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PREFACE

In this book I have slightly altered the form adopted in my earlier
work Plato's Examination of Pleasure (Philebus) by prefixing a brief
analysis to each section of the translation, and reserving the whole
commentary to the end of the section. This will, I hope, prove a
convenience to readers.

No English commentary on the Phaedrus has appeared, so far as
1 know, since that of W. H. Thompson, published in 1868, Of that
excellent work I have naturally made much use. Another obvious
source of help has been L. Robin's edition (1933) in what is commonly
known as the Budé series. Next to these I am probably most indebted
to the well-known Mythes de Platon of Perceval Frutiger, and to
P. Friedlinder's Die Platonischen Schriften and his earlier volume of
essays Eidos, Paideia, Dialogos. Specific acknowledgements to these
and other works will be found in my footnotes.

I am most grateful to Prof, D. S. Robertson, who read the whole of
my typescript, and to Prof. Dorothy Tarrant, who read the translation
at the manuscript stage and also checked the proofs. Both these friends
have made valuable suggestions and saved me from many mistakes.
Some of the central sections were also read in their first draft by
Mr W. K. C. Guthrie, whose helpful comments I am also glad to
acknowledge, Lastly I am indebted to the late Dr R. G. Bury, that
fine scholar and lover of Plato, for advice on a number of points.

Burnet’s text has been followed, except where noted.
R. H.

CAMBRIDGE
6 October 1951



1. Date of composition

Although it is impossible, and likely to remain impossible, to assign
a precise date to the composition of the PAaedrus, or even to fix with
complete certainty its position in the order of dialogues, there has been
an increasing tendency during the present century to consider it
a relatively late work. Apart from the patently absurd belief preserved
by Diogenes Laertius (111, 38), and echoed by Olympiodorus in the
sixth century, that it was the earliest of Plato’s writings, the only
ancient opinion that has come down to us is that of Cicero (Orator xi11,
47), who refers to the compliment paid by Socrates to Isocrates at the
very end of the dialogue (279 A) and adds ‘at ea de seniore scribit Plato
et scribit aequalis, et quidem exagitator omnium rhetorum hunc
miratur unum’. This is indeed vague enough; but if we may accept
W. H. Thompson’s belief that the word senior would not be applied
to a man under fifty, it would follow that Plato, being at most eight
years younger than Isocrates, was certainly over forty at the time. That
few to-day would doubt, but it does not get us very far.

We are therefore thrown back on internal evidence, and more
particularly on the relations between the PAaedrus and other dialogues.
And we may begin by noting that, whereas it is universally recognised
nowadays that the Sophist is.the first of a group of six late dialogues
(Sophist, Statesman, Philebus, Timaeus, Critias, Laws) which all display
a deliberate avoidance of hiatus, the Phaedrus stands, on this criterion,
outside the group, yet near to it." Although more significance attaches,
in the present writer’s opinion, to this avoidance of hiatus than to any
other of the stylometrists’ criteria, it would be unwise to build too much
upon it; the relatively low figure of 239 may after all be due to
accident, or to temporary conformiry to a feature of Isocratean style
in a work addressed, in a sense, to Isocrates. Still, it can hardly be
wholly accidental that, on the general results of the stylistic examina-
tion by Ritter and others, our dialogue, together with the Theaeterus
and Parmenides, is placed between the Republic and the late six.?

An exhaustive investigation with the object of confirming this

* The figures are given by Ritter, Platon 1, p. 238. In the six dialo the
average occurrence of hiatus varies between 061 per Efde in Sophise ﬂmﬁ':i in
Laws; the remaining dialogues vary between 23-9 (Phaedrus) and 45-97 (Lysis).

* See the table in Ritter 1, p. 254.

; 12



4 PHAEDRUS

position was undertaken by H. von Amim," who moreover finds
reasons for putting the Phaedrus after the Theaetetus and Parmenides,
Although some of his arguments are much less cogent than others,
their cumulative evidence is strong, at least in so far as a post-Republic
dating is maintained. He seems to me to show convincingly that there
are a number of passages, particularly in Socrates’s second speech,
which would be unintelligible or barely intelligible to readers unac-
quainted with the Republic. Allowing that the comparison of the soul
to a charioteer with two winged horses might be understood without
a knowledge of Rep. 1v, we must nevertheless, in my opinion, agree
with von Arnim that it is unlikely that Plato would have put the
tripartition doctrine before the public for the first time in this symbolic
form. This argument might seem to be weakened by the objection, put
forward by A. E. Taylor, that the doctrine was already familiar as
‘a piece of fifth century Pythagoreanism’;’ but although this is
recorded? on the authority of Posidonius, it has been discredited by
Wilamowitz4 and others, and certainly the exposition in the Republic
has every appearance of being Plato’s own original doctrine, without
any hint of indebtedness. And even if we accept its Pythagorean origin,
the balance of probability still seems to me in favour of the priority of
the Republic exposition.

One of von Arnim’s points of detail concerns the passage (249B) in
which the words &pivolpevan &l Afipwoly Te xal alpeciv ToU
Seurépou Plov seem to allude to the curious mixture of determination
by lot and choice with which souls are confronted in the myth of Er
(Rep. x, 617D fL.). I find his argument’ on this irresistible, and regard
it as one of the strongest evidences of the priority of the Republic.

It is well known that the proof of the soul’s immortality given in our
dialogue (245c—E) differs from those of the Phaedo and Rep. X, and
rests on a conception of the soul's nature, as that which moves itself,
which is preserved in Plato’s latest work (Laws X), but is apparently
unknown to the Phaedo and Republic. This point too is dealt with by

* Platos Jugenddialoge und die Entstehungsyeit des Phaidros (1914). Some of
his points had been already made by H. Raeder, Platos Philosophische Entwicke-
lung, pp. 245-79. .

3 Plato, the Man and his Work, p. j00.

3 Galen, de Hippocratis et Platonis placitis 1v, 425 (Kithn).

4 Platon 1, p. 395.

5 op, cit. pp. 172-3: the concluding words are ‘Es ist also zu schliessen, dass
P, die vAfipwas nur deshalb erwihnte, weil er eben rekapitulierte und den Leser an
scine eigene Darstellung des Gegenstandes in Rep. x erinnern wollte’,
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vonArnim thoroughly and convincingly; in particular one mayask why
the very unsatisfactory proof of immortality in Rep. x should have been
referred to that of the Phaedrusif the Phaedrushad already been written.

The post-Republic position is accepted—Tlargely, 1 think, as the
result of von Arnim’s investigations, by Taylor* (with a certain measure
of doubt), Frutiger,” Stenzel,3 Wilamowitz* and Jaeger.5 On the other
side the most important name—indeed the only important name, so
far as 1 know, in the present century—is that of Pohlenz.® His argu-
ments are chiefly directed towards discrediting the results of the
stylometrists, and are not without force; for the rest his principal,
indeed almost his only, argument is of a very subjective and uncon-
vincing character: ‘the general manner in which Plato here speaks of
Fros, and in particular his portrayal of the passion of sensual love, does
not suggest assigning the composition of the Phaedrus to a date when
Plato was in his later fifties.”?

Dr R. G. Bury, in his edition of the Symposium (1909), is inclined®
to put the Phaedrus before the Symposium, and to date the former
about 388-386 B.c. But he does not examine the question in detail, nor
seek to determine the position of these two dialogues relatively to the
Republic; and of course he wrote before von Amim’s investigation.

M. Robin, though without reference to von Arim by name, seems
to accept his general conclusions, though he would put our dialogue at
approximately the same date as the Theaetetus, whereas von Arnim
puts it after hoth Theaetetus and Parmenides. 1 do not myself think
that anyone has brought forward any decisive arguments on this
further point; there are of course numerous features which connect
Phaedrus with Sophist, Statesman, Timaeus and Laws X; Robin’s
introduction (pp. v-ix) makes it unnecessary for me to recapitulate
them; but they are compatible with any position relatively to the
Theaetetus and Parmenides; and Robin seems to me to exaggerate the
closeness of Phaedrus to Theaetetus.

Ina paper in Classical Quarterly xxx1 (1937) entitled ‘ The Attack on
Isocrates in the Phaedrus’, Mr R. L. Howland seeks to date the dialogue
by finding in it an allusion to the oration (11) ad Nicoclem. This Cypriot

: % cit. p. 300. . 3 Les Mythes de Platon, p. 3o.

: tudien qur Entwick. der plat. Dialektik, p. 108 n.

Platon 1, p. 459. 5 Paideia 111, p. 193,

: Aus meo.r Werdegeit, pp. 355—64.
e gl repeated in much the same words at p. 355
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prince succeeded his father Evagoras in 374 B.Cc. and the oration is
believed to be not more than a few years later in date. Further, ‘The
Nicocles (111), published a few years later, opens with a long attack on
those who decry oratory, and this may be Isocrates’s attempt to reply
to the Phaedrus, The date of the Phaedrus would then fall between the
dates of these two works of Isocrates, that is approximately between
372 and 368."

I should make it clear that the words just quoted are from a footnote,
and that it is not Mr Howland’s primary object to date the dialogue:
hence he must not be taken to wish to press this point as something
definitely established, The date suggested seems to me very reasonable;
but I cannot accept the argument on which it is based. Setting aside
the suggestion as to the object of the Nicocls as no more than con-
jectural, we must ask whether we can in fact find an allusion to ad
Nicoclem, and so obtain a ¢erminus a quo, 1 fear that we cannot. The
argument is that in making Phaedrus say (259 &) that he has heard that
the intending orator need not learn T& 16 dvi Slkoaer SAAK Té& 56Eavt
&v wA1\0e1 olrep Bikdaouoy Plato has in mind ad Nic. §§ 45—9 (Blass),
particularly the final sentence: ToloUTwy olv TwapaBerypdrwv Uap-
Xdvrwv Stbeicron Tols Embupolion Tols dxpowpévous Wuyerywyelv 811
7ol piv vouletelv xed oupPouieiew dpexréov, T& B¢ TolaUTa AskTéov
ols dpéian Tols SyAous ubhiora xalpovras. ‘Plato interprets this, not
without some justification, as meaning that the function of rhetoric is
to please the audience, and that the successful orator has to know how
to do this rather than to know TéAnoés” (loc. cit. p. 156).

It seems to me impossible that Isocrates is here expressing his own
opinion on the function of rhetoric, or that Plato could have believed
him to be doing so. The point he seeks to make, as will appear if we
read on to the end of the oration, is that Nicocles is not a commonplace
person (o¥y fva Tév moMAGv, § 50) who rejects sound advice and
admonition, who judges everything and everyone by the standard of
pleasure: he is one who can profit by the counsel Isocrates will give him.
The words quoted from § 49 are not intended to mean anything more
than what has been already said at the beginning of § 48, namely that
the multitude prefer to be entertained rather than exhorted for their
good, and that one who seeks to please or allure (yuyoywyeiv)
a popular audience has to bear this in mind, No doubt there is a certain
touch of cynical exaggeration in this estimate of the &yAos: the
‘superiority” of the prince has to be underlined; but Isocrates was the
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last man to depreciate the claim of rhetoric vouierelv xad oupBouAsie
the serious-minded: Plato himself might well have said much what he
says here about the xAos and could never have so misunderstood him
as to miss the point of the present passage. It cannot therefore be
Isocrates from whom Phaedrus has ‘heard’ that the orator need only
care for T& B4Eavt’ &v TR el

To sum up, we can, in my judgment, say at least that there is a
very strong probability, amounting indeed to virtual certainty, that
our dialogue is later in composition than the Republic; and a fair
probability that it belongs to the same period as those other two
dialogues which must intervene between Republic and Sophist, namely
Parmenides and Theaetetus, It may be added that this will also involve
its being later than the other dialogue which is prominently concerned
with love, the Symposium; and in any case this posteriority is rendered
highly probable by the words of Phaedrus at Symp. 177¢, where he
expresses surprise at the neglect of mankind worthily to sing the praises
of love. I agree with Robin (Banguet, p. iii) that Plato could hardly
have put the words "Epcora 52 unbéva e dvBpdyrav TetoAunxéven els
Taumyl Ty fuépav &Eleas Upvijoe into the mouth of Phaedrus if he
had already composed the dialogue in which he makes Socrates, in
the hearing of Phaedrus himself, glorify the god of love as he does;
and that Plato does deem his puBikds Upvos ‘worthy” may be inferred
from the sentence with which Socrates concludes it: alrm co1, & glAs
"Epeos, els fiuerépav Blvapv dn kaAAlom kal dplomn Séoral Te kal
beréreioton ehveaSie (2574).

I am disinclined to set down any precise date, even tentatively; but
readers may perhaps be helped in placing the dialogue by having one
before their minds: 1 will therefore give as my guess 370B.c. or
thereabouts. This is in accordance with Howland’s result, it is implied
by Pohlenz's reference to a man in his later fifties, and tallies with
Robin’s belief that both Phaedrus and Theaetetus were composed
shortly before Plato’s second visit to Syracuse.!

' It is probable that the battle of Corinth referred to in the introduction to
heaeterus took place in 369, and it is commonly, though perhaps somewhat
rashly, assumed that that dialogue was composed soon after this date. Even if we
knew the date of Republic, as we do not (since Epistle vi1, 326 A, is not necessarily
a quotation from it, and so far as I know there is no other evidence of any value),
we could not say how long a gap intervened between it and Phaedrus, I would
hazard the conjecture—it is no more—that the composition of Republic occupied
the greater part of the decade 380370,
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Il. The dramatic date

This is a matter of little importance, and it may be doubted whether
Plato was ever at pains to preserve the unity of time in his dialogues,
except of course in those which are centred upon the trial and death of
Socrates. The scene is essentially ‘en dehors de toute histoire’ as Robin
remarks; nevertheless such marks of date as there are fit the period
411—404 B.C., and an earlier year in this rather than a later. Lysias is
living in Athens, and that gives a terminus a quo, since he returned from
Thurii in 412—411; his brother Polemarchus is still alive, and as he
perished at the hands of the Thirty we have the other limiting date.
Isocrates is still young (278 E) and would be about twenty-five in 410.

The only circumstance difficult to reconcile with a dramatic date
about 410 is the age of Phaedrus. We have virtually no knowledge of
him independently of Plato,' but in the Protagoras (315C) he is
imagined as old enough (say eighteen) to appear in the train of Hippias
at the famous gathering of sophists in the house of Callias: and the date
of this must be 433-432 at latest. His next appearance is in the
Symposium, which celebrates Agathon’s tragic victory of 416, when he
ought to be about thirty-four at least; and in 410 he would be about
forty years of age. Yet Socrates calls him a veavlas at 257¢, a2 wals at
267¢, and numbers him amongst ol véor at 275 B.

This however should not trouble us: Robin is surely right in saying
that Plato is ‘ peu soucieux de ces scrupules chronologiques’. He wants
a Phaedrus who is young enough still to possess an indiscriminate
Schwirmerei for rhetoric.

III.  Subjects and purposes of the dialogue

Our dialogue has at least one feature in common with its near neigh-
bour, the Republic: it is not obvious, at a first reading, what its subject
and purpose are, whether there are two or more, and if so how they
are connected. Scholars, ancient and modern alike, have been puzzled
on the point; Hermeias has a section of some length, before his
commentary proper begins, on the 86§ Tou oxomoU: some, he tells
us, say it is Love, some Rhetoric, some the Good, some the mpéSTov
koAb, one—the only one named—Iamblichus epl ToU avrobamel
Kool galy elvat Tv oxowdv, and Hermeias himself agrees. There is

* Tn Lysias X1x, 15, he is mentioned as impoverished o Bi& xendav.
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a grain of truth in this, but since the substantiation of it starts with the
quite unfounded assertion that Lysias was the épacTiis (in the primary
sense) of Phaedrus, we need not trouble to discuss it.*

Instead of attempting to recapitulate and mediate between the views
of modern scholars, who necessarily agree with and differ from each
other in an infinite variety of combinations, I shall make bold to state
my own view baldly and somewhat dogmatically, trusting to the
commentary which follows to confirm it. I think it is helpful to ask for
the purpose rather than the subject, and I believe there are three
purposes, all important but one more important than the others. They
are:

(1) To vindicate the pursuit of philosophy, in the meaning given to
that word by Socrates and Plato, as the true culture of the soul (yvxfis
Beparmefa), by contrast with the false claims of contemporary rhetoric
to provide that culture. This I regard as the most important purpose.

(2) To make proposals for a reformed rhetoric, which should
subserve the ends of philosophy and adopt its method.

(3) To announce a special method of philosophy—the *dialectic’
method of Collection and Division—and to exemplify this both
positively (in the two speeches of Socrates) and negatively (in the
speech of Lysias).

Of course, these purposes are not independent of each other, nor
are they pursued each in a separate part of the dialogue; Plato does not
write treatises: he dramatises arguments as they might conceivably be
developed by persons actually conversing. Although the first or
dominant purpose is most clearly discerned and most directly pursued
in the middle part of the work (the second discourse of Socrates), it is
present throughout, and is what gives the dialogue its unity. Once this
Is seen, or rather felt, by the reader, he will no longer think it necessary
or helpful to ask whether the main subject is Love or Rhetoric.?

The above statement of purposes, however, does not in itself account
for the prominence of love in the discussion. Love is of course the
subject of all three set discourses, the Lysias speech, the first speech of

: The reverse relation is asserted at 2368 and 2798, but only in jest.
. * Robin (chapter 111 of his introduction) has convincingly shown that there are
;nsuperahle objections to regarding either Rhetoric or Love as the subject; but he
eems to me les$ successful in explaining precisely how the apparent duality is
fesil‘\'cd.. Thc' comparison to a symphony (p. lviii) with its interweaving of
vf‘ﬁi Jects'—originally suggested by M. E. Bourguet—is a ueréPaos els &\ha yivos
ch seems to me rather to restate the problem than solve it.
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Socrates, and his *palinode’; nor does it really drop out of sight in the
last part of the dialogue, for what Plato there seeks especially to drive
home, in the exaltation (274c—2788) of the spoken word over the
written, is just this, that the quest of truth must be the joint effort of
two minds, the minds of teacher (or guide) and disciple, whose love
for one another is rooted in their common love of truth, beauty, and
goodness, their common pursuit of ¢iAocogia. This we have in fact
already been told more directly in the great p@ikds Tuvos to *Epess,
in which Socrates uses the pregnant phrase TanSepaoTelv petdt iao-
ooglos (2494), a phrase whose full meaning we are brought to see in
the picture of lover and beloved regrowing together those wings of
the soul which fell from them on their incarceration in the body.

For to Plato philosophy is love, that is to say the whole-hearted
passionate devotion to a quest in which the soul’s deepest need finds
its fulfilment. The knowledge of true Being, of all those Forms in
which the supreme Form, the Form of the Good, is manifested, is the
goal of that part of the soul which Plato calls voUs in the Phaedo, the
object of that faculty which he calls vénois in Rep. vi-vii, even as in
the present dialogue he tells us that # &ypduerrés Te kol doxnuérioTos
xal &vaghys olola Svrws olioa is pévep Oea) v&d (247¢). But vols in
Plato is not mere intellect divorced from passion and desire, as
a superficial reading of Phaedo and Republic might perhaps lead us to
suppose; it is reason or thought moved by desire, by the desire of the
soul for that which is akin to it, the desire to know and enjoy its object
in that complete union which the great mystics have sought to describe,
and which Plato himself so often describes in terms of sexual imagery,
not only in the PAaedrus but also in the other two works where the
mystical aspect of his philosophy is prominent, Symposium and
Republic.!

Plato’s dissatisfaction with rhetoric is at bottom due to his con-
viction that it knows nothing of all this. Purporting to be a means of
education, it has no conception of what education is; to use the
symbolism of the myth (248 8), its teachers and its pupils feed on Tpop?
Sofaom: as indeed the foremost among them, Isocrates, had loudly
proclaimed when he rejected the useless and unattainable ‘knowledge’

* See e.g. Rep. 490A~B, especially the closing words: $ mAnoi&oas kal pysls 7§
&y Bvres, yevwlioas volv kal dAkBeav, yvoln T kal dAn0ds 3¢m kal Tpigorro, kal olre Ajyos
&blvos, mplv 8 ob. The Phaedo, be it noted, despite its condemnation of the Iperes

and dmbuplen with which the body fills us (66¢), speaks of gpévnois as that ol
tmbupoludy i xed oy lpaoral dven (6GE).
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of the Socratics in favour of useful ‘opinion” about practical affairs.”
But what he stresses in our dialogue is the indifference of rhetoric to
truth, which involves indifference to right and wrong, just and unjust.
Unless a man recognises that there is a reality behind sense-appearances,
that there are absolute moral standards behind or above our shifting,
inconsistent and vaguely conceived notions of what is just and fair
and honourable; unless, having recognised this, he seeks by the
discipline of his appetitive nature—the lusts of the flessh—to foster
that higher self which is akin to the Forms and whose driving force is
the love of those Forms; unless, in short, he loves truth and righteous-~
ness, and hates falsehood and iniquity, his claim to teach &pev) (as most
of the Sophists claimed), his claim to fit men to play a part in the affairs
of their wdAis, more particularly in assembly and lawcourt (as most of
the teachers of rhetoric claimed), is inadmissible. The blind cannot lead
the blind.

In so far as the Phaedrus is much concerned with rhetoric it is natural
to compare it with the Gorgias. The difference of standpoint berween
the two dialogues, which are separated probably by some seventeen
years, is that whereas in the earlier Plato is content merely to contrast
rhetoric and philosophy, in the later he seeks to harness rhetoric in the
service of philosophy. Rhetoric as it is actually practised and the
principles (or lack of principles) on which it is actually based are
condemned as vigorously as ever: it is still no Téxvn, no true art, for
it knows nothing of dialectic, the sovereign method of philosophy;
but it can, Plato suggests, become a Tévn by basing itself on dialectic
and psychology.?

Are Plato’s suggestions for a reformed rhetoric merely theoretical
and visionary, or did he conceive of them bearing fruit in his own
time? It is not easy to say: but if he did, he must have believed there
was a chance of winning over Isocrates, whose school had by now
S_tood over against the Academy, with no little success, for something
h!{e twenty years. Itis not necessary here to enlarge upon the profound
difference in spirit berween the two educationalists; it is clear enough
‘ha.t to Isocrates Plato seemed an unpractical visionary and a hair-
splitting eristic; it is harder to say what Isocrates seemed to Plato;

; Helen § 5 (Blass).
P & may believe that it is a reformed rhetoric that is allotted an honourable
: nction in the state at Pol, 304D: xal Tolro wiv foms Toxy kxwploBa Tohmxds TS
TTOpIKSY, d Evepov elBog 8y, Trmpetoly why ey,
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Plato must, I think, have recognised the sincerity of the man’s aims as
a humanist and an exponent of enlightened pan-Hellenism, even while
he deplored his indifference to the mathematical sciences which ‘draw
us towards true Being’ (Rep. §210) and his disbelief in absolute moral
standards. I do not find it difficult to believe that the ascription of
@iAooogia Tis (279 A) to Isocrates is, as Cicero took it, seriously meant
and contains no lurking sarcasm, though the mis no doubt limits the
amount of gpiAccopla.

Our knowledge does not permit us to estimate the chances of
converting Isocrates and his school: but it is difficult to think they were
more than slender. In any case I am strongly of opinion that a concili-
atory attitude towards Isocrates himself is not incompatible with the
uncompromising criticism of rhetoric—which must include rhetoric as
expounded in the school of Isocrates—that has preceded. To suppose
that Isocrates is the individual target throughout seems to me incom-
patible with that superiority to Lysias which is so emphatically accorded
to him at the end;* so far as any individual is taken to represent rhetoric
it is not the living Isocrates, but the dead Lysias.*

1V. The characters

The dialogue has only two characters, Socrates and Phaedrus. This
can hardly be called unusual, since except for the Protagoras and
Symposium it is Plato’s practice to work with three characters at most
in the body of the dialogue (e.g. Socrates, Simmias and Cebes in
Phaedo; Socrates, Glaucon, Adimantus in Republic; Socrates, Theo-
dorus, Theaeterus in Theaeterus) though there are often a number of
others in the introductory scenes, or ‘ chipping in” occasionally later on.
In our dialogue Lysias may be regarded as in effect a third character.?
The scene, however, almost necessitates a duologue: it would be
unconvincing to have a number of people accompanying Socrates on

T Bomal ot dplveow A xar& Tobs mepl Avolav dlven Adyous & Tfis glosws (2794)

* Robin (p. clxxiii) comes to the conclusion that ‘le Phédre dans ses deux
demiéres parties et, rr conséquent, dans son ensemble puisque c'est un tout
solidaire, m’apparalt donc comme un réquisitoire contre la rhétorique d'Isocrate”.
Tt is perhaps unfair to quote this sentence by itself, for M. Robin cannot think that
the Phaedrus is nothing more than this, The truth, as I see it, is that the dialogue
includes an attack on contemporary rhetoric, and thereby hits Isocrates; but that
there is :go pe;sonal attack is made plain by what amounts to a conciliatory over-
ture at the end.

3 of. mopdvros 6t xal Auclov (228E).
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his unusual country walk, or casually turning up in the secluded spot
on the bank of the Ilissus; and if mutae personae are wanted they are
supplied by the “divinities of the place” (262D).

Phaedrus is not painted in strong colours, partly no doubt because
he is sufficiently familiar to Plato’s readers from the Symposium; from
the Protagoras (315C) too they knew that he kept company with the
Sophist Hippias. He is plainly an intelligent person, alive to the
movement of thought in his day; no stranger to Socrates, but clearly
not of his ‘circle’. ‘ Toujours’, writes Robin," ‘il apparait comme un
fervent partisan des Sophistes, totalement incapable par 12 méme de
communier avec la pensée de Socrate.” These last words go perhaps
rather too far: no doubt they are true of the early pages of the work, but
they seem to become less so later on, and I am inclined to think that
Phaedrus is converted to philosophy in the end.* This may or may not
be trued of the historical Phaedrus. For the rest I cannot do better than
quote Robin's admirable sketch! drawn from the two (or three)
dialogues: ‘Préoccupé de sa santé, attentif 4 son hygiéne, plein de foi
dans les théoriciens de la médecine et aussi bien de la rhétorique ou de
la mythologie, curieux de savoir mais dépourvu de jugernent, super-
ficiel dans ses curiosités et,naif dans I'expression de ses sentiments,
admirateur fervent des réputations diment cataloguées et consacrées.’

Socrates has many of the familiar features of the Platonic portrait.
He is poor, goes barefoot, is given to self-depreciation and mock-
respect for persons of repute, urbane and lively, prone to word-play
(235E, 238C, 244C, 2528B), eager for discussion but conscious of
his own ignorance, even on the subject of Love (235¢) on which
elsewhere (Symp. 177D, 198D) he proclaims himself an expert. His
serenity or cheerfulness is a feature emphasised by Ivo Bruns and
Wilamowitz as specially marked in our dialogue, though I am not sure
that it is not equally manifest elsewhere; no doubt Plato deliberately
avoids letting the shadow of 399 darken the ‘gliicklicher Sommertag’
of some ten years earlier.

T p. xiii, 3 A -12 infra.
th: Nothing can safely be built on thiesp Plt):l;;h'i:i;;f'}ﬂput into his mouth by

comic poet Alexis (frag. 245, Kock; cf. Robin, Banguet, p. xxxviii). Nor does
:‘:u); ‘;i:l:: :ottajh to the anonymous statement (D.L. 11, 29) that Plato was his
. \ e epigram (Anth. Pal. vii, 100=D.L. 111, 31) ascribed to Plato
in which the name Phaedrus occurs. The Phaedrus that we know must have been
some twenty years older than Plato, 4 Banguet, p. xxxvii.

5 Yetat the end of the ‘palinode’ he ad i
palinode’ he admits what he has previously disclaimed
the possession of dpwrh Thom (2574). ’ d '
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But there is one new feature, or more exactly perhaps one feature
which hitherto has been only faintly suggested but now becomes
prominent, namely a susceptibility to the influence of external Nature
felt as a power lifting him out of his normal rational self into a state of
‘possession” (dvBouaiaopds). His recognition of this influence is for
the most part expressed, more suo, in a light, bantering fashion: 8efog
oixev & Témos elven, doe Edv &pa TOAAGKIS WWp@SATTITOS Tpoidvros
ToU Adyou ybvwpeo, uf) Boupdons (238D); &' oled” & Umd Thy
Nupedv. . .capdds hvloumdow; (241E); eel, Sow Abyels TexvikwTEpos
Nupgas s 'Axelgou kal TMava Tov ‘Eppol Avoiou ol Kepdhou mrpds
Adyous elven (263 D).

What degree of seriousness in this matter we ought to ascribe to the
dramatic character ‘Socrates’ (leaving aside for the moment the
question of historicity) is doubtful; but more important is Plato’s
purpose in making him speak as he does. I cannot doubt that he wishes
thereby to make the substance of Socrates’s great second speech less
startling in his mouth. The exaltation of ‘divine madness’ over rational
prudence, and indeed the whole splendid apparatus of the puBixds
Uuvos, are hardly in character with the Socrates whom we know from
the *Socratic’ dialogues.” The mystical side of the Platonic Socrates has
indeed appeared to some extent in the early part of the Phaedo, in
Rep. v1, and more clearly in the Symposium, though in the last-named
dialogue Plato has adopted the device of making him learn T réAex
xal Eromrix& from the wise woman Diotima, and actually puts the
exposition thereof into Diotima’s mouth, doubtless in order to minimise
the shock of the rationalist suffering a sea-change.

The taking of Socrates away from his customary haunts in the
gymnasia and the market-place, the choice of the country scene so
beautifully described, the still atmosphere of the shady retreat beside
the Ilissus, so different from the urban bustle and matter-of-fact miliex
of most of the dialogues—all this contributes to the same end.

But we cannot avoid asking whether the picture is true to life. Had
Socrates in fact this non-rational, mystical side to counterbalance his
rationalism and intellectualism? The question is not of course to be
answered simply by saying that Plato had these two sides to his

* At Phaedo 618 Socrates says airds olx §§ uoroyikés, and the great myth at
the end of the dialogue is introduced by the words Myrran & olrws (107D)3
similarly with the myth of Gorgias & by dxnxods moTebes dAneR evan (5244) and
the myth of Er. Amongst the eschatological myths that of Phaedrus is exceptional
in being attributed directly to Socrates: the palinode is ‘all his own work’ (2574).
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nature; though indeed it is surely undeniable that he had: for, apart
from clear hints in the seventh Zpisele,' nobody could have written of
the Utrepoupévios Témos as he does (247¢-£) who had not known the
mystic's experience.’ But the same might be true of Socrates also. It
seems to me impossible strictly to prove that it was not; but if it were,
it would be puzzling that the feature in question is not, to my know-
ledge, hinted at in any dialogue earlier than Symposium and Phaedo;?
and the numerous references to Socrates’s ‘ queerness’ (&rowla) do not
seem to point in this direction: many people have been no less eccentric,
yet wholly devoid of mystical experience,

The “divine sign’ or “voice’, which is vouchsafed to Socrates in the
present dialogue (2428) amongst others, is sometimes appealed to in
this connexion. It was of course not the voice of conscience, having
nothing to do with right and wrong; it was always inhibitory, according
to Plato, and sometimes concerned with quite trivial matters (mwéwy &l
ouikpols Evavriovutvn, Apol. 404), though on one occasion at least it
determined a most important matter, namely Socrates’s abstention from
politics (ibid. 31 D). We may call ita ‘mystical® experience if we choose,
for the term is vague in its connotation; but to Socrates himself, if we
may believe Plato’s account, it was no more than a communication from
a divine source: there is no suggestion of *possession’ or of a mystica
unio; so that it is unwarrantable to appeal toit as evidence fora mysticism
in the historical Socrates of the kind which the Phaedrus presents,

In two passages of the Symposium (175 -8 and 220c-D) Socrates is
recorded as having fits of abstraction, the latter lasting for twenty-four
hours: and these are sometimes given a mystical interpretation, Thus
Robin writes? of them as “ces extases dans lesquelles Socrate, absorbé
par ses méditations, se détache de la vie sensible et corporelle pour
entrer en communication par la pensée avec un autre monde’; and
Burnet’ writes in a similar vein. But what reason is there to suppose
that Plato meant us to read this between his lines? On the second
Occasion, at least, the more striking occasion, the word oxoméy and the

' Especially the famous passage 341C with its mention of &md mupds
Tmifoavros agdlv, a passage which Plotinus (v1, ix, 4) rightly ;rﬁ;erprets in a
mystical sense (see E. R, Dodds, Proclus’s Elements of Theology, p. 311).

.. A fine study of this side of Plato and Platonism is to be found in A. J. Festu-
g"’;rck Cmt?p!an'o? et vicrcosmmpian'n selon Platon (1936).
enophon's silence of course proves nothing: he was not
m:ld such things or record them,l:ven if he had heard of the:nh.c P o
Banguer, p, cvi, 5 Greek Philosophy 1, p. 140.
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clause waibh) ol wpolydpe ard suggest nothing more than puzzling
out some problem, and are perversely misleading on the mystical
interpretation. No doubt it is unusual to concentrate on any problem
for twenty-four hours on end: but Socrates was unusual on any
showing, and unusual in many ways."

V. Lysias and his speech

Early in the dialogue (230E-234¢) we have a long speech attributed to
Lysias, the famous Attic orator, and though not appearing as a character
he plays a prominent part throughout the dialogue. He is represented
as enjoying a very high reputation (Bewdtaros Tév viv ypdgew,
2284), a reputation due, it would seem from Plato, equally to the
epideictic speeches which he composed as a professor of rhetoric (of
which that read out by Phaedrus purports to be an example) and to
those which, as a Aoyoypégos, he wrote for plaintiffs or defendants in
the courts. It is uncertain which of these two occupations was the
earlier: Cicero (Brutus § 48) says that he started as a teacher of rhetoric,
but that later, recognising his inferiority to Theodorus of Byzantium,
he turned to writing for the courts. On the other hand, the single
surviving epideictic speech? (leaving that of the Phaedrus out of
account), his Olympic oration, belongs to 388 B.C., quite late in his
lifetime.3 But the point! is of little moment for the student of the
Phaedrus: for whatever the facts were, Plato, writing in all probability
after Lysias’s death,’ thinks of the two sorts of literary occupation as
concurrent, or at all events has not cared to discriminate them in time.

It has always been a puzzle that Plato should criticise as unfavourably
as he does a writer whose name, both in ancient times (as attested
among others by Cicero and Quintilian) and in modern, stands in such
high repute. I find it difficult to accept any of the explanations that
have been offered, for example that Plato thought the Olympic oration,

t Paul Shorey (WWhat Plato said, pp. 189, 197) describes both occasions as
‘meditating on a problem’. In a note on p. 542 he adds: ‘Plato never represents
this Socratic self-absorption as a méditation extatigue. 1 agree. Wilamowitz,
though he refers to the two stories in his chapter on Symposium, is wholly silent
about the mystical interpretation. Bertrand Russell (History of Western Philo-
sophy, p. 109) suggests that Socrates was subject to cataleptic trances.

3 The surviving Funeral Oration is probably spurious (see Jebb, Attic Orators
1, zo1fL.). 3 The date of his birth is uncertain; he died about 379.

4 It is fully discussed by Robin, pp. xiv—xviii.

$ I agree with Robin (p. xix) and Wilamowitz (Platan 1, p. 259) that the
severity of Plato’s attack makes this probable.
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with its attack on Dionysius of Syracuse, tactless and mischievous, or
that he was offended by Lysias’s Defence of Socrates, or that Lysias had
been behind the scenes in instigating Socrates’s prosecution.' We must,
I submit, believe that Plato’s literary judgments rest on literary, not on
extraneous grounds: they may be unfair or misguided; Plato may have
singled out one unfortunate composition, not a fair sample of its
author’s work in the field of epideictic oratory;* more probably, as
I think, the speech read by Phaedrus and criticised by Socrates is not
in fact Lysias’s work at all, but Plato’s own invention, to which the
name of Lysias is attached chiefly because he wants to have a precise
target at which to aim his criticism of the rhetorical culture of his own
and the preceding age and Lysias’s name is the obvious one to fix upon
in a dialogue of this dramatic date. No doubt such a procedure seems
to us grossly unfair and even stupid; but he could doubtless count
upon his readers knowing what he was doing, and forgiving the
unfairness in their delight in a clever caricature; for caricature or parody
I think it must be: that is to say, Plato has accumulated the mannerisms?
and exaggerated the shortcomings of Lysias’s epideictic speeches, or
maybe of one particular epideictic speech. If this is so, what we have
before us is from one point of view a bit of semi-malicious fun—in bad
taste by our tenderer standards—and from another, more important
point of view a construction intended as a vivid dramaric representation
of the errors, both of substance and form—errors not peculiar to
Lysias*—which its author desired to expose. We need not, of course,
doubt that Plato disagreed with the current estimate of Lysias's actual
compositions, or at least those in the epideictic style.

In making these suggestions I am venturing, perhaps imprudently,
to take sides in an age-long dispute. *The debate’, wrote Shorey$ in
1933, “on the authenticity of the speech attributed to Lysias in the
Phaedrus long since reached a deadlock, the one side arguing that
Plato could imitate any style, the other affirming that he would not have

' The two former suggestions are made by Wilamowitz, the third by Robi
Wh‘ose argument he're (pp- xix—xxii) seems to me far from ::onvincing. 4 >
lr{ any case it is on his forensic speeches that his reputation, both in later
a.nts:lquty and L:d m:dem rimes, rests,
s sugges y Shorey (Class. Phil. xx1nt (1933), p. 131) who instan
ﬁvffold repetition of xal wv 84, Cf, Dennismn,(G?ciz Igerril-l)n, p- 396. .
. 1;&Ith{:ugh the name of Lysias consmntly recurs throughout the dialogue, it
5 been noted that certain expressions, such as those at 277D (Avolos #f mg
&), 278¢, 258D, may be intended as hints that it is general tendencies rather
0 a single individual that Plato is criticising, § loc. cit.

Hyp
2
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exercised his criticism of Lysias upon an invention of his own.'
Shorey’s own mind appears to have been made up on the strength of
a single point, which I have just quoted in a foomote. M. Robin is
more cautious: after an admirably fair discussion, citing the ancient
evidence (such as it is, and it is woefully meagre) and summarising
modern arguments, he writes:" ‘Sur un terrain aussi mal connu il est
sage de ne pas avancer avec trop d’assurance’, adding finally: ‘ Jusqu'a
ce que les partisans de I'authenticité aient apporté des preuves qui ne
soient pas au fond de simples opinions, on sera en droit 4 ces opinions
d’en opposer d’autres qui du moins ne prétendent pas 2 étre rien de
plus, attendu que, dans I’état actuel de notre information, rien de plus
ne semble permis et possible.’

And so, I agree, the case stands. It should be added that the partisans
of Lysian authorship include Diogenes Laertius (111, 25) and Hermeias®
in antiquity, and such modern scholars as Vahlen, Blass, A. E. Taylor,
Wilamowitz and Hude; on the other side are A. Croiset, Diés, Shorey
and H. Weinstock. Conscious of siding with the minority, I may
confess that I am to some extent influenced by the ‘simple opinion’
that Plato would thoroughly enjoy exercising his powers of imitation,
and would have disliked incorporating extensive material from another’s
pen.d Though ir is not possible to support this opinion by any precise
parallel, we may reasonably point to the myth of Protagoras in the
dialogue bearing his name. It is commonly recognised! that Plato is
there drawing freely from the Sophist's work mepl =fis & dpxd
koraoT&osws: it is likely that in places Protagoras’s actual words are
used; yet, though literal transcription would have adequately served
his purpose, Plato has, it would seem,’ renounced it.

' p. I,

* p. 35.20 (Couvreur): albéven Bt Bel &1 airrol Auolou & Adyos olrrés fom, xal plperan
tv Tals EmoTohals Tals dkelvou xal ol # kmorodd, The first clause implies that the
matter was in doubt already in Neoplatonic times; as to the collection of letters,
they are also mentioned by Ps.-Plutarch (Lives of Ten Orators, 111= Moralia
8368), but they do not survive, and we may suspect that like most ancient
collections of letters they were spurious; the collector might well have included
our as the nearest approach to a real letter that he could find.

3 Plato has admittedly taken great pains (228A-E) to convince us that the
speech is authentic; the question is whether he has not taken too great pains. As
Robin excellently remarks, ‘ce n'est pas en niant le principe propre du pastiche

‘on prouvera que le discours de Lysias n'est pas un pastiche’.

4 cf, Apelt's edition of the dialogue, pp. 22-6, and Adam’s edition, p. 108.

§ It is no doubt impossible to prove that it is not transcribed; I follow Diels=

Kranz in assuming it is not, and indeed I know of no one who maintains that it is:
it is fair to say that the onus probandi would rest with the believer in transcription.

TRANSLATION & COMMENTARY
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227A~230E INTRODUCTORY CONYERSATION. THE SCENE ON
THE BANK OF THE ILISSUS

Socrates meets Phaedrus, who is about to take a walk outside the city wall,
after spending the whole morning listening to a speech by Lysias and
studying it. Socrates expresses great interest in the speech, and is told
that he may well do so, for its subject was love; it took the form of an address
to a boy by one who was not his lover, but claimed his favour for that very
reason. Phaedrus, entreated to repeat the discourse, professes his inability
to do so; but before long it transpires that he has the actual manuscripe with
him, and he agrees to read it.

The two turn their steps along the bank of the Ilissus, and pass the spot
reputed to be the scene of the rape of Oreithuia by Boreas. Phaedrus
mentions a rationalised version of the legend, but Socrates professes
indifference to such ‘scientific’ interpretations: his time is better spent in
‘knowing himself’. Finally a cool shady spot is reached, hard by a
sanctuary of the Nymphs., Socrates grows enthusiastic over the delightful
scene, and Phaedrus rallies him on his unfamiliarity with the countryside.
Fields and trees, replies Socrates, have nothing to teach him; yet Phaedrus
has discovered the way to lure him out: to hear a literary composition ke
would be ready to go anywhere.

Sacrates. Where do you come from, Phaedrus my friend, and where 227
are you going?

Phaedrus. I've been with Lysias, Socrates, the son of Cephalus, and
I'm off for a walk outside the wall, after a long morning’s sitting there.
On the instructions of our common friend Acumenus® I take my walks
on the open roads; he tells me that is more invigorating than walking
in the colonnades.

Soc. Yes, he's right in saying so. But Lysias, I take it, was in town, B

Ph. Yes, staying with Epicrates, in that house where Morychus used
to live, close to the temple of Olympian Zeus.

Soc. Well, how were you occupied? No doubt Lysias was giving
the company a feast of eloquence.

) Ph. Ull tell you, if you can spare time to come along with me and
1sten.

' A well-known physician, father of Eryximachus, the physician who is one
of the speakers in the Symposium.
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Soc. What? Don’t you realise that I should account it, in Pindar’s
words,! ‘above all business’ to hear how you and Lysias passed your
time?

¢ Ph. Lead on then.

Soc. Please tell me.

Ph. As a matter of fact the topic is appropriate for your ears,
Socrates; for the discussion that engaged us may be said to have
concerned love. Lysias, you must know, has described how a hand-
some hoy was tempted, but not by a lover: that's the clever part of it:
he maintains that surrender should be to one who is not in love rather
than to one who is.

Soc. Splendid! I wishhe would add that it should be to a poor man
rather than a rich one, an elderly man rather than a young one, and, in

D general, to ordinary folk like myself. What an attractive democratic
theory that would be! However, I'm so eager to hear about it that I vow
I won’t leave you even if you extend your walk as far as Megara, up to
the walls and back again as recommended by Herodicus.*

228 Pk, What do you mean, my good man? Do you expect an amateur
like me to repeat by heart, without disgracing its author, the work of
the ablest writer of our day, which it took him weeks to compose at his
leisure? That is far beyond me; though I'd rather have had the ability
than come into a fortune.

Soc. 1know my Phaedrus; yes indeed, I'm as sure of him as of my
own identity. I'm certain that the said Phaedrus didn’t listen just once
to Lysias’s speech: time after time he asked him to repeat it to him, and

® Lysias was very ready to comply. Even that would not content him:
in the end he secured the script and began poring over the parts that
specially attracted him; and thus engaged he sat there the whole
morning, until he grew weary and went for a walk. Upon my word,
1 believe he had learnt the whole speech by heart, unless it was a very
long one; and he was going into the country to pracrise declaiming it.
Then he fell in with one who has a passion for listening to discourses;
and when he saw him? he was delighted to think he would have some-
one to share his frenzied enthusiasm; so he asked him to join him on

¢ his way. But when the lover of discourses begged him to discourse, he

t Isthm. I, 2.
3 Another physician, mentioned in Protag. 316D as a Megarian who afterwards

settled at Selymbria in Thrace,
1 1 follow Oxyrynchus Papyrus 1016 and Robin in excising the second 6.
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became difficult, pretending he didn’t want to, though he meant to do
so ultimately, even if he had to force himself on a reluctant listener.
So beg him, Phaedrus, to do straightway what he will soon do in any
case.

Pk, Doubtless it will be much my best course to deliver myself to
the best of my ability, for I fancy you will never let me go until I have
given you some sort of a speech.

Soc. You are quite right about my intention.

Pk, Then here’s what I will do: it really is perfectly true, Socrates, D
that I have not got the words by heart; but I will sketch the general
purport of the several points in which the lover and the non-lover were
contrasted, taking them in order one by one, and beginning at the
beginning,.

Soc. Very well, my dear fellow: but you must first show me what it
is that you have in your left hand under your cloak; for I surmise that
it ig the actual discourse. If that is so, let me assure you of this, that
much as I love you I am not altogether inclined to let you practise your &
oratory on me when Lysias himself is here present. Come now, show
it me.

Ph. Say no more, Socrates; you have dashed my hope of trying out
my powers on you. Well, where would you like us to sit for our
reading?

Soc. Let us turn off here and walk along the Ilissus:® then we can 229

sit down in any quiet spot you choose.

Ph. Tt's convenient, isn't it, that I chance to be bare-footed: you
of course always are so. There will be no trouble in wading in the
stream, which is especially delightful at this hour of a summer’s day,

Soc. Lead on then, and look out for a place to sit down.

Ph, You see that tall plane-tree over there?

Soc. To be sure,

Ph. There’s some shade, and a little breeze, and grass to sit down on, B
or lie down if we like. ’

Soc. Then make for it.

Ph. Tell me, Socrates, isn't it somewhere about here that they say
Boreas seized Oreithuia from the river?

Soc. Yes, that is the story.

Ph. Was this the actual spot? Certainly the water looks charmingly

' For : . .
51'm[‘:‘n'mfs:;).excellent discussion of the route taken see Robin, pp. x—xii (with
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pure and clear; it's just the place for girls to be playing beside the
stream.

¢ Soc. No, it was about a quarter of a mile lower down, where you
cross to the sanctuary of Agra:* there is, I believe, an altar dedicated to
Boreas close by.

Ph. 1have never really noticed it; but pray tell me, Socrates, do you
believe that story to be true?

Soc. I should be quite in the fashion if I disbelieved it, as the men
of science do: I might proceed to give a scientific account of how the
maiden, while at play with Pharmaceia, was blown by a gust of Boreas
down from the rocks hard by, and having thus met her death was said

b to have been seized by Boreas: though it may have happened on the
Areopagus, according to another version of the occurrence. For my
part, Phaedrus, I regard such theories as no doubt attractive, but as the
invention of clever, industrious people who are not exactly to be envied,
for the simple reason that they must then go on and tell us the real
truth about the appearance of Centaurs and the Chimaera, not to
mention a whole host of such creatures, Gorgons and Pegasuses and

£ countless other remarkable monsters of legend flocking in on them.
If our sceptic, with his somewhat crude science, means to reduce every
one of them to the standard of probability, he’ll need a deal of time for
it. T myself have certainly no time for the business: and I'll tell you
230 why, my friend: I can’t as yet ‘know myself’, as the inscription at
Delphi enjoins; and so long as that ignorance remains it seems to me
ridiculous to inquire into extraneous matters. Consequently I don't
bother about such things, but accept the current beliefs about them, and
direct my inquiries, as I have just said, rather to myself, to discover
whether I really am a more complex creature and more puffed up with
pride than Typhon,* or a simpler, gentler being whom heaven has
blessed with a quiet, un-Typhonic nature. By the way, isn't this the

B tree we were making for?

Ph. Yes, that’s the one.

Soc. Upon my word, a delightful resting-place, with this tall,
spreading plane, and a lovely shade from the high branches of the
agnus: now that it’s in full flower, it will make the place ever so
fragrant. And whata lovely stream under the plane-tree, and how cool

' An Attic deme or district.
3 Socrates connects the name of this hundred-headed monster with the
verh 0w, to smoke, and perhaps also with the noun TUgos, vanity, humbug,
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to the feet! Judging by the statuettes and images I should say it's con-
secrated to Achelous and some of the Nymphs. And then too, isn’t the ¢
freshness of the air most welcome and pleasant: and the shrill summery
music of the cicada-choir! And as crowning delight the grass, thick
enough on a gentle slope to rest your head on most comfortably.
In fact, my dear Phaedrus, you have been the stranger’s perfect guide.

Pk, Whereas you, my excellent friend, strike me as the oddest of
men. Anyone would take you, as you say, for a stranger being shown
the country by a guide instead of a native: never leaving town to cross D
the frontier nor even, I believe, so much as setting footoutside the walls.

Soc. 'You must forgive me, dear friend; I'm a lover of learning, and
trees and open country won’t teach me anything, whereas men in the
town do. Yet you seem to have discovered a recipe for getting me out.
A hungry animal can be driven by dangling a carrot or a bit of green
stuff in front of it: similarly if you proffer me volumes of speeches
I don’t doubt you can cart me all round Attica, and anywhere else you E
please. Anyhow, now that we've got here I propose for the time being
to lie down, and you can choose whatever posture you think most
convenient for reading, and proceed.

Ph. Here you are then.

The opening pages of our dialogue, like those of many others, show
Plato’s power of presenting his scene vividly, and of leading up
naturally and easily to his subject. Since the dialogue is not narrated
but direct, Phaedrus cannot be fully and formally characterised: but
there is the less need for this inasmuch as Plato’s readers know him
sufficiently from the Symposium; that he should be eagerly interested
in a discourse on love is only to be expected from one who in the earlier
work had been represented as the warhp ToU Adyou (177D), the origi-
nator qf the theme and the first speaker upon it; and the mention of the
physu:rf\n Acumenus in the first lines here may be meant to recall
memories of the intimacy between Phaedrus and Acumenus’s son
Eryximachus, a physician like his father.

It will appear later that Phaedrus’s admiration of Lysias’s speech is
almost exclusively on account of its form: its matter concerns him little,
save that it is paradoxical and ‘clever’ (airrd 8% ToUro kal kexdpyeuTa,
227C). Whether Lysias” bases his discourse on a true conception of love
he has do-ubtless not asked himself: and the reader will reflect that if he
had he might have found it difficult to reconcile Lysias’s views with his

]
As stated in the Introduction, I do not accept the speech as au i
, : thentic;
is canvenient to refer to its author as Lysias. k SN
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own encomium on Eros as 8eév kal wpeoPirarov kal TiidTaTOV Kal
xuproTaTov els &petfis kol elSaipovies krijow dvBpdotrors kad 3&o1 kad
TeAevticaoy (Symp. 180B).

What purpose is served by making Phaedrus keep the manuscript
hidden, and suggest giving a summary (& xepodaiors EkaoTov Epetiis,
228D) of the speech? No doubt it was customary for rhetorical
teachers to encourage their pupils to make such summaries, and it is
natural enough for Phaedrus to complain that Socrates, by detecting
the manuscript, has cheated him of an opportunity for doing so. At the
same time the episode serves to bring out Phaedrus’s youthful vanity:
he would dearly like to be complimented by Socrates on his ability to
present Lysias’s arguments in his own words, despite the fact that just
before (228 ) he had disclaimed such ability: he would enjoy that even
more than eliciting from Socrates an encomium on his teacher.

Of the significance of the rural scene in which the dialogue is set
I have spoken in the Introduction. It remains here to consider the
discussion of the Boreas myth. Has this any organic connexion with
the rest of the introductory conversation or with the dialogue as a
whole? Orisitmerely a natural tilt, en passant, at the allegorical school
of poetical interpretation, which had become prominent before the
time of Plato, and perhaps of Socrates too?

Plato’s attitude to the “allegorists’ is well discussed by Prof. J. Tate
in C.Q. xxu11 (1929) and xx1v (1930). He shows that there is no ground
for thinking that Plato simply denied ‘hidden meanings’: but since
a diversity of such meanings was possible in every case, and no
principle could be found for deciding between them, it was to little
purpose to devote one’s energy to excogitating them. Moreover
(though this does not directly concern the present passage) the
existence of a Umévoia is no adequate ground for permitting morally
offensive poetry to be accessible, particularly to children. A man’s
time, then, can be better occupied as Socrates’s was, in ‘knowing
himself’;! and if a myth be inoffensive? he will be content to take it at
its face value.

If the Boreas myth episode has any organic significance, I would
suggest that it is inserted in order to preclude any questions that might
arise later on abont the local divinities who inspire Socrates: Phaedrus,
and the reader too, are not to attempt to rationalise what Plato makes
Socrates say about them any more than they should rationalise the rape
of Oreithuia.

T of. Xen. Mem. 1, i, 12, for a similar explanation of Socrates’s unconcern with
physics and cosmology. With yv@ves tucrév (229E) cf, Apol. 28E, eihooogalvra. ..
3fiv xal dfrrdgovra bucrdy xal Tols &Ahous.

3 T agree with Thompson, in spite of Prof. Tate’s dissent, that the Boreas

is inoffensive, or that at all events Socrates regards it as so. His standards
of literary morality are perhaps rather less austere than in Rep. 11,

II
2jJ0E—234C THE SPEECH OF LYSIAS

The speech, the purport of which has already been announced, consists
mainly in adducing a large number of prudential considerations. In every
way it will be to a boy's good—to his material advantage, his security, his
good repute, and even his moral improvement—to yield not to a lover, that
is to one who feels genuine passion for him, but to one who is moved by
physical desire and nothing else. The lover’s passion is a malady, pre-
cluding him from all self-restraint, and no permanent satisfaction can be
expected from him. Moreover, there is a far wider field of choice from
amongst non-lovers, though it is of course not all such that should be
favoured.

You know how I am situated, and I have told you that I think it to 230

our advantage that this should happen. Now I claim that I should not
be refused what I ask simply because I am not your, lover. Lovers, 231
when their craving is at an end, repent of such benefits as they have
conferred: but for the other sort no occasion arises for regretting what
has passed; for being free agents under no constraint, they regulate
their services by the scale of their means, with an eye to their own
personal interest. Again, lovers weigh up profit and loss accruing to
their account by reason of their passion, and with the extra item of
labour expended decide that they have long since made full payment B
for favours received; whereas the non-lovers cannot allege any
consequential neglect of their personal affairs, nor record any past
exertions on the debit side, nor yet complain of having quarrelled with
their relatives; hence, with all these troubles removed, all they have left
to do is to devote their energies to such conduct as they conceive likely
to gratify the other party.

Again, it is argued that a lover ought to be highly valued because ¢
he r{rofesses to be especially kind towards the loved one, and ready to
gratify him in words and deeds while arousing the dislike of everyone
else. If this is true, however, it is obvious that he will set greater store
by the loved one of to-morrow than by that of to-day, and will
doubtless do an injury to the old love if required by the new.

And really, what sense is there in lavishing what is so precious” upon
one labouring under an affliction which nobody who knew anything »

* I propose Tooelror for voiotrov, in view of 231C 1.
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of it would even attempt to remove? Why, the man himself admits that
he is not sound, but sick; that he is aware of his folly, but cannot control
himself; how then, when he comes to his senses, is he likely to approve
of the intentions that he formed in his aberration?

And observe this: if you are to choose the best of a number of lovers,
your choice will be only amongst a few; whereas a general choice of
the person who most commends himself to you gives youa wide field,

£ so that in that wide field you have a much better prospect of finding
someone worthy of your friendship.

Now maybe you respect established conventions, and anticipate
odium if people get to hear about you; if so, it may be expected that

232 a lover, conceiving that everyone will admire him as he admires him-
self, will be proud to talk about it and flatter his vanity by declaring to
all and sundry that his enterprise has been successful; whereas the other
type, who can control themselves, will prefer to do what is best rather
than shine in the eyes of their neighbours.”

Again, a lover is bound to be heard about and seen by many people,
consorting with his beloved and caring about little else; so that when

B they are observed talking to one another, the meeting is taken to imply
the satisfaction, actual or prospective, of their desires; whereas, with
the other sort, no one ever thinks of putting a bad construction on
their association, realising that a man must have someone to talk to
by way of friendship or gratification of one sort or another.

And observe this: perhaps you feel troubled by the reflection that it
is hard for friendship to be preserved, and that whereasa quarrel arising
from other sources will be a calamity shared by both parties, one that

¢ follows the sacrifice of your all will involve a grievous hurt to your-
self;? in that case it is doubtless the lover who should cause you the

more alarm, for he is very ready to take offence, and thinks the whole
affair is to his own hurt. Hence he discourages his beloved from
consorting with anyone else, fearing that a wealthy rival may over-
reach him with his money, or a cultured one outdo him with his
intelligence: and he is perpetually on guard against the influence of

p those who possess other advantages. So by persuading you to become
estranged from such rivals he leaves you withouta friend in the world;

! There is a pleasant irony in this twisting of a Socratic precept—b pikTioTOV
&vrvl il 54Ens Tiis Trapd Tév dvbpdev alpedodai—into propaganda for the sensualist;
it is almost the devil quoting scripture, and might well throw doubt on the
authenticity of the speech.

3 In c 2 oof should be accented.
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alternatively, if you look to your own interest and show more good
sense than your lover, youwill find yourself quarrelling with him. On
the other hand, one who is not a lover, but has achieved what he asked
of you by reason of his merit, will not be jealous of others who seek
your society, but will rather detest those who avoid it, in the belief
that the latter look down on him, whereas the former are serving his
turn.® Consequently the object of his attentions is far more likely to &
make friends than enemies out of the affair. .

And observe this: a lover more often than not wants to possess you
before he has come to know your character or become familiar with
your general personality; and that makes it uncertain whether he will
still want to be your friend when his desires have waned; whereas in 233
the other case, the fact that the pair were already friends before the
affair took place makes it probable that instead of friendship diminishing
as the result of favours received, these favours will abide as a memory
and promise of more to come.

And observe this: it ought to be for your betterment to listen to me
rather than to a lover; for a lover commends anything you say or do
even when it is amiss, partly from fear that he may offend you, partly
because hi? passion impairs his own judgment. For the record of B
Love’s achievement is, first that, when things go badly, he makes a man
count that an affliction which normally causes no distress: secondly
that, when things go well, he compels his subjects to extol things that
0}1!;}11: not to gratify them: which makes it fitting that they should be
pitied far more than admired by the objects of their passion. On the
other hand, xf you listen to me,* my intercourse with you will be a
matter of ministering not to your immediate pleasure but to your
future advantage; for I am the master of myself, rather than the victim ¢
offi' love; I do not bring bitter enmity upon myself by resenting trifling
?a;ncesz ::ll the contrary it is only on account of serious wrongs that
. do:leov d, and. that but slowly, to mild indignation, pardoning what
s furutr;ltenm;tnallj,r, and endeavouring to hinder what is done of
- di; :::ed ese are the tokens of lasting friendship. If however you
: Ioverp ; ;rla think that there can be no firm friendship save with

e )} u should reflect that in that case we should not set store by »
» or fathers, or mothers, nor should we possess any trustworthy

! The meanin,
g seems to ba that thy -1
thﬂ‘t t:eahgy sh?uld be admired by o:h::snan?iv:; ﬁ:r:t;n“g:%gl ;m\;d —
t&v 8" tyol midy seems necessary in place of kv 54 yor maléy, '
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friends: no, it is not to erotic passion that we owe these, but to conduct
of a different order.

Again, if we ought to favour those who press us most strongly, then
in other matters too® we should give our good offices not to the
worthiest people but to the most destitute; for since their distress is the
greatest, they will be the most thankful to us for relieving them. And

£ observe this further consequence: when we give private banquets, the
right people to invite will be not our friends but beggars and those in
need of a good meal: for it is they that will be fond of us and attend
upon us and flock to our doors: it is they that will be most delighted
and most grateful and call down blessings on our heads. No: the proper
course, surely, is to show favour not to the most importunate but to
those most able to make us a return; not to mere beggars, hut to the

234 deserving; not to those who will regale themselves with your youthful
beauty, but to those whe will let you share their prosperity when you
are older; not to those who, when they have had their will of you, will
flatter their vanity by telling the world, but to those who will keep
a strict and modest silence; not to those who are devoted to you for
a brief period, but to those who will continue to be your friends as
long as you live; not to those who, when their passion is spent, will
look for an excuse to turn against you, but to those who, when your
beauty is past, will make that the time for displaying their own
goodness.

8 Do you therefore be mindful of what I have said and reflect that,
while lovers are admonished by their friends and relatives for the
wrongness of their conduct, the other sort have never been reproached
by one of their family on the score of behaving to the detriment of their
own interest.

Perhaps you will ask me whether I recommend you to accord your
favours to all and sundry of this sort. Well, I do not suppose that even
a lover would bid you to be favourable towards all and sundry lovers;

c in the first place a recipient would not regard it as meriting so mu
gratitude, and in the second you would find it more difficult if you
wished to keep your affairs concealed; and what is wanted is that the
business should involve no harm, but mutual advantage.

And now I think I have said all that is needed; if you think I have
neglected anything, and want more, let me know.

! Reading kév tols 8o with Badham in D 6.
* Reading movosuive in A 8, as suggested to me by Dr R. G. Bury.

SPEECH OF LYSIAS 3x

This tedious piece of rhetoric deserves little comment. It is a flat,
monotonous, repetitive composition, a ‘mosaic’ as Robin has said, in
which little or no plan is discernible, the arguments being tacked or
‘glued’ together (cf. Soc.rates’s expression Tpos SAANAG KOAAGY, 278D)
by formulas of tpechamcal connexion such as &n 8¢ (four times) and
wal pév 61 (five rimes).” And the flatness of the style is matched by the
panality of the sentiment; the speaker’s attitude is one of cold, pruden-
tial calculation, of respect indeed for conventions but of utter oblivion
of the existence of true affection or unselfishness, or even of a romantic
sentiment which might do something to palliate the grossness of the
relation in question. There is, it is true, a gleam of something less
ignoble at one point (233A), where he says that to yield to him will
make the other ‘better’ (PeAticov), following this up a little later (2338)
by a contrast between ‘immediate pleasure’ and ‘future advantage’
(mapolioav #Sovi, pEMAouoav defAetav); but it is a delusive gleam,
for the argument substantiating this claim to confer moral betterment
adduces no positive action by the non-lover, but merely his abstention
from the lover’s indiscriminate praise and flattery; while as to the second
point, it is difficult either to accept the words ob Tijv wapoloav fidoviiv
as true to fact, or to find any real ground for the promise of deéAerc,
Nevertheless the passage does betray some faint consciousness of the de-
sirability of appealing to moralsentiment, however unreal theappeal may
be; so that I think it is going rather too far to say, with Prof. Taylor: ‘It
is throughoutanappeal to “utility” in the mostsordid sense of the word.’

Yet the author—whether Lysias or Plato—has the merit of
‘getting inside’ his character. The formlessness, the mosaic-like
character of the discourse, the mechanical piling up of disconnected
points—these are due to the fact that the imaginary speaker is posing,
without any real belief in his thesis, and therefore unable to give it life
or do more than string together conventional sentiments, racking his
brains to excogitate this, that and the other. The one merit which
;Ei?;l}‘it?s ;ﬂll riﬁognise is of ;:he sort that such a man in such a situation
T in fact achieve: it is all cagij and oTpoyyUia i
is clearly expressed and neatly tuq:'?led. PP Sepoint
. So much for the speech taken by itself. But more important is its
ﬂlgcrt;gln as an organic part of the dialogue; and from this standpoint
: namet ;0 be stressed is the speaker’s assumption that love is simply
e, 2or unrestrained sexual desire, and is therefore a malady
. Ieast’ins :h D). If tllus were 50, there would doubtless be some truth
YCptzeotin -rf'p ré:%a:;lrre al;gege of:i ltl}e speech, thedrthom;nFndaﬂ?n T}

4 : ialogue proceeds i i
assumption will be fully brought aut.gu g _ " Ridgrol dis

* Robinh
OF fiftcen ‘;‘m:: ?;til‘ll'll!:ted to find a formal structure of four parts and a conclusion,
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III

234C-237B CRITICISM OF LYSIAS'S SPEECH. SOCRATES IS
INDUCED TO TREAT THE THEME HIMSELF

Phaedrus is full of admiration for the speech, but Socrates professes doube
as to the correctness of its substance, while in point of style ke finds it clear
and polished, but repetitive, He fancies he has heard the subject better
dealt with, though he cannot remember by whom—possibly by Sappho or
Anacreon; and this emboldens him to offer a speech of his own, with the
proviso that, if he is to support Lysias’s thesis, he cannot be wholly original
but must adopt Lysias’s basic assumptions. Phaedrus agrees that this is
reasonable, but Socrates now appears reluctant; after some banter, however,
and a playful threat by Phaedrus to u:jf’:ysicai force, he submits, calling

upon the Muses for aid and veiling his face to avoid embarrassment.

Ph. What do you think of the speech, Socrates? Isn't it extra-
ordinarily fine, especially in point of language?

Soc. Amazingly fine indeed, my friend: I was thrilled by it. And it
was you, Phaedrus, that made me feel as I did: I watched your apparent
delight in the words as you read. And as I’m sure that you understand
such matters better than I do, I took my cue from you, and therefore
joined in the ecstasy of my right worshipful companion.

Pk, Come, come! Do you mean to make a joke of it?

Soc. Do you think I am joking, and don’t mean it seriously?

E Pk Nomore of that, Socrates: tell me truly, as one friend to another,

235

do you think there is anyone in Greece who could make a finer* and
more exhaustive speech on the same subject?

Soc. What? Are you and I required to extol the speech not merely
on the score of its author’s lucidity and terseness of expression, and his
consistently precise and well-polished vocabulary, but also for his
having said what he ought? If we are, we shall have to allow it only
on your account, for my feeble intelligence failed to appreciate it; I was
only attending to it as a piece of rhetoric, and as such I couldn’t think
that even Lysias himself would deem it adequate. Perhaps you won’t
agree with me, Phaedrus, but really it seemed to me that he said the
same things several times over: maybe he's not very clever at expa-

R auce.pt &mlve (H, Richards) in place of izw in € 3, in view of 2358 § and
D 6.
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tiating at length on a single theme, or possibly he has no interest in such
topics. In fact it struck me as an extravagant performance, to demon-
strate his ability to say the same thing twice, in different words but with
equal success.

Ph. Notabit of it, Socrates: the outstanding feature of the discourse B
is just this, that it has not overlooked any important aspect of the
subject, so making it impossible for anyone else to outdo what he has
said with a fuller or more satisfactory oration.

Soc. If you go as far as that I shall find it impossible to agree with
you; if I were to assent out of politeness, I should be confuted by the
wise men and women who in past ages have spoken and written on this
theme.

Ph. To whom do you refer? Where have you heard anything ¢
better than this?

Soc. Ican’t tell you off-hand; but I'm sure I have heard something
better, from the fair Sappho maybe, or the wise Anacreon, or perhaps
some prose writer. What ground, you may ask, have I for saying so?
Good sir, there is something welling up within my breast, which makes
me feel that I could find something different, and something better, to
say. Iam of course well aware it can’t be anything originating in my
own mind, for I know my own ignorance; so I suppose it can only be
that it has been poured into me, through my ears, as into a vessel, from p
some external source; though in my stupid fashion I have actually
forgotten how, and from whom, I heard it,

Ph. Well said! You move me to admiration. T don’t mind your not
telling me, even though I should press you, from whom and how you
heard it, provided you do just what you say: you have undertaken to
make a better speech than that in the book here and one of not Jess
le:'ngt}“:’t"r:;r‘lhi'::hz shall owe nothing to it; I in my turn undertake like the
nine o i ife-si
o r:)s;_ ;(o) :itls L:f at Delphi a golden life-size statue, not only of E

Soc. How kind you are, Phaedrus, and what a pattern of golden-age

! &
‘33111??::; Llar;::l: in fact said anything about length: but to Phaedrus no doubt
e archons’ o0a i
Eﬁ:;?::-d H:rtswm 1109;};6:7 Eé:eréfgv :A:!:zgedi-s}::g. ﬁ&:fo:a;fmnﬁ IL[;‘:;
added: dé!u.btl::s ug] :t Delphi. In Plut. Solon 15, however, both these points are
y are later insertions intended to bring the terms of the oath

Into conformiry with
should be s ¥ with our present passage; but in fact looutrpntov and v Aergolg
Sandys on .q;f." Pa:!.b::‘ogé“-l)ng ki e it underking only. (See
Hpp
3
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simplicity,” in supposing me to mean that Lysias has wholly missed the
mark and that another speech could avoid all his points! Surely that
couldn’t be so even with the most worthless of writers.* Thus, as
regards the subject of the speech, do you imagine that anybody could
argue that the non-lover should be favoured, rather than the lover,
without praising the wisdom of the one and censuring the folly of the
236 other? That he could dispense with these essential points, and then
bring up something different? No, no: surely we must allow such
arguments, and forgive the orator for using them; and in that sort of
field what merits praise is not invention, but arrangement; but when it
comes to non-essential points, that are difficult to invent, we should
praise arrangement and invention too.
Ph, Iagree: what you say seems fair enough. For my part, this is
B what I will do: 1 will allow you to take it for granted that the lover is
less sane than the non-lover: and for the rest, if you can replace what
we have here by a fuller speech of superior merit, up with your statue
in wrought gold beside the offering of the Cypselids at Olympia.
Soc. Have you taken me seriously, Phaedrus, for teasing you with
an attack on your darling Lysias? Can you possihly suppose that I shall
make a real attempt to rival his cleverness with something more ornate?
Ph, As to that, my friend, I've got you where I can return your
c fire.3 Assuredly you must do what you can in the way of a speech, or
else we shall be driven, like vulgar comedians, to capping each ocher’s

* ypuools echoes Phaedrus’s xpuofiv eixéva, but with altered meaning, viz.
‘as simple as a man of the Golden Age’, Kpoviww &30 (to quote Aristophanes’s
coarser expression, Clouds 398).

3 Mr R. L. Howland (C.Q. xxx1, p. 154) suspects an allusion here to Isocrates,
Helen, § 15, where the author promises a new treatment of his subject mapamaw
&mavra Té Toly &Mois dlpnuiva. It may be so; but would Plato have thought it
worth while to make this covert ‘dig’ at a slight work written probably some
fifteen to twenty years earlier, with little chance of his readers detecting the
allusion?

There is much difference of opinion as to the date of Helen; E. Brémond, the
Budé editor of Isocrates, puts it later than Phaedrus but still before 380. Miinscher,
in Pauly-Wissowa, RE, s.v. Isocrates, not long before 380; Jebb (Attic Orators 11,
p- 99) probably about 370 (on very slender grounds). Blass and Christ-Schmidt
put it much earlier, and perhaps the most recent pronouncement is by Jaeger

(Paideia 11, p. 67): *The exact date of its composition is unknown, but it was
obviously written soon after the speech Against the Sophists, namely while

Isocrates’s school was yet new.’ This view seems to me most probable, but it
should be confessed that the establishment of chronological relations between
Plato’s dialogues and the works of Isocrates is periculosae plenum opus aleae.

3 Phaedrus, having been compelled to read Lysias's speech, can now
Socrates to make one of his own.
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remarks. Beware:" do not deliberately compel me to utter the words
‘Don't I know my Socrates? If not, I've forgotten my own identity’,
or ‘He wanted to speak, but made difficulties about it’, No: make u p
your mind that we're not going to leave this spot until you have
delivered yourself of what you told me you had within your breast.
We are by ourselves in a lonely place, and I am stronger and younger
than you: for all which reasons ‘mistake not thou my bidding* and p
please don’t make me use force to open your lips,

Sec. But, my dear good Phaedrus, it will be courting ridicule for
an amateur like me to improvise on the same theme as an accomplished
writer.

Ph. Look here, I'll have no more of this aflectation; for I'm pretty
sure I have something to say which will compel you to speak.

Soc. Then please don’t say it.

Ph. Oh, but I shall, here and now; and what I say will be on oath.
1 swear to you by—but by whom, by what god? Or shall it be by this E
plane-tree?? 1 swt;ar that unless you deliver your speech here in its
very presence, I will assuredly never again declaim
speech by any author whatsoever. * norreportany other

Sec. Aha, you rogue! How clever of you to discover the means of
compelling a lover of discourse to do your bidding!

Ph. Then why all this twisting ?

Soc. Igive it up, in view of what you’ve sworn. For how could
I possibly do without such entertainment?

Ph. Then proceed.

Soc. 'Well, do you know what I'm going to do?

Pr. Do about what?

Soc. I shall cover my head before I begin: then I can rush through
smhz ;Eefch at top speed without looking at you and breaking down gr

PA. i i i
Mo You can do anything else you like, provided you make your

' I retain etMaPienm in i

i C 3, putting a full
: E:,’;d‘“'f“ﬂ- § (Bowrg).p 24 stop before it.

Such euphemistic oaths (va ph xaré ey of & {
o Tzzﬁi 5*; Burnet's note on that passage. Theuc:m:l“:;;w:uwﬁgﬁmﬂl- -
will disgra:: i Sﬁ-u;m s words here doubtless express apprehension that he
really feels § self by an inferior performance, but the shame that Socrates

cels a i : .
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Soc. Come then, ye clear-voiced Muses, whether it be from the
nature of your song, or from the musical people of Liguria that ye
came to be so styled,® ‘assist the tale I tell’ under compulsion by my
good friend here, to the end that he may think yet more highly of one
dear to him, whom he already accounts a man of wisdom.

The reader who is familiar with the Socratic self-depreciation
(elpevela) will readily understand that this suggestion of inspiration
by Sappho or Anacreon or some prose writer is not to be taken
seriously. When Socrates says that he has stupidly forgotten the exact
source of inspiration (235 D), even Phaedrus seems to see through the
fiction,

But there is probahly more behind Socrates’s words here: they are
meant to prepare us for his serious recognition later on of inspiration
from a divine source, from ‘the divinities of the place’ (262D), from
“Pan and all the other gods here present’ (2798). As yet he is only
beginning to feel inspired or possessed, and while conscious of some-
thing “welling up within his breast’ casts ahout for a purely rational
account of its origin. But the reader may discern even at this early
stage that something more than a ‘rationalistic’ treatment of love is to
be expected from him.

For the rest, this section is directed (apart from some typically
Platonic by-play) to bringing out two main points. First, the coming
(first) speech of Socrates will be concerned mainly, if not exclusively,
with & dvoryxaia (236 A), the ‘necessary” or inevitable, obvious points
which any defender of Lysias’s thesis must make; all that can be really
original is the arrangement (81&8eis) of these. The points ‘difficult to
invent’ will emerge in the second speech, and when we reach it we shall
be in no doubt of its author’s inventive power. Thus the reader is
warned what to look for and what not to look for; and indeed it is true
that the speech, though not confined to a repetition of Lysias’s points,
will move within the orbit of commonplace conventional morality,
accepting in particular the “necessary’ principle that the rational must
always be praiseworthy and the irrational always deserve censure
(235 E)—a principle to be discarded in the ‘palinode’; it is true also that
the 5i&6eos will he incomparably superior to that of Lysias.

But if this is what the promised discourse is to be, what has become
of Socrates's inspiration? Can he mean that his memories of Sappho
and Anacreon inspire him merely to a superior presentation of Lysias's
theme? Assuredly not: it would be absurd to think of these poets @8

* The suggested connexion between Myls (clear-voiced) and the Ligurian people
is one of those etymological jests in which Plato often, and sometimes 13
pointlessly, indulges.
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upholding Lysias's thesis. The explanation must be that whereas
socrates means that he has something ‘better’ to say, because truer,
phaedrus assumes that he is promising merely a better treatment of the
came thesis; he misinterprets Socrates’ Tapd Tatra Erepa pi) yelpw
(2350) as meaning not a «?ontradiction of the thesis but a fresh set of
arguments in support of it; all he expects is that Socrates will ‘keep
away from the arguments in the hook’ (& &v T PiPAle &mexduevos
235D). And Socrates silently accepts the misinterpretation, which
thereby fulfils its function in the economy of the dialogue: for it
enables Plato to do what he wants, namely to heighten the effect of the
really important discourse—the discourse which reveals his deepest
thoughts on love and philosophy—by making it the recantation of
a discourse forced on Socrates by Phaedrus, in defence of a thesis
repugnant to him.

And this brings us to the second main point brought out in this
section, namely that the speech is extorted from Socrates.” Ostensibly
his reluctance is due to modesty : he would not vie with the ‘wisdom’
of the famous orator; really of course it is due to repugnance. In his
last words here (2374) Socrates, besides underlining the compulsion
calls for the aid of the Muses; and this creates a real difficulty, for il’:
would naturally imply that the substance of his first speech is truly
inspired; and yet we shall find that it will later be disowned as false
and requiring a recantation. ’

The explanation, I think, is this: Socrates will not, when it comes
to the point, fully yield to the compulsion which Phaedrus seeks to put
upon him: he will only uphold the Lysian thesis in so far as it con-
demned unrestrained sexual passion; he will not speak in support of
TS 18 1 Epdvm yopizeofan? Hence the coming speech is comple-
mentary to the great second speech in the sense that it condemns the
false—oor what is afterwards (266A) called the left-hand (oxads)—
Eros, in preparation for extolling the true; and qua complementary it
sl;atré:s in that inspiration by the Muses which is more fully characteristic
o f}f second speech. .The hlaspl'lemy (242cfL.), the aspect of the first
speech which calls for its recantation, consists only in the assumption—

taken over from Lysias and dictat 's mi i
ed by Phaed =
that the false Eros is the true. prRnR

: Later (2444) it is called the speech of Phaedrus.

b ”E.:xCepr indeed for the generalising assertion at 241E §, on which see below
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237B-238C SOCRATES BEGINS HIS SPEECH.
A DEFINITION OF LOVE

The speaker begins by insisting that in any deliberation the first essential
is to understand clearly the nature of the subject on whick we are delibera-
ting: otherwise confusion must result. He therefore proceeds to determine
the nature of love, which is found to be a form of irrational desire, or of
wantonness (UPpis), directed towards physical beauty; and the definition
is so worded as to reveal an etymological connexion between love (Epass)
and the strength (pcoun) of uncontrolled passion.

Soc. 'Well then, once upon a time there was a very handsome boy,
or rather young man, who had a host of lovers; and one of them was
wily, and had persuaded the boy that he was not in love with him,
though really he was, quite as much as the others. And on one
occasion, in pressing his suit he actually sought to convince him that he
ought to favour a non-lover rather than a lover. And this is the purport
of what he said:

My boy, if anyone means to deliberate successfully about anything,
c there is one thing he must do at the outset: he must know what it is
he is deliberating about; otherwise he is bound to go utterly astray.

Now most people fail to realise that they don’t know what this or

that really is: consequently when they start discussing something, they
dispense with any agreed definition, assuming that they know the
thing; then later on they naturally find, to their cost, that they agree
neither with each other nor with themselves. That being so, you and
1 would do well to avoid what we charge against other people; and as
the question before us is whether one should preferably consort with
a lover or a non-lover, we ought to agree upon a definition of love

which shows its nature and its effects, so that we may have it before our

p minds as something to refer to while we discuss whether love is
beneficial or injurious.

Well now, it is plain to everyone that love is some sort of desire;
and further we know that men desire that which is fair without being
lovers. How then are we to distinguish one who loves from one who
does not? We must go on to observe that within each one of us there
are two sorts of ruling or guiding principle that we follow: one is aft
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innate desire for pleasure, the other an acquired judgment that aims
at what is best. Sometimes these internal guides are in accord, some-
times at variance: now one gains the mastery, now the other. And g
when judgment guides us rationally towards what is best, and has the
mastery, that mastery is called temperance; but when desire drags us 238
jrrationally towards pleasure, and has come to rule within us, the name
given to that rule is wantonness. But in truth wantonness itself has
many names, as it has many branches or forms,” and when one of these
forms is conspicuously present in a man it makes that man bear its
name, a name that it is no credit or distinction to possess. Ifit be in the
matter of food that desire has the mastery over judgment of what is for
the best, and over all other desires, it is called gluttony, and the person B
in question will be called a glutton; or again if desire has achieved
domination in the matter of drink, it is plain what term we shall apply
to its subject who is led down that path; and no less plain what are the
appropriate hames in the case of other such persons and of other such
desires, according as this one or that holds sway.?

Now the reason for saying all this can hardly remain in doubt; yet
even so a statement of it will be illuminating, When irrational desire,
pursuing the enjoyment of beauty, has gained the mastery over
judgment that prompts to right conduct, and has acquired from other ¢
desires, akin to it, freah strength to strain towards bodily beauty, that
;:s)ry s;rengdl provides it with its name: it is the strong passion called

ve.

_The stress here laid upon the need for defining the subj
discourse is of course characteristic of Socrates and Plato,“:r{:idw?lf
appear again at 263c-p. We may also recall that in the Symposium
(1954) Agathon promises that, unlike the previous speakers, he will
Praise the nature of Eros before praising his gifts—in other words, he

I "
I retain wolmibls in a3 in place of Burnet's wodvuspls: it better suits 18eav

Wwhich follows,

The text of b 4-y is probably correct, though difficult. I rake it to stand for

¥ol TE3ha Bh 1 4
T &4 &wm(mscuhne)wﬁﬂﬂmiwm-ﬁﬁﬂm

v Embuméy &l WVCWTIW!.'M‘I}; Svopa (“,
fiakpn: 47, il '+ TpooTikel keelaban npdbniov. aSehgly
'@ is either partitive genitive or the genitive regular with verbs of ruling,

L ¢ this d;
(o )n th m‘;:ﬂ?me, where the suggested etymological connexion of fpuws

ve) with pa
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will say what love is before describing its effects: for which Socrateg
commends him (r199c).

Why does Socrates put his speech into the mouth of aluiAos i, of
one who only pretends not to be a lover? Prof. Taylor answers: * Thig
gives Socrates a double advantage over Lysias. He safeguards his own
character by abstaining from even a playful defence of a morally
disgraceful thesis, and he leaves himself free, if he pleases, to urge
subsequently that the apparent reasonability of the speech is only the
simulated rationality of a madman, since the client into whose mouth it
is put is really inspired all the time by “romantic” unreason.”

I should prefer a simpler explanation. The whole attitude of the
speaker, unlike that of Lysias’s speaker, shows a real concern for the
welfare, especially the moral welfare, of the boy, a concern which it
would have been unconvincing to attribute to a genuine cold-blooded
sensualist. When, for example, it is argued that the jealous lover will
debar the boy from associations likely to make a man of him, and in
particular from divine philosophy (23938), we see the lover peeping
through the disguise—not indeed the oxouds fpaotis but iie true
lover as conceived by Socrates and Plato; in fact we get a glimpse of
the ¢paois par excellence, Socrates himself. We should note also the
stress laid on yuyiis wadSevos at the end (241 ).

The method by which the definition of love is here arrived at partly,
but only partly, exemplifies the method of dialectic which will be
described later (265 Dff.). Socrates starts by subsuming &pes under the
generic term #mBupla: this first step, not reached by argument nor
by the process called Collection (ouvaywy)) but bysimple observation
(&mavri BifAov), might be expected to be followed by a series of
dichotomies, a formal divisional scheme such as those elaborated in the
later dialogues Sophist and Statesman. But this does not happen,
because Socrates is anxious to show not only what species of &mbupla
constitutes love, but also that it involves a state of disharmony in the
soul, a discord which is improperly resolved by the victory of the
lower, irrational part of soul. It is through this account of psychical

discord that we arrive at the concept of UBpis: and UPpis now takes

the place of émBupla as the genus to be divided.

From this point onwards the division into kinds is straightforward,
though not dichotomous: UPpis has many co-ordinate kinds, of which
Epws will be found to be one. It is not said that GPpis is a kind of
tmbupla: rather it is the name of that psychical state which results
from the victory of irrational desire for pleasure over rational belief
which aims at good; nevertheless the connexion of 0Ppis with mBuple
is 50 close that the speaker treats the species of the one as species of th

other, and in the end arrives at a definition of love which, as we were

! Plato, the Man and kis Work, p. 103,
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Jed to expect at the outset, makes it a kind of desire, and carefully states
its specific ;‘:liﬁ'erem:ﬁ. foed chatcth
It will of course be realised that this definition of love is
accepted by Socrates or Plato: the restriction to physical b;ﬁ:;e(a;:r{
odparros kGAAoS) is enough to indicate that; it is only put forward
because Socrates is adopting, under compulsion, the principle of Lysias
that Tov Epddvra ToU i ¢pdvros nEAAOV vooely. Yet it is perfectl
satisfactory as a ;leﬁnition of the oxeads Epas. i
The section, however, presents a problem in psychology.
of the three parts of soul recognised in the Repu&fzg, 3:"’eason,g"}srpirl'ir:‘f’::Jraig
desire, between which there may or may not be harmony, and any of
which® may exercise the rule, we have here ‘two sorts (;f rulingy or
guiding principle’, | pév fupuros olioa tmbupla hBovddv, &AAn &
ErrlkrnTos 86€at Egieuévn ToU GploTou, There are however other cases
in the dialogues of bipartition of soul: in the Republic itself there is
that of a rational and an irrational part (604—5), while in the Timaeus
the primary division is into the immortal and mortal parts, the latter
being then subdivided into a better part and a worse (69E), corres-
po;:idmg C:?fﬁ:.heltwotl}?wer parts of Rep. 1v, ’
ore difficult is the use of the word 56€c. Normally it is i
contrast to EmoTriun or vols or vénois and dissoci }';ted H'S:r: I:
reasoning process, Thus in Rep, 476-8 8« is intermediate between
knowledge and ignorance, and its object intermediate between Bein,
and Not Being, At Timaeus SIE we are told that SUo & Mcréo%
Exelves (sc. vols and 86Ear dAnbris) Bidmi weopls yeyd &vo
T Eyetov., T piv Yo (%) )“’EY i 5
& Yép oy ik Bibayfis To & Umd melols Aulv
yveral, kol T v del per’ Anfols Adyou, 1o b &toyov, These
ﬁ:ges may be said to represent Plato’s normal doctrine. What then
= : n;D r::ke of the 86€a of our present passage, which is described
Uwg’ tpientvn ToU &piorou, but as ml T &pioTov Adyw
It seems probable that Plato ; i technical language,
and that the antithesis ofl') ;:r?e;su:;manl:{smhrgi i L oy '
rather than philosophical. We should e e i
e . € should remember that Socrates is not
gu:ln propria persona, but as the mouthpiece of an imagi
d’mepznc ;U;th we sh’oulcl therefore not attacﬁ much importance to
e Wi wle haPlat_c:ns normal psychological and epistemological
B the b Vlt: is a broad contrast, simple enough to be drawn
and the yofic. an, between unreflective desire for immediate pleasure
) Ve condition of mind which tends to run counter to that

» though of
Reond:.; Lcourse a_harmony may be established. T:
fton 56€x js perfectly natural; but it is not 868a in th: cc:lnl'lf:t;}:

tonic :
‘ Th'SERSe o ‘Dplmonl or ‘belief’ as dl.stinclt from knowledgc, P
s i
#18 e of v Swwoudls no Jess than of the other two: Rep. 508,
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et has it quite the later Platonic meaning of ‘conclusion of a rocess.
zf ti:cn.tgl(:?::l (Brawolas &moTEAEUMOTS, Soglz. 12541\), tho it is
nearer to this. It is not a deciding or judging,” for these are menta]
acts: it is rather the condition of mind in which a man takes t*}oﬂsht,.
reflects and weighs alternatives instead of thoughtlessly obeying the
promptings of desire; and its aim is a satisfaction deeper than the
fulfilment of unrefiective desire. This is what is intended in the phrase -
56Ens el T &proTov Ayt dyoloTs, a phrase which we should read
without the Platonic overtones which it inevitably carries to our ears,
As for trrhernros, the word is well suited to convey that such 5é€a is
not innate, but comes only with riper years and mental growth,

In the substance of all this there is nothing un-Socratic or un-
Platonic; indeed we may see in it the popular germ of Platonic
psychology, which, whatever it may owe to Pythagorean or other
philosophical sources, is firm-rooted in common human experience,

S ¥ L l'l.‘ h
: dopted Prof. Taylor’s ‘judgment’ in my trxnsl‘.atinn, as perhaps
nurellw: ::: I;et with a single English word. Robin has *une fagon de voir’,

v

2330—-14{1‘) SOCRATES CONCLUDES HIS FIRST SPEECH

Having thus defined love, Socrates pauses to comment on the dithyrambic
style of his last words, feeling that it points to a supernatural influence. He
then proceeds to consider the evil effect of love so concetved on the mind of

the beloved, on his body, and on his ‘estate’ (kTiio1s), the last of these
being interpreted in a wide sense to include relatives and f,-im'g,: Ix tke
latter half of the section he turns to the boy's feelings towards his importu-
nate lover, and finally to the desertion and betrayal whick will ensue when
his passion is spent, emphasising towards the end the harm done in the
matter of the ‘education of the soul’ (Wuxiis walBeuors) in terms that
remind us of Socrates’s famous account of kis mission in the Apology. The
section ends with a hexameter line, declaring the lover to be like a wolf
devouring a lamb.

Soc. Well, Phaedrus my friend, do you think, as I do, that I am 238¢
divinely inspired?

Ph. Undoubtedly, Socrates, you have been vouchsafed a quite
unusual eloquence.

Soc. Then listen to me in silence. For truly there seems to be
a divine presence in this spot, so that you must not be surprised if, as D
my speech proceeds, I become as one possessed; already my style is not
far from dithyrambic.

Ph. Very true.

Soc. But for that you are responsible. Still, let me continue; possibly
the menace may be averted. However, that must be as God wills: our
business is to resume our address to the boy:—

- Very well then, my good friend: the true nature of that on which we
Ve to deliberate has been stated and defined; and so, with that
inition in mind, we may go on to say what advantage or detriment &
M2y be expected to result to one who accords his favour to a lover and
a non-lover respectively.
__Now a man who is dominated by desire and enslaved to pleasure is

e urse bound to aim at getting the greatest possible pleasure out of

hﬁ' beloved; and what pleases a sick man' is anything that does not

h;;:;fhi.ma W!lereas anything that is as strong as, or stronger than,
- gives him offence. Hence he will not, if he can avoid it, put up

! cf. 231D, 236A.
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239 with a favourite that matches or outdoes him in strength, but wij]
always seek to make him weaker and feebler: and weakness is found jn
the ignorant, the cowardly, the poor speaker, the slow thinker, a5
against the wise, the brave, the eloquent, the quick-minded. All thege
defects of mind and more in the beloved are bound to be a source of
pleasure to the lover: if they do not exist already as innate qualities,
he will cultivate them, for not to do so means depriving himself of
immediate pleasure. And of course he is bound to be jealous, constantly

B debarring the boy not only, to his great injury, from the advantages of
consorting with others, which would make a real man of him, but,
greatest injury of all, from consorting with that which would most
increase his wisdom; by which I mean divine philosophy: no access to
that can possibly be permitted by the lover, for he dreads becoming
thereby an object of contempt. And in general he must aim at making
the boy totally ignorant and totally dependent on his lover, by way of
securing the maximum of pleasure for himself, and the maximum of

damage to the other.

€ Hence in respect of the boy’s mind it is anything but a profitable

investment to have as guardian or partner a man in love.

After the mind, the body; we must see what sort of physical condi-
tion will be fostered, and how it will be fostered, in the boy that has
become the possession of one who is under compulsion to pursue
pleasure instead of goodness. We shall find him, of course, pursuing
a weakling rather than a sturdy boy, one who has had a cosy, sheltered
upbringing instead of being exposed to the open air, who has given
himself up to a soft unmanly life instead of the toil and sweat of manly

p exercise, who for lack of natural charm tricks himself out with artificial
cosmetics, and resorts to all sorts of other similar practices which are
too ohvious to need further enumeration; yet before leaving the topic
we may sum it up in a sentence: the boy will be of that physical type

which in wartime, and other times that try a man's mettle, inspires.

confidence in his enemies and alarm in his friends, aye and in his very’
lovers too.

E And now let us pass from these obvious considerations and raise

next question: what advantage or detriment in respect of property an¢

possessions shall we find resulting from the society and guardianship’

a lover? Well, one thing is plain enough to anyone, and especially ¥
the lover, namely that his foremost wish will be for the boy to %
bereft of his dearest possessions, his treasury of kindness and ideat
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affection: father and mother, kinsmen and friends—he will want him
to be robbed of them all, as likely to make difficulties and raise objec-
tions to the intercourse which he finds so pleasant. If however the boy e
possesses property, in money or whatever it may be, he will reckon that
he will not be so easy to capture, or if captured to manage; hence
a lover is bound to nurse a grudge against one who possesses pr:':
and to rejoice when he loses it. Furthermore he will want his belp:vgci
to remain as long as possible without wife or child or home, s0 as to
enjoy for as long as may be his own delights, ’
There are, to be sure, other evils in life, but with most of them
heaven has mixed some momentary pleasure: thus in the parasite, p
a fearsome and most pernicious creature, nature has mingled a dash ot,’
pleasing wit or charm; a courtesan may well be branded as pernicio
not to ment?on many other similar creatures with their respectiu\lrs;
call.mgs, yet in everyday life they can be very agreeable; but a lover
besides being pernicious, is the most disagreeable of all n;m for a bo :
to spend his days with. There’s an old saying about ‘not matching May c
with Decfem.be:t', based, I suppose, on the idea that similarity of i
ta?c[s to similarity of pleasures and consequently makes a couple :gd
ﬁ-m?qu-: still even with such a couple the association js apt to pall g‘hen
again, in addition to the dissimilarity of age, there is that com .ulsion
wh.xch is burdensome for anybody in any circumstances, but esp iall
$0 in the relations of such a pair, ’ e
The elderly lover will i i i
his beloved gy day or bx;'ozilgfhlzf ;Znigejizi:;:uiﬂbmi dmm}? i
goac'hng power, lured by the continual promise of pleas{zre fno Ezii;lixg o
minisng, tou.?hmg or other physical experience of the beloved; :
ter unfailingly to the boy’s needs i his deli eaure
Wit o Yy sis his delight. But what pleasure
witt fie have to offer to the heloved? How will he save

even 1o hea;OngIZrtfl:: - ::ith other consequences which it is unpleasant g
Stark reglipg, o Orllr , let alone to have continually to cope with in
antly éua d S of the suspicious precautions with which he is
me com lii- 25 it Whtfmsower he associates, the unseasonable
Teproach.. w}l?ic?en}tf to whxch. he has to listen, alternating with
ing fron One‘i:; ;!; uttered- In soberness are hard to endure, but
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To continue: if while his love lasts he is harmful and offensive, in
later days, when it is spent, he will show his bad faith. He was layigh
with promises, interspersed amongst his vows and entreaties, regarding
those later days, contriving with some difficulty to secure his partner’s

241 endurance of an intercourse which even then was burdensome, by
holding out hopes of benefits to come. But when the time comes for
fulfilling the promises, a new authority takes the place within him of
the former ruler: love and passion are replaced by wisdom and
temperance: he has become a different person. But the boy does not
realise it, and demands a return for what he gave in the past, reminding
him of what had been done and said, as though he were talking to the
same person; while the erstwhile lover, who has now acquired wisdom
and temperance, cannot for very shame bring himself to declare that

B he has become a new man, nor yet see his way to redeeming the solemn
assurances and promises made under the old régime of folly; he fearg
that if he were to go on acting as before he would revert to his old
character, his former self. So he runs away from his obligations as one
compelled to default; it's ‘tails’ this time instead of ‘heads’,® and
he has to turn tail and rush away. But the boy must needs run after
him, crying indignantly to high heaven: though from start to finish
he has never understood that he ought not to have yielded to a lover
inevitably devoid of reason, but far rather to one possessed of reason
cand not in love. He should have known that the wrong choice
must mean surrendering himself to a faithless, peevish, jealous:
and offensive captor, to one who would ruin his property, rui
his physique, and above all ruin his spiritual development, which is
assuredly and ever will be of supreme value in the sight of gods and
men alike.?

Let that then, my boy, be your lesson: be sure that the attentions f
a lover carry no goodwill: they are no more than a glutting of

appetite, for
As wolf to lamb, so lover to his lad.3

¥ An allusion to the game called &orpaxivBa in which a shell was thrown info
the air between two opposing sides, and according as it fell white or dark sid®
uppermost one side had to run and the other to catch them.
* cf. Apol. 29E, Joa-B, \
3 Probably the singular 8pva should be read, with Hermeias, who takes
line to be an adaptation of Jliad xx11, 263, 06t Adxor Te kal &pvig dudgpova AW
txoven, This seems doubtful. '

SOCRATES’'S FIRST SPEECH DISCUSSED 47

There, I knew I should,’ Phaedrus. Not a word more shal]
from me: let that be the end of my discourse, you have

In the transitional passage (238¢-D) Socrates remarks i
“dithyrambic’ style (he is no doubt referring to the deliheratel; gzg}lhlf
flown diction of l_us last sentence), and to the possibility of his becomin
‘possessed’. This ‘menace’, however, he thi may possibl b§
averted. We see here the rationalist becoming gradually conscim{s of
an i,-llf]quence y};:ich he krll'eels to be irrational, or supra-rational, half
unwilling to yield, yet knowing that if a god d ossess, i
it will be for the I;est: ToUTa G858 ue?«ﬂcegl. oricometop l:urn

The “menace’ will be averted for a tim : i
remainder of Socratess first speech will b: 13’1,:‘:—;t mt::: ;:ngt;ess;?v’etho?
bvfovoioopds than was the definitory first section; yet it ends with
a break into epic verse, which the speaker, at the opening of the next
section, professes to regard as marking a further stage in his ‘irration-
ality’: fi6n & @Bbyyoucn AN’ oluéri 818upduPous (241 E). It is
ggg wherfn_u vlvi'e reach the m;lr:h of the great second speech that Socrates

mes fully possessed; but Plato has i i
ng}:ess o A ey been at pains to mark his
The orderly arrangement of the speech, in contrast to th
' ; e formless-
ness of its predecessor, is at once apparent.’ It falls, as Robin s:yr;n i:lsfo
fwo main parts: in the first (down to 2404 8) the speaker reveals the
hﬂl'mﬁ.l.l effect of the lover on the boy’s mind, his body and his estate
successively; in the second he describes the boy’s feelings () while th
lov(;:;_ s }llsasslan lasts, and (8) afterwards. :
the genuine concern of this pretended non-lover f. :
ﬂ:z; ]I v.lr:at}ﬁh sg;ke? t;]mdy. Some of the points arre ::h;}::nk:i{;ﬂ;
> Ot the previous speech; that is only to
ds?:;z;t;:izhasd disarmed criticism by gi\:ing wamriln}é ofbtfliesx ll::fsoter:-’
ey k}g :})1 We may agree with Thompson’s verdict that *his
‘“E“mt’ i 4 soff? of his pmdeoess‘?r, professedly appeal to self-
iy cli-interest more enlightened, comprehensive, and

At 241 A Socrates speaks of the | i
. ) e lover whose passion is spent i
i K;lu:x};?;?t}:’ voUs xal gwppoatn, replace within hil:ne th?xl'te:;:%gf
i :. and the words are echoed a little Jater by volv fi5n
i may .::wwpovqkms (1:11 B 1), and again by voiv Exovmi (c 1).
i A S€ some surprise, for it looks at first sight as though
b highegt t;ut of passion automatically involved moral goodness
at all et E\ffel of cognition or intelligence which Plato normall
ts Irequently—calls voUs. But this is 50 incredible that

¥ som
tes had feared thar he would break out into inspired verse, 238p.
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we are forced either to take the remark as purely ironical or to in
voUs and owepooivn at what may be called the popular level. Irony
here would, I think, be inappropriate and pointless, and the second
alternative is much to be preferred. As to vols, the phrase volv Eay
meant in common parlance no more than ‘to be sensible’; similarly
the adverb vouvexévrews means “sensibly’ (cf. the quasi-comic &xévres
tautédy used of a personified vols at Philebus 64A). The reformed
lover has, as we say, ‘come to his senses’, but no more than that. And
as to owgpoatvn, no doubt the man in question would commonly be
said to have become cdpwv, and to have come to be ruled by cwepo-
oUvn: but for Plato it would be no more than that spurious cwepoa
mentioned alongside of a spurious courage at Phaedo 63E; there are
those, says Socrates there, who are dwolaoig Tl odppoves, in the
sense that they renounce one pleasure in order to retain another, In
our present case there is no reason to suppose a change of heart, nor an.
increase in wisdom; the man has become ostensibly odepwv epl Té&
&ppoBioia, but (to revert to the previous account of the two ruling
principles) he is no more likely to have a §6§a &ml & &pioTov ,
&youoa now than before; and in default of that his desires will drag him
to other pleasures and other forms of UPpis—gluttony, drink or what
not. And though it may not be the case that he renounces the one sort
of pleasure in order to retain the others, it may fairly be said that his
so-called cwppociv involves no renunciation of the others. Hence we.
should probably regard not only the terms voUs and owgpooivn but
also the phrase perapoidv &\Aov &pyovra bv alrréd kal TpoaTémy as
representing the popular standpoint. ,
That Plato should thus momentarily adopt the ethical position
the ordinary man will surprise us the less when we remember that
whole standpoint of the present speech is in a sense unreal. The #pw
that Socrates is condemning is not what Plato conceives to be the tru
#pws, the pavia of which he speaks in this very sentence (2414 4;
not the pavia in which true #pws consists: it is the popular, ‘L,
Epws, the popular ‘Lysian’ pavia: hence the owepoolivn comme
over against it may well be the popular, not the Platonic virtue.
It has been noted by Thompson (in his Appendix 1) and others
the speech includes passages similar to passages in the address
Socrates to Callias in Xenophon's Symposium, chapter viIX
Thompson thinks the parallels are so close as to ‘make it very pro
that in both [sc. discourses] we have the actual sentiments of Socta
represented—we may even say reproduced—by his rival disc:
wEile Robin allows that the passages ‘strangely resemble one anothe
The suggestion is incapable of disproof, but to my min
resemblances in thought and expression are not greater than might!

I p. bxiv,

2
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due to the common topic of the two write

celestial and earthly) love. And in particular i?s;:::t:n lieris:t t(lt:r
last of Thompson'§ three parallels’ is illusory: for though the worg
wrAngdov occurs in b?th passages, in Xenophon it means sati
(kpos), and in Plato satisfaction of appetite; in fact Xenophon’s poi

is that a lover gets as ‘fed up’ with his indulgence as a gourma,ndp 35:
his, while Plato’s is that the lover resembles the wolf in that ch o

at satisfying his appetite. S

! Quoted on his p. 130;: Xen. Symp. viti, 33; Phaedrus 241G,

Hpp



241D Ph. Why, I thought you were only half-way through and would

VI

241D-243E INTERLUDE, LEADING TO SOCRATES’S
RECANTATION

Excusing himself from fulfilling Phaedrus’s expectation that he would
continue with an encomium of the non-lover, Socrates is about to depart,
when Phaedrus suggests that they should stay awhile to discuss the two
speeches. Socrates however now announces that he has just been checked
by his *divine sign’: he is forbidden to go until he has atoned for his offence
against Eros: his speech, like that of Lysias, had spoken evil of a god. He
must imitate the poet Stesichorus, who recanted his defamation of Helen
in the famous Palinode.

After enlarging on the shamefulness of the two speeches Socrates suggests
that Lysias ought to write another speech to contradict his former one, and
Phaedrus says that he will see that this is done. All is now ready for the
speech of recantation.

have an equal amount to say about the non-lover, enumerating his good
points and showing that he should be the favoured suitor. Why is it,
Socrates, that instead of that you break off? _
E Soc. My dear good man, haven’t you noticed that I've got beyond
dithyramb, and am breaking out into epic verse, despite my fault=
finding? What do you suppose I shall do if I start extolling the other
type? Don’t you see that I shall clearly be possessed by those nymphs.
into whose clutches you deliberately threw me? 1 therefore tell you
in one short sentence, that to each evil for which I have abused the
party there is a corresponding good belonging to the other. So ¥
waste words? All has been said that needs saying about them bo

And that being so, my story® can be left to the fate appropriate t0 !
242 and 1 will take myself off across the river here before you drive me 10
greater lengths. .

Ph. Oh, but you must wait until it gets cooler, Socrates. Don’t
realise that it's just about the hour of ‘scorching noonday’, as &
phrase goes? Let us wait and discuss what we’ve heard; when it h&
got cool perhaps we will go.

! Reading ou poolv alrrod (Hermann). ]

2 u0dos, because Socrates had thrown his speech into the form of a namat
(fiv ofrre B4 wals etc., 237B).

bEan evil Ihing: yet th
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Soc. Phaedrus, your enthusiasm for discourse is sublime, and reall
moves me to admiration. Of the discourses pronounced d:u-lng youf
lifetime no one, I fancy, has been responsible for more than you, 8
whether by delivering them yourself or by compelling others to do sc:
by one means or another—with one exception, Simmias of Thebes:
you are well ahead of all the rest. And now it seems that once more yo ;
are the cause of my having to deliver myself, a

Ph. It might be a lot worse! But how so? To what do
refer? 7

Soc, At the moment when I was about to cross the river, dear
friend, there came to me my familiar divine sign—which always t:hecks
me when on the point of doing something or other—and all at once ¢
I seemed to hear a voice, forbidding me* to leave the spot until I had
made atonement for some offence to heaven, Now.

: o » you must know,
I'am a seer; nota very good one, it’s true, but, like a poor scholar, good’

enough for my own purposes; hence I understand al

H ready well eno
what my oﬂ'encfe was. The fact is, you know, Phaedrus, t{m mind i::ll:'
has a kind of divining power; for [ felt disturbed some while ago as

I was delivering that o s P :
words of lbyCEs= speech, and had a misgiving lest I might, in the

By sinning in the sight of God win high renown from man
But now I realise my sin.
Ph. And what is je?
Soc. That was a terrible theory, Phaedrus, a terrible theory that you

introduced and compelled
Ph. How so? d e ‘?"Pound'

Soc. It was foolish
o Id;;:;nd somewhat blasphemous; and what could be
;’&. Ix;g{?ee, if it merits your description,
9¢. Well, do you not hold Love to b i i
?" P e € agod, the child of Aphrodite?
oc. B i 3
g ;:) not ac.cordmg to Lysias, and not according to that dis-
°°.“‘3. - Lﬂ:s which you caused my lips to utter by putting a spell on &
is, as h.e is indeed, a god or a divine being, he cannot
18 pair of speeches treated him as evil. That then
rds Love, to which was added the most exquisite

D

their offence towa

' Reading d« for & with Ri i
: Frag Becgiy, chards in c 2.

42
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folly of parading their pernicious rubbish as though it were good sense
243 because it might deceive 2 few miserable people and win their applause.
And so, my friend, 1 have to purify myself. Now for such as offend
in speaking of gods and heroes there is an ancient mode of purification,
which was known to Stesichorus, though not to Homer. When
Stesichorus lost the sight of his eyes because of his defamation of Helen,
he was not, like Homer, at a loss to know why: as a true artist he
understood the reason, and promptly wrote the lines:
False, false the tale:
Thou never didst sail in the well-decked ships
B Nor come to the towers of Troy.
And after finishing the composition of hisso-called Palinode hestraight-
way recovered his sight. Now it’s here that I shall show greater wisdom
than these poets: I shall attempt to make my due palinode to Love
before any harm comes to me for my defamation of him, and no longer
veiling my head for shame, but uncovered.
Ph. Nothing you could say, Socrates, would please me more.
¢ Soc. Yes, dear Phaedrus: you understand how irreverent the two
speeches were, the one in the book and that which followed. Suppose
we were being listened to by a man of generous and humane character,
who loved or had once loved another such as himself: suppose he
heard us saying that for some trifling cause lovers conceive bitter
hatred and a spirit of malice and injury towards their loved ones;
wouldn’t he be sure to think that we had been brought up among
scum of the people and had never seen a case of noble love? Wouldn't
D he utterly refuse to accept our vilification of Love?
Ph. Indeed, Socrates, he well might.
Soc. Then out of respect for him, and in awe of Love
{ should like to wash the bitter taste out of my mouth witha draugh
wholesome discourse; and my advice to Lysias is that he should
1o time in telling us that, other things being equal, favour shoul
accorded to the lover rather than to the non-lover. |
Ph. Rest assured, that will be done. When you have delivered yOuE
g encomium of the lover, I shall most certainly make Lysias COMPEE
a new speech to the same purport. :
Soc. I'm sure of that, so long as you continue to be the man Y&

are.!

' Lysias will not be able to resist Phaedrus, so long as
rhetoric endures.

his enthusiasm 0%

Rhetoril,

e d Philosoph :

agrecing W?th a3 sophie um die Seele der Jugend gekimpft wird’ i

. 1 i . WPI 1
Suggestion ¢ is view of the dialogue, I do not thin} P o .; ﬁiﬁ

A PALINODE PROMISED

Ph. Then you may confidently proceed.

Soc. Whereis that boy I was talking to? He must listen to me once
more, and not rush off to yield to his non-lover before he hears what
1 have to say:

Ph. Here he is, quite close beside you, whenever you want him.”

i3

It has been thought that the reason wh i
R y Socrates abs
giving what Phaedrus expects, namely a complemen i
p tary account of the
advantages of yie}dzng to the non-lover, is to be found in his moral
repugnance to doing so: he could bring himself to lend at least osten-
sible support to the negative side of Lysias’s thesis, but not to th
snﬁve 31de,bws TQL un Epddvm Bel yaplzeoden. ’ i
That may be so; but it must be observed that at
garently without irony, that to each evil for v:gilci,hio;zte:hs:s};sé
one party there corresponds a good belonging to the other. Thi
compactly provides the complement expected b Phaedrus, 2 e
mere absence of its elaboration, point by poin}tr is no ev'd:nd g
Socrates’s repugnance. His real position I take to be thisl' :::ﬁ ﬁ? :
hypothesis that the boy must yield to one or the other, he oug.ht rath "
E,,"in?‘?dt? l;neldhatohthe non-lover than to the ‘lover’ as hithm:;
ceived;? but that hypothesis is not Socrates’ : hi
g:m s) view, to be de?eloped later in the dhlo;t;w!;' t{lllast frwuzt(and
ugh based on physical desire, transcends it, an;i hence 01’185-2:2
Bel yopizeofon in the sense that yoplzecfan i |
Phaedrus’s wish to discuss vzfaﬁ 3has “I:el:nmﬂ_ldfmm}’ s
sai — i
xv?gti 3:: two speeches together—is interpreted b(;dsz:cr?tes ts: taI:
S Th:tpxzssusotilei:oplc furthe_r by }z: second speech of his own
G . it seemns, quite what Phaedru
= ps not quite what the rea,dgr expectas: instead :F? ﬁ;ﬁ, on
eAexbijvar) we are to have a third discor h sons
e _ urse. Why that must be so
hesom' n to explain. But although Phaedrusisali ised,
is by no means displeased: ot | s,
B P : oU ToAepdv ye doyyEAAess, he remarks—
_ ous understatement t i i |
il;)reover o oc :r:: Tess his delight. The reader has
i | : iness to accept Socrates’
newed allusion to his fondness for Aéyos, in a passagi irrg})c?ls?:
* P. Friedland ;
%ws’s ander (Die Platonischen Schriften, p. 485) thinks thi
sees in thss::‘:::ddi ;]::f;::‘l: ﬁ "unmisu.akabl'y addressed t{) Ph:edrus l:i:'ll::l? g::c;
k t “auch hier wieder der Kampf zwischen sophistis;chen

h . g
at Phaedrus himself is *the boy’, and Phaedrus’s acceptance of it, are

Ng more th
w.“'l it e playful. Phaedrus has not been shown as disposed xapfzeoden

1in 1
of. 201 :_p“"“cev whatever he may think of it in theory.
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doubtless intended by Plato to recall once more the Symposium, where
the whole series of speeches (including of course his own) sprang from
Phaedrus’s suggestion.

The mention of Simmias as the one man who excelled Phaedrus in
fondness for discourses may be an allusion to the Phaedo, where hig
determination to thrash out the subject under discussion to the bitter
end is forcibly expressed (85c): but of course it may well be that in
Socratic and Platonic circles the piAoAoylx of Simmias was proverbial,

The mention by Socrates at this point of his ‘divine sign’ is dramati-
cally admirable, for he is about to make a volte-face, and this is a happy
means of making him do so in a dramatically convincing way. It
should be noticed that here, as in 4pol. 31D (the locus classicus for the
Sign) its function is exclusively inhibitory, as against Xenophon's
account (p&oxovros aurol T Sanpdviov Eautd Tpoonualvey &te Béor
kad & pdy Béor moelv, Mem. 1v, viii, 1). Yet the action of the Sign
is here only formally inhibitory: it forbids him to depart without
making an atonement, but in effect it commands him to make one.
I do not think that the introduction of the Sign here has any deeper
significance; and in particular I cannot accept Robin’s suggestion that
the inspiration which Socrates has acknowledged earlier, the inspiration
of the local deities, is hereby repudiated and replaced by another and
a higher one! Nowhere do we find Socrates regarding himself as
inspired by the Sign, in the sense of being possessed hy the deity from
whom it emanated; and on the other hand, the renewed mention of the
Nymphs and Pan at 263 D and, even more, the final prayer to ‘ Pan and
the other gods of this place’ (279 8) surely make it impossible to believe
that their inspiration comes ‘from below’ and is abandoned at this

oint.

4 That Socrates should compare his recantation to the famous
Palinode of Stesichorus, in which that poet had adopted the legend of
the phantom Helen, so well known to us from the play of Euripides, is
very natural, one might almost say inevitable.* There is, however,
another sort of palinode, or apparent retractation, on the part of
Socrates which demands some comment. In the Symposium he had
firmly denied, through the mouth of Diotima, that Eros is a gods he
is only a Salpwv, a being intermediate between gods and men, and
therewith a mediator and messenger between them (202p-E). But now
his divinity is asserted with no less emphasis: el 8* tomw, dorrep oWV

! Robin, p. soxxiv: ‘C'est 'admonition démonique qui a vraiment permis &

Socrate de prendre enfin pleine conscience de son péché. 1l est donc difficile de €

pas voir | une coupe significative dans le développement du dialogue: & uné
inspiration qui vient d'en bas s’en substitue désormais une autre, qui vient d'en

haut.’ 2
* Here again (cf. p. 34 above) Mr R. L. Howland (C.Q. xxx1, p. 154) detects
a covert allusion, of a malicions sort, to Isocrates’s Helen.

EROS IN SYMPOSIUM 55

tor, Beds fi 11 Belov & "Epwos (242E). The tion i i
choose to approach the exposition of his oq:nesview ;;’ En}-lo); ?:ngtlawtz
different standpoints? Why does he start (or rather make Socrates-
Diotima start) in the Symposium by denying that Eros is a god? Onl
I think, because he feels that to call him a god is to obscure what li:
wants to bring out, namely that ‘loving” is essentially the soul’s effort
to satisfy a want, to attain to the eternal possession of the good and the
beautiful. The “daemonic” or intermediate nature of Eros is simply the
mythical way of expressing that to love is to make a progress fj'rrom
want to satisfaction, from misery to bliss, from ignorance to knowledge
or wisdom.
In the Phaedrus, however, Plato does not start from the conception
of a progress—though that conception is fully present at a later spta e
of Socr_ates‘s second speech—but (as we are about to find) from that%f
possession, the divine madness by which the lover is seized, That being
;o, he mn;auﬁt necissarsily posm}l;ate a personal deity as its source. Hence
e na makes Socrates i
be e ﬂyeﬂw-:I ere accept the common belief that Eros
The discrepancy, then, between the two dialogues i i
to be due to the fact that in order to bring out two cogéﬁmeggrye (sr?:;i
contradictory) aspects of love it seemed natural to Plato to employ two
fhﬁeren; ‘persom;fc:ailtionsdof it, the ‘daemon’ with his ﬁmctic):n as
intermediary, and the go i i i i i
foserme sd;;;{r—rational % 9 w::.l:ng his worshipper with his own super-
Near the end of the section (243D) Phaed
Socrates has delivered his s‘.'.'nt:tn‘ni(i.l,:*:3 01?1 the lmrrt:::s hr:‘:?flklfa?*;a tt; m
Lysias write another speech to the same purport. This serves to remind
l:rsu (t)}f' \;'hat we have noticed before, that Phaedrus is concerned not with
1 but with rhetoric. That Lysias (or anyone else) should maintain

two opposite theses seems to P i
matiers 5 the loquenes 0 Phaedrus perfectly in order: all that

* Itis just possibl i i i
:-h{-'vﬁduwv-}:)'l:as vi:w t]:;at fi m 8dlov is a verbal concession—it can be no more—
€ may notice that when i : 1
s Socrates resumes his speech
fh.:r‘?;.:-t :rlnz::c)l' he uses language which seems to imply the full ‘;oﬁioﬁ c:}f"é‘:::“::'suf
fate” conception has served its purpose, and is in effect dropped :
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viI

243E-245C SOCRATES BEGINS HIS SECOND SPEECH.
THREE TYPES OF DIVINE MADNESS

In allusion to his resolve to sing a palinode, Socrates declares that whereas
his former speeck was the work of Phaedrus, this will be the work of
Stesichorus, The thesis of Lysias was a *false tale’, since it assumed that
madness is in all cases an evil. In reality it may be a divine boon. There
are three types of divine madness, (1) that of divination or prophecy, such
as belongs to the priestess at Delphi: this must be distinguished from the

inferior practice of rational augury, and etymology helps us to maintain
the distinction; (2) that which heals the sick by means of purifications and
rites revealed to a frengied sufferer; (3) poetical frenyy, which gives rise to
Sar truer poetry than the art of the sane composer,

We have now to show that love is a fourth type of divine madness, and
to that end we must discern the nature of soul, both human and divine.

Soc, Now you must understand, fair boy, that whereas the preceding

244 discourse was by Phaedrus, son of Pythocles, of Myrrinous, that which
1 shall now pronounce is by Stesichorus, son of Euphemus, of Himera.”
This then is how it must run:

‘False is the tale’ that when a lover is at hand favour ought rather to
be accorded to one who does not love, on the ground that the former
is mad, and the latter sound of mind. That would be right if it were an
invariable truth that madness is an evil: but in reality, the greatest
blessings come by way of madness, indeed of madness that is heaven-

B sent. It was when they were mad that the prophetess at Delphi and
the priestesses at Dodona achieved so much for which both states and
individuals in Greece are thankful: when sane they did little or nothing.
As for the Sibyl and others who by the power of inspired prophecy
have so often foretold the future to so many, and guided them aright,
1 need not dwell on what is obvious to everyone. Yet it is in place to
appeal to the fact that madness was accounted no shame nor disgrace
by the men of old who gave things their names: otherwise they would

! Thompson and, as we should expect, Hermeias before him, regard all these
proper names as significant. Doubtless the last two are so: the speech will be
s0gnucs, as opposed to xayopos, and “luépaos anticipates the ‘flood of passion
(Tuepos) of z51c. But to find significance in the other four is a task best left to
Neoplatonic subtlety.
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not have connected that greatest of arts, whereby the future is discerned, c
with this very word ‘madness’, and named it accordingly. No, it was
because they held madness to be a valuable gift, when due to divine
dispensation, that they named that art as they did, though the men of
to-day, having no sense of values, have put in an extra letter, making it
not manic but mantic. That is borne out by the name they gave to the
art of those sane prophets who inquire into the future by means of
birds and other signs: the name was ‘oionoistic’, which by its com-
ponents” indicated that the prophet attained understanding and infor-
mation by a purely human activity of thought belonging to his own
intelligence; though a younger generation has come to call it ¢ oionistic’
lengthening the quantity of the o to make it sound impressive. You se; D
then what this ancient evidence attests: corresponding to the superior
perfection and value of the prophecy of inspiration over that of omen-
reading, both in name and in fact, is the superiority of heaven-sent
madness over man-made sanity.

And in the second place, when grievous maladies and afflietions have
beset certain families by reason of some ancient sin,* madness has
appeared amongst them, and breaking out into prophecy has secured E
relief by finding the means thereto, namely by recourse to prayer and
worship; and in consequence thereof rites and means of purification
were established, and the sufferer3 was brought out of danger, alike for
the present and for the future. Thus did madness secure, for him that
was maddened aright and possessed, deliverance from his troubles.

There is a third form of possession or madness, of which the Muses 245
are t.he source. This seizes a tender, virgin soul and stimulates it to rapt
passionate expression, especially in lyric poetry, glorifying the countless
mighty deeds of ancient times for the instruction of posterity. But if
:ny man come to the gates of poetry without the madness of the

fuses, persuaded that skill alone will make him a good poet, then shall
2? ancjﬁius works of sanity with him be brought to naught by the poetry
mMadness, and behold, their place is nowhere to be found.
: Namely oloyan, vols, 3
Mule:}::;ﬂ]gmc :’:s;:r:l:(uial?ll; f 1:::}:112:5;::;{1::?:; Eur. Phoen. 934, KéSpou
tolerable, oy ;:n:}l‘u::lo;w th; absence of a verb in the relative clause is hardly
 The MSS. have ov fanref ;:ther horew e
£33 corruption of téw &ms, 2 g!mn tel:w:.s ‘%ﬁﬂﬁﬁ‘&‘ﬁﬁ:ﬁ‘:ﬁﬂ

th )
€ Sufferer’, vév iy véooy Ixovra. This is hardly satisfactory, but the general

Sense jg not ¢ !
anincin;. i doubt. H. Richards proposed vbv (&) tavriis fxovra, which is not
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B Such then is the tale, though I have not told it fully, of the achieve.
ments wrought by madness that comes from the gods. So let us have
no fears simply on that score; let us not be disturbed by an argument
that seeks to scare us into preferring the friendship of the sane to that
of the passionate. For there is something more that it must prove if it
is to carry the day, namely that love is not a thing sent from heaven for
the advantage both of lover and beloved. What we have to prove is the

c opposite, namely that this sort of madness is a gift of the gods, fraught
with the highest bliss. And our proof assuredly will prevail with the
wise, though not with the learned.

Now our first step towards atmining the truth of the matter is to
discern the nature of soul, divine and human, its experiences and its
activities. Here then our proof begins.

The idea of ‘divine madness’ or fvBouciaouds is no Platonic
invention: it belongs in origin to the religion of Dionysus, which was
introduced into Greece many centuries before Plato’s day; in literature
its most splendid embodiment is of course the Bacchae of Euripides.
Whether any previous philosopher, other than Democritus, had used

itis doubtful: M. Delatte" has detected it in Heraclitus and Empedocles,

but his arguments have not wholly convinced me; to Empedocles he
attributes the conception of an #wBeos moinThs, and if we could
accept this it would be a most interesting anticipation of the third kind
of madness in our present section. But it seems impossible to deduce

this from the fragments of Empedocles themselves: indeed the chief

evidence for it is a sentence from a very late medical writer.* The
earliest use of the noun #vBouaicopds is, as Delatte says, in a passage
of Democritus to be presently noticed.

The first form of divine madness here extolled is divination (uovTikf).

This seems inconsistent with the low estimate of powvTik) and pévrels
that often appears in the dialogues (as also in many passages of
Euripides), e.g. at Rep. 3648 where pdvres are contemptuously
coupled with éyvprad (‘begging-friars”), or in the Euthyphro where

the pévmis of that name is a stupid and conceited person; in the

Phaedrus itself the povrixds Plog has only fifth place in the order of
merit of lives (248D). In all such passages, however, Plato is doubtless

thinking of a practice which was commonly called povikdy, but which

he here contrasts with povrixg and calls olwvioTix), The matter is

* In his monograph Les Conceptions de I'Enthousiasme chey les philosophes

présocratigues (1934).

3 Caelius Aurelianus (fifth century A.D.) quoted in Diels-Kranz, Pors. T

(314 98).
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clearly and concisely explained by Jebb in his note on Soph. O.T. 708:
‘In the Greek view the uévris might be (1) the god himself speaking
through a divinely frenzied being in whom the human reason was
temporarily superseded... (2) a man who reads signs from birds, fire
etc. by rule of mystic science: it was against this Téxvn that scepticisrr:
most readily turned: Eur. Electra 399, Aoflou yép EumeSor | xpnouol
BpoTav Bt uovTikiy xalpew Ayc.”s '

In the Zimaeus (71A-72B) divination by means of dreams and
visions is extolled, to all appearance quite seriously, as ‘God’s gift to
human folly’, though the account involves a curiously fanciful theo
of the function of the liver. Plainly this refers to the first of the two
kinds of pavrixt| distinguished above, though it is said that the madness
or irrationality of the diviner is only sometimes, not always, due to
divine possession.? ’

With reg‘ard to the etymologies here, it is doubtless true that Plato
is sometimes serious, sometimes playful in this matter, and that
particularly in the Crazylus it is not always easy to be sure v:rhich heis
Apparent absurdity is an unsafe criterion, for contemporary notions
about etymolqu_ were mostly absurd to our thinking. But in the
present case I believe that he has hinted playfulness clearly enough by
_rhe word deipokéAas in the first case, and the phrase 6 co OEUVUVOVTES
in the second. He cannot seriously have believed, or expected his
readers to believe, that the change of paviky into HavTikn was due to
modern philistinism, or lack of a proper sense of values;3 or again that
the long vowel in olwwioTiky was due to pomposity. It may be
added that he was unlikely to have forgotten the existence of the word
olwvss, or the fact (noted by Thompson) that the word pdvrs, so
far from being due to ‘moderns’, was used by Homer. If the maisik
needs justification, these ‘etymologies’ serve the purpose of fixing in
the reader’s mind che point that augury is inferior to divination proper.!

_ The second type of 6ela pavix is that which effects the care of
sickness by means of *purifications and rites’ discovered by, or rather
:ﬁvealeld to, the sufferer; the frenzy is conceived as at once the climax of
die_ma.ady and the source of healing. This is really a particular sort of

Vination, as Socrates indicates by the words ) pewic. . . Tpopn TEUTATX,

' cf. Rohde, Psyche (E
4 » £syche (Engl. trans.), pp. 287—9, and W. K. C. G thrie, O
:’;wf;:ek Religion, p. 67. Plutarch (de soll. animalium, 975A)“says wo;? :;
less th 1oV kevixfis uépiov olwwiominyy kbknren, but the word is very rare, and doubt-
2 w;ﬁe;la?f name was commonly used for both uépic, ’
Wwf'mmnﬂsmmiﬂqﬂok,m' xad” vy
"";‘"ﬁﬂ";mz:&;s :uvlmv A\ Bi& véaov, §} Bik Tver dvlouaiaopdy wuptnéfns (rm?;v:;;f
"qul m;l ¥t ‘miv. take him to mean that the ‘moderns’ failed to realise that
. should not have laboured this poi sugges
10ulg point but for Thompson® i
¢ derivation of bavmikh may have been seriously inmdf:;?.n : to i
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It was specially associated with Orphism: cf. Aristophanes, Frogs 1033,
where Aeschylus says *Opgels utv yd&p Teerds 0' fuiv xorédate
@dvaov T &méyeadan | Mouoados §° E§axéoers e véowv kal Xpropous,
and the Scholiast ad loc. (quoted in Diels-Kranz, Pors. 1, 21, 23) olros
8¢ rapaoes (P Aloeis) xal TeAeTds kal kabappols ouvénkev. In
the ge before us it is restricted to the special case of curing the

maladies and afflictions” which arise from an inherited curse, such as
that in the families of the Pelopidae or Labdacidae, and Plato may have
in mind some well-known legend, possibly a modification of the Orestes
story as known to us.

The third type is poetical inspiration. It was of course the tradi-
tional Greek belief that poets are inspired by Apollo or the Muses, but
the assimilation of their condition to that of the Pythian priestess, of
a Sibyl or a Cassandra with their delirious ravings, seems due to Plato
himself, unless indeed he is borrowing from Democritus, who is
quoted as saying “all that a poet writes when possessed and divinely
inspired is truly excellent’.' As E. E. Sikes writes,> ‘Homer and
Hesiod acknowledge inspiration, but neither poet would have cared to
be thought ecstatic or *possessed” in the Pythian or Sibylline way.
Their inspiration, it is true, came direct from heaven, but they sang
“well and with understanding” and had full knowledge of what they
sang....So in later times Pindar might be a “prophet of the Muses™
(frag. 90), but he was fully conscious of his message—not, as Plato
was to argue, a medium for divine outpourings.’

This is not the first time that Plato has written on this theme. In
the Jon, an early work, he has developed at some length the notion of
a chain (éppaBds) of inspiration descending from Muse through poet
and rhapsode to audience; poet, interpreter and listener are all alike
ol Euppoves, tvBouaidgovTes, kaTexdpevor : the poet is ‘a light winged
holy creature, who cannot compose until he becomes possessed (Eveos)
and out of his mind (Exppewv) and reason no longer dwells within him’
(534B); of the rhapsode qua interpreter the phrase el polpa, ‘divine
grace’, is used: ol y&p Téxvn oUS’ kmiomhun mepl ‘Ourjpov Abyeis &
Abyets, MM Belgx polpgr kol karrokawydj (536€). In the Meno (98B )
the notion of felx pofpa becomes prominent; it is the source both of
the truths uttered by the poet and the soothsayer and of the successful

' Frag. 18 (Diels-Kranz); cf. also frag. 21 and Horace, A.P. 296: excludit
sanos Helicons poetas | Democritus. Wilamowitz (op. cit. 1, p. 483) is inclined t0
think that the two philosophers reached this view independently. But if we
accept the words of Apol, 228, Eyvev olv ol xal mepl Tév omTédy bv My TolTo, &1

" ol ooglg ol & ooy, &AA& glon T kal Ivloutidzovres Samp ol Beondvras xal of
xpneugdol, or their substance, as coming from Socrates himself, it may be that
he is the common source of Democritus and Plato. (For Democritus’s knowledge
of Socrates see Diog. Laert. 1x, 36).

} The Greek View of Poetry, p. 20.
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acts of good statesmen, whose goodness however rests on true opinion,
not on knowledge.

In both these dialogues the negative aspect of tvBoucaouds (or, as
the Phaedrus calls it, of @ela pavic) is emphasised, the fact that it is
not knowledge (émiomiun) but excludes knowledge. The same is true
of the brief reference in the 4pology (228—¢) where Socrates finds that
poets ol oogle Tooley & Trowolev dAAG gUoel Tivl kad tviouoidzovres
oarep ol Seopdvras ked of xpnouwbol, It is in the Phaedrus alone
that we find unqualified commendation of the poet’s pavic, commenda-
tion which almost goes to the length of saying that the inspired poet is
all the better for his lack of knowledge.

I should be inclined to explain this feature of our present section by
the fact, which is universally recognised, that Plato himself is a com-
pound of rationalist and poet, and that whereas in the other dialogues
mentioned above his estimate of poets and poetry reflects both
elements of the compound in fairly equal degrees, in the Phaedrus the
poet definitely gets the upper hand. It must be remembered that the
motif of inspiration does not make its first appearance in the present
section; on the contrary, Plato has been gradually bringing it more and
more into the foreground ever since Socrates and Phaedrus reached
their resting-place beside the river. It is clear that Plato is in this
dialogue quite exceptionally* conscious of the value of the imaginative,
as against the rational, power of the human soul; and that consciousness
finds expression both in the ‘inspired’ Socrates himself and in his
exaltation of inspired divination and ’

Every reader of the Republic will have been struck by the contrast
between the severely critical attitude towards poetry there adopted,
terminating in the exclusion of everything except hymns to the gods
and praises of good men (6074), and our present passage. The Republic
has not a word to say of poetical ‘possession’, although earlier works,
Apology, Ion and Meno, had recognised it. That is perhaps because
g]lato did not clearly see how to reconcile the appearance in one and

€ same poet of ToAA& kal kA&, due to tvbouoicouds, and of ToAAY
kal aloxpd. This is indeed a question to which he never gives a clear
a_lilswe:', and one on which commentators are for the most part strangely
S‘f_ffnt- _ Perhaps we should be content to believe that he always thought
Estﬂzi_nrgnop as a matter of degree, so that there would be no hard and
would:simact;gn between the inspired poet and the uninspired; this

ndeed be difficult to reconcile with a literal acceptance of

' of. Wilamowitz 1 . ssert
. Wil P 459: “So etwas hatte er nie zuvor pei : i
““ghll:ip wieder tun, weil er nie wieder so fithlen wird,' BN
Satis.ﬂcc;s ‘:?ie;:i :::ed by Pr(of. ;P ')I':Il; in dt;.;Q xxmr (1929), but I cannot feel
fis suggestion (p. 148 t “the inspired
SYmptoms of Inspiration without the reality”, RN i



62 PHAEDRUS

bfovaiaopds—we can hardly think of the deity constantly flashing in
and out; but in any case such literal interpretation can hardly be
insisted upon: Plato’s indwelling deities are not the Stoics’ air-currents,

However this may be, it should be realised that our passage does not
imply indiscriminate admiration of all poetry; indeed the words
‘glorifying the countless mighty deeds of ancient times for the
instruction of posterity” confine that admiration to the second type of
admissible poetry mentioned at Rep. 607A. The poet who is Eveos is,
it would seem, the instrument of a divine wonBela.

The proof that love is a fourth type of @efax poviar will, says
Socrates, be Sewols ptv &maTos, cogols 5t moTh (245 c). By Bewolg
Hermeias thinks he means Eristics; more probably he means all those
who hold materialist and mechanist views of the universe and man, for
to them the things of the supra-celestial region, and the soul’s vision
thereof—in fact the whole substance of the nufixds Tuvos (265¢)
soon to be sung—will be as foolishness. The gogof are all those who
recognise an immaterial reality, in other words Platonists and some
fellow-Socratics and Pythagoreans.

Already in his first speech Socrates had recognised that love could
only be explained by reference to the nature of the soul, and had
spoken of its two alternative ruling principles, Euguos tmbupia and
tmrikrnTos 86Ex (237D). Lysias’s speaker had of course felt no such
explanation necessary. That divine as well as human soul must be taken
into account (245 ) would be obvious to the cogol, and is no surprise
to readers who know the Phaedo with its doctrine of the liberation of
the human soul and the restoration of its divine nature.”

' See especially Phaedo 808, & pev Oclpp xal dfavérep. . .dpobrarov (oupPalver)
sl yuxh, and the whole passage down to 80E 7.

VI
245C-246A THE IMMORTALITY OF SCUL

The immortality of * all Soul’ (yuxh w&oq) is established by consideration
of its function of moving itself and also being the principle of movement
(&pxa‘l.;;wﬂcsoos) Jor all bodies. Soul is both ungenerated and inde-
structible.

All soul is immortal; for that which is ever in motion is immortal. 245 ¢

But that which while imparting motion is itself moved by something
else can cease to be in motion, and therefore can cease to live; it is only
that which moves itself that never intermits its motion, inasmuch as it
cannot abandon its own nature; moreover this self-mover is the source
and first principle of motion for all other things that are moved. Now
a first principle cannot come into being: for while anything that comes p
to be must come to be from a first principle, the latter itself cannot
come to be from anything whatsoever: if it did, it would cease any
longer to be a first principle.” Furthermore, since it does not come into
being, it must be imperishable: for assuredly if a first principle were to
be destroyed, nothing could come to be out of it, nor could anything
bring the principle itself back into existence, seeing that a first principle
is needed for anything to come into being.

_ The self-mover, then, is the first principle of motion: and it is as
lmpossible that it should be destroyed as that it should come into
being: were it otherwise, the whole universe, the whole of that which
comes to be,* would collapse into immobility, and never find another E
source of motion to bring it back into being.

‘ And now that we have seen that that which is moved by itself is
immortal, we shall feel no scruple in affirming that precisely that is the
essence and definition of soul, to wit self-motion. Any body that has
an external source of motion is soulless; but a body deriving its

* T retain Burnet's readin yvoiTo,

3 g (after Buttmann) olx &v In dpxh v hich is
mﬁb}y what Cicero (Zusc. 1, 54) had before him in translating nec :im esset
& T ‘}é{ﬂm quod gigneretur aliunde, The other reading, oix &v I dpyfis ylyvorro

s ﬂ;silgs, l gml.:laeus), seems to me impossible: the thing in question
woy “]Idrolh'ﬁrwti‘se }lllwcslt::e ]e ::;ttr;e &:r;:ln being from an é&pxf, though not from what
etain the yéveow of the MSS. and H ias i i
1 7 ywwhowe, Fox 3S. and Hermeias in 21, tking it as equivalent
" . olpavds = universe, cf. Tim, 288, 3 -
on of otpavés and yivens cf. Tim. 29, yeiowos xal né;pz::;:x:i‘d SHEp
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motion from a source within itself is animate or desouled, which implies
that the nature of soul is what has heen said.
And if this last assertion is correct, namely that “that which moves

246 itself” is precisely idemifiable with soul, it must follow that soul is not

born and does not die.

At the end of the last section Socrates said ‘Here then our proof
begins’; and it is with proof, &wébea§is, that he does begin; though
he will continue with something else, namely Platonic myth. The
immortality of soul is established by an argument which, though not
in dialogue, is essentially dialectical,” and regarded by Plato as incon-
trovertible; but the mode of its existence whether incarnate or dis-
carnate can only be told in terms of myth, in figures and allegories and
imaginative descriptions; as Socrates says at the opening of our next
section, he cannot tell what attributes the soul has (olov &), but
only what it resembles (& foixe, 246A).

‘What is the precise meaning of yuyfj m&oa in the first sentence, yuys
maoa &Bévaros? Scholars both ancient and modern are divided
between “all soul’ and ‘every soul’. Frutiger, who has examined the
question at some length? and has rightly observed that an examination
of the usage of wé&s with and without the article leads us nowhere,
decides in favour of the second or distributive meaning; but his
decision is largely due to the facts (1) that he wishes to use the present
section to rebut those who deny that Plato seriously believed in the
immortality of the individual soul, and (2) that at 2468 the phrase
recurs with the article (w&oa ) yuyy) in the manuscript B, fj yuxh waox
in T), and the collective sense there is obvious. But, apart from the fact
that the reading in the latter passage is rendered doubtful by the
varying position of the article, and by its absence from Oxy. Papyrus

1017 and from the citation by Simplicius, it results from Frutiger’s own
examination of linguistic usage that Plato might have varied his
expression without intending two different meanings. My own belief
is that the distinction between collective and distributive senses is not
here before his mind, any more than it need be in the case of Tav oGpa
at 245 E 4, where either sense is equally appropriate.3 It is true that the
argument of our present section cannot be regarded as a direct argu-
ment for the immortality of individual souls; but it is reasonable to
believe—and indeed, since it is the individual soul that Socrates will be
concerned with in the myth, we cannot avoid believing—that Plato

* For ‘dialectic’ not in dialogue see Frutiger, Mythes de Platon, pp. 24~6.

? op. cit. pp. 130-4.

3 But in translating the distinction must be made, and I have accordingly
rendered yuyh wioa ddévaros by ‘all soul is immortal’, because the collective sense

is that primarily demanded by the logic of the argument.
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regarded any demonstration of the immortality of ‘soul’ in general
as applicable to individual souls. His position seems to be well stated
by R. K. Gaye:" ‘So far as personal immortality is concerned it [sc. our
present section] supplies at most a negative argument; that is to say, it
creates a certain presumption in favour of personal immortality in so
far as it tends to invalidate the popular view of the finality of death.
There is certainly a sense in which the soul survives the death of the
individual Ewpuxov, but whether this soul continues to exist as a
conscious personality is of course a different question, and there is
nothing in the proof of immortality which we have been considering
that can be said to furnish a direct argument in favour of it.. . . From
whatever source he may have derived his justification for believing in

rsonal immortality, there can be no doubt that he did believe in it,
and moreover that he considered the proof that “all soul is immortal”
to give some support to the belief’

Before we examine the argument further it is necessary to defend
the reading deiklvnTov in the next sentence, ‘for that which is ever
in motion is immortal’. I submit that the reading of the papyrus
(Oxy. 1017), adrroxivnrov, though accepted by Robin, cannct out-
weigh the argument from the logic of the passage as a whole. What we
require in this second sentence is the statement of an axiom or, if the
term be preferred, an &v8ofov, by way of major premiss, Now Td
aUroxfvnTov &bvaTov is not an &vSofov, nor is it so regarded by
Socrates; if it were, he would not need to establish the point that &
aUrd wwolv olmoTe Aiyel kivoUpevov as he does, partly by the words
dre olx dmoAeimov autd, partly by the identification of 7 aird
kol with &oxfy kivfioews and the corollaries drawn from that identi-
fication.?

Taking then as our premiss & deixlvnrov &évarov? we ask *Then

. ' The Platonic Conception of Immortality, p. 39. I have omitted one sen
;nd?zl_uch Gaye says that Plato must have anwn that he could never ;?o‘:ree'
;szual immortality. From this I dissent. I believe that both in Rep. x and
*":Bel he thinks he has proved it; in Phaedo particularly the repeated use of
Soml:\'\:vm. Ayov 8isdven and the like (see Frutiger, p. 136), taken together with
-t eés s emphatic conclusion at 1068, wavrds pEMow wuxh dbbvorroy xal dvdiedpoy
i vt !'Uoml' hudv al yuyal bv “AiBov, seems conclusive, despite Socrates's en-
e g;qn:t;nl of ‘honest doubt’ at 1078. The final argument of Phaedo, no less
iy 7Us, appears however to regard personal immortality as a corollary of
* Skemp (The Thony f M
‘e Lneory of Motion in Plato’s Later Dialogues, p. 1) a

t :tS:_lr;:::nce 76 B &ho.. .3wfis would be otiose with the f:ad:npg zgrrn:(%:r:vﬁl}}
woul] nms l:r:ewzly that we could do without it, I agree; but I cannot see that it

el a natural expansion of 16 alToxivnTov d8évarow by way of antithesis,

It P]ainsl to me to mistake the logic of the section in his note on P bocvii,
. © had our termmoloiy, he would probably call it an analytic proposi-

Y

tion, Deag WL
Vice versa, hlessness is implied by eternal movement as a contained notion, and

Hpp
3
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what is dexivnTov?’ and discover the answer by means of a dicho-
tomy of & xvnTév. Let us for convenience use the symbols A and B
to denote this dichotomy, A being Td Um* &\Aou kivoupevov, B 13
aurd xivolv (1o U’ Eautol xivoUpevov). Now since A's motion de-
pends on B continuing to move it, and there is no certainty that B
will so continue, A is susceptible of the cessation of movement, and
therefore (if it is a 36ov) of the cessation of life. Butin the case of B
there is nothing to arrest its self-originated and self-maintained motion;
it is in fact part of the notion or essence of B to move itself: to cease
to do so would be &moAelmeaw fawtd, to abandon its own nature,
which is inconceivable.*

Hence when we reach the words olnore Afyer kivoUpevov we have
answered the question ‘What is &elvnrov?’ and nothing more is
needed save to show that yuyd| can properly be substituted for Té
U9’ fovtol wwoUpevov, In other words we might have expected
Socrates to say now what he says at E2, &oavérou 5t mepaopévou Tol
Up’ tautol ravoupvou, Wuxiis ovolav e kal Adyov Tolrrov alrrév Tig
Aéywv olx aloywveltar, Instead of this Plato has thought well to
strengthen the argument by considering 7 cirré xwolv in its aspect
as dpxf) Kivrjoecos Tols &AAois.

What then is the substance of this further argument? It may be
stated briefly: an dpy# kwijoews can have neither yéveois nor gBopé,
it cannot (a) come into being nor () pass out of being; for (a) is
a self-contradictory notion, and if (5) were possible there would be an
end of all things, since ex hypothesi there is no other &pxf) from which
either itself or the things whose motion depends on it could be reborn,
In other words, as Socrates forcefully puts it, the whole universe and
all that comes into being would crash into everlasting annihilation. This
last part of the argument—the demonstration that the &pxf) kivfjoews
is &B1&gpBopov—clearly rests on an assumption, but when we realise
precisely what the assumption is, we may readily understand that
Plato regards it as legitimate. What he assumes to be inconceivable is
not that this universe may cease to be,® but that all yéveois—all
things that could make up any possible universe—might cease to be:
in other words that there should be absolutely nothing at all.> That

' It is implied that for B to cease moving A would not be dmohemy fourd.
} :lo not see how it can be denied that this is arbitrary, but without it the argument

s.

* That indeed is not inconceivable, though in fact it will never happen. In
Timaceus (41 A) we learn that the created gods (the heavenly bodies) are everlasting
because a good creator will not undo his own handiwork, but they are not
intrinsically eternal as the Forms are; 7& 6ebiv méw Aurév.

3 If it be asked, would not the eternal Forms still exist in the absence of all
yiyvéurva, I think it a sufficient answer to say that Plato would have deemed this
an idle question. As to the phrase wévra Te olpovdy wiodv Te yéveow, it seems
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was a possibility never contemplated by any Greek thinker: even the
atomists, who held that this moles et machina mundi would one day be
given over to ruin, believed that there are innumerable other mundi to
outlast it.

The secondary argument thus concluded, Socrates declares that this
self-moved entity is nothing other than soul: in fact to speak of it in
those terms is to state the essence of soul. For this he simply appeals
to language: we use the word Eupuyov to describe anything whose
source of motion is within itself; that implies that the nature of yuy#
is self-motion.

Lastly we should note that, on the strength of the secondary
argument, it is asserted in the final sentetice that soul is not only
&bdvarros but also &yévnros. That soul is ungenerated has not been
explicitly asserted by Plato before; it may however be deduced from
the statement that the human soul has been in possession of knowledge
‘for all time” (1ov &el xpbvov, Meno 864), and from its affinity to the
eternal Forms (Phaedo 79B1L.). Usually he is content with asserting the
priority of the human soul to its body, or to its union with the body;*
and this is all that is formally deduced from the &véywnais doctrine in
the Phaedo. In the Timaeus the account of the creation of the World-
Soul follows that of the creation of the body of the universe, but we are
expressly told that the soul is in fact “earlier and older in becoming and
in excellence’ (34¢). The words yevéoe mpoTépav must however be
interpreted in accordance with the general scheme of the creation myth,
in which an analysis of factors in the universe is presented in the guise
of a cosmogony: hoth soul and body of the universe are in fact
everlasting. In Zaws X (891-899) the Athenian frequently uses
Ylyveoteu and yéveais* in speaking of soul: and this may surprise us,
more especially as the doctrine of self-moving soul is there repeated
and indeed expanded, and we might therefore have expected its
ungenerated nature to be reasserted. The explanation probably is that,
since the Athenian’s purpose is to confute the atheistic materialists who
make body prior in origin to soul, he adopts their temporal category and
confines himself to demonstrating the reverse priority.3

to be another instance of ambiguous n&;, It ma )

i ! y mean either ‘any and ev
:rf;:\']ersefand any a.r::l every sort of Becoming® or ‘the whole uniane and et{lye
s ge of Becoming + But translation and comment have to adopt one or other

endering of an ambiguous expression. As to the reading, yéveaw should not be
“F:I“C‘*ds as in Burnet's text, by Philoponus’s yiv els &.
e I‘;-g- Pr"me::’o 87A: &m piv yép fiv 4udv 4 Yuxh xal rply els 1684 1) slBos IAGev, otx
ob I‘““'l uh oyl méw yapibvres kal. . . révy Ikavdls droBebeyben,

; In the recapitulatory passage of Laws x11 (967D) the word yowd is used.
txph: an article on ‘Plato’s Theism”’ in C.Q. xxx (1936) I offered a different
Wru;1 ﬂtllltlm of the uzzling passages in the Laws, I now believe that to have been

& though I think the main conclusions of my paper may stand without it.
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The whole argument owes something to Alcmaeon, a younger
contemporary of Pythagoras, as is commonly recognised; but the all-
important distinction between what is self-moved and what is moved
by something else was not, so far as we know, drawn by Alcmaeon,
and there is no reason to doubt that it is Plato’s own distinction, or
rather that he was the first to make any philosophical use of a distinc-
tion obvious to common sense and reflected, as Socrates notes (245 E),
in common parlance. Prof. Taylor however writes:" ‘It would be rash
to say that its introduction [viz. the introduction of the present
argument] shows that we are dealing with a post-Socratic development
of Plato’s own thought, since in principle the argument is that of
Alcmaeon of Crotona, that the soul is immortal because it “is like
immortal things, and is like them in the point that it is always in
motion” (Arist. de anima 405 A 30).” Here the vagueness of the safe-
guarding words ‘in principle’ tends to obscure the importance of
Plato’s development of Alcmaeon’s dictum. What Alcmaeon may be
taken to have suggested to Plato is his first step, the premiss T&
&eiiynrov &d&varrov, in other words his approach to the question
of soul’s immortality by way of the category of xlvnais.

It has also been rightly observed® that there is a close connexion
between the Phaedrus proof of immortality and the final argument of
the Phaedo. Reduced to its essentials, that argument is that soul
necessarily and always participates in the Form of life and therefore
cannot admit death. Stripped of the terminology of the Ideal theory,
this amounts to saying that the notion of life is bound up with the
notion of soul, and what it really yields is not (as Socrates maintains)
the conclusion that soul is immortal hut the tautological proposition
that so long as soul exists it is alive. What the Phaedrus does is to
remould an argument about the relations of words and concepts into
one based on observed physical fact, the fact namely of ivnas. Life,
it argues, is bound up with soul because the observed processes or
movements which constitute life can only be accounted for by the
postulate of a self-moving soul, and the eternity of that self-moving
soul is the necessary presupposition of all physical existence. Although
it would be too much to say that the Phaedrus provides an empirical
metamorphosis of the Phaedo’s metaphysical or ‘rationalist’ argument,
yet it is rooted, as the other is not, in empirical fact, and that is why
‘Aristotle, whose thought has far more kinship with empiricism than
Plato’s normally has, is so largely indebted to our present argument for
his doctrine of an eternal—albeit unmoved—TFirst Mover.

* Plato, the Man and his Work, p. 306.
1 Frutiger, p. 138 n. 1; Skemp, pp. 5-10; J. B. Bury in_journal of Philology, Xv
{1886).

X

246A-247C MYTH OF THE SOUL. THE CHARIOTEER AND
TWO HORSES, THE PROCESSION OF SOULS

The nature of the Soul must be described in a myth. We may compare it
1o a winged charioteer driving a team of winged horses. Now the horses
belonging to the souls of gods are all good, but a human soul has one good
horse and one evil. So long as its wings are undamaged, the soul travels
through the heavens; but some souls lose their wings, fall to earth and take
10 themselves earthly bodies. There follows a vivid picture of the procession
of souls, headed by Zeus, to the rim of heaven, and of the difficulty
experienced by the human souls in following the divine. The latter finally
pass outside the heaven and stand upon its back, contemplating the sights
beyond as they are carried round by its revolution.

As to soul’s immortality then we have said enough, but as to its 246 A

nature there is this that must be said: what manner of thing it is would
be a long tale to tell, and most assuredly a god alone could tell it; but
what it resembles, that a man might tell in briefer compass: let this
therefore be our manner of discourse. Let it be likened to the union of
powers in a team of winged steeds and their winged charioteer.” Now
all the gods’ steeds and all their charioteers are good, and of good
stock;* but with other beings it is not wholly so. With us men, in the B
first place, it is a pair? of steeds that the charioteer controls; moreover
one of them is noble and good, and of good stock, while the other has
the opposite character, and his stock is opposite. Hence the task of our
charioteer is difficult and troublesome.

¥ That Ymwomrripou bel & &
ﬂai:a%r:p . :)\ :I Tre" opz%:l to fvidxou as well as to 3riyous follows from 2518 7,
e expression dyofol kal ¥ dyofdv recurs at 2744, where it is used of the
%t:is t}r‘l:;nns‘ei;rcs and (;_an hardly bear the literal meaning which I take it to have
. m the use of wovnpds wix movnp@y (Ar. Frogs 731, Knights , We ma;
P;%f;al}‘;)’g?gfﬁ that the phrase became stereotyped, and often meant 1313)71)1101'?. thaz
3 It seems to be generall ryous i
: y assumed by commentators that zelyous in o ]
;ﬁ:ﬂr t_)f horses; but the word often means a larger number (see Apol. ;Js?::d
deﬁ:'c:l Is note, and cf. Aesch. frag. 346 (Nauck), 3e0yos Tidprrmov). Plato, while
delib[ ely affirming triplicity in the souls destined to inhabit human bodies,
gods‘ﬂ'ate}y leaves vague the number of *parts’ of soul in general, and of the
el :::u s. Robin's assertion (p. bowx) that ewewpls means ‘un attelage dont les
Aty sont couplé? mais ne sont pas identiques’ is supported by no evidence,
M:Jgiems :ncpmpgt:ble with Thowv Ewwplba (used of Medea’s children) at Eur.
1145; it evidently springs from the erroneous assumption about ze0yos.
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And now we must essay to tell how it is that living beings are called
mortal and immortal. All soul has the care of all that is inanimate, and
traverses the whole universe, though in ever-changing forms. Thys

¢ when it is perfect and winged it journeys on high and controls the
whole world; but one that has shed its wings sinks down until it can
fasten on something solid, and settling there it takes to itself an earthy
body which seems by reason of the soul’s power to move itself, This
composite structure of soul and body is called a living being, and is
further termed ‘mortal’: ‘immortal’ is a term applied on no basis of
reasoned argument at all, but our fancy pictures the god whom we have
D never seen, nor fully conceived, as an immortal living being, possessed
of a soul and a body united for all time." Howbeit let these matters,
and our account thereof, be as god pleases; what we must understand
is the reason why the soul’s wings fall from it, and are lost. Itis on this
wise.
The natural property of a wing is to raise that which is heavy and
carry it aloft to the region where the gods dwell; and more than any
E other bodily part it shares in the divine nature, which is fair, wise and
good, and possessed of all other such excellences. Now by these
excellences especially is the soul’s plumage nourished and fostered,
while by their opposites, even by ugliness and evil, it is wasted and
destroyed. And behold,? there in the heaven Zeus, mighty leader,
drives his winged team:3 first of the host of gods and daemons he
proceeds, ordering all things and caring therefor: and the host follows
247 after him, marshalled in eleven companies. For Hestia abides alone in
the gods’ dwelling-place; but for the rest, all such as are ranked in the
number of the twelve as ruler gods lead their several companies, each
according to his rank.

Now within the heavens are many spectacles of bliss upon the

highways! whereon the blessed gods pass to and fro, each doing his
own work; and with them are all such as will and can follow them: for
jealousy has no place in the choir divine. But at such times as they go

! d8évarov in ¢ 6 stands for 3Pov (nominative) &Bévorov foyev Emawwumlov,
The meaning is that the 3%« to whom we commonly apply the epithet
&bévara, the anthropomorphic gods of Homer, are the creations of lPanch'
Whether there are or are not immortal beings composite of soul and body is for
the present left open. ]

3 This abrupt transition to the account of the celestial procession is arresting,

and doubtless intentional.
3 For this meaning of &pua cf. Eur. H.F. 881, &puacw ivbiBea xivrpov.
4 T take O s kal BiifoBor as a hendiadys.
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to their feasting and banquet, behold they climb the steep ascent even
unto the summit of the arch that supports the heavens; and easy is that B

ascent for the chariots of the gods, for that they are well-balanced and
readily guided; but for the others it is hard, by reason of the heaviness
of the steed of wickedness, which pulls down his driver with his
weight, except that driver have schooled him well.

And now there awaits the soul the extreme of her toil and struggling,
For thesouls that are called immortal, so soon as they are at the summit
come forth and stand upon the back of the world : and straightway th;
revolving heaven carries them round, and they' look upon the regions ¢
without.

It will be convenient, before commenting on the general purport of
this section, to call attention to the assertions that soul ‘cares for’
(tmipeAeloBar) the inanimate (2468) and that Zeus, heading the pro-
cession of souls, orders and ‘cares for’ all things (246E); for these
are noteworthy as being the earliest intimation of the nerm;ﬂ doctrine
of Plato’s theology, a doctrine common to the myth of the
Timaeus and the rational exposition of Laws . In the latter work the
priority of soul to body is either indistinguishable from or immediately
involves its control of body (8924, 896c); this control is however not
in all cases intelligent and providential, for a distinction is drawn be-
tween beneficent soul and maleficent (896E), or between wuxt) voiv
mpooAaPolioa and yuxh dvolex Euyyevopdvn (8978). The speaker is
vague as to the precise scope and effects of the latter, but clearly it has
the same significance as the ‘ Necessity” of the Timaeus, which is for the
most part persuaded and ruled by Reason (484): it is in fact the
principle of cosmic imperfection or evil. Itis, however, the ‘best’ soul
that controls the great cosmic movements, ‘the whole course and
ng?tton of the heavens’ (897¢) and “cares for the whole universe’
( fidov &5 v &plomy yuxiy goréoy EmueAelodan Tod x6T|oV Torv-
705, ibid.). Whether Plato means a single ‘best soul’ or the best
kind of soul need not be discussed here; in either case wuxn voiv
“PW.?\GBOWQ, or the vols BaoiAels olpavol Te Kol Yijs*—and these
are virtually identical, since vols must always come to be ‘in a soul’
(Phil. 30c, Tim. 30B)—is Plato’s God in the truest sense of that
word—the sense in which it is used in all theistic systems, though the

:;:i‘]':}eez?sﬁ :r: I::'ed by him of other divine beings also, including the

' ol 8t refers to th v i uv two
i > 10 the same souls as airds, and is not in antithesis to al

;:;i :lbgj\;eé F.“‘Ilts uﬂ uhv is not answered until we reach af :iu &Aa yual at
B bs <ol crates breaks off mtoalon% d;ﬁp;og of the imepoupévios Témos and
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Here in the Phaedrus we have only a passing allusion to the theology
to be afterwards developed; we have no hint of any irrational or
maleficent world-soul. The words wuyh) Taow wavtos Empeeitan Tob
&piyov, Tévra Bk oUpavdy eprTroAel do not indeed definitely preclude
such a conception, but neither do they suggest it; while the tfmpéaia
exercised by Zeus is plainly a beneficent rational providence.

The words with which Socrates introduces his myth of the soul
make it clear that the myth will be in part an allegory, that is to say
a description in symbolic terms which can be readily translated into
what they stand for." It is of course obvious that the charioteer with
his two horses symbolises the tripartite soul familiar to us from Rep. 1v,
the soul composite of a reflective or calculative part (AoyioTikév),
a ‘spirited’ or passionate (BunceiBs), and an appetitive (EmBuunTixdv).
But there is much in the present section and in the pages which follow
that cannot be so translated, and that Plato does not intend to be
translated; for the most part the myth is the vision of a poet whose
images are not disguised doctrine but spring from a non-rational
intuition: the reader must therefore allow his rational and critical
faculty to be suspended as he reads, seeking to feel with the poet rather
than “understand’ him and turn his poetry into prose.”

This warning is especially needed in respect of the present section,
with its majestic picture of the procession of souls. We are not to look
here for astronomical doctrine allegorically expressed; it is true that
there is an astral or astronomical element, but it is impossible to
analyse into religious (or theological) and scientific components what
the myth has fused into a whole. The twelve gods are undoubtedly
those familiar to every Athenian from the altar set up in the Agora by

* Tt is obvious that Plato’s myths are not all of one kind. Probably the most
helpful classification is that of Frutiger into allegorical, genetic and parascientific
(p. 180). He recognises indeed that this must not be applied rigidly: ‘Each has
a dominant character which justifies its being assigned to a definite class, but they
often trench on other classes in this or that particular’ (p. 181). Of the third
to which he assigns our present myth, he writes: ‘To complete the results
Adyos, to extend them beyond the limits of pure reason, to take the place, by way
Betrrepos mhols, of dialectic when it comes up against some impenetrable mystery
—that is the function of those myths which, for want of a better epithet, we have
called parascientific’ (p. 223). I would agree that our myth belongs to this class,
with the reservation (which Frutiger would doubtless accept) that it contains
a large measure of allegory.

* From the standpoint of the rationalist, when he looks back on the myth, it is
all wedié, *playfulness’ (265¢). Cf. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, p- 32, 01 the
myth of the Timaeus: ‘ There remains an irreducible element of poetry, which
refuses to be translated into the language of scientific prose.’ The Timaeus
however gradually sheds its mythical character, and sets forth undisguised
doctrine in phrsics and physiology: the Phaedrus myth is mythical to the end, &
yet (as we shail see) is interrupted by occasional ‘ parentheses ' of rational doc
such as that at 2498-C.
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the younger Pisistratus towards the end of the sixth century,’ and
from the east frieze of the Parthenon. Zeus and Hestia are mentioned
here, and later (252¢-2538) we hear of Ares, Hera and Apollo. But
save for the mention of their going to feast (2474 8; cf. Jliad 1, 423)
there is little or nothing left of Homeric anthropomorphism; the all too
human gods have become stars, or rather astral souls, fulfilling each its
appointed function in an ordered universe, passing along heaven’s
highways.3 The myth, however, permitsa confusion between the whole
soul and its controlling part, so that Zeus is represented as the driver of
his winged car.

The astral element in Plato’s religion will become prominent in his
latest works, Zimaeus, Laws,and the doubtfully genuine Epinomis; but
it was already implicit in such casual allusions as that of Rep. §08A
(1év bv olpcavd Beddv), and for that matter every Greek thought of the
heavenly bodies as divine, though they did not figure in official cults
as the Epinomis (9884) recommends that they should. The semi:
metamorphosis of Homer's gods into star-souls is therefore narural
enough. What of the distinction of Hestia from the other eleven? Its
purpose, I should say, is simply to bring more vividly before the mind’s
eye the picture of the starry heaven revolving round a fixed central
body, the earth. How early the goddess of the central hearth came to
be thought of as residing at, or as being, the centre of the universe it is
impossible to say; but every contemporary reader of our passage
whether or not he knew anything of Pythagoreanism, would at once
seize the point of Hestia abiding alone in the house of the gods while
the others went on their journey.4

It has been too readily assumed, both in ancient and modemn times,
that the relation of Hestia to the rest necessarily implies some astro-
nomical scheme or planetary system into which the number eleven
(or twelve) can be fitted. To my mind there is no such necessity: the
mention of Hestia is not significant of anything beyond what I have
suggested above. However that be, the only two systems which, so
far as 1 know, have been proposed are both impossible. '

. Th}: firstidentifies Hestia not with a central earth, but with the central
m:‘[ ooza Pythagorean cus'molog'y well known to us from Aristotle (de
93 A 181L.) and attributed by Stobaeus (Zc/. 1, 22) and Aetius to

' Thuc. vr, g4.

1 :
On which, however, Hestia was replaced by Dionysus (Weinreich in

Ros v .
oscher's Lexicon der gr. und rém. Mythologie s.v."* Zwilfgbtter’, p. 823; Guthrie,

Tﬁ; E;’u&s and their Gods, p. 111).
‘ ,I"g::a::.]{l Wt;fd commonly used for the arbits of heavenly bodies.
T lr' iest literary allusxon'to the ' centraliry’ of Hestia (who is not a goddess
R “umself) is in Homeric Hymn (v) to Aphrodite, 1. 30: kal ve plogp ofxg
Wfrep: 'Eo-zri o, Trm? tholioa. For Hestia as the earth, cf. Eur. frag. 944N: xal lata
v 5t o' ol gogel | Pporiv xahaUow fubvny bv albép and Soph. frag. §§8N.
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Philolaus; but more than a century ago it was pointed out by H. Martint
that the total number of bodies in this system was not eleven, but ten;
moreover it is improbable, as H. von Arnim remarks,® that
moon and sun (and, one might add, the counter-earth postulated jn
this system) should be represented as leaders of hosts otP star-souls,

The other view is that given by Robin in his note on 247A. This
goes back at least to the commentary of Chalcidius (fourth century A.n,)
on the Timaeus,? though Robin does not mention him. The number 12
is made up of the sphere of the fixed stars, the seven known planets
(including sun and moon), three regions or zones of aether, air and
water, and the earth, The three zones intermediate between moon and
earth evidently come from Epinomis 9848ff., where however nothing
is said of any &pyovres of the daemons inhabiting them, though this
is essential to Chalcidius’s interpretation.

To this, as to the former theory, it seems an insuperable objection
that the planets of Greek astronomy did not have hosts of satellites,

As against these planemry interpretations, some scholars have seen
here an allusion to the twelve signs of the Zodiac, or rather to the
twelve deities guarding® or inhabiting them. It is possible—though
I am incompetent to judge of this—that the connexion between groups
of twelve gods, which are found in many other countries besides
Greece, and the signs is very ancient; in any case it seems established

that the famous astronomer and geographer Eudoxus, whom Plato

may have known as early as the date of the Phaedrus, identified these
deities with the twelve Olympians; and there is perhaps a trace of this
in the proposal at Laws 828¢ to make each month sacred to one of the
twelve.S The suggestion is bound up with a theory that Plato was
influenced by Chaldaean astrological beliefs, chiefly through the
medium of Eudoxus. So far as any astrological ideas can be detected
in the Phaedrus itself, they seem confined to the passage 2520-2538,
which however seems to me explicable without them.®

* Etudes sur le Timée 1, p. 114. I owe this reference to Prof. J. B. Skemp
(The Theory of Motion in Plato's Later Dialogues, p. 72) who follows Martin in
rejecting the identification. 3 Platons Jugenddialoge, p. 184.

3 p. 227f. Wrobel: * Volucris uero currus imperatoris dei aplanes intellegenda
est, quia et prima est ordine et agilior ceteris omnibus motibus, sicut ostensum est.
Undecim uverc partes exercitus dinumerat hactenus: primam aplanem,
septem planetum, nonam aetheris sedem, quam incolunt aetherii daemones,
decimam adriam, undecimam umectae substantiae, duodecimam terram, quae€
inmobilis ex conuersione mundi manet.’

4 cf. Manilius, Aseron, 11, 434: ‘noscere tutelas adiectaque numina signis.”

S But it is difficult, as von Arnim (foc. cit.) uotes, to fit into this interpretation
the remark about Hestia, ]

6 On this whole question see J. Bidez, ‘Platon, Eudoxe et I'Orient’, in Bulletin
Acad. Belgique X1x (:9::{30, pp. 195 ff. and 273&. ; A. J. Festugiére, ‘Platon ef
I'Orient’, in Rev, de Philologie xx1 (1947), pp. § fi.; and E. R. Dodds in J.HLS-
LXV (1945), p- 24f. It was Prof. Dodds’s paper that directed me to that o
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If then we may set aside the astronomical puzzle as unreal, the chief
problem that remains concerns the tripartite nature of the discarnate
souls, both those which are destined to be united to human, and

rhaps animal, bodies, and those which remain in the dwelling-place
of the gods. The problem of the tripartite soul is amongst the thorniest
of all Platonic problems, and in spite of a vast amount of discussion in
recent years it cannot be said to be solved.” I shall not attempt to
reargue the whole question in detail, since the only ground for doing
so would be a hope of establishing either a consistent psychological
doctrine, held by Plato from first to last, or a development ending in
something firm and precise; and I entertain no such hope; rather do
I agree with Wilamowitz's conclusion that Plato never atrained to
a full reconciliation of the various views expressed in the dialogues.?

The bare bones of the problem may be briefly set out: in the Phaedo
we find simplicity of soul and its restriction to vols: in Rep. 1v
tripartition, though with some expression of doubt (435D); in Rep. x
a suggestion (tentatively enough expressed) that the soul in its ‘true
nature’ may be incomposite (611D—612A); here in the Phaedrus
tripartiion of the human soul, before and after its incarnation, and
composite souls of gods; in the Zimaeus (69cff.) tripartition again of
the human soul, with local habitats for the three parts and restriction
of immortality to reason, but again some expression of doubt (72p);
in Laws X attribution to the world-soul (and by inference to the
individual soul in its *true nature’) of much besides reason, viz. ‘wish,
reflection, forethought, counsel, opinion true and false, joy, grief,
confidence, fear, hate, love, and all the motions akin to these’.3 ’

Now the Laws is the latest dialogue, and the Zimaeus one of the
latest; and since the appearance of Cornford’s edition of the Timaeus
I do not deem it necessary to argue that the Timaeus records Plato’s
own beliefs or speculations. But there is complete disagreement in the
psychology of the two passages just referred to: the Timaeus excludes
from the dpy# wuyiis dbdwaros (69, called T8 8elov at 69p), which
1s provided by the Demiurge himself as distinct from the subordinate

gods who provide the yuyiis funTéy yévos (69 &), * dread and necessary
?lffecuons: first pleasure, the strongest lure of evil; next pains that take
ight from good; temerity moreover and fear, a pair of unwise
:}?unsellc_)rs, passion hard to entreat, and hope too easily led astray;
ese they combined with irrational sense and desire that shrinks from

1
An excellent discussion will be found in Fruti i
of fllp\zews of importance down to 1930, SR -, Wk o
i gel:n }1], P: 475: *Er hat es tatsichlich zu keiner vollen logischen Einheit in
¥ aCBL, was er iiber die Menschenseele lehrt und glaubt.’
tnumgza?’d ury's translation, Possibly the ywxf whose ‘motions’ are here
Soul et ed is rather yuxh waoa (the totality of soul, including both the world-
individual souls) than the world-soul itself: but peu importe,
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no venture, and so of necessity compounded the mortal element’." A]]
this implies that emotions and desires are evil and no part of the *true*
soul. Although it is not explicitly said that the divine, immortal part
of soul is reason, yet it is located in the head which is T&v &v
mwévrwy Seomotoly (44D), while the part located in the breast is Tol
Adyou kathkoov (70A). Clearly the immortal part is the ‘simple’ soul
of the Phaedo; no less clearly the maffjuara excluded }I?Lere are
included among the motions of unembodied soul in the Laws.

What does this point to? Is there any good ground for accepting
either of these views as more final than the other? I do not think so;
rather, Plato wavers to the end between the religious, Orphic-
Pythagorean, conception of a divine soul essentially (in its “true
nature’) divorced from all physical functions, all ‘lower’ activities, and
a more secular and scientific conception of soul as essentially a source
of motion both to itself and to T& &\Aa, of yux) Tioa as owTds Tol
dyiyou tmpehoupévn (2468). The ‘motions’ or functions of soul, in
the latter view, cannot be divorced from the body that it “cares for’:
it can only move the body in virtue of itself possessing ‘motions” over
and above the reason which contemplates the eternal Forms; as Plato’s
follower was to observe, Sidwoia el oUBEv xivel.?

It is significant that the two dialogues in which the moving function
of soul is prominent—Phaedrus and Laws—are the only two in which
passions (emotions) and desires are clearly attributed to discarnate
soul. The Laws in effect, though not explicitly, regards discarnate soul
as tripartite, and, if for that reason alone, we ought to take the explicit
statement of the Phaedrus to that effect as seriously meant.3

In the souls of the gods both horses are ‘good and of good stock’.
One hesitates whether or not to ‘translate’ this statement; but if we
are to do so, I think the implication is that, whereas the tripartition of
Rep. 1v was deduced from the fact of moral conflict, we may still
postulate three! parts of soul when there is no question of such
conflict: even ‘pure’ soul is Bupoabis and Embuunmikés as well as
AoyioTikds. It may further be observed with Frutiger (p. 82) that
the doctrine seems necessary to account for the fall of the soul (246¢).

Scholars have speculated as to the source of the chariot-imagery.
1 can see little resemblance between Plato’s chariot and that in which

* Timaeus 69D, Cornford’s translation. * Arist. E.N. 11394 36,

3 Here I disagree with Taylor, Plato, p. 307, and Wilamowitz, Platon 1, p. 4671
*Das komplizierte Bild des Seelenwagens mit den zwei verschieden gemuteten
Rossen ist allein fiir das Verhalten der Seele im Menschenleibe erfunden; da ist
es von glicklichster Wirkung, und um des willen hat Platon es in den Kauf
genommen, dass die Rosse Wille (sic) und Begierde vor den Wagen der Seele,
schon ehe sie das erstemal eingekorpert ist, gespannt sind, ja dass auch die
Gétterseele so kompliziert ist.”

4 Or perhaps more than three: see note on 2464, p. 69 above.
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armenides’ made his journey to an unnamed god. ng the
Pates of Night and Day, and guided by the dagughd:?rss, ﬁegsm;
equally doubtful is any allusion to the chariot of Empedocles, of which
we hear in a single obscure line;* neither of these poets suggests any
comparison to the soul.3 But surely the representation of the ruling

art of soul as a charioteer is so obvious and natural, especially in view
of the common metaphorical use of fivioyeVew and its cognates,? that
we need look no further than to the Republic itself for the simile. That
the horses (but not of course the chariot, which has no symbolic
value) should be winged is normal enough: we remember Pegasus,
and the winged horses of Pelops. 1know of no parallel to the winged
charioteer, but in view of his symbolic meaning his wings are of
course necessary: it would be impossible to exclude from the con-
trolling part of the soul that power of *raising that which is heavy and
carrying it aloft to the region where the gods dwell’ spoken of at 246D.

* Diels-Kranz, Fors. 288 1. ? ibid. 318 3, line §.

3 More possible is a reminiscence of the two immortal horses of Achilles
(Iliad xv1, 148—54), though there is nothing to correspond to the trace-horse of
that passage, & xal &mrds b bmd® Irrois dbavéroon,

* An early and apposite example is Anacreon 1v, 1, §: oo al8s b1 Ths dufis |
wuxfis fvioxeves. $ Pindar O/ 1, 87.
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247C~248E THE SOUL’S VISION OF TRUE BEING.
ITS FALL AND INCARNATION

In the region above the heavens is that true Being which is apprehended by
reason alone. This is the food that sustains the gods; this is the vision whick
they contemplate until the revolution is completed, after which they return
hame and give refreshment to the steeds of their chariats.

Other souls share in the vision in different degrees, according to the
difficulty experienced by their drivers in controlling their horses; many get
their wings broken, and none have the full vision; so they fall back and eat
the food of semblance (Tpogh SoSxoTh).

The fallen souls are first incarnated not in the bodies of lower animals,
but of men. There are nine types of human life assigned to them at their
first birth, ranging from that of the philosopher, who has had the Sullest
vision of true Being, to that of the tyrant, who has seen least.

Of that place beyond the heavens none of our earthly poets has yet
sung, and none shall sing worthily. But this is the manner of it, for
assuredly we must be bold to speak what is true, above all when our
discourse is upon truth. It is there that true Being dwells, without
colour or shape, that cannot be touched; reason alone, the soul’s pilot,
can behold it, and all true knowledge is knowledge thereof. Now even
as the mind of a god is nourished by reason and knowledge, so also is
it with every soul that has a care to receive her proper food;* wherefore
when at last she has beheld Being she is well content, and contemplating
truth she is nourished and prospers, until the heaven’s revolution
hrings her back full circle. And while she is borne round she discerns
justice, its very self, and likewise temperance, and knowledge, not the
knowledge that is neighbour to Becoming and varies with the various
objects to which we commonly ascribe being, but the veritable know-
ledge of Being that veritably is. And when she has contemplated like-

wise and feasted upon all else that has true being, she descends again
within the heavens and comes back home. And having so come, her

* Although the sentence beginning at D 1 is so expressed that the grammatical

subject of dyani and the following verbs is mind both divine and non-divine, yet
logically the inclusion of the latter is parenthetical: that is to say, it is the felicity

of the divine souls that is described down to E 6, the reference to other so
being momentarily dropped, and only resumed ar 2484 1.
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charioteer sets his steeds at their manger, and puts ambrosia before
them and draught of nectar to drink withal.

Such is the life of gods: of the other souls that which best follows 248
a god and becomes most like thereunto raises her charioteer’s head
into the outer region, and is carried round with the gods in the
revolution, but being confounded by her steeds she has much ado to
discern the things that are; another now rises, and now sinks, and by
reason of her unruly steeds sees in part, but in part sees not. As for
the rest, though all are eager to reach the heights and seek to follow,
they are not able: sucked down as they travel they trample and tread
upon one another, this one striving to outstrip that. Thus confusion B
ensues, and conflict and grievous sweat: whereupon, with their
charioteers powerless,” many are lamed, and many have their wings
all broken; and for all their toiling they are baulked, every one, of the
full vision of Being, and departing therefrom, they feed upon the food
of semblance.

Now the reason wherefore the souls are fain and eager to behold the
Plain of Truth, and discover it, lies herein: to wit, that the pasturage
that is proper to their noblest part comes from that Meadow, and the c
plumage by which they are borne aloft is nourished thereby.

Hear now the ordinance of Necessity. Whatsoever soul has followed
in the train of a god, and discerned something of truth, shall be kept
from sorrow until a new revolution shall begin; and if she can do this
always, she shall remain always free from hurt? But when she is not
able so to follow, and sees none of it, but meeting with some mischance3
comes to be burdened with a load of forgetfulness and wrongdoing,
and because of that burden sheds her wings and falls to the earth, then
thus runs the law: in her first birth she shall not be planted in any brute p
beast, but the soul that hath seen the most of Being shall enter into the
human babe that shall grow into a seeker after wisdom or beauty,

a follower of the Muses and a lover; the next, having seen less, shall

I
Just as éperf) often means successful performance of functi wod

m?n‘l?‘in not *vice’, but imperfect funcﬁonigg. RS
it e words émfucva and épAap doubtless imply exemption from the fall into
e Y, as Hm says. The sentence is probably meant to provide for the
55'"6:‘::? ::GBSM intermediate between gods and men (cf. oTpama Gudv Te xal

3 At the nature of the mischance ( i

) owrvyla) Plato has left us to 1

A myth he will not affect to reveal the full secret of pre-natal sin, thgo‘:te;; he:l?dnnl;

;;h:i;;?me‘}ﬁng must be postulated over and above the defective vision of true
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dwell in a king that abides by law, or a warrior and ruler; the third in
a statesman, a man of business or a trader; the fourth in an athlete, or

E physical trainer or physician; the fifth shall have the life of a prophet
or a mystery-priest; to the sixth that of a poet or other imitative artist
shall be fittingly given; the seventh shall live in an artisan or farmer,
the eighth in a sophist or demagogue,® the ninth in a tyrant.

The account of the gods proceeding to the circumference of the
heavenly sphere, of their being carried round on the outside of it until
the revolution has brought them back to their starting place, and of
their subsequent return home to the interior of heaven, is mythical
rather than allegorical. Allegory is indeed present in the description of
the {rrepoupdvios Témos with its content of colourless, shapeless and
intangible Being; but we are not to infer that the gods’ contemplation
of that Being is only occasional, and limited on each occasion to the
definite time occupied by the revolution. The journey from their home
and the return to it are as mythical as the refreshment provided for their
horses, the nectar and ambrosia which plainly do not symbolise the
‘noetic Tpogr)’ of 247D 1 or anything else. The gods’ movements are
merely consequent upon the conception of a supra-celestial region, for
since star-gods no less than the traditional gods of Homer dwell in
heaven they have to be brought to and from that region, and it is
natural enough that the duration of their stay there should be what the
myth makes it. But it is idle to inquire with Robin® whether the
meploSos occupies twenty-four hours or the whole time of a Té\eos
tniautés—the magnus annus completed when all the heavenly bodies
have returned to the same relative positions (Timaeus 39D). There is
not the slightest ground for finding the magnus annus here; on the
other hand a period of twenty-four hours is plainly ridiculous. The
question, however, is futile because it wrongly assumes that myth is
careful to be rational and precise. The myth-maker can use astro-
nomical imagery at will, but he is not tied to any astronomical facts or
theories: the revolution is not conceived as occupying any definite
time, although it provides a framework of recurrent periods which is
useful, inasmuch as it will enable Plato to adapt his eschatology to
a temporal succession of lives, in the body and out of it, resembling—
perhaps reproducing—that of Orphic belief,

No earlier myth has told of a Umepoupéwios Téros, but this is not
the first occasion on which true Being, the ololx &vres olioa, has

1 Snuoxomxds (T") is preferable to &nuomikés (B), and is accepted by Burnet and
Robin. The word means ‘mob-fatterer’, but ‘demagogue’ conveys the sense
sufficiently well, since for Plato the leader of the &fjuos is always its xéAat. In
Soph. 2688 the word Enuohoyinds is used, * p. bexxv,
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been given a local habitation. In the passage of Rep. vi which intro-
duces the famous comparison of the Form of Good to the sun we have
a vonTds Témos contrasted with a dpatds (508¢): but a spatial meta-
phor is hardly felt there, any more than in our own use of such words
as “province’ or ‘sphere” for the purpose of differentiating one man’s
duties or interests from another’s. A truer approximation to the
Urepoupévios TéTos occurs in the simile of the Cave in Rep. vi1, where
we are plainly told that the prisoners’ ascent into the light of day
symbolises Thv el Tdv vonTdv TdTOV TS YUy iis vobov (517B); in fact
the vones Témos of the first simile has in the second developed into
a real spatial symbol. In the myth of the Pkaedo, which no doubt
precedes the Republic, the simile of the Cave is, so to say, anticipated
in another form: the world of sense-experience lies in a héllow of the
earth (which has many such hollows), and the world of truth and
reality on the earth’s surface.

In these myths and similes Plato’s imagination has probably been to
some extent conditioned by traditional pictures of Elysium or the
Islands of the Blest; he has imagined the other world as near to this
earth of ours, if not upon it. Now, however, in the Phaedrus, the wings
of his fancy take a higher flight; the world of true Being is not merely
above the earth, but above the very heaven, extra flammantia moenia
mundi. This may be thought to be no more than a natural development,
as natural as for one of our own poets to sing ‘My soul, there is a
country far beyond the stars’; but I think the significance is deeper.
Plato’s new conception of Soul as self-mover has forced on his mind
the problem of its status relatively to theeternal, unchanging (unmoved)
Forms. In the Sophist (248 AfF.) be will argue through the mouth of
the Eleatic Stranger, and in opposition to these elS@v gfAor who
insisted on the exclusive reality of the elbn, that T& wovTedds &v
comprises both éxivnra and xwolueva: and since there is there no
hint of one of these constituents being inferior to the other, we may
infer that they are conceived of as having equal status. In the Timaeus
(30¢fl.) however, the myth, taken at its face value, assigns a higher
status to the Forms, since the vontév 3&ov is the model to which the
;?f]Tlurge looks in fashioning both the soul and body of the universe;

e Forms are then in some sense prior to the world-soul, they must

a _{brzlzor: be prior to individual souls. Here in the Phaedrus the same
{J'norlty appears to be attached to them, by giving them a location
;;811&:' than that of the heavenly dwelling-place of souls; though it is
oral Forms, Justice and Temperance (247D) and Beauty (250c) that

Plato is chiefly® thinking of rather than the Forms of 3&a, as in the
Timaeus, =

]
WPesYe: the words &a domires T& Svre Svres Seaoaubm (247E) allow for other

Hpp 6
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But in both dialogues it is very difficult to be sure whether the
assertions and implications of myth ought to be taken at their face
value. It may be permissible to suggest that the problem of the
relative status of Forms and souls is dealt with only in mythica]
passages, and passed by in dialectical discussions like that of the
Sophist, for the very reason that Plato could not, or did not wish to,
offer any rational solution of it. The question is perhaps rather for
a commentator on the Timaeus. It may, however, be noted that a little
later (249¢) he almost goes out of his way to underline the priority of
the Forms by speaking of them as ‘those things a god’s nearness
whereunto makes him truly god’ (ielvois. .. wpds olomep Beds by
Belds o).

In his description of the fall of the soul Plato is of course drawing
on Orphic doctrine and imagery. That the human soul is a fallen
Safpeov is one of the main tenets of Orphism, most familiar to us
through the fragments of Empedocles’s religious poem Purifications.t
But there are here elements of what M. Diés has called® *transposition®
or adaptation, as distinct from mere borrowing: thus the ‘oracle of
Necessity’, dvdyxns xpfina (Empedocles 115), is probably echoed in
the Beouds "ABpaarelas, but the contents of the two are only partly
identical; the *plain of truth’ or ‘meadow’ recalls, but wholly changes,
the "Arns Aeucov of Empedocles 121.3 Later (2508—C) we shall
a similar ‘transposition’ of the mystery-rites of Eleusis.

A notable expression is the ‘food of semblance’ (Tpog# SofaoT,
2488), on which the fallen soul feeds. This is of course the antithesis of
voUs xal &morhun by which the discarnate souls are sustained (247D),
and is no doubt intended to recall to the reader familiar with the simil
of the Divided Line (Rep. vi) the double contrast between ‘opinable
and intelligible objects as well as between the waffiuara Yy, the:
conditions of soul when cognising those objects respectively; Tpogf
Sofao is half-unreal food and food appropriate to the condition of
84€a. The phrase is arresting, but eminently happy in reminding us of
the element of allegory in the myth.

With the mention of the ‘ordinance of Necessity’ the myth passes
fully into an Orphic milieu, and for that reason we are entitled, indeed
we are compelled, to affix a definite duration to the weploSos 0fF
248c 4, despite our refusal to do so earlier. After what has been said
above this need cause us no embarrassment; the period of revolution
has in fact become the Orphic period of 1000 years (the actual figure

* Hence Diels-Kranz n];rint the whole passage 2488 §-249B § in
Empedocles chapter as Anklang. '
3 In a valuable chapter of Autour de Platon: see especially pp. 432-49. For

Orphic elements in the Platonic myths see the lparallel lists in Frutiger, pp. 2§4~0¢
3 In Gorgias 524 the Mdw is the place of judgment of souls.

ORDER OF MERIT OF LIVES 33

iven in the next section, epi68ey T yiAerel, 2494 7) which
elapsed between one incarnation and the next.*

Finally we come to the ‘order of merit’ of lives, the highest of which
falls to the lot of those who have had the fullest vision of the Forms,
the lowest to those who have seen least.” The series seems to be one of
decreasing worth to society. The first life needs no comment, save that
the @iAkaAos, nouaixds and Epwmixés are not persons other than the
giAdoogos, but denote aspects of him, the first two being virtual

onyms, while the third will find its best elucidation in the general
content of the whole myth.

The second life seems to imply the same point of view as Plato
adopts in the later dialogue Statesman, where constitutional monarchy
is the best, or rather the least unsatisfactory, substitute in default of
the ideally wise ruler (297D-E, 302E); the moleukds kal &pyixds
conjoined with the PaotAels Evvopios in this second class is best under-
stood as a subordinate sharing his military and civil duties and
responsibilities, the adjective Ewopos applying to him also.3

Plainly this life demands high qualities of character. Rather less is
demanded from, and contributed by, the third life, in which the
moMTikés may be understood as roughly corresponding to our
administrative civil servant, while the olkovouikds is the head of
a household and the ypnuarioTikés a man of business. All these
callings demand integrity, but just because they are not the lives of men
in a commanding position, with power over the lives and fortunes of
all their fellows, their integriry counts for less socially. Hence if there
are to be persons of less moral worth than those of the first two classes,
these are callings which they may follow without doing much harm,
and in which they can do some good.

The next four are lives which, in their social aspect (and it is this that
Plato has in mind throughout), are worth little, even if not positively

is £

¥ The 1000-year Orphic period is implied in Empedocles’s statement ( frag. 11
20) that the failen soul must wander al;art from the gods for thrice m({h:umfi’
seasons (Tpls uwv puplay dpay dmd pexdpeoy dharfiobar). 30,000 seasons= 10,000 years
('*[oz:ylor, Plato, p. 308), and this corresponds to the ¥m pipia made up of ten
[PtoBot xihewels in 249 A, It has usually been thought that there is a discrepancy
) cdm this and the myth of Rep. x, inasmuch as the latter makes the 1000 years
¥ ude the earthly lifetime reckoned at 100, whereas the Phaedrus does not (see
” am on Rep. 6154). But Frutiger (p. 255) argues that the mploBos yiurds of
gght c;lcn.ds from the beginning, not the end, of an earthly life. This may be
33 ut if there is a discrepancy it is of little importance. '
:;I ':éiﬂléﬁggl ;493 5 that ;ll human souls have seen something; hence
5) must not be pressed to mean utter failure, and drirais
(1183 4) should be understood as ‘dewut full success’. ;

mmczint;ii‘i‘:“mprctaﬁon I do not consider it a valid objection that in the

el es there is real discrimination, e.g. between moArmixds, olxovopixds and
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harmful as are the eighth and ninth. The athlete, the physical trainer and
the physician are all concerned with the body; we cannot of course
forget that according to the Republic (410-412) yvpvaoTikf has a
beneficial effect upon the soul as well, but even there it is argued that,
unless duly tempered by pouaid, its effect is bad.”

The povTixds Plos ) TeAeoicés, which comes fifth, is no doubt that
of the shadier sort of religious ‘expert’ to whom Socrates refers with
such contempt at Rep. 3648 1. ; Plato is not thinking here of the *divine
madness’ found in a Pythia or a Sibyl, and the pdvmis here is an
olwvigTixds,

Similarly, when he assigns to the sixth place the life of ‘a poet or
other imitative artist’, Plato cannot have in mind the inspired poetry
of 245 A which ‘glorifies the countless mighty deeds of ancient times for
the instruction of posterity’. It has been pointed out by Prof. J. Tate?
that plunois and its cognates, when used by Plato in discussing poetry,
have sometimes a good sense, sometimes a bad; but it can hardly be
contested that the bad sense predominates, and in the present phrase
Plato must be thinking of that sort of poetical ulunois which is
condemned in the Republic; it need not, and indeed cannot, imply that
every sort of mwomnTikds Plos is so low in the scale of values; if it
seems to do so, that is doubtless because uninspired poetry is far
commoner than inspired. The seventh life is perhaps the most sur-
prising of all. Why should the artisan and the farmer be of less value to
the community than the physical trainer, the doctor, or the man of
business? The explanation, so far as the artisan is concerned, is no
doubt that Plato shared the common contempt of the Greek aristocrat
for manual labour;? this did not normally, at least in Athens, extend to
farming, but farmers are grouped with artisans to form the third class
of the Republic which, though an economic necessity, is politically
repressed.

The penultimate life is that of the sophist or the demagogue, for
whose close relation we may refer to Sophist 2688—c; there is nothing
surprising in their position in the list. Last comes the life of the tyrant,
as every reader of Rep. 1x would expect.

* ol plv yupvaomi dxpérey Xpnoduevor dypiditepor To Béovros dmopalvevaiv (Rep.
4100), 1 C.Q. xxu (1928), pp. 16fL.

3 Cf. Rep. 4958, with Adam'’s informative note.

# The third class actually includes all * producers’: but by commonly referring
to it as the class of Snuioupyol xal yewpyol Plato shows that it is labourers of whom
he is chiefly thinking. At Laws 846D the practice of manual crafts is forbidden
to citizens.

XI

248E-249D REINCARNATION AND FINAL LIBERATION OF
THE SOUL. THE PHILOSOPHER’S PRIVILEGE

In general the soul cannot regrow its wings and return to its heavenly home
in less than 10,000 years; but for the philosopher this is shortened to 3000.
After every thousand years souls begin a new incarnate life, determined
partly by lot, partly by their own choice; between each life and the next there
is a period of reward or punishment.

Incarnations may be in an animal body, but the first is abways in that of
a man. Man's power to think conceptually is due to his reminiscence of the
Forms which his soul beheld in the divine procession; and the philosopher’s
carlier liberation is due to his constant devotion to the Forms and his living
in conformity thereto. Detached from men’s ordinary pursuits, he is
accounted insane, though in fact he is possessed by a god,

Now in all these incarnations he who lives righteously has a better 248

lot for his portion, and he who lives unrighteously a worse.! For
a soul does not return to the place whence she came for ten thousand

years, since in no lesser time can she regain her wings, save only his 249

soul who has sought after wisdom unfeignedly, or has conjoined his
passion for a loved one with that seeking.? Such a soul, if with three
revolutions of a thousand years she has thrice chosen this philosophic
life, regains thereby her wings, and speeds away after three thousand
years; but the rest, when they have accomplished their first life, are
brought to judgment, and after the judgment some are taken to be
punished in places of chastisement beneath the earth, while others are
borne aloft by Justice to a certain region of the heavens,? there to live

! These words refer, not to the final destiny of the souls, but to the period of
reward or punishment between two incarnations. They are caught up again in the
m;nltencu ‘beglnmng at 2494 5, and the intervening lines, referring to the soul’s
; timate home—comipg’ and to the special privilege in respect thereto enjoyed

I’I" Phﬂcisophers, are in effect a parenthesis. The yép of & 5 conceals, as often, an
ellipse: *(I do not speak as yet of his ultimate wolpa) for. . . .’

< These are not two different persons, any more than the gi\éxahes, povamds
and lpwriés were different from the @Adoogos at 248D 2. But that this is the
Cas,e we shall not fully understand until later in the myth.

- IThl§ vague phrase is probably intended to suggest a different habitat for the

ﬁn:I I:vfuch i not yet rewinged (liberated from the wixhos yeviowws) from the

i eavenly abode. Guthrie (Orpheus, pp. 184f.) points out that the distinction,

al essary on Orphic principles, between Elysium and a yet higher sphere is not
Ways mainained in Orphic passages of extant literature,
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B in such manner as is merited by their past life in the flesh. And after
a thousand years these and those alike come to the allotment and chojce
of their second life, each choosing according to her will; then does the
soul of a man enter into the life of a beast, and the beast’s soul that wag
aforetime in 2 man goes back to a man again. For only the soul that
has beheld truth may enter into this our human form: seeing that man
must needs understand the language of Forms, passing from a plurality

c of perceptions to a unity gathered together by reasoning;® and such
understanding is a recollection of those things which our souls beheld
aforetime as they journeyed with their god, looking down upon the
things which now we suppose to be, and gazing up to that which
truly is.

Therefore is it meet and right that the soul of the philosopher alone?
should recover her wings: forshe, so faras may be, isevernearin memory
to those things a god’s nearness whereunto makes him truly god3
Wherefore if a man makes right use of such means of remembrance,*

1 I accept Heindorf's insertion of 16 before xav' elbos, since I do not think
owvibven ey €lSog Arydusvov is possible Greek for ‘to understand by way of what
is called a Form’; that would need owiven xaré & elfios Aey. or ouviivan ke’ elSos
Ary. 1. My wranslation follows the interpretation of von Arnim (op. cit. p. 198):
* Zum Wesen der menschlichen Seele gehort es 7 kar” dbos Aey. zu verstehen, d.h.
Worter, welche Allgemeinbegriffe bezeichnen. In the same line I accept
Badham's Iévr’ for év. Not only is there force in Thompson's comment that
‘to speak of the «lBos itself as 1év, proceeding or advancing to a *“unity”, itself
being that “unity™ which is the result of the process, is a licence of bad writing in
which it is difficult to believe that Plato would indulge’, but also the received
text seems had Platonism, inasmuch as it can hardly fail to imply that the el6os is
merely the common element in the sensible particulars. If Plato ever thought
that, he certainly does not think so now, since it is flatly contradictory of the
&vépvmans doctrine (cf, ]. Stenzel, Studien qur Entwicklung der plat. Dialektik, p. 107,
and von Arnim, op. cit. p. 200). It is the man, not the ¢lsos, who proceeds froma
plurality to a unity which may rightly be described as Aoyoud ouvapoipevov, since
&véuwnans involves or is accompanied by a generalising process, although the
object recollected is not a mere universal. For this use of lve cf. Rep. 47682
ol.. .4 alrrd T kahdv Buvarrel liver. No doubt 1évra i & would be expected rather
than lévra els &, but cf, dvaxiayaoa els 10 v &vrws in © 3 below.

* The word “alone’ is strictly inconsistent with 248% 57, where it is implied

that all souls ultimately regain their wings. But in the present sentence Plato is

thinking only of events within a 10,000-year period, and giving the ground for
his assertion that the philosopher alone can shorten the period of wripwos.

3 1 retain 8¢los, but in English one can hardly speak og‘:ngod as ‘godlike’.

4 Thompson says ‘the ¢i6n, it would seem, are not themselves dvra but only

“memoranda” suggestive of &ra’, I think this is wrong. Tols Towtrols tmo-
uviipaow are not the 118n denoted by ixelvois in the previous line: the words mean.
such reminders of the Forms by their imperfect sensible copies as the évépvnais
doctrine asserts: see Phaedo 73¢iT. The philosopher employs these aright (5p85%
xppvos) when he conforms his conduct to what he is reminded of. So at Repe
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and ever approaches to the full vision of the perfect mysteries,* he and
he alone becomes truly perfect. Standing aside from the busy doings
of mankind, and drawing nigh to the divine, he is rebuked by the
multitude as being out of his wits, for they know not that he is
possessed by a deity.

The escape of the lover of wisdom from the ‘wheel of birth® after
3000 years is probably another ‘transposition” of Orphic doctrine, of
which an echo is preserved in Pindar’s second Olympian ode.* We have
here a noteworthy variation on the doctrine of the Phaedo, according
to which the philosopher escapes after a single lifetime (80D—814).3
A difference from the Gorgias and Republic myths is the absence of
eternal punishment* which may have been asserted in the earlier
dialogues only out of deference to Homer;’ in the Phaedrus all souls
regain their wings after 10,000 years; but to the questions how long
they remain winged, and whether the attempt to follow the procession
of gods is repeated immediately, the myth has no answer, nor should
we seek to supply one.

There is not a word in our dialogue to suggest that individual souls
are ultimately absorbed into a world-soul; on the contrary everything
points to the retention of individual existence. The same is true of the
Republic, where the words &el & elev of atrad (6114) preclude
absorption, of the Phaedo (114c), and of the Zimaeus (420-D). No
doubt belief in individual immortality should involve belief in the
continuity of memory,® and Plato’s doctrine of dvépvneis does not
involve any personal memory, memory, that is, of personal experiences
in a former life; indeed the non-existence of such personal memory is
recognised symbolically in the myth of Rep. X where the souls come to

5404 the philosopher-rulers use the Form of Good as a patter mapéBe
and order their city and themselves accordingly (i5évrag -rﬁpl&ruer;v(uhé. w?:e?:
M};ucm Xpeubvous balve, xal méhv xal [8idrray kal davrods kooustv Tév InfAormov Blov).
o Tlllse w?rd? TeMous del TEAeTdy TAoUuvos are untranslatable, since TeAoUueves
'}i oth ‘being initiated” (sc. into a mystery, or revelation of sacred objects)
and *being mat.iel;{erfec: or complete' (i.e. realising to the full the moral and
Sphmual potentialities of one’s nature). The Greek words for mystery, initiate,
an dfm.ﬁcx azll‘dcrwe from the same root, seen in its simplest form in
t:{:e s I_lg;oal » ‘perfection’. In saying Téheos Svrews uévos yiyverm Plato hints that
; ]ieﬁ at’.'t:ﬂ_t.lon is not to be won by participation in the ordinary mysteries.
This is perhaps sufficientl I
s y explained by closer adherence in the Phaedrus
L"“:he tﬂ;’-talls of Orphic eschatology. The Phaedo passage is not—or at Ica:: not
R i y—mythical. The Republic myth says nothing of the final liberation, but
§ rg:fmllwe simply ;iiue to a limitation of purview.
gras 525, Rep, 615cff. 5 cf. Guthrie, Orpheus, p. 168
So it is recorded of Pytha ‘in li 7 i
: goras that ‘in life he could recall thing, and
When he died he still kept the same memory’ (D.L. v, :;a i i

D
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the Plain of Lethe and drink the water of Unmindfulness (6214). We
must, I think, be content to believe either that Plato overlooked this
difficulty or else—and this seems more likely—that he felt (wrongly,
as it seems to us) that the impersonal memory of the &véuvnais doctrine
sufficiently met it.*

After its first life in the body the soul comes to the place of judgment
and is rewarded or punished according to the good or evil of its in-
carnate life, as in the other three eschatological myths. Then follow
the ‘allotment and choosing’ (iAfjpwois Te xad aipeois), which are
dwelt on at length in the Myth of Er, but here only thus briefly
alluded to;* the meaning is of course that our lives are partly pre-
destined, partly self-chosen.

In the next sentence there is an equally brief allusion to another
point expanded in Rep. X, the transmigration of human souls into
animal bodies. Did Plato seriously believe in this? There are un-
doubtedly difficulties in the way of accepting an affirmative answer to
this question, difficulties which have been set out perhaps most forcibly
by Prof. Taylor in commenting on a passage at the end of the Timaeus
(90Eff.) where a summary account of the evolution of the lower
animals is given. Perhaps the greatest difficulty is that the animals do
not—at all events in Plato’s view—possess reason; that he plainly
admits at Rep. 441A-8; yet possibly this same passage may help us to
surmount the difficulty. Children, we are told, are either wholly
devoid of T AoyioTikév or only come to possess it late in childhood.
Yet the child’s soul is surely conceived as the same as that of the adult
into which he develops; if then the human soul has had, within the
limits of its life in one and the same human body, a period of non-
rationality, why should it not he possible for it to lose that rationality
again, and yet still retain its identity, when it comes to inhabit the body
of an animal?

Secondly, there is, as Taylor points out, the silence of Laws X on
transmigration into animal bodies, in a passage (904 A—905 A) where we
might well expect some mention of it. The gist of the doctrine there is
that virtue and vice are recompensed by a sort of moral law of gravita-
tion, by which the soul goes in the after-life to the company of su
other souls as it has fitted itself to associate with. Thus although

1 of. A. D. Ritchie, Essays in Philosophy, p. 134: *Plato’s doctrine of * recol-
lection” . . .definitely excludes the perpetuity of memory in the ordinary sense.’

* Von Arnim (P.'s Jugenddialoge, p. 172) rightly argues that the allusion would
hardly be intelligible without a knowledge of Rep. x. This is one of his most
convincing arguments for dating the Phaedrus later than the Republic. 1

3 The later Neoplatonists rejected the literal interpretation; cf. Proclus, i
Tim. 111, 329 o~ (Diehl), Whittaker, Neoplatonists, pp. 291-3. Plotinus (111, 4, 2)
appears to accept it; but see Inge, The Philosophy of Plotinus 11, p. 33, who thinks
t.ha'th he *does not take the doctrine of reincarnation very seriously as scientific
truen .
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reincarnation in a human body is here doubtless implied, the other sort
seems implicitly denied. ‘The absolute silence’, says Taylor," ‘about
any migration into animal forms, which might so easily have been got
in as one way of sinking into the company of “worse yuyal”, seems
to show that such a migration was alien to Plato’s own imagination.’

There is great force in this argument, but I do not think we are
entitled to say more than that Plato did not believe in transmigration
when he wrote Laws X. That was very near the end of his life, and it is
only to be expected that this belief, and perhaps others which figure in
the myths, had been by then long exposed to criticism within the
school; it may well be that Aristotle had already® expressed mistrust
of the notion that ‘any soul can enter any body’ (de anima 4078 22).

But the Phaedrus was probably written before Aristotle joined the
Academy, and the occurrence of this feature in the Phaedo and Republic
as well as in our dialogue should preclude us, save for incontrovertible
reasons, from doubting Plato’s seriousness. It is apposite to quote the
well-known passage which closes the myth of the PAaedo (114D): ‘To
maintain that these things are just as I have said would ill befit a man of
common sense, but that either this or something like it is the truth
about our souls and their dwelling-places seems to me (seeing that the
soul has been proved to be immortal) to be fitting, and I think it a risk
worth taking for the man who thinks as we do.’

I do not believe that Plato could have written thus at the end of
a myth which involves reincarnation and transmigration if he had not

- believed in them both. Itis true that reference to the latter is confined,

in that myth, to the words wéAw &cmréumrovran els Tés TV 3¢V
yevéoris:3 but that surely is because the doctrine had been fully
explained at 81E~828, a passage to which I shall refer in a moment.
In the great eschatological myths there are (as we have already
recognised in the case of the Phaedrus) elements of allegory and
Imaginative poetry; there is also the element of speculation or con-
jecture, but such conjecture is not purely fanciful or arbitrary: it is
designed to furnish answers to real and important questions: and one
such question is that of the relation between the human and the animal
soul. For Plato “all soul” is a single sort of entity, over against another
single sort, body, and the function of soul is to ‘care for’ (¢mpereio-
ﬁgﬂ) body. But just as body is found in different shapes, so soul Tévra
;UPW'BV TrepiroAel &AAoT” dv &AAois elbeot yryvopévm (2568). It may
ave one eldos in a star, another in a human body, a third in an
animal body: che star, the man, the animal are *all besouled’, Euyuxa

. Commentary on Timaeus, p. 641.

That he had occupied hi y
pied himself with psychology in Plato’s lifetim kn
f‘OJml :l;e‘fngmenu of his Eudemus (a‘rc?;ﬁ; n.cg.y : e
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38, and soul is essentially the same in them all. And yet there is the
patent difference that animals have not reason, cannot think in concepts,
while men can. Was it not then a reasonable conjecture that man js
nearer to the gods, so that the first incarnation will be in a human body,
while animals are further from them, so that their existence involves
a further “descent’ of the soul? And if a descent, why not a corre-
sponding reascent? That is mythical belief, no doubt, but an elkdy
pUfos none the less.

It is often said (e.g. by Taylor, gp. cit. p. 640) that transmigration
into animal bodies is only asserted by Plato in mythical passages. This
is not strictly true, for in Phaedo 81 £ff. it is asserted by Socrates in an
argument with Cebes which is at least ostensibly dialectical. Neverthe-
less, I do not think this passage gives any good ground for supposing
that Plato, even when he wrote the Phaedo, meant to establish the
belief on a purely rational basis; for in the context Socrates is advancing
Orphic beliefs rather in a spirit of persuasion than of reasoned argu-
ment; the Phaedo indeed, taken as a whole, proceeds gradually from
elkéra to &mobelfes, as is commonly recognised—to close however
with a large-scale myth.”

Before leaving this point I must return to the passage at the end of
the Timaeus (9oEff.) already referred to. Taylor says that ‘the brief
account of the lower species and of transmigration is manifestly little
more than friendly burlesque’ (sc. of early Pythagorean views).
Although I do not agree with this interpretation—which is of course
bound up with the author’s notion that the dialogue does not represent
Plato’s own views at all—I think it must be admitted that the passage
is highly fanciful, even to the point of becoming grotesque: though
I am not sure that it is more grotesque than some other parts of the
Timaeus. It reads, to my mind, like the rather perfunctory discharge
of a task about which Plato did not care much, but which he felt
imposed upon him by his general scheme, and in particular by the
words he had attributed to the Demiurge at 42¢; in any case, the
grotesqueness lies not in the application of the transmigration principle

per se, but in the attempt to describe a physical metamorphosis, e.g. of

a man’s body into that of a bird, which is quite another matter. What is
relevant to our present problem is not this passage at the end of the
dialogue, but the earlier announcement of the principle of transmigra-
tion at 42, a principle which is part of the laws of Destiny revealed by
the Demiurge to the created gods. There the mise en scéne lifts the
principle to the level of serious mythical belief, at which the four great

* T would not deny that the dialogues contain passages on the borderline
between myth and dialectic, persuasion and argument. In attempting to interpret
Plato we are compelled to distinguish his elements—the rationalist, the poet,
moralist or what not, but we must not forget the dangers of a rigid schematisation.
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myths of the soul—in Gorgias, Phaedo, Republic and Phaedrus—are
1l set.

’ Plato is careful to insist that the soul of an animal can pass into the
body of a man only if the reverse transmigration has preceded (249 B 4).
This has of course already been said, or implied, at 248D 1, but the
reason for it is now given,” namely that only souls which have seen true
Being in the supra-celestial procession can possess that power of
conceptual tiulought which distinguishes man. If it were possible to
imagine a soul starting its existence in an animal, its capacity of thinking
whe%: it passed into a man’s body could not be aocol:l?xatetg for.

It is declared in the next sentence that the process of conceptual
thinking is just the recollection of those constituents of true Being of
which the myth has been telling us, We must not make the mistake of
regarding this assertion as itself wholly mythical; it is indeed partly
mythical in expression: the use of such words as oupmopeuBelo and
dvaxinpaoa are evidence enough of that; but in substance it is a strictly
philosophical assertion. For the doctrine of évéywnons, inextricably
bound up as it is with Plato’s belief both in the Forms and in the soul’s
immortality, must, on a fair examination of the evidence,? be accepted
as a wholly serious tenet at least of Plato’s middle period, though its
absence from the later dialogues may perhaps mean its later abandon-
ment.

5 Tf!e'force of yép in B § (oU y&p i yr ufwors IBolicw xvA.) is that the sentence
wr};:;hd it introduces gives the reason for the words & moms &vipwwos #v which
P e.

* See especially Phaedo 92D, where Simmias says & 8¢ mpl iis dveuvoses xal
uedfioews Adyos Bi' Umoblous ags'ag &mobifaofa .rpm:f : and upe :hﬂ: excellent dis-
cussion by Frutiger, op. cit. pp. 676, 1 fully agree with his conclusion:
pL exposé d; Mémo;s é;-; un ;aractére mythique indéniable. Celui du Phédon n'est

as un simple complément du premier, comme on le croit d'ordinai il trai
Do et O Eelui et co on ‘.r.rmt ordinaire, car il traite



XII1
249D-250D THE SOUL'S RECOLLECTION OF IDEAL BEAUTY

By the sight of a beautiful object the soul is reminded of the true Beauty,
and seeks to wing its flight upward thereto. This love of Beauty is the
fourth and highest type of divine madness. But recollection is not always
easy: some souls saw little of the vision, and some forget what they saw,
being corrupted by evil associations.

Yet the Form of Beauty may be more readily recollected than the other
Forms, since its image is discerned by sight, the keenest of our senses,

249D  Mark therefore the sum and substance of all our discourse touching

the fourth sort of madness: to wit, that this is the best of all forms of
divine possession, both in itself and in its sources,’ both for him that
has it and for him that shares therein; and when he that loves beauty is
& touched by such madness he is called a lover. Such an one, as soon as
he beholds the beauty of this world, is reminded of true beauty, and his
wings begin to grow; then is he fain to lift his wings and fly upward;
yet he has not the power, but inasmuch as he gazes upward like a bird,
and cares nothing for the world beneath, men charge it upon him that
he is demented.?
Now, as we have said, every human soul has, by reason of her
nature, had contemplation of true Being: else would she never have

250 entered into this human creature; but to be put in mind thereof by

things here is not easy for every soul; some, when they had the vision,
had it but for a moment; some when they had fallen to earth consorted
nnhappily with such as led them to deeds of unrighteousness, wherefore
they forgot the holy objects of their vision. Few indeed are left that
can still remember much: but when these discern some likeness of the
things yonder, they are amazed, and no longer masters of themselves,
and know not what is come upon them by reason of their perception

B being dim.

* The phrase &plom 7e xal i€ dploTewy (B 1—-2) may perhaps have lost its literal
sense and become no more than a strong superlative; cf. dyofoG e kal {§ &yaB@v
(2744A) and note on 2464 8 above.

3 The editors are doubtless right in regarding the words Av &rav. . . Biowdusves
as parenthetical. The parenthesis is however awkward to preserve in translation,
and I have therefore postponed it so as to make an ind: pendent sentence. In
consequence of this the yép of 4 cannot be translated.
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Now in the earthly likenesses of justice and temperance and all other
prized possessions of the soul there dwells no lustre; nay, so dull are
the organs wherewith men approach their images that hardly can a few
behold that which is imaged; but with beauty it is otherwise." Beauty
it was ours to see in all its brightness in those days when, amidst that
happy company, we beheld with our eyes that blessed vision, ourselves*
in the train of Zeus, others following some other god; then were we all
initiated into that mystery which is rightly accounted blessed beyond
all others; whole and unblemished were we that did celebrate it, ¢
untouched by the evils that awaited us in days to come; whole and
unblemished likewise, free from all alloy, steadfast and blissful were the
spectacles on which we gazed in the moment of final revelation; pure
was the light that shone around us, and pure were we, without taint
of that prison-house which now we are encompassed withal, and call
a body, fast bound therein as an oyster in its shell.

There let it rest then, our tribute to a memory that has stirred us to
linger awhile on those former joys for which we yearn. Now beauty, p
as we said, shone bright amidst these visions, and in this world below
we apprehend it through the clearest of our senses, clear and resplen-
dent. For sight is the keenest mode of perception vouchsafed us
through the body; wisdom, indeed, we cannot see thereby—how
passionate had been our desire for her, if she had granted us so clear
an image of herself to gaze upon—nor yet any other of those beloved
objects, save only beauty; for beauty alone this has been ordained, to
be most manifest to sense and most lovely of them all.

The first long sentence (249D 4-E 4) of this section brings us back
to the conception of ‘divine madness’, It will be remembered that the
whole account of the soul’s nature, its immortality and its after-life, was
introduced for the sake of proving that the madness of the lover is the
supreme gift of the gods.3 Now that we have learnt of the soul’s vision
of the Forins, and of its power of recalling them to memory, the proof
can be given; in brief it is this, that love is the restoration of the soul’s
wings, in other words the regaining of its divine purity (246p),

- " This last clause is not in the Greek, but I have added it to make the run of the
glulr;a[cnt clearer, in view of the quasi-digression which extends from 5 5 to c 8,
Sl at0 alludes to himself rather than to Socrates. As Hermeias says, Myn. ..
z!:us-l"lfmw Oedv tmiyvols & MAdrew, and this is borne out by 2528, where the
had tke nature is @iéoopés i kol Ayepovikss. The olkelos 0uds of Socrates, if he
A 6:% was rather Apollo (4pol. 238, Phaedo 858).
obercrtov. . . dog b’ erruylq T weyloTy Trapdk 8edv 1) T wavia BiSoTal (2458).
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through the contemplation of the Form of beauty. All the rest of the.

puBixds Uuvos is an expansion of this conceptidn of love, together with
an account of that oxends Epws (as it comes to be called, 266 A) which
results immediately from the indiscipline of the horse of evil, and
ultimately from the imperfect vision, or the inability to recall
vision, of beauty itself.

In the two earlier speeches love had been considered only from the
standpoint of the épduevos. That was natural enough, for in both of
them the speaker was concerned to set forth the advantage or detri
ensuing to the recipient. But now we are told that love is a sup
blessing ‘both for him that has’ the madness ‘and for him that shares
therein’ (T& Te Egovmi kad 1@ xowwvolvt alrriis, 249E). These are
the lover and the beloved respectively. Since the whole of Socrates’s
second discourse is addressed, like the other two, to the mais kedds
(243 E 9, 2§6E 3), the benefit ensuing T& ExovTi is, strictly speaking, an
irrelevant consideration; but in point of fact the cadre of the speech is.
half-forgotten by Socrates (and Plato), as it probably will have been by
the reader, and it would be cavil to reckon this as an artistic defect; in
any case the good of the lover and of the beloved are one and indivisible,
as we shall soon see, 1

An important point made here is that inability to recall the Forms
may be due, or partly due, to another cause besides the imperfection
of the soul’s vision ‘yonder’: namely to forgetfulness consequent upon
evil associations (dpAiév, 2504 3) in this world. This is another point
that has been expanded in the Republic, where Plato has drawn a.
memorable picture of the moAAol SAeBpor kad peydhor (4918) which
threaten the few elect in an alien society. There, as here, it is only the
few that can survive: Sy &8 Aelrovron here (2504) reminds us of
the remnant which divine providence may rescue there.”

Plato now proceeds to note the exceptional position of beaury
amongst the Forms in regard to &véuvnois. A difficulty is caused here
by the reference to ‘dull organs’ (61" &pubpésv dpydvev) through
which we discern the likenesses (dpoiduara) of the other moral Forms.
What are these Spyava? They must be in some sense comparable or
co-ordinate with the ‘clearest of our senses’ through which, as we are.
told a little later (250D 2), we discern the sensible copies of beau
and for that reason it is impossible to accept Robin’s suggestion®
laws and rules of conduct are meant. Hermeias is, I think, on the right
lines in commenting: &’ dpydvwv kal ouAroyioudv kol TpoTagEWY
pavBdvopev &t ) Bikaioalvn xal #) owepooivn alpetdy, and in pro=
ceeding to observe that it required a long and elaborate argument

! g yép Xph elblven, 11 mp &v 0wbii T kal yéviTon olov Bl iv Foialy KaTAOTH "

moiTudly, feol polpoy atrmd elioar Alywy ob xaxdls ipfs (Rep. 492E).
. ;
p. Xcvi.
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for. Plato to discover the copy of justice in the ideal state of the
Republic. The ‘dull organs’ are in fact the inadequate reasoning powers
of man; a few, like Plato himself, possessed of exceptionally acute
analytic and constructive reason, can build a society in which justice,
temperance and so forth might be, albeit imperfectly, embodied; but
at best, and even for a Plato, the way is dark and the “tools’ are hardly
adequate to their task. No doubt there are faint and fitful gleams of
the moral Forms even in existing societies and individuals; otherwise
the 8pyava could not essay their task at all; but unreformed society did
not, in Plato’s judgment, exhibit anything deserving to be called
elxdves T&V Soa Tl Yuxods.

with the mention of the ideal beauty at 2508 § Socrates—or Plato—
suffers himself to be carried away into a quasi-digression of great
eloquence and power, for which he half apologises at the end of 250c.
The result is that the point he is making about the exceptional position
of beauty as compared with the other moral Forms is postponed, or
rather the exposition is momentarily interrupted and only caught up
again at the beginning of 250D. Yet the slight inconvenience to the
reader is more than compensated by the content of the digression, with
its mystery-symbolism taken probably from Eleusis,’ and as certain to
stir the emotions of its first readers as it does our own.

' As Hermeias suggests. But the last words, &afjuavror. . . Bibeopeupiver, allude
to the Orphic obua-ofiua doctrine (the body as the prison of the soul), For a
recent a?lc_:oum of the Eleusinian mysteries see Guthrie, The Greeks and their Gods,
pp. 28111,



XIII
250E—252C LOVE AS THE REGROWING OF THE SOUL’S WINGS

Socrates continues with a vivid account of the regrowing of the soul’s wings
achieved through the perception of physical beauty and the consequent
recollection of Beauty itself, the Form seen in the supra-celestial vision,
The pangs of love unsatisfied are followed by a deep joy and satisfaction,
for Love is the healer of suffering. The lover’s state is one of reverent
devotion and utter absorption in the beloved. What men call Eros the gods
call by another name, Preros, the winged one, because of his power to renew
the plumage of the soul.

250 Now he whose vision of the mystery is long past, or whose purity

has been sullied, cannot pass swiftly hence to see Beauity’s self yonder,
when he beholds that which is called beautiful here; wherefore he
looks upon it with no reverence, and surrendering to pleasure he essays
to go after the fashion of a four-footed beast, and to beget offspring of
the flesh; or consorting with wantonness he has no fear nor shame in
2§1 running after unnatural pleasure. But when one who is fresh from the
mystery, and saw much of the vision, beholds a godlike face or bodily
form that truly expresses beauty, first there comes upon him a shud-
dering and a measure of that awe which the vision inspired, and then
reverence as at the sight of a god: and but for fear of being deemed
a very madman he would offer sacrifice to his beloved, as to a holy
image of deity. Next, with the passing of the shudder, a strange
B sweating and fever seizes him: for by reason of the stream of beauty
entering in through his eyes there comes a warmth, whereby his soul’s
plumage is fostered; and with that warmth the roots of the wings are
melted, which for long had been so hardened and closed up that
nothing could grow; then as the nourishment is poured in the stump
of the wing swells and hastens to grow from the root over the whole
substance of the soul: for aforetime the whole soul was furnished with
¢ wings. Meanwhile she throbs with ferment in every part, and even as
a teething child feels an aching and pain in its gums when a tooth has
just come through, so does the soul of him who is beginning to grow
his wings feel a ferment and painful irritation. Wherefore as she gazes
upon the boy's beauty, she admits a flood of particles streaming there=

b
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from—that is why we speak of a “Alood of passion’*—whereby she is
warmed and fostered; then has she respite from her anguish, and is
flled with joy. But when she has been parted from him and become b
parched, the openings of those outlets at which the wings are sprouting
dry up likewise and are closed, so that the wing’s germ is barred off;
and behind its bars, together with the flood aforesaid, it throbs like
a fevered pulse, and pricks at its proper outlet; and thereat the whole
soul round about is stung and goaded into anguish; howbeit she
remembers the beauty of her beloved, and rejoices again. So between
joy and anguish she is distraught at being in such strange case, perplexed
and frenzied; with madness upon her she can neither sleep by night nor £
keep still by day, but runs hither and thither, yearning for him in whom
beauty dwells, if haply she may behold him. At last she does behold
him, and lets the flood pour in upon her, releasing the imprisoned
waters; then has she refreshment and respite from her stings and
sufferings, and at that moment tastes a pleasure that is sweet beyond
compare. Nor will she willingly give it up: above all others does she 252
esteem her beloved in his beauty: mother, brother, friends, she forgets
them all: naught does she reck of losing worldly possessions through
neglect: all the rules of conduct, all the graces of life, of which afore-
time she was proud, she now disdains, welcoming a slave’s estate and
any couch where she may be suffered to lie down close beside her
darling; for besides her reverence for the possessor of beauty she has
found in him the only physician for her grievous suffering. B
Hearken, fair boy to whom I speak: this is the experience that men
term love (fpcs), but when you hear what the gods call it, you will
probably smile at its strangeness. There are a couple of verses on love
quoted by certain Homeric scholars from the unpublished works, the
second of which is remarkably bold and a trifle astray in its quanti,tics:
they run as follows:

Eros, cleaver of air, in mortals” speech is he named;
But, since he must grow wings, Pteros the celestials call him,?

:;;:u may believe that or not, as you please; at all events the cause and ¢
nature of the lover’s experience are in fact what I have said.

* The suggestion is that Tuspos is derived from fevan
] + uépn 4+ pori.
the I’;l‘t;t:cn‘rs such double names cf. dliad 1, 404; X1V, 291 XX, 74. The name given by
. lls normally the more significant. It is uncertain whether the two lines
S REE ply I;;Wented by Plato or modified from existing lines fathered upon
» Perhaps by some Orphic writer. See Thompson’s note.

HPp
7
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This powerful analysis of the nature of a sublimated TaSepaoria
may be left for the most part without comment. What strikes us firge
is the initial stage, the shuddering awe (251A) which the Aoliness of
beauty inspires; it would seem that Plato finds the origin of spiritua]
love in that same ‘sense of the holy’ in which some modern thinkers
have found the origin of religion.” It may perhaps be thought of as the
more positive aspect of owgpoolvn: not a passionless self-suppression
but a passionate self-surrender, which is nevertheless a profound
satisfying of self. But though love starts in worship or reverence, it
presses on to a union closer than these can give; and here again the
religious parallel holds good: man seeks communion with God, the
mystics seek absolute union with Him. In his description of this
further stage Plato emphasises the point that in loving we find healing
of spiritual pain or sickness;? this is an instance of the general principle
that any satisfaction involves previous dissatisfaction, a principle
apparent in Heraclitus and made use of by Plato in his analysis of
pleasure in Rep. 1x and Philebus (though he does seek to prove that
some pleasures involve no antecedent pain).

Bei{;re full satisfaction is atained there is a stage of acute distress
mixed with joy, and by reason of this tension the lover is maddened or
distraught (251D). We must, however, not identify this transitional
stage with the ‘divine madness’ with which love in general has been
identified; the madness of our present passage leaves the lover when
full spiritual union with the beloved is achieved.

A word must be added on the contemptuous reference to hetero-
sexual love at 250E. If we press this passage we shall have to believe
that Plato regarded this as deserving of equal condemnaton with the
unnatural pursuit of pleasure (i.e. a purely carnal homosexual relation-
ship) of which he speaks in the same breath. I do not think he really
means this. No doubt both alike are in his eyes incomparable in worth
with the ideal homosexual relation which he is describing; it may well
be, moreover, that Plato personally disliked the heterosexual relations
but that he advocated abstention therefrom for all men is in itself
unthinkable, and incompatible with the dignity with which he invests
marriage in his ideal state (see Rep. 458€ with Adam’s note), as also
with the privilege claimed for conspicuous valour on active service at
Rep. 468cC.

* Indeed the words 0ot &v &s dydhpan xal 868 Tols meubicos almost identify the
erotic with the religious impulse.
? Love as the kindly has already appeared in the Sympasium (18905
speech of Aristophanes). .

XIv
2§2C-2§3C THE VARIOUS TYPES OF LOVER

The nature of the lover, his choice of and demeanour towards the beloved,
will vary according as he has followed in the train of this god or of that, and
all his effort will be towards shaping him into the likeness of the god whose
image he sees in the person of the beloved. A follower of Zeus, the *great
leader’ (24GE), looks for one who shall be a philosopher and a leader of men;
and the inspiration which he draws from Zeus he pours out again into the
soul of the other.

Nowifhe whom Love has caught beamongst the followers of Zeus,he 252 ¢
is able to bear the burden of the winged one’ with some constancy; but
they that attend upon Ares, and did range the heavens in his train, when
they are caught by Love and fancy that their beloved is doing them
some injury, will shed blood and not scruple to offer both themselves
and their loved ones in sacrifice. And so does each lover live, after the
manner of the god in whose company he once was, honouring him and p
copying him so far as may be, so long as he remains uncorrupt and is
still living in his first earthly period; and in like manner does he
comport himself towards his beloved and all his other associates.
And so each selects a fair one for his love after his disposition, and
even as if the beloved himself were a god he fashions for himself asit
were an image, and adoms it to be the object of his veneration and
worship.

Thus the followers of Zeus seek a beloved who is Zeus-like in soul:? B
wherefore they look for one who is by nature disposed to the love c;f'
wisdom and the leading of men,3 and when they have found him and
come to love him they do all in their power to foster that disposition.
b e | st o o) v e
Dim}t 1; ;not unlilfely that the word 8fov conceals an allusion to Plato’s friend

of Syracuse: de:m?w:rz (op. cit. 1, p. §37) regards this as certain. The
Wwarmth of Plato's admiration for Dion comes out in Epistle vu1, especially at
;.‘::i;\l-a Aﬁtpagram (Anth. Pal. v, 99: D.L. 111, 30) on Dion’s death is anribzmd
10; its authenticity has been doubted, but is assumed by Wilamowitz and

has recentl
(1933:)’ pp.y3::i: o:vel.l defended by C. M. Bowra, in Amer. Journ, of Phil, L1x

YeHovikds because Zeus is the wtyas fymdn (246E); pirdaogos because wisdom

is th .
Hesi:d?a;‘::z; .pso;;::sslon of the supreme god: cf. Mfims as first wife of Zeus in

73
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And if they have not aforetime trodden this path, they now set out
upon it, learning the way from any source that may offer or finding it
for themselves; and as they follow up the trace within themselves of

253 the nature of their own god their task is made easier, inasmuch as they

are constrained to fix their gaze upon him;" and reaching out after him
in memory they are possessed by him, and from him they take their
ways and manners of life, in so far as a man can partake of a god. But
all this, mark you, they attribute to the beloved, and the draughts
which they draw from Zeus they pour out, like Bacchants, into the soul
of the beloved,? thus creating in him the closest possible likeness to the
B god they worship.

Those who were in the train of Hera look for a royal nature,? and
when they have found him they do unto him all things in like fashion.
And so it is with the followers of Apollo and each other god: every
lover is fain that his beloved should be of a nature like to his own god;*
and when he has won him, he leads him on to walk in the ways of their
god, and after his likeness, patterning himself thereupon and giving
counsel and discipline to the boy. There is no jealousy’ nor petty
spitefulness in his dealings, but his every act is aimed at bringing the
c beloved to be every whit like unto himself and unto the god of their
worship.

So therefore glorious and blissful is the endeavour of true lovers in
that mystery-rite, if they accomplish that which they endeavour after

* I take dveuploxew to be governed not by elmopolor (as does Robin, who
prints a comma after Ixvelovtes 5¢) but by Ixveioves, the infinitive being pleo-

nastically added because Ixvebovres is felt as equivalent to gnroUvres. The phrase

Ixvevovres ap” davt@v dveuploxav Thy Tol ogeripov 8eoli giow seeks to express the
notion that the vestige of Zeus's narure within the soul of his votary affords
a starting-point for his discovery and imitation of that nature in its fullness.

* | accept Madvig’s xé& for x&, and remove the comma after péwym. I take it
that what the Bacchants redispense is not their miraculous draughts of milk and
honey, but their ‘enthusiasm’ itself. The point is that in both sorts of divine
madness the immediate subject of possession ‘infects’ another or others, Simi-
larly with poets at fon §33E: olrw Bt kal #f MoUaa dwbtous pbv roml oird), Bidr Bt 76V
tvBlwv Tolrav &My ivBovotagbvrwy dpualds tfaptian.

3 Hera is the queen of heaven, but not traditionally possessed of the wisdom

of her consort; hence her followers are pasiuxol, but not giAéoogor. It will l;

remembered that the life of a Paoirsls Ewwouos was ranked second in the scale
values at 248D.

4 Dr Bury points out to me that a comparison with A 1 and B 1 makes it highly :

probable that kat& Tév Bedv Tév agérepov go together (not Tév apbrepov Talba);
this makes tévres impossible. I suggest wévres in its place.

$ Contrast phovepdy bi) dvéyxn elvan kTh. (2394 71L., of the lover in Socrates’s

first speech).
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the fashion of which I speak, when mutual affection arises through the
madness inspired by love. But the beloved must needs be captured:
and the manner of that capture I will now tell,

The main upshot of this section seems to be that a man may be
a true lover in the sense that has been, or is being, explained, without
being a philosopher. A distinction was drawn earlier (2508) between
‘us’, who are followers of Zeus, the mighty leader, and those who
follow other gods; and Plato seems strongly inclined to confine the
ideal Epws—the means of regrowing the soul’s wings—to a pair
jointly pursuing the philosophic life—the life which he has most fully
delineated in Rep. vI-viL It is in our present section that he shows
signs of resisting this inclination, feeling, I believe, that room must be
found for those whom Greek, and more particularly Dorian, sentiment
held up as examples of sublimated £paws—those pairs of lovers in the
camp and on the battlefield of whom Spartan history is full. In the
Symposium (178E) Phaedrus had suggested the desirability of a whole
community or a whole army of such pairs; and not long before the time
when the present dialogue was being written Thebes had constituted
her famous Sacred Band, which first fought at Leuctra in 371 B.c. These
facts will sufficiently account for what might otherwise be surprising,
namely the prominence here given to the followers of Ares. In
contrast to the “constancy” of those who follow Zeus, these are quick
to resent a slight, even to the point of shedding their own blood and
that of their loved ones, in what nowadays would be called an “affair of
honour’. We can hardly doubt that Plato sees in such pairs an inferior
type of love to the former, though he does admire thern.

Of the followers of the other two deities mentioned, Hera and
Apollo, so little is said that we should be chary of attributing a definite
character to them. I am inclined to think that Plato has no very
deﬁnm? types in mind here as he had in the case of Zeus and that of
tJ;'\res.; in other words, he is admitting the possibility of ideal love
between‘ yet other pairs besides the pairs of philosophers and warriors,
put leaving it at that. These further types would doubtless exhibit the
ideal only defectively, as the second type does.
. The lover's task of moulding the beloved into the likeness of their
mf:mm; god requires the discovery by the lover within himself of
Vo ;’S Omth_at god’s nature; for although these traces are within him
e .I:;QDO tesi (becmlase his soul had followed the god when discarnate)
& ;{ mlghE be bhnfl to them, were it not that he is constrained by the
o l'Ylhact of “possession’ to keep his gaze fixed upon the god (2534 2).

other words, tvBouoiaopds necessarily involves a concentration of

él;g.soul upon the possessing deity, and thereby facilitates the duolwaos
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Further, since this dpofwois 8ed is concurrent with, and indeeq
hardly to be distinguished from, the love of paoTiis for TenBixd, it jg
ascribed by the former to the latter, and enhances his love for him; ang
in consequence the divine grace bestowed upon the lover is poured by
him in turn into the soul of the beloved, so that the latter too becomes
assimilated to their common deity.

The words ‘reaching out after him in memory” (2534 2) must be
taken in connexion with the reference to &véuvnois at 249¢, especially
with the words mpds ydp &xelvors del tomiv pvipn xord Sdvopy,
wpds olomep Oeds dv Oelds dorwwv. Plato seems here to come very
near to identifying remembrance of the Forms with remembrance of the
gods who led the procession of souls; and it would seem that the
memories correspond respectively to the metaphysical and religions
aspects of his philosophy; though not strictly identical, the two are
inseparable, and the words of 249 c imply that the memory of the Forms.
is the more ultimate of the two. .

As was mentioned above (p. 74) this section has been thought to
disclose astrological doctrine reaching Plato from the Orient. The
possibility cannot be ruled out, but the diverse characteristics whi
account for the different types of ¢paoral and weaSix& appear to be
genuine Greek origin; and the combination of these characteristics
with the Pythagoreo-Platonic épolwais 96 would seem sufficient to-
account for all that is said here.

XV

2§3C~256E THE SUBJUGATION OF LUST. LOVE AND
COUNTER-LOVE

Reverting to the imagery of the charioteer and two horses, one good and the
other evil, Socrates describes the conflict within the soul of the lover,
a conflict in which the evil korse can only with great effort be subjugated.
Next, passing to the beloved, he tells of the gradual awakening of ‘counter-
love’ (&vrépes) in his soul, and of the special felicity of a pair who are
proof against the temptations of carnal lust through leading the life of
philosophy: and also of the lesser happiness of a pair who, content with
a lower life, lapse at times from the ideal of true love.

In the beginning of our story we divided each soul into three parts, 253 ¢
two being like steeds and the third like a charioteer., Well and good.
Now of the steeds, so we declare, one is good and the other is not; but p
we have not described the excellence of the one nor the badness of the
other, and that is what must now be done. He that is on the more
honourable side is upright and clean-limbed, carrying his neck high,
with something of a hooked nose: in colour he is white, with black
eyes: a lover of glory, but with temperance and modesty: one that
consorts with genuine renown,” and needs no whip, being driven by
the word of command alone. The other is crooked of frame, a massive £
jumble of a creature,? with thick short neck, snub nose, black skin, and
grey eyes; hot-blooded, consorting with wantonness and vainglory;
shaggy of ear, deaf, and hard to control with whip and goad.

Now. when the driver beholds the person of the beloved, and causes
@sensation of warmth to suffuse the whole soul,? he begins to experience
wighdg:;g:.:ﬁ“; ;annot mean ‘true opinion’: taken as above it is contrasted

'I delete the comma after woMis which I take predicatively with ousmepopn-

) 378 tpwmdy Suua i . ) = .
b‘:’w}{:rr;le E:sr f:z}:e_) whsic; :;?;cu h;:ne:opll:irs:?.n if mﬁ ﬂuflmn(i:ngd Ii: ir;omb;ﬂz
"t Cor by} the ::%:pgg:{’wﬁhli’c};; someldmode:.'n editors) it can hardly mean
Slobiont Bucdeppiir opeon. é S v;:ou l 'la'equlr:‘ the definite amc‘le. I think
phrase for alofinow Sipuérnroes luwouly, ‘to cause a

Sensation of hear’, A further difficulty is the ascription of this action to the

fivloxos rather th
i r an to the tpwriby Suua itself, The explanation seems to be that i
} the rational part of the soul that the sight of Lhepbeloved immm'iai{y atﬂ'ect::

th : y
¢ affection being then communicated by it to the other two parts,
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254 a tickling or pricking of desire;* and the obedient steed, constrained
now as always by modesty, refrains from leaping upon the beloved;
but his fellow, heeding no more the driver’s goad or whip, leaps and
dashes on, sorely troubling his companion and his driver, and forcing
them to approach the loved one and remind him of the delights of love’s

s commerce. For a while they struggle, indignant that he should force
them to a monstrous and forbidden act; but at last, finding no end to
their evil plight, they yield and agree to do his bidding. And so he
draws them on, and now they are quite close and behold the spectacle
of the beloved flashing upon them. At that sight the driver's memory
goes back to that form of Beauty, and he sees her once again enthroned
by the side of Temperance upon her holy seat; then in awe and
reverence he falls upon his back, and therewith is compelled to pull the

¢ reins so violently that he brings both steeds down on their haunches,
the good one willing and unresistant, but the wanton sore against his
will. Now that they are a little way off, the good horse in shame and
horror drenches the whole soul with sweat, while the other, contriving

to recover his wind after the pain of the bit and his fall, bursts into
angry abuse, railing at the charioteer and his yoke-fellow as cowardly

b treacherous deserters. Once again he tries to force them to advance,
and when they beg him to delay awhile he grudgingly consents. But

when the time appointed is come, and they feign to have forgotten, he
reminds them of it, struggling and neighing and pulling until he
compels them a second time to approach the beloved and renew their
offer; and when they have come close, with head down and tail
stretched out he takes the bit between his teeth and shamelessly plunges

Eon. But the driver, with resentment even stronger than before, like
a racer recoiling from the starting-rope, jerks back the bit in the mouth
of the wanton horse with an even stronger pull, bespatters his railing
tongue and his jaws with blood, and forcing him down on legs and
haunches delivers him over to anguish.

And so it happens time and again, until the evil steed casts off his
wantonness; humbled in the end, he obeys the counsel of his driver, and
when he sees the fair beloved is like to die of fear. Wherefore at long
last the soul of the lover follows after the beloved with reverence
and awe,

! wéBou wvrpwv is awkward, as Dr Bury points out to me, since xévTpeov must
be taken in a different sense from that which it has in 4 above and 254A 3 beloWs

Nevertheless it is unlikely to be a gloss, and the word has been used of
prickings of desire at 251E (and cf. xevroupbm, 251D 5).

LOVE AND COUNTER-LOVE 10§

Thus the loved one receives all manner of service, as peer of the 255

gods, from a lover that is no pretender but loves in all sincerity; of his
own nature, t0o, he is kindly disposed to him who pays such service.
Now it may be that in time past he has been misled, by his school-
fellows or others, who told him that it is shameful to have commerce
with a lover, and by reason of this he may repel his advances; neverthe-
less as time goes on ripening age and the ordinance of destiny together
lead him to welcome the other’s society; for assuredly fate does not B
suffer one evil man to be friend to another, nor yet one good man to
lack the friendship of another.

And now that he has come to welcome his lover and to take pleasure
in his company and converse, it comes home to him what a depth of
kindliness he has found, and he is filled with amazement, for he per-
ceives that all his other friends and kinsmen have nothing to offer in
comparison with this friend in whom there dwells a god. So as he
continues in this converse and society, and comes close to his lover in
the gymnasium and elsewhere, that lowing stream which Zeus, as the c
lover of Ganymede, called the “fiood of passion’, pours in u;;on the
lover; and part of it is absorbed within him, but when he can contain
no more the rest flows away outside him; and as a breath of wind oran
echo,. rebounding {rom a smooth hard surface, goes back to its place
of origin, even so the stream of beauty turns back and re-enters the
eyes of the fair beloved; and so by the natural channel it reaches his
Sol'll anc.l gives it fresh vigour,® watering the roots of the wings and
quickf.nmg them to growth: whereby the soul of the beloved, in is D
turn, is filled with love. So he loves, yet knows not what he loves: he
does not understand, he cannot tell what has come upon him; like one
Fhat has ca:_:ght a disease of the eye from another, he cannot account for
}1:_; notl realising that his lover is as it were a mirror in which he beholds

a:ns“: ;; And when:n the other is beside him, he shares his respite from

" fl::; f,' w:he:n he is absent, he likewise shares his longing and being

lweg t or; hsmce he possesses that counter-love which is the image of

- ) s Otug he supposes it to be friendship rather than love, and calls g

e h}; 3 at name. He ﬁ;els a desire, like the lover’s yet not so strong, to

g o louch', to kiss him, to share his couch: and now ere long the
ire, as one might guess, leads to the act.

1
v .
m‘pw:::"?w_ is awl-:.ward, as it seems prematurely to anticipate ®punos
MEQW;“ };t_:sdkep:t it must, I think, be taken as more or less equivalent to
Pl ort's dvemine@oav, adopted by Robin, seems to me unlikel
€ conjecture is dvamerdoav, with removal of comma. =
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So when they lie side by side, the wanton horse of the lover’s soul
would have a word with the charioteer, claiming a little guerdon for
256 all his trouble. The like steed in the soul of the beloved has no word to

say, but swelling with desire for he knows not what embraces and kisses
the lover, in grateful acknowledgment of all his kindness. And when
they lie by one another, he is minded not to refuse to do his part in
gratifying his lover's entreaties; yet his yoke-fellow in turn,’ being
moved by reverence and heedfulness, joins with the driver in resisting,
And so, if the victory be won by the higher elements of mind guiding
them into the ordered rule of the philosophic life, their days on earth
3 will be blessed with happiness and concord; for the power of evil in
the soul has been subjected, and the power of goodness liberated: they
have won self-mastery and inward peace. And when life is over, with
burden shed and wings recovered they stand victorious in the first of
the three rounds in that truly Olympic struggle;* nor can any nobler
prize be secured whether by the wisdom that is of man or by the
madness that is of god.
¢ Butif they turn to a way of life more ignoble and unphilosophic,
yet covetous of honour, then mayhap in a careless hour, or when the
wine is flowing, the wanton horses in their two souls will catch them
off their guard, bring the pair together, and choosing that part which
the multitude account blissful achieve their full desire. And this once
done, they continue therein, albeit but rarely, seeing that their minds
are not wholly set thereupon. Such a pair as this also are dear friends,
but not so dear as that other pair, one to another, both in the time of
b their love and when love is past; for they feel that they have exchanged
the most binding pledges, which it were a sinl to break by becoming
enemies. When death comes they quit the body wingless indeed, yet
eager to be winged, and therefore they carry off no mean reward for
their lovers’ madness: for it is ordained that all such as have taken the
first steps on the celestial highway shall no more return to the dark.
pathways beneath the earth, but shall walk together in a life of shining
g bliss, and be furnished in due time with like plumage the one to
other, because of their love.

' of in A 6 marks the parallelism with the good horse of the tpaoris.
* The reference is partly to 2494 (Tpls tgeEAis), partly to the requirement Of
three throws in an Olympic wrestling-match; cf. tv uiv 765" fitn éy Ty Tohal=

oudrraov (Aesch. Eum. 589).
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The description of the two horses, with which this section opens
conforms to the psychological analysis of Rep. 1x (580—581) rather’
than to that of Rep. 1v. In Book 1v desire was restricted to the lowest
part of soul, the highest being conceived as having the function of
deliberation and rational control, and the intermediate part as its
natural ally, supporting its decisions through the force of feeling or
emotion, as distinct from desire. But in Book 1x it was recognised that
each of the three parts has its own desire, so that the real distinction
becomes that of the objects respectively desired, namely wisdom
honour (together with power and repute), and money as the means tc;
the satisfaction of sensual appetites.

The good horse is here, conformably to this scheme, called a
Tiiis tpaoTrs and &Anbwiis 566ns traipos: but these features once
mentioned do not appear to be made use of in the account of psychical
conflict which follows. The fact is that in the case before us the desire
of the good horse cannot be discriminated from that of the charioteer:
they both want precisely the same kind of satisfaction from tht.:
beloved; but Plato’s concern at present (253 D—254E) is not to describe
that satisfaction: he has done that in part in the previous section and he
will return to it in the latter part (255 A~256B) of this one: his present
concern is complementary to this, namely to describe the subjugation
of sheer lust. In this subjugation the charioteer and the good horse are
so much one in purpose and function that their distinction can hardly
be maintained if we seek to go behind the imagery. The most that we
ts:;n say b:s_ thal-tc continence is conceived as in one aspect intellectual, its

urc i i i
f erni tizl::a%-‘ nowledge or recollection of ideal beauty,* and in another

The description of the evil horse, and the account of its behaviour,
call for no special comment. Both in Rep. 1v and Rep. 1X the part of
s}?ul for which it stands is wholly concerned with sensual satisfaction
lbou’gl-l in Book 1x more stress perhaps is laid on its concern with
obtaining the means to such satisfaction, namely wealth3 In our

gl::iage Plato brings our with great force the headstrong, ruthless
" &if:er of carnal desire, its dvalBeiq, its GPpis, its xoxnyépos
(zsﬂ)a.T\}.lvhen finally humbled, the evil steed ‘is like to die of fear’
LS e phrase 90Pe BtoAAuTal is arresting; it seems to imply a

complete suppression of the lowest part of soul than that of Rep.1v,

¥ Bévros B o0 Avidyou
A N wviiun Tpds Tov Tol kéAAous ¢l
w:"': b,::d- g@pooivns bv &yvd Palpep PiPdoav (254 Bg?m T -
WA (254 E:;t.!l:hs ;:20 ﬁw:sxr.p T8v Immeow, dal Te xal Tére alBol Piagbuevos, daurdy katiym
(2534 o i 0 pv Un’ aloyuvns Te kal BduPovs 16pdT wacav IPpefe ThY Yyt
b .

iy ":]“:;\;;::l:tt lﬁ ;;J\ﬁm?w a]:@ opobpdmra Tdv mepl Thy (Bwbhy dmiBupdy kol
Yy o ToUTols drdroufa, kal piroxpriparov B, & § pérTv

1o7a dmotedoliran al Toiatran fmibuplea (580 E). e
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where it has a legitimate function and needs to be controlled rather
than suppressed; it must not go too far, and seek to dominate the soul.*
Even in Rep. 1X, where it has become a ‘many-headed beast’, it can
still be brought into harmony with the higher parts (589 8). Plato has
in our dialogue cut himself off from the conception of a real harmeny
or equilibrium in the soul by labelling the left-hand steed as evil from
the start. But we should not, I think, press this point unduly; we must
remember that his real purpose is not to propound a psychological
doctrine for its own sake, but to contrast the 8efos Epws with the
oxcds (2664); he makes what the Republic calls & tmbupnmikéy
intrinsically evil—not merely evil when in excess—chiefly because he
can thereby bring the oxands Epcs most vividly before us. Moreover
the fact that since he wrote Rep. 1v he has come to recognise that desire
belongs to every part of soul makes it possible for him to redistribute
it in such a way that evil desire can be located in one part and good
spread out over the other two.

Thus we may believe that by the words 9dpe BicAAuTan he means
at bottom no more than that evil desire, in the relevant form of carnal
lust, is rendered temporarily—not of course permanently—inoperative.

The purpose of this whole section being to describe how the
beloved is caprured (253 6), it is natural that Socrates should pass at
255 A from the soul of the pév, the captor, to that of the Epdpevos.
We should note that the first stages are devoid of passion: it is the
converse and companionship (Adyov xal Spikiav) of the other that
the boy values, and the ‘kindliness’ (ebveia) that ‘amazes’ him.* The
awakening of passion follows in due course, and the account of it is

most striking: the stream of beauty which, as we have been told earlier

(251 c-D), enters into the soul of the lover and initiates the process of
regrowing its wings is not all used up in this way; some of it is drawn
back ‘like a wind or an echo’ into the eyes, and through the eyes into
the soul of the pdyevos, and does the same for him; thus a counter-
love (&vréps) is born, whose nature is not apparent t0 its possessor,
because he does not realise that his lover has become a mirror in which
his own beauty is reflected.3

This account of ‘counter-love’ is based on the principle that the
sublimated love of the &pcyevos, no less than that of the fpdv, must
originate in the sight of physical beauty, and on the complementary
fact that the physical beauty resides wholly in the person of the

| 3
442 A
* Even at a later stage it is &5 09680’ eovow that he welcomes his lover (256A)s

3 It is possible that in using the word évripes Plato is thinking of

Ag. §44: 18 dvmpdviow lutpe emAnyubvol. The whole account, and particularly

the words ket B atrrdv Kal oleren ot fpwra EAa gihlav evan (255 E), suggest that
the #pdyavos was not ordinarily thought of or spoken of as lp@v: he was regar
as a recipient of another’s love, not a giver o his own.
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tpcopevos. There follows a description of conflict within the soul of the
&vrepdsv, similar to but much briefer than that given in the case of the
EpGov, and of the supreme felicity attained by a pair who remain
continent. The strong but controlled eloquence of this passage
(2564 7-B 7), which throbs with deep sincerity, is, I would say, as
impressive as anything in the dialogue. .
The last part of the section (256¢~D), with its promise of a limited
felicity to those who fall short of the ideal of sublimated love, may well
surprise us by its apparent condonation of conduct which has earlier
(250E) been scornfully condemned, and of which at the end of his life
Plato writes' in terms of unequivocal reprobation. But it is important
to observe that what is described here is not the deliberate act of a pair
to whom the nobler sort of passion makes no appeal; neither of lover
nor of beloved can it be said in the words of 250& that UBpe Tpoo-
oAy ol BESoikev 0U” aloydveran Trapd eUatv ASovnv Bicokwy, Itis in
an unguarded hour that they yield to an admittedly strong temptation
and what they do is ‘that on which their minds are not wholly set’.2 '

* Laws v, 837¢, 841D-E,

? Wilamowitz (Platon 1, pp. 468f) has some interesting comment i
matter. Who, he asks, will not set it to Plato’s credit that he En:kesn:l:: h:a!:re?llll;
judges less severe than he himself, as lawgiver, can afford to be? But it is not true
to say that ‘Plato doubtless assumes that the pair in question have, a from
cd;:semgpse:, led Ia lpﬂk:ll::'ophic life which deserved the full rcwardP;ar;n the

, it is only v Siaiy gopTiwripy T kel
tha';‘h the lapses will occur. B Sylorirn phaten St
_The 8larra guAémisos is that of the ‘timocratic’ man of Rep. vin, of whom it i
r;;i a;ha‘ Thy tv bavTd dpxhv Tapiboxe T4 wlow T kal gidovikg fal::u;mom,.wm? mlyhu-m“ o
: ¢&w e xal gidéminos &vfip (5508). He represents the first stage of deterioration
r:mrled ih phn]usoph.er. Such a life, though good within its limits—it may be
dtpcr:ﬂ : at according to Aristotle (E.V. 1095 B 26) its fundamental motive is
o rather that wf—cannot safeguard a man against moral temptation: the only
A equate gpoupd (256 3) of the soul is philosophy, that is to say an all-absorbing
evotion to a progressively better undmtoodp moral ideal.
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2§6E-2578 THE SPEECH CONCLUDED. A PRAYER FOR
LYSIAS AND PHAEDRUS

In a short peroration Socrates first contrasts the ideal love that he has

described with the false theory of Lysias’s speaker, and then addresses the
God of Love directly with a prayer that Lysias may be turned to philo-
sophy, and that his admirer Phaedrus may cease to hesitate between two

ways of life.

These then, my boy, are the blessings great and glorious which will
come to you from the friendship of a lover. He who is not a lover can
offer a mere acquaintance flavoured with worldly wisdom, dispensing
a niggardly measure of worldly goods; in the soul to which he is
attached he will engender an ignoble quality extolled by the multitude

247 as virtue, and condemn it to float for nine thousand years' hither and

thither, around the earth and beneath it, bereft of understanding,

Thus then, dear God of Love, I have offered the fairest recantation
and fullest atonement that my powers could compass; some of its
language, in particular, was perforee poetical, to please Phaedrus.
Grant me thy pardon for what went before, and thy favour for what
ensued: be merciful and pracious, and take not from me the lover's
talent wherewith thou hast blest me, neither let it wither by reason of
thy displeasure, but grant me still to increase in the esteem of the fair.
8 And if anything that Phaedrus and I said earlier sounded discordant
to thy ear, set it down to Lysias, the only begetter of that discourse;
and staying him from discourses after this fashion turn him towards the
love of wisdom, even as his brother Polemarchus has been turned.
Then will his loving disciple here present no longer halt between tW0
opinions, as now he does, but live for Love in singleness of purpose
with the aid of philosophical discourse.

We are reminded at the beginning of this section of what we may
well have forgotten, namely that the whole of Socrates’s secon

* The period of gooo years is the sum of the periods between successive earthly
lives during which souls are rewarded or punished. el yfiv (around, not upon
earth) must be taken as equivalent to, or perhaps rather as a slight variation 0f,
els Totpaved mva Témov (2494): both are contrasted with twd yfis: cf. Frutigers

op. cit. p. 2§6.

PRAYER FOR LYSIAS AND PHAEDRUS  III

discourse, including the account of the soul’s nature and immortality
as well as the doctrine of love as divine madness, has been addressed to
a boy, as were the two previous speeches. Plato thus provides himself
with an opportunity to extol his own interpretation of £pws in contrast
with that put into the mouth of Lysias’s speaker, whose morality is
contemptuously called worldly wisdom (cwgpooivn évnTi), a sort of
level-headedness which hardly rises above the lowest utilitarian
considerations.

The second paragraph, addressed to the God of Love himself,
reminds the reader that the discourse has been a palinode, a recantation
of Socrates’s own first conception of love, although, as we have seen
there was no real change of attitude on Socrates’s part. The quasi-,
apology for poetical language is a typical piece of Socratic irony: he
affects to be one who naturally expresses himself in the plainest prose:
the poetry was a concession to Phaedrus, who likes that sort of thing.
But in the next sentence Socrates’s regular® claim to possess the
EpcaTixhy TEXVT is serious enough, though of course it is not the art as
commonly conceived.

The reference to Lysias as ‘only begetter of the discourse’ reinforces
the point which we have already noted,” namely that Socrates’s first
speech was made from the standpoint of Lysias’s speaker, not from his
own. The phrase Tol Aéyou Trartrip had been applied to Phaedrus him-
self at Symp. 177D, as the person who had suggested the subject of the
series of discourses in that dialogue.

It might h‘e thought that the prayer that Lysias may be turned away
from guch discourses as the one to which Socrates and Phaedrus have
been listening; to follow philosophy, provides strong testimony to the
authenticity of that discourse. But in point of fact the prayer tells
neither one way nor the other. From the point of view of *Socrates” the
Lysian authorship is unquestionable: it is a datum for the interlocutors
;nbtel;i d;alogue, ':rl:late\;er be the historical fact; and if the speech is, as

ieve, a pastiche i i i 1
ey o {)ranscri I;tl-" ato is here doing no more than keeping up the

At the same time it is permissible to wonder whether Plato has
E;IEEPS;, external to the dramatic siruation, in this passage. Iam incTi;::g
> hlilll d“;: he wishes to contrast the Lysias who did not in fact turn
wh}:) ino;o;a d}_; (despite the prayer of ‘Socrates') both with Polemarchus?

act did, and also with Phaedrus. For the reference to Phaedrus

at the end of the section implies, I suspect, a hope in due ti
smoriod bkt » I suspect, a hope in due time fulfilled:
esitation hetween the ideals of Socrates and of Lysias—

g Cf. S_rmp ]77'[) 21 . 2
1P k y 2128; Lysis 204B. * p. 37 above.
olemarchus, in whose house the whole conversatign]of the Republic takes

Place, seems to have been inti i
: ntimat i :
€ met his end at the hands of 31: gﬂﬁgm—?@; ::'mm SRR



112 PHAEDRUS

a halting between two opinions—was terminated by a right decision,

Of course this is conjecture: we know virtually nothing of Phaedrus

outside the pages of Plato; but when Socrates near the end of our XVl

dialogue gives what is in effect a description of his own activity ag 1575-2585  PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATION OF
a teacher, and Phaedrus emphatically echoes his prayer that “you and shipsssinie b iy

I may become like that’, we can hardly resist the inference that he did,

H . * . » "
in fact, become like Socrates, at least in some degree. Phacdrus expresses his admiration for Socrates's discourse, and doubts

whether Lysias will venture a rejoinder, more especially as he has recently

¥ avrémmaon piv olv Eywyn Pothoual e xal eixoua & Abyes (2788). kmabu.red'5yacer£diﬂp05d€5tﬂlﬁrkfnga 'JPHC&-WHIIGP’ OWOYP&QOS).
Socrates replies that the term cannot have been meant offensively, since the
most distinguished politicians practise speech-writing themselves, and
expect 10 gain immortal fame therefrom. It cannot be writing or speaking
in general that is shameful, but only doing it badly. It is therefore our
business to inquire what constitutes good and bad writing and speaking,
a task which Phaedrus envisages with delight.

Ph. If that be for our good, Socrates, I join in your prayer for it. 2578
And [ have this long while been filled with admiration for your speech ¢
as a far finer achievement than the one you made before, It makes me
afraid that I shall find Lysias cutting a poor figure, if he proves to be
willing to compete with another speech of his own. The fact is that
only the other day, my dear good sir, one of our politicians was railing
at him and reproaching him on this very score, constantly dubbing
him a ‘speech-writer’; so possibly we shall find him desisting from
further composition to preserve his reputation.

Soc. What a ridiculous line to take, young man! And how utterly
you misjudge our friend, if you suppose him to be such a timid creaturel p
Am I to believe you really do think that the person you speak of
meant his raillery as a reproach?

Ph. He gave me that impression, Socrates; and of course you know
as wellas I do that the men of greatest influence and dignity in political
life are reluctant to write speeches and bequeath to posterity composi-
tions of their own, for fear of the verdict of later ages, which might
Pronounce them Sophists.!

Soc. Phaedrus, you are unaware that the expression  Pleasant Bend”
comes from the long bend in the Nile:* and besides the matter of the &

* The implication is that most prose works hitherto had come from the pens of

Sophists; and a glan rks hi :
ﬁf iy th bﬂ;ge- ce at the relevant testimonia in Diels-Kranz, .Var:. 11, makes

i 'ghil'f! is no justification for bracketing the words ém. . .baten with Heindorf
0! i:“;_ indeed yAuxls dyxiw AAndiv ox would be intolerably abrupt and
re by itself. The proverb yAwis dyxiv was variously explained in antiquity

HFP
8
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Bend you are unaware that the proudest of politicians have the strongese.
desire to write speeches and bequeath compositions; why, wheneyep
they write a speech, they are so pleased to have admirers that they pyg
in a special clause at the beginning with the names of the persons whg
admire the speech in question. "
Ph. What do you mean? I don't understand.

position® the first thing he writes is the name of his admirer.

Ph, Isit?

Soc. Yes, he says maybe ‘Resolved by the Council” or ‘by the
People’ or by both: and then ‘Proposed by so-and-so’—a pompous
piece of self-advertisement on the part of the author; after which he
proceeds with what he has to say, showing off his own wisdom to his
admirers, sometimes in a very lengthy composition. This sort of thing.
amounts, don’t you think, to composing a speech? )

Ph. Yes, I think it does.

Soc. Then if the speech holds its ground, the author quits the scene
rejoicing; but if it is blotted out, and he loses his status as a recognised
speech-writer, he goes into mourning, and his friends with him.

Ph. Quite so.

Soc. Which clearly implies that their attitude to the profession is no
one of disdain, but of admiration.

Ph. To be sure.

Soc. Tell me then: when an orator, or a king, succeeds in acqui
¢ the power of a Lycurgus, a Solon or a Darius,* and so winning
mortality among his people as a speech-writer, doesn’t he deem himself
a peer of the gods while still living, and do not people of later ages hold
the same opinion of him when they contemplate his writings?

Ph. Yes, indeed,

Soc. Then do you suppose that anyone of that type, whoever he
might be, and whatever his animosity towards Lysias, could reproacit
him simply on the ground that he writes?

(see Thompson's note), but the gist of Plato’s explanation, and of his intes
in quoting it, is clearly that given by Hermeias: a bend in the river, W
considerably lengthened the voyage between two points, had come to be calle
the Pleasant Bend, xav’ dvrigpaow: which shows that people sometimes mean
just the opposite of what they say. That, suggests Socrates, is the case Witlh
Phaedrus’s abusive politician.

! I follow Bergk and Robin in reading &v &pyij dvBpés wohiticel wyyp&n_-__ .

* of. with Thompson Ep. vi1, 3328, where it is said of Darius that
Tap&buypa olov xph Tdv vopobirny xal PaciMda Tév &yaBov ylyveaton,

SPEECH-WRITING I1§

Ph. What you say certainly makes that improbable; for apparently
he would be reproaching what he wanted to do himself.
Soc. Then the conclusion is obvious, that there is nothing shameful p

in the mere writing of speeches.

Ph. Of course.

Soc. But in speaking and writing shamefully and badly, instead of
as one should, that is where the shame comes in, I take it.

Ph. Clearly.

Soc. Then what is the nature of good writing and bad? Is it
incumbent on us, Phaedrus, to examine Lysias on this point, and all
such as have written or mean to write anything at all, whether in the
field of public affairs or private, whether in the verse of the poet or the

plain speech of prose?

Ph. TIs it incumbent! Why, life itself would hardly be worth living &
save for pleasures like this: certainly not for those pleasures that involve
previous pain, as do almost all concerned with the body, which for that
reason are rightly called slavish.”

The main purpose of this section is to pave the way for an examina-
tion of rhetoric in its most general sense, a sense indeed which goes
considerably beyond that commonly recognised, namely any form of
address, spoken or written, on any subject, in which a man seeks to
commend his proposals or opinions to his audience, The statesman
drafting a law is, argues Socrates, engaged in essentially the same
business as the epideictic orator to whom Phaedrus had been listening;
the one is “showing off” (mBevipevos, 2584 7) his wisdom to his
fellow-citizens in Council or Assembly just as the other to his circle of
admirers; the .'Ell(.‘cessﬂll political speaker becomes through his

compositions’ (ovyypéppora), namely his measures permanentl
inscribed in the statute-book, an ‘immo)rftal speech-writer". Y

Hence in what follows Plato will be examining not merely the merits
and demerltsl of that display oratory of which we have had'a specimen
in the first discourse, nor yet of the forensic oratory for which Lysias
Was equally, if not more, renowned, but of persuasive speech and per-
Suasive writing in general. Rhetoric is at bottom persuasion, and per-
suasion is generically the same whatever be the mode of its expression,

" Phaedrus’s words recall the doctrine of Re ;

3 8 p. 5848, and of Philebus s18fl,
ﬁll:::“ ;’0 evidence that it was pre-Platonic, though t}:t"act that pain fuq:cntly
% b 11;1:3-‘*_“1'& ;s mentioned by Antiphon, wepl duovolas, frag. 49 (Diels-Kranz),

ssage nn‘:;"lf’ 'h!-’emg dragged in here as a deliberate allusion to the Republic
a' P ink we must admit that its attribution to Phaedrus is a dramatic

82
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oral or written, poetry or prose. We do not indeed find this sta
in so many words in the present section, but the repeated use
meifetv at 260A-D is sufficient evidence, if any be needed. W
Socrates comes to define ‘rhetoric as a whole’ at 261 4, he calls it ‘a
of influencing of the mind by means of words’ (yuxoywyla nig
Adywv).

With the lowering of emotional tone, unmistakable notes of h
are to be heard. The politician who sneered at Lysias as a Aoyoypd
must, if he ever existed, have been referring to his profession a
a speech-writer for clients in the courts; the word had no other seng
in contemporary Attic; and when Phaedrus suggests that the
might deter Lysias from composing a rejoinder to Socrates’s g
discourse, he is playing on the etymology of Acyoypagelv, pretendin;
that it embraced the writing of show-pieces such as the ZpwTikds A
already recited. Socrates affects to take this suggestion seriously, by
keeps up the humour by suggesting that the politician meant no offen
by so describing Lysias; and in what follows the two suggestions
developed together to reach the quite serious conclusion that all wri
and speaking of Adyo1 is generically the same, and also that per se i
not an activity which it is offensive to impute to anybody. S
development is characteristic of Plato’s subtle artistry, which deli
those readers who do not miss it.!

' Further touches of humour or sarcasm appear at 257E, of péyioTov gpovol
16v wohiTidy pdhiota lpdm Aoyoypaglas: 2588, yeymbds dmipyeral ix 1ol frdmpoy
womris: 258, dldvaTos hoyoypdpos. . .lodleov fyeltar alrds ardv v 38w,

XVIII

153E‘*2$9D INTERLUDE. THE MYTH OF THE CICADAS
4 brief interlude now follows, in which the midday scene is recalled to our

minds, with the cicadas chirping in the hot sunshine. These creatures,
Socrates says, are watching to see whether their music lulls us to drowse
in idleness or whether we resist their spell. He proceeds to narrate a litcle

oeh about their origin, suggesting that we can secure through their help
.ﬂmur of the Muses of Philosophy, who will aid us in the inquiry upon
which we are about to embark.

Soc. Well, I suppose we can spare the time; and 1 think too that the 258 &
cicadas overhead, singing after their wont in the hot sun and conversing
with one another, don’t fail to observe us as well. So if they were to see 259
us two behaving like ordinary folk at midday, not conversing but
‘dozing lazy-minded under their spell, they would very properly have

the laugh of us, taking us for a pair of slaves that had invaded their
mt like sheep, to have their midday sleep beside the spring, If
however they see us conversing and steering clear of their bewitching
e;ﬁt_en-Sung, they might feel respect for us and grant us that boon which s
‘heaven permits them to confer upon mortals.

Pﬂ. Oh, what is that? I don’t think I have heard of it.

_ Soc. Surely it is unbecoming in a devotee of the Muses not to have
heard of a thing like that! The story is that once upon a time these
€reatures were men—men of an age before there were any Muses: and
thlt when the latter came into the world, and music made its appear-
::, t}:;orne of the people of those days were so thrilled with pleasure
5 €y went on singing, and quite forgot to eat and drink until they c
actually died without noticing it. From them in due course sprang the
Tace of cicadas, to which the Muses have granted the boon of needing
f‘?{_.‘mtcmnce right from their birth, but of singing from the very first,
mﬁém ut food or drink, until the day of their death: after which they go
FePort to the Muses how they severally are paid honour amongst
i nd, and by whom. So for those whom they report as having
:h.. 0 “:l’_:’-‘d }:I'erpsichore in the dance they win that Muse’s favour; for p
w 13t have worshipped in the rites of love the favour of Erato; and
) ,,w“h all the oth : y s
®ch. To 11 ers, according to the nature of the worship paid to
Mo l‘? elde-"'f, Calliope, and to her next sister Urania, they tell of
1ve a life of philosophy and so do honour to the music of
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those twain whose theme is the heavens and all the story of gods and
men, and whose song is the noblest of them all.*
Thus there is every reason for us not to yield to slumber in the

noontide, but to pursue our talk.
Ph. Of course we must pursue it.

From the last paragraphs of the previous section it was plain thatanew
chapter is about to open; indeed this was almost formally announced
at 258D 7-E 5. With his usual art, therefore, Plato has inserted a short
interlude at this point. It has, I suggest, three distinguishable purposes:
first, to providea temporary relaxation of the reader’s mind by means of
a charming little myth;? secondly to appeal, under coverof a warning by
Socrates to Phaedrus and himself against lazy-mindedness, for a renewal
(or continuance) of the reader’s attention; and thirdly, toindicate theim-
portanceanddifficulty of the task ahead by appealing for divinesupport.d

We shall probably be right in regarding this third purpose as the
most important. Instead of the conventional direct appeal to a Muse
or Muses Socrates invokes the cicadas to report favourably upon him-
self and Phaedrus, and thereby make them dearer (TrpoogiAeaTépous)
to two of them; these are Calliope and Urania, who are conceived not
as specially interested in the theme of the coming discussion of rhetoric,
but as being the Muses of philosophy in general. The selection of
Calliope for this role is probably a hit of Pythagoreanism,! while
Urania is by her very name fitted to be patroness of the cosmological
part of philosophy. By describing the two together as epl Te oUpovdv
xad Adyous oloon Belous Te xal &vpeotrivous Socrates is in effect
bringing together the two aspects of philosophy, the study of the
heavens, with the *visible gods’ (Zim. 41A) who dwell therein, and the
study of man’s part in the universe; yet Adyor Befor will, for the reader
who comes fresh from the myth of Socrates’s second speech, include:
the study of those other Belc, Tpds oloTrep Oeds & Beids tomv (249 c)
—the eternal immutable Forms.

! In the words 1&o keXMorny gwviv Robin, following Hermeias, detects ‘sans
doute’ an allusion to the Pythagorean harmony of the spheres. This seems to M&

fanciful.

* Frutiger (op. ¢it. p. 233) holds that the myth of the cicadas and that of
Theuth, which comes later in our dialogue, are the only two entirely ol
myths in Plato. .

3 For a more solemn appeal prefacing a greater subject compare Timaeus's
words at Tim. 27E: huds Bt Tols mep) o0 Tavrds Adyous mowlobal Ty WEANOVTOS: « =
Mﬂq&mkuml&&;mwm&xwﬂmwﬁvtumﬁvoﬂvhdmgu&vm
tmopdveos Bt Hulv elmelv,

4 Maximus Tyrius vi1, 2, 63 (quoted by Thompson), says that Pythagoras
called Philosophy the Muse whom Homer called Calliope. Compare al&
Empedocles, frag. 131 (Diels-Kranz): eixoubvep viv oims Traplorago, KaAhomid:
dugl By paxdpay dyady Adyov tugaivovi.

XIX
259E-261A RHETORIC AND KNOWLEDGE

As a first step in the new inguiry Socrates suggests that any good speech
presupposes that the speaker knows the truth about his subject; but
‘Phaedrus demurs: the theory familiar to him is that all the speaker need
know is what will seem true, in particular about moral questions, to his
audience. By a homely illustration Socrates convinces him that this theo

is likely to yield disastrous results. Next, a personified Rhetoric claims
that knowledge of the truth, however desirable, is of no use to a speaker
without the art of eloquence; but Socrates knows of certain arguments, which
he hears advancing, to the effect that rhetoric is no art, but a mere ,.i:m:ck.
These arguments must have their say, in order that Phaedrus may be
convinced that he will never be a successful orator unless he becomes
a philosopher.

Soc. Well, thesubject we proposed forinquiry justnow was the nature 259 £
of good and bad speaking and writing: so we are to inquire into that.

Ph. Plainly.

Soc. Then does not a good and successful discourse presuppose
a knowledge in the mind of the speaker of the truth about his subject?

Ph. ‘As to that, dear Socrates, what I have heard is that the intending
orator is under no necessity of understanding what is truly just, but 260
o?ly lwhat is likely to be thought just by the body of men who are to
give }uc.!gment; nor need he know what is truly good or noble, but
what will be thought so; since it is on the latter, not the fonner, that
persuasion depends, :

Soc. "Not to be lightly rejected’,” Phaedrus, is any word of the
wise; perhaps they are right: one has to see. And in particular? this
Ppresent assertion must not be dismissed.

Ph. 1 agree,

Soc. i i i
P:c: Y\Z:.I;I, here is my suggestion for discussion.
Soc. i
batﬂ‘::a Sl.lppuse I tried to persuade you to acquire a horse to use in B
. horse!%:;nstbthe enemy, and suppose that neither of us knew what
Rhore v ;, ut I knew this much about you, that Phaedrus believes
¢ that tame animal which possesses the largest ears,

. Aotrludtzfat}m from Jliad 11, 361.
15 torce of xal 54 =l see Denniston, Greek Particles, PP- 2§5—6.
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Ph. A ridiculous thing to suppose, Socrates.

Soc. 'Wait a moment: suppose I continued to urge upon you in al]

seriousness, with a studied encomium of a donkey, that it was whap

I called it, a horse: that it was highly important for you to possess the

creature, both at home and in the field: that it was just the animal tg

c ride on into battle, and that it was handy, into the bargain, for carrying
your equipment and so forth.

Ph. To go to that length would be utterly ridiculous.

Soc. 'Well,isn’tit better to be a ridiculous friend thanacleverenemy

Ph. 1 suppose it is.

Soc. Then when a master of oratory, who is ignorant of good and
evil, employs his power of persuasion on a community as ignorant as
himself, not by extolling a miserable donkey as being really a horse,
but by extolling evil as being really good: and when by studying the
heliefs of the masses he persuades them to do evil instead of good, what

b kind of crop do you think his oratory is likely to reap from the seed
thus sown?

Ph. A pretty poor one.

Soc. ‘Well now, my good friend, have we been too scurrilous in our
abuse of the art of speech? Might it not retort: “Why do you extra=
ordinary people talk such nonsense? I never insist on ignorance of the |
truth on the part of one who would learn to speak; on the contrary,
if my advice goes for anything, it is that he should only resort to me
after he has come into possession of truth; what I do however pride
myself on is that without my aid knowledge of what is true will get
a man no nearer to mastering the art of persuasion.’

E Ph. And will not such a retort be just?

Soc. Yes, if the arguments advanced against oratory sustain its
claim to be an art. In point of fact, I fancy I can hear certain arguments
advancing, and protesting that the claim is false, that it is no art, but
a knack that has nothing to do with art: inasmuch as there is, as the
Spartans put it, no ‘soothfast’ art of speech, nor assuredly will there
ever be one, without a grasp of truth.?

I The meaning is that the obviously ridiculous mistakes of a well-intentlona_{%
speaker are likely to do less harm than the mistakes of an ill-intentioned one Who.
is clever enough to disguise his ignorance and so escape ridicule. ,

3 The point urged here is that knowledge of truth must be part and parcel of
the art orP rhetoric, if it is really to be an art: knowledge cannot be somethig
preliminary or extraneous which the orator can presume in his audience to 8!
with, as had just been suggested by the apologist of rhetoric.

RHETORIC AND TRUTH 121

ph. We must have these arguments, Socrates. Come, bring them 1261
up before us, and examine their purport.

Soc. Come hither then, you worthy creatures, and impress upon
phaedrus, who is s0 blessed in his offspring,” that unless he gets on with
his philosophy he will never get on as a speaker on any subject; and let
pPhaedrus be your respondent.

Ph. 1await their questions.

At the opening of this section Socrates goes at once to the heart of
the mattér, the indifference of rhetoric to truth. What Phaedrus says
he has heard—that there is no need for the intending orator to know
what is really just and good, but only what the people who are to
judge a case will think so—corresponds closely to the conception of his
art ascribed to Gorgias in the dialogue which bears his name, and we
may take it as representing a position commonly taken up by the
theorists of rhetoric.* The teachers of eloquence, rejecting the demands
of the philosophers for exact truth as visionary, and differentiating
themselves from Sophists as unconcerned with morals,? aimed at
imparting (in the words of Aristotle’s definition)! ‘the power to see
the possible ways of persuading people about any given subject”.

That Isocrates is here covertly attacked, that he is in Plato’s mind as
one of the cogol of 2604, seems very improbable. Once he had given
up his empllayment as a Aoyoyp&gos and set up as teacher and publicist,
Isocrates did his best to spread the truth as he saw it in morals and
politics. To be sure, he rejected the Socratic or Platonic demand for
infallible knowledge in this sphere: the most we can hope for is right
opinion (86§a):5 and this is a constant matter of opposition between
him and Plato. But Isocrates was far from being an example of the
u.nc‘{ymg_ orator (xSAaf) of the Gorgias; this can be seen from many of

, orations’, perhaps as well as anywhere in the letter to Nicocles, in

he contrasts himself as the serious and sincere adviser of an

1 i
: g}rle alllusmn is to Phaedrus as begetter of discourses: cf. 242 A-3.

3 :1; east of forensic rhetoric, which the words & m\4a olmep Bixdoovow
Tﬁompsons:]:imﬁi“mﬂ[:y i}-‘ggest; it seems less applicable to deliberative rhetoric.
Ti:&u dDana,rd:’_ at the gogol of 2604 are ‘all the Texvoypégor from Corax and

ef. Meno g5c: xal Fopylou péhiora, . . ratra &yape, &1 olx & moms alrol Tolro

Soloais ¢m
axvoupivoy, 5
Mynw olevan Bety mrouty &TAA‘M:.M TV ERAev karayth§, Stav dxolam Imoxvoupiviy: dAAG

s Rhet. 13553 36,

hen he decl
Bofaom ares that to become a good speaker is ywxfis &Bpwiis xal
ind elr?r:t!fgo r:uiﬁ"”““ Soph. § 17) he is certainly not thinking of his Ert as
Panah, § o wlT he i‘;e““}G of Bofaominiis may be inferred by comparison
A liﬁdv’m mlui‘,.r:u?lalms the ability Boféum wepl dxdorou Thy drfBeen
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intelligent prince with orators who seek to amuse unintelligent crowds
with novelties and thrilling stories.!

Whether or no the theory mentioned by Phaedrus at 260A wag
intended to apply only to forensic oratory, Socrates in the sequel treats
it as applying to deliberative, in a passage (260¢) which enables us to
see that behind the immediate subject of discussion Plato has in his
mind what is seldom long absent from it, namely contemporary public
morality, good and evil, justice and injustice in the wé\is. But that
line of thought is not here pursued, and Rhetoric is now allowed to
state a case for herself.

It is a plausible enough case: to know the truth is certainly desirable;
it should be a preliminary to learning rhetoric; but to make anyone else
believe that truth which you possess is impossible without Rhetoric;
and therein her great service lies. (Here again we are reminded of the
Gorgias, where the famous teacher admits the desirability of his pupils
knowing what is right and wrong before they come to him.)

Socrates agrees to this statement; and in point of fact the words put
into the mouth of a personified Rhetoric here express just what Plato
himself believes and elaborates later on: rhetoric should be an art, or
scientific method, of recommending what is true. The question is, how
should it set about doing this? In what does its method consist? The
reason why the defence of rhetoric at 2600 is only plausible is that it has
in fact no method, no Téxvn deserving of the name.?

The plea delivered by Rhetoric is met by certain personified
arguments (Adyor), which declare that she is no art but an &rexvos
Tp1Pr): but this device of a literary &ycov is soon dropped, having served
its momentary purpose of sharpening our attention. The phrase
&rexvos TPt is a virtual quotation from Gorgias 4638,3 and we are
no doubt intended to think of what Socrates there said on the point;
but the arguments which he now ‘hears advancing’ are not in fact the
arguments of the Gorgias. Plato is not now concerned to show that
current rhetoric is ¥&pités Tivos kol NBoviis dmepyaoias dumapla
(462¢), and so a mere matter of knack and xoAencla, but to establish
(in the first instance) that from the rhetorician’s own point of view,
namely success in persuading, no marter what is to be persuaded,
knowledge of truth is indispensable. The very notion of Téxvn, he
is about to argue, implies that #moTiun which the contemporary
pretenders to a prropik Téxvn aflect to regard as both unattainable
and unnecessary.

* Ad Nicoclem -51; see Introduction p. 6 supra. In ayeyslv has
the depreciatory sggs:,o ‘allure’, The date olP the w:rk is 37§ :3:.‘;33 little later
(Jebb, Attic Orators 11, p. 83), and hence very close to that of the Phaedrus.

1 The emphatic position of Tixvy in 260D g is intended to direct our attention

to this weakness in Rhetoric’s defence.
3 ol fom hyvn & dpmupla s xal Tpip, cf. 5014, &oyos...TpIPh kal fumaple,

XX

261 A—264E KNOWLEDGE OF RESEMBLANCES AND
DIFFERENCES

Rhetoric, Socrates proceeds, as a method of influencing men’s minds
(yvxeywyla) commonly involves disputation (dvmdoyla, the presentation
of opposed arguments), as may be seen not only in the fields of forensic and
deliberative oratory, but also in the arguments of Zeno the Eleatic. And
since disputation involves the ability to represent, or misrepresent, one thing
as like another, the successful speaker must know the truth as to how things
resemble and differ from one another.

An examination of Lysias's speech reveals its deficiency in this respect,

and also its lack of orderly arrangement.

Soc. Must not the art of rhetoric, taken as a whole, be a kind of 261
influencing of the mind" by means of words, not only in courts of law
and other publie gatherings, but in private places also? And must jt
not be the same art that is concerned with great issues and small, its
right employment commanding no more respect when dealing with
important matters than with unimportant?* Is that what you have been
told about it?

P&._ No indeed, not exactly that: it is principally, I should say, to
hwsfuts that an art of speaking and writing is applied—and of course to
Ppublic harangues also. 1 know of no wider application.

Soc. What? Are you acquainted only with the *Arts’ or manuals
of oratory by Nestor and Odysseus, which they composed in their

hours at Troy? Have you never heard of the work of Palamedes ?

Ph. No, upon my word, nor of Nestor either; unless you are casting ¢

Gorgias for the role of Nestor, with Odysseus
Od hrasy-
machus, or maybe Theodorus.3 i Pyt by T

¥ The word

] Yuxaywyly, as we have seen, is used by Isocrates, ad Nie.

wh’x::ﬂ?;z ;g?ndeﬁzematory sense of ‘allure”. It is quite possibl’ccl}mr‘:hfﬁi‘zf"

of :it S dane agi l'}mu‘_“,n 1::;5 ::ff:imd to Plato by this passage, though his use
* 90ph. 227 where the k i ialecti

equal respocy, speaker points out that dialectic holds all arts in

"":"(';““T‘-" :;:m"ﬁ:&ﬂxvﬁv To ouyyevls kal o pfy auyyevls keravoly Tupepbm Ting
Orgias is cast for th i

becanse he [ived - OF the part of Nestor both on account of his el quen:

T ema‘;hl:;edftg & great age (though the date of his death i::ot h;?;:)‘f

will by “‘: halcedon, who came to reside at Athens and of whom more
heard 67¢, is evidently at the height of his fame as a teacher of rhetoric
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Soc. Perhaps I am. But anyway we may let them be, and do yoy
tell me, what is it that the contending parties in lawcourtsdo? Do they
not in fact contend with words, or how else should we put it?

Ph. That is just what they do.

Soe. About what is just and unjust?

Ph, Yes.

Soc. And he who possesses the art of doing this can make the same

D thing appear to the same people now just, now unjust, at will?

Ph. To be sure.

Soc. And in public harangues, no doubt, he can make the same
things seem to the community now good, and now the reverse of good?

Ph. Just so.

Soe. Then can we fail to see that the Palamedes of Elea" has an art of
speaking, such that he can make the same things appear to his audience
like and unlike, or one and many, or again at rest and in motion?

Pk, Indeed he can.

Soc. So contending with words is a practice found not only in

E lawsuits and public harangues but, it seems, wherever men speak we
find this single art, if indeed it is an art, which enables people to make
out everything to be like everything else, within the limits of possible
comparison,* and to expose the corresponding attempts of others who
disguise what they are doing.

Ph. How so, pray?

Soc. 1 think that will become clear if we put the following question.
Are we misled when the difference between two things is wide, or
narrow?

at the dramatic date of our dialogue (cire. 410 B.c.). Only a single fragment of b
works is extant, but he is familiar to us as a character in the puézr. Little ¢
interest is recorded of his contemporary Theodorus of Byzantium, who
described at 266E as ‘the master of rhetorical artifice’. There is praba.i:ly -
point lost to us in comparing these two to Odysseus, but, as E. S. Thompson f
Meno 8oc) points out, ‘Such ekaolm were a fashionable amusement at '
social gatherings’; cf. also Alcibiades's dixéves of Socrates in Symp. 215AfL

* j.e. Zeno, whose method of argument was to show that an opponent’s t
led to two contradictory consequences. For the contradictory pairs here 1
tioned cf. Parm. 127E 6, 1298 § and 129E 1; and see F. M. Cornford, Plato
Parmenides, pp. §7-9. i

3 The Greek is elliptical and difficult; the literal meaning of wé&v mevrl &
iy Buverrdy xal ofs Buvarrdv is presumably ‘to compare everything with everythif
else amongst the number of those things which can be compared to so.
else and to which something else can be compared”. If so, the twofold limit:
invgtes a completely illogical antithesis, but this can be tolerated as a
arrifice.

RESEMBLANCES AND DIFFERENCES 12§

ph. When it is narrow.
Soc. Well then, if you shift your ground little by little, you are more
Jikely to pass undetected from so-and-so to its opposite than if you do

s0 at one bound.

ph. Of course.
Soc. It follows thatanyone who intends to mislead another, without

being misled himself, must discern precisely the degree of resemblance
and dissimilarity between this and that.

Ph. Yes, that is essential.

Soc. Then if he does not know the truth about a given thing, how
is he going to discern the degree of resemblance between that unknown

+0o and other things?

;ﬁ:;ﬁ It will be impossible. B
Soc. Well now, when people hold beliefs contrary to fact, and are
misled, it is plain that the error has crept into their minds through the
tion of some similarity or other.

Ph. That certainly does happen.

‘Soc. But can anyone possibly master the art of using similarities for
the purpose of bringing people round, and leading them away from the
truth about this or that to the opposite of the truth, or again can
anyone possibly avoid this happening to himself, unless he has know-
ledge of what the thing in question really is?

Ph. No, never.

Soc. It would seem to follow, my friend, that the art of speech ¢
dnplayed by one who has gone chasing after beliefs, instead of

-kﬁi}i’fn;; :ihe truth, will be a comical sort of art, in fact no art at all.
: are say,

_ Soc. Then would you like to ohserve some instances of what I call
the presence and absence of art in that speech of Lysias which you are
€arrying, and in those which I have delivered?

Ph. Yes, by all means: at present our discussion is somewhat

, for want of adequate illustrations.

o, ‘f"h)', as to that it seems a stroke of luck that in the two
8peeches’ we have a sort of illustration of the way in which one who D
“;NTM dual ¢ Adyes must be interpreted in the light of ¢ §—6, and cannot mean

Suem-:g but the speech of Lysias and that of Socrates, But which speech of

it s T he fir .

That 8t, or the second, or both together regarded as a single speech?
nisl, t}:';;?:’ﬂd speech should be meant is incompatible with the sefecence o

by that refere audience; that the firs¢ is meant (Robin’s view) is suggested indeed
ence, but nevertheless seems improbable since we could hardly

2062
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knows the truth can mislead his audience by playing an oratorical joke
on them. I myself, Phaedrus, put that down to the local deities, or
perhaps those mouthpieces of the Muses that are chirping over our
heads have vouchsafed us their inspiration; for of course I don’t lay
claim to any oratorical skill myself.

Pk, I dare say that is so: but please explain your point.

Soc, Well, come along: read the beginning of Lysias’s speech.

Pk, *You know how I am situated, and I have told you that I think
it to our advantage that the thing should be done. Now I claim that
I should not be refused what I ask simply because I am not your lover.
Lovers repent when—'

Soc. Stop. Our business is to indicate where the speaker is at fault,
and shows ahsence of art, isn’t it?

Ph. Yes,

Soc. Well now, is not the following assertion obviously true, that
there are some words" about which we all agree, and others about which
we are at variance?

Ph, I think I grasp your meaning, but you might make it still
plainer,

Soc. When someone utters the word ‘iron’ or *silver’, we all have
the same object hefore our minds, haven’t we? [

Ph. Certainly.
Soc. Butwhat about the words ‘just’and ‘good’? Don’t we diverge,
and dispute not only with one another but with our own selves?
Pk. Yes indeed.
B Soc. So in some cases we agree, and in others we don’t.
Ph. Quite so.
Soc. Now in which of the cases are we more apt to be misled, and
in which is rhetoric more effective?
dispense with some indication (e.g. the insertion of xat* &pyés or the like before.

efmopev in € 6) that the far longer, more important and more recent second s
is left outside the proposed review. I therefore conclude that 7 Adyw means
Lysias's speech and both Socrates’s speeches regarded as one. This conclusion is:
confirmed by the fact that, although later on, when it becomes necessary to the
argument to distinguish Socrates’s two speeches, 1é Adyw at 2664 3 undoubtedly
means these two speeches, yet at 265C 5 the words &md ToJ whynw pss T bravly
toxev & Adyos yerapijvar embrace both the speeches in the singular, and the same is
probably the case with 8 Adyos in 265D 7 and dpydusvos To0 Adyou in 3639{13;_
Thompson does not consider the difficulties or the possible alternatives, but the
view I have taken seemns implied in his note: ‘Socrates proposes to illustrate hi:
principle by reference to the discourse of Lysias and to his own two discourses.
* I accept Richards’s évopérev for Toietmew in A 3.

DISPUTABLE TERMS 127

Ph. Plainly in the case where we fluctuate.

Soc. Then the intending student of the art of rhetoric ought, in the
first place, to make a systematic division of words, and get hold of
some mark distinguishing the two kinds of words, those namely in the
use of which the multitude are bound to fluctuate, and those in which
they are not.

Ph. To grasp that, Socrates, would certainly be an excellent piece ¢
of discemment.”

Soc. And secondly, I take it, when he comes across a particular
word he must realise what it is, and be swift to perceive which of the
two kinds the thing he proposes to discuss really belongs to.

Ph. To be sure.

Soc. 'Well then, shall we reckon love as one of the disputed terms,
or as one of the other sort?

Ph. As a disputed term, surely. Otherwise can you suppose it
would have been possible for you to say of it what you said just now,
namely that it is harmful both to the heloved and the lover, and the::
to turn round and say that it is really the greatest of goods?

Soc. An excellent point. But now tell me this, for thanks to my D
inspired condition I can’t quite remember: did I define love at the
beginning of my speech?*

Ph. Yes indeed, and immensely thorough you were about it.

Soc. Upon my word, you rate the Nymphs of Achelous and Pan,
son of Hermes, much higher as artists in oratory than Lysias, son of
(Eepha]us. Or am I quite wrong? Did Lysias at the beginning of his
dzs{:ourse' on love compel us to conceive of it as a certain definite
entity, with 3 meaning he had himself decided upon? And did he g

fyﬁ}:ﬁgd to brm.g all his subsequent r'emarks, from first to last, into line
1at meaning? Shall we read his first words once again?

Ph. If you like; but what okingSor e dten,

o, B Ou,t i Iyu::u are looking for isn't there

Pi “Youl. ,h at I can listen to the author himself,
| ow how I am s:.matcd, and I have told you that I think
o bnmge that the thing thould be done. Now I claim rhat

e refused what I ask simply because I am not your lover. 264

* I'follow C, Rjt J
as Pra:t:;ical]ﬁqm;;gnsﬁm:rg::i;::;r Flas 512} i
€ o0 Adyou to mean S y regard
B ix : ocrates's two speeches ed as o
262D). He had in fact defined love in both speeches, but more for?:agls;ea: :,l::

nning of the first (2370-238¢),
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Lovers, when their craving is at an end, repent of such benefits as they

have conferred.’
Soc. No: he doesn’t seem to get anywhere near what we are.

looking for: he goes about it like a2 man swimming on his back, in
reverse, and starts from the end instead of the beginning; his openmé.5
words are what the lover would naturally say to his boy only when
he had finished. Or am I quite wrong, dear Phaedrus?

B Ph. Igrant you, Socrates, that the substance of his address is really
a peroration.

Soc. And to pass to other points: doesn’t his matter strike you as
thrown out at haphazard? Do you find any cogent reason for his next
remark, or indeed any of his remarks, occupying the place it does?
I myself, in my ignorance, thought that the writer, with a fine abandon,
put down just what came into his head. Can you find any cogent
principle of composition which he observed in setting down his.
observations in this particular order? :

Ph. You flatter me in supposing that [ am competent to see into his

¢ mind with all that accuracy.

Soc. Well, there is one point at least which I think you will admit,
namely that any discourse ought to be construeted like a living creature,
with its own body, as it were; it must not lack either head or feet; i
must have a middle and extremities so composed as to suit each other
and the whole work. j

Ph. Of course.
Soc, Then ask yourself whether that is or is not the case with your

friend’s speech. You will find that it is just like the epitaph said to have
been carved on the tomb of Midas the Phrygian.
p Pk What is that, and what's wrong with it?
Soc. It runs like this:
A maid of bronze I stand on Midas’ tomb,
So long as waters flow and trees grow tall,

Abiding here on his lamented grave,
I tell the traveller Midas here is laid.”

E I expect you notice that it makes no difference what order the
come in.
Ph. Socrates, you are making a joke of our speech!

! The epigram is given also (with two extra lines) in Diog. Laert. 1, 90, wher®.
it is ‘said by some’ to be the work of Cleobulus of Lindus.

LYSIAS’S SPEECH CRITICISED 129

At the end of the previous section the arguments which Socrates had
theard advancing’ were bidden to convince Phaedrus that ‘unless he
¢s on with his philosophy he will never get on as a speaker on any
gubject” (261 4). The personification of these arguments is not kept up,
but the whole section may best be regarded as leading up to the demand
which is to be made later on (265 D-2668), that rhetoric should be based
on philosophy, that is to say on the method of dialectic. Socrates
pegins with a widening of the sphere of rhetoric which resembles his
earlier suggestion for widening the reference of Aoyoypépos (257D fE.).
But whereas his object then was to extend the purview of the discussion
y regarding all persuasive speech or writing as generically one, his
resent object is of a different sort: rhetoric is made to include the ‘art’
of Zeno (the ‘Eleatic Palamedes’) as well as the art of the forensic and
deliberative orator simply in order to establish the point that its
important feature is skill in disputation (&vriAéyew), and in disputa-
tion of a particular sort, namely that directed to confounding good and
gvil, truth and falsehood. If Zeno aimed at making people believe that
a given hypothesis leads to contradictory conclusions—that the same
things are one and many, at rest and in motion—the public speaker or
the advocate aims at making people think the same act both right and
wrong, or rather at making them think it right to-day and wrong
to-morrow, as suits his book or the party for whom he speaks.” Such
an aim involves indifference to truth in the sense that the speaker has
N0 desire to make the truth prevail; his normal object is in fact to
deceive, but since deception can best be achieved by piecemeal methods,
that is to say by accumulating slight falsehoods or misrepresentations
until black has passed through various shades of grey into white, the
peaker must be able to discern “the precise degree of resemblance and
i ;(Iiargg !}e}r:.'e‘en this and that’ (?.62 A); and 'the same discernment
- i he is 10 avoid becoming the victim of such deception

What should be especially noticed in this argument is that know-
of truth bas come to be conceived as knowledge of how things
resemble and dnﬂi_:r from one another; we are in fact coming to see that
- Way to truth is the method of dialectic, with its two parts, Collec-

0 and Division.? ’
At this point (262¢) the discussion passes from these general

b —
impress; <4 co-ordinating Zeno with the dvridwor and Brunyépor Plato gives the
Ps]ahmedes

Pression that he does not admire him, though the soubriquet of

'm‘s‘es his ingenuity, He regards Zeno as the father of eristic, rather than of

e, § '

Pp. !f;‘—l 6, ce Cornford, Plaro's Theory of Knowledge, p. 169, and Dids, Parménide,

; or di i ’

ek, Soph. Sgl?.tfé as revealing éuoibtns and évopoiéms see Statesman 2858, and
POV & nes o XTE Yl BropeloBa xal e oty (3v) slBos Frepov fyfoaotan pfre

Talroy v ven,
udv ol Tiig Bicncrinis prigopv dmoTung shvan;
HPP 9
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considerations to the speeches delivered by Lysias and by Socrates
himself; it is suggested that they may afford illustrations of the presence
or absence of ‘art’, that is to say of the kind of art just desiderated,
which involves knowing the truth. Socrates begins in a vein of irony,
by suggesting that both speakers were in possession of the truth and
contrived to mislead their audience by way of jest; but it later becomes
evident that Lysias showed no sign of possessing the truth about his
subject, since he made use of the ‘disputable’ (dugroPnTriowov) term
‘love’ without defining it at the outset and thereafter conforming to the
definition; Socrates, on the other hand, in his speegh (that is to say his
first speech and his palinode regarded as one discourse) had been
careful to do this." Lysias then displayed little or no Téxvn, while, as
for Socrates, he of course will claim no Téxvn for himself, but only for
the sources of his inspiration, Pan and the Nymphs. )

The last part of this section (264A-D) is of relatively small import-

ance: it does not bear on the question of Lysias's knowledge or

ignorance, but upon his style and arrangement; these thmgs are of
course matters of Tévn but, as we might put it, of Téxvn in its purely
literary, not its philosophical aspect; though indeed from the way in
which Socrates speaks at 2644 4-6 it may be inferred that Plato thought
of the two aspects as closely connected.

* He had in fact defined Epws in ho:hspceches,and-dledeﬁrﬁtiom.wmof'
course different; yet in each he had conformed to the desideratum implied in the
(266 ) Socrates will point out that the two speeches taken together divided Epws.

wdsofzﬁ;n:mmmmmmwmam

into a *sinister’ (oxmés) and a divine type.

XXI

26452668 DIALECTIC METHOD AS EXHIBITED IN
PRECEDING SPEECHES

Turning to his own two speeches, Socrates points out that their contra-
diction in substance sprang from the identification of love with two opposite
kinds of madness, the human and the divine. A consideration of them from
this point of view will show that taken together they exemplify the method
of dialectic, proper to philosophy,inits two branches, Collection (ouvarywy)
and Division (&walpeais). Everything else that he had said was, ke now
asserts, of little importance in comparison with this method, of which ke is
an enthusiastic practitioner,

Soc. Well,toavoid distressing you, letus say no more of that—though 264 &

indeed I think it provides many examples which it would be profitable
to notice, provided one were chary of imitating them—and let us pass to
the other speeches;' for they, I think, presented a certain feature which
everyone desirous of examining oratory would do well to observe.

Pk. To what do you refer?

Soc. They were of opposite purport, one maintaining that the lover
should be favoured, the other the non-lover.

Ph. Yes, they did so very manfully.

Sac. 1 thought you were going to say—and with truth—madly;
but that reminds me of what I was about to ask. We said, did we not,
that love is a sort of madness?

Pk, Yes.

Soc. And that there are two kinds of madness, one resulting from

human ailments, the other from a divine disturbance of our conventions
of conduct.

Pk, Quite so.

S Soe. And in the divine kind we distinguished four types, ascribing
em to four‘ gods: the inspiration of the prophet to Apollo, that of the
mystic to Dionysus,? that of the poet to the Muses, and a fourth type

' The use of this
: is plural for the two speeches of Socrates (as opposed to Ti
“t:r;l“ 2620, which implied that Socrates had made only ane spgech) is quite
», Since they are now to be contrasted (tvavrie mou fiorny, 265 ). There is

A reversi : 9 ol
R Dnn:g:g‘the singular at 265 ¢ 6 and b 7, which again is perfectly natural. See

This is in,
EXACt,

tioned at 2445-p, v

bvle described at 2

inasmuch as Apollo and Dionysus were not in fact men-
otk probably means something less restricted than the
44D, namely Dionysiac frenzy in general.

9-2
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which we declared to be the highest, the madness of the lover, to
Aphrodite and Eros; moreover we painted, after a fashion, a picture’
of the lover’s experience, in which perhaps we attained some degree of
truth, though we may well have sometimes gone astray;® the blend
resulting in a discourse which had some claim to plausibility, or shal]
¢ we say a mythical hymn of praise, in due religious language, a festal
celebration of my master and yours too, Phaedrus, that god of love who
watches over the young and fair.
Ph. 1t certainly gave me great pleasure to listen to it.
Soe. Then let us take one feature of it, the way in which the
discourse contrived to pass from censure to encomium. '
Ph. Well now, what do you make of that?
Soc. For the most part I think our festal hymn has really been just
a festive entertainment;* but we did casually allude3 to a certain pair of
p procedures, and it would be very agreeable if we could seize their
significance in a scientific fashion. '
Ph. ‘What procedures do you mean?
Soc. The first is that in which we bring a dispersed plurality* under
a single form, seeing it all together: the purpose being to define so-:
so, and thus to make plain whatever may be chosen as the topic fo
exposition. For example, take the definition given just now of love
whether it was right or wrong, at all events it was that which enabled
our discourse to achieve lucidity and consistency. ..

1 This is probably no more than a variant form of Plato’s regular adm
that his myths are at best approximations to the truth.

* The Greek has a sort of pun on the rwo meanings of (mpoo)maizew, Viz.
*to sing in praise of’ and ‘to play’; the latter meaning alone belongs to the
cognate noun wabi&, which is here associated with the verb.

3 The *casual allusion’ is probably to be found at 265 A-3, §
tphoapev alven implies Collection and povios eBn &V Division, Or th
may be to the original passages in the first and second speeches of Socrates
where the two procedures first come into view, iz, 237D fl. and 244

4 The phnsed;ulwluwawap&m&ywﬂwuuxﬁ Bisomapplva is probi
meant to include both the bringing of particulars under a Form or kind and ¢
subsumption of a narrower Form under a wider one (see my note on Collecti
in Plato's Examination of Pleasure, p. 142). Division, on the other hand,
not concerned with particulars: it reaches an infima species and must .
(cf. Phil. 1GE). :

5 1 accept Schanz’s 76 for T&in D§ and would remove Burnet's dashe? wh
seem unhelpful: & mpl fpawros & fomv sty is perfectly normal Greek for
definition which stated what love is”. By ‘definition’ here we should underst
no more than the determination of the genus of fpws, viz. avia (called alt
natively in the next paragraph mapdvoia and & &ppov Tils Biavolas), W
alleged to be common to both Socrates’s speeches: see next note.
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And what is the second procedure you speak of, Socrates?
Soc. ‘The reverse of the other, whereby we are enabled to divide
forms, following the objective articulation; we are not to attempt
¢0 hack off parts like a clumsy butcher, but to take example from our
w0 recent speeches, The single general form which they postulated
was irrationality; next, on the analogy of a single natural body with its
_: ¢ of like-named members, right arm or leg, as we say, and left, they
conceived of madness as 2 single objective form existing in human
peings: wherefore the first speech divided off a part on the left, and
continued 10 make divisions, never desisting until it discovered one
ticular part bearing the name of “sinister’ love, on which it very
rly poured abuse. The other speech conducted us to the forms of
madness which lay on the right-hand side, and upon discovering a type
of love that shared its name with the other but was divine, displayed
it to our view and extolled it as the source of the greatest goods that

can befall us.*

Ph.

- ® There are serious difficulties in this paragraph. §
the generic concept of madness (1 &qu.p ﬂup%t::l:c. uuv?:;.al:::l '311::;? i::n::: ugtz
his two speeches, and there had been a formal divisional procedure followez i
both of them. Neither of these things is true. In the first speech Socrates sta.l'II:;l
by bringing fpws under the genus tmbuula but this is superseded (see note o
E) by @ppss, which is declared to be woAupeMs xal woAvubis (2384); i iﬂ
then shown that fpws is a species of 0Bpss, but this is done not b : ccess’ ive
dichotomies, but by an informal discrimination from an indeﬁnitey s:mb w‘;
other species, of which only two are named. It is only in th d npeecher -
Socrates starts with a clear concept of * madness’; but the a :nm s |:hthat
of successive divisions, whether dichotomous or other: ﬁté::e i !ls Yo digle
06 fourtold drition. 3 is merely the single
Irmust therefore be admitted 3 ialectical proced
g |:l in his speechesn}ls farﬂflra;rio:;:::f sﬁ?ﬁ:gm':[ laleCtlalP id b
substantially true: for it is true to the spirit and implicatio If “!‘1? B etk
it describes how the two speeches might natm‘uﬁy be s[;;e:nistehl;:appg]zd:
Zether as part of i i i
ccnccrI:-n E :} e:a ie:g::! :::::I:h}:‘s Pﬁduﬁllg unfo}ded itself. A writer with
something to the following effect: ‘1 ill ke ’dlesewou o) havrocede sy
B Divicion, by e oo efiect: can illustrate these rwo p: ures, Collection
e ey myﬂ:wo ;peechu; if you think of them together,
gor B, i ;cz:) t;)-ugd not sﬁ;pllculy, operating with a generic
:.8“11"“ on s 4 ntrived to subsume two sorts of fpws: though
B e o &gractuu procedure was very informal, and in particular that
e Finte Srciens n genus 1o infima species, without any clear indication of
At should )
first speect, L‘i‘lﬂ:her be remembered that the word pevle did occur in Socrates’s
Was describ. ough more or less casually: the lover wh i
_ el er whose passion was spent
v o uw(u:'ﬁ( v &hhov &pyovra bv ol kal pooTdmy, volv kal cwppooivny
el u:: ;:). l:oreover, when introducing his palinode Socrates
X, o 4 & nle HJ‘: :v&wupéwos tpaarol vH uh dpdvm pEddov of Belv
a, awgpovel (244A). These passages, taken in

E

266
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Ph. That is perfectly true.

Soc. Believe me, Phaedrus, I am myself a lover of these divisions
and collections, that I may gain the power to speak and to think;® and
whenever I deem another man able to discern an objective unity and
plurality,® I follow “in his footsteps where he leadeth as a god’3
Furthermore—whether I am right or wrong in doing so, God alone
knows—it is those that have this ability whom for the present I cal|

dialecticians.?

It is in this section that Plato for the first time formally expounds
that philosophical method—the method of dialectic—which from now
onwards becomes so prominent in his thought, especially in the
Sophist, Statesman and Philebus, and not less so, if we may trust the
evidence of a well-known comic fragment,’ in the research carried on
in the Academy. The verve displayed by Socrates in his account,
particularly at 2668 where he speaks of himself as an épaois of these
Divisions and Collections (a word used again in the same connexion at
Phil. 168), justifies the belief that here we have Plato’s first announce-
ment of a new discovery to which he attaches the highest importance.

We have, it is true, had a dialectieal method sketched in an earlier
dialogue, the Republic; but it was not the same as this, despite some

conjunction with our present passage, will justify a belief that the conception
of rmvlc as the genus of fpws was present in Plato’s mind from the outset of the
dialogue.

1 By these words Plato is careful to keep before our minds the necessity of
applying dialectic to rhetoric. ’

3 1 read megweé0’ with Burnet, taking it as belonging both to & and moM¢, i.e.
both the unity and the plurality discerned by the dialectician exist oliectiw.lﬂ:
Robin defends the mguxds of B and 7, rendering by *porter ses regards dans I
direction d’une unité et qui soit I'unité naturelle d’'une multiplicité’; but this
seems very difficult Greek. The variation of prepositions es and #rl with &pav
is perfectly natural: for sls cf. Phil. 17E 5, ot s &pidudy oGBiva. . . &mbévra: and
for trl idid. 184 7, otx in’ &melpov gUow Bel Pbmaw ety &AA" Il Tva dpiBudv,

3 Perhaps an adaptation of Odyssay v, 193, & 5" Emerra per* Tywiat Patve 8eofo.

4 Socrates’s point is that the honourable title of ‘dialectician” is to be ved
for such men. Since BicAserixly carried the implication of serious philosophical
inquiry as opposed to ¢piorixd (cf. Phil. 174), this is equivalent to saying that the
practitioner of Division and Collection is, in Socrates’s judgment, the only true
philosopher. :

The diffidence expressed in & ubv 8p8as. ..0eds olte and in uixpr To08: does NOL
concern the suitability of the name ‘dialectician’ to the true philosopher, buf
reflects Plato’s realisation that the fruitfulness of his novum organum has yet to €
tested in practice, That the method of dialectic sometimes led to disap ointment
or failure is acknowledged at Phil. 168, where once again Socrates declares him=
self to be its tpaois, but adds moArdwg 8k ps fiBn Siaguyolow Epnuov xal &ropov
ornoev, and admits that it is xpficfar mayxdhemov,

5 Epicrates, frag. 287 (Kock).
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ints of resemblance.” It should be realised that there can be no ob-
jection to Plato, or any philosopher, having two or even more
SioexTixal pébobot, according as he SichexTikéss perépyerau this goal
or that. The word BiaAextixés for Plato meant primarily ‘ pursuant of
serious inquiry’, as opposed to pioTikds, and must have been originally
adopted 1o express his conviction that the conversing (BroAéyeaban)
of Socrates with those willing to join him in the quest for truth was
wholly different in aim and spirit from the contentious wrangling
(¢pizew) of men like Euthydemus and Dionysodorus.?

In Rep. vi and vi1 the goal of the dialectician’s upward path
js the cognition of the Form of the Good conceived as the
source of all being and all knowledge, an &wumdBeros dpys in
which supreme reality and supreme value coincide. This is not the
place to attempt to amplify what Plato tells us about the 15éc Té&ycBoi:
what is relevant is to point out that Plato, for whatever reason, never
afterwards speaks of it, at all events eo nomine;3 and that being ’so we
should not expect the dialectical method, when we meet it again, to be
identical with that of the Republic. The ué8oSos of the Phaedrus and
later dialogues, though broad in scope and lofty enough in aim, is
directed to something less tremendous (if the word may be permitt::d)
than the péBoBos of the Republic. There is not now any notion of
deriving all the truths of philosophy and science from a single first
principle; and we may not unreasonably conjecture that the ontological
and epistemological flights of the Republic have been superseded by

* At 531D and 537¢ it is provided that the various branches of i
D . | mathematics
whic}.1 constitute the propaedeutic to dialectic should be united in a 'sy:::;dc'
view: & ybp oworrrinds Biadextixds, adds the latter passage. This is reminiscent, or
nmeri:nr::q:::tgu}ry,t.of th; awopdv of 265D, but only in a particular reference:
estion of *synopsis’ as a general scientific procedure:
We can say that we have here Collection in embryo. Similar]l;' with uﬁi;i:o?o::
;}:A Socrates speaks of the failure to draw distinctions (7% uh Bivaodo kar’ dsn
I;:\;'-‘““}""-‘ Aeybusvov kmiaxamlv) as a mark of eristic as opposed to dialectic:
ehbamsg iui_] oy from the recommendation of this elementary precaution to the
e t}slc leme of continuous logical division in 2658-266A. Moreover, to
,mBF; we‘:hEC“Y up” and ‘way down’ (to and from the dwuméferos dpxtl, cf. fhp.
B r:l moclllccnon and Division respectively, as is sometimes done, seems
e que{tion :;ks counsel: there is no real parallel, and in particul.::r there
A:u %ru.r Sialecats. Gipelv tés Umodlons nor indeed of Umoddous at all, in the
hese are the on] isti i
e o1 ¥ out-and-out Eristics we meet in the dialo tho
lpirE:.c aracters such as Euthyphro, Polus and Callicles have toudugl:fs ;he muﬁ}:
3 Of course Plato
must always have postulated a Fo f good
. 3 rm of goo tak
Ideaspl;:e;% E;’}ll::T sense: the moral Ideas were never abandoneg, if ?:cmd ax
Blectine ey no(geg Episele vit, 342A0.); moreover we know that he gave
i ody could understand, wepl 700 &yadod, presumably at a later

te than that of the 2
epublic ; i .
g than. o of the & ‘::E K:, i E:: m‘smhng of the Plato of the dialo,
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something less magnificent, but perhaps more practicable, even as were
its political and social aspirations. What is now contemplated is g
piecemeal approach to knowledge, consisting in a mapping out of one
field after another by a classification per genera et species which will have
the effect of at once discriminating and relating these concepts or clasg.
names which express not mere subjective generalisations but the actual
structure of reality. '
Here, in the Phaedrus, there is little in the way of rules for procedure,
Collection and Division are indeed clearly enough described, but we
are not told anything of &roux €idn, or whether dichotomy is to be
invariably employed, or whether more than one fundamentum divi-
. sionis is allowable; for such amplifications we have to look principally
to the Philebus and Statesman.'

There can, I think, be little doubt that the plan of the whole dialogue
is centred upon the present section; for it is in the formulation of the
new péBoSos that the formal relevance of the three discourses—the
speech of Lysias and the two speeches of Socrates—is alone to be
discovered. They are relevant to the question of good and bad rhetoric
good and bad yuyaywyfa, just because they exemplify the presence or
the absence of ptAooopla, of love of truth and conscious, systemati
endeavour to attain it. Nevertheless formal relevance is not the sar
thing as intrinsic significance or value. No intelligent reader of the
Phaedrus can fail to see that Plato attaches an importance to the second
speech of Socrates, and indirectly also to the other two speeches by
way of foils or contrasts thereto, additional to that derived from the
part they play in the total economy of the dialogue. It is, hov
this double significance of the speeches which has always trou
Plato’s readers, and made them feel a lack of unity in the w
I believe this feeling, though natural, to be unjustified: what
needs defence or explanation is the length and elaborate detail o

great speech, its magnificence of expression, its imaginative power,
richness and grandeur of its portraiture. To speak of ‘defence’ in
reference may seem ridiculous; yet we cannot but feel that, relati
to the formal structure of the whole, the great discourse is both
magpificent and too long; the balance of the dialogue is upset and
structural plan at least partially obscured. Nevertheless, i
a contribution to what I have called® the main purpose of the dialoge
the vindication of the pursuit of philosophy as the true culture of
soul, the whole speech is relevant, and not a line of it otiose. It
because the structure of the dialogue is accommodated to 2

* Phil. 16D-18D; Statesman 262 A—-20638, 268C, 27§ D—E, There is a p3
allusion to 76 &mumwov at 2778 below, but it is not elucidated.
* Introduction, p. 9.

i
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. ortant DUrpose, namely the enunciation of a new method of
ilﬂl;:; ophy,pthat the formal defect has come about. Yet even if we are

ed 1o admit a defect, we cannot but rejoice that Plato has chosen
o let it stand. Formal perfection can be achieved at too great a price;
and if the poet, the enthusiast and the mystic have had it too much
"t oir own way from the standpoint of the rationalist and" the careful
= , it is surely well that it is so.

It is, 1 would suggest, just because Plato realises that this has
that, now that he has come down to earth again after the
_ uvos, he makes Socrates pour cold water on what he has
written, saying that it was all a aibié—an entertainment—without
yalue save as exemplifying dialectical method. It is not so much that
Plato is being semi-ironical, or allowing Socrates a touch of his familiar
sell-depreciation, in saying this; the truth is rather that the rationalist
in Plato does look upon his other half as ‘playful’, as overstepping the

Jimits of serious philosophy.
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XXII
266C-269C THE TECHNIQUE OF EXISTING RHETORIC

A consideration of the technical terms and devices of rhetoric which figure in
the manuals leads to the conclusion that these are concerned with no more than
the antecedents of the art. A number of the chief figures in Greek oratory of
the fifth century are passed in rapid review, not without touches of satire,

Soc. But now tell me what we ought to call them if we take
instruction from Lysias and yourself." Or is what I have been describing
precisely that art of oratory thanks to which Thrasymachus and the
rest of them have not only made themselves masterly orators, but can
do the same for anyone else who cares to bring offerings® to these

princes amongst men?
Ph. Doubtless they behave like princes, but assuredly they do not.
possess the kind of knowledge to which you refer. No, I think you are.
right in calling the procedure that you have descrihed dialectical; but
we still seem to be in the dark about rhetoric.

D Soc. What? Can there really be anything of value that admits of
scientific acquisition despite the lack of that procedure? If so, youand.

1 should certainly not disdain it, but should explain what this residuum

of rhetoric actually consists in. |
Ph. Well, Socrates, of course there is plenty of matter in the

rhetorical manuals. 4
Soc. Thank you for the reminder. The first point, I suppose, is

-

that a speech must begin with a Preamble. You are referring, are you
not, to such niceties of the art?
E Pk Yes.

1 yeddvras cannot stand for ToUs wodévres and be taken as the obj
xahelv, as Robin and others take it; nor would any relevant sense be given if
could; hence Madvig's proposal to insert vois does not help matters. 1 think
text as it stands is satisfactory, though there is something to be said for Richard
paévre, Having just said what he himself is inclined to call these practitio
Socrates now asks what Lysias and Phaedrus would advise them (or,
uodévra, advise him) to call them, Then, answering his own question, he iro
suggests that the procedures just described are in fact those followed b
recognised contemporary teachers of rhetoric, and implies that the practitiol
in question should therefore be called pnropikel, Whereupon Phaedru:!_, :
or affecting to take Socrates seriously, denies that the teachers of rhetoric
any!hing of these procedures: dialectic and rhetoric, he thinks, are two sep
arts, and the latter now calls for examination, 3

3 The reference to ‘offerings’ (Swpogopev) is merely a variant on the regiis
Socratico-Platonic gibe against mercenary sophists.
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Soc. And next comes Exposition accompanied by Direct Evidence;
¢hirdly Indirect Evidence, fourthly Probabilities; besides which there
are the Proof and Supplementary Proof mentioned by the Byzantine
master of rhetorical artifice.

Ph. You mean the worthy Theodorus?'

Soc. Of course; and we are to have a Refutation and Supplementary 267
Refutation both for prosecution and defence. And can we leave the
admirable Evenus® of Paros out of the picture, the inventor of Covert
Allusion and Indirect Compliment and (according to some accounts)
of the Indirect Censure in mnemonic verse? A real master, that. But
we won't disturb the rest of Tisias> and Gorgias, who realised that
probability deserves more respect than truth, who could make trifles
seem important and important points trifles by the force of their
language, who dressed up novelties as antiques and vice versa, and B
found out how to argue concisely or at interminable length ;hout
anything and everything. This last accomplishment provoked Prodicus
once to mirth when he heard me mention it: he remarked that he and
he alone had discovered what sort of speeches the art demands: to wit,
neither long, ones nor short, but of fitting length.

Ph. Masterly, Prodicus!

Soc, Are we forgetting Hippias? I think Prodicus’s view would be
supported by the man of Elis.

Pk. No doubt.
qf-;o:;wAnd fhenl Polus:4 w.hat.are we to say of his Muses' Treasury

es with its Reduplications and Maxims and Similes, and of ¢

words & [a Licymnius’ which that master .
made h
a contribution to his fine writing? im a present of as

L} N

i Efo:;gled by Aristotle (Soph. EL 1838 32) with Tisias and Thrasymachus as
3 A SDPIE:‘:S:“TI“Pgmntrmnmbutors to the development of rhetoric.

Apol. 208 and P. &“I‘}aeétég' whom some fragments survive. He is mentioned in

3 A pupil of icili
o Rrgiai,: of Corax, the founder of the Sicilian school of rhetoric, and a teacher
pupil of Gorgias, familia ias, |
- ias, r to us from the Gorgias, in which h i
rr:.;g: Ejf}iicqnd interlocutor of Socrates. The rg::: naturallci:iteipr:ft?tc::;:}:;
F the work ref.elrie(f oy Th‘.’mpmn) that Mouoela Adywv was Polus's own title
Fi to, ms,_1f kept, must (exceptionally) =olov, *for example’
A i|:]::|r er to excise it. dvoudkrwv Amuplwy must be govcmedp b;
s hocs not follow that Polus wrote another work called Movasta
e ):mnitfsg’ of course he may have done so.
e 's mentioned by Aristotle (Rhet. 14138 14) as a dithyrambic Foet

45 a rhetorician . E
Necessary ‘Echnicalicies_m 14148 17 Aristotle speaks with depreciation of his
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Ph. But didn’t Protagoras in point of fact' produce some gycp,

works, Socrates?

Soc. Yes, my young friend: there is his Correct Diction,? and many
other excellent works. But to pass now to the application of pathetjs
language to the poor and aged, the master in that style seems to me o
be the mighty man of Chalcedon,? who was also expert at l'Ollalng

D crowd to anger and then soothing them down again with his spells, to

quote his own saying; while at casting aspersions and dissipating
whatever their source, he was unbeatable.

But to resume: on the way to conclude a speech there seems to be

general agreement, though some call it Recapitulation and others
some other name.

Ph. You mean the practice of reminding the audience towards the

end of a speech of its main points?

Soc. Yes. And now if you have anything further to add about the

art of rhetoric—
Ph. Only a few unimportant points.

look at what we have got in a clearer light, to see what power the

possesses,! and when,

Ph. A very substantial power, Socrates, at all events in large

assemblies.

Soc. Yesindeed. Buthave alook atit, my good sir, and see w
you discern some holes in the fabric, as 1 do.

Ph, Do show them me.

Soc. Well, look here: Suppose someone went up to your friend
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petent physician, and to make a competent physician of anyone

com s
aco mmunicate this knowledge.” What do you imagine they

wwhom Ico

 would have to say o that?

~ ph. They would ask him, of course, whether he also knew which
sients ought to be given the various treatments, and when, and for

_how long: .
~ Soc. Then what if he said ‘Oh, ne: but I expect my pupils* to

manage what you refer to by themselves’? c

~ ph. 1 expect they would say “The man is mad: he thinks he has
made himself a doctor by picking up something out of a book, or
coming across some common drug or other, without any real know-
Jedge of medicine.

Soc. Now suppose someone went up to Sophocles or Euripides and
said he knew how to compose lengthy dramatic speeches about
a trifling matter, and quite short ones about a matter of moment; that
he could write pathetic passages when he chose, or again passages of
intimidation and menace, and so forth; and that he considered that by p
teaching these accomplishments he could turn a pupil into a tragic poet.

Ph. 1imagine that they too would laugh at anyone who supposed
that you could make a tragedy otherwise than by so arranging such
passages as to exhibit a proper relation to one another and to the whole
of which they are parts.

- Soc. Still T don’t think they would abuse him rudely, but rather
treat him as a musician would treat a man who fancied himself to be

@ master of harmony simply because he knew how to produce the

highmt possible note and the lowest possible on his strings. The
Musician would not be so rude? as to say *You miserable fellow, you're g
off your head’: but rather, in the gentler language befitting his
pfbfm:on ‘My good sir, it is true that one who proposes to become
& master of harmony must know the things you speak of: but it is
.l_)__el‘fectly possible for one who has got as far as yourself to have not the
“Hatest real knowledge of harmony. You are acquainted with what

Eryximachus,’ or his father Acumenus, and said ‘I know how toa
such treatment to a patient’s body as will induce warmth or cooln
g as I choose: I can make him vomit, if I see fit, or go to stool, and so

1 For the use of pbo in nonne questions see Denniston, Greek Part
P. 403. It seems here to give a touch of protest: Polus may be dismissed
little consideration, but Protagoras went in for the same sort of thing, and
cannot belittle him.

* 'Opfiotmaic may have been the title of a work by Protagoras, though we
not hear of it elsewhere. For Protagoras as the father of Greek grammar
D.L. 1x, §2-4, and Nestle's edition of the Protagoras, p. 30.

3 Thrasymachus: see note on 261¢. .

4 Vollgrafl suggests 18 for mvin A 2: cf. 269c 7. But abriv inA 7 seems (9
point to 14 here. v seems to me impossible.

S One of the speakers in the Symposium; for Acumenus cf. 2274 above.

W g refers of course ni i
lorvpueds BrTa ot to a patient but to a pupil of the soi-di
but Withs‘l?izrz;e? 1s concerned, not with the effect of an ogarf:r on his nud?;;:.::

oy Simil:"l“ to teach his ‘art’ to others, who in their turn will set up as

BBy with the soi-disant tragic poets of the next paragraph:
" Readin &i;“?@mﬂs Tolnow oleran Tapabibéval,
g‘g Wﬂfusign o‘;f";‘:: {:l‘ d‘YP[ﬁ:Is with Osann; cf. tw dypowlas in 2698 1, For
F ¥ [a] !

lato's Thiots, afffnow!edg::,og, iﬁs;)e Soph, 217 & and Comford’s note ad loc.
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has to be learnt before studving harmony: but of harmony itself you
know nothing.’
Ph. Perfectly true.

269 Soc. Similarly then Sophocles would tell the man who sought to

show off to himself and Euripides that what he knew was not tragic
composition but its antecedents; and Acumenus would make the same
distinction between medicine and the antecedents of medicine.

Ph. 1 entirely agree.

Soc. And if ‘mellifluous’ Adrastus,’ or shall we say Pericles, were
to hear of those admirable artifices that we were referring to just now—
the Brachylogies and Imageries and all the rest of them, which we
enumerated and deemed it necessary to examine in a clear light—are
we to suppose that they would address those who practise and teach
this sort of thing, under the name of the art of rhetoric, with the
B severity you and I displayed, and in rude, ccarse language? Or would
they, in their ampler wisdom, actually reproach us and say ‘ Phaedrus
and Socrates, you ought not to get angry, but to make allowances for
such people;? it is because they are ignorant of dialectic that they are
incapable of properly defining rhetoric, and that in turn leads them to
imagine that by possessing themselves of the requisite antecedent
¢ learning they have discovered the art itself. And so they teach these
antecedents to their pupils, and believe that that constitutes a complete
instruction in rhetoric; they don’t bother about employing the various
artifices in such a way that they will be effective, or about organising
a work as a whole: that is for the pupils to see to for themselves when
they come to make speeches.”

¥ Adrastus, King of Argos, a contemporary of Theseus: see Eur, Supplices.
It is possible that he stands for some recent or contemporary orator; Antiphon
of Rhamnus has been suggested, but the objections to this are strong: see
Thompson's note,

* It has been suggested, by Raeder and others, that the words ot xph) xehemwalvew
& ouyyryvaoxv are a conscious echo of Euthyd. j06¢, ouyyryvdboxav ulv ol
atrrols xpd Tis émbuplas xal ph xoemalvew, As the Euthydemus passage occurs in

what is perhaps a covert criticism of Isocrates, this would confirm the belief of

those who find Isocrates to be the target in the present passage. It seems to me,
however, that the antithesis of the two verbs is so natural that it might well recur
accidentally; while as to the sentiment, it may well have been characteristic of the
real Socrates to deprecate anger when sympathetic understanding was rathet
called for; cf. Rep, 3374, Meno 928, 958 and (for Plato) Laws 888A: trw 8
Tpbppnars TordGe s &bupos Tols ol Thv Bidvoiav Buglopubvols, kal Abywpev s,
optoavres Tov Bupdy, ds vl Biaheydpevor Tév Tololrav. |

3 By the end of this speech the opening exhortation to *make allowances’ f”’
distinctly lost its force, since the imaginary speakers recapitulate the shorts
comings of these teachers incisively enough. This is doubtless an effect in
by Plato, who is only semi-serious in his self-reproach at the beginning of 2698+
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The purpose of this section is to show that the practice, and even
more the theory, of rhetoric, as it had developed in the fifth and fourth
centuries, fell far short of anything that would entitle it to the name of
a Téxvn, a solid scientific accomplishment. We need have no hesitation
in believing that Plato is thinking of the rhetoric of his own day: there

of course have been a further development of the méyxada
qexvrinara (269 4) to which Socrates could not have alluded without
anachronism, but if so they would hardly affect the general tenor of
plato’s review and his conclusions.

The actual catalogue of these Texvfiuore, and their assignment to
this or that technographer or orator, are of little importance; the
object of mentioning them, apart from mild satire, is merely to
substantiate the complaint that current theory and practice are con-
cerned with nothing more than the antecedents of a true art of rhetoric:
in particular, what is wanting is the knowledge of the right audience
and the ri%h:h occasion for making use of this or that style, this or that
device, and the power to combine the different elem
into a balanced and effective whole. S gt

At the date when the Phaedrus was composed the most celebrated
teacher of rhetoric was undoubtedly Isocrates; it follows that he must
have been prominent in Plato’s mind when he wrote the present
section; but the problem of precisely assessing the proportion of the
whole that is meant for the address of Isocrates as against that meant
for the general body of rhetoric teachers is insoluble. It is of course
part of the wider problem of the general relations berween Plato and
Isocrates, which has been discussed so often and so exhaustively® that
:]rlnad); zﬁe z:gus;d frogn::‘:ﬁmptling yet :I.l:lothe{’ examination. Probably
all th e a with certainty is that the educational
theories of the two were fundamentally opposed, Plato believing in an
exact science applicable to the life of both individual and “&:lg while
Isocrates pitched his ideal no higher than an enlightened jutsi’gment

on common sense and an estimate of probability; and that this
Opposition led to gibes and covert attacks on both sides, th
and pIaine_r on the side of Isocrates, who was, to all seer,ning,uggt}l? ?}::
s'no.]r‘e}:1 :e]::lsgt:we an.d th;.; n}:lorﬁ quarrelsome of the two.?
nguage in which the accomplishments of Tisias and Gorgi
are described at 2674, T& Te U ouikpd peydda kol T& Hey Ao cungc;

! See especially Raed i ;
A . especiall eder, Platos Phil. Entwick. pp. 269~79; Th
p;PZnggl.lhgglan}?ﬁwm, Platon 11, pp. 106-25; Burnet, Greek P&il::pa:?r::
dn .o ] (19?5) P:’a'r:,’ PP clx—clxxv; Taylor, Plato, p. 318; R. L. Howiand
% s 7)y PP+ 1519,
mcg::; zgufgsn in Rep. 5008 to Tols givameynuéves Ixovras was taken by
Fam foct é: ‘ }?SS 258-61), whether rightly or wrongly, as meant for himself.
b cor dialog::; tiﬁl?l'l:t :1 ;:: s0 meant, ::;d that the compliment to him at the end
Mer; ] as an amende, a generous recogniti {
s, though implying no retractation of Plato’s n:iticiamfui on of socraes’s



144 PHAEDRUS

palveoBon TrotoUion Bik pcdpny Adyov, kauvd Te dpyalws & 7" bvavriy
xoavéss, bears a resemblance which can hardly be accidental to a passage
of Isocrates, Panegyric (1v), composed about 380 8.C.: ol Adyo1 Torermy
Exouor v gUow dof’ oldv T elvon wepl TEY Ty OGS
tEnyfiocobo, kal T& Te peydda Tomavd moifjoc kod Tols pikpols
uéyedos TrepiBeivan, kal Té& Toaidk kouvéds SiEAGelv kal Tepl TV vewor)
yeyevnpéveov &pxadws elmeiv (§ 8). Whether or no Tisias or Gorgijas
had described their accomplishments in these terms, it is plain that
Plato, who could not make Socrates quote the Panegyric, is indicating
the small value that he attaches to what Isocrates deemed of consider-
able importance. But this should probably be taken as no more than
a light-hearted dig at his contemporary, and it is offset by the fact that
the chief point insisted upon in the present section is one emphasised by
Isocrates himself, namely the necessity of oUoTaois (268D, 269c), of
organic structure in which the parts are accommodated to each other
and to the whole, and the lack of which finds its clearest expression in
the illustration from tragic composition. The relevant passage of
Isocrates is Contra Soph. (x111) § 16 where, speaking of the 18éan, the
‘forms’ or types of oratory, he says 16 8¢ ToUTwv (sc. Td@v 18edv) i’
txdoTey TV mparypdrov &s Sel wpoeddoBon kal pifen wpds EAAAGs
kol TéEon karéd Tpdrov, £ 68 TéV kaupldy ph) SiapapTeiv'. . TalTa B
TOAATs (sc. nuil) EmpeAelas Sefofan kad Wuyfis dvbpikiis kal SofaoTikiis
Epyov elvar .

It may be inferred that, though Plato had much to criticise in
Isocrates, he had no hesitation in adopting suggestions from him on
occasion.

1 This corresponds to &wéte Exagra ToUmey wolv (sc. &) (2681); cf, also
mpoahaPévri xmpols 100 mére Aeacréow xal tmoyrriov (2724).

XXIII

269C-272B  PHILOSOPHY AND RHETORIC. PERICLES'S
DEBT TO ANAXAGORAS

The true art of rhetoric, whick these theorists and orators whom we have

sed in review do not possess, needs the outlook and the method of
philosopky. We can see this from the example of Pericles, a masterly
orator who learnt from Anaxagoras to study ‘Nature' (pUots), the
fundamental character of things, and apply that study to his own art. The
orator must discern ‘soul’ in its generality and in its various kinds, and
must learn how to fit the various types of discourse to the appropriate types
of soul that confront him as yuycrywyds. When he has learnt this in theory,
and mastered it in practice, ke may claim to possess the art, or science, of
oratory; but not éefbre.

Ph. Well yes, Socrates: I dare say that does more or less describe 269 C

what the teachers and writers in question regard as the art of rhetoric;
personally I think what you say is true. But now by what means and
from what source can one attain the art of the true rhetorician, the real D
master of persuasion?

Soc. If you mean how can one become a finished performer, then
probably—indeed I might say undoubtedly—it is the same as with
anything else: if you have an innate capacity for rhetoric, you will
become a famous rhetorician, provided you also acquire knowledge
and practice; but if you lack any of these three you will be corres-
pondingly unfinished.” As regards the art itself (as distinct from the
artist) I fancy that the line of approach adopted by Lysias and
Thrasymachus is not the one I have in view,

Pk, Then what is?

Soc. 1 am inclined to think, my good friend, that it was not &

Surprising that Pericles became the most finished exponent of rhetoric
there has ever been,

Pk. Why so?

I
mfi(:;h ::iést:fnce and language here are very similar to Isocrates, contra Soph.
Bossibl, p(lm a rather less degree) to the later Anzid. §§ 186—9. It is quite
Suggestion ato had been reading the former work recently, but there is no
Of attack or even disagreement on this point, and in any case, as

obin says (p. i : ¥
borrowing o efl?l:?miée' ¢ & commonplace which gives no ground for supposing

HPP
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Soc. All the great arts need supplementing by a study of Nature;

that source alone can come the mental elevation and thoroughly
finished execution of which you are thinking; and that is what Pericles
acquired to supplement his inborn capacity. He came across the right
sort of man, I fancy, in Ahaxagoras, and by enriching himself with
high speculation and coming to recognise the nature of wisdom and
folly"—on which topics of course Anaxagoras was always discoursing
—he drew from that source and applied to the art of rhetoric what was
suitable thereto.

Ph. How do you mean?

Soe. Rhetoric is in the same case as medicine, don’t you think?

Pk, How so?

Soc. In both cases there is a nature that we have to determine, the
nature of body in the one, and of soul in the other, if we mean to be
scientific and not content with mere empirical routine when we apply
medicine and diet to induce health and strength, or words and rules
of conduct to implant such convictions and virtues as we desire.

Ph. You are probably right, Socrates.

Soc. Then do you think it possible to understand the nature of the
soul satisfactorily without taking it as a whole? .

Ph. If we are to believe Hippocrates the Asclepiad, we can’t under-
stand even the body without such a procedure.

Soc. No, my friend, and he is right. But we must not just rely on’
Hippocrates: we must examine the assertion and see whether it accords
with the truth.

Ph. Yes.

Soc. Then what is it that Hippocrates and the truth have to say on
D this matter of nature? I suggest that the way to reflect about the nature
of anything is as follows: first, to decide whether the object in respect
of which we desire to have scientific knowledge, and to be able to
impart it to others, is simple or complex; secondly, if it is simple, to
inquire what natural capacity it has of acting upon another thing, and
through what means; or by what other thing, and through what
means, it can be acted upon; or, if it is complex, to enumerate its parss
and observe in respect of each what we observe in the case of the
simple object, to wit what its natural capacity, active or passivé;
consists in.

* | rerain dvolos with 5 and T,

SCIENTIFIC RHETORIC 147

Ph. Perhaps so, Socrates.

Soc. Well, at all events, to pursue an inquiry without doing so
would be like a blind man’s progress. Surely we mustn’t make out £
that any sort of scientific inquirer resembles a blind or deaf person. No,
it is plain that if we are to address people scientifically, we shall show
them precisely what is the real and true nature of that object on which
our discourse is brought to bear. And that object, I take it, is the soul.

Pk. To be sure.

Soc. Hence the speaker’s whole effort is concentrated on that, for it 271
is there that he is attempting to implant conviction. Isn’t that so?

Ph, Yes.

Soc. Then it is plain that Thrasymachus, or anyone else who
seriously proffers a scientific rhetoric, will, in the first place, describe
the soul very precisely, and let us see whether it is single and uniform
in nature or, analogously to the body, complex; for to do that is, we
maintain, to show a thing’s nature.

Ph. Yes, undoubtedly,

Soc. And secondly he will describe what natural capacity it has to
act upon what, and through what means, or by what it can be acted
upon.

PFk. Quite so.

Soc. Thirdly, he will classify the types of discourse and the types of B
soul,” and the various ways in which souls are affected, explaining the
reasons in each case, suggesting the type of speech appropriate to each
type of soul, and showing what kind of speech can be relied on to
create belief in one soul and disbelief in another, and why.

' At 271D 2 we have sl6n (yayiis) instead of but I think Fruti i
2 91 0. 2) 1; wrong in discriminating the words mich are so often syng:rru(:;(-n‘:i
miﬁgn; and kinds of soul respectively. I do not believe that Plato has here in
e the tripartite scheme of Rep. 1v and of the Phaedrus myth. The whole
eorr::I Sl:ig:gcsts that there are not only three «8n or yévn wuxiis with three
. lcpiﬁﬂd:ng ‘E'Bn Aywv: the task of the rhetorician would be comparatively
Iddtl:"essend at case; nor is it likely that Plato would contemplate a type of oratory
Saima exclusively to the “appetitive’ part of the soul. Nor do I think
B oot : Egu.lm. I, P. 473) isright in saying that the present passage ‘behandelt
e natisch, ob sie [i.e. die Seele] einheitlich oder zusammengesetzt ist’.
g ;rlc;}n is indeed bidden to start by asking himself whether soul is all of
Eicat o many sorts, but plainly he is expected to decide upon the latter
bt er;-'l is of course nothing here inconsistent with the tripartite doctrine:
Tt r:_l 5 :-:1 bmkmtg of an unspecified number of types of mind to which an
unspecifid, er of types of discourse will be respectively appropriate:

o Te (z?sgf determinate (271); cf. tv wh s vaw v Tés pUons Siapid-

10-2
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Ph. 1 certainly think that would be an excellent procedure.
Soc. Yes: in fact I can assure you, my friend, that no other scientific
¢ method of treating either our present subject or any other will ever be
found, whether in the models of the schools® or in speeches actually
delivered. But the present-day authors of manuals of rhetoric, of whom
you have heard, are cunning folk who know all about the soul but keep
their knowledge out of sight. So don’t let us admit their claim to write
scientifically until they compose their speeches and writings in the way
we have indicated.

Ph. And what way is that?*

Soc. To give the actual words would be troublesome; but I am
quite ready to say how one ought to compose if he means to be as

scientific as possible.
Ph. Then please do.
Soc. Since the function of oratory is in fact to influence men’s souls,
D the intending orator must know what types of soul there are. Now
these are of a determinate number, and their variety results in a variety
of individuals. To the types of soul thus discriminated there corresponds
a determinate number of types of discourse. Hence a cerrain type of
hearer will be easy to persuade by a certain type of speech to take such-
and-such action for such-and-such reason, while another type will be
hard to persuade. All this the orator must fully understand; and next
he must watch it actually occurring, exemplified in men’s conduct, and
& must cultivate a keenness of perception in following it, if he is going to
get any advantage out of the previons instruction that he was given in
the school. And when he is competent to say what type of man is
susceptible to what kind of discourse; when, further, he can, on
272 catching sight of so-and-so, tell himself “That is the man, that
character now actually before me is the one I heard about in school,
and in order to persuade him of sc-and-so I have to apply these
arguments in zhis fashion’; and when, on top of all this, he has further

t T take benviumov to refer not to a public epideictic speech (‘morcead
d'apparat’, as Robin calls it), which would rather require kmibavipevov, but 10
models or *fair copies’ issued to pupils in the schools.

1 Phaedrus asks Tiva Totov; because he feels that Socrates has not as yet

actually described the Tpéwos of writing and speaking, but only the necessary
implies that the acl

preliminaries. But by saying wév Tpémov to07ov Socrates i
manner of composition is implicit in, or can be deduced from, his statement
of the preliminaries. Nevertheless he is ready, not indeed to give an ac

example, or model speech (aré 1& puarra), but further to elucidate the theory of

oratory which he has already adumbrated.
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grasped the right occasions for speaking and for keeping quiet, and
has come to recognise the right and the wrong time for the Brachyiogy
the Pathetic Passage, the Exacerbation and all the rest of his accom:
plishments, then and not till then has he well and truly achieved the
art. Butif in his speaking or teaching or writing he fails in any of these
requirements, he may tell you that he has the art of speech, but one »
mustn’t believe all one is told.

And now maybe our author® will say “Well, what of it, Phaedrus
and Socrates? Do you agree with me, or should we accept some other

account of the art of speech?™
Ph. Surely we can’t accept any other, Socrates; still it does seem

a considerable business.

The question sometimes raised, whether Plato is here i
mitigating) the adverse judgment passed on Pericles in thr:vé:i:ligs(?;
misplaced, for he was there regarded as a bad statesman whereas her; it
is merely his oratorical excellence, which neither Socrates nor Plato
would deny, that is affirmed.? But what is by no means obvious is the
exact nature of the debt owed by Pericles as orator to Anaxagoras, and
in general by the art of rhetoric to uerecopodoyla @Uoecs "rré 1
I understand Plato’s point to be thar Anaxagoras convinced Pericles ‘:]f
the importance of discovering the fundamental character of a thing as
distinct from its various manifestations. The @Uois with wl%ich
mgoms was at all events primarily concerned was the fundamental

racter of the universe; what exactly his theory of matter was is
a disputed question, which fortunately does not here concern us: the
mt d15 that he, like all the pre-Socratic guoikol, postulated a ra;nlity
e ol:.- "_sensg—appearances. Wha_xt Pericles took from him was not
e oc 1trua,l ut a method of viewing things, of viewing anything;

t}; tc;l o:}l: to the qatro?s, the “nature’ revealed in a whole, rathe:-
. e characters of its parts. This is what is meant by sayin
A.n;xae took over, and applied to the art of oratory, that akm};l ir%
9 Tﬁg?rr;’s SAIé)hIIDSOphy which was suitable thereto: tvreifev elAxuoev

By ma‘i‘c = E{w Té_xvnv T6 mpdogopov ot (2704A).

BB 2 s ¢ clls pc?;int!clearer by an illustration from medicine. To
- mrleand entifically, not by mere rule of thumb, the doctor
QUoIs caparos, the nature of body, what ‘body’ in

1]
¥ *OQur author’ §
ATI A,

1
I retai :
etain f| before &ws in B 3, seeing no reason for Burnet’s ui.

Neverthel ;
he had not jn f;ii I do not think that Plato would have written as he does here if

. revised hi il . .
Ut in the Meno (93 Aﬂ'f E;SBORE l)mon of Enslclass Juc e revislon aecmws ot liers

s the “anyone who seriously proffers a scientific rhetoric’ of
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general® is, as distinct from the particular bodies, with their individua]
peculiarities, that he has to treat. Similarly the orator and the teache,
of rhetoric, being a yuxaywyds, must know the gUors wuyse u
distinct from the particular yuyal which confront him. That is Whi;t.ig-'
meant by Tfis Tol 8Aov gUoeews at 270¢ 2. Plato is not saying that the
doctor and the orator must know the nature of the universe, but thay
they must know the general character of the object that their art des]s
with, the nature of body as a whole, or soul as a whole.

If this interpretation of the whole passage is correct, we are now in.
a position to understand the general statement of 269E: m&oat o
peyddon TSV TEXW@Y Tpocbiovroan dboleoylas kod peTewpooyfas
puoews Tépt. It does not mean, as might be thought if taken in
isolation, that all important sciences must be based on physics or
cosmology, but rather that they must apply to their several provine
the same theoretical treatment—the essence of which is the discove
of the One behind the Many, or the One-in-Many—as physics
cosmology apply to the universe. 4/ science is, or ought to be,
pUoews loTopia, and a/f scientists (including rhetoricians, if rhetoric
to be a science) must expose themselves to the common gibes
‘garrulity’ or word-spinning (&BoAeoyla, cf. Phaedo 70c and Buj
ad loc.), and of ‘high-flown speculation’ or tall-talk (uerecwporoyie
This latter word I take to be used here not so much in its literal sense of
discourse about & peréwpa (the things in the heavens), but rather
the metaphorical sense of speculation which ‘rises above’ the objects
sense to “higher’ concepts and principles.

Two difficulties however remain:

(1) Why should Anaxagoras be credited with a concern for
QUons vol Te kol dvolas? So far as we know his teaching, it was the
cosmic voUs and its Bioxéouncis of chaotic matter that he w
concerned with, whereas the reference here can hardly be to anyt
but human wisdom and folly. My belief is that Socrates (Plato) is
merely suggesting? that Anaxagoras in his converse with Pericles would

 Notindeed *body’ in the most general sense, * the corporeal’, but Auman b
as of course the orator's concern is with Auman soul.

3 Prof. G. M. A. Grube (Plato’s Thought, p. 213) alone of scholars known
me has seen that vo0 8iov does not mean the universe, as most interp
(e.g. Robin and recently Jaeger, Paideia 111, p. 192) suppose, misled, as he rem
by the reference to prrewpoloyla above. But Grube seems to think that the.
doctor is bidden to study the particular body that he is treating as a whole. This
indeed the point made at Charm. 1568, but the point here is different.
meaning seems to me to be put beyond doubt by 270E: &v 7 ms Tixvp A°
8165, Thy ololav Belfn dxpipds Tiis pUarws TolTou pds & Tobs Adyous Tpogolon - Foval B
mou yuyh Tolro. For this sense of 13 8hov cf. Symp. 205 B. 3

3 The particle &4 (2704 6) being used to give the semblance of certainty
mere conjecture. The alteration of &volas (B, T, Hermeias) to Siavolas is doubtle
due to the assumption that Tév méhuv Adyow refers to Anaxagoras's public teac!
or writings, which did not touch on é&voia, '
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paturally have passed from speculation on the general nature of vois
to its manifestations, varying in degree down to vanishing point, in
human beings.

») To what work of Hippocrates does Socrates refer? I am very
doubtful whether any treatise in our Hippocratic corpus will fill the
bill; in any case the question is one rather for the student of Greek
medicine than for the Platonist. Galen indeed (see Thompson’s note)
affirmed confidently that the allusion is to Tepl pUoios dvbpdymou: but
this belief seems to be based on what is said at 270D about the possibility
of TAelw €idn owuartos rather than on the earlier assertion that
according to Hippocrates, we ought not to study a particular (human),
body apart from (human) body as a whole; and I strongly suspect that
when the question is asked Tl ToTe Abyer ‘lmrwoxpdens Kad & &Anbhs
Aéyos, Plato is about to read into Hippocrates what he wants to find
there; it is analogous, I suggest, to what Protagoras told his disciples
in secret (T/eaet. 152C) or the real meaning of what Heraclitus expresses
badly (Symp. 1874). If we could point to any Hippocratic treatise in
which it is plainly declared that tﬂe doctor ought to have 2 general
knowledge of physiology before he treats a patient, our doubts would
be at rest; but this does not appear to be possible, though chapter xx
of mepl &pyoafis InTpikiis comes somewhere near saying so.*

The upshot is that we are back again at dialectic as the right péoBog
for the orator: he must discern yuy# as at once a Oneand a Many; but
there is something more now added (270pff.): the various typés of
soul act and are acted upon in various ways, and the orator must discern
how this happens. Itis clear from 2718 that it is the madrjucra that are
important rather than the morfiuara: the orator must know how this or
that soul is affected by this or that type of oratory;* the soul’s Slvapig
ToU Toielv is probably mentioned only because Plato does not wish us
m{:ﬁc “t;f W-U]):.m as purely passive; it moves both itself and body in

ys; but that is irrelevant to the present context.

! For the i i ; ;
- Dol G:I::-i: ;e;f::éf;soc'uss:on, see W. H. S. Jones, Philosophy and Medicine

3 g .
m']Teluz':s rightly emphasized by Robin (p. xlviii): 'Le plus important de cette

: ne,s.ee?l que la seule rhétorique constituant un enseignement positif est celle
z{‘:c ond pas seulement sur une classification paralldle des fmes et des

OUrs, mais qui en outre envisage spécialement leur fnteraction.’
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272B-274B THE TRUE METHOD OF RHETORIC,
ITS DIFFICULTY AND ITS JUSTIFICATION

Can we find any easier substitute for this admittedly laborious procedure?
To convince Phaedrus that we cannot, Socrates recalls the contention thar
the orator need not concern himself with the truth, but only with plausibility
or (it is now added) probability. After quoting from Tisias’s manual an
example of forensic argument based on ‘the probable’, and showing its
absurdity, Socrates remarks that this is really no new point, and has

already been met.
The way of the true rhetoric is difficult and laborious, but its justification

is that in seeking the truth we are seeking to do the pleasure of the gods.
They are our good and gracious masters, and it is they, not our fellow-
slaves, that we should seek to please.

2728 Soc. You are right, and that makes it necessary thoroughly to

overhaul all our arguments, and see whether there is some easier and

c shorter way of arriving at the art; we don’t want to waste effort in

going off* on a long rough road, when we might take a short smooth

one. But if you can help us at all through what you have heard from
Lysias or anyone else, do try to recall it.

Ph. As far as trying goes, I might; but I can suggest nothing on the
spur of the moment.

Soe. Then would you like me to tell you something I have heard
from those concerned with these matters? :

Ph. Why, yes.

Soc. Anyhow, Phaedrus, we are told that even the devil’s advocate
ought to be heard.

p  Ph. Then you can put his case.

Soc. Well, they tell us that there is no need to make such a solemn
business of it, or fetch such a long compass on an uphill road. As we
remarked at the beginning?® of this discussion, there is, they maintain,
absolutely no need for the budding orator to concern himself with the
truth about what is just or good conduct, nor indeed about who are
just and good men whether by nature or education. In the lawcourts
nobody cares a rap for the truth about these matters, but only about

t dmin has been doubted: possibly &y, ‘traverse’, should be read.
! 26oafl.

ARGUMENT FROM PROBABILITY 1§3

what is plausible. And that is the same as what is probable, and is what g
must occupy the attention of the would-be master of the art of speech.
Even actual facts ought sometimes not to be stated, if they don’t tally
with probability; they should be replaced by what is probable, whether
in prosecution or defence; whatever you say, you simply must pursue
this probability they talk of, and can say good-bye to the truth for

ever. Stick to that all through your speech, and you are equipped with 273

the art complete.
Ph. Your account, Socrates, precisely reproduces what is said by

those who claim to be experts in the art of speech. I remember that we
did touch briefly on this sort of contention a while ago;® and the
professionals regard it as a highly important point.

Soc. Very well then, take Tisias himself; you have thumbed him?
carefully, so let Tisias tell us this: does he maintain that the probable
is anything other than that which commends itself to the multitude? g

Ph. How could it be anything else?

Soc. Then in consequence, it would seem, of that profound scientific
discovery he laid down that if a weak but brave man is arrested for
assaulting a strong but cowardly one, whom he has robbed of his cloak
or some other garment, neither of them ought to state the true facts 3
the coward should say that the brave man didn’t assault him single-
handed, and the brave man should contend that there were only the two
of them, and then have recourse to the famous plea ‘How could a little
ffl!ow like me have attacked a big fellow like him?’ Upon which the ¢
big fellow will not avow his own poltroonery but will try to invent
some fresh lie which will probably supply his opponent with a means
of refuting him.3 And similar “scientific’ rules are given for other cases
of the kind. Isn’t that so, Phaedrus?

Ph. To be sure.

: bﬁﬁ;dlzﬁss my 301:11-1 It appears that he made a brilliant discovery of
Ay, b,e}::ﬁz :'ls;as, or Whoever' it really was* and whatever he is
o atter. But, my friend, shall we or shall we not say

Ph. Say what?

! 2598 ' ;
P72 i cf. Arist. Birds 471, ol Alowmoy memérmas.
Prtsuzf:e lgﬁ?:ent!conclusion qf-l.hcse elaho’ratc mystifications wa:‘not, we may
! %Tp;‘m)' mplated by Tisias, but is maliciously added by Socrates’
. late pechaps hints th i
Misiag . 4ps lints that the real discoverer was Corax, the ted tea
» Who *was pleased” to be called after a bird of ;::’y (d::?::w). cher of
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Soc. This: ‘In point of fact, Tisias, we have for some time before
you came on the scene been saying that the multitude get their notion
of probability as the result of a likeness to truth; and we explained jusy
now that these likenesses can always be best discovered by one who
knows the truth. Therefore if you have anything else to say about the
art of speech, we should be glad to hear it; but if not we shall adhere to
the point we made just now, namely that unless the aspirant to oratory
can on the one hand list the various natures amongst his prospective

£ audiences, and on the other divide things into their kinds and embrace
each individual thing under a single form, he will never attain such
success as is within the grasp of mankind. Yet he will assuredly never
acquire such competence without considerable diligence, which the
wise man should exert not for the sake of speaking to and dealing with
his fellow-men, but that he may be able to speak what is pleasing to the
gods, and in all his dealings to do their pleasure to the best of his
ability. For you see, Tisias, what we are told by those wiser than
174 ourselves® is true, that a man of sense ought never to study the
gratification of his fellow-slaves, save as a minor consideration, but that
of his most excellent® masters. So don’t be surprised that we have to
make a long detour:3 it is because the goal is glorious, though not the
goal you think of.’® Not but what those lesser objects also, if you would
have them, can best be attained (so our argument assures us) as
a consequence of the greater,

Ph. Your project seems to be exeellent, Socrates, if only one could
carry it out.

Soc. Well, when a man sets his hand to something good, it is good

B that he should take what comes to him.S

Ph. Yes, of course. ;

Soc. Then we may feel that we have said enough about the art of
speech, both the true art and the false?

Ph. Certinly.

1 ol copdrrspen olov ol Tubayepelol, says Hermeias rightly; cf. (with Thompson)
the conception of men as xrjpara 8e@v at Phaedo 628,

?* For é&yafols e xal If &yefidv see note on 24GA (p. 69).

3 Referring to 272D, uaxpdy mepipaddoutvols,

4 T take the address to Tisias to end at o0y &v o Boxels, and follow Thompson
in accepting Heindorf’s &v for ds. ‘The goal you think of’ is 7o éucBalhols
(=7% e xapizeodan. But (adds Socrates in an aside to Phaedrus) in the long
run service to the gods proves to be the best means of affording true gratification
to our fellow-men.

5 sc. whether success or failure.

THE GLORIOUS GOAL I§%

Except for its closing sentences, this. section does little more than
underline and sum up what has been sa:d before of the deficiencies of
existing rhetoric. So far as there is anything new, it is the substitution
of the ‘probable’ (1o elkés) for the ‘plausible’ (& mifawév) in the
theorists’ requirement, and Socrates’s ridicule of this by an illustration
taken from Tisias’s own manual. Whether a speaker aims at probability
or plausibility, he is, argues Socrates (referring back to 261&ff.),
relying on deceptive similarities, or making what looks something like
the truth pass for the truth itself. Only dialectic, which includes both
a desire for truth and a method for attaining it, can remedy this state of
things. It is no light task, as Socrates admits, but the toil is justified
by the goal, which is nothing less than doing the pleasure of the gods,
our good and gracious masters."

Thus the section closes with the sudden introduction of a religious
note, and a momentary elevation of thought and language which is
characteristically Platonic: ®oT" el poxpd ) meplodos, un Bavpdons -
peyéhwv yap Evexa mepirréov, ol v oU Sokels: these are moving
words, and indeed the whole of the last dozen lines here cannot fail to
remind us of a more famous and even more moving passage of the
Phaedo (116¢): &AM ToUTeow &) Evexa xpf) v BieAnAUBapev, & Zipple,
mév moielv doe dpetiis xal ppoviiaews v T Pley peTaoyelv: kaAdy
yép 16 &Ohov xal 1) EATris pEydAn.

¥ For the paramount importance of truth compare Laws 730¢ 1 fl.: dAdua &
wmmaokmm,muMMaysgm:mmm.g
ulﬂﬁ&dmﬂ&pm;muhuxosdmlmwwhww&hneﬂsévSlnﬂwt.
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274P-2788 THE SUPERIORITY OF THE SPOKEN WORD.
MYTH OF THE INVENTION OF WRITING

It remains to decide under what conditions written compositions may be

deemed proper. Socrates prefaces the discussion with a myth of the

invention oj{:rz'ring by the Egyptian god Theuth (known to the Greeks as

Hermes) and its unfavourable reception by King Thamus. The grounds for

this disapproval are brought out, and the disadvantages of the written as

against the spoken word are developed, Socrates finally deciding that
though it may be useful by way of reminder to the author and to others of
what they know, it should be regarded as ‘pastime’ (wenB\&) rather than

as serious business (amoudn); ‘ lucidity, completeness and serious import=

ance’ (278 A) belong only to the conclusions of dialectic, written rot in ink
but in the souls of men.

2748 Soc. But there remains the question of propriety and impropriety

in writing, that is to say the conditions which make it proper or
improper. Isn’t thatso?

Ph, Yes.

Soc. Now do you know how we may best please God, in practice
and in theory, in this matter of words?

Ph. No indeed. Do you?

¢ Soe. I can tell you the tradition that has come down from our
forefathers, but they alone know the truth of it. However, if we could
discover that for ourselves, should we still be concerned with the fancies
of mankind?

Ph. What a ridiculous question! But tell me the tradition you
speak of.

Soc. Very well. The story is that in the region of Naucratis in
Egypt there dwelt one of the old gods of the country, the god to whom
the bird called Ibis is sacred, his own name being Theuth., He it was

p that invented number and calculation, geometry and astronomy, not
to speak of draughts and dice, and above all writing. Now the king
of the whole country at that time was Thamus, who dwelt in the great
city of Upper Egypt which the Greeks call Egyptian Thebes, while
Thamus® they call Amamon. To him came Theuth, and revealed his

1 ] accept Postgate's ©auolv for 8ebv in b 4,
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arts, saying that they ought to be passed on to the Egyptians in general.
Thamus asked what was the use of them all: and when Theuth ex-
ined, he condemned what he thought the bad points and praised &
what he thought the good. On each art, we are told, Thamus had
plenty of views both for and against; it would take too long to give
them in detail, but when it came to writing Theuth said ‘Here, O king,
is a branch of learning that will make the people of Egypt wiser and
improve their memories: my discovery provides a recipe for memory
and wisdom’. But the king answered and said ‘O man full of arts, to
one is it given to create the things of art, and to another to judge what
measure of harm and of profit they have for those that shall employ
them. And so it is that you, by reason of your tender regard for the 275
writing that is your offspring, have declared the very opposite of its
true effect. 1f men learn this, it will implant forgetfulness in their souls:
will cease to exercise memory because they rely on that which is
written, calling things to remembrance’ no longer from within them-
selves, but by means of external marks; what you have discovered is
a recipe not for memory, but for reminder. And it is no true wisdom
that you offer your disciples, but only its semblance; for by telling
them of many things without teaching them you will make them seem
to know much, while for the most part they know nothing; and as men B
filled, not with wisdom, but with the conceit of wisdom, they will be
a burden to their fellows.’

Ph. It is easy for you, Socrates, to make up tales from Egypt or
anywhere else you fancy.?

'.S'oc. Oh, but the authorities of the temple of Zeus at Dodona, my
ﬁmd, said that the first prophetic utterances came from an oak-tree.
In fact the people of those days, lacking the wisdom of you young
P'OP!E, were content in their simplicity to listen to trees or rocks,
provided these told the truth. For you apparently it makes a difference ¢

1 .
mgu;;':’:‘ --]f“ﬂvwvncfwtm is to be kept we must take it as a sense-
| et ough Tobs pafévras tmiMopovas mapi6e had preceded. Alternatively
A Thc ]i:‘lli“wﬁﬂouivms, suggested to me by Dr Bury, might be read.
i, ¢ myth of Theuth and Thamus is, like that of the cicadas, apparently
¥ sl r‘“‘éﬁﬂmn! though of course the personages belong to Egyptian
- ol Hnsshggl - The inventor of writing in Greek legend was Prometheus; but
anyone pla e for Plato’s purpose, since it would have been difficult to make
any case ity against him the part that Thamus plays against Theuth. And in
histcry, e :a_s natural enough for Plato to go to Egypt for a tale of pre-
Atlancy, in a later dialogue he goes to an Egyptian priest for his story of
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who the speaker is, and what country he comes from: you don’t
merely ask whether what he says is true or false.”
Ph. 1 deserve your rebuke, and I agree that the man of Thebes ig
right in what he said about writing.
Soc. Then anyone who leaves behind him a written manual, and
likewise anyone who takes it over from him, on the supposition that
such writing will provide something reliable and permanent,® must be
exceedingly simple-minded; he must really be ignorant of Ammon’s
utterance, if he imagines that written words can do anything more
D than remind? one who knows that which the writing is concerned
with.
Ph. Very true.
Soc. You know, Phaedrus, that’s the strange thing about writing,
which makes it truly analogous to painting.* The painter’s products
stand before us as though they were alive: but if you question them,
they maintain a most majestic silence. Itis the same with written words:
they seem to talk to you as though they were intelligent, but if you ask
them anything about what they say, from a desire to be instructed, they
go on telling you just the same thing for ever. And oncea thing is put
E in writing, the composition, whatever it may be, drifts all over the
place, getting into the hands not only of those who understand it, but*
equally of those who have no business with it; it doesn’t know how
to address the right people, and not address the wrong. And when it
ill-treated and unfairly abused it always needs its parent to come to its
help, being unable to defend or help itself. '
Ph, Once again you are perfectly right.

PHAEDRUS

brother to the written speech, but of unquestioned legitimacy? Can
we see how it originates, and how much better and more effective itis
than the other? \

Ph, What sort of discourse have you now in mind, and what is its
origin?

* I follow Thompson and Robin, against Burnet, in putting a full stop, not
a question-mark, here.

3 I take & m...loduevov to belong to & wixyny...xaTadmelv as much as o
& mopabeyduvos: for to speak of one who ‘thinks he has left a written manuak
is, by itself, nonsense. This could be indicated by deleting the comma
karemely and putting dashes before and after xal o & Tapabexdpuevos.

3 T accept Dr Bury's suggestion whiov trouly olépevos [elven]. .

1 The Greek word for 'painting' (3wypagla, etymologically a ‘drawing ©!
living beings") is closely connected with that for 'writing” (ypaed).
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Soc. The sort that goes mgeﬂ-:rfw:dth‘ kn;wleig:;nd is written in
. | of the learner: that can defend itself, an ws to whom it
fg:’:;:_luspeak and to whom it should sav nothing.
= ph. You mean no dead discourse, but the living speech, the original
of which the written discourse may fairly be called a kind of image.
= gpc. Precisely. And now tell me this: if a sensible farmer had some B
aeds to look after and wanted them to bear fruit, would he with serious
- ;;::1: plant them during the summer in a garden of Adonis,” and enjoy
watching it producing fine fruit within eight days? If he did so at all,
wouldn't it be in a holiday spirit, just by way of pastime? For serious
aurposes wouldn’t he behave like a scientific farmer, sow his seeds in
 suitable soil, and be well content if they came to maturity within eight
months?
Pk 1 think we may distinguish as you say, Socrates, between what ¢
the farmer would do seriously and what he would do in a different
spirt.

Soc. And are we to maintain that he who has knowledge of what is
just, honourable and good has less sense than the farmer in dealing with
his seeds?

Ph. Of course not.

Soc. Then it won't be with serious intent that he ‘writes them in
water'* or that black fluid we call ink, using his pen to sow words
3:1 can’t either speak in their own defence or present the truth
adequately.

- Ph. It certainly isn’t likely.

Soc. No, it is not. He will sow his seed in literary gardens, I take p
it, and write when he does write by way of pastime, collecting a store
t_}f x:efl’reshment both for his own memory, against the day ‘when age

oblivious comes 'y and for all such as tread in his footsteps; and he will

__‘“ke pleasure in watching the tender plants® grow up. And when other
Men resort to other pastimes, regaling themselves with drinking-
__'P.'mfii 3l1cll s:.;ch like, he will doubtless prefer to indulge in the
Fecreation 1 refer to,

Ph. And what an excellent one it is, Socrates! How far superior to

! A potor window-b i i
a Y ~box for forcing plants at the festival of Adonis.
3 :.'_f’:cw“ bial phrase for useless Ilﬁngur.
the .Ear‘;l‘:n‘fa:ngl:i]}' refer to xfmous, and seems to involve a confusion between
Rea ding Gy ¢ seeds or plants growing in it,

ols Myw with Heindorf.
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the other sort is the recreation that a man finds in words, when he
discourses® about justice and the other topics you speak of.?
Soc. Yes indeed, dear Phaedrus. But far more excellent, I :
is the serious treatment of them, which employs the art of dialectic, The
dialectician selects a soul of the right type, and in it he plants and sowg
his words founded on knowledge, words which can defend both
277 themselves and him who planted them, words which instead of
remaining barren contain a seed whence new words grow up in new
characters; whereby the seed is vouchsafed immortality, and its
possessor the fullest measure of blessedness that man can attain unto
Ph. Yes, that is a far more excellent way.

Soc. Then now that that has been settled, Phaedrus, we can proceed

to the other point.
Ph. What is that?
Soc. The point that we wanted to look into before we arrived at our
present conclusion. Our intention was to examine the reproach
levelled against Lysias on the score of speech-writing, and therewith.
s the general question of speech-writing and what does and does not
make it an art. Now I think we have pretty well cleared up the questi'___'.'_
of art.
Ph. Yes, we did think so, but please remind me how we did it.
Soc. The conditions to he fulfilled are these: first, you must know
the truth about the subject that you speak or write about: that is to &
you must be able to isolate it in definition, and having so defined it
must next understand how to divide it into kinds, until you reach
limit of division; secondly, you must have a corresponding dis

* Either there is a bad anacoluthon, or pv8choyoivvos should be read, with
Richards. Phaedrus is of course referring to written pucroyla, and although the
verb (like uGos itself) does not necessarily carry any sense of ‘myth-
ﬁ we are doubtless meant to detect an allusion to the s Suvos of the present

3 &B\wv &v Myus mip refers to ¢ 3 above, It cannot mean ‘other topics which
you commonly talk about’, for that would need the pronoun ot,

3 The words ¢ls 8cov &vBpdomrey Buvarév péhiora are to be noted. Socrates is
here speaking of the felicity of the soul which is liberated whether tempora
or finally from the body, but of that attainable by an &Bpewmos, a compound
soul and body. The term dBévarov is here only applied to the undying t!
passed on from generation to generation, but it might equally well have b
applied to the possessor of truth (rév txovra), for he does attain immortality
far as an &pwmos can; this we were told in a closely parallel passage of
Symposium (212 A) where the final words should especially be noted: TexévT
dperiiy &Andf xal Bprpaplve Urrdpy e Biopiiel yeviobar, xal dimep e EAlg &vlpdgy G0
«al ixelvp. For the meaning of &Bévaros yeviaten see Bury, Symposium, p. xlive

~ whole
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¢ of the nature of the soul, discover the type of speech appropriate ¢

:H;ch nature, and order and arrange your discourse accordingly,

ddressing a variegated soul in a variegated style that ranges over the

gamut of tones, and a simple soul in a simple style.® All this

must be done if you are to become competent, within human limits, as

a scientific practitioner of speech, whether you propose to expound or

to persuade. Such is the clear purport of all our foregoing discussion.
Ph. Yes, that was undoubtedly how we came to see the matter,
Soc. And now to revert to our other question, whether the delivery p

and composition of speeches is honourable or base, and in what

ircumstances they may properly become a matter of reproach, our

earlier conclusions have, I think, shown—

Ph. Which conclusions?

Soc. They have shown? that any work, in the past or in the future,

WRITING GOOD AND BAD

‘whether by Lysias or anyone else, whether composed in a private

capacity or in the role of a public man who by proposing a law becomes
the author of a political composition, is a matter of reproach to its
‘author (whether or no the reproach is actually voiced) if he regards it
a8 containing important truth of permanent validity. For ignorance of
‘what is a waking vision and what is a mere dream-image of justice
‘and injustice, good and evil, cannot truly be acquitted of involving &
reproach,’ even if the mass of men extol it.

Ph. No indeed.

Soc. On the other hand, if a man believes that a written discourse
‘on any subject is bound to contain much that is fanciful: that nothing
ﬁuthas ever been written whether in verse or prose merits much
serious attention—and for that matter nothing that has ever been
spoken in the declamatory fashion which aims at mere persuasion
‘:::U:rte 3:{ dtllu;s;imﬁng or exposition: that in reality such composi-
il luci:iiry a:d m:, a means of remmdmg :'.hose who know the truth: 28

mpleteness and serious importance belong only to

I i .
) m::“‘i;zgtﬂgsmmt- 'It'}l:a manifold ﬁ:;n‘e of soul, of which we heard at
ame as naMa whi i i
w ‘hcte"-'““'qs pr anor.her? wowiAla which one particular soul may exhibit as

31 § continues his sentence as though there had been no interruption.
cf. p,,?j:;aim’p d‘"‘d vap not adverbially, but as real nouns: for O-nupio used,
muth of perm, and Laws 9693, To suppose that writing can convey ‘important
tmap and amp?ncfm; validity” is tantamount to an inability to distinguish between
that the yeypmutrer 3o oV ™61 16 8 (Rep. 533¢). We were told above (2764)
and the Adyos is no more than an elswhov of the Adyos 30v xal fuyvyos,

Present antithesis is a mere variant of that.
Hrp
n



PLATO’S OWN WRITING 163

., i them, and who had shown his own estimate of writing b
. Wed“l,?iting at all? How could one who persistently decried ‘copies}:
jwr:.ainst ‘originals’, representation (ufunais) as against action, and
8 Flad made a special application of tht: anlithesi:lto dramatic poetry,
¥ ¢ his own dramatic representations? How could he who, throu
Pm:i“d‘ of Socrates, had twitted the orators with theirlong h;rangug,
comparing them to ‘books :}ﬁchﬂlmn neither answer questions nor put
S m' (Protag. 329A), justify the composition of a work like the
;lmn g;'f-, with its long tracts of virtually unbroken didactic exposition?
WWC may perhaps believe that at first Plato stifled the protest of his
conscience by adhenngfts_closely as possible to the Socratic Ppayudoyia
and by ¢:ar.*:i’ull§l absr.umr‘;g from p(}))smve concluz}xlons: if he allowed
his Socrates to discuss and suggest, but not to teach or lecture, he was
::t ¢writing’ in any real or repreher:sible sense, but merely pcrp’etuating
e master’s ac:ivityi.dput t;uch a t2;:1f—ii:lt:lstiﬁcatcilort, if it was ever made,
was of dubious validity from the first; and as ‘Socrates’ became
inevitably more and more Platonised it could not have been main-
n;?:md, Yef: }Il’!ato had undoubtedly ;11; urge S} goon v.;lriting——the mere
olume of his output guarantees that—and cannot have failed to b
.-,.Zq;_jsdous of literary power in such great works as Phaedbo, Sympa.riunf
‘and Republic. Ond du; other hand the coincident testimony of our
present section and of Epistle vi1 (341— Is hi i
adopts the same general attitude towards the written discourse '.5$$rittcn word as a {nedium ?f4 ph??mrf);?ys ;ﬁ:ﬁ drﬁ::;slt ::f
Plato here puts into the mD!.lth Pf Socrates; and indgeld the similari ‘metaphysical: it was always open to misundersta;iding, it could never
of language* are such that, in view of the improbability of a common ‘express the whole mind of the writer, and it might do more harm than
source, borrowing can hardly be denied. Chronology makes it likely ‘good if it came into the hands of ignorant and unsympathetic readers;
that Plato is thc- borrower; but_ Ehe ppint is of little moment, for the ‘moreover—and here again the two sources confirm one anothcr—-d;:
contemporary dispute of rhetoricians is no more than a handle for ‘deepest truths can only be communicated through the long-lastin
introduction of a matter which touched and troubled “Plato hin ‘association of a mature mind with ‘sowi .
' : ell _ . ith one less mature, a ‘sowing of the
dx::t]y and personally, and perhaps had troubled him for many year living word in another’s soul’. The omoudalos, as the Zpistle puts it
1t will be obvious to anyone who reads these pages with percep ion
that Plato is concerned to state and defend his own position in &
matter of authorship. How could his writing of dialogues be of
value compared with the ‘living word” of the master whom he
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those lessons on justice and honour and goodness that are expoundag
and set forth for the sake of instruction, and are veritably written in ghe
soul of the listener: and that such discourses as these ought to
accounted a man's own legitimate children—a title to be app
primarily to such as originate within the man himself, and second:
B to such of their sons and brothers as have grown up aright in the soy
of other men:* the man, I say, who believes this, and disdains
manner of discourse other than this, is, I would venture to affirm,
man whose example you and I would pray that we might follow.
Ph. My own wishes and prayers are most certainly to that ef

This section is in part the outcome of contemporary dispute between
the rhetoricians on the comparative value of the extempore speech and
that which is carefully prepared, written out and memorised bef
delivery. Isocrates, himself debarred by physical disadvantages fi
achieving distinction as a speaker, had had recourse to the essay
order to reach a public wider than that of his own school; but
novelty was distasteful to many of his professional brethren, who!
spokesman in extant literature is Alcidamas. In his work On Sophis:
which is thought to have appeared not later than 380 B.c., Alcidam:

(440), ;ﬁe lsm-icpi;. philosopher, will not put what he deems omou-
InNto writin i

e g, and he himself has never composed a manual of
af!&:zgl;i be absurd to conclude from these ges that the content
it lla ‘Ogues was, in the eyes of their author, of little value; it is
B Plain that Plato writes for the most part in a vein of deep
et hisnf‘:‘;,fwxdé a sincerity at times passionate. We may well believe
Believe Sm oundest thoughts could not he set down: but we may also
;ﬂ‘;er ) Tﬁﬂﬁembmt}ce of the power of Socrates’s sd:;oken word—
R . ch he describes so vividly through the mouth of Alcibiades

Jmpostum—together perhaps with the consciousness® of similar

! In the clause #v «ipedels tvij the cmThasis falls on the participle. A 1
legitimate spiritual children are primarily those truths which he himself
discovered by a process of dialectic, and secondarily those which, while log
consequent upon the former, are actually reached, again dialectically, by ot!
The distinction no doub reflects the relation between the head of a school (
as Plato himself) and its members or disciples building upon his teaching,
* With these words Phaedrus's conversion to philosophy is signalised.

3 srepl 16v ToVs ypatrrols Adyous ypapdvrav i wepl cogioridv, Brzoska in P % As ma Fig 1 .
Wissowa, RE, dates it between 390 and 380, Christ-Schmid before 380. him, g E; Voo {; i;r;(fd {wm the words which he imagines Dion addressing to
: Kal 78 & ' ot udhioTa fmotéuny byd Suvdievoy dvipdimous viows bl T

4 Collected by Friedlinder, Platon 1, pp. 129f. I am greatly indebted to ¥ :

{x
Jinder's chapter *Das geschriebene Werk’ in interpreting the present s e mpotplwowra ey gihlev T kal Eraiplav dAARAaIs KadioTdvan dndeTore,

Ii-2
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power in himself, led him at times to underrate the value of all written
philosophy, including his own. Moreover he probably felt to the
the dangers of dogmatism, and the desirability of the teacher’s keepin
himself always open to the suggestions, and even the corrections, o
the pupil.
There was also of course the peril of So§ooogla (275 A-B): a rez
tends, Plato thought, to imagine that he can absorb wisdom q
by an almost effortless perusal of written words; but what ig
absorbed is something neither solid nor permanent (hence the
parison to ‘gardens of Adonis’); true wisdom and understa
whether about God or the universe or the life of man, can only come
long study and reflection, aided normally by a teacher who is him
still learning, a guide rather than an authoritative exponent: then
knowledge come, point by point, as a flash of illumination: & e
ouvouaias yryvouévns Tepl Td mp&ypa aitd kol Tol ouzfiv Ealg
olov é&md mupds TmdficavTos Efagdiv edss, v T Yux i Yevéuevo (
Vi1, 341C).
Sgcrates's words at 276E 4-277 A 4 should be compared not only %
Diotima’s at Symp. 2098 but also with 249A 1—4 and 25648 3
All these passages express, in their varying ways, the same fundame
thought: that the association of two kindred souls, the one guiding;
the other guided, in the pursuit of truth, beauty and goodness, is
means to the highest human felicity. Although the language of
present passage is less erotic, the words &tav. . .AaPdv yuyiv Tp
fikovoav guTeln Te kol omelpy per” EmoThuns Adyous mean just
same as TouBepacTioavTos peTd raocopics (249A). And when
see this, we see also that this discussion of the merits and defects ol
writing, culminating as it does in the exaltation of the spoken words
dialectic, is no extraneous appendage to the main theme of
dialogue—the praise, to wit, of the philosophic life as Socrates an
Ehte-undessmos i € writings, but by one that indicates his serious pursuit. D
t Especially B § ff.: T& e olv odyara 18 kah& uEMov & aloypd domégerar &re i, Pj. Then what names would you assign him?
e e e Syt D o | _ 2. Tocall him wise, Phacdrus, would, I think, be going too far: the
Tov dyaddv kal & tmnbebew, Kal Emyepet TSR, ) ; 8 proper only to a god; a name that would fit him better, and
o eseemliness, would be *lover of wisdom 'yor something similar,
4 Yes, that would be quite in keeping.
c]).n the other hand, one who has nothing to show of more value
e lterary works on whose phrases he spends hours, twisting
nvghﬂway and that, pasting them together and pulling them apart,? g
¥» Isuggest, be called a poet or speech-writer or law-writer.

XXVI
2788-279C MESSAGES TO LYSIAS AND ISOCRATES

is now bidden to convey to Lysias the purport of the late
11 the writer of speeches, the poet and the lawgiver, if their writing
ns 1o the conditions developed in the last section, deserve a different
the name of philosopher. But Socrates agrees that there is a message
his own young friend Isocrates too; this takes the form half of prophecy,
of hope, that he may use his considerable gifts for higher purposes than

rhetoric.

The dialogue ends with Socrates uttering a short prayer, in which
Joins, for inward goodness, for spiritual riches together with such
al wealth, but only such, as befits the wise and temperate.

Soc. Then we may regard our literary pastime® as having reached 2788
ctory conclusion. Do you now go and tell Lysias that we two
down to the stream where is the holy place of the Nymphs, and
listened to words which charged us to deliver a message, first to
and all other composers of discourses, secondly to Homer and ¢
others who have written poetry whether to be read or sung, and
irdly to Solon and all such as are authors of political compositions
der the name of laws: to wit, that if any of them has done his work
2 knowledge of the truth, can defend his statements when
ged, and can demonstrate the inferiority of his writings out of
mouth, he ought not to be designated by a name drawn from

refer, s
2945 6 :r:‘::; ;dssf:raba.bly not to the whole dialogue, but to the discussion

Dionys; :
ed thege - S2licarnassus (de comp. verb. p. 208, Reiske) tells us that Plato
Ehout his life ‘combing and curling” (wrvizav xal Poorpuylzew)
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Ph. Of course.

Soc. Then that is what you must tell your friend.

Ph. But what about yourself? What are you going to do? You too
have a friend who should not be passed over.

Soc. Who is that?

Ph. The fair Isocrates. What will be your message to him,
Socrates, and what shall we call him?

Soc. Tsocrates is still young, Phaedrus, but I don’t mind telling you

279 the future I prophesy for him.
Ph. Oh, what is that?
Soc. It seems to me that his natural powers give him a superiority

over anything that Lysias has achieved in literature, and also that in
point of character he is of a nobler composition; hence it would not
surprise me if with advancing years he made all his literary pre-
decessors look like very small fry; that is, supposing him to persist in
the actual type of writing in which he engages at present; still more so,
if he should become dissatisfied with such work, and a sublimer impulse
lead him to do greater things. For that mind of his, Phaedrus, contains
an innate tincture of philosophy.
8 Well then, there’s the report I convey from the gods of this place to
Tsocrates my beloved, and there’s yours for your beloved Lysias.
Ph. So be it. But let us be going, now that it has become less

oppressively hot.

Soc. Oughtn’t we first to offer a prayer to the divinities here?

Ph, To be sure.

Soe. Dear Pan, and all ye other gods that dwell in this place, grant
that I may become fair within, and that such outward things as I have

¢ may not war against the spirit within me. May I count him rich who is

wise; and as for gold, may I possess so much of it as only a temperate
man might bear and carry with him.

Is there anything more we can ask for, Phaedrus? The prayer

contents me.
Ph. Make it a prayer for me too, since friends have all things in

common.
Soc. Let us be going.

his dialogues, and that at his death a tablet was found with numerous variants of.
the opening sentence of the Republic; ¢f, also Diog. Laert. 111, 37. Itis possible.
that the present sentence reflects the impatience of Plato the philosopher with

Plato the meticulous literary artist.
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The conjunction (278¢) of Lysias and other Aoyo i
poets (Homer) and legislators (Solon) takes us )I;a)cf&::)ma: lir;'hei
passage (258A-C): here, as there, the purpose is to generalise the
judgment passed upon ‘composition’; in the earlier passage, however,
the distinction between speaking and writing was latent: now it has
been explicitly drawn, to the disadvantage of writing; nevertheless the
fundamental distinction for Plato is between those, whether speakers
or writers, ?who rest on a basis of dialectic, who possess the truth about
that on which they speak, and the ability to uphold it, and those who
do not. In short, the message to be delivered to Lysias by Phaedrus is
essentially the same as that which earlier (261 ) the 6péppuara yevwaia
addressed to Phaedrus himself: t&v pf) Ixavés @iAocogrioT), oUbt Ixavés
mote Abyew Eoran mepl oUSevds. Lacking ‘philosophy’ (and we have
learnt more f.ully since 261 A what that means) a man may be ‘a poet,
or speech-writer or law-writer’, but no more; and he will not be even
Ikevds Atyev, because philosophy alone can make him so.

We can, I think, detect now a deeper reason for bracketing the
vopoypépos with the poet and the speech-writer. All three® claim
implicitly if not expressly, to prescribe to their fellow-men what the}:
should do, how they should live their lives. Though not professed
teachers of Sper like the Sophists, they are open to the same criticism
from Plato’s standpoint: they do not know the moral €i8n, nor do
they even seek to know them; they are in that condition of &maagevoia
which marks the prisoners in the cave;? in terms of the Phaedrus myth
they have forgotten what little their souls had seen in the supra-celestiai
region.

Lysias, with whom the whole conversation started, and
been kept before the reader’s mind throughout as the t,}'picalv;}:gd}l:i:
o}f an unreformed, that is to say an unphilosophic, rhetoric, is beyond
the reach of human warnings or messages when Plato writes. But
Isocrates is not. There must be some point in the parallelism (2798 1-3)
Ohf the two messages, and I do not see how it can be other than this,
[t at what we cannot hope for from the dead we can from the living.

tggrt:e with Wilamowitz3 that there is no trace of irony in what is said
2 Isocrates here; and the fact that he is favourably contrasted with
ysias in itself rules out the idea that he, personally and individually,

' The Aoyoypégos is here probabl i
‘ { y not thought of in the narr
Eigii'essmna.l speech-writer for litigants, but in the broader scnseogv:ennﬁ c;f
it er, which would include the Lysias of the Olympicus and the Epitaphius
! lgenume), and the epideictic speeches of which the lpwrixds Adyos of our
e Ogue ;}slurporls_ to befan example.
n the meaning of dwmbruoia (Rep. §144 . W,
“’"{ l'}/‘); Good in Plato's Republic, p.(:.G.P SOOI BTty Sniniots
.. Platon 1, p. 122: “Wahrlich ein hohes Lob: keine § i
Vunsch, dass er die Begabung fiir Philosophie aust:ﬁzmp;rﬁzz:‘e.{mme' o
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has been the target of all the foregoing critique of rhetoric. The playful
description of him as Socrates’s Tan8ix& must imply that Socrates
knew and liked him as a young man; and that Plato should recall
this friendship, and should put into Socrates’s mouth a prophecy,
albeit a conditional prophecy, of future greatness with the purpose
of calling attention to its non-fulfilment, is in my judgment very
improbable.

I should interpret the first half of the prophecy as already fulfilled
when Plato wrote; Isocrates’s orations, notably the Panegyricus of
380 B.C., had already put all previous orators in the shade (whether we
ourselves agree is beside the point); the second half, the ‘sublime
impulse leading to greater things’ is as yet unfulfilled; but I do not see
why Plato should not still have hoped for its fulfilment. If Plato had,
as he surely had, any hope of his proposals for a philosophic rhetoric
being adopted, he must win over Isocrates to his cause. He may have
been, probably he was, over-sanguine; but Isocrates in 370 B.C. was,
though elderly, not necessarily impervious to argument.

There may be a second motive behind the message to Isocrates. The
passage of Rep. vI referred to above® had been taken by Isocrates as
meant for his address; and whether or notit was so, Plato may well have
wished to make a conciliatory gesture, an amende both for that and
for anything in the present dialogue which might have been taken
amiss. As we have seen, Isocrates must have been in Plato’s mind
in much of the latter part of our dialogue; and even without being
conscious of having given offence, it may well be that he felt that
some kind words could do no harm; kind words they are, and sincerely
meant.

The closing paragraphs recall us to the scene in which the whole
dialogue has taken place, and remind us of the inspiration which
Socrates felt from the outset and ascribed to the local deities. The

1 See p. 143, n. 2.

* of. Wilamowitz, op. cit. 11, p. 122: ‘Versichern kann man nicht, dass der
Phaidros die Wunde heilen will, die der Staat geschlagen hatte; unméglich ist es
nicht.’ R. Flacelitre (Revue des études grecques xLv1, 1933, pp. 224 f1.) regards the
encomium as seriously meant, yet combined with a touch of irony: Isocrates’s
gihocogla is only gihooopla of a sort, and it is possessed gUom instead of as the
result of dialectic, He thinks Isocrates is placed on the same level as the statesmen
of Meno 99B1l., who possess right opinion 8elg polpg,

That this last may be the case seems to me quite likely, but I do not think any
irony is thereby involved; nor do I think glou Ivorl ms giooogla i Siavelg

need mean anything different from ¢doopds wds dom Thv guow. The n::',
al

suggests Socrates, has an innate love of whatsoever is xaAév and an innate h

of whatsoever is aloxpdv, finding the former olxiov and the latter &\érpiov like

the philosophic dog of Rep. 3768; for all his scorn of scientific ethics, Isocrates is
on the side of the angels.

For the influence of Socrates upon Isocrates, Flaceliére points (inter alia) to.

ad Nicoclem (11), §§ 11-12,
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closing prayer has no special connexion with
I 1 i the context
glalogt.le,' but is eminently characteristic of the real Soncrawsc.if\ tihl;
o?p:]iq:;z: oiixse;nhilénd bodk:gy goods as compared with the goods
rus’s last words, in their moving simplici
;I;g:rm:moizc? n;:re that the.devot'ee of clever but ho!lowgos;?c?rl;rmht:’;
s n heart and mind with the lover of truth, the genuine
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