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PREFACE 

Jn this book I have slightly altered the fonn adopted in my earlier 
work Plato's Examination of Pleasure (Pliilehus) 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 readcni. 

No English commentary on the Pliaedrus has appeared, so far as 
I 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 comm.only 
known as the Bude series. Next to these I am probably most indebted 
to the well·known Mythes de Platon of Perceval Frutiger, and to 
P. Friedlander's Die Platonisclien Sc!trifien and his earlier volume of 
essays Eidos, Paideia, Dialogos. Specific acknowledgements to these 
and other works will be found in my foomotes. 

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 d:raft 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. 

Bumet's text has been followed, except where noted. 
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I. Datt of compositibn 

Although it is impossible, and likely to remain impossible, to assign 
a precise date to the composition of the Pluuarus, 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 (m, 38), and echoed ·by OlympiodonD 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 xm, 
47), who refers to the compliment paid by Socrates to lsocrates at the 
very end of the d.ialogue (279A) and adds' at ea de seniore scribit Plato 
et scribit aequalis, et quidem exagicator omnium rhetorum hunc 
miratur unum'. This is indeed vague enough; but if we may accept 
W. H. Thompson's belief that the word stnior would not be applied 
to a man. under fifty, it would follow that Plato, being at most eight 
years younger than Isocrates, was certainJy 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 Pluuarus 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, Pliilebus, Tim<Uu.r, Critia.s, Laws) which all display 
a deliberate avoidance of hiatus, the Pltatdrru stands, on this criterion, 
outside the group, yet near to it.' Although more significance attaches, 
in the pre.sent 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 13'9 may after all be due to 
accident, or to temporary conformity to a feature of Jsocratean style 
in a work addressed, in a sense, to Jsocrates. Still, it can hardly he 
wholly accidental that, on the general results of the stylistic examina
tion by Ritter and others, our dialogue, together with the Tlitcuunu 
and ParmenUles, is placed between the Repu/J& and the late six.~ 

An exhaustive investigation with the object of confinning this 

1 
The figures are given by Ritter, Platon 1, p. 238. In the aix dialogues the 

average occurrence of hiatus varies between 0·61 per page in SopltUt and s·Bf in 
Laws; the remaining dialogue.s vary between 23·9 (Pltadrus) and -4f"97 (Lym). 

• See the table in Ritter r, p • .2f-4• 
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position was undertaken by H. von Amim, 1 who moreover finds 
reasons for putting the Pltaednu after the Tlteaeutus and ParmenU!es. 
Although some of his arguments are much less cogent than others, 
their cumulative evidence is strong, at least in so far as a post-Repuhlic 
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 Repuhlic. Allowing that the comparison of the soul 
to a charioteer with two winged honies might be understood without 
a knowledge of Rep. 1v, we must nevertheless, in my opinion, agree 
with von Amim 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';1 but although this is 
recordedl on the authority of Posidonius, it has been discredited by 
Wilamowitz• and others, and certainly the exposition in the Repuhlic 
.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 Repuhlic exposition. 

One of von Amim's points of detail concerns the passage (249B) in 
which the words &:q111<\10v1J.Wcn rnl l<A{Jpu>alv n KCXl aTpea1v TOG 
Snrripov ptov 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, 617n£f.). I find his argument5 on this irresistible, and regard 
it as one of the strongest evidences of the priority of the Repuhlic. 

It is well known that the proof of the soul's immortality given in our 
dialogue (245 c-E) differs from those of the Plz.aedo 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 Phaet!o and Repuhlic. This point too is dealt with by 

• Platos JugtMdtal.og• urul tli1 Enutthung3{tit Ju Pluzicl_rM (1~14). Som~ of 
his points had been already made by H. Raeder, Placos Pliilosophuch1 E11twid1-
l=g, PP· 24S-?9· 

• Plato, tli1 Man anti his Worlc, p. 300. 
S Galen, tie Hippocratis et Plato!IU placiti's iv, 425 (Kilhn). 
1 Platon 1, p. 395. 
S op. cit. pp. 172-3: the concluding words are 'Es !st also zu schliessen, dasa 

P. die .O.{)pwo•s nur deshalb erwiihnte, well er eben rekapitulierte und den Leser an 
scine eigeoe Darstellung des Gegenstandes in Rep. x erinnem wollte '. 
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.Arnim thoroughly and convincingly; in particular one may ask why 
-;;;n ry unsatisfactory proof of immortality in Rep. x should have been 

e :~ed to that of the Phaedrusif thePhaedrushadalreadybeen written. 
preie · · · · d 1 1 th'nlc th The post-Repuhltc posi~on .1s accepte - arg~ y, I 1. , as e 

It Of von Amim's investigations, by Taylor1 (with a certain measure 
resu . . 5 th th of doubt), Frutiger,~ Stenzel,3 Wilamowitz4 and Jaeger. On · e o er 
'd the most jmportant name-indeed the only important name, so 

SI e . 6 • 
f; as 1 know, in the present century-is that of Pohlenz. HIS argu-
a:nts are chiefly directed towards discrediting the results of the 
mtylometrists, and are not without force; for the rest his principal, 
:ndeed almost his only, argument is of a very subjective and uncon
vincing character: 'the general manner in which Plato here speaks of 
Eros, and in particular his portrayal of the passion of sensual love, does 
not suggest assigning the composjtion of the Pltaedrus to a date when 
Plato was in his later fifties.'7 

Dr R. G. Bury, in his edition of the Symposiwn (1909), is inclined8 

to put the Pltaedrus before the Symposium, and to date the former 
about 388-386 s.c. But he does not examine the question in detail, nor 
seek to determine the position of these two dialogues relatively to the 
Repul>lic; and of course he wrote before von Amim's investigation. 

M. Robin, though without reference to von Amim by name, seems 
to accept his general conclusions, though he would put our dialogue at 
approximately the same date as the Tlieaetetus, whereas von Amim 
puts it after both Tlteaetetus and Parmenides. I 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 
Tlz.eaetetus and Parmenides; and Robin seems to me to exaggerate die 
closeness of Phaulrus to Tlieaetttu.s. 

In a paper in Classical Q_U4rter/y xxx1 ( 1937) entitled' The Attack on 
Isocrates in the Phaedrw ', Mr R. L. Howland seeks to date the dialogue 
by finding in it an allusion to the oration (11) aJ Nicoclem. This Cypriot 

' op. cir. p. JOO. s Les Mythes J1 Platon, p. 80. 
3 Srudiera \Ur Entwicli:. tier plat. Dia/,li:til, p. 108 n. 
: Plaron 1, p. 4S9· S Paidtia m, p. 19)• 

Aus Placos Werdd{tit, pp. :JSs-64. 
: op. cir. p. )411 repeated in much the same words at p. 3H· 

p. lxvil. 



6 PHAEDRUS 

prince succeed~ his father Evagoras in '74 B.C. and the oration is 
believed to be not more than a few years later in date. Further, •The 
Nieoclu (m), 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 Pltatdrus. The date of the P!t.aerlrus would then fall between the 
dates of these two works of lsocrates, that is approximately between 
372 and 36&.' 

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 Nicocks as no more than con
jectural, we must ask whether we can in fact find an allusion to ad 
Nicoclem, and so obtain a terminus a quo. I fear that we cannot. The 
argument is that in making Phaedrus say (2s9 E) that he has heard that 
the intending orator need not learn Ta 'T~ 6vt1 SIKcna &AAa Ta S6~avr· 
av 11'Afi6e1 otlTEp StK6:aova111 Plato has in mind ad Nie. §§ 4S-9 (Blass), 
particularly the final sentence: Toto\rrCAlv ow napaSe1yµchw11 \rnap
XMc.>V St&ncrat 'TOTS rn16vµo\iat ToVs locpow~ 'JNX.ay(.t)yei11 &n 
'TOV µiv \/0\1&-rttv t<ai avµl3ovt..Eli£1v &cpel<'Tiov, TeX S~ 'TOta\i'ra Mlc1iov 
o1s 6pCxn 'TOVS 6){AO\JS µ6:A1crra xalpovras. 'c 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 TaAf16ts' (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 (oV:x Iva TC::Sv noA).oov, §so) 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 ('JNX.ayc.>ydv) 
a popular audience has to bear this in mind. No doubt there is a certain 
touch of cynical exaggeration in this estimate of the 6xAos: the 
•superiority' of the prince has to be underlined; but lsocrates was the 
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last man to depreciate the claim of rhetoric voveentv ICXXt ~MVet\I 
the serious-minded: Plato himself might well have sald much what he 
says here about the 6XAoS and could never have so misunderstood him 
as to miss the point of the present passage. It caMot therefore be 
Jsocrates from whom Phaedrus has •heard' that the orator need only 
care for Ta S6~cnrr' av 1t'Afi6e1. 

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 Repuhlic and Sopltist, namely 
Parmen.iJes and Tlteaetetus. 1t 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. inc, where he 
expresses surprise at the 11eglect of mankind worthily to sing the praises 
of love. I agree with Robin (Banquet, p. iii) that Plato could hardly 
have put the words ·epc..:rra S~ µT)Stva 1T'W &vep&>nwv TE'TOAµT)idvcn Els 
T<X\TTT]Vl Tl'iv 1'}µtpav &~lci.>5 vµvi)aa1 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 µv61Ko5 vµvos •worthy' may be inferred 
from the sentence with which Socrates concludes it: a\inJ 001, ~ cp{AI: 
•Ep(.t)S, els 1'}µETipav Swaµ1v &n t<aAAflml t<al &plO'TT'I StSOTCX{ •e t<ai 
ootre1crrcn 1T'aAtv~SCa (2s7 A). 

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: I will therefore give as my guess 370 u.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 Pltaerlrus and Tlteaetetu.r were composed 
shortly before Plato's second visit to Syracuse.1 

' It is probable that the battle of Corinth referred to in the Introduction to 
Tlieauuus 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 th~ date of Repuhlic, as we do not (since Epis1/1 vu, 316.A, is not necessarily 
a quotation from it, and so far as I know there is no oilier evidence of any value), 
we could not say how long a gap intervened between it and Plia1tlru1. I would 
hazard the conjecture--it is no more--that the composition of R1puhlic occupied 
the greater part of the decade 380-370. 
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11. Tire dramatic datt 

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 u.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 4u-4n; his brother Polemarchus is still alive, and as he 
perished at the hands of the Thirty we have the other limitin~ date. 
Isocrates is still young (178 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,1 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 433-431 at latest. His next appearance is in the 
Symposium, which celebrates Agathon's tragic victory of 416, when he 
ought to he about thirty-four at least; and in 410 he would be abou.t 
forty years of age. Yet Socrates calls him a vecxvlcxs at 257c, a 'TTais at 
167c and numbers him. amongst ol vfo1 at 17s 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 Pbaedrus who is young enough still to possess an indiscriminate 

Schwiirmerei for rhetoric. 

JI/. Suhjects and purpost!S of the dialogue 

Our dialogue has at least one feature in common ~ith its n:ar nei~
bour, the Repuhlic: it is not obvious, at a first readmg, what its sub1ect 
and purpose are, whether there are two or more, and if so how they 
are connected. Scholars, ancient and modem alike, have been puzzled 
on the point; Hermeias has a section of some length, before his 
commentary proper begins, on the 5o;a1 TOV m<onoO: some, he tells 
us, say it is Love, some Rhetoric, some the Good, some the TrpC>Tov 
KaA6v one--the only one named-Iamblichus mpl TOV 'TTcwroScrnoO 
Kci>.of,' qrflalv elva1 TOV m<oTrov, and Hermeias himself agrees. There is 

• In Lysias xix. 15. he is mentioned as impoverished w &1a KC:lldcw. 
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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 lpacrn'is (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 (lflUXfiS 
6Epcrnda), by contrast with the false claims of contemporary rhetoric 
to provide that culture. This I regard as the most important purpose. 

(1) 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.2 

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

1 The reverse relation is asserted at l36B and l79u, but only in jest. 
. • Robin (chaprer m of his introduction) has convincingly shown that there are 
Insuperable objections to regarding either Rhetoric or Love as th• subject; hut he 
seems to me les!i successful in explaining precisely how the apparent dualir:y is 
resolved. The comparison to a symphony (p. !viii) with its Interweaving of 
' subjects '--<>riginally suggested by M. E. Bourguet-is a 111Tdtjlcto1s els 4Mo ylvos 
which seems lo 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-278B) 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 p~uit of '''-oooq>la. This we have in fact 
already been told more directly in the great µv61K~ vµv<>s to •Epc.>S, 
in which Socrates uses the pregnant phrase na1SepaO"T£lv µtra ,1>.0-
oocplas (249A), 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 i.r 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 vov5 in the PliaeJo, the 
object of that faculty which he calls v6rjo1s in Rep. v1-vn, even as in 
the present dialogue he tells us that ti &)(p~µcrr65 n Kai &ax11i.ic!rrtOToS 
teal &vaq>t'is oi:iala 6VTc.» ovaa is µ6v~ eecrr+i v(j> (247c). But voV, in 
Plato is not mere intellect divorced from passion and desire, as 
a superficial reading of Pliaedo and Repuh/ic 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 Plraedrus but also in the other two works where the 
mystical aspect of his philosophy is prominent, Sympo.rium and 
Repuh/ic.1 

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 (248B), its teachers and its pupils feed on •po"" 
oo~acrn't: as indeed the foremost among them, Isocrates, had loudly 
proclaimed when he rejected the useless and unattainable 'knowledge' 

1 See e.g. Rep. 490A-11, especially the closing words: 4> ,,.;1.tta1aaas 1eal 111ytls T4' 
6Y"n ~. )'tVvflC7~ voiiv 1Cal Q:>.l\6c1a>1, yvoht 'T11eal a:>.ttOC.S l<Ptt 1eal Tpt~rro, Kai o\rT<-> Myo1 
c:,&Jv<>f, 11'pl11 11' oO. The Pliaedo, be it noted, despite its condemnation of the lpw'Tff 
and hn&vµlcn with which the body fills us (66c), speaks of tP6Vl)cm as that ~ 
'1T1evi.oui>N 'T1 Kai tCllll\I fpcxcnal dvaa (66E). 
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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 
uuth, which involves indifference to right and wrong, just and unjU5t. 
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 flesh-to foster 
that higher self which is akin to the Forms and whose driving force is 
the.love of those Fonns; unless, in short, he loves truth and righteous
ness, and hates falsehood and iniquity, his claim to teach~ (as most 
of the Sophists claimed), his claim to fit men to play a part in the :affairs 
of their ir6~15, 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 Pliaedrus is much concerned with rhetoric it is natural 
to compare it with the Gorgias. The difference of standpoint between 
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 '!ixV11, no true art, for 
it knows nothing of dialectic, the sovereign method of philosophy; 
but it can, Plato suggests, become a iiXV11 by basing itself on dialectic 
and psychology.1 

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 
~tood over against the Academy, with no little success, for something 
la~e twenty years. It is not necessary here to enlarge upon the profound 
difference in spirit between the two educationalists; it is clear enough 
tha.t ~o Isocrates Plato seemed an unpractical visionary and a hair
splitting eristic; it is harder to say what Isocrates seemed to Plato; 

~ Helen§ s (B!ass). 
fu ~e '?lay believe that it is a reformed rhetoric that is allotted an honourable 
~ ncuon m the state at Pol. 3040: !Cal Toi>To lliv louca TO)(V "'Xc.>plaea1 =:>.mlCfls T6 
'lTOplK~. <l>s hcpov •Illas 6v, \nntpcToiiv 111\11 ~· 
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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. p.ID) and his disbelief in absolute moral 
standards. I do not find it difficult to believe that the ascription of 
cpiA~{a TIS (279A) to lsocrates is, as Cicero took it, seriously meant 
and contains no lurking sarcasm, though the TIS no doubt limits the 
amount of cp!Aoaocpla. 

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 'DOt incompatible with the 
uncompromising criticism of rhetoric-which must include rhetoric as 
expounded in the school of Isocrates-that has preceded. To suppose 
diat 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 ;1 so far as any individual is taken to represent rhetoric 
it is not the living Isocrates, but the dead Lysias.~ 

IV. Tlie characters 

The dialogue has only two character.;, 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 
Phaeao; Socrates, Glaucon, Adimantus in Republic; Socrates, Theo
dorus, Theaeterus in Tlieaetetus) 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.3 
The scene, however, almost necessitates a duologue: it would be 
unconvincing to have a number of people accompanying Socrates on 

• &olca1 llOI 6iJal- fl JCaTa -roils mp\ /\wlav tl11<n A6y<M -rd'. -ri\s "1cnws (279A). 
• Robin (p. cbcxiii) comes to the conclusion that 'le PlrUr• dans ses deux 

demlb'es parties et, par con~ent, dans son ensemble puisque c'est un tout 
solidaire, m'appara!t done ctimme un requisi~oire contre la rM.torique d'ls?crate'. 
It is perhaps unfair to quote this sente?ce by itself, for M. R?b1.n cannot thmk that 
the Plra1tlrU1 ls nothing more than this. The truth, as I see 1t, 1s that the dialogue 
inclutl11 an attack on contemporary rhetoric, and thereby hits Isocr~~es; but that 
there is ·no personal attack is made plain by what amounts to a conc1ltatory over
ture at the end. 

J cf, ~ 61 Kai llvolcv (228 E). 
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his unusual country walk, or casually tuming up in the secluded spot 
on the bank of the Ilissus; and if muta~ persoNU are wanted they are 
supplied by the 'divinities of the place' (2<fao). 

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 (31 Sc) 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 dearly 
not of his 'circle '. 'Toujours', writes Robin,1 'il apparait comme un 
fervent partisan des Sophistes, totalement incapable par IA meme de 
communier avec la pensee de Soaate.' 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. 1 This may or may not 
be true3 of the historical Phaedrus. For the rest I cannot do better than 
quote Robin's admirable sketch4 drawn from the two (or three) 
dialogues: • Preoccup6 de sa sante, attentif a son hygiene, plein de foi 
dans Jes th6oriciens de la medecine et aussi bien de la rhetorique ou de 
la mythologie, curieux de savoir mais depourvu de jugement, super
ficiel dans ses curiosites et. naif dans I' expression de ses sentiments, 
admirateur fervent des reputations dllment cataloguees et consacrees.' 

Socrates has many of the familiar fearures 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 
(23f E, 238c, l44C, 2p.B), eager for discussion but conscious of 
his own ignorance, even on the subject of Love (235 c)S on which 
elsewhere (Symp. 1770, 1980) he proclaims himself an expert. His 
serenicy or cheerfulness is a feature emphasjsed by lvo 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 'glilcklicher Sommertag' 
of some ten years earlier. 

1 p. xiii. s See pp. 111-11 infra. 
5 Nothing can safely he built on the 'philosophising' put into his mouth by 

the comic poet Alexis (frag. 245, Kock; cf. Robin, Ban'lult, p. x:xxviii). Nor does 
any value attach to the anonymous statement (D.L. m, 29) that Plato was hi1 
~P<rO'T~S or to d1e epigram (Antlr. Pal. vu, 1oo•DL. 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 Ba"'lutt, p. xxxvii. 
th 5 Yet at the end of the• palinode' he admits what he has previously disclaimed, 

e POSSCiSlon of,lpwnJd\ ttxlll'J (257A). 
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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• (MovO'laaµ6$). His recognition of this influence is for 
·the most part expressed, more sut>, in a light, bantering fashion: 6eT05 
fott<.i\I 6 TOTroS Elvat, cOO-re lav &pa Tl'OAA~IS wµcpOA'l)'IIToS 1TpolWroS 
TOO A6yov ytv<.>µai, µ1' 6avµ®1)s (2380); &p• orae· &n \nro Ti.\W 
Nvµcp,G:>\f ••• aacp(;.Ss lveovcr10tO'c.>; (241 E); cpeO, 6~ AfyEtS -rexv1Kc.i.mpos 
Nl'.lµcpas "TQs 'AxU..c'.fJOv Kai Tiava 'TOV 'Epµov /\wlov 'ToO l<Ecp<'xAov Trp~ 
Myovs Elvat (2630). 

What degree of seriousness in this matter we ought to ascribe to the 
dramatic character 'Socrates• (leaving aside for the moment the 
question of historicicy) 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 appararus of the µv6ncos 
vµvos, are hardly in character with the Socrates whom we know from 
the 'Socratic• dialogues.1 The mystical side of the Platonic Socrates has 
indeed appeared to some extent in the early part of the Pliaedo, in 
Rep. v1, and more clearly in the Symposium, though in the last-named 
dialogue Plato has adopted the device of making him learn 'TeX 'TV.ea 
Ka\ hroml1<a from the wise woman Diotima, and actually puts the 
exposition thereofinto 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 milUu 
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 

1 At Plra1Jo 6 1 B Socrates says a\rTOs o<nc I\ 11vOoAoy11chs, and the great myth at 
the end of the dialogue is introduced by the words Myna1 II' o.rrws (1070); 
similarly with the myth of Gorgias 6 ly<:> Cic111e~~ 'Tl'lcrrtvv.> 6'.1)81\ 1l11a1 (p.4A) and 
the myth of Er. Amongst the eschatological myths that of Plra1Jrus is exceptional 
in being attributed directly to Socr.1tes: the palinode is 'all his own work' (1s7A). 
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nature; though indeed it is surely undeniable. that he had: for, apart 
from clear hints in the seventh Epistle, 1 nobody could have written of 
the VmpovpQvtoS TWoS as he does (247c-E) who had not known the 
mystic•s experience. i 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;3 
and the numerous references to Socrates• s 'queerness• ( &-r01rla) 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 (242B) amongst others, is sometimes appealed to in 
this coMexion. 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 (n&w hrl 
aµ1Kpots tvavnovµtvtt, Apo!. 40A), though on one occasion at least fr 
determined a most important matter, namely Socrates•s abstention from 
politics (ibid. 31 o). We may call ita 'mystical• experience if we choose, 
for the term is vague in its coMotation; 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 to it as evidence fora mysticism 
in the historical Socrates of the kind which the Pltaedru.s presents. 

In two passages of the Symposium ( 175 A-B and 220 C-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 writes4 of them as 'ces extases dans lesquelles Socrate, absorbe 
par ses m~ditations, se detache de la vie sensible et corporelle ,pour 
entrer en communication par la pensee avec ·un autre monde •; and 
Bumet5 writes in a similar vein. But what reason is the.re to suppose 
that Plato meant us to read this between his lines? On the second 
occasion, at Jeast, the more striking occasion, the word crK01T(i)v and the 

' Especially the famoll! passage 341 c with its mention of tlJs ~ 1'Vfl0f 
:;6~~avToS i~c:i,&111, a passage which Plotinus (vi, ix, 4) rightly interprets in a 

;sncal sense (see E •. R .. Dodds, Proc/ub Eluntnu of Tlreology, p. 311 ), 
. A line study of this side of Plato and Platonism is to be found in A. J. F csru

gae3re, Contemp~ation ct vi• contunplative selon Platon (1936). 
Xenophon s silence of course proves nothing: he was not the man to under

sta~d such things or record them. even if he had heard of them. 
Banqiut, p. cvi. $ GruJ: Plrilosoplry 1, p. l.fO. 
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clause hmSi1) o\J 1l'poV)(wpe1 cxVrt;'.> 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.1 

'?. Lysias and liis speecli 

Early in the dialogue (230E-234c) 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 (6Etv6Tcrros T&>v vOv ypacpeiv, 
n8A), 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 i\oyoypacpos, he wrote for plaintiffs or defendants in 
the courtS. It is Wlcertain 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 tumed to writing for the courts. On the other hand, the single 
surviving epideictic speech2 (leaving that of the Pliaedrus out of 
account), his Olympic oration, belongs to 388 e.c., quite late in his 
lifetime) But the point4 is of little moment for the student of the 
Pliaedrus: for whatever the facts were, Plato, writing in all probability 
after Lysias's death,5 thinks of the two sores 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 Qyintilian) 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, 

1 Paul Shorey (What Plato said, pp. 189, 197) describes both occasions u 
'meditating on a problem'. In a note on p. s-1-2 he adds: 'Plato never represents 
this Socratic self-absorption as a mlditation 1xtatiqu1.' I 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 W1surn Plailo
sopliy, p. 109) suggests that Socrates was subject to cataleptic trances. 

a The surviving Funeral Oration is probably spurious (see Jebb, A ttic Orators 
1, 201 ff.). ' The date of his birth is uncertain; he died about 379. 

4 It Is fully discussed by Robin, pp. xiv-xviii. 
5 I agree with Robin (p. xix) and Wilamowitz (Platott r, p. 2s9) that the 

severity of Plato's attack makes chis 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;2 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 mannerismsl 
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 dramatic representation 
of the errors, both of substance and form-errors not peculiar to 
Lysias4-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 ma~ng .these suggestions I am venturing, perhaps imprudent.ly, 
to take sides in an age-long dispute. 'The debate', wrote ShoreyS in 
1933, 'on the authenticity of the speech attributed to Lysias in the 
Ph<Uarus long since reached a deadlock, the one side arguing that 
Plato could imitate any style, the other affirming that he would not have 

wh
1 

The two former suggestions ~e made by Wilamowitt, the third by Robin, 
,ose argument he.re (pp. xix-xxu) seems to me far from convindng. 
. I~ any ca~e it 1s on his forensic speeches that his reputation, both In later 

an~qwty and m modem times, resu. 
fiv fi~s sugg~~ed by Shorey (Class. Phil. xxm (19n), p. r31) who instances the 

: o d repecauon of ml µ!11 a~. Cf. Denniston, Gr11/c Particles, p. 396. 
h tlthough the name of Lysias consmntly recurs throughout the dialogue it 
~)een noted lhat cerraln expressions, such as those at 1770 (Awlat fl ''"s 
thi • 17sc, ~ss ~'. roay be intended as hints that it is general tendencies nther 

n a single mdiV1dual that Plato ii aiticising. 5 loc. cit. 
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exercised his cnt1ctsm 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 footnote. 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 
modem arguments, he writes:1 'Sur \Ul terrain aussi mal connu il est 
sage de ne pas avancer avec trop d'assurance', adding finally:' Jusqu'a 
ce que Jes partisans de l'authenticite aient apporte des preuves qui ne 
soient pas au fond de simple.s opinions, on sera en droit a ces opinions 
d'en opposer d'autres qui du moins ne pretendent pas a etre rien de 
plus, attendu que, dans l'etat 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 (m, 25) and Hermeiasi 
in antiquity, and such modern scholars as Vahlen, Blass, A. E. Taylor, 
Wilamowitz and Hude; on the other side are A. Croiset, Dies, 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.l 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 recognised4 that Plato is 
there drawing freely from the Sophist's work 'TTepl 'tfis tv &pxfl 
KaTa<J"TaO"Ec.lS: 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,s renounced it. 

I p. OOU, 
• p. 3f.10 (Couvreur): tlSlvai 8l &t &n WroO Awlov 6 >.6yos <>VT~ iO"T1, xal ,tpnaa 

Iv Tats hncmWxfs Tafs flcalvov l<Cll aiiTrt ft lmcno>.it. 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 (Livu of Ten Orator1, m mMoralia 
836&), but lhey do not survive, and we may suspect lhat like most ancient 
coUections of letters they were spurious; the collector might well have included 
our speech as the nearest approach to a real letter that he could find. 

J Plato haa admittedly taken great pains (2.iBA-E) to convince us that the 
1peech is authentic; the 9uestion is whether he has not taken too great pains. M 
Robin excellently remarks, 'cc n'est pas en niant le principe propze du pastiche 
qu'on prouvcra que le discours de Lysias n'est pas un pastiche'. 

• cf. Apelt's edition of the dialogue, pp. :.1.2.-<i, and Adam's edition, p. 108. 
J It is no doubt impossible to prove that it is not transcribed; I follow Diels

Knnz in assuming it is not, and indeed I know of no one who maintains that It is: 
it la fair to ny i:hat the OflJU prol>anJi would rest with the believer in transcription. 

TRANSLATION & COMMENTARY 
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;u7A-2JOE INTRODUCTORY CONVERSATION. THE SCENE ON 

THE BANK OF THE ILISSUS 

Socrates meets Plt.aedrus, who is about to take a walk outside the city wall, 
after spending the wh.ole morning listening to a speech by Lysia.r and 
studying it. Socrates expresses great interest in the speecli, and is told 
that he may well do so, for its subject wa.r lo·ve; it took the form of an addre.rs 
to a hoy by one who wa.r not his lover, hut claimed his favour for that very 
reason. Plzaedrus, entreated to repeat the discourse, professes his inability 
to J.o so; hut hefore long it transpires that lze has the actual marnucript with 
him, and he agrees to read it. 

The two turn their steps along the bank of th.e Ilissus, and pass the spot 
reputed to he the scene of the rape of Oreithuia by Boreas. Phaedrw 
mentions a rationalised version of the legend, hut Socrates professes 
in.difference to such 'scientific' interpretations: his time is better spent in. 
'kn.owing himself'. Finally a cool shady spot is reached, Izard 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 lzear a literary composition he 
would be ready to go anywhere. 

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

Phaedru.s. 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 Acumenus1 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. I'll tell you, if you can spare time to come along with me and 
listen. 

/thA well-known physician, father of Eryximac:hus, the physician who is one 
0 e 5peakers in the S:ymporium. 
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Soc. What? Don't you realise that I should account it, in Pindar's 
words, 1 •above all business• to hear how you and L ysias passed your 
time? 

c Pli. Lead on then. 
Soc. Please tell me. 
Pit. As a matter of fact the topic is appropriate for your eaB, 

Socrates; for the discussion that engaged us may be said to have 
concerned love. Lysias, you must know, has described how a hand
some boy 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! 1 wish he 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 itthat 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.3 

118 Pli. What d6 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. I know 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 

B 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, 
I believe he had learnt the whole speech by heart, unless it was a very 
long one; and he was going into the country to practise declaiming it. 
Then he fell in with one who has a passion for listening to discourses; 
and when he saw himJ he was delighted to think he would have some
one to share his frenzied enthusiasm; so he asked him to join him on 

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

1 /stlim. 1, 2. . 
s Another physician, mentioned in Protag.) 160 as a Megarlan who afterwards 

sett.led at Selymbria in Thrace. 
l I follow Oxyrynchu9 Papyrus 1016 and Robin in excising the second l61l>11. 
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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. 

Pli. 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. 
Plz. 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-Jover 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 is 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 E 

oratory on me when Lysias himself is here present. Come now, show 
it me. 

Pli. 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 tum off here and walk along the Ilissus:1 then we can 129 
sit down in any quiet spot you choose. 

Plz. It'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. 
P Ii. There's some shade, and a little breeze, and grass to sit down on e 

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> 
S~c. Yes, that is the story. • 
Pli. Was this the actual spot? Certainly the water looks charmingly 

k 
1 

Fhor an excellent discussion of the route taken see Robin, pp. x-xii (with 
s etc ·map). 
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pure and clear; it's just the place for girls to be playing beside the 

stream. 
c s~. No, it was about a quarter of a mile lower down, where you 

cross to the sanctuary of Agra:1 there is, I believe, an altar dedicated to 

Boreas close by. 
Pli. I have 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 

' h . down from the rocks hard by, and having thus met her cleat . was said 
n 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 

E 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. I 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 rn

1
e 

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 disco~er 
whether I really am a more complex creature and more puffed up with 
pride than Typhon,::a or a simpler, gentler being who~ h~ave~ has 
blessed with a quiet, un-Typhonic nature. By the way, 1sn t tlus the 

B tree we were making for? 
Pit. 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 what a Jovel y stream under the plane-tree, and how cool 

• An Attic J•m• or district. 
' Soaates connects the name of this hundred-headed n:ionster with the 

verb -rVtw, to smoke, and perhaps ?lso with the noun -rV~oS, vantty, humhug. 
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to the feet! Judging by the statuettes and images I sh~uld say it's con
secrated to Achelous and some of the Nymphs. And then too, isn't the c 
freshness of the air most welcome and pleasant: and the shrill summery 
music of the cicada-choir! And as crowning delight the grass, chicle 
enough on a gentle slope to rest your head on most comfortably. 
In fact, my dear Phaedrus, you have been tl1e stranger's perfect guide. 

Pit. 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 foot outside the walls. 
Soc. You must forgive me, dear friend; I'm a lover oflearning, 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 th~ 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 he 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 1Tcrriip Tov Myov (1770), the origi
nator of the theme and the first speaker upon it; and the mention of the 
physician 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 ofits form: its matter concerns him little, 
save that it is paradoxical and 'clever• ( a:irro Sil\ ToiiTo Kai KE1C6µ1JJEVTa1, 
227c). Whether Lysias1 bases his discourse on a true conception oflove 
he has doubtless 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 slated in the Introduction, I do not accept the speech as authentic; but it 
is convenient to refer to its author as Lysias. 
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own encomium on Eros as 6e(;)v 1<al 1Tpea~\rr<rrov Ka\ T1µ1cl>Tc:rTOv l<CX\ 
1<Vp100T<rr0v Els &pnils Ka\ E"VSa1µovlcxs tcri\a1v &vepooiro1s 1<al 3~a1 Ka\ 
-W.wn')aacrl\I (Symp. 180B). 

What purpose is served by making Phaedrus keep the manuscript 
hidden, and suggest giving a summary (tv 1<ecpllAalo1s ~KaaTov tcpE~T)s, 
2180) 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 (128A) 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? Or is it merely 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. xxm (1919) and xxiv (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 ene.rgy to excogitating them. Moreover 
(though this does not directly concern the present passage) the 
existence of a w6vo1a 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';1 and if a myth be inoffensivei 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 about 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. 

' cf. Xe.n. M•m· r, i, 11, for a similar explanation of Socrates's unconcern with 
physics and cosmology. With ~ lilavTIW (:u9E) cf. Apo/. 281!, ,,}.oao,oOvra ••• 
ll\11 llGI t~tml!;ioVTa l11Clll1'bv llQI wUs 4>J..ovs. 

' I agree with Thompson, in spite of Prof. Tate's dissent, that d1e Boreas 
my1h is inoffensive, or that at all events Socrates regards it as so. His standards 
of literary morality are perhaps rather less austere than in /Up. u . 

1I 

2JOE- .l)4C THE SPEECH OF L YSI.AS 

Tlie speech, tAe purport of which. kas already heen announced, con.sisu 
mainly in adducing a large numhu of prudential considerations. In every 
way it will be to a hoy's. good-t~ !tis material adYaf!tage, his security, his 
good repute, and even lus moral improvement-to yield Mt to a lover, th.at 
is to one who feels genuine passion for him, out to one wlio is nwved hy 
physical desire and nothing else. The lover's passion is a malady, pre
cluding him from all self-restraint, and tto permaMnt satisfaction can he 
expected from lzim. Moreover, there i.r a far wider field of cltoi.ce from 
amongst 11011-/qyers, though it is of course not all sue/, tliat slwu!J he 
favoured. 

You know how I am situated, and I have told you that I th.ink it to 230B 

our advantage that this should happen. Now I claim that I should not 
be refused what I ask simply because I am not your; Jover. 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 
cons~quential 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 c 
he P.rof~es. to be especially kind towards the loved one, and ready to 
gratify him m 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 D 

' I propose TOCrOOtov for T01o0-rov1 in view of :a3:ac 1. 
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of it would even attempt to remove? Why, the man himself admits thClt 
he is not soWld, 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 oflovers, 
your choic:e will be only amongst a few; whereas a general choice of 
the person who most commends himself to you gives you a wide fi~ld, 

E 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 

,,3,, 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.1 

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 1t 
is hard for friendship to be preserved, and that whereas a quarrel arising 
from other sources will be a calamity shared by both parties, one that 

c follows the sacrifice of your all will involve a grievous hurt to yolll'
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 bis 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 
intelligenc:e: and he is perpetually on guard against the ~Buence of 

D those who possess other advantages. So by persuading you to become 
estranged from such rivals he leaves you without a friend in the world; 

• There Is a pleasant irony in this twisting of a Socratic precept--r6 lli>mo:ro". 
llnnl -rl\s 6~ris Ti\s ncrpa -r~11 ~pw11'w11 crlpda8a1-into propaganda for the sensualist, 
it is almost the devil quoting scripture, and might well throw doubt on the 
authenticity of the speech. 

a In c ~ aol should be accented. 
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altematively, if you look to your own interest and show more good 
sense than your lover, you will 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 E 

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 his passion impairs his own judgment. For the record of B 

Love's achievement is, first that, when things go badly, be 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 
ought 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, if you listen to me, 2 my intercourse with you will be a 
matter of ministering not to your immediate pleasure but to your 
furure advantage; for I am the master of myself, rather than the victim c 
of love; I do not bring bitter enmity upon myself by resenting trifling 
offences: on the contrary it is only on account of serious wrongs that 
~ am moved, and that but slowly, to mild indignation, pardoning what 
'.5 done unintentionally, and endeavouring to hinder what is done of 
mten~: for these are the tokens of lasting friendship. If however you 
are disposed to think that there can be no firm friendship save with 
a lover, you should reflect that in that case we should. not set store by D 

sons, or fathers, or mothers, nor should we possess any trustworthy 

I The ' 
that th bmeaning seems to be chat the non-lover counts It to his own advantage 

, In e
11 

oy sh~uld be admired by others and so kept ln good hwnour. 
6 lav 6 •1101 'ITll&!J seems necessary in place of tav 61 1101 ml&!J. 
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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 toot 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 

E observe this further consequence: when we give private banquets, the 
right people to invi~e 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 hut to 
those most able to make us a retum; not to mere beggars, but to the 

234 deserving; not to those who will regale themselves with your youthful 
beauty, but to those who 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. 
B 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 much 
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 tlle 
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. 

1 Reading mv -rots @,N:)1s with Badham in o 6. 
i Reading ~cp in A s, as sugge.sted to me by Dr R. G. Bury. 
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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. Socrates's expression irpos @.ATJA« KoMwv, :i78n) 
by formulas of mechanical connexion such as fTI 86 (four times) and 
1<cxl µev si; (five rimes ).1 And the flatness of the style is matched by the 
banality 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 (~33A), where he says that to yield to him will 
make the other 'better' (13EAT{oov), following this up a little later (233 B) 
by a contrast between 'immediate pleasure' and 'furure advantage' 
(rro:pOVO'CXV fi5ovfiv, µ~OVO'CXV wcp~f.etcr:v); 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 ov TTiv irapoCiaav f)Sovfiv 
as true to fact, or to find any real ground for the promise of w!pD.eta. 
Nevertheless the passage does betray some faint consciousness of the de
sirability of appealing to moral sentiment, however unreal the appeal may 
be; so that I think it is goingrathertoofartosay, with Prof. Taylor: 'It 
is throughoutanappeal to "utility" in themostsordidsenseof theword.' 

Yet the author-..:whether Lysias or Plato-has the merit of 
' getting inside' his character. The formlessness, the mosaic-like 
~racter of the discourse, the mechanical piling up of disconnected 
p~mts-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 ~o more tha~ string.together conventional sentiments, racking his 
brams to excog1tate tlus, that and the other. The one merit which 
Socrates will recognise is of the sort that such a man in such a situation 
!11ight in fact achieve: it is all ac:cpij and aTpoY)'Vf.a (234E), each point 
is clearly expressed and neatly turned. 
ti so. much for the speech taken by itself. But more important is its 
~ncnon as an organic part of the dialogue; and from this standpoint 

e fault to be stressed is the speaker's assumption that love is simply 
Cv name for unrestra!ned sexual desire, and is therefore a malady 
at ~elv, ,231 D). If ~ts were so, there would doubtless be some truth 
a ~ast tn th: ne~nve aspect of ~e speech, the recommendation µi'i 
~t sE~O:I T<p ~pCl.)V"TI. As the dialogue proceeds the falsity of this 

umpaon will be fully brought out. , 

or 'ru-';::bin has ~ttempted to find a formal sll'Ucture of four parts and a conclusion 
""'n 1<Gl7.a in all. ' 
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234C-.2.J7B CRITICISM OF LYSIAS'S SPEECH. SOCRATES IS 

INDUCED TO TREAT THE THEME HIMSELF 

Pliaedrus is full of admiration for the speech, hut Socrates professes dotdit 
as to the correctness of its substance, while in point of style lie finds it clear 
and polis/zed, hut repetitive. He fancies he has heard t!ie suhject hetter 
dealt with, th.ouglz he cannot rememher l>y whom-possihly l>y Sappho or 
Anacreon; and this emholdens liim to offer a speech of his own, with the 
prwiso that, if he is to support Lysias' s thesis, lie cannot he wholly original 
hut must adopt LysitU's basic assumptions. Plzaedrus agrees that this is 
reasonahle, hut Socrates now appears reluuant; after some hanter, however, 
and a playful threat hy Phaedrus to use physical force, he suhmits, calling 
upon the Muses for aid and veiling his face to avoid embarrassment. 

234c Ph. What do you think of the speech, Socrates? Isn't it extra
ordinarily fine, especially in point of language? 

o 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. 

P!t. 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 P!t. No more of that, Socrates: tdl me truly, as one friend to another, 
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 1 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 

lJS 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-

1 I acce~t 4111lvw (H. Richards) in place of 111l3w in B 3, in view of ~n• S .nd 
D6. 
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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. 

p/i. Not a bit ofit, 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 y'ou 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. 

Pli. To whom do you refer? Where have you heard anything c 
better than this? 

Soc. I can't tell.You off-hand; but I'm sure I have heard something 
better, from th~ fair Sappho maybe, or the wise Anacreon, or perhaps 
some p~ose wn~er. Wha~ groun~, you may ask, have I for saying so? 
Good s1r, there ts sometlung welling up within my breast, which makes 
me fed that I could find something different, and something better, to 
say. I ~m of course well aware it can't be anything originating in my 
own.mind, for I know ~y own ignorance; so I suppose it can only be 
that tt has been poured into me, through my ears, as into a vessel, from 0 
some external source; though in my stupid fashion I have actually 
forgotten how, and from whom, I heard it. 

PA. Well said! You move me to admiration. I don't mind your not 
telling_ me, ev:n 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 
l~ngth1 

which shall owe nothing to it; I in my tum undertake like the 
mne Archonsa to set up at Delphi a golden life-sii.e statue, not only of E 
myself but of you also. 

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

len'glo~~tes had not in fact said anything about length: but to Phaedrus no doubt 
• lS important, 

The archons' 0 h · b Ar A • XPvoo()v t&v at • as given Y • tn. Po/, vn, 1, was d;va&~ouv &v5pfcnmx 
life-siz d Twa napcxjll;>oi ,.av v611Wv: there is no mention of the statue being 
added ·ed, ::.b jet up at Delphi. In Plut. Solon ~f, however, both these points are 
into c~nfio t.ess they are later insertions intended to bring the terms of the oath 
h orrnuy with our t b · r s ould be k presen passage; ut in 1act loolihp'ITOV and Iv ~V..OTs 

Sandys on~ ~np,aslbedlonging to Phaedrus's individual undertaking only. (See 
· '"· o • a foe.) 

HPp 
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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.:a Thus, ~ 
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. 

Pia. I agree: what you say seems fair enough. For my part, this is 
B what I will do: I 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 possibly suppose that I shall 
make a real attempt to rival his cleverness with something more ornate? 

Pli. 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 other's 

I xpvooOs echoes Phaedrus's xpvo:rl\11 ilx&va, but with altered meaning, viz. 
' as simple as a man of the Golden Age', Kpovlto11 63(1.)\1 {to quote Aristophanes's 
coarser expression, ClouJs 398). 

• Mr R. L. Howland (C.Q. xxxi, p. 1 S4) suspects an allusion here to Isocrates, 
Helen,§ is, where the author promises a new treatment of his subject irapa>.~ 
6:trClll'Ta Ta Tots 6Mo1s 1lp11µfva, 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? 

The.re is much difference of opinion as to the date of Helen ; E. Br~mond, the 
Bud~ editor of lsocrates, puts it later than Plraedrus but still before 380. Miinscher, 
in Pauly-Wissowa, RE, s.v. Isocrates, not long before 380; Jebb (Attic Orators n, 
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 m, p. 67): 'The exact date of its composition is unknown, but it was 
obviously written soon after the speech Against tlr1 Sophists, namely w~e 
Isocrates's school was yet new.' This view seems to me most probable, but at 
should be confessed that d1e establishment of chronological relations between 
Plato's dialogues and the works of Isocrates is periculosae plenum opus aka1. ~t 

3 Phaedrus, having been compelled to read Lysias's speech, can now corn,
Socrates to make one of his own. 

SOCRATES TO COMPETE 3S 
remarks. Beware:1 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 up 
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•i and 0 
please don't make me use force to open your lips. 

Soc. 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 affectation; 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. 

I swear to you by-hut by whom, by what god? Or shall it be by this E 

plane-tree?3 I swear that unless you deliver your speech here in its 
very presence, I will assuredly never again declaim nor report any other 
speech by any author whatsoever. 

Soc. Aha, you rogue I 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. I give it up, in view of what you've sworn. For how could 

I possibly do without such entertainment? 
Ph. Then proceed. 
Soc. WeJI, do you know what I'm going to do? 
Ph. Do about what? 

237 

Soc. I shall cover my head before I begin: then I can rush througl~ 
my speech at top speed without looking at you and breaking down for 
shame.1 

Pit. You can do anything else you like, provided you make your 
speech. 

' I retain iv~~.... · · 
2 p · d '"'f"•a&tin m c 3, puttmg a full stop before it. 
3 Fin ar, frag. 94 (Bowra), 

or such eu h · · h ( 
Apo/. 22A) se BP cm,ist~c oat s tvor ~ti KaTa 8E~11 ol 6p1<01 ylyvc.>11Ta1, Scliol. on 

• To Phaed umet s no.re on that passage. The commonest was vfl "°" tcVva, 
will disgrace hr;is Socrates s ~ords here doubtless express apprehension that he 
really feels is mself ~y an inferior performance, but die shame that Socrates 
unwonhy c , as cr~nsp1res later ( 24 3 a), due to his having been forced to adopt an 

oncepuon of Eros. 
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Soc. Come then, ye dear-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, 1 •assist the tale I tell' under compulsion by my 
good friend here, to the end that he may think yet ~ore highly of one 

u dear to him, ·whom he already accounts a man of wisdom. 

The reader who is familiar with the Socratic self-depreciation 
(elpc.>vela) will readily understand that this s~gge~tion of inspiration 
by Sappho or Anacreon or some prose wn~er is not to be taken 
seriously. When Socrates says that he has stupidly forgotten the exact 
source of inspiration (2350), even Phaedrus seems to see through the 
fiction. 

But there is probably more behind Socr~~es's words her~: .~ey ~re 
meant to prepare us for his ~eriou~ ~e~~gmuon later o~ of msp11'.1tton 
from a divine source from the dtvm1t1es of the place (2620), from 
'Pan and all the oth;r gods here present' (279u). As yet he. is only 
beginning to feel inspired or possessed, and while conscious of s~me
thing 'welling up within his breast' casts ab~ut for a purely :at1onal 
account of its origin. But the reader may discern even at this ~rly 
stage that something more than a 'rationalistic' treatment of love 1s to 
be expected from him. . 

For the rest this section is directed (apart from some typ1~lly 
Platonic by-pla~) to bringing out two main po~nts •. First, the co_mtng 
(first) speech of Socrates will be concerned mainly, 1f not exclus1v~ly, 
with Ta &vcxyi<ata (236.A), the 'necessary' orinevitable, obvious points 
which any defender of Lysias's thesis must make; all that can be really 
original is the arrangement (81a6£cr15) of these. The points '~ifficult to 
invent' will emerge in the second speech, and when we reach it we s~ll 
be in no doubt of its author's inventive power. Thus the reader ts 
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 ~ysias's po1~ts, 
will move within the orbit of commonplace convenaonal. morahty, 
accepting in particular the 'necessary' r:rinciple that the rational must 
always be praiseworthy and the irrational always deserve censure 
(23S E)-a principle to be discarded in t~e 'palinode'; it is.true also that 
the S1&eecr15 will he incomparably supenor to that of Lys1as. 

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 Sapph~ 
and Anacreon inspire him merely to a superior presentation of Lys1as s 
theme? Assuredly not: it would be absurd to think of these poets as 

1 The suggested connexion between 'Ary{Js(cltar-voictd) and the Li~an peOl!: 
is one of those etymological jests in which Plato often, and sometimes ra 
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 
same thesis; he misinterprets Socrates' irapa TcxVra hepcx µfi xelpc.:> 
(z:; 5 c) as n;eaning not a ~ontradiction of t?e thesis but a fre~h ~et of 
arguments m support of it; all he expects is that Socrates will keep 
away from the arguments in the book' (T(;)v ~V Ti;> j31(3i\I~ arrtx6µevo5, 
z:;so). 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.1 Ostensibly 
his reluctance is due to modesty: he would not vie with the 'wisdom' 
of the famous orator; rea!Jy of course it is due to repugnance. In his 
Jast words here (237 A) Socrates, besides underlining the compulsion, 
calls for the aid of the :fy{uses; and this creates a real difficulty, for it 
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 
rm T<;) µi) €pc7wT1 xapf3ecr6a1.2 Hence the coming speech is comple
mentary to the great second speech in the sense that it condemns the 
false-or what is afterwards (266.A) called the left-hand (01<cx1~)
Eros, in preparation for e:xtolling the true; and 9ua complementary it 
shares in that inspiration by the Muses which is more fully characteristic 
of the second speech. The blasphemy (242cff.), the aspect of the first 
speech which calls for its recantation, consists only in the assumption
taken over from Lysias and dictated by Phaedrus's misunderstanding
that the false Eros is the true. 

~ later (~44A) it is called the speech of Phaedrus. 
EJ1cept indeed for the generalising assertion at 241 E 1, on which see below 

P·H· 
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237&-238c SOCRATES BEGINS HIS SPEECH. 
A DEFINITION OF LOVE 

The spea!cer hegins hy insisting that in any deli!teration the first essential 
is to understand ckarly tlie nature of the suhject on which. we are ckli!Jera
ting: otherwise confusion mu.st result. He tlrerefore proceeds to cktermiM 
tlie nature of love, wlticlt is found to he a form of irrational desire, or of 
wantoMess (v~p1s), direet.ed towards physical heauty; and the definition 
is so worded as to reveal an etymological connexion huween. love (fpeos) 
and the strength (~~µ11) of uncontrolled passion. 

237 B 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 
I 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 narure and its effects, so that we may have it before our 

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

Well now, it is plain to everyone that Jove 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 ntling or guiding principle that we follow: one is an 
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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 oth~. And E 

when judgment guides us rationally towards what is best, and has the 
mastery, that mastery is called temperance; but when desire drags us 23g 
irrationally towards pleasure, and has come to rule within us the name 
given to that rule is wantonness. But in truth wantonnCS: itself has 
many names, as it has many branches or fonns, 1 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. If it 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 8 
in question will be called a glutton; or again if desire has achieved 
do~inati?n in the _matter of drink, it is plain what term we shall apply 
to its subiect who is led down that path; and no less plain what are the 
appropriate names in the case of other such persons ancl of other such 
desires, according as this one or that holds sway.a 

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 
?ursuing the enjoyment ~f beauty, has gained the mastery ove; 
JUd?ment :iiat p~ompts to nght conduct, and has acquired from other c 
desires, akin to tt, fresh strength to strain towards bodily beauty, that 
very strength provides it with its name: it is the strong passion called 
Love.3 

. The str~ here laid upon the need for defining the subject of 
discou.rse i~ of course characteristic of Socrates and Plato, and will 

(
aipear again at 2630-~. We may ~lso recall that in the Symposium 

9J A) Agathon promises that, unlike the previous speakers, he will 
praise the nature of Eros before praising his gifts-in other words, he 

1 
I retain 'll'OAw 6's • • '--~ f B , which follows. ' Jn "'l in PJ<1CC o umet s wo).\lllffllf: it better suits IS.l.\11 

w:.: .. ~: ~e;~~f 8 , 4- 1 is prob~ly correct, though difficult. I take It to stand for 
~" ttr1ev1nGl:c:;':'~~~) ~ 6Y6iacmx, 61fPOO'l'l1e111<<Wtoeai, ical ~ -ro Tfls 
finfl\,µ1<;.\11 is .th v7·.-··~ 6volJ(J (sc. irpocn\IGll IUWtoGai), 1T~. 6&~ 

3 In thi ~~ffi er rartmve genitive or the genitive regular with verbs of ruling 
(love) wit~;,;, c( t passage, where the suggested etymological connexion of 1~ 
cannot be r ~~dstren~h) and !11e cognate words lppc.i~ a.nd ~racr (~dwwii•) 
~tlaa and ~k ~d an English, I have bracketed 1111<t'laaocr as a gloss on 
that 6)-wy~ h en ~rc.i}'fl closely with hrl ac.iµthw11 ~Of. I am by no means sure 
•tand. 5 ould not be deleted also: if it were, the above translation might still 
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will say what love is before describing its effects: for which Socrates 
commends him (199c). 

Why does Socrates put his speech into the mouth of alµv~oS TIS, of 
one who only pretends not to be a lover? Prof. Taylor answers: 'This 
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.'1 

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 (239n), we see the lover peeping 
through the disguise-not indeed the (11(a1os ~pacm'Js but the true 
lover as conceived by Socrates and Plato; in fact we get a glimpse of 
the ~po:<TTI'ts par excellence, Socrates himself. We should note also the 
stress laid on lfNXiiS 'Tt'afSevcns at the end (241 c). 

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 off.). Socrates starts by subsuming ~poos under the 
generic term hn&vµ(a: this first step, not reached by argument nor 
by the process called Collection ( awayooyl)) but by simple observation 
(&rrcnrn 6f\Aov), 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 lin6vµla 
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 vf3p1s: and v13p1s now takes 
the place of hn6vµ!a as the genus to be divided. 

From this point onwards the division into kinds is straightforward, 
though not dichotomous: vl3p1s has many co-ordinate kinds, of which 
lpoos will be found to be one. It is not said that vf3p1s is a kind of 
m16vµ!o:: rather it is the name of that psychical state which resuhs 
from the victory of irrational desire for pleasure over rational belief, 
which aims at good; nevertheless the connexion of v~p1s with m16v1Jlcx 
is .so close that the speaker treats the species of the one as species of me 
other, and in the end arrives at a definition of love which, as we were 

• Plato, the Man arid Au Work, p. JO). 
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Jed to e~ect.at the outset, makes it a kind of desire, and carefully states 
its spec11ic difference. 

It will of course be realised that this definition of love is not really 
accepted by Socra~ or Plato: ~e .restriction to physical beauty (ml 
awµcrros 1<&AAoS~ 1s eno~gh to indicate that; it is only put forward 
because Socrates is adopnng, under compulsion, the principle of L · 
th 

l. i ,,._ - • i ... _ ys1as 
at To\/ tpwvra Tov IJTJ tp(A)VToS µ@.Aov voaeTv. Yet it is perfectly 

satisfactory as a definition of the O"KatOs lpoos. 
The section, however, prese~ts ~ problem in psychology. Instead 

of t?e three parts o~ soul recognised in the Repu/Jlic, reason, 'spirit' and 
desire, between which there may or may not be harmony and an f 

h. h1 • h rul h , y 0 
w 1c may exercise t e e, we ave here 'two sorts of .... 1· g 'd' · · I • Jo .,,., • ... 1n or gw mg pnnc1p e ' I I 1-'CV tµcpVTOS ovaa rn16vµ(a 1)5ov~v &AA fl s~ 
~h<TTJTC:S S6~a tcp1eµ?1J ~o~ &pfC"?Ov. There are however ~ther cases 
tn the dialogues of b1parnnon of soul: in the Renu./J/ic itself th • 
th f · 1 d · . r ere1s . at o a rattona an an 1rranonal part (004-~) while in the 1i' 
th . d' . . . . th / , tmaeu.s 

e primary 1V1s1on 1s mto . e immortal and mortal parts, the I tte 
being. then subdivided into a better part and a worse (69E) co~es~ 
ponding to the two lower parts of Rep. iv. ' 

More difficult is the use of the word S6~cx. Normally it is used • 
con~t to mtcm')µri or voOs or v6f]ais and dissociated from 

1

~ 
~asonmg pro~. Thus in Rep. 476-8 S6~a is intermediate between 

owledge ~nd 1gnora~ce, and its object intermediate between Bein 
and Not Bemg. At Timaeus 51 E we are told that Svo Sfi ">a:rl.og 
mCvoo (sc. voQs and S6~a &ATJ9fis) S16T1 Xc.>pls y&y6varov avo I v 
Tl ixcrov. To µtv yap ooiToov Sia S1Sa:xfls To s• 'lirro m1eo0sµ~; 
fyylyvcrai, l<Cd TO µtv &el I.JET' 6An6oOs Myov, TO s~ &Aoyov These 
passages may be said to represent Plato's normal doctrine What then 
~we ~o make of the 56~a of our present passage, which. is described 
,c...,ovon r as ~IEµivTJ ToV &plO"TOv, but as ml TO d'pacrrov AOy<4> ... ,, aa. , 

anJt :h:miliproba~le t~at Plato is here using non-technical language 
rather ~an e h~ft1thes~s of bn&vµfa and m!ICTTJToS S6~a is popula~ 
speakin i p I os.oph1cal. We should remember that Socrates is not 
lpa......i. g 

1
" !'roprta persona, but as the mouthpiece of an imaainary 

- ' 'IS ex l.IVAoS· we sh Id th r o-discrepanc wi . .ou ere1ore not attach much importance to 
terms. Wh~t w ~ Plat.o s normal psychological and epistemological 
by the average ~a avb is a broad conn:asr, si~ple enough to be drawn 
and the re"e t' n, etween unreflecnve desire for immediate pleasure 
d • 11 c 1ve conditio f · d h" h esire, though of n ° mm w 1c tends to run counter to that 
a condition So~a .course a harmony may be established. To call such 
Platonic sense of ~s p~rfectly natural; but it is not S6~a in the common 

' T . . opinion• or 'belief' as distinct from knowledge, nor 
his is true of '10 llvil 84$ °'' no lest than of the odier nivo: Rip. JSOB, 



42 PHAEDRUS 

yet has it quite the later Platonic meaning of 'conclusion of a process 
of thought' (SlCX\IO(QS &irOT'EAeVrria15, Sopli. 264A), though it is 
nearer to this. It is not a deciding or judging,1 for these are mental 
acts: it is rather the condition of mind in which a man takes thought, 
reflects and weighs alternatives instead of thoughtlessly obeying the 
promptings of desire; and ~ts aim. i~ a satisra~tion deeper than the 
fulfilment of unreflective desire. This 1s what 1s intended. m the phrase 
56~1'\S rnl TO &ptaTO\I My~ &yov~s, ~ ~hra~e which ~e should read 
without the Platonic overtones which it inevitably carries to our ears. 
As for rnh<Tf\TOS, the word is well suited to convey that such 56~a is 
not innate but comes only with riper years and mental growth. 

In the ~ubstance of all this there is nothing un-Socratic or un
Platonic · indeed we may see in it the popular germ of Platonic 
psychol~gy, which, whatever it may owe to Pythagorean ~r other 
philosophical sources, is firm-rooted m common human experience. 

1 I have adopted Prof. Taylor's 'j~dgment' in m~ trans~ation, as perhap~ ~ 
nearest we can get with a single English word. Robin has une fa~on de vou • 

\ 

v 

238 c-24ID SOCRATES CONCLUDES HIS FIRST SPEECH 

HaYing thus defined !OYe, .s~ratt~ pau:es to comment on tli~ ditliyramhic 
style of It.is last words,feeling tliat it points to a supernatural influence. He 
then proceeds to consider the eyi/ effect of !we so conceiYed on the mind of 
tlie beloved, on his hody, and on Ii.is 'estate' (K'Ti\ais), tlie last of tliese 
heing interpreted in a wide sense to in.elude relatives and friends. Jn the 
latter h.alf of the section lie turns to tlie hoy's feelings towards !tis importu
nate foyer, and finally to t!te desertion and hetrayal wh.iclr. will ensue when 
!tis passion i..r spent, emphasising towards tlie end tlie ltarm Jone in the 
matter of the 'education of tlie soul' ('M~ ira{6ru015) in urms that 
remind us of Socrates's famous account of Isis mission in the Apology. The 
section ends with a hexameter line, tkclari!J8 tlie lover to he lilr.e a wolf 
deYouring a lamh. 

Soc. Well, Phaedrus my friend, do you think, as I do, that I am 238 c 
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 
have to deliberate has been stated and defined· and so with that deli . . . • ' 

rution m mind, we may go on to say what advantage or detriment E 

may be expected to result to one who accords his favour to a lover and 
a non-lover respectively. 

ofNow a man who is dominated by desire and enslaved to pleasure is 
course bou d . . h . h' be! n to aim at getting t e greatest possible pleasure out of t;; o~ed; and what pleases a sick man1 is anything that does not 

wan him wh th" h . himself . ' . ereas any mg t at is as strong as, or stronger than, 
gives him offence. Hence he will not, if he can avoid it, put up 

I cf. :;&JI o, z3<SA. 
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2.J9 with a favourite that matches or outdoes him in strength, but will 
always seek to make him weaker and feebler: and weakness is found in 
the ignorant, the cowardly, the poor speaker, the slow thinker, as 
against the wise, the brave, the eloquent, the quick-minded. All these 
defects of mind and more in the beloved are bound to be a sourc.e 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 a~ 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 hjmsclf, and the maximum of 
damage to the other, 

c 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 ~ly life instead of the toil and sweat of manly 

D 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 obvious 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 
loveni too. 

E And now let us pass from these obvious considerations and raise lhl 
next question: what advantage or detriment in respect of propertY aacl 
possessions shall we find resulting from the society and guardians.hip of 
a lover? Well, one thing is plain enough to anyone, and espec:iallY to 

the lo..,.er, namely that his foremost wish will be for the boy t?~ 
bereft of his dearest possessions, his treasury of kindness and 1 
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affection: father and mother, :1<lnsmen and friends-he will want him 
to be robbed of them all, as likely to make difficulties and .... :.. bj . . ........ eo ec- ~o 
tions to the mterco~e which he finds so pleasant. If however the boy 
poss~ses property, m 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 1s bound to nurse a grudge against one who possesses 

d · · h h 1 · property, an to re101ce w en e oses it. Furthermore he will want hi beJ d 
• 1 'bl . s ove 

ro.remam as ong as poss1 e without wife or child or home, so as to 
en1oy for as long as may be his own delights, 

There are, ~o be sure, other evils in life, but with most of them 
heaven has mixed some momentary pleasure· thus 1•0 th · . . · e parasite, B 
a fearsome. and most perruetous creature, nature has mingled d h f 
I .· ch aaso p easmg wit or arm; a courtesan may well be brand d · · . e as perrucmus, 

not to mention many other similar creatures wi'th th · · . . . e1r respective 
callmgs, yet m everyday life they can be very agreeable· but a I 
bes.d b · · · . th , over, 

t es emg pem1C1ous, ts e most disagreeable of all r. b 
d h. da 'th h men JOr a oy 

to.spen is y~ wi .. T ere's an old saying about 'not matching May c 
with December , based, I suppose on the idea that · ·1 · f 

els . . . > · s1m1 anty o age 
ten to s1m1lar1ty of pleasures and consequently ak I fi · els · m es a coup e good 
ne~ .: still ~~en with such a couple the association is apt to pall. Then 

aga.m, ~n addition to the dissimilarity of age, there is that com ulsion 
:hiinchth1se bulrdt:l~nsomfe fochr anyb?dy in any circumstances, but es~cially 

re a ons o su . a pair. 

h" T:~ eld~rly lover will not, if he can help it, suffer any desertion by 
as .e ove by day or by night; he is driven on by a com elli D 

:~mg power~ lured by the continual promise of pleasure in th~ sig';!' 
mi::ng, tou:~mg or other physical experience of the beloved. t~ 
or w~~; ~~m~ly to the boy's needs is his delight. But what ple~ure 
hirn from :v111 ~e have to offer to the beloved? How will he save 

experiencing thee h1 • Edis 
at his lover's sid h 1 : em1ty o comfort in those long hours 
its beauty tog ~as ': hoo s upon a face which years have robbed of 
even to h:ar me ~r wit other consequences which it is unpleasant B 

~tarlt reality. A:~tlo~~, let alone t~ .have continually to cope with in 
Dl<:essantly g d ;' cat of the suspicious precautions with which he is 
lQJsome co1nupal~ e ' with whomsoever he associates, the unseasonable 

1ments to wh'ch h h . 
reproaches wh· h h J e as to listen, alternating with 
COming fro ic :V en uttered in soberness are hard to endure but 

m one in h' · I ' 
coaiseness are b th . is cups, tn anguage of unlimited, undisguised 

' 0 intolerable and disgusting? 
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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 lavish 
with promises, interspersed amongst his vows and entreaties, regarding 
those later days, contriving with some difficulty to secure his partner's 

~4I 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 

s he has become a new man, nor yet see his way to redeeming the solemn 
assurances and promises made under the old regime of folly; he fears 
that if he were to go on acting as before he would revert to his old 
character, his former self. So he ru.ns away from his obligations as one 
compelled to default; it's 'tails' this time instead of 1heads',Z and 
he has to tum 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 be ought not to have yielded to a lover 
inevitably devoid of reason, but far rather to one possessed of reason 

c and 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, ruin 
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.2 

D 

Let that then, my boy, be your lesson: be sure that the attentions of 
a Jover carry no goodwill: they are no more than a glutting of his 
appetite, for 

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

r An allusion to the game called 6trrpaidv&a in which a shell was thrown !kl: 
the air between two opposing sides, and according as it fell white or dark 
uppermost one side had to run and the other to catch them. 

• cf. Apo/. '-9 B, 30 A-B. • • die 
3 Probably the singular 4pva should he read, with Herrneias, who takes eupW 

line to he an adaptation of Iliad xxu, ;i.63, 01'.16~ Alilco1 ,., Kai ap~ 611~ 
lxoua1. This seems doubtful. 
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There, I knew I should, 

1 
Phaedrus. Not a word more shall you have 

{rom me: let that be the end of my discourse. 

In the transitional passage (2380-0) Socrates remarks on his 
• dithy~m.bic' sty}e (he is no doubt referring to the deliberately high
f!own d1ct1?n of~ts !ast sent~nce), and to the possibility of his becoming 
'possessed . This menace ~ ho~ever, he. thinks may possibly he 
averted. We see .here the rationalist becoming gradually conscious of 
an influence which he feels to be irrational, or supra-rational half 
unwilling to yield, yet knowing that if a god does come to posses~ him 
it will be for the best: TaVra 6ec;> JJEA~<m. 

The 'menace' will be averted for a time yet: that is to say the 
remainder of Socrates's first sp~ will be no more suggesti:e of 
tv60\:Ja1~aµ6s ~an was th~ defimtory first section; yet it ends with 
a b~eak mto epic verse, which the s.Peaker, at the opening of the next 
se.ca?n, professes to regard as m.a;ki~g a further stage in his 'irration
ality : ~51') fo'Tl q>6fyyoµa1 aAA 01Ji<tr1 S16vp«µj3ovs (241 E). It is 
only when we reach the myth of the great second speech that Socrates 
becomes fully possessed; but Plato has been at pains to mark his 
progress step by step. 

The ?rderly arrange~ent of the speech, in contrast to the formless
ness of ~ts prede~or, 1s at once apparent. It falls, as Robin says, into 
two mam parts: in the first (down to 240A 8) the speaker reveals the 
harmfu! effec~ of the lover on the boy's mind, his body and his estate 
suc~1vel)'.; in the second he describes the boy's feelings (a) while the 
lovers passmn lasts, and (h) afterwards. 

Of the genuine concern of this pretended non-lover for the boy's 
~elfa.re I ~ave spoken already. Some of the points are substantially 1 

enacal with tho~ of the previous speech; that is only to be expected 
~dso~rate~ had disarmed criticism ~y giving warning of this before~ 

( 35 E ~J6A). We may agree with Thompson's verdict that 'his 
~ents, like those of his predecessor, professedly appeal to self 
interest hut t If · . -
far-sigh'ted '. o a se -interest more enlightened, comprehensive, and 

a n~ 2 4
1 ~ S~crates !Peaks of the lover whose passion is spent as letting 

~ K~~t ority, vovs xal Ueo>q>pooWT), replace within him the rule of 
.__1< , µavl la: and the words are echoed a little later by vow ASn 
'"".IVI C.V!) l<CX O'EO'C.Vmpoun • ( ) d . b ~ 'I 'I 

This m T - • ,Kc.vs 2:4 I B I ' an agam y vow l)(OVTl ( c I). 
the rne daY. cause some surprise, for it looks at first sight as though 
and tha~\. >'h"g out of passion automatically involved moral goodness 
-or at all~ est level of cognition or intelligence which Plato normally 

vents frequently:-calls vo\Js, But this is so incredible that 
1 

Socntes had fe d .L_ L- • 

are 1.1111t •ie would brak out into inspired verse, 238o. 
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we are forced either to take d1e remark as purely ironical or to interpret 
voOs and o-oocppooiivf} 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 voOs, the phrase vow fxe1v 
meant in common parlance no more than 'to be sensible'; similarly 
the adverb vowex6\IT(i,)s means 'sensibly' (cf. the quasi-comic t'x6vtt.>s 
tavT6v used of a personified voOs at Plii/ehus 64A). The reformed 
lover has, as we say, 'come to his senses', but no more than that. And 
as to o-c.>q>pc>O'\ivtl, no doubt the man in question would commonly be 
said to have become o-c.bcppu>v, and to have come to be ruled by cm.>cppo
o\MJ: but for Plato it would be no more than that spurious cm.>cp~ 
mentioned alongside of a spurious courage at Pliaedo 68E; there are 
those, says Socrates there, who are &l<oAaal«ji T1vl o-c.bcppov£s, 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 o-c.bcppoov mpl Ta 
acppo8lo-1a, but (to revert to the previous account of the two ruling 
principles) he is no more likely to have a 86~a rnl TO aplO'TO\I My<t> 
6:yovaa now than before; and in default of that his desires will drag him 
to other pleasures and other forms of vJ3p1s-gluuony, 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 o-oocppocVvri involves no renunciation of the others. Hence we 
should probably regard not only the terms voOs and CToo<ppoaVvl') but 
also the phrase IJETaf!<XAwv l!i>J..ov &pxoVTa lv a:irr{fi 1<al Tl'poO'Ta-ti,\I as 
representing the popular standpoint. 

That Plato should thus momentarily adopt the ethical position of 
the ordinary man will surprise us the less when we remember that the 
whole standpoint of the present speech is in a sense unreal. The Cp<A>S 
that Socrates is condemning is not what Plato conceives to be the true 
fpc.>S, the µ~a of which he speaks in this very sentence (24IA 4) is 
not the µavla in which true lpoos consists: it is the popular, 'Lysian' 
CpCA>S, the popular 'Lysian' µav{a: hence the ~poaWrt commended 
over against it may well be the popular, not the Platonic virtue. 

It has been noted by Thompson (in his Appendix 1) and others that 
the speech includes passages similar to passages in the address of 
Socrates to Callias in Xenophon's Symposium, chapter vm; and 
Thompson thinks the parallels are so close as to 'make it very probable 
that in both [sc. discourses] we have the actual sentiments of Socratel 
represented-we may even say reproduced-by his rival disciples,'i 
while Robin allows that the passages' strangely resemble one another • 

The suggestion is incapable of disproof, but to my mind the 
resemblances in thought and expression are not greater than might be 

I p. lxxtV, 
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due to the common topic of the two writers-true a d {; I ( 
celestial and earthly) love. And in particular it seems ton ahse thor 

f h • th . . me t at e 
last o T ompson ~ ree parallels1 is illusory: for though the word 
Tt'l<fJO'µovf) o~curs m b?th I?assages, in Xenophon it means satie 
(t<6pos), and m Plato saosfact1on of appetite; in fact Xenopho • · ty 
is. that~ lover g~ts. as 'fed up' with bis indulgence as a gou~~p::ili 
bis, while Plato s is that the lover resembles the wolf· th ch · 

· fy' h' · m at ea cums at satis mg is appetite. 
1 

Qyoted On his p. l JO : Xen. S,,,.,'P VIII ~J. bl 1 
.., .... • • J , rna1aru.r 241c. 

lll•p 
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24ID-14JE INTERLUDE, LEADING TO SOCRATES'S 

RECANTATION 

Excusing himself from fulfiUing Pliaedrus's e:xpectatwn that lie would 
continue witli an encomium of the non-lover, Socrates is ahout to depart, 
when Phaedrus suggests th.at tliey sh.ould stay awhile to Ji.rcuss the two 
speeches. Socrates however now announces that lie has just heen clieclc.ed 
hy Jiis 'divine sign': he is forhidden to go until lie has atoned for his offence 
against Eros: his speech, like that of Lysias, had spoken evil of a god. He 
must imitate the poet Stesiclioru.r, who recanted his defamation of Helm 
in the famous Palinode. 

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

241 D Pli. Why, I thought you were only half-way through1 and would 
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? I therefore tell you, 
in one short sentence, that to each evil for which I have abused the one 
party there is a corresponding good belonging to the other. So why 
waste words? All has been said that needs saying about thein both. 
And that being so, my stoo/ can be left to the fate appropriate to it, 

:r.42 and I will take myself off across the river here before you drive me to 
greater lengths. • 

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

1 Reading°' lllooOv a<:noo (Hermann). __ .,i 

a 11oeas, because SOCT111et had thrown his speech into the form of a nan
(i\v oOi'fiO 6i) wats etc., :137a). 

A CONFESSION OF BLASPHEMY 
fl 

Soc. Phaedrus, your enthusiasm for discourse is sublime and all 
d . . fth ' re y 

mo~es me to a m1rat1on. 0 e discourses pronounced during your 
lifetime no one, I fancy, has been responsible for mo th 

th b d I. . th re an you, s 
whe er y e 1venng em yourself or by compelling others to do so 
by one means or another-with one exception, Simmias of Thebes: 

You are well ahead of all the rest. And now it seems that 0 
are the cause of my having to deliver myself. 

nee more you 

Plz. It might be a lot worse) But how so> T ha d 
r. ~ • o w t o you 

re1er. 

Soc. At the moment when I was about to cros th · d . . . . . s e nver, ear 
friend, there came to me my familiar d1vme si·gn h. h I h k . . -w 1c a ways c ec s 
me when on the pomt of domg something or oth d II er-an a at once c 
I seemed to hear a voice, forbidding me1 to leave the spot until 1 had 
made atonement for some offence to heaven. No kn w, you must ow 
I am a seer; not a very good one it's true but Ji'k h I ' 

h ' ' , ea poor sc o ar, good 
enoug for my own purposes· hence I understa d 1 d II h ' n area ywe enough 
w at my offence was. The fact is, you know Phaedrus th . d . If 
h k. d f d' · · ' , e mtn Jtse 

as a m 0 ivmmg power· for I felt disturb d hi! d . . ' e some w e ago as 
I was ehvenng that speech, and had a misgiving lest I might, in th 
words of Ibycus, e 

By sinning in the sight of God win high renown from man. 

But now I realise my sin. 
Plr. And what is it? 
Soc. That was a tenible theorv Pha drus . 

introduced and II d • n e ' a temble theory that you 
compe e me to expound. 

Ph. How so? • 

Soc. It was foolish and h bl h 
more terrible th th' ;i somew at asp emous; and what could be an at. 

Ph. 1 agree, if it merits your description. 
Soc. Well do yo h Id 
Plr H . ' . u not o Love to be a god, the child of Aphrodite> 

· e is certainly said to be. · 
Soc. But not according t L . d 

course of you. h. h o ys1as, an not according to that dis-
rs w tc you d 1· them. If Love is as } . ~use my ips to utter by putting a spell on B 

be an evil thin . ' l~ is ~ndeed, a god or a divine being, he cannot 
was their offe g. yet this pair of speeches treated him as evil. That then 

nee tov.irds Love, to which was added the most exquisite 

' Reading dcr for ·~ with Richud • 
• Frag. SI (Berglc). s in c i. 

D 
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folly of parading their pernicious rubbish as though it were good sense 
243 because it might deceive a few miserable people and win their applause. 

And so, my friend, I 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 

n Nor come to the towers of Troy. 

And after finishing the composition of his so-called Palin ode hesttaight
way recovered his sight. Now it's here that I shall show greater wisdom 
than these poets: 1 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. 
Pia. Nothing you could say, Socrates, would please me more. 

c 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 bad 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 bad been brought up amortg the 
scum ofthe people and had never seen a case of noble love? Wouldn't 

o 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 bimse1f, 

I should like to wash the bitter taste out of my mouth with a draught of 
wholesome discourse; and my advice to Lysias is that he should lose 
no time in telling us that, other things being equal, favour should be 
accorded to the lover rather than to the non-lover. 

Ph. Rest assured, that will be done. When you have delivered your 
E encomium of the lover, I shall most certainly make Lysias comp098 

a new speech to the same purport. 
Soc. I'm sure of that, so long as you continue to be the roan you 

are.1 

' Lysias will not be able to resist Phaedrus, so lon$ as his enthuslastll 

rhetoric endures. 

A PALINODE PROMISED 

ph. Then you may confidently proceed. 
soc. Where is that boy I was talking to) He must li t . • · s en to me once 

more, and not rush off to yield to his non-lover before he hears what 

I have to say. 
ph. Here he is, quite close beside you wheneve h > r you want im.1 

It has been thought that the reason why so . ab · 
giving what Phaedrus expects, namely a complem crates Starns from 

f 
· Id" entary account of the 

advancages o y1e mg to the non-lover is to be fi d · hi 
cl 

. h , oun in s moral 
repugnance to omg so: e could bring himself t 1 d 1 "bl t t th · 'd 0 en at east osten-
s1 e suppor o e negative st e of Lysias's th · b 
positive side, ws T(i> µi\ lpl)\rn Sel xaplle~ai. esis, ut not to the 

That may be so; but 1t must be observed that t S 
1 

·th · a 241 ES ocrates says 
apparent y w1 out irony, that to each evil for which he h ' 
the one party there corresponds a good belon · t as abuse_d 
compactly provides the complement expected~g Pha thd pther. This 
mere absence of its elaboration point b . Y . e rus, and the 
Socrates's repugnance. His reai positio//~t, is no ~idence of 
hypothesis that the boy must yield to one 0 th e;;o ~ this: on the 
(µiiA/.ov) to yield to the non-lover than rt e o ,er, e ,ought. rather 
conceived;1 but that hypothesis is not S 

0 ~e lover . as, hitherto 
Plato's) view, to be developed later in ;;r:~~os ow?:tlh1s own (and 
though based on physical desire d . gue, is tat true fp<.)S, 
&I xapf3e~a1 in these ' transcen .sit, and hence ovS~ 

Phaedrus's wish to =c!tw~l3~~~ IS commonly understood. 
to say the two speeches togethe . a;; een said (24u s)-that is 
invitation to pursue the top' fi ~1\mterpreted by Socrates as an 
(242B). That was not it s ic urt e.r ya second speech of his own 
perhaps not quite wh~t th eems,d quite what ~haedrus expected, and 
(5uv,ex6fivai) we are to ha:e :e:rue:i ~pects: instead of a discussion 
Socrates goes on to ex la· r iscourse. Why that must be so 
he is by no means disJea1n.d Bu~ :ough Phaedrus is a little surprisel 
a humorous under se : ou 1'Eµ6v ~ &yyiA1'e15, he remarks~ 
moreover been re s!~~~ment !o ex~ress his delight. The reader has 
by a renewed allusfon to ~r his readiness to acce~t Socrates's proposal 

is fondness for A6yo1, m a passage which is 

Ip F. Socra; • nedlander (Di4 Platoni.rclien S, la • • 
lees in~ sec~nd. speech is 'unmistakabl '~';' PJ8S) thinks this sbo'lll'S that 
Rhetorik ~d iPnhd ~lcationh~at 'aucb hier wi~~r J;5 ~opfPzhwa_eschdrus himh~lf.'' and 
1gree· • osop 1e um d" s 1 d -' en sop 1st1schen 
tugg:~ with this view of the·~ . i e er Jugend gekampft wird '. While fully 
•nythi~~n that Phaedrus himselfi~a.~:b~ I• do ~~.,:ink ?1at Socrates's veiled 
"~ llil lpC>;i~re than. playful. Phaedrus h y ' ab edrus s ac~eptance of it, are 

• cl ,. i m practice, whatever h ash~okt efe? ~hown as disposed xo:p!3eo&CJ1 
• -.1c 

1
• e may t in o 1t tn 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 Ph.aeJo, where his 
determination to thrash out the subject under discussion to the bitter 
end is forcibly expressed (Ssc): but of course it may well be that in 
Socratic and Platonic circles the cp1AoA.oyla: 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 convincin~ way. It 
should be noticed that here, as in Apol JID (the locus cla.mcus for the 
Sign) its function is exclusively inhibitory, as against Xenophon's 
account ( cp&C1)(0VT05 cx\rrov T6 &nµ6v1ov l<X\Tl'c';> 1Tpo<1flµalve1v &re Sa>i 
Ka:I (c µfi Sfot no1eTv, Mem. 1v, viii, 1). Yet the action of the Sign 
is here only fonnally 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 Robi~'s sugg~ti~n t?at 
the inspiration which Socrates has acknowledged earlier, the msp1ratton 
of the local deities, is hereby repudiated and replaced ~y an~ther and 
a higher one.1 Nowhere do we find Socrates regarding h1~self as 
inspired by the Sign, in the sense ofbein~ possessed by the d.e1ty from 
whom it emanated; and on the other hand, the renewed men non of the 
Nymphs and Pan at 263 o and, even more, the ~ pray~r to 'Pan :and 
the other gods of this place' (279n) surely make tt.'mposs1ble to beh~e 
that their inspiration comes 'from below' and ts abandoned at this 
point. 

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 ;.,ell known to ~s fr?m th~ play of ~uripides, is 
very natural, one might almost say mevttable. . There tS, however, 
another sort of palinode, or apparent retractanon, on f:11e part of 
Socrates which demands some comment. In the Symposwm he had 
finnly denied, through ·the mouth of Diotima, that Eros is a god: he 
is only a Salµc.:>v, a being intermediate between gods and. men, and 
therewith a mediator and messenger between them (202 D-E). But now 
his divinity is asserted with no less emphasis: el 6' ~<Tt'1v, ~amp oU\I 

1 Robin, p. lCOCiv: 'C'est l'admonition d~monique qui a vraiment ~n! 
Soerate de prendre enfin pleine conscience de son p~ch~. 11 est don~ difficile de 
pas voir I~ une coupe significative dans le d~velop~ement du dialo.gue: 1 r 
inspiration qui vient d'en bas s'en substitue dborma1s une autre, qui vient en 
haut.' 

• Here again (cf. p. H above) Mr R. L. Howland (C.Q. xxxt, p. lf.4) deteell 
a covert allusion, of a millicious sort, to Isocrates's Helen. 

EROS IN SYMPOSIUM H 
lcrn, 6e05 f\ Tl 6eTov 6 •Epws (~~2E). The question is, why did Plato 
choose to approach the exposmon of his own view of Eros from two 
different standpoints? Why does he start (or rather make Socrates
Diotima start) in the Symposium by denying that Eros is a god? Only 
I think, because he feels ·that to call him a god is to obscure what h~ 
wants to bring out, namely that ' loving' is essentially the soul's effort 
ro sat!sfy a wan,t, to att~n. to ~e eterna~ possession of the good and the 
beautiful. The daemoruc or 111termediate nature of Eros is simply the 
mythical W}lY of expressin~ that to !_ave is to make a progress from 
want to satisfaction, from misery to bliss, from ignorance to knowledge 
or wisdom. 

Jn the Phaedrus, however, Plato does not start from the conception 
of a progress-though that conception is fully present at a later stage 
of Socrates's second speech-but (as we are about to find) from that of 
possession, the divin~ madness by which the lover is seized. That being 
so, he must necessarily post:ulate a personal deity as its source. Hence 
he naturally makes Socrates here accept the common belief that Eros 
is 6£0S' Tl Tl 6etov, 1 

The discrepancy, then, between the two dialogues may fairly be said 
to be due to the fact that in order to bring out two complementary (not 
c?ntradictory) ~pee~ oflove ~t seemed natural to Plato to employ two 
?ifferent .persontficattons of 1t, the 'daemon' with his function as 
intermediary, and the god filling his worshipper with his own super
human, super-rational power. 2 

Near the end of the section (243 o) Phaedrus remarks that when 
So~tes ~as delivered his encomium on the lover, he will have t~ make 
Lys1as wnte another speech to the same purport. This serves to remind 
us of what ~e have noticed before, that Phaedrus is concerned not with 
truth but ~1th rhetoric. That Lysias (or anyone else) should maintain 
two opJ?os1te theses seems to Phaedrus perfectly in order: all that 
matters 1s the eloquence. 

to 'thlt !s,jusr Epossib~e that~ Tl e.rov is a verbal concession-it can be no more-
> e vQ Ile.JI/- • ros vaew. 

(S We may norice that when Socrates resumes his speecJ1 in propria p1m,,,
4 th~1:fu·1 ll2Bl·he ~ses lan~ge which see~ to imply the full godhead of Eros; 

erme tare conception has served its purpose, and is in effect dropped. 



VII 

243E-245c SOCRATES BEGINS HIS SECOND SPEECH. 

THREE TYPES OF DIVINE MADNESS 

In allu.swn to lai.s resolve to sing a palinotk, Socrates declares t!iat wlaereas 
Ais former speecli. was the work of P!taedrus, t!ti.s will he the work of 
Stesichorus. The tlaesis of Lysias wa.r a 'false tale', since it a.ssumed th.at 
madness is in all cases an evil. In reality it may he a divine hoon. Tlaere 
are three types of divine madness, ( J) that of divination or prophecy, sue!& 
as helongs to tlae priestess at Delphi: tlii.s must he distinguished from tk 
inferior practice of rational augury, and etymology helps us to maintain 
the distinction; (2) that which lr.eals the sick hy mean.s of purifications and 
rites reYealed to a frenz.ied sufferer; (3) poetical frenz.y, wliicli gi-ves rise to 
far truer poetry tit.an the art of the sane composer. 

We have now to s!tow that loYe is a fourth type of divine madness, and 
to that end we must discern the nature of soul, hoth human and divine. 

243 E Soc. Now you must understand, fair boy, that whereas the preceding 
244 discourse was by Phaedrus, son of Pythocles, of Myrrinous, that which 

I shall now pronounce is by Stesichorus, son ofEuphemus, of Himera.1 

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 wouJd 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-

s 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 
inclividuals 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, 
I 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 

1 TI1ompson and, as we should expect, Hermeias before him, regard all ~ete 
proper names as significant. Doubtless the last two arc so: the speech wd~ he 
.O,rwos, as opposed to Kcncf\yopos, and 'lµlpaios anticipates the 'Rood of passion' 
(T111PoS) of 2 pc. But to find significance in the other four is a task best left to 
Neoplatonic subtlety. 

TYPES OF DIVINE MADNESS 

not have connected that greatest of aris, 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 n.amed 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
ponents1 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. Yous~ 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 superioricy of heaven-sent 
madness over man-made sanity. 

And in the second place, when grievous maladies and afflictions have 
beset certain families by reason of some ancient sin,2 madness has 
appeared amongst them, and breaking out into prophecy has secured E 

relief ~y findi~g the means thereto, namely by recowse to prayer and 
worship; and m 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 ~he source. This seizes a tender, virgin soul and stimulates it to rapt 
p~s1onate expression, especially in lyric poetry, glorifying the countless 
mighcy deeds of ancient times for the instruction of posterity. But if 
any man come to the gates of poetry without the madness of the 
Muses, persuaded that skill alone will make him a good poet then shall 
he and his works of sanity with him be brought to naught by, the poetry 
of madness, and behold, their place is nowhere to be found. 

: ~~:ely olo11cn, 11~, and the first syllable of lcnopfcr. 
trcxAa iG:\v .~ug\,!11cre ts probably a reminiscence h~e of Eur. Plioen. 934, K6.6110V 
tofcrabl PfoSd 1"l11

1
•110:n.iv, the absence of a verb in the relative clause is hardly 

3 The, an we s 1ould rend eicher iroetv (i\v) Iv or no&1v fvijv. 
as a co e M~S. have T6v bnils lxovra, which is impossible. Burnet brackets lcrlrrfls 
'the suftpti,on of f~c.> 4TTJS, a gloss on t~~. T6v fxovra will then have to mean 
sense is erer .• T; T1'\v v6=v lxovra. This is hardly satisfactory but the general 
COnvinci~~~ in oubt. H. Richards proposed 'TOv (w) lavri!s •x~a, which is not 



PHAEDRUS 

s 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 f rien.dship 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 attaining 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 hi6ova1aaµ6s 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 Baccliae of Euripides. 
Whether any previous philosopher, other than Democritus, had used 
it-is doubtful: M. Delatte1 has detected it in Heraclitus and Empedocles, 
but his arguments have not wholly convinced me; to Empedocles he 
attributes the conception of an lv6eos 'TT'OlflniS, 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.a The 
earliest use of the noun hieova1o:aµ6s is, as Delatte says, in a passage 
of Democritus to be presently noticed. 

The fint form of divine madness here extolled is divination (µ<XVTIKfi). 
This seems inconsistent with the low estimate of µcxvr1Ki') and µavms 
that often appears in the dialogues (as also in many passages of 
Euripides), e.g. at Rep. 364s where µmm1s are contemptuously 
coupled. with ayvpTal ('begging-friars'), or in the Eutliyphro where 
the µavns of that name is a stupid and conceited person; in the 
Phaearus itself the µcxvr1KOS J3los has only fifth place in the order of 
merit of lives (2480). In all such passages, however, Plato is doubtl~ 
thinking of a practice which was commonly called µ~1Ki'), but wh1~ 
he here contrasts with µcxvr1K1) and calls olc.>v10T1Kfl. The matter is 

I In his monograph L•s ConctpUOftl ad l' Entliousiasme clier us pliilosopliu 
prhocratiquu (1934). . 

• Caelius Aurelianus (fifth century A.D.) quoted in Diels-Kranz, Yors. l 

(3u 98). 

ETYMOLOGIES S9 
clearly and conc!sely explained by. Jebb in his note on Soph. O.T. 708: 
'In the Greek view the µ&V'r1s might be (1) the god himself speaking 
through a divinely frenzied being in whom the human reason was 
temporarily superse~ed._.. (2) ~man wh~ rea~ signs from birds, fire, 
etc. by rul.e of mystic science: it was against this TExVTl that scepticism 
most readily turned: Eur. Electra 399, J\o~lov yap fµirE801 I XPriaµol, 
(3pOTOOV Se µ<lVTIKt1\V xalpew Myoo.'1 

In the Timaeus (7IA-'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 theory 
of the function of the liver. Plainly this refers to the first of the two 
kinds of µavTIKi) distinguished above, though it is said that the madness 
o~ ~rrationalit,r ofi the diviner is only sometimes, not always, due to 
d1vme possession. 

With regard to the etymologie& here, it is doubtless true that Plato 
is sometimes serious, sometimes playful in this matter and that 
particularly in the Craty!u.s it is not always easy to be sure ~hich he is. 
Apparent absurdity is an unsafe criterion, for contemporary notions 
about etymology were mostly absurd to our ·thinking. But in the 
present case I believe that he has hinted playfulness clearly enough by 
~e word &m1poKOAc.>S in the fi~t case, and the phrase T(j) oo O'EIJvVvoVTES 
m the secon~ He cannot senously have believed, or expected his 
readers to believe, that the change of µcxv1Ki} into µcxvr1Ki') was due to 
modern philistini~m, or lack of a proper sense of values ;3 or again that 
the long vowel in o.loov1a-r1Ki') was due to pomposity. It may be 
added that he was unlikely to have forgotten the existence of the word 
oloov6s, or the fact (noted by Thompson) that the word µ&\rr1s so 
far from being due to 'moderns', was used by Homer. If the 'TT'~81a 
needs jus~fica.tion, th~ 'etymologies' serve the purpose of fixing in 
the readers rrund the pomt that augury is inferior to divination proper. 4 

. The second type of 6ela µcxvla is that which effects the care of 
siclrness by means of' purifications and rites' discovered by, or rather 
revealed to, the sufferer; the frenzy is conceived as at onoe the climax of 
te.ma~ady and the source of healing. This is really a particular sort of 

1vmat1on, as Socrates indicates by the words It µcxvfa ••• irpe>(j)T]Ttvaaaa. 

0 11
; ~· ~hde,_ ~syclae (Engl. ll"ans.), pp. 287~, and W. K. C. Guthrie, Orpli•U# 

na o.:_ee Rtltlflors, P· 67. Plutarch (ti• soil. arsimalium, 971 A) says w<Mv ical 
!es~" h aio" ll~Ki'IS µ6piov olc.iv1o-t1Ki') Kl:i0.11Ta1, but the word is very rare, and doubt-

' t .e ge.nenc name was commonly used for both 110p1a. 
ov5

t1s yap lwovs ~ai 11<JVTiicl!s f..etov icat 4>.11&ovs. ctM' fl Ka&' Omio.. Ti)v Tlk 
~otc.is ml5119•1s lh'.r.laµ1v fl Gull "°'1oll, fl lhdt TI\ICI WOovcn~ wa~as (Tim. 71 E). 
µav(a Y. 6:mh •pob KdtAc.is I take him to mean that the 'moderns' failed to realise that 

4 m1g t e icaMv. 

'the ~ sl~oul~ not have laboured this point but for Thompson's suggestion that 
envauon of~ may have bef'.n seriously intended'. 
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It was specially associated with Orphism: cf. Aristophanes, Frogs 1033 
where Aeschylus says 'Opq>rus µtv yap mn&s 6' l')µiv K<rri6e1~: 
cpovwv T' lmtxE0'6a1 I MovaaloS 6' t~ai<tae1s -re voooov Ken xPTJaµo\Js 
and the Scholiast ad loc. (quoted in Diels-Kranz, Vors. 1, 21, 23) o~ 
Se irapcV.vae1s (? Mae1s) 1<al "l'EAET<Xs Kai Ka6apµoV) owtet)KEV. In 
the passage 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'.1 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 che 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 (6pµa66s) of inspiration descending from Muse through poet 
and rhapsode to audience; poet, interpreter and listener are all alike 
oVI< lµcppovEs, Mova1ci30VTE5, KCXTE)(OµEvo1: the poet is 'a light winged 
holy creature, who cannot compose until he becomes possessed (iv6EoS) 
and out of his mind (ft<,p(A)v) and reason no longer dwells within him' 
(SHB); of the rhapsode qua interpreter the phrase 6e{cx µoTpa, 'divine 
grace', is used: ov yap TExVT,1 ov6' hr1crn'iµ1J irepl 'Oµf]pov MyEtS & 
Myas, &Ma 6el!jt µo{p!;( l<CXI l<Cl'TO!((A)Xfl (536c). In the Mell() (98Bff.) 
the notion of 6ela µoTpa becomes prominent; it is the source both of 
the truths uttered by the poet and the soothsayer and of the successful 

1 Frag. 18 (Diets-Kranz); cf. also frag. 21 and Horace, A.P. 296: CJ«luJit 
1ano1 H1licotu po1ta.1 I Dunocritus. Wllamowitz (op. cit. 1, p. 483) is inclined to 
think that the two philosophers reached this view independently. But if we 
accept the words of Apo/, 22s, lyv<ow aiN all ical mpl Tl:lv 1TOlflTIA\v hi 6My<;> TOO-To, &Tl 
o0 CJOtlcit 1TOIOlfv 4 1TOIOlcv, 61.>.b: tVoal T\VI KOi (v9owl~ ~p ol ~llf "4f of 

~. 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. IX, 36). 

' Thi GT1Jc Yuw of P01try, 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 w6ov0'1aaµ6s (or as 
the Phaedru.r calls it, of 6e{a µav!a) is emphasised, the fact that i; is 
not knowledge (hru:m'lµTl) but excludes knowledge. The same is true 
of the brief reference in the Apology (22B-c) where Socrates finds that 
poets ov aoq>{~ 1TOtoTev a 1TOtOiEV aAAcX cpvae1 Ttvl 1<al iv6ova1ci30\mS 
W<mEp ol 6eoµavn1~ Kai ol XP'1CTµ'1lSo{, It is in the Phaednu alone 
that we find unqualified commendation of the poet's µav!a, 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 ~e i~clin~ to explain this. feature of our present section by 
the fact, which 1s 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 ~f the compound in fairly equal degrees, in the Pltaedrus the 
poet defirutely gets. the upper hwld. It must be remembered that the 
mo~f 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 dear that Plato is in this 
dialo~e quite e~ceptionally1 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' socdtes himself and in his 
exalrarion of inspired divination .and poetry. 

Every reader of the Repu/J/ic will have been struck by the contrast 
betw.een. the. severely critical attitude towards poetry there adopted, 
tenn1na:nng in the exclusion of everything except hymns to the gods 
hnd praises of good men ( 6o7 A), and our present passage. The Republic 

as not a word to say of poetical 'possession', although earlier works 
Apology, Ion and Meno, had recognised it. That is perhaps beca~ 
~ato did not clearly see how to reconcile the appearance in one and 

e same poet of not.I.a Kal !CcxA&, due to tv6ova1cxcrµ6s and of iroi\t.0: 
kal alm1""- Th . . · · d ed · . ' 

- l\r'· IS 1s tn e a question to which he never gives a dear 
~we~, and one on which commentators are for the most part strangely 
~~ ~t .. P~rhaps we should be content to believe that he always thought 
fas t s~ir:iuo~ as a matter of degree, so that there would be no hard and 
wo 1~1s~ndctton between the inspired poet and the uninspired· this 

u · in eed be difficult to reconcile with a literal acceptan~e of 

1 
cf. Wilamowitz 1 p . 'S h · ft auch nie . d ' · 4S9 · o etwas . atte er rue zuvor geaussert· er wird es 

l 1 . "."°1e er tun, weil er nie wiedel" so fUhlen wird ' ' 
t 15 indeed faced by p f. J T • c Q · sacisfied w"th h' , ro • · ate in • • xxm (1929), but I caMot feel 

SYrnptoms 
1 f. •s ~ug~est:Jo? (p. 148) that 'the inspired poet when wrong has the 
0 inspirauon without the reality '. 
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Movata<Jµ~-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;. indee~ the words 
' glorifying the countless mighty deeds of anoent times for the 
instruction of posterity' con1ine that·admiration to the second type of 
admissible poetry mentioned at Rep. 6o7 A. The poet who is ~v6EoS is, 
it 'Would seem, the instrument of a divine ira15Ela. 

The proof that love is a fourth type of 6ela µavla: will, says 
Socrates, be Se1vois µEv 6:rTta-roS, ooq>ots Se mcm'\ (245 c). By 6e1Yot5 
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 µv911<0s \JµVoS (265 c) 
soon to be sung-will be as foolishness. The a~I 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, ~µcpvros tin0vµla and 
rnlKTT1ToS So~a (2370). Lysias's speaker had of course felt no such 
explanation necessary. That divine .as well as human soul ~ust be tak~n 
into account (245c) would be obvious to the a~ol, and ts no surprise 
to readers who know the Pliaedo with its doctrine of the liberation of 
the human soul and the restoration of its divine nature.1 

I See especially Pluwlo Boa, ~ 11'11 ed.., -1 ae~ •.. 611Q16'ranw (~1111) 
1lva1 't"Xfi, and the whole passage down to 8oB 7. 

VIII 

145 C-246A THE IMM ORTALITY OF SOUL 

The immortality of' all Soul' (~Ti ircxaa) is estahlislted hyconsiJeration 
of its function of mwing itself and also heing the principle of moYement 
(apxt'i 1<1v~aec.>~) for all hodies. Soul is hotli ungenerated and inde
structible. 

A]I soul is immortal; for that which is ever in motion is immortal. 24s c 
But that which while imparting motion is itself moved by something 
else can cease to.he 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 o 
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 erinciple of motion: and it is as 
impossible 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,i 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 

i I retain Bume~s reading (after Buttmann) cMi av tn 6pxli yfyvorro, which is 
~~.ly what Cicero (Tusc. 1, S<t) had befons him Jn translating MC ,,W,, 11111 
(/n:;ip~um ~u~tl gigmretur aliunJ1. The other reading, oV!C lw If 6pxf!t yl)'llOITO 
( ; • S1mphaus, Stobaeus), seems to me impossible: the thing in question 
V:oiSd°~) would still come into being from an 6pxit, though not from what 

~ .
1 

° erwlsc have been its drPJ<fi, 
to 'ta retain the ylll101v of the MSS. and Hermelas ln B r, taking it as equivalent 
tion 

0
t';'61J1Wa· For 00Pav0s=univ1rs1, cf. Tim. 28B, 92c; and for the colloca

P®Os and yt..cns cf. Tim. 29B, yMO'lflOS ICCll te6cJµou 6pxfiv. 
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morion from a source within itself is animate or besouled, which implies 
that the nature of soul is what has been said. 

And if this last assertion is correct, namely that 'that which moves 
246 itself' is precisely identifiable 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, O:rr6Se1e1s, 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, 1 and regarded by Plato as incon
trovertible; but the mode of its existence whether incarnate or dis
camate can only be told in terms of myth, in figures and allegories and 
ii:naginative descriptions; as Socrates says at the opening of our next 
section, he cannot tell what attributes the soul has (olov €0-n), but 
only what it resembles (<tl fo1K.E, 24GA). 

What is the precise meaning of 'fl\IX~ irCiaa in the first sentence, lflVXl'i 
irCiaa &eavaros? Scholars both ancient and modem are divided 
between 'all soul' and 'every soul'. Frutiger, who has examined the 
question at some lengtha and has rightly observed that an examination 
of the usage of ir(is 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 246B the phrase 
recurs with the article (nCiaa 'f'i 'fl\/Xfi in the manuscript B, 1\ 'fJVXl'I irCiaa 
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. Papynis 
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 irCiv a&'>µa 
at 24s 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 

1 For 'dialectic ' not in dialogue see Frutiger, Mytliu J1 Platofl, pp. 24~ 
1 op. cit. pp. 131>-4. 
3 But in translating dte distinction must be made, and I have accordingly 

rendered '!NX1' 'lf<!C7Cll &eavaT<>f 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·. G~ye :1 'So f~r as personal imm.ortality is concerned it [sc. our 
present secuoi:J supplies a~ mo.st a neganve argument; that is to say, it 
creares a certain presumption in favour of personal immortality in so 
far as i~ tends. to invalidat~ the popular view of the finality of death. 
There 1s certainly a sense m which the soul survives the death of the 
individual fµ'VVX.011, but whether this soul continues to exist as a 
conscious personality is of course a different question and there is 
nothing in thC: proof o~ immo:tality which we have bee'n considering 
that can be said to furrush a direct argument in favour of it •.•• From 
whatever source he may have derived his justification for believing in 
personal 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 
~1e rea?ing. &~1Kfv11To11 

0
in the next sentence, 'for that which is ever 

in motton ts ui;unortal • I submit that the reading of the papyrus 
(O:CY· 1017), CXVTOKIVT')Tov, thour;h accepted by Robin, cannot out
we1g.h ~e ar~ument from the logic of the passage as a whole. What we 
require m this second sentence is the statement of an axiom or, if the 
te.rm be preferred, an l~~ov, by way of major premiss. Now To 
CXVT0KIVT'JT~11. &eavarov 1s not an lv5o~ov, nor is it so regarded by 
Socrates; 1f it were, he would not need to establish the point that To 
airro ~1110\iv o<irrOTE ;\fiye1 K1\lovµEV011 as he does, partly by the words 
6Te _o\Jl( . O:rro;\etnov lavro, partly by the identification of TO aV-ro 
1<ivo~ with &pxfi K1v1')aEoos and the corollaries drawn from that identi· 
ficat1on.2 

Taking then as our premiss TO &EudVT}TOV &eavarovl we ask •Then 

' T_lze Platonic Conception of Immortality, p. 39. I have omitted one sentence 
!nd~~~c\ ?aye say~ that Plato must have known that he could never prov~ 
Plz •v~ h 'tl;?1°rtahcy. From this I dissent. I believe that both in &p x and 4-Tr: . e mks he has proved it; in Plia•tlo particularly the repeatecf use of 
Socra•:.:a~~6hov ·6166vailan? the like (see Frutiger, P· 136), taken together with 

I ,.,, P a tic cone us1on at 106 s, ircwr6s 11/i>V.011 't"'X1' ci&&vcrTov 1eal avw1.eepo 
ka T.,, 6VT1 fO'oVTa1 It 1:1 I I Ill • II 
couragement of , h 11 " a ~ , Ai&ov, seems conclusive, despite Socrates's en
than Pluuti, onest 0 t at 107a. The final argument of Pliaetlo no less 
the t'm '"1!• appears however to regard personal immortality as a co~ll""' of 

, morta tty of 'soul'. - ~ 

the !~~mp (T:• .Theory of Motion;,. Plato's Lat1r Dialogu1s, p. 3) argues that 
that me ence T 6 &Mo.· .3wijs would be otiose with the reading aV-ro1d11T1Tov. If 
would n3::ts berely that we co~d do without it, I agree; but I cannot see that it 
Robin s ea natural expansion of "TO cNTo!d11T1T011 ~by way of antithesis 

eems to me to mistak d I · f h · h" • 3 If Plato had ' e le og1c o t e section tn IS note on p. lxxvii. 
lion. Deathless our. te~minl~logy, he would probably call it an analytic proposi. 
Yic:e versa. ness 15 imp ted by eternal movement as a contained notion, and 

II Pp 

' 



66 PHAEDRUS 

what is cmidvriTOv?' and discover the answer by means of a dicho
tomy of To 1<lVl"IT6v. Let us for convenience use the symbols A and B 
to denote this dichotomy, A being TO Vn'' &AAou KlvoVµEVOv, B Tl> 
cniTo KtvoOv (To Uf' fomoO Ktvo\tµevov). Now since A's motion de
pends on B continuing to move it, and there is no certain·r;y that B 
will so continue, A is susceptible of the cessation of movement, and 
therefore (if it is a 3lj)ov) of the cessation of life. But in 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 lrnoft.elnav fovr6, to abandon its own nature, 
which is inconceivable. 1 

Hence when we reach the words WrrOTE A.fiya K1vovµevov we have 
answered the question 'What is &E1K{V1"1TOV?' and nothing more is 
qeeded save to show that lfNX1' can properly be substituted for T6 
Vf' lavro\i Ktvovµevov. In other words we might have expected 
Socrates to say now what he says at u, &eav6:rov si m,aaµhiov -roO 
"'' lOVT'OO 1<1vouµivov, 'fNXiiS o\talav T! Ka\ A6yov TOVToV a'li'r6v TIS 
A.fyoov oV!< alO)(\MtTat. Instead of this Plato has thought well to 
strengthen the argument by considering To cniTo K1vow in its aspect 
as &pxt't K1V1'jae<.t>S TOTS &AA01s. 

What then is the substance of this further argument? It may be 
stated briefly: an &pxi'i t<tviiO'EC.l>S can have neither ytveais nor qi&opa, 
it cannot (a) come into being nor (h) pass out of being; for (a) is 
a self-contradictory notion, and if (h) were possible there would be an 
end of all things, since ex li.ypotJzesi there is no other &flxii from which 
either itself or the things whose motion depends on it could be rebom. 
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 &pxi'i Kt\/fiaec..>S 
is &:5uxqi6opov-dearly 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,i but that all ytv£(TIS'-al1 
things that could make up any possible universe-might cease to be: 
in other words that there should be absolutely nothing at all.3 That 

1 It is implied that for B to cease moving A would not be mro'-rlm111 ta!IT6. 
I do not see how it can be denied that this is arbitrary, but without it the argument 
fails. 

' That indeed is not inconceivable, though in fact it will never happen. In 
Tima1U1 (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 For ms are; 'TO 15t6lv 'IT&! ~VT6v. 

J If it be asked, would not the eternal Forms still exist in the absence of all 
yiyv61JMX, I think it a sufficient answer to say that Plato would have deemed this 
an idle question. As to the phrase nlhrrcx TI oClp<Xllbll na11av TI yivmv, it seeJ1l9 
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was a possibility never contemplated by any Greek thinker: even the 
atomists, who held that this molu et madlna munJi 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 (IJ'fNXO\I to describe anything whose 
source of morion is within itself; that implies that the nature of 'fNXi'I 
is self-motion. 

Lastly w_e .should not; that, on the strength of the secondary 
argument, 1t 1s asserted m the final sentence that soul is not only 
&eclvcrroS but also QyE\/Tl"tos. 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' (ToV ad XpOvoV, Meno 86A), and from its affinity to the 
eternal Forms (Pliaedo 79Bff.). Usually he is content with asserting the 
priority ?f the hwt;ian soul to its body, or to its union with the body;1 

and this 1s all that 1s fonnally deduced from the &vaµvria1s doctrine in 
the Phaedo. In the Timaeu.s the account of the creation of the World
Soul follows that of the creation of the body of the wriverse, but we are 
expressly told that the soul is in fact 'earlier and older in becoming and 
in excellence' (34c). The words yMO'El irpoiipav must however be 
~nterp_reted in acco~dance with ~e general scheme of the creation myth, 
m which an analysis of factors m the universe is presented in the guise 
of a cosmogony: both soul and body of the universe are in fact 
everlasting. In Laws x (891-899) the Athenian frequently uses 
ylyveaea1 a.nd ytvecn52 in sp~aking 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 
~ngenerated na~e to be reasserted. The explanation probably is that, 
since the Atheman's purpose is to confute the atheistic materialists who 
make bod~ prior in origin to soul, he adopts their temporal category and 
confines himself to demonstrating the reverse priority.3 

to .he another instance of ambiguous nlis. It may mean either 'any and every 
w;:vrse and any and every sort of Becoming' or 'the whole universe and the 
w ~ e .of Becoming'. But translation and comment have to adopt one or other 
~:'la enng 0~ an ambifuous expression. As to the reading, yiwcn11 should not be 
~ ced, as in Burnet s text, by Philoponus's yil11 ds fv. 

611 e.g. Pliaetlo 87 A: 6Ti 11tv yep ftv 1)~11 ti '+"'Xii Kai 1Tplv als "l'08I TO 1l&s "8tfv oOK 
':"1;r'.1cn 111') °"XI n&w xap1nnc.>r 1<al. •. navv hcav~ <hr®1&1xecn. • 

3 In the re~pirulatory passage of Laws xn (9670) the word yolll\ is used. 
expl n 3:11 art~cle on 'Plato's Theism' in C.Q. xxx (1936) I offered a different 
wro~"31ili" 0 hthe P~zling passages in the Laws. I now believe that to have been 

g, oug I think the main conclusions of my paper may stand without it. 

s·z 
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The whole argument owes something to Alcmaeon, a younger 
contemporary of Pythagoras, as is commonly recognised; b~t the all
important distinction between what is self-moved and what is moved 
by something else was not, so far as ~~ know,, drawn by ~lc?1aeon, 
and there is no reason to doubt that 1t 1s Plato s own disanctJon, 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 (24s 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 TO 
atndVl)TOV &eavcrrov, in other words his approach tO the question 
of soul's immortality by way of the category of 1dvT1a15. 

It has also been rightly observed1 that there is a close connexion 
between the Pliaedrus proof of immortality and the final argument of 
the Pltaedo. 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 S~tes main~i~s) 
the conclusion that soul is immortal hut the tautological propos1tJon 
that so long as soul exists it is alive. What the Phaedrus does i~ to 
remould an argument about the relations of words and concepts 1~to 
one based on observed physical fact, the fact namely of 1dVflO"IS0 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 so~)! and the eter?ity o! that self-moving 
soul is the necessary presuppos1tJon of all physical exis~ence. Alth~~gh 
it would be too much to say that the Phaulrus provides an empmcal 
metamorphosis of the Phaedo's rnetaphysica_I ?r 'rationalist' ar~ment, 
yet it is rooted, as the other is not, m empmcal 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-First Mover. 

1 Plato, 1A1 Ma11 anJ Jiu Work, p. 306. 
a Frutiger, p. 138 n. 1; Skemp, pp. s-10; J.B. Bucy inJ01mw.l of PJ.ilology, XV 

(1886). 

IX 

i46A- 247c MYTH OF THE SOUL. THE CHARIOTEER AND 

TWO HORSES. THE PROCESSION OF SOULS 

Tlte nature of the Soul mu.st he descrihed in a myth. We may compare it 

10 a winged charioteer driving a team of winged horses. Now t!te horses 
bewn.ging to tire souls of gods are all good, hut a human soul has one good 
horse and one evil. So long as its wings are undamaged, the soul travels 
throug/1 the heavens; hut some souls lose their wings, fall to earth and talce 
to themselves earthly hodies. There foOows 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 th.e heaven anti stand upon its hack, contemplating the sights 
beyond as tlrey are carried roU!ld by its revolution. 

As to soul's immortality then we have said enough, but as to its 146 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.1 Now 
all the gods' steeds and all their charioteers are good, and of good 
stock;1 but with other beings it is not wholly so. With us men, in the B 

first place, it is a pair3 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 w01TT•pov belongs to l)v16xov as well as to 3i:Vyovs follows from 1f 1 B 7, 
1Taaa yap fiv "TO 1TQl.a1 1T"T1pW'fl'i. 

' The expression ciya6ol Kai l~ 6:y~11 recurs at :i74A, where it is used of the 
gods themselves and can hardly bear the literal meaning which I take it to have 
here. From the use of 1TO\lllpOs Kd:x ="'lpQv (Ar. Frogs 731, Kniglits 337), we may 
probably infer that the phrase became stereotyped, and often meant no more than 
wholly good •. 

3 !t seems to be generally assumed by commentators that 1f\lyovs in A 7 means 
a pair ~f horses; but the word often means a larger number (see Apo!. 360 and 
~urn~t s note, and cf. Aesch. frag. 346 (Nauck), 1cOyas "TIOprrrnov). Plato, while 
d ~nitely affirming ttiplicity in the souls destined to inhabit human bodies, 

elib,erately leaves ~ague the number of 'parts' of soul in general, and of the 
g~ds souls. Robins assertion (p. lxxx) that avvwpfs means 'un attelage dont les 
c ~vaux so~lt couples mais ne sont pas identiqucs ' is supported by no evidence, 
~tdseerns mc~mp~tible with."Thcvc.>v ~wpl6a (used of Medea's children) at Eur. 

ta 1145; it evidently springs from the erroneous assumption about 3flly0(. 
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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. Thus 

c 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 sout•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. It is 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,1 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 

' ceavcnov in c 6 stands for 31!>ov (nominative) 6&avo:Tov faxw ~. 
The meaning is that the 34\a to whom we commonly apply the epithet 
&eavcrra, the anthropomorphic gods of Homer, are the creations of fancy. 
Whether there are or are not immortal beings composite of soul and body is for 
the present left open. • 

a This abrupt transition to the account of the celestial procession is arresnng, 
and doubtless intentional. 

l For this meaning of 6:pµa cf. Eur. H.F. 881, 6pµaa1v fv6!5<.>a1 llfvTpov. 
1 J take 8401 n kal lh4~0So1 as a hendiadys. 
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co 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 8 
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 the souls that are called immortal, so soon as they are at the summit, 
come forth and stand upon the back of the world: and straightway the 
revolving heaven carries them round, and they1 look upon the region$ c 
without. 

_It will.he convenient, be~ore commenting on the general purport of 
this sectton, to call attennon to the assertions that soul 'cares for• 
(hnµO.dcrltat) the inanimate (246B) and that Zeus heading the prcr 
cession of souls, orders and 'cares for' all things 

1
(246B)· for these 

are noteworthy as being the earliest intimation of the cen~ doctrine 
of Plato's theology, a doctrine common to the myth of the 
Timaeus and the rational exposition of Laws x. In the latter work the 
priority ~f soul to body is either indistinguishable from or immediately 
~nvolves its .con~ol of body (892A, 896c); this control is however not 
m all cases intelligent and providential, for a distinction is drawn be
tween ben:ficent soul and maleficent (896E), or between I.JN)(~ voW 
TTpoaAaf3ovaa and I.JN)(~ avo{~ ~woµhn, (897B). The speaker is 
vague as t? t~e precise sco~e and effects of the latter, but clearly it has 
the same significance as the Necessity' of the Timaeus, which is for the 
m?st_part persuaded and ruled by Reason (48A): it is in fact the 
principle of cosmic imperfection or evil. It is, however, the 'best' soul 
that. controls the great cosmic movements, 'the whole course and 
m~tton ?f the heavens' (897c) and 'cares for the whole universe• 
(!iflA~v. ws "ri)v &plCTTT)v 'JNX~V cpartov rn1µEf1Etcrlta1 TOV 1<6crµov mxv
T~s, ihul.). Whether Plato means a single 'best soul• or the best 
kind of s~ul need not be discussed here; in either case I.JN)(~ vow 
TTpoa~a13ovcr~, or.the V~\is f3a~;>..£Vs olJpavoO -re 1<a:I yi\s"-and these 
a(re ~trtually 1~ent1cal, sin~e vovs must always come to be 'in a soul• 
Phil. 3oc, Ttm. 3oa)--1s Plato's God in the truest sense of that 

word-the. sense in which it is used in all theistic systems though the 
V.:~rbdl 6£6~ is used by him of other divine beings also i~cluding the 
Yl.s1 e uruve~. ' 

I 

lines 
0~: refers t~ the sam.e souls as CIVTGs, and is not in antithesis to al J,1611 two 

248A ove. Tlus al lliv as not answered. until we reach al 116 4Mai \jlll)(al at 
the 8 ~· f~r Socrates breaks off into a long description of the limpovpdivias -r61ros and 

' " ,..I~. a Phil 28 c. 
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Here in the Plraedrus 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 'f'VX~ '!Taaa ncnrros bnµwlTcxt ToO 
~ov, n&vra 5~ ovpavov 'TTEpl'TToAEl do not ind:ed de~nitely preclude 
such a conception, but neither do they sug~est 1t; wh!le the bnlliAeta 
exercised by Zeus is plainly a beneficent ranonal 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 ~ be readily tran.slated i~to 
what they stand for.1 It is of course obvious that the chanoteer wuh 
his two horses symbolises the tripartite soul familiar to us from Rep. 1v, 
the soul composite of a reflective or calculativ~ _Patt (Aoy1o-r1K6v), 
a 'spirited' or pass!onate (6vµoE15ts),. and an ~ppentive (bn6':'1ll)TIKov). 
But there is much 1n the present secuon and m the pages which follow 
that cannot be so translated, and that Plato does not intend to be 
translated · for the most part t11e myth is the vision of a poet whose 
images a~ not disguised doctrine but sprin~ fro'? a non-ra~o.nal 
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.:a 

This warning is especially needed in respect of the present section, 
with its majestic picture of the procession of souls. We a~e :iot to look 
here for astronomical doctrine allegorically expressed; 1t 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 a;e undoubtedly 
those familiar to every Athenian from the altar set up in the Agora by 

• It is obvious that Plato's myths arc not all of one kind. ~robahly the. m~st 
helpful classification is that of Frutiger into allegorical, ge~uc .~d pa~ascuntifa 
(p. 180). He recognises indeed that this must not be applied ~g1dly: Each has 
a dominant character which justifies its being assigned to a definite class, ~ut they 
often trench on other classes in this or that parti~lar: (p. 181). or the third~'"£ 
to which he assigns our present myth, he wntes: To complete the resu 0 ( 
>.6yos, to extend them beyond the limits of pure re:ison, to ta~ the place, bywayo 
&<mpos w>.oOt, of dfalectic when it comes up against some unpene~le mystery 
-that is the function of those myths which, for want of a better epithet, ~e have 
called parasdentific' (p. 223). I would agree that our myth belongs t~ this cl~ 
with the reservation (which Frutiger would doubtless accept) that It contains 

a large measure of allegory. . h th l 11 • From the standpoint of the rationalist, when he looks back on t e my • t 
all nm15ia, 'playfulness' (26sc). Cf .. Cornf?rd, Pf.ato's Cosmology, p. 32, on~ 
myth of the Timaeus: 'There remains an irreducible element of poetry, ~hi 
refuses to be translated into the language of scientific prose.' The !1maiud 
however gradually sheds its mythical character, and sets forth und1sguise d 
doctrine in physics and physiology: the Phaedrus myth is mythical to the endlrln 
yet (as we shall see) ls Interrupted by occasional 'parentheses' of rational doc ne 
such as that at 249&-c. 
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the younger Pisistratus towards the end of the sixth century,1 and 
from the east frieze of the Parthenon. :a Zeus and Hestia are mentioned 
here and later (2p.c-253 B) we hear of Ares, Hera and Apollo. But 
save' for the mention of their going to feast (247A 8; cf. Iliad 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, permits a 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, Timaeus, Laws,and the doubtfully genuine Epinomis; but 
it was already implicit in such casual allusions as that of Rep. so8A 
(Twv lv ovpavc;> 6EC>v), and for that matter every Greek thought of the 
heavenly bodies as divine, though they did not figure in official cults, 
as the Epinomis (988A) recommends that they should. The semi
metamorphosis of Homer's gods into stlr-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." 

It has been too readily assumed, both in ancient and modem rimes, 
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 he 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 I know, have been proposed are both impossible. 

The first identifies Hestia not with a central earth, but with the central 
fire of a Pythagorean cosmology well known to us from Aristotle (Je 
cae/o 293A 18ff.) and attributed by Stobaeus (Eel. 1, 21) and Aetius to 

1 Thuc. vr, s4• 
R 

1 
On, whic~, however, Hestia was replaced by Dionysus (Weinreich in 

Thscher s Lexicon der gr. und rom. Mythologie s.v. 'Zwolfg<>tter', p. 823; Guthrie, 

3
e Greeks and their Gods, p. ur). 
• 6il~o501, ~ wo:d commonly used for the orbits of heavenly bodies. 

. H The earliest literary allusion to the 'centrality' of Hestia (who Is not a goddess 
~~. 0 "?er himself) is in Homeric Hymn (v) to Aphrodite, l. 30: 1<ai ,.. 11ia<i> ol1<<i> 

11~ dp f3n-o, wrap t>.oOaa. For Hestia as the earth, cf, .Eur.frog. 944N: l«XI fata 
lip· 'ECJ'tlav 6t a' ol oc,ol I ~poTWll l(Q).aiia111 tillM!v tv al8lp1 and Soph.frag. ssSN. 
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Philolaus; but more than a century ago it was pointed out by H. Manin' 
that the total number of bodies in this system was not eleven, hut ten; 
moreover it is improbable, as H. von Amim remarks,' that earth, 
moon and sun (and, one might add, the counter-earth postulated in 
this system) should be represented as leaders of hosts of star-souls. 

The other view is ·that given by Robin in his note on 247 A. This 
goes back at least to the commentary of Chalcidius (fourth century A.D.) 
on the Timaeus,3 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 984nff., where however nothing 
is said of any &pxoVTEs of the daemons inhabiting them, though thjs 
is essential to Chalcldius's interpretation. 

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

As against these planetary interpretations, some scholars have seen 
here an allusion to the twelve signs of the Zodiac, or rather to the 
twelve deities guardin~ 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 b~ides 
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 Plialtlrus, identified these 
deities with the twelve Olympians; and there is perhaps a trace of this 
in the proposal at Laws 828 c 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 Pluutlrus itself, they seem confined to the passage 2s20-2S)B, 
which however seems to me explicable without them.6 

• Etwla 1ur u Timi1 11, p. 114. I owe this reference to Prof. J. B. Skemp 
(Tiu Tli,or;y of Motion in Plato'1 Lat1r Dialogu11, p. 72) who follows Martin in 
rejectlng the idenillicatlon. • Plato111 Jug1nJJialo91, P• 184, 

s p. n7f. Wrobel: 'Volucris uero currus imperatoris dei apiaries intellegenda 
est, qula et prima est ordine et agilior ceteris omnibus motibus, sicut ostensum est. 
Undedm u.ero partes exerdtus dinumerat hactenus: primam aplanem, deinde 
septem planetum, nonam aetheris sedem, quam incolunt aetherii daemonet, 
declmam al!riam, undecimam umectae suhstantiae, duodecimam terram, quae 
inmobllis ex conuersione mundi manet.' 

4 cf. Manillus, Astron. u, 434: 'noscere tutelas adiectaque numina slgnis.' . 
s But it is difficult, as von Amim (Joe. cit.) uotes. to fit into this interpretation 

the remark about Hestia. • 
' On this whole question see J. Bidez, 'Platon, Eudoxeet l'Orient', in Bul/1"11 

Acatl. B1l/Pgu1 xix (193)), pp. 19sff. and i73ff.; A. J. Festugl~re, 'Platon,~ 
!'Orient', in Riv. J, Pltilo/09i1 XXI (1947), pp. s ff. ; and E. R. Dodds In J.!f~· 
LXV (194s), p. 14f. It was Prof. Dodds's paper that directed me to that ofB1dd. 
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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 discamate 
souls, both those which are destined to be united to human, and 
perhaps 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.1 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 attained 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 Pluutlo 
we find simplicity of soul and its restriction to voOs: in Rep. rv 
tripartition, though with some expression of doubt (43so); in Rep. x 
a suggestion (tentatively enough expressed) that the soul in its 'true 
nature' may be incomposite (611 o-612A); here in the Pliaetlrus 
tripartition of the human soul, before and after its incarnation and 
composite souls of gods; in the Timaeus (69cff.) tripartition ag;in of 
the human soul, with local habitats for the three parts and restriction 
?f immortality ~o r~son, but again some expression of doubt (720); 
m Laws x attnbuuon 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 Timaeus one of the 
latest; and since the appearance of Comford's edition of the Timaeus 
I do not deem it necessary to argue that the Tim<Uus 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 
~rom tJ:e apxfi 'fNXiiS &ecXva-ros (69c, called To 6Eiov at 690), which 
is provided by the Demiurge himself as distinct from the subordinate 
gods :who provide the 'fNXiiS 6vT)Tov ytvos (69E), 'dread and necessary 
~f!ecttons: first pleasure, the strongest lure of evil; next pains that take 
ight from good; temerity moreover and fear, a pair of unwise 

~unsellors, pas~ion hard to entreat, and hope too easily led astray; 
ese they combined with irrational sense and desire that shrinks from 

of~~ excelle?t discussion will be found in Frutiger, pp. 16-96, taking account 
1 views of importance down to 1930. 

dcm P/bo,. I, P· 4?S: 'Er hat es tatslichlich zu keiner vollen logischen Einheit in 
3 3ge racht, v.;as er Uber die Mens~henseele lehrt und glauht.' 

enum 97 A, ~ury s translatlon. Possibly the lfNX~ whose •motions• are here 
soul ~~t~dd1,5 ~athcr 'fl\IXti ,.aoa (the totality of soul, including both the world

tn 1v1dual souls) than the world-soul itself: but peu importt. 
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no venture, and so of necessity compounded the mortal element'.1 All 
this implies that emotions and desires are evil and no part of the 'true' 
soul. Although it is not explicitly said that the di~ine~ immortal part 
of soul is reason, yet it is located in the head which 1s Tc;)v iv fiµtv 
ir&v-roov OE01Towvv (440), while the part located in the breast is Tov 
Myov K<XTf}Koov (70A). Clearly the immortal part is the 'simple' soul 
of the Ph.aedo; no less dearly the mx6fiµo.-ra excluded here 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 ~oul ess;ntiall~ (i~ !t~ 'true 
nature ') divorced from all physical functions, all lower act1vmes, and 
a more secular and scientific conception of soul as essentially a source 
of motion both to itself and to Ta &:A'Aa, of '¥V)(1'\ irO:cra as 1Ta\ITQs Tov 
~ov tmµV.ovµE\/T) (246u). The 'motions' or functions of soul, in 
the latter view cannot be divorced from the body that it 'cares for': 
it can only mo;e 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, 81avo1a cx\rrii ov8iv KIVEi.i 

It is significant that the two dialogues in which the moving f uncti.on 
of soul is prominent-Phaedrus and Laws-are the only two In which 
passions (emotions) and desires are cle~r!y attributed .to discamate 
soul. The Laws in effect, though not exphatly, regards d1scamate s?~I 
as tripartite and if for that reason alone, we ought to take the explicit , , . 1 3 
statement of the Pliaedrus to that effect as serious y meant. 

In the souls of the gods both horses are 'good and of good st?ck ·~ 
One hesitates whether or not to 'translate' this statement; but tf we 
are to do so I think d1e implication is that, whereas the tripartition of 
Rep. JV wa~ deduced from the fact of moral conflict, we may still 
postulate three4 parts of soul when there is no question of such 
conflict: even 'pure' soul is 6vµOE16fis and. hn9vµ~TIKOs as well as 
AOYIO'TIKQs. It may further be observed wtth Frutiger (p. 82) that 
the doctrine seems necessary to account for the fall of the soul (246c). 

Scholars have speculated as to the source of the chariot-~mage;Y· 
I can see little resemblance between Plato's chariot and that in which 

1 Tima1us 690, Comford's translation. 1 ~st. E.!'f. u39A 36. • 
) Here I disagree with Taylor, P/atQ, p. 307, and W1l~ow1tz,.Platon 1, P• -467· 

•Das komplizierte Bild des Seelenwagens mit den zwei ver~ch1eden gemu~o 
Rossen ist allein fllr das Vcrhalten der Scele lm. Menschenle1be erfunden; da 1~ 
es von glllcklichstcr Wirkung, und um des w1llen hat Platon es In den Ka 
genommen, dass die Rosse Wille (sic) und Degierde vor ~en ~agen der Seel~; 
schon ehe sie das erstemal eingekt>rpert ist, gespannt sind, Ja dass auch d 
G6ttersee.le so komplizlert ist.' 

4 Or perhaps more than three: see note on :i.fGA, p. 69 above. 
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parmenides' made his journey to an unnamed goddess, passing the 
ates of Night and Day, and guided by the daughters of the sun: 

~qually doubtful is any allusion to the chariot of Empedocles, of which 
we hear in a single obscure line;2 neither of these poets suggests any 
comparison to the soul.3 But surely the representation of the ruling 
part of soul as a charioteer is so obvious and natural, especially in view 
of the common metaphorical use of 'r'iv1oxroe1v and its cognates,4 that 
we need look no further than to the Repuhlic itself for the simile. That 
the hor.;es (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.S I know of no parallel to d1e 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 2460. 

I Dids-Kranz, Pors. 288 I. • au. )IB 3, line f· 
J More possible is a reminiscence of the two immortal horses of Achilles 

(l/iaJ XVI, 1-48-S-4), though there is nothing to correspond to the trace-horse of 
that passage, 6s ~al Gvii'T6s lwv fnd• hnro1s Mavdrro1cn. 

• An early and apposite example is Anacreon 1v, 1, s: oO. 1l&Qs 6T1 'ffls l11ijs I 
't'VXi'IS f)vioxn111s. s Pindar 0/. 1, 87. 
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:r.47c-248E THE souL•s VISION OF TRUE BEING. 

ITS FALL AND INCARNATION 

Jn the region a.hove the lteavens is tlaat ~rue Being whic.'1. ~ appr~~enJea.hy 
reason alone. This is the food that sustauis tire gods; tlits ts the vision whuft 
they contemplate until the revolution is comple.ted, a~er which they return 
liame and give refres'liment to the steeds of their chariots. . 

Other souls share in the vision in different degrees, according to the 
difficulty experienced by their drivers in con~r?lling their horses; many get 
their wings broken, and none have the full vwon; so t.~ey fall hack and eat 
the food of semh/ance (TpocpT\ 5o~cxcrrfi). . • 

Tlze fallen souls are first incarnated not m .the ho'!ies of /qwer anunaJs_, 
but of men. There are nine types of luin:an life amgned to them at their 
first birth, ranging from that of the philosopher, who lza.r had the fallut 
vision of true Being, to that of the tyrant, who has seen least. 

247 c Of that place beyond the heavens none of our earthly poets h:'-5 yet 
sung, and none shall sing worthily. But this is the manner of tt, 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 eve.n 

0 as the mind of a god is nourished by reason and knowledge, so also ts 
it with every soul that has a care to receive her proper food;' wheref?re 
when at last she has beheld Being she is well content, and contemplating 
truth she is nourished and prospers, until the heaven's revolution 
brings her back full circle. And while she is ~ome round she discerns 
justice, its very self, and likewise tem~rance, and ~ov:tedge, no~ the 
knowledge that is neighbour to Becommg and varies with the various 

E objects to which we commonly ascribe being, but the veritable kn?w
ledge of Being that veritably is. And when she has contemplated hk~ 
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 o 1 is so expressed that the gram_matical 
subject of~~ and the following verbs is mind both di.vine and ~0!1-divine! ~et 
logically the inclusion of the latter is parenthetical: that 1s to say, 1t is the febciJ 
of the divine souls that is described down to E 6, the reference to other SO 

5 

being momentarily dropped, and only resumed at :i48A 1. 
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chariot.eel' 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, 1 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.2 But when she is not 
able so to follow, and sees none ofit, 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 o 
b~st, 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 

' Just as 6pnfi often means successful performance of function, so -ia here 
means, not 'vice', but imperfect functioning. 

1 
The words 6Trit110Y<X and Qfl~f\ doubtless imply exemption from the fall into 

a ~ody, as Henneias says. The sentence is probably meant to provide for the 
existence of Sall'Ollls intermediate between gods and men (cf. cnp<rT1dt ~,..ml 
8a1116\l(j)y, :i46E). 

3 
At the nature of the mischance (OWTVXla) Plato has left us to guess: even in 

\myth he will not affect to reveal the full secret of pre-natal sin, though he hints k ~t something must he posrulated over and above the defective vision of true 
eing. 
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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 fanner, 
the eighth in a sophist or demagogue,1 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 V"TTEpovpav1os T6tros 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 -rpocpfi' of.:1.470 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 Robin2 whether the 
mp!oSos occupies twenty-four hours or the whole time of a TiAEOS 
tv1cnrr6s-the magnus annus completed when all the heavenly bodies 
have returned to the same relative positions (Timaeus 390). There is 
not the slightest ground for finding the magnus annu.s here; on the 
other hand a period of twenty-four hours is plainly ridiculous. T~e 
question, however, is futile because it wrongly assumes that myth ts 
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 ?r 
theories: the revolution is not conceived as occupying any Jejiniu 
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 Or~hic belief. . . . 

No earlier myth has told of a vrrEpovpav1os TOlToS, but this ts not 
the first occasion on which true Being, the ovakx 6VT(o)S o~aa, has 

• &11110K011"1ic6l (T) la preferable to &fl110T1116f (B), and is accepted by Burnet and 
Robin. The word means 'mob-flatterer', but 'demagogue' conveys the sense 
sufficiently well since for Plato the leader of the &fli.ics is always its K6M:I~. In 
Sopli. 2688 the .;,,ord &1111oll.oy1K6f Is used. 1 p. lxxxv. 
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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 voT]TOS TOlTOS contrasted with a 6po:T6s (508c): 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 
\m'Epovpavaos TOlTOS occurs in the simile of the Cave in Rep. vn, where 
we are plainly told that the prisoners' ascent into the light of day 
symbolises Ti)v els Tov voT\Tov -r61Tov Tf)5 '1JVXilS miosov (S 17s); in fact 
the voT]TOs TOlTOS of the first simile has in the second developed into 
a real spatial symbol. In the myth of the Pliaedo, which no doubt 
precedes the Repu/;/ic, the simile of the Cave is, so to say, anticipated 
in another fom1: the world of sense-experience lies in a hollow of the 
earth (which has many such hollows), anrl 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 Pli.aedrus, the wings 
of his fancy take a higher flight; the world of true Deing is not merely 
above the earth, but above the very heaven, extra jlammantia moenia 
mu11di. 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'; hut 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 the eternal, unchanging (unmoved) 
Forms. In the Sophist (248Aff.) be will argue through the mouth of 
the Eleatic Stranger, and in opposition to these EISwv cplho1 who 
insisted on the exclusive reality of the elST\, that 10 1TCXVTEAW5 i5v 
comprises both O:idVT)Ta and 1<1vouµeva: and since there is there no 
~int 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 
(3ocff.) however, the myth, taken at its face value, assigns a higher 
Statu~ to the Forms, since the VOT\TOV 3i;>ov is the model to which the 
~em1urge looks in fashioning both the soul and body of the universe; 
tf the .F~rms are then in some sense prior to the world-sou.I, they must 
a for~1ori be prior to individual souls. Here in the Phaedrus the same P:1onty appears to be attached to them, by giving them a location 
higher than that of the heavenly dwelling-place of souls; though it is 
moral.Forms, Justice and Temperance (2470) and Deauty (25oc) that 
Pl~to is chiefly1 thinking of rather than the Forms of 3~a, as in the 
Timaeus, 

1 

Y Ct the words Ta:Al\Q: .:,aaVrWf TC 6't1Q 6VTCAJS 9rCJ11aiilYl\ (2'47£) allow for other 
types. 
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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 mythical 
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 f0: 
a commentator on the Timaeru. It may, however, be noted that a little 
later (249c) 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' (h<Elvo1s ... 1Tpbs olamp 6Ebs &v 
&eT6s lOTtv) . 

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 
Salµe.:>v is one of the main tenets of Orphism, most familiar to us 
through the fragments of Empedocles's religious poem Purifications.1 

But there are here elements of what M. Dies has called3 'transposition' 
or adaptation, as distinct from mere borrowing: thus the 'oracle of 
Necessity', &vO:yl<Tis XPflµa (Empedocles II s), is probably echoed in 
the eeaµos 'A8pa<M11as, but the contents of the two are only partly 
identical; the 'plain of truth' or' meadow' recalls. but wholly changes, 
the •ATl'}s AE1µoov of Empedocles 121.3 Later (2soB-c) we shall find 
a similar 'transposition' of the mystery-rites of Eleusis. 

A notable expression is the 'food of semblance' (Tpocp'I') So~acm'), 
248s), on which the fallen soul feeds. This is of course the antithesis of 
vovs Kai rn1cm'i1.1n by which the discamate souls are sustained (247D), 
and is no doubt intended to recall to the reader familiar with the simile 
of the Divided Line (Rep. v1) the double contraSt between 'opinable' 
and intelligible objects as well as between the 'TT'aih;l.laTCX IJNXfiS, the 
conditions of soul when cognising those objectS respectively; Tpof'll 
So~acm'i is half-unreal food and food appropriate to the condition of 
S6~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 Necessiiy' 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 mploSos ?f 
248 c 4, despite our refusal to do so earlier. After what has been Sllld 
above this need cause us no embarrassment; the period of revolution 
has in fact become the Orphic period of 1000 years (the acrual figure 

I Hence Diets-Kranz print the whole passage 1488 s-2498 s in their 
Empedocles chapter as An/clans. 

~ In a valuable chapter of Autour J'1 Platon: sec especially pp. 432-49. For 
Orphic elements In the Platonic myths sec the parallel lists in Frutiger, pp. 214-tSo· 

i Jn Gorgia1 f2.f A the ~111dw is the place of judgment of souls. 

ORDER OF MERIT OF LIVES 

l given in the next section, mp16S(j) Til x1A1n-d, 249A 7) which 
~ sed between one incarnation and the next.1 

e a~inally we come to the 'order of merit' of lives, the highest of which 
f: Jls to the lot of those who have had the fullest vision of the Fonns, 
~e lowest to those who have seen least. 2 The series seems to be one of 
decreasing worth to society. The first life needs no comment, save that 
the cpiA6KaAoS, µova1K6s and lpc..>T1K6s are not persons other than the 
fV.6aocpoS, but denote aspects of him, the first two being virtual 
synonyms, 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 1Toh£µ1Kbs Kcxl &px1K6s 
conjoined with the paa!Ae\ls (woµ05 in this second class is best under
stood as a subordinate sharing his military and civil duties and 
responsibilities, the adjective ~0µ05 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 
noA1T1K65 may be understood as roughly corresponding to our 
administrative civil servant, while the olKovoµn<6s is the head of 
a household and the XPf'll.laTto-rn<6s 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 forrunes of 
all their fellows, their integrity counts for less socially. Hence if there 
are to be persons ofless 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 

)

1 
The 1000-year Orphic period is implied in Empedodes's sllltement (frag. 11 f, 

20 that the fallen soul must wander apart from the gods for thrice ten thousand 
lleaSOns (,.prs ~iv ~vplat cr>?af ano ~ cUa>.fla8al). 30,000 seasons ... 10,000 years 
(see Taylor, Plato, p. 308), and this corresponds to the ht\ 11(ip1a made up of ten 
f:P~o&o, x•>.'.ntts in 249 A. It has usually been thought that there is a discrepancy 
in 

1 
een tlus and the myth of &p. x, inasmuch as the latter makes the 1000 years 

Ad ude the earthly lifetime reckoned at 100, whereas the Pl11uJrus does not (see 
am on Rep. 615 A). But Frutiger (p. 2Sf) argues that the mplol!of x~im'if of 

d~" ~trm~s from .the beginning, not the end, of an earthly life. Thu may be 
i tit .ut if there 1s a discrepancy it is of little importance. . 

~ is clear from 249B s that all human souls have seen something; hence 
c:S·~ .µ)fi ·~TJ ~148c s) must not be pressed to mean utter failure, and lhWts 

3 T 4 5 • o d be understood as 'without full success'. 
sucee ~· thii· Interpretation I do not consider it a valid objection that in the 
xsn1~1::.~:ves there is real discrimination, e.g. between '1fo>.m1e6s, ol1C0110~1.0S and 
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hannful 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) yvµvacml<t'i has a 
beneficial effect upon the soul as well, but even there it is argued that, 
unless duly tempered by µovO"tKf}, its effect is bad.1 

The µCXVTtKos j31os i) TEAecrr11<6s, which comes fifth, is no doubt that 
of the shadier sort of religious 'expert' to whom Socrates refers with 
such contempt at Rep. )64a.ff.; Plato is not thinking here of the 'divine 
madness' found in a Pythia or a Sibyl, and the µearns here is an 
olwv1crr11<6s. 

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. Tate1 

that µlµT)CJIS 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 µlµT)<YtS which is 
condemned in the Repuhlic; it need not, and indeed cannot, imply that 
every sort of 'Tl'OIT)TtKOS 1310s 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 surw 
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;l 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.4 

The penultimate life is that of the sophist or the demagogue, for 
whose close relation we may refer to Sophut 268s-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. 

I ol µl11 yvµva<rrncfl mcp6-r<i> xp11aa11£110l ayp1<i>Ttpo1 ToiJ Stovros O:rropal11ova111 (/Up. 
4100). • C.Q. xxn (1928), pp. 16ff. 

J Cf. &p. 49S E, with Adam's informa[ive note. 
• The third class actually includes all 'producers': but by commonly referring 

to it as the class of 611µ1ovpyol Kai ytc.>pyol Plato shows that it is labourers of whom 
he is chiefly thinking. At Laws 8460 the practice of manual crafts is forbidden 
to citizens. 

XI 

248.E-2490 REINCARNATION AND FINAL LIBERATION OF 

THE SOU L. THE PHILOSOPHER'S PRIVILEGE 

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

Incarnations may he in ~n a.nimal body, but the first is always in that of 
a man. M_an' s fOwer 10 th~ conctP,t~ally is due. to his reminiscence of die 
Forms which hu soul !Jeheld ui the dtv1ne processwn; and the philosopher's 
~arlier liher~tion is due to his constant devotion to tlie Forms and his liYing 
trt conformtty thereto. Detached from men's ordinary pursuits lie is 
accounted iruane, thoug!t in fact he is possessed~ a god. ' 

Now in all these incarnations he who lives righteously has a better 148 E 

lot for his portion, and he who lives unrighteously a worse.1 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.a Such a soul, if with three 
revolutions of a thousand years she has thrice chosen this philosophic 
life, regains thereby her wings, and speeds a:way 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 
home alofr by Justice to a certain region of the heavens,3 there to Jive 

' These wo~ds refer, not to the fi.nal destiny of the souls, but to the period of 
reward or pu~1s?mcnt between two Incarnations. They are caught up again in the 
srtence ,1J:g1nmng ~t 249A St and the intervening lines, referring to the soul's 
~ ti~e ome-com1.ng' and to the spe~ial privilege in respect thereto enjoyed ir P ~sophers, are In effect a parenthesis. The y6p of E s conceals, as often, an 
e ~pse: (I do not speak as yet of his ultimate 110tpa) for •••• • 

d These are not two different persons, any more than the •1'.6Ka1.~ "°"°'~ 
an fP<o>TIK~ were different from the •1:>.6ac>fOS at 2480 2. But that rhls is the 
casi we.shall not fully understand until later in the myth. 
so 1 ThW ~apie phrase is probably intended to suggest a different habitat for the 
tin~l w c ;s not yet rewi.nged (liberated from d1e !Mc:>.Qf ywfcmos) from the 
n heavenly abode. Guthne (Orpheus, pp. 184£.) points out that the distinction 
ai'::sary ?n ?rph!c principles, between Elysium and a yet higher sphere is 00; 

ys IIlalntained 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 choice 
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 was 
aforetime in a man goes back to a man again. For only the soul that 
has beheld truth may enter into this our hwnan 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;1 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 alone1 

should recover her wings: for she, so far as may be, is ever near in memory 
to those things a god's nearness whereunto makes him truly god.3 
Wherefore if a man makes right use of such means of remembrance, 4 

1 I accept Heindorf's insertion of T6 before kar' r16os, since I do not think 
aw1tvC11 Ken' &15os >.ay6111Vcw is possible Greek for •to understand by way of what 
is called a Form'; that would need aw1t11<J1 ICCrTC Tb d6cs >.ay. or avv1(11<J1 iccn' lf5os 
>..y. TI. My translation follows the interpretation of von Amim (op. cit. p. 198): 
•Zurn Wesen der menschlichen Seele geMrt es Tb KCrT' dSos >.cy. zu verstehen, d.h. 
W~rter, welche Allgemeinbegriffe bezeichnen.' In the same line I accept 
Badbam's 16\rr' for 16v. Not only is there force in Thompson's comment that 
'to speak of the llllcs itself as 16v, proceeding or advancing to a "unity", itself 
hling that "unity" which is the result of the process, is a licence of bad writing in 
which it is difficult to believe that PJato would indulge', but also the received 
text seems bad Platonism, inasmuch as it can hardly fail to imply that the 1£5os 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 
M~ doctrine (cf. J. Stenzel, Srut/Un rur El'llWlclung Ju plat. Diaklctilc, p. 107, 
and von Amim, op. cit. p. 200). It is the man, not the a18os, who proceeds Crom a 
plurality to a unity which may rightly be described as ).oyloµljl OV1101po\111&11011, since 
6v6:\llll)otS involves or is accompanied by a generalising process, although the 
object recollected is not a mere universal. For this use of liven cf. R•P· 4761: 
ol. .. trr' Mb Tb koJ..l:w llwcm>l lfll<JI. No doubt l6VT<1 lf' lv would be expected rather 
than 16vTa lls Iv, but cf. ~aaa •Is Tb 611 611Tt.lS in c 3 below. 

• The word 'alone' is si:rictly inconsistent with 248B S-7, where It Is impl~ 
that all souls ultimately regain their wings. But in the present sentence PJato 1.9 

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 mip<.>01s. 

3 I retain e.tas, but in English one can hardly speak of a god as 'godlike'. 
• Thompson says •the rllln, it would seem, are not themselves ma but only 

"memoranda" suggestive of 6vra'. I think this is wrong. Tots To1oiiT01s <mo-
11vl\11aa1v are not d1e al6rt denoted by Culvo1s In the previous line: 1.he words mean 
such reminders of the Forms by their Imperfect sensible copies as the M11llfl01S 
doctrine assens: see Plia1tlo 73cff. The philosopher employs these aright (6p8Qr 
~lll"oS) when he conforms his conduct to what he is reminded of. So at Rq· 

THE PHILOSOPHER'S RELEASE 

and ever approaches to the full vision of the perfect mysteries, 1 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 o 
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 Ph.aedo, according 
to which the philosopher escapes after a single lifetime (800-81 A).3 
A difference from the Gorgia.s and Repuhlic myths is the absence of 
eternal punishment4 which may have been asserted in the earlier 
dialogues only out of deference to Homer;S in the Pluudrus 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 
Republi&, where the words &El C'xv elev al a\rrai (61 u) preclude 
ah5orption, of the Plraedo (114c), and of the Timaeus (420-0). No 
doubt belief in individual immortality should involve belief in the 
~ntinuity of memory,6 and Plato's doctrine of avaµVTJcns does not 
~nvolve any 11.erso~al memory, memory, that is, of personal experiences 
in a former life; rndeed the non-existence of such personal memory is 
recognised symbolically in the myth of Rep. x where the souls come to 

S40 A the phil?so~her-rulers use the Form of Good as a pattern {irap0at1yµa), 
and order their city and themselves accordingly (1~ Tb ~aeov a<rr6, irapa
&llr'crr' ~ ""'V<i>• Kai ir6Alv 1<al lll1c:nas 1<al IClllTO\)s ICOO)lllv Tlw hri>.011ro11 jllov). 

The words Tt>.Jovs 611 TU.nas ~as are untranslatable slnce n>.oGwvas 
mea~s b.oth 'being initiated' (sc. into a mystery, or revelation df sacred. objects) 
:"~. being ma~e .~erfect or ;omplete' (I.e. realising to th.e full the moral and 
pimual potcnttal111es of ones nature). The Greek words for myst.ry initiate 

and perfect all derive from the same root seen in its simplest form 'in TD.cs' 
'end' 'g )' • ...r • • ' ' , oa. , penect1on . In saying TfAfos 6vrc.is 116vcs ylyvn-cn Plato hints that 
~e Ket:~~on is not to be won by participation in the ordinary mysteries. 

to ~This i~ perhaps sufficiently explained by closer adherence In the Pliiutlrus 
e .details of Orphic eschatology. The Plra1tlo passage is not-or at least not 

~tensibly-i:iythical. The Repuh/ic myth says nothing of the final liberation but 
: Gay ~e simply due to a limitation of purvlew. ' 
6 o~gr~ s2s c, Rtp. 61 s cff. s cf. Guthrie, Orplitus, p. 168. 

wh S~ it is recorded of Pythagoras that 'in life he could recall everything and 
en e died he still kept the same memory' (D.L. vm, 4.). ' 
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the Plain of Lethe and drink the water of Unmindfulness (621A). 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 &v6:µvria15 doctrine 
sufficiently met it.1 

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' (l<Afipcuc115 n 1<00 cxipea15), which are 
dwelt on at length in the Myth of Er, but here only thus brief\y 
alluded to;2 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, th; transmi~rati~n of. human souls into 
animal bodies. Did Plato senously believe m this?J There are un
doubtedly difficulties in the way of accepting an affirmative answe~ to 
this question, difficulties which have been set out perhaps most f~rcibly 
by Prof. Taylor in commenting on a passage at the end of the Timaeus 
(90Eff.) where a summary account of. the ev~lution of tl~e lower 
animals is given. Perhaps the greatest difficulty is that the animal~ do 
not-at all events in Plato's view-possess reason; that he plainly 
admits at Rep. 441 A-B; yet possibly this same passage m?y help us to 
surmount the difficulty. Children, we are told, are either wholly 
devoid of TO Aoy1aT11<ov 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 penod of non
rationality, why should it not he possible for it to los7 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 b~dies, i~ a passa~e (904 A-90S A~ where w_e 
might well expect some menuon of 1t. The gist of the doctrine ther~ ts 
that virtue and vice are recompensed by a sort of moral law of gravita
tion, by which the soul goes .in the after-li~e to ~e company of such 
other souls as it has fitted itself to associate with. Thus although 

1 cf. A. D. Ilitchie, Essays in P/Ulosopliy, p. 1)'4: 'Plato's doctrin.e of "recol: 
Iection" • •• definitely excludes the perpetuity of memory in the ord1n~ry sense· 

• Von Arnim (P.'s Jugwlawloge, p. 172) rightly argues t~t. the allus10~ would 
hardly be intelligible without a knowledge of Rep. x. This 1s one. of his most 
convincing arguments for dating the Pliaedrus later than the .Repuhlic. • 

l The later Neoplatonists rejected the lite~! interpretation; c~. Proclus, us 
Tim. III, 3290-B (Diehl), Whittaker, Ntoflatomsts, pp. 2_91-3. Plotmus (m, ~' ~~ 
appears to accept it· but sec Inge, Tlie Pli1losop/iy of Plo11nus 11, P· 33, who.th1J?

6 that he •does not t~ke the doctrine of reincarnation very seriously as sc1ent1 c 
truth'. 

TRANSMIGRATION OF SOULS 

eiocarnation in a human body is here doubtless implied, the other sort 
~eems 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 lfNX<XI", 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' (Je anima 4078 12). 

But the Pliaedru.s was probably written before Aristotle joined the 
Academy, and the occurrence of this fea'ture in the PliaeJo and Repuhlic 
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 Pliaedo (II4D): '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. It is true that reference to the latter is confined, 
in that myth, to the words ir~tv hctriµiroVTa1 els Tas T(;)v 3c;x..>v 
yevtae15:3 but that surely is because the doctrine had been fully 
explained at 81 E-8n, 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 Pliaeclru..s) 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 
s?ul. 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' (hnµEAETa-
6a1) body. But just as body is found in different shapes, so soul iravra 
ovp<XVov mpmoAET &AAoT' iv &A1101~ EfSea1 ytyvoµMi (.is6B). It may 
ha~e one elS05 in a star, another in a human body, a third in an 
animal body: the star, the man, the animal are 'all besouled', lµIJNXa 

: Commentary on Tunaeus, p. 641. 
f That he had occupied himself with paychology in Plato's lifetime we know 
ro

3
rn the fragments of his Eudemiu (circ. 3H a.c.), 

ll)A. 
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~ 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 is 
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 involv~ 
a further 'descent' of the soul? And if a descent, why not a. corre
sponding reascent? That is mythical belief, no doubt, but an elK~ 
µ0605 none the less. 

It is often said (e.g. by Taylor, op. cit. p. 640) that transmigration 
into animal bodies is only asserted by Plato in mythical pass.iges. This 
is not strictly true, for in PhaeJo 81 Elf. 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 PhaeJo, 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 PhaeJo indeed, taken as a whole, proceeds gradually from 
EIK6Ta to chro&l~e1s, as is commonly recognised-to close however 
with a large-~le myth.1 

Before leaving this point I must return to the passage at the end of 
the Timaeus (90Eff.) 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 4:ic; in any case, the 
grotesqueness lies not in the application of ilie 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 4:ic, a principle which is part of the laws of Destiny revealed by 
the Demiurge to the created gods. There the mise en sceM lifts the 
principle to the level of serious mythical belief, at which the four great 

1 I 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, the 
moralist or what not, but we must not forget the dangers of a rigid schematitadon. 

TRANSMIGRATION OF SOULS 

myths of the soul-in Gorgias, Plr.cudo, Repuh& and Pluutlrw-are 
all 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 u 4). 
This has of course already been said, or implied, at 248.0 1, but the 
reason for it is now given, 1 namely that only souls which have seen true 
Being in the supra-celestial procession can possess that power of 
conceptual thought which distinguishes man. If it were possible to 
imagine a soul starting its existence in an animal, its capacity of thinking 
when it passed into a man's body could not be accounted 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 rnake the mistake of 
regarding this assertion as itself wholly mythical; it is indeed partly 
mythical in expression: the use of such words as O'\lµ"lrOpEV&Elao: and 
&v~aa_a are evid~nce enough of that;. but in substance it is a strictly 
ph1losoph1cal assertion. For the doctnne of &vaµvri01s, 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, 2 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. 

' The force of y&p in 11 f (w ~PI'! YI 111\'ll'O'TI IBoOcra 1n'7..) is that the eentence 
which it introduces gives the reason for the words 6s 1TO'TII ~ fiv which 
precede. 

• See especially Pliattlo 920, where Simmias says 6 8l mpl ~ divaii\11\cm.is llCll 
11aefio•<»s Myes 151' wo&lotC"S &~las &wo151~~ 1lp11TI11: and see the excellent dis
~u~sion by Frutiger, op. cit. pp. 67--'76, I fully agree with his conclusion: 
L expo~ du MlnOIJ a un caractm mythlque indfoiable. Celul du Pltltlon n'est 

pas un ~1mple compMment du premier, comme on le croit d'ordinaire, car ii traite 
la quesuon sur un autre plan, ceJui de la dialecdque.' 
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249D-2.SOD THE SOUL'S RECOLLECTION OF IDEAL BEAUTY 

By tk siglit of a beautiful ohject tlie soul is remirnled of the true Beawy, 
and seeks to wing its flight upward thereto. This lave of Beauty is the 
fourth anJ higliest type of divine maJnus. But recollection is rwt always 
ea-0': some souls saw little of tk vision, and some forget what they saw, 
heing corrupted hy evil associations. 

Yet tk Form of Beauty may he more readily recolkctet:I tlian the other 
Forms, since its image is discerned hy siglit, the keenest of our senses. 

249 o 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 

E 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.2 

Now, as we have said, every human soul has, by reason of her 
nature, had contemplation of true Being: else would she never have 

2so 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 

sbeing dim. 

• The phrase 6pfCT'ITl Tl ical •e 6pfaTwv (s 1-:z.) may perhaps have lost its llrenil 
sense and become no more than a suong superlative; cf. ~~oil Tl ical &e ~alCN 
(:z.74A) and note on :i.46A 8 above. 

:a The editors are doubtless right in regarding the words f\v 6-rav ... lhCllClillfl'OS 
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 thla the y6p of 'B 4 cannot be translated. 

THE VISION OF BEAUTY 93 
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 tl1at hardly can a few 
behold that which is imaged; but with beauty it is otherwise.1 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, ourselves1 

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, c 
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, o 
as we said, shone bright amidst these visions, and in this world below 
we apprehend it through the clearest of our senses, dear 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 dear 
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 ('49D 4-E 4) of this section brings us back 
to the conception of 'divine madness•. It will be remembered that the 
~hole 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 F~nns, 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 (2460), 

1 
This last clause is not in the Greek, but I have added it to make the run of the 

argument clearer, In view of the quasi-digression which extends from e s to c 8. 

4 
' Plato alludes to himself rather than to Socrates. As Hermeias says, ?.fyt1 ••• 

Z! TOv .OIK1lov 616\1 huyvo~ 0 TIA(rrc.w, and this is borne OUt by 2~:1.t, Where the 
h eds-like nature is ••Maotillf Tl 1<al 1'yw11ov11<6f. The ol1<eloS 016f of Socrates, lf he 

n l one, was rather Apollo (Apo/. :i.3e, Plaa1Jo Bse). 
6:rro6tnrrtov ••. ~s ,,,.. f\nvxli;t ,.ij µrylO'TlJ wap<'s Dt~v ti TOlaVTl) llClllla Sl80Ta1 (:i.4s a). 
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through the contemplation of the Form of beauty. All the rest of the 
1.1ve1Kos vµvos is an expansion of this conceptidn of love, together With 
an account of that 01<a1os ~Pc.>5 (as it comes to be called, 266A) which 
results immediately from the indiscipline of the horse of evil, and 
ultimately from the imperfect vision, or the inability to recall the 
vision, of beauty itself. 

In the two earlier speeches love had been considered only from the 
standpoint of the lpwlJElloS. That was natural enough, for in both of 
them the speaker was concerned to set forth the advantage or detriment 
ensuing to the recipient. But now we are told that love is a supreme 
blessing 'both for him that has' the madness 'and for him that shares 
therein' (Tc";> TE {xOVTI KCXl Tc";> KOl\ICIJ\IOWTl cx\rrils, 249E). These are 
the lover and the beloved respectively. Since the whole of Socrates's 
second discourse is addressed, like the o ther two, to the irats xa>.6s 
(243 B 9, 2s6E 3), the benefit ensuing Tt;'> ~XOVTI 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. 

An important point made here is d1at 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 (6µ1?\1Ci)v, 2soA 3) in this world. This is another point 
that has been expanded in the Repuhlic, where Plato has drawn a 
memorable picture of the iroA1'ol 07'e6po1 Kai µey<XAot (491 B) which 
threaten the few elect in an alien society. There, as here, it is only the 
few that can survive: o~fyaa Sf) >.Elrr.0VTCX1 here (2so1.) reminds us of 
the remnant which divine providence may rescue there.1 

Plato now proceeds to note the exceptional position of beauty 
amongst the Forms in regard to ava1.1\11'lais. A difficulty is caused here 
by the reference to 'dull organs' (!51' &µvSp(;)v 6pyavc.>v) through 
which we discern the likenesses (6µ01wµcrra) of the other moral Forms. 
What are these 6pyavo:? 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 (2500 2), we discern the sensible copies of beauty; 
and for that reason it is impossible to accept Robin's suggestiona that 
laws and rules of conduct are meant. Hermeias is, I think, on the right 
lines in commenting: 51' 6pyavwv Kai av7'?\oy1aµwv Ko:l TTpOTaaECA)V 
µav6avoµEv 6Tt It !51Ka1oaWri xo:l 'ii ac.:1cppoa\Jv11 alpET6v, and in pro
ceeding to observe that it required a long and elaborate argument 

1 N ylip XPll 1l8t..a1, 6-r1 mp &v aw&l) ..,. icol yiv'lTal olov Ser l'I 'fo1o.Vr(I KcnaaTcliol1 

'ITOl11T11(;)11, &ooo &&0lpC111 o<rTb a(;)aa1 >.tyw11 o(/ 'ICm~ Ip.is (R~p. -49:r.B), 
• p. xcvi. 

DULL ORGANS 9S 
for. Plato to discover the copy of justice in d1e ideal state of the 
Repuhlic. 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 d1eir task.. No ~~ubt th~re. are f~t a~~ fitful gleams of 
the moral Fonns even m extstmg soaenes and mdtVtduals; otherwise 
the 6py<X110: could not essay their task at all; hut unreformed society did 
not, in Plato's judgment, exhibit anything deserving to he called 
dK6VES Tli)\I c5aa Tlµ1a '¥'JX<Xis. 

With the mention of the ideal beauty at l.SOB s 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 2soc. 
The result is that the point he is making about the exceptional position 
of beauty as compared with th.e other moral Forms is postponed, or 
rather the exposition is momentarily interrupted and only caught up 
again at the beginning of 2500. 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,1 and as certain to 
stir the emotions of its first readers as it does our own. 

1 As Hermeias suggests. But the last words, 6;cn\µCWT01 • •• &Sta11Nllivo1, allude 
to the Orphic a~µa-oijµa doctrine (the body as the prison of the soul). For a 
recent accowit of the Eleusinian mysteries see Guthrie, Tht Gr11k1 anJ rli1ir Goris, 
pp. 281 tr. 
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ljOE-2p.c 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 tlie perception. of physical. beauty and the c.onse~".ent 
recollection of Beauty itself, the Form seen m the suf ra-celestt~l Vts~on. 
Tlie pangs of love un.satisfied are followed by a deep JO')'_ and satisfactton, 
for Love is the healer of suffering. T!t.e lover's state is one of reverent 
devotion and utter absorption in. the beloved. What men call Eros t!t.e gods 
call by another name, Pteros, t!te winged one, hecau.re of his power to renew 
the plumage of the soul. 

2so B Now he whose vision of the mystery is long past, or whose purity 
has been sullied, cannot pass swiftly hence to see Beauty'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 ~says 
to go after the fashion of a four-footed beast, and to beget offspnng ?f 
the flesh; or consorting with wantonness he has no fear nor shame m 

:&S 1 running after unnatural pleasure. But when one who is fresh from ~e 
mystery and saw much of the vision, beholds a godlike face or bodily 
form th;t truly expresses beauty, first there comes upon him a shud
dering and a measure of that awe which the vision inspir~ and then 
reverence as at the sight of a god: and but for fear of bemg 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 

8 sweating and fever seizes him: for by reason of the stream o~ beau7 
entering in through his eyes there comes a warmth, whereby h~s 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 
nothin~ could grow; then as the nourishment is poured in the stump 
of the wing swells and hastens to grow from the root over .the wh~le 
substance of the soul: for aforetime the whole soul was furnished with 

c 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 the~ 

THE SOUL'S JOY IN LOVE 97 
from-that is why we speak of a 'flood of passion ''-whereby she is 
warmed and fostered; then has she respite from her anguish, and is 
filled with joy. But when she has been parted from him and become o 
parched, the ~penings of those outlets at whic~ th; wings ~re sprouting 
dry up likewise and are closed, so that the wmg s germ ts 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 E 

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 reek 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 (epws), 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 rema.rkably bold and a trifle astray in its quantities: 
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. 2 

You may believe that or not, as you please; at all eventS the cause and c 
the nature of the lover's experience are in fact what I have said. 

1 
The suggestion is tJ1at T11t~ is derived from Tcva1+~IPll+~o1'. 

1 
For s.uch double names cf.Iliac/1,-.0.i; xrv, 291; xx, 74. The name given by 

the gods is normally the more significant. It is uncertain whether the r.wo lines He simply invented by Plato or modified from existing lines fathered upon 
omer, perhaps by some Orphic writer. See Thompson's note. 

llPP ., 
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This powerful analysis of the nature of a sublimated 1fCXl6epcra,-{Q 

may be left for the most part without comment. What strikes us first 
is the initial stage, the shuddering awe (251 A) which the liolitUss of 
beauty inspires; ii: would seem that Plato finds the origin of spiritual 
love in that same •sense of the holy' in which some modem thinkers 
have found the origin of religion.1 It may perhaps be thought of as the ~ 
more positive aspect of a""poa\tvr): 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; ~d h~re again the 
religious parallel holds good: man seeks commuruon 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. IX and Pliikbus (though he does seek to prove that 
some pleasures involve no antecedent pain). 

Before foll satisfaction is attained there is a stage of acute distress 
mixed with joy, and by reason of this tension the lover is maddened or 
distraught (2510). 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 refe".nce to hetero
sexual love at 250E. If we press this passage we shall have to believe 
that Plato regarded this as deserving of equal condemnation 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 relatio.n which he is describing; it may well 
be, moreover, that Plato personally disliked die heterosexu~ ~ela~on; 
but that he advocated abstention therefrom for all men 1s in itself 
unthinkable and incompatible with the dignity with which he invests 
marriage in'his ideal s'tate (see Rep. 458B with Adam's note), as also 
with the privilege claimed for conspicuous valour on active service at 
Rep. -468c. 

1 Indeed the words e<iot av ~ ~ lllJI e.9 TI!fs irai&PCOTS almost identify the 
erotic with the religious impulse. 

• Love as the kindly healer has already appeared in the S,rmporium (189D, 
lpcech of Aristophanes). 

J 

XIV 

1p0-25JC THE VARIOUS TYPES OF LOVER 

The nature of the lover, liis choice of and demeanour towards the 6eloved, 
will vary according as lr.e Ir.as followed in tlr.e train. of this god or of tluzt and 
all his effort will he towards shaping him into tlie lihnus of the god .;,,lzose 
image he sees in tlie person of tlze hel(}veJ. A follawer of Zeus, tlie •great 
leader' (24GE), looks for one wlioslraU 6e a pliilosophuand a leader of men; 
and the inspiration which lie draws from Zeus lie pours out again in.to t!te 
soul of the other. 

Nowifhewhom Lovehascaughtbeamongst thefollowersofZeus,he 252 c 
is able to bear the burden of the winged one1 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, w.ill 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 0 
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 as it 
were an image, and adorns it to be the object of his veneration and 
worship. 

Thus the followers of Zeus seek a beloved who is Zeus-like in soul;i E 

wherefore they look for one who is by nature disposed to the love of 
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. 

• 
1 

For Love as a burden, cf. Antl1. Pal. xn, 48 (Meleager): IClfllCD • >.dre hrijlm~1 mT' 
~tv01;,. 4yp11 15aTll?" • I ollSC °'• val 11dr &10\'.ls, Kai jlGpliy 6vTa fipc111. 

. It is not unlikely that the word &TOii conceals an allusion to Plato's friend 
D1on of Syracuse: Wilamowicz (op. cit. r, p. JJ7) regards this as certain. The 
warmth of Plato's admiration for Dion comes out in Eputl. vu especially at 
3

2),l An. epigram (AntA. Pal. vu, 99: D.L. m, 30) on Dion's deatb is attributed 
~ ato; its authenticity has been doubted, but is assumed by Wilamowitz and 

( r8cce) ntly been well defended by C. M. Dowra, in Am,,. Jou,,., of Phil. ux 
I93 • pp. 394-404. 

. 
3 

t\yr110v11c6s because Zeus is the ll&yas t\ywll<lw (146E)· t•>.6o~ bec:auae wisdom H ~edn~tural possession of the supreme god: cf. Mtfns as first wife of Zeus in 
esio ' _, 'lieog. 886. 

1·a 
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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;1 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 

e god they worship. 
Those who were in the train of Hera look for a royal nature,3 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;4 
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 jealousyS nor petty 
spitefulness in his dealings, but bis 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 

1 I take 6:wvplox.u11 to be governed not by Ml'opo001 <as d.o~ Ro~ln, who 
prin.ts a comma after txw\iovns St) but by lxw\iovns, the mfimtJve being pleo
nastically added because lxllfVOVTl$ is felt as equivalent to 3'1To0vm. The phrase 
tx~ ttap' lavTC.11 6wvplcncu11 Tl\11 To0 aipmpov e<OO fVo"111 seeks to express the 
notion that the vestige of Zeus's narure within t11e soul of_ h!s votary affords 
a starting-point for his discovery and imitation of that nature m Its fullness. . 

• I accept Madvig's x® for x611, and remove t11e comma after 110..Xm. I take 1t 
that what the Dacchants redispense is not their miraculous draughts of milk and 
honey, but their 'enthusiasm' itself. The point is that in both sorts of di':'i~e 
madness the immediate subject of possession 'infects' another or others. S1m1-
larly with poets at Ion n3E: OVTc.> 6l ecol I\ MoOoa Mtovs llhi 1TOlll aV'rl\, 61a Gl TfJlll 

fll64w11 ToVtc.w m- •vGovo1a:t6vTc.>11 6piurllhs t~apT&ra1. 
J Hera is the queen of heaven, but not araditionally possessed of the wisdom 

of her conson; hence her followers are jlciot>.11<01, but not tiMcro~, It will beof 
remembered that the life of a ~ fll\IOllos was ranked second m the scale 
values at :Lj8 o. . 

4 Dr Bury points out to me that a comparison with A 1 and B 1 makes it highly 
probable that kCrTa T611 81611 T611 oipkipo11 go together (not T6" o'l'tnpo11 ttCll6a); and 
t11is makes l611TIS impossible. I suggest dvr1s in its plac<' . , 

s Contrast ,eo111p611 61\ &v~ d11a1 1<TA. (239>.. 7fl:, of the lover in Socrates• 
first speech). 

l 

V .ARIO US TYPES OF LOVER IOI 

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 (2soe) 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 fpws-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. v1-vn. 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 fp<A>S-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 e.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 them. 

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 
definite types in mind here as he had in the case of Zeus and that of 
Ares; in other words, he is admitting the possibility of ideal love 
between yet other pairs besides the pairs of philosophers and warriors 
?ut leaving it at that. These forth.er types would doubtless exhibit th~ 
ideal only defectively, as the second type does. 

The lover's task of moulding the beloved into the likeness of their 
common god requires the discovery by the lover within himself of 
traces of th~t god's nature; for although these traces are within him 
ex hypot~st (because his soul had followed the god when discamate) 
yet he might be blind to them, were it not that he is constrained by the 
~ery fact of 'possession' to keep his gaze fixed upon the god (253A 2). 
tln other words, iveovc11aa116s necessarily involves a concentration of 

6 
1
: soul upon the possessing deity, and thereby facilitates the 6µ0{(.)(71) 

Ee.), 
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Further, since this 6µolc.x715 6E(j) is concurrent with, and indeed 
hardly to be distinguished from, the love of tpccO"Tfis for Trcn611<a, it is 
ascribed by the fonner to the latter, and enhances his love for him; and 
in consequence the divine grace bestowed upon the lover is poured by 
him in tum 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' (253A .z) must be 
taken in connexion with the reference to &v6:µvT)a1s at 249c, especially 
with the words Tt'pOs yap acdVOIS' &£{ ferny µvi')µIJ ICCXTa 6Vvaµ1v, 
irf>Os olamp 6eos a,v 6ei6s lcrnv. 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 two 
memories correspond respectively to the metaphysical and religious 
aspects of his philosophy; though not strictly identical, the two are 
inseparable, and the words of 249c 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 which 
account for the different types of tprurral and ircx1Sr1<6: appear to be of 
genuine Greek origin; and the combination of these characteristics 
with the Pythagoreo-Platonic 6µolcua1s 9E(j) would seem sufficient to 
account for all that is said here. 

xv 
.i5.)0-.ZS6E THE SUBJUGATI ON OF LUST. LOVE AND 

COUNTER-LOVE 

Reverting to the imagery of the charioteer and two liorses, one good anti the 
other evil, Socrates descrihes the conflict witliin tlie soul of tlie lover, 
a conflict in which. the evil horse can only with great effort be suhjugated. 
Next, passing to the heloved, he tells of the gradual awakening of' counter
love' ( &vrtpu.>S) in his soul, and of the special felicity of a pair who are 
proof against the temptations of carnal lust tlirougli leading the life of 
philosophy: and also of the lesser happiness of a pair who, content witli 
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, "S.3 c 
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 D 

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 
h~nourable ~ide is upright and dean-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 E 

jumble of a creature,2 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 
a sensation of warmth to suffuse the whole soul,3 he begins t~ experience 

w •• ' 1 6:~
8111i\~ 66~'1S cannot mean 'true opinion': taken as above It is contrasted 

.. 1! 1 ""'"l6v11a (E ]}. 

~.,./ delete the conuna after TroA(ls which I take predicatively with CNll'll'ttoPTJ-

• thJ ;,
0 

fpta'f( il<Ov 61111a is a difficult expression: the literal meaning is probably 
by eH orrn . or face) which stirs him to love'. If alo9/i"'1 is right (and it is attested 
'at (oe:heias, though ~ou?ted ~y some modei;n editors) i! can hardly mean 
a1o(J~on 6~1 the per~cptton , which would require the defimte article. I think 
sensation o/lalv1!v is a bold ph:ase for alo61Joiv ll1p116Tirros lµTro141\1, •to cause a 
f\vlox<>s rad leat • A further difficulty Is the ascription of this action to the 
is the raf ler 

1
than to the lpc.:rmc6v 61111a itself. The explanation seems to be that it 

the affect~~"\ ~art thof the soul that the sight of the beloved imm1tliat1/y affects 
n eing en communicated by it to the other two parts. ' 
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2s4 a tickling or pricking of desire;1 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 

B 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 fonn of Beauty, and he sees her once agai? enthroned 
by the side of Temperance upon her holy seat; then m awe and 
reverence he falls upon his back, and therewith is compelled to pull the 

c reins so violently that he brings both steeds down on their ha~nche~, 
the good one willing and unresistant, but the wanton so~ 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 

o 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 ~orgotte?, he 
reminds them of it struggling and neighing and pulling until he 
compels them a sec~nd time to approach the beloved and renew thei.r 
offer; and when they have come close, with head down and tail 
stretched out he takes th,e bit between his teeth and shamelessly plunges 

E on. But the driver with resentment even stronger than before, like 
a racer recoiling fro~ the starting-rope, jerks back the bit in tl~e m?~th 
of the wanton horse with an even stronger pull, bespatters his ra11tng 
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; hu~bled in the end, he obeys the counsel of his driver, and 
when he secs 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. ust 
1 oeov l<ivrpc.iv is awkward as Dr Dury points out to me, since ldllTpc.w f 

be ta~en in a different sense fr~m that which it has in E 4 above and 2~4A J bef 0: 
Nevertheless it is unlikely to be a gloss, and the word has been us o 
prickings of desire at 2Sl E (and cf. ICIVfO\lllfvll, 2p D S)· 
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Thus the loved one receives all manner of service, as peer of the 25S 
gods, from a lover that is no pretender but loves in all sincerity; of his 
own nature, too, he is kindly dispos.?d 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 love.r 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 flowing stream which Zeus, as the c 
lover of Ganymede, called the 'flood of passion', pours in upon 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 or an 
echo, rebounding from 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 
soul and gives it fresh vigour,1 watering the roots of the wings and 
quickening them to growth: whereby the soul of the beloved, in its D 

tum, 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 
that has caught a disease of the eye from another, he cannot account for 
it, not realising that his lover is as it were a mirror in which he beholds 
himself. And when the other is beside him, he shares his respite from 
anguish; when he is absent, he likewise shares his longing and being 
longed for; since he possesses that counter-love which is the image of 
~ove, though he supposes it to be friendship rather than love, and calls E 

It by that name. He feels a desire, like the lover's yet not so strong, to 
be~old, to touch, to kiss rum, to share his couch: and now ere long the 
desire, as one might guess, leads to the act. 

1 
' 6vcnrrepc':laav is awkward, as it seems prematurely to anticipate "p1111q1 

;1P0.~vttv. If it .is kept it must, I think, be taken as more or less equivalent to 
A Cl'fV ~aav, Hc;indorf'.s 6'v<nr'-1Jp«ioav, adopted by Robin, seems to me unlikely. 

possible coniecture lS 6vann617av, 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 

:z.s6 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 embrat'.es 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,

1 
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 

B 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. 
c But if 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 

o their love and when love is past; for they feel that they have exchanged 
the most binding pledges, which it were a sin 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 

E bliss, and be furnished in due time with like plumage the one to the 

other, because of their love. 

• ciV in A 6 marks the parallelism with the good horse of the tpciO'Tfts. 
• The reference is partly to 149A (rpls tt•~l\s), partly to the requirement of 

three throws in an Olympic wrestling-match; cf. lv lllv "T66' f\611 "Tw11 "Tp1/:>111T~-
o!lln'<o>11 (Aesch. Eum. ~89). 
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The description of the two horses, with which this section opens 

confonns to the psychological analysis of Rep. IX (580-581) rathe; 
than to that of Rep. IV. In Book 1v desire was restricted to the lowest 
part of soul, the highest being conceived as having the (unction of 
deliberation and rational control, and the intermediate part as its 
natur~l ally, ~u~porting its ~ecisions. through the force of feeling or 
emotton, as d1stmct from desire. But m Book IX 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 mo~ey as the means t~ 
the satisfaction of sensual appetites. 

The good horse is here, conformably to this scheme called a 
·nµijs. ~paaTl)s and cXAT]61vi'\s 56~TJS halpoS: but these feat~res once 
ment~oned ?o not appear to be ~ade use of in the account of psychical 
conflict which follows. The fact 1s 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 the 
belove~; bu~ Plato's concern at present (2530-254£) is not to describe 
th.at sausfacno~ =.he has done that in part in the previous section and he 
will retu~n to 1l m the latter part (255 A-2560) of this one: his present 
concern 1s comple~ent~y to .this, namely to describe the subjugation 
of sheer lust . . In this sub)ugat1on the charioteer and the good horse are 
so much one m purpose and function that their distinction can hardl 
be main~ined if we seek to go behind the imagery. The most that w~ 
can say is. that continence is conceived as in one aspect intellectual its 
source ~emg knowledge or recollection of ideal beauty 1 and in anodter 
as emouonal.1 ' 

The description of the evil horse, and the account of its behaviour 
call for no ~pec!al com~ent. Both in Rep. IV and Rep. IX the part of 
shul for .which 1t stands 1s wholly concerned with sensual satisfaction 
1 ou~~ m Book 1x more stress perhaps is laid on its concern with 
obtatnmg the means to such satisfaction, namely wealth.3 In our 
phssage Plato brings out with great force the headstrong ruthless 
c aracter of carnal desire, its aval5e1a, its v~15 its K~11y6pos 
r{i)na. When finally humbled, the evil steed 'is like to die of fear' 

2 S4E), The phrase cp6~<.:> 516AAvra1 is arresting; it seems to imply a 
more complete suppression of the lowest part of soul than that of Rep. IV, 

' l561nas 5l Toil .. v16xou .. .... ...>w .... • c:xV-rliv 'I • ., ll• •1ll'l 1'1"'> 'Tuv 'ToV icOMovs 9V0IY f\vtx&Ti. ical 1T6'.IY dlScv 
> 6 ";!,.;;.c.i•poovv'ls tv d:yv<j) jla9Pft' Ill~ (2s4 s). 

l<'t:>.. (2 ) . l&i'\s 'TQ .fl111~x<t> Ta~ tmrc.iY, chi Tl ml 'T6rl a 16 ot P•ClO!ltvoS, lavr6v iccntx11 
(lS4C)~4 A • 6 11lv vw alaxvvfls Tl Kai &611Povs 1~1 w6aav ljlpt~• Tflv 'INXfiv 

] hn&vJ,IT)TIMby y~ • O .0, ll'Ooiv kal 6 
61 

P avr 1C1 t'iKcr11rv llu~ °'ollp6-n)'Ta Tai11 w1p\ Tflv fllc.18#\11 ht1&vll1w11 ical 
~6>.icrrcr 

6 
fpo aia kal 6ocr 4>V.a 'TO\rro1s d:IC6:>.ovecr. 1COI q>1:>.oxpf\11cno11 llf\, 6'T1 81dr XP'lJ.IC'Tt.w 

ll'O'T!hoiivrai al 'T01cr\>Ta1 hn9v\lla1 (s8o s). 
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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.1 

Even in Rep. x;, where it has become a 'many-headed beast', it can 
still be brought into harmony with the higher p~ts (589n). Plato has 
in our dialogue cut himself off from the conception of a real ha:mony 
or equilibrium in the soul by la~elling the lef~-h~d 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 6eios ipc.>S with the 
cnccn6s (26GA); he makes what the Repuhlic calls 'TO hn0vµrrnK6v 
intrinsically evil-not merely evil when in. e~cess--chiefly because he 
can thereby bring; the 01<cx1os fpws most v1v1dly before ~s. Moreo~er 
the fact that since he wrote Rep. IV he has come to recognise that destre 
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 cp6~<i' 5161VIVTcxl he means 
at bottom no more than that evil desire, in the relevant form of carnal 
lust, is rendered temporarily-not of ~ourse ~ermanently--:-inoperative. 

The purpose of this whole section being to describe how the 
beloved is captured (2nc 6), it is natural that Socrates should pass at 
2ss A from the soul of the tpC>v, the captor, to that of the tpc0µev05. 
We should note that the first stages are devoid of passion: it is the 
converse and companionship (Myov Kcxl 6µ1A{cxv) of the other that 
the boy values, and the 'kindliness' (e<ivotcx) that 'amazes' him.~ !~e 
awakening of passion follows in due :ourse, and the account of 1t. 1s 
most striking: the stream of beauty which, as w~ ~a~e been told earlier 
(2s1c-o), enters into the soul of the l?ver .and 1muates the .P~ocess of 
regrowing its wings is not all used up m this way; some of 1t 1s d~wn 
back 'like a wind or an echo' into the eyes, and through the eyes mto 
the soul of the fpwµevoS, and does the same for him; thus a counter
love (&vttpoos) is born, whose nature is not apparent to. its P?ssess?r, 
because he does not realise that his lover has become a mirror 10 which 
his own beauty is reflected.3 

This account of 'counter-love' is based on the principle that the 
sublimated love of the tpcbµevos, no less than that of the tpwv, must 
originate in the sight of physical ~eauty, and ~n the complementary 
fact that the physical beauty resides wholly m the person of the 

' 4.P A. • 
' Even at a later stage it is ~ ~· IOYow that he welcomes his lover (2s6.&)• 
J It Is possible that in using the word <Wrlpc.is Plato is thinking of.Aesc:h· 

Ag. S44: Tl:W mmpc:.wrc.w M~ 11TIT>.1'\yµtllo1. The whole account, and particularly 
the words ICOMt &l a<rrbv 11al o!ncn cM< lpWTa ma f11.IC111 d11a1 (:1.ss E), suggest t~ 
the fp<!>...,as was not ordinarily thought '?for sro~en of as ~11: he was regard 
as a recipient of anomer's love, not a giver o hts own. 

A LIMITED FELICITY 

lf>Wµ£vos. There follows a description of conflict within the soul of the 
avnpwv, similar to but much briefer than that given in the case of the 
tpwv, and of the supreme felicity attained by a pair who remain 
continent. The strong but controlled eloquence of this passage 
(z56A 7-B 7), whi~h ~robs w~th deep sincerity, is, I would say, as 
impressive as anything m the dialogue. 

The last part of the section (2s6c-o), 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 tenns 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 2soE that v~pe1 npoa-
0µ1Awv ov 6t6011<ev ou5' alcrxW£Tat mxpa cpvow fiSolrliv S1cl>Koov. It is 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•.i 

' Laws Vll1 837c, 8-41 I>-E. 
• Wilamowitz (Platon 1, pp. 468f.) has some interesting comment on this 

!"1atter. Who, he asks, will .not set it to Pl.ato's credit that he makes the heavenly 
1udges 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 apart from 
these lapses, led a philosophic life which deserved the full rewa~d • · on me 
contrary, it is only tav l51ah11 f<IPTI~,.. ICal ~i>.ocr~ •''-O"li~ & ~ti~ 
that the lapses will occur. 

The 151amr ••:>.6-nµcs is that of the • timocratic' man of Rep. vm, of whom it is 
~id that T1'111 tv tavt9 6pxtiv wapt!X.M T9 IM<r'll ,.. 11al ••>.oiiiic..., 1tal 8v11.ot16ct, ICQI tyfvno 
~M,pw11 n ical •1:>.6-nµcs 61rlip ( 5 50s). He represents the first stage of deterioration 
from the philosopher. Such a life, though good within its limits-it may be 
recalled that according to Aristotle (E.N. ro9s B 26) its fundamental motive is 
aprrli rather mat T111fi-<:annot safeguard a man against moral temptation: the only 
adequ~te ~ (256c 3) of the soul is philosophy, that is to say an all-absorbing 
devouon to a progressively better understood moral ideal. 



XVI 

256E-257D THE SPEECH CONCLUDED. A PRAYER FOR 

L YSIAS AND PHAEDRUS 

Jn a sliort peroration Socrates first contrasts tlie ideal love t!rat lie lras 
described wit!r th.e false tAeory of Lysias's spe~ker, and tlien addresses flae 
God of Love directly with a prayer that Lysias may he. turned to plailo
soplty, and that his admirer Pliaedrus may cease to hesitate hetween two 
ways of life. 

.is6 E These then, my boy, are the blessings great and gl~rious which will 
come to you from the friendship of a lover. He who. 1s not a ~over ~n 
offer a mere acquaintance flavoured with worldly wisdom, d~spensm.g 
a niggardly measure of worldly goods; in the soul to which ?e ss 
attached he will engender an ignoble quality extolled by the multitude 

.is7 as virtue, and condemn it to float for nine thousand years• hi~er and 
thither around the earth and beneath it, bereft of understanding. 
Th~ then, dear God of Love, I have offered the fairest recantati?n 

and fullest atonement that my powers could compass; some of its 
language, in particular, was perforee poetica1, to please Phaedrus. 
Grant me thy pardon for what went before, and thy favour for what 
ensued: be merciful and gracious, 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 o~ the fair. 

B And if anything that Phaedrus and I said earlier sounded d~scordan~ 
to thy ear, set it down to Lysias, the only begetter of that discourse, 
and staying him from discourses after this fashion tum him towards the 
love of wisdom, even as his brother Polemarchus has been turned. 
Then will his loving disciple here present no longer halt becween two 
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 
welt have forgotten, namely that the whole of Socrates's second 

s The period of 9000 years is the sum of the periods between successive earrh~Y 
lives during which souls nre rewarded or punished. mp\ yi\v (aro~nJ, not. "P!'" t (. 
earth) must be taken as equivalent to, or perhaps rath~ as. a shght vanatlO~ ~' 
ils 'To<ipavoi> -nva '!61t0V (249A): both are contrasted with ViTO yi\s: cf. Frut1g ' 

op. cit. p. 2s6. 
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discourse, including the account of the soul's nature and immortality 
as well as the doctrine oflove as di vine madness, has been addressed to 
a boy as were the two previous speeches. Plato thus provides himself 
with ~n opporn.mity to extol his own interpretation off~ in contrast 
with that put into the mouth of Lysias's speaker, whose morality is 
contemptuously called worldly wisdom (awcppocn'm) 0vrrn)), 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 
tpwTIKfl Ttx,V'T) 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 TOV Myov ncmip 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 he thought that the prayer that Lysias may be turned away 
from such 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 
in th~ dialogue, whatever be the histori~I fact; and if the speech is, as 
I h~l1eve, a pastiche, Plato is here doing no more than keeping up the 
fiction of a transcript. 

At the same time it is permissible to wonder whether Plato has some 
purp?se, external to the dramatic situation, in this passage. I am inclined 
to th1.nk that he wishes to contrast the Lysias who did not in fact turn 
to ph~losophy (despite the prayer of' Socrates') both with Polemarchus3 
whom fact did, and also with Phaedrus. For the reference to Phaedrus 
at th~ end of the section implies, I suspect, a hope in due time fulfilled: 
a period of hesitation between the ideals of Socrates and of Lysias--

; cf. Symp: 177~, 212a; Lysis 204a. • p. 37 above. . 

1 
Polemarchus, in whose house the whole conversation of the R1pu6/1c rakes k:ce, see!'l's to have been intimate with Socrates as his brother Lysias was not. 

met his end at t.he hands of the Thirty in 404-403 a.c. 
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a halting between two opinions-was ter:minated by ~ right decision. 
Of course this is conjecture: we know v1rtually nothing of Phaedrus 
outside the pages of Plato; but when ~o~rates ne~r the end. °.four 
dialogue gives what is in effect a descnpuon of his own actlvny as 
a teacher and Phaedrus emphatically echoes his prayer that •you and 
I may be~ome like that', 1 we can hardly resist the inference that he did, 
in fact, become like Socrates, at least in some degree. 

1 ~· ~ .,w ly<o>yt po<i>.011<11 n uil fOxOl'cn & >.lyt1s (2788). 

XVII 

.is7s-.i58E PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATION OF 
SPEECH-WRITING 

phaedrus express~s his admiratf o!' for Socrates's. discourse, and douhts 
whether Lysias will venture a re.Jotnder, more especially as he lras recently 
heen ahused hya certain politician for heinga 'spucli.-wriur' (Aoyoypa,C>S)· 
Socrates replies that the term cannot have heen meant offensively, sinu tlr.e 
most Jistinguislied politicians practise speecli.-writirig themselves, anJ 
expect to gain immortal fame therefrom. It can.not he writing or speaking 
in general that is shameful, but only doing it hadly. It is therefore our 
husi.rtess to inquire what constitutes good and had writing and spealcing, 
a task whic/1 Phaedrus envisages witlr. delight. 

Ph. If that be for our good, Socrates, I join in your prayer for it. lS7B 

And I have this long while been filled with admiration for your speech c 
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 creature I o 
Am I to believe you really do think that the person you speak of 
meant his raillery as a reproach? 

Pit. He gave me that impression, Socrates; and of course you know 
as well as 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. 1 

Soc. Phaedrus, you are unaware that the expression' Pleasant Bend• 
comes from the long bend in the Nile:i and besides the matter of the B 

S 
1 

Jhe implication is that most prose works hitherto had come from the pens o( 
tl~p ists; and a glance at the relevant ttstimonia in Diels-Kranz, Vars. 11, makes 

11: easy to believe. . 
and 1hre is ~o justification for bracketing the words &r1 .•• hc>.f\&rt with Heindorf 
ob 0 bin i. indeed YA~ iryl<w11 w.11efv °' would be intolerably abrupt and 

scure Y itself. The proverb yAUl!lis ~"was variously explained in antiquity 
llPP 8 
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Bend you are unaware that the proudest of politicians have the strongest 
desire to write speeches and bequeath compositions; why, whenever 
they write a speech, they are so pleased to have admirers that they put 
in a special clause at the beginning with the names of the persons who 
admire the speech in question. 

PA. What do you mean? I don't understand. 
2s8 Soc. You don't understand that when a politician begins a com. 

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

Pia. Is it? 
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 thin~ to composing a speech? 

B Pia. 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. 

Pia. Q!!ite so. 
Soc. Which clearly implies that their attitude to the profession is not 

one of disdain, but of admiration. 
Pli. To be sure. 
Soc, Tell me then: when an orator, or a king, succeeds in acquiring 

c the power of a Lycurgus, a Solon or a Darius,:i and so winning im
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 oflater 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 reproach 
him simply on the ground that he writes? 

(see Thompson's note), hut the gist of Plato's explanation, and of his intention 
in quoting It, is clearly that given by Hermcias: a bend in the river, which 
considerably lengthened the voyage between two points, had come to be called 
the Pleasant Bend, tc«r' chrTl•paC1111: which shows that people sometimes mean 
just the opposite of what they say. That, suggests Socrates, is the case with 
Phaedrus's abusive politician. 

' I follow Dergk and Robin in reading lv &s>xil &v6pbs wo~1"T11coO ovyyp61111cnOS· 
1 cf. with Thompson Ep. vn, 33:as, where it is said of Darius that l&llCI 

wapalluyµa olov XP~ 'TIW 1101108tn)11 Kai pao11Ja 'TOii 6ya90v yl)'\l~ai. 

SPEECH-WRITING 

pla. 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 o 
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 rake it. 

Ph. Clearly. 
Soc. T hen 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? 

Pis. Is it incumbent! Why, life itself would hardly be worth living B 

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. 1 

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 fonn 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' (rn1SE1KVVµEV05, 2s8A 7) his wisdom to his 
fello_w-citizens in Council or Assembly just as the other to his circle of 
~m1rers.; . the

1 
successful political speaker becomes through his 

. com_POSlt~ons ( avyyp6µµ0"Ta), namely his measures permanently 
mscnbed .m the statute-book, an 'immortal speech-writer'. 

Hence 1~ what follows Plato will be examining not merely the merits 
~nd demerit~ of that display oratory of which we have had a specimen 
in the first d1~course, nor yet of the forensic oratory for which Lysias 
was _equally, 1f not more, renowned, but of persuasive s~ch and per-suas · · · r--

~ve _wntmg m general. Rhetoric is at bottom persuasion, and per-
suasion rs generically the same whatever be the mode of its expression, 

Th'e!~aedrus'~ words recall the doctrine of &p. sa,.a-c, and of Pliiu61U p afT. 
folliJws" ~~ evid~nce th~t it was pre-~latonic, though the fact that pain frequently 
It has ~ ~ure is ~entioned by An11phon, 'll'cpl 6~ovo1Cl'S, frog. 49 (Diels-Kranz). 
passage : ~rl 0~~cang dragged in here as a deliberate allusion to the &pu6/" 
fault. ' n ink we must admit that its attribution to Phaedrus Is a dramatic 

8-a 
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oral or written, poetry or prose. We do not indeed find this stated 
in so many words in the present section, but the repeated USe or 
irei0e1v at 260A-D is sufficient evidence, if any be needed. When 
Socrates comes to define' rhetoric as a whole' at 261 A, he calls it 'a kind 
of influencing of the mind by means of words' ('¥V)(cxywyla TlS Sidi 
:Mywv). 

With the lowering of emotional tone, unmistakable notes of humour 
are to be heard. The politician who sneered at Lysias as a Aoyoy~ 
must, if he ever existed, have been referring to his profession as 
a speech-writer for clients in the courts; the word had no other sense 
in contemporary Attic; and when Phaedrus suggests that the sneer 
might deter Lysias from composing a rejoinder to Socrates's great 
discourse, he is playing on the etymology of ~oyoypaq>eiv, pretending 
that it embraced the writing of show-pieces such as the tpc..rr1K(>s Myos 
already recited. Socrates affects to take this suggestion seriously, but 
keeps up the humour by suggesting that the politician meant no offence 
by so describing Lysias; and in what follows the two suggestions are 
developed together to reach the quite serious conclusion that all writing 
and speaking of Myo1 is generically the same, and also that per se it is 
not an activity which it is offensive to impute to anybody. Such 
development is characteristic of Plato's subtle artistry, which delights 
those readers who do not miss it.1 

' Further touches of humour or sarcasm appear at 2f7E, ol 11ty1crro11 'pcMIO\l'Ns 
Tw11 iro>.1T1M011 116.>.1o-ra lpwa1 >.oyoypa,I~: 2f8B, Y•YTte~ chrfpxna1 be 'fo0 fllihpov 6 
iro•l)ffis: 2s8c, 60c!Mnos >.oyoyp&f<>S· .• la6G1ov flyllTa1 aV-res a\n011 f-n 3011. 

XVIII 

z58E-259D INTERLUDE. THE MYTH OF THE CICADAS 

A brief interlude "?w follow~, 0 wl~ich the midday s~ene is recalled to our 
inds with the cicadas chirping m the hot sunsl11ne. These creatures, 

~ocra:es says, are watching to see wh.etlzer their music lulls us to drowse 
it& iJ/eness or whether we resist their spell. He proceeds to narrate a little 
tnyth about their origin, suggesting that we can secure through their help 
tliefavour of the Muses of Philosophy, who will aid ruin the inquiry upon 
wliich we are about to embarlc. 

Soc. Well, I suppose we can spare the time; and I think too that the 258 E 

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 
retreat like sheep, to have their midday sleep beside the spring. If 
however rJ1ey see us conversing and steering clear of their bewitching 
siren-song, they might feel respect for us and grant us that boon which a 
heaven permits them to confer upon mortals. 

Pli. 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 
creatures were men-men of an age before there were any Muses: and 
that when the latter came into the world, and music made its appear
ance, some of the people of those days were so thrilled with pleasure 
that they 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 
race of cicadas, to which the Muses have granted the boon of needing 
n~~ustenance right from their birth, but of singing from the very first 

wtd out food or drink, until the day of their death: after which they g~ 
an ~~port to the Muses how they severally are paid honour amongst 

h
man ind, and by whom. So for those whom they report as having 
onoured T · h . · th erps1c ore 1n the dance they win that Muse's favour; for o 
osethathavew h' d' h. so with all th ors ippe in. t e rites oflove the favour of Erato; and 

each T e others, according to the nature of the worship paid to 
tho~ ~th~ eldes~, Calliope, and to her next sister Urania, they tell of 

w 0 live 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.1 

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 that anew 
chapter is about to open; indeed this was almost form_ally announced 
at 258D 7-E S· With his usual art, there~ore, P~at? ha~ inserted a shon 
interlude at this point. It has, I sug~est, three d1st1n?1"s~1able purposes: 
first, to provide a temporary relaxation of the readers mmd by m~s of 
a channing little myth ;i secondly to appeal, und7r cover of a warrung by 
Socrates to Phaedrus and himself against lazy-mindedness, for a renewal 
(or continuance)of the reader's attention; and th~dly, to i~~icate the im
portance and difficulty of th~ tas~ ahead by.appea~mg ~or d1vmesupport.3 

We shall probably be nght m regardmg this third purpose as the 
most important. Instead of the conventional direct appeal to a M~ 
or Muses Socrates invokes the cicadas to report favourably upon him
self and Phaedrus, and thereby make them ?earer (irpoacp1Aec;rrtpovs) 
to two of them· these are Calliope and Urania, who are conceived not 
as specially inte~ested in the theme of the coming discussion of rh~toric, 
but as being the Mu~ of philosophy. in general. The ~lec~on ~f 
Calliope for this role ts probably a hit of Pythagoreamsro, w~de 
Urania is by her very name fitted to be patroness of the cosmological 
part of philosophy. By describing the two together as mpl. 'TE .o(Jpavov 
l(cx\ Myovs ovcrat 6elovs 'TE l(a\ lnlOpwrrlvovs Socrates lS Ut effe<:t 
bringing together the two aspects of philosophy, the sru.dy of the 
heavens with the •visible gods' (Tim. 41 A) who dwell therein, and the 
study of man's part in the universe; yet Myo1 6ET01 will, for the reader 
who comes fresh from the myth of Socrates's second speech, include 
the study of those other 6eta, 'Tl"pOs olairep 6EQs (;)v 6ET0s lcrnV (249c) 
-the eternal immutable Forms. 

1 In d\e words IC!a1 Ka>.MO"l't\11 f<ollll'l11 Robin, following Hermeias! detects 'sar:: 
doute' an allusion to tlte Pythagorean harmony of the spheres. This seems to 

fanciful. r ti d d that of 
• Frutiger (op. cit. p. 233) holds that tlte myth o ie clca as. an -:~.t 

Thcutlt, which comes later in our dialogue, are tlte only two entirely ori!Y'-
myths in Plato. . ,1 

3 For a more solemn appeal prefacing a greater subject compare Tamaeua 
words at Tim. 27E: fill~ 6i 'To\is mpl -roO nCJYT~ Myovs irotdo8al ir~ ~ .... 
~ Or~ 'Tl 1Cal 9fOt tmK~ cVxto8a1 1TOvTa tcen6: vaW fulllOIS ply µdi).icmlt 

hrol!iv~ St f\11!11 elnd11. ra& 
4 Maxlmus Tyrius vn 2 63 (quoted by Thompson). says that Pythago1 called Philosophy tlte Mu;e whom Homer called Calliope. Compare a j 

Empedocles, frag. 131 (Diels-Kranz): .VX~llltt' \IOv cN-r1 iraplOTaoo, Kw.>.16'1ftia, 
6isfl e.~11 11~ d:yaebv Myov lµf<ll\IOll'TI. 

XIX 

259£-261 A RHETORIC AND KNOWLEDGE 

As a first step in tlae new i~uiry Socrates suggests tlaat any good speech 
pre.supposes tlr.at the speaker lcnows tlr.e trutli a!Jout lr.i.s suhject; hut 
Phaedrus demurs: the tlteory familiar to /aim is that all tlr.e speaker n.eetl 
know is what will seem true, in particular ahout moral questions, to !au 
audience. By a homely illustration Socrates convinces /aim that this theory 
is liJcely to yield disastrous results. Nex~, a pe~sonifiecl Rhetoric claims 
that knowledge of the trutla, however Jesua!Jk, is of tto use to a speaker 
without the art of eloquence; hut Socrates knows of certain arguments, wltic!a 
lie laears advancing, to the effect tlaat rhetoric is M art, hut a rrure knaclc. 
These arguments must laave their say, in order tliat Phaedru.r may he 
convinced tlr.at he will never he a successfa/ orator unless he hecomes 
a plailosoplaer. 

Soc. Well, tl1esubjectwe proposed forinquiryjustnowwas the nature 2S9 I! 
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? 
Pia. 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 16o 
only what is likely to be thought just by the body of men who are to 
give judgment; nor need he know what is truly good or noble, but 
what will be thought so; since it is on the latter, not the former, that 
persuasion depends. 

Soc. 'Not to be lightly rejected',1 Phaedrus, is any word of the 
wise; perhaps they are right: one has to see. And in particular1 this 
present assertion must not be dismissed. 

Ph. I agree. 

Soc. Well, here is my suggestion for discussion. 
Ph. Yes? 

Soc. Suppose I tried to persuade you to acquire a horse to use in B 

battle against the enemy, and suppose that neither of us knew what 
a ~orse was, but I knew this much about you, that Phaedrus believes 
a orse to be that tame animal which possesses the largest ears. 

~ ~ quo!"tion from I liaJ u, 361, 

or this force of 141 &f\ ml see Denniston, Gr11/c Partic/11, pp. 2n~. 
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Ph.. A ridiculous thing to suppose, Socrates. 
Soc. Wait a moment: suppose I continued to urge upon you in all 

seriousness, with a studied encomium of a donkey, that it was what 
J 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 to 

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

Pl&. To go to that length would be utterly ridiculous. 
Soc. Well,isn'ti t better to be a ridiculous friend thanacleverenemy?1 

PA. I suppose it is. 
Soc. Then when a master of oratory, who is ignorant of good and 

evil, employs his power of persuasion on a commu~ity 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 stu.dymg the 
beliefs of the masses he persuades them to do evil instead of good, what 

D kind of crop do you think his oratory is likely to reap from the seed 

thus sown? 

E 

Pli. 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 ~e 
after he has come into possession of truth; what I do however pnde 
myself on is that without my aid knowledge of what is true will get 
a man no nearer to mastering the art of persuasion.' 

Pl&. 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 d1at the claim is false, that it is n~ art, but 
a knack that has nothing to do with art: inasmuch as there 1s, as the 
Spartans put it, no • soothfast' art of speech, nor assuredly will there 
ever be one, without a grasp of truth.i 

1 The meaning is that the obviously ridiculous mistakes of a well-intentioned 
speak~r are likely to do less harm than t11e mistakes of an il~-i.ntentioned one who 
is clever enough to disguise his ignorance and so escape ridicule. l f 

i The f oint urged here is that knowledge of truth must be part and parce. 0 

the art o rhetoric, if lt is really to be an art: knowledg7 ca~not ~e somcduns; 
preliminary or cxmmcous which the orator can presume m lus audience to stare 
with, as had just been suggested by the apologist of rhetoric. 
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p/i. We must have these arguments, Socrates. Come, bring them 2 61 

u before us, and examine their purport. 
p Soc. Come hither then, you worthy creatures, and impress upon 

phaedrus, who is so blessed in his offspring, 1 that unless he gets on with 
his philosophy he will never get on as a speaker on any subject; and let 
phaedrus be your respondent. 

p/i. I await their questions. 

A.t the opening of this section Socrates goes at once to the heart of 
the matter, 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.a The teachers of eloquence, rejecting the demands 
of the philosophers for exact truth as visionary, and differentiating 
themselves from Sophists as unconcerned with morals,3 aimed at 
imparting (in the words of Aristotle's definition)4 '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 O"ocpol of 26oA, seems very improbable. Once he had given 
up his employment as a ?\oyoyp&cpos 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 (S6~cx) :S and this is a constant matter of opposition between 
him and Plato. But Jsocrates was far from being an example of the 
toadying orator (K6?\cx~) of the Gorgias; this can be seen from many of 
his.' orations', perhaps as well as anywhere in the letter to Nicocles, in 
which he contrasts himself as the serious and sincere adviser of an 

1 
The allusion is to Phaedrus as begetter of discourses: cf. 242A-B. 1 
Or at least of forensic rhetoric, which the words ~ 1TAl\9t1 otmp 611C16<rov<n11 

¥i,6o>.) most noirurally suggest; it seems less applicable to deliberative rhetoric. 

Ti ompson thinks that the aotol of 2Go>. are 'all the 1'1)(110ypa,01 from Corax and 
islas downwards' J • 
~· M tno 9 s c: l<al r opylou 11a>.1cna ••• TaVra 6;r011cn, lm a<iic 411 1TO\f aliTOO TOVTO 
~ •1 &maxvouµtvou, CAAi!. 1<al -ra.v 6Mw11 1<cnayl1\~, 6-rav cbcoV<r1) Vir1axvovlllvwv • 6-Ui!i -r;•" o!na1 611v 1TOU!v 611vo\,f. 

s ~u. 13fSD 26. 
~ hen he declares that to become a good speaker is '!NXfiS 6:v8pncfis 1<1'1 
ind':ff:'K~s fpyov (Contra Soph. § 17) he is certainly not thinking of his art as 
With epent ~ ttuth. The meaning of 6o~aaT111fls may be inferred by compnrlson 
114>.>. anat · § 9, where he claims the ability 6~6a<n mpl bacnov ~11 6'>.l\8uC111 

ov .. • "TG'.>v dlilvat '°cricOvrwv. 
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intelligent prince with orators who seek to amuse unintelligent crowds 
with novelties and thrilling stories. 1 

Whether or no the theory mentioned by Phaedrus at 260A was 
intended to apply only to forensic oratory, Socrates in the sequel treats 
it as applying to deliberative, in a passage (26oc) 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 1TOAl~. 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 cert.linly desirable· 
it should be a preliminary to learning rhetoric; but to make anyone els; 
believe that truth which you possess is impossible without Rhetoric· 
and therein her great service lies. (Here again we are reminded of th; 
Gorgia.s, 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 2000 is only plausible is that it has 
in fact no method, no TixVTJ deserving of rJ1e name. :a 

The plea delivered by .Rhetoric is met by certain personified 
arguments (Myo1), which declare that she is no art but an anxvos 
Tp1~i'): but this device of a literary &ywv is soon dropped, having served 
its momentary purpose of sharpening our attention. The phrase 
thE)(VoS Tp1(3fi is a virtual quotation from Gorgias 463 u,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 xap1~ Tl\loS tc:crl ~Sovfi5 &irepyaaf125 lµmiplcx 
(46ic), and so a mere matter of knack and 1<0ACX1<Efa, but to establish 
(in d-1e first instance) that from the rhetorician's own point o{ view, 
namely success in persuading, no maner what is to be persuaded, 
knowledge of truth is indispensable. The very notion of TixVTJ, he 
is about to argue, implies that rn1cmiµ11 which the contemporary 
pretenders to a ~flTOp1Kl'J 'rixll1'l alf ect to regard as both unattainable 
and unnecessary. 

1 AJ Nwochm §§ ·O-/ 1; see Introduction p. 6 supra. In § -49 't"'l(ciyc.>}'lfv bat 
the depreciatory sense o 'allure'. The date of the work is 374 a.c. or a little later 
Qehb, Attic Orators n, p. 83), and hence very close to that of the Plia1tlrus. 

• The emphatic position of Ttx"1J in ::i.6oo 9 is intended to direct our attendon 
to this weakness in Rhetoric's defence. 

J olitc l<m ~ @\)..' flrm1pla Tl Kai Tp1p(), cf. fOI A,~ •• ·TP•P!\ Kai iµimpl«. 

xx 
16JA-264E KNOWLEDGE OF RBSEMBLANCBS AND 

DIFFERENCES 

Rlietoric, Socrates proce~J.r, a.r a. metlt~d of Uifluencing men's minds 
(ljlVXay(l)yfa) commonly involves cli.rputatum ( <Wn}.oyla, the presentation 
of opposed arguments), as may 6e seen not only in tlze fieldt of foren.ric anti 
tf.e/iherative oratory, 6ut also in tlte arguments of ZeM the Eleatic. And 
since disputation involves tlte ahility to represent, or misrepresent, one thing 
as lilce ant>tlrer, tire successful speaker must knt>w the trutli as to liow tltings 
resemhle and differ from one ariother. 

An examination of Lysias's speech. re'llealJ its deficiency in t!iis respect 
and also its lack of orderly arrangement. ' 

Soc. Must not the art of rhetoric, taken as a whole be a kind of 1 

'nfi • f th • di b , ~uI A. 
1 uencmg o e mm y means of words, not only in courts of law 
and other public gatherings, but in private places also? And must it 
~ot he the same art that is concerned with great issues and small, its 
~ht employment com~anding no more respect when dealing with 8 
unportant matters than with unimportant?1 Is that what you have been 
told about it? 

P~ No indeed, not exactly that: it is principally, J should say, to 
laws~ts that an art of speaking and writing is applied-and of course to 
public harang~es also. I know of no wider application. 
f Soc. What. Are you acquainted only with the• Arts' or manuals r oratory by Nestor and Odysseus, which they composed in their 

etSU: hours at Troy? Have you never heard of the work of Palamedes? 
Gp: No, upon my word, nor of Nestor either; unless you are casting c 

orhgias for the role of Nestor, with Odysseus played by Thrasy
mac us, or maybe Theodorus,3 

1 The word 'iNX 1 • 
where it has the d ayw;1 v, as we have seen, is used by Isocrates, at! Nt.e. n § '49 
the correspond' eprec1atory sense of ' allure'. It is quite possible that the ~se of 
of it is not dep~neg· noun hwas suggested to Plato by this passage, though his use 

a cf s, ciatory ut neutral. 
equal ;cs;::;. Z:~ A~ where the speaker points out that dialectic holds all ans in 
1rp6f 'TOVro I~ l~ov :~ Tl)(v(;)v TO ""YY'Vis ical TO 111\ ""YYIV's KtlTCIYOllll m1p"'11Ml T•i4 

3 G . Qf. 
L__ org1as is cast for the f N b. th 
uc:ause he lived t pan ° estor o on account of his eloquence and 
~rnachus of ~h:.1~~at age (though the date of his death ls not known). 
~ bC heard at 261 . ?"• who came to reside at Athens and of whom more 

c, 15 evidently at the hcighr 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 you 
tell me, .what is it that the contending parties in lawcourts do? Do they 
not in fact contend with words, or how else should we put it? 

Ph. That is just what they do. 
Soc. About what is just and unjust? 
Ph. Yes. 
Soc. And he who possesses the art of doing this can make the same 

o 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. 
Soc. Then can we fail to see that the Palamedes of Elea1 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? 

Ph. 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, a and to expose the corresponding attempts of others who 
disguise what they are doing. 

> . Pia. How so, pray. 
Soc. I 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 (circ. 410 e.c.). Only~ single fra11iment ofhl1 
works is extant but he is familiar to us as a character in the Repuhltc. Little o! 
interest is recdrded of his contemporary Theodorus of Byzantium, who ii 
described at 266£ as 'the master of rhetorical artifice'. There is probably some 
point lost to us in comparing these two to Odysseus, but, as E. S. Thompson (oa 
Mino Soc) points out, •Such 1htaola1 were a fashionable amusement at Greek 
social gatherings'; cf. also Alcibiades's al•6vts of Socrates in Symp. 21s1.ff. 

1 i.e. Zeno, whose method of argument was to show that an opponent'• thesll 
Jed to two contradictory consequences. For the conuadictory pairs here men
tioned cf. Parm. J27B 6, u9e sand 129B 1; and see F. M. Cornford, Plato oM 
Parmenitles, pp. S7-9· 

1 The Greek is elliptical and difficult; the literal meaning of 'IT~ 1TCWTI 6tlo'°°' 
,.1:111 l5w~11 ical ols 15wcn6v is presumably 'to compare everything with everyth!"' 
else amongst the number of those things which can be compared to something 
else and to which something else can be compared'. If so, the twofold Umitad:!j 
involves a completely illogical antithesis, but this can be tolerated as a vei 
artifice. 

RESEMBLANCES AND DIFFERENCES 

p/i. When it is narrow. . . :i61 

S . well then, if you shift your ground little by little, you are more 
like~ 10 pass undetected from so-and-so to its opposite than if you do 

so at one bound. 
pli. of course. 
Soc. It follows that anyone who intends to mislead another, without 

)>eing misled himself, must ~iscem precisely the degree of resemblance 
d dissimilarity between this and that. 

u . I 
p/i. Yes, that is essentta . 
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 
thing and other things? 

p/i. It will be impossible. u 
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 
suggestion 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? 

Pia. No, never. 
Soc. It would seem to follow, my friend, that the art of speech c 

displayed by one who has gone chasing after beliefs, instead of 
knowing the truth, will be a comical sort of art, in fact no art at all. 

Pia. I dare say. 
Soc. Then would you like to observe some instances of what I call 

the presence and absence of art in that speech of Lysias which you are 
carrying, and in those which I have delivered? 

Pli. Yes, by all means: at present our discussion is somewhat 
abstract, for want of adequate illustrations. 

Soc. Why, as to that it seems a stroke of luck that in the two 
5peeches

1 
we have a sort of illustration of the way in which one who D 

111~1}lc tual 'T~ Myw rnust be interpreted in the light of c s-6, and cannot mean 
Soaa:g> .;t the speech of Lysias and that of Socrates. But which speech of 
That u:· he first, or the second, or both together regarded as a single speech? 
inlalcadt second s~ecch should be meant Is Incompatible with the reference to 
by that ng the audience; that the.first is meant (Robin's view) is suggested indeed 

re erence, but nevertheless seems improbable since we could hardly 
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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. 

Ph.. I dare say that is so: but please explain your point. 
Soc. Well, come along: read the beginning of Lysias's speech. 

E Ph.. '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 absence of arr, isn't it? 

1.GJ 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 before our minds, haven't we? 

Pli. Certainly. 
Soc. But what about the words' just' and' good'? Don't we diverge, 

and dispute not only with one another but with our own selves? 
Ph. Yes indeed. 

B Soc. So in some cases we agree, and in orhers ·we don't. 
Ph. QEite 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 insenion of K<XT' apx6t or the like before 
ahr~ in c 6) that the far longer, more important and more recent second speech 
is left outside the proposed review. I therefore conclude that 7t) '/JJ'Yf" ~ 
Lysias's speech and hoth Socrates's speeches regarded as one. This concJu51on is 
confirmed by the fact that, although later on, when it becomes necessary to the 
argument to distinguish Socrates's two speeches, TQ My"' at .166A 3 undoubtedly 
means these two speeches, yet at 26s c s the words arro Toii '1'lyr1v rr~ TO trra•~ 
luxcv 6 MyoS 1J1Tajli\va1 embrace both the speeches in the singular, and the same 19 

probably the case with 6 i'.6yoS In .16S o 7 and apxoiu~ TOO Myov in 263 D 3• 
Thompson does not consider the difficulties or the possible alternatives, but t~e 
view I have taken seems implied in his note: 'Socrates proposes to illustrate hi~ 
principle by reference to the discourse of Lysias and to his own two disco\11'9Clo 

1 I accept Richards's 6voii6:Tc.w for -ro1Wrt.w in A 3 . . 

DISPUTABLE TERMS 127 

p/r.. 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 th~ 
use of which the multitude are bound to fluctuate, and those in which 
they are not. . 

pit. To grasp that, Socrates, would certainly be an excellent piece c 
of discernment. 1 

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. 

Pli. 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 tenn, 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 beloved and the lover, and the~ 
to turn round and say that it is really the greatest of goods? 

. S':'. An ~c~llent po~t. ~ut now tell me this, for thanks to my D 

inspired condition I can t qwte remember: did I define love at the 
beginning of my speech?2 

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 
<:ephalus. Or am I quite wrong? Did Lysias a.t the beginning of his 
d1Scourse on love compel us to conceive of it as a certain definite 
entity, wirh a meaning he had rumself decided upon? And did he E 

~oceed to brin.g all his subsequent remarks, from first to last, into line 
with that mearung? Shall we read his first words once again? 

Pli. If you like; but what you are looking for isn't there. 
~~c. ,Read it out, so that I can listen to the aurhor himself. 

. · You know how I am situated, and I have told you that I think 
~t ~o our advantage that the thing should be done. Now I claim rhat 

s ould not be refused what I ask simply because I am not your lover. 264 

1 
I follow C R' ("' rr 

IS practicall .. lttler o1ue vntersuch. Uher Platan, p. 31.1) in taking KW.bv d&os 
• I . k Y eqwva ent to ka).611 Tl (wp&yµa). 

tac-roOMyovtom S ' h 
on 2Gio). He had. ean ocrates s two speec es regarded as one (see note 
beginning of th firtn fi(act defined love in both speeches, hut more formally at the 

e st 2370--238c), 
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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 a man swimming on his back, in 
reverse, and starts from the end instead of the beginning; his opening 
words are what the lover would naturally say to his boy only when 
he had finished. Or am I quite wrong, dear Phaedrus? 

B Pli. I grant you, Socrates, that the substance of his address is ~1' 
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? 

Plt. You flatter me in supposing that I am competent to see into his 
c 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 constructed like a living creature, 
with its own body, as it were; it must not lack either head or feet; it 
must have a middle and extremities so composed as to suit each other 
and the whole work. 

Pli. 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. 

D Pli. 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.1 

E I expect you notice that it makes no difference what order the lines 
come in. 

Ph. Socrates, you are making a joke of our speech! 

1 The epigram is given also (with two extra lines) in Dlog. Laert. r, 90, wbl&S 
it is 'said by some' to be the work of Cleobulus of Lind us. 

LYSIAS' S SPEECH CRITICISED 

M the end of the previous section the arguments which Socrates had 
'heard advanci~g· ~ere bidden t~ convince Phaedrus that 'unless he 
gets on with his ph1losoph)'.' he ~II never get on as a speaker on any 
ubjecc' (261 A). The personification of these arguments is not kept up 
~ut the whole seccion may best be regarded as leading up to the demand 
'\Vhich is to be made later on (265 D- 266s), that rhetoric should be based 
on philosophy, that is to say on the method of dialectic. Socrates 
begins with a widening of the sphere of rhetoric which resembles his 
earlier suggestion for widening the reference ofAoyoyp&~ (257off.). 
But whereas his object then was to extend the purview of the discussion 
by regardi.ng ~II pers~asive speech or w?~ng as generically one, his 
present obiect 1s of a different sort: rhetonc 1s 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 
impartant feature is skill in disputation (&vnAtye1v), and in disputa
tion of a particular sort, namely that directed to confounding good and 
evi~, truth and fal~ehood. If Zeno ai.med at making people believe that 
a given hypothesis leads to contradictory conclusions--that the same 
things are one and many, at rest and in morion-the public speaker or 
the advocate aims at maki~g 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 Look or the party for whom he speaks.1 Such. 
an aim. involves indifference to truth in the sense that the speaker has 
no desire to .make the !7'1th prevail; his normal object is in fact to 
~ve, but since deception can best be achieved by piecemeal methods 
tha~ 1s to say by accumulating slight falsehoods or misrepresentation~ 
unnl black has passed through various shades of grey i:nto white the 
s~e;'" ~ust be able to discern 'the precise degree of resemblanc; and 
~1mtlanty ?etw~en this and that' (26u); and the same discernment 

hi
ts called for if he 1s to avoid becoming the victim of such deception 

mself. 

led Wha} should be especially noticed in this argument is that know
g:;I truth ?as come to be conceived as knowledge of how things 

ilie e and diff:r from one another; we are in fact coming to see that 
tioenwayd tDo .tx:i?1 1s the method of dialectic, with its two parts Collec-

an IVISIOn.l ' 

At this point (262c) the discus.5ion passes from these general 

' By co-ordin:uing Zen ·th th Impression that h d o wt . e. 6vTUl11u11 and l5'11111Y6po• Plato gives the 
~ises h · . e ?es not admire him, though the soubriquet of Palamedes 
dialectic. Se~sC~~e~uity. He ~egards Zeno as the father of eristic, rather than of 
PP; 1'1- t6.. n ord, Plato .s Theory of Knowled1e, p. 169, and Dies, Parminide, 

For dialectic as r 
cf. Soph. 2530 . T 6 revea mg 611016-nif and bvo11016Tl'ls see Statt.sman :a8fB, and 
htpov 6v T'*°rov • • Kcz:1tl yivT} 61a1pdo9a1 ical 11f)T1 TaVT6v (l>v) 115oS tnpOll flyi\aau9ai lll\TI 

1.1wv ov Ti\s l51eV..XT1Kiis 'Pfiao11111 fmcm\1.1T}s .r11a1. 
ff Pp · t 
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considerations to the speeches delivered by Lysias and by Socrates 
himself; it is suggested that they may afford ~llustratio~ of the presence 
or absence of 'art', that is to say of the kmd of art JUSt des1derated, 
which involves knowing the truth. Socrates begins in a vein of irony, 
by suggesting that both speakers were in pos.session ~f the truth and 
contrived to mislead their audience by way of Jest; but st later becomes 
evident that Lysias showed no sign of possessing the truth about his 
subject, since he made use of the 'disputable' (&µq.10J3flTfi0'1~ov) tenn 
'love' without defining it at the outset and thereafter confonnmg to tbe 
definition; Socrates, on the other hand, in his spee<:h (that is to say bis 
first speech and his palinode regarded as one discourse) had been 
careful to do this.1 Lysias then displayed little or no TE)(vT), while, as 
for Socrates, he of course will claim no 'TtxVfl 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 arrangem:nt; these ~in~ are of 
course matters of Ttxvri but, as we might put st, of TtxVfl m its purely 
literary not its philosophical aspect; though indeed from the way in 
which Socrates speaks at 264.A. 4--6 it may be inferred that Plato thought 
of the two aspects as closely connected. 

1 He had in fact defined lp<o>S in both speeches, and the definitions were of 
course different· yet in each he had conformed to the desideratum implied in the 
words of 263x:' ,,.pl>s 'TOVTo OWTo~Oµmis mrvra ~ Vcrnpoll Myov &1rm~. Later 
(.2.66A) Socrates will point out that we two speeches taken together d1v1ded fpq 
into a 'sinister' (a1ta1~) and a divine type. 

... 

XXI 

264E- 266B DIALECTIC METHOD .AS EXHIBITED IN 
PRECEDING SPEECHES 

Turning to his own two speeches, Socrates points out that tlieir contra
Jjcrion in suostance sprang from the identification of love with two opposite 
Kinds of madness, th.e human and the diviM. A con.sideratum of them from 
this point of view will show that talr.en together tlrey exemplify tlie method 
of dialectic, proper to philosophy, in its two oranches, Collection ( awayc.>y~) 
a11d Division (S1cx(peo1s). Everything else that he had said was, he now 
a.rserrs, of little importance in comparison with this metlrod, of which he is 
an enthusiastic practitioner. 

Soc. Well, to avoid distressing you, let us say no more of that-though 26 4 E 

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. 

Ph. To what do you refer? 165 

Soc. They were of opposite purport, one maintaining that the lover 
should be favoured, the other the non-lover. 

Pit. Yes, they did so very manfully. 
Sac. I th~ught you were going to say-and with truth-madly; 

but that remmds me of what I was about to ask. We said, did we not, 
that love is a sort of madness? 

Ph. Yes. 

Soc. And that there are two kinds of madness one resulting from 
human ailments, the other from a divine disturban~ of our conventions 
of conducr. 

Ph. Qyite so. B 

Soc. And in the divine kind we distinguished four types, ascribing 
them. to four gods: the inspiration of the prophet to Apollo that of the 
mysuc to o · i h f th ' , , ionysus, t at o e poet to the Muses, and a fourth type 
>.6y··· ~he U

6
sc of this plural for the two speeches of Socrates (as opposed to TQ 

- in :i 20 wh· h . I' d ti S natural . • 
1 

ic amp 1e lat ocrates had made only one speech) is quite 
a rcvcr~i~ince t 

1
1ey. are now to be contrasted (lvavTlc:.> nov l\0TT111, :i6s A), There is 

note on 26° to t le singular at 265 c 6 and o 7, which again is perfectly natural. See 
• 

1
, . lD, 
his is ine · 1 tioned at xacr, anasmuc 1 as Apollo and Dionysus were not in fact men-

llavlct descr7~4%-0• 'Two-riKfi probably means something less restricted than the 1 e at 2440, namely Dionysiac frenzy in general. 
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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;1 the blend 
resulrlng in a discourse which had some claim to plausibility, or shall 

c we say a mythical hymn of praise, in due religious language, a festal 
celebration of my master and yours too, Phaedrus, that god oflove who 
watches over the young and fair. 

p/,, It certainly gave me great pleasure to listen to it. 
Soc. Then let us take one feature of it, the way in which the 

discourse contrived to pass from censure to encomium. 
p/,, 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 
D procedures, and it would be very agreeable if we could seize their 

significance in a scientific fashion. 
Pit.. What procedures do you mean? 
Soc. The first is that in which we bring a dispersed plurality4 under 

a single form, seeing it all together: the purpose being to define s°:-and. 
so, and thus to make plain whatever may be chosen as the topic for 
exposition. For example, take the definition. given just no;v of love:S 
whether it was right or wrong, at all events 1t was that which enabled 
our discourse to achieve lucidity and consistency. 

1 nus is probably no more than a variant form of Plato's regular admission 
that his myths are at best approximations to the truth. 

11 The Greek has a sort of pun on the two meanings of ('rrpoo)tTal31111, via. 
'to sing in praise of' and 'to play'; the latt~ meaning alone belongs to the 
cognate noun mnlhdl, which is here associated with the verb. 

J The 'c:asual allusion' is .probably to be foun.d at ~~S.A-B, where 11avla11 ~ 
1,~aaiinr at11<11 implies Collect1on and 11avlczs d6fl 6vo D1vmon. Or the referen tel 
may be to the original passages in the first and second speeches of Socra 
where the two procedures first come Into view, viz. 2;7off. and 244A.ff. hab1 

• The phrase als 111a11 l6ta11 ~imx &yn11 T6 ir<>Maxil lil•0'1f0llll4va .is pro Y 
meant to include both the bringing of particulars under a Form or kind and the 
subswnpdon of a narrower Form under a wider o.n~ ~see my note on Col!~O:: 
in Plato's Examination of Pleasurt, p. 14:i). D1v1s1on, on the other h • P 
not concerned with particulars: it reaches an infima species and must then •to 

(cf. Pltil. 16E). . • d sh which 
5 I accept Schanz.'s T6 for ,.a in D s and would remove Burnet s a ~ 'the 

seem unhelpful: Tl> mpl lpc.nos II fO'T111 6p1oetv is perfectly normal Greek or d 
definition whlch stated what love is'. Dy 'definition' here ~e should unders:.,. 
no more than the determination of the genus of lpws, viz. 11avla (calle~ idi ii 
natively in the next paragraph 1T<1pQ\lo1a and T6 6fpo11 T~S lhC1110lczs), W l 
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? 
~. h 
S The reverse of the other, w ereby we are enabled to divide E 

;ntoo;~rms, following the objective articulation; we are not to attempt 
h ck off partS like a clumsy butcher, but to take example from our 

:,
0 

arecent speeches. The single general form which they postulated 
irrationality; next, on the analogy of a single natural body with its 266 

~rs of like-named members, right arm or leg, as we say, and left, they 
pa nceived of madness as a single objective form existing in human 
~ngs: wherefore the first speech divided off a part on the left, and 
continued to make divisions, never desisting until it discovered one 
particular part bearing the name of 'sinister' love, on which it very 
properly poured abuse. The other speech conducted us to the forms of 
madness which lay on the right-hand side, and upon discovering a type 
oflove 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 B 

can befall us. 1 

1 There are serious difficulties in this paragraph. Socrates speaks as though 
the generic concept of madness (T6 6fpo11, 'ITap<iYo1cr, 11avlcr) had been common to 
his two speeches, and there had been a formal divisional procedure followed in 
both of them. Neither of these things is true. In the first speech Socrates starts 
by bringing lpr.>S under the genus tm&u11la but this is superseded (see note on 
:a37c) by 1'.iflp•s, which is declared to be no?.wt>Js Kai no?.vu6is (:i.;8A.); It Is 
then shown that fpr.>S is a species of Cl~p1s, but this is done not by successive 
dichotomies, but by an informal discrimination from an indefinite number of 
other species, of which only two are named. It is only in the second speech that 
Socrates starts with a clear concept of• madness'; but here again there is no scheme 
of successive divisions, whether dichotomous or ocher: there is merely the single 
1tep of a fourfold division. 

It must _ther~fore be ad~itted that Socrates's account of the dialectical procedure 
foUowe~ m !us speeches 1s far from exact. Nevertheless it may be said to be 
suhscan~ally true: for it is true to the spirit and implication of what has happened: 
it describes how the two speeches might naturally be schematised when taken 
together as part of a design which has grndually unfolded itself. A writer with 
more c?nccrn for exact statement than Plato had, would have made Socrates say 
:~e;,~1 ~g. to the following effect: •I can illustrate these two procedures, Collection 

~vision, by rtference to my two speeches; if you think of them together, 
You will agree that I was in fact, though not explicitly, operating wir11 a generic 
incept, 1.1cnila, under which I contrived to subsume two sorts of f~: though 

1 ~~\fou that my ac1uul procedure was very Informal, and in particular that 
in•~ ed. to leap .frorn genus to infima sptciu, without any clear indication of 

-u . .ue 1ate species.' 
It should fu th be b . . funs h r er remem ered that the word 11Cllllcr did occur 1n Socrates's 

'Wasd:~b' ~!though more or less casually: the lover whose passion was spent 
cWt' 1 ri e as 1Jna~W.w11 6>.>.011 6pxoVTcr tv C!Vrlt> Ker\ 'ITpoC7"T6:n}v, voCll Kai aa>fpoo\nrl\11 
had :a~0!.:01 1-1a,vla1 (:i41 A). Moreover, when introducing his paUnode Socrates 
'XOplJ•oOaa 

6 
~err hvµas Myes 6s 611 ncrpdvToS tpacrroO TQ 111' lpCnm IJ@V.ov <pij &t\I 

• 
1 1 61) 6 1-11:11 11crlvncri, 6 ~ aw<ppovd (144A). These passages, taken in 
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Pli. 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;1 and 
whenever I deem another man able to discern an objective unity and 
plurality,:a 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 call 
dialecticians. 4 

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 Pliilehus, and not less so, if we may trust the 
evidence of a well-known comic fragment,S in the research carried on 
in the Academy. The verve displayed by Socrates in his account, 
particularly at 266B where he speaks of himself as an lpaa-n')s of these 
Divisions and Collections (a word used again in the same connexion at 
Phil. 16s), 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 dialectical method sketched in an earlier 
dialogue, the Repuhlic; but it was not the same as this, despite some 

conjunction with our present passage, will justify a belief that the conception 
of 11C111lcr as the genus of f~ was present in Plato's mind from the outset of the 
dialogue. 

• By these words Plato is careful to keep before our minds the necessity of 
applying dialectic to rhetoric. ' • 

~ I read mq>w6e" with Burnet, taking it as belonging both to &11 and =M6, 1.e. 
both the unity and the plurality discerned by the dialectician exist objectively. 
Robin defends the m"""6s of B and T, rendering by • poner sea regards clans la 
direction d'une unit~ et qui soit l'unit~ naturelle d'une multiplicite'; ~ut this 
seems very difficult Greek. The variation of prepositions els and trtl w11h 6paY 
is perfectly natural: for •Is cf. Phil. 17£ f, oGK •Is 6p1e116v o<i&M:r ... 6:m66vTcr: and 
for rnl i6iJ. 18A 7, cMc hT" dmlpov q>WIV &T ~Mm1v ~ 6XA' mi ·river dp1eiaav. 

3 Perhaps an adaptation of OJysu.y v, 193, l> a· h1t1Ta IJl'T' fxv1cr ~at\11 &toto. 
• Socrates's point is that the honourable title of• dialectician' is to be re~ed 

for such men. Since 61ci::>.ucr1K1' carried the implication of serious philosophical 
inquiry as opposed to fp10T1K~ (cf. Pliil. 17 A), this is cqui~alent to saying that the 
practitioner of Division and Collection is, in Soc.rates's 1udgment, the only uue 
philosopher. . • t 

The diffidence expressed m d µht 6~ • • • Grbs 016• and m iUxp1 ~Sc does no 
concem the suitability of the name • dialectician' to the rrue philosopher, but 
reflects Plato's realisation that the fruitfulness of his novum orgonum has yet to be 
tested in practice. That the method of dialectic sometimes led to disappointm.ent 
or failure is acknowledged at Pliil. 1GD, where once again Socrates declares h•~: 
self to be its tpacrn\s, but adds 'IT0A>.61<1s &• lit f\311 61aq>vyovoa lp11µ011 Kai 6Tropo11 iccrt 

OT'llO[\I, and admits that it is xpi'106a1 rnryxclt>.trrov. 
5 Epicrates, frog. 187 (Kock). 
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paints of resemblance. 1 It should be realised that there can be no ob-
· ection to Plato, or any philosopher, having two or even more 
~ic:tAE1<Ttt<al µteoS01, according as he 81aAac-n1<{A)s µertpxna1 this goal 
or that. The word 81~E1CT11C6s for Plato meant primarily 'pursuant of 
serious inquiry', as o~posed t? i_PtOTIKOs, and must have been originalJy 
adopted to express his conviction that the conversing (81~oecn) 
of Socrates with those willing to join him in the quest for truth was 
wholly different in aim and spirit from the contentious wrangling 
(lp!;~£1v) of men like Euthydemus and Dionysodorus.1 

In Rep. VJ and vu the goal of the dialectician's upward path 
is the cognition of the Form of the Good conceived as the 
source of all being and all knowledge, an &wrr66ETos apxfi in 
whid1 supreme reality and supreme value coincide. This is not the 
place to attempt to amplify what Plato tells us about the ISta T&ya6o0: 
what is relevant is to point out that Plato, for whatever reason never 
afterwards speaks of it, .at al~ events eo nomine;3 and that being 'so, we 
should not expect the d1alecttcal method, when we meet it again, to be 
identical with that of the Repuhlic. The µ!eoSos of the Pliaetfrus and 
l~ter dialogues, th?ugh broad in scope and lofty enough in aim, is 
directed to something less tremendous (if the word may be permitted) 
th8? .the µe6o8os of the Rep'!.hlic. There is not now any notion of 
d~v~g all the truths of phtlosophy and science from a single first 
pnnetp~e; and w~ may ~ot unreasonably conjecture that the ontological 
and ep1stemolog1cal flights of the Repuhlic have been superseded by 

'. At nr ';> and SJ7C it is pro~ided that the various branches of mathematics 
which constitute the propaedeutic to dialectic should he united In a 'synoptic' 
vlew: 6 Y~P. OWOTrT1Kl>s 61a>.acrucas, adds the latter passage. This is reminiscent, or 
rather. anticipatory, .of the ,ovvop&v .of :i.6s o, but only in a particular reference: 
there is no suggestion of synopsis as a general scientific procedure· at most 
we can say that we have here ~ollection in embryo. Similarly with Di~on: at 
4S<fA .Socrates speaks of the failure to draw distinctions ('TO 11il &waoeai >eaT" dSri 
81C11~1JNO• -ro >.ry6lll\IOll hrtOKOTnlv) as a mark of eristic as opposed to dialectic: 
~It is a far cry from the _recommendation of this elementary precaution to the 
e orate ~c~cme of ,continuous logical division in :i6s E-26GA. Moreover, to 
~::are. e way up and 'way ~?wn. ' (to at:id from the dwrr6et'TOI' ~Px1', cf. Rip. 
: 0 m) wrth Collccuon and D1v1s1on respectively, as is sometimes done seem" 
is n e only .ro darken counsel: there is no real parallel, and in particubr ther~ 
Plia~J. quesdi~'01 n ~f 6vaipiTv -rc?xs lirroOf011s nor indeed of "1ro9fo11s at all, in the 

1 
rus a. ecuc. 

Othe;~ese are the only out-and-out Eristics we meet in the dialogues though 
spirit. c aracters such as Euthyphro, Polus and Callicles have touches ofilie same 

3 Of course Pl I h 
In a pur 1 ! . aro must a ways ave postulated a Form of goodness taken 
Ideas atea1l et ucal(sense: the moral Ideas were never abandoned, lf inde~d any 
a lecture wl :Vhre sec Epistlw vu, 3421.ff.); moreover we know that he gave 
date than ti He ?0

1
body could understand, '1Ttpl -roO d)-a&oo, presumably at a later 

and of the ~t 0d thr ie J!.epuhlic i but I am speaking of the Plato of the dialogues, 0 0 at ts lmKtlva njs olialas. 
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something less magnificent, but perhaps more practicable, even as were 
its political and social aspirations. W~a~ is .now con~emplated is a 
piecemeal approach to knowledge, cons1sung m 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 class. 
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. 
Collecrlon and Division are indeed clearly enough described, but we 
are not told anything of 6-roµa eiSTt, or whether dichotomy is to be 
invariably employed, or whether more than one fundamentum Jivi-

. sioflis is allowable; for such amplifications we have to look principally 
to the Philebus and Statesman. 1 

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 µteoSos that the formal relevance of the three discourses-the 
speech of Lysias and the two speeches .of Socrates-is alone to ~ 
discovered. They are relevant to the question of good and bad rhetonc, 
good and bad ~aycuyla, just because they exemplify the presence or 
the absence of q>1i\ocroipla, of love of truth and conscious, systematic 
endeavour to attain it. Nevertheless formal relevance is not the same 
thing as intrinsic significance or value. No .intelligent reader of the 
Pliaedrus can fail to see that Plato attaches an importance to the second 
speech of Socrates, and indirectly als?. to the other tw? speeches by 
way of foils or contrasts thereto, addmonal t? that denv;d from the 
part they play in the total economy of the ~ialogue. It 1s, however, 
this douhle significance of t11e speeches which has always troubled 
Plato's readers and made them feel a lack of unity in the work. 
I believe this feeling, though natural, to be unjustified: wh?t really 
needs defence or explanation is the length and elaborate detail of the 
great speech, its magnificence of expression, its imaginative po~r, ~ 
richness and grandeur of its portraiture. To speak of' defence 1~ this 
reference may seem ridiculous; yet we cannot but feel that, relauvely 
to the formal structure of the whole, the great discourse is both too 
magnificent and too long; the balance of the dialogue is upset and the 
structural plan at least partially obscured .. Nevertheless, reg~rded as 
a contribution to what I have calledi the mam purpose of the dialogue, 
the vindication of the pursuit of philosophy as ~e true. culc_ure of ri: 
soul the whole speech is relevant, and not a line of 1t ottose. It 
beca'use the structure of the dialogue is accommodated to a Jess 

·ng 
• Pliil. 16t>-180; Statt~man 262A-163e, 168c, 17so-E. There is a paSSI 

allusion to To lnµ'l'tOV at 277B below, but it is not cluddated. 
s Incroduction, p. 9• 
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. ortant purpose, namely the enunciation of a new mtt!wtl of 
1rn1 ophy that the formal defect has come about. Yet even if we are 
pht 

0~ co admit a defect, we cannot but rejoice that Plato has chosen 
{o~~ it stand. Formal perfection can be achieved at too great a price; 
to de if the poet, the enthusiast and the mystic have had it too much 

than ·r own way from the standpoint of the rationalist and· the careful 
ei 11 h · · 

1 nner it is surely we t at 1t ts so. 
P alt is' J would suggest, just because Plato realises that this has 
happen~ that, now that he has come down to earth again after the 
IJV8iKoS iiµvos, he makes Socrates pour cold water on what he has 
9/ritten saying that it was all a ira1S1a-an entertainment-without 
value s;ve as exemplifying dialectical method. It is not so much that 
Plato is being semi-ironical, or allowing Socrates a touch of his familiar 
self-depreciation, in saying this; the truth is rather that the rationalist 
in Plato does look upon his other half as 'playful', as overstepping the 
limits of serious philosophy. 
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2660-269c THE TECHNIQUE OF EXISTING RHETORIC 

A consideration of tlie teclinical terms anJ devices of rlietori.c wliicli figure in 
tlie manuals kads to the conclusion tlia t tliese are concerned with no more tlia11 
the anteceJents of the art. A numher of the chief figures in Greek oratory of 
tlie fif tli century are passed in rapid review, not with.out touclies of satire. 

266 c Soc. But now tell me what we ought to call them if we take 
instruction from Lysias and yourself.1 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 offeringsi 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 described dialectical; but 
we still seem to be in the dark about rhetoric. 

o Soc. What? Can there really be anything of value that admits of 
scientific acquisition despite the lack of that procedure? If so, you and 
I should certainly not disdain it, but should explain what this residuum 

of rhetoric actually consists in. 
Pli. Well, Socrates, of course there is plenty of matter in the 

rhetorical manuals. 
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 Pli. Yes. 

I b"ect or , µae6vTcrs cannot stand for 'TM 11ail6VTcrs and be taken as t 1e ? l 'f it 
k<XMTv as Robin and others take it; nor would any relevant sense be giv~n k the 
coulJ. hence Madvig's proposal to insert "Toils does not help matters. I thin , 
text a; it stands is satisfactory, though there is something to he said for Ri~l~• 1 

11aew..cx. Having just said what he himself is inclined to call. these pracuuo~ 
Socrates now asks what Lysias and Phaedrus would advise them ~or, JI 
µcdl6VTa advise him) to call them. Then, answering his own question, he 1robica tJ! 
suggcs:s that the procedures just described are in fact those followed .. Y 

111 recognised contemporary teachers of rhetoric, aud implies that the practiuo~~g 
in question should therefore be called f>'l'Top1Kol. Whereupon Phaedru~, t:Oo11f 
or affecting to take Socrates seriously, denies that ,the tcac~ers of rhetor1ce aratt 
anything of these procedures: dialectic and rhetoric, he thmks, are two s P 
arts and the latter now calls for examination. 

'
1
The reference to 'offerings' (5c.lpo~opelv) is !11erely a variant on the regu 

Socratico-Platonic gibe against mercenary sophists. 
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Soc. And next comes Exposition accompanied by Direct Evidence; 

ch· dly Indirect Evidence, fourthly Probabilities; besides which there 
tr the Proof and Supplementary Proof mentioned by the Byzantine 

are · I 'fi master of rhetonca aru ce. 
p/i. You mean the worthy Theodorusr1 

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 Evenusi 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 
Vie won't disturb the rest of Tisias3 and Gorgias, who realised that 
probability deserves more respect than truth, who could make trifies 
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 about 
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. 
Plr. No doubt. 

Soc. And then Polus:4 what are we to say of his Muses' Treasury 
of Phra.res with its Reduplications and Maxims and Similes, and of c 
words a la LicymniusS which that master made him a present of as 
a contribution to his fine writing? 

1 
Coupled by .Aristotle (Soplr._El. 183a 32) with Tisias and Thrasymachus as 

on~ of the ~ost 1mpon:ant contnbutors to the development of rhetoric. · 

A A sophm and poet, of whom some fragments survive. He is mentioned in 
'JIO/. 208 and Pliattlo 6oo. 

f 
3
GA P~pil of Corax, the founder of the Sicilian school of rhetoric, and a teacher o org1as. 

rn~ A pupil of Gorgi.as, familiar to us from the Gorlfias, in which he replaces his 
H ter .as the second mterlocutor of Socrates. The most natural interpretation of 

crmc1as ad /oc is ( Th ) h . for h · pace ompson t at Mo11<11la A6yc.lv was Polus's own tide 
but \\~~~~referred to. c:is,_if ~ept, must (exceptionally) =olov, 'for example', 
Mevoeto bu . prefer to excise 1t. 6vouhwv l\uw11vlwv must be governed by 
6.o~<n ' 1 t It docs not follow that Polus wrote another work called Mo11<11la 

1 L ~v, 1 1?ug.h of course he may have done so. 
as wci'?mnru~ 15 n:'~ntioned by Aristotle (Rli1t. 14r3a 14) as a dithyrambic poet 
unneces:arys ll r chto~ici~~· At 14148 17 Aristotle speaks with depreciation of his 

tee mcalmes. 
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Plr.. But ,didn't Protagoras in point of face produce some such 
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 pathetic 
language to the poor and aged, the master in that style seems to me to 
be the mighty man of Chalcedon,3 who was also expert at rousing a 

o crowd to anger and then soothing them down again with his spells, to 
quote his own saying; while at casting aspersions and dissipating them, 
whatever their source, be 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 by 
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--

Pia. Only a few unimportant points. 

268 Soc. If they are unimportant, we may pass them over. But Jet us 
look at what we have got in a clearer light, to see what power the art 
possesses, 4 and when. 

Ph.. A very substantial power, Socrates, at all events in 
assemblies. 

Soc. yes indeed. But have a look at it, my good sir, and see whether 
you discern some holes in the fabric, as I do. 

Pli. Do show them me. 
Soc. Well, look here: Suppose someone went up to your friend 

Eryximachus,S or his father Acumenus, and said •I know how to apply 
such treatment to a patient's body as will induce wannth or coolness, 

B as I choose: I can make him vomit, if I see fit, or go to stool, and so on 
and so forth. And on the strength of this knowledge I claim to be 

• For the use of llfvTo1 in noNN questions see Denniston, G~eelr.. Pa~ 
p. "40). It seems here to give a touch of protest: Polus may be da~ wi,,. 
little consideration, but Protagoru went in for the same sort of th111g, and 
cannot belittle him. do 

1 •opeotrm11 may have been the title of a work by Protagoras, though we 
not hear of it elsewhere. For Protagoras as the fatl1er of Greek grammar"' 
D.L. rx, p-4, and Nestle's edition of the Protagoras, P• 30. 

' Thrasymachus: see note on 261c. co 
• Vollgraff suggests 'T6 for 'Ti)11 !n A 2:.cf. 269c 7. But ao:m:\11 in A 7 secmt 

point to 'Ta here. 'Ti)11 seems to me 1mposs1ble. 
S One of the speakers in the Symposium; for Acumenus cf. 21711. above. 
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etent physician, and to make a competent physician of anyone 
• c:ornhp m I communicate this knowledge.' What do you imagine they 
co"" 0 ~ 

ld have to say to that. 
•

0;/t. They would ask hlm, of course, whether he also knew which 
padents ought to be given the various treatments, and when, and for 

)Jow long. 
soc. Then what if he said • Oh, no : but I expect my pupils' to 

manage what you refer to by themselves'? c 
p/t. I 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
ledge of medicine.' 

soc. Now suppose someone went up to Sophocles or Euripides and 
said he knew how to compose lengthy dramatic speeches about 

8 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 D 

teaching these accomplishments he could turn a pupil into a tragic poet. 
pf,, I imagine 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 I don't think they would abuse him Ndely, but rather 
treat him as a musician would treat a man who fancied himself to be 
a master of harmony simply because he knew how to produce the 
highest possible note and the lowest possible on his strings. The 
musician would not be so rude2 as to say 'You miserable fellow, you.'re B 

off' your head': but rather, in the gentler language befitting his 
profession •My good sir, it is true that one who proposes to become 
a master of harmony must know the things you speak of: but it is 
~fectly possible for one who has got as far as yourst:lf to have not the 
•lightest real knowledge of harmony. You are acquainted with what 

!ft~":; · S µofl~VTa _refers of course not to a patient but to a pupil of the sol-disant 
but Wi;h ~cr~~e~ is concerned, not with the effect of an orator on his audience, 
ontors S~s ~ aim to .teach .!Us 'art• to others, who in their turn will set up as 
•·~~ ~milarly wah the soi-d.isant tragic poets of the next paragraph: 

• R d' a TPayc,>61as 1TOIT)Ol\I olna1 ttapa6166v111, 
the co~af 1

5~g 6
Yj01Kws for cl.'yplc.is with Osann; cf. Cm' cl.'ypo1KI~ in 169B 1. For 

(P'4ro'.r Thon ° the two words see Soplr. :i17 E and Comford's note ad!«. 
eory of /(now/edge, p. 167). 
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has to be learnt before srudving harmony: but of harmony itself you 
know nothing.' 

Pli. 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. 

Pli. I entirely agree. 
Soc. And if' mellifluous' Adrasrus,r 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 d1ose 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, coarse language? Or would 
they, in their ampler wisdom, acrually reproach us and say' Phaedrus 
and Socrates, you ought not to get angry, but to make allowances for 
such people;1 it is because they are ignorant of dialectic that they are 
incapable of properly defining rhetoric, and that in rurn leads them to 
imagine that by possessing themselves of the requisite antecedent 

c learning they have discovered the art itself. And so they teach these 
antecedents to their pupils, and believe that that constiruteS 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.'3 

• Adrastus, King of Argos, a contemporary of Theseus: see Eur. S11pplku. 
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. 

1 It has been suggested, by Raeder and others, that the words o<i XP>'I xaM!fal111111 

6".& ovyy1)'1'c:xnci1v are a conscious echo of Eutliycl. 306c, ovyy1y11Wo.11v idll ~ 
Cll'rfols XP>'I TiiS hn9vµlo<; ical 11>'1 xa>.rnalvc1v. As the Eutliyclemus passage occurs "} 
what is perhaps a covert criticism of Isocrates, this would confirm the belief o 
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 
acciden~ly; while llS to the sentiment, it may weU have been characteristic of the 
real Socrates to deprecate anger when sympathetic understanding was rather 
called for; cf. R•p. 337A, Mtno 92B, 9SB and (for Plato) Laws 888A: fTC-> all 
1Tp6pprio1s To1&tl1 TIS 6ev11~ TOIS oOTc.l 'T>'IV lhc!rvo1a11 6111p8apllivo1s, ical '-fyc.llifll 'II~ 
oj!locnrrts 'TOv 8w6v, ells M 61a>.1y6µrvo1 "Twv "To10\rfwv. 

' By the end of this speech the opening exhortation to •make allowances' has 
distinctly lost itS force, since the imaginary speakers recapitulate th~ shd~ 
comings of these teachers incisively enough. This is doubtless an effect inten 
by Plato, who is only semi-serious in his self-reproach at the beginning of ,69•· 
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The purpose of this section is to show that the practice, and even 

e the theory, of rhetoric, as it had developed in the fifth and fourth 
:~uries, fell far short of anythin~ that would entitle it to the name of 

8 -rt}(VTh a solid scienti~c a~cm~plishment. We ?1eed ~ave no hesitation 
in believing that Plato is thmkmg of the rhetonc of his own day: there 
rnay of course have be~n a further development of the n&yl<<XAa 
'1'£)(v1Jµo.-ra (.269 A) to which Socrates could not have alluded without 
anachronism, but if .so they v:'ould hardly affect the general tenor of 
Plato's review and his conclus1ons. 

The actual catalogue of these "tl)(\l~µcrra, and their assignment to 
dtis or that technographer or orator, are of little importance; the 
object of mentioning ~hem, apart from mild satire·, is merely to 
substantiate the complamt 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 audien~ 
and the right occasion for making use of this or that style, this or that 
device, and the power to combine the different elements of a speech 
into a balanced and effective whole. 

At the date when the Plzaedrus 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 d1e problem of precisely assessing the proportion of the 
whole that is meant for the address of lsocrates 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 between Plato and 
lsocrates, which has been dis~ssed so often and so exhaustively1 that 
I may be excused from attempting yet another examination. Probably 
all that can be affirmed with certainty is that the educational 
theories. of the tw? were fundamentally opposed, Plato believing in an 
exact saen~e apph~I~ to the life of both individual and ir6A1s, while 
Isocrates pitched his ideal no higher than an enlightened judgment 
based .o.n common sense and an estimate of probability; and that this 
oppos1~on led to gibes and covert attacks on both sides, though more 
and plame.r .on the side of Isocrates, who was, to all seeming, both the 
more sensitive and the more quarrelsome of the two.~ 

The l~nguage in which the accomplishments of Tisias and Gorgias 
are described at .267 A, Ta TE cxi:i OlJll<pa JJEYCV.a Kai Ta IJEYaAa oµ1KpO: 

i See . II R 
Ap end· es~cia .Y ae~er, Platos PIUI. Enrwick. pp. 269-79; Thompson, 
pp P21 ~ 

11
• W~lamowitz, Platon n, pp. 1o6-2s; Burnet, Grttk Pltiltnopliy r, 

inc<}_~ 9; Rrm,)PliUrt, pp. clx~lxxv; Taylor, Plato, p. 318; R. L. Howland 
• The :1~1 _193~ 'pp. lfl-9· 

lsocrates (A us~on 10 Rtp. 500B to Tolis ••Mmx.&ri116vc.ls rxovras was taken by 
I am inclinednt1a'. ~~ 25.8-61), whether rightly or wrongly, as meant for himself. 
of our dialo to ~ '?kit was so meant, and that the compliment to him at the end 
merits th ghue. 15 tn~ended as an am1nd1, a generous recognition of Isocrates's 

' · oug implying no rettactation of Plato's criticisms 
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~IVE~• iro1oi:iot Sta ~ooµT)v A6yov, t<atva TE &pxalc..>S Ta T' Wcr.rrtcx 
Kcnvc;.'>s, bears a resemblance which can hardly be accidental to a passage 
of Isocrates, Panea:rric(iv), composed about 380 B.c.: ol Myo1 Totcn'.mtv 
rxouat 'ritv cpVO'l\I c:Z>a9' olov T' dvat irepl TOOV o:\rrC::,v iroA>.axcA>s 
l~T)y1)aaa6a1, Kal 'TeX TE µey&Aa Tam1va no1f\aa1 1<al Tots µn<pots 
l.lfye6os irep16etva1, teal Ta ir<XAa1a Katvws S1eA0etv Kal irepl "l'Glv veC1Jo-rl 
yeyEVT)µ!\loov apxaf(.<)s elmtv (§ 8). Whether or no Tisias or Gorgias 
had described their accomplishments in these terms, it is plain that 
Plato who could not make Socrates quote the Panegyric, is indicating 
the s~all 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 ~ffset by the f~ct that 
the chief point insisted upon in the present section 1s one emphasised by 
Isocrates himself, namely the necessity of O'Va-racns (2680, 269c), of 
organic structure in which the parts are accommodated to each other 
and to the whole, and the Jack of which finds its clearei:t expression in 
the illustration from tragic composition. The relevant passage of 
Isocrates is Contra Sopli. (xm) § 16 where, speaking of the ISfo1, the 
'forms' or types of oratory, he says To Se To\rrcuv (sc. Toov lSeGlv) !cp' 
lKaO'Tr.p Toov irpayuc1Toov &s Set npoet.taeco 1<al µJ~ai ~pos &J:~fiAas 
1<al Ta~a1 Ko:ra Tpo1T0v, hi Se Toov Ka1p&v µ1) SiaµapTETv ... Tavrc:t Se 
iroA>.fjs (sc. <pT)µl) hnµe!.elas seraea1 teal 1¥VXi1S av6p1Kfjs Kai So~a<ntKfjs 
fpyov dva1. . 

It may be inferred that, though Plato had m~ch to cnnc:ise m 
Isocrates, he had no hesitation in adopting suggestions from h1m on 
occasion. 

• This corresponds to 61r6"n baaTa TOirr1»v no1erv (sc, lid) (268 D); cf. also 
"11'poa:>.op6vT1 ica1p~S TOO 'IT6'T1 :>.m'lOll icol rn1axnlov (272 A), 

XX III 

269c-272B PHILOSOPHY AND RHETORIC. PERICLES'S 

DEDT TO ANAXAGORAS 

The true art of rhetoric, which t!iese theorists and orators whom we have 
passed in review do not po_ssess, needs the outlook an~ tire metliod of 
philosophy. We can see thu from the example of Pertcler, a masterly 
orator who learnt from A_naxagoras to study •Nature' (cpva1s), the 
fundamental character of tlungs, 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 t.he various types of discourse to the appropriate ~es 
of soul that confr?nt htm ~s 1.fNXayooyo~. When he has learnt this in. theory, 
and mastered u m practice, he may claim to possess the art, or science, of 
oratory; hut not before. 

Ph. Well yes, Socrates: I dare say that does more or less describe 269 c 
what t11e teachers and writers in question regard as the art of rhetoric; 
personally I think what you say is true. But now by what means a.nd 
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 perfonner, 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 ~hetorician, provided you also acquire knowledge 
and practice; hut 1f 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. 

Ph. Then what is? 

S°".. I am inclined to think, my good friend that it was not E 
SU • h · , 

rpnsmg t at Pericles became the most finished exponent of rhetoric 
rhere has ever been. 

Ph. Why so? 

' Both substance a d I h . • 
§§ ICi- t? d . n anguage ere are very similar to Isocrates, co11tra Sopli. 
Possible 't1~a~ p~~~oa hr~her less de~ree) to the later Amid. §§ rBCH). It is quite 
suggestion f k a been r~dmg the former work recently, but there is no 
Robin sa s 0 a:;ac. or .even disagreement on this point, and In any case, as 
borrowinyg (p. 'thxvi), .It ts a commonplace which gives no ground for supposing 

on e1 er side. 
ff PP 

IO 



PHAEDRUS 

Soc. All the great arts need supplementing by a study of Nature: 
270 your artist must cultivate garrulity and high-flown speculation; frorn 

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 Anaxagoras, and by enriching himself with 
high speculation and coming to recognise the nature of wisdom and 
folly1-<>n 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 d6 you mean? 
B Soc. Rhetoric is in the same case as medicine, don't you think? 

Pit. 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. 

Pit. You are probably right, Socrates. 
c Soc. Then do you think it possible to understand the nature of the 

soul satisfactorily without taking it as a whole? 
Plz. If we are to believe Hippocrates the Asclepiad, w-: 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. 

Pit. Yes. 
Soc. Then what is it that Hippocrates and the truth have to say on 

n this matter of nature? I suggest that the way to reflect about the narure 
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 ro 
impart it to others, is simple or complex; secondly, if it is simple, to 
inquire what narural 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 parts 
and observe in respect of each what we observe in the case of the 
simple object, to wit what its natural capacity, active or passive, 
consists in. 

• I retain ~as with B and T. 
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p;,, Perhaps so, Socrates. 
s~. 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 E 

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. 

p/,. To be sure. 
Soc. Hence the speaker's whole effort is concentrated on that, for it 171 

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. 

Pli. Q!!ite so. 

Soc. Thirdly, he will classify the types of discourse and the types of B 

soul, 
1 
~d the various ways ~n which souls are affected, explaining the 

reasons m each case, suggesting the type of speech appropriate to each 
type of soul, and showing what kind of speech c.an be relied on to 
create belief in one soul and disbelief in another, and why. 

• At 2 7 ~ o 2 we have d611 ('+"'Xik) instead of }'Ml, but I think Frutiger (op nt 
P· 9t n. 2 ) is w~ong in discriminating the words (which are so often synonym~us) 
:/drth and. lcin1s of soul respectively. I do not believe that Plato has here in 
c n t e lrlparute scheme of Rep. iv and of the Pliaedrus myth. The whole 
ontcxt su~gcsts that there are not only three 11611 or ylv11 '+'VXfls with three 

~ii:;:~sp.onding d611 Myw11: die task of the rhetorician would he comparatively 
adl e 1~ that cas~; nor is it likely that Plato would contemplate a type of oratory 
w·~esse . exclusi':'ely to the 'appetitive' part of the soul. Nor do I think: 
als

1 
p mb71

tz (?P·
1 
ctt. t , P· '473) is right in saying that the present passage 'behandelt 

Th r~ en:iausc 1, ob sic [Le. die Seele] einheitlich oder zusammengesetzt ist' 
once ;0~t~~c~~n ~s indeed hidden to. start by asking himself whether soul is all of 
altcrnativ Th ~ny fsons, hut plainly he is expected to decide upon the laner 
Plato is s~~ I erj ~so. course nothing ~1ere inconsistent with the tripartite doctrine: 
unspecifi d p Y t b11nkmg of an unspecified number of types of mind to which :an 

e num er of type · f d' . ')) b . unspecified d . s o iscourse w1 e respecmrely appropriate: 
111\01),.Cll (27~ ~)~ etermmate (271 o); cf. lt.v Ill\ ,.,s TGW mr.ouool'ivc.:w 'Tl\f .,;ow.is lhap1&-

10•2 
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Pli. I certainly think that would be an excellent procedure. 
Soc. Yes: in fact I can assure you, my friend, that no other scientific 

c method of treating either our present subject or any other will ever be 
found whether in the models of the schools1 or in speeches actually 
delive~ed. But the present-day authors of manuals of rhetoric, of whom 
you have heard, are cunning folk who know aUab~ut tl_ie so~l but~p 
their knowledge out of sight. So don't let us admit th:1: clai~ to wnte 
scieniliically until they compose their speeches and wrmngs m the way 

we have indicated. 
Pli. 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. 
Plz. 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. ~ow 
these are of a determinate number, and their variety results m a variety 
ofindividuals. To the types of soul thus discriminated there co.rresponds 
a determinate number of types of discourse. Hence a cerram type of 
hearer will be easy to persuade by a certain type of speech to take ~uch
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 

B must cultivate a keenness of perception in following it, if he is g~ing ~o 
get any advantage out of the previons instruction that he was given ~ 
the school. And when he is competent to say what type of man JS 

susceptible to what kind of discourse; when, further, he can, on 

272 catching sight of so-and-so, tell himself 'That is the ~an, that 
character now actually before me is the one I heard about in school, 
and in order to persuade him of so-and-so I have to apply t!iu• 
arguments in tlzis fashion•; and when, on top of all this, he has further 

1 J take tv&ma.Vµcvov to refer not to a public epidei~tic speec? (' morcea~ 
d'apparat' as Robin calls it), which would rather requtte lin6uKWllfl'Ov, but t 
models or'' fair copies' issued to pupils in the schools. h yet 

• Phaedrus asks Tlva ToiiTov; because he feels t~at Socrates as not as 
actuall described the Tporr~ of writing and speakmg, ~ut o.nly the ~e~~';;j 

relimrnaries. Dut by saying Tov :po.rro11 ToOT011 Socrates implies th~t the ment 
~anner of composition is implicit in, ?r can be ded~ced from, ?•s s~t~ctual 
of tJ1e preliminaries. Nevertheless he is ready, not mdef ~~ g•vt ~eo,ry of 
exampl~, or model speech ( a\rra Ta ~1\µCXTa), but further toe uCJ ate t 1e 
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 Brachylogy, 
the pathetic Passage, the Exacerbation and all the rest of his accom

plishments, th~n and ~ot till then. has he ~:11 and ti:ul~ achieved the 
art. But if in his speaking or teaching or wntmg he fails many of these 
requirements, he may tell you that he has the art of speech, but one B 

mustn't believe all one is told. 
And now maybe our author1 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?'2 

Pli. Surely we can't accept any other, Socrates; still it does seem 
a considerable business. 

The question sometimes raised, whether Plato is here reversing (or 
mitigating) the adverse judgment passed on Pericles in the Gorgia.s, is 
misplaced, for he was there regarded as a bad statesman whereas here it 
is merely his oratorical excellence, which neither Socrates ,nor Plato 
would deny, that is affirmed.3 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 l.IETEc.>po;l.oyla l\'VO'Ec.>5 ir~p1. 
I understand Plato's point to be that Anaxagoras convinced Pericles of 
the importance of discovering the fundamental character of a thing as 
distinct from its various manifestations. The l\'VO'l5 with which 
Anaxagoras was at all events primarily concerned was the fundamental 
character of the universe; what exactly his theory of matter was is 
a disputed question, which fortunately does not here concern us: the 
poi~t is that he, like all the pre-Socratic cpvcrn<ol, postulated a reality 
behind sense-appearances. What Pericles took from him was not 
a doctrine, hut a method of viewing things, of viewing anything; 
namely to look to the 1PVcn5, the 'nature' revealed in a whole, rather 
than to the characters of its parts. This is what is meant by saying 
that he took over, and applied to the art of oratory, that ek~nt in 
~xagoras's philosophy which was suitable thereto: fVTEOOw efAKVatV 

I T!'iv TWv Myv.>v ti){VT')v TO np6crq>opov <XVrfj (270A). 
Plato makes his point clearer by an illustration from medicine. To 

treat a patient scientifically, not by mere rule of thumb the doctor 
must kfl.ow the cpuc:ns O"c.(iµcrros, the nature of body, wh~t 'body' in 

27; ~.Our author' is the 'anyone who seriously proffers a scientific rhetoric' of 
a I . 
_, Nretain 1'l before mws in B 3, seeing no reason for Burnet's 11~. 

he had cvert.heless I d~ not think that Plato would have written as he does here if 
but in :J01 ~1!, fact revised his opinion of Pericle.s; but the revision occurs not here 

le m6no (93Aff., 99sff.). 
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general1 is, as distinct from the particular bodies, with their individual 
peculiarities, that he has to treat. Similarly the orator and the teacher 
of rhetoric, being a lfN)(ayr..>y6s, must know the ~vats 'VVXiis as 
distinct from the particular lfNXal which confront him. That is wh~t is 
meant by 1f)5 'TOV o">.ov ~u~c.>S at 27oc 1. Plato is not saying that the 
doctor and the orator must know the nature of the universe, hut that 
they must know the general character of the object that their art deals 
with, the nature of body as a whole, or soul as a whole. i 

If this interpretation of the whole passage is correct, we are now in 
a position to understand the general statement of 269E: Traaa1 &rcn 
µeya">.a1 1(;')v 'TE)(VWY Trpoal5fovra1 &5o">.eaxkx5 Kai µm(l)po).oylas 
~UO'EQS Trep1. 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 provinces 
the same theoretical treatment-the essence of which is the discovery 
of the One behind the Many, or the One-in-Many--as physics and 
cosmology apply to the universe. All science is, or ought to be, mpl 
~vaec.>S laiopla:, and all scientists (including rhetoricians, if rhetoric is 
to be a science) must expose themselves to the common gibes of 
'garrulity' or word-spinning (&15o">.eax!a:, cf. Ph.aeJo 7oc and Burnet 
ad loc. ), and of •high-flown speculation' or tall-talk (µE1'toopo).oylcx). 
This latter word I take to be used here not so much in its literal sense of 
discourse about Ta ~pa (the things in the heavens), but rather in 
the metaphorical sense of speculation which 'rises above• the objects of 
sense to •higher' concepts and principles. 

Two difficulties however remain: 
(1) Why should Anaxagoras be credited with a concern for the 

cpvo1s voii 'TE Kal &volas? So far as we know his teaching, it was the 
cosmic vovs and its 61a1<60'µT)a1s of chaotic matter that he was 
concerned with, whereas the reference here can hardly be to an~ 
hut human wisdom and folly. My belief is that Socrates (Plato) JS 
merely suggestingJ that Anaxagoras in his converse with Pericles would 

1 Not indeed' body' in the most general sense,• the corporeal', but ltumafl body: 
as of course the orator's concern Is with lauman soul. 

a Prof. G. M.A. Grube (Plato's Tltougltt, p. 213) alone of scholars known IO 
me has seen that To0 6>.ov does not mean the universe, as most interpreterl 
(e.g. Robin and recently Jaeger, Paideia 111, p. 192) suppose, misled, as he remar~ 
by the reference to ll'Ttc.>p<>>.oyfa above. But Grube seems to think that . • 
doctor is bidden to study the particular body that he is ~eating a~ a ":'hole. T~ 
indeed the point made at Cltarm. 156e, but the point here IS different. 
meaning seems to me to be put beyond doubt by 270 E: &v T<i> TIS TfxYll ~ 
&18~1 T1')11 oOolav 6cltu 6Jcp1PGis '1'1'\S 'IR'c.>11 TWTOV 1Tp0s 6 ~ MyCM npooola11 • IO'TCll 
nov '+"'Xii To<iTo. For this sense of Tb 6>.ov cf. Symp. 205 B. • to 

l The particle llt'i (270A 6) being used to give the semblance of certainty 
mere conjecture. The alteration of 6\lolas (B, T, Hermcias) to IS1:i"°las i~ doubd,ell 
due to the assumption that Tbv n6>.w MyOll refers to Anaxagoras s public teac:hilC 
or writings, which did not touch on &vo1a. 

BACK TO DIALECTIC 

wrally have passed from speculation on the general nature of voOs 
~: its manifestations, varying in degree down to vanishing point, in 
human beings. 

(z) To what work of Hi_Pp~crates d~es Soc~tes refer? I am very 
doubtful whether any treatise m our Hippocratic corpus will fill ·the 
b ·11 · in any case the question is one rather for ·the student of Greek 
~edicine than for the Platonist. Galen indeed (see Thompson's note) 
affi rmed confidently that the allusion is to mpl cpva1os &vepWirov: but 
this belief seems to be based on what is said at 2700 about the possibility 
of 'Tl'7'.elw eio11 awµcrras rather than on the earlier assertion that 
according to Hippocrates, we ought not to srudy a particular (human) 
body apart from (human) body as a whole; and I strongly suspect that 
when the question is asked Tl Tl'OTe ">.fyE1 'lmro1<p<l'nis Kai 6 &AT)&~s 
Myos, Plato is about to read into Hippocrates what he wants to find 
there; it is analogous, I suggest, to what Protagoras told his disciples 
insecret(Tlzeaet. I s2c) or the real meaning of what Heraclitus expresses 
badly (Symp. 187 A). If we could point to any Hippocratic treatise in 
which it is plainly declared that the doctor ought to have a general 
knowledge of physiology before he treats a patient, our doubts would 
be at res.t; bu~ this doe: not appear to be possible, though chapter xx 
of mpl apxo:111s IT)1p1K11s comes somewhere near saying so.1 

The upshot is that we are back again at dialectic as the right µteoSas 
for the orator: he must discern lfNXfi as at once a One and a Many· but 
there is something more now added (27ooff.): the various ~ of 
soul act and are acted upon in various ways, and the orator must discern 
?ow this happens. It is clear from 271 B that it is the na6fiµcrra that are 
Important rather than the Tro1f)µa.Ta; the orator must know how this or 
th~t soul is .affected by this or that type of oratory;1 the soul's 6waµ15 
TOO i_ro1etv 1s probably mentioned only because Plato docs not wish us 
to ~1mk of lfNXTi as purely passive; it moves both itself and body in 
various ways; but that is irrelevant to the present context. 

• 
1
.., F~r the most recent discussion, see W. H. S. Jones, Philosopliy ar1J M 1Jkir11 

'" ~nct~nt. Gr~tce, pp. J6-lo. 
the ~tus,rs rightly emphasized by Robin {p. xlviii): 'Le plus Important de cette 
qui Orie, c est quc la seule rMtorique constltuant un enseignement positlf est celle. 
disc ne sc f~nu pas sculement sur une classification paral/A/1 des Ames et des 

ours, ma1s qui en outre envisage spl!clalement leur interaction.' 



XXIV 

l71B-l74B THE TRUE METHOD OF RHETORIC. 

ITS DIFFICULTY AND ITS JUSTIFICATION 

Can we find any ea.sier sulmitute for this ar.lmitteJly laborious procedure! 
To convince Pliaer.lrus that we cannot, Socrates recalls the contention tltat 
the orator need not concern himself with the truth., hut only with. plausioility 
or (it is now added) probability. After 9uoting from Tisials manual an 
example of forensic argument cased on 'the probable', and showing it1 
absurdity, Socrates remarks that this is really no new point, and Ii.as 
alrear.ly heen met. 

Tli.e way of the true rhetoric is difficult and laborious, but iu justific<Uion 
ir th.at in seeking the truth we are seeking to do tlze pleasure of the gods. 
They are our good and gracwus masters, and it is they, not our fellow
slaves, that we should seelc to please. 

171 B 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 off1 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. 

Soc. 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. 
o 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 beginning1 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 

1 mrh1 has been doubted: possibly 61lv, 'traverse', should be read. 
1 1(,oA.lf, 
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what is plausible. And that is the same as what is probable, and is what B 

ust occupy the attention of the would-be master of the art of speech. 
;ven 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 173 

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 himi 
carefully, so let Tisias tell us this: does he maintain that the probable 
is anything other than that which commends itself to the multitude? 8 

Plz. 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; 
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 
fellow like me have attacked a big fellow like him?' Upon which the c 
big fellow will not avow his own poltroonery bu.t will try to invent 
some fresh lie which will probably supply his opponent with a means 
of refuting him.J And similar 'scientific' rules are given for other cases 
of the kind. Isn't that so, Phaedrus? 

Ph. To be sure. 

Soc. Bless my soul I It appears tl1at he made a brilliant discovery of 
a buried art, your Tisias, or whoever it really was• and whatever he is 
plea~ed to be called after. But, my friend, shall we or shall we not say 
tob1m-

Pli.. Saywhat? 

I 259E. l . . • ' 
l 'Th . cf .. Arist • .Bmls 471, oV6 ATac.mov TmT6:TI\Kaf. 

presu e impotent conclusion of these elaborate mystifications was not we may 
(Tho:;~o~).ntemplated by Tisias, but is maliciously added by Socrates' 

Ti~!latohpe~haps hints that the real discoverer was Coru, the reputed teacher of 
'w 0 was pleased' to be called after a bird of prey (the crow). 

D 
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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 just 
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 

E 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 

274 ourselves1 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 excellent1 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.'4 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. 

Pit.. Your project seems to be excellent, 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. Certainly. 

1 ol ~poi olov ol nveayoprtoi, says Hermeias rightly; cf. (with Thompson) 
the conception of men as K'TiiµaTU &«;>11 at Plaaedo 6n. 

• For ayaOols Tl xal t~ aya9Clv see note on 246A (p. 69). 
' Referring to 2720, ~ mp1~0J,l!vo1s. 
4 I take the address to Tisias to end at o<ix wv ail 6ooctts, and follow Thompson 

in accepting Hcindorf's <!>11 for c!is. •The goal you think of' is ,.b 6µo&il~ 
( =1'/j) 1f>-i')8ti) xc:rpl3e~a1. But (adds Socrates in an aside to Phaedrus) in the l~ng 
run service to the gods proves to be the best means of affording true gratificauon 
to our fellow-men. 

5 ~c. whether success or failure. 

THE GLORIOUS GOAL 

Except for its dosing sentences, this. section does little more th,m 
nderline and sum up what has been said before of the deficiencies of 

:xisting rhetoric. So far as there is anything new, it is the substitution 
of the 'probable' (To elK6s) for the 'plausible ' (To 1n6av6v) 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, h.e is~ a:g~~ Socrates. (referring back to 261 Eff.), 
relying on deceptive s1mtl~nes, or making what looks something like 
the tn.tth 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 doses wi~ the sudden introduction of a religious 
note, and a momentary elevanon. of thought and language which is 
characteristically Platonic: Wo-r' El µCX1Cpa ft mpfo505, µii) 6avµaOT)~· 
µry<XAwv yap EVEl<a mpUTfov, oli)( ci>v a\J SoxETs: 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 
Plia£do (116c): &Ma TOVrc.:>v Sf} CveKa XPl'i wv 5t0.T)AV6aµw, w ~1µµ!a, 
'rl'OOl iro1eiv WCJTE &pe-rf)~ Kcxl q>povi')aE(.r.)S tv Ti;> 131~ µETCXO')(.Eiv • KcxAov 
yap TO a0;\ov Kai "" UTrlS µE)'Q).fl. 



xxv 
274s-278B THE SUPERIORITY OF THE SPOKEN WORD. 

MYTH OF THE INVENTION OF WRITING 

Jt remains to d«iJe under what conditions written compositions may he 
deemed proper. Socrates prefa.ces tlie discussion witlr. a mytlr. of the 
invention of writing hy the Egypcia~ god Th;utlr. (known to tlie Greelcs as 
Hermes) and its wtfavourah!e receptzon hy K_mg Tlr.amu.s. The gro~nds for 
thi.s disapproval are hrought out, and tlie disadvantages of tlr.e ~~ttten as 
against th.e spolc.en word are develop;d, Socrates finally deculing tliat 
th.ough it may be useful by way of reminder to the author and to otliers of 
what they lc.now, it should be regar1e~ as 'pastime' ('Tt'cx151a) .rat!i~r th.an 
as serious hu.siness ( O'Tl'ov5fi); 'luc1dtty, completeness and serious import
ance ' (278A) he!Dng only to tlie coricluswn.s of dialectic, written not in inA: 
hut in the souls of men. 

:i74 B 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 that so? 

Pia. 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? 

c Soc. I can tell you the tradition that has come down from our 
forefathers, but they alone know the truth of it. However, if we co~d 
discover that for ourselves, should we still be concerned with the fanaes 
of mankind? 

Pia. What a ridiculous question I 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 ;-rhom 
the bird called Ibis is sacred, his own name being Theuth. He it was 

0 that invented nwnber 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, whil.e 
Thamus1 they call Ammon. To him came Theuth, and revealed his 

1 I accept Postgate's 9a11cOY for Oa6¥ in D '4• 

INVENTION OF WRITING IS7 

· g that they ought to be passed on to the Egyptians in general. arrs,saym 
h asked what was the use of them all: and when Theuth ex-T amus . . 
la
. d he condemned what he thought the bad pomts and praised E p me , 

h he thought the good. On each art, we are told, Thamus had 
VI at d . ' ld k 1 . 

1 ty of views both for an agamst; 1t wou ta e too ong to give 
~:in detail, but when it came to writing Theuth said 'Here, 0 king, 
. a branch of leaming that will make the people of Egypt wiser and 
~ prove their memories: my discovery provides a recipe for memory 
:d wisdom'. But the king answered and said '0 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. If men learn this, it will implant forgetfulness in their souls: 
they will cease to exercise memory because they rely on that which is 
written, calling things to remembrance1 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.' 

Pli. It is easy for you, Socrates, to make up tales from Egypt or 
anywhere else you fancy.i 

Soc. Oh, but the authorities of the temple of Zeus at Dodona, my 
friend, said that the first prophetic utterances came from an oak-tree. 
In fact the people of those days, lacking the wisdom of you young 
people, were content in their simplicity to listen to trees or rocks, 
provided these told the truth. For you apparently it makes a difference c 

1 If al'.rr~ .. . &va11111vrioxolo'f~ is 10 he kept we must take it as a sense
construction as though -rolis 11a66VTaS tm>.i')0'11ov~ irapt~Et had preceded. Alternatively 
~als. · ·~a11111vl)oxoutva1s, sugge.sted to me by Dr Bury, might be read. 
Plat ~he l1ttle. myth .of Theuth and Tham us is, like that of the cicadas, apparently 
~ s own invention, tl1ough of course the personages belong to Egyptian 
h ry or le~end. The inventor of writing in Greek legend was Prometheus; but 
~was unsuuabl~ for Plato's purpose, since it would have been difficult to make 
an~o~e pl~y agamst him the part that Thamus plays against Theuth. And in 
hiSt as~ it wa~ natural enough for Plato to go to Egypt for a tale of pre
Atlano~, JUSt as tn a later dialogue he goes to an Egyptian priest for his story of 

tis. 



PHAEDRUS 

who the speaker is, and what country he comes from: you don't 
merely ask whether what he says is ttue or false. 1 

Pia. I deserve your rebuke, and I agree that the man of Thebes is 
right in what he said about writtng. 

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,2 must be 
exceedingly simple-minded; he must really be ignorant of Amman's 
utterance, if he imagines that written words can do anything more 

D than remind3 one who knows that which the writing is concerned 
with. 

Pia. Very true. 

Soc. You know, Phaedrus, that's the strange thing about writing, 
which makes it truly analogous to painting,4 The painter's products 
stand before us as though they were alive: hut if you question them, 
they maintain a most majestic silence. It is the same with written words: 
they seem to talk to you as though they were intelligent, hut 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 once a 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 is 
ill-treated and unfairly abused it always needs its parent to come to its 
help, being unafile to defend or help itself. 

Pli. Once again you are perfectly right. 
276 Soc. But now tell me, is there another sort of discourse, that is 

brother to the written speech, hut of unquestioned legitimacy? Can 
we see how it originates, and how much better and more effective it is 
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. 

2 I take c:'>s Tl ... to6f,IMW to belong to 6 'Tfxvtlv ... 1«JTW.rmtv as much as to 
6 1Topo&cx611111as: for to speak of one who 'thinks he has left a written manual' 
is, by itself, nonsense. This could be indicated by deleting the comma aftet 
ica-ra>.nntv and putting dashes before and after icol <XV 6 'ITopa!i1x611111oS. 

l I accept Dr Bury's suggestion "1TM011 'IT'011tv o16llflloS [ll1101). 
4 The Greek word for 'painting' (1wypatla, etymologically a 'drawing of 

living beings') is closely connected with that for 'writing' (ypaipl\). 

WRITING AS A PASTIME 159 
Soc. The sort that goes together with knowledge, and is written in 

di oul of the learne~: that can defend itself, and knows to whom it 
sh~~ld speak and to whom it should sav nothing. 

pla. You mean no dead discourse, hut the living speech, the original 
f which the written discourse may fairly he called a kind of image. 

0 
Soc. Precisely. And now tell me this: if a sensible farmer had some a 

seeds to look after and wanted them to bear fruit, would he with serious 
intent plant them during the summer in a garden of Adonis, 1 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 
purposes wouldn't he behave like a scientific farmer, sow his seeds in 
suitable soil, and be wel1 content if they came to maturity within eight 

months? 
pla. I think we may distinguish as you say, Socrates, between what c 

the farmer would do seriously and what he would do in a different 

spint. 
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? 

Pia. Of course not. 

Soc. Then it won't be with serious intent that he 'writes them in 
water'1 or that black fluid we call ink, using his pen to sow words 
that can't either speak in their own defence or present the truth 
adequately. 

Pli. It certainly isn't likely. 
. Soc. No, it is not. He will sow his seed in literary gardens, I take D 

it, and write when he does write by way of pastime, collecting a store 
of ~e~reshment both for his own memory, against the day 'when age 
oblivious comes•, and for all such as tread in his footsteps; and he will 
take pleasure in watching the tender plants3 grow up. And when other 
men. resort to other pastimes, regaling themselves with drinlcing
parties. and such like, he will doubtless prefer to indulge in the 
l'eereat.1on I ref er to. 4 

Ph. And what an excellent one it is, Socrates! How far superior to E 

! ~ pot or window-box for forcing plants at the festival of Adonis. 
3 . proverbial phrase for useless labour 
OVTo~ • 

the 'gard ~an dnly refer to Kl'\Tl'OVS, and seems to involve a confusio·n between 
4 R d~n an the seeds or plants growing In It. 

ea mg <tv} 0 1s Myw with Heindorf. 
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the other sort is the recreation that a man finds in words, ·when he 
discourses1 about justice and the other topics you speak of.i 

Soc. Yes indeed, dear Phaedrus. But far more excellent, I think, 
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 sows 
his words founded on knowledge, words which can def end both 

,.77 themselves and him who planted them, words which ins~ of 
remaining barren contain a seed whence new words grow up tn new 
characters; whereby the seed is vouchsafed immortality, and its 
possessor the fullest measure of blessedness that man can attain unto.3 

Pit. Yes, that is a far more excellent way. 
Soc. Then now that that has been settled, Phaedrus, we can proceed 

to the other point. 
Pli. 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 

B the general question of speech-writing and what does and does ?ot 
make it an art. Now I think we have. pretty well cleared up the question 

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 say, 
you must be able to isolate it in definition, and having so defined it you 
must next understand how to divide it into kinds, until you reach the 
limit of division; secondly, you must have a corresponding discern-

' Either there i~ a bad anacoluthon, or llVfloM>yoiivT~ should be read, with 
Richards. Phaedrus is of course referrin~ to written µveo>.oyla, ~d althoug~ ~ 
verb (like µ00os itself) doe.s not necessarily carry any sense of myth-making • 
yet we are doubtless meant to detect an allusion to the µv81Khs Oiivos of the present 
dialogue. , . L!-'-

• 6X>.c.w criv 7'.fy11s 'lrip1 refers to c 3 above. It cannot mean other topics w,_.. 
you commonly talk about', for that would need the pronoun <N. • 

s The words EIS 6aov lrve~m1' 6warl>v 116h1cna are to be noted. Socrates 1s not 
here speaking of the felicity of the soul which is liberated whether temporari~ 
or finally from the body, but of that attainable by an ~p'->'IT~, a com~ound th 
soul and body. The term &ecl!YCXTOV is here only applied to the undying trU 
passed on from generation to generation, but it might equally well have been 
applied to the possessor of truth (-rl>v lxoVTa), for he does attain immortality: 
far as an 6vep<JTI'~ can; this we were told in a closely. parallel passage of : 
Symposium (212A) where the final words should especially be noted:~ 
6pi:riiv 6'.TJGll 1<a\ Op1'1'aµlvct> (m6pxci &10,17'.ll y111to&a1, 1<a\ etmp 'f'I' 61'.A«t> &:&p<l>nq> ~itrfl 
1<al oolvCf>. For the meaning of &Mvcn~ ywto9a1 see Bury, Sympo11um, P· xl1v. 

WRITING GOOD AND BAD 161 

f h nature of the soul, discover the type of speech appropriate c 
--.nt o t e d' d' 1 ..... ch ·cure and order and arrange your iscourse accor mg y, ea na , '° . g a variegated soul in a variegated style that ranges over the 
addrlessin mut of tones, and a simple soul in a simple style.1 All this 
,,..ho e ga 'th' h 1· • must be done if you are to become competent, w1 m uman 1m1ts, as 

. 'fie practitioner of speech, whether you propose to expound or 
a saenn · fall ~ · d' · to persuade. Such is the dear purport o our 1oregomg 1scuss10n. 

pit Yes that was undoubtedly how we came to see the matter. 
sO:. And now ro revert to our other question, whether the delivery n 

and composition of speecltes is honourable or base, and in what 
circumstances they may pro~erly become a matter of reproach, our 
earlier conclusions have, I clunk, shown-

p/t. Which conclusions? 
soc. They have showni that any work, in the past or in the future, 

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 
as 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 E 

reproach,3 even if the mass of men extol it. 
p/,, No indeed. 

Soc. On the other hand, if a man believes that a written discourse 
on any subject is bowid to contain much that is fanciful: that nothing 
that has 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 
without any questioning or exposition: that in reality such composi
rions are, at the best, a means of reminding those who know the truth: 278 
that lucidity and completeness and serious importance belong only to 

1 
This. is a new point. The manifold nature of soul, of which we heard at 

:z!,~-B, is not the same as the iron«Ma which one particular soul may exhibit u 
~Sat the 6n7'1h11s of another. 

J 1 ocrates continues his sentence as though there had been no interruption. 
cf. Pojtl<e 8 fmap and 6vap not adverbially, but as real nouns: for Ornsp so used, 
~th of 

2
7 E and Laws 969n. To suppose that writing can convey ' important 

~ap anl:rrnanent validity' is tantamount to an inability to distinguish betwee.n 
that th vap: cf. 61111pC:.novcr1111plTb 611 (R•p. f)) c). We were told above (276'A) 
and W: Y;1'PQ~µtv~ .MYO<f i~ no more than an 1!8wXo11 of the 7'6yos iov wl lµlflll)(Of, 

P esent annthes1s ts a mere variant of that • 
••• n 
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those lessons on justice and honour and goodness that are expounded 
and set forth for the sake of instruction, and are veritably written in the 
soul of the listener: and that such discourses as these ought to be 
accounted a man's own legitimate children-a title to be applied 
primarily to such as originate within the man himself, and secondarily 

B to such of their sons and brothers as have grown up aright in the souJa 
of other men:1 the man, I say, who believes this, and disdains all 
manner of discourse other than this, is, I would venture to affirm, the 
man whose example you and I would pray that we might follow. 

Ph. My own wishes and prayers are most certainly to that effect.a 

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 before 
delivery. Isocrates, himself debarred by physical disadvantages from 
achieving distinction as a speaker, had had recourse to the essay in 
order to reach a public wider than that of his own. school; but this 
novelty was distasteful to many of his professional brethren, whose 
spokesman in extant literature is Alcidamas. In his work On Sopliistt,3 
which is thought to have appeared not later than J8o B.c., Alcidamas 
adopts the same general attitude towards the written discourse that 
Plato here puts into the mouth of Socrates; and indeed the similarities 
of language• are such that, in view of the improbability of a common 
source, borrowing can hardly be denied. Chronology makes it likely 
that Plato is the borrower; but the point is of little moment, for the 
contemporary dispute of rhetoricians is no more than a handle for the 
introduction of a matter which touched and troubled •Plato himself 
directly and personally, and perhaps had troubled him for many years 
~L • 

It will be obvious to anyone who reads these pages with percepuon 
that Plato is concerned to state and defend his own position in the 
matter of authorship. How could his writing of dialogues be of any 
value compared with the 'living word' of the master whom he pot• 

• In the clause l~ 1<ipc<11ls Cvtl the emphasis falls on the participle. A man'• 
legitimate spiritual children are primarily those truths which he ~imself 1111 
discovered by a process of dialectic, and secondarily those which, while togiClllY 
consequent upon the former, are actually reached, again dialectically, by o~ 
The distinction no doubt reflects the relation between the head of a school (sll"'• 
as Plato himself) and its members or disciples building upon his teaching. 

• With these words Phaedrus's conversion to philosophy is signalised. ul 
l mpl Tiolv To\Jt ypq!l'TOVs MyQ\/f ypaf611Tc.>v ft iripl aof1o-r&1v. Brzoska in Pa 'I 

Wissowa, RE, dates it between 390 and 380, Christ-Schmid before 380. Fried 
4 Collected by Friedlllnder, Platon 11 pp. 129f. I am greatly indebted to . 

lander's chapter 'Das geschriebene Werk' in interpreting the present sectsOfl• 

PLATO'S OWN WRITING 

d in them and who had shown his own estimate of writing by 
rraye writing a~ all? How could one who persistently decried 'copies' 
peVer ·nst 'originals ', representation (µlµ11a1s) as against action, and 
as hag:..d made a special application of the antithesis to dramatic poetry, 
"!' ~fy his own dramatic representations? How could he who, through 
~tl outh of Socrates, had twitted the orators with theirlong harangues, 

m aring them to 'books which can neither answer questions nor put c::• (Prota&· p9A), justify the composition of a work like the 
~ e uhlic with its long tracts of virtually unbroken didactic exposition? 
V:~ may perhaps believe that at first Plato stifled the protest of his 

nsciencebyadheringasclosely as possible to the Socratic ~v:\oyla :d by carefully abstaining from positive conclusions: if he allowed 
his Socrates to discuss and suggest, bttt not to teach or lecture, he was 
not 'writing ' in any real or reprehensible sense, but merely perpetuating 
the master's activity. But such a self-justification, 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
tained. Yet Plato had undoubtedly an urge to go on writing-the mere 
volume of his output guarantees that-and cannot have failed to be 
conscious of literary power in such great works as Plt.aedo, Symposium 
and Repuhlic. On the other hand the coincident testimony of our 
present section and of Epistle vu (341-4) reveals his deep distrust of 
the- written word as a medium of philosophy, whetl1er moral or 
metaphysical: it was always open to misunderstanding, it could never 
express the whole mind of the writer, and it might do more harm than 
good if it came into the hands of ignorant and unsympathetic readers; 
moreover-and here again the two sources confirm one another-the 
dee~st. truths can only be communicated through the long-lasting 
3:".oc1at1on o.f a matur~ mind with one less mature, a 'sowing of the 
ltvmg word in another s soul'. The CTTrov5at05, as the Epistk puts it 
(:J44c), ~e serio~ philosopher, will not put what he deems arrov-
5at6Tcrra mto wnung, and he himself has never composed a manual of 
his doctrine (34 1 c). 

It wo~ld be absurd to conclude from these passages that the content 
of the dialogues was, in the eyes of their author of little value · it is 
sure! I · 1 ' ' . Y P am t 1at Plato writes for the most part in a vein of deep 
:;:o~ness, with a sincerity at times passionate. We may well believe 
be!~ •s profoundest thoughts could not he set clown: but we may also 

•eve that remembrance of the power of Socrates's spoken word
~tdiw~ whic~ he describes so vividly through the mouth of Alcibiades 

e Ympostum-togcrher perhaps with the consciousness' of similar 

hi.:i. ~~ Eay be inferred from the words which he imagines Dion addressing to 
6}'Q86 Kai ,re; 6~~~1 3i8 0: at µ&>.10"Ta t'rrno-r&lll)ll lyw 5wa111vo11 av8pc.:m'M llf'M hTl Tc!. 

a 11POTpl:rrovra ds ''"'°" -r• eral ha1plav ~!\>.01s 1eae10"Tava1 hcdiOTon. 

11•2 
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power in himself, led him at times to underrate the value of all WritteQ 
philosophy, including his own. Moreover he probably felt to the encl 
the dangers of dogmatism, and the desirability of the teacher•s keeping 
himself always open to the suggestions, and even the corrections, or 
the pupil. 

There was also of course the peril of 5o~oaoqi!a (275 A-B): a reader 
tends, Plato thought, to imagine that he can absorb wisdom quickly 
by an almost effortless perusal of written words; but what ia 80 
absorbed is something neither solid nor permanent (hence the corn.. 
parison to •gardens of Adonis'); true wisdom and understanding. 
whether about God or the universe or the life of man, can only come by 
long study and reflection, aided normally by a teacher who is hi 
still learning, a guide ra.ther than an authoritative exponent: then 
knowledge come, point by Point, as a flash of illumination: he 1TO~f's 
awova!cxs y1yvoµWJi5 mpl TO np<iyµcx MO 1<cxl TOO av3fiv l~aicpvrw, 
olov &no nvpo5 'TTT)Sf)<:rCXVT05 ~~a<p6£v <poos, fv Tij o/VX a yev6J,&Evov (E 
VII, J4IC). 

Socrates•s words at 276 £ 4-277 A 4 should be compared not onlywi 
Diotima's at Symp. 209B1 but also with 249A 1-4 and 256.A-B above. 
All these passages express, in their varying ways, the same fundamental 
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 6Tav .•• Aaj3wv lflVXTtV irpoa 
1')1<ovaav cpvrEV?J TE 1<cxl anelplJ µer• rn1cm'iµT'ls Myovs mean just 
same as na15epacmi<:r<XV"ToS µcrcX <plAoaoqi!cxs (249A). And when 
see this, we see also that this discussion of the merits and defec11 
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 
Plato understood it. 

• Especially e f ff.: Tan .,w cn:,µcna Ta kW.a 11a>.>.ov fl Ta alcrx~ mnr63ncn cm 
Kai 6v tvnix'O '+"'Xi.I 1<o:llf.i 1<al yewatqr Kai NfVlf, 'lfliw 61') &crn63na1 Tb O'WClllfbnflOI'• 
'If~ TOC>rov TOv 6v8pc.rno11 NeVs lliTfop1t Myc..w mpl aprrfls Kai mpl 0!011 XPfi 1t11CZ1 TOii 
TOI! Qya&bv Kai a fmT116cVr111, Kai hnxuptl '1fat6flll111. 

XXVI 

.i78n-279c MESSAGES TO LYSU.S AND ISOCRATES 

p/,aldruJ is now hidden to convey to Lysias the purport of tlze late 
arl"!"e11t: the writer .of speeches, the J?Oet and the la~giYer, if tlzeir writing 
tonforms to the condmons developed in the l~t section, de.sef'Ye a different 
name: the name of philosopher. But Socrates agrees that there is a message 
far Iris ow1: young friend Isocra.tes too! this talr.~s the form half of prophecy, 
Ital/ of hope, th~t he may u.se his con.sulerahle gifts far higher purposes titan 
ortlinary rlzetonc. 

Tiu dialogue ends with Socrates uttering a sliort prayer, in whicl: 
p/iaulrus joins, for inward goodness,for spiritual riclies together wit!: sue!: 
maurial wealth, hut only such, as hejits the wire and temperate. 

Soc. Then we may regard our literary pastime1 as having reached i78 B 

a satisfactory conclusion. Do you now go and tell Lysias that we two 
went down to the stream where is the holy place of the Nymphs, and 
there listened to words which charged us to deliver a message, fost to 
Lysias and all other composers of discourses, secondly to Homer and c 
alJ others who have written poetry whether to be read or sung and 
third! 

, 
y to Solon and all such as are authors of political compositions 

under the name of laws: to wit, that if any of them has done his work 
'With a knowledge of the truth, can defend his statements when 
~lengcd, and can. demonstrate the inferiority of his writings out of 
his own ?1.outh, he ought not to be designated by a name drawn from 
those wntmgs, but by one that indicates his serious pursuit. o 

Pli. Then what names would you assign him? 
_/.~· . To call him wise, Phaedrus, would, I think, be going too far: the 
~·et ts proper only to a god; a name that would fit him better and 
...vemo r ' Pli.. reseem mess, would be'loverofwisdom ',or something similar. 

Yes, that would be quite in keeping. 
m!~ 0 .n the other hand, one who has notlting to show of more value 
tbetn th: l:rary works on .whose phrases he spends hours, twisting 
1Vi1l right! Y and that, pastmg them together and puUing them apart, s B 

y, I suggest, be called a poet or speech-writer or law-writer. 
&.-

1 
The reference is b-'-I 

QQftt :a74 A 6 0 d pro •w Y not to the whole dialogue, but to the discussion In· nwar s 
eon 10nysius of Hai°' 

tinUed tlirough 1h!°'"assus (<le comp. vtr6. p. 208, Reiske) tells us that P lato 
out •s life 'combing and curling' {K'mll3<.>11 Kai ~0Tpvxl3<.>11) 
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Pli. of course. 
Soc. Then that is what you must tell your friend. ) 
Pli. 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? . 
pJ, , The fair Isocrates. What will be your message to him, 

Socrates and what shall we call him? 
Soc. isoc.r:ates is still young, Phaedrus, but I don't mind telling you 

279 the future I prophesy for him. 
Pli. Oh, what is that? . . . . 
Soc. It seems to me t~at his natural powers give l11m a superiori~ 

over anything that Lysias has achieved in literature, and also that m 
point of character he is of a nobler composition; hen:e i~ would not 
surprise roe if with advancing years he made all hi.s bte.r:ary. pr~ 
decessors look like very small fry; that is, supposing him t? persist m 
the actual type of writing in which he engages at present; ~till ~ore so, 
if he should become dissatisfied with such work, and a sublimer tmp~lse 
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 ~lace to 
Isocrates my beloved and there's yours for your beloved Lys1as. 

Pn. so be it. Bu~ 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? 

Pia. To be sure. 
soc. Dear Pan, and all ye other gods that dwell in this place, grant 

that I may become fair within, and that such outward ~ing~ as I ha~e 
c may not war against the spirit within me. May I count him nch who ts 

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. . . 
Pli. Make it a prayer for me too, since friends have all things IJ1 

common. 
Soc. Let us be going. 

his dialogues and that at his death a tablet was found with numerous ~arlant~bl£ 
the opening ~entcnce of the Republic; cf. also Diog. Laert. 111, 37: It is poss1.de 
that the present sentence reflects the impatience of Plato the philosopher wi 1 

Plato the meticulous literary artist. 

LYSIAS AND !SOCRATES 

The conjunction (278c) of Lysias and other Aoyoypacpo1 with the 
poets (Homer) and legislators (Solon) takes us back to an earlier 
passage (2s8A-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 A) the 6piµµO"Ta ywvaJa 
addressed to Phaedrus himself: tav µfi IKQV(;.)S ~t~oaocpfioi;i, ovS~ 1Kav6s 
lTOTE Mye1v lO'Tat 1Tepl oVSev6s. Lacking 'philosophy' (and we have 
learnt more fully 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 
lKavos Afye1v, because philosophy alone can make him so. 

We can, I think, detect now a deeper reason for bracketing the 
voµoypa~cs with the poet and the speech-writer. All three1 claim, 
implicitly if not expressly, to prescribe to their fellow-men what they 
should do, how they should live their lives. Though not professed 
teachers of &prni like the Sophists, they are open to the same criticism 
from Plato's standpoint: they do not know the moral EiSri, nor do 
they even seek to know them; they are in that condition of arrooSevala 
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-celestial 
region. 

Lysias, with whom the whole conversation started, and who has 
been kept before the reader's mind throughout as the typical product 
of 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 (279 B 1-3) 
of the two messages, and I do not see how it can be other than this, 
that what we cannot hope for from the dead we can from the living. 
I agree with Wilamowitz3 that there is no trace of irony in what is said 
of Isocrates here; and the fact that he is favourably contrasted with 
Lysias jn itself rules out the idea that he, personally and individually, 

' The ~oyoyplifos is here probably not thought of in the narrow sense of 
professional speech-writer for litigants, but in the broader sense given to it 
e~rlier, which would include the Lysias of the Olympicus and the Epitapliiiu 
<1! genuine), and the epidektic speeches of which the lpc.>T11Cbs >.6yof of our 
d1a,logue purports. to be an example. 

On the meaning of amn6rucrla (Rip. fl4A) see H. W. B. Joseph, Knowktlg• 
and tlit Good in Plato's Rtpu/,/ic, p. 16. 
W1 Plaron 11, p. 122: 'Wahrlich ein hohes Lob: keine Spur von Ironic, nur der 

unsch, dass er die Bepbung fUr Philosophie ausbilden ml>chte: 
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has been the target of all the foregoing critique of rhetoric. The playful 
description of him as Socrates's 1Ta15uca 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 Panegyricu.s of 
;Bo 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 lsocrates in ;70 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 above1 had been taken by Isocrates as 
meant for his address; and whether or not it 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.a 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 

I See P• 143, n, 2, 
1 cf. Wilamowitz, op. cit. u, p. 122: 'Versichem kann man nicht, dass der 

Phaidros die Wunde heilen will, die der Staat geschlagen hatte; unm<iglich ist cs 
nicht.' R. Flaceliue (ReYu• Ju ''""•s grecquu XLvr, 1933, pp. 124 ff.) regards the 
encomium as seriously meant, yet combined with a touch of irony: Isocrates's 
••Mc1otla is only ' '>.oo°'lu of a son, and it is possessed ,<m1 instead of as the 
result of dialectic. He thinks Isocrates is placed on the same level as the statesmen 
of Meno 99Blf., who possess right opinion &dq µolpq. 

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 , vcn1 lw<TTI TIS ' '>.oo°'lcx Tij 61cxvolq 
need mean anything different from q11A6c7of6s ,,.t:>s i<TTI niv ,w111. The man, 
suggests Socrates, has an innate love of whatsoever is 11Ca:h611 and an innate hatred 
of whatsoever is aioxJ>6v, .finding the former ol1Cttov and the latter ~p1ov like 
the philosophic dog of Rip. 3768; for all hls scorn of scientific ethics, Isocrates is 
on the side of the angels. 

For the influence of Socrates upon Isocrates, Flaccliere points (inter alia) to 
oJ Nicocum (n), §§ u-u. 

. LAST WORDS I69 
c1.osmg prayer. has .no special connexion with the context of the 
d1a1o~e,. hut is ellll11ently characteristic of the real Socrates in irs 
depretta~o.n of external and bodily goods as compared with the oods 
of the spmt. And Phaedrus's last words, in their movin sitn tci 
~how us on~ more that the devotee of clever but hollowgorat:ry h~ 

ecome one 1n heart and mind with the lover of truth tJ1e ge · 
'r'V)(ayooy~. , nume 
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