode like yourself and the actor are intermedi-
ate links, and the poet himself is the first of them. Through all these
the God sways the souls of men in any direction which he pleases,
and makes one man hang down from another. Thus there is a vast
chain of dancers and masters and under-masters of choruses, who are
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 possessed, which is nearly
the same thing; for he is taken hold of. And from these first rings,
which are the poets, depend others, some deriving their inspiration
from Orpheus, others from Musaeus; but the greater number are pos-
sessed and held by Homer. Of whom, Ion, you are one, and are pos-
sessed by Homer; and when any one repeats the words of another
poet you go to sleep, and know not what to say; but when any one
recites a strain of Homer you wake up in a moment, and your soul
leaps within you, and you have plenty to say; for not by art or knowl-
edge about Homer do you say what you say, but by divine inspiration
and by possession; just as the Corybantian revellers too have a quick
perception of that strain only which is appropriated to the God by
whom they are possessed, and have plenty of dances and words for
that, but take no heed of any other. And you, Ion, when the name of
Homer is mentioned have plenty to say, and have nothing to say of
others. You ask, ‘Why is this?’ The answer is that you praise Homer
not by art but by divine inspiration.

ION: That is good, Socrates; and yet I doubt whether you will ever
have eloquence enough to persuade me that I praise Homer only
when I am mad and possessed; and if you could hear me speak of
him I am sure you would never think this to be the case.

SOCRATES: I should like very much to hear you, but not until
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you have answered a question which I have to ask. On what part of
Homer do you speak well?—not surely about every part.

ION: There is no part, Socrates, about which I do not speak well: of
that I can assure you.

SOCRATES: Surely not about things in Homer of which you have
no knowledge?

ION: And what is there in Homer of which I have no knowledge?

SOCRATES: Why, does not Homer speak in many passages about
arts? For example, about driving; if I can only remember the lines I
will repeat them.

ION: I remember, and will repeat them.

SOCRATES: Tell me then, what Nestor says to Antilochus, his son,
where he bids him be careful of the turn at the horserace in honour
of Patroclus.

ION: ‘Bend gently,’ he says, ‘in the polished chariot to the left of
them, and urge the horse on the right hand with whip and voice;
and slacken the rein. And when you 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
(Il.).’

SOCRATES: Enough. Now, Ion, will the charioteer or the physi-
cian be the better judge of the propriety of these lines?

ION: The charioteer, clearly.

SOCRATES: And will the reason be that this is his art, or will there
be any other reason?

ION: No, that will be the reason.
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SOCRATES: And every art is appointed by God to have knowledge of a cer-
tain work; for that which we know by the art of the pilot we do not know by the
art of medicine?

ION: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Nor do we know by the art of the carpenter that which
we know by the art of medicine?

ION: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: 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 arts?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: You would argue, as I should, that when one art is of
one kind of knowledge and another of another, they are different?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: Yes, surely; for if the subject of knowledge were the
same, there would be no meaning in saying that the arts were differ-
ent,—if they both gave the same knowledge. For example, I know
that here are five fingers, and you know the same. And if I were to
ask whether I and you became acquainted with this fact by the help
of the same art of arithmetic, you would acknowledge that we did?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: Tell me, then, what I was intending to ask you,—
whether this holds universally? Must the same art have the same
subject of knowledge, and different arts other subjects of knowl-
edge?

ION: That is my opinion, Socrates.
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SOCRATES: Then he who has no knowledge of a particular art
will have no right judgment of the sayings and doings of that art?

ION: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then which will be a better judge of the lines which
you were reciting from Homer, you or the charioteer?

ION: The charioteer.

SOCRATES: Why, yes, because you are a rhapsode and not a chari-
oteer.

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the art of the rhapsode is different from that of
the charioteer?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if a different knowledge, then a knowledge of
different matters?

ION: True.

SOCRATES: You know the passage in which Hecamede, the con-
cubine of Nestor, is described as giving to the wounded Machaon a
posset, as he says,

‘Made with Pramnian wine; and she grated cheese of goat’s milk
with a grater of bronze, and at his side placed an onion which gives
a relish to drink (Il.).’

Now would you say that the art of the rhapsode or the art of medi-
cine was better able to judge of the propriety of these lines?

ION: The art of medicine.
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SOCRATES: And when Homer says,

‘And she descended into the deep like a leaden plummet,
which, set in the horn of ox that ranges in the fields, rushes
along carrying death among the ravenous fishes (Il.),’—

will the art of the fisherman or of the rhapsode be better able to
judge whether these lines are rightly expressed or not?

ION: Clearly, Socrates, the art of the fisherman.

SOCRATES: Come now, suppose that you were to say to me: ‘Since
you, Socrates, are able to assign different passages in Homer to their
corresponding arts, I wish that you would tell me what are the pas-
sages of which the excellence ought to be judged by the prophet and
prophetic art’; and you will see how readily and truly I shall answer
you. For there are many such passages, particularly in the Odyssee;
as, for example, the passage in which Theoclymenus the prophet of
the house of Melampus says to the suitors:—

‘Wretched men! what is happening to you? Your heads and
your faces and your limbs underneath are 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 (Od.).’

And there are many such passages in the Iliad also; as for example in
the description of the battle near the rampart, where he says:—

‘As they were eager to pass the ditch, there came to them an
omen: a soaring eagle, holding back the people on the left,
bore a huge bloody dragon in his talons, still living and pant-
ing; 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
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midst of the multitude. And the eagle, with a cry, was borne
afar on the wings of the wind (Il.).’

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.

SOCRATES: Yes, Ion, and you are right also. And as I have selected
from the Iliad and Odyssee for you passages which describe the
office of the prophet and the physician and the fisherman, do you,
who know Homer so much better than I do, Ion, select for me
passages which relate to the rhapsode and the rhapsode’s art, and
which the rhapsode ought to examine and judge of better than other
men.

ION: All passages, I should say, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Not all, Ion, surely. Have you already forgotten what
you were saying? A rhapsode ought to have a better memory.

ION: Why, what am I forgetting?

SOCRATES: Do you not remember that you declared the art of
the rhapsode to be different from the art of the charioteer?

ION: Yes, I remember.

SOCRATES: And you admitted that being different they would have
different subjects of knowledge?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then upon your own showing the rhapsode, and the art of the
rhapsode, will not know everything?

ION: I should exclude certain things, Socrates.
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SOCRATES: You mean to say that you would exclude pretty much
the subjects of the other arts. As he does not know all of them,
which of them will he know?

ION: He will know what a man and what a woman ought to say,
and what a freeman and what a slave ought to say, and what a ruler
and what a subject.

SOCRATES: 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.

SOCRATES: Or will the rhapsode know better than the physician
what the ruler of a sick man ought to say?

ION: He will not.

SOCRATES: But he will know what a slave ought to say?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: Suppose the slave to be a cowherd; the rhapsode will
know better than the cowherd what he ought to say in order to
soothe the infuriated cows?

ION: No, he will not.

SOCRATES: But he will know what a spinning-woman ought to
say about the working of wool?

ION: No.

SOCRATES: At any rate he will know what a general ought to say
when exhorting his soldiers?

ION: Yes, that is the sort of thing which the rhapsode will be sure to know.
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SOCRATES: Well, but is the art of the rhapsode the art of the
general?

ION: I am sure that I should know what a general ought to say.

SOCRATES: Why, yes, Ion, because you may possibly have a knowl-
edge of the art of the general as well as of the rhapsode; and you
may also have a knowledge of horsemanship as well as of the lyre:
and then you would know when horses were well or ill managed.
But suppose I were to ask 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.

SOCRATES: And if you judged of performers on the lyre, you would
admit that you judged of them as a performer on the lyre, and not
as a horseman?

ION: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in judging of the general’s art, do you judge of it
as a general or a rhapsode?

ION: To me there appears to be no difference between them.

SOCRATES: What do you mean? Do you mean to say that the art
of the rhapsode and of the general is the same?

ION: Yes, one and the same.

SOCRATES: Then he who is a good rhapsode is also a good gen-
eral?

ION: Certainly, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And he who is a good general is also a good rhapsode?
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ION: No; I do not say that.

SOCRATES: But you do say that he who is a good rhapsode is also
a good general.

ION: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And you are the best of Hellenic rhapsodes?

ION: Far the best, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And are you the best general, Ion?

ION: To be sure, Socrates; and Homer was my master.

SOCRATES: But then, Ion, what in the name of goodness can be
the reason why you, who are the best of generals as well as the best
of rhapsodes in all Hellas, go about as a rhapsode when you might
be a general? Do you think that the Hellenes want a rhapsode with
his golden crown, and do not want a general?

ION: Why, Socrates, the reason is, that my countrymen, the
Ephesians, are the servants and soldiers of Athens, and do not need
a general; and you and Sparta are not likely to have me, for you
think that you have enough generals of your own.

SOCRATES: My good Ion, did you never hear of Apollodorus of
Cyzicus?

ION: Who may he be?

SOCRATES: One who, though a foreigner, has often been chosen
their general by the Athenians: and there is Phanosthenes of Andros,
and Heraclides of Clazomenae, whom they have also appointed to
the command of their armies and to other offices, although aliens,
after they had shown their merit. And will they not choose Ion the
Ephesian to be their general, and honour him, if he prove himself
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worthy? Were not the Ephesians originally Athenians, and Ephesus is
no mean city? But, indeed, Ion, if you are correct in saying that by art
and knowledge you are able to praise Homer, you do not deal fairly
with me, and after all your professions of knowing many glorious
things about Homer, and promises that you would exhibit them, you
are only a deceiver, and so far from exhibiting the art of which you are
a master, will not, even after my repeated entreaties, explain to me the
nature of it. You have literally as many forms as Proteus; and now you
go all manner of ways, twisting and turning, and, like Proteus, be-
come all manner of people at once, and at last slip away from me in
the disguise of a general, in order that you may escape exhibiting your
Homeric lore. And if you have art, then, as I was saying, in falsifying
your promise that you would exhibit Homer, you are not dealing
fairly with me. But if, as I believe, you have no art, but speak all these
beautiful words about Homer unconsciously under his inspiring in-
fluence, then I acquit you of dishonesty, and shall only say that you
are inspired. Which do you prefer to be thought, dishonest or in-
spired?

ION: There is a great difference, Socrates, between the two alterna-
tives; and inspiration is by far the nobler.

SOCRATES: Then, Ion, I shall assume the nobler alternative; and
attribute to you in your praises of Homer inspiration, and not art.
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Gorgias
by Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

IN SEVERAL OF THE DIALOGUES of Plato, doubts have arisen among his
interpreters as to which of the various subjects discussed in them is
the main thesis. The speakers have the freedom of conversation; no
severe rules of art restrict them, and sometimes we are inclined to
think, with one of the dramatis personae in the Theaetetus, that the
digressions have the greater interest. Yet in the most irregular of the
dialogues there is also a certain natural growth or unity; the begin-
ning is not forgotten at the end, and numerous allusions and refer-
ences are interspersed, which form the loose connecting links of the
whole. We must not neglect this unity, but neither must we attempt
to confine the Platonic dialogue on the Procrustean bed of a single
idea. (Compare Introduction to the Phaedrus.)

Two tendencies seem to have beset the interpreters of Plato in this
matter. First, they have endeavoured to hang the dialogues upon
one another by the slightest threads; and have thus been led to oppo-
site and contradictory assertions respecting their order and sequence.
The mantle of Schleiermacher has descended upon his successors,
who have applied his method with the most various results. The
value and use of the method has been hardly, if at all, examined
either by him or them. Secondly, they have extended almost indefi-
nitely the scope of each separate dialogue; in this way they think
that they have escaped all difficulties, not seeing that what they
have gained in generality they have lost in truth and distinctness.
Metaphysical conceptions easily pass into one another; and the sim-
pler notions of antiquity, which we can only realize by an effort,
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imperceptibly blend with the more familiar theories of modern phi-
losophers. An eye for proportion is needed (his own art of measur-
ing) in the study of Plato, as well as of other great artists. We may
hardly admit that the moral antithesis of good and pleasure, or the
intellectual antithesis of knowledge and opinion, being and appear-
ance, are never far off in a Platonic discussion. But because they are in
the background, we should not bring them into the foreground, or
expect to discern them equally in all the dialogues.

There may be some advantage in drawing out a little the main
outlines of the building; but the use of this is limited, and may be
easily exaggerated. We may give Plato too much system, and alter
the natural form and connection of his thoughts. Under the idea
that his dialogues are finished works of art, we may find a reason for
everything, and lose the highest characteristic of art, which is sim-
plicity. Most great works receive a new light from a new and origi-
nal mind. But whether these new lights are true or only suggestive,
will depend on their agreement with the spirit of Plato, and the
amount of direct evidence which can be urged in support of them.
When a theory is running away with us, criticism does a friendly
office in counselling moderation, and recalling us to the indications
of the text.

Like the Phaedrus, the Gorgias has puzzled students of Plato by
the appearance of two or more subjects. Under the cover of rhetoric
higher themes are introduced; the argument expands into a general
view of the good and evil of man. After making an ineffectual at-
tempt to obtain a sound definition of his art from Gorgias, Socrates
assumes the existence of a universal art of flattery or simulation
having several branches:—this is the genus of which rhetoric is only
one, and not the highest species. To flattery is opposed the true and
noble art of life which he who possesses seeks always to impart to
others, and which at last triumphs, if not here, at any rate in an-
other world. These two aspects of life and knowledge appear to be
the two leading ideas of the dialogue. The true and the false in indi-
viduals and states, in the treatment of the soul as well as of the body,
are conceived under the forms of true and false art. In the develop-
ment of this opposition there arise various other questions, such as
the two famous paradoxes of Socrates (paradoxes as they are to the
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world in general, ideals as they may be more worthily called): (1)
that to do is worse than to suffer evil; and (2) that when a man has
done evil he had better be punished than unpunished; to which
may be added (3) a third Socratic paradox or ideal, that bad men do
what they think best, but not what they desire, for the desire of all is
towards the good. That pleasure is to be distinguished from good is
proved by the simultaneousness of pleasure and pain, and by the
possibility of the bad having in certain cases pleasures as great as
those of the good, or even greater. Not merely rhetoricians, but po-
ets, musicians, and other artists, the whole tribe of statesmen, past
as well as present, are included in the class of flatterers. The true and
false finally appear before the judgment-seat of the gods below.

The dialogue naturally falls into three divisions, to which the three
characters of Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles respectively correspond;
and the form and manner change with the stages of the argument.
Socrates is deferential towards Gorgias, playful and yet cutting in
dealing with the youthful Polus, ironical and sarcastic in his en-
counter with Callicles. In the first division the question is asked—
What is rhetoric? To this there is no answer given, for Gorgias is
soon made to contradict himself by Socrates, and the argument is
transferred to the hands of his disciple Polus, who rushes to the
defence of his master. The answer has at last to be given by Socrates
himself, but before he can even explain his meaning to Polus, he
must enlighten him upon the great subject of shams or flatteries.
When Polus finds his favourite art reduced to the level of cookery,
he replies that at any rate rhetoricians, like despots, have great power.
Socrates denies that they have any real power, and hence arise the
three paradoxes already mentioned. Although they are strange to
him, Polus is at last convinced of their truth; at least, they seem to
him to follow legitimately from the premises. Thus the second act
of the dialogue closes. Then Callicles appears on the scene, at first
maintaining that pleasure is good, and that might is right, and that
law is nothing but the combination of the many weak against the
few strong. When he is confuted he withdraws from the argument,
and leaves Socrates to arrive at the conclusion by himself. The con-
clusion is that there are two kinds of statesmanship, a higher and a
lower—that which makes the people better, and that which only
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flatters them, and he exhorts Callicles to choose the higher. The
dialogue terminates with a mythus of a final judgment, in which
there will be no more flattery or disguise, and no further use for the
teaching of rhetoric.

The characters of the three interlocutors also correspond to the
parts which are assigned to them. Gorgias is the great rhetorician,
now advanced in years, who goes from city to city displaying his
talents, and is celebrated throughout Greece. Like all the Sophists
in the dialogues of Plato, he is vain and boastful, yet he has also a
certain dignity, and is treated by Socrates with considerable re-
spect. But he is no match for him in dialectics. Although he has
been teaching rhetoric all his life, he is still incapable of defining
his own art. When his ideas begin to clear up, he is unwilling to
admit that rhetoric can be wholly separated from justice and in-
justice, and this lingering sentiment of morality, or regard for public
opinion, enables Socrates to detect him in a contradiction. Like
Protagoras, he is described as of a generous nature; he expresses
his approbation of Socrates’ manner of approaching a question;
he is quite ‘one of Socrates’ sort, ready to be refuted as well as to
refute,’ and very eager that Callicles and Socrates should have the
game out. He knows by experience that rhetoric exercises great
influence over other men, but he is unable to explain the puzzle
how rhetoric can teach everything and know nothing.

Polus is an impetuous youth, a runaway ‘colt,’ as Socrates de-
scribes him, who wanted originally to have taken the place of Gorgias
under the pretext that the old man was tired, and now avails himself
of the earliest opportunity to enter the lists. He is said to be the
author of a work on rhetoric, and is again mentioned in the Phaedrus,
as the inventor of balanced or double forms of speech (compare
Gorg.; Symp.). At first he is violent and ill-mannered, and is angry
at seeing his master  overthrown. But in the judicious hands of
Socrates he is soon restored to good-humour, and compelled to as-
sent to the required conclusion. Like Gorgias, he is overthrown be-
cause he compromises; he is unwilling to say that to do is fairer or
more honourable than to suffer injustice. Though he is fascinated
by the power of rhetoric, and dazzled by the splendour of success,
he is not insensible to higher arguments. Plato may have felt that
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there would be an incongruity in a youth maintaining the cause of
injustice against the world. He has never heard the other side of the
question, and he listens to the paradoxes, as they appear to him, of
Socrates with evident astonishment. He can hardly understand the
meaning of Archelaus being miserable, or of rhetoric being only
useful in self-accusation. When the argument with him has fairly
run out, Callicles, in whose house they are assembled, is introduced
on the stage: he is with difficulty convinced that Socrates is in ear-
nest; for if these things are true, then, as he says with real emotion,
the foundations of society are upside down. In him another type of
character is represented; he is neither sophist nor philosopher, but
man of the world, and an accomplished Athenian gentleman. He
might be described in modern language as a cynic or materialist, a
lover of power and also of pleasure, and unscrupulous in his means
of attaining both. There is no desire on his part to offer any com-
promise in the interests of morality; nor is any concession made by
him. Like Thrasymachus in the Republic, though he is not of the
same weak and vulgar class, he consistently maintains that might is
right. His great motive of action is political ambition; in this he is
characteristically Greek. Like Anytus in the Meno, he is the enemy
of the Sophists; but favours the new art of rhetoric, which he re-
gards as an excellent weapon of attack and defence. He is a despiser
of mankind as he is of philosophy, and sees in the laws of the state
only a violation of the order of nature, which intended that the
stronger should govern the weaker (compare Republic). Like other
men of the world who are of a speculative turn of mind, he general-
izes the bad side of human nature, and has easily brought down his
principles to his practice. Philosophy and poetry alike supply him
with distinctions suited to his view of human life. He has a good
will to Socrates, whose talents he evidently admires, while he cen-
sures the puerile use which he makes of them. He expresses a keen
intellectual interest in the argument. Like Anytus, again, he has a
sympathy with other men of the world; the Athenian statesmen of a
former generation, who showed no weakness and made no mis-
takes, such as Miltiades, Themistocles, Pericles, are his favourites.
His ideal of human character is a man of great passions and great
powers, which he has developed to the utmost, and which he uses



347

Plato

in his own enjoyment and in the government of others. Had Critias
been the name instead of Callicles, about whom we know nothing
from other sources, the opinions of the man would have seemed to
reflect the history of his life.

And now the combat deepens. In Callicles, far more than in any
sophist or rhetorician, is concentrated the spirit of evil against which
Socrates is contending, the spirit of the world, the spirit of the many
contending against the one wise man, of which the Sophists, as he
describes them in the Republic, are the imitators rather than the
authors, being themselves carried away by the great tide of public
opinion. Socrates approaches his antagonist warily from a distance,
with a sort of irony which touches with a light hand both his per-
sonal vices (probably in allusion to some scandal of the day) and his
servility to the populace. At the same time, he is in most profound
earnest, as Chaerephon remarks. Callicles soon loses his temper,
but the more he is irritated, the more provoking and matter of fact
does Socrates become. A repartee of his which appears to have been
really made to the ‘omniscient’ Hippias, according to the testimony
of Xenophon (Mem.), is introduced. He is called by Callicles a popu-
lar  declaimer, and certainly shows that he has the power, in the
words of Gorgias, of being ‘as long as he pleases,’ or ‘as short as he
pleases’ (compare Protag.). Callicles exhibits great ability in defend-
ing himself and attacking Socrates, whom he accuses of trifling and
word-splitting; he is scandalized that the legitimate consequences
of his own argument should be stated in plain terms; after the man-
ner of men of the world, he wishes to preserve the decencies of life.
But he cannot consistently maintain the bad sense of words; and
getting confused between the abstract notions of better, superior,
stronger, he is easily turned round by Socrates, and only induced to
continue the argument by the authority of Gorgias. Once, when
Socrates is describing the manner in which the ambitious citizen
has to identify himself with the people, he partially recognizes the
truth of his words.

The Socrates of the Gorgias may be compared with the Socrates
of the Protagoras and Meno. As in other dialogues, he is the enemy
of the Sophists and rhetoricians; and also of the statesmen, whom
he regards as another variety of the same species. His behaviour is
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governed by that of his opponents; the least forwardness or egotism
on their part is met by a corresponding irony on the part of Socrates.
He must speak, for philosophy will not allow him to be silent. He is
indeed more ironical and provoking than in any other of Plato’s
writings: for he is ‘fooled to the top of hisbent’ by the worldliness of
Callicles. But he is also more deeply in earnest. He rises higher than
even in the Phaedo and Crito: at first enveloping his moral convic-
tions in a cloud of dust and dialectics, he ends by losing his method,
his life, himself, in them. As in the Protagoras and Phaedrus, throw-
ing aside the veil of irony, he makes a speech, but, true to his charac-
ter, not until his adversary has refused to answer any more questions.
The presentiment of his own fate is hanging over him. He is aware
that Socrates, the single real teacher of politics, as he ventures to call
himself, cannot safely go to war with the whole world, and that in the
courts of earth he will be condemned. But he will be justified in the
world below. Then the position of Socrates and Callicles will be re-
versed; all those things ‘unfit for ears polite’ which Callicles has proph-
esied as likely to happen to him in this life, the insulting language, the
box on the ears, will recoil upon his assailant. (Compare Republic,
and the similar reversal of the position of the lawyer and the philoso-
pher in the Theaetetus).

There is an interesting allusion to his own behaviour at the trial
of the generals after the battle of Arginusae, which he ironically
attributes to his ignorance of the manner in which a vote of the
assembly should be taken. This is said to have happened ‘last year’
(B.C. 406), and therefore the assumed date of the dialogue has been
fixed at 405 B.C., when Socrates would already have been an old
man. The date is clearly marked, but is scarcely reconcilable with
another indication of time, viz. the ‘recent’ usurpation of Archelaus,
which occurred in the year 413; and still less with the ‘recent’ death
of Pericles, who really died twenty-four years previously (429 B.C.)
and is afterwards reckoned among the  statesmen of a past age; or
with the mention of Nicias, who died in 413, and is nevertheless
spoken of as a living witness. But we shall hereafter have reason to
observe, that although there is a general consistency of times and
persons in the Dialogues of Plato, a precise dramatic date is an in-
vention of his commentators (Preface to Republic).
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The conclusion of the Dialogue is remarkable, (1) for the truly
characteristic declaration of Socrates that he is ignorant of the true
nature and bearing of these things, while he affirms at the same
time that no one can maintain any other view without being ridicu-
lous. The profession of ignorance reminds us of the earlier and more
exclusively Socratic Dialogues. But neither in them, nor in the Apol-
ogy, nor in the Memorabilia of Xenophon, does Socrates express
any doubt of the fundamental truths of morality. He evidently re-
gards this ‘among the multitude of questions’ which agitate human
life ‘as the principle which alone remains unshaken.’ He does not
insist here, any more than in the Phaedo, on the literal truth of the
myth, but only on the soundness of the doctrine which is contained
in it, that doing wrong is worse than suffering, and that a man should
be rather than seem; for the next best thing to a man’s being just is
that he should be corrected and become just; also that he should
avoid all flattery, whether of himself or of others; and that rhetoric
should be employed for the maintenance of the right only. The rev-
elation of another life is a recapitulation of the argument in a figure.

(2) Socrates makes the singular remark, that he is himself the only
true politician of his age. In other passages, especially in the Apology,
he disclaims being a politician at all. There he is convinced that he or
any other good man who attempted to resist the popular will would
be put to death before he had done any good to himself or others.
Here he anticipates such a fate for himself, from the fact that he is ‘the
only man of the present day who performs his public duties at all.’
The two points of view are not really inconsistent, but the difference
between them is worth noticing: Socrates is and is not a public man.
Not in the ordinary sense, like Alcibiades or Pericles, but in a higher
one; and this will sooner or later entail the same consequences on
him. He cannot be a private man if he would; neither can he separate
morals from politics. Nor is he unwilling to be a politician, although
he foresees the dangers which await him; but he must first become a
better and wiser man, for he as well as Callicles is in a state of perplex-
ity and uncertainty. And yet there is an inconsistency: for should not
Socrates too have taught the citizens better than to put him to death?

And now, as he himself says, we will ‘resume the argument from
the beginning.’
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Socrates, who is attended by his inseparable disciple, Chaerephon,
meets Callicles in the streets of Athens. He is informed that he has
just missed an exhibition of Gorgias, which he regrets, because he
was desirous, not of hearing Gorgias display his rhetoric, but of
interrogating him concerning the nature of his art. Callicles pro-
poses that they shall go with him to his own house, where Gorgias is
staying. There they find the great rhetorician and his younger friend
and disciple Polus.

SOCRATES: Put the question to him, Chaerephon.

CHAEREPHON: What question?

SOCRATES: Who is he?—such a question as would elicit from a
man the answer, ‘I am a cobbler.’

Polus suggests that Gorgias may be tired, and desires to answer
for him. ‘Who is Gorgias?’ asks Chaerephon, imitating the manner
of his master Socrates. ‘One of the best of men, and a proficient in
the best and noblest of experimental arts,’ etc., replies Polus, in rhe-
torical and balanced phrases. Socrates is dissatisfied at the length
and unmeaningness of the answer; he tells the disconcerted volun-
teer that he has mistaken the quality for the nature of the art, and
remarks to Gorgias, that Polus has learnt how to make a speech, but
not how to answer a question. He wishes that Gorgias would an-
swer him. Gorgias is willing enough, and replies to the question
asked by Chaerephon,—that he is a rhetorician, and in Homeric
language, ‘boasts himself to be a good one.’ At the request of Socrates
he promises to be brief; for ‘he can be as long as he pleases, and as
short as he pleases.’ Socrates would have him bestow his length on
others, and proceeds to ask him a number of questions, which are
answered by him to his own great satisfaction, and with a brevity
which excites the admiration of Socrates. The result of the discus-
sion may be summed up as follows:—

Rhetoric treats of discourse; but music and medicine, and other
particular arts, are also concerned with discourse; in what way then
does rhetoric differ from them? Gorgias draws a distinction between
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the arts which deal with words, and the arts which have to do with
external actions. Socrates extends this distinction further, and di-
vides all productive arts into two classes: (1) arts which may be car-
ried on in silence; and (2) arts which have to do with words, or in
which words are coextensive with action, such as arithmetic, geom-
etry, rhetoric. But still Gorgias could hardly have meant to say that
arithmetic was the same as rhetoric. Even in the arts which are con-
cerned with words there are differences. What then distinguishes
rhetoric from the other arts which have to do with words? ‘The
words which rhetoric uses relate to the best and greatest of human
things.’ But tell me, Gorgias, what are the best? ‘Health first, beauty
next, wealth third,’ in the words of the old song, or how would you
rank them? The arts will come to you in a body, each claiming pre-
cedence and saying that her own good is superior to that of the
rest—How will you choose between them? ‘I should say, Socrates,
that the art of persuasion, which gives freedom to all men, and to
individuals power in the state, is the greatest good.’ But what is the
exact nature of this persuasion?—is the persevering retort: You could
not describe Zeuxis as a painter, or even as a painter of figures, if
there were other painters of figures; neither can you define rhetoric
simply as an art of persuasion, because there are other arts which
persuade, such as arithmetic, which is an art of persuasion about
odd and even numbers. Gorgias is made to see the necessity of a
further limitation, and he now defines rhetoric as the art of per-
suading in the law courts, and in the assembly, about the just and
unjust. But still there are two sorts of persuasion: one which gives
knowledge, and another which gives belief without knowledge; and
knowledge is always true, but belief may be either true or false,—
there is therefore a further question: which of the two sorts of per-
suasion does rhetoric effect in courts of law and assemblies? Plainly
that which gives belief and not that which gives knowledge; for no
one can impart a real knowledge of such matters to a crowd of per-
sons in a few minutes. And there is another point to be consid-
ered:—when the assembly meets to advise about walls or docks or
military expeditions, the rhetorician is not taken into counsel, but
the architect, or the general. How would Gorgias explain this phe-
nomenon? All who intend to become disciples, of whom there are
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several in the company, and not Socrates only, are eagerly asking:—
About what then will rhetoric teach us to persuade or advise the
state?

Gorgias illustrates the nature of rhetoric by adducing the example
of Themistocles, who persuaded the Athenians to build their docks
and walls, and of Pericles, whom Socrates himself has heard speak-
ing about the middle wall of the Piraeus. He adds that he has exer-
cised a similar power over the patients of his brother Herodicus. He
could be chosen a physician by the assembly if he pleased, for no
physician could compete with a rhetorician in popularity and influ-
ence. He could persuade the multitude of anything by the power of
his rhetoric; not that the rhetorician ought to abuse this power any
more than a boxer should abuse the art of self-defence. Rhetoric is a
good thing, but, like all good things, may be unlawfully used. Nei-
ther is the teacher of the art to be deemed unjust because his pupils
are unjust and make a bad use of the lessons which they have learned
from him.

Socrates would like to know before he replies, whether Gorgias
will quarrel with him if he points out a slight inconsistency into
which he has fallen, or whether he, like himself, is one who loves to
be refuted. Gorgias declares that he is quite one of his sort, but fears
that the argument may be tedious to the company. The company
cheer, and Chaerephon and Callicles exhort them to proceed.
Socrates gently points out the supposed inconsistency into which
Gorgias appears to have fallen, and which he is inclined to think
may arise out of a misapprehension of his own. The rhetorician has
been declared by Gorgias to be more persuasive to the ignorant than
the physician, or any other expert. And he is said to be ignorant,
and this ignorance of his is regarded by Gorgias as a happy condi-
tion, for he has escaped the trouble of learning. But is he as ignorant
of just and unjust as he is of medicine or building? Gorgias is com-
pelled to admit that if he did not know them previously he must
learn them from his teacher as a part of the art of rhetoric. But he
who has learned carpentry is a carpenter, and he who has learned
music is a musician, and he who has learned justice is just. The
rhetorician then must be a just man, and rhetoric is a just thing. But
Gorgias has already admitted the opposite of this, viz. that rhetoric
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may be abused, and that the rhetorician may act unjustly. How is
the inconsistency to be explained?

The fallacy of this argument is twofold; for in the first place, a
man may know justice and not be just—here is the old confusion of
the arts and the virtues;—nor can any teacher be expected to coun-
teract wholly the bent of natural character; and secondly, a man
may have a degree of justice, but not sufficient to prevent him from
ever doing wrong. Polus is naturally exasperated at the sophism,
which he is unable to detect; of course, he says, the rhetorician, like
every one else, will admit that he knows justice (how can he do
otherwise when pressed by the interrogations of Socrates?), but he
thinks that great want of manners is shown in bringing the argu-
ment to such a pass. Socrates ironically replies, that when old men
trip, the young set them on their legs again; and he is quite willing
to retract, if he can be shown to be in error, but upon one condi-
tion, which is that Polus studies brevity. Polus is in great indigna-
tion at not being allowed to use as many words as he pleases in the
free state of Athens. Socrates retorts, that yet harder will be his own
case, if he is compelled to stay and listen to them. After some alter-
cation they agree (compare Protag.), that Polus shall ask and Socrates
answer.

‘What is the art of Rhetoric?’ says Polus. Not an art at all, replies
Socrates, but a thing which in your book you affirm to have created
art. Polus asks, ‘What thing?’ and Socrates answers, An experience
or routine of making a sort of delight or gratification. ‘But is not
rhetoric a fine thing?’ I have not yet told you what rhetoric is. Will
you ask me another question—What is cookery? ‘What is cookery?’
An experience or routine of making a sort of delight or gratifica-
tion. Then they are the same, or rather fall under the same class,
and rhetoric has still to be distinguished from cookery. ‘What is
rhetoric?’ asks Polus once more. A part of a not very creditable whole,
which may be termed flattery, is the reply. ‘But what part?’ A shadow
of a part of politics. This, as might be expected, is wholly unintelli-
gible, both to Gorgias and Polus; and, in order to explain his mean-
ing to them, Socrates draws a distinction between shadows or ap-
pearances and realities; e.g. there is real health of body or soul, and
the appearance of them; real arts and sciences, and the simulations
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of them. Now the soul and body have two arts waiting upon them,
first the art of politics, which attends on the soul, having a legisla-
tive part and a judicial part; and another art attending on the body,
which has no generic name, but may also be described as having
two divisions, one of which is medicine and the other gymnastic.
Corresponding with these four arts or sciences there are four shams
or simulations of them, mere experiences, as they may be termed,
because they give no reason of their own existence. The art of dress-
ing up is the sham or simulation of gymnastic, the art of cookery, of
medicine; rhetoric is the simulation of justice, and sophistic of leg-
islation. They may be summed up in an arithmetical formula:—

Tiring : gymnastic :: cookery : medicine :: sophistic
: legislation.
And,
Cookery : medicine :: rhetoric : the art of justice.

And this is the true scheme of them, but when measured only by
the gratification which they procure, they become jumbled together
and return to their aboriginal chaos. Socrates apologizes for the length
of his speech, which was necessary to the explanation of the subject,
and begs Polus not unnecessarily to retaliate on him.

‘Do you mean to say that the rhetoricians are esteemed flatterers?’
They are not esteemed at all. ‘Why, have they not great power, and
can they not do whatever they desire?’ They have no power, and
they only do what they think best, and never what they desire; for
they never attain the true object of desire, which is the good. ‘As if
you, Socrates, would not envy the possessor of despotic power, who
can imprison, exile, kill any one whom he pleases.’ But Socrates
replies that he has no wish to put any one to death; he who kills
another, even justly, is not to be envied, and he who kills him un-
justly is to be pitied; it is better to suffer than to do injustice. He
does not consider that going about with a dagger and putting men
out of the way, or setting a house on fire, is real power. To this Polus
assents, on the ground that such acts would be punished, but he is
still of opinion that evil-doers, if they are unpunished, may be happy
enough. He instances Archelaus, son of Perdiccas, the usurper of
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Macedonia. Does not Socrates think him happy?—Socrates would
like to know more about him; he cannot pronounce even the great
king to be happy, unless he knows his mental and moral condition.
Polus explains that Archelaus was a slave, being the son of a woman
who was the slave of Alcetas, brother of Perdiccas king of Macedon—
and he, by every species of crime, first murdering his uncle and then
his cousin and half-brother, obtained the kingdom. This was very
wicked, and yet all the world, including Socrates, would like to have
his place. Socrates dismisses the appeal to numbers; Polus, if he will,
may summon all the rich men of Athens, Nicias and his brothers,
Aristocrates, the house of Pericles, or any other great family—this is
the kind of evidence which is adduced in courts of justice, where
truth depends upon numbers. But Socrates employs proof of an-
other sort; his appeal is to one witness only,—that is to say, the
person with whom he is speaking; him he will convict out of his
own mouth. And he is prepared to show, after his manner, that
Archelaus cannot be a wicked man and yet happy.

The evil-doer is deemed happy if he escapes, and miserable if he
suffers punishment; but Socrates thinks him less miserable if he
suffers than if he escapes. Polus is of opinion that such a paradox as
this hardly deserves refutation, and is at any rate sufficiently refuted
by the fact. Socrates has only to compare the lot of the successful
tyrant who is the envy of the world, and of the wretch who, having
been detected in a criminal attempt against the state, is crucified or
burnt to death. Socrates replies, that if they are both criminal they
are both miserable, but that the unpunished is the more miserable
of the two. At this Polus laughs outright, which leads Socrates to
remark that laughter is a new species of refutation. Polus replies,
that he is already refuted; for if he will take the votes of the com-
pany, he will find that no one agrees with him. To this Socrates
rejoins, that he is not a public man, and (referring to his own con-
duct at the trial of the generals after the battle of Arginusae) is un-
able to take the suffrages of any company, as he had shown on a
recent occasion; he can only deal with one witness at a time, and
that is the person with whom he is arguing. But he is certain that in
the opinion of any man to do is worse than to suffer evil.

Polus, though he will not admit this, is ready to acknowledge that
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to do evil is considered the more foul or dishonourable of the two.
But what is fair and what is foul; whether the terms are applied to
bodies, colours, figures, laws, habits, studies, must they not be de-
fined with reference to pleasure and utility? Polus assents to this
latter doctrine, and is easily persuaded that the fouler of two things
must exceed either in pain or in hurt. But the doing cannot exceed
the suffering of evil in pain, and therefore must exceed in hurt.
Thus doing is proved by the testimony of Polus himself to be worse
or more hurtful than suffering.

There remains the other question: Is a guilty man better off when
he is punished or when he is unpunished? Socrates replies, that what
is done justly is suffered justly: if the act is just, the effect is just; if to
punish is just, to be punished is just, and therefore fair, and there-
fore beneficent; and the benefit is that the soul is improved. There
are three evils from which a man may suffer, and which affect him
in estate, body, and soul;—these are, poverty, disease, injustice; and
the foulest of these is injustice, the evil of the soul, because that
brings the greatest hurt. And there are three arts which heal these
evils—trading, medicine, justice—and the fairest of these is justice.
Happy is he who has never committed injustice, and happy in the
second degree he who has been healed by punishment. And there-
fore the criminal should himself go to the judge as he would to the
physician, and purge away his crime. Rhetoric will enable him to
display his guilt in proper colours, and to sustain himself and others
in enduring the necessary penalty. And similarly if a man has an
enemy, he will desire not to punish him, but that he shall go un-
punished and become worse and worse, taking care only that he
does no injury to himself. These are at least conceivable uses of the
art, and no others have been discovered by us.

Here Callicles, who has been listening in silent amazement, asks
Chaerephon whether Socrates is in earnest, and on receiving the
assurance that he is, proceeds to ask the same question of Socrates
himself. For if such doctrines are true, life must have been turned
upside down, and all of us are doing the opposite of what we ought
to be doing.

Socrates replies in a style of playful irony, that before men can
understand one another they must have some common feeling. And
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such a community of feeling exists between himself and Callicles,
for both of them are lovers, and they have both a pair of loves; the
beloved of Callicles are the Athenian Demos and Demos the son of
Pyrilampes; the beloved of Socrates are Alcibiades and philosophy.
The peculiarity of Callicles is that he can never contradict his loves;
he changes as his Demos changes in all his opinions; he watches the
countenance of both his loves, and repeats their sentiments, and if
any one is surprised at his sayings and doings, the explanation of
them is, that he is not a free agent, but must always be imitating his
two loves. And this is the explanation of Socrates’ peculiarities also.
He is always repeating what his mistress, Philosophy, is saying to
him, who unlike his other love, Alcibiades, is ever the same, ever
true. Callicles must refute her, or he will never be at unity with
himself; and discord in life is far worse than the discord of musical
sounds.

Callicles answers, that Gorgias was overthrown because, as Polus
said, in compliance with popular prejudice he had admitted that if
his pupil did not know justice the rhetorician must teach him; and
Polus has been similarly entangled, because his modesty led him to
admit that to suffer is more honourable than to do injustice. By
custom ‘yes,’ but not by nature, says Callicles. And Socrates is al-
ways playing between the two points of view, and putting one in
the place of the other. In this very argument, what Polus only meant
in a conventional sense has been affirmed by him to be a law of
nature. For convention says that ‘injustice is dishonourable,’ but
nature says that ‘might is right.’ And we are always taming down
the nobler spirits among us to the conventional level. But some-
times a great man will rise up and reassert his original rights, tram-
pling under foot all our formularies, and then the light of natural
justice shines forth. Pindar says, ‘Law, the king of all, does violence
with high hand;’ as is indeed proved by the example of Heracles,
who drove off the oxen of Geryon and never paid for them.

This is the truth, Socrates, as you will be convinced, if you leave
philosophy and pass on to the real business of life. A little philoso-
phy is an excellent thing; too much is the ruin of a man. He who
has not ‘passed his metaphysics’ before he has grown up to man-
hood will never know the world. Philosophers are ridiculous when
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they take to politics, and I dare say that politicians are equally ri-
diculous when they take to philosophy: ‘Every man,’ as Euripides
says, ‘is fondest of that in which he is best.’ Philosophy is graceful in
youth, like the lisp of infancy, and should be cultivated as a part of
education; but when a grown-up man lisps or studies philosophy, I
should like to beat him. None of those over-refined natures ever
come to any good; they avoid the busy haunts of men, and skulk in
corners, whispering to a few admiring youths, and never giving ut-
terance to any noble sentiments.

For you, Socrates, I have a regard, and therefore I say to you, as
Zethus says to Amphion in the play, that you have ‘a noble soul
disguised in a puerile exterior.’ And I would have you consider the
danger which you and other philosophers incur. For you would not
know how to defend yourself if any one accused you in a law-court,—
there you would stand, with gaping mouth and dizzy brain, and
might be murdered, robbed, boxed on the ears with impunity. Take
my advice, then, and get a little common sense; leave to others these
frivolities; walk in the ways of the wealthy and be wise.

Socrates professes to have found in Callicles the philosopher’s
touchstone; and he is certain that any opinion in which they both
agree must be the very truth. Callicles has all the three qualities
which are needed in a critic—knowledge, good-will, frankness;
Gorgias and Polus, although learned men, were too modest, and
their modesty made them contradict themselves. But Callicles is
well-educated; and he is not too modest to speak out (of this he has
already given proof), and his good-will is shown both by his own
profession and by his giving the same caution against philosophy to
Socrates, which Socrates remembers hearing him give long ago to
his own clique of friends. He will pledge himself to retract any error
into which he may have fallen, and which Callicles may point out.
But he would like to know first of all what he and Pindar mean by
natural justice. Do they suppose that the rule of justice is the rule of
the stronger or of the better?’ ‘There is no difference.’ Then are not
the many superior to the one, and the opinions of the many better?
And their opinion is that justice is equality, and that to do is more
dishonourable than to suffer wrong. And as they are the superior or
stronger, this opinion of theirs must be in accordance with natural
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as well as conventional justice. ‘Why will you continue splitting
words? Have I not told you that the superior is the better?’ But what
do you mean by the better? Tell me that, and please to be a little
milder in your language, if you do not wish to drive me away. ‘I
mean the worthier, the wiser.’ You mean to say that one man of
sense ought to rule over ten thousand fools? ‘Yes, that is my mean-
ing.’ Ought the physician then to have a larger share of meats and
drinks? or the weaver to have more coats, or the cobbler larger shoes,
or the farmer more seed? ‘You are always saying the same things,
Socrates.’ Yes, and on the same subjects too; but you are never say-
ing the same things. For, first, you defined the superior to be the
stronger, and then the wiser, and now something else;—what do
you mean? ‘I mean men of political ability, who ought to govern
and to have more than the governed.’ Than themselves? ‘What do
you mean?’ I mean to say that every man is his own governor. ‘I see
that you mean those dolts, the temperate. But my doctrine is, that a
man should let his desires grow, and take the means of satisfying
them. To the many this is impossible, and therefore they combine
to prevent him. But if he is a king, and has power, how base would
he be in submitting to them! To invite the common herd to be lord
over him, when he might have the enjoyment of all things! For the
truth is, Socrates, that luxury and self-indulgence are virtue and
happiness; all the rest is mere talk.’

Socrates compliments Callicles on his frankness in saying what
other men only think. According to his view, those who want noth-
ing are not happy. ‘Why,’ says Callicles, ‘if they were, stones and the
dead would be happy.’ Socrates in reply is led into a half-serious,
half-comic vein of reflection. ‘Who knows,’ as Euripides says,
‘whether life may not be death, and death life?’ Nay, there are phi-
losophers who maintain that even in life we are dead, and that the
body (soma) is the tomb (sema) of the soul. And some ingenious
Sicilian has made an allegory, in which he represents fools as the
uninitiated, who are supposed to be carrying water to a vessel, which
is full of holes, in a similarly holey sieve, and this sieve is their own
soul. The idea is fanciful, but nevertheless is a figure of a truth which
I want to make you acknowledge, viz. that the life of contentment is
better than the life of indulgence. Are you disposed to admit that?
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‘Far otherwise.’ Then hear another parable. The life of self-content-
ment and self-indulgence may be represented respectively by two
men, who are filling jars with streams of wine, honey, milk,—the
jars of the one are sound, and the jars of the other leaky; the first fils
his jars, and has no more trouble with them; the second is always
filling them, and would suffer extreme misery if he desisted. Are
you of the same opinion still? ‘Yes, Socrates, and the figure expresses
what I mean. For true pleasure is a perpetual stream, flowing in and
flowing out. To be hungry and always eating, to be thirsty and al-
ways drinking, and to have all the other desires and to satisfy them,
that, as I admit, is my idea of happiness.’ And to be itching and
always scratching? ‘I do not deny that there may be happiness even
in that.’ And to indulge unnatural desires, if they are abundantly
satisfied? Callicles is indignant at the introduction of such topics.
But he is reminded by Socrates that they are introduced, not by
him, but by the maintainer of the identity of pleasure and good.
Will Callicles still maintain this? ‘Yes, for the sake of consistency, he
will.’ The answer does not satisfy Socrates, who fears that he is los-
ing his touchstone. A profession of seriousness on the part of Callicles
reassures him, and they proceed with the argument. Pleasure and
good are the same, but knowledge and courage are not the same
either with pleasure or good, or with one another. Socrates disproves
the first of these statements by showing that two opposites cannot
coexist, but must alternate with one another—to be well and ill
together is impossible. But pleasure and pain are simultaneous, and
the cessation of them is simultaneous; e.g. in the case of drinking
and thirsting, whereas good and evil are not simultaneous, and do
not cease simultaneously, and therefore pleasure cannot be the same
as good.

Callicles has already lost his temper, and can only be persuaded to
go on by the interposition of Gorgias. Socrates, having already
guarded against objections by distinguishing courage and knowl-
edge from pleasure and good, proceeds:—The good are good by the
presence of good, and the bad are bad by the presence of evil. And
the brave and wise are good, and the cowardly and foolish are bad.
And he who feels pleasure is good, and he who feels pain is bad, and
both feel pleasure and pain in nearly the same degree, and some-
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times the bad man or coward in a greater degree. Therefore the bad
man or coward is as good as the brave or may be even better.

Callicles endeavours now to avert the inevitable absurdity by af-
firming that he and all mankind admitted some pleasures to be good
and others bad. The good are the beneficial, and the bad are the
hurtful, and we should choose the one and avoid the other. But
this, as Socrates observes, is a return to the old doctrine of himself
and Polus, that all things should be done for the sake of the good.

Callicles assents to this, and Socrates, finding that they are agreed
in distinguishing pleasure from good, returns to his old division of
empirical habits, or shams, or flatteries, which study pleasure only,
and the arts which are concerned with the higher interests of soul
and body. Does Callicles agree to this division? Callicles will agree
to anything, in order that he may get through the argument. Which
of the arts then are flatteries? Flute-playing, harp-playing, choral
exhibitions, the dithyrambics of Cinesias are all equally condemned
on the ground that they give pleasure only; and Meles the harp-
player, who was the father of Cinesias, failed even in that. The stately
muse of Tragedy is bent upon pleasure, and not upon improvement.
Poetry in general is only a rhetorical address to a mixed audience of
men, women, and children. And the orators are very far from speak-
ing with a view to what is best; their way is to humour the assembly
as if they were children.

Callicles replies, that this is only true of some of them; others
have a real regard for their fellow-citizens. Granted; then there are
two species of oratory; the one a flattery, another which has a real
regard for the citizens. But where are the orators among whom you
find the latter? Callicles admits that there are none remaining, but
there were such in the days when Themistocles, Cimon, Miltiades,
and the great Pericles were still alive. Socrates replies that none of
these were true artists, setting before themselves the duty of bring-
ing order out of disorder. The good man and true orator has a settled
design, running through his life, to which he conforms all his words
and actions; he desires to implant justice and eradicate injustice, to
implant all virtue and eradicate all vice in the minds of his citizens.
He is the physician who will not allow the sick man to indulge his
appetites with a variety of meats and drinks, but insists on his exer-
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cising self-restraint. And this is good for the soul, and better than
the unrestrained indulgence which Callicles was recently approv-
ing.

Here Callicles, who had been with difficulty brought to this point,
turns restive, and suggests that Socrates shall answer his own ques-
tions. ‘Then,’ says Socrates, ‘one man must do for two;’ and though
he had hoped to have given Callicles an ‘Amphion’ in return for his
‘Zethus,’ he is willing to proceed; at the same time, he hopes that
Callicles will correct him, if he falls into error. He recapitulates the
advantages which he has already won:—

The pleasant is not the same as the good—Callicles and I are
agreed about that,—but pleasure is to be pursued for the sake of the
good, and the good is that of which the presence makes us good; we
and all things good have acquired some virtue or other. And virtue,
whether of body or soul, of things or persons, is not attained by
accident, but is due to order and harmonious arrangement. And the
soul which has order is better than the soul which is without order,
and is therefore temperate and is therefore good, and the intemper-
ate is bad. And he who is temperate is also just and brave and pious,
and has attained the perfection of goodness and therefore of happi-
ness, and the intemperate whom you approve is the opposite of all
this and is wretched. He therefore who would be happy must pur-
sue temperance and avoid intemperance, and if possible escape the
necessity of punishment, but if he have done wrong he must endure
punishment. In this way states and individuals should seek to attain
harmony, which, as the wise tell us, is the bond of heaven and earth,
of gods and men. Callicles has never discovered the power of geo-
metrical proportion in both worlds; he would have men aim at dis-
proportion and excess. But if he be wrong in this, and if self-control
is the true secret of happiness, then the paradox is true that the only
use of rhetoric is in self-accusation, and Polus was right in saying
that to do wrong is worse than to suffer wrong, and Gorgias was
right in saying that the rhetorician must be a just man. And you
were wrong in taunting me with my defenceless condition, and in
saying that I might be accused or put to death or boxed on the ears
with impunity. For I may repeat once more, that to strike is worse
than to be stricken—to do than to suffer. What I said then is now
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made fast in adamantine bonds. I myself know not the true nature
of these things, but I know that no one can deny my words and not
be ridiculous. To do wrong is the greatest of evils, and to suffer
wrong is the next greatest evil. He who would avoid the last must be
a ruler, or the friend of a ruler; and to be the friend he must be the
equal of the ruler, and must also resemble him. Under his protec-
tion he will suffer no evil, but will he also do no evil? Nay, will he
not rather do all the evil which he can and escape? And in this way
the greatest of all evils will befall him. ‘But this imitator of the ty-
rant,’ rejoins Callicles, ‘will kill any one who does not similarly imi-
tate him.’ Socrates replies that he is not deaf, and that he has heard
that repeated many times, and can only reply, that a bad man will
kill a good one. ‘Yes, and that is the provoking thing.’ Not provok-
ing to a man of sense who is not studying the arts which will pre-
serve him from danger; and this, as you say, is the use of rhetoric in
courts of justice. But how many other arts are there which also save
men from death, and are yet quite humble in their pretensions—
such as the art of swimming, or the art of the pilot? Does not the
pilot do men at least as much service as the rhetorician, and yet for
the voyage from Aegina to Athens he does not charge more than
two obols, and when he disembarks is quite unassuming in his
demeanour? The reason is that he is not certain whether he has
done his passengers any good in saving them from death, if one of
them is diseased in body, and still more if he is diseased in mind—
who can say? The engineer too will often save whole cities, and yet
you despise him, and would not allow your son to marry his daugh-
ter, or his son to marry yours. But what reason is there in this? For if
virtue only means the saving of life, whether your own or another’s,
you have no right to despise him or any practiser of saving arts. But
is not virtue something different from saving and being saved? I
would have you rather consider whether you ought not to disregard
length of life, and think only how you can live best, leaving all be-
sides to the will of Heaven. For you must not expect to have influ-
ence either with the Athenian Demos or with Demos the son of
Pyrilampes, unless you become like them. What do you say to this?

‘There is some truth in what you are saying, but I do not entirely
believe you.’
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That is because you are in love with Demos. But let us have a
little more conversation. You remember the two processes—one
which was directed to pleasure, the other which was directed to
making men as good as possible. And those who have the care of
the city should make the citizens as good as possible. But who would
undertake a public building, if he had never had a teacher of the art
of building, and had never constructed a building before? or who
would undertake the duty of state-physician, if he had never cured
either himself or any one else? Should we not examine him before
we entrusted him with the office? And as Callicles is about to enter
public life, should we not examine him? Whom has he made better?
For we have already admitted that this is the statesman’s proper busi-
ness. And we must ask the same question about Pericles, and Cimon,
and Miltiades, and Themistocles. Whom did they make better? Nay,
did not Pericles make the citizens worse? For he gave them pay, and
at first he was very popular with them, but at last they condemned
him to death. Yet surely he would be a bad tamer of animals who,
having received them gentle, taught them to kick and butt, and
man is an animal; and Pericles who had the charge of man only
made him wilder, and more savage and unjust, and therefore he
could not have been a good statesman. The same tale might be re-
peated about Cimon, Themistocles, Miltiades. But the charioteer
who keeps his seat at first is not thrown out when he gains greater
experience and skill. The inference is, that the statesman of a past
age were no better than those of our own. They may have been
cleverer constructors of docks and harbours, but they did not im-
prove the character of the citizens. I have told you again and again
(and I purposely use the same images) that the soul, like the body,
may be treated in two ways—there is the meaner and the higher art.
You seemed to understand what I said at the time, but when I ask
you who were the really good statesmen, you answer—as if I asked
you who were the good trainers, and you answered, Thearion, the
baker, Mithoecus, the author of the Sicilian cookery-book, Sarambus,
the vintner. And you would be affronted if I told you that these are
a parcel of cooks who make men fat only to make them thin. And
those whom they have fattened applaud them, instead of finding
fault with them, and lay the blame of their subsequent disorders on
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their physicians. In this respect, Callicles, you are like them; you
applaud the statesmen of old, who pandered to the vices of the citi-
zens, and filled the city with docks and harbours, but neglected
virtue and justice. And when the fit of illness comes, the citizens
who in
like manner applauded Themistocles, Pericles, and others, will lay
hold of you and my friend Alcibiades, and you will suffer for the
misdeeds of your predecessors. The old story is always being re-
peated—’after all his services, the ungrateful city banished him, or
condemned him to death.’ As if the statesman should not have taught
the city better! He surely cannot blame the state for having unjustly
used him, any more than the sophist or teacher can find fault with
his pupils if they cheat him. And the sophist and orator are in the
same case; although you admire rhetoric and despise sophistic,
whereas sophistic is really the higher of the two. The teacher of the
arts takes money, but the teacher of virtue or politics takes no  money,
because this is the only kind of service which makes the disciple
desirous of requiting his teacher.

Socrates concludes by finally asking, to which of the two modes
of serving the state Callicles invites him:—’to the inferior and min-
isterial one,’ is the ingenuous reply. That is the only way of avoiding
death, replies Socrates; and he has heard often enough, and would
rather not hear again, that the bad man will kill the good. But he
thinks that such a fate is very likely reserved for him, because he
remarks that he is the only person who teaches the true art of poli-
tics. And very probably, as in the case which he described to Polus,
he may be the physician who is tried by a jury of children. He can-
not say that he has procured the citizens any pleasure, and if any
one charges him with perplexing them, or with reviling their elders,
he will not be able to make them understand that he has only been
actuated by a desire for their good. And therefore there is no saying
what his fate may be. ‘And do you think that a man who is unable to
help himself is in a good condition?’ Yes, Callicles, if he have the
true self-help, which is never to have said or done any wrong to
himself or others. If I had not this kind of self-help, I should be
ashamed; but if I die for want of your flattering rhetoric, I shall die
in peace. For death is no evil, but to go to the world below laden
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with offences is the worst of evils. In proof of which I will tell you a
tale:—

Under the rule of Cronos, men were judged on the day of their
death, and when judgment had been given upon them they de-
parted—the good to the islands of the blest, the bad to the house of
vengeance. But as they were still living, and had their clothes on at
the time when they were being judged, there was favouritism, and
Zeus, when he came to the throne, was obliged to alter the mode of
procedure, and try them after death, having first sent down
Prometheus to take away from them the foreknowledge of death.
Minos, Rhadamanthus, and Aeacus were appointed to be the judges;
Rhadamanthus for Asia, Aeacus for Europe, and Minos was to hold
the court of appeal. Now death is the separation of soul and body,
but after death soul and body alike retain their characteristics; the
fat man, the dandy, the branded slave, are all distinguishable. Some
prince or potentate, perhaps even the great king himself, appears
before Rhadamanthus, and he instantly detects him, though he
knows not who he is; he sees the scars of perjury and iniquity, and
sends him away to the house of torment.

For there are two classes of souls who undergo punishment—the
curable and the incurable. The curable are those who are benefited
by their punishment; the incurable are such as Archelaus, who ben-
efit others by becoming a warning to them. The latter class are gen-
erally kings and potentates; meaner persons, happily for themselves,
have not the same power of doing injustice. Sisyphus and Tityus,
not Thersites, are supposed by Homer to be undergoing everlasting
punishment. Not that there is anything to prevent a great man from
being a good one, as is shown by the famous example of Aristeides,
the son of Lysimachus. But to Rhadamanthus the souls are only
known as good or bad; they are stripped of their dignities and pre-
ferments; he despatches the bad to Tartarus, labelled either as cur-
able or incurable, and looks with love and admiration on the soul of
some just one, whom he sends to the islands of the blest. Similar is
the practice of Aeacus; and Minos overlooks them, holding a golden
sceptre, as Odysseus in Homer saw him

‘Wielding a sceptre of gold, and giving laws to the dead.’
My wish for myself and my fellow-men is, that we may present
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our souls undefiled to the judge in that day; my desire in life is to be
able to meet death. And I exhort you, and retort upon you the re-
proach which you cast upon me,—that you will stand before the
judge, gaping, and with dizzy
brain, and any one may box you on the ear, and do you all manner
of evil.

Perhaps you think that this is an old wives’ fable. But you, who
are the three wisest men in Hellas, have nothing better to say, and
no one will ever show that to do is better than to suffer evil. A man
should study to be, and not merely to seem. If he is bad, he should
become good, and avoid all flattery, whether of the many or of the
few.

Follow me, then; and if you are looked down upon, that will do
you no harm. And when we have practised virtue, we will betake
ourselves to politics, but not until we are delivered from the shame-
ful state of ignorance and uncertainty in which we are at present.
Let us follow in the way of virtue and justice, and not in the way to
which you, Callicles, invite us; for that way is nothing worth.

We will now consider in order some of the principal points of the
dialogue. Having regard (1) to the age of Plato and the ironical
character of his writings, we may compare him with himself, and
with other great teachers, and we may note in passing the objec-
tions of his critics. And then (2) casting one eye upon him, we may
cast another upon ourselves, and endeavour to draw out the great
lessons which he teaches for all time, stripped of the accidental form
in which they are enveloped.

(1) In the Gorgias, as in nearly all the other dialogues of Plato, we
are made aware that formal logic has as yet no existence. The old
difficulty of framing a definition recurs. The illusive analogy of the
arts and the virtues also continues. The ambiguity of several words,
such as nature, custom, the honourable, the good, is not cleared up.
The Sophists are still floundering about the distinction of the real
and seeming. Figures of speech are made the basis of arguments.
The possibility of conceiving a universal art or science, which ad-
mits of application to a particular subject-matter, is a difficulty which
remains unsolved, and has not altogether ceased to haunt the world
at the present day (compare Charmides). The defect of clearness is
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also apparent in Socrates himself, unless we suppose him to be prac-
tising on the simplicity of his opponent, or rather perhaps trying an
experiment in dialectics. Nothing can be more fallacious than the
contradiction which he pretends to have discovered in the answers
of Gorgias (see above). The advantages which he gains over Polus
are also due to a false antithesis of pleasure and good, and to an
erroneous assertion that an agent and a patient may be described by
similar predicates;—a mistake which Aristotle partly shares and partly
corrects in the Nicomachean Ethics. Traces of a ‘robust sophistry’
are likewise discernible in his argument with Callicles.

(2) Although Socrates professes to be convinced by reason only,
yet the argument is often a sort of dialectical fiction, by which he
conducts himself and others to his own ideal of life and action. And
we may sometimes wish that we could have suggested answers to
his antagonists, or pointed out to them the rocks which lay con-
cealed under the ambiguous terms good, pleasure, and the like. But
it would be as useless to examine his arguments by the requirements
of modern logic, as to criticise this ideal from a merely utilitarian
point of view. If we say that the ideal is generally regarded as unat-
tainable, and that mankind will by no means agree in thinking that
the criminal is happier when punished than when unpunished, any
more than they would agree to the stoical paradox that a man may
be happy on the rack, Plato has already admitted that the world is
against him. Neither does he mean to say that Archelaus is tor-
mented by the stings of conscience; or that the sensations of the
impaled criminal are more agreeable than those of the tyrant drowned
in luxurious enjoyment. Neither is he speaking, as in the Protagoras,
of virtue as a calculation of pleasure, an opinion which he after-
wards repudiates in the Phaedo. What then is his meaning? His
meaning we shall be able to illustrate best by parallel notions, which,
whether justifiable by logic or not, have always existed among man-
kind. We must remind the reader that Socrates himself implies that
he will be understood or appreciated by very few.

He is speaking not of the consciousness of happiness, but of the
idea of happiness. When a martyr dies in a good cause, when a
soldier falls in battle, we do not suppose that death or wounds are
without pain, or that their physical suffering is always compensated
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by a mental satisfaction. Still we regard them as happy, and we would
a thousand times rather have their death than a shameful life. Nor is
this only because we believe that they will obtain an immortality of
fame, or that they will have crowns of glory in another world, when
their enemies and persecutors will be proportionably tormented.
Men are found in a few instances to do what is right, without refer-
ence to public opinion or to consequences. And we regard them as
happy on this ground only, much as Socrates’ friends in the open-
ing of the Phaedo are described as regarding him; or as was said of
another, ‘they looked upon his face as upon the face of an angel.’
We are not concerned to justify this idealism by the standard of
utility or public opinion, but merely to point out the existence of
such a sentiment in the better part of human nature.

The idealism of Plato is founded upon this sentiment. He would
maintain that in some sense or other truth and right are alone to be
sought, and that all other goods are only desirable as means towards
these. He is thought to have erred in ‘considering the agent only,
and making no reference to the happiness of others, as affected by
him.’ But the happiness of others or of mankind, if regarded as an
end, is really quite as ideal and almost as paradoxical to the com-
mon understanding as Plato’s conception of happiness. For the great-
est happiness of the greatest number may mean also the greatest
pain of the individual which will procure the greatest pleasure of
the greatest number. Ideas of utility, like those of duty and right, may
be pushed to unpleasant consequences. Nor can Plato in the Gorgias
be deemed purely self-regarding, considering that Socrates expressly
mentions the duty of imparting the truth when discovered to others.
Nor must we forget that the side of ethics which regards others is by
the ancients merged in politics. Both in Plato and Aristotle, as well as
in the Stoics, the social principle, though taking another form, is re-
ally far more prominent than in most modern treatises on ethics.

The idealizing of suffering is one of the conceptions which have
exercised the greatest influence on mankind. Into the theological
import of this, or into the consideration of the errors to which the
idea may have given rise, we need not now enter. All will agree that
the ideal of the Divine Sufferer, whose words the world would not
receive, the man of sorrows of whom the Hebrew prophets spoke,



370

Gorgias

has sunk deep into the heart of the human race. It is a similar pic-
ture of suffering goodness which Plato desires to pourtray, not with-
out an allusion to the fate of his master Socrates. He is convinced
that, somehow or other, such an one must be happy in life or after
death. In the Republic, he endeavours to show that his happiness
would be assured here in a well-ordered state. But in the actual con-
dition of human things the wise and good are weak and miserable;
such an one is like a man fallen among wild beasts, exposed to every
sort of wrong and obloquy.

Plato, like other philosophers, is thus led on to the conclusion,
that if ‘the ways of God’ to man are to be ‘justified,’ the hopes of
another life must be included. If the question could have been put
to him, whether a man dying in torments was happy still, even if, as
he suggests in the Apology, ‘death be only a long sleep,’ we can
hardly tell what would have been his answer. There have been a few,
who, quite independently of rewards and punishments or of post-
humous reputation, or any other influence of public opinion, have
been willing to sacrifice their lives for the good of others. It is diffi-
cult to say how far in such cases an unconscious hope of a future
life, or a general faith in the victory of good in the world, may have
supported the sufferers. But this extreme idealism is not in accor-
dance with the spirit of Plato. He supposes a day of retribution, in
which the good are to be rewarded and the wicked punished.
Though, as he says in the Phaedo, no man of sense will maintain
that the details of the stories about another world are true, he will
insist that something of the kind is true, and will frame his life with
a view to this unknown future. Even in the Republic he introduces
a future life as an afterthought, when the superior happiness of the
just has been established on what is thought to be an immutable
foundation. At the same time he makes a point of determining his
main thesis independently of remoter consequences.

(3) Plato’s theory of punishment is partly vindictive, partly cor-
rective. In the Gorgias, as well as in the Phaedo and Republic, a few
great criminals, chiefly tyrants, are reserved as examples. But most
men have never had the opportunity of attaining this pre-eminence
of evil. They are not incurable, and their punishment is intended
for their improvement. They are to suffer because they have sinned;
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like sick men, they must go to the physician and be healed. On this
representation of Plato’s the criticism has been made, that the anal-
ogy of disease and injustice is partial only, and that suffering, in-
stead of improving men, may have just the opposite effect.

Like the general analogy of the arts and the virtues, the analogy of
disease and injustice, or of medicine and justice, is certainly imper-
fect. But ideas must be given through something; the nature of the
mind which is unseen can only be represented under figures derived
from visible objects. If these figures are suggestive of some new as-
pect under which the mind may be considered, we cannot find fault
with them for not exactly coinciding with the ideas represented.
They partake of the imperfect nature of language, and must not be
construed in too strict a manner. That Plato sometimes reasons from
them as if they were not figures but realities, is due to the defective
logical analysis of his age.

Nor does he distinguish between the suffering which improves
and the suffering which only punishes and deters. He applies to the
sphere of ethics a conception of punishment which is really derived
from criminal law. He does not see that such punishment is only
negative, and supplies
no principle of moral growth or development. He is not far off the
higher notion of an education of man to be begun in this world,
and to be continued in other stages of existence, which is further
developed in the Republic. And Christian thinkers, who have ven-
tured out of the beaten track in their meditations on the ‘last things,’
have found a ray of light in his writings. But he has not explained
how or in what way punishment is to contribute to the improve-
ment of mankind. He has not followed out the principle which he
affirms in the Republic, that ‘God is the author of evil only with a
view to good,’ and that ‘they were the better for being punished.’
Still his doctrine of a future state of rewards and punishments may
be compared favourably with that perversion of Christian doctrine
which makes the everlasting punishment of human beings depend
on a brief moment of time, or even on the accident of an accident.
And he has escaped the difficulty which has often beset divines,
respecting the future destiny of the meaner sort of men (Thersites
and the like), who are neither very good nor very bad, by not count-
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ing them worthy of eternal damnation.
We do Plato violence in pressing his figures of speech or chains of

argument; and not less so in asking questions which were beyond
the horizon of his vision, or did not come within the scope of his
design. The main purpose of the Gorgias is not to answer questions
about a future world, but to place in antagonism the true and false
life, and to contrast the judgments and opinions of men with judg-
ment according to the truth. Plato may be accused of representing a
superhuman or transcendental virtue in the description of the just
man in the Gorgias, or in the companion portrait of the philoso-
pher in the Theaetetus; and at the same time may be thought to be
condemning a state of the world which always has existed and al-
ways will exist among men. But such ideals act powerfully on the
imagination of mankind. And such condemnations are not mere
paradoxes of philosophers, but the natural rebellion of the higher
sense of right in man against the ordinary conditions of human life.
The greatest statesmen have fallen very far short of the political
ideal, and are therefore justly involved in the general condemna-
tion.

Subordinate to the main purpose of the dialogue are some other
questions, which may be briefly considered:—

a. The antithesis of good and pleasure, which as in other dialogues
is supposed to consist in the permanent nature of the one compared
with the transient and relative nature of the other. Good and plea-
sure, knowledge and sense, truth and opinion, essence and genera-
tion, virtue and pleasure, the real and the apparent, the infinite and
finite, harmony or beauty and discord, dialectic and rhetoric or
poetry, are so many pairs of opposites, which in Plato easily pass
into one another, and are seldom kept perfectly distinct. And we
must not forget that Plato’s conception of pleasure is the Heracleitean
flux transferred to the sphere of human conduct. There is some
degree of unfairness in opposing the principle of good, which is
objective, to the principle of pleasure, which is subjective. For the
assertion of the permanence of good is only based on the assump-
tion of its objective character. Had Plato fixed his mind, not on the
ideal nature of good, but on the subjective consciousness of happi-
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ness, that would have been found to be as transient and precarious
as pleasure.

b. The arts or sciences, when pursued without any view to truth, or
the improvement of human life, are called flatteries. They are all
alike dependent upon the opinion of mankind, from which they are
derived. To Plato the whole world appears to be sunk in error, based
on self-interest.  To this is opposed the one wise man hardly profess-
ing to have found truth, yet strong in the conviction that a virtuous
life is the only good, whether regarded with reference to this world
or to another. Statesmen, Sophists, rhetoricians, poets, are alike
brought up for judgment. They are the parodies of wise men, and
their arts are the parodies of true arts and sciences. All that they call
science is merely the result of that study of the tempers of the Great
Beast, which he describes in the Republic.

c. Various other points of contact naturally suggest themselves be-
tween the Gorgias and other dialogues, especially the Republic, the
Philebus, and the Protagoras. There are closer resemblances both of
spirit and language in the Republic than in any other dialogue, the
verbal similarity tending to show that they were written at the same
period of Plato’s life. For the Republic supplies that education and
training of which the Gorgias suggests the necessity. The theory of
the many weak combining against the few strong in the formation
of society (which is indeed a partial truth), is similar in both of
them, and is expressed in nearly the same language. The sufferings
and fate of the just man, the powerlessness of evil, and the reversal
of the situation in another life, are also points of similarity. The
poets, like the rhetoricians, are condemned because they aim at plea-
sure only, as in the Republic they are expelled the State, because
they are imitators, and minister to the weaker side of human na-
ture. That poetry is akin to rhetoric may be compared with the
analogous notion, which occurs in the Protagoras, that the ancient
poets were the Sophists of their day. In some other respects the
Protagoras rather offers a contrast than a parallel. The character of
Protagoras may be compared with that of Gorgias, but the concep-
tion of happiness is different in the two dialogues; being described
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in the former, according to the old Socratic notion, as deferred or
accumulated pleasure, while in the Gorgias, and in the Phaedo, plea-
sure and good are distinctly opposed.

This opposition is carried out from a speculative point of view in
the Philebus. There neither pleasure nor wisdom are allowed to be
the chief good, but pleasure and good are not so completely op-
posed as in the Gorgias. For innocent pleasures, and such as have no
antecedent pains, are allowed to rank in the class of goods. The
allusion to Gorgias’ definition of rhetoric (Philebus; compare Gorg.),
as the art of persuasion, of all arts the best, for to it all things sub-
mit, not by compulsion, but of their own free will—marks a close
and perhaps designed connection between the two dialogues. In
both the ideas of measure, order, harmony, are the connecting links
between the beautiful and the good.

In general spirit and character, that is, in irony and antagonism to
public opinion, the Gorgias most nearly resembles the Apology,
Crito, and portions of the Republic, and like the Philebus, though
from another point of view, may be thought to stand in the same
relation to Plato’s theory of morals which the Theaetetus bears to
his theory of knowledge.

d. A few minor points still remain to be summed up: (1) The ex-
travagant irony in the reason which is assigned for the pilot’s mod-
est charge; and in the proposed use of rhetoric as an instrument of
self-condemnation; and in the mighty power of geometrical equal-
ity in both worlds. (2) The reference of the mythus to the previous
discussion should not be over looked: thefate reserved for incurable
criminals such as Archelaus; the retaliation of the box on the ears;
the nakedness of the souls and of the judges who are stript of the
clothes or disguises which rhetoric and public opinion have
hitherto provided for them (compare Swift’s notion that the uni-
verse is a suit of clothes, Tale of a Tub). The fiction seems to have
involved Plato in the necessity of supposing that the soul retained a
sort of corporeal likeness after death. (3) The appeal of the author-
ity of Homer, who says that Odysseus saw Minos in his court ‘hold-
ing a golden sceptre,’ which gives verisimilitude to the tale.

It is scarcely necessary to repeat that Plato is playing ‘both sides of
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the game,’ and that in criticising the characters of Gorgias and Polus,
we are not passing any judgment on historical individuals, but only
attempting to analyze the ‘dramatis personae’ as they were conceived
by him. Neither is it necessary to enlarge upon the obvious fact that
Plato is a dramatic writer, whose real opinions cannot always be
assumed to be those which he puts into the mouth of Socrates, or
any other speaker who appears to have the best of the argument; or
to repeat the observation that he is a poet as well as a philosopher;
or to remark that he is not to be tried by a modern standard, but
interpreted with reference to his place in the history of thought and
the opinion of his time.

It has been said that the most characteristic feature of the Gorgias
is the assertion of the right of dissent, or private judgment. But this
mode of stating the question is really opposed both to the spirit of
Plato and of ancient philosophy generally. For Plato is not asserting
any abstract right or duty of toleration, or advantage to be derived
from freedom of thought; indeed, in some other parts of his writ-
ings (e.g. Laws), he has fairly laid himself open to the charge of
intolerance. No speculations had as yet arisen respecting the ‘liberty
of prophesying;’ and Plato is not affirming any abstract right of this
nature: but he is asserting the duty and right of the one wise and
true man to dissent from the folly and falsehood of the many. At the
same time he acknowledges the natural result, which he hardly seeks
to avert, that he who speaks the truth to a multitude, regardless of
consequences, will probably share the fate of Socrates.

*     *     *

THE IRONY OF PLATO sometimes veils from us the height of idealism
to which he soars. When declaring truths which the many will not
receive, he puts on an armour which cannot be pierced by them.
The weapons of ridicule are taken out of their hands and the laugh
is turned against themselves. The disguises which Socrates assumes
are like the parables of the New Testament, or the oracles of the
Delphian God; they half conceal, half reveal, his meaning. The more
he is in earnest, the more ironical he becomes; and he is never more
in earnest or more ironical than in the Gorgias. He hardly troubles
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himself to answer seriously the objections of Gorgias and Polus, and
therefore he sometimes appears to be careless of the ordinary re-
quirements of logic. Yet in the highest sense he is always logical and
consistent with himself. The form of the argument may be para-
doxical; the substance is an appeal to the higher reason. He is utter-
ing truths before they can be understood, as in all ages the words of
philosophers, when they are first uttered, have found the world
unprepared for them. A further misunderstanding arises out of the
wildness of his humour; he is supposed not only by Callicles, but by
the rest of mankind, to be jesting when he is profoundly serious. At
length he makes even Polus in earnest. Finally, he drops the argu-
ment, and heedless any longer of the forms of dialectic, he loses
himself in a sort of triumph, while at the same time he retaliates
upon his adversaries. From this confusion of jest and earnest, we
may now return to the ideal truth, and draw out in a simple form
the main theses of the dialogue.

First Thesis:—

     It is a greater evil to do than to suffer injustice.

Compare the New Testament—

     ‘It is better to suffer for well doing than for evil doing.’—1 Pet.

And the Sermon on the Mount—

     ‘Blessed are they that are persecuted for righteousness’ sake.’—
Matt.

The words of Socrates are more abstract than the words of Christ,
but they equally imply that the only real evil is moral evil. The righ-
teous may suffer or die, but they have their reward; and even if they
had no reward, would be happier than the wicked. The world, repre-
sented by Polus, is ready, when they are asked, to acknowledge that
injustice is dishonourable, and for their own sakes men are willing to
punish the offender (compare Republic). But they are not equally
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willing to acknowledge that injustice, even if successful, is essentially
evil, and has the nature of disease and death. Especially when crimes
are committed on the great scale—the crimes of tyrants, ancient or
modern—after a while, seeing that t hey cannot beundone, and have
become a part of history, mankind are disposed to forgive them, not
from any magnanimity or charity, but because their feelings are blunted
by time, and ‘to forgive is convenient to them.’ The tangle of good
and evil can no longer be unravelled; and although they know that
the end cannot justify the means, they feel also that good has often
come out of evil. But Socrates would have us pass the same judgment
on the tyrant now and always; though he is surrounded by his satel-
lites, and has the applauses of Europe and Asia ringing in his ears;
though he is the civilizer or liberator of half a continent, he is, and
always will be, the most miserable of men. The greatest consequences
for good or for evil cannot alter a hair’s breadth the morality of ac-
tions which are right or wrong in themselves. This is the standard
which Socrates holds up to us. Because politics, and perhaps human
life generally, are of a mixed nature we must not allow our principles
to sink to the level of our practice.

And so of private individuals—to them, too, the world occasion-
ally speaks of the consequences of their actions:—if they are lovers
of pleasure, they will ruin their health; if they are false or dishonest,
they will lose their character. But Socrates would speak to them, not
of what will be, but of what is—of the present consequence of low-
ering and degrading the soul. And all higher natures, or perhaps all
men everywhere, if they were not tempted by interest or passion,
would agree with him—they would rather be the victims than the
perpetrators of an act of treachery or of tyranny. Reason tells them
that death comes sooner or later to all, and is not so great an evil as
an unworthy life, or rather, if rightly regarded, not an evil at all, but
to a good man the greatest good. For in all of us there are slumber-
ing ideals of truth and right, which may at any time awaken and
develop a new life in us.

Second Thesis:—

It is better to suffer for wrong doing than not to suffer.
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There might have been a condition of human life in which the
penalty followed at once, and was proportioned to the offence. Moral
evil would then be scarcely distinguishable from physical; mankind
would avoid vice as they avoid pain or death. But nature, with a
view of deepening and enlarging our characters, has for the most
part hidden from us the consequences of our actions, and we can
only foresee them by an effort of reflection. To awaken in us this
habit of reflection is the business of early education, which is con-
tinued in maturer years by observation and experience. The spoilt
child is in later life said to be unfortunate—he had better have suf-
fered when he was young, and been saved from suffering afterwards.
But is not the sovereign equally unfortunate whose education and
manner of life are always concealing from him the consequences of
his own actions, until at length they are revealed to him in some
terrible downfall, which may, perhaps, have been caused not by his
own fault? Another illustration is afforded by the pauper and crimi-
nal classes, who scarcely reflect at all, except on the means by which
they can compass their immediate ends. We pity them, and make
allowances for them; but we do not consider that the same principle
applies to human actions generally. Not to have been found out in
some dishonesty or folly, regarded from a moral or religious point
of view, is the greatest of misfortunes. The success of our evil doings
is a proof that the gods have ceased to strive with us, and have given
us over to ourselves. There is nothing to remind us of our sins, and
therefore nothing to correct them. Like our sorrows, they are healed
by time;

‘While rank corruption, mining all within,
Infects unseen.’

The ‘accustomed irony’ of Socrates adds a corollary to the argu-
ment:—

‘Would you punish your enemy, you should allow him to
escape unpunished’—
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this is the true retaliation. (Compare the obscure verse of Proverbs,
‘Therefore if thine enemy hunger, feed him,’ etc., quoted in Ro-
mans.)

Men are not in the habit of dwelling upon the dark side of their
own lives: they do not easily see themselves as others see them. They
are very kind and very blind to their own faults; the rhetoric of self-
love is always pleading with them on their own behalf. Adopting a
similar figure of speech, Socrates would have them use rhetoric, not
in defence but in accusation of themselves. As they are guided by
feeling rather than by reason, to their feelings the appeal must be
made. They must speak to themselves; they must argue with them-
selves; they must paint in eloquent words the character of their own
evil deeds. To any suffering which they have deserved, they must
persuade themselves to submit. Under the figure there lurks a real
thought, which, expressed in another form, admits of an easy appli-
cation to ourselves. For do not we too accuse as well as excuse our-
selves? And we call to our aid the rhetoric of prayer and preaching,
which the mind silently employs while the struggle between the
better and the worse is going on within us. And sometimes we are
too hard upon ourselves, because we want to restore the balance
which self-love has overthrown or disturbed; and then again we may
hear a voice as of a parent consoling us. In religious diaries a sort of
drama is often enacted by the consciences of men ‘accusing or else
excusing them.’ For all our life long we are talking with ourselves:—
What is thought but speech? What is feeling but rhetoric? And if
rhetoric is used on one side only we shall be always in danger of
being deceived. And so the words of Socrates, which at first sounded
paradoxical, come home to the experience of all of us.

Third Thesis:—

We do not what we will, but what we wish.

Socrates would teach us a lesson which we are slow to learn—that
good intentions, and even benevolent actions, when they are not
prompted by wisdom, are of no value. We believe something to be for
our good which we afterwards find out not to be for our good. The
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consequences may be inevitable, for they may follow an invariable
law, yet they may often be the very opposite of what is expected by us.
When we increase pauperism by almsgiving; when we tie up property
without regard to changes of circumstances; when we say hastily what
we deliberately disapprove; when we do in a moment of passion what
upon reflection we regret; when from any want of self-control we give
another an advantage over us—we are doing not what we will, but
what we wish. All actions of which the consequences are not weighed
and foreseen, are of this impotent and paralytic sort; and the author
of them has ‘the least possible power’ while seeming to have the great-
est. For he is actually bringing about the reverse of what he intended.
And yet the book of nature is open to him, in which he who runs may
read if he will exercise ordinary attention; every day offers him expe-
riences of his own and of other men’s characters, and he passes them
unheeded by. The contemplation of the consequences of actions, and
the ignorance of men in regard to them, seems to have led Socrates to
his famous thesis:—’Virtue is knowledge;’ which is not so much an
error or paradox as a half truth, seen first in the twilight of ethical
philosophy, but also the half of the truth which is especially needed in
the present age. For as the world has grown older men have been too
apt to imagine a right and wrong apart from consequences; while a
few, on the other hand, have sought to resolve them wholly into their
consequences. But Socrates, or Plato for him, neither divides nor iden-
tifies them; though the time has not yet arrived either for utilitarian
or transcendental systems of moral philosophy, he recognizes the two
elements which seem to lie at the basis of morality. (Compare the
following: ‘Now, and for us, it is a time to Hellenize and to praise
knowing; for we have Hebraized too much and have overvalued do-
ing. But the habits and discipline received from Hebraism remain for
our race an eternal possession. And as humanity is constituted, one
must never assign the second rank to-day without being ready to re-
store them to the first to-morrow.’ Sir William W. Hunter, Preface to
Orissa.)

Fourth Thesis:—

To be and not to seem is the end of life.
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The Greek in the age of Plato admitted praise to be one of the
chief incentives to moral virtue, and to most men the opinion of
their fellows is a leading principle of action. Hence a certain ele-
ment of seeming enters into all things; all or almost all desire to
appear better than they are, that they may win the esteem or admi-
ration of others. A man of ability can easily feign the language of
piety or virtue; and there is an unconscious as well as a conscious
hypocrisy which, according to Socrates, is the worst of the two.
Again, there is the sophistry of classes and professions. There are the
different opinions about themselves and one another which prevail
in different ranks of society. There is the bias given to the mind by
the study of one department of human knowledge to the exclusion
of the rest; and stronger far the prejudice engendered by a pecuni-
ary or party interest in certain tenets. There is the sophistry of law,
the sophistry of medicine, the sophistry of politics, the sophistry of
theology. All of these disguises wear the appearance of the truth;
some of them are very ancient, and we do not easily disengage our-
selves from them; for we have inherited them, and they have be-
come a part of us. The sophistry of an ancient Greek sophist is
nothing compared with the sophistry of a religious order, or of a
church in which during many ages falsehood has been accumulat-
ing, and everything has been said on one side, and nothing on the
other. The conventions and customs which we observe in conversa-
tion, and the opposition of our interests when we have dealings
with one another (‘the buyer saith, it is nought—it is nought,’ etc.),
are always obscuring our sense of truth and right. The sophistry of
human nature is far more subtle than the deceit of any one man.
Few persons speak freely from their own natures, and scarcely any
one dares to think for himself: most of us imperceptibly fall into the
opinions of those around us, which we partly help to make. A man
who would shake himself loose from them, requires great force of
mind; he hardly knows where to begin in the search after truth. On
every side he is met by the world, which is not a n abstraction of
theologians, but the most real of all things, being another name for
ourselves when regarded collectively and subjected to the influences
of society.
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Then comes Socrates, impressed as no other man ever was, with
the unreality and untruthfulness of popular opinion, and tells man-
kind that they must be and not seem. How are they to be? At any
rate they must have the spirit and desire to be. If they are ignorant,
they must acknowledge their ignorance to themselves; if they are
conscious of doing evil, they must learn to do well; if they are weak,
and have nothing in them which they can call themselves, they must
acquire firmness and consistency; if they are indifferent, they must
begin to take an interest in the great questions which surround them.
They must try to be what they would fain appear in the eyes of their
fellow-men. A single individual cannot easily change public opin-
ion; but he can be true and innocent, simple and independent; he
can know what he does, and what he does not know; and though
not without an effort, he can form a judgment of his own, at least in
common matters. In his most secret actions he can show the same
high principle (compare Republic) which he shows when supported
and watched by public opinion. And on some fitting occasion, on
some question of humanity or truth or right, even an ordinary man,
from the natural rectitude of his disposition, may be found to take
up arms against a whole tribe of politicians and lawyers, and be too
much for them.

Who is the true and who the false statesman?—

The true statesman is he who brings order out of disorder; who first
organizes and then administers the government of his own country;
and having made a nation, seeks to reconcile the national interests
with those of Europe and of mankind. He is not a mere theorist,
nor yet a dealer in expedients; the whole and the parts grow to-
gether in his mind; while the head is conceiving, the hand is execut-
ing. Although obliged to descend to the world, he is not of the
world. His thoughts are fixed not on power or riches or extension of
territory, but on an ideal state, in which all the citizens have an
equal chance of health and life, and the highest education is within
the reach of all, and the moral and intellectual qualities of every
individual are freely developed, and ‘the idea of good’ is the animat-
ing principle of the whole. Not the attainment of freedom alone, or
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of order alone, but how to unite freedom with order is the problem
which he has to solve.

The statesman who places before himself these lofty aims has
undertaken a task which will call forth all his powers. He must con-
trol himself before he can control others; he must know mankind
before he can manage them. He has no private likes or dislikes; he
does not conceal personal enmity under the disguise of moral or
political principle: such meannesses, into which men too often fall
unintentionally, are absorbed in the consciousness of his mission,
and in his love for his country and for mankind. He will sometimes
ask himself what the next generation will say of him; not because he
is careful of posthumous fame, but because he knows that the result
of his life as a whole will then be more fairly judged. He will take
time for the execution of his plans; not hurrying them on when the
mind of a nation is unprepared for them; but like the Ruler of the
Universe Himself, working in the appointed time, for he knows
that human life, ‘if not long in comparison with eternity’ (Repub-
lic), is sufficient for the fulfilment of many great purposes. He knows,
too, that the work will be still going on when he is no longer here;
and he will sometimes, especially when his powers are failing, think
of that other ‘city of which the pattern is in heaven’ (Republic).

The false politician is the serving-man of the state. In order to
govern men he becomes like them; their ‘minds are married in con-
junction;’ they ‘bear themselves’ like vulgar and tyrannical masters,
and he is their obedient servant. The true politician, if he would
rule men, must make them like himself; he must ‘educate his party’
until they cease to be a party; he must breathe into them the spirit
which will hereafter give form to their institutions. Politics with
him are not a mechanism for seeming what he is not, or for carrying
out the will of the majority. Himself a representative man, he is the
representative not of the lower but of the higher elements of the
nation. There is a better (as well as a worse) public opinion of which
he seeks to lay hold; as there is also a deeper current of human
affairs in which he is borne up when the waves nearer the shore are
threatening him. He acknowledges that he cannot take the world
by force—two or three moves on the political chess board are all
that he can fore see—two or three weeks moves on the political
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chessboard are all that he can foresee—two or three weeks or months
are granted to him in which he can provide against a coming struggle.
But he knows also that there are permanent principles of politics
which are always tending to the well-being of states—better admin-
istration, better education, the reconciliation of conflicting elements,
increased security against external enemies. These are not ‘of to-day
or yesterday,’ but are the same in all times, and under all forms of
government. Then when the storm descends and the winds blow,
though he knows not beforehand the hour of danger, the pilot, not
like Plato’s captain in the Republic, half-blind and deaf, but with
penetrating eye and quick ear, is ready to take command of the ship
and guide her into port.

The false politician asks not what is true, but what is the opinion
of the world—not what is right, but what is expedient. The only
measures of which he approves are the measures which will pass. He
has no intention of fighting an uphill battle; he keeps the roadway
of politics. He is unwilling to incur the persecution and enmity
which political convictions would entail upon him. He begins with
popularity, and in fair weather sails gallantly along. But unpopular-
ity soon follows him. For men expect their leaders to be better and
wiser than themselves: to be their guides in danger, their saviours in
extremity; they do not really desire them to obey all the ignorant
impulses of the popular mind; and if they fail them in a crisis they
are disappointed. Then, as Socrates says, the cry of ingratitude is
heard, which is most unreasonable; for the people, who have been
taught no better, have done what might be expected of them, and
their statesmen have received justice at their hands.

The true statesman is aware that he must adapt himself to times
and circumstances. He must have allies if he is to fight against the
world; he must enlighten public opinion; he must accustom his
followers to act together. Although he is not the mere executor of
the will of the majority, he must win over the majority to himself.
He is their leader and not their follower, but in order to lead he
must also follow. He will neither exaggerate nor undervalue the power
of a statesman, neither adopting the ‘laissez faire’ nor the ‘paternal
government’ principle; but he will, whether he is dealing with chil-
dren in politics, or with full-grown men, seek to do for the people
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what the government can do for them, and what, from imperfect
education or deficient powers of combination, they cannot do for
themselves. He knows that if he does too much for them they will
do nothing; and that if he does nothing for them they will in some
states of society be utterly helpless. For the many cannot exist with-
out the few, if the material force of a country is from below, wisdom
and experience are from above. It is not a small part of human evils
which kings and governments make or cure. The statesman is well
aware that a great purpose carried out consistently during many
years will at last be executed. He is playing for a stake which may be
partly determined by some accident, and therefore he will allow
largely for the unknown element of politics. But the game being
one in which chance and skill are combined, if he plays long enough
he is certain of victory. He will not be always consistent, for the
world is changing; and though he depends upon the support of a
party, he will remember that he is the minister of the whole. He
lives not for the present, but for the future, and he is not at all sure
that he will be appreciated either now or then. For he may have the
existing order of society against him, and may not be remembered
by a distant posterity.

There are always discontented idealists in politics who, like
Socrates in the Gorgias, find fault with all statesmen past as well
as present, not excepting the greatest names of history. Mankind
have an uneasy feeling that they ought to be better governed than
they are. Just as the actual philosopher falls short of the one wise
man, so does the actual statesman fall short of the ideal. And so
partly from vanity and egotism, but partly also from a true sense
of the faults of eminent men, a temper of dissatisfaction and criti-
cism springs up among those who are ready enough to acknowl-
edge the inferiority of their own powers. No matter whether  a
statesman makes high professions or none at all—they are reduced
sooner or later to the same level. And sometimes the more unscru-
pulous man is better esteemed than the more conscientious, be-
cause he has not equally deceived expectations. Such sentiments
may be unjust, but they are widely spread; we constantly find them
recurring in reviews and newspapers, and still oftener in private
conversation.
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We may further observe that the art of government, while in some
respects tending to improve, has in others a tendency to degenerate,
as institutions become more popular. Governing for the people can-
not easily be combined with governing by the people: the interests of
classes are too strong for the ideas of the statesman who takes a com-
prehensive view of the whole. According to Socrates the true gover-
nor will find ruin or death staring him in the face, and will only be
induced to govern from the fear of being governed by a worse man
than himself (Republic). And in modern times, though the world has
grown milder, and the terrible consequences which Plato foretells no
longer await an English statesman, any one who is not actuated by a
blind ambition will only undertake from a sense of duty a work in
which he is most likely to fail; and even if he succeed, will rarely be
rewarded by the gratitude of his own generation.

Socrates, who is not a politician at all, tells us that he is the only
real politician of his time. Let us illustrate the meaning of his words
by applying them to the history of our own country. He would have
said that not Pitt or Fox, or Canning or Sir R. Peel, are the real
politicians of their time, but Locke, Hume, Adam Smith, Bentham,
Ricardo. These during the greater part of their lives occupied an
inconsiderable space in the eyes of the public. They were private
persons; nevertheless they sowed in the minds of men seeds which
in the next generation have become an irresistible power. ‘Herein is
that saying true, One soweth and another reapeth.’ We may imag-
ine with Plato an ideal statesman in whom practice and speculation
are perfectly harmonized; for there is no necessary opposition be-
tween them. But experience shows that they are commonly di-
vorced—the ordinary politician is the interpreter or executor of the
thoughts of others, and hardly ever brings to the birth a new politi-
cal conception. One or two only in modern times, like the Italian
statesman Cavour, have created the world in which they moved.
The philosopher is naturally unfitted for political life; his great ideas
are not understood by the many; he is a thousand miles away from
the questions of the day. Yet perhaps the lives of thinkers, as they are
stiller and deeper, are also happier than the lives of those who are
more in the public eye. They have the promise of the future, though
they are regarded as dreamers and visionaries by their own contem-
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poraries. And when they are no longer here, those who would have
been ashamed of them during their lives claim kindred with them,
and are proud to be called by their names. (Compare Thucyd.)

Who is the true poet?
Plato expels the poets from his Republic because they are allied to

sense; because they stimulate the emotions; because they are thrice
removed from the ideal truth. And in a similar spirit he declares in the
Gorgias that the stately muse of tragedy is a votary of pleasure and
not of truth. In modern times we almost ridicule the idea of poetry
admitting of a moral. The poet and the prophet, or preacher, in primi-
tive antiquity are one and the same; but in later ages they seem to fall
apart. The great art of novel writing, that peculiar creation of our own
and the last century, which, together with the sister art of review writ-
ing, threatens to absorb all literature, has even less of seriousness in
her composition. Do we not often hear the novel writer censured for
attempting to convey a lesson to the minds of his readers?

Yet the true office of a poet or writer of fiction is not merely to
give amusement, or to be the expression of the feelings of mankind,
good or bad, or even to increase our knowledge of human nature.
There have been poets in modern times, such as Goethe or
Wordsworth, who have not forgotten their high vocation of teach-
ers; and the two greatest of the Greek dramatists owe their sublim-
ity to their ethical character. The noblest truths, sung of in the pur-
est and sweetest language, are still the proper material of poetry.
The poet clothes them with beauty, and has a power of making
them enter into the hearts and memories of men. He has not only
to speak of themes above the level of ordinary life, but to speak of
them in a deeper and tenderer way than they are ordinarily felt, so
as to awaken the feeling of them in others. The old he makes young
again; the familiar principle he invests with a new dignity; he finds
a noble expression for the common-places of morality and politics.
He uses the things of sense so as to indicate what is beyond; he
raises us through earth to heaven. He expresses what the better part
of us would fain say, and the half-conscious feeling is strengthened
by the expression. He is his own critic, for the spirit of poetry and of
criticism are not divided in him. His mission is not to disguise men
from themselves, but to reveal to them their own nature, and make
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them better acquainted with the world around them. True poetry is
the remembrance of youth, of love, the embodiment in words of
the happiest and holiest moments of life, of the noblest thoughts of
man, of the greatest deeds of the past. The poet of the future may
return to his greater calling of the prophet or teacher; indeed, we
hardly know what may not be effected for the human race by a
better use of the poetical and imaginative faculty. The reconcilia-
tion of poetry, as of religion, with truth, may still be possible. Nei-
ther is the element of pleasure to be excluded. For when we substi-
tute a higher pleasure for a lower we raise men in the scale of exist-
ence. Might not the novelist, too, make an ideal, or rather many
ideals of social life, better than a thousand sermons? Plato, like the
Puritans, is too much afraid of poetic and artistic influences. But he
is not without a true sense of the noble purposes to which art may
be applied (Republic).

Modern poetry is often a sort of plaything, or, in Plato’s language,
a flattery, a sophistry, or sham, in which, without any serious pur-
pose, the poet lends wings to his fancy and exhibits his gifts of lan-
guage and metre. Such an one seeks to gratify the taste of his read-
ers; he has the ‘savoir faire,’ or trick of writing, but he has not the
higher spirit of poetry.  He has no conception that true art should
bring order out of disorder; that it should make provision for the
soul’s highest interest; that it should be pursued only with a view to
‘the improvement of the citizens.’ He ministers to the weaker side
of human nature (Republic); he idealizes the sensual; he sings the
strain of love in the latest fashion; instead of raising men above
themselves he brings them back to the ‘t yranny of the many mas-
ters,’ from which all his life long a good man has been praying to be
delivered. And often, forgetful of measure and order, he will express
not that which is truest, but that which is strongest. Instead of a
great and nobly-executed subject, perfect in every part, some fancy
of a heated brain is worked out with the strangest incongruity. He is
not the master of his words, but his words—perhaps borrowed from
another—the faded reflection of some French or German or Italian
writer, have the better of him. Though we are not going to banish
the poets, how can we suppose that such utterances have any heal-
ing or life-giving influence on the minds of men?
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‘Let us hear the conclusion of the whole matter:’ Art then must
be true, and politics must be true, and the life of man must be true
and not a seeming or sham. In all of them order has to be brought
out of disorder, truth out of error and falsehood. This is what we
mean by the greatest improvement of man. And so, having consid-
ered in what way ‘we can best spend the appointed time, we leave
the result with God.’ Plato does not say that God will order all
things for the best (compare Phaedo), but he indirectly implies that
the evils of this life will be corrected in another. And as we are very
far from the best imaginable world at present, Plato here, as in the
Phaedo and Republic, supposes a purgatory or place of education
for mankind in general, and for a very few a Tartarus or hell. The
myth which terminates the dialogue is not the revelation, but rather,
like all similar descriptions, whether in the Bible or Plato, the veil of
another life. For no visible thing can reveal the invisible. Of this
Plato, unlike some commentators on Scripture, is fully aware. Nei-
ther will he dogmatize about the manner in which we are ‘born
again’ (Republic). Only he is prepared to maintain the ultimate tri-
umph of truth and right, and declares that no one, not even the
wisest of the Greeks, can affirm any other doctrine without being
ridiculous.

There is a further paradox of ethics, in which pleasure and pain
are held to be indifferent, and virtue at the time of action and with-
out regard to consequences is happiness. From this elevation or ex-
aggeration of feeling Plato seems to shrink: he leaves it to the Stoics
in a later generation to maintain that when impaled or on the rack
the philosopher may be happy (compare Republic). It is observable
that in the Republic he raises this question, but it is not really dis-
cussed; the veil of the ideal state, the shadow of another life, are
allowed to descend upon it and it passes out of sight. The martyr or
sufferer in the cause of right or truth is often supposed to die in
raptures, having his eye fixed on a city which is in heaven. But if
there were no future, might he not still be happy in the perfor-
mance of an action which was attended only by a painful death? He
himself may be ready to thank God that he was thought worthy to
do Him the least service, without looking for a reward; the joys of
another life may not have been present to his mind at all. Do we
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suppose that the mediaeval saint, St. Bernard, St. Francis, St.
Catharine of Sienna, or the Catholic priest who lately devoted him-
self to death by a lingering disease that he might solace and help
others, was thinking of the ‘sweets’ of heaven? No; the work was
already heaven to him and enough. Much less will the dying patriot
be dreaming of the praises of man or of an immortality of fame: the
sense of duty, of right, and trust in God will be sufficient, and as far
as the mind can reach, in that hour. If he were certain that there
were no life to come, he would not have wished to speak or act
otherwise than he did in the cause of truth or of humanity. Neither,
on the other hand, will he suppose that God has forsaken him or
that the future is to be a mere blank to him. The greatest act of
faith, the only faith which cannot pass away, is his who has not
known, but yet has believed. A very few among the sons of men
have made themselves independent of circumstances, past, present,
or to come. He who has attained to such a temper of mind has
already present with him eternal life; he needs no arguments to con-
vince him of immortality; he has in him already a principle stronger
than death. He who serves man without the thought of reward is
deemed to be a more faithful servant than he who works for hire.
May not the service of God, which is the more disinterested, be in
like manner the higher? And although only a very few in the course
of the world’s history—Christ himself being one of them—have
attained to such a noble conception of God and of the human soul,
yet the ideal of them may be present to us, and the remembrance of
them be an example to us, and their lives may shed a light on many
dark places both of philosophy and theology.

THE MYTHS OF PLATO

THE MYTHS OF PLATO are a phenomenon unique in literature. There
are four longer ones: these occur in the Phaedrus, Phaedo, Gorgias,
and Republic. That in the Republic is the most elaborate and fin-
ished of them. Three of these greater myths, namely those contained
in the Phaedo, the Gorgias and the Republic, relate to the destiny of
human souls in a future life. The magnificent myth in the Phaedrus
treats of the immortality, or rather the eternity of the soul, in which
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is included a former as well as a future state of existence. To these
may be added, (1) the myth, or rather fable, occurring in the States-
man, in which the life of innocence is contrasted with the ordinary
life of man and the consciousness of evil: (2) the legend of the Is-
land of Atlantis, an imaginary history, which is a fragment only,
commenced in the Timaeus and continued in the Critias: (3) the
much less artistic fiction of the foundation of the Cretan colony
which is introduced in the preface to the Laws, but soon falls into
the background: (4) the beautiful but rather artificial tale of
Prometheus and Epimetheus narrated in his rhetorical manner by
Protagoras in the dialogue called after him: (5) the speech at the
beginning of the Phaedrus, which is a parody of the orator Lysias;
the rival speech of Socrates and the recantation of it. To these may
be added (6) the tale of the grasshoppers, and (7) the tale of Thamus
and of Theuth, both in the Phaedrus: (8) the parable of the Cave
(Republic), in which the previous argument is recapitulated, and
the nature and degrees of knowledge having been previously set
forth in the abstract are represented in a picture: (9) the fiction of
the earth-born men (Republic; compare Laws), in which by the
adaptation of an old tradition Plato makes a new beginning for his
society: (10) the myth of Aristophanes respecting the division of the
sexes, Sym.: (11) the parable of the noble captain, the pilot, and the
mutinous sailors (Republic), in which is represented the relation of
the better part of the world, and of the philosopher, to the mob of
politicians: (12) the ironical tale of the pilot who plies between Ath-
ens and Aegina charging only a small payment for saving men from
death, the reason being that he is uncertain whether to live or die is
better for them (Gor.): (13) the treatment of freemen and citizens by
physicians and of slaves by their apprentices,—a somewhat laboured
figure of speech intended to illustrate the two different ways in which
the laws speak to men (Laws). There also occur in Plato continuous
images; some of them extend over several pages, appearing and reap-
pearing at intervals: such as the bees stinging and stingless (paupers
and thieves) in the Eighth Book of the Republic, who are generated
in the transition from timocracy to oligarchy: the sun, which is to the
visible world what the idea of good is to the intellectual, in the Sixth
Book of the Republic: the composite animal, having the form of a
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man, but containing under a human skin a lion and a many-headed
monster (Republic): the great beast, i.e. the populace: and the wild
beast within us, meaning the passions which are always liable to break
out: the animated comparisons of the degradation of philosophy by
the arts to the dishonoured maiden, and of the tyrant to the parricide,
who ‘beats his father, having first taken away his arms’: the dog, who
is your only philosopher: the grotesque and rather paltry image of the
argument wandering about without a head (Laws), which is repeated,
not improved, from the Gorgias: the argument personified as veiling
her face (Republic), as engaged in a chase, as breaking upon us in a
first, second and third wave:—on these figures of speech the changes
are rung many times over. It is observable that nearly all these parables
or continuous images are found in the Republic; that which occurs in
the Theaetetus, of the midwifery of Socrates, is perhaps the only ex-
ception. To make the list complete, the mathematical figure of the
number of the state (Republic), or the numerical interval which sepa-
rates king from tyrant, should not be forgotten.

The myth in the Gorgias is one of those descriptions of another
life which, like the Sixth Aeneid of Virgil, appear to contain remi-
niscences of the mysteries. It is a vision of the rewards and punish-
ments which await good and bad men after death. It supposes the
body to continue and to be in another world what it has become in
this. It includes a Paradiso, Purgatorio, and Inferno, like the sister
myths of the Phaedo and the Republic. The Inferno is reserved for
great criminals only. The argument of the dialogue is frequently
referred to, and the meaning breaks through so as rather to destroy
the liveliness and consistency of the picture. The structure of the
fiction is very slight, the chief point or moral being that in the judg-
ments of another world there is no possibility of concealment: Zeus
has taken from men the power of foreseeing death, and brings to-
gether the souls both of them and their judges naked and undis-
guised at the judgment-seat. Both are exposed to view, stripped of
the veils and clothes which might prevent them from seeing into or
being seen by one another.

The myth of the Phaedo is of the same type, but it is more cos-
mological, and also more poetical. The beautiful and ingenious fancy
occurs to Plato that the upper atmosphere is an earth and heaven in
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one, a glorified earth, fairer and purer than that in which we dwell.
As the fishes live in the ocean, mankind are living in a lower sphere,
out of which they put their heads for a moment or two and behold
a world beyond. The earth which we inhabit is a sediment of the
coarser particles which drop from the world above, and is to that
heavenly earth what the desert and the shores of the ocean are to us.
A part of the myth consists of description of the interior of the
earth, which gives the opportunity of introducing several mytho-
logical names and of providing places of torment for the wicked.
There is no clear distinction of soul and body; the spirits beneath
the earth are spoken of as souls only, yet they retain a sort of shad-
owy form when they cry for mercy on the shores of the lake; and the
philosopher alone is said to have got rid of the body. All the three
myths in Plato which relate to the world below have a place for
repentant sinners, as well as other homes or places for the very good
and very bad. It is a natural reflection which is made by Plato else-
where, that the two extremes of human character are rarely met
with, and that the generality of mankind are between them. Hence
a place must be found for them. In the myth of the Phaedo they are
carried down the river Acheron to the Acherusian lake, where they
dwell, and are purified of their evil deeds, and receive the rewards of
their good. There are also incurable sinners, who are cast into
Tartarus, there to remain as the penalty of atrocious crimes; these
suffer everlastingly. And there is another class of hardly-curable sin-
ners who are allowed from time to time to approach the shores of
the Acherusian lake, where they cry to their victims for mercy; which
if they obtain they come out into the lake and cease from their
torments.

Neither this, nor any of the three greater myths of Plato, nor perhaps
any allegory or parable relating to the unseen world, is consistent with
itself. The language of philosophy mingles with that of mythology; ab-
stract ideas are transformed into persons, figures of speech into realities.
These myths may be compared with the Pilgrim’s Progress of Bunyan,
in which discussions of theology are mixed up with the incidents of
travel, and mythological personages are associated with human beings:
they are also garnished with names and phrases taken out of Homer,
and with other fragments of Greek tradition.
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The myth of the Republic is more subtle and also more consis-
tent than either of the two others. It has a greater verisimilitude
than they have, and is full of touches which recall the experiences of
human life. It will be noticed by an attentive reader that the twelve
days during which Er lay in a trance after he was slain coincide with
the time passed by the spirits in their pilgrimage. It is a curious
observation, not often made, that good men who have lived in a
well-governed city (shall we say in a religious and respectable soci-
ety?) are more likely to make mistakes in their choice of life than
those who have had more experience of the world and of evil. It is a
more familiar remark that we constantly blame others when we have
only ourselves to blame; and the philosopher must acknowledge,
however reluctantly, that there is an element of chance in human
life with which it is sometimes impossible for man to cope. That
men drink more of the waters of forgetfulness than is good for them
is a poetical description of a familiar truth. We have many of us
known men who, like Odysseus, have wearied of ambition and have
only desired rest. We should like to know what became of the in-
fants ‘dying almost as soon as they were born,’ but Plato only raises,
without satisfying, our curiosity. The two companies of souls, ascend-
ing and descending at either chasm of heaven and earth, and convers-
ing when they come out into the meadow, the majestic figures of the
judges sitting in heaven, the voice heard by Ardiaeus, are features of
the great allegory which have an indescribable grandeur and power.
The remark already made respecting the inconsistency of the two
other myths must be extended also to this: it is at once an orrery, or
model of the heavens, and a picture of the Day of Judgment.

The three myths are unlike anything else in Plato. There is an
Oriental, or rather an Egyptian element in them, and they have an
affinity to the mysteries and to the Orphic modes of worship. To a
certain extent they are un-Greek; at any rate there is hardly any-
thing like them in other Greek writings which have a serious pur-
pose; in spirit they are mediaeval. They are akin to what may be
termed the underground religion in all ages and countries. They are
presented in the most lively and graphic manner, but they are never
insisted on as true; it is only affirmed that nothing better can be said
about a future life. Plato seems to make use of them when he has
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reached the limits of human knowledge; or, to borrow an expres-
sion of his own, when he is standing on the outside of the intellec-
tual world. They are very simple in style; a few touches bring the
picture home to the mind, and make it present to us. They have also
a kind of authority gained by the employment of sacred and famil-
iar names, just as mere fragments of the words of Scripture, put
together in any form and applied to any subject, have a power of
their own. They are a substitute for poetry and mythology; and they
are also a reform of mythology. The moral of them may be summed
up in a word or two: After death the Judgment; and ‘there is some
better thing remaining for the good than for the evil.’

All literature gathers into itself many elements of the past: for
example, the tale of the earth-born men in the Republic appears at
first sight to be an extravagant fancy, but it is restored to propriety
when we remember that it is based on a legendary belief. The art of
making stories of ghosts and apparitions credible is said to consist
in the manner of telling them. The effect is gained by many literary
and conversational devices, such as the previous raising of curiosity,
the mention of little circumstances, simplicity, picturesqueness, the
naturalness of the occasion, and the like. This art is possessed by
Plato in a degree which has never been equalled.

The myth in the Phaedrus is even greater than the myths which
have been already described, but is of a different character. It treats
of a former rather than of a future life. It represents the conflict of
reason aided by passion or righteous indignation on the one hand,
and of the animal lusts and instincts on the other. The soul of man
has followed the company of some god, and seen truth in the form
of the universal before it was born in this world. Our present life is
the result of the struggle which was then carried on. This world is
relative to a former world, as it is often projected into a future. We
ask the question, Where were men before birth? As we likewise en-
quire, What will become of them after death? The first question is
unfamiliar to us, and therefore seems to be unnatural; but if we
survey the whole human race, it has been as influential and as widely
spread as the other. In the Phaedrus it is really a figure of speech in
which the ‘spiritual combat’ of this life is represented. The majesty
and power of the whole passage—especially of what may be called



396

Gorgias

the theme or proem (beginning ‘The mind through all her being is
immortal’)—can only be rendered very inadequately in another lan-
guage.

The myth in the Statesman relates to a former cycle of existence,
in which men were born of the earth, and by the reversal of the
earth’s motion had their lives reversed and were restored to youth
and beauty: the dead came to life, the old grew middle-aged, and
the middle-aged young; the youth became a child, the child an in-
fant, the infant vanished into the earth. The connection between
the reversal of the earth’s motion and the reversal of human life is of
course verbal only, yet Plato, like theologians in other ages, argues
from the consistency of the tale to its truth. The new order of the
world was immediately under the government of God; it was a state
of innocence in which men had neither wants nor cares, in which
the earth brought forth all things spontaneously, and God was to
man what man now is to the animals. There were no great estates,
or families, or private possessions, nor any traditions of the past,
because men were all born out of the earth. This is what Plato calls
the ‘reign of Cronos;’ and in like manner he connects the reversal of
the earth’s motion with some legend of which he himself was prob-
ably the inventor.

The question is then asked, under which of these two cycles of
existence was man the happier,—under that of Cronos, which was a
state of innocence, or that of Zeus, which is our ordinary life? For a
while Plato balances the two sides of the serious controversy, which
he has suggested in a figure. The answer depends on another ques-
tion: What use did the children of Cronos make of their time? They
had boundless leisure and the faculty of discoursing, not only with
one another, but with the animals. Did they employ these advantages
with a view to philosophy, gathering from every nature some addi-
tion to their store of knowledge? or, Did they pass their time in eating
and drinking and telling stories to one another and to the beasts?—in
either case there would be no difficulty in answering. But then, as
Plato rather mischievously adds, ‘Nobody knows what they did,’ and
therefore the doubt must remain undetermined.

To the first there succeeds a second epoch. After another natural
convulsion, in which the order of the world and of human life is
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once more reversed, God withdraws his guiding hand, and man is
left to the government of himself. The world begins again, and arts
and laws are slowly and painfully invented. A secular age succeeds
to a theocratical. In this fanciful tale Plato has dropped, or almost
dropped, the garb of mythology. He suggests several curious and
important thoughts, such as the possibility of a state of innocence,
the existence of a world without traditions, and the difference be-
tween human and divine government. He has also carried a step
further his speculations concerning the abolition of the family and
of property, which he supposes to have no place among the children
of Cronos any more than in the ideal state.

It is characteristic of Plato and of his age to pass from the abstract
to the concrete, from poetry to reality. Language is the expression of
the seen, and also of the unseen, and moves in a region between
them. A great writer knows how to strike both these chords, some-
times remaining within the sphere of the visible, and then again
comprehending a wider range and soaring to the abstract and uni-
versal. Even in the same sentence he may employ both modes of
speech not improperly or inharmoniously. It is useless to criticise
the broken metaphors of Plato, if the effect of the whole is to create
a picture not such as can be painted on canvas, but which is full of
life and meaning to the reader. A poem may be contained in a word
or two, which may call up not one but many latent images; or half
reveal to us by a sudden flash the thoughts of many hearts. Often
the rapid transition from one image to another is pleasing to us: on
the other hand, any single figure of speech if too often repeated, or
worked out too much at length, becomes prosy and monotonous.
In theology and philosophy we necessarily include both ‘the moral
law within and the starry heaven above,’ and pass from one to the
other (compare for examples Psalms xviii. and xix.). Whether such a
use of language is puerile or noble depends upon the genius of the
writer or speaker, and the familiarity of the associations employed.

In the myths and parables of Plato the ease and grace of conversa-
tion is not forgotten: they are spoken, not written words, stories
which are told to a living audience, and so well told that we are
more than half-inclined to believe them (compare Phaedrus). As in
conversation too, the striking image or figure of speech is not for-
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gotten, but is quickly caught up, and alluded to again and again; as
it would still be in our own day in a genial and sympathetic society.
The descriptions of Plato have a greater life and reality than is to be
found in any modern writing. This is due to their homeliness and
simplicity. Plato can do with words just as he pleases; to him they
are indeed ‘more plastic than wax’ (Republic). We are in the habit of
opposing speech and writing, poetry and prose. But he has discov-
ered a use of language in which they are united; which gives a fitting
expression to the highest truths; and in which the trifles of courtesy
and the familiarities of daily life are not overlooked.
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GORGIAS
by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Callicles, Socrates,
Chaerephon, Gorgias, Polus.

SCENE: The house of Callicles.

CALLICLES: The wise man, as the proverb says, is late for a fray,
but not for a feast.

SOCRATES: And are we late for a feast?

CALLICLES: Yes, and a delightful feast; for Gorgias has just been
exhibiting to us many fine things.

SOCRATES: It is not my fault, Callicles; our friend Chaerephon is
to blame; for he would keep us loitering in the Agora.

CHAEREPHON: Never mind, Socrates; the misfortune of which I
have been the cause I will also repair; for Gorgias is a friend of mine,
and I will make him give the exhibition again either now, or, if you
prefer, at some other time.

CALLICLES: What is the matter, Chaerephon—does Socrates want
to hear Gorgias?
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CHAEREPHON: Yes, that was our intention in coming.

CALLICLES: Come into my house, then; for Gorgias is staying
with me, and he shall exhibit to you.

SOCRATES: Very good, Callicles; but will he answer our ques-
tions? for I want to hear from him what is the nature of his art, and
what it is which he professes and teaches; he may, as you
(Chaerephon) suggest, defer the exhibition to some other time.

CALLICLES: There is nothing like asking him, Socrates; and in-
deed to answer questions is a part of his exhibition, for he was say-
ing only just now, that any one in my house might put any question
to him, and that he would answer.

SOCRATES: How fortunate! will you ask him, Chaerephon—?

CHAEREPHON: What shall I ask him?

SOCRATES: Ask him who he is.

CHAEREPHON: What do you mean?

SOCRATES: I mean such a question as would elicit from him, if he
had been a maker of shoes, the answer that he is a cobbler. Do you
understand?

CHAEREPHON: I understand, and will ask him: Tell me, Gorgias,
is our friend Callicles right in saying that you undertake to answer
any questions which you are asked?

GORGIAS: Quite right, Chaerephon: I was saying as much only
just now; and I may add, that many years have elapsed since any
one has asked me a new one.

CHAEREPHON: Then you must be very ready, Gorgias.
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GORGIAS: Of that, Chaerephon, you can make trial.

POLUS: Yes, indeed, and if you like, Chaerephon, you may make
trial of me too, for I think that Gorgias, who has been talking a long
time, is tired.

CHAEREPHON: And do you, Polus, think that you can answer
better than Gorgias?

POLUS: What does that matter if I answer well enough for you?

CHAEREPHON: Not at all:—and you shall answer if you like.

POLUS: Ask:—

CHAEREPHON: My question is this: If Gorgias had the skill of
his brother Herodicus, what ought we to call him? Ought he not to
have the name which is given to his brother?

POLUS: Certainly.

CHAEREPHON: Then we should be right in calling him a physi-
cian?

POLUS: Yes.

CHAEREPHON: And if he had the skill of Aristophon the son of
Aglaophon, or of his brother Polygnotus, what ought we to call
him?

POLUS: Clearly, a painter.

CHAEREPHON: But now what shall we call him—what is the art
in which he is skilled.

POLUS: O Chaerephon, there are many arts among mankind which
are experimental, and have their origin in experience, for experience
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makes the days of men to proceed according to art, and inexperi-
ence according to chance, and different persons in different ways
are proficient in different arts, and the best persons in the best arts.
And our friend Gorgias is one of the best, and the art in which he is
a proficient is the noblest.

SOCRATES: Polus has been taught how to make a capital speech,
Gorgias; but he is not fulfilling the promise which he made to
Chaerephon.

GORGIAS: What do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I mean that he has not exactly answered the question
which he was asked.

GORGIAS: Then why not ask him yourself?

SOCRATES: But I would much rather ask you, if you are disposed
to answer: for I see, from the few words which Polus has uttered,
that he has attended more to the art which is called rhetoric than to
dialectic.

POLUS: What makes you say so, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Because, Polus, when Chaerephon asked you what
was the art which Gorgias knows, you praised it as if you were an-
swering some one who found fault with it, but you never said what
the art was.

POLUS: Why, did I not say that it was the noblest of arts?

SOCRATES: Yes, indeed, but that was no answer to the question:
nobody asked what was the quality, but what was the nature, of the
art, and by what name we were to describe Gorgias. And I would
still beg you briefly and clearly, as you answered Chaerephon when
he asked you at first, to say what this art is, and what we ought to
call Gorgias: Or rather, Gorgias, let me turn to you, and ask the
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same question,—what are we to call you, and what is the art which
you profess?

GORGIAS: Rhetoric, Socrates, is my art.

SOCRATES: Then I am to call you a rhetorician?

GORGIAS: Yes, Socrates, and a good one too, if you would call me
that which, in Homeric language, ‘I boast myself to be.’

SOCRATES: I should wish to do so.

GORGIAS: Then pray do.

SOCRATES: And are we to say that you are able to make other
men rhetoricians?

GORGIAS: Yes, that is exactly what I profess to make them, not
only at Athens, but in all places.

SOCRATES: And will you continue to ask and answer questions,
Gorgias, as we are at present doing, and reserve for another occa-
sion the longer mode of speech which Polus was attempting? Will
you keep your promise, and answer shortly the questions which are
asked of you?

GORGIAS: Some answers, Socrates, are of necessity longer; but I
will do my best to make them as short as possible; for a part of my
profession is that I can be as short as any one.

SOCRATES: That is what is wanted, Gorgias; exhibit the shorter
method now, and the longer one at some other time.

GORGIAS: Well, I will; and you will certainly say, that you never
heard a man use fewer words.

SOCRATES: Very good then; as you profess to be a rhetorician,
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and a maker of rhetoricians, let me ask you, with what is rhetoric
concerned: I might ask with what is weaving concerned, and you
would reply (would you not?), with the making of garments?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And music is concerned with the composition of
melodies?

GORGIAS: It is.

SOCRATES: By Here, Gorgias, I admire the surpassing brevity of
your answers.

GORGIAS: Yes, Socrates, I do think myself good at that.

SOCRATES: I am glad to hear it; answer me in like manner about
rhetoric: with what is rhetoric concerned?

GORGIAS: With discourse.

SOCRATES: What sort of discourse, Gorgias?—such discourse as
would teach the sick under what treatment they might get well?

GORGIAS: No.

SOCRATES: Then rhetoric does not treat of all kinds of discourse?

GORGIAS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: And yet rhetoric makes men able to speak?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And to understand that about which they speak?

GORGIAS: Of course.
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SOCRATES: But does not the art of medicine, which we were just
now mentioning, also make men able to understand and speak about
the sick?

GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then medicine also treats of discourse?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Of discourse concerning diseases?

GORGIAS: Just so.

SOCRATES: And does not gymnastic also treat of discourse con-
cerning the good or evil condition of the body?

GORGIAS: Very true.

SOCRATES: And the same, Gorgias, is true of the other arts:—all
of them treat of discourse concerning the subjects with which they
severally have to do.

GORGIAS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: Then why, if you call rhetoric the art which treats of
discourse, and all the other arts treat of discourse, do you not call
them arts of rhetoric?

GORGIAS: Because, Socrates, the knowledge of the other arts has
only to do with some sort of external action, as of the hand; but
there is no such action of the hand in rhetoric which works and
takes effect only through the medium of discourse. And therefore I
am justified in saying that rhetoric treats of discourse.

SOCRATES: I am not sure whether I entirely understand you, but
I dare say I shall soon know better; please to answer me a ques-
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tion:—you would allow that there are arts?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: As to the arts generally, they are for the most part con-
cerned with doing, and require little or no speaking; in painting, and
statuary, and many other arts, the work may proceed in silence; and
of such arts I suppose you would say that they do not come within
the province of rhetoric.

GORGIAS: You perfectly conceive my meaning, Socrates.

SOCRATES: But there are other arts which work wholly through the
medium of language, and require either no action or very little, as, for
example, the arts of arithmetic, of calculation, of geometry, and of
playing draughts; in some of these speech is pretty nearly co-extensive
with action, but in most of them the verbal element is greater—they
depend wholly on words for their efficacy and power: and I take your
meaning to be that rhetoric is an art of this latter sort?

GORGIAS: Exactly.

SOCRATES: And yet I do not believe that you really mean to call
any of these arts rhetoric; although the precise expression which
you used was, that rhetoric is an art which works and takes effect
only through the medium of discourse; and an adversary who wished
to be captious might say, ‘And so, Gorgias, you call arithmetic rheto-
ric.’ But I do not think that you really call arithmetic rhetoric any
more than geometry would be so called by you.

GORGIAS: You are quite right, Socrates, in your apprehension of
my meaning.

SOCRATES: Well, then, let me now have the rest of my answer:—
seeing that rhetoric is one of those arts which works mainly by the
use of words, and there are other arts which also use words, tell me
what is that quality in words with which rhetoric is concerned:—
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Suppose that a person asks me about some of the arts which I was
mentioning just now; he might say, ‘Socrates, what is arithmetic?’
and I should reply to him, as you replied to me, that arithmetic is
one of those arts which take effect through words. And then he
would proceed to ask: ‘Words about what?’ and I should reply, Words
about odd and even numbers, and how many there are of each. And
if he asked again: ‘What is the art of calculation?’ I should say, That
also is one of the arts which is concerned wholly with words. And if
he further said, ‘Concerned with what?’ I should say, like the clerks
in the assembly, ‘as aforesaid’ of arithmetic, but with a difference,
the difference being that the art of calculation considers not only
the quantities of odd and even numbers, but also their numerical
relations to themselves and to one another. And suppose, again, I
were to say that astronomy is only words—he would ask, ‘Words
about what, Socrates?’ and I should answer, that astronomy tells us
about the motions of the stars and sun and moon, and their relative
swiftness.

GORGIAS: You would be quite right, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And now let us have from you, Gorgias, the truth
about rhetoric: which you would admit (would you not?) to be one
of those arts which act always and fulfil all their ends through the
medium of words?

GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: Words which do what? I should ask. To what class of
things do the words which rhetoric uses relate?

GORGIAS: To the greatest, Socrates, and the best of human things.

SOCRATES: That again, Gorgias is ambiguous; I am still in the dark:
for which are the greatest and best of human things? I dare say that
you have heard men singing at feasts the old drinking song, in which
the singers enumerate the goods of life, first health, beauty next, thirdly,
as the writer of the song says, wealth honestly obtained.
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GORGIAS: Yes, I know the song; but what is your drift?

SOCRATES: I mean to say, that the producers of those things which
the author of the song praises, that is to say, the physician, the trainer,
the money-maker, will at once come to you, and first the physician
will say: ‘O Socrates, Gorgias is deceiving you, for my art is con-
cerned with the greatest good of men and not his.’ And when I ask,
Who are you? he will reply, ‘I am a physician.’ What do you mean?
I shall say. Do you mean that your art produces the greatest good?
‘Certainly,’ he will answer, ‘for is not health the greatest good? What
greater good can men have, Socrates?’ And after him the trainer will
come and say, ‘I too, Socrates, shall be greatly surprised if Gorgias
can show more good of his art than I can show of mine.’ To him
again I shall say, Who are you, honest friend, and what is your busi-
ness? ‘I am a trainer,’ he will reply, ‘and my business is to make men
beautiful and strong in body.’ When I have done with the trainer,
there arrives the money-maker, and he, as I expect, will utterly de-
spise them all. ‘Consider Socrates,’ he will say, ‘whether Gorgias or
any one else can produce any greater good than wealth.’ Well, you
and I say to him, and are you a creator of wealth? ‘Yes,’ he replies.
And who are you? ‘A money-maker.’ And do you consider wealth to
be the greatest good of man? ‘Of course,’ will be his reply. And we
shall rejoin: Yes; but our friend Gorgias contends that his art pro-
duces a greater good than yours. And then he will be sure to go on
and ask, ‘What good? Let Gorgias answer.’ Now I want you, Gorgias,
to imagine that this question is asked of you by them and by me;
What is that which, as you say, is the greatest good of man, and of
which you are the creator? Answer us.

GORGIAS: That good, Socrates, which is truly the greatest, being
that which gives to men freedom in their own persons, and to indi-
viduals the power of ruling over others in their several states.

SOCRATES: And what would you consider this to be?

GORGIAS: What is there greater than the word which persuades
the judges in the courts, or the senators in the council, or the citi-
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zens in the assembly, or at any other political meeting?—if you have
the power of uttering this word, you will have the physician your
slave, and the trainer your slave, and the money-maker of whom
you talk will be found to gather treasures, not for himself, but for
you who are able to speak and to persuade the multitude.

SOCRATES: Now I think, Gorgias, that you have very accurately
explained what you conceive to be the art of rhetoric; and you mean
to say, if I am not mistaken, that rhetoric is the artificer of persua-
sion, having this and no other business, and that this is her crown
and end. Do you know any other effect of rhetoric over and above
that of producing persuasion?

GORGIAS: No: the definition seems to me very fair, Socrates; for
persuasion is the chief end of rhetoric.

SOCRATES: Then hear me, Gorgias, for I am quite sure that if
there ever was a man who entered on the discussion of a matter
from a pure love of knowing the truth, I am such a one, and I should
say the same of you.

GORGIAS: What is coming, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I will tell you: I am very well aware that I do not
know what, according to you, is the exact nature, or what are the
topics of that persuasion of which you speak, and which is given by
rhetoric; although I have a suspicion about both the one and the
other. And I am going to ask— what is this power of persuasion
which is given by rhetoric, and about what? But why, if I have a
suspicion, do I ask instead of telling you? Not for your sake, but in
order that the argument may proceed in such a manner as is most
likely to set forth the truth. And I would have you observe, that I
am right in asking this further question: If I asked, ‘What sort of a
painter is Zeuxis?’ and you said, ‘The painter of figures,’ should I
not be right in asking, ‘What kind of figures, and where do you find
them?’
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GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And the reason for asking this second question would
be, that there are other painters besides, who paint many other fig-
ures?

GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: But if there had been no one but Zeuxis who painted
them, then you would have answered very well?

GORGIAS: Quite so.

SOCRATES: Now I want to know about rhetoric in the same way;—is
rhetoric the only art which brings persuasion, or do other arts have the
same effect? I mean to say—Does he who teaches anything persuade
men of that which he teaches or not?

GORGIAS: He persuades, Socrates,—there can be no mistake about
that.

SOCRATES: Again, if we take the arts of which we were just now
speaking:—do not arithmetic and the arithmeticians teach us the
properties of number?

GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And therefore persuade us of them?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then arithmetic as well as rhetoric is an artificer of
persuasion?

GORGIAS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: And if any one asks us what sort of persuasion, and
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about what, —we shall answer, persuasion which teaches the quan-
tity of odd and even; and we shall be able to show that all the other
arts of which we were just now speaking are artificers of persuasion,
and of what sort, and about what.

GORGIAS: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then rhetoric is not the only artificer of persuasion?

GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: Seeing, then, that not only rhetoric works by persua-
sion, but that other arts do the same, as in the case of the painter, a
question has arisen which is a very fair one: Of what persuasion is
rhetoric the artificer, and about what?—is not that a fair way of
putting the question?

GORGIAS: I think so.

SOCRATES: Then, if you approve the question, Gorgias, what is
the answer?

GORGIAS: I answer, Socrates, that rhetoric is the art of persuasion
in courts of law and other assemblies, as I was just now saying, and
about the just and unjust.

SOCRATES: And that, Gorgias, was what I was suspecting to be
your notion; yet I would not have you wonder if by-and-by I am
found repeating a seemingly plain question; for I ask not in order to
confute you, but as I was saying that the argument may proceed con-
secutively, and that we may not get the habit of anticipating and sus-
pecting the meaning of one another’s words; I would have you deve-
lope your own views in your own way, whatever may be your hypoth-
esis.

GORGIAS: I think that you are quite right, Socrates.
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SOCRATES: Then let me raise another question; there is such a
thing as ‘having learned’?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And there is also ‘having believed’?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And is the ‘having learned’ the same as ‘having be-
lieved,’ and are learning and belief the same things?

GORGIAS: In my judgment, Socrates, they are not the same.

SOCRATES: And your judgment is right, as you may ascertain in this
way:—If a person were to say to you, ‘Is there, Gorgias, a false belief as
well as a true?’—you would reply, if I am not mistaken, that there is.

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Well, but is there a false knowledge as well as a true?

GORGIAS: No.

SOCRATES: No, indeed; and this again proves that knowledge and
belief differ.

GORGIAS: Very true.

SOCRATES: And yet those who have learned as well as those who
have believed are persuaded?

GORGIAS: Just so.

SOCRATES: Shall we then assume two sorts of persuasion,—one
which is the source of belief without knowledge, as the other is of
knowledge?
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GORGIAS: By all means.

SOCRATES: And which sort of persuasion does rhetoric create in
courts of law and other assemblies about the just and unjust, the
sort of persuasion which gives belief without knowledge, or that
which gives knowledge?

GORGIAS: Clearly, Socrates, that which only gives belief.

SOCRATES: Then rhetoric, as would appear, is the artificer of a
persuasion which creates belief about the just and unjust, but gives
no instruction about them?

GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: And the rhetorician does not instruct the courts of
law or other assemblies about things just and unjust, but he creates
belief about them; for no one can be supposed to instruct such a
vast multitude about such high matters in a short time?

GORGIAS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Come, then, and let us see what we really mean about
rhetoric; for I do not know what my own meaning is as yet. When the
assembly meets to elect a physician or a shipwright or any other crafts-
man, will the rhetorician be taken into counsel? Surely not. For at every
election he ought to be chosen who is most skilled; and, again, when
walls have to be built or harbours or docks to be constructed, not the
rhetorician but the master workman will advise; or when generals have to
be chosen and an order of battle arranged, or a position taken, then the
military will advise and not the rhetoricians: what do you say, Gorgias?
Since you profess to be a rhetorician and a maker of rhetoricians, I cannot
do better than learn the nature of your art from you. And here let me
assure you that I have your interest in view as well as my own. For likely
enough some one or other of the young men present might desire to
become your pupil, and in fact I see some, and a good many too, who
have this wish, but they would be too modest to question you. And there-
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fore when you are interrogated by me, I would have you imagine that you
are interrogated by them. ‘What is the use of coming to you, Gorgias?’
they will say—’about what will you teach us to advise the state?—about
the just and unjust only, or about those other things also which Socrates
has just mentioned?’ How will you answer them?

GORGIAS: I like your way of leading us on, Socrates, and I will
endeavour to reveal to you the whole nature of rhetoric. You must
have heard, I think, that the docks and the walls of the Athenians
and the plan of the harbour were devised in accordance with the
counsels, partly of Themistocles, and partly of Pericles, and not at
the suggestion of the builders.

SOCRATES: Such is the tradition, Gorgias, about Themistocles;
and I myself heard the speech of Pericles when he advised us about
the middle wall.

GORGIAS: And you will observe, Socrates, that when a decision
has to be given in such matters the rhetoricians are the advisers;
they are the men who win their point.

SOCRATES: I had that in my admiring mind, Gorgias, when I
asked what is the nature of rhetoric, which always appears to me,
when I look at the matter in this way, to be a marvel of greatness.

GORGIAS: A marvel, indeed, Socrates, if you only knew how rheto-
ric comprehends and holds under her sway all the inferior arts. Let
me offer you a striking example of this. On several occasions I have
been with my brother Herodicus or some other physician to see one
of his patients, who would not allow the physician to give him medi-
cine, or apply the knife or hot iron to him; and I have persuaded
him to do for me what he would not do for the physician just by the
use of rhetoric. And I say that if a rhetorician and a physician were
to go to any city, and had there to argue in the Ecclesia or any other
assembly as to which of them should be elected state-physician, the
physician would have no chance; but he who could speak would be
chosen if he wished; and in a contest with a man of any other pro-
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fession the rhetorician more than any one would have the power of
getting himself chosen, for he can speak more persuasively to the
multitude than any of them, and on any subject. Such is the nature
and power of the art of rhetoric! And yet, Socrates, rhetoric should
be used like any other competitive art, not against everybody,—the
rhetorician ought not to abuse his strength any more than a pugilist
or pancratiast or other master of fence;—because he has powers
which are more than a match either for friend or enemy, he ought
not therefore to strike, stab, or slay his friends. Suppose a man to
have been trained in the palestra and to be a skilful boxer,—he in
the fulness of his strength goes and strikes his father or mother or
one of his familiars or friends; but that is no reason why the trainers
or fencing-masters should be held in detestation or banished from
the city;—surely not. For they taught their art for a good purpose,
to be used against enemies and evil-doers, in self-defence not in
aggression, and others have perverted their instructions, and turned
to a bad use their own strength and skill. But not on this account
are the teachers bad, neither is the art in fault, or bad in itself; I
should rather say that those who make a bad use of the art are to
blame. And the same argument holds good of rhetoric; for the rheto-
rician can speak against all men and upon any subject,—in short,
he can persuade the multitude better than any other man of any-
thing which he pleases, but he should not therefore seek to defraud
the physician or any other artist of his reputation merely because he
has the power; he ought to use rhetoric fairly, as he would also use
his athletic powers. And if after having become a rhetorician he
makes a bad use of his strength and skill, his instructor surely ought
not on that account to be held in detestation or banished. For he
was intended by his teacher to make a good use of his instructions,
but he abuses them. And therefore he is the person who ought to be
held in detestation, banished, and put to death, and not his instruc-
tor.

SOCRATES: You, Gorgias, like myself, have had great experience of
disputations, and you must have observed, I think, that they do not
always terminate in mutual edification, or in the definition by either
party of the subjects which they are discussing; but disagreements are
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apt to arise—somebody says that another has not spoken truly or
clearly; and then they get into a passion and begin to quarrel, both
parties conceiving that their opponents are arguing from personal
feeling only and jealousy of themselves, not from any interest in the
question at issue. And sometimes they will go on abusing one another
until the company at last are quite vexed at themselves for ever listen-
ing to such fellows. Why do I say this? Why, because I cannot help
feeling that you are now saying what is not quite consistent or accor-
dant with what you were saying at first about rhetoric. And I am
afraid to point this out to you, lest you should think that I have some
animosity against you, and that I speak, not for the sake of discover-
ing the truth, but from jealousy of you. Now if you are one of my
sort, I should like to cross-examine you, but if not I will let you alone.
And what is my sort? you will ask. I am one of those who are very
willing to be refuted if I say anything which is not true, and very
willing to refute any one else who says what is not true, and quite as
ready to be refuted as to refute; for I hold that this is the greater gain
of the two, just as the gain is greater of being cured of a very great evil
than of curing another. For I imagine that there is no evil which a
man can endure so great as an erroneous opinion about the matters of
which we are speaking; and if you claim to be one of my sort, let us
have the discussion out, but if you would rather have done, no mat-
ter;—let us make an end of it.

GORGIAS: I should say, Socrates, that I am quite the man whom
you indicate; but, perhaps, we ought to consider the audience, for,
before you came, I had already given a long exhibition, and if we
proceed the argument may run on to a great length. And therefore
I think that we should consider whether we may not be detaining
some part of the company when they are wanting to do something
else.

CHAEREPHON: You hear the audience cheering, Gorgias and
Socrates, which shows their desire to listen to you; and for myself,
Heaven forbid that I should have any business on hand which would
take me away from a discussion so interesting and so ably main-
tained.
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CALLICLES: By the gods, Chaerephon, although I have been
present at many discussions, I doubt whether I was ever so much
delighted before, and therefore if you go on discoursing all day I
shall be the better pleased.

SOCRATES: I may truly say, Callicles, that I am willing, if Gorgias is.

GORGIAS: After all this, Socrates, I should be disgraced if I re-
fused, especially as I have promised to answer all comers; in accor-
dance with the wishes of the company, then, do you begin. and ask
of me any question which you like.

SOCRATES: Let me tell you then, Gorgias, what surprises me in
your words; though I dare say that you may be right, and I may
have misunderstood your meaning. You say that you can make any
man, who will learn of you, a rhetorician?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Do you mean that you will teach him to gain the ears
of the multitude on any subject, and this not by instruction but by
persuasion?

GORGIAS: Quite so.

SOCRATES: You were saying, in fact, that the rhetorician will have
greater powers of persuasion than the physician even in a matter of
health?

GORGIAS: Yes, with the multitude,—that is.

SOCRATES: You mean to say, with the ignorant; for with those
who know he cannot be supposed to have greater powers of persua-
sion.

GORGIAS: Very true.
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SOCRATES: But if he is to have more power of persuasion than
the physician, he will have greater power than he who knows?

GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Although he is not a physician:—is he?

GORGIAS: No.

SOCRATES: And he who is not a physician must, obviously, be
ignorant of what the physician knows.

GORGIAS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: Then, when the rhetorician is more persuasive than
the physician, the ignorant is more persuasive with the ignorant
than he who has knowledge?—is not that the inference?

GORGIAS: In the case supposed:—yes.

SOCRATES: And the same holds of the relation of rhetoric to all
the other arts; the rhetorician need not know the truth about things;
he has only to discover some way of persuading the ignorant that he
has more knowledge than those who know?

GORGIAS: Yes, Socrates, and is not this a great comfort?—not to
have learned the other arts, but the art of rhetoric only, and yet to
be in no way inferior to the professors of them?

SOCRATES: Whether the rhetorician is or not inferior on this ac-
count is a question which we will hereafter examine if the enquiry is
likely to be of any service to us; but I would rather begin by asking,
whether he is or is not as ignorant of the just and unjust, base and
honourable, good and evil, as he is of medicine and the other arts; I
mean to say, does he really know anything of what is good and evil,
base or honourable, just or unjust in them; or has he only a way
with the ignorant of persuading them that he not knowing is to be
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esteemed to know more about these things than some one else who
knows? Or must the pupil know these things and come to you know-
ing them before he can acquire the art of rhetoric? If he is ignorant,
you who are the teacher of rhetoric will not teach him—it is not
your business; but you will make him seem to the multitude to
know them, when he does not know them; and seem to be a good
man, when he is not. Or will you be unable to teach him rhetoric at
all, unless he knows the truth of these things first? What is to be said
about all this? By heavens, Gorgias, I wish that you would reveal to
me the power of rhetoric, as you were saying that you would.

GORGIAS: Well, Socrates, I suppose that if the pupil does chance
not to know them, he will have to learn of me these things as well.

SOCRATES: Say no more, for there you are right; and so he whom
you make a rhetorician must either know the nature of the just and
unjust already, or he must be taught by you.

GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Well, and is not he who has learned carpentering a
carpenter?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he who has learned music a musician?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he who has learned medicine is a physician, in
like manner? He who has learned anything whatever is that which
his knowledge makes him.

GORGIAS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And in the same way, he who has learned what is just
is just?
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GORGIAS: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And he who is just may be supposed to do what is just?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And must not the just man always desire to do what
is just?

GORGIAS: That is clearly the inference.

SOCRATES: Surely, then, the just man will never consent to do
injustice?

GORGIAS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: And according to the argument the rhetorician must
be a just man?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And will therefore never be willing to do injustice?

GORGIAS: Clearly not.

SOCRATES: But do you remember saying just now that the trainer
is not to be accused or banished if the pugilist makes a wrong use of
his pugilistic art; and in like manner, if the rhetorician makes a bad
and unjust use of his rhetoric, that is not to be laid to the charge of
his teacher, who is not to be banished, but the wrong-doer himself
who made a bad use of his rhetoric—he is to be banished—was not
that said?

GORGIAS: Yes, it was.

SOCRATES: But now we are affirming that the aforesaid rhetori-
cian will never have done injustice at all?
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GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: And at the very outset, Gorgias, it was said that rhetoric
treated of discourse, not (like arithmetic) about odd and even, but
about just and unjust? Was not this said?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: I was thinking at the time, when I heard you saying
so, that rhetoric, which is always discoursing about justice, could
not possibly be an unjust thing. But when you added, shortly after-
wards, that the rhetorician might make a bad use of rhetoric I noted
with surprise the inconsistency into which you had fallen; and I
said, that if you thought, as I did, that there was a gain in being
refuted, there would be an advantage in going on with the question,
but if not, I would leave off. And in the course of our investigations,
as you will see yourself, the rhetorician has been acknowledged to
be incapable of making an unjust use of rhetoric, or of willingness
to do injustice. By the dog, Gorgias, there will be a great deal of
discussion, before we get at the truth of all this.

POLUS: And do even you, Socrates, seriously believe what you are
now saying about rhetoric? What! because Gorgias was ashamed to
deny that the rhetorician knew the just and the honourable and the
good, and admitted that to any one who came to him ignorant of
them he could teach them, and then out of this admission there
arose a contradiction—the thing which you dearly love, and to which
not he, but you, brought the argument by your captious questions—
(do you seriously believe that there is any truth in all this?) For will
any one ever acknowledge that he does not know, or cannot teach,
the nature of justice? The truth is, that there is great want of man-
ners in bringing the argument to such a pass.

SOCRATES: Illustrious Polus, the reason why we provide ourselves
with friends and children is, that when we get old and stumble, a
younger generation may be at hand to set us on our legs again in
our words and in our actions: and now, if I and Gorgias are stum-
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bling, here are you who should raise us up; and I for my part engage
to retract any error into which you may think that I have fallen-
upon one condition:

POLUS: What condition?

SOCRATES: That you contract, Polus, the prolixity of speech in
which you indulged at first.

POLUS: What! do you mean that I may not use as many words as I
please?

SOCRATES: Only to think, my friend, that having come on a visit
to Athens, which is the most free-spoken state in Hellas, you when
you got there, and you alone, should be deprived of the power of
speech—that would be hard indeed. But then consider my case:—
shall not I be very hardly used, if, when you are making a long ora-
tion, and refusing to answer what you are asked, I am compelled to
stay and listen to you, and may not go away? I say rather, if you have
a real interest in the argument, or, to repeat my former expression,
have any desire to set it on its legs, take back any statement which you
please; and in your turn ask and answer, like myself and Gorgias—
refute and be refuted: for I suppose that you would claim to know
what Gorgias knows—would you not?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And you, like him, invite any one to ask you about
anything which he pleases, and you will know how to answer him?

POLUS: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And now, which will you do, ask or answer?

POLUS: I will ask; and do you answer me, Socrates, the same ques-
tion which Gorgias, as you suppose, is unable to answer: What is
rhetoric?
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SOCRATES: Do you mean what sort of an art?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: To say the truth, Polus, it is not an art at all, in my
opinion.

POLUS: Then what, in your opinion, is rhetoric?

SOCRATES: A thing which, as I was lately reading in a book of
yours, you say that you have made an art.

POLUS: What thing?

SOCRATES: I should say a sort of experience.

POLUS: Does rhetoric seem to you to be an experience?

SOCRATES: That is my view, but you may be of another mind.

POLUS: An experience in what?

SOCRATES: An experience in producing a sort of delight and grati-
fication.

POLUS: And if able to gratify others, must not rhetoric be a fine
thing?

SOCRATES: What are you saying, Polus? Why do you ask me
whether rhetoric is a fine thing or not, when I have not as yet told
you what rhetoric is?

POLUS: Did I not hear you say that rhetoric was a sort of experi-
ence?

SOCRATES: Will you, who are so desirous to gratify others, afford
a slight gratification to me?
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POLUS: I will.

SOCRATES: Will you ask me, what sort of an art is cookery?

POLUS: What sort of an art is cookery?

SOCRATES: Not an art at all, Polus.

POLUS: What then?

SOCRATES: I should say an experience.

POLUS: In what? I wish that you would explain to me.

SOCRATES: An experience in producing a sort of delight and grati-
fication, Polus.

POLUS: Then are cookery and rhetoric the same?

SOCRATES: No, they are only different parts of the same profes-
sion.

POLUS: Of what profession?

SOCRATES: I am afraid that the truth may seem discourteous;
and I hesitate to answer, lest Gorgias should imagine that I am mak-
ing fun of his own profession. For whether or no this is that art of
rhetoric which Gorgias practises I really cannot tell:—from what he
was just now saying, nothing appeared of what he thought of his
art, but the rhetoric which I mean is a part of a not very creditable
whole.

GORGIAS: A part of what, Socrates? Say what you mean, and never
mind me.

SOCRATES: In my opinion then, Gorgias, the whole of which
rhetoric is a part is not an art at all, but the habit of a bold and ready
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wit, which knows how to manage mankind: this habit I sum up
under the word ‘flattery’; and it appears to me to have many other
parts, one of which is cookery, which may seem to be an art, but, as
I maintain, is only an experience or routine and not an art:—an-
other part is rhetoric, and the art of attiring and sophistry are two
others: thus there are four branches, and four different things an-
swering to them. And Polus may ask, if he likes, for he has not as yet
been informed, what part of flattery is rhetoric: he did not see that
I had not yet answered him when he proceeded to ask a further
question: Whether I do not think rhetoric a fine thing? But I shall
not tell him whether rhetoric is a fine thing or not, until I have first
answered, ‘What is rhetoric?’ For that would not be right, Polus;
but I shall be happy to answer, if you will ask me, What part of
flattery is rhetoric?

POLUS: I will ask and do you answer? What part of flattery is rheto-
ric?

SOCRATES: Will you understand my answer? Rhetoric, according
to my view, is the ghost or counterfeit of a part of politics.

POLUS: And noble or ignoble?

SOCRATES: Ignoble, I should say, if I am compelled to answer, for
I call what is bad ignoble: though I doubt whether you understand
what I was saying before.

GORGIAS: Indeed, Socrates, I cannot say that I understand my-
self.

SOCRATES: I do not wonder, Gorgias; for I have not as yet ex-
plained myself, and our friend Polus, colt by name and colt by na-
ture, is apt to run away. (This is an untranslatable play on the name
‘Polus,’ which means ‘a colt.’)

GORGIAS: Never mind him, but explain to me what you mean by
saying that rhetoric is the counterfeit of a part of politics.
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SOCRATES: I will try, then, to explain my notion of rhetoric, and
if I am mistaken, my friend Polus shall refute me. We may assume
the existence of bodies and of souls?

GORGIAS: Of course.

SOCRATES: You would further admit that there is a good condi-
tion of either of them?

GORGIAS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Which condition may not be really good, but good
only in appearance? I mean to say, that there are many persons who
appear to be in good health, and whom only a physician or trainer
will discern at first sight not to be in good health.

GORGIAS: True.

SOCRATES: And this applies not only to the body, but also to the
soul: in either there may be that which gives the appearance of health
and not the reality?

GORGIAS: Yes, certainly.

SOCRATES: And now I will endeavour to explain to you more
clearly what I mean: The soul and body being two, have two arts
corresponding to them: there is the art of politics attending on the
soul; and another art attending on the body, of which I know no
single name, but which may be described as having two divisions,
one of them gymnastic, and the other medicine. And in politics
there is a legislative part, which answers to gymnastic, as justice
does to medicine; and the two parts run into one another, justice
having to do with the same subject as legislation, and medicine with
the same subject as gymnastic, but with a difference. Now, seeing
that there are these four arts, two attending on the body and two on
the soul for their highest good; flattery knowing, or rather guessing
their natures, has distributed herself into four shams or simulations
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of them; she puts on the likeness of some one or other of them, and
pretends to be that which she simulates, and having no regard for
men’s highest interests, is ever making pleasure the bait of the un-
wary, and deceiving them into the belief that she is of the highest
value to them. Cookery simulates the disguise of medicine, and pre-
tends to know what food is the best for the body; and if the physi-
cian and the cook had to enter into a competition in which children
were the judges, or men who had no more sense than children, as to
which of them best understands the goodness or badness of food,
the physician would be starved to death. A flattery I deem this to be
and of an ignoble sort, Polus, for to you I am now addressing my-
self, because it aims at pleasure without any thought of the best. An
art I do not call it, but only an experience, because it is unable to
explain or to give a reason of the nature of its own applications. And
I do not call any irrational thing an art; but if you dispute my words,
I am prepared to argue in defence of them.

Cookery, then, I maintain to be a flattery which takes the form of
medicine; and tiring, in like manner, is a flattery which takes the
form of gymnastic, and is knavish, false, ignoble, illiberal, working
deceitfully by the help of lines, and colours, and enamels, and gar-
ments, and making men affect a spurious beauty to the neglect of
the true beauty which is given by gymnastic.

I would rather not be tedious, and therefore I will only say, after
the manner of the geometricians (for I think that by this time you
will be able to follow)

as tiring : gymnastic :: cookery : medicine;

or rather,

as tiring : gymnastic :: sophistry : legislation;

and

as cookery : medicine :: rhetoric : justice.

And this, I say, is the natural difference between the rhetorician and
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the sophist, but by reason of their near connection, they are apt to be
jumbled up together; neither do they know what to make of them-
selves, nor do other men know what to make of them. For if the body
presided over itself, and were not under the guidance of the soul, and
the soul did not discern and discriminate between cookery and medi-
cine, but the body was made the judge of them, and the rule of judg-
ment was the bodily delight which was given by them, then the word
of Anaxagoras, that word with which you, friend Polus, are so well
acquainted, would prevail far and wide: ‘Chaos’ would come again,
and cookery, health, and medicine would mingle in an indiscrimi-
nate mass. And now I have told you my notion of rhetoric, which is,
in relation to the soul, what cookery is to the body. I may have been
inconsistent in making a long speech, when I would not allow you to
discourse at length. But I think that I may be excused, because you
did not understand me, and could make no use of my answer when I
spoke shortly, and therefore I had to enter into an explanation. And if
I show an equal inability to make use of yours, I hope that you will
speak at equal length; but if I am able to understand you, let me have
the benefit of your brevity, as is only fair: And now you may do what
you please with my answer.

POLUS: What do you mean? do you think that rhetoric is flattery?

SOCRATES: Nay, I said a part of flattery; if at your age, Polus, you
cannot remember, what will you do by-and-by, when you get older?

POLUS: And are the good rhetoricians meanly regarded in states,
under the idea that they are flatterers?

SOCRATES: Is that a question or the beginning of a speech?

POLUS: I am asking a question.

SOCRATES: Then my answer is, that they are not regarded at all.

POLUS: How not regarded? Have they not very great power in
states?
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SOCRATES: Not if you mean to say that power is a good to the
possessor.

POLUS: And that is what I do mean to say.

SOCRATES: Then, if so, I think that they have the least power of
all the citizens.

POLUS: What! are they not like tyrants? They kill and despoil and
exile any one whom they please.

SOCRATES: By the dog, Polus, I cannot make out at each deliver-
ance of yours, whether you are giving an opinion of your own, or
asking a question of me.

POLUS: I am asking a question of you.

SOCRATES: Yes, my friend, but you ask two questions at once.

POLUS: How two questions?

SOCRATES: Why, did you not say just now that the rhetoricians
are like tyrants, and that they kill and despoil or exile any one whom
they please?

POLUS: I did.

SOCRATES: Well then, I say to you that here are two questions in
one, and I will answer both of them. And I tell you, Polus, that
rhetoricians and tyrants have the least possible power in states, as I
was just now saying; for they do literally nothing which they will,
but only what they think best.

POLUS: And is not that a great power?

SOCRATES: Polus has already said the reverse.
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POLUS: Said the reverse! nay, that is what I assert.

SOCRATES: No, by the great—what do you call him?—not you,
for you say that power is a good to him who has the power.

POLUS: I do.

SOCRATES: And would you maintain that if a fool does what he
thinks best, this is a good, and would you call this great power?

POLUS: I should not.

SOCRATES: Then you must prove that the rhetorician is not a
fool, and that rhetoric is an art and not a flattery—and so you will
have refuted me; but if you leave me unrefuted, why, the rhetori-
cians who do what they think best in states, and the tyrants, will
have nothing upon which to congratulate themselves, if as you say,
power be indeed a good, admitting at the same time that what is
done without sense is an evil.

POLUS: Yes; I admit that.

SOCRATES: How then can the rhetoricians or the tyrants have
great power in states, unless Polus can refute Socrates, and prove to
him that they do as they will?

POLUS: This fellow—

SOCRATES: I say that they do not do as they will;—now refute
me.

POLUS: Why, have you not already said that they do as they think
best?

SOCRATES: And I say so still.

POLUS: Then surely they do as they will?
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SOCRATES: I deny it.

POLUS: But they do what they think best?

SOCRATES: Aye.

POLUS: That, Socrates, is monstrous and absurd.

SOCRATES: Good words, good Polus, as I may say in your own
peculiar style; but if you have any questions to ask of me, either
prove that I am in error or give the answer yourself.

POLUS: Very well, I am willing to answer that I may know what
you mean.

SOCRATES: Do men appear to you to will that which they do, or
to will that further end for the sake of which they do a thing? when
they take medicine, for example, at the bidding of a physician, do
they will the drinking of the medicine which is painful, or the health
for the sake of which they drink?

POLUS: Clearly, the health.

SOCRATES: And when men go on a voyage or engage in business,
they do not will that which they are doing at the time; for who
would desire to take the risk of a voyage or the trouble of busi-
ness?—But they will, to have the wealth for the sake of which they
go on a voyage.

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And is not this universally true? If a man does some-
thing for the sake of something else, he wills not that which he
does, but that for the sake of which he does it.

POLUS: Yes.
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SOCRATES: And are not all things either good or evil, or interme-
diate and indifferent?

POLUS: To be sure, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Wisdom and health and wealth and the like you would
call goods, and their opposites evils?

POLUS: I should.

SOCRATES: And the things which are neither good nor evil, and
which partake sometimes of the nature of good and at other times
of evil, or of neither, are such as sitting, walking, running, sailing;
or, again, wood, stones, and the like:—these are the things which
you call neither good nor evil?

POLUS: Exactly so.

SOCRATES: Are these indifferent things done for the sake of the
good, or the good for the sake of the indifferent?

POLUS: Clearly, the indifferent for the sake of the good.

SOCRATES: When we walk we walk for the sake of the good, and
under the idea that it is better to walk, and when we stand we stand
equally for the sake of the good?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And when we kill a man we kill him or exile him or
despoil him of his goods, because, as we think, it will conduce to
our good?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Men who do any of these things do them for the sake
of the good?
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POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And did we not admit that in doing something for
the sake of something else, we do not will those things which we do,
but that other thing for the sake of which we do them?

POLUS: Most true.

SOCRATES: Then we do not will simply to kill a man or to exile
him or to despoil him of his goods, but we will to do that which
conduces to our good, and if the act is not conducive to our good
we do not will it; for we will, as you say, that which is our good, but
that which is neither good nor evil, or simply evil, we do not will.
Why are you silent, Polus? Am I not right?

POLUS: You are right.

SOCRATES: Hence we may infer, that if any one, whether he be a
tyrant or a rhetorician, kills another or exiles another or deprives
him of his property, under the idea that the act is for his own inter-
ests when really not for his own interests, he may be said to do what
seems best to him?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: But does he do what he wills if he does what is evil?
Why do you not answer?

POLUS: Well, I suppose not.

SOCRATES: Then if great power is a good as you allow, will such a
one have great power in a state?
POLUS: He will not.

SOCRATES: Then I was right in saying that a man may do what
seems good to him in a state, and not have great power, and not do
what he wills?
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POLUS: As though you, Socrates, would not like to have the power
of doing what seemed good to you in the state, rather than not; you
would not be jealous when you saw any one killing or despoiling or
imprisoning whom he pleased, Oh, no!

SOCRATES: Justly or unjustly, do you mean?

POLUS: In either case is he not equally to be envied?

SOCRATES: Forbear, Polus!

POLUS: Why ‘forbear’?

SOCRATES: Because you ought not to envy wretches who are not
to be envied, but only to pity them.

POLUS: And are those of whom I spoke wretches?

SOCRATES: Yes, certainly they are.

POLUS: And so you think that he who slays any one whom he
pleases, and justly slays him, is pitiable and wretched?

SOCRATES: No, I do not say that of him: but neither do I think
that he is to be envied.

POLUS: Were you not saying just now that he is wretched?

SOCRATES: Yes, my friend, if he killed another unjustly, in which
case he is also to be pitied; and he is not to be envied if he killed him
justly.

POLUS: At any rate you will allow that he who is unjustly put to
death is wretched, and to be pitied?

SOCRATES: Not so much, Polus, as he who kills him, and not so
much as he who is justly killed.
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POLUS: How can that be, Socrates?

SOCRATES: That may very well be, inasmuch as doing injustice is
the greatest of evils.

POLUS: But is it the greatest? Is not suffering injustice a greater
evil?

SOCRATES: Certainly not.

POLUS: Then would you rather suffer than do injustice?

SOCRATES: I should not like either, but if I must choose between
them, I would rather suffer than do.

POLUS: Then you would not wish to be a tyrant?

SOCRATES: Not if you mean by tyranny what I mean.

POLUS: I mean, as I said before, the power of doing whatever seems
good to you in a state, killing, banishing, doing in all things as you
like.

SOCRATES: Well then, illustrious friend, when I have said my say,
do you reply to me. Suppose that I go into a crowded Agora, and
take a dagger under my arm. Polus, I say to you, I have just acquired
rare power, and become a tyrant; for if I think that any of these men
whom you see ought to be put to death, the man whom I have a
mind to kill is as good as dead; and if I am disposed to break his
head or tear his garment, he will have his head broken or his gar-
ment torn in an instant. Such is my great power in this city. And if
you do not believe me, and I show you the dagger, you would prob-
ably reply: Socrates, in that sort of way any one may have great
power—he may burn any house which he pleases, and the docks
and triremes of the Athenians, and all their other vessels, whether
public or private—but can you believe that this mere doing as you
think best is great power?
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POLUS: Certainly not such doing as this.

SOCRATES: But can you tell me why you disapprove of such a
power?

POLUS: I can.

SOCRATES: Why then?

POLUS: Why, because he who did as you say would be certain to
be punished.

SOCRATES: And punishment is an evil?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And you would admit once more, my good sir, that
great power is a benefit to a man if his actions turn out to his advan-
tage, and that this is the meaning of great power; and if not, then
his power is an evil and is no power. But let us look at the matter in
another way:—do we not acknowledge that the things of which we
were speaking, the infliction of death, and exile, and the depriva-
tion of property are sometimes a good and sometimes not a good?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: About that you and I may be supposed to agree?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Tell me, then, when do you say that they are good and when
that they are evil—what principle do you lay down?

POLUS: I would rather, Socrates, that you should answer as well as
ask that question.

SOCRATES: Well, Polus, since you would rather have the answer
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from me, I say that they are good when they are just, and evil when
they are unjust.

POLUS: You are hard of refutation, Socrates, but might not a child
refute that statement?

SOCRATES: Then I shall be very grateful to the child, and equally
grateful to you if you will refute me and deliver me from my fool-
ishness. And I hope that refute me you will, and not weary of doing
good to a friend.

POLUS: Yes, Socrates, and I need not go far or appeal to antiquity;
events which happened only a few days ago are enough to refute
you, and to prove that many men who do wrong are happy.

SOCRATES: What events?

POLUS: You see, I presume, that Archelaus the son of Perdiccas is
now the ruler of Macedonia?

SOCRATES: At any rate I hear that he is.

POLUS: And do you think that he is happy or miserable?

SOCRATES: I cannot say, Polus, for I have never had any acquain-
tance with him.

POLUS: And cannot you tell at once, and without having an ac-
quaintance with him, whether a man is happy?

SOCRATES: Most certainly not.

POLUS: Then clearly, Socrates, you would say that you did not
even know whether the great king was a happy man?

SOCRATES: And I should speak the truth; for I do not know how
he stands in the matter of education and justice.
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POLUS: What! and does all happiness consist in this?

SOCRATES: Yes, indeed, Polus, that is my doctrine; the men and
women who are gentle and good are also happy, as I maintain, and
the unjust and evil are miserable.

POLUS: Then, according to your doctrine, the said Archelaus is
miserable?

SOCRATES: Yes, my friend, if he is wicked.

POLUS: That he is wicked I cannot deny; for he had no title at all
to the throne which he now occupies, he being only the son of a
woman who was the slave of Alcetas the brother of Perdiccas; he
himself therefore in strict right was the slave of Alcetas; and if he
had meant to do rightly he would have remained his slave, and
then, according to your doctrine, he would have been happy. But
now he is unspeakably miserable, for he has been guilty of the great-
est crimes: in the first place he invited his uncle and master, Alcetas,
to come to him, under the pretence that he would restore to him
the throne which Perdiccas has usurped, and after entertaining him
and his son Alexander, who was his own cousin, and nearly of an
age with him, and making them drunk, he threw them into a waggon
and carried them off by night, and slew them, and got both of them
out of the way; and when he had done all this wickedness he never
discovered that he was the most miserable of all men, and was very
far from repenting: shall I tell you how he showed his remorse? he
had a younger brother, a child of seven years old, who was the legiti-
mate son of Perdiccas, and to him of right the kingdom belonged;
Archelaus, however, had no mind to bring him up as he ought and
restore the kingdom to him; that was not his notion of happiness;
but not long afterwards he threw him into a well and drowned him,
and declared to his mother Cleopatra that he had fallen in while
running after a goose, and had been killed. And now as he is the
greatest criminal of all the Macedonians, he may be supposed to be
the most miserable and not the happiest of them, and I dare say that
there are many Athenians, and you would be at the head of them,
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who would rather be any other Macedonian than Archelaus!

SOCRATES: I praised you at first, Polus, for being a rhetorician
rather than a reasoner. And this, as I suppose, is the sort of argu-
ment with which you fancy that a child might refute me, and by
which I stand refuted when I say that the unjust man is not happy.
But, my good friend, where is the refutation? I cannot admit a word
which you have been saying.

POLUS: That is because you will not; for you surely must think as
I do.

SOCRATES: Not so, my simple friend, but because you will refute
me after the manner which rhetoricians practise in courts of law.
For there the one party think that they refute the other when they
bring forward a number of witnesses of good repute in proof of
their allegations, and their adversary has only a single one or none
at all. But this kind of proof is of no value where truth is the aim; a
man may often be sworn down by a multitude of false witnesses
who have a great air of respectability. And in this argument nearly
every one, Athenian and stranger alike, would be on your side, if
you should bring witnesses in disproof of my statement;—you may,
if you will, summon Nicias the son of Niceratus, and let his broth-
ers, who gave the row of tripods which stand in the precincts of
Dionysus, come with him; or you may summon Aristocrates, the
son of Scellius, who is the giver of that famous offering which is at
Delphi; summon, if you will, the whole house of Pericles, or any
other great Athenian family whom you choose;—they will all agree
with you: I only am left alone and cannot agree, for you do not
convince me; although you produce many false witnesses against
me, in the hope of depriving me of my inheritance, which is the
truth. But I consider that nothing worth speaking of will have been
effected by me unless I make you the one witness of my words; nor
by you, unless you make me the one witness of yours; no matter
about the rest of the world. For there are two ways of refutation,
one which is yours and that of the world in general; but mine is of
another sort—let us compare them, and see in what they differ. For,
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indeed, we are at issue about matters which to know is honourable
and not to know disgraceful; to know or not to know happiness and
misery—that is the chief of them. And what knowledge can be no-
bler? or what ignorance more disgraceful than this? And therefore I
will begin by asking you whether you do not think that a man who
is unjust and doing injustice can be happy, seeing that you think
Archelaus unjust, and yet happy? May I assume this to be your opin-
ion?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: But I say that this is an impossibility—here is one
point about which we are at issue:—very good. And do you mean
to say also that if he meets with retribution and punishment he will
still be happy?

POLUS: Certainly not; in that case he will be most miserable.

SOCRATES: On the other hand, if the unjust be not punished,
then, according to you, he will be happy?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: But in my opinion, Polus, the unjust or doer of un-
just actions is miserable in any case,—more miserable, however, if
he be not punished and does not meet with retribution, and less
miserable if he be punished and meets with retribution at the hands
of gods and men.

POLUS: You are maintaining a strange doctrine, Socrates.

SOCRATES: I shall try to make you agree with me, O my friend,
for as a friend I regard you. Then these are the points at issue be-
tween us—are they not? I was saying that to do is worse than to
suffer injustice?

POLUS: Exactly so.
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SOCRATES: And you said the opposite?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: I said also that the wicked are miserable, and you
refuted me?

POLUS: By Zeus, I did.

SOCRATES: In your own opinion, Polus.

POLUS: Yes, and I rather suspect that I was in the right.

SOCRATES: You further said that the wrong-doer is happy if he be
unpunished?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And I affirm that he is most miserable, and that those
who are punished are less miserable—are you going to refute this
proposition also?

POLUS: A proposition which is harder of refutation than the other,
Socrates.

SOCRATES: Say rather, Polus, impossible; for who can refute the
truth?

POLUS: What do you mean? If a man is detected in an unjust
attempt to make himself a tyrant, and when detected is racked, mu-
tilated, has his eyes burned out, and after having had all sorts of
great injuries inflicted on him, and having seen his wife and chil-
dren suffer the like, is at last impaled or tarred and burned alive, will
he be happier than if he escape and become a tyrant, and continue
all through life doing what he likes and holding the reins of govern-
ment, the envy and admiration both of citizens and strangers? Is
that the paradox which, as you say, cannot be refuted?
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SOCRATES: There again, noble Polus, you are raising hobgoblins
instead of refuting me; just now you were calling witnesses against
me. But please to refresh my memory a little; did you say—’in an
unjust attempt to make himself a tyrant’?

POLUS: Yes, I did.

SOCRATES: Then I say that neither of them will be happier than
the other, —neither he who unjustly acquires a tyranny, nor he who
suffers in the attempt, for of two miserables one cannot be the hap-
pier, but that he who escapes and becomes a tyrant is the more
miserable of the two. Do you laugh, Polus? Well, this is a new kind
of refutation,—when any one says anything, instead of refuting him
to laugh at him.

POLUS: But do you not think, Socrates, that you have been suffi-
ciently refuted, when you say that which no human being will al-
low? Ask the company.

SOCRATES: O Polus, I am not a public man, and only last year,
when my tribe were serving as Prytanes, and it became my duty as
their president to take the votes, there was a laugh at me, because I
was unable to take them. And as I failed then, you must not ask me
to count the suffrages of the company now; but if, as I was saying,
you have no better argument than numbers, let me have a turn, and
do you make trial of the sort of proof which, as I think, is required;
for I shall produce one witness only of the truth of my words, and
he is the person with whom I am arguing; his suffrage I know how
to take; but with the many I have nothing to do, and do not even
address myself to them. May I ask then whether you will answer in
turn and have your words put to the proof? For I certainly think
that I and you and every man do really believe, that to do is a greater
evil than to suffer injustice: and not to be punished than to be pun-
ished.

POLUS: And I should say neither I, nor any man: would you your-
self, for example, suffer rather than do injustice?
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SOCRATES: Yes, and you, too; I or any man would.

POLUS: Quite the reverse; neither you, nor I, nor any man.

SOCRATES: But will you answer?

POLUS: To be sure, I will; for I am curious to hear what you can
have to say.

SOCRATES: Tell me, then, and you will know, and let us suppose
that I am beginning at the beginning: which of the two, Polus, in
your opinion, is the worst?—to do injustice or to suffer?

POLUS: I should say that suffering was worst.

SOCRATES: And which is the greater disgrace?—Answer.

POLUS: To do.

SOCRATES: And the greater disgrace is the greater evil?

POLUS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: I understand you to say, if I am not mistaken, that the
honourable is not the same as the good, or the disgraceful as the
evil?

POLUS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Let me ask a question of you: When you speak of
beautiful things, such as bodies, colours, figures, sounds, institu-
tions, do you not call them beautiful in reference to some standard:
bodies, for example, are beautiful in proportion as they are useful,
or as the sight of them gives pleasure to the spectators; can you give
any other account of personal beauty?

POLUS: I cannot.
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SOCRATES: And you would say of figures or colours generally
that they were beautiful, either by reason of the pleasure which they
give, or of their use, or of both?

POLUS: Yes, I should.

SOCRATES: And you would call sounds and music beautiful for
the same reason?

POLUS: I should.

SOCRATES: Laws and institutions also have no beauty in them
except in so far as they are useful or pleasant or both?

POLUS: I think not.

SOCRATES: And may not the same be said of the beauty of knowl-
edge?

POLUS: To be sure, Socrates; and I very much approve of your mea-
suring beauty by the standard of pleasure and utility.

SOCRATES: And deformity or disgrace may be equally measured
by the opposite standard of pain and evil?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then when of two beautiful things one exceeds in
beauty, the measure of the excess is to be taken in one or both of
these; that is to say, in pleasure or utility or both?

POLUS: Very true.

SOCRATES: And of two deformed things, that which exceeds in
deformity or disgrace, exceeds either in pain or evil—must it not be
so?
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POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: But then again, what was the observation which you
just now made, about doing and suffering wrong? Did you not say,
that suffering wrong was more evil, and doing wrong more dis-
graceful?

POLUS: I did.

SOCRATES: Then, if doing wrong is more disgraceful than suffer-
ing, the more disgraceful must be more painful and must exceed in
pain or in evil or both: does not that also follow?

POLUS: Of course.

SOCRATES: First, then, let us consider whether the doing of in-
justice exceeds the suffering in the consequent pain: Do the injurers
suffer more than the injured?

POLUS: No, Socrates; certainly not.

SOCRATES: Then they do not exceed in pain?

POLUS: No.

SOCRATES: But if not in pain, then not in both?

POLUS: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Then they can only exceed in the other?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: That is to say, in evil?

POLUS: True.
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SOCRATES: Then doing injustice will have an excess of evil, and will
therefore be a greater evil than suffering injustice?

POLUS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: But have not you and the world already agreed that to
do injustice is more disgraceful than to suffer?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And that is now discovered to be more evil?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And would you prefer a greater evil or a greater
dishonour to a less one? Answer, Polus, and fear not; for you will
come to no harm if you nobly resign yourself into the healing hand
of the argument as to a physician without shrinking, and either say
‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to me.

POLUS: I should say ‘No.’

SOCRATES: Would any other man prefer a greater to a less evil?

POLUS: No, not according to this way of putting the case, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Then I said truly, Polus, that neither you, nor I, nor
any man, would rather do than suffer injustice; for to do injustice is
the greater evil of the two.

POLUS: That is the conclusion.

SOCRATES: You see, Polus, when you compare the two kinds of
refutations, how unlike they are. All men, with the exception of
myself, are of your way of thinking; but your single assent and wit-
ness are enough for me,—I have no need of any other, I take your
suffrage, and am regardless of the rest. Enough of this, and now let
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us proceed to the next question; which is, Whether the greatest of
evils to a guilty man is to suffer punishment, as you supposed, or
whether to escape punishment is not a greater evil, as I supposed.
Consider:—You would say that to suffer punishment is another name
for being justly corrected when you do wrong?

POLUS: I should.

SOCRATES: And would you not allow that all just things are
honourable in so far as they are just? Please to reflect, and tell me
your opinion.

POLUS: Yes, Socrates, I think that they are.

SOCRATES: Consider again:—Where there is an agent, must there
not also be a patient?

POLUS: I should say so.

SOCRATES: And will not the patient suffer that which the agent
does, and will not the suffering have the quality of the action? I
mean, for example, that if a man strikes, there must be something
which is stricken?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if the striker strikes violently or quickly, that which
is struck will he struck violently or quickly?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And the suffering to him who is stricken is of the
same nature as the act of him who strikes?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if a man burns, there is something which is burned?
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POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And if he burns in excess or so as to cause pain, the
thing burned will be burned in the same way?

POLUS: Truly.

SOCRATES: And if he cuts, the same argument holds—there will
be something cut?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if the cutting be great or deep or such as will
cause pain, the cut will be of the same nature?

POLUS: That is evident.

SOCRATES: Then you would agree generally to the universal propo-
sition which I was just now asserting: that the affection of the pa-
tient answers to the affection of the agent?

POLUS: I agree.

SOCRATES: Then, as this is admitted, let me ask whether being
punished is suffering or acting?

POLUS: Suffering, Socrates; there can be no doubt of that.

SOCRATES: And suffering implies an agent?

POLUS: Certainly, Socrates; and he is the punisher.

SOCRATES: And he who punishes rightly, punishes justly?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And therefore he acts justly?
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POLUS: Justly.

SOCRATES: Then he who is punished and suffers retribution, suf-
fers justly?

POLUS: That is evident.

SOCRATES: And that which is just has been admitted to be
honourable?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then the punisher does what is honourable, and the
punished suffers what is honourable?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And if what is honourable, then what is good, for the
honourable is either pleasant or useful?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then he who is punished suffers what is good?

POLUS: That is true.

SOCRATES: Then he is benefited?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Do I understand you to mean what I mean by the term
‘benefited’? I mean, that if he be justly punished his soul is improved.

POLUS: Surely.

SOCRATES: Then he who is punished is delivered from the evil of
his soul?
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POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And is he not then delivered from the greatest evil?
Look at the matter in this way:—In respect of a man’s estate, do you
see any greater evil than poverty?

POLUS: There is no greater evil.

SOCRATES: Again, in a man’s bodily frame, you would say that
the evil is weakness and disease and deformity?

POLUS: I should.

SOCRATES: And do you not imagine that the soul likewise has
some evil of her own?

POLUS: Of course.

SOCRATES: And this you would call injustice and ignorance and
cowardice, and the like?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: So then, in mind, body, and estate, which are three,
you have pointed out three corresponding evils—injustice, disease,
poverty?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And which of the evils is the most disgraceful?—Is
not the most disgraceful of them injustice, and in general the evil of
the soul?

POLUS: By far the most.

SOCRATES: And if the most disgraceful, then also the worst?
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POLUS: What do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I mean to say, that is most disgraceful has been al-
ready admitted to be most painful or hurtful, or both.

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And now injustice and all evil in the soul has been
admitted by us to be most disgraceful?

POLUS: It has been admitted.

SOCRATES: And most disgraceful either because most painful and
causing excessive pain, or most hurtful, or both?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And therefore to be unjust and intemperate, and cow-
ardly and ignorant, is more painful than to be poor and sick?

POLUS: Nay, Socrates; the painfulness does not appear to me to
follow from your premises.

SOCRATES: Then, if, as you would argue, not more painful, the
evil of the soul is of all evils the most disgraceful; and the excess of
disgrace must be caused by some preternatural greatness, or extraor-
dinary hurtfulness of the evil.

POLUS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: And that which exceeds most in hurtfulness will be
the greatest of evils?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then injustice and intemperance, and in general the
depravity of the soul, are the greatest of evils?
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POLUS: That is evident.

SOCRATES: Now, what art is there which delivers us from pov-
erty? Does not the art of making money?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And what art frees us from disease? Does not the art
of medicine?

POLUS: Very true.

SOCRATES: And what from vice and injustice? If you are not able
to answer at once, ask yourself whither we go with the sick, and to
whom we take them.

POLUS: To the physicians, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And to whom do we go with the unjust and intem-
perate?

POLUS: To the judges, you mean.

SOCRATES: —Who are to punish them?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And do not those who rightly punish others, punish
them in accordance with a certain rule of justice?

POLUS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: Then the art of money-making frees a man from pov-
erty; medicine from disease; and justice from intemperance and in-
justice?

POLUS: That is evident.
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SOCRATES: Which, then, is the best of these three?

POLUS: Will you enumerate them?

SOCRATES: Money-making, medicine, and justice.

POLUS: Justice, Socrates, far excels the two others.

SOCRATES: And justice, if the best, gives the greatest pleasure or
advantage or both?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: But is the being healed a pleasant thing, and are those
who are being healed pleased?

POLUS: I think not.

SOCRATES: A useful thing, then?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Yes, because the patient is delivered from a great evil;
and this is the advantage of enduring the pain—that you get well?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And would he be the happier man in his bodily con-
dition, who is healed, or who never was out of health?

POLUS: Clearly he who was never out of health.

SOCRATES: Yes; for happiness surely does not consist in being
delivered from evils, but in never having had them.

POLUS: True.
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SOCRATES: And suppose the case of two persons who have some
evil in their bodies, and that one of them is healed and delivered
from evil, and another is not healed, but retains the evil—which of
them is the most miserable?

POLUS: Clearly he who is not healed.

SOCRATES: And was not punishment said by us to be a deliver-
ance from the greatest of evils, which is vice?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And justice punishes us, and makes us more just, and
is the medicine of our vice?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: He, then, has the first place in the scale of happiness
who has never had vice in his soul; for this has been shown to be the
greatest of evils.

POLUS: Clearly.

SOCRATES: And he has the second place, who is delivered from
vice?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: That is to say, he who receives admonition and re-
buke and punishment?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then he lives worst, who, having been unjust, has no
deliverance from injustice?

POLUS: Certainly.
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SOCRATES: That is, he lives worst who commits the greatest crimes,
and who, being the most unjust of men, succeeds in escaping re-
buke or correction or punishment; and this, as you say, has been
accomplished by Archelaus and other tyrants and rhetoricians and
potentates? (Compare Republic.)

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: May not their way of proceeding, my friend, be com-
pared to the conduct of a person who is afflicted with the worst of
diseases and yet contrives not to pay the penalty to the physician for
his sins against his constitution, and will not be cured, because, like
a child, he is afraid of the pain of being burned or cut:—Is not that
a parallel case?

POLUS: Yes, truly.

SOCRATES: He would seem as if he did not know the nature of
health and bodily vigour; and if we are right, Polus, in our previous
conclusions, they are in a like case who strive to evade justice, which
they see to be painful, but are blind to the advantage which ensues
from it, not knowing how far more miserable a companion a dis-
eased soul is than a diseased body; a soul, I say, which is corrupt and
unrighteous and unholy. And hence they do all that they can to
avoid punishment and to avoid being released from the greatest of
evils; they provide themselves with money and friends, and culti-
vate to the utmost their powers of persuasion. But if we, Polus, are
right, do you see what follows, or shall we draw out the consequences
in form?

POLUS: If you please.

SOCRATES: Is it not a fact that injustice, and the doing of injus-
tice, is the greatest of evils?

POLUS: That is quite clear.
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SOCRATES: And further, that to suffer punishment is the way to
be released from this evil?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And not to suffer, is to perpetuate the evil?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: To do wrong, then, is second only in the scale of evils;
but to do wrong and not to be punished, is first and greatest of all?

POLUS: That is true.

SOCRATES: Well, and was not this the point in dispute, my friend?
You deemed Archelaus happy, because he was a very great criminal and
unpunished: I, on the other hand, maintained that he or any other who
like him has done wrong and has not been punished, is, and ought to
be, the most miserable of all men; and that the doer of injustice is more
miserable than the sufferer; and he who escapes punishment, more mis-
erable than he who suffers.—Was not that what I said?

POLUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And it has been proved to be true?

POLUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Well, Polus, but if this is true, where is the great use
of rhetoric? If we admit what has been just now said, every man
ought in every way to guard himself against doing wrong, for he
will thereby suffer great evil?

POLUS: True.

SOCRATES: And if he, or any one about whom he cares, does
wrong, he ought of his own accord to go where he will be immedi-



457

Plato

ately punished; he will run to the judge, as he would to the physi-
cian, in order that the disease of injustice may not be rendered chronic
and become the incurable cancer of the soul; must we not allow this
consequence, Polus, if our former admissions are to stand:—is any
other inference consistent with them?

POLUS: To that, Socrates, there can be but one answer.

SOCRATES: Then rhetoric is of no use to us, Polus, in helping a
man to excuse his own injustice, that of his parents or friends, or
children or country; but may be of use to any one who holds that
instead of excusing he ought to accuse—himself above all, and in
the next degree his family or any of his friends who may be doing
wrong; he should bring to light the iniquity and not conceal it, that
so the wrong-doer may s uffer and be madewhole; and he should
even force himself and others not to shrink, but with closed eyes
like brave men to let the physician operate with knife  or searing
iron, not regarding the pain, in the hope of attaining the good and
the honourable; let him who has done things worthy of stripes,
allow himself to be scourged, if of bonds, to be bound, if of a fine,
to be fined, if of exile, to be exiled, if of death, to die, himself being
the first to accuse himself and his own relations, and using rhe toric
to thisend, that his and their unjust actions may be made manifest,
and that they themselves may be delivered from injustice, which is
the greatest evil. Then, Polus, rhetoric would indeed be useful. Do
you say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to that?

POLUS: To me, Socrates, what you are saying appears very strange,
though probably in agreement with your premises.

SOCRATES: Is not this the conclusion, if the premises are not
disproven?

POLUS: Yes; it certainly is.

SOCRATES: And from the opposite point of view, if indeed it be
our duty to harm another, whether an enemy or not—I except the
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case of self-defence—then I have to be upon my guard—but if my
enemy injures a third person, then in every sort of way, by word as
well as deed, I should try to prevent his being punished, or appear-
ing before the judge; and if he appears, I should contrive that he
should escape, and not suffer punishment: if he has stolen a sum of
money, let him keep what he has stolen and spend it on him and
his, regardless of religion and justice; and if he  have done things
worthy of death, let him not die, but rather be immortal in his
wickedness; or, if this is not possible, let him at any rate be allowed
to live as long as he can. For such purposes, Polus, rhetoric may be
useful, but is of small if of any use to him who is not intending to
commit injustice; at least, there was no such use discovered by us in
the previous discussion.

CALLICLES: Tell me, Chaerephon, is Socrates in earnest, or is he
joking?

CHAEREPHON: I should say, Callicles, that he is in most pro-
found earnest; but you may well ask him.

CALLICLES: By the gods, and I will. Tell me, Socrates, are you in
earnest, or only in jest? For if you are in earnest, and what you say is
true, is not the whole of human life turned upside down; and are we
not doing, as would appear, in everything the opposite of what we
ought to be doing?

SOCRATES: O Callicles, if there were not some community of
feelings among mankind, however varying in different persons—I
mean to say, if every man’s feelings were peculiar to himself and
were not shared by the rest of his species—I do not see how we
could ever communicate our impressions to one another. I make
this remark because I perceive that you and I have a common feel-
ing. For we are lovers both, and both of us have two loves apiece:—
I am the lover of Alcibiades, the son of Cleinias, and of philosophy;
and you of the Athenian Demus, and of Demus the son of
Pyrilampes. Now, I observe that you, with all your cleverness, do
not venture to contradict your favourite in any word or opinion of
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his; but as he changes you change, backwards and forwards. When
the Athenian Demus denies anything that you are saying in the
assembly, you go over to his opinion; and you do the same with
Demus, the fair young son of Pyrilampes. For you have not the
power to resist the words and ideas of your loves; and if a person
were to express surprise at the strangeness of what you say from
time to time when under their influence, you would probably reply
to him, if you were honest, that you cannot help saying what your
loves say unless they are prevented; and that you can only be silent
when they are. Now you must understand that my words are an
echo too, and therefore you need not wonder at me; but if you want
to silence me, silence philosophy, who is my love, for she is always
telling me what I am now telling you, my friend; neither is she
capricious like my other love, for the son of Cleinias says one thing
to-day and another thing to-morrow, but philosophy is always true.
She is the teacher at whose words you are now wondering, and you
have heard her yourself. Her you must refute, and either show, as I
was saying, that to do injustice and to escape punishment is not the
worst of all evils; or, if you leave her word unrefuted, by the dog the
god of Egypt, I declare, O Callicles, that Callicles will never be at
one with himself, but that his whole life will be a discord. And yet,
my friend, I would rather that my lyre should be inharmonious,
and that there should be no music in the chorus which I provided;
aye, or that the whole world should be at odds with me, and oppose
me, rather than that I myself should be at odds with myself, and
contradict myself.

CALLICLES: O Socrates, you are a regular declaimer, and seem to
be running riot in the argument. And now you are declaiming in
this way because Polus has fallen into the same error himself of
which he accused Gorgias:—for he said that when Gorgias was asked
by you, whether, if some one came to him who wanted to learn
rhetoric, and did not know justice, he would teach him justice,
Gorgias in his modesty replied that he would, because he thought
that mankind in general would be displeased if he answered ‘No’;
and then in consequence of this admission, Gorgias was compelled
to contradict himself, that being just the sort of thing in which you
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delight. Whereupon Polus laughed at you deservedly, as I think; but
now he has himself fallen into the same trap. I cannot say very much
for his wit when he conceded to you that to do is more dishonourable
than to suffer injustice, for this was the admission which led to his
being entangled by you; and because he was too modest to say what
he thought, he had his mouth stopped. For the truth is, Socrates,
that you, who pretend to be engaged in the pursuit of truth, are
appealing now to the popular and vulgar notions of right, which are
not natural, but only conventional. Convention and nature are gen-
erally at variance with one another: and hence, if a person is too
modest to say what he thinks, he is compelled to contradict himself;
and you, in your ingenuity perceiving the advantage to be thereby
gained, slowly ask of him who is arguing conventionally a question
which is to be determined by the rule of nature; and if he is talking
of the rule of nature, you slip away to custom: as, for instance, you
did in this very discussion about doing and suffering injustice. When
Polus was speaking of the conventionally dishonourable, you as-
sailed him from the point of view of nature; for by the rule of na-
ture, to suffer injustice is the greater disgrace because the greater
evil; but conventionally, to do evil is the more disgraceful. For the
suffering of injustice is not the part of a man, but of a slave, who
indeed had better die than live; since when he is wronged and
trampled upon, he is unable to help himself, or any other about
whom he cares. The reason, as I conceive, is that the makers of laws
are the majority who are weak; and they make laws and distribute
praises and censures with a view to themselves and to their own
interests; and they terrify the stronger sort of men, and those who
are able to get the better of them, in order that they may not get the
better of them; and they say, that dishonesty is shameful and un-
just; meaning, by the word injustice, the desire of a man to have
more than his neighbours; for knowing their own inferiority, I sus-
pect that they are too glad of equality. And therefore the endeavour
to have more than the many, is conventionally said to be shameful
and unjust, and is called injustice (compare Republic), whereas na-
ture herself intimates that it is just for the better to have more than
the worse, the more powerful than the weaker; and in many ways
she shows, among men as well as among animals, and indeed among
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whole cities and races, that justice consists in the superior ruling
over and having more than the inferior. For on what principle of
justice did Xerxes invade Hellas, or his father the Scythians? (not to
speak of numberless other examples). Nay, but these are the men
who act according to nature; yes, by Heaven, and according to the
law of nature: not, perhaps, according to that artificial law, which
we invent and impose upon our fellows, of whom we take the best
and strongest from their youth upwards, and tame them like young
lions,—charming them with the sound of the voice, and saying to
them, that with equality they must be content, and that the equal is
the honourable and the just. But if there were a man who had suffi-
cient force, he would shake off and break through, and escape from
all this; he would trample under foot all our formulas and spells and
charms, and all our laws which are against nature: the slave would
rise in rebellion and be lord over us, and the light of natural justice
would shine forth. And this I take to be the sentiment of Pindar,
when he says in his poem, that

‘Law is the king of all, of mortals as well as of immortals;’

this, as he says,

‘Makes might to be right, doing violence with highest hand;
as I infer from the deeds of Heracles, for without buying
them—’ (Fragm. Incert. 151 (Bockh).)

—I do not remember the exact words, but the meaning is, that
without buying them, and without their being given to him, he
carried off the oxen of Geryon, according to the law of natural right,
and that the oxen and other possessions of the weaker and inferior
properly belong to the stronger and superior. And this is true, as
you may ascertain, if you will leave philosophy and go on to higher
things: for philosophy, Socrates, if pursued in moderation and at
the proper age, is an elegant accomplishment, but too much phi-
losophy is the ruin of human life. Even if a man has good parts, still,
if he carries philosophy into later life, he is necessarily ignorant of
all those things which a gentleman and a person of honour ought to
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know; he is inexperienced in the laws of the State, and in the lan-
guage which ought to be used in the dealings of man with man,
whether private or public, and utterly ignorant of the pleasures and
desires of mankind and of human character in general. And people
of this sort, when they betake themselves to politics or business, are
as ridiculous as I imagine the politicians to be, when they make
their appearance in the arena of philosophy. For, as Euripides says,

‘Every man shines in that and pursues that, and devotes the
greatest portion of the day to that in which he most excels,’
(Antiope, fragm. 20 (Dindorf).)

but anything in which he is inferior, he avoids and depreciates, and
praises the opposite from partiality to himself, and because he thinks
that he will thus praise himself. The true principle is to unite them.
Philosophy, as a part of education, is an excellent thing, and there is
no disgrace to a man while he is young in pursuing such a study;
but when he is more advanced in years, the thing becomes ridicu-
lous, and I feel towards philosophers as I do towards those who lisp
and imitate children. For I love to see a little child, who is not of an
age to speak plainly, lisping at his play; there is an appearance of
grace and freedom in his utterance, which is natural to his childish
years. But when I hear some small creature carefully articulating its
words, I am offended; the sound is disagreeable, and has to my ears
the twang of slavery. So wh en I hear a man lisping, or see him
playing like a child, his behaviour appears to me ridiculous and
unmanly and worthy of stripes. And I have the same feeling about
students of philosophy; when I see a youth thus engaged,—the study
appears to me to be in character, and becoming a man of liberal
education, and him who neglects philosophy I regard as an inferior
man, who will never aspire to anything great or noble. But if I see
him continuing the study in later life, and not leaving off, I should
like to beat him, Socrates; for, as I was saying, such a one, even
though he have good natural parts, becomes effeminate. He flies
from the busy centre and the market-place, in which, as the poet
says, men become distinguished; he creeps into a corner for the rest
of his life, and talks in a whisper with three or four admiring youths,
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but never speaks out like a freeman in a satisfactory manner. Now I,
Socrates, am very well inclined towards you, and my feeling may be
compared with that of Zethus towards Amphion, in the play of
Euripides, whom I was mentioning just now: for I am disposed to
say to you much what Zethus said to his brother, that you, Socrates,
are careless about the things of which you ought to be careful; and
that you

‘Who have a soul so noble, are remarkable for a puerile
     exterior;
Neither in a court of justice could you state a case, or give
     any reason or proof,
Or offer valiant counsel on another’s behalf.’

And you must not be offended, my dear Socrates, for I am speaking
out of good-will towards you, if I ask whether you are not ashamed
of being thus defenceless; which I affirm to be the condition not of
you only but of all those who will carry the study of philosophy too
far. For suppose that some one were to take you, or any one of your
sort, off to prison, declaring that you had done wrong when you
had done no wrong, you must allow that you would not know what
to do:—there you would stand giddy and gaping, and not having a
word to say; and when you went up before the Court, even if the
accuser were a poor creature and not good for much, you would die
if he were disposed to claim the penalty of death. And yet, Socrates,
what is the value of

‘An art which converts a man of sense into a fool,’

who is helpless, and has no power to save either himself or others,
when he is in the greatest danger and is going to be despoiled by his
enemies of all his goods, and has to live, simply deprived of his
rights of citizenship?—he being a man who, if I may use the expres-
sion, may be boxed on the ears with impunity. Then, my good friend,
take my advice, and refute no more:

‘Learn the philosophy of business, and acquire the
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reputation of wisdom. But leave to others these niceties,’

whether they are to be described as follies or absurdities:

‘For they will only
Give you poverty for the inmate of your dwelling.’

Cease, then, emulating these paltry splitters of words, and emulate
only the man of substance and honour, who is well to do.

SOCRATES: If my soul, Callicles, were made of gold, should I not
rejoice to discover one of those stones with which they test gold,
and the very best possible one to which I might bring my soul; and
if the stone and I agreed in approving of her training, then I should
know that I was in a satisfactory state, and that no other test was
needed by me.

CALLICLES: What is your meaning, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I will tell you; I think that I have found in you the
desired touchstone.

CALLICLES: Why?

SOCRATES: Because I am sure that if you agree with me in any of
the opinions which my soul forms, I have at last found the truth
indeed. For I consider that if a man is to make a complete trial of
the good or evil of the soul, he ought to have three qualities—knowl-
edge, good-will, outspokenness, which are all possessed by you. Many
whom I meet are unable to make trial of me, because they are not
wise as you are; others are wise, but they will not tell me the truth,
because they have not the same interest in me which you have; and
these two strangers, Gorgias and Polus, are undoubtedly wise men
and my very good friends, but they are not outspoken enough, and
they are too modest. Why, their modesty is so great that they are
driven to contradict themselves, first one and then the other of them,
in the face of a large company, on matters of the highest moment.
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But you have all the qualities in which these others are deficient,
having received an excellent education; to this many Athenians can
testify. And you are my friend. Shall I tell you why I think so? I
know that you, Callicles, and Tisander of Aphidnae, and Andron
the son of Androtion, and Nausicydes of the deme of Cholarges,
studied together: there were four of you, and I once heard you ad-
vising with one another as to the extent to which the pursuit of
philosophy should be carried, and, as I know, you came to the con-
clusion that the study should not be pushed too much into detail.
You were cautioning one another not to be overwise; you were afraid
that too much wisdom might unconsciously to yourselves be the
ruin of you. And now when I hear you giving the same advice to me
which you then gave to your most intimate friends, I have a suffi-
cient evidence of your real good-will to me. And of the frankness of
your nature and freedom from modesty I am assured by yourself,
and the assurance is confirmed by your last speech.  Well then, the
inference in the present case clearly is, that if you agree with me in
an argument about any point, that point will have been sufficiently
tested by us, and will not require to be submitted to any further
test. For you could not have agreed with me, either from lack of
knowledge or from superfluity of modesty, nor yet from a desire to
deceive me, for you are my friend, as you tell me yourself. And
therefore when you and I are agreed, the result will be the attain-
ment of perfect truth. Now there is no nobler enquiry, Callicles,
than that which you censure me for making,—What ought the char-
acter of a man to be, and what his pursuits, and how far is he to go,
both in maturer years and in youth? For be assured that if I err in
my own conduct I do not err intentionally, but from ignorance. Do
not then desist from advising me, now  that you havebegun, until I
have learned clearly what this is which I am to practise, and how I
may acquire it. And if you find me assenting to your words, and
hereafter not doing that to which I assented, call me ‘dolt,’ and
deem me unworthy of receiving further instruction. Once more,
then, tell me what you and Pindar mean by natural justice: Do you
not mean that the superior should take the property of the inferior
by force; that the better should rule the worse, the noble have more
than the mean? Am I not right in my recollection?
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CALLICLES: Yes; that is what I was saying, and so I still aver.

SOCRATES: And do you mean by the better the same as the supe-
rior? for I could not make out what you were saying at the time—
whether you meant by the superior the stronger, and that the weaker
must obey the stronger, as you seemed to imply when you said that
great cities attack small ones in accordance with natural right, be-
cause they are superior and stronger, as though the superior and
stronger and better were the same; or whether the better may be
also the inferior and weaker, and the superior the worse, or whether
better is to be defined in the same way as superior:—this is the
point which I want to have cleared up. Are the superior and better
and stronger the same or different?

CALLICLES: I say unequivocally that they are the same.

SOCRATES: Then the many are by nature superior to the one,
against whom, as you were saying, they make the laws?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then the laws of the many are the laws of the supe-
rior?

CALLICLES: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then they are the laws of the better; for the superior
class are far better, as you were saying?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And since they are superior, the laws which are made
by them are by nature good?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And are not the many of opinion, as you were lately
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saying, that justice is equality, and that to do is more disgraceful
than to suffer injustice?—is that so or not? Answer, Callicles, and
let no modesty be found to come in the way; do the many think, or
do they not think thus?—I must beg of you to answer, in order that
if you agree with me I may fortify myself by the assent of so compe-
tent an authority.

CALLICLES: Yes; the opinion of the many is what you say.

SOCRATES: Then not only custom but nature also affirms that to
do is more disgraceful than to suffer injustice, and that justice is
equality; so that you seem to have been wrong in your former asser-
tion, when accusing me you said that nature and custom are op-
posed, and that I, knowing this, was dishonestly playing between
them, appealing to custom when the argument is about nature, and
to nature when the argument is about custom?

CALLICLES: This man will never cease talking nonsense. At your
age, Socrates, are you not ashamed to be catching at words and
chuckling over some verbal slip? do you not see—have I not told
you already, that by superior I mean better: do you imagine me to
say, that if a rabble of slaves and nondescripts, who are of no use
except perhaps for their physical strength, get together, their ipsissima
verba are laws?

SOCRATES: Ho! my philosopher, is that your line?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: I was thinking, Callicles, that something of the kind
must have been in your mind, and that is why I repeated the ques-
tion,—What is the superior? I wanted to know clearly what you
meant; for you surely do not think that two men are better than
one, or that your slaves are better than you because they are stron-
ger? Then please to begin again, and tell me who the better are, if
they are not the stronger; and I will ask you, great Sir, to be a little
milder in your instructions, or I shall have to run away from you.
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CALLICLES: You are ironical.

SOCRATES: No, by the hero Zethus, Callicles, by whose aid you
were just now saying many ironical things against me, I am not:—
tell me, then, whom you mean, by the better?

CALLICLES: I mean the more excellent.

SOCRATES: Do you not see that you are yourself using words which
have no meaning and that you are explaining nothing?—will you
tell me whether you mean by the better and superior the wiser, or if
not, whom?

CALLICLES: Most assuredly, I do mean the wiser.

SOCRATES: Then according to you, one wise man may often be
superior to ten thousand fools, and he ought to rule them, and they
ought to be his subjects, and he ought to have more than they should.
This is what I believe that you mean (and you must not suppose
that I am word-catching), if you allow that the one is superior to the
ten thousand?

CALLICLES: Yes; that is what I mean, and that is what I conceive
to be natural justice—that the better and wiser should rule and have
more than the inferior.

SOCRATES: Stop there, and let me ask you what you would say in
this case: Let us suppose that we are all together as we are now; there
are several of us, and we have a large common store of meats and
drinks, and there are all sorts of persons in our company having
various degrees of strength and weakness, and one of us, being a
physician, is wiser in the matter of food than all the rest, and he is
probably stronger than some and not so strong as others of us—will
he not, being wiser, be also better than we are, and our superior in
this matter of food?

CALLICLES: Certainly.
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SOCRATES: Either, then, he will have a larger share of the meats
and drinks, because he is better, or he will have the distribution of
all of them by reason of his authority, but he will not expend or
make use of a larger share of them on his own person, or if he does,
he will be punished; —his share will exceed that of some, and be
less than that of others, and if he be the weakest of all, he being the
best of all will have the smallest share of all, Callicles:—am I not
right, my friend?

CALLICLES: You talk about meats and drinks and physicians and
other nonsense; I am not speaking of them.

SOCRATES: Well, but do you admit that the wiser is the better?
Answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No.’

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And ought not the better to have a larger share?

CALLICLES: Not of meats and drinks.

SOCRATES: I understand: then, perhaps, of coats—the skilfullest
weaver ought to have the largest coat, and the greatest number of
them, and go about clothed in the best and finest of them?

CALLICLES: Fudge about coats!

SOCRATES: Then the skilfullest and best in making shoes ought
to have the advantage in shoes; the shoemaker, clearly, should walk
about in the largest shoes, and have the greatest number of them?

CALLICLES: Fudge about shoes! What nonsense are you talking?

SOCRATES: Or, if this is not your meaning, perhaps you would
say that the wise and good and true husbandman should actually
have a larger share of seeds, and have as much seed as possible for
his own land?
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CALLICLES: How you go on, always talking in the same way,
Socrates!

SOCRATES: Yes, Callicles, and also about the same things.

CALLICLES: Yes, by the Gods, you are literally always talking of
cobblers and fullers and cooks and doctors, as if this had to do with
our argument.

SOCRATES: But why will you not tell me in what a man must be
superior and wiser in order to claim a larger share; will you neither
accept a suggestion, nor offer one?

CALLICLES: I have already told you. In the first place, I mean by
superiors not cobblers or cooks, but wise politicians who under-
stand the administration of a state, and who are not only wise, but
also valiant and able to carry out their designs, and not the men to
faint from want of soul.

SOCRATES: See now, most excellent Callicles, how different my
charge against you is from that which you bring against me, for you
reproach me with always saying the same; but I reproach you with
never saying the same about the same things, for at one time you
were defining the better and the superior to be the stronger, then
again as the wiser, and now you bring forward a new notion; the
superior and the better are now declared by you to be the more
courageous: I wish, my good friend, that you would tell me, once
for all, whom you affirm to be the better and superior, and in what
they are better?

CALLICLES: I have already told you that I mean those who are
wise and courageous in the administration of a state—they ought to
be the rulers of their states, and justice consists in their having more
than their subjects.

SOCRATES: But whether rulers or subjects will they or will they
not have more than themselves, my friend?
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CALLICLES: What do you mean?

SOCRATES: I mean that every man is his own ruler; but perhaps
you think that there is no necessity for him to rule himself; he is
only required to rule others?

CALLICLES: What do you mean by his ‘ruling over himself ’?

SOCRATES: A simple thing enough; just what is commonly said,
that a man should be temperate and master of himself, and ruler of
his own pleasures and passions.

CALLICLES: What innocence! you mean those fools,—the tem-
perate?

SOCRATES: Certainly:—any one may know that to be my mean-
ing.

CALLICLES: Quite so, Socrates; and they are really fools, for how
can a man be happy who is the servant of anything? On the con-
trary, I plainly assert, that he who would truly live ought to allow
his desires to wax to the uttermost, and not to chastise them; but
when they have grown to their greatest he should have courage and
intelligence to minister to them and to satisfy all his longings. And
this I affirm to be natural justice and nobility. To this however the
many cannot attain; and they blame the strong man because they
are ashamed of their own weakness, which they desire to conceal,
and hence they say that intemperance is base. As I have remarked
already, they enslave the nobler natures, and being unable to satisfy
their pleasures, they praise temperance and justice out of their own
cowardice. For if a man had been originally the son of a king, or had
a nature capable of acquiring an empire or a tyranny or sovereignty,
what could be more truly base or evil than temperance—to a man
like him, I say, who might freely be enjoying every good, and has no
one to stand in his way, and yet has admitted custom and reason
and the opinion of other men to be lords over him?—must not he
be in a miserable plight whom the reputation of justice and temper-
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ance hinders from giving  more to his friends than to his enemies,
even though he be a ruler in his city? Nay, Socrates, for you profess
to be a votary of the truth, and the truth is this:—that luxury and
intemperance and licence, if they be provided with means, are vir-
tue and happiness—all the rest is a mere bauble, agreements con-
trary to nature, foolish talk of men, nothing worth.
(CompareRepublic.)

SOCRATES: There is a noble freedom, Callicles, in your way of
approaching the argument; for what you say is what the rest of the
world think, but do not like to say. And I must beg of you to perse-
vere, that the true rule of human life may become manifest. Tell me,
then:—you say, do you not, that in the rightly-developed man the
passions ought not to be controlled, but that we should let them
grow to the utmost and somehow or other satisfy them, and that
this is virtue?

CALLICLES: Yes; I do.

SOCRATES: Then those who want nothing are not truly said to be
happy?

CALLICLES: No indeed, for then stones and dead men would be
the happiest of all.

SOCRATES: But surely life according to your view is an awful thing;
and indeed I think that Euripides may have been right in saying,

‘Who knows if life be not death and death life;’

and that we are very likely dead; I have heard a philosopher say that
at this moment we are actually dead, and that the body (soma) is
our tomb (sema (compare Phaedr.)), and that the part of the soul
which is the seat of the desires is liable to be tossed about by words
and blown up and down; and some ingenious person, probably a
Sicilian or an Italian, playing with the word, invented a tale in which
he called the soul—because of its believing and make-believe na-
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ture—a vessel (An untranslatable pun,—dia to pithanon te kai
pistikon onomase pithon.), and the ignorant he called the uniniti-
ated or leaky, and the place in the souls of the uninitiated in which
the desires are seated, being the intemperate and incontinent part,
he compared to a vessel full of holes, because it can never be satis-
fied. He is not of your way of thinking, Callicles, for he declares,
that of all the souls in Hades, meaning the invisible world (aeides),
these uninitiated or leaky persons are the most miserable, and that
they pour water into a vessel which is full of holes out of a colander
which is similarly perforated. The colander, as my informer assures
me, is the soul, and the soul which he compares to a colander is the
soul of the ignorant, which is likewise full of holes, and therefore
incontinent, owing to a bad memory and want of faith. These no-
tions are strange enough, but th ey show the principle which, if I
can, I would fain prove to you; that you should change your mind,
and, instead of the intemperate and insatiate life, choose that which
is orderly and sufficient and has a due provision for daily needs. Do
I make any impression on you, and are you coming over to the
opinion that the orderly are happier than the intemperate? Or do I
fail to persuade you, and, however many tales I rehearse to you, do
you continue of the same opinion still?

CALLICLES: The latter, Socrates, is more like the truth.

SOCRATES: Well, I will tell you another image, which comes out
of the same school:—Let me request you to consider how far you
would accept this as an account of the two lives of the temperate
and intemperate in a figure:—There are two men, both of whom
have a number of casks; the one man has his casks sound and full,
one of wine, another of honey, and a third of milk, besides others
filled with other liquids, and the streams which fill them are few
and scanty, and he can only obtain them with a great deal of toil
and difficulty; but when his casks are once filled he has no need to
feed them any more, and has no further trouble with them or care
about them. The other, in like manner, can procure streams, though
not without difficulty; but his vessels are leaky and unsound, and
night and day he is compelled to be filling them, and if he pauses
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for a moment, he is in an agony of pain. Such are their respective
lives:—And now would you say that the life of the intemperate is
happier than that of the temperate? Do I not convince you that the
opposite is the truth?

CALLICLES: You do not convince me, Socrates, for the one who
has filled himself has no longer any pleasure left; and this, as I was
just now saying, is the life of a stone: he has neither joy nor sorrow
after he is once filled; but the pleasure depends on the superabun-
dance of the influx.

SOCRATES: But the more you pour in, the greater the waste; and
the holes must be large for the liquid to escape.

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: The life which you are now depicting is not that of a
dead man, or of a stone, but of a cormorant; you mean that he is to
be hungering and eating?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he is to be thirsting and drinking?

CALLICLES: Yes, that is what I mean; he is to have all his desires
about him, and to be able to live happily in the gratification of
them.

SOCRATES: Capital, excellent; go on as you have begun, and have
no shame; I, too, must disencumber myself of shame: and first, will
you tell me whether you include itching and scratching, provided
you have enough of them and pass your life in scratching, in your
notion of happiness?

CALLICLES: What a strange being you are, Socrates! a regular mob-
orator.



475

Plato

SOCRATES: That was the reason, Callicles, why I scared Polus
and Gorgias, until they were too modest to say what they thought;
but you will not be too modest and will not be scared, for you are
a brave man. And now, answer my question.

CALLICLES: I answer, that even the scratcher would live pleas-
antly.

SOCRATES: And if pleasantly, then also happily?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: But what if the itching is not confined to the head?
Shall I pursue the question? And here, Callicles, I would have you
consider how you would reply if consequences are pressed upon
you, especially if in the last resort you are asked, whether the life
of a catamite is not terrible, foul, miserable? Or would you ven-
ture to say, that they too are happy, if they only get enough of
what they want?

CALLICLES: Are you not ashamed, Socrates, of introducing such
topics into the argument?

SOCRATES: Well, my fine friend, but am I the introducer of these
topics, or he who says without any qualification that all who feel
pleasure in whatever manner are happy, and who admits of no dis-
tinction between good and bad pleasures? And I would still ask,
whether you say that pleasure and good are the same, or whether
there is some pleasure which is not a good?

CALLICLES: Well, then, for the sake of consistency, I will say that
they are the same.

SOCRATES: You are breaking the original agreement, Callicles,
and will no longer be a satisfactory companion in the search after
truth, if you say what is contrary to your real opinion.
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CALLICLES: Why, that is what you are doing too, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Then we are both doing wrong. Still, my dear friend, I
would ask you to consider whether pleasure, from whatever source de-
rived, is the good; for, if this be true, then the disagreeable consequences
which have been darkly intimated must follow, and many others.

CALLICLES: That, Socrates, is only your opinion.

SOCRATES: And do you, Callicles, seriously maintain what you
are saying?

CALLICLES: Indeed I do.

SOCRATES: Then, as you are in earnest, shall we proceed with the
argument?

CALLICLES: By all means. (Or, ‘I am in profound earnest.’)

SOCRATES: Well, if you are willing to proceed, determine this
question for me:—There is something, I presume, which you would
call knowledge?

CALLICLES: There is.

SOCRATES: And were you not saying just now, that some courage
implied knowledge?

CALLICLES: I was.

SOCRATES: And you were speaking of courage and knowledge as
two things different from one another?

CALLICLES: Certainly I was.

SOCRATES: And would you say that pleasure and knowledge are
the same, or not the same?
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CALLICLES: Not the same, O man of wisdom.

SOCRATES: And would you say that courage differed from plea-
sure?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Well, then, let us remember that Callicles, the
Acharnian, says that pleasure and good are the same; but that knowl-
edge and courage are not the same, either with one another, or with
the good.

CALLICLES: And what does our friend Socrates, of Foxton, say—
does he assent to this, or not?

SOCRATES: He does not assent; neither will Callicles, when he
sees himself truly. You will admit, I suppose, that good and evil
fortune are opposed to each other?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if they are opposed to each other, then, like health
and disease, they exclude one another; a man cannot have them
both, or be without them both, at the same time?

CALLICLES: What do you mean?

SOCRATES: Take the case of any bodily affection:—a man may
have the complaint in his eyes which is called ophthalmia?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: But he surely cannot have the same eyes well and
sound at the same time?

CALLICLES: Certainly not.



478

Gorgias

SOCRATES: And when he has got rid of his ophthalmia, has he
got rid of the health of his eyes too? Is the final result, that he gets
rid of them both together?

CALLICLES: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: That would surely be marvellous and absurd?

CALLICLES: Very.

SOCRATES: I suppose that he is affected by them, and gets rid of
them in turns?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he may have strength and weakness in the same
way, by fits?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Or swiftness and slowness?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And does he have and not have good and happiness,
and their opposites, evil and misery, in a similar alternation? (Com-
pare Republic.)

CALLICLES: Certainly he has.

SOCRATES: If then there be anything which a man has and has
not at the same time, clearly that cannot be good and evil—do we
agree? Please not to answer without consideration.

CALLICLES: I entirely agree.

SOCRATES: Go back now to our former admissions.—Did you
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say that to hunger, I mean the mere state of hunger, was pleasant or
painful?

CALLICLES: I said painful, but that to eat when you are hungry is
pleasant.

SOCRATES: I know; but still the actual hunger is painful: am I not
right?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And thirst, too, is painful?

CALLICLES: Yes, very.

SOCRATES: Need I adduce any more instances, or would you agree
that all wants or desires are painful?

CALLICLES: I agree, and therefore you need not adduce any more
instances.

SOCRATES: Very good. And you would admit that to drink, when
you are thirsty, is pleasant?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in the sentence which you have just uttered, the
word ‘thirsty’ implies pain?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the word ‘drinking’ is expressive of pleasure, and
of the satisfaction of the want?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: There is pleasure in drinking?



480

Gorgias

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: When you are thirsty?

SOCRATES: And in pain?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Do you see the inference:—that pleasure and pain are
simultaneous, when you say that being thirsty, you drink? For are
they not simultaneous, and do they not affect at the same time the
same part, whether of the soul or the body?—which of them is af-
fected cannot be supposed to be of any consequence: Is not this
true?

CALLICLES: It is.

SOCRATES: You said also, that no man could have good and evil
fortune at the same time?

CALLICLES: Yes, I did.

SOCRATES: But you admitted, that when in pain a man might
also have pleasure?

CALLICLES: Clearly.

SOCRATES: Then pleasure is not the same as good fortune, or
pain the same as evil fortune, and therefore the good is not the same
as the pleasant?

CALLICLES: I wish I knew, Socrates, what your quibbling means.

SOCRATES: You know, Callicles, but you affect not to know.

CALLICLES: Well, get on, and don’t keep fooling: then you will
know what a wiseacre you are in your admonition of me.
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SOCRATES: Does not a man cease from his thirst and from his
pleasure in drinking at the same time?

CALLICLES: I do not understand what you are saying.

GORGIAS: Nay, Callicles, answer, if only for our sakes;—we should
like to hear the argument out.

CALLICLES: Yes, Gorgias, but I must complain of the habitual
trifling of Socrates; he is always arguing about little and unworthy
questions.

GORGIAS: What matter? Your reputation, Callicles, is not at stake.
Let Socrates argue in his own fashion.

CALLICLES: Well, then, Socrates, you shall ask these little ped-
dling questions, since Gorgias wishes to have them.

SOCRATES: I envy you, Callicles, for having been initiated into
the great mysteries before you were initiated into the lesser. I thought
that this was not allowable. But to return to our argument:—Does
not a man cease from thirsting and from the pleasure of drinking at
the same moment?

CALLICLES: True.

SOCRATES: And if he is hungry, or has any other desire, does he
not cease from the desire and the pleasure at the same moment?

CALLICLES: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then he ceases from pain and pleasure at the same
moment?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: But he does not cease from good and evil at the same
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moment, as you have admitted: do you still adhere to what you
said?

CALLICLES: Yes, I do; but what is the inference?

SOCRATES: Why, my friend, the inference is that the good is not
the same as the pleasant, or the evil the same as the painful; there is
a cessation of pleasure and pain at the same moment; but not of
good and evil, for they are different. How then can pleasure be the
same as good, or pain as evil? And I would have you look at the
matter in another light, which could hardly, I think, have been
considered by you when you identified them: Are not the good good
because they have good present with them, as the beautiful are those
who have beauty present with them?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And do you call the fools and cowards good men? For
you were saying just now that the courageous and the wise are the
good—would you not say so?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And did you never see a foolish child rejoicing?

CALLICLES: Yes, I have.

SOCRATES: And a foolish man too?

CALLICLES: Yes, certainly; but what is your drift?

SOCRATES: Nothing particular, if you will only answer.

CALLICLES: Yes, I have.

SOCRATES: And did you ever see a sensible man rejoicing or sor-
rowing?
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CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Which rejoice and sorrow most—the wise or the fool-
ish?

CALLICLES: They are much upon a par, I think, in that respect.

SOCRATES: Enough: And did you ever see a coward in battle?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And which rejoiced most at the departure of the en-
emy, the coward or the brave?

CALLICLES: I should say ‘most’ of both; or at any rate, they re-
joiced about equally.

SOCRATES: No matter; then the cowards, and not only the brave,
rejoice?

CALLICLES: Greatly.

SOCRATES: And the foolish; so it would seem?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And are only the cowards pained at the approach of
their enemies, or are the brave also pained?

CALLICLES: Both are pained.

SOCRATES: And are they equally pained?

CALLICLES: I should imagine that the cowards are more pained.

SOCRATES: And are they not better pleased at the enemy’s depar-
ture?
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CALLICLES: I dare say.

SOCRATES: Then are the foolish and the wise and the cowards and
the brave all pleased and pained, as you were saying, in nearly equal
degree; but are the cowards more pleased and pained than the brave?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: But surely the wise and brave are the good, and the
foolish and the cowardly are the bad?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then the good and the bad are pleased and pained in
a nearly equal degree?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then are the good and bad good and bad in a nearly
equal degree, or have the bad the advantage both in good and evil?
(i.e. in having more pleasure and more pain.)

CALLICLES: I really do not know what you mean.

SOCRATES: Why, do you not remember saying that the good were
good because good was present with them, and the evil because evil;
and that pleasures were goods and pains evils?

CALLICLES: Yes, I remember.

SOCRATES: And are not these pleasures or goods present to those
who rejoice—if they do rejoice?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then those who rejoice are good when goods are
present with them?
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CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And those who are in pain have evil or sorrow present
with them?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And would you still say that the evil are evil by reason
of the presence of evil?

CALLICLES: I should.

SOCRATES: Then those who rejoice are good, and those who are
in pain evil?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: The degrees of good and evil vary with the degrees of
pleasure and of pain?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Have the wise man and the fool, the brave and the
coward, joy and pain in nearly equal degrees? or would you say that
the coward has more?

CALLICLES: I should say that he has.

SOCRATES: Help me then to draw out the conclusion which fol-
lows from our admissions; for it is good to repeat and review what is
good twice and thrice over, as they say. Both the wise man and the
brave man we allow to be good?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the foolish man and the coward to be evil?
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CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And he who has joy is good?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And he who is in pain is evil?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: The good and evil both have joy and pain, but, per-
haps, the evil has more of them?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then must we not infer, that the bad man is as good
and bad as the good, or, perhaps, even better?—is not this a further
inference which follows equally with the preceding from the asser-
tion that the good and the pleasant are the same:—can this be de-
nied, Callicles?

CALLICLES: I have been listening and making admissions to you,
Socrates; and I remark that if a person grants you anything in play,
you, like a child, want to keep hold and will not give it back. But do
you really suppose that I or any other human being denies that
some pleasures are good and others bad?

SOCRATES: Alas, Callicles, how unfair you are! you certainly treat
me as if I were a child, sometimes saying one thing, and then an-
other, as if you were meaning to deceive me. And yet I thought at
first that you were my friend, and would not have deceived me if
you could have helped. But I see that I was mistaken; and now I
suppose that I must make the best of a bad business, as they said of
old, and take what I can get out of you.—Well, then, as I under-
stand you to say, I may assume that some pleasures are good and
others evil?
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CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: The beneficial are good, and the hurtful are evil?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And the beneficial are those which do some good,
and the hurtful are those which do some evil?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Take, for example, the bodily pleasures of eating and
drinking, which we were just now mentioning—you mean to say
that those which promote health, or any other bodily excellence,
are good, and their opposites evil?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And in the same way there are good pains and there
are evil pains?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And ought we not to choose and use the good plea-
sures and pains?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: But not the evil?

CALLICLES: Clearly.

SOCRATES: Because, if you remember, Polus and I have agreed that
all our actions are to be done for the sake of the good;—and will you
agree with us in saying, that the good is the end of all our actions, and
that all our actions are to be done for the sake of the good, and not the
good for the sake of them?—will you add a third vote to our two?
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CALLICLES: I will.

SOCRATES: Then pleasure, like everything else, is to be sought for
the sake of that which is good, and not that which is good for the
sake of pleasure?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: But can every man choose what pleasures are good
and what are evil, or must he have art or knowledge of them in
detail?

CALLICLES: He must have art.

SOCRATES: Let me now remind you of what I was saying to Gorgias
and Polus; I was saying, as you will not have forgotten, that there
were some processes which aim only at pleasure, and know nothing
of a better and worse, and there are other processes which know
good and evil. And I considered that cookery, which I do not call an
art, but only an experience, was of the former class, which is con-
cerned with pleasure, and that the art of medicine was of the class
which is concerned with the good. And now, by the god of friend-
ship, I must beg you, Callicles, not to jest, or to imagine that I am
jesting with you; do not answer at random and contrary to your real
opinion—for you will observe that we are arguing about the way of
human life; and to a man who has any sense at all, what question
can be more serious than this?—whether he should follow after that
way of life to which you exhort me, and act what you call the manly
part of speaking in the assembly, and cultivating rhetoric, and en-
gaging in public affairs, according to the principles now in vogue;
or whether he should pursue the life of philosophy;—and in what
the latter way differs from the former. But perhaps we had better
first try to distinguish them, as I did before, and when we have
come to an agreement that they are distinct, we may proceed to
consider in what they differ from one another, and which of them
we should choose. Perhaps, however, you do not even now under-
stand what I mean?
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CALLICLES: No, I do not.

SOCRATES: Then I will explain myself more clearly: seeing that
you and I have agreed that there is such a thing as good, and that
there is such a thing as pleasure, and that pleasure is not the same as
good, and that the pursuit and process of acquisition of the one,
that is pleasure, is different from the pursuit and process of acquisi-
tion of the other, which is good—I wish that you would tell me
whether you agree with me thus far or not—do you agree?

CALLICLES: I do.

SOCRATES: Then I will proceed, and ask whether you also agree
with me, and whether you think that I spoke the truth when I fur-
ther said to Gorgias and Polus that cookery in my opinion is only
an experience, and not an art at all; and that whereas medicine is an
art, and attends to the nature and constitution of the patient, and
has principles of action and reason in each case, cookery in attend-
ing upon pleasure never regards either the nature or reason of that
pleasure to which she devotes herself, but goes straight to her end,
nor ever considers or calculates anything, but works by experience
and routine, and just preserves the recollection of what she has usu-
ally done when producing pleasure. And first, I would have you
consider whether I have proved what I was saying, and then whether
there are not other similar processes which have to do with the soul—
some of them processes of art, making a provision for the soul’s
highest interest—others despising the interest, and, as in the previ-
ous case, considering only the pleasure of the soul, and how this
may be acquired, but not considering what pleasures are good or
bad, and having no other aim but to afford gratification, whether
good or bad. In my opinion, Callicles, there are such processes, and
this is the sort of thing which I term flattery, whether concerned
with the body or the soul, or whenever employed with a view to
pleasure and without any consideration of good and evil. And now
I wish that you would tell me whether you agree with us in this
notion, or whether you differ.
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CALLICLES: I do not differ; on the contrary, I agree; for in that
way I shall soonest bring the argument to an end, and shall oblige
my friend Gorgias.

SOCRATES: And is this notion true of one soul, or of two or more?

CALLICLES: Equally true of two or more.

SOCRATES: Then a man may delight a whole assembly, and yet
have no regard for their true interests?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Can you tell me the pursuits which delight mankind—
or rather, if you would prefer, let me ask, and do you answer, which
of them belong to the pleasurable class, and which of them not? In
the first place, what say you of flute-playing? Does not that appear
to be an art which seeks only pleasure, Callicles, and thinks of noth-
ing else?

CALLICLES: I assent.

SOCRATES: And is not the same true of all similar arts, as, for
example, the art of playing the lyre at festivals?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And what do you say of the choral art and of
dithyrambic poetry?—are not they of the same nature? Do you imag-
ine that Cinesias the son of Meles cares about what will tend to the
moral improvement of his hearers, or about what will give pleasure
to the multitude?

CALLICLES: There can be no mistake about Cinesias, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And what do you say of his father, Meles the harp-
player? Did he perform with any view to the good of his hearers?
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Could he be said to regard even their pleasure? For his singing was
an infliction to his audience. And of harp-playing and dithyrambic
poetry in general, what would you say? Have they not been invented
wholly for the sake of pleasure?

CALLICLES: That is my notion of them.

SOCRATES: And as for the Muse of Tragedy, that solemn and au-
gust personage—what are her aspirations? Is all her aim and desire
only to give pleasure to the spectators, or does she fight against them
and refuse to speak of their pleasant vices, and willingly proclaim in
word and song truths welcome and unwelcome?—which in your
judgment is her character?

CALLICLES: There can be no doubt, Socrates, that Tragedy has
her face turned towards pleasure and the gratification of the audi-
ence.

SOCRATES: And is not that the sort of thing, Callicles, which we
were just now describing as flattery?

CALLICLES: Quite true.

SOCRATES: Well now, suppose that we strip all poetry of song
and rhythm and metre, there will remain speech? (Compare Repub-
lic.)

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And this speech is addressed to a crowd of people?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then poetry is a sort of rhetoric?

CALLICLES: True.
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SOCRATES: And do not the poets in the theatres seem to you to
be rhetoricians?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then now we have discovered a sort of rhetoric which
is addressed to a crowd of men, women, and children, freemen and
slaves. And this is not much to our taste, for we have described it as
having the nature of flattery.

CALLICLES: Quite true.

SOCRATES: Very good. And what do you say of that other rheto-
ric which addresses the Athenian assembly and the assemblies of
freemen in other states? Do the rhetoricians appear to you always to
aim at what is best, and do they seek to improve the citizens by their
speeches, or are they too, like the rest of mankind, bent upon giving
them pleasure, forgetting the public good in the thought of their
own interest, playing with the people as with children, and trying
to amuse them, but never considering whether they are better or
worse for this?

CALLICLES: I must distinguish. There are some who have a real
care of the public in what they say, while others are such as you
describe.

SOCRATES: I am contented with the admission that rhetoric is of
two sorts; one, which is mere flattery and disgraceful declamation;
the other, which is noble and aims at the training and improvement
of the souls of the citizens, and strives to say what is best, whether
welcome or unwelcome, to the audience; but have you ever known
such a rhetoric; or if you have, and can point out any rhetorician
who is of this stamp, who is he?

CALLICLES: But, indeed, I am afraid that I cannot tell you of any
such among the orators who are at present living.
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SOCRATES: Well, then, can you mention any one of a former
generation, who may be said to have improved the Athenians, who
found them worse and made them better, from the day that he be-
gan to make speeches? for, indeed, I do not know of such a man.

CALLICLES: What! did you never hear that Themistocles was a
good man, and Cimon and Miltiades and Pericles, who is just lately
dead, and whom you heard yourself?

SOCRATES: Yes, Callicles, they were good men, if, as you said at
first, true virtue consists only in the satisfaction of our own desires
and those of others; but if not, and if, as we were afterwards com-
pelled to acknowledge, the satisfaction of some desires makes us
better, and of others, worse, and we ought to gratify the one and not
the other, and there is an art in distinguishing them,—can you tell
me of any of these statesmen who did distinguish them?

CALLICLES: No, indeed, I cannot.

SOCRATES: Yet, surely, Callicles, if you look you will find such a
one. Suppose that we just calmly consider whether any of these was
such as I have described. Will not the good man, who says whatever
he says with a view to the best, speak with a reference to some stan-
dard and not at random; just as all other artists, whether the painter,
the builder, the shipwright, or any other look all of them to their
own work, and do not select and apply at random what they apply,
but strive to give a definite form to it? The artist disposes all things
in order, and compels the one part to harmonize and accord with
the other part, until he has constructed a regular and systematic
whole; and this is true of all artists, and in the same way the trainers
and physicians, of whom we spoke before, give order and regularity
to the body: do you deny this?

CALLICLES: No; I am ready to admit it.

SOCRATES: Then the house in which order and regularity prevail
is good; that in which there is disorder, evil?
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CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the same is true of a ship?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the same may be said of the human body?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And what would you say of the soul? Will the good
soul be that in which disorder is prevalent, or that in which there is
harmony and order?

CALLICLES: The latter follows from our previous admissions.

SOCRATES: What is the name which is given to the effect of har-
mony and order in the body?

CALLICLES: I suppose that you mean health and strength?

SOCRATES: Yes, I do; and what is the name which you would give
to the effect of harmony and order in the soul? Try and discover a
name for this as well as for the other.

CALLICLES: Why not give the name yourself, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Well, if you had rather that I should, I will; and you
shall say whether you agree with me, and if not, you shall refute and
answer me. ‘Healthy,’ as I conceive, is the name which is given to
the regular order of the body, whence comes health and every other
bodily excellence: is that true or not?

CALLICLES: True.

SOCRATES: And ‘lawful’ and ‘law’ are the names which are given
to the regular order and action of the soul, and these make men
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lawful and orderly:—and so we have temperance and justice: have
we not?

CALLICLES: Granted.

SOCRATES: And will not the true rhetorician who is honest and
understands his art have his eye fixed upon these, in all the words
which he addresses to the souls of men, and in all his actions, both
in what he gives and in what he takes away? Will not his aim be to
implant justice in the souls of his citizens and take away injustice, to
implant temperance and take away intemperance, to implant every
virtue and take away every vice? Do you not agree?

CALLICLES: I agree.

SOCRATES: For what use is there, Callicles, in giving to the body
of a sick man who is in a bad state of health a quantity of the most
delightful food or drink or any other pleasant thing, which may be
really as bad for him as if you gave him nothing, or even worse if
rightly estimated. Is not that true?

CALLICLES: I will not say No to it.

SOCRATES: For in my opinion there is no profit in a man’s life if
his body is in an evil plight—in that case his life also is evil: am I not
right?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: When a man is in health the physicians will generally
allow him to eat when he is hungry and drink when he is thirsty,
and to satisfy his desires as he likes, but when he is sick they hardly
suffer him to satisfy his desires at all: even you will admit that?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And does not the same argument hold of the soul,
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my good sir? While she is in a bad state and is senseless and intem-
perate and unjust and unholy, her desires ought to be controlled,
and she ought to be prevented from doing anything which does not
tend to her own improvement.

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Such treatment will be better for the soul herself?

CALLICLES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And to restrain her from her appetites is to chastise
her?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then restraint or chastisement is better for the soul
than intemperance or the absence of control, which you were just
now preferring?

CALLICLES: I do not understand you, Socrates, and I wish that
you would ask some one who does.

SOCRATES: Here is a gentleman who cannot endure to be im-
proved or to subject himself to that very chastisement of which the
argument speaks!

CALLICLES: I do not heed a word of what you are saying, and
have only answered hitherto out of civility to Gorgias.

SOCRATES: What are we to do, then? Shall we break off in the
middle?

CALLICLES: You shall judge for yourself.

SOCRATES: Well, but people say that ‘a tale should have a head
and not break off in the middle,’ and I should not like to have the
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argument going about without a head (compare Laws); please then
to go on a little longer, and put the head on.

CALLICLES: How tyrannical you are, Socrates! I wish that you
and your argument would rest, or that you would get some one else
to argue with you.

SOCRATES: But who else is willing?—I want to finish the argu-
ment.

CALLICLES: Cannot you finish without my help, either talking
straight on, or questioning and answering yourself?

SOCRATES: Must I then say with Epicharmus, ‘Two men spoke
before, but now one shall be enough’? I suppose that there is abso-
lutely no help. And if I am to carry on the enquiry by myself, I will
first of all remark that not only I but all of us should have an ambi-
tion to know what is true and what is false in this matter, for the
discovery of the truth is a common good. And now I will proceed to
argue according to my own notion. But if any of you think that I
arrive at conclusions which are untrue you must interpose and re-
fute me, for I do not speak from any knowledge of what I am say-
ing; I am an enquirer like yourselves, and therefore, if my opponent
says anything which is of force, I shall be the first to agree with him.
I am speaking on the supposition that the argument ought to be
completed; but if you think otherwise let us leave off and go our
ways.

GORGIAS: I think, Socrates, that we should not go our ways until
you have completed the argument; and this appears to me to be the
wish of the rest of the company; I myself should very much like to
hear what more you have to say.

SOCRATES: I too, Gorgias, should have liked to continue the ar-
gument with Callicles, and then I might have given him an ‘Amphion’
in return for his ‘Zethus’; but since you, Callicles, are unwilling to
continue, I hope that you will listen, and interrupt me if I seem to



498

Gorgias

you to be in error. And if you refute me, I shall not be angry with
you as you are with me, but I shall inscribe you as the greatest of
benefactors on the tablets of my soul.

CALLICLES: My good fellow, never mind me, but get on.

SOCRATES: Listen to me, then, while I recapitulate the argu-
ment:—Is the pleasant the same as the good? Not the same. Callicles
and I are agreed about that. And is the pleasant to be pursued for
the sake of the good? or the good for the sake of the pleasant? The
pleasant is to be pursued for the sake of the good. And that is pleas-
ant at the presence of which we are pleased, and that is good at the
presence of which we are good? To besure. And we are good, and all
good things whatever are good when some virtue is present in us or
them? That, Callicles, is my conviction. But the virtue of each thing,
whether body or soul, instrument or creature, when given to them
in the best way comes to them not by chance but as the result of the
order and truth and art which are imparted to them: Am I not right?
I maintain that I am. And is not the virtue of each thing dependent
on order or arrangement? Yes, I say. And that which makes a thing
good is the proper order inhering in each thing? Such is my view.
And is not the soul which has an order of her own better than that
which has no order? Certainly. And the soul which has order is or-
derly? Of course. And that which is orderly is temperate? Assuredly.
And the temperate soul is good? No other answer can I give, Callicles
dear; have you any?

CALLICLES: Go on, my good fellow.

SOCRATES: Then I shall proceed to add, that if the temperate soul
is the good soul, the soul which is in the opposite condition, that is,
the foolish and intemperate, is the bad soul. Very true.

And will not the temperate man do what is proper, both in rela-
tion to the gods and to men;—for he would not be temperate if he
did not? Certainly he will do what is proper. In his relation to other
men he will do what is just; and in his relation to the gods he will do
what is holy; and he who does what is just and holy must be just
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and holy? Very true. And must he not be courageous? for the duty
of a temperate man is not to follow or to avoid what he ought not,
but what he ought, whether things or men or pleasures or pains,
and patiently to endure when he ought; and therefore, Callicles, the
temperate man, being, as we have described, also just and coura-
geous and holy, cannot be other than a perfectly good man, nor can
the good man do otherwise than well and perfectly whatever he
does; and he who does well must of necessity be happy and blessed,
and the evil man who does evil, miserable: now this latter is he
whom you were applauding—the intemperate who is the opposite
of the temperate. Such is my position, and these things I affirm to
be true. And if they are true, then I further affirm that he who
desires to be happy must pursue and practise temperance and run
away from intemperance as fast as his legs will carry him: he had
better order his life so as not to need punishment; but if either he or
any of his friends, whether private individual or city, are in need of
punishment, then justice must be done and he must suffer punish-
ment, if he would be happy. This appears to me to be the aim which
a man ought to have, and towards which he ought to direct all the
energies both of himself and of the state, acting so that he may have
temperance and justice present with him and be happy, not suffer-
ing his lusts to be unrestrained, and in the never-ending desire sat-
isfy them leading a robber’s life. Such a one is the friend neither of
God nor man, for he is incapable of communion, and he who is
incapable of communion is also incapable of friendship. And phi-
losophers tell us, Callicles, that communion and friendship and or-
derliness and temperance and justice bind together heaven and earth
and gods and men, and that this universe is therefore called Cosmos
or order, not disorder or misrule, my friend. But although you are a
philosopher you seem to me never to have observed that geometri-
cal equality is mighty, both among gods and men; you think that
you ought to cultivate inequality or excess, and do not care about
geometry.—Well, then, either the principle that the happy are made
happy by the possession of justice and temperance, and the miser-
able miserable by the possession of vice, must be refuted, or, if it is
granted, what will be the consequences? All the consequences which
I drew before, Callicles, and about which you asked me whether I
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was in earnest when I said that a man ought to accuse himself and
his son and his friend if he did anything wrong, and that to this end
he should use his rhetoric—all those consequences are true. And
that which you thought that Polus was led to admit out of modesty
is true, viz., that, to do injustice, if more disgraceful than to suffer, is
in that degree worse; and the other position, which, according to
Polus, Gorgias admitted out of modesty, that he who would truly
be a rhetorician ought to be just and have a knowledge of justice,
has also turned out to be true.

And now, these things being as we have said, let us proceed in the
next place to consider whether you are right in throwing in my
teeth that I am unable to help myself or any of my friends or kins-
men, or to save them in the extremity of danger, and that I am in
the power of another like an outlaw to whom any one may do what
he likes,—he may box my ears, which was a brave saying of yours;
or take away my goods or banish me, or even do his worst and kill
me; a condition which, as you say, is the height of disgrace. My
answer to you is one which has been already often repeated, but
may as well be repeated once more. I tell you, Callicles, that to be
boxed on the ears wrongfully is not the worst evil which can befall a
man, nor to have my purse or my body cut open, but that to smite
and slay me and mine wrongfully is far more disgraceful and more
evil; aye, and to despoil and enslave and pillage, or in any way at all
to wrong me and mine, is far more disgraceful and evil to the doer
of the wrong than to me who am the sufferer. These truths, which
have been already set forth as I state them in the previous discus-
sion, would seem now to have been fixed and riveted by us, if I may
use an expression which is certainly bold, in words which are like
bonds of iron and adamant; and unless you or some other still more
enterprising hero shall break them, there is no possibility of deny-
ing what I say. For my position has always been, that I myself am
ignorant how these things are, but that I have never met any one
who could say otherwise, any more than you can, and not appear
ridiculous. This is my position still, and if what I am saying is true,
and injustice is the greatest of evils to the doer of injustice, and yet
there is if possible a greater than this greatest of evils (compare Re-
public), in an unjust man not suffering retribution, what is that
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defence of which the want will make a man truly ridiculous? Must
not the defence be one which will avert the greatest of human evils?
And will not the worst of all defences be that with which a man is
unable to defend himself or his family or his friends? —and next
will come that which is unable to avert the next greatest evil; thirdly
that which is unable to avert the third greatest evil; and so of other
evils. As is the greatness of evil so is the honour of being able to
avert them in their several degrees, and the disgrace of not being
able to avert them. Am I not right Callicles?

CALLICLES: Yes, quite right.

SOCRATES: Seeing then that there are these two evils, the doing
injustice and the suffering injustice—and we affirm that to do in-
justice is a greater, and to suffer injustice a lesser evil—by what de-
vices can a man succeed in obtaining the two advantages, the one of
not doing and the other of not suffering injustice? must he have the
power, or only the will to obtain them? I mean to ask whether a
man will escape injustice if he has only the will to escape, or must
he have provided himself with the power?

CALLICLES: He must have provided himself with the power; that
is clear.

SOCRATES: And what do you say of doing injustice? Is the will
only sufficient, and will that prevent him from doing injustice, or
must he have provided himself with power and art; and if he have
not studied and practised, will he be unjust still? Surely you might
say, Callicles, whether you think that Polus and I were right in ad-
mitting the conclusion that no one does wrong voluntarily, but that
all do wrong against their will?

CALLICLES: Granted, Socrates, if you will only have done.

SOCRATES: Then, as would appear, power and art have to be pro-
vided in order that we may do no injustice?
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CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And what art will protect us from suffering injustice,
if not wholly, yet as far as possible? I want to know whether you
agree with me; for I think that such an art is the art of one who is
either a ruler or even tyrant himself, or the equal and companion of
the ruling power.

CALLICLES: Well said, Socrates; and please to observe how ready
I am to praise you when you talk sense.

SOCRATES: Think and tell me whether you would approve of
another view of mine: To me every man appears to be most the
friend of him who is most like to him—like to like, as ancient sages
say: Would you not agree to this?

CALLICLES: I should.

SOCRATES: But when the tyrant is rude and uneducated, he may
be expected to fear any one who is his superior in virtue, and will
never be able to be perfectly friendly with him.

CALLICLES: That is true.

SOCRATES: Neither will he be the friend of any one who is greatly
his inferior, for the tyrant will despise him, and will never seriously
regard him as a friend.

CALLICLES: That again is true.

SOCRATES: Then the only friend worth mentioning, whom the
tyrant can have, will be one who is of the same character, and has
the same likes and dislikes, and is at the same time willing to be
subject and subservient to him; he is the man who will have power
in the state, and no one will injure him with impunity:—is not that
so?
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CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if a young man begins to ask how he may be-
come great and formidable, this would seem to be the way—he will
accustom himself, from his youth upward, to feel sorrow and joy on
the same occasions as his master, and will contrive to be as like him
as possible?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in this way he will have accomplished, as you
and your friends would say, the end of becoming a great man and
not suffering injury?

CALLICLES: Very true.

SOCRATES: But will he also escape from doing injury? Must not
the very opposite be true,—if he is to be like the tyrant in his injus-
tice, and to have influence with him? Will he not rather contrive to
do as much wrong as possible, and not be punished?

CALLICLES: True.

SOCRATES: And by the imitation of his master and by the power
which he thus acquires will not his soul become bad and corrupted,
and will not this be the greatest evil to him?

CALLICLES: You always contrive somehow or other, Socrates, to
invert everything: do you not know that he who imitates the tyrant
will, if he has a mind, kill him who does not imitate him and take
away his goods?

SOCRATES: Excellent Callicles, I am not deaf, and I have heard
that a great many times from you and from Polus and from nearly
every man in the city, but I wish that you would hear me too. I dare
say that he will kill him if he has a mind—the bad man will kill the
good and true.
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CALLICLES: And is not that just the provoking thing?

SOCRATES: Nay, not to a man of sense, as the argument shows:
do you think that all our cares should be directed to prolonging life
to the uttermost, and to the study of those arts which secure us
from danger always; like that art of rhetoric which saves men in
courts of law, and which you advise me to cultivate?

CALLICLES: Yes, truly, and very good advice too.

SOCRATES: Well, my friend, but what do you think of swim-
ming; is that an art of any great pretensions?

CALLICLES: No, indeed.

SOCRATES: And yet surely swimming saves a man from death,
and there are occasions on which he must know how to swim. And
if you despise the swimmers, I will tell you of another and greater
art, the art of the pilot, who not only saves the souls of men, but
also their bodies and properties from the extremity of danger, just
like rhetoric. Yet his art is modest and unpresuming: it has no airs or
pretences of doing anything extraordinary, and, in return for the
same salvation which is given by the pleader, demands only two
obols, if he brings us from Aegina to Athens, or for the longer voy-
age from Pontus or Egypt, at the utmost two drachmae, when he
has saved, as I was just now saying, the passenger and his wife and
children and goods, and safely disembarked them at the Piraeus,—
this is the payment which he asks in return for so great a boon; and
he who is the master of the art, and has done all this, gets out and
walks about on the sea-shore by his ship in an unassuming way. For
he is able to reflect and is aware that he cannot tell which of his
fellow-passengers he has benefited, and which of them he has in-
jured in not allowing them to bedrowned. He knows that they are
just the same when he has disembarked them as when they em-
barked, and not a whit better either in their bodies or in their souls;
and he considers that if a man who is afflicted by great and incur-
able bodily diseases is only to be pitied for having escaped, and is in
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no way benefited by him in having been saved from drowning, much
less he who has great and incurable diseases, not of the body, but of
the soul, which is the more valuable part of him; neither is life worth
having nor of any profit to the bad man, whether he be delivered
from the sea, or the law-courts, or any other devourer;—and so he
reflects that such a one had better not live, for he cannot live well.
(Compare Republic.)

And this is the reason why the pilot, although he is our saviour, is
not usually conceited, any more than the engineer, who is not at all
behind either the general, or the pilot, or any one else, in his saving
power, for he sometimes saves whole cities. Is there any comparison
between him and the pleader? And if he were to talk, Callicles, in
your grandiose style, he would bury you under a mountain of words,
declaring and insisting that we ought all of us to be engine-makers,
and that no other profession is worth thinking about; he would
have plenty to say. Nevertheless you despise him and his art, and
sneeringly call him an engine-maker, and you will not allow your
daughters to marry his son, or marry your son to his daughters. And
yet, on your principle, what justice or reason is there in your re-
fusal? What right have you to despise the engine-maker, and the
others whom I was just now mentioning? I know that you will say,
‘I am better, and better born.’ But if the better is not what I say, and
virtue consists only in a man saving himself and his, whatever may
be his character, then your censure of the engine-maker, and of the
physician, and of the other arts of salvation, is ridiculous. O my
friend! I want you to see that the noble and the good may possibly
be something different from saving and being saved:—May not he
who is truly a man cease to care about living a certain time?—he
knows, as women say, that no man can escape fate, and therefore he
is not fond of life; he leaves all that with God, and considers in what
way he can best spend his appointed term;—whether by assimilat-
ing himself to the constitution under which he lives, as you at this
moment have to consider how you may become as like as possible
to the Athenian people, if you mean to be in their good graces, and
to have power in the state; whereas I want you to think and see
whether this is for the interest of either of us;—I would not have us
risk that which is dearest on the acquisition of this power, like the
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Thessalian enchantresses, who, as they say, bring down the moon
from heaven at the risk of their own perdition. But if you suppose
that any man will show you the art of becoming great in the city,
and yet not conforming yourself to the ways of the city, whether for
better or worse, then I can only say that you are mistaken, Callides;
for he who would deserve to be the true natural friend of the Athe-
nian Demus, aye, or of Pyrilampes’ darling who is called after them,
must be by nature like them, and not an imitator only. He, then,
who will make you most like them, will make you as you desire, a
statesman and orator: for every man is pleased when he is spoken to
in his own language and spirit, and dislikes any other. But perhaps
you, sweet Callicles, may be of another mind. What do you say?

CALLICLES: Somehow or other your words, Socrates, always ap-
pear to me to be good words; and yet, like the rest of the world, I
am not quite convinced by them. (Compare Symp.: 1 Alcib.)

SOCRATES: The reason is, Callicles, that the love of Demus which
abides in your soul is an adversary to me; but I dare say that if we
recur to these same matters, and consider them more thoroughly,
you may be convinced for all that. Please, then, to remember that
there are two processes of training all things, including body and
soul; in the one, as we said, we treat them with a view to pleasure,
and in the other with a view to the highest good, and then we do
not indulge but resist them: was not that the distinction which we
drew?

CALLICLES: Very true.

SOCRATES: And the one which had pleasure in view was just a
vulgar flattery:—was not that another of our conclusions?

CALLICLES: Be it so, if you will have it.

SOCRATES: And the other had in view the greatest improvement
of that which was ministered to, whether body or soul?
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CALLICLES: Quite true.

SOCRATES: And must we not have the same end in view in the
treatment of our city and citizens? Must we not try and make them
as good as possible? For we have already discovered that there is no
use in imparting to them any other good, unless the mind of those
who are to have the good, whether money, or office, or any other
sort of power, be gentle and good. Shall we say that?

CALLICLES: Yes, certainly, if you like.

SOCRATES: Well, then, if you and I, Callicles, were intending to
set about some public business, and were advising one another to
undertake buildings, such as walls, docks or temples of the largest
size, ought we not to examine ourselves, first, as to whether we know
or do not know the art of building, and who taught us?—would not
that be necessary, Callicles?

CALLICLES: True.

SOCRATES: In the second place, we should have to consider
whether we had ever constructed any private house, either of our
own or for our friends, and whether this building of ours was a
success or not; and if upon consideration we found that we had had
good and eminent masters, and had been successful in constructing
many fine buildings, not only with their assistance, but without
them, by our own unaided skill—in that case prudence would not
dissuade us from proceeding to the construction of public works.
But if we had no master to show, and only a number of worthless
buildings or none at all, then, surely, it would be ridiculous in us to
attempt public works, or to advise one another to undertake them.
Is not this true?

CALLICLES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And does not the same hold in all other cases? If you and
I were physicians, and were advising one another that we were compe-
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tent to practise as state-physicians, should I not ask about you, and
would you not ask about me, Well, but how about Socrates himself, has
he good health? and was any one else ever known to be cured by him,
whether slave or freeman? And I should make the same enquiries about
you. And if we arrived at the conclusion that no one, whether citizen or
stranger, man or woman, had ever been any the better for the medical
skill of either of us, then, by Heaven, Callicles, what an absurdity to
think that we or any human being should be so silly as to set up as state-
physicians and advise others like ourselves to do the same, without hav-
ing first practised in private, whether successfully or not, and acquired
experience of the art! Is not this, as they say, to begin with the big jar
when you are learning the potter’s art; which is a foolish thing?

CALLICLES: True.

SOCRATES: And now, my friend, as you are already beginning to
be a public character, and are admonishing and reproaching me for
not being one, suppose that we ask a few questions of one another.
Tell me, then, Callicles, how about making any of the citizens bet-
ter? Was there ever a man who was once vicious, or unjust, or in-
temperate, or foolish, and became by the help of Callicles good and
noble? Was there ever such a man, whether citizen or stranger, slave
or freeman? Tell me, Callicles, if a person were to ask these ques-
tions of you, what would you answer? Whom would you say that
you had improved by your conversation? There may have been good
deeds of this sort which were done by you as a private person, be-
fore you came forward in public. Why will you not answer?

CALLICLES: You are contentious, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Nay, I ask you, not from a love of contention, but
because I really want to know in what way you think that affairs
should be administered among us—whether, when you come to
the administration of them, you have any other aim but the im-
provement of the citizens? Have we not already admitted many times
over that such is the duty of a public man? Nay, we have surely said
so; for if you will not answer for yourself I must answer for you. But
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if this is what the good man ought to effect for the benefit of his
own state, allow me to recall to you the names of those whom you
were just now mentioning, Pericles, and Cimon, and Miltiades, and
Themistocles, and ask whether you still think that they were good
citizens.

CALLICLES: I do.

SOCRATES: But if they were good, then clearly each of them must
have made the citizens better instead of worse?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And, therefore, when Pericles first began to speak in
the assembly, the Athenians were not so good as when he spoke last?

CALLICLES: Very likely.

SOCRATES: Nay, my friend, ‘likely’ is not the word; for if he was a
good citizen, the inference is certain.

CALLICLES: And what difference does that make?

SOCRATES: None; only I should like further to know whether the
Athenians are supposed to have been made better by Pericles, or, on
the contrary, to have been corrupted by him; for I hear that he was
the first who gave the people pay, and made them idle and cow-
ardly, and encouraged them in the love of talk and money.

CALLICLES: You heard that, Socrates, from the laconising set who
bruise their ears.

SOCRATES: But what I am going to tell you now is not mere hear-
say, but well known both to you and me: that at first, Pericles was
glorious and his character unimpeached by any verdict of the Athe-
nians—this was during the time when they were not so good—yet
afterwards, when they had been made good and gentle by him, at
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the very end of his life they convicted him of theft, and almost put
him to death, clearly under the notion that he was a malefactor.

CALLICLES: Well, but how does that prove Pericles’ badness?

SOCRATES: Why, surely you would say that he was a bad manager
of asses or horses or oxen, who had received them originally neither
kicking nor butting nor biting him, and implanted in them all these
savage tricks? Would he not be a bad manager of any animals who
received them gentle, and made them fiercer than they were when
he received them? What do you say?

CALLICLES: I will do you the favour of saying ‘yes.’

SOCRATES: And will you also do me the favour of saying whether
man is an animal?

CALLICLES: Certainly he is.

SOCRATES: And was not Pericles a shepherd of men?

CALLICLES: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if he was a good political shepherd, ought not the
animals who were his subjects, as we were just now acknowledging, to
have become more just, and not more unjust?

CALLICLES: Quite true.

SOCRATES: And are not just men gentle, as Homer says?—or are
you of another mind?

CALLICLES: I agree.

SOCRATES: And yet he really did make them more savage than he
received them, and their savageness was shown towards himself;
which he must have been very far from desiring.
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CALLICLES: Do you want me to agree with you?

SOCRATES: Yes, if I seem to you to speak the truth.

CALLICLES: Granted then.

SOCRATES: And if they were more savage, must they not have
been more unjust and inferior?

CALLICLES: Granted again.

SOCRATES: Then upon this view, Pericles was not a good states-
man?

CALLICLES: That is, upon your view.

SOCRATES: Nay, the view is yours, after what you have admitted.
Take the case of Cimon again. Did not the very persons whom he
was serving ostracize him, in order that they might not hear his
voice for ten years? and they did just the same to Themistocles,
adding the penalty of exile; and they voted that Miltiades, the hero
of Marathon, should be thrown into the pit of death, and he was
only saved by the Prytanis. And yet, if they had been really good
men, as you say, these things would never have happened to them.
For the good charioteers are not those who at first keep their place,
and then, when they have broken-in their horses, and themselves
become better charioteers, are thrown out—that is not the way ei-
ther in charioteering or in any profession.—What do you think?

CALLICLES: I should think not.

SOCRATES: Well, but if so, the truth is as I have said already, that
in the Athenian State no one has ever shown himself to be a good
statesman—you admitted that this was true of our present states-
men, but not true of former ones, and you preferred them to the
others; yet they have turned out to be no better than our present
ones; and therefore, if they were rhetoricians, they did not use the
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true art of rhetoric or of flattery, or they would not have fallen out
of favour.

CALLICLES: But surely, Socrates, no living man ever came near
any one of them in his performances.

SOCRATES: O, my dear friend, I say nothing against them re-
garded as the serving-men of the State; and I do think that they
were certainly more serviceable than those who are living now, and
better able to gratify the wishes of the State; but as to transforming
those desires and not allowing them to have their way, and using
the powers which they had, whether of persuasion or of force, in
the improvement of their fellow citizens, which is the prime object
of the truly good citizen, I do not see that in these respects they
were a whit superior to our present statesmen, although I do admit
that they were more clever at providing ships and walls and docks,
and all that. You and I have a ridiculous way, for during the whole
time that we are arguing, we are always going round and round to
the same point, and constantly misunderstanding one another. If I
am not mistaken, you have admitted and acknowledged more than
once, that there are two kinds of operations which have to do with
the body, and two which have to do with the soul: one of the two is
ministerial, and if our bodies are hungry provides food for them,
and if they are thirsty gives them drink, or if they are cold supplies
them with garments, blankets, shoes, and all that they crave. I use
the same images as before intentionally, in order that you may un-
derstand me the better. The purveyor of the articles may provide
them either wholesale or retail, or he may be the maker of any of
them,—the baker, or the cook, or the weaver, or the shoemaker, or
the currier; and in so doing, being such as he is, he is naturally
supposed by himself and every one to minister to the body. For
none of them  know that there is another art—an art of gymnastic
and medicine which is the true minister of the body, and ought to
be the mistress of all the rest, and to use their results according to
the knowledge which she has and they have not, of the real good or
bad effects of meats and drinks on the body. All other arts which
have to do with the body are servile and menial and illiberal; and
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gymnastic and medicine are, as they ought to be, their mistresses.
Now, when I say that all this is equally true of the soul, you seem at
first to know and understand and assent to my words, and then a
little while afterwards you come repeating, Has not the State had
good and noble citizens? and when I ask you who they are, you
reply, seemingly quite in earnest, as if I had asked, Who are or have
been good trainers?—and you had replied, Thearion, the baker,
Mithoecus, who wrote the Sicilian cookery-book, Sarambus, the
vintner: these are ministers of the body, first-rate in their art; for the
first makes admirable loaves, the second excellent dishes, and the
third capital wine;—to me these appear to be the exact parallel of
the statesmen whom you mention. Now you would not be alto-
gether pleased if I said to you, My friend, you know nothing of
gymnastics; those of whom you are speaking to me are only the
ministers and purveyors of luxury, who have no good or noble no-
tions of their art, and may very likely be filling and fattening men’s
bodies and gaining their approval, although the result is that they
lose their original flesh in the long run, and become thinner than
they were before; and yet they, in their simplicity, will not attribute
their diseases and loss of flesh to their entertainers; but when in
after years the unhealthy surfeit brings the attendant penalty of dis-
ease, he who happens to be near them at the time, and offers them
advice, is accused and blamed by them, and if they could they would
do him some harm; while they proceed to eulogize the men who
have been the real authors of the mischief. And that, Callicles, is
just what you are now doing. You praise the men who feasted the
citizens and satisfied their desires, and people say that they have
made the city great, not seeing that the swollen and ulcerated con-
dition of the State is to be attributed to these elder statesmen; for
they have filled the city full of harbours and docks and walls and
revenues and all that, and have left no room for justice and temper-
ance. And when the crisis of the disorder comes, the people will
blame the advisers of the hour, and applaud Themistocles and Cimon
and Pericles, who are the real authors of their calamities; and if you
are not careful they may assail you and my friend Alcibiades, when
they are losing not only their new acquisitions, but also their origi-
nal possessions; not that you are the authors of these misfortunes of
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theirs, although you may perhaps be accessories to them. A great
piece of work is always being made, as I see and am told, now as of
old; about our statesmen. When the State treats any of them as
malefactors, I observe that there is a great uproar and indignation at
the supposed wrong which is done to them; ‘after all their many
services to the State, that they should unjustly perish,’—so the tale
runs. But the cry is all a lie; for no statesman ever could be unjustly
put to death by the city of which he is the head. The case of the
professed statesman is, I believe, very much like that of the professed
sophist; for the sophists, although they are wise men, are nevertheless
guilty of a strange piece of folly; professing to be teachers of virtue,
they will often accuse their disciples of wronging them, and defraud-
ing them of their pay, and showing no gratitude for their services.  Yet
what can be more absurd than that men who have become just and
good, and whose injustice has been taken away from them, and who
have had justice implanted in them by their teachers, should act un-
justly by reason of the injustice which is not in them?  Can anything
be more irrational, my friends, than this?  You, Callicles, compel me
to be a mob-orator, because you will not answer.

CALLICLES:  And you are the man who cannot speak unless there
is some one to answer?

SOCRATES:  I suppose that I can; just now, at any rate, the speeches
which I am making are long enough because you refuse to answer
me. But I adjure you by the god of friendship, my good sir, do tell
me whether there does not appear to you to be a great inconsistency
in saying that you have made a man good, and then blaming him
for being bad?

CALLICLES:  Yes, it appears so to me.

SOCRATES:  Do you never hear our professors of education speak-
ing in this inconsistent manner?

CALLICLES:  Yes, but why talk of men who are good for nothing?
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SOCRATES:  I would rather say, why talk of men who profess to be
rulers, and declare that they are devoted to the improvement of the
city, and nevertheless upon occasion declaim against the utter vileness
of the city: —do you think that there is any difference between one
and the other?  My good friend, the sophist and the rhetorician, as
I was saying to Polus, are the same, or nearly the same; but you
ignorantly fancy that rhetoric is a perfect thing, and sophistry a
thing to be despised; whereas the truth is, that sophistry is as much
superior to rhetoric as legislation is to the practice of law, or gym-
nastic to medicine.  The orators and sophists, as I am inclined to
think, are the only class who cannot complain of the mischief ensu-
ing to themselves from that which they teach others, without in the
same breath accusing themselves of having done no good to those
whom they profess to benefit.  Is not this a fact?

CALLICLES:  Certainly it is.

SOCRATES:  If they were right in saying that they make men bet-
ter, then they are the only class who can afford to leave their remu-
neration to those who have been benefited by them.  Whereas if a
man has been benefited in any other way, if, for example, he has
been taught to run by a trainer, he might possibly defraud him of
his pay, if the trainer left the matter to him, and made no agreement
with him that he should receive money as soon as he had given him
the utmost speed; for not because of any deficiency of speed do
men act unjustly, but by reason of injustice.

CALLICLES:  Very true.

SOCRATES:  And he who removes injustice can be in no danger of
being treated unjustly:  he alone can safely leave the honorarium to
his pupils, if he be really able to make them good—am I not right?
(Compare Protag.)

CALLICLES:  Yes.

SOCRATES:  Then we have found the reason why there is no
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dishonour in a man receiving pay who is called in to advise about
building or any other art?

CALLICLES:  Yes, we have found the reason.

SOCRATES:  But when the point is, how a man may become best
himself, and best govern his family and state, then to say that you
will give no advice gratis is held to be dishonourable?

CALLICLES:  True.

SOCRATES:  And why?  Because only such benefits call forth a
desire to requite them, and there is evidence that a benefit has been
conferred when the benefactor receives a return; otherwise not.  Is
this true?

CALLICLES:  It is.

SOCRATES:  Then to which service of the State do you invite me?
determine for me.  Am I to be the physician of the State who will
strive and struggle to make the Athenians as good as possible; or am
I to be the servant and flatterer of the State?  Speak out, my good
friend, freely and fairly as you did at first and ought to do again,
and tell me your entire mind.

CALLICLES:  I say then that you should be the servant of the State.

SOCRATES:  The flatterer? well, sir, that is a noble invitation.

CALLICLES:  The Mysian, Socrates, or what you please.  For if
you refuse, the consequences will be—

SOCRATES:  Do not repeat the old story—that he who likes will kill
me and get my money; for then I shall have to repeat the old answer,
that he will be a bad man and will kill the good, and that the money
will be of no use to him, but that he will wrongly use that which he
wrongly took, and if wrongly, basely, and if basely, hurtfully.
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CALLICLES:  How confident you are, Socrates, that you will never
come to harm! you seem to think that you are living in another
country, and can never be brought into a court of justice, as you
very likely may be brought by some miserable and mean person.

SOCRATES:  Then I must indeed be a fool, Callicles, if I do not
know that in the Athenian State any man may suffer anything.  And
if I am brought to trial and incur the dangers of which you speak,
he will be a villain who brings me to trial—of that I am very sure,
for no good man would accuse the innocent.  Nor shall I be sur-
prised if I am put to death.  Shall I tell you why I anticipate this?

CALLICLES:  By all means.

SOCRATES:  I think that I am the only or almost the only Athe-
nian living who practises the true art of politics; I am the only poli-
tician of my time.  Now, seeing that when I speak my words are not
uttered with any view of gaining favour, and that I look to what is
best and not to what is most pleasant, having no mind to use those
arts and graces which you recommend, I shall have nothing to say
in the justice court.  And you might argue with me, as I was arguing
with Polus:—I shall be tried just as a physician would be tried in a
court of little boys at the indictment of the cook.  What would he
reply under such circumstances, if some one were to accuse him,
saying, ‘O my boys, many evil things has this man done to you: he
is the death of you, especially of the younger ones among you, cut-
ting and burning and starving and suffocating you, until you know
not what to do; he gives you the bitterest potions, and compels you
to hunger and thirst. How unlike the variety of meats and sweets on
which I feasted you!’ What do you suppose that the physician would
be able to reply when he found himself in such a predicament? If he
told the truth he could only say, ‘All these evil things, my boys, I did
for your health,’ and then would there not just be a clamour among
a jury like that? How they would cry out!

CALLICLES: I dare say.
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SOCRATES: Would he not be utterly at a loss for a reply?

CALLICLES: He certainly would.

SOCRATES: And I too shall be treated in the same way, as I well
know, if I am brought before the court. For I shall not be able to
rehearse to the people the pleasures which I have procured for them,
and which, although I am not disposed to envy either the procurers
or enjoyers of them, are deemed by them to be benefits and advan-
tages. And if any one says that I corrupt young men, and perplex
their minds, or that I speak evil of old men, and use bitter words
towards them, whether in private or public, it is useless for me to
reply, as I truly might:—’All this I do for the sake of justice, and
with a view to your interest, my judges, and to nothing else.’ And
therefore there is no saying what may happen to me.

CALLICLES: And do you think, Socrates, that a man who is thus
defenceless is in a good position?

SOCRATES: Yes, Callicles, if he have that defence, which as you
have often acknowledged he should have—if he be his own de-
fence, and have never said or done anything wrong, either in re-
spect of gods or men; and this has been repeatedly acknowledged by
us to be the best sort of defence. And if any one could convict me of
inability to defend myself or others after this sort, I should blush for
shame, whether I was convicted before many, or before a few, or by
myself alone; and if I died from want of ability to do so, that would
indeed grieve me. But if I died because I have no powers of flattery
or rhetoric, I am very sure that you would not find me repining at
death. For no man who is not an utter fool and coward is afraid of
death itself, but he is afraid of doing wrong. For to go to the world
below having one’s soul full of injustice is the last and worst of all
evils. And in proof of what I say, if you have no objection, I should
like to tell you a story.

CALLICLES: Very well, proceed; and then we shall have done.
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SOCRATES: Listen, then, as story-tellers say, to a very pretty tale,
which I dare say that you may be disposed to regard as a fable only,
but which, as I believe, is a true tale, for I mean to speak the truth.
Homer tells us (Il.), how Zeus and Poseidon and Pluto divided the
empire which they inherited from their father. Now in the days of
Cronos there existed a law respecting the destiny of man, which has
always been, and still continues to be in Heaven,—that he who has
lived all his life in justice and holiness shall go, when he is dead, to
the Islands of the Blessed, and dwell there in perfect happiness out
of the reach of evil; but that he who has lived unjustly and impi-
ously shall go to the house of vengeance and punishment, which is
called Tartarus. And in the time of Cronos, and even quite lately in
the reign of Zeus, the judgment was given on the very day on which
the men were to die; the judges were alive, and the men were alive;
and the consequence was that the judgments were not well given.
Then Pluto and the authorities from the Islands of the Blessed came
to Zeus, and said that the souls found their way to the wrong places.
Zeus said: ‘I shall put a stop to this; the judgments are not well
given, because the persons who are judged have their clothes on, for
they are alive; and there are many who, having evil souls, are appar-
elled in fair bodies, or encased in wealth or rank, and, when the day
of judgment arrives, numerous witnesses come forward and testify
on their behalf that they have lived righteously. The judges are awed
by them, and they themselves too have their clothes on when judg-
ing; their eyes and ears and their whole bodies are interposed as a
veil before their own souls. All this is a hindrance to them; there are
the clothes of the judges and the clothes of the judged.—What is to
be done? I will tell you:—In the first place, I will deprive men of the
foreknowledge of death, which they possess at present: this power
which they have Prometheus has already received my orders to take
from them: in the second place, they shall be entirely stripped be-
fore they are judged, for they shall be judged when they are dead;
and the judge too shall be naked, that is to say, dead—he with his
naked soul shall pierce into the other naked souls; and they shall die
suddenly and be deprived of all their kindred, and leave their brave
attire strewn upon the earth—conducted in this manner, the judg-
ment will be just. I knew all about the matter before any of you, and
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therefore I have made my sons judges; two from Asia, Minos and
Rhadamanthus, and one from Europe, Aeacus. And these, when
they are dead, shall give judgment in the meadow at the parting of
the ways, whence the two roads lead, one to the Islands of the Blessed,
and the other to Tartarus. Rhadamanthus shall judge those who
come from Asia, and Aeacus those who come from Europe. And to
Minos I shall give the primacy, and he shall hold a court of appeal,
in case either of the two others are in any doubt:—then the judg-
ment respecting the last journey of men will be as just as possible.’

From this tale, Callicles, which I have heard and believe, I draw
the following inferences:—Death, if I am right, is in the first place
the separation from one another of two things, soul and body; noth-
ing else. And after they are separated they retain their several na-
tures, as in life; the body keeps the same habit, and the results of
treatment or accident are distinctly visible in it: for example, he
who by nature or training or both, was a tall man while he was alive,
will remain as he was, after he is dead; and the fat man will remain
fat; and so on; and the dead man, who in life had a fancy to have
flowing hair, will have flowing hair. And if he was marked with the
whip and had the prints of the scourge, or of wounds in him when
he was alive, you might see the same in the dead body; and if his
limbs were broken or misshapen when he was alive, the same ap-
pearance would be visible in the dead. And in a word, whatever was
the habit of the body during life would be distinguishable after death,
either perfectly, or in a great measure and for a certain time. And I
should imagine that this is equally true of the soul, Callicles; when
a man is stripped of the body, all the natural or acquired affections
of the soul are laid open to view.—And when they come to the
judge, as those from Asia come to Rhadamanthus, he places them
near him and inspects them quite impartially, not knowing whose
the soul is: perhaps he may lay hands on the soul of the great king,
or of some other king or potentate, who has no soundness in him,
but his soul is marked with the whip, and is full of the prints and
scars of perjuries and crimes with which each action has stained
him, and he is all crooked with falsehood and imposture, and has
no straightness, because he has lived without truth. Him
Rhadamanthus beholds, full of all deformity and disproportion,
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which is caused by licence and luxury and insolence and inconti-
nence, and despatches him ignominiously to his prison, and there
he undergoes the punishment which he deserves.

Now the proper office of punishment is twofold: he who is rightly
punished ought either to become better and profit by it, or he ought
to be made an example to his fellows, that they may see what he
suffers, and fear and become better. Those who are improved when
they are punished by gods and men, are those whose sins are cur-
able; and they are improved, as in this world so also in another, by
pain and suffering; for there is no other way in which they can be
delivered from their evil. But they who have been guilty of the worst
crimes, and are incurable by reason of their crimes, are made ex-
amples; for, as they are incurable, the time has passed at which they
can receive any benefit. They get no good themselves, but others get
good when they behold them enduring for ever the most terrible
and painful and fearful sufferings as the penalty of their sins—there
they are, hanging up as examples, in the prison-house of the world
below, a spectacle and a warning to all unrighteous men who come
thither. And among them, as I confidently affirm, will be found
Archelaus, if Polus truly reports of him, and any other tyrant who is
like him. Of these fearful examples, most, as I believe, are taken
from the class of tyrants and kings and potentates and public men,
for they are the authors of the greatest and most impious crimes,
because they have the power. And Homer witnesses to the truth of
this; for they are always kings and potentates whom he has described
as suffering everlasting punishment in the world below: such were
Tantalus and Sisyphus and Tityus. But no one ever described
Thersites, or any private person who was a villain, as suffering ever-
lasting punishment, or as incurable. For to commit the worst crimes,
as I am inclined to think, was not in his power, and he was happier
than those who had the power. No, Callicles, the very bad men
come from the class of those who have power (compare Republic).
And yet in that very class there may arise good men, and worthy of
all admiration they are, for where there is great power to do wrong,
to live and to die justly is a hard thing, and greatly to be praised, and
few there are who attain to this. Such good and true men, however,
there have been, and will be again, at Athens and in other states,
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who have fulfilled their trust righteously; and there is one who is
quite famous all over Hellas, Aristeides, the son of Lysimachus. But,
in general, great men are also bad, my friend.

As I was saying, Rhadamanthus, when he gets a soul of the bad
kind, knows nothing about him, neither who he is, nor who his
parents are; he knows only that he has got hold of a villain; and
seeing this, he stamps him as curable or incurable, and sends him
away to Tartarus, whither he goes and receives his proper recom-
pense. Or, again, he looks with admiration on the soul of some just
one who has lived in holiness and truth; he may have been a private
man or not; and I should say, Callicles, that he is most likely to have
been a philosopher who has done his own work, and not troubled
himself with the doings of other men in his lifetime; him
Rhadamanthus sends to the Islands of the Blessed. Aeacus does the
same; and they both have sceptres, and judge; but Minos alone has
a golden sceptre and is seated looking on, as Odysseus in Homer
declares that he saw him:

‘Holding a sceptre of gold, and giving laws to the dead.’

Now I, Callicles, am persuaded of the truth of these things, and I
consider how I shall present my soul whole and undefiled before
the judge in that day. Renouncing the honours at which the world
aims, I desire only to know the truth, and to live as well as I can,
and, when I die, to die as well as I can. And, to the utmost of my
power, I exhort all other men to do the same. And, in return for
your exhortation of me, I exhort you also to take part in the great
combat, which is the combat of life, and greater than every other
earthly conflict. And I retort your reproach of me, and say, that you
will not be able to help yourself when the day of trial and judgment,
of which I was speaking, comes upon you; you will go before the
judge, the son of Aegina, and, when he has got you in his grip and
is carrying you off, you will gape and your head will swim round,
just as mine would in the courts of this world, and very likely some
one will shamefully box you on the ears, and put upon you any sort
of insult.

Perhaps this may appear to you to be only an old wife’s tale, which



523

Plato

you will contemn. And there might be reason in your contemning
such tales, if by searching we could find out anything better or truer:
but now you see that you and Polus and Gorgias, who are the three
wisest of the Greeks of our day, are not able to show that we ought
to live any life which does not profit in another world as well as in
this. And of all that has been said, nothing remains unshaken but
the saying, that to do injustice is more to be avoided than to suffer
injustice, and that the reality and not the appearance of virtue is to
be followed above all things, as well in public as in private life; and
that when any one has been wrong in anything, he is to be chas-
tised, and that the next best thing to a man being just is that he
should become just, and be chastised and punished; also that he
should avoid all flattery of himself as well as of others, of the few or
of the many: and rhetoric and any other art should be used by him,
and all his actions should be done always, with a view to justice.

Follow me then, and I will lead you where you will be happy in
life and after death, as the argument shows. And never mind if some
one despises you as a fool, and insults you, if he has a mind; let him
strike you, by Zeus, and do you be of good cheer, and do not mind
the insulting blow, for you will never come to any harm in the prac-
tice of virtue, if you are a really good and true man. When we have
practised virtue together, we will apply ourselves to politics, if that
seems desirable, or we will advise about whatever else may seem
good to us, for we shall be better able to judge then. In our present
condition we ought not to give ourselves airs, for even on the most
important subjects we are always changing our minds; so utterly
stupid are we! Let us, then, take the argument as our guide, which
has revealed to us that the best way of life is to practise justice and
every virtue in life and death. This way let us go; and in this exhort
all men to follow, not in the way to which you trust and in which
you exhort me to follow you; for that way, Callicles, is nothing worth.
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PROTAGORAS
by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

THE PROTAGORAS, like several of the Dialogues of Plato, is put into
the mouth of Socrates, who describes a conversation which had taken
place between himself and the great Sophist at the house of Callias—
‘the man who had spent more upon the Sophists than all the rest of
the world’—and in which the learned Hippias and the grammarian
Prodicus had also shared, as well as Alcibiades and Critias, both of
whom said a few words—in the presence of a distinguished com-
pany consisting of disciples of Protagoras and of leading Athenians
belonging to the Socratic 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 zeal. Socrates moderates his excitement and
advises him to find out ‘what Protagoras will make of him,’ before
he becomes his pupil.

They go together to the house of Callias; and Socrates, after ex-
plaining the purpose of their visit to Protagoras, asks the question,
‘What he will make of Hippocrates.’ Protagoras answers, ‘That he
will make him a better and a wiser man.’ ‘But in what will he be
better?’—Socrates desires to have a more precise answer. Protagoras
replies, ‘That he will teach him prudence in affairs private and pub-
lic; 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,
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if Protagoras had not assured him of the fact, for two reasons: (1)
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 the untrained; (2)
Because the wisest and best Athenian citizens do not teach their
sons political virtue. Will Protagoras answer these objections?

Protagoras explains his views in the form of an apologue, in which,
after Prometheus had given men the arts, Zeus is represented as
sending Hermes to
them, bearing with him Justice and Reverence. These are not, like
the arts, to be imparted to a few only, but all men are to be partakers
of them. Therefore the Athenian people are right in distinguishing
between the skilled and unskilled in the arts, and not between skilled
and unskilled politicians. (1) For all men have the political virtues
to a certain degree, and are obliged to say that they have them,
whether they have them or not. A man would be thought a mad-
man 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 ac-
quired, in the opinion of the Athenians, is proved by the fact that
they punish evil-doers, with a view to prevention, of course —mere
retribution is for beasts, and not for men. (3) Again, would parents
who teach her sons lesser matters leave them ignorant of the com-
mon 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 when they pass out of
the parental control. (4) Nor need we wonder that wise and good
fathers sometimes have foolish and worthless sons. Virtue, as we
were saying, is not the private possession of any man, but is shared
by all, only however to the extent of which each individual is by
nature capable. And, as a matter of fact, even the worst of civilized
mankind will appear virtuous and just, if we compare them with
savages. (5) The error of Socrates lies in supposing that there are no
teachers of virtue, whereas all men are teachers in a degree. Some,
like Protagoras, are better than others, and with this result we ought
to be satisfied.

Socrates is highly delighted with the explanation of Protagoras. But
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he has still a doubt lingering in his mind. Protagoras has spoken of
the virtues: are they many, or one? are they parts of a whole, or differ-
ent names of the same thing? Protagoras replies that they are parts,
like the parts of a face, which have their several functions, and no one
part is like any other part. This admission, which has been somewhat
hastily made, is now taken up and cross-examined by Socrates:—

‘Is justice just, and is holiness holy? And are justice and holiness
opposed to one another?’—’Then justice is unholy.’  Protagoras
would rather say that justice is different from holiness, and yet in a
certain point of view nearly the same. He does not, however, escape
in this way from the cunning of Socrates, who inveigles him into an
admission that
everything has but one opposite. Folly, for example, is opposed to
wisdom; and folly is also opposed to temperance; and therefore tem-
perance and wisdom are the same. And holiness has been already
admitted to be early the same as justice. Temperance, therefore, has
now to be compared with justice.

Protagoras, whose temper begins to get a little ruffled at the pro-
cess to which he has been subjected, is aware that he will soon be
compelled by the dialectics of Socrates to admit that the temperate
is the just. He therefore defends himself with his favourite weapon;
that is to say, he makes a long speech not much to the point, which
elicits the applause of the audience.

Here occurs a sort of interlude, which commences with a declara-
tion on the part of Socrates that he cannot follow a long speech, and
therefore he must
beg Protagoras to speak shorter. As Protagoras declines to accom-
modate him, he rises to depart, but is detained by Callias, who thinks
him unreasonable in not allowing Protagoras the liberty which he
takes himself of speaking as he likes. But Alcibiades answers that
the two cases are not parallel. For Socrates admits his inability to
speak long; will Protagoras in like manner acknowledge his inability
to speak short?

Counsels of moderation are urged first in a few words by Critias,
and then by Prodicus in balanced and sententious language: and
Hippias proposes an umpire. But who is to be the umpire? rejoins
Socrates; he would rather suggest as a compromise that Protagoras
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shall ask and he will answer, and that when Protagoras is tired of
asking he himself will ask and Protagoras 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,’

and then reproaches Pittacus for having said, ‘Hard is it to be good.’
How is this to be reconciled? Socrates, who is familiar with the poem,
is embarrassed at first, and invokes the aid of Prodicus, the country-
man of Simonides, but apparently only with the intention of flat-
tering him nto absurdities. First a distinction is drawn between to
be, and to become: to become good is difficult; to be good is easy.
Then the word difficult or hard is explained to mean ‘evil’ in the
Cean dialect. To all this Prodicus assents; but when Protagoras re-
claims, Socrates slily withdraws Prodicus from the fray, under the
pretence that his assent was only intended to test the wits of his
adversary. He then proceeds to give another and more elaborate
explanation of the whole passage. The explanation is as follows:—

The Lacedaemonians 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 and of the
seven sages. Now Pittacus had a saying, ‘Hard is it to be good:’  and
Simonides, who was jealous of the fame of this saying, wrote a poem
which was designed to controvert it. No, says he, Pittacus; not ‘hard
to be good,’ but ‘hard to become good.’  Socrates proceeds to argue
in a highly impressive manner that the whole composition is in-
tended as an attack upon Pittacus. This, though manifestly absurd,
is accepted by the company, and meets with the special approval of
Hippias, who has however a favourite interpretation of his own,
which he is requested by Alcibiades to defer.

The argument is now resumed, not without some disdainful re-
marks of Socrates on the practice of introducing the poets, who ought
not to be allowed, any more than flute-girls, to come into good soci-
ety. Men’s own thoughts should supply them with the materials for
discussion. A few soothing flatteries are addressed to Protagoras by
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Callias and Socrates, and then the old question is repeated, ‘Whether
the virtues are one or many?’ To which Protagoras is now disposed to
reply, that four out of the five virtues are in some degree similar; but
he still contends that the fifth, courage, is unlike the rest. Socrates
proceeds to undermine the last stronghold of the adversary, first ob-
taining from him the admission that all virtue is in the highest degree
good:—

The courageous are the confident; and the confident are those
who know their business or profession: those who have no such
knowledge and are still confident are madmen. This is admitted.
Then, says Socrates, courage is knowledge—an inference which
Protagoras evades by drawing a futile distinction between the cou-
rageous and the confident in a fluent speech.

Socrates renews the attack from another side: he would like to
know whether pleasure is not the only good, and pain the only evil?
Protagoras seems to doubt the morality or propriety of assenting to
this; he would rather say that ‘some pleasures are good, some pains
are evil,’ which is also the opinion of the generality of mankind.
What does he think of
knowledge? Does he agree with the common opinion that knowl-
edge is overcome by passion? or does he hold that knowledge is
power? Protagoras agrees that knowledge is certainly a governing
power.

This, however, is not the doctrine of men in general, who main-
tain that many who know what is best, act contrary to their knowl-
edge under the influence of pleasure. But this opposition of good
and evil is really the opposition of a greater or lesser amount 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 preference of the lesser pleasure
to the greater. But then comes in the illusion of distance. Some art
of mensuration is required in order to show us pleasures and pains
in their true proportion. This art of mensuration is a kind of knowl-
edge, and knowledge is thus proved 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 greater pain to the
less, except from ignorance. The argument is drawn out in an imagi-
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nary ‘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 cour-
age—the only virtue which still holds out against the assaults of the
Socratic dialectic. No one chooses the evil or refuses the good ex-
cept through ignorance. This explains why cowards refuse to go to
war:—because they form a wrong estimate of good, and honour,
and pleasure. And why are the courageous willing to go to war?—
because they form a right estimate of pleasures and pains, of things
terrible and not terrible. Courage then is knowledge, and cowardice
is ignorance. And the five virtues, which were originally maintained
to have five different natures, after having been easily reduced to
two only, at last coalesce in one. The assent of Protagoras to this last
position is extracted with great difficulty.

Socrates concludes by professing his disinterested love of the truth,
and remarks on the singular manner in which he and his adversary
had changed sides. Protagoras began by asserting, and Socrates by
denying, the teachableness of virtue, and now the latter ends by
affirming that virtue is knowledge, which is the most teachable of
all things, while Protagoras has been striving to show that virtue is
not knowledge, and this is almost equivalent to saying that virtue
cannot be taught. He is not satisfied with the result, and would like
to renew the enquiry with the help of Protagoras in a different or-
der, asking (1) 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 full of difficulties. These
are partly imaginary and partly real. The imaginary ones are (1)
Chronological,—which were pointed out in ancient times by
Athenaeus, and are noticed by Schleiermacher and others, and re-
late to the impossibility of all the persons in the Dialogue meeting
at any one time, whether in the year 425 B.C., or in any other. But
Plato, like all writers of fiction, aims only at the probable, and shows
in many Dialogues (e.g. the Symposium and Republic, and already
in the Laches) an extreme disregard of the historical accuracy which
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is sometimes demanded of him. (2) The exact place of the Protagoras
among the Dialogues, and the date of composition, have also been
much disputed. But there are no criteria which afford any real
grounds for determining the date of composition; and the affinities
of the Dialogues, when they are not indicated by Plato himself,
must always to a great extent remain uncertain. (3) There is another
class of difficulties, which may be ascribed to preconceived notions
of commentators, who imagine that Protagoras the Sophist ought
always to be in the wrong, and his adversary Socrates in the right; or
that in this or that passage—e.g. in the explanation of good as plea-
sure—Plato is inconsistent with himself; or that the Dialogue fails
in unity, and has not a proper beginning, middle, and ending. They
seem to forget that Plato is a dramatic writer who throws his thoughts
into both sides of the argument, and certainly does not aim at any
unity which is inconsistent with freedom, and with a natural or
even wild manner of treating his subject; also that his mode of re-
vealing the truth is by lights and shadows, and far-off and opposing
points of view, and not by dogmatic statements or definite results.

The real difficulties arise out of the extreme subtlety of the work,
which, as Socrates says of the poem of Simonides, is a most perfect
piece of art. There are dramatic contrasts and interests, threads of
philosophy broken and resumed, satirical reflections on mankind,
veils thrown over truths which are lightly suggested, and all woven
together in a single design, and moving towards one end.

In the introductory scene Plato raises the expectation that a ‘great
personage’ is about to appear on the stage; perhaps with a further
view of showing that he is destined to be overthrown by a greater
still, who makes no pretensions. Before introducing Hippocrates to
him, Socrates thinks proper to warn the youth against the dangers
of ‘influence,’ of which the invidious nature is recognized by
Protagoras himself. Hippocrates readily adopts the suggestion of
Socrates that he shall learn of Protagoras only the accomplishments
which befit an Athenian gentleman, and let alone his ‘sophistry.’
There is nothing however in the introduction which leads to the
inference that Plato intended to blacken the character of the Soph-
ists; he only makes a little merry at their expense.

The ‘great personage’ is somewhat ostentatious, but frank and
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honest. He is introduced on a stage which is worthy of him—at the
house of the rich Callias, in which are congregated the noblest and
wisest of the Athenians. He considers openness to be the best policy,
and particularly mentions his own liberal mode of dealing with his
pupils, as if in answer to the favourite accusation of the Sophists
that they received pay. He is remarkable for the good temper which
he exhibits throughout the discussion under the trying and often
sophistical cross-examination of Socrates. Although once or twice
ruffled, and reluctant to continue the discussion, he parts company
on 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 im-
pairs this pleasing impression of the grave and weighty old man.
His real defect is that he is inferior to Socrates in dialectics. The
opposition between him and Socrates is not the opposition of good
and bad, true and false, but of the old art of rhetoric and the new
science of interrogation and argument; also of the irony of Socrates
and the self-assertion of the Sophists. There is quite as much truth
on the side of Protagoras as of Socrates; but the truth of Protagoras
is based on common sense and common maxims of morality, while
that of Socrates is paradoxical or transcendental, and though full of
meaning and insight, hardly intelligible to the rest of mankind. Here
as elsewhere is the usual contrast between the Sophists representing
average public opinion and Socrates seeking for increased clearness
and unity of ideas. But to a great extent Protagoras has the best of
the argument and represents the better mind of man.

For example: (1) 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 dis-
posed to concede); and also (3) in his explanation of the phenom-
enon that good fathers have bad sons; (4) he is right also in observ-
ing that the virtues are not like the arts, gifts or attainments of spe-
cial individuals, but the common property of all: this, which in all
ages has been the strength and weakness of ethics and politics, is
deeply seated in human nature; (5) there is a sort of half-truth in
the notion that all civilized men are teachers of virtue; and more
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than a half-truth (6) in ascribing to man, who in his outward condi-
tions 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 im-
parted 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 ‘he, above all other men, is bound
to say “that wisdom and knowledge are the highest of human things.”’

There is no reason to suppose that in all this Plato is depicting an
imaginary Protagoras; he seems to be showing us the teaching of the
Sophists under the milder aspect under which he once regarded
them. Nor is there any reason to doubt that Socrates is equally an
historical character, paradoxical, ironical, tiresome, but seeking for
the unity of virtue and knowledge as for a precious treasure; willing
to rest this even on a calculation of pleasure, and irresistible here, as
everywhere in Plato, in his intellectual superiority.

The aim of Socrates, and of the Dialogue, is to show the unity of
virtue. In the determination of this question the identity of virtue
and knowledge is found to be involved. But if virtue and knowledge
are one, then virtue can be taught; the end of the Dialogue returns
to the beginning. Had Protagoras been allowed by Plato to make
the Aristotelian distinction, and say that virtue is not knowledge,
but is accompanied with knowledge; or to point out with Aristotle
that the same quality may have more than one opposite; or with
Plato himself in the Phaedo to deny that good is a mere exchange of
a greater pleasure for a less—the unity of virtue and the identity of
virtue and knowledge would have required to be proved by other
arguments.

The victory of Socrates over Protagoras is in every way complete
when their minds are fairly brought together. Protagoras falls before
him after two or three blows. Socrates partially gains his object in
the first part of the Dialogue, and completely in the second. Nor
does he appear at any disadvantage when subjected to ‘the question’
by Protagoras. He succeeds in making his two ‘friends,’ Prodicus
and Hippias, ludicrous by the way; he also makes a long speech in
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defence of the poem of Simonides, after the manner of the Soph-
ists, showing, as Alcibiades 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
the argument only, but both, when Protagoras begins to break down.
Against the authority of the poets with whom Protagoras has inge-
niously identified himself at the commencement of the Dialogue,
Socrates sets up the proverbial philosophers and those masters of
brevity the Lacedaemonians. The poets, the Laconizers, and
Protagoras are satirized at the same 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 pas-
sages of Simonides are to be reconciled. We can only follow the
indications given by Plato himself. But it seems likely that the rec-
oncilement offered by Socrates is a caricature of the methods of
interpretation which were practised by the Sophists—for the fol-
lowing reasons: (1) The transparent irony of the previous interpre-
tations given by Socrates. (2) The ludicrous opening of the speech
in which the Lacedaemonians are described as the true philosophers,
and Laconic brevity as the true form of philosophy, evidently with
an allusion to Protagoras’ long speeches. (3) The manifest futility
and absurdity of the explanation of, which is hardly consistent with
the rational interpretation of the rest of the poem. The opposition
of and seems also intended to express the rival doctrines of Socrates
and Protagoras, and is a facetious commentary on their differences.
(4) The general treatment in Plato both of the Poets and the Soph-
ists, who are their interpreters, and whom he delights to identify
with them. (5) The depreciating spirit in which Socrates speaks of
the introduction of the poets as a substitute for original conversa-
tion, which is intended to contrast with Protagoras’ exaltation of
the study of them—this again is hardly consistent with the serious
defence of Simonides. (6) the marked approval of Hippias, who is
supposed at once to catch the familiar sound, just as in the previous
conversation Prodicus is represented as ready to accept any distinc-
tions 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
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regarded as affording a field for the ingenuity of the interpreter.
This curious passage is, therefore, to be regarded as Plato’s satire

on the tedious and hypercritical arts of interpretation which pre-
vailed in his own day, and may be compared with his condemna-
tion of the same arts when applied to mythology in the Phaedrus,
and with his other parodies, e.g. with the two first speeches in the
Phaedrus and with the Menexenus. Several lesser touches of satire
may be observed, such as the claim of philosophy advanced for the
Lacedaemonians, which is a parody of the claims advanced for the
Poets by Protagoras; the mistake of the Laconizing set in supposing
that the 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, (Greek), because he is addressing a Les-
bian. 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 with-
drawn; and we are left in doubt at last how far in this interpretation
of Simonides Socrates is ‘fooling,’ how far he is in earnest.

All the interests and contrasts of character in a great dramatic
work like the Protagoras are not easily exhausted. The impressive-
ness of the scene should not be lost upon us, or the gradual substi-
tution of Socrates in the second part for Protagoras in the first. The
characters to whom we are introduced at the beginning of the Dia-
logue all play a part more or less conspicuous towards the end. There
is Alcibiades, who is compelled by the necessity of his nature to be a
partisan, lending effectual aid to Socrates; there is Critias assuming
the tone of impartiality; Callias, here as always inclining to the Soph-
ists, 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 has previously exhibited his superficial knowledge of
natural philosophy, to which, as in both the Dialogues called by his
name, he now adds the profession of an interpreter of the Poets.
The two latter personages have been already damaged by the mock
heroic description of them in the introduction. It may be remarked
that Protagoras is consistently presented to us throughout as the
teacher of moral and political virtue; there is no allusion to the theo-
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ries of sensation which are attributed to him in the Theaetetus and
elsewhere, or to his denial of the existence of the gods in a well-
known fragment ascribed to him; he is the religious rather than the
irreligious teacher in this Dialogue. Also it may be observed that
Socrates shows him as much respect as is consistent with his own
ironical character; he admits that the dialectic which has overthrown
Protagoras has carried himself round to a conclusion opposed to his
first thesis. The force of argument, therefore, and not Socrates or
Protagoras, has won the day.

But is Socrates serious in maintaining (1) that virtue cannot be
taught; (2) that the virtues are one; (3) that virtue is the knowledge
of pleasures and pains present and future? These propositions to us
have an appearance of paradox—they are really moments or aspects
of the truth by the help of which we pass from the old conventional
morality to a higher conception of virtue and knowledge. That vir-
tue cannot be taught is a paradox of the same sort as the profession
of Socrates that he knew nothing. Plato means to say that virtue is
not brought to a man, but must be drawn out of him; and cannot
be taught by rhetorical discourses or citations from the poets. The
second question, whether the virtues are one or many, though at
first sight distinct, is really a part of the same subject; for if the
virtues are to be taught, they must be reducible to a common prin-
ciple; and this common principle is found to be knowledge. Here,
as Aristotle remarks, Socrates and Plato outstep the truth—they make
a part of virtue into the whole. Further, the nature of this knowl-
edge, which is assumed to be a knowledge of pleasures and pains,
appears to us too superficial and at variance with the spirit of Plato
himself. Yet, in this, Plato is only following the historical Socrates as
he is depicted to us in Xenophon’s Memorabilia. Like Socrates, he
finds on the surface of human life one common bond by which the
virtues are united,—their tendency to produce happiness,—though
such a principle is afterwards repudiated by him.

It remains to be considered in what relation the Protagoras stands
to the other Dialogues of Plato. That it is one of the earlier or purely
Socratic works—perhaps the last, as it is certainly the greatest of
them—is indicated by the absence of any allusion to the doctrine of
reminiscence; and also by the different attitude assumed towards
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the teaching and persons of the Sophists in some of the later Dia-
logues. The Charmides, Laches, Lysis, all touch on the question of
the relation of knowledge to virtue, and may be regarded, if not as
preliminary studies or sketches of the more important work, at any
rate as closely connected with it. The Io and the lesser Hippias con-
tain 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 the Meno is more doubtful. For there,
although the same question is discussed, ‘whether virtue can be
taught,’ and the relation of Meno to the Sophists is much the same
as that of Hippocrates, the answer to the question is supplied out of
the doctrine of ideas; the real Socrates is already passing into the
Platonic one. At a later stage of the Platonic philosophy we shall
find that both the paradox and the solution of it appear to have
been retracted. The Phaedo, the Gorgias, and the Philebus offer
further corrections of the teaching of the Protagoras; in all of them
the doctrine that virtue is pleasure, or that pleasure is the chief or
only good, is distinctly renounced.

Thus after many preparations and oppositions, both of the char-
acters of men and aspects of the truth, especially of the popular and
philosophical aspect; and after many interruptions and detentions
by the way, which, as Theodorus says in the Theaetetus, are quite as
agreeable as the argument, we arrive at the great Socratic thesis that
virtue is knowledge. This is an aspect of the truth which was lost
almost as soon as it was found; and yet has to be recovered by every
one for himself who would pass the limits of proverbial and popular
philosophy. The moral and intellectual are always dividing, yet they
must be reunited, and in the highest conception of them are insepa-
rable. The thesis of Socrates is not merely a hasty assumption, but
may be also deemed an anticipation of some ‘metaphysic of the
future,’ in which the divided elements of human nature are recon-
ciled.
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PROTAGORAS

by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett.

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE:

Socrates, who is the narrator of the Dialogue to his Companion.
Hippocrates, Alcibiades and Critias.
Protagoras, Hippias and Prodicus (Sophists).
Callias, a wealthy Athenian.

SCENE: The House of Callias.

COMPANION: Where do you come from, Socrates? And yet I
need hardly ask the question, for I know that you have been in
chase of the fair Alcibiades. I saw him the day before yesterday; and
he had got a beard like a man,—and he is a man, as I may tell you in
your ear. But I thought that he was still very charming.

SOCRATES: What of his beard? Are you not of Homer’s opinion,
who says

‘Youth is most charming when the beard first appears’?
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And that is now the charm of Alcibiades.

COMPANION: Well, and how do matters proceed? Have you been
visiting him, and was he gracious to you?

SOCRATES: Yes, I thought that he was very gracious; and espe-
cially to-day, for I have just come from him, and he has been help-
ing me in an argument. But shall I tell you a strange thing? I paid no
attention to him, and several times I quite forgot that he was present.

COMPANION: What is the meaning of this? Has anything hap-
pened between you and him? For surely you cannot have discovered
a fairer love than he is; certainly not in this city of Athens.

SOCRATES: Yes, much fairer.

COMPANION: What do you mean—a citizen or a foreigner?

SOCRATES: A foreigner.

COMPANION: Of what country?

SOCRATES: Of Abdera.

COMPANION: And is this stranger really in your opinion a fairer
love than the son of Cleinias?

SOCRATES: And is not the wiser always the fairer, sweet friend?

COMPANION: But have you really met, Socrates, with some wise
one?

SOCRATES: Say rather, with the wisest of all living men, if you are
willing to accord that title to Protagoras.

COMPANION: What! Is Protagoras in Athens?
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SOCRATES: Yes; he has been here two days.

COMPANION: And do you just come from an interview with
him?

SOCRATES: Yes; and I have heard and said many things.

COMPANION: Then, if you have no engagement, suppose that you
sit down and tell me what passed, and my attendant here shall give up
his place to you.
SOCRATES: To be sure; and I shall be grateful to you for listening.

COMPANION: Thank you, too, for telling us.

SOCRATES: That is thank you twice over. Listen then:—
Last night, or rather very early this morning, Hippocrates, the

son of Apollodorus and the brother of Phason, gave a tremendous
thump with his staff at my door; some one opened to him, and he
came rushing in and bawled out: Socrates, are you awake or asleep?

I knew his voice, and said: Hippocrates, is that you? and 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 at my feet,

and then he said: Yesterday quite late in the evening, on my return from
Oenoe whither I had gone in pursuit of my runaway slave Satyrus, as I
meant to have told you, if some other matter had not come in the way;—
on my return, when we had done supper and were about to retire to rest,
my brother said to me: Protagoras is come. I was going to you at once,
and then I thought that the night was 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
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is the matter? Has Protagoras robbed you of anything?
He 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! He might

take all that I have, and all that my friends have, if he pleased. But
that is why I have come to you now, in order that you may speak to
him on my behalf; for I am young, and also I have never seen nor
heard him; (when he visited Athens before I was but a child;) and
all men praise him, Socrates; he is reputed to be the most accom-
plished of speakers. There is no reason why we should not go to him
at once, and then we shall find him at home. He 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 let us
rise and take a turn in the court and wait about there until day-
break; when the day breaks, then we will go. For Protagoras is gen-
erally at home, and we shall be sure to find him; never fear.

Upon this we got up and walked about in the court, and I thought
that I would make trial of the strength of his resolution. So I exam-
ined him and put questions to him. Tell me, Hippocrates, I said, as
you are going to Protagoras, and will be paying your money to him,
what is he to whom you are going? and what will he make of you?
If, for example, you had thought of going to Hippocrates of Cos,
the Asclepiad, and were about to give him your money, and some
one had said to you: You are paying money to your namesake
Hippocrates, O Hippocrates; tell me, what is he that you give him
money? how would you have answered?

I should say, he replied, that I gave money to him as a physician.
And what will he make of you?
A physician, he said.
And if you were resolved to go to Polycleitus the Argive, or Pheidias

the Athenian, and were intending to give them money, and some
one had asked you: What are Polycleitus and Pheidias? and why do
you give them this money?—how would you have answered?

I should have answered, that they were statuaries.
And what will they make of you?
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A statuary, of course.
Well now, I said, you and I are going to Protagoras, and we are

ready to pay him money on your behalf. If our own means are suf-
ficient, and we can gain him with these, we shall be only too glad;
but if not, then we are to spend the money of your friends as well.
Now suppose, that while we are thus enthusiastically pursuing our
object some one were to say to us: Tell me, Socrates, and you
Hippocrates, what is Protagoras, and why are you going to pay him
money,—how should we answer? I know that Pheidias is a sculptor,
and that Homer is a poet; but what appellation is given to Protagoras?
how is he designated?

They call him a Sophist, Socrates, he replied.
Then we are going to pay our money to him in the character of a

Sophist?
Certainly.
But suppose a person were to ask this further question: And how

about yourself? What will Protagoras make of you, if you go to see
him?

He answered, with a blush upon his face (for the day was just
beginning to dawn, so that I could see him): Unless this differs in
some way from the former instances, I suppose that he will make a
Sophist of me.

By the gods, I said, and are you not ashamed at having to appear
before the Hellenes in the character of a Sophist?

Indeed, Socrates, to confess the truth, I am.
But you 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 view of making any of them a profession, but
only as a part of education, and because a private gentleman and
freeman ought to know them?

Just so, he said; and that, in my opinion, is a far truer account of
the teaching of Protagoras.

I said: I wonder whether you know what you are doing?
And what am I doing?
You are going to commit your soul to the care of a man whom

you call a Sophist. And yet I hardly think that you know what a
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Sophist is; and if not, then you do not even know to whom you are
committing your soul and whether the thing to which you commit
yourself be good or evil.

I certainly think that I do know, he replied.
Then tell me, what do you imagine that he is?
I take him to be one who knows wise things, he replied, as his

name implies.
And might you not, I said, affirm this of the painter and of the

carpenter also: Do not they, too, know wise things? But suppose a
person were to ask us: In what are the painters wise? We should
answer: In what relates to the making of likenesses, and similarly of
other things. And if he were further to ask: What is the wisdom of
the Sophist, and what is the manufacture over which he presides?—
how should we answer him?

How should we answer him, Socrates? What other answer could
there be but that he presides over the art which makes men elo-
quent?

Yes, I replied, that is very likely true, but not enough; 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 sup-
posed to make a man talk eloquently about that which he makes
him understand, that is about playing the lyre. Is not that true?

Yes.
Then about what does the Sophist make him eloquent? Must not

he make him eloquent in that which he understands?
Yes, that may be assumed.
And what is that which the Sophist knows and makes his disciple

know?
Indeed, he said, I cannot tell.
Then I proceeded to say: Well, but are you aware of the danger

which you are incurring? If you were going to commit your body to
some one, who might do good or harm to it, would you not care-
fully consider and ask the opinion of your friends and kindred, and
deliberate many days as to whether you should give him the care of
your body? But when the soul is in question, which you hold to be
of far more value than the body, and upon the good or evil of which
depends the well-being of your all,—about this you never consulted
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either with your father or with your brother or with any one of us
who are your companions. But no sooner does this foreigner ap-
pear, than you instantly commit your soul to his keeping. In the
evening, as you say, you hear of him, and in the morning you go to
him, never deliberating or taking the opinion of any one as to whether
you ought to intrust yourself to him or not;—you have quite made
up your mind that you will at all hazards be a pupil of Protagoras,
and are prepared to expend all the property of yourself and of your
friends in carrying out at any price this determination, although, as
you admit, you do not know him, and have never spoken with him:
and you call him a Sophist, but are manifestly ignorant of what a
Sophist is; 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 not a Sophist, Hippocrates, one who deals whole-
sale or retail in the food of the soul? To me that appears to be his
nature.

And what, Socrates, is the food of the soul?
Surely, I said, knowledge is the food of the soul; and we must take

care, my friend, that the Sophist does not deceive us when he praises
what he sells, like the dealers wholesale or retail who sell the food of
the body; for they praise indiscriminately all their goods, without
knowing what are really beneficial or hurtful: neither do their cus-
tomers know, with the exception of any trainer or physician who
may happen to buy of them. In like manner those who carry about
the wares of knowledge, and make the round of the cities, and sell
or retail them to any customer who is in want of them, praise them
all alike; though I should not wonder, O my friend, if many of
them were really ignorant of their effect upon the soul; and their
customers equally ignorant, unless he who buys of them happens to
be a physician of the soul. If, therefore, you have understanding of
what is good and evil, you may safely buy knowledge of Protagoras
or of any one; but if not, then, O my friend, pause, and do not
hazard your dearest interests at a game of chance. For there is far
greater peril in buying knowledge than in buying meat and drink:
the one you purchase of the wholesale or retail dealer, and carry
them away in other vessels, and before you receive them into the
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body as food, you may deposit them at home and call in any expe-
rienced friend who knows what is good to be eaten or drunken, and
what not, and how much, and when; and then the danger of pur-
chasing them is not so great. But you cannot buy the wares of knowl-
edge and carry them away in another vessel; when you have paid for
them you must receive them into the soul and go your way, either
greatly harmed or greatly benefited; and therefore we should delib-
erate and take counsel with our elders; for we are still young—too
young to determine such a matter. And now let us go, as we were
intending, and hear Protagoras; and when we have heard what he
has to say, we may take counsel of others; for not only is Protagoras
at the house of Callias, but there is Hippias of Elis, and, if I am not
mistaken, Prodicus of Ceos, and several other wise men.

To this we agreed, and proceeded on our way until we reached
the vestibule of the house; and there we stopped in order to con-
clude a discussion which had arisen between us as we were going
along; and we stood talking in the vestibule until we had finished
and come to an understanding. And I think that the door-keeper,
who was a eunuch, and who was probably annoyed at the great
inroad of the Sophists, must have heard us talking. At any rate,
when we knocked at the door, and he opened and saw us, he
grumbled: They are Sophists—he is not at home; and instantly gave
the door a hearty bang with both his hands. 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 Sophists, and we are not come to see Callias, but we
want to see Protagoras; and I must request you to announce us. At
last, after a good deal of difficulty, the man was persuaded to open
the door.

When we entered, we found Protagoras taking a walk in the clois-
ter; and next to him, on one side, were walking Callias, the son of
Hipponicus, and Paralus, the son of Pericles, who, by the mother’s
side, is his half-brother, and Charmides, the son of Glaucon. On
the other side of him were Xanthippus, the other son of Pericles,
Philippides, the son of Philomelus; also Antimoerus of Mende, who
of all the disciples of Protagoras is the most famous, and intends to
make sophistry his profession. A train of listeners followed him; the
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greater part of them appeared to be foreigners, whom Protagoras
had brought with him out of the various cities visited by him in his
journeys, he, like Orpheus, attracting them his voice, and they fol-
lowing (Compare Rep.). I should mention also that there were some
Athenians in the company. Nothing delighted me more than the
precision of their movements: they never got into his way at all; but
when he and those who were with him turned back, then the band
of listeners parted regularly on either side; he was always in front,
and they wheeled round and took their places behind him in per-
fect order.

After him, as Homer says (Od.), ‘I lifted up my eyes and saw’
Hippias the Elean sitting in the opposite cloister on a chair of state,
and around him were seated on benches Eryximachus, the son of
Acumenus, and Phaedrus the Myrrhinusian, and Andron the son of
Androtion, and there were strangers whom he had brought with
him from his native city of Elis, and some others: they were putting
to Hippias certain physical and astronomical questions, and he, ex
cathedra, was determining their several questions to them, and dis-
coursing of them.

Also, ‘my eyes beheld Tantalus (Od.);’ for Prodicus the Cean was
at Athens:  he had been lodged in a room which, in the days of
Hipponicus, was a storehouse; but, as the house was full, Callias
had cleared this out and made the room into a guest-chamber. Now
Prodicus was still in bed, wrapped up in sheepskins and bedclothes,
of which there seemed to be a great heap; and there was sitting by
him on the couches near, Pausanias of the deme of Cerameis, and
with Pausanias was a youth quite young, who is certainly remark-
able 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 he seems to me to be
an all-wise and inspired man; but I was not able to get into the
inner circle, and his fine deep voice made an echo in the room which
rendered his words inaudible.

No sooner had we entered than there followed us Alcibiades the
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beautiful, as you say, and I believe you; and also Critias the son of
Callaeschrus.

On entering we stopped a little, in order to look about us, and
then walked up to Protagoras, and I said: Protagoras, my friend
Hippocrates and I have come to see you.

Do you wish, he said, to speak with me alone, or in the presence
of the company?

Whichever you please, I said; you shall determine when you have
heard the purpose of our visit.

And what is your purpose? he said.
I must explain, I said, that my friend Hippocrates is a native Athe-

nian; he is the son of Apollodorus, and of a great and prosperous
house, and he is himself in natural ability quite a match for any-
body of his own age. I believe that he aspires to political eminence;
and this he thinks that conversation with you is most likely to pro-
cure for him. And now you can determine whether you would wish
to speak to him of your teaching alone or in the presence of the
company.

Thank you, Socrates, for your consideration of me. For certainly
a stranger finding his way into great cities, and persuading the flower
of the youth in them to leave company of their kinsmen or any
other acquaintances, old or young, and live with him, under the
idea that they will be improved by his conversation, ought to be
very cautious; great jealousies are aroused by his proceedings, and
he is the subject of many enmities and conspiracies. Now the art of
the Sophist is, as I believe, of great antiquity; but in ancient times
those who practised it, fearing this odium, veiled and disguised them-
selves under various names, some under that of poets, as Homer,
Hesiod, and Simonides, some, of hierophants and prophets, as
Orpheus and Musaeus, and some, as I observe, even under the name
of gymnastic-masters, like Iccus of Tarentum, or the more recently
celebrated Herodicus, now of Selymbria and formerly of Megara,
who is a first-rate Sophist. Your own Agathocles pretended to be a
musician, but was really an eminent Sophist; also Pythocleides the
Cean; and there were many others; and all of them, as I was saying,
adopted these arts as veils or disguises because they were afraid of
the odium which they would incur. But that is not my way, for I do
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not believe that 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 exas-
peration of mankind; for they regard him who runs away as a rogue,
in addition to any other objections which they have to him; and
therefore I take an entirely opposite course, and acknowledge my-
self to be a Sophist and instructor of mankind; such an open
acknowledgement appears to me to be a better sort of caution than
concealment. Nor do I neglect other precautions, and therefore I
hope, as I may say, by the favour of heaven that no harm will come
of the acknowledgment that I am a Sophist. And I have been now
many years in the profession—for all my years when added up are
many: there is no one here present of whom I might not be the
father. Wherefore I should much prefer conversing with you, if you
want to speak with me, in the presence of the company.

As I suspected that he would like to have a little display and glo-
rification in the presence of Prodicus and Hippias, and would gladly
show us to them in the light of his admirers, I said: But why should
we not summon Prodicus and Hippias and their friends to hear us?

Very good, he said.
Suppose, said Callias, that we hold a council in which you may

sit and discuss.—This was agreed upon, and great delight 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, tell me about the young man of whom you
were just now speaking.

I replied: I will begin again at the same point, Protagoras, and tell
you once more the purport of my visit: this is my friend Hippocrates,
who is desirous of making your acquaintance; he would like to know
what will happen to him if he associates with you. I have no more to
say.

Protagoras answered: Young man, if you associate with me, on
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the very first day you will return home a better man than you came,
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 do not at all wonder at
hearing you say this; even at your age, and with all your wisdom, if
any one were to teach you what you did not know before, you would
become better no doubt: but please to answer in a different way—I
will explain how by an example. Let me suppose that Hippocrates,
instead of desiring your acquaintance, wished to become acquainted
with the young man Zeuxippus of Heraclea, who has lately been in
Athens, and he had come to him as he has come to you, and had
heard him say, as he has heard you say, that every day he would
grow and become better if he associated with him: and then sup-
pose that he were to ask him, ‘In what shall I become better, and in
what shall I grow?’—Zeuxippus would answer, ‘In painting.’ And
suppose that he went to Orthagoras the Theban, and heard him say
the same thing, and asked him, ‘In what shall I become better day
by day?’ he would reply, ‘In flute-playing.’  Now I want you to
make the same sort of answer to this young man and to me, who am
asking questions on his account. When you 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 like manner,—in what, Protagoras,
will he be better? and about what?

When Protagoras heard me say this, he replied: You ask questions
fairly, and I like to answer a question which is fairly put. If
Hippocrates comes to me he will not experience the sort of drudg-
ery with which other Sophists are in the habit of insulting their
pupils; who, when they have just escaped from the arts, are taken
and driven back into them by these teachers, and made to learn
calculation, and astronomy, and geometry, and music (he gave a
look at Hippias as he said this); but if he comes to me, he will learn
that which he comes to learn. And this is prudence in affairs private
as well as public; he will learn to order his own house in the best
manner, and he will be able to speak and act for the best in the
affairs of the state.

Do I understand you, I said; and is your meaning that you teach
the art of politics, and that you promise to make men good citizens?
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That, Socrates, is exactly the profession which I make.
Then, I said, you do indeed possess a noble art, if there is no

mistake about this; for I will freely confess to you, Protagoras, that
I have a doubt whether this art is capable of being taught, and yet I
know not how to disbelieve your assertion. And I ought to tell you
why I am of opinion that this art cannot be taught or communi-
cated 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 observe that when we are met together in the as-
sembly, and the matter in hand relates to building, the builders are
summoned as advisers; when the question is one of ship-building,
then the ship-wrights; and the like of other arts which they think
capable of being taught and learned. And if some person offers to
give them advice who is not supposed by them to have any skill in
the art, even though he be good-looking, and rich, and noble, they
will not listen to him, but laugh and hoot at him, until either he is
clamoured down and retires of himself; or if he persist, he is dragged
away or put out by the constables at the command of the prytanes.
This is their way of behaving about professors of the arts. But when
the question is an affair of state, then everybody is free to have a
say—carpenter, tinker, cobbler, sailor, passenger; rich and poor, high
and low—any one who likes gets up, and no one reproaches him, as
in the former case, with not having learned, and having no teacher,
and yet giving advice; evidently because they are under the impres-
sion that this sort of knowledge cannot be taught. And not only is
this true of the state, but of individuals; the best and wisest of our
citizens are unable to impart their political wisdom to others: as for
example, Pericles, the father of these young men, who gave them
excellent instruction in all that could be learned from masters, in
his own department of politics neither taught them, nor gave them
teachers; but they were allowed to wander at their own free will in a
sort of hope that they would light upon virtue of their own accord.
Or take another example: there was Cleinias the younger brother of
our friend Alcibiades, of whom this very same Pericles was the guard-
ian; and he being in fact under the apprehension that Cleinias would
be corrupted by Alcibiades, took him away, and placed him in the
house of Ariphron to be educated; but before six months had elapsed,
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Ariphron sent him back, not knowing what to do with him. And I
could mention numberless other instances of persons who were good
themselves, and never yet made any one else good, whether friend
or stranger. Now I, Protagoras, having these examples before me,
am inclined to think that virtue cannot be taught. But then again,
when I listen to your words, I waver; and am disposed to think that
there must be 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 me a little more clearly that virtue can
be taught. Will you be so good?

That I will, Socrates, and gladly. But what would you like? Shall
I, as an elder, speak to you as younger men in an apologue or myth,
or shall I argue out the question?

To this several of the company answered that he should choose
for himself.

Well, then, he said, I think that the myth will be more interest-
ing.

Once upon a time there were gods only, and no mortal creatures.
But when the time came that these also should be created, the gods
fashioned them out of earth and fire and various mixtures of both
elements in the interior of the earth; and when they were about to
bring them into the light of day, they ordered Prometheus and
Epimetheus to equip them, and to distribute to them severally their
proper qualities. Epimetheus said to Prometheus: ‘Let me distrib-
ute, and do you inspect.’  This was agreed, and Epimetheus made
the distribution. There were some to whom he gave strength with-
out swiftness, while he equipped the weaker with swiftness; some
he armed, and others he left unarmed; and devised for the latter
some other means of preservation, making some large, and having
their size as a protection, and others small, whose nature was to fly
in the air or burrow in the ground; this was to be their way of es-
cape. Thus did he compensate them with the view of preventing
any race from becoming extinct. And when he had provided against
their destruction by one another, he contrived also a means of pro-
tecting 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
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natural bed of their own when they wanted to rest; also he fur-
nished them with hoofs and hair and hard and callous skins under
their feet. Then he gave them varieties of food,—herb of the soil to
some, to others fruits of trees, and to others roots, and to some
again he gave other animals as food. And some he made to have few
young ones, while those who were their prey were very prolific; and
in this manner the race was preserved. Thus did Epimetheus, who,
not being very wise, forgot that he had distributed among the brute
animals all the qualities which he had to give,—and when he came
to man, who was still unprovided, he was terribly perplexed. Now
while he was in this perplexity, Prometheus came to inspect the
distribution, and he found that the other animals were suitably fur-
nished, but that man alone was naked and shoeless, and had neither
bed nor arms of defence. The appointed hour was approaching when
man in his turn was to go forth into the light of day; and Prometheus,
not knowing how he could devise his salvation, stole the mechani-
cal arts of Hephaestus and Athene, and fire with them (they could
neither have been acquired nor used without fire), and gave them to
man. Thus man had the wisdom necessary to the support of life,
but political wisdom he had not; for that was in the keeping of
Zeus, and the power of Prometheus did not extend to entering into
the citadel of heaven, where Zeus dwelt, who moreover had terrible
sentinels; but he did enter by stealth into the common workshop of
Athene and Hephaestus, in which they used to practise their favourite
arts, and carried off Hephaestus’ art of working by fire, and also the
art of Athene, and gave them to man. And in this way man was
supplied with the means of life. But Prometheus is said to have been
afterwards prosecuted for theft, owing to the blunder of Epimetheus.

Now man, having a share of the divine attributes, was at first the
only one of the animals who had any gods, because he alone was of
their kindred; and he would raise altars and images of them. He was
not long in inventing articulate speech and names; and he also con-
structed houses and clothes and shoes and beds, and drew suste-
nance from the earth. Thus provided, mankind at first lived dis-
persed, and there were no cities. But the consequence was that they
were destroyed by the wild beasts, for they were utterly weak in
comparison of them, and their art was only sufficient to provide
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them with the means of life, and did not enable them to carry on
war against the animals: food they had, but not as yet the art of
government, of which the art of war is a part. After a while the
desire of self-preservation gathered them into cities; but when they
were gathered together, having no art of government, they evil
intreated one another, and were again in process of dispersion and
destruction. Zeus feared that the entire race would be exterminated,
and so he sent Hermes to them, bearing reverence and justice to be
the ordering principles of cities and the bonds of friendship and
conciliation. Hermes asked Zeus how he should impart justice and
reverence among men:—Should he distribute them as the arts are
distributed; that is to say, to a favoured few only, one skilled indi-
vidual having enough of medicine or of any other art for many
unskilled ones? ‘Shall this be the manner in which I am to distrib-
ute 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, that he who has no part in rever-
ence 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; which, as I reply, is very natural. But when
they meet to deliberate about political virtue, which proceeds only
by way of justice and wisdom, they are patient enough of any man
who speaks of them, as is also natural, because they think that every
man ought to share in this sort of virtue, and that states could not
exist if this were otherwise. I have explained to you, Socrates, the
reason of this phenomenon.

And that you may not suppose yourself to be deceived in think-
ing that all men regard every man as having a share of justice or
honesty and of every other political virtue, let me give you a further
proof, which is this. In other cases, 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
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when honesty is in question, or some other political virtue, even if
they know that he is dishonest, yet, if the man comes publicly for-
ward and tells the truth about his dishonesty, then, what in the
other case was held by them to be good sense, they now deem to be
madness. They say that all men ought to profess honesty whether
they are honest or not, and that a man is out of his mind who says
anything else. Their notion is, that a man must have some degree of
honesty; and that if he has none at all he ought not to be in the
world.

I have been showing that they are right in admitting every man as
a counsellor about this sort of virtue, as they are of opinion that
every man is a partaker of it. And I will now endeavour to show
further that they do not conceive this virtue to be given by nature,
or to grow spontaneously, but to be a thing which may be taught;
and which comes to a man by taking pains. No one would instruct,
no one would rebuke, or be angry with those whose calamities they
suppose to be due to nature or chance; they do not try to punish or
to prevent them from being what they are; they do but pity them.
Who is so foolish as to chastise or instruct the ugly, or the diminu-
tive, or the feeble? And for this reason. Because he knows that good
and evil of this kind is the work of nature and of chance; whereas if
a man is wanting in those good qualities which are attained by study
and exercise and teaching, and has only the contrary evil qualities,
other men are angry with him, and punish and reprove him—of
these evil qualities one is impiety, another injustice, and they may
be described generally as the very opposite of political virtue. In
such cases any man will be angry with another, and reprimand
him,—clearly because he thinks that by study and learning, the vir-
tue in which the other is deficient may be acquired. If you will
think, Socrates, of the nature of punishment, you will see at once
that in the opinion of mankind virtue may be acquired; no one
punishes the evil-doer under the notion, or for the reason, that he
has done wrong, —only the unreasonable fury of a beast acts in that
manner. But he who desires to inflict rational punishment does not
retaliate for a past wrong which cannot be undone; he has regard to
the future, and is desirous that the man who is punished, and he
who sees him punished, may be deterred from doing wrong again.
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He punishes for the sake of prevention, thereby clearly implying
that virtue is capable of being taught. This is the notion of all who
retaliate upon others either privately or publicly. And the Athenians,
too, your own citizens, like other men, punish and take vengeance
on all whom they regard as evil doers; and hence, we may infer
them to be of the number of those who think that virtue may be
acquired and taught. Thus far, Socrates, I have shown you clearly
enough, if I am not mistaken, that your countrymen are right in
admitting the tinker and the cobbler to advise about politics, and
also that they deem virtue to be capable of being taught and ac-
quired.

There yet remains one difficulty which has been raised by you
about the sons of good men. What is the reason why good men
teach their sons the knowledge which is gained from teachers, and
make them wise in that, but do nothing towards improving them in
the virtues which distinguish themselves? And here, Socrates, I will
leave the apologue and resume the argument. Please to consider: Is
there or is there not some one quality of which all the citizens must
be partakers, if there is to be a city at all? In the answer to this
question is contained the only solution of your difficulty; there is
no other. For if there be any such quality, and this quality or unity is
not the art of the carpenter, or the smith, or the potter, but justice
and temperance and holiness and, in a word, manly virtue—if this
is the quality of which all men must be partakers, and which is the
very condition of their learning or doing 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 punishment
he becomes better, and he who rebels against instruction and pun-
ishment is either exiled or condemned to death under the idea that
he is incurable—if what I am saying be true, good men have their
sons taught other things and not this, do consider how extraordi-
nary their conduct would appear to be. For we have shown that
they think virtue capable of being taught and cultivated both in
private and public; and, notwithstanding, they have their sons taught
lesser matters, ignorance of which does not involve the punishment
of death: but greater things, of which the ignorance may cause death
and exile to those who have no training or knowledge of them—
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aye, and confiscation as well as death, and, in a word, may be the
ruin of families—those things, I say, they are supposed not to teach
them,—not to take the utmost care that they should learn. How
improbable is this, Socrates!

Education and admonition commence in the first years of child-
hood, and last to the very end of life. Mother and nurse and father
and tutor are vying with one another about the improvement of the
child as soon as ever he is able to understand what is being said to
him: he cannot say or do anything without their setting forth to
him that this is just and that is unjust; this is honourable, that is
dishonourable; this is holy, that is unholy; do this and abstain from
that. And if he obeys, well and good; if not, he is straightened by
threats and blows, like a piece of bent or warped wood. At a later
stage they send him to teachers, and enjoin them to see to his man-
ners even more than to his reading and music; and the teachers do
as they are desired. And when the boy has learned his letters and is
beginning to understand what is written, as before he understood
only 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 con-
tained many admonitions, and many tales, and praises, and enco-
mia of ancient famous men, which he is required to learn by heart,
in order that he may imitate or emulate them and desire to become
like them. Then, again, the teachers of the lyre take similar care that
their young disciple is temperate and gets into no mischief; and
when they have taught him the use of the lyre, they introduce him
to the poems of other excellent poets, who are the lyric poets; and
these they set to music, and make their harmonies and rhythms
quite familiar to the children’s souls, in order that they may learn to
be more gentle, and harmonious, and rhythmical, and so more fit-
ted for speech and action; for the life of man in every part has need
of harmony and rhythm. Then they send them to the master of
gymnastic, in order that their bodies may better minister to the
virtuous mind, and that they may not be compelled through bodily
weakness to play the coward in war or on any other occasion. This
is what is done by those who have the means, and those who have
the means are the rich; their children begin to go to school soonest
and leave off latest. When they have done with masters, the state
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again compels them to learn the laws, and live after the pattern
which they furnish, and not after their own fancies; and just as in
learning to write, the writing-master first draws lines with a style for
the use of the young beginner, and gives him the tablet and makes
him follow the lines, so the city draws the laws, which were the
invention of good lawgivers living in the olden time; these are given
to the young man, in order to guide him in his conduct whether he
is commanding or obeying; and he who transgresses them is to be
corrected, or, in other words, called to account, which is a term
used not only in your country, but also in many others, seeing that
justice calls men to account. Now when there is all this care about
virtue private and public, why, Socrates, do you still wonder and
doubt whether virtue can be taught? Cease to wonder, for the oppo-
site would be far more surprising.

But why then do the sons of good fathers often turn out ill? There
is nothing very wonderful in this; for, as I have been saying, the
existence of a state implies that virtue is not any man’s private pos-
session. If so —and nothing can be truer—then I will further ask
you to imagine, as an illustration, some other pursuit or branch of
knowledge which may be assumed equally to be the condition of
the existence of a state. Suppose that there could be no state unless
we were all flute-players, as far as each had the capacity, and every-
body was freely teaching everybody the art, both in private and
public, and reproving the bad player as freely and openly as every
man now teaches justice and the laws, not concealing them as he
would conceal the other arts, but imparting them—for all of us
have a mutual interest in the justice and virtue of one another, and
this is the reason why every one is so ready to teach justice and the
laws;—suppose, I say, that there were the same readiness and liber-
ality among us in teaching one another flute-playing, do you imag-
ine, Socrates, that the sons of good flute-players would be more
likely to be good than the sons of bad ones? I think not. Would not
their sons grow up to be distinguished or undistinguished accord-
ing to their own natural capacities as flute-players, and the son of a
good player would often turn out to be a bad one, and the son of a
bad player to be a good one, all flute-players would be good enough
in comparison of those who were ignorant and unacquainted with
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the art of flute-playing? In like manner I would have you consider
that he who appears to you to be the worst of those who have been
brought up in laws and humanities, would appear to be a just man
and a master of justice if he were to be compared with men who had
no education, or courts of justice, or laws, or any restraints upon
them which compelled them to practise virtue—with the savages,
for example, whom the poet Pherecrates exhibited on the stage at
the last year’s Lenaean festival. If you were living among men such
as the man-haters in his Chorus, you would be only too glad to
meet with Eurybates and Phrynondas, and you would sorrowfully
long to revisit the rascality of this part of the world. You, Socrates,
are discontented, and why? Because all men are teachers of virtue,
each one according to his ability; and you say Where are the teach-
ers? You might as well ask, Who teaches Greek? For of that too there
will not be any teachers found. Or you might ask, Who is to teach
the sons of our artisans this same art which they have learned of
their fathers? He and his fellow-workmen have taught them to the
best of their ability,—but who will carry them further in their arts?
And you would certainly have a difficulty, Socrates, in finding a
teacher of them; but there would be no difficulty in finding a teacher
of those who are wholly ignorant. And this is true of virtue or of
anything else; if a man is better able than we are to promote virtue
ever so little, we must be content with the result. A teacher of this
sort I believe myself to be, and above all other men to have the
knowledge which makes a man noble and good; and I give my pu-
pils their money’s-worth, and even more, as they themselves con-
fess. And therefore I have introduced the following mode of pay-
ment:—When a man has been my pupil, if he likes he pays my
price, but there is no compulsion; and if he does not like, he has
only to go into a temple and take an oath of the value of the instruc-
tions, and he pays no more than he declares to be their value.

Such is my Apologue, Socrates, and such is the argument by which
I endeavour to show that virtue may be taught, and that this is the
opinion of the Athenians. And I have also attempted to show that
you are not to wonder at good fathers having bad sons, or at good
sons having bad fathers, of which the sons of Polycleitus afford an
example, who are the companions of our friends here, Paralus and
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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 the same of Paralus and Xanthippus themselves, for they are
young and there is still hope of them.

Protagoras ended, and in my ear

‘So charming left his voice, that I the while
Thought him still speaking; still stood fixed to hear

(Borrowed by Milton, Paradise Lost.).’

At length, when the truth dawned upon me, that he had really
finished, not without difficulty I began to collect myself, and look-
ing at Hippocrates, I
said to him: O son of Apollodorus, how deeply grateful I am to you
for having brought me hither; I would not have missed the speech
of Protagoras for a great deal. For I used to imagine that no human
care could make men good; but I know better now. Yet I have still
one very small difficulty which I am sure that Protagoras will easily
explain, as he has already explained so much. If a man were to go
and consult Pericles or any of our great speakers about these mat-
ters, he might perhaps hear as fine a discourse; but then when one
has a question to ask of any of them, like books, they can neither
answer nor ask; and if any one challenges the least particular of their
speech, they go ringing on in a long harangue, like brazen pots,
which when they are struck continue to sound unless some one
puts his hand upon them; whereas our friend Protagoras can not
only make a good speech, as he has already shown, but when he is
asked a question he can answer briefly; and when he asks he will
wait and hear the answer; and this is a very rare gift. Now I,
Protagoras, want to ask of you a little question, which if you will
only answer, I shall be quite satisfied. You were saying that virtue
can be taught;—that I will take upon your authority, and there is
no one to whom I am more ready to trust. But I marvel at one thing
about which I should like to have my mind set at rest. You were
speaking of Zeus sending justice and reverence to men; and several
times while you were speaking, justice, and temperance, and holi-
ness, and all these qualities, were described by you as if together
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they made up virtue. Now I want you to tell me truly whether vir-
tue is one whole, of which justice and temperance and holiness are
parts; or whether all these are only the names of one and the same
thing: that is the doubt which still lingers in my mind.

There is no difficulty, Socrates, in answering that the qualities of
which you are speaking are the parts of virtue which is one.

And are they parts, I said, in the same sense in which mouth,
nose, and eyes, and ears, are the parts of a face; or are they like the
parts of gold, which differ from the whole and from one another
only in being larger or smaller?

I should say that they differed, Socrates, in the first way; they are
related to one another as the parts of a face are related to the whole
face.

And do men have some one part and some another part of virtue?
Or if a man has one part, must he also have all the others?

By no means, he said; for many a man is brave and not just, or
just and not wise.

You would not deny, then, that courage and wisdom are also parts
of virtue?

Most undoubtedly they are, he answered; and wisdom is the no-
blest 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 the

face;—the eye, for example, is not like the ear, and has not the same
functions; and the other parts are none of them like one another,
either in their functions, or in any other way? I want to know whether
the comparison holds concerning the parts of virtue. Do they also
differ from one another in themselves and in their functions? For
that is clearly what the simile would imply.

Yes, Socrates, you are right in supposing that they differ.
Then, I said, no other part of virtue is like knowledge, or like

justice, or like courage, or like temperance, or like holiness?
No, he answered.
Well then, I said, suppose that you and I enquire into their na-

tures. And first, you would agree with me that justice is of the na-
ture of a thing, would you not? That is my opinion: would it not be
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yours also?
Mine also, he said.
And suppose that some one were to ask us, saying, ‘O Protagoras,

and you, Socrates, what about this thing which you were calling
justice, is it just or unjust?’—and I were to answer, just: would you
vote with me or against me?

With you, he said.
Thereupon I should answer to him who asked me, that justice is

of the nature of the just: would not you?
Yes, he said.
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 say so?
He assented.
‘And is this a sort of thing which is of the nature of the holy, or of

the nature of the unholy?’  I should be angry at his putting such a
question, and should say, ‘Peace, man; nothing can be holy if holi-
ness is not holy.’ What would you say? Would you not answer in the
same way?

Certainly, he said.
And then after this suppose that he came and asked us, ‘What were

you saying just now? Perhaps I may not have heard you rightly, but you
seemed to me to be saying that the parts of virtue were not the same as
one another.’  I should reply, ‘You certainly heard that said, but not, as
you 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 an-
other, and is this your position?’—how would you answer him?

I could not help acknowledging the truth of what he said, Socrates.
Well then, Protagoras, we will assume this; and now supposing

that he proceeded to say further, ‘Then holiness is not of the nature
of justice, nor justice of the nature of holiness, but of the nature of
unholiness; and holiness is of the nature of the not just, and there-
fore of the unjust, and the unjust is the unholy’: how shall we an-
swer him? I should certainly answer him on my own behalf that
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justice is holy, 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 the same with holiness, or very nearly the same; and above all
I would assert that justice is like holiness and holiness is like justice;
and I wish that you would tell me whether I may be permitted to
give this answer on your behalf, and whether you would agree with
me.

He replied, I cannot simply agree, Socrates, to the proposition
that justice is holy and that holiness is just, for there appears to me
to be a difference between them. But what matter? if you please I
please; and let us assume, if you will I, 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 holiness,
for there is always some point of view in which everything is like
every other thing; white is in a certain way like black, and hard is like
soft, and the most extreme opposites have some qualities in common;
even the parts of the face which, as we were saying before, are distinct
and have different functions, are still in a certain point of view simi-
lar, 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 things are like
one another; and yet things which are like in some particular ought
not to be called 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.

Well, I said, as you appear to have a difficulty about this, let us
take another of the examples which you mentioned instead. Do you
admit the existence of folly?

I do.
And is not wisdom the very opposite of folly?
That is true, he said.
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And when men act rightly and advantageously they seem to you
to be temperate?

Yes, he said.
And temperance makes them temperate?
Certainly.
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?
He assented.
And foolish actions are done by folly, and temperate actions by

temperance?
He agreed.
And that is done strongly which is done by strength, and that

which is weakly done, by weakness?
He assented.
And that which is done with swiftness is done swiftly, and that

which is done with slowness, slowly?
He assented again.
And that which is done in the same manner, is done by the same;

and that which is done in an opposite manner by the opposite?
He agreed.
Once more, I said, is there anything beautiful?
Yes.
To which the only opposite is the ugly?
There is no other.
And is there anything good?
There is.
To 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?
He assented.
Then now, I said, let us recapitulate our admissions. First of all
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we admitted that everything has one opposite and not more than
one?

We 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, was

done in the opposite way to that which was done temperately?
Yes.
And that which was done temperately was done by temperance,

and that which was done foolishly by folly?
He agreed.
And that which is done in opposite ways 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 tem-

perance?
Clearly.
And do you remember that folly has already been acknowledged

by us to be the opposite of wisdom?
He assented.
And we said that everything has only one opposite?
Yes.
Then, Protagoras, which of the two assertions shall we renounce?

One says that everything has but one opposite; the other that wis-
dom 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, which is one, has
clearly the two opposites—wisdom and temperance? Is not that true,
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Protagoras? What else would you say?
He assented, but with great reluctance.
Then temperance and wisdom are the same, as before justice and

holiness appeared to us to be nearly the same. And now, Protagoras,
I said, we must finish the enquiry, and not faint. Do you think that
an unjust man can be temperate in his injustice?

I should be ashamed, Socrates, he said, to acknowledge this, which
nevertheless many may be found to assert.

And shall I argue with them or with you? I replied.
I would rather, he said, that you should argue with the many first,

if you will.
Whichever you please, if you will only answer me and say whether

you are of their opinion or not. My object is to test the validity of
the argument; and yet the result may be that I who ask and you who
answer may both be put on our trial.

Protagoras at first made a show of refusing, as he said that the
argument was not encouraging; at length, he consented to answer.

Now then, I said, begin at the beginning and answer me. You
think that some men are temperate, and yet unjust?

Yes, he said; let that be admitted.
And temperance is good sense?
Yes.
And good sense is good counsel in doing injustice?
Granted.
If they succeed, I said, or if they do not succeed?
If they succeed.
And you would admit the existence of goods?
Yes.
And is the good that which is expedient for man?
Yes, indeed, he said: and there are some things which may be

inexpedient, and yet I call them good.
I thought that Protagoras was getting ruffled and excited; he

seemed to be setting himself in an attitude of war. Seeing this, I
minded my business, and gently said:—

When you say, Protagoras, that things inexpedient are good, do
you mean inexpedient for man only, or inexpedient altogether? and
do you call the latter good?
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Certainly not the last, he replied; for I know of many things—
meats, drinks, medicines, and ten thousand other things, which are
inexpedient for man, and some which are expedient; and some which
are neither expedient nor inexpedient for man, but only for horses;
and some for oxen only, and some for dogs; and some for no ani-
mals, but only for trees; and some for the roots of trees and not for
their branches, as for example, manure, which is a good thing when
laid about the roots of a tree, but utterly destructive if thrown upon
the shoots and young branches; or I may instance olive oil, which is
mischievous to all plants, and generally most injurious to the hair of
every animal with the exception of man, but beneficial to human
hair and to the human body generally; and even in this application
(so various and changeable is the nature of the benefit), that which
is the greatest good to the outward parts of a man, is a very great evil
to his inward parts: and for this reason physicians always forbid
their patients the use of oil in their food, except in very small quan-
tities, just enough to extinguish the disagreeable sensation of smell
in meats and sauces.

When he had given this answer, the company cheered him. And
I said: Protagoras, I have a wretched memory, and when any one
makes a long speech to me I never remember what he is talking
about. As then, if I had been deaf, and you were going to converse
with me, you would have had to raise your voice; so now, having
such a bad memory, I will ask you to cut your answers shorter, if
you 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 use fewer of them. Please
therefore, if you talk with me, to adopt the latter or more compen-
dious method.
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Socrates, he replied, many a battle of words have I fought, and if
I had followed the method of disputation which my adversaries de-
sired, as you want me to do, I should have been no better than
another, and the name of Protagoras would have been nowhere.

I saw that he was not satisfied with his previous answers, and that
he would not play the part of answerer any more if he could help;
and I considered that there was no call upon me to continue the
conversation; so I said: Protagoras, I do not wish to force the con-
versation upon you if you had rather not, but when you are willing
to argue with me in such a way that I can follow you, then I will
argue with you. Now you, as is said of you by others and as you say
of yourself, are able to have discussions in shorter forms of speech as
well as in longer, for you are a master of wisdom; but I cannot man-
age 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.

Thus I spoke, and was rising from my seat, when Callias seized
me by the right hand, and in his left hand caught hold of this old
cloak of mine. He said: We cannot let you go, Socrates, for if you
leave us there will be an end of our discussions: I must therefore beg
you to remain, as there is nothing in the world that I should like
better than to hear you and Protagoras discourse. Do not deny the
company this pleasure.

Now I had got up, and was in the act of departure. Son of
Hipponicus, I replied, I have always admired, and do now heartily
applaud and love your philosophical spirit, and I would gladly com-
ply with your request, if I could. But the truth is that I cannot. And
what you ask is as great an impossibility to me, as if you bade me
run a race with Crison of Himera, when in his prime, or with some
one of the long or day course runners. To such a request I should
reply that I would fain ask the same of my own legs; but they refuse
to comply. And therefore if you want to see Crison and me in the
same stadium, you must bid him slacken his speed to mine, for I
cannot run quickly, and he can run slowly. And in like manner if
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you want to hear me and Protagoras discoursing, you must ask him
to shorten his answers, and keep to the point, as he did at first; if
not, how can there be any discussion? For discussion is one thing,
and making an oration is quite another, in my humble opinion.

But you see, Socrates, said Callias, that Protagoras may fairly claim
to speak in his own way, just as you claim to speak in yours.

Here Alcibiades interposed, and said: That, Callias, is not a true
statement of the case. For our friend Socrates admits that he cannot
make a speech—in this he yields the palm to Protagoras: but I should
be greatly surprised if he yielded to any living man in the power of
holding and apprehending an argument. Now if Protagoras will make
a similar admission, and confess that he is inferior to Socrates in
argumentative skill, that is enough for Socrates; but if he claims a
superiority in argument as well, let him ask and answer—not, when
a question is asked, slipping away from the point, and instead of
answering, making a speech at such length that most of his hearers
forget the question at issue (not that Socrates is likely to forget—I
will be bound for that, although he may pretend in fun that he has
a bad memory). And Socrates appears to me to be more in the right
than Protagoras; that is my view, and every man ought to say what
he thinks.

When Alcibiades had done speaking, some one—Critias, I be-
lieve—went on to say: O Prodicus and Hippias, Callias appears to
me to be a partisan of Protagoras: and this led Alcibiades, who loves
opposition, to take the other side. But we should not be partisans
either of Socrates or of Protagoras; let us rather unite in entreating
both of them not to break up the discussion.

Prodicus added: That, Critias, seems to me to be well said, for
those who are present at such discussions ought to be impartial hear-
ers of both the speakers; remembering, however, that impartiality is
not the same as equality, for both sides should be impartially heard,
and yet an equal meed should not be assigned to both of them; but
to the wiser a higher meed should be given, and a lower to the less
wise. And I as well as Critias would beg you, Protagoras and Socrates,
to grant our request, which is, that you will argue with one another
and not wrangle; for friends argue with friends out of good-will,
but only adversaries and enemies wrangle. And then our meeting
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will be delightful; for in this way you, who are the speakers, will be
most likely to win esteem, and not praise only, among us who are
your audience; for esteem is a sincere conviction of the hearers’ souls,
but praise is often an insincere expression of men uttering false-
hoods contrary to their conviction. And thus we who are the hear-
ers will be gratified and not pleased; for gratification is of the mind
when receiving wisdom and knowledge, but pleasure is of the body
when eating or experiencing some other bodily delight. Thus spoke
Prodicus, and many of the company applauded his words.

Hippias the sage spoke next. He said: All of you who are here
present I reckon to be kinsmen and friends and fellow-citizens, by
nature and not by law; for by nature like is akin to like, whereas law
is the tyrant of mankind, and often compels us to do many things
which are against nature. How great would be the disgrace then, if
we, who know the nature of things, and are the wisest of the Hellenes,
and as such are met together in this city, which is the metropolis of
wisdom, and in the greatest and most glorious house of this city,
should have nothing to show worthy of this height of dignity, but
should only quarrel with one another like the meanest of mankind!
I do pray and advise you, Protagoras, and you, Socrates, to agree
upon a compromise. Let us be your peacemakers. And do not you,
Socrates, aim at this precise and extreme brevity in discourse, if
Protagoras objects, but loosen and let go the reins of speech, that
your words may be grander and more becoming to you. Neither do
you, Protagoras, go forth on the gale with every sail set out of sight
of land into an ocean of words, but let there be a mean observed by
both of you. Do as I say. And let me also persuade you to choose an
arbiter or overseer or president; he will keep watch over your words
and will prescribe their proper length.

This proposal was received by the company with universal ap-
proval; Callias said that he would not let me off, and they begged
me to choose an arbiter.  But I said that to choose an umpire of
discourse would be unseemly; for if the person chosen was inferior,
then the inferior or worse ought not to preside over the better; or if
he was equal, neither would that be well; for he who is our equal
will do as we do, and what will be the use of choosing him? And if
you say, ‘Let us have a better then,’—to that I answer that you can-
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not have any one who is wiser than Protagoras. And if you choose
another who is not really better, and whom you only say is better, to
put another over him as though he were an inferior person would
be an unworthy reflection on him; not that, as far as I am con-
cerned, any reflection is of much consequence to me. Let me tell
you then what I will do in order that the conversation and discus-
sion may go on as you desire. If Protagoras is not disposed to an-
swer, let him ask and I will answer; and I will endeavour to show at
the same time how, as I maintain, he ought to answer: and when I
have answered as many questions as he likes to ask, let him in like
manner answer me; and if he seems to be not very ready at answer-
ing the precise question asked of him, you and I will unite in en-
treating him, as you entreated me, not to spoil the discussion. And
this will require no special arbiter—all of you shall be arbiters.

This was generally approved, and Protagoras, though very much
against his will, was obliged to agree that he would ask questions;
and when he had put a sufficient number of them, that he would
answer in his turn those which he was asked in short replies. He
began to put his questions as follows:—

I am of opinion, Socrates, he said, that skill in poetry is the prin-
cipal part of education; and this I conceive to be the power of know-
ing what compositions of the poets are correct, and what are not,
and how they are to be distinguished, and of explaining when asked
the reason of the difference. And I propose to transfer the question
which you and I have been discussing to the domain of poetry; we
will speak as before of virtue, but in reference to a passage of a poet.
Now Simonides says to Scopas the son of Creon the Thessalian:

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

Do you know the poem? or shall I repeat the whole?
There is no need, I said; for I am perfectly well acquainted with

the ode, —I have made a careful study of it.
Very well, he said. And do you think that the ode is a good com-

position, and true?
Yes, I said, both good and true.
But if there is a contradiction, can the composition be good or

true?
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No, not in that case, I replied.
And is there not a contradiction? he asked. Reflect.
Well, my friend, I have reflected.
And does not the poet proceed to say, ‘I do not agree with the

word of Pittacus, albeit the utterance of a wise man: Hardly can a
man be good’?  Now you will observe that this is said 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 fearing

that there might be something in what he said). And you think
otherwise?

Why, he said, how can he be consistent in both? First of all, premis-
ing as his own thought, ‘Hardly can a man become truly good’; and
then a little further on in the poem, forgetting, and blaming Pittacus
and refusing to agree with him, when he says, ‘Hardly can a man be
good,’ which is the very same thing. And yet when he blames him
who says the same with himself, he blames himself; so that he must
be wrong either in his first or his second assertion.

Many of the audience cheered and applauded this. And I felt at
first giddy and faint, as if I had received a blow from the hand of an
expert boxer, when I heard his words and the sound of the cheering;
and to confess the truth, I wanted to get time to think what the
meaning of the poet really was. So I turned to Prodicus and called
him. Prodicus, I said, Simonides is a countryman of yours, and you
ought to come to his aid. I must appeal to you, like the river
Scamander in Homer, who, when beleaguered by Achilles, sum-
mons the Simois to aid him, saying:

‘Brother dear, let us both together stay the force of the hero’ (Il.).

And I summon you, for I am afraid that Protagoras will make an
end of Simonides. Now is the time to rehabilitate Simonides, by the
application of your philosophy of synonyms, which enables you to
distinguish ‘will’ and ‘wish,’ and make other charming distinctions
like those which you drew just now. And I should like to know
whether you would agree with me; for I am of opinion that there is
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no contradiction in the words of Simonides. And first of all I wish
that you would say whether, in your opinion, Prodicus, ‘being’ is
the same as ‘becoming.’

Not the same, certainly, replied Prodicus.
Did not Simonides first set forth, as his own view, that ‘Hardly

can a man become truly good’?
Quite right, said Prodicus.
And then he blames Pittacus, not, as Protagoras imagines, for

repeating that which he says himself, but for saying something dif-
ferent from himself. Pittacus does not say as Simonides says, that
hardly can a man become good, but hardly can a man be good: and
our friend Prodicus would maintain that being, Protagoras, is not
the same as becoming; and if they are not the same, then Simonides
is not inconsistent with himself. I dare say that Prodicus and many
others would say, as Hesiod says,

‘On the one hand, hardly can a man become good,
For the gods have made virtue the reward of toil,
But on the other hand, when you have climbed the height,
Then, to retain virtue, however difficult the acquisition, is easy

(Works and Days).’

Prodicus heard and approved; but Protagoras said: Your correc-
tion, Socrates, involves a greater error than is contained in the sen-
tence which you are correcting.

Alas! I said, Protagoras; then I am a sorry physician, and do but
aggravate a disorder which I am seeking to cure.

Such is the fact, he said.
How so? I asked.
The poet, he replied, could never have made such a mistake as to

say that virtue, which in the opinion of all men is the hardest of all
things, can be easily retained.

Well, I said, and how fortunate are we in having Prodicus among
us, at the right moment; for he has a wisdom, Protagoras, which, as I
imagine, is more than human and of very ancient date, and may be as
old as Simonides or even older. Learned as you are in many things,
you appear to know nothing of this; but I know, for I am a disciple of
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his. And now, if I am not mistaken, you do not understand the word
‘hard’ (chalepon) in the sense which Simonides intended; and I must
correct you, as Prodicus corrects me when I use the word ‘awful’
(deinon) 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 ‘aw-
ful’ is always taken in a bad sense, and that no one speaks of being
‘awfully’ healthy or wealthy, or of ‘awful’ peace, but of ‘awful’ disease,
‘awful’ war, ‘awful’ poverty, meaning by the term ‘awful,’ evil. And I
think that Simonides and his countrymen the Ceans, when they spoke
of ‘hard’ meant ‘evil,’ or something which you do not understand.
Let us ask Prodicus, for he ought to be able to answer questions about
the dialect of Simonides. What did he mean, Prodicus, by the term
‘hard’?

Evil, said Prodicus.
And therefore, I said, Prodicus, he blames Pittacus for saying,

‘Hard is the good,’ just as if that were equivalent to saying, Evil is
the good.

Yes, he said, that was certainly his meaning; and he is twitting
Pittacus with ignorance of the use of terms, which in a Lesbian,
who has been accustomed to speak a barbarous language, is natural.

Do you hear, Protagoras, I asked, what our friend Prodicus is
saying? And have you an answer for him?

You are entirely mistaken, Prodicus, said Protagoras; and I know
very well that Simonides in using the word ‘hard’ meant what all of
us mean, not evil, but that which is not easy—that which takes a
great deal of trouble: of this I am positive.

I said: I also incline to believe, Protagoras, that this was the mean-
ing of Simonides, of which our friend Prodicus was very well aware,
but he thought that he would make fun, and try if you could main-
tain your thesis; for that Simonides could never have meant the
other is clearly proved 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 countrymen. And I should like
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to tell you, I said, what I imagine to be the real meaning of Simonides
in this poem, if you will test what, in your way of speaking, would
be called my skill in poetry; or if you would rather, I will be the
listener.

To this proposal Protagoras replied: As you please;—and Hippias,
Prodicus, and the others told me by all means to do as I proposed.

Then now, I said, I will endeavour to explain to you my opinion
about this poem 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 a secret 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; considering that if the reason of their
superiority were disclosed, all men would be practising their wis-
dom. And this secret of theirs has never been discovered by the
imitators of Lacedaemonian fashions in other cities, who go about
with their ears bruised in imitation of them, and have the caestus
bound on their arms, and are always in training, and wear short
cloaks; for they imagine that these are the practices which have en-
abled the Lacedaemonians to conquer the other Hellenes. Now when
the Lacedaemonians want to unbend and hold free conversation
with their wise men, and are no longer satisfied with mere secret
intercourse, they drive out all these laconizers, and any other for-
eigners who may happen to be in their country, and they hold a
philosophical seance unknown to strangers; and they themselves
forbid their young men to go out into other cities—in this they are
like the Cretans—in order that they may not unlearn the lessons
which they have taught them.  And in Lacedaemon and Crete not
only men but also women have a pride in their high cultivation.
And hereby you may know that I am right in attributing to the
Lacedaemonians this excellence in philosophy and speculation: If a
man converses with the most ordinary Lacedaemonian, he will find
him seldom good for much in general conversation, but at any point
in the discourse he will be darting out some notable saying, terse
and full of meaning, with unerring aim; and the person with whom
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he is talking seems to be like a child in his hands. And many of our
own age and of former ages have noted that the true Lacedaemonian
type of character has the love of philosophy even stronger than the
love of gymnastics; they are conscious that only a perfectly educated
man is capable of uttering such expressions. Such were Thales of
Miletus, and Pittacus of Mitylene, and Bias of Priene, and our own
Solon, and Cleobulus the Lindian, and Myson the Chenian; and
seventh in the catalogue of wise men was the Lacedaemonian Chilo.
All these were lovers and emulators and disciples of the culture of
the Lacedaemonians, and any one may perceive that their wisdom
was of this character; consisting of short memorable sentences, which
they severally uttered. And they met together and dedicated in the
temple of Apollo at Delphi, as the first-fruits of their wisdom, the
far-famed inscriptions, which are in all men’s mouths—’Know thy-
self,’ and ‘Nothing too much.’

Why do I say all this? I am explaining that this Lacedaemonian
brevity was the style of primitive philosophy. Now there was a say-
ing of Pittacus which was privately circulated and received the ap-
probation of the wise, ‘Hard is it to be good.’  And Simonides, who
was ambitious of the fame of wisdom, was aware that if he could
overthrow this saying, then, as if he had won a victory over some
famous athlete, he would carry off the palm among his contempo-
raries. And if I am not mistaken, he composed the entire poem with
the secret intention of damaging Pittacus and his saying.

Let us all unite in examining his words, and see whether I am
speaking the truth. Simonides must have been a lunatic, if, in the
very first words of the poem, wanting to say only that to become
good is hard, he inserted ‘on the one hand’ (‘on the one hand to
become good is hard’); there would be no reason for the introduc-
tion of, unless you suppose him to speak with a hostile reference to
the words of Pittacus. Pittacus is saying ‘Hard is it to be good,’ and
he, in refutation of this thesis, rejoins that the truly hard thing,
Pittacus, is to become good, not joining ‘truly’ with ‘good,’ but with
‘hard.’  Not, that the hard thing is to be truly good, as though there
were some truly good men, and there were others who were good
but not truly good (this would be a very simple observation, and
quite unworthy of Simonides); but you must suppose him to make
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a trajection of the word ‘truly’, construing the saying of Pittacus
thus (and let us imagine Pittacus to be speaking and Simonides
answering him): ‘O my friends,’ says Pittacus, ‘hard is it to be good,’
and Simonides answers, ‘In that, Pittacus, you are mistaken; the
difficulty is not to be good, but on the one hand, to become good,
four-square in hands and feet and mind, without a flaw—that is
hard truly.’  This way of reading the passage accounts for the inser-
tion of ‘on the one hand,’ and for the position at the end of the
clause of the word ‘truly,’ and all that follows shows this to be the
meaning. A great deal might be said in praise of the details of the
poem, which is a charming piece of workmanship, and very fin-
ished, but such minutiae would be tedious. I should like, however,
to point out the general intention of the poem, which is certainly
designed in every part to be a refutation of the saying of Pittacus.
For he speaks in what follows a little further on as if he meant to
argue that although there is a difficulty in becoming good, yet this
is possible for a time, and only for a time. But having become good,
to remain in a good state and be good, as you, Pittacus, affirm, is
not possible, and is not granted to man; God only has this blessing;
‘but man cannot help being bad when the force of circumstances
overpowers him.’ Now whom does the force of circumstance over-
power in the command of a vessel?—not the private individual, for
he is always overpowered; and as one who is already prostrate can-
not be overthrown, and only he who is standing upright but not he
who is prostrate can be laid prostrate, so the force of circumstances
can only overpower him who, at some time or other, has resources,
and not him who is at all times helpless. The descent of a great
storm may make the pilot helpless, or the severity of the season the
husbandman or the physician; for the good may become bad, as
another poet witnesses:—

‘The good are sometimes good and sometimes bad.’

But the bad does not become bad; he is always bad. So that when
the force of circumstances overpowers the man of resources and
skill and virtue, then he cannot help being bad. And you, Pittacus,
are saying, ‘Hard is it to be good.’  Now there is a difficulty in
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becoming good; and yet this is possible: but to be good is an impos-
sibility—

‘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 doing
makes a man good in letters? Clearly the knowing of them. And
what sort of well-
doing makes a man a good physician? Clearly the knowledge of the
art of healing the sick. ‘But he who does ill is the bad.’ Now who
becomes a bad physician? Clearly he who is in the first place a phy-
sician, and in the second place a good physician; for he may become
a bad one also: but none of us unskilled individuals can by any
amount of doing ill become physicians, any more than we can be-
come carpenters or anything of that sort; and he who by doing ill
cannot become a physician at all, clearly cannot become a bad phy-
sician. In like manner the good may become deteriorated by time,
or toil, or disease, or other accident (the only real doing ill is to be
deprived of knowledge), but the bad man will never become bad,
for he is always bad; and if he were to become bad, he must previ-
ously have been good. Thus the words of the poem tend to show
that on the one hand a man cannot be continuously good, but that
he may become good and may also become bad; and again that

‘They are the best for the longest time whom the
gods love.’

All this relates to Pittacus, as is further proved by the sequel. For
he adds:—

‘Therefore I will not throw away my span of life t o
no purpose in searching after the impossible, hoping in
vain to find a perfectly faultless man among those who
partake of the fruit of the broad- bosomed earth: if I
find him, I will send you word.’

(this is the vehement way in which he pursues h i s
attack upon Pittacus throughout the whole poem):
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‘But him who does no evil, voluntarily I praise
and love;—not even the gods war against necessity.’

All this has a similar drift, for Simonides was not so ignorant as to
say that he praised those who did no evil voluntarily, as though
there were some who did evil voluntarily. For no wise man, as I
believe, will allow that any human being errs voluntarily, or volun-
tarily does evil and dishonourable actions; but they are very well
aware that all who do evil and dishonourable things do them against
their will. And Simonides never says that he praises him who does
no evil voluntarily; the word ‘voluntarily’ applies to himself. For he
was under the impression that a good man might often compel him-
self to love and praise another, and to be the friend and approver of
another; and that there might be an involuntary love, such as a man
might feel to an unnatural father or mother, or country, or the like.
Now bad men, when their parents or country have any defects, look
on them with malignant joy, and find fault with them and expose
and denounce them to others, under the idea that the rest of man-
kind will be less likely to take themselves to task and accuse them of
neglect; and they blame their defects far more than they deserve, in
order that the odium which is necessarily incurred by them may be
increased: but the good man dissembles his feelings, and constrains
himself to praise them; and if they have wronged him and he is
angry, he pacifies his anger and is reconciled, and compels himself
to love and praise his own flesh and blood. And Simonides, as is
probable, considered that he himself had often had to praise and
magnify a tyrant or the like, much against his will, and he also wishes
to imply to Pittacus that he does not censure him because he is
censorious.

‘For I am satisfied’ he says, ‘when a man is neither
bad nor very stupid; and when he knows justice
(which is the health of states), and is of sound mind, I
will find no fault with him, for I am not given to f i n d i n g
fault, and there are innumerable fools’ (im- plying that
if he delighted in censure he might have abun-
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dant opportunity of finding fault).

‘All things are good with which evil is unmingled.’

In these latter words he does not mean to say that all things are
good which have no evil in them, as you might say ‘All things are
white which have no black in them,’ for that would be ridiculous;
but he means to say that he accepts and finds no fault with the
moderate or intermediate state.

(‘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’)

(and here observe that he uses a Lesbian word, epainemi (approve),
because he is addressing Pittacus,

‘Who love and approve every one voluntarily, who
does no evil:’

and that the stop should be put after ‘voluntarily’); ‘but there are
some whom I involuntarily praise and love. And you, Pittacus, I
would never have blamed, if you had spoken what was moderately
good and true; but I do blame you because, putting on the appear-
ance of truth, you are speaking falsely about the highest matters.’—
And this, I said, Prodicus and Protagoras, I take to be the meaning
of Simonides in this poem.

Hippias said: I think, Socrates, that you have given a very good
explanation of the poem; but I have also an excellent interpretation
of my own which I will propound to you, if you will allow me.

Nay, Hippias, said Alcibiades; not now, but at some other time.
At present we must abide by the compact which was made between
Socrates and Protagoras, to the effect that as long as Protagoras is
willing to ask, Socrates should answer; or that if he would rather
answer, then that Socrates should ask.

I said: I wish Protagoras either to ask or answer as he is inclined;
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but I would rather have done with poems and odes, if he does not
object, and come back to the question about which I was asking
you at first, Protagoras, and by your help make an end of that. The
talk about the poets seems to me like a commonplace entertain-
ment to which a vulgar company have recourse; who, because they
are not able to converse or amuse one another, while they are drink-
ing, with the sound of their own voices and conversation, by reason
of their stupidity, raise the price of flute-girls in the market, hiring
for a great sum the voice of a flute instead of their own breath, to be
the medium of intercourse among them: but where the company
are real gentlemen and men of education, you will see no flute-girls,
nor dancing- girls, nor harp-girls; and they have no nonsense or
games, but are contented with one another’s conversation, of which
their own voices are the medium, and which they carry on by turns
and in an orderly manner, even though they are very liberal in their
potations. And a company like this of ours, and men such as we
profess to be, do not require the help of another’s voice, or of the
poets whom you cannot interrogate about the meaning of what they
are saying; people who cite them declaring, some that the poet has
one meaning, and others that he has another, and the point which
is in dispute can never be decided. This sort of entertainment they
decline, and prefer to talk with one another, and put one another to
the proof in conversation. And these are the models which I desire
that you and I should imitate. Leaving the poets, and keeping to
ourselves, let us try the mettle of one another and make proof of the
truth in conversation. If you have a mind to ask, I am ready to
answer; or if you would rather, do you answer, and give me the
opportunity of resuming and completing our unfinished argument.

I made these and some similar observations; but Protagoras would
not distinctly say which he would do. Thereupon Alcibiades turned
to Callias, and said:—Do you think, Callias, that Protagoras is fair in
refusing to say whether he will or will not answer? for I certainly think
that he is unfair; he ought either to proceed with the argument, or
distinctly refuse to proceed, that we may know his intention; and
then Socrates will be able to 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
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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 not imagine, Protagoras, that I have any other inter-
est in asking questions of you but that of clearing up my own diffi-
culties. For I think that Homer was very right in saying that

‘When two go together, one sees before the other’
(Il.),’

for all men who have a companion are readier in deed, word, or
thought; but if a man

‘Sees a thing when he is alone,’

he goes about straightway seeking until he finds some one to whom he
may show his discoveries, and who may confirm him in them. And I
would rather hold discourse with you than with any one, because I
think that no man has a better understanding of most things which a
good man may be expected to understand, and in particular of virtue.
For who is there, but you?—who not only claim to be a good man and
a gentleman, for many are this, and yet have not the power of making
others good—whereas you are not only good yourself, but also the
cause of goodness in others. Moreover such confidence have you in
yourself, that although other Sophists conceal their profession, you pro-
claim in the face of Hellas that you are a Sophist or teacher of virtue and
education, and are the first who demanded pay in return. How then
can I do otherwise than invite you to the 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 ques-
tions which I was asking you at first, and also to have your help in
considering them. If I am not mistaken the question was this: Are wis-
dom and temperance and courage and justice and holiness five names
of the same thing? or has each of the names a separate underlying es-
sence and corresponding thing having a peculiar function, no one of
them being like any other of them? And you replied that the five names
were not the names of the same thing, but that each of them had a
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separate object, and that all these objects were parts of virtue, not in the
same way that the parts of gold are like each other and the whole of
which they are parts, but as the parts of the face are unlike the whole of
which they are parts and one another, and have each of them a distinct
function. I should like to know whether this is still your opinion; or if
not, I will ask you to define your meaning, and I shall not take you to
task if you now make a different statement. For I dare say that you may
have said what you did only in order to make trial of me.

I answer, Socrates, he said, that all these qualities are parts of
virtue, and that four out of the five are to some extent similar, and
that the fifth of them, which is courage, is very different from the
other four, as I prove in this way: You may observe that many men
are utterly unrighteous, unholy, intemperate, ignorant, who are nev-
ertheless remarkable for their courage.

Stop, I said; I should like to think about that. When you speak of
brave men, do you mean the confident, or another sort of nature?

Yes, he said; I mean the impetuous, ready to go at that which
others are afraid to approach.

In the next place, you would affirm virtue to be a good thing, of
which good thing you assert yourself to be a teacher.

Yes, he said; I should say the best of all things, if I am in my right
mind.

And is it partly good and partly bad, I said, or wholly good?
Wholly good, and in the highest degree.
Tell me then; who are they who have 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?
The skilled.
And who when fighting with light shields—the peltasts or the

nonpeltasts?
The peltasts. And that is true of all other things, he said, if that is

your point: those who have knowledge are more confident than
those who have no knowledge, and they are more confident after
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they have learned than before.
And have you not seen persons utterly ignorant, I said, of these

things, and yet confident about them?
Yes, he said, I have seen such persons far too confident.
And are not these confident persons also courageous?
In that case, he replied, courage would be a base thing, for the

men of whom we are speaking are surely madmen.
Then who are the courageous? Are they not the confident?
Yes, he said; to that statement I adhere.
And those, I said, who are thus confident without knowledge are

really not courageous, but mad; and in that case the wisest are also
the most confident, and being the most confident are also the brav-
est, and upon that view again wisdom will be courage.

Nay, Socrates, he replied, you are mistaken in your remembrance of
what was said by me. When you asked me, I certainly did say that the
courageous are the confident; but I was never asked whether the confi-
dent are the courageous; if you had asked me, I should have answered
‘Not all of them’: and what I did answer you have not proved to be false,
although you proceeded to show that those who have knowledge are
more courageous than they were before they had knowledge, and more
courageous than others who have no knowledge, and were then led on
to think that courage is the same as wisdom. But in this way of arguing
you might come to imagine that strength is wisdom. You might begin
by asking whether the strong are able, and I should say ‘Yes’; and then
whether those who know how to wrestle are not more able to wrestle
than those who do not know how to wrestle, and more able after than
before they had learned, and I should assent. And when I had admitted
this, you might use my admissions in such a way as to prove that upon
my view wisdom is strength; whereas in that case I should not have
admitted, any more than in the other, that the able are strong, although
I have admitted that the strong are able. For there is a difference be-
tween ability and strength; the former is given by knowledge as well as
by madness or rage, but strength comes from nature and a healthy state
of the body. And in like manner I say of confidence and courage, that
they are not the same; and I argue that the courageous are confident,
but not all the confident courageous. For confidence may be given to
men by art, and also, like ability, by madness and rage; but courage
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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?
He assented.
And do you think that a man lives well who lives in pain and

grief?
He does not.
But if he lives pleasantly to the end of his life, will he not in that

case have lived well?
He will.
Then to live pleasantly is a good, and to live unpleasantly an evil?
Yes, he said, if the pleasure be good and honourable.
And do you, Protagoras, like the rest of the world, call some pleas-

ant things evil and some painful things good?—for I am rather dis-
posed to say that things are good in as far as they are pleasant, if
they have no consequences of another sort, and in as far as they are
painful they are bad.

I do not know, Socrates, he said, whether I can venture to assert
in that unqualified manner that the pleasant is the good and the
painful the evil. Having regard not only to my present answer, but
also to the whole of my life, I shall be safer, if I am not mistaken, in
saying that there are some pleasant things which are not good, and
that there are some painful things which are good, and some which
are not good, and that there are some which are neither good nor
evil.

And you would call pleasant, I said, the things which participate
in pleasure or create pleasure?

Certainly, he said.
Then my meaning is, that in as far as they are pl easant they are

good; and my question would imply that pleasure is a good in itself.
According to your favourite mode of speech, Socrates, ‘Let us

reflect about this,’ he said; and if the reflection is to the point, and
the result proves that pleasure and good are really the same, then we
will agree; but if not, then we will argue.

And would you wish to begin the enquiry? I said; or shall I begin?
You ought to take the lead, he said; for you are the author of the

discussion.
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May I employ an illustration? I said. Suppose some one who is
enquiring into the health or some other bodily quality of another:—
he looks at his face and at the tips of his fingers, and then he says,
Uncover your chest and back to me that I may have a better view:—
that is the sort of thing which I desire in this speculation. Having
seen what your opinion is about good and pleasure, I am minded to
say to you: Uncover your mind to me, Protagoras, and reveal your
opinion about knowledge, that I may know whether you agree with
the rest of the world. Now the rest of the world are of opinion that
knowledge is a principle not of strength, or of rule, or of command:
their notion is that a man may have knowledge, and yet that the
knowledge which is in him may be overmastered by anger, or plea-
sure, or pain, or love, or perhaps by fear,—just as if knowledge were
a slave, and might be dragged about anyhow. Now is that your view?
or do you think that knowledge is a noble and commanding thing,
which cannot be overcome, and will not allow a man, if he only
knows the difference of good and evil, to do anything which is con-
trary to knowledge, but that wisdom will have strength to help him?

I agree with you, Socrates, said Protagoras; and not only so, but I,
above all other men, am bound to say that wisdom and knowledge
are the highest of human things.

Good, I said, and true. But are you aware that the majority of the
world are of another mind; and that men are commonly supposed
to know the things which are best, and not to do them when they
might? And most persons whom I have asked the reason of this
have said that when men act contrary to knowledge they are over-
come by pain, or pleasure, or some of those affections which I was
just now mentioning.

Yes, Socrates, he replied; and that is not the only point about
which mankind are in error.

Suppose, then, that you and I endeavour to instruct and inform
them what is the nature of this affection which they call ‘being over-
come by pleasure,’ and which they affirm to be the reason why they
do not always do what is best. When we say to them: Friends, you
are 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
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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 dis-
posed to abide by our agreement, that I should show the way in
which, as I think, our recent difficulty is most likely to be cleared
up, do you follow; but if not, never mind.

You are quite right, he said; and I would have you proceed as you
have begun.

Well then, I said, let me suppose that they repeat their question,
What account do you give of that which, in our way of speaking, is
termed being overcome by pleasure? I should answer thus: Listen,
and Protagoras and I will endeavour to show you. When men are
overcome by eating and drinking and other sensual desires which
are pleasant, and they, knowing them to be evil, nevertheless in-
dulge in them, would you not say that they were overcome by plea-
sure? They will not deny this. And suppose that you and I were to
go on and ask them again: ‘In what way do you say that they are
evil,—in that they are pleasant and give pleasure at the moment, or
because they cause disease and poverty and other like evils in the
future? Would they still be evil, if they had no attendant evil conse-
quences, 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, but on
account of the after consequences—diseases and the like?

I believe, said Protagoras, that the world in general would answer
as you do.

And in causing diseases do they not cause pain? 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, in my name and yours: Do you think

them evil for any other reason, except because they end in pain and
rob us of other pleasures:—there again they would agree?

We both of us thought that they would.
And then I should take the question from the opposite point of
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view, and say: ‘Friends, when you speak of goods being painful, do
you not mean remedial goods, such as gymnastic exercises, and mili-
tary service, and the physician’s use of burning, cutting, drugging,
and starving? Are these the things which are good but painful?’—
they would assent to me?

He agreed.
‘And do you call them good because they occasion the greatest

immediate suffering and pain; or because, afterwards, they bring
health and improvement of the bodily condition and the salvation
of states and power over others and wealth?’—they would agree to
the latter alternative, if I am not mistaken?

He assented.
‘Are these things good for any other reason except that they end

in pleasure, and get rid of and avert pain? Are you looking to any
other standard but pleasure and pain when you call them good?’—
they would acknowledge that they were not?

I think so, said Protagoras.
‘And do you not pursue after pleasure as a good, and avoid pain as

an evil?’
He assented.
‘Then you think that pain is an evil and pleasure is a good: and

even pleasure you deem an evil, when it robs you of greater plea-
sures than it gives, or causes pains greater than the pleasure. If, how-
ever, you call pleasure an evil in relation to some other end or stan-
dard, you will be able to show us 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? You call

pain a good when it takes away greater pains than those which it
has, or gives pleasures greater than the pains: then if you have some
standard other than pleasure and pain to which you refer when you
call actual pain a good, you can show what that is. But you cannot.’

True, said Protagoras.
Suppose again, I said, that the world says to me: ‘Why do you

spend many words and speak in many ways on this subject?’ Excuse
me, friends, I should reply; but in the first place there is a difficulty
in explaining the meaning of the expression ‘overcome by pleasure’;
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and the whole argument turns upon this. And even now, if you see
any possible way in which evil can be explained as other than pain,
or good as other than pleasure, you may still retract. Are you satis-
fied, then, at having a life of pleasure which is without pain? If you
are, and if you are unable to show any good or evil which does not
end in pleasure and pain, hear the consequences:—If what you say
is true, then the argument is absurd which affirms that a man often
does evil knowingly, when he might abstain, because he is seduced
and overpowered by pleasure; or again, when you say that a man
knowingly refuses to do what is good because he is overcome at the
moment by pleasure. And that this is ridiculous will be evident if
only we give up the use of various names, such as pleasant and pain-
ful, 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 that
he does evil. But some one will ask, Why? Because he is overcome,
is the first answer. And by what is he overcome? the enquirer will
proceed to ask. And we shall not be able to reply ‘By pleasure,’ for
the name of pleasure has been exchanged for that of good. In our
answer, then, we shall only say that he is overcome. ‘By what?’ he
will reiterate. By the good, we shall have to reply; indeed we shall.
Nay, but our questioner will rejoin with 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, because he is overcome by
good. Is that, he will ask, because the good was worthy or not wor-
thy of conquering the evil’? And in answer to that we shall clearly
reply, Because it was not worthy; for if it had been worthy, then he
who, as we say, was overcome by pleasure, would not have been
wrong. ‘But how,’ he will reply, ‘can the good be unworthy of the
evil, or the evil of the good’? Is not the real explanation that they are
out of proportion to one another, either as greater and smaller, or
more and fewer? This we cannot deny. And when you speak of be-
ing overcome—’what do you mean,’ he will say, ‘but that you choose
the greater evil in exchange for the lesser good?’ Admitted. And
now substitute the names of pleasure and pain for good and evil,
and say, not as before, that a man does what is evil knowingly, but
that he does what is painful knowingly, and because he is overcome
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by pleasure, which is unworthy to overcome. What measure is there
of the relations of pleasure to pain other than excess and defect,
which means that they become greater and smaller, and more and
fewer, and differ in degree? For if any one says: ‘Yes, Socrates, but
immediate pleasure differs widely from future pleasure and pain’—
To that I should reply: And do they differ in anything but in plea-
sure and pain? There can be no other measure of them. And do you,
like a skilful weigher, put into the balance the pleasures and the
pains, and their nearness and distance, and weigh them, and then
say which outweighs the other. If you weigh pleasures against plea-
sures, you of course take the more and greater; or if you weigh pains
against pains, you take the fewer and the less; or if pleasures against
pains, then you choose that course of action in which the painful is
exceeded by the pleasant, whether the distant by the near or the
near by the distant; and you avoid that course of action in which
the pleasant is exceeded by the painful. Would you not admit, my
friends, that this is true? I am confident that they cannot deny this.

He agreed with me.
Well then, I shall say, if you agree so far, be so good as to answer

me a question: Do not the same magnitudes appear larger to your
sight when near, and smaller when at a distance? They will ac-
knowledge that. And the same holds of thickness and number;
also sounds, which are in themselves equal, are greater when near,
and lesser when at a distance. They will grant that also. Now sup-
pose happiness to consist in doing or choosing the greater, and in
not doing or in avoiding the less, what would be the saving prin-
ciple of human life? Would not the art of measuring be the saving
principle; or would the power of appearance? Is not the latter that
deceiving art which makes us wander up and down and take the
things at one time of which we repent at another, both in our
actions and in our choice of things great and small? But the art of
measurement would do away with the effect of appearances, and,
showing the truth, would fain teach the soul at last to find rest in
the truth, and would thus save our life. Would not mankind gen-
erally acknowledge that the art which accomplishes this result is
the art of measurement?

Yes, he said, the art of measurement.
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Suppose, again, the salvation of human life to depend on the choice
of odd and even, and on the knowledge of when a man ought to
choose the greater or less, either in reference to themselves or to each
other, and whether near or at a distance; what would be the saving
principle of our lives? Would not knowledge?—a knowledge of mea-
suring, when the question is one of excess and defect, and a knowl-
edge of number, when the question is of odd and even? The world
will assent, will they not?

Protagoras himself thought that they would.
Well then, my friends, I say to them; seeing that the salvation of

human life has been found to consist in the right choice of pleasures
and pains, —in the choice of the more and the fewer, and the greater
and the less, and the nearer and remoter, must not this measuring
be a consideration of their excess and defect and equality in relation
to each other?

This is undeniably true.
And this, as possessing measure, must undeniably also be an art

and science?
They will agree, he said.
The nature of that art or science will be a matter of future consid-

eration; but the existence of such a science furnishes a demonstra-
tive answer to the question which you asked of me and Protagoras.
At the time when you asked the question, if you remember, both of
us were agreeing that there was nothing mightier than knowledge,
and that knowledge, in whatever existing, must have the advantage
over pleasure and all other things; and then you said that pleasure
often got the advantage even over a man who has knowledge; and
we refused to allow this, and you rejoined: O Protagoras and Socrates,
what is the meaning of being overcome by pleasure if not this?—tell
us what you call such a state:—if we had immediately and at the
time answered ‘Ignorance,’ you would have laughed at us. But now,
in laughing at us, you will be laughing at yourselves: for you also
admitted that men err in their choice of pleasures and pains; that is,
in their choice of good and evil, from defect of knowledge; and you
admitted further, that they err, not only from defect of knowledge
in general, but of that particular knowledge which is called measur-
ing. And you are also aware that the erring act which is done with-
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out knowledge is done in ignorance. This, therefore, is the meaning
of being overcome by pleasure; —ignorance, and that the greatest.
And our friends Protagoras and Prodicus and Hippias declare that
they are the physicians of ignorance; but you, who are under the
mistaken impression that ignorance is not the cause, and that the
art of which I am speaking cannot be taught, neither go yourselves,
nor send your children, to the Sophists, who are the teachers of
these things—you take care of your money and give them none;
and the result is, that you are the worse off both in public and pri-
vate life:—Let us suppose this to be our answer to the world in
general: And now I should like to ask you, Hippias, and you,
Prodicus, as well as Protagoras (for the argument is to be yours as
well as ours), whether you think that I am speaking the truth or
not?

They all thought that what I said was entirely true.
Then you agree, I said, that the pleasant is the good, and the

painful evil. And here I would beg my friend Prodicus not to intro-
duce his distinction of names, whether he is disposed to say pleasur-
able, delightful, joyful. However, by whatever name he prefers to
call them, I will ask you, most excellent Prodicus, to answer in my
sense of the words.

Prodicus laughed and assented, as did the others.
Then, my friends, what do you say to this? Are not all actions

honourable and useful, of which the tendency is to make life pain-
less and pleasant? The honourable work is also useful and good?

This was admitted.
Then, I said, if the pleasant is the good, nobody does anything

under the idea or conviction that some other thing would be better
and is also attainable, when he might do the better. And this inferi-
ority of a man to himself is merely ignorance, as the superiority of a
man to himself is wisdom.

They all assented.
And is not ignorance the having a false opinion and being de-

ceived about important matters?
To this also they unanimously assented.
Then, I said, no man voluntarily pursues evil, or that which he

thinks to be evil. To prefer evil to good is not in human nature; and
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when a man is compelled to choose one of two evils, no one will
choose the greater when he may have the less.

All of us agreed to every word of this.
Well, I said, there is a certain thing called fear or terror; and here,

Prodicus, I should particularly like to know whether you would
agree with me in defining this fear or terror as expectation of evil.

Protagoras and Hippias agreed, but Prodicus said that this was
fear and not terror.

Never mind, Prodicus, I said; but let me ask whether, if our former
assertions are true, a man will pursue that which he fears when he is
not compelled? Would not this be in flat contradiction to the ad-
mission which has been already made, that he thinks the things
which he fears to be evil; and no one will pursue or voluntarily
accept that which he thinks to be evil?

That also was universally admitted.
Then, I said, these, Hippias and Prodicus, are our premisses; and I

would beg Protagoras to explain to us how he can be right in what he
said at first. I do not mean in what he said quite at first, for his first
statement, as you may remember, was that whereas there were five
parts of virtue none of them was like any other of them; each of them
had a separate function. To this, however, I am not referring, but to
the assertion which he afterwards made that of the five virtues four
were nearly akin to each other, but that the fifth, which was courage,
differed greatly from the others. And of this he gave me the following
proof. He said: You will find, Socrates, that some of the most impi-
ous, and unrighteous, and intemperate, and ignorant of men are among
the most courageous; which proves that courage is very different from
the other parts of virtue. I was surprised at his saying this at the time,
and I am still more surprised now that I have discussed the matter
with you. So I asked him whether by the brave he meant the confi-
dent. Yes, he replied, and the impetuous or goers. (You may remem-
ber, Protagoras, that this was your answer.)

He 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?
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Yes, he said.
Then do cowards go where there is safety, and the courageous

where there is danger?
Yes, Socrates, so men say.
Very true, I said. But I want to know against what do you say that

the courageous are ready to go—against dangers, believing them to
be dangers, or not against dangers?

No, said he; the former case has been proved by you in the previ-
ous 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.

He assented.
And yet the courageous man and the coward alike go to meet that

about which they are confident; so that, in this point of view, the
cowardly and the courageous go to meet the same things.

And yet, Socrates, said Protagoras, that to which the coward goes
is the opposite of that to which the courageous goes; the one, for
example, is ready to go to battle, and the other is not ready.

And is going to battle honourable or disgraceful? I said.
Honourable, he replied.
And if honourable, then already admitted by us to be good; for

all honourable actions we have admitted to be good.
That is true; and to that opinion I shall always adhere.
True, I said. But which of the two are they who, as you say, are

unwilling to go to war, which is a good and 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 admis-

sions.
But does not the courageous man also go to meet the better, and

pleasanter, and nobler?
That must be admitted.
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And the courageous man has no base fear or base confidence?
True, he replied.
And if not base, then honourable?
He admitted this.
And if honourable, then good?
Yes.
But the fear and confidence of the coward or foolhardy or mad-

man, on the contrary, are base?
He assented.
And these base fears and confidences originate in ignorance and

uninstructedness?
True, he said.
Then as to the motive from which the cowards act, do you call it

cowardice or courage?
I should say cowardice, he replied.
And have they not been shown to be cowards through their igno-

rance of dangers?
Assuredly, he said.
And because of that ignorance they are cowards?
He assented.
And the reason why they are cowards is admitted by you to be

cowardice?
He again assented.
Then the ignorance of what is and is not dangerous is cowardice?
He nodded assent.
But surely courage, I said, is opposed to cowardice?
Yes.
Then the wisdom which knows what are and are not dangers is

opposed to the ignorance of them?
To 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 cour-

age, and is opposed to the ignorance of these things?
At this point he would no longer nod assent, but was silent.
And why, I said, do you neither assent nor dissent, Protagoras?
Finish the argument by yourself, he said.
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I only want to ask one more question, I said. I want to know
whether you still think that there are men who are most ignorant
and yet most courageous?

You seem to have a great ambition to make me answer, Socrates,
and therefore I will gratify you, and say, that this appears to me to
be impossible consistently with the argument.

My only object, I said, in continuing the discussion, 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 which has been car-
ried on at great length by both of us—you affirming and I denying
that virtue can be taught—would also become clear. The result of
our discussion appears to me to be singular. For if the argument had
a human voice, that voice would be heard laughing at us and saying:
‘Protagoras and Socrates, you are strange beings; there are you,
Socrates, who were saying that virtue cannot be taught, contradict-
ing yourself now by your attempt to prove that all things are knowl-
edge, including justice, and temperance, and courage,—which tends
to show that virtue can certainly be taught; for if virtue were other
than knowledge, as Protagoras attempted to prove, then clearly vir-
tue cannot be taught; but if virtue is entirely knowledge, as you are
seeking to show, then I cannot but suppose that virtue is capable of
being taught.

Protagoras, on the other hand, who started by saying that it might
be taught, is now eager to prove it to be anything rather than knowl-
edge; and if this is true, it must be quite incapable of being taught.’
Now I, Protagoras, perceiving this terrible confusion of our ideas,
have a great desire that they should be cleared up. And I should like
to carry on the discussion until we ascertain what virtue is, 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 said at first, I should
like to have your help in the enquiry.

Protagoras replied: Socrates, I am not of a base nature, and I am
the last man in the world to be envious. I cannot but applaud your
energy and your conduct of an argument. As I have often said, I
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admire you above all men whom I know, and far above all men of
your age; and I believe that you will become very eminent in phi-
losophy. Let us come back to the subject at some future time; at
present we had better turn to something else.

By all means, I said, if that is your wish; for I too ought long since
to have kept the engagement of which I spoke before, and only
tarried because I could not refuse the request of the noble Callias.
So the conversation ended, and we went our way.
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MENO

by Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

INTRODUCTION

THIS DIALOGUE BEGINS abruptly with a question of Meno, who asks,
‘whether virtue can be taught.’  Socrates replies that he does not as
yet know what virtue is, and has never known anyone who did.
‘Then he cannot have met Gorgias when he was at Athens.’ Yes,
Socrates had met him, but he has a bad memory, and has forgotten
what Gorgias said. Will Meno tell him his own notion, which is
probably not very different from that of Gorgias? ‘O yes—nothing
easier: there is the virtue of a man, of a woman, of an old man, and
of a child; there is a virtue of every age and state of life, all of which
may be easily described.’

Socrates reminds Meno that this is only an enumeration of the
virtues and not a definition of the notion which is common to them
all. In a second attempt Meno defines virtue to be ‘the power of
command.’ But to this, again, exceptions are taken. For there must
be a virtue of those who obey, as well as of those who command;
and the power of command must be justly or not unjustly exer-
cised. Meno is very ready to admit that justice is virtue: ‘Would you
say virtue or a virtue, for there are other virtues, such as courage,
temperance, and the like; just as round is a figure, and black and
white are colours, and yet there are other figures and other colours.
Let Meno take the examples of figure and colour, and try to define
them.’ Meno confesses his inability, and after a process of interroga-
tion, in which Socrates explains to him the nature of a ‘simile in
multis,’ Socrates himself defines figure as ‘the accompaniment of
colour.’ But some one may object that he does not know the mean-
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ing of the word ‘colour;’ and if he is a candid friend, and not a mere
disputant, Socrates is willing to furnish him with a simpler and more
philosophical definition, into which no disputed word is allowed to
intrude: ‘Figure is the limit of form.’ Meno imperiously insists that
he must still have a definition of colour. Some raillery follows; and
at length Socrates is induced to reply, ‘that colour is the effluence of
form, sensible, and in due proportion to the sight.’ This definition
is exactly suited to the taste of Meno, who welcomes the familiar
language of Gorgias and Empedocles. Socrates is of opinion that
the more abstract or dialectical definition of figure is far better.

Now that Meno has been made to understand the nature of a
general definition, he answers in the spirit of a Greek gentleman,
and in the words of a poet, ‘that virtue is to delight in things
honourable, and to have the power of getting them.’ This is a nearer
approximation than he has yet made to a complete definition, and,
regarded as a piece of proverbial or popular morality, is not far from
the truth. But the objection is urged, ‘that the honourable is the
good,’ and as every one equally desires the good, the point of the
definition is contained in the words, ‘the power of getting them.’
‘And they must be got justly or with justice.’ The definition will
then stand thus: ‘Virtue is the power of getting good with justice.’
But justice is a part of virtue, and therefore virtue is the getting of
good with a part of virtue. The definition repeats the word defined.

Meno complains that the conversation of Socrates has the effect
of a torpedo’s shock upon him. When he talks with other persons
he has plenty to say about virtue; in the presence of Socrates, his
thoughts desert him. Socrates replies that he is only the cause of
perplexity in others, because he is himself perplexed. He proposes
to continue the enquiry. But how, asks Meno, can he enquire either
into what he knows or into what he does not know? This is a so-
phistical puzzle, which, as Socrates remarks, saves a great deal of
trouble to him who accepts it. But the puzzle has a real difficulty
latent under it, to which Socrates will endeavour to find a reply.
The difficulty is the origin of knowledge:—

He has heard from priests and priestesses, and from the poet
Pindar, of an immortal soul which is born again and again in suc-
cessive periods of existence, returning into this world when she has
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paid the penalty of ancient crime, and, having wandered over all
places of the upper and under world, and seen and known all things
at one time or other, is by association out of one thing capable of
recovering all. For nature is of one kindred; and every soul has a
seed or germ which may be developed into all knowledge. The ex-
istence of this latent knowledge is further proved by the interroga-
tion of one of Meno’s slaves, who, in the skilful hands of Socrates, is
made to acknowledge some elementary relations of geometrical fig-
ures. The theorem that the square of the diagonal is double the
square of the side—that famous discovery of primitive mathemat-
ics, in honour of which the legendary Pythagoras is said to have
sacrificed a hecatomb—is elicited from him. The first step in the
process of teaching has made him conscious of his own ignorance.
He has had the ‘torpedo’s shock’ given him, and is the better for the
operation. But whence had the uneducated man this knowledge?
He had never learnt geometry in this world; nor was it born with
him; he must therefore have had it when he was not a man. And as
he always either was or was not a man, he must have always had it.
(Compare Phaedo.)

After Socrates has given this specimen of the true nature of teach-
ing, the original question of the teachableness of virtue is renewed.
Again he professes a desire to know ‘what virtue is’ first. But he is
willing to argue the question, as mathematicians say, under an hy-
pothesis. He will assume that if virtue is knowledge, then virtue can
be taught. (This was the stage of the argument at which the
Protagoras concluded.)

Socrates has no difficulty in showing that virtue is a good, and
that goods, whether of body or mind, must be under the direction
of knowledge. Upon the assumption just made, then, virtue is teach-
able. But where are the teachers? There are none to be found. This is
extremely discouraging. Virtue is no sooner discovered to be teach-
able, than the discovery follows that it is not taught. Virtue, there-
fore, is and is not teachable.

In this dilemma an appeal is made to Anytus, a respectable and
well-to-do citizen of the old school, and a family friend of Meno,
who happens to be present. He is asked ‘whether Meno shall go to
the Sophists and be taught.’ The suggestion throws him into a rage.
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‘To whom, then, shall Meno go?’ asks Socrates. To any Athenian
gentleman—to the great Athenian statesmen of past times. Socrates
replies here, as elsewhere (Laches, Prot.), that Themistocles, Pericles,
and other great men, had sons to whom they would surely, if they
could have done so, have imparted their own political wisdom; but
no one ever heard that these sons of theirs were remarkable for any-
thing except riding and wrestling and similar accomplishments.
Anytus is angry at the imputation which is cast on his favourite
statesmen, and on a class to which he supposes himself to belong;
he breaks off with a significant hint. The mention of another op-
portunity of talking with him, and the suggestion that Meno may
do the Athenian people a service by pacifying him, are evident allu-
sions to the trial of Socrates.

Socrates returns to the consideration of the question ‘whether
virtue is teachable,’ which was denied on the ground that there are
no teachers of  it: (for the Sophists are bad teachers, and the rest of
the world do not profess to teach). But there is another point which
we failed to observe, and in which Gorgias has never instructed
Meno, nor Prodicus Socrates. This is the nature of right opinion.
For virtue may be under the guidance of right opinion as well as of
knowledge; and right opinion is for practical purposes as good as
knowledge, but is incapable of being taught, and is also liable, like
the images of Daedalus, to ‘walk off,’ because not bound by the tie
of the cause. This is the sort of instinct which is possessed by states-
men, who are not wise or knowing persons, but only inspired or
divine. The higher virtue, which is identical with knowledge, is an
ideal only. If the statesman had this knowledge, and could teach
what he knew, he would be like Tiresias in the world below,—’he
alone has wisdom, but the rest flit like shadows.’

This Dialogue is an attempt to answer the question, Can virtue
be taught? No one would either ask or answer such a question in
modern times. But in the age of Socrates it was only by an effort
that the mind could rise to a general notion of virtue as distinct
from the particular virtues of courage, liberality, and the like. And
when a hazy conception of this ideal was attained, it was only by a
further effort that the question of the teachableness of virtue could
be resolved.
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The answer which is given by Plato is paradoxical enough, and
seems rather intended to stimulate than to satisfy enquiry. Virtue is
knowledge, and therefore virtue can be taught. But virtue is not
taught, and therefore in this higher and ideal sense there is no virtue
and no knowledge. The teaching of the Sophists is confessedly in-
adequate, and Meno, who is their pupil, is ignorant of the very
nature of general terms. He can only produce out of their armoury
the sophism, ‘that you can neither enquire into what you know nor
into what you do not know;’ to which Socrates replies by his theory
of reminiscence.

To the doctrine that virtue is knowledge, Plato has been con-
stantly tending in the previous Dialogues. But the new truth is no
sooner found than it vanishes away. ‘If there is knowledge, there must
be teachers; and where are the teachers?’ There is no knowledge in the
higher sense of systematic, connected, reasoned knowledge, such as
may one day be attained, and such as Plato himself seems to see in
some far off vision of a single science. And there are no teachers in the
higher sense of the word; that is to say, no real teachers who will
arouse the spirit of enquiry in their pupils, and not merely instruct
them in rhetoric or impart to them ready-made information for a fee
of ‘one’ or of ‘fifty drachms.’ Plato is desirous of deepening the notion
of education, and therefore he asserts the paradox that there are no
educators. This paradox, though different in form, is not really differ-
ent from the remark which is often made in modern times by those
who would depreciate either the methods of education commonly
employed, or the standard attained—that ‘there is no true education
among us.’

There remains still a possibility which must not be overlooked.
Even if there be no true knowledge, as is proved by ‘the wretched
state of education,’ there may be right opinion, which is a sort of
guessing or divination resting on no knowledge of causes, and in-
communicable to others.  This is the gift which our statesmen have,
as is proved by the circumstance that they are unable to impart their
knowledge to their sons. Those who are possessed of it cannot be
said to be men of science or philosophers, but they are inspired and
divine.

There may be some trace of irony in this curious passage, which
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forms the concluding portion of the Dialogue. But Plato certainly
does not mean to intimate that the supernatural or divine is the true
basis of human life. To him knowledge, if only attainable in this
world, is of all things the most divine. Yet, like other philosophers,
he is willing to admit that ‘probability is the guide of life (Butler’s
Analogy.);’ and he is at the same time desirous of contrasting the
wisdom which governs the world with a higher wisdom. There are
many instincts, judgments, and anticipations of the human mind
which cannot be reduced to rule, and of which the grounds cannot
always be given in words. A person may have some skill or latent
experience which he is able to use himself and is yet unable to teach
others, because he has no principles, and is incapable of collecting
or arranging his ideas. He has practice, but not theory; art, but not
science. This is a true fact of psychology, which is recognized by
Plato in this passage. But he is far from saying, as some have imag-
ined, that inspiration or divine grace is to be regarded as higher
than knowledge. He would not have preferred the poet or man of
action to the philosopher, or the virtue of custom to the virtue based
upon ideas.

Also here, as in the Ion and Phaedrus, Plato appears to acknowl-
edge an unreasoning element in the higher nature of man. The phi-
losopher only has knowledge, and yet the statesman and the poet
are inspired. There may be a sort of irony in regarding in this way
the gifts of genius. But there is no reason to suppose that he is derid-
ing them, any more than he is deriding the phenomena of love or of
enthusiasm in the Symposium, or of oracles in the Apology, or of
divine intimations when he is speaking of the daemonium of
Socrates. He recognizes the lower form of right opinion, as well as
the higher one of science, in the spirit of one who desires to include
in his philosophy every aspect of human life; just as he recognizes
the existence of popular opinion as a fact, and the Sophists as the
expression of it.

This Dialogue contains the first intimation of the doctrine of
reminiscence and of the immortality of the soul. The proof is very
slight, even slighter than in the Phaedo and Republic. Because men
had abstract ideas in a previous state, they must have always had
them, and their souls therefore must have always existed. For they
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must always have been either men or not men. The fallacy of the
latter words is transparent. And Socrates himself appears to be con-
scious of their weakness; for he adds immediately afterwards, ‘I have
said some things of which I am not altogether confident.’ (Com-
pare Phaedo.) It may be observed, however, that the fanciful notion
of pre-existence is combined with a true but partial view of the ori-
gin and unity of knowledge, and of the association of ideas. Knowl-
edge is prior to any particular knowledge, and exists not in the pre-
vious state of the individual, but of the race. It is potential, not
actual, and can only be appropriated by strenuous exertion.

The idealism of Plato is here presented in a less developed form
than in the Phaedo and Phaedrus. Nothing is said of the pre-exist-
ence of ideas of justice, temperance, and the like. Nor is Socrates
positive of anything but the duty of enquiry. The doctrine of remi-
niscence too is explained more in accordance with fact and experi-
ence as arising out of the affinities of nature (ate tes thuseos oles
suggenous ouses). Modern philosophy says that all things in nature
are dependent on one another; the ancient philosopher had the same
truth latent in his mind when he affirmed that out of one thing all
the rest may be recovered. The subjective was converted by him
into an objective; the mental phenomenon of the association of ideas
(compare Phaedo) became a real chain of existences.  The germs of
two valuable principles of education may also be gathered from the
‘words of priests and priestesses:’ (1) that true knowledge is a knowl-
edge of causes (compare Aristotle’s theory of episteme); and (2) that
the process of learning consists not in what is brought to the learner,
but in what is drawn out of him.

Some lesser points of the dialogue may be noted, such as (1) the
acute observation that Meno prefers the familiar definition, which
is embellished with poetical language, to the better and truer one;
or (2) the shrewd reflection, which may admit of an application to
modern as well as to ancient teachers, that the Sophists having made
large fortunes; this must surely be a criterion of their powers of
teaching, for that no man could get a living by shoemaking who
was not a good shoemaker; or (3) the remark conveyed, almost in a
word, that the verbal sceptic is saved the labour of thought and
enquiry (ouden dei to toiouto zeteseos). Characteristic also of the
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temper of the Socratic enquiry is, (4) the proposal to discuss the
teachableness of virtue under an hypothesis, after the manner of the
mathematicians; and (5) the repetition of the favourite doctrine
which occurs so frequently in the earlier and more Socratic Dia-
logues, and gives a colour to all of them—that mankind only desire
evil through ignorance; (6) the experiment of eliciting from the slave-
boy the mathematical truth which is latent in him, and (7) the re-
mark that he is all the better for knowing his ignorance.

The character of Meno, like that of Critias, has no relation to the
actual circumstances of his life. Plato is silent about his treachery to
the ten thousand Greeks, which Xenophon has recorded, as he is
also silent about the crimes of Critias. He is a Thessalian Alcibiades,
rich and luxurious—a spoilt child of fortune, and is described as the
hereditary friend of the great king. Like Alcibiades he is inspired
with an ardent desire of knowledge, and is equally willing to learn
of Socrates and of the Sophists. He may be regarded as standing in
the same relation to Gorgias as Hippocrates in the Protagoras to the
other great Sophist. He is the sophisticated youth on whom Socrates
tries his cross-examining powers, just as in the Charmides, the Ly-
sis, and the Euthydemus, ingenuous boyhood is made the subject
of a similar experiment. He is treated by Socrates in a half-playful
manner suited to his character; at the same time he appears not
quite to understand the process to which he is being subjected. For
he is exhibited as ignorant of the very elements of dialectics, in which
the Sophists have failed to instruct their disciple. His definition of
virtue as ‘the power and desire of attaining things honourable,’ like
the first definition of justice in the Republic, is taken from a poet.
His answers have a sophistical ring, and at the same time show the
sophistical incapacity to grasp a general notion.

Anytus is the type of the narrow-minded man of the world, who
is indignant at innovation, and equally detests the popular teacher
and the true philosopher. He seems, like Aristophanes, to regard the
new opinions, whether of Socrates or the Sophists, as fatal to Athe-
nian greatness. He is of the same class as Callicles in the Gorgias,
but of a different variety; the immoral and sophistical doctrines of
Callicles are not attributed to him. The moderation with which he
is described is remarkable, if he be the accuser of Socrates, as is
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apparently indicated by his parting words. Perhaps Plato may have
been desirous of showing that the accusation of Socrates was not to
be attributed to badness or malevolence, but rather to a tendency in
men’s minds. Or he may have been regardless of the historical truth
of the characters of his dialogue, as in the case of Meno and Critias.
Like Chaerephon (Apol.) the real Anytus was a democrat, and had
joined Thrasybulus in the conflict with the thirty.

The Protagoras arrived at a sort of hypothetical conclusion, that
if ‘virtue is knowledge, it can be taught.’ In the Euthydemus, Socrates
himself offered an example of the manner in which the true teacher
may draw out the mind of youth; this was in contrast to the quib-
bling follies of the Sophists. In the Meno the subject is more devel-
oped; the foundations of the enquiry are laid deeper, and the nature
of knowledge is more distinctly explained. There is a progression by
antagonism of two opposite aspects of philosophy. But at the mo-
ment when we approach nearest, the truth doubles upon us and
passes out of our reach. We seem to find that the ideal of knowledge
is irreconcilable with experience. In human life there is indeed the
profession of knowledge, but right opinion is our actual guide. There
is another sort of progress from the general notions of Socrates, who
asked simply, ‘what is friendship?’ ‘what is temperance?’ ‘what is
courage?’ as in the Lysis, Charmides, Laches, to the transcendental-
ism of Plato, who, in the second stage of his philosophy, sought to
find the nature of knowledge in a prior and future state of existence.

The difficulty in framing general notions which has appeared in
this and in all the previous Dialogues recurs in the Gorgias and
Theaetetus as well as in the Republic. In the Gorgias too the states-
men reappear, but in stronger opposition to the philosopher. They
are no longer allowed to have a divine insight, but, though acknowl-
edged to have been clever men and good speakers, are denounced as
‘blind leaders of the blind.’ The doctrine of the immortality of the
soul is also carried further, being made the foundation not only of a
theory of knowledge, but of a doctrine of rewards and punishments.
In the Republic the relation of knowledge to virtue is described in a
manner more consistent with modern distinctions. The existence of
the virtues without the possession of knowledge in the higher or philo-
sophical sense is admitted to be possible. Right opinion is again intro-
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duced in the Theaetetus as an account of knowledge, but is rejected
on the ground that it is irrational (as here, because it is not bound by
the tie of the cause), and also because the conception of false opinion
is given up as hopeless. The doctrines of Plato are necessarily different
at different times of his life, as new distinctions are realized, or new
stages of thought attained by him. We are not therefore justified, in
order to take away the appearance of inconsistency, in attributing to
him hidden meanings or remote allusions.

There are no external criteria by which we can determine the date
of the Meno. There is no reason to suppose that any of the Dia-
logues of Plato were written before the death of Socrates; the Meno,
which appears to be one of the earliest of them, is proved to have
been of a later date by the allusion of Anytus.

We cannot argue that Plato was more likely to have written, as he
has done, of Meno before than after his miserable death; for we
have already seen, in the examples of Charmides and Critias, that
the characters in Plato are very far from resembling the same char-
acters in history. The repulsive picture which is given of him in the
Anabasis of Xenophon, where he also appears as the friend of
Aristippus ‘and a fair youth having lovers,’ has no other trait of
likeness to the Meno of Plato.

The place of the Meno in the series is doubtfully indicated by in-
ternal evidence. The main character of the Dialogue is Socrates; but
to the ‘general definitions’ of Socrates is added the Platonic doctrine
of reminiscence. The problems of virtue and knowledge have been
discussed in the Lysis, Laches, Charmides, and Protagoras; the puzzle
about knowing and learning has already appeared in the Euthydemus.
The doctrines of immortality and pre-existence are carried further in
the Phaedrus and Phaedo; the distinction between opinion and knowl-
edge is more fully developed in the Theaetetus. The lessons of Prodicus,
whom he facetiously calls his master, are still running in the mind of
Socrates. Unlike the later Platonic Dialogues, the Meno arrives at no
conclusion. Hence we are led to place the Dialogue at some point of
time later than the Protagoras, and earlier than the Phaedrus and
Gorgias. The place which is assigned to it in this work is due mainly
to the desire to bring together in a single volume all the Dialogues
which contain allusions to the trial and death of Socrates.
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ON THE IDEAS OF PLATO

PLATO’S DOCTRINE OF IDEAS has attained an imaginary clearness and
definiteness which is not to be found in his own writings. The popular
account of them is partly derived from one or two passages in his
Dialogues interpreted without regard to their poetical environment.
It is due also to the misunderstanding of him by the Aristotelian
school; and the erroneous notion has been further narrowed and
has become fixed by the realism of the schoolmen. This popular
view of the Platonic ideas may be summed up in some such formula
as the following: ‘Truth consists not in particulars, but in univer-
sals, which have a place in the mind of God, or in some far-off
heaven. These were revealed to men in a former state of existence,
and are recovered by reminiscence (anamnesis) or association from
sensible things. The sensible things are not realities, but shadows
only, in relation to the truth.’ These unmeaning propositions are
hardly suspected to be a caricature of a great theory of knowledge,
which Plato in various ways and under many figures of speech is
seeking to unfold. Poetry has been converted into dogma; and it is
not remarked that the Platonic ideas are to be found only in about
a third of Plato’s writings and are not confined to him. The forms
which they assume are numerous, and if taken literally, inconsistent
with one another. At one time we are in the clouds of mythology, at
another among the abstractions of mathematics or metaphysics; we
pass imperceptibly from one to the other. Reason and fancy are
mingled in the same passage. The ideas are sometimes described as
many, coextensive with the universals of sense and also with the first
principles of ethics; or again they are absorbed into the single idea
of good, and subordinated to it. They are not more certain than
facts, but they are equally certain (Phaedo). They are both personal
and impersonal. They are abstract terms: they are also the causes of
things; and they are even transformed into the demons or spirits by
whose help God made the world. And the idea of good (Republic)
may without violence be converted into the Supreme Being, who
‘because He was good’ created all things (Tim.).

It would be a mistake to try and reconcile these differing modes
of thought. They are not to be regarded seriously as having a dis-
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tinct meaning. They are parables, prophecies, myths, symbols, rev-
elations, aspirations after an unknown world. They derive their ori-
gin from a deep religious and contemplative feeling, and also from
an observation of curious mental phenomena. They gather up the
elements of the previous philosophies, which they put together in a
new form. Their great diversity shows the tentative character of early
endeavours to think. They have not yet settled down into a single
system. Plato uses them, though he also criticises them; he acknowl-
edges that both he and others are always talking about them, espe-
cially about the Idea of Good; and that they are not peculiar to
himself (Phaedo; Republic; Soph.). But in his later writings he seems
to have laid aside the old forms of them. As he proceeds he makes
for himself new modes of expression more akin to the Aristotelian
logic.

Yet amid all these varieties and incongruities, there is a common
meaning or spirit which pervades his writings, both those in which
he treats of the ideas and those in which he is silent about them.
This is the spirit of idealism, which in the history of philosophy has
had many names and taken many forms, and has in a measure in-
fluenced those who seemed to be most averse to it. It has often been
charged with inconsistency and fancifulness, and yet has had an
elevating effect on human nature, and has exercised a wonderful
charm and interest over a few spirits who have been lost in the
thought of it. It has been banished again and again, but has always
returned. It has attempted to leave the earth and soar heavenwards,
but soon has found that only in experience could any solid founda-
tion of knowledge be laid. It has degenerated into pantheism, but
has again emerged. No other knowledge has given an equal stimu-
lus to the mind. It is the science of sciences, which are also ideas,
and under either aspect require to be defined. They can only be
thought of in due proportion when conceived in relation to one
another. They are the glasses through which the kingdoms of sci-
ence are seen, but at a distance. All the greatest minds, except when
living in an age of reaction against them, have unconsciously fallen
under their power.

The account of the Platonic ideas in the Meno is the simplest and
clearest, and we shall best illustrate their nature by giving this first
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and then comparing the manner in which they are described else-
where, e.g. in the Phaedrus, Phaedo, Republic; to which may be
added the criticism of them in the Parmenides, the personal form
which is attributed to them in the Timaeus, the logical character
which they assume in the Sophist and Philebus, and the allusion to
them in the Laws. In the Cratylus they dawn upon him with the
freshness of a newly-discovered thought.

The Meno goes back to a former state of existence, in which men
did and suffered good and evil, and received the reward or punish-
ment of them until their sin was purged away and they were al-
lowed to return to earth. This is a tradition of the olden time, to
which priests and poets bear witness. The souls of men returning to
earth bring back a latent memory of ideas, which were known to
them in a former state. The recollection is awakened into life and
consciousness by the sight of the things which resemble them on
earth. The soul evidently possesses such innate ideas before she has
had time to acquire them. This is proved by an experiment tried on
one of Meno’s slaves, from whom Socrates elicits truths of arith-
metic and geometry, which he had never learned in this world. He
must therefore have brought them with him from another.

The notion of a previous state of existence is found in the verses
of Empedocles and in the fragments of Heracleitus. It was the natu-
ral answer to two questions, ‘Whence came the soul? What is the
origin of evil?’ and prevailed far and wide in the east. It found its
way into Hellas probably through the medium of Orphic and
Pythagorean rites and mysteries. It was easier to think of a former
than of a future life, because such a life has really existed for the race
though not for the individual, and all men come into the world, if
not ‘trailing clouds of glory,’ at any rate able to enter into the inher-
itance of the past. In the Phaedrus, as well as in the Meno, it is this
former rather than a future life on which Plato is disposed to dwell.
There the Gods, and men following in their train, go forth to con-
template the heavens, and are borne round in the revolutions of
them. There they see the divine forms of justice, temperance, and
the like, in their unchangeable beauty, but not without an effort
more than human. The soul of man is likened to a charioteer and
two steeds, one mortal, the other immortal. The charioteer and the
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mortal steed are in fierce conflict; at length the animal principle is
finally overpowered, though not extinguished, by the combined en-
ergies of the passionate and rational elements. This is one of those
passages in Plato which, partaking both of a philosophical and po-
etical character, is necessarily indistinct and inconsistent. The mag-
nificent figure under which the nature of the soul is described has
not much to do with the popular doctrine of the ideas. Yet there is
one little trait in the description which shows that they are present
to Plato’s mind, namely, the remark that the soul, which had seen
truths in the form of the universal, cannot again return to the na-
ture of an animal.

In the Phaedo, as in the Meno, the origin of ideas is sought for in
a previous state of existence. There was no time when they could
have been acquired in this life, and therefore they must have been
recovered from another. The process of recovery is no other than
the ordinary law of association, by which in daily life the sight of
one thing or person recalls another to our minds, and by which in
scientific enquiry from any part of knowledge we may be led on to
infer the whole. It is also argued that ideas, or rather ideals, must be
derived from a previous state of existence because they are more
perfect than the sensible forms of them which are given by experi-
ence. But in the Phaedo the doctrine of ideas is subordinate to the
proof of the immortality of the soul. ‘If the soul existed in a previ-
ous state, then it will exist in a future state, for a law of alternation
pervades all things.’ And, ‘If the ideas exist, then the soul exists; if
not, not.’ It is to be observed, both in the Meno and the Phaedo,
that Socrates expresses himself with diffidence. He speaks in the
Phaedo of the words with which he has comforted himself and his
friends, and will not be too confident that the description which he
has given of the soul and her mansions is exactly true, but he ‘ven-
tures to think that something of the kind is true.’ And in the Meno,
after dwelling upon the immortality of the soul, he adds, ‘Of some
things which I have said I am not altogether confident’ (compare
Apology; Gorgias). From this class of uncertainties he exempts the
difference between truth and appearance, of which he is absolutely
convinced.

In the Republic the ideas are spoken of in two ways, which though
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not contradictory are different. In the tenth book they are repre-
sented as the genera or general ideas under which individuals hav-
ing a common name are contained. For example, there is the bed
which the carpenter makes, the picture of the bed which is drawn
by the painter, the bed existing in nature of which God is the au-
thor. Of the latter all visible beds are only the shadows or reflec-
tions. This and similar illustrations or explanations are put forth, not
for their own sake, or as an exposition of Plato’s theory of ideas, but
with a view of showing that poetry and the mimetic arts are con-
cerned with an inferior part of the soul and a lower kind of knowl-
edge. On the other hand, in the 6th and 7th books of the Republic
we reach the highest and most perfect conception, which Plato is able
to attain, of the nature of knowledge. The ideas are now finally seen
to be one as well as many, causes as well as ideas, and to have a unity
which is the idea of good and the cause of all the rest. They seem,
however, to have lost their first aspect of universals under which indi-
viduals are contained, and to have been converted into forms of an-
other kind, which are inconsistently regarded from the one side as
images or ideals of justice, temperance, holiness and the like; from
the other as hypotheses, or mathematical truths or principles.

In the Timaeus, which in the series of Plato’s works immediately
follows the Republic, though probably written some time afterwards,
no mention occurs of the doctrine of ideas. Geometrical forms and
arithmetical ratios furnish the laws according to which the world is
created. But though the conception of the ideas as genera or species
is forgotten or laid aside, the distinction of the visible and intellec-
tual is as firmly maintained as ever. The idea of good likewise disap-
pears and is superseded by the conception of a personal God, who
works according to a final cause or principle of goodness which he
himself is. No doubt is expressed by Plato, either in the Timaeus or
in any other dialogue, of the truths which he conceives to be the
first and highest. It is not the existence of God or the idea of good
which he approaches in a tentative or hesitating manner, but the
investigations of physiology. These he regards, not seriously, as a
part of philosophy, but as an innocent recreation (Tim.).

Passing on to the Parmenides, we find in that dialogue not an
exposition or defence of the doctrine of ideas, but an assault upon
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them, which is put into the mouth of the veteran Parmenides, and
might be ascribed to Aristotle himself, or to one of his disciples.
The doctrine which is assailed takes two or three forms, but fails in
any of them to escape the dialectical difficulties which are urged
against it. It is admitted that there are ideas of all things, but the
manner in which individuals partake of them, whether of the whole
or of the part, and in which they become like them, or how ideas
can be either within or without the sphere of human knowledge, or
how the human and divine can have any relation to each other, is
held to be incapable of explanation. And yet, if there are no univer-
sal ideas, what becomes of philosophy? (Parmenides.) In the Soph-
ist the theory of ideas is spoken of as a doctrine held not by Plato,
but by another sect of philosophers, called ‘the Friends of Ideas,’
probably the Megarians, who were very distinct from him, if not
opposed to him (Sophist). Nor in what may be termed Plato’s
abridgement of the history of philosophy (Soph.), is any mention
made such as we find in the first book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, of
the derivation of such a theory or of any part of it from the
Pythagoreans, the Eleatics, the Heracleiteans, or even from Socrates.
In the Philebus, probably one of the latest of the Platonic Dialogues,
the conception of a personal or semi-personal deity expressed under
the figure of mind, the king of all, who is also the cause, is retained.
The one and many of the Phaedrus and Theaetetus is still working
in the mind of Plato, and the correlation of ideas, not of ‘all with
all,’ but of ‘some with some,’ is asserted and explained. But they are
spoken of in a different manner, and are not supposed to be recov-
ered from a former state of existence. The metaphysical conception
of truth passes into a psychological one, which is continued in the
Laws, and is the final form of the Platonic philosophy, so far as can
be gathered from his own writings (see especially Laws). In the Laws
he harps once more on the old string, and returns to general no-
tions:—these he acknowledges to be many, and yet he insists that
they are also one. The guardian must be made to recognize the truth,
for which he has contended long ago in the Protagoras, that the
virtues are four, but they are also in some sense one (Laws; compare
Protagoras).

So various, and if regarded on the surface only, inconsistent, are
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the statements of Plato respecting the doctrine of ideas. If we at-
tempted to harmonize or to combine them, we should make out of
them, not a system, but the caricature of a system. They are the
ever-varying expression of Plato’s Idealism. The terms used in them
are in their substance and general meaning the same, although they
seem to be different. They pass from the subject to the object, from
earth (diesseits) to heaven (jenseits) without regard to the gulf which
later theology and philosophy have made between them. They are
also intended to supplement or explain each other. They relate to a
subject of which Plato himself would have said that ‘he was not
confident of the precise form of his own statements, but was strong
in the belief that something of the kind was true.’ It is the spirit, not
the letter, in which they agree—the spirit which places the divine
above the human, the spiritual above the material, the one above
the many, the mind before the body.

The stream of ancient philosophy in the Alexandrian and Roman
times widens into a lake or sea, and then disappears underground to
reappear after many ages in a distant land. It begins to flow again
under new conditions, at first confined between high and narrow
banks, but finally spreading over the continent of Europe. It is and
is not the same with ancient philosophy. There is a great deal in
modern philosophy which is inspired by ancient. There is much in
ancient philosophy which was ‘born out of due time; and before
men were capable of understanding it. To the fathers of modern
philosophy, their own thoughts appeared to be new and original,
but they carried with them an echo or shadow of the past, coming
back by recollection from an elder world. Of this the enquirers of
the seventeenth century, who to themselves appeared to be working
out independently the enquiry into all truth, were unconscious. They
stood in a new relation to theology and natural philosophy, and for
a time maintained towards both an attitude of reserve and separa-
tion. Yet the similarities between modern and ancient thought are
greater far than the differences. All philosophy, even that part of it
which is said to be based upon experience, is really ideal; and ideas
are not only derived from facts, but they are also prior to them and
extend far beyond them, just as the mind is prior to the senses.

Early Greek speculation culminates in the ideas of Plato, or rather
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in the single idea of good. His followers, and perhaps he himself,
having arrived at this elevation, instead of going forwards went back-
wards from philosophy to psychology, from ideas to numbers. But
what we perceive to be the real meaning of them, an explanation of
the nature and origin of knowledge, will always continue to be one of
the first problems of philosophy.

Plato also left behind him a most potent instrument, the forms of
logic—arms ready for use, but not yet taken out of their armoury.
They were the late birth of the early Greek philosophy, and were the
only part of it which has had an uninterrupted hold on the mind of
Europe. Philosophies come and go; but the detection of fallacies,
the framing of definitions, the invention of methods still continue
to be the main elements of the reasoning process.

Modern philosophy, like ancient, begins with very simple con-
ceptions. It is almost wholly a reflection on self. It might be de-
scribed as a quickening into life of old words and notions latent in
the semi-barbarous Latin, and putting a new meaning into them.
Unlike ancient philosophy, it has been unaffected by impressions
derived from outward nature: it arose within the limits of the mind
itself. From the time of Descartes to Hume and Kant it has had
little or nothing to do with facts of science. On the other hand, the
ancient and mediaeval logic retained a continuous influence over it,
and a form like that of mathematics was easily impressed upon it;
the principle of ancient philosophy which is most apparent in it is
scepticism; we must doubt nearly every traditional or received no-
tion, that we may hold fast one or two. The being of God in a
personal or impersonal form was a mental necessity to the first think-
ers of modern times: from this alone all other ideas could be de-
duced. There had been an obscure presentiment of ‘cognito, ergo
sum’ more than 2000 years previously. The Eleatic notion that be-
ing and thought were the same was revived in a new form by
Descartes. But now it gave birth to consciousness and self-reflec-
tion: it awakened the ‘ego’ in human nature. The mind naked and
abstract has no other certainty but the conviction of its own exist-
ence. ‘I think, therefore I am;’ and this thought is God thinking in
me, who has also communicated to the reason of man his own at-
tributes of thought and extension—these are truly imparted to him
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because God is true (compare Republic). It has been often remarked
that Descartes, having begun by dismissing all presuppositions, in-
troduces several: he passes almost at once from scepticism to dog-
matism. It is more important for the illustration of Plato to observe
that he, like Plato, insists that God is true and incapable of decep-
tion (Republic)—that he proceeds from general ideas, that many
elements of mathematics may be found in him. A certain influence
of mathematics both on the form and substance of their philosophy
is discernible in both of them. After making the greatest opposition
between thought and extension, Descartes, like Plato, supposes them
to be reunited for a time, not in their own nature but by a special
divine act (compare Phaedrus), and he also supposes all the parts of
the human body to meet in the pineal gland, that alone affording a
principle of unity in the material frame of man. It is characteristic
of the first period of modern philosophy, that having begun (like
the Presocratics) with a few general notions, Descartes first falls ab-
solutely under their influence, and then quickly discards them. At
the same time he is less able to observe facts, because they are too
much magnified by the glasses through which they are seen. The
common logic says ‘the greater the extension, the less the compre-
hension,’ and we may put the same thought in another way and say
of abstract or general ideas, that the greater the abstraction of them,
the less are they capable of being applied to particular and concrete
natures.

Not very different from Descartes in his relation to ancient phi-
losophy is his successor Spinoza, who lived in the following genera-
tion. The system of Spinoza is less personal and also less dualistic
than that of Descartes. In this respect the difference between them
is like that between Xenophanes and Parmenides. The teaching of
Spinoza might be described generally as the Jewish religion reduced
to an abstraction and taking the form of the Eleatic philosophy.
Like Parmenides, he is overpowered and intoxicated with the idea
of Being or God. The greatness of both philosophies consists in the
immensity of a thought which excludes all other thoughts; their
weakness is the necessary separation of this thought from actual
existence and from practical life. In neither of them is there any
clear opposition between the inward and outward world. The sub-
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stance of Spinoza has two attributes, which alone are cognizable by
man, thought and extension; these are in extreme opposition to one
another, and also in inseparable identity. They may be regarded as
the two aspects or expressions under which God or substance is
unfolded to man. Here a step is made beyond the limits of the Eleatic
philosophy. The famous theorem of Spinoza, ‘Omnis determinatio
est negatio,’ is already contained in the ‘negation is relation’ of Plato’s
Sophist. The grand description of the philosopher in Republic VI,
as the spectator of all time and all existence, may be paralleled with
another famous expression of Spinoza, ‘Contemplatio rerum sub
specie eternitatis.’  According to Spinoza finite objects are unreal,
for they are conditioned by what is alien to them, and by one an-
other. Human beings are included in the number of them. Hence
there is no reality in human action and no place for right and wrong.
Individuality is accident. The boasted freedom of the will is only a
consciousness of necessity. Truth, he says, is the direction of the
reason towards the infinite, in which all things repose; and herein
lies the secret of man’s well-being. In the exaltation of the reason or
intellect, in the denial of the voluntariness of evil (Timaeus; Laws)
Spinoza approaches nearer to Plato than in his conception of an
infinite substance. As Socrates said that virtue is knowledge, so
Spinoza would have maintained that knowledge alone is good, and
what contributes to knowledge useful. Both are equally far from
any real experience or observation of nature. And the same diffi-
culty is found in both when we seek to apply their ideas to life and
practice. There is a gulf fixed between the infinite substance and
finite objects or individuals of Spinoza, just as there is between the
ideas of Plato and the world of sense.

Removed from Spinoza by less than a generation is the philoso-
pher Leibnitz, who after deepening and intensifying the opposition
between mind and matter, reunites them by his preconcerted har-
mony (compare again Phaedrus).  To him all the particles of matter
are living beings which reflect on one another, and in the least of
them the whole is contained. Here we catch a reminiscence both of
the omoiomere, or similar particles of Anaxagoras, and of the world-
animal of the Timaeus.

In Bacon and Locke we have another development in which the
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mind of man is supposed to receive knowledge by a new method
and to work by observation and experience. But we may remark
that it is the idea of experience, rather than experience itself, with
which the mind is filled. It is a symbol of knowledge rather than the
reality which is vouchsafed to us. The Organon of Bacon is not
much nearer to actual facts than the Organon of Aristotle or the
Platonic idea of good. Many of the old rags and ribbons which de-
faced the garment of philosophy have been stripped off, but some
of them still adhere. A crude conception of the ideas of Plato sur-
vives in the ‘forms’ of Bacon. And on the other hand, there are
many passages of Plato in which the importance of the investiga-
tion of facts is as much insisted upon as by Bacon. Both are almost
equally superior to the illusions of language, and are constantly cry-
ing out against them, as against other idols.

Locke cannot be truly regarded as the author of sensationalism
any more than of idealism. His system is based upon experience,
but with him experience includes reflection as well as sense. His
analysis and construction of ideas has no foundation in fact; it is
only the dialectic of the mind ‘talking to herself.’ The philosophy of
Berkeley is but the transposition of two words. For objects of sense
he would substitute sensations. He imagines himself to have changed
the relation of the human mind towards God and nature; they re-
main the same as before, though he has drawn the imaginary line by
which they are divided at a different point. He has annihilated the
outward world, but it instantly reappears governed by the same laws
and described under the same names.

A like remark applies to David Hume, of whose philosophy the
central principle is the denial of the relation of cause and effect. He
would deprive men of a familiar term which they can ill afford to
lose; but he seems not to have observed that this alteration is merely
verbal and does not in any degree affect the nature of things. Still
less did he remark that he was arguing from the necessary imperfec-
tion of language against the most certain facts. And here, again, we
may find a parallel with the ancients. He goes beyond facts in his
scepticism, as they did in their idealism. Like the ancient Sophists,
he relegates the more important principles of ethics to custom and
probability. But crude and unmeaning as this philosophy is, it exer-
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cised a great influence on his successors, not unlike that which Locke
exercised upon Berkeley and Berkeley upon Hume himself. All three
were both sceptical and ideal in almost equal degrees. Neither they
nor their predecessors had any true conception of language or of the
history of philosophy. Hume’s paradox has been forgotten by the
world, and did not any more than the scepticism of the ancients
require to be seriously refuted. Like some other philosophical para-
doxes, it would have been better left to die out. It certainly could
not be refuted by a philosophy such as Kant’s, in which, no less
than in the previously mentioned systems, the history of the human
mind and the nature of language are almost wholly ignored, and the
certainty of objective knowledge is transferred to the subject; while
absolute truth is reduced to a figment, more abstract and narrow
than Plato’s ideas, of ‘thing in itself,’ to which, if we reason strictly,
no predicate can be applied.

The question which Plato has raised respecting the origin and
nature of ideas belongs to the infancy of philosophy; in modern
times it would no longer be asked. Their origin is only their history,
so far as we know it; there can be no other. We may trace them in
language, in philosophy, in mythology, in poetry, but we cannot
argue a priori about them. We may attempt to shake them off, but
they are always returning, and in every sphere of science and hu-
man action are tending to go beyond facts. They are thought to be
innate, because they have been familiar to us all our lives, and we
can no longer dismiss them from our mind. Many of them express
relations of terms to which nothing exactly or nothing at all in re-
rum natura corresponds. We are not such free agents in the use of
them as we sometimes imagine. Fixed ideas have taken the most
complete possession of some thinkers who have been most deter-
mined to renounce them, and have been vehemently affirmed when
they could be least explained and were incapable of proof. The world
has often been led away by a word to which no distinct meaning
could be attached. Abstractions such as ‘authority,’ ‘equality,’ ‘util-
ity,’ ‘liberty,’ ‘pleasure,’ ‘experience,’ ‘consciousness,’ ‘chance,’ ‘sub-
stance,’ ‘matter,’ ‘atom,’ and a heap of other metaphysical and theo-
logical terms, are the source of quite as much error and illusion and
have as little relation to actual facts as the ideas of Plato. Few stu-
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dents of theology or philosophy have sufficiently reflected how
quickly the bloom of a philosophy passes away; or how hard it is for
one age to understand the writings of another; or how nice a judg-
ment is required of those who are seeking to express the philosophy
of one age in the terms of another. The ‘eternal truths’ of which
metaphysicians speak have hardly ever lasted more than a genera-
tion. In our own day schools or systems of philosophy which have
once been famous have died before the founders of them. We are
still, as in Plato’s age, groping about for a new method more com-
prehensive than any of those which now prevail; and also more per-
manent. And we seem to see at a distance the promise of such a
method, which can hardly be any other than the method of ideal-
ized experience, having roots which strike far down into the history
of philosophy. It is a method which does not divorce the present
from the past, or the part from the whole, or the abstract from the
concrete, or theory from fact, or the divine from the human, or one
science from another, but labours to connect them. Along such a
road we have proceeded a few steps, sufficient, perhaps, to make us
reflect on the want of method which prevails in our own day. In
another age, all the branches of knowledge, whether relating to God
or man or nature, will become the knowledge of ‘the revelation of a
single science’ (Symp.), and all things, like the stars in heaven, will
shed their light upon one another.
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MENO
by

Plato

Translated by Benjamin Jowett

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Meno, Socrates, A Slave of
Meno (Boy), Anytus.

MENO: Can you tell me, Socrates, whether virtue is acquired by
teaching or by practice; or if neither by teaching nor by practice,
then whether it comes to man by nature, or in what other way?

SOCRATES: O Meno, there was a time when the Thessalians were
famous among the other Hellenes only for their riches and their
riding; but now, if I am not mistaken, they are equally famous for
their wisdom, especially at Larisa, which is the native city of your
friend Aristippus. And this is Gorgias’ doing; for when he came
there, the flower of the Aleuadae, among them your admirer
Aristippus, and the other chiefs of the Thessalians, fell in love with
his wisdom. And he has taught you the habit of answering ques-
tions in a grand and bold style, which becomes those who know,
and is the style in which he himself answers all comers; and any
Hellene who likes may ask him anything. How different is our lot!
my dear Meno. Here at Athens there is a dearth of the commodity,
and all wisdom seems to have emigrated from us to you. I am cer-
tain that if you were to ask any Athenian whether virtue was natural
or acquired, he would laugh in your face, and say: ‘Stranger, you
have far too good an opinion of me, if you think that I can answer
your question. For I literally do not know what virtue is, and much
less whether it is acquired by teaching or not.’ And I myself, Meno,
living as I do in this region of poverty, am as poor as the rest of the
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world; and I confess with shame that I know literally nothing about
virtue; and when I do not know the ‘quid’ of anything how can I
know the ‘quale’? How, if I knew nothing at all of Meno, could I tell
if he was fair, or the opposite of fair; rich and noble, or the reverse of
rich and noble? Do you think that I could?

MENO: No, indeed. But are you in earnest, Socrates, in saying that
you do not know what virtue is? And am I to carry back this report
of you to Thessaly?

SOCRATES: Not only that, my dear boy, but you may say further
that I have never known of any one else who did, in my judgment.

MENO: Then you have never met Gorgias when he was at Athens?
SOCRATES: Yes, I have.

MENO: And did you not think that he knew?

SOCRATES: I have not a good memory, Meno, and therefore I
cannot now tell what I thought of him at the time. And I dare say
that he did know, and that you know what he said: please, there-
fore, to remind me of what he said; or, if you would rather, tell me
your own view; for I suspect that you and he think much alike.

MENO: Very true.

SOCRATES: Then as he is not here, never mind him, and do you tell
me: By the gods, Meno, be generous, and tell me what you say that
virtue is; for I shall be truly delighted to find that I have been mistaken,
and that you and Gorgias do really have this knowledge; although I
have been just saying that I have never found anybody who had.

MENO: There will be no difficulty, Socrates, in answering your
question. Let us take first the virtue of a man—he should know
how to administer the state, and in the administration of it to ben-
efit his friends and harm his enemies; and he must also be careful
not to suffer harm himself. A woman’s virtue, if you wish to know
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about that, may also be easily described: her duty is to order her
house, and keep what is indoors, and obey her husband. Every age,
every condition of life, young or old, male or female, bond or free,
has a different virtue: there are virtues numberless, and no lack of
definitions of them; for virtue is relative to the actions and ages of
each of us in all that we do. And the same may be said of vice,
Socrates (Compare Arist. Pol.).

SOCRATES: How fortunate I am, Meno! When I ask you for one
virtue, you present me with a swarm of them (Compare Theaet.),
which are in your keeping. Suppose that I carry on the figure of the
swarm, and ask of you, What is the nature of the bee? and you
answer that there are many kinds of bees, and I reply: But do bees
differ as bees, because there are many and different kinds of them;
or are they not rather to be distinguished by some other quality, as
for example beauty, size, or shape? How would you answer me?

MENO: I should answer that bees do not differ from one another,
as bees.

SOCRATES: And if I went on to say: That is what I desire to know,
Meno; tell me what is the quality in which they do not differ, but
are all alike;—would you be able to answer?

MENO: I should.

SOCRATES: And so of the virtues, however many and different
they may be, they have all a common nature which makes them
virtues; and on this he who would answer the question, ‘What is
virtue?’ would do well to have his eye fixed: Do you understand?

MENO: I am beginning to understand; but I do not as yet take hold
of the question as I could wish.

SOCRATES: When you say, Meno, that there is one virtue of a
man, another of a woman, another of a child, and so on, does this
apply only to virtue, or would you say the same of health, and size,
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and strength? Or is the nature of health always the same, whether in
man or woman?

MENO: I should say that health is the same, both in man and
woman.

SOCRATES: And is not this true of size and strength? If a woman
is strong, she will be strong by reason of the same form and of the
same strength subsisting in her which there is in the man. I mean to
say that strength, as strength, whether of man or woman, is the
same. Is there any difference?

MENO: I think not.

SOCRATES: And will not virtue, as virtue, be the same, whether in
a child or in a grown-up person, in a woman or in a man?

MENO: I cannot help feeling, Socrates, that this case is different
from the others.

SOCRATES: But why? Were you not saying that the virtue of a
man was to order a state, and the virtue of a woman was to order a
house?

MENO: I did say so.

SOCRATES: And can either house or state or anything be well
ordered without temperance and without justice?

MENO: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Then they who order a state or a house temperately
or justly order them with temperance and justice?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then both men and women, if they are to be good
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men and women, must have the same virtues of temperance and
justice?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And can either a young man or an elder one be good,
if they are intemperate and unjust?

MENO: They cannot.

SOCRATES: They must be temperate and just?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then all men are good in the same way, and by par-
ticipation in the same virtues?

MENO: Such is the inference.

SOCRATES: And they surely would not have been good in the
same way, unless their virtue had been the same?

MENO: They would not.

SOCRATES: Then now that the sameness of all virtue has been
proven, try and remember what you and Gorgias say that virtue is.

MENO: Will you have one definition of them all?

SOCRATES: That is what I am seeking.

MENO: If you want to have one definition of them all, I know not
what to say, but that virtue is the power of governing mankind.

SOCRATES: And does this definition of virtue include all virtue?
Is virtue the same in a child and in a slave, Meno? Can the child
govern his father, or the slave his master; and would he who gov-
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erned be any longer a slave?

MENO: I think not, Socrates.

SOCRATES: No, indeed; there would be small reason in that. Yet
once more, fair friend; according to you, virtue is ‘the power of
governing;’ but do you not add ‘justly and not unjustly’?

MENO: Yes, Socrates; I agree there; for justice is virtue.

SOCRATES: Would you say ‘virtue,’ Meno, or ‘a virtue’?

MENO: What do you mean?

SOCRATES: I mean as I might say about anything; that a round,
for example, is ‘a figure’ and not simply ‘figure,’ and I should adopt
this mode of speaking, because there are other figures.

MENO: Quite right; and that is just what I am saying about vir-
tue—that there are other virtues as well as justice.

SOCRATES: What are they? tell me the names of them, as I would
tell you the names of the other figures if you asked me.

MENO: Courage and temperance and wisdom and magnanimity are vir-
tues; and there are many others.

SOCRATES: Yes, Meno; and again we are in the same case: in search-
ing after one virtue we have found many, though not in the same
way as before; but we have been unable to find the common virtue
which runs through them all.

MENO: Why, Socrates, even now I am not able to follow you in
the attempt to get at one common notion of virtue as of other things.

SOCRATES: No wonder; but I will try to get nearer if I can, for
you know that all things have a common notion. Suppose now that
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some one asked you the question which I asked before: Meno, he
would say, what is figure? And if you answered ‘roundness,’ he would
reply to you, in my way of speaking, by asking whether you would
say that roundness is ‘figure’ or ‘a figure;’ and you would answer ‘a
figure.’

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And for this reason—that there are other figures?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if he proceeded to ask, What other figures are
there? you would have told him.

MENO: I should.

SOCRATES: And if he similarly asked what colour is, and you an-
swered whiteness, and the questioner rejoined, Would you say that
whiteness is colour or a colour? you would reply, A colour, because
there are other colours as well.

MENO: I should.

SOCRATES: And if he had said, Tell me what they are?—you would
have told him of other colours which are colours just as much as
whiteness.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And suppose that he were to pursue the matter in my
way, he would say: Ever and anon we are landed in particulars, but
this is not what I want; tell me then, since you call them by a com-
mon name, and say that they are all figures, even when opposed to
one another, what is that common nature which you designate as
figure—which contains straight as well as round, and is no more
one than the other—that would be your mode of speaking?
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MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in speaking thus, you do not mean to say that
the round is round any more than straight, or the straight any more
straight than round?

MENO: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: You only assert that the round figure is not more a
figure than the straight, or the straight than the round?

MENO: Very true.

SOCRATES: To what then do we give the name of figure? Try and
answer. Suppose that when a person asked you this question either
about figure or colour, you were to reply, Man, I do not understand
what you want, or know what you are saying; he would look rather
astonished and say: Do you not understand that I am looking for
the ‘simile in multis’? And then he might put the question in an-
other form: Meno, he might say, what is that ‘simile in multis’ which
you call figure, and which includes not only round and straight
figures, but all? Could you not answer that question, Meno? I wish
that you would try; the attempt will be good practice with a view to
the answer about virtue.

MENO: I would rather that you should answer, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Shall I indulge you?

MENO: By all means.

SOCRATES: And then you will tell me about virtue?

MENO: I will.

SOCRATES: Then I must do my best, for there is a prize to be
won.
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MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Well, I will try and explain to you what figure is. What
do you say to this answer?—Figure is the only thing which always
follows colour.  Will you be satisfied with it, as I am sure that I
should be, if you would let me have a similar definition of virtue?

MENO: But, Socrates, it is such a simple answer.

SOCRATES: Why simple?

MENO: Because, according to you, figure is that which always fol-
lows colour.

(SOCRATES: Granted.)

MENO: But if a person were to say that he does not know what
colour is, any more than what figure is—what sort of answer would
you have given him?

SOCRATES: I should have told him the truth. And if he were a
philosopher of the eristic and antagonistic sort, I should say to him:
You have my answer, and if I am wrong, your business is to take up
the argument and refute me. But if we were friends, and were talk-
ing as you and I are now, I should reply in a milder strain and more
in the dialectician’s vein; that is to say, I should not only speak the
truth, but I should make use of premisses which the person interro-
gated would be willing to admit. And this is the way in which I shall
endeavour to approach you. You will acknowledge, will you not,
that there is such a thing as an end, or termination, or extremity?—
all which words I use in the same sense, although I am aware that
Prodicus might draw distinctions about them: but still you, I am
sure, would speak of a thing as ended or terminated—that is all
which I am saying—not anything very difficult.

MENO: Yes, I should; and I believe that I understand your mean-
ing.
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SOCRATES: And you would speak of a surface and also of a solid,
as for example in geometry.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Well then, you are now in a condition to understand
my definition of figure. I define figure to be that in which the solid
ends; or, more concisely, the limit of solid.

MENO: And now, Socrates, what is colour?

SOCRATES: You are outrageous, Meno, in thus plaguing a poor
old man to give you an answer, when you will not take the trouble
of remembering what is Gorgias’ definition of virtue.

MENO: When you have told me what I ask, I will tell you, Socrates.

SOCRATES: A man who was blindfolded has only to hear you
talking, and he would know that you are a fair creature and have
still many lovers.

MENO: Why do you think so?

SOCRATES: Why, because you always speak in imperatives: like
all beauties when they are in their prime, you are tyrannical; and
also, as I suspect, you have found out that I have weakness for the
fair, and therefore to humour you I must answer.

MENO: Please do.

SOCRATES: Would you like me to answer you after the manner of
Gorgias, which is familiar to you?

MENO: I should like nothing better.

SOCRATES: Do not he and you and Empedocles say that there are
certain effluences of existence?
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MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And passages into which and through which the ef-
fluences pass?

MENO: Exactly.

SOCRATES: And some of the effluences fit into the passages, and
some of them are too small or too large?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And there is such a thing as sight?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And now, as Pindar says, ‘read my meaning:’—colour
is an effluence of form, commensurate with sight, and palpable to
sense.

MENO: That, Socrates, appears to me to be an admirable answer.

SOCRATES: Why, yes, because it happens to be one which you
have been in the habit of hearing: and your wit will have discovered,
I suspect, that you may explain in the same way the nature of sound
and smell, and of many other similar phenomena.

MENO: Quite true.

SOCRATES: The answer, Meno, was in the orthodox solemn vein,
and therefore was more acceptable to you than the other answer
about figure.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And yet, O son of Alexidemus, I cannot help thinking
that the other was the better; and I am sure that you would be of the
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same opinion, if you would only stay and be initiated, and were not
compelled, as you said yesterday, to go away before the mysteries.

MENO: But I will stay, Socrates, if you will give me many such
answers.

SOCRATES: Well then, for my own sake as well as for yours, I will
do my very best; but I am afraid that I shall not be able to give you
very many as good: and now, in your turn, you are to fulfil your
promise, and tell me what virtue is in the universal; and do not
make a singular into a plural, as the facetious say of those who break
a thing, but deliver virtue to me whole and sound, and not broken
into a number of pieces: I have given you the pattern.

MENO: Well then, Socrates, virtue, as I take it, is when he, who desires
the honourable, is able to provide it for himself; so the poet says, and I say
too—

‘Virtue is the desire of things honourable andthe power of
attaining them.’

SOCRATES: And does he who desires the honourable also desire
the good?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then are there some who desire the evil and others
who desire the good? Do not all men, my dear sir, desire good?

MENO: I think not.

SOCRATES: There are some who desire evil?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Do you mean that they think the evils which they desire,
to be good; or do they know that they are evil and yet desire them?
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MENO: Both, I think.

SOCRATES: And do you really imagine, Meno, that a man knows
evils to be evils and desires them notwithstanding?

MENO: Certainly I do.

SOCRATES: And desire is of possession?

MENO: Yes, of possession.

SOCRATES: And does he think that the evils will do good to him
who possesses them, or does he know that they will do him harm?

MENO: There are some who think that the evils will do them good,
and others who know that they will do them harm.

SOCRATES: And, in your opinion, do those who think that they
will do them good know that they are evils?

MENO: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: Is it not obvious that those who are ignorant of their
nature do not desire them; but they desire what they suppose to be
goods although they are really evils; and if they are mistaken and
suppose the evils to be goods they really desire goods?

MENO: Yes, in that case.

SOCRATES: Well, and do those who, as you say, desire evils, and
think that evils are hurtful to the possessor of them, know that they
will be hurt by them?

MENO: They must know it.

SOCRATES: And must they not suppose that those who are hurt
are miserable in proportion to the hurt which is inflicted upon them?



632

Meno

MENO: How can it be otherwise?

SOCRATES: But are not the miserable ill-fated?

MENO: Yes, indeed.

SOCRATES: And does any one desire to be miserable and ill-fated?

MENO: I should say not, Socrates.

SOCRATES: But if there is no one who desires to be miserable,
there is no one, Meno, who desires evil; for what is misery but the
desire and possession of evil?

MENO: That appears to be the truth, Socrates, and I admit that
nobody desires evil.

SOCRATES: And yet, were you not saying just now that virtue is
the desire and power of attaining good?

MENO: Yes, I did say so.

SOCRATES: But if this be affirmed, then the desire of good is com-
mon to all, and one man is no better than another in that respect?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And if one man is not better than another in desiring
good, he must be better in the power of attaining it?

MENO: Exactly.

SOCRATES: Then, according to your definition, virtue would ap-
pear to be the power of attaining good?

MENO: I entirely approve, Socrates, of the manner in which you
now view this matter.
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SOCRATES: Then let us see whether what you say is true from
another point of view; for very likely you may be right:—You af-
firm virtue to be the power of attaining goods?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the goods which you mean are such as health
and wealth and the possession of gold and silver, and having office
and honour in the state—those are what you would call goods?

MENO: Yes, I should include all those.

SOCRATES: Then, according to Meno, who is the hereditary friend
of the great king, virtue is the power of getting silver and gold; and
would you add that they must be gained piously, justly, or do you
deem this to be of no consequence? And is any mode of acquisition,
even if unjust and dishonest, equally to be deemed virtue?

MENO: Not virtue, Socrates, but vice.

SOCRATES: Then justice or temperance or holiness, or some other
part of virtue, as would appear, must accompany the acquisition,
and without them the mere acquisition of good will not be virtue.

MENO: Why, how can there be virtue without these?

SOCRATES: And the non-acquisition of gold and silver in a dis-
honest manner for oneself or another, or in other words the want of
them, may be equally virtue?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: Then the acquisition of such goods is no more virtue
than the non-acquisition and want of them, but whatever is accom-
panied by justice or honesty is virtue, and whatever is devoid of
justice is vice.
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MENO: It cannot be otherwise, in my judgment.

SOCRATES: And were we not saying just now that justice, tem-
perance, and the like, were each of them a part of virtue?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And so, Meno, this is the way in which you mock me.

MENO: Why do you say that, Socrates?

SOCRATES: Why, because I asked you to deliver virtue into my
hands whole and unbroken, and I gave you a pattern according to
which you were to frame your answer; and you have forgotten al-
ready, and tell me that virtue is the power of attaining good justly,
or with justice; and justice you acknowledge to be a part of virtue.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then it follows from your own admissions, that vir-
tue is doing what you do with a part of virtue; for justice and the
like are said by you to be parts of virtue.

MENO: What of that?

SOCRATES: What of that! Why, did not I ask you to tell me the
nature of virtue as a whole? And you are very far from telling me
this; but declare every action to be virtue which is done with a part
of virtue; as though you had told me and I must already know the
whole of virtue, and this too when frittered away into little pieces.
And, therefore, my dear Meno, I fear that I must begin again and
repeat the same question: What is virtue? for otherwise, I can only
say, that every action done with a part of virtue is virtue; what else is
the meaning of saying that every action done with justice is virtue?
Ought I not to ask the question over again; for can any one who
does not know virtue know a part of virtue?
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MENO: No; I do not say that he can.

SOCRATES: Do you remember how, in the example of figure, we
rejected any answer given in terms which were as yet unexplained or
unadmitted?

MENO: Yes, Socrates; and we were quite right in doing so.

SOCRATES: But then, my friend, do not suppose that we can ex-
plain to any one the nature of virtue as a whole through some unex-
plained portion of virtue, or anything at all in that fashion; we should
only have to ask over again the old question, What is virtue? Am I
not right?

MENO: I believe that you are.

SOCRATES: Then begin again, and answer me, What, according
to you and your friend Gorgias, is the definition of virtue?

MENO: O Socrates, I used to be told, before I knew you, that you
were always doubting yourself and making others doubt; and now
you are casting your spells over me, and I am simply getting be-
witched and enchanted, and am at my wits’ end. And if I may ven-
ture to make a jest upon you, you seem to me both in your appear-
ance and in your power over others to be very like the flat torpedo
fish, who torpifies those who come near him and touch him, as you
have now torpified me, I think. For my soul and my tongue are
really torpid, and I do not know how to answer you; and though I
have been delivered of an infinite variety of speeches about virtue
before now, and to many persons—and very good ones they were,
as I thought—at this moment I cannot even say what virtue is. And
I think that you are very wise in not voyaging and going away from
home, for if you did in other places as you do in Athens, you would
be cast into prison as a magician.

SOCRATES: You are a rogue, Meno, and had all but caught me.
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MENO: What do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I can tell why you made a simile about me.

MENO: Why?

SOCRATES: In order that I might make another simile about you.
For I know that all pretty young gentlemen like to have pretty similes
made about them—as well they may—but I shall not return the com-
pliment. As to my being a torpedo, if the torpedo is torpid as well as
the cause of torpidity in others, then indeed I am a torpedo, but not
otherwise; for I perplex others, not because I am clear, but because I
am utterly perplexed myself.  And now I know not what virtue is, and
you seem to be in the same case, although you did once perhaps know
before you touched me. However, I have no objection to join with
you in the enquiry.

MENO: And how will you enquire, Socrates, into that which you
do not know? What will you put forth as the subject of enquiry?
And if you find what you want, how will you ever know that this is
the thing which you did not know?

SOCRATES: I know, Meno, what you mean; but just see what a
tiresome dispute you are introducing. You argue that a man cannot
enquire either about that which he knows, or about that which he
does not know; for if he knows, he has no need to enquire; and if
not, he cannot; for he does not know the very subject about which
he is to enquire (Compare Aristot. Post. Anal.).

MENO: Well, Socrates, and is not the argument sound?

SOCRATES: I think not.

MENO: Why not?

SOCRATES: I will tell you why: I have heard from certain wise
men and women who spoke of things divine that—
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MENO: What did they say?

SOCRATES: They spoke of a glorious truth, as I conceive.

MENO: What was it? and who were they?

SOCRATES: Some of them were priests and priestesses, who had
studied how they might be able to give a reason of their profession:
there have been poets also, who spoke of these things by inspira-
tion, like Pindar, and many others who were inspired. And they
say—mark, now, and see whether their words are true—they say
that the soul of man is immortal, and at one time has an end, which
is termed dying, and at another time is born again, but is never
destroyed. And the moral is, that a man ought to live always in
perfect holiness. ‘For in the ninth year Persephone sends the souls
of those from whom she has received the penalty of ancient crime
back again from beneath into the light of the sun above, and these
are they who become noble kings and mighty men and great in
wisdom and are called saintly heroes in after ages.’ The soul, then,
as being immortal, and having been born again many times, and
having seen all things that exist, whether in this world or in the
world below, has knowledge of them all; and it is no wonder that
she should be able to call to remembrance all that she ever knew
about virtue, and about everything; for as all nature is akin, and the
soul has learned all things; there is no difficulty in her eliciting or as
men say learning, out of a single recollection all the rest, if a man is
strenuous and does not faint; for all enquiry and all learning is but
recollection. And therefore we ought not to listen to this sophistical
argument about the impossibility of enquiry: for it will make us
idle; and is sweet only to the sluggard; but the other saying will
make us active and inquisitive. In that confiding, I will gladly en-
quire with you into the nature of virtue.

MENO: Yes, Socrates; but what do you mean by saying that we do
not learn, and that what we call learning is only a process of recol-
lection? Can you teach me how this is?



638

Meno

SOCRATES: I told you, Meno, just now that you were a rogue,
and now you ask whether I can teach you, when I am saying that
there is no teaching, but only recollection; and thus you imagine
that you will involve me in a contradiction.

MENO: Indeed, Socrates, I protest that I had no such intention. I
only asked the question from habit; but if you can prove to me that
what you say is true, I wish that you would.

SOCRATES: It will be no easy matter, but I will try to please you to
the utmost of my power. Suppose that you call one of your numer-
ous attendants, that I may demonstrate on him.

MENO: Certainly. Come hither, boy.

SOCRATES: He is Greek, and speaks Greek, does he not?

MENO: Yes, indeed; he was born in the house.

SOCRATES: Attend now to the questions which I ask him, and
observe whether he learns of me or only remembers.

MENO: I will.

SOCRATES: Tell me, boy, do you know that a figure like this is a
square?

BOY: I do.

SOCRATES: And you know that a square figure has these four
lines equal?

BOY: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And these lines which I have drawn through the middle
of the square are also equal?
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BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: A square may be of any size?

BOY: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And if one side of the figure be of two feet, and the
other side be of two feet, how much will the whole be? Let me
explain: if in one direction the space was of two feet, and in the
other direction of one foot, the whole would be of two feet taken
once?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: But since this side is also of two feet, there are twice
two feet?

BOY: There are.

SOCRATES: Then the square is of twice two feet?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And how many are twice two feet? count and tell me.

BOY: Four, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And might there not be another square twice as large
as this, and having like this the lines equal?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And of how many feet will that be?

BOY: Of eight feet.

SOCRATES: And now try and tell me the length of the line which
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forms the side of that double square: this is two feet—what will that
be?

BOY: Clearly, Socrates, it will be double.

SOCRATES: Do you observe, Meno, that I am not teaching the
boy anything, but only asking him questions; and now he fancies
that he knows how long a line is necessary in order to produce a
figure of eight square feet; does he not?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And does he really know?

MENO: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: He only guesses that because the square is double, the
line is double.

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: Observe him while he recalls the steps in regular or-
der. (To the Boy:) Tell me, boy, do you assert that a double space
comes from a double line? Remember that I am not speaking of an
oblong, but of a figure equal every way, and twice the size of this—
that is to say of eight feet; and I want to know whether you still say
that a double square comes from double line?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: But does not this line become doubled if we add an-
other such line here?

BOY: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And four such lines will make a space containing eight
feet?
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BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: Let us describe such a figure: Would you not say that
this is the figure of eight feet?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And are there not these four divisions in the figure,
each of which is equal to the figure of four feet?

BOY: True.

SOCRATES: And is not that four times four?

BOY: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And four times is not double?

BOY: No, indeed.

SOCRATES: But how much?

BOY: Four times as much.

SOCRATES: Therefore the double line, boy, has given a space, not
twice, but four times as much.

BOY: True.

SOCRATES: Four times four are sixteen—are they not?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: What line would give you a space of eight feet, as this
gives one of sixteen feet;—do you see?

BOY: Yes.
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SOCRATES: And the space of four feet is made from this half line?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: Good; and is not a space of eight feet twice the size of
this, and half the size of the other?

BOY: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Such a space, then, will be made out of a line greater
than this one, and less than that one?

BOY: Yes; I think so.

SOCRATES: Very good; I like to hear you say what you think. And
now tell me, is not this a line of two feet and that of four?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then the line which forms the side of eight feet ought
to be more than this line of two feet, and less than the other of four
feet?

BOY: It ought.

SOCRATES: Try and see if you can tell me how much it will be.

BOY: Three feet.

SOCRATES: Then if we add a half to this line of two, that will be
the line of three. Here are two and there is one; and on the other
side, here are two also and there is one: and that makes the figure of
which you speak?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: But if there are three feet this way and three feet that
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way, the whole space will be three times three feet?
BOY: That is evident.

SOCRATES: And how much are three times three feet?

BOY: Nine.

SOCRATES: And how much is the double of four?

BOY: Eight.

SOCRATES: Then the figure of eight is not made out of a line of
three?

BOY: No.

SOCRATES: But from what line?—tell me exactly; and if you would
rather not reckon, try and show me the line.

BOY: Indeed, Socrates, I do not know.

SOCRATES: Do you see, Meno, what advances he has made in his
power of recollection? He did not know at first, and he does not
know now, what is the side of a figure of eight feet: but then he
thought that he knew, and answered confidently as if he knew, and
had no difficulty; now he has a difficulty, and neither knows nor
fancies that he knows.

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: Is he not better off in knowing his ignorance?

MENO: I think that he is.

SOCRATES: If we have made him doubt, and given him the
‘torpedo’s shock,’have we done him any harm?
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MENO: I think not.

SOCRATES: We have certainly, as would seem, assisted him in some
degree to the discovery of the truth; and now he will wish to remedy
his ignorance, but then he would have been ready to tell all the
world again and again that the double space should have a double
side.

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: But do you suppose that he would ever have enquired
into or learned what he fancied that he knew, though he was really
ignorant of it, until he had fallen into perplexity under the idea that
he did not know, and had desired to know?

MENO: I think not, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Then he was the better for the torpedo’s touch?

MENO: I think so.

SOCRATES: Mark now the farther development. I shall only ask
him, and not teach him, and he shall share the enquiry with me:
and do you watch and see if you find me telling or explaining any-
thing to him, instead of eliciting his opinion. Tell me, boy, is not
this a square of four feet which I have drawn?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And now I add another square equal to the former
one?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And a third, which is equal to either of them?

BOY: Yes.
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SOCRATES: Suppose that we fill up the vacant corner?

BOY: Very good.

SOCRATES: Here, then, there are four equal spaces?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And how many times larger is this space than this
other?

BOY: Four times.

SOCRATES: But it ought to have been twice only, as you will re-
member.

BOY: True.

SOCRATES: And does not this line, reaching from corner to cor-
ner, bisect each of these spaces?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And are there not here four equal lines which contain
this space?

BOY: There are.

SOCRATES: Look and see how much this space is.

BOY: I do not understand.

SOCRATES: Has not each interior line cut off half of the four spaces?
BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And how many spaces are there in this section?
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BOY: Four.

SOCRATES: And how many in this?

BOY: Two.

SOCRATES: And four is how many times two?

BOY: Twice.

SOCRATES: And this space is of how many feet?

BOY: Of eight feet.

SOCRATES: And from what line do you get this figure?

BOY: From this.

SOCRATES: That is, from the line which extends from corner to
corner of the figure of four feet?

BOY: Yes.

SOCRATES: And that is the line which the learned call the diago-
nal. And if this is the proper name, then you, Meno’s slave, are
prepared to affirm that the double space is the square of the diago-
nal?

BOY: Certainly, Socrates.

SOCRATES: What do you say of him, Meno? Were not all these
answers given out of his own head?

MENO: Yes, they were all his own.

SOCRATES: And yet, as we were just now saying, he did not know?
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MENO: True.

SOCRATES: But still he had in him those notions of his—had he
not?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then he who does not know may still have true no-
tions of that which he does not know?

MENO: He has.

SOCRATES: And at present these notions have just been stirred up
in him, as in a dream; but if he were frequently asked the same
questions, in different forms, he would know as well as any one at
last?

MENO: I dare say.

SOCRATES: Without any one teaching him he will recover his
knowledge for himself, if he is only asked questions?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And this spontaneous recovery of knowledge in him
is recollection?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And this knowledge which he now has must he not
either have acquired or always possessed?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: But if he always possessed this knowledge he would
always have known; or if he has acquired the knowledge he could
not have acquired it in this life, unless he has been taught geometry;
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for he may be made to do the same with all geometry and every
other branch of knowledge. Now, has any one ever taught him all
this? You must know about him, if, as you say, he was born and bred
in your house.

MENO: And I am certain that no one ever did teach him.

SOCRATES: And yet he has the knowledge?

MENO: The fact, Socrates, is undeniable.

SOCRATES: But if he did not acquire the knowledge in this life,
then he must have had and learned it at some other time?

MENO: Clearly he must.

SOCRATES: Which must have been the time when he was not a
man?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if there have been always true thoughts in him,
both at the time when he was and was not a man, which only need
to be awakened into knowledge by putting questions to him, his
soul must have always possessed this knowledge, for he always ei-
ther was or was not a man?

MENO: Obviously.

SOCRATES: And if the truth of all things always existed in the
soul, then the soul is immortal. Wherefore be of good cheer, and try
to recollect what you do not know, or rather what you do not re-
member.

MENO: I feel, somehow, that I like what you are saying.

SOCRATES: And I, Meno, like what I am saying. Some things I
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have said of which I am not altogether confident. But that we shall
be better and braver and less helpless if we think that we ought to
enquire, than we should have been if we indulged in the idle fancy
that there was no knowing and no use in seeking to know what we
do not know;—that is a theme upon which I am ready to fight, in
word and deed, to the utmost of my power.

MENO: There again, Socrates, your words seem to me excellent.

SOCRATES: Then, as we are agreed that a man should enquire
about that which he does not know, shall you and I make an effort
to enquire together into the nature of virtue?

MENO: By all means, Socrates. And yet I would much rather re-
turn to my original question, Whether in seeking to acquire virtue
we should regard it as a thing to be taught, or as a gift of nature, or
as coming to men in some other way?

SOCRATES: Had I the command of you as well as of myself, Meno,
I would not have enquired whether virtue is given by instruction or
not, until we had first ascertained ‘what it is.’ But as you think only
of controlling me who am your slave, and never of controlling your-
self,—such being your notion of freedom, I must yield to you, for
you are irresistible. And therefore I have now to enquire into the
qualities of a thing of which I do not as yet know the nature. At any
rate, will you condescend a little, and allow the question ‘Whether
virtue is given by instruction, or in any other way,’ to be argued
upon hypothesis? As the geometrician, when he is asked whether a
certain triangle is capable being inscribed in a certain circle (Or,
whether a certain area is capable of being inscribed as a triangle in a
certain circle.), will reply: ‘I cannot tell you as yet; but I will offer a
hypothesis which may assist us in forming a conclusion: If the fig-
ure be such that when you have produced a given side of it (Or,
when you apply it to the given line, i.e. the diameter of the circle
(autou).), the given area of the triangle falls short by an area corre-
sponding to the part produced (Or, similar to the area so applied.),
then one consequence follows, and if this is impossible then some



650

Meno

other; and therefore I wish to assume a hypothesis before I tell you
whether this triangle is capable of being inscribed in the circle’:—
that is a geometrical hypothesis. And we too, as we know not the
nature and qualities of virtue, must ask, whether virtue is or is not
taught, under a hypothesis: as thus, if virtue is of such a class of
mental goods, will it be taught or not? Let the first hypothesis be
that virtue is or is not knowledge,—in that case will it be taught or
not? or, as we were just now saying, ‘remembered’? For there is no
use in disputing about the name. But is virtue taught or not? or
rather, does not every one see that knowledge alone is taught?

MENO: I agree.

SOCRATES: Then if virtue is knowledge, virtue will be taught?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Then now we have made a quick end of this ques-
tion: if virtue is of such a nature, it will be taught; and if not, not?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: The next question is, whether virtue is knowledge or
of another species?

MENO: Yes, that appears to be the question which comes next in
order.

SOCRATES: Do we not say that virtue is a good?—This is a hy-
pothesis which is not set aside.

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Now, if there be any sort of good which is distinct
from knowledge, virtue may be that good; but if knowledge em-
braces all good, then we shall be right in thinking that virtue is
knowledge?
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MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And virtue makes us good?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if we are good, then we are profitable; for all
good things are profitable?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then virtue is profitable?

MENO: That is the only inference.

SOCRATES: Then now let us see what are the things which sever-
ally profit us. Health and strength, and beauty and wealth—these,
and the like of these, we call profitable?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And yet these things may also sometimes do us harm:
would you not think so?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And what is the guiding principle which makes them
profitable or the reverse? Are they not profitable when they are rightly
used, and hurtful when they are not rightly used?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Next, let us consider the goods of the soul: they are
temperance, justice, courage, quickness of apprehension, memory,
magnanimity, and the like?

MENO: Surely.
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SOCRATES: And such of these as are not knowledge, but of an-
other sort, are sometimes profitable and sometimes hurtful; as, for
example, courage wanting prudence, which is only a sort of confi-
dence? When a man has no sense he is harmed by courage, but
when he has sense he is profited?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And the same may be said of temperance and quick-
ness of apprehension; whatever things are learned or done with sense
are profitable, but when done without sense they are hurtful?

MENO: Very true.

SOCRATES: And in general, all that the soul attempts or endures,
when under the guidance of wisdom, ends in happiness; but when
she is under the guidance of folly, in the opposite?

MENO: That appears to be true.

SOCRATES: If then virtue is a quality of the soul, and is admitted
to be profitable, it must be wisdom or prudence, since none of the
things of the soul are either profitable or hurtful in themselves, but
they are all made profitable or hurtful by the addition of wisdom or
of folly; and therefore if virtue is profitable, virtue must be a sort of
wisdom or prudence?

MENO: I quite agree.

SOCRATES: And the other goods, such as wealth and the like, of
which we were just now saying that they are sometimes good and
sometimes evil, do not they also become profitable or hurtful, ac-
cordingly as the soul guides and uses them rightly or wrongly; just
as the things of the soul herself are benefited when under the guid-
ance of wisdom and harmed by folly?

MENO: True.
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SOCRATES: And the wise soul guides them rightly, and the fool-
ish soul wrongly.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And is not this universally true of human nature? All
other things hang upon the soul, and the things of the soul herself
hang upon wisdom, if they are to be good; and so wisdom is in-
ferred to be that which profits—and virtue, as we say, is profitable?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And thus we arrive at the conclusion that virtue is
either wholly or partly wisdom?

MENO: I think that what you are saying, Socrates, is very true.

SOCRATES: But if this is true, then the good are not by nature
good?

MENO: I think not.

SOCRATES: If they had been, there would assuredly have been
discerners of characters among us who would have known our fu-
ture great men; and on their showing we should have adopted them,
and when we had got them, we should have kept them in the cita-
del out of the way of harm, and set a stamp upon them far rather
than upon a piece of gold, in order that no one might tamper with
them; and when they grew up they would have been useful to the
state?

MENO: Yes, Socrates, that would have been the right way.

SOCRATES: But if the good are not by nature good, are they made
good by instruction?

MENO: There appears to be no other alternative, Socrates. On the
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supposition that virtue is knowledge, there can be no doubt that
virtue is taught.

SOCRATES: Yes, indeed; but what if the supposition is erroneous?

MENO: I certainly thought just now that we were right.

SOCRATES: Yes, Meno; but a principle which has any soundness
should stand firm not only just now, but always.

MENO: Well; and why are you so slow of heart to believe that
knowledge is virtue?

SOCRATES: I will try and tell you why, Meno. I do not retract the
assertion that if virtue is knowledge it may be taught; but I fear that
I have some reason in doubting whether virtue is knowledge: for
consider now and say whether virtue, and not only virtue but any-
thing that is taught, must not have teachers and disciples?

MENO: Surely.

SOCRATES: And conversely, may not the art of which neither teach-
ers nor disciples exist be assumed to be incapable of being taught?

MENO: True; but do you think that there are no teachers of virtue?

SOCRATES: I have certainly often enquired whether there were
any, and taken great pains to find them, and have never succeeded;
and many have assisted me in the search, and they were the persons
whom I thought the most likely to know. Here at the moment when
he is wanted we fortunately have sitting by us Anytus, the very per-
son of whom we should make enquiry; to him then let us repair. In
the first place, he is the son of a wealthy and wise father, Anthemion,
who acquired his wealth, not by accident or gift, like Ismenias the
Theban (who has recently made himself as rich as Polycrates), but
by his own skill and industry, and who is a well-conditioned, mod-
est man, not insolent, or overbearing, or annoying; moreover, this
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son of his has received a good education, as the Athenian people
certainly appear to think, for they choose him to fill the highest
offices. And these are the sort of men from whom you are likely to
learn whether there are any teachers of virtue, and who they are.
Please, Anytus, to help me and your friend Meno in answering our
question, Who are the teachers? Consider the matter thus: If we
wanted Meno to be a good physician, to whom should we send
him? Should we not send him to the physicians?

ANYTUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: Or if we wanted him to be a good cobbler, should we
not send him to the cobblers?

ANYTUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And so forth?

ANYTUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: Let me trouble you with one more question. When we
say that we should be right in sending him to the physicians if we
wanted him to be a physician, do we mean that we should be right in
sending him to those who profess the art, rather than to those who do
not, and to those who demand payment for teaching the art, and
profess to teach it to any one who will come and learn? And if these
were our reasons, should we not be right in sending him?

ANYTUS: Yes.

SOCRATES: And might not the same be said of flute-playing, and
of the other arts? Would a man who wanted to make another a
flute-player refuse to send him to those who profess to teach the art
for money, and be plaguing other persons to give him instruction,
who are not professed teachers and who never had a single disciple
in that branch of knowledge which he wishes him to acquire—would
not such conduct be the height of folly?
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ANYTUS: Yes, by Zeus, and of ignorance too.

SOCRATES: Very good. And now you are in a position to advise with
me about my friend Meno. He has been telling me, Anytus, that he
desires to attain that kind of wisdom and virtue by which men order
the state or the house, and honour their parents, and know when to
receive and when to send away citizens and strangers, as a good man
should. Now, to whom should he go in order that he may learn this
virtue? Does not the previous argument imply clearly that we should
send him to those who profess and avouch that they are the common
teachers of all Hellas, and are ready to impart instruction to any one
who likes, at a fixed price?

ANYTUS: Whom do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: You surely know, do you not, Anytus, that these are
the people whom mankind call Sophists?

ANYTUS: By Heracles, Socrates, forbear! I only hope that no friend
or kinsman or acquaintance of mine, whether citizen or stranger,
will ever be so mad as to allow himself to be corrupted by them; for
they are a manifest pest and corrupting influence to those who have
to do with them.

SOCRATES: What, Anytus? Of all the people who profess that they
know how to do men good, do you mean to say that these are the
only ones who not only do them no good, but positively corrupt
those who are entrusted to them, and in return for this disservice have
the face to demand money? Indeed, I cannot believe you; for I know
of a single man, Protagoras, who made more out of his craft than the
illustrious Pheidias, who created such noble works, or any ten other
statuaries. How could that be? A mender of old shoes, or patcher up
of clothes, who made the shoes or clothes worse than he received
them, could not have remained thirty days undetected, and would
very soon have starved; whereas during more than forty years,
Protagoras was corrupting all Hellas, and sending his disciples from
him worse than he received them, and he was never found out. For, if
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I am not mistaken, he was about seventy years old at his death, forty
of which were spent in the practice of his profession; and during all
that time he had a good reputation, which to this day he retains: and
not only Protagoras, but many others are well spoken of; some who
lived before him, and others who are still living. Now, when you say
that they deceived and corrupted the youth, are they to be supposed
to have corrupted them consciously or unconsciously? Can those who
were deemed by many to be the wisest men of Hellas have been out of
their minds?

ANYTUS: Out of their minds! No, Socrates; the young men who
gave their money to them were out of their minds, and their rela-
tions and guardians who entrusted their youth to the care of these
men were still more out of their minds, and most of all, the cities
who allowed them to come in, and did not drive them out, citizen
and stranger alike.

SOCRATES: Has any of the Sophists wronged you, Anytus? What
makes you so angry with them?

ANYTUS: No, indeed, neither I nor any of my belongings has ever
had, nor would I suffer them to have, anything to do with them.

SOCRATES: Then you are entirely unacquainted with them?

ANYTUS: And I have no wish to be acquainted.

SOCRATES: Then, my dear friend, how can you know whether a
thing is good or bad of which you are wholly ignorant?

ANYTUS: Quite well; I am sure that I know what manner of men
these are, whether I am acquainted with them or not.

SOCRATES: You must be a diviner, Anytus, for I really cannot make
out, judging from your own words, how, if you are not acquainted
with them, you know about them. But I am not enquiring of you
who are the teachers who will corrupt Meno (let them be, if you
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please, the Sophists); I only ask you to tell him who there is in this
great city who will teach him how to become eminent in the virtues
which I was just now describing. He is the friend of your family, and
you will oblige him.

ANYTUS: Why do you not tell him yourself?

SOCRATES: I have told him whom I supposed to be the teachers
of these things; but I learn from you that I am utterly at fault, and I
dare say that you are right. And now I wish that you, on your part,
would tell me to whom among the Athenians he should go. Whom
would you name?

ANYTUS: Why single out individuals? Any Athenian gentleman,
taken at random, if he will mind him, will do far more good to him
than the Sophists.

SOCRATES: And did those gentlemen grow of themselves; and with-
out having been taught by any one, were they nevertheless able to
teach others that which they had never learned themselves?

ANYTUS: I imagine that they learned of the previous generation of
gentlemen. Have there not been many good men in this city?

SOCRATES: Yes, certainly, Anytus; and many good statesmen also
there always have been and there are still, in the city of Athens. But
the question is whether they were also good teachers of their own
virtue;—not whether there are, or have been, good men in this part
of the world, but whether virtue can be taught, is the question which
we have been discussing. Now, do we mean to say that the good
men of our own and of other times knew how to impart to others
that virtue which they had themselves; or is virtue a thing incapable
of being communicated or imparted by one man to another? That
is the question which I and Meno have been arguing. Look at the
matter in your own way: Would you not admit that Themistocles
was a good man?
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ANYTUS: Certainly; no man better.

SOCRATES: And must not he then have been a good teacher, if
any man ever was a good teacher, of his own virtue?

ANYTUS: Yes certainly,—if he wanted to be so.

SOCRATES: But would he not have wanted? He would, at any rate,
have desired to make his own son a good man and a gentleman; he could
not have been jealous of him, or have intentionally abstained from im-
parting to him his own virtue. Did you never hear that he made his son
Cleophantus a famous horseman; and had him taught to stand upright
on horseback and hurl a javelin, and to do many other marvellous things;
and in anything which could be learned from a master he was well trained?
Have you not heard from our elders of him?

ANYTUS: I have.

SOCRATES: Then no one could say that his son showed any want
of capacity?

ANYTUS: Very likely not.

SOCRATES: But did any one, old or young, ever say in your hear-
ing that Cleophantus, son of Themistocles, was a wise or good man,
as his father was?

ANYTUS: I have certainly never heard any one say so.

SOCRATES: And if virtue could have been taught, would his fa-
ther Themistocles have sought to train him in these minor accom-
plishments, and allowed him who, as you must remember, was his
own son, to be no better than his neighbours in those qualities in
which he himself excelled?

ANYTUS: Indeed, indeed, I think not.
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SOCRATES: Here was a teacher of virtue whom you admit to be
among the best men of the past. Let us take another,—Aristides,
the son of Lysimachus: would you not acknowledge that he was a
good man?

ANYTUS: To be sure I should.

SOCRATES: And did not he train his son Lysimachus better than any
other Athenian in all that could be done for him by the help of masters?
But what has been the result? Is he a bit better than any other mortal?
He is an acquaintance of yours, and you see what he is like. There is
Pericles, again, magnificent in his wisdom; and he, as you are aware,
had two sons, Paralus and Xanthippus.

ANYTUS: I know.

SOCRATES: And you know, also, that he taught them to be unri-
valled horsemen, and had them trained in music and gymnastics
and all sorts of arts—in these respects they were on a level with the
best—and had he no wish to make good men of them? Nay, he
must have wished it. But virtue, as I suspect, could not be taught.
And that you may not suppose the incompetent teachers to be only
the meaner sort of Athenians and few in number, remember again
that Thucydides had two sons, Melesias and Stephanus, whom, be-
sides giving them a good education in other things, he trained in
wrestling, and they were the best wrestlers in Athens: one of them
he committed to the care of Xanthias, and the other of Eudorus,
who had the reputation of being the most celebrated wrestlers of
that day. Do you remember them?

ANYTUS: I have heard of them.

SOCRATES: Now, can there be a doubt that Thucydides, whose
children were taught things for which he had to spend money, would
have taught them to be good men, which would have cost him noth-
ing, if virtue could have been taught? Will you reply that he was a
mean man, and had not many friends among the Athenians and
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allies? Nay, but he was of a great family, and a man of influence at
Athens and in all Hellas, and, if virtue could have been taught, he
would have found out some Athenian or foreigner who would have
made good men of his sons, if he could not himself spare the time
from cares of state. Once more, I suspect, friend Anytus, that virtue
is not a thing which can be taught?

ANYTUS: Socrates, I think that you are too ready to speak evil of
men: and, if you will take my advice, I would recommend you to be
careful.  Perhaps there is no city in which it is not easier to do men
harm than to do them good, and this is certainly the case at Athens,
as I believe that you know.

SOCRATES: O Meno, think that Anytus is in a rage. And he may
well be in a rage, for he thinks, in the first place, that I am defaming
these gentlemen; and in the second place, he is of opinion that he is
one of them himself. But some day he will know what is the mean-
ing of defamation, and if he ever does, he will forgive me. Mean-
while I will return to you, Meno; for I suppose that there are gentle-
men in your region too?

MENO: Certainly there are.

SOCRATES: And are they willing to teach the young? and do they
profess to be teachers? and do they agree that virtue is taught?

MENO: No indeed, Socrates, they are anything but agreed; you
may hear them saying at one time that virtue can be taught, and
then again the reverse.

SOCRATES: Can we call those teachers who do not acknowledge
the possibility of their own vocation?

MENO: I think not, Socrates.

SOCRATES: And what do you think of these Sophists, who are the
only professors? Do they seem to you to be teachers of virtue?
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MENO: I often wonder, Socrates, that Gorgias is never heard prom-
ising to teach virtue: and when he hears others promising he only
laughs at them; but he thinks that men should be taught to speak.

SOCRATES: Then do you not think that the Sophists are teachers?

MENO: I cannot tell you, Socrates; like the rest of the world, I am
in doubt, and sometimes I think that they are teachers and some-
times not.

SOCRATES: And are you aware that not you only and other poli-
ticians have doubts whether virtue can be taught or not, but that
Theognis the poet says the very same thing?

MENO: Where does he say so?

SOCRATES: In these elegiac verses (Theog.):

‘Eat and drink and sit with the mighty,
and make yourself agreeable to them; for
from the good you will learn what is good,
but if you mix with the bad you will lose
the intelligence which you already have.’

Do you observe that here he seems to imply that virtue can be taught?

MENO: Clearly.

SOCRATES: But in some other verses he shifts about and says
(Theog.):

‘If understanding could be created and put
into a man, then they’ (who were able to
perform this feat) ‘would have obtained
great rewards.’

And again:—
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‘Never would a bad son have sprung from
a good sire, for he would have heard the
voice of instruction; but not by teaching
will you ever make a bad man into a good one.’

And this, as you may remark, is a contradiction of the other.

MENO: Clearly.

SOCRATES: And is there anything else of which the professors are
affirmed not only not to be teachers of others, but to be ignorant
themselves, and bad at the knowledge of that which they are pro-
fessing to teach? or is there anything about which even the acknowl-
edged ‘gentlemen’ are sometimes saying that ‘this thing can be
taught,’ and sometimes the opposite? Can you say that they are
teachers in any true sense whose ideas are in such confusion?

MENO: I should say, certainly not.

SOCRATES: But if neither the Sophists nor the gentlemen are teach-
ers, clearly there can be no other teachers?

MENO: No.

SOCRATES: And if there are no teachers, neither are there dis-
ciples?

MENO: Agreed.

SOCRATES: And we have admitted that a thing cannot be taught
of which there are neither teachers nor disciples?

MENO: We have.

SOCRATES: And there are no teachers of virtue to be found any-
where?
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MENO: There are not.

SOCRATES: And if there are no teachers, neither are there schol-
ars?

MENO: That, I think, is true.

SOCRATES: Then virtue cannot be taught?

MENO: Not if we are right in our view. But I cannot believe,
Socrates, that there are no good men: And if there are, how did they
come into existence?

SOCRATES: I am afraid, Meno, that you and I are not good for
much, and that Gorgias has been as poor an educator of you as
Prodicus has been of me. Certainly we shall have to look to our-
selves, and try to find some one who will help in some way or other
to improve us. This I say, because I observe that in the previous
discussion none of us remarked that right and good action is pos-
sible to man under other guidance than that of knowledge
(episteme);—and indeed if this be denied, there is no seeing how
there can be any good men at all.

MENO: How do you mean, Socrates?

SOCRATES: I mean that good men are necessarily useful or profit-
able. Were we not right in admitting this? It must be so.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And in supposing that they will be useful only if they
are true guides to us of action—there we were also right?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: But when we said that a man cannot be a good guide
unless he have knowledge (phrhonesis), this we were wrong.
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MENO: What do you mean by the word ‘right’?

SOCRATES: I will explain. If a man knew the way to Larisa, or
anywhere else, and went to the place and led others thither, would
he not be a right and good guide?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And a person who had a right opinion about the way,
but had never been and did not know, might be a good guide also,
might he not?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And while he has true opinion about that which the
other knows, he will be just as good a guide if he thinks the truth, as
he who knows the truth?

MENO: Exactly.

SOCRATES: Then true opinion is as good a guide to correct action
as knowledge; and that was the point which we omitted in our specu-
lation about the nature of virtue, when we said that knowledge only
is the guide of right action; whereas there is also right opinion.

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: Then right opinion is not less useful than knowledge?

MENO: The difference, Socrates, is only that he who has knowl-
edge will always be right; but he who has right opinion will some-
times be right, and sometimes not.

SOCRATES: What do you mean? Can he be wrong who has right
opinion, so long as he has right opinion?

MENO: I admit the cogency of your argument, and therefore,
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Socrates, I wonder that knowledge should be preferred to right opin-
ion—or why they should ever differ.

SOCRATES: And shall I explain this wonder to you?

MENO: Do tell me.

SOCRATES: You would not wonder if you had ever observed the
images of Daedalus (Compare Euthyphro); but perhaps you have
not got them in your country?

MENO: What have they to do with the question?

SOCRATES: Because they require to be fastened in order to keep
them, and if they are not fastened they will play truant and run
away.

MENO: Well, what of that?

SOCRATES: I mean to say that they are not very valuable posses-
sions if they are at liberty, for they will walk off like runaway slaves;
but when fastened, they are of great value, for they are really beau-
tiful works of art. Now this is an illustration of the nature of true
opinions: while they abide with us they are beautiful and fruitful,
but they run away out of the human soul, and do not remain long,
and therefore they are not of much value until they are fastened by
the tie of the cause; and this fastening of them, friend Meno, is
recollection, as you and I have agreed to call it. But when they are
bound, in the first place, they have the nature of knowledge; and, in
the second place, they are abiding. And this is why knowledge is
more honourable and excellent than true opinion, because fastened
by a chain.

MENO: What you are saying, Socrates, seems to be very like the truth.

SOCRATES: I too speak rather in ignorance; I only conjecture.
And yet that knowledge differs from true opinion is no matter of
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conjecture with me. There are not many things which I profess to
know, but this is most certainly one of them.

MENO: Yes, Socrates; and you are quite right in saying so.

SOCRATES: And am I not also right in saying that true opinion
leading the way perfects action quite as well as knowledge?

MENO: There again, Socrates, I think you are right.

SOCRATES: Then right opinion is not a whit inferior to knowl-
edge, or less useful in action; nor is the man who has right opinion
inferior to him who has knowledge?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: And surely the good man has been acknowledged by
us to be useful?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Seeing then that men become good and useful to states,
not only because they have knowledge, but because they have right
opinion, and that neither knowledge nor right opinion is given to
man by nature or acquired by him—(do you imagine either of them
to be given by nature?

MENO: Not I.)

SOCRATES: Then if they are not given by nature, neither are the
good by nature good?

MENO: Certainly not.

SOCRATES: And nature being excluded, then came the question
whether virtue is acquired by teaching?
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MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: If virtue was wisdom (or knowledge), then, as we
thought, it was taught?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And if it was taught it was wisdom?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And if there were teachers, it might be taught; and if
there were no teachers, not?

MENO: True.

SOCRATES: But surely we acknowledged that there were no teachers
of virtue?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: Then we acknowledged that it was not taught, and
was not wisdom?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And yet we admitted that it was a good?

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the right guide is useful and good?

MENO: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And the only right guides are knowledge and true
opinion—these are the guides of man; for things which happen by
chance are not under the guidance of man: but the guides of man
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are true opinion and knowledge.

MENO: I think so too.

SOCRATES: But if virtue is not taught, neither is virtue knowl-
edge.

MENO: Clearly not.

SOCRATES: Then of two good and useful things, one, which is knowl-
edge, has been set aside, and cannot be supposed to be our guide in
political life.

MENO: I think not.

SOCRATES: And therefore not by any wisdom, and not because
they were wise, did Themistocles and those others of whom Anytus
spoke govern states. This was the reason why they were unable to
make others like themselves—because their virtue was not grounded
on knowledge.

MENO: That is probably true, Socrates.

SOCRATES: But if not by knowledge, the only alternative which
remains is that statesmen must have guided states by right opinion,
which is in politics what divination is in religion; for diviners and
also prophets say many things truly, but they know not what they
say.

MENO: So I believe.

SOCRATES: And may we not, Meno, truly call those men ‘divine’
who, having no understanding, yet succeed in many a grand deed
and word?

MENO: Certainly.
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we were just now speaking of as diviners and prophets, including the
whole tribe of poets. Yes, and statesmen above all may be said to be
divine and illumined, being inspired and possessed of God, in which
condition they say many grand things, not knowing what they say.

MENO: Yes.

SOCRATES: And the women too, Meno, call good men divine—
do they not? and the Spartans, when they praise a good man, say
‘that he is a divine man.’

MENO: And I think, Socrates, that they are right; although very
likely our friend Anytus may take offence at the word.

SOCRATES: I do not care; as for Anytus, there will be another
opportunity of talking with him. To sum up our enquiry—the re-
sult seems to be, if we are at all right in our view, that virtue is
neither natural nor acquired, but an instinct given by God to the
virtuous. Nor is the instinct accompanied by reason, unless there
may be supposed to be among statesmen some one who is capable
of educating statesmen. And if there be such an one, he may be said
to be among the living what Homer says that Tiresias was among
the dead, ‘he alone has understanding; but the rest are flitting shades’;
and he and his virtue in like manner will be a reality among shad-
ows.

MENO: That is excellent, Socrates.

SOCRATES: Then, Meno, the conclusion is that virtue comes to
the virtuous by the gift of God. But we shall never know the certain
truth until, before asking how virtue is given, we enquire into the
actual nature of virtue. I fear that I must go away, but do you, now
that you are persuaded yourself, persuade our friend Anytus. And
do not let him be so exasperated; if you can conciliate him, you will
have done good service to the Athenian people.

Meno
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