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INTRODUCTION




…when I should remember the paragons of Hellas


I think instead


Of the crooks, the adventurers, the opportunists,


The careless athletes and the fancy boys,


The hair-splitters, the pedants, the hard-boiled sceptics


And the Agora and the noise


Of the demagogues and the quacks…


…and lastly


I think of the slaves.





Louis MacNeice (1907–1963), “The Gloomy Academic”


The Greek philosophical tradition not only laid the basis for Western thought but influenced the entire world. From its origins in the rocky islands and mountains of Greece, it was brought as far east as India by Alexander’s conquests. When the Romans vanquished the successor states to Alexander’s empire, they also absorbed the Greek philosophical tradition. The torch was passed in turn to both of Rome’s heirs: the Byzantine Empire and the Islamic empire. Translation into Arabic of the Greek texts began in the eighth century CE during the Abbasid caliphate, especially in the famous “House of Wisdom” founded in Baghdad by the Caliph Harun al-Rashid in the late eighth century.


Beginning in the twelfth century, the works of Greek philosophy that had been lost in the West, especially those of Aristotle, were transmitted to medieval Europe by means of translations from Arabic into Latin, the common language of European scholars. Multilingual border areas, such as Sicily and Spain, were especially important in this effort. By the next century, a few brilliant scholars such as Robert Grosseteste had begun making translations into Latin directly from the Greek. Together with the Arabic translations came a rich tradition of commentaries, which medieval European writers added to as they sought to reconcile faith with reason. In an age of sectarian strife among Christians, Muslims, and Jews, Greek philosophy provided common ground on which scholars of different faiths could work together.


Though translations of Greek philosophy into European vernaculars—everyday languages such as English, Italian, and French, as opposed to scholarly Latin—probably existed from the earliest times, many important translations were produced in the late Middle Ages as powerful patrons hungered for education and practical advice for ruling. The Parisian philosopher Nicole Oresme (c. 1320–1385), for instance, produced French translations and commentaries of Aristotle’s Ethics, Politics, and On the Heavens, as well as a work on economics incorrectly attributed to the philosopher, for King Charles V of France. The pace of translation increased during the Renaissance as Italian scholars sought to recover the wisdom of the ancient world and a passion for Plato swept over the peninsula. The elite of Italy, such as Cosimo de’ Medici (1389–1464), would patronize scholars, such as Marsilio Ficino (1433–1499), and fund the revival of Platonic thought, which, they thought, would give them a truer understanding of God. The invention of print only increased the pace, and publishers found that editions of philosophers in Greek, Latin, and vernacular languages were a good way to turn a profit.


As part of the millennia-old tradition of translation and publication, Ancient Greek Philosophers provides—in convenient form—a précis of selected aspects of Greek philosophy. Though it contains works from several authors, it is but a toe dipped into a vast pool of thought. This introduction is not only a history and contextualization of these works, but also a brief explanation of the ideas found therein. It also takes into account some of the ways in which Greek thought not only influenced later philosophy, but also politics, literature, and art. Finally, it looks at the lives of some of the men and women who undertook the work of translating these works into English.


ORIGINS OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY


“Philosophy,” from the Greek φιλοσοφία, philosophia, literally means “love of wisdom.” At its core, it is nothing less than a critical, reasoned examination of the fundamental problems of existence—how we can be moral, how (and whether) we can know things for certain, and how we can live our best lives. However, its activities go well beyond this aim. Historically, “philosophy” meant “a body of knowledge;” thus, “natural philosophy” is an older term for what today we call “science.” For the ancients, however, there was no hard-and-fast distinction between the fields of math, physiology, spiritualism, and other disciplines.


Philosophy is deeply rooted in the social conditions of ancient Athens. The Athenian democratic tradition required citizens (who were free men born in the city) to be their own lawyers, advocates, and representatives in the ecclesia, or popular assembly. To be able to speak well in public was thus an important skill for the free Athenian. Equally important was personal martial and athletic ability: To be a free citizen was to serve as a hoplite, or citizen-soldier, in the city militia. Hoplites were armed with shields and spears and fought shoulder-to-shoulder in a formation called a phalanx. Each man was protected not just by his own shield, but by the shield of the man to his right as the two sides came together in a clash called the othismos, or “push.” The side that broke first would run and often be chased down and slaughtered. Battle tactics thus required virtues such as cooperation, patriotism, group cohesion, sacrificing oneself for the good of the whole, and personal toughness, while civil life required the ability to debate, manage public opinion, and maneuver in a shifting and fractious political environment. It is no coincidence that these are virtues valued by Greek philosophy.


Athens in the years after the Persian Wars (499–449 BCE) was, much like the United States after World War II, a society in its golden age. Money from the Delian League, Athens’ de facto empire, poured into the city. Athens was rebuilt in grand style from the wars’ devastation. It was in this environment that the sophists thrived—we could better translate the name as “wise guys” than “lovers of wisdom.” These men claimed they could prove any argument or solve any problem for a fee; the term “sophist” has become considered derogatory, since writers who followed Socrates (470–399 BCE) fancied themselves in the true, elevated “philosophical” tradition and dismissed these early thinkers as amoral, hair-splitting mercenaries.


However, the lifetimes of Socrates and his student Plato (c. 420s–c. 347 BCE) saw Athenian confidence and power transition into a time of decline. Athens’ growing influence brought her into conflict with Sparta, the other major power in Greece. From 431–404 BCE, the two city-states fought a destructive conflict known as the Peloponnesian War that eventually resulted in Athens’ defeat. This may help to explain Plato’s turn away from the world, and his critique of the democracy that had led to military and social disaster.


Socrates himself left us no writings: All we know of him we have from his students Plato and Xenophon, in whose dialogues he is a main character; from the plays of his contemporary, Aristophanes; and from a few other surviving sources. So influential was he that the thinkers before Socrates, who modern historians call the “pre-Socratics,” are by and large known only from quotes and fragments in other writers’ works. Some of the sources for the pre-Socratics include Plato’s Parmenides and the various works of Plato’s student Aristotle. The pre-Socratics included Zeno of the famous paradoxes, such as the one that states Achilles would never overtake a tortoise; Pythagoras, who saw numbers as the basis of all things; and Leucippus, who is thought to have invented atomic theory.


What did Socrates teach? Like the Sophists, Socrates believed that arête (ἀρετή), usually translated as “virtue” or “excellence,” could be taught. He developed what we have come to refer to as the “Socratic method,” which appears throughout the various dialogues—the method of finding truth by asking questions (ἔλεγχος, elenchus). He claimed that the wisest man is he who knows he knows nothing, and that the highest aim of human life is to seek justice, which he defined (according to Plato) as that which is pleasing to the gods. He also preached the immortality of the soul. Eventually, his critiques of how the city was being run angered the ruling Athenians enough that he was sentenced to death some eight years into the Peloponnesian War. The charge was corrupting the youth and introducing the worship of strange gods; more likely, it was that he humiliated Athenian leadership, rallied the young men around himself, and praised what was admirable about their enemies, the Spartans.


LIVES OF THE PHILOSOPHERS


Any attempt to summarize the works of the Greek philosophers must begin with Plato and Aristotle. The sixteenth-century painter Raphael’s great fresco School of Athens in the Vatican rightly shows Aristotle and Plato distinguishing themselves by their gestures. The elder philosopher points up, showing his belief that truth was to be found in a higher world; Aristotle, however, gestures outwards, showing he believes truth is to be found in the present world. The following is not—can never be—comprehensive but will offer a very brief introduction to the works of Plato, Aristotle, Xenophon, Epictetus, and Epicurus.


PLATO


The philosopher and mathematician Alfred North Whitehead commented in his Process and Reality that “The safest general characterization of the European philosophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato.” Whereas Whitehead wrote half in jest, there is nonetheless a deep truth therein: Plato’s significance to all subsequent philosophers cannot be understated. Philosophers from Spinoza to Hegel to Bertrand Russell either wrote in defense of, or in reaction to, Plato.


The first of Plato’s works included in this volume, the Alcibiades, is often considered an excellent primer for Platonic philosophy. The titular character is a well-born young man with excellent prospects but he has a bad habit of driving off potential lovers with his cold manner. Socrates, coming to him before he is to speak in front of the ecclesia, gets him to admit he knows nothing of either virtue or politics, and that the best course is to follow the Delphic Oracle’s advice, “Know Thyself” (γνῶθι σεαυτόν, gnōthi seauton) to become virtuous and thus succeed in politics and life. Though scholars since Friedrich Schleiermacher in the 1830s have cast doubts on Plato’s having written it, the Aclibiades is still a good introduction to the Socratic idea of what proper education is. (The actual Alcibiades had a very checkered career in the Peloponnesian War, which gives the dialogue a certain irony.)


The next two of Plato’s works that we have included, the Apology and Crito, deal directly with Socrates’s trial and death. In Greek, an apology (ἀπολογία, apologia) is not something one says to mean “I’m sorry” but rather an impassioned defense. The Apology is a scathing attack on Socrates’s accusers. It includes a supernatural defense: The Oracle at Delphi said Socrates is the wisest man in the land, but he does not believe himself particularly wise. The answer is that even though Socrates does not believe himself to be wise, he, unlike the others, is not operating under the delusion that he knows more than he really does. He characterizes himself as a gadfly, stinging the body politic into action.


In the Crito, meanwhile, Socrates speaks to his wealthy friend on the nature of justice and injustice, saying that even though he has been unjustly condemned, it would also be unjust to escape and that it is his duty to die. The eighteenth-century French painter Jacques-Louis David, in his 1787 painting The Death of Socrates, signs his name beneath the figure of Crito, who is gripping Socrates’s thigh, while Plato, inaccurately depicted as an old man, sits with his head bowed at the foot of the bed. The scene described in the dialogue becomes, in the painter’s hands, a lesson on self-sacrifice for love of country and for truth—an approporiate sentiment on the eve on the French Revolution.


Perhaps the most perplexing of Plato’s ideas found in this volume, particularly in the Phaedo, the Phaedrus, the Parmenides, and the Symposium, is his concept of the Forms. In the Phaedrus, for instance, Plato has Socrates explain that the changeable, imperfect world we perceive with our senses is not the “real” one. All of the things we give names to, including such intangible but indispensable concepts as “goodness” and “virtue,” are but reflections of eternal ideas that have their own independent existence outside our mundane reality.


Plato explains this idea most famously through the metaphor of the cave in his Republic: Imagine that we are prisoners who have been chained for our entire lives in a cave. Behind us is a fire casting a light; actors come by holding shapes and use them to cast shadows on the cave wall. These shadows are all we know of the world; to us, they are “real” things—cats, tables, chairs, etc. Were we able to predict what the next shadow to be cast was, we might think we knew something about the world. Were we able to loosen our chains somewhat and turn around, then we would think we were really enlightened: reality was not the shadows, but the shadow-puppets of the cats, tables, and chairs! Then, he says, let us imagine we escaped our chains and left the cave entirely, to the world lit by the sun, and we saw the real world of which the objects in the cave were only representations. This, Plato writes, is true reality.


This idea of reality existing in a transcendental world is Plato’s answer to the problem of universals. Imagine a chair. It could be a folding chair, a classroom desk-chair, a Ghyczy Garden Egg chair, or a papasan. Plato would hold that we recognize all of these things as “chairs” because they participate in a universal “chair-ness,” that is, somewhere out there in the “real world” there is a Platonic Chair. The material chairs we know are but reflections—shadows on the cave wall—of this “real” ideal of a chair. Aristotle, on the other hand, says that there is no Platonic Chair, only things we call chairs. We call the Aristotelian position “nominalism” after the medieval Latin term nomina mentalia, “mental names,” whereas the Platonic position we term Realism, after the reality of the essential forms. The message—that we must not be blinded by what we perceive with our senses, but strive to see the principles behind things and the real causes (e.g., the sun, as opposed to a mere fire)—is of no small importance to the development of Western science.


In his Symposium, Plato states that the way human beings connect to the higher realm is through the transcendental power of love. A symposium was a drinking party of the sort held by elite Athenians in a special part of the house called the andros, or “men’s room.” Being quite hungover from the night before, rather than participating in drunken debauchery, the guests at Plato’s symposium discuss the meaning of love—specifically, eros (ἔρος), “desire” or “romantic love.” Plato believed that the way human beings connect to this realm is through the transcendental power of eros, for love is nothing more than the pursuit of beauty, and, as he has Socrates say, “Is not the good also the beautiful….[and] in wanting the beautiful, love wants also the good?” Or, as the poet John Keats wrote in his “Ode on a Grecian Urn” (1819):




“Beauty is truth, truth beauty,—that is all


Ye know on earth, and all ye need to know.”





Specifically, for the ancient Greeks, this was the love of a well-born young citizen and his older male mentor. As Acusilaus, one of the guests in the Symposium, says: “I know not any greater blessing to a young man who is beginning life than a virtuous lover, or to the lover than a beloved youth.” It was expected for an older man to take a well-born youth as a lover to initiate him in all the things expected of a citizen. (The Athenians were not unique in this: the Sacred Band of Thebes was an elite warrior corps of 150 pairs of male lovers.) This was not necessarily homosexual in the sense we think of it today: Plato claims that the man of true philosophical inclination, exemplified by the character of Socrates, is always seeking to achieve the higher realm but disdains the sex act itself. On the other hand, idealized contemplation of the male body—the original meaning of “Platonic love”—begets a sort of spiritual birth in the mind of the lover. Women are needed for carnal reproduction, but in Plato’s world, the higher sort of parenthood belongs entirely to men. It was for the admiration of his lover that a man sought the masculine virtue essential to the well being of the city-state.


About the Translator


Benjamin Jowett (1817–1893) was a professor of Greek at Oxford and translator of Plato and Thucydides. He was also a correspondent of Florence Nightingale, who had some input into the translation. His other interests included theology (he was drawn to the Arnold school, which saw Christianity as just another mythology and caused some problems with his academic career), in “modernizing” India, and in making Plato relevant to the Victorian age. He was beloved by his students and became a much-respected figure at Oxford. As Nightingale remarked upon his death, “Mr. Jowett put as much of his genius into Plato as Plato did into Mr. Jowett.”


ARISTOTLE


Unlike Socrates and Plato, who lived in the shadow of the Peloponnesian War, the career of Aristotle (384–322 BCE) coincided with the conquests of Alexander the Great (356–323 BCE) and the spread of Greek culture through the entire eastern Mediterranean and Middle East. Educated in the Academy that Plato had founded in Athens and employed as the young Alexander’s tutor, Aristotle’s worldview is more positive than Plato’s, reflecting the times in which he lived. No less significant a philosopher than his master, he would later go on to found his own school, the Lyceum. Aristotle’s surviving body of work is vast, covering fields that we would today classify as natural science (physics, biology, zoology, etc.), metaphysics, ethics, political science, logic, and language arts. If all Western philosophy is “footnotes to Plato,” then all other disciplines are either grounded on the principles laid out by Aristotle, or else founded on what was written in reaction to him.


Examination of the body of Aristotle’s works, known by its medieval Latin name the corpus Aristotelicum, is complicated by the fact that he did not compose his books integrally; rather, they were delivered to his audience at different times—perhaps as lectures—and edited together only after his death. Centuries later, Aristotle’s influence in the Middle Ages was so great that he was simply known as “The Philosopher.” While the Renaissance placed increasing emphasis on Plato (early Christian writers had been Platonists, marrying the philosophy of the elder philosopher with Christian beliefs), the Aristotelian world-system was not completely demolished until Galileo proved that Earth revolves around the sun and not the other way around with his observations of the lunar surface and Jupiter’s moons in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Newton, in the following generation, put the last nails in the coffin with his mathematical theories of how the universe functions.


Aristotle was nonetheless foundational to Western scientific thought in that it was he who expressed the idea of using logic and reason to deduce truth. It is also Aristotle who gives us the idea of using experience and sense data together with logic to discover knowable things about the world. One theory of how the Scientific Revolution emerged was that the practical skill and knowledge of craftsmen was combined with the formal Aristotelian training of educated scholars.


Aristotle’s influence was no less important in the language arts. Unlike Plato’s criticism of the art of rhetoric in his Gorgias (a view that he did temper in later writings), Aristotle praised the discipline of public speaking, which was needed for an active, involved life in the ancient world. His Rhetoric (from the Greek rhētorikós, ῥητορικός) contains all the elements needed to give a persuasive speech or write a scholarly work even today—citing credible sources, layers of proof, employing logic, and structuring an argument. In fact, in the Middle Ages, rhetoric, along with the Aristotelian discipline of logic and grammar (the study of Latin), formed the trivium, the basis for all education. With dialectic (establishing the truth through argument), logic and rhetoric form the basis for all Western philosophy.


Aristotle writes about the purpose of rhetoric—to persuade the listener—as well as how it can be used for good or ill. He then talks about the types of arguments and proofs—ἐνθύμημα, or enthymeme—used to persuade. Arguments can be stated, implied, or conveyed by signs. For instance, let’s suppose that we’re going to host a fancy British-style tea party, and I’m trying to persuade you that we should serve Earl Grey tea. I can do it by a stated argument: Earl Grey is a type of tea, and the British drink all sorts of tea, therefore the British drink Earl Grey. Alternately, I can say that they sell Earl Grey tea at Marks & Spencer—here, the idea is implicit, since you knew ahead of time Marks & Spencer is a chain of stores in Britain. Finally, I can do it by signs: I can say that Earl Grey tea is classy, and since we associate “British” things with classiness, it follows that this sort of tea would be appropriate. (Of course, as Aristotle would point out in his Logic, even if we can posit that British things are classy, not all classy things are British!) Aristotle also talks about rhetorical devices, style, metaphors, and the aims of the three types of rhetoric—deliberative (to persuade towards a course of action), forensic (discussing past actions), and epideictic (praise-and-blame, as in a funeral oration). The remainder of the work discusses the details of these sorts of rhetoric.


The Poetics, the first known work on literary theory, likewise contains ideas that would not be out of place in a guide for Hollywood screenwriters. In Greek, poietikos (ποιητικός) means simply “creativity”; accordingly, the treatise covers all forms of writing, including the three (comedy, with a happy ending; tragedy, with a sorrowful ending; and the “satyr play,” or satire). Unfortunately, the second book, on comedy, has been lost, so what we have left is an explanation of tragedy. However, the concepts in the surviving portion of the Poetics been profoundly influential: The character’s downfall should be as a result of their fatal flaws and hubris. The plot must unfold logically. There must be a discovery of what they had unknowingly wrought. The situation should seek to evoke catharsis, or fear and pity, in the audience. The features of tragedy are seen everywhere from Shakespeare’s Macbeth to David Fincher’s Se7en to Game of Thrones.


About the Translators


The Poetics was translated by Samuel Henry Butcher (1850–1910), an Anglo-Irish classicist who taught at Cambridge (where he had been educated), Oxford, and the University of Edinburgh. Besides Aristotle, he also translated Demosthenes’s Orations and the Odyssey. The Rhetoric was translated by William Rhys Roberts (1858–1929), who was similarly educated at Cambridge and taught at University College, Bangor, and the University of Leeds. He published widely on ancient Greek history and on the teaching of the classics.


XENOPHON


If Plato and Aristotle were “armchair philosophers,” then Xenophon epitomizes the Greek active life. A student of Socrates, he was a professional soldier whose works include treatises on horsemanship and hunting and the Anabasis, a story of the heroic retreat of 10,000 Greek mercenaries from the interior of the Persian Empire to friendly territory. The tale, a triumph of the principles of leadership taught by Socrates, may have encouraged the Macedonian king Phillip to plan his invasion of Persia. In modern times, it has been the basis for numerous works of fiction.


We have chosen to include in this volume Xenophon’s Memorabilia and his Hellenica. The Memorabilia is, like Plato’s Apology and Crito, a defense of Xenophon’s teacher Socrates. Unlike Plato’s works, it is not forensic, but rather presents many anecdotes of Socrates’s life and methods of education. Xenophon’s Socrates is less philosophical and more practical. Xenophon also has Socrates dealing with his accusers with a sort of suicidal arrogance, whereas Plato puts Socrates in the position of failing to defend himself in order to teach a lesson. (Xenophon also wrote an Apologia for Socrates.)


The Hellenica, a history, is in fact a continuation of Thucydides’ work on the Peloponnesian War. Xenophon was in an extraordinary position to write such a work since although he was of Athenian birth, he fought for Sparta and lived there after being exiled from Athens. Xenophon was, in fact, a great admirer of the Spartans, and much of what we know of their society comes from his observations. On the other hand, he, like Plato, is somewhat cynical of democracy.


About the Translator


The translator, Henry Graham Dakyns (1838–1911) was educated at Cambridge, tutored the children of the poet Alfred, Lord Tennyson, and later became a Master at the progressive Clifton College in Bristol, England. He translated numerous works from the Greek.


EPICTETUS


While to call someone “stoic” carries the connotation of their being unfeeling or emotionless, Stoicism is, in fact, a deeply humanistic philosophy that was, and remains, hugely influential as a practical means of living a good and fulfilling life. The school was founded by Zeno of Citium (in Cyprus) in the third century CE. The name “stoic” comes from the colonnaded portico, or stoa, where Zeno and his students would meet. Like Buddhists, Stoics see suffering as inevitable. All we have control over is our own internal state—that is, how we react to adversity and how we conduct ourselves. This, and attention to our obligations to others, are the keys to living a happy life.


None of Zeno’s writings survive, but we have an idea of what he taught from such sources as Epictetus (55–135 CE). Epictetus certainly had quite a bit of adversity in his own life: He was born into slavery in Greek Phrygia (modern Turkey), lived in Rome, where he gained his freedom, and died in exile in Nicopolis, Greece, after the emperor Domitian banned all philosophers around the year 93 CE. He was also disabled, having been lame since childhood (the theologian Origen even said that his master had deliberately broken his leg). Epictetus’ student, the historian Arrian, wrote the Enchiridion and Discourses based on Epictetus’ teaching, but the philosopher himself left no writings.


The Enchiridion is literally a “handbook” of Stoic thought, emphasizing self-control, reason, devotion to duty, and non-attachment to material things. The principles of Stoicism found their most famous expression in the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius and have discovered new relevance today; they have found application, for instance, in cognitive behavioral therapy.


About the Translator


The translator of this work, Elizabeth Carter (1717–1806), was a remarkable woman and member of the progressive Bluestocking Circle. Her philosophical translations of Epictetus brought her both fame and fortune. She was also learned in Latin, Hebrew, classical Arabic, and modern languages, and produced translations from the French.


EPICURUS


Most of Epicurus’ works have been lost, though quotations in other works remain, as do various fragments (for instance, charred scrolls at the Villa of the Papyri at Herculaneum). His work is represented here with the Letter to Menoeceus and The Principal Doctrines, which were quoted by the third-century CE historian Diogenes Laërtius.


Whereas today, “Epicurean” means “one who takes joy in the finer things in life,” even to the point of immoderation, the original philosophy of Epicurus (341–270 BCE) was quite different. While sometimes seen as an opposing doctrine to Stoicism, in fact, Epicureanism finds slightly different answers to the same problems. Since there is no life after death, we must find our enjoyment in this world and in living a life free from pain, fear, and suffering. Despite this, death is not to be feared—it is only non-existence, and dreading it leads to unhappiness in the here-and-now. The key to such enjoyment is moderation: Epicurus taught that an excess of anything—drinking, sex, exercise—is ultimately detrimental to the individual. One can see that this was a philosophy of those who had a degree of control over their lives and who, unlike the Stoics, were disinterested in the public good, religious piety, politics, or duty to others. Epicurus also believed in the material causes of things, which, in the form of the Roman poet Lucretius’ long poem De Re Natura, would be immensely influential to Western science.


About the Translator


The works of Epicurus are translated by Robert Drew Hicks (1850–1929), a fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. Though he went blind by 1900, he was aided by his wife, Bertha Mary Heath, who herself held an advanced degree in classics, in producing translations of Aristotle’s On the Soul and of the Stoics and Epicureans, as well as a Latin dictionary in Braille.


THE ENDURING RELEVANCE OF
 PHILOSOPHY 


Greek philosophy is as relevant today as it was in the past. As the biographies of the philosophers and translators reveal, these classics of thought belong to, and speak to, everyone, no matter where they come from or what their life circumstances might be. While the philosophers discuss how to live a happy life or rule a city-state, they also react to, as the famed classicist Mary Beard wrote, “the squalor, the slavery, the misogyny, the irrationality of antiquity.” * Poverty, injustice, and prejudice are all conditions that are hardly unknown or irrelevant in our world today. The study of philosophy therefore isn’t just for those with time on their hands, or who can afford to go to elite liberal-arts colleges. Just as in the ancient world, philosophy can elevate and educate people of all backgrounds. We present Ancient Greek Philosophers as a work from which everyone can extract meaning that can be applied to their own life. Just as Herman Melville wrote in Moby-Dick, “A whale ship was my Yale College and my Harvard,” we ask that you let this book be your Yale and your Harvard.


Ken Mondschein, PhD
Northampton, Massachusetts
April 16, 2018


_________________


* “Do the Classics Have a Future?” Beard, Mary; the New York Review of Books, January 12, 2012, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/2012/01/12/do-classics-have-future/
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THE FIRST ACLIBIADES


BY PLATO


Translated by Benjamin Jowett


PREFACE


It seems impossible to separate by any exact line the genuine writings of Plato from the spurious. The only external evidence to them which is of much value is that of Aristotle; for the Alexandrian catalogues of a century later include manifest forgeries. Even the value of the Aristotelian authority is a good deal impaired by the uncertainty concerning the date and authorship of the writings which are ascribed to him. And several of the citations of Aristotle omit the name of Plato, and some of them omit the name of the dialogue from which they are taken. Prior, however, to the inquiry about the writings of a particular author, general considerations which equally affect all evidence to the genuineness of ancient writings are the following: Shorter works are more likely to have been forged, or to have received an erroneous designation, than longer ones; and some kinds of composition, such as epistles or panegyrical orations, are more liable to suspicion than others; those, again, which have a taste of sophistry in them, or the ring of a later age, or the slighter character of a rhetorical exercise, or in which a motive or some affinity to spurious writings can be detected, or which seem to have originated in a name or statement really occurring in some classical author, are also of doubtful credit; while there is no instance of any ancient writing proved to be a forgery, which combines excellence with length. A really great and original writer would have no object in fathering his works on Plato; and to the forger or imitator, the “literary hack” of Alexandria and Athens, the Gods did not grant originality or genius. Further, in attempting to balance the evidence for and against a Platonic dialogue, we must not forget that the form of the Platonic writing was common to several of his contemporaries. Aeschines, Euclid, Phaedo, Antisthenes, and in the next generation Aristotle, are all said to have composed dialogues; and mistakes of names are very likely to have occurred. Greek literature in the third century before Christ was almost as voluminous as our own, and without the safeguards of regular publication, or printing, or binding, or even of distinct titles. An unknown writing was naturally attributed to a known writer whose works bore the same character; and the name once appended easily obtained authority. A tendency may also be observed to blend the works and opinions of the master with those of his scholars. To a later Platonist, the difference between Plato and his imitators was not so perceptible as to ourselves. The Memorabilia of Xenophon and the Dialogues of Plato are but a part of a considerable Socratic literature which has passed away. And we must consider how we should regard the question of the genuineness of a particular writing, if this lost literature had been preserved to us.


These considerations lead us to adopt the following criteria of genuineness: (1) That is most certainly Plato’s which Aristotle attributes to him by name, which (2) is of considerable length, of (3) great excellence, and also (4) in harmony with the general spirit of the Platonic writings. But the testimony of Aristotle cannot always be distinguished from that of a later age (see above); and has various degrees of importance. Those writings which he cites without mentioning Plato, under their own names, e.g. the Hippias, the Funeral Oration, the Phaedo, etc., have an inferior degree of evidence in their favor. They may have been supposed by him to be the writings of another, although in the case of really great works, e.g. the Phaedo, this is not credible; those again which are quoted but not named, are still more defective in their external credentials. There may be also a possibility that Aristotle was mistaken, or may have confused the master and his scholars in the case of a short writing; but this is inconceivable about a more important work, e.g. the Laws, especially when we remember that he was living at Athens, and a frequenter of the groves of the Academy, during the last twenty years of Plato’s life. Nor must we forget that in all his numerous citations from the Platonic writings he never attributes any passage found in the extant dialogues to anyone but Plato. And lastly, we may remark that one or two great writings, such as the Parmenides and the Politicus, which are wholly devoid of Aristotelian (1) credentials may be fairly attributed to Plato, on the ground of (2) length, (3) excellence, and (4) accordance with the general spirit of his writings. Indeed the greater part of the evidence for the genuineness of ancient Greek authors may be summed up under two heads only: (1) Excellence; and (2) uniformity of tradition—a kind of evidence, which though in many cases sufficient, is of inferior value.


Proceeding upon these principles we appear to arrive at the conclusion that nineteen-twentieths of all the writings which have ever been ascribed to Plato, are undoubtedly genuine. There is another portion of them, including the Epistles, the Epinomis, the dialogues rejected by the ancients themselves, namely, the Axiochus, De justo, De virtute, Demodocus, Sisyphus, Eryxias, which on grounds, both of internal and external evidence, we are able with equal certainty to reject. But there still remains a small portion of which we are unable to affirm either that they are genuine or spurious. They may have been written in youth, or possibly like the works of some painters, may be partly or wholly the compositions of pupils; or they may have been the writings of some contemporary transferred by accident to the more celebrated name of Plato, or of some Platonist in the next generation who aspired to imitate his master. Not that on grounds either of language or philosophy we should lightly reject them. Some difference of style, or inferiority of execution, or inconsistency of thought, can hardly be considered decisive of their spurious character. For who always does justice to himself, or who writes with equal care at all times? Certainly not Plato, who exhibits the greatest differences in dramatic power, in the formation of sentences, and in the use of words, if his earlier writings are compared with his later ones, say the Protagoras or Phaedrus with the Laws. Or who can be expected to think in the same manner during a period of authorship extending over above fifty years, in an age of great intellectual activity, as well as of political and literary transition? Certainly not Plato, whose earlier writings are separated from his later ones by as wide an interval of philosophical speculation as that which separates his later writings from Aristotle.


The dialogues which have been translated in the first Appendix, and which appear to have the next claim to genuineness among the Platonic writings, are the Lesser Hippias, the Menexenus or Funeral Oration, the First Alcibiades. Of these, the Lesser Hippias and the Funeral Oration are cited by Aristotle; the first in the Metaphysics, the latter in the Rhetoric. Neither of them are expressly attributed to Plato, but in his citation of both of them he seems to be referring to passages in the extant dialogues. From the mention of “Hippias” in the singular by Aristotle, we may perhaps infer that he was unacquainted with a second dialogue bearing the same name. Moreover, the mere existence of a Greater and Lesser Hippias, and of a First and Second Alcibiades, does to a certain extent throw a doubt upon both of them. Though a very clever and ingenious work, the Lesser Hippias does not appear to contain anything beyond the power of an imitator, who was also a careful student of the earlier Platonic writings, to invent. The motive or leading thought of the dialogue may be detected in Xen. Mem., and there is no similar instance of a “motive” which is taken from Xenophon in an undoubted dialogue of Plato. On the other hand, the upholders of the genuineness of the dialogue will find in the Hippias a true Socratic spirit; they will compare the Ion as being akin both in subject and treatment; they will urge the authority of Aristotle; and they will detect in the treatment of the Sophist, in the satirical reasoning upon Homer, in the reductio ad absurdum of the doctrine that vice is ignorance, traces of a Platonic authorship. In reference to the last point we are doubtful, as in some of the other dialogues, whether the author is asserting or overthrowing the paradox of Socrates, or merely following the argument “whither the wind blows.” That no conclusion is arrived at is also in accordance with the character of the earlier dialogues. The resemblances or imitations of the Gorgias, Protagoras, and Euthydemus, which have been observed in the Hippias, cannot with certainty be adduced on either side of the argument. On the whole, more may be said in favor of the genuineness of the Hippias than against it.


The Menexenus or Funeral Oration is cited by Aristotle, and is interesting as supplying an example of the manner in which the orators praised “the Athenians among the Athenians,” falsifying persons and dates, and casting a veil over the gloomier events of Athenian history. It exhibits an acquaintance with the funeral oration of Thucydides, and was, perhaps, intended to rival that great work. If genuine, the proper place of the Menexenus would be at the end of the Phaedrus. The satirical opening and the concluding words bear a great resemblance to the earlier dialogues; the oration itself is professedly a mimetic work, like the speeches in the Phaedrus, and cannot therefore be tested by a comparison of the other writings of Plato. The funeral oration of Pericles is expressly mentioned in the Phaedrus, and this may have suggested the subject, in the same manner that the Cleitophon appears to be suggested by the slight mention of Cleitophon and his attachment to Thrasymachus in the Republic; and the Theages by the mention of Theages in the Apology and Republic; or as the Second Alcibiades seems to be founded upon the text of Xenophon, Mem. A similar taste for parody appears not only in the Phaedrus, but in the Protagoras, in the Symposium, and to a certain extent in the Parmenides.


To these two doubtful writings of Plato I have added the First Alcibiades, which, of all the disputed dialogues of Plato, has the greatest merit, and is somewhat longer than any of them, though not verified by the testimony of Aristotle, and in many respects at variance with the Symposium in the description of the relations of Socrates and Alcibiades. Like the Lesser Hippias and the Menexenus, it is to be compared to the earlier writings of Plato. The motive of the piece may, perhaps, be found in that passage of the Symposium in which Alcibiades describes himself as self-convicted by the words of Socrates. For the disparaging manner in which Schleiermacher has spoken of this dialogue there seems to be no sufficient foundation. At the same time, the lesson imparted is simple, and the irony more transparent than in the undoubted dialogues of Plato. We know, too, that Alcibiades was a favorite thesis, and that at least five or six dialogues bearing this name passed current in antiquity, and are attributed to contemporaries of Socrates and Plato. (1) In the entire absence of real external evidence (for the catalogues of the Alexandrian librarians cannot be regarded as trustworthy); and (2) in the absence of the highest marks either of poetical or philosophical excellence; and (3) considering that we have express testimony to the existence of contemporary writings bearing the name of Alcibiades, we are compelled to suspend our judgment on the genuineness of the extant dialogue.


Neither at this point, nor at any other, do we propose to draw an absolute line of demarcation between genuine and spurious writings of Plato. They fade off imperceptibly from one class to another. There may have been degrees of genuineness in the dialogues themselves, as there are certainly degrees of evidence by which they are supported. The traditions of the oral discourses both of Socrates and Plato may have formed the basis of semi-Platonic writings; some of them may be of the same mixed character which is apparent in Aristotle and Hippocrates, although the form of them is different. But the writings of Plato, unlike the writings of Aristotle, seem never to have been confused with the writings of his disciples: This was probably due to their definite form, and to their inimitable excellence. The three dialogues which we have offered in the Appendix to the criticism of the reader may be partly spurious and partly genuine; they may be altogether spurious;—that is an alternative which must be frankly admitted. Nor can we maintain of some other dialogues, such as the Parmenides, and the Sophist, and Politicus, that no considerable objection can be urged against them, though greatly overbalanced by the weight (chiefly) of internal evidence in their favor. Nor, on the other hand, can we exclude a bare possibility that some dialogues which are usually rejected, such as the Greater Hippias and the Cleitophon, may be genuine. The nature and object of these semi-Platonic writings require more careful study and more comparison of them with one another, and with forged writings in general, than they have yet received, before we can finally decide on their character. We do not consider them all as genuine until they can be proved to be spurious, as is often maintained and still more often implied in this and similar discussions; but should say of some of them, that their genuineness is neither proven nor disproven until further evidence about them can be adduced. And we are as confident that the Epistles are spurious, as that the Republic, the Timaeus, and the Laws are genuine.


On the whole, not a twentieth part of the writings which pass under the name of Plato, if we exclude the works rejected by the ancients themselves and two or three other plausible inventions, can be fairly doubted by those who are willing to allow that a considerable change and growth may have taken place in his philosophy (see above). That twentieth debatable portion scarcely in any degree affects our judgment of Plato, either as a thinker or a writer, and though suggesting some interesting questions to the scholar and critic, is of little importance to the general reader.


INTRODUCTION


The First Alcibiades is a conversation between Socrates and Alcibiades. Socrates is represented in the character which he attributes to himself in the Apology of a know-nothing who detects the conceit of knowledge in others. The two have met already in the Protagoras and in the Symposium; in the latter dialogue, as in this, the relation between them is that of a lover and his beloved. But the narrative of their loves is told differently in different places; for in the Symposium Alcibiades is depicted as the impassioned but rejected lover; here, as coldly receiving the advances of Socrates, who, for the best of purposes, lies in wait for the aspiring and ambitious youth.


Alcibiades, who is described as a very young man, is about to enter on public life, having an inordinate opinion of himself, and an extravagant ambition. Socrates, “who knows what is in man,” astonishes him by a revelation of his designs. But has he the knowledge which is necessary for carrying them out? He is going to persuade the Athenians—about what? Not about any particular art, but about politics—when to fight and when to make peace. Now, men should fight and make peace on just grounds, and therefore the question of justice and injustice must enter into peace and war; and he who advises the Athenians must know the difference between them. Does Alcibiades know? If he does, he must either have been taught by some master, or he must have discovered the nature of them himself. If he has had a master, Socrates would like to be informed who he is, that he may go and learn of him also. Alcibiades admits that he has never learned. Then has he inquired for himself? He may have, if he was ever aware of a time when he was ignorant. But he never was ignorant; for when he played with other boys at dice, he charged them with cheating, and this implied a knowledge of just and unjust. According to his own explanation, he had learned of the multitude. Why, he asks, should he not learn of them the nature of justice, as he has learned the Greek language of them? To this Socrates answers, that they can teach Greek, but they cannot teach justice; for they are agreed about the one, but they are not agreed about the other; and therefore Alcibiades, who has admitted that if he knows he must either have learned from a master or have discovered for himself the nature of justice, is convicted out of his own mouth.


Alcibiades rejoins, that the Athenians debate not about what is just, but about what is expedient; and he asserts that the two principles of justice and expediency are opposed. Socrates, by a series of questions, compels him to admit that the just and the expedient coincide. Alcibiades is thus reduced to the humiliating conclusion that he knows nothing of politics, even if, as he says, they are concerned with the expedient.


However, he is no worse than other Athenian statesmen; and he will not need training, for others are as ignorant as he is. He is reminded that he has to contend, not only with his own countrymen, but with their enemies—with the Spartan kings and with the great king of Persia; and he can only attain this higher aim of ambition by the assistance of Socrates. Not that Socrates himself professes to have attained the truth, but the questions which he asks bring others to a knowledge of themselves, and this is the first step in the practice of virtue.


The dialogue continues: We wish to become as good as possible. But to be good in what? Alcibiades replies, “Good in transacting business.” But what business? “The business of the most intelligent men at Athens.” The cobbler is intelligent in shoemaking, and is therefore good in that; he is not intelligent, and therefore not good, in weaving. Is he good in the sense which Alcibiades means, who is also bad? “I mean,” replies Alcibiades, “the man who is able to command in the city.” But to command what—horses or men? and if men, under what circumstances? “I mean to say, that he is able to command men living in social and political relations.” And what is their aim? “The better preservation of the city.” But when is a city better? “When there is unanimity, such as exists between husband and wife.” Then, when husbands and wives perform their own special duties, there can be no unanimity between them; nor can a city be well ordered when each citizen does his own work only. Alcibiades, having stated first that goodness consists in the unanimity of the citizens, and then in each of them doing his own separate work, is brought to the required point of self-contradiction, leading him to confess his own ignorance.


But he is not too old to learn, and may still arrive at the truth, if he is willing to be cross-examined by Socrates. He must know himself; that is to say, not his body, or the things of the body, but his mind, or truer self. The physician knows the body, and the tradesman knows his own business, but they do not necessarily know themselves. Self-knowledge can be obtained only by looking into the mind and virtue of the soul, which is the diviner part of a man, as we see our own image in another’s eye. And if we do not know ourselves, we cannot know what belongs to ourselves or belongs to others, and are unfit to take a part in political affairs. Both for the sake of the individual and of the state, we ought to aim at justice and temperance, not at wealth or power. The evil and unjust should have no power—they should be the slaves of better men than themselves. None but the virtuous are deserving of freedom.


And are you, Alcibiades, a freeman? “I feel that I am not; but I hope, Socrates, that by your aid I may become free, and from this day forward I will never leave you.”


The Alcibiades has several points of resemblance to the undoubted dialogues of Plato. The process of interrogation is of the same kind with that which Socrates practices upon the youthful Cleinias in the Euthydemus; and he characteristically attributes to Alcibiades the answers which he has elicited from him. The definition of good is narrowed by successive questions, and virtue is shown to be identical with knowledge. Here, as elsewhere, Socrates awakens the consciousness not of sin but of ignorance. Self-humiliation is the first step to knowledge, even of the commonest things. No man knows how ignorant he is, and no man can arrive at virtue and wisdom who has not once in his life, at least, been convicted of error. The process by which the soul is elevated is not unlike that which religious writers describe under the name of “conversion,” if we substitute the sense of ignorance for the consciousness of sin.


In some respects the dialogue differs from any other Platonic composition. The aim is more directly ethical and hortatory; the process by which the antagonist is undermined is simpler than in other Platonic writings, and the conclusion more decided. There is a good deal of humor in the manner in which the pride of Alcibiades, and of the Greeks generally, is supposed to be taken down by the Spartan and Persian queens; and the dialogue has considerable dialectical merit. But we have a difficulty in supposing that the same writer, who has given so profound and complex a notion of the characters both of Alcibiades and Socrates in the Symposium, should have treated them in so thin and superficial a manner in the Alcibiades, or that he would have ascribed to the ironical Socrates the rather unmeaning boast that Alcibiades could not attain the objects of his ambition without his help; or that he should have imagined that a mighty nature like his could have been reformed by a few not very conclusive words of Socrates. For the arguments by which Alcibiades is reformed are not convincing; the writer of the dialogue, whoever he was, arrives at his idealism by crooked and tortuous paths, in which many pitfalls are concealed. The anachronism of making Alcibiades about twenty years old during the life of his uncle, Pericles, may be noted; and the repetition of the favorite observation, which occurs also in the Laches and Protagoras, that great Athenian statesmen, like Pericles, failed in the education of their sons. There is none of the undoubted dialogues of Plato in which there is so little dramatic verisimilitude.


PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: ALCIBIADES, SOCRATES


SOCRATES: I dare say that you may be surprised to find, O son of Cleinias, that I, who am your first lover, not having spoken to you for many years, when the rest of the world were wearying you with their attentions, am the last of your lovers who still speaks to you. The cause of my silence has been that I was hindered by a power more than human, of which I will some day explain to you the nature; this impediment has now been removed; I therefore here present myself before you, and I greatly hope that no similar hindrance will again occur. Meanwhile, I have observed that your pride has been too much for the pride of your admirers; they were numerous and high-spirited, but they have all run away, overpowered by your superior force of character; not one of them remains. And I want you to understand the reason why you have been too much for them. You think that you have no need of them or of any other man, for you have great possessions and lack nothing, beginning with the body, and ending with the soul. In the first place, you say to yourself that you are the fairest and tallest of the citizens, and this everyone who has eyes may see to be true; in the second place, that you are among the noblest of them, highly connected both on the father’s and the mother’s side, and sprung from one of the most distinguished families in your own state, which is the greatest in Hellas, and having many friends and kinsmen of the best sort, who can assist you when in need; and there is one potent relative, who is more to you than all the rest, Pericles the son of Xanthippus, whom your father left guardian of you, and of your brother, and who can do as he pleases not only in this city, but in all Hellas, and among many and mighty barbarous nations. Moreover, you are rich; but I must say that you value yourself least of all upon your possessions. And all these things have lifted you up; you have overcome your lovers, and they have acknowledged that you were too much for them. Have you not remarked their absence? And now I know that you wonder why I, unlike the rest of them, have not gone away, and what can be my motive in remaining.


ALCIBIADES: Perhaps, Socrates, you are not aware that I was just going to ask you the very same question: What do you want? And what is your motive in annoying me, and always, wherever I am, making a point of coming? (Compare Symp.) I do really wonder what you mean, and should greatly like to know.


SOCRATES: Then if, as you say, you desire to know, I suppose that you will be willing to hear, and I may consider myself to be speaking to an auditor who will remain, and will not run away?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly, let me hear.


SOCRATES: You had better be careful, for I may very likely be as unwilling to end as I have hitherto been to begin.


ALCIBIADES: Proceed, my good man, and I will listen.


SOCRATES: I will proceed; and, although no lover likes to speak with one who has no feeling of love in him (compare Symp.), I will make an effort, and tell you what I meant: My love, Alcibiades, which I hardly like to confess, would long ago have passed away, as I flatter myself, if I saw you loving your good things, or thinking that you ought to pass life in the enjoyment of them. But I shall reveal other thoughts of yours, which you keep to yourself; whereby you will know that I have always had my eye on you. Suppose that at this moment some God came to you and said: Alcibiades, will you live as you are, or die in an instant if you are forbidden to make any further acquisition? I verily believe that you would choose death. And I will tell you the hope in which you are at present living: Before many days have elapsed, you think that you will come before the Athenian assembly, and will prove to them that you are more worthy of honor than Pericles, or any other man that ever lived, and having proved this, you will have the greatest power in the state. When you have gained the greatest power among us, you will go on to other Hellenic states, and not only to Hellenes, but to all the barbarians who inhabit the same continent with us. And if the God were then to say to you again: Here in Europe is to be your seat of empire, and you must not cross over into Asia or meddle with Asiatic affairs, I do not believe that you would choose to live upon these terms; but the world, as I may say, must be filled with your power and name—no man less than Cyrus and Xerxes is of any account with you. Such I know to be your hopes—I am not guessing only—and very likely you, who know that I am speaking the truth, will reply, Well, Socrates, but what have my hopes to do with the explanation which you promised of your unwillingness to leave me? And that is what I am now going to tell you, sweet son of Cleinias and Dinomache. The explanation is, that all these designs of yours cannot be accomplished by you without my help; so great is the power which I believe myself to have over you and your concerns; and this I conceive to be the reason why the God has hitherto forbidden me to converse with you, and I have been long expecting his permission. For, as you hope to prove your own great value to the state, and having proved it, to attain at once to absolute power, so do I indulge a hope that I shall be the supreme power over you, if I am able to prove my own great value to you, and to show you that neither guardian, nor kinsman, nor anyone is able to deliver into your hands the power which you desire, but I only, God being my helper. When you were young (compare Symp.) and your hopes were not yet matured, I should have wasted my time, and therefore, as I conceive, the God forbade me to converse with you; but now, having his permission, I will speak, for now you will listen to me.


ALCIBIADES: Your silence, Socrates, was always a surprise to me. I never could understand why you followed me about, and now that you have begun to speak again, I am still more amazed. Whether I think all this or not, is a matter about which you seem to have already made up your mind, and therefore my denial will have no effect upon you. But granting, if I must, that you have perfectly divined my purposes, why is your assistance necessary to the attainment of them? Can you tell me why?


SOCRATES: You want to know whether I can make a long speech, such as you are in the habit of hearing; but that is not my way. I think, however, that I can prove to you the truth of what I am saying, if you will grant me one little favor.


ALCIBIADES: Yes, if the favor which you mean be not a troublesome one.


SOCRATES: Will you be troubled at having questions to answer?


ALCIBIADES: Not at all.


SOCRATES: Then please to answer.


ALCIBIADES: Ask me.


SOCRATES: Have you not the intention which I attribute to you?


ALCIBIADES: I will grant anything you like, in the hope of hearing what more you have to say.


SOCRATES: You do, then, mean, as I was saying, to come forward in a little while in the character of an adviser of the Athenians? And suppose that when you are ascending the bema, I pull you by the sleeve and say, Alcibiades, you are getting up to advise the Athenians—do you know the matter about which they are going to deliberate, better than they? How would you answer?


ALCIBIADES: I should reply, that I was going to advise them about a matter which I do know better than they.


SOCRATES: Then you are a good adviser about the things which you know?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And do you know anything but what you have learned of others, or found out yourself?


ALCIBIADES: That is all.


SOCRATES: And would you have ever learned or discovered anything, if you had not been willing either to learn of others or to examine yourself?


ALCIBIADES: I should not.


SOCRATES: And would you have been willing to learn or to examine what you supposed that you knew?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: Then there was a time when you thought that you did not know what you are now supposed to know?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: I think that I know tolerably well the extent of your acquirements; and you must tell me if I forget any of them: according to my recollection, you learned the arts of writing, of playing on the lyre, and of wrestling; the flute you never would learn; this is the sum of your accomplishments, unless there were some which you acquired in secret; and I think that secrecy was hardly possible, as you could not have come out of your door, either by day or night, without my seeing you.


ALCIBIADES: Yes, that was the whole of my schooling.


SOCRATES: And are you going to get up in the Athenian assembly, and give them advice about writing?


ALCIBIADES: No, indeed.


SOCRATES: Or about the touch of the lyre?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: And they are not in the habit of deliberating about wrestling, in the assembly?


ALCIBIADES: Hardly.


SOCRATES: Then what are the deliberations in which you propose to advise them? Surely not about building?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: For the builder will advise better than you will about that?


ALCIBIADES: He will.


SOCRATES: Nor about divination?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: About that again the diviner will advise better than you will?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Whether he be little or great, good or ill-looking, noble or ignoble—makes no difference.


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: A man is a good adviser about anything, not because he has riches, but because he has knowledge?


ALCIBIADES: Assuredly.


SOCRATES: Whether their counselor is rich or poor, is not a matter which will make any difference to the Athenians when they are deliberating about the health of the citizens; they only require that he should be a physician.


ALCIBIADES: Of course.


SOCRATES: Then what will be the subject of deliberation about which you will be justified in getting up and advising them?


ALCIBIADES: About their own concerns, Socrates.


SOCRATES: You mean about shipbuilding, for example, when the question is what sort of ships they ought to build?


ALCIBIADES: No, I should not advise them about that.


SOCRATES: I suppose, because you do not understand shipbuilding—is that the reason?


ALCIBIADES: It is.


SOCRATES: Then about what concerns of theirs will you advise them?


ALCIBIADES: About war, Socrates, or about peace, or about any other concerns of the state.


SOCRATES: You mean, when they deliberate with whom they ought to make peace, and with whom they ought to go to war, and in what manner?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And they ought to go to war with those against whom it is better to go to war?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And when it is better?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And for as long a time as is better?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: But suppose the Athenians to deliberate with whom they ought to close in wrestling, and whom they should grasp by the hand, would you, or the master of gymnastics, be a better adviser of them?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly, the master of gymnastics.


SOCRATES: And can you tell me on what grounds the master of gymnastics would decide, with whom they ought or ought not to close, and when and how? To take an instance: Would he not say that they should wrestle with those against whom it is best to wrestle?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And as much as is best?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And at such times as are best?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Again; you sometimes accompany the lyre with the song and dance?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: When it is well to do so?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And as much as is well?


ALCIBIADES: Just so.


SOCRATES: And as you speak of an excellence or art of the best in wrestling, and of an excellence in playing the lyre, I wish you would tell me what this latter is—the excellence of wrestling I call gymnastic, and I want to know what you call the other.


ALCIBIADES: I do not understand you.


SOCRATES: Then try to do as I do; for the answer which I gave is universally right, and when I say right, I mean according to rule.


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And was not the art of which I spoke gymnastic?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And I called the excellence in wrestling gymnastic?


ALCIBIADES: You did.


SOCRATES: And I was right?


ALCIBIADES: I think that you were.


SOCRATES: Well, now—for you should learn to argue prettily—let me ask you in return to tell me, first, what is that art of which playing and singing, and stepping properly in the dance, are parts—what is the name of the whole? I think that by this time you must be able to tell.


ALCIBIADES: Indeed I cannot.


SOCRATES: Then let me put the matter in another way: What do you call the Goddesses who are the patronesses of art?


ALCIBIADES: The Muses do you mean, Socrates?


SOCRATES: Yes, I do; and what is the name of the art which is called after them?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose that you mean music.


SOCRATES: Yes, that is my meaning; and what is the excellence of the art of music, as I told you truly that the excellence of wrestling was gymnastic—what is the excellence of music—to be what?


ALCIBIADES: To be musical, I suppose.


SOCRATES: Very good; and now please to tell me what is the excellence of war and peace; as the more musical was the more excellent, or the more gymnastical was the more excellent, tell me, what name do you give to the more excellent in war and peace?


ALCIBIADES: But I really cannot tell you.


SOCRATES: But if you were offering advice to another and said to him—This food is better than that, at this time and in this quantity, and he said to you—What do you mean, Alcibiades, by the word “better”? you would have no difficulty in replying that you meant “more wholesome,” although you do not profess to be a physician, and when the subject is one of which you profess to have knowledge, and about which you are ready to get up and advise as if you knew, are you not ashamed, when you are asked, not to be able to answer the question? Is it not disgraceful?


ALCIBIADES: Very.


SOCRATES: Well, then, consider and try to explain what is the meaning of “better,” in the matter of making peace and going to war with those against whom you ought to go to war? To what does the word refer?


ALCIBIADES: I am thinking, and I cannot tell.


SOCRATES: But you surely know what are the charges which we bring against one another, when we arrive at the point of making war, and what name we give them?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, certainly; we say that deceit or violence has been employed, or that we have been defrauded.


SOCRATES: And how does this happen? Will you tell me how? For there may be a difference in the manner.


ALCIBIADES: Do you mean by “how,” Socrates, whether we suffered these things justly or unjustly?


SOCRATES: Exactly.


ALCIBIADES: There can be no greater difference than between just and unjust.


SOCRATES: And would you advise the Athenians to go to war with the just or with the unjust?


ALCIBIADES: That is an awkward question; for certainly, even if a person did intend to go to war with the just, he would not admit that they were just.


SOCRATES: He would not go to war, because it would be unlawful?


ALCIBIADES: Neither lawful nor honorable.


SOCRATES: Then you, too, would address them on principles of justice?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: What, then, is justice but that better, of which I spoke, in going to war or not going to war with those against whom we ought or ought not, and when we ought or ought not to go to war?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: But how is this, friend Alcibiades? Have you forgotten that you do not know this, or have you been to the schoolmaster without my knowledge, and has he taught you to discern the just from the unjust? Who is he? I wish you would tell me, that I may go and learn of him—you shall introduce me.


ALCIBIADES: You are mocking, Socrates.


SOCRATES: No, indeed; I most solemnly declare to you by Zeus, who is the God of our common friendship, and whom I never will forswear, that I am not; tell me, then, who this instructor is, if he exists.


ALCIBIADES: But, perhaps, he does not exist; may I not have acquired the knowledge of just and unjust in some other way?


SOCRATES: Yes; if you have discovered them.


ALCIBIADES: But do you not think that I could discover them?


SOCRATES: I am sure that you might, if you inquired about them.


ALCIBIADES: And do you not think that I would inquire?


SOCRATES: Yes; if you thought that you did not know them.


ALCIBIADES: And was there not a time when I did so think?


SOCRATES: Very good; and can you tell me how long it is since you thought that you did not know the nature of the just and the unjust? What do you say to a year ago? Were you then in a state of conscious ignorance and inquiry? Or did you think that you knew? And please to answer truly, that our discussion may not be in vain.


ALCIBIADES: Well, I thought that I knew.


SOCRATES: And two years ago, and three years ago, and four years ago, you knew all the same?


ALCIBIADES: I did.


SOCRATES: And more than four years ago you were a child—were you not?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And then I am quite sure that you thought you knew.


ALCIBIADES: Why are you so sure?


SOCRATES: Because I often heard you when a child, in your teacher’s house, or elsewhere, playing at dice or some other game with the boys, not hesitating at all about the nature of the just and unjust; but very confident—crying and shouting that one of the boys was a rogue and a cheat, and had been cheating. Is it not true?


ALCIBIADES: But what was I to do, Socrates, when anybody cheated me?


SOCRATES: And how can you say, “What was I to do?” if at the time you did not know whether you were wronged or not?


ALCIBIADES: To be sure I knew; I was quite aware that I was being cheated.


SOCRATES: Then you suppose yourself even when a child to have known the nature of just and unjust?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly; and I did know then.


SOCRATES: And when did you discover them—not, surely, at the time when you thought that you knew them?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: And when did you think that you were ignorant—if you consider, you will find that there never was such a time?


ALCIBIADES: Really, Socrates, I cannot say.


SOCRATES: Then you did not learn them by discovering them?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: But just before you said that you did not know them by learning; now, if you have neither discovered nor learned them, how and whence do you come to know them?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose that I was mistaken in saying that I knew them through my own discovery of them; whereas, in truth, I learned them in the same way that other people learn.


SOCRATES: So you said before, and I must again ask, of whom? Do tell me.


ALCIBIADES: Of the many.


SOCRATES: Do you take refuge in them? I cannot say much for your teachers.


ALCIBIADES: Why, are they not able to teach?


SOCRATES: They could not teach you how to play at draughts, which you would acknowledge (would you not) to be a much smaller matter than justice?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And can they teach the better who are unable to teach the worse?


ALCIBIADES: I think that they can; at any rate, they can teach many far better things than to play at draughts.


SOCRATES: What things?


ALCIBIADES: Why, for example, I learned to speak Greek of them, and I cannot say who was my teacher, or to whom I am to attribute my knowledge of Greek, if not to those good-for-nothing teachers, as you call them.


SOCRATES: Why, yes, my friend; and the many are good enough teachers of Greek, and some of their instructions in that line may be justly praised.


ALCIBIADES: Why is that?


SOCRATES: Why, because they have the qualities which good teachers ought to have.


ALCIBIADES: What qualities?


SOCRATES: Why, you know that knowledge is the first qualification of any teacher?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And if they know, they must agree together and not differ?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And would you say that they knew the things about which they differ?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: Then how can they teach them?


ALCIBIADES: They cannot.


SOCRATES: Well, but do you imagine that the many would differ about the nature of wood and stone? are they not agreed if you ask them what they are? and do they not run to fetch the same thing, when they want a piece of wood or a stone? And so in similar cases, which I suspect to be pretty nearly all that you mean by speaking Greek.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: These, as we were saying, are matters about which they are agreed with one another and with themselves; both individuals and states use the same words about them; they do not use some one word and some another.


ALCIBIADES: They do not.


SOCRATES: Then they may be expected to be good teachers of these things?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And if we want to instruct anyone in them, we shall be right in sending him to be taught by our friends the many?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: But if we wanted further to know not only which are men and which are horses, but which men or horses have powers of running, would the many still be able to inform us?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: And you have a sufficient proof that they do not know these things and are not the best teachers of them, inasmuch as they are never agreed about them?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And suppose that we wanted to know not only what men are like, but what healthy or diseased men are like—would the many be able to teach us?


ALCIBIADES: They would not.


SOCRATES: And you would have a proof that they were bad teachers of these matters, if you saw them at variance?


ALCIBIADES: I should.


SOCRATES: Well, but are the many agreed with themselves, or with one another, about the justice or injustice of men and things?


ALCIBIADES: Assuredly not, Socrates.


SOCRATES: There is no subject about which they are more at variance?


ALCIBIADES: None.


SOCRATES: I do not suppose that you ever saw or heard of men quarrelling over the principles of health and disease to such an extent as to go to war and kill one another for the sake of them?


ALCIBIADES: No indeed.


SOCRATES: But of the quarrels about justice and injustice, even if you have never seen them, you have certainly heard from many people, including Homer; for you have heard of the Iliad and Odyssey?


ALCIBIADES: To be sure, Socrates.


SOCRATES: A difference of just and unjust is the argument of those poems?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Which difference caused all the wars and deaths of Trojans and Achaeans, and the deaths of the suitors of Penelope in their quarrel with Odysseus.


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: And when the Athenians and Lacedaemonians and Boeotians fell at Tanagra, and afterward in the battle of Coronea, at which your father Cleinias met his end, the question was one of justice—this was the sole cause of the battles, and of their deaths.


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: But can they be said to understand that about which they are quarrelling to the death?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: And yet those whom you thus allow to be ignorant are the teachers to whom you are appealing.


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: But how are you ever likely to know the nature of justice and injustice, about which you are so perplexed, if you have neither learned them of others nor discovered them yourself?


ALCIBIADES: From what you say, I suppose not.


SOCRATES: See, again, how inaccurately you speak, Alcibiades!


ALCIBIADES: In what respect?


SOCRATES: In saying that I say so.


ALCIBIADES: Why, did you not say that I know nothing of the just and unjust?


SOCRATES: No; I did not.


ALCIBIADES: Did I, then?


SOCRATES: Yes.


ALCIBIADES: How was that?


SOCRATES: Let me explain. Suppose I were to ask you which is the greater number, two or one; you would reply “two”?


ALCIBIADES: I should.


SOCRATES: And by how much greater?


ALCIBIADES: By one.


SOCRATES: Which of us now says that two is more than one?


ALCIBIADES: I do.


SOCRATES: Did not I ask, and you answer the question?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then who is speaking? I who put the question, or you who answer me?


ALCIBIADES: I am.


SOCRATES: Or suppose that I ask and you tell me the letters which make up the name Socrates, which of us is the speaker?


ALCIBIADES: I am.


SOCRATES: Now let us put the case generally: Whenever there is a question and answer, who is the speaker, the questioner or the answerer?


ALCIBIADES: I should say, Socrates, that the answerer was the speaker.


SOCRATES: And have I not been the questioner all through?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And you the answerer?


ALCIBIADES: Just so.


SOCRATES: Which of us, then, was the speaker?


ALCIBIADES: The inference is, Socrates, that I was the speaker.


SOCRATES: Did not someone say that Alcibiades, the fair son of Cleinias, not understanding about just and unjust, but thinking that he did understand, was going to the assembly to advise the Athenians about what he did not know? Was not that said?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: Then, Alcibiades, the result may be expressed in the language of Euripides. I think that you have heard all this “from yourself, and not from me”; nor did I say this, which you erroneously attribute to me, but you yourself, and what you said was very true. For indeed, my dear fellow, the design which you meditate of teaching what you do not know, and have not taken any pains to learn, is downright insanity.


ALCIBIADES: But, Socrates, I think that the Athenians and the rest of the Hellenes do not often advise as to the more just or unjust; for they see no difficulty in them, and therefore they leave them, and consider which course of action will be most expedient; for there is a difference between justice and expediency. Many persons have done great wrong and profited by their injustice; others have done rightly and come to no good.


SOCRATES: Well, but granting that the just and the expedient are ever so much opposed, you surely do not imagine that you know what is expedient for mankind, or why a thing is expedient?


ALCIBIADES: Why not, Socrates? But I am not going to be asked again from whom I learned, or when I made the discovery.


SOCRATES: What a way you have! When you make a mistake which might be refuted by a previous argument, you insist on having a new and different refutation; the old argument is a worn-our garment which you will no longer put on, but someone must produce another which is clean and new. Now I shall disregard this move of yours, and shall ask over again: Where did you learn and how do you know the nature of the expedient, and who is your teacher? All this I comprehend in a single question, and now you will manifestly be in the old difficulty, and will not be able to show that you know the expedient, either because you learned or because you discovered it yourself. But, as I perceive that you are dainty, and dislike the taste of a stale argument, I will inquire no further into your knowledge of what is expedient or what is not expedient for the Athenian people, and simply request you to say why you do not explain whether justice and expediency are the same or different? And if you like you may examine me as I have examined you, or, if you would rather, you may carry on the discussion by yourself.


ALCIBIADES: But I am not certain, Socrates, whether I shall be able to discuss the matter with you.


SOCRATES: Then imagine, my dear fellow, that I am the demus and the ecclesia; for in the ecclesia, too, you will have to persuade men individually.


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And is not the same person able to persuade one individual singly and many individuals of the things which he knows? The grammarian, for example, can persuade one and he can persuade many about letters.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And about number, will not the same person persuade one and persuade many?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And this will be he who knows number, or the arithmetician?


ALCIBIADES: Quite true.


SOCRATES: And cannot you persuade one man about that of which you can persuade many?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose so.


SOCRATES: And that of which you can persuade either is clearly what you know?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the only difference between one who argues as we are doing, and the orator who is addressing an assembly, is that the one seeks to persuade a number, and the other an individual, of the same things.


ALCIBIADES: I suppose so.


SOCRATES: Well, then, since the same person who can persuade a multitude can persuade individuals, try conclusions upon me, and prove to me that the just is not always expedient.


ALCIBIADES: You take liberties, Socrates.


SOCRATES: I shall take the liberty of proving to you the opposite of that which you will not prove to me.


ALCIBIADES: Proceed.


SOCRATES: Answer my questions—that is all.


ALCIBIADES: Nay, I should like you to be the speaker.


SOCRATES: What, do you not wish to be persuaded?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly I do.


SOCRATES: And can you be persuaded better than out of your own mouth?


ALCIBIADES: I think not.


SOCRATES: Then you shall answer; and if you do not hear the words, that the just is the expedient, coming from your own lips, never believe another man again.


ALCIBIADES: I won’t; but answer I will, for I do not see how I can come to any harm.


SOCRATES: A true prophecy! Let me begin then by inquiring of you whether you allow that the just is sometimes expedient and sometimes not?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And sometimes honorable and sometimes not?


ALCIBIADES: What do you mean?


SOCRATES: I am asking if you ever knew anyone who did what was dishonorable and yet just?


ALCIBIADES: Never.


SOCRATES: All just things are honorable?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And are honorable things sometimes good and sometimes not good, or are they always good?


ALCIBIADES: I rather think, Socrates, that some honorable things are evil.


SOCRATES: And are some dishonorable things good?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: You mean in such a case as the following: In time of war, men have been wounded or have died in rescuing a companion or kinsman, when others who have neglected the duty of rescuing them have escaped in safety?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And to rescue another under such circumstances is honorable, in respect of the attempt to save those whom we ought to save; and this is courage?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But evil in respect of death and wounds?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the courage which is shown in the rescue is one thing, and the death another?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Then the rescue of one’s friends is honorable in one point of view, but evil in another?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And if honorable, then also good: Will you consider now whether I may not be right, for you were acknowledging that the courage which is shown in the rescue is honorable? Now is this courage good or evil? Look at the matter thus: which would you rather choose, good or evil?


ALCIBIADES: Good.


SOCRATES: And the greatest goods you would be most ready to choose, and would least like to be deprived of them?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: What would you say of courage? At what price would you be willing to be deprived of courage?


ALCIBIADES: I would rather die than be a coward.


SOCRATES: Then you think that cowardice is the worst of evils?


ALCIBIADES: I do.


SOCRATES: As bad as death, I suppose?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And life and courage are the extreme opposites of death and cowardice?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And they are what you would most desire to have, and their opposites you would least desire?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Is this because you think life and courage the best, and death and cowardice the worst?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And you would term the rescue of a friend in battle honorable, in as much as courage does a good work?


ALCIBIADES: I should.


SOCRATES: But evil because of the death which ensues?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Might we not describe their different effects as follows: You may call either of them evil in respect of the evil which is the result, and good in respect of the good which is the result of either of them?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And they are honorable in so far as they are good, and dishonorable in so far as they are evil?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Then when you say that the rescue of a friend in battle is honorable and yet evil, that is equivalent to saying that the rescue is good and yet evil?


ALCIBIADES: I believe that you are right, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Nothing honorable, regarded as honorable, is evil; nor anything base, regarded as base, good.


ALCIBIADES: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: Look at the matter yet once more in a further light: He who acts honorably acts well?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And he who acts well is happy?


ALCIBIADES: Of course.


SOCRATES: And the happy are those who obtain good?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And they obtain good by acting well and honorably?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then acting well is a good?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And happiness is a good?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then the good and the honorable are again identified.


ALCIBIADES: Manifestly.


SOCRATES: Then, if the argument holds, what we find to be honorable we shall also find to be good?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And is the good expedient or not?


ALCIBIADES: Expedient.


SOCRATES: Do you remember our admissions about the just?


ALCIBIADES: Yes; if I am not mistaken, we said that those who acted justly must also act honorably.


SOCRATES: And the honorable is the good?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the good is expedient?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then, Alcibiades, the just is expedient?


ALCIBIADES: I should infer so.


SOCRATES: And all this I prove out of your own mouth, for I ask and you answer?


ALCIBIADES: I must acknowledge it to be true.


SOCRATES: And having acknowledged that the just is the same as the expedient, are you not (let me ask) prepared to ridicule anyone who, pretending to understand the principles of justice and injustice, gets up to advise the noble Athenians or the ignoble Peparethians, that the just may be the evil?


ALCIBIADES: I solemnly declare, Socrates, that I do not know what I am saying. Verily, I am in a strange state, for when you put questions to me I am of different minds in successive instants.


SOCRATES: And are you not aware of the nature of this perplexity, my friend?


ALCIBIADES: Indeed I am not.


SOCRATES: Do you suppose that if someone were to ask you whether you have two eyes or three, or two hands or four, or anything of that sort, you would then be of different minds in successive instants?


ALCIBIADES: I begin to distrust myself, but still I do not suppose that I should.


SOCRATES: You would feel no doubt; and for this reason—because you would know?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose so.


SOCRATES: And the reason why you involuntarily contradict yourself is clearly that you are ignorant?


ALCIBIADES: Very likely.


SOCRATES: And if you are perplexed in answering about just and unjust, honorable and dishonorable, good and evil, expedient and inexpedient, the reason is that you are ignorant of them, and therefore in perplexity. Is not that clear?


ALCIBIADES: I agree.


SOCRATES: But is this always the case, and is a man necessarily perplexed about that of which he has no knowledge?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly he is.


SOCRATES: And do you know how to ascend into heaven?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: And in this case, too, is your judgment perplexed?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: Do you see the reason why, or shall I tell you?


ALCIBIADES: Tell me.


SOCRATES: The reason is, that you not only do not know, my friend, but you do not think that you know.


ALCIBIADES: There again; what do you mean?


SOCRATES: Ask yourself; are you in any perplexity about things of which you are ignorant? You know, for example, that you know nothing about the preparation of food.


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: And do you think and perplex yourself about the preparation of food, or do you leave that to someone who understands the art?


ALCIBIADES: The latter.


SOCRATES: Or if you were on a voyage, would you bewilder yourself by considering whether the rudder is to be drawn inwards or outwards, or do you leave that to the pilot, and do nothing?


ALCIBIADES: It would be the concern of the pilot.


SOCRATES: Then you are not perplexed about what you do not know, if you know that you do not know it?


ALCIBIADES: I imagine not.


SOCRATES: Do you not see, then, that mistakes in life and practice are likewise to be attributed to the ignorance which has conceit of knowledge?


ALCIBIADES: Once more, what do you mean?


SOCRATES: I suppose that we begin to act when we think that we know what we are doing?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: But when people think that they do not know, they entrust their business to others?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And so there is a class of ignorant persons who do not make mistakes in life, because they trust others about things of which they are ignorant?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Who, then, are the persons who make mistakes? They cannot, of course, be those who know?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: But if neither those who know, nor those who know that they do not know, make mistakes, there remain those only who do not know and think that they know.


ALCIBIADES: Yes, only those.


SOCRATES: Then this is ignorance of the disgraceful sort which is mischievous?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And most mischievous and most disgraceful when having to do with the greatest matters?


ALCIBIADES: By far.


SOCRATES: And can there be any matters greater than the just, the honorable, the good, and the expedient?


ALCIBIADES: There cannot be.


SOCRATES: And these, as you were saying, are what perplex you?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: But if you are perplexed, then, as the previous argument has shown, you are not only ignorant of the greatest matters, but being ignorant you fancy that you know them?


ALCIBIADES: I fear that you are right.


SOCRATES: And now see what has happened to you, Alcibiades! I hardly like to speak of your evil case, but as we are alone I will: My good friend, you are wedded to ignorance of the most disgraceful kind, and of this you are convicted, not by me, but out of your own mouth and by your own argument; wherefore also you rush into politics before you are educated. Neither is your case to be deemed singular. For I might say the same of almost all our statesmen, with the exception, perhaps of your guardian, Pericles.


ALCIBIADES: Yes, Socrates; and Pericles is said not to have got his wisdom by the light of nature, but to have associated with several of the philosophers; with Pythocleides, for example, and with Anaxagoras, and now in advanced life with Damon, in the hope of gaining wisdom.


SOCRATES: Very good; but did you ever know a man wise in anything who was unable to impart his particular wisdom? For example, he who taught you letters was not only wise, but he made you and any others whom he liked wise.


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And you, whom he taught, can do the same?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And in like manner the harper and gymnastic master?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: When a person is enabled to impart knowledge to another, he thereby gives an excellent proof of his own understanding of any matter.


ALCIBIADES: I agree.


SOCRATES: Well, and did Pericles make anyone wise; did he begin by making his sons wise?


ALCIBIADES: But, Socrates, if the two sons of Pericles were simpletons, what has that to do with the matter?


SOCRATES: Well, but did he make your brother, Cleinias, wise?


ALCIBIADES: Cleinias is a madman; there is no use in talking of him.


SOCRATES: But if Cleinias is a madman and the two sons of Pericles were simpletons, what reason can be given why he neglects you, and lets you be as you are?


ALCIBIADES: I believe that I am to blame for not listening to him.


SOCRATES: But did you ever hear of any other Athenian or foreigner, bond or free, who was deemed to have grown wiser in the society of Pericles,—as I might cite Pythodorus, the son of Isolochus, and Callias, the son of Calliades, who have grown wiser in the society of Zeno, for which privilege they have each of them paid him the sum of a hundred minae (about 406 pounds sterling) to the increase of their wisdom and fame.


ALCIBIADES: I certainly never did hear of anyone.


SOCRATES: Well, and in reference to your own case, do you mean to remain as you are, or will you take some pains about yourself?


ALCIBIADES: With your aid, Socrates, I will. And indeed, when I hear you speak, the truth of what you are saying strikes home to me, and I agree with you, for our statesmen, all but a few, do appear to be quite uneducated.


SOCRATES: What is the inference?


ALCIBIADES: Why, that if they were educated they would be trained athletes, and he who means to rival them ought to have knowledge and experience when he attacks them; but now, as they have become politicians without any special training, why should I have the trouble of learning and practicing? For I know well that by the light of nature I shall get the better of them.


SOCRATES: My dear friend, what a sentiment! And how unworthy of your noble form and your high estate!


ALCIBIADES: What do you mean, Socrates; why do you say so?


SOCRATES: I am grieved when I think of our mutual love.


ALCIBIADES: At what?


SOCRATES: At your fancying that the contest on which you are entering is with people here.


ALCIBIADES: Why, what others are there?


SOCRATES: Is that a question which a magnanimous soul should ask?


ALCIBIADES: Do you mean to say that the contest is not with these?


SOCRATES: And suppose that you were going to steer a ship into action, would you only aim at being the best pilot on board? Would you not, while acknowledging that you must possess this degree of excellence, rather look to your antagonists, and not, as you are now doing, to your fellow combatants? You ought to be so far above these latter, that they will not even dare to be your rivals; and, being regarded by you as inferiors, will do battle for you against the enemy; this is the kind of superiority which you must establish over them, if you mean to accomplish any noble action really worthy of yourself and of the state.


ALCIBIADES: That would certainly be my aim.


SOCRATES: Verily, then, you have good reason to be satisfied, if you are better than the soldiers; and you need not, when you are their superior and have your thoughts and actions fixed upon them, look away to the generals of the enemy.


ALCIBIADES: Of whom are you speaking, Socrates?


SOCRATES: Why, you surely know that our city goes to war now and then with the Lacedaemonians and with the great king?


ALCIBIADES: True enough.


SOCRATES: And if you meant to be the ruler of this city, would you not be right in considering that the Lacedaemonian and Persian king were your true rivals?


ALCIBIADES: I believe that you are right.


SOCRATES: Oh no, my friend, I am quite wrong, and I think that you ought rather to turn your attention to Midias the quail-breeder and others like him, who manage our politics; in whom, as the women would remark, you may still see the slaves’ cut of hair, cropping out in their minds as well as on their pates; and they come with their barbarous lingo to flatter us and not to rule us. To these, I say, you should look, and then you need not trouble yourself about your own fitness to contend in such a noble arena: There is no reason why you should either learn what has to be learned, or practice what has to be practiced, and only when thoroughly prepared enter on a political career.


ALCIBIADES: There, I think, Socrates, that you are right; I do not suppose, however, that the Spartan generals or the great king are really different from anybody else.


SOCRATES: But, my dear friend, do consider what you are saying.


ALCIBIADES: What am I to consider?


SOCRATES: In the first place, will you be more likely to take care of yourself, if you are in a wholesome fear and dread of them, or if you are not?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly, if I have such a fear of them.


SOCRATES: And do you think that you will sustain any injury if you take care of yourself?


ALCIBIADES: No, I shall be greatly benefited.


SOCRATES: And this is one very important respect in which that notion of yours is bad.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: In the next place, consider that what you say is probably false.


ALCIBIADES: How so?


SOCRATES: Let me ask you whether better natures are likely to be found in noble races or not in noble races?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly in noble races.


SOCRATES: Are not those who are well born and well bred most likely to be perfect in virtue?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Then let us compare our antecedents with those of the Lacedaemonian and Persian kings; are they inferior to us in descent? Have we not heard that the former are sprung from Heracles, and the latter from Achaemenes, and that the race of Heracles and the race of Achaemenes go back to Perseus, son of Zeus?


ALCIBIADES: Why, so does mine go back to Eurysaces, and he to Zeus!


SOCRATES: And mine, noble Alcibiades, to Daedalus, and he to Hephaestus, son of Zeus. But, for all that, we are far inferior to them. For they are descended “from Zeus,” through a line of kings—either kings of Argos and Lacedaemon, or kings of Persia, a country which the descendants of Achaemenes have always possessed, besides being at various times sovereigns of Asia, as they now are; whereas, we and our fathers were but private persons. How ridiculous would you be thought if you were to make a display of your ancestors and of Salamis the island of Eurysaces, or of Aegina, the habitation of the still more ancient Aeacus, before Artaxerxes, son of Xerxes. You should consider how inferior we are to them both in the derivation of our birth and in other particulars. Did you never observe how great is the property of the Spartan kings? And their wives are under the guardianship of the Ephori, who are public officers and watch over them, in order to preserve as far as possible the purity of the Heracleid blood. Still greater is the difference among the Persians; for no one entertains a suspicion that the father of a prince of Persia can be anyone but the king. Such is the awe which invests the person of the queen, that any other guard is needless. And when the heir of the kingdom is born, all the subjects of the king feast; and the day of his birth is forever afterward kept as a holiday and time of sacrifice by all Asia; whereas, when you and I were born, Alcibiades, as the comic poet says, the neighbors hardly knew of the important event. After the birth of the royal child, he is tended, not by a good-for-nothing woman-nurse, but by the best of the royal eunuchs, who are charged with the care of him, and especially with the fashioning and right formation of his limbs, in order that he may be as shapely as possible; which being their calling, they are held in great honor. And when the young prince is seven years old he is put upon a horse and taken to the riding-masters, and begins to go out hunting. And at fourteen years of age he is handed over to the royal schoolmasters, as they are termed: these are four chosen men, reputed to be the best among the Persians of a certain age; and one of them is the wisest, another the justest, a third the most temperate, and a fourth the most valiant. The first instructs him in the magianism of Zoroaster, the son of Oromasus, which is the worship of the Gods, and teaches him also the duties of his royal office; the second, who is the justest, teaches him always to speak the truth; the third, or most temperate, forbids him to allow any pleasure to be lord over him, that he may be accustomed to be a freeman and king indeed, lord of himself first, and not a slave; the most valiant trains him to be bold and fearless, telling him that if he fears he is to deem himself a slave; whereas Pericles gave you, Alcibiades, for a tutor Zopyrus the Thracian, a slave of his who was past all other work. I might enlarge on the nurture and education of your rivals, but that would be tedious; and what I have said is a sufficient sample of what remains to be said. I have only to remark, by way of contrast, that no one cares about your birth or nurture or education, or, I may say, about that of any other Athenian, unless he has a lover who looks after him. And if you cast an eye on the wealth, the luxury, the garments with their flowing trains, the anointings with myrrh, the multitudes of attendants, and all the other bravery of the Persians, you will be ashamed when you discern your own inferiority; or if you look at the temperance and orderliness and ease and grace and magnanimity and courage and endurance and love of toil and desire of glory and ambition of the Lacedaemonians—in all these respects you will see that you are but a child in comparison of them. Even in the matter of wealth, if you value yourself upon that, I must reveal to you how you stand; for if you form an estimate of the wealth of the Lacedaemonians, you will see that our possessions fall far short of theirs. For no one here can compete with them either in the extent and fertility of their own and the Messenian territory, or in the number of their slaves, and especially of the Helots, or of their horses, or of the animals which feed on the Messenian pastures. But I have said enough of this: And as to gold and silver, there is more of them in Lacedaemon than in all the rest of Hellas, for during many generations gold has been always flowing in to them from the whole Hellenic world, and often from the barbarian also, and never going out, as in the fable of Aesop the fox said to the lion, “The prints of the feet of those going in are distinct enough”; but who ever saw the trace of money going out of Lacedaemon? And therefore you may safely infer that the inhabitants are the richest of the Hellenes in gold and silver, and that their kings are the richest of them, for they have a larger share of these things, and they have also a tribute paid to them which is very considerable. Yet the Spartan wealth, though great in comparison of the wealth of the other Hellenes, is as nothing in comparison of that of the Persians and their kings. Why, I have been informed by a credible person who went up to the king (at Susa), that he passed through a large tract of excellent land, extending for nearly a day’s journey, which the people of the country called the queen’s girdle, and another, which they called her veil; and several other fair and fertile districts, which were reserved for the adornment of the queen, and are named after her several habiliments. Now, I cannot help thinking to myself, What if someone were to go to Amestris, the wife of Xerxes and mother of Artaxerxes, and say to her, “There is a certain Dinomache, whose whole wardrobe is not worth fifty minae”—and that will be more than the value—“and she has a son who is possessed of a three-hundred acre patch at Erchiae, and he has a mind to go to war with your son”—would she not wonder to what this Alcibiades trusts for success in the conflict? “He must rely,” she would say to herself, “upon his training and wisdom—these are the things which Hellenes value.” And if she heard that this Alcibiades who is making the attempt is not as yet twenty years old, and is wholly uneducated, and when his lover tells him that he ought to get education and training first, and then go and fight the king, he refuses, and says that he is well enough as he is, would she not be amazed, and ask “On what, then, does the youth rely?” And if we replied: He relies on his beauty, and stature, and birth, and mental endowments, she would think that we were mad, Alcibiades, when she compared the advantages which you possess with those of her own people. And I believe that even Lampido, the daughter of Leotychides, the wife of Archidamus and mother of Agis, all of whom were kings, would have the same feeling; if, in your present uneducated state, you were to turn your thoughts against her son, she too would be equally astonished. But how disgraceful, that we should not have as high a notion of what is required in us as our enemies” wives and mothers have of the qualities which are required in their assailants! O my friend, be persuaded by me, and hear the Delphian inscription, “Know thyself”—not the men whom you think, but these kings are our rivals, and we can only overcome them by pains and skill. And if you fail in the required qualities, you will fail also in becoming renowned among Hellenes and Barbarians, which you seem to desire more than any other man ever desired anything.


ALCIBIADES: I entirely believe you; but what are the sort of pains which are required, Socrates—can you tell me?


SOCRATES: Yes, I can; but we must take counsel together concerning the manner in which both of us may be most improved. For what I am telling you of the necessity of education applies to myself as well as to you; and there is only one point in which I have an advantage over you.


ALCIBIADES: What is that?


SOCRATES: I have a guardian who is better and wiser than your guardian, Pericles.


ALCIBIADES: Who is he, Socrates?


SOCRATES: God, Alcibiades, who up to this day has not allowed me to converse with you; and he inspires in me the faith that I am especially designed to bring you to honor.


ALCIBIADES: You are jesting, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Perhaps, at any rate, I am right in saying that all men greatly need pains and care, and you and I above all men.


ALCIBIADES: You are not far wrong about me.


SOCRATES: And certainly not about myself.


ALCIBIADES: But what can we do?


SOCRATES: There must be no hesitation or cowardice, my friend.


ALCIBIADES: That would not become us, Socrates.


SOCRATES: No, indeed, and we ought to take counsel together: For do we not wish to be as good as possible?


ALCIBIADES: We do.


SOCRATES: In what sort of virtue?


ALCIBIADES: Plainly, in the virtue of good men.


SOCRATES: Who are good in what?


ALCIBIADES: Those, clearly, who are good in the management of affairs.


SOCRATES: What sort of affairs? Equestrian affairs?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: You mean that about them we should have recourse to horsemen?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Well, naval affairs?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: You mean that we should have recourse to sailors about them?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then what affairs? And who do them?


ALCIBIADES: The affairs which occupy Athenian gentlemen.


SOCRATES: And when you speak of gentlemen, do you mean the wise or the unwise?


ALCIBIADES: The wise.


SOCRATES: And a man is good in respect of that in which he is wise?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And evil in respect of that in which he is unwise?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: The shoemaker, for example, is wise in respect of the making of shoes?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then he is good in that?


ALCIBIADES: He is.


SOCRATES: But in respect of the making of garments he is unwise?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then in that he is bad?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then upon this view of the matter the same man is good and also bad?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But would you say that the good are the same as the bad?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: Then whom do you call the good?


ALCIBIADES: I mean by the good those who are able to rule in the city.


SOCRATES: Not, surely, over horses?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: But over men?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: When they are sick?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: Or on a voyage?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: Or reaping the harvest?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: When they are doing something or nothing?


ALCIBIADES: When they are doing something, I should say.


SOCRATES: I wish that you would explain to me what this something is.


ALCIBIADES: When they are having dealings with one another, and using one another’s services, as we citizens do in our daily life.


SOCRATES: Those of whom you speak are ruling over men who are using the services of other men?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Are they ruling over the signal-men who give the time to the rowers?


ALCIBIADES: No; they are not.


SOCRATES: That would be the office of the pilot?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: But, perhaps you mean that they rule over flute players, who lead the singers and use the services of the dancers?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: That would be the business of the teacher of the chorus?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then what is the meaning of being able to rule over men who use other men?


ALCIBIADES: I mean that they rule over men who have common rights of citizenship, and dealings with one another.


SOCRATES: And what sort of an art is this? Suppose that I ask you again, as I did just now, “What art makes men know how to rule over their fellow sailors”—how would you answer?


ALCIBIADES: The art of the pilot.


SOCRATES: And, if I may recur to another old instance, what art enables them to rule over their fellow singers?


ALCIBIADES: The art of the teacher of the chorus, which you were just now mentioning.


SOCRATES: And what do you call the art of fellow citizens?


ALCIBIADES: I should say “good counsel,” Socrates.


SOCRATES: And is the art of the pilot evil counsel?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: But good counsel?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, that is what I should say—good counsel, of which the aim is the preservation of the voyagers.


SOCRATES: True. And what is the aim of that other good counsel of which you speak?


ALCIBIADES: The aim is the better order and preservation of the city.


SOCRATES: And what is that of which the absence or presence improves and preserves the order of the city? Suppose you were to ask me, what is that of which the presence or absence improves or preserves the order of the body? I should reply, the presence of health and the absence of disease. You would say the same?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And if you were to ask me the same question about the eyes, I should reply in the same way, “the presence of sight and the absence of blindness”; or about the ears, I should reply, that they were improved and were in better case, when deafness was absent, and hearing was present in them.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And what would you say of a state? What is that by the presence or absence of which the state is improved and better managed and ordered?


ALCIBIADES: I should say, Socrates: the presence of friendship and the absence of hatred and division.


SOCRATES: And do you mean by friendship agreement or disagreement?


ALCIBIADES: Agreement.


SOCRATES: What art makes cities agree about numbers?


ALCIBIADES: Arithmetic.


SOCRATES: And private individuals?


ALCIBIADES: The same.


SOCRATES: And what art makes each individual agree with himself?


ALCIBIADES: The same.


SOCRATES: And what art makes each of us agree with himself about the comparative length of the span and of the cubit? Does not the art of measure?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Individuals are agreed with one another about this; and states, equally?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the same holds of the balance?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But what is the other agreement of which you speak, and about what? What art can give that agreement? And does that which gives it to the state give it also to the individual, so as to make him consistent with himself and with another?


ALCIBIADES: I should suppose so.


SOCRATES: But what is the nature of the agreement? Answer, and faint not.


ALCIBIADES: I mean to say that there should be such friendship and agreement as exists between an affectionate father and mother and their son, or between brothers, or between husband and wife.


SOCRATES: But can a man, Alcibiades, agree with a woman about the spinning of wool, which she understands and he does not?


ALCIBIADES: No, truly.


SOCRATES: Nor has he any need, for spinning is a female accomplishment.


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And would a woman agree with a man about the science of arms, which she has never learned?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: I suppose that the use of arms would be regarded by you as a male accomplishment?


ALCIBIADES: It would.


SOCRATES: Then, upon your view, women and men have two sorts of knowledge?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Then in their knowledge there is no agreement of women and men?


ALCIBIADES: There is not.


SOCRATES: Nor can there be friendship, if friendship is agreement?


ALCIBIADES: Plainly not.


SOCRATES: Then women are not loved by men when they do their own work?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose not.


SOCRATES: Nor men by women when they do their own work?


ALCIBIADES: No.


SOCRATES: Nor are states well administered, when individuals do their own work?


ALCIBIADES: I should rather think, Socrates, that the reverse is the truth. (Compare Republic.)


SOCRATES: What! do you mean to say that states are well administered when friendship is absent, the presence of which, as we were saying, alone secures their good order?


ALCIBIADES: But I should say that there is friendship among them, for this very reason, that the two parties respectively do their own work.


SOCRATES: That was not what you were saying before; and what do you mean now by affirming that friendship exists when there is no agreement? How can there be agreement about matters which the one party knows, and of which the other is in ignorance?


ALCIBIADES: Impossible.


SOCRATES: And when individuals are doing their own work, are they doing what is just or unjust?


ALCIBIADES: What is just, certainly.


SOCRATES: And when individuals do what is just in the state, is there no friendship among them?


ALCIBIADES: I suppose that there must be, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Then what do you mean by this friendship or agreement about which we must be wise and discreet in order that we may be good men? I cannot make out where it exists or among whom; according to you, the same persons may sometimes have it, and sometimes not.


ALCIBIADES: But, indeed, Socrates, I do not know what I am saying; and I have long been, unconsciously to myself, in a most disgraceful state.


SOCRATES: Nevertheless, cheer up; at fifty, if you had discovered your deficiency, you would have been too old, and the time for taking care of yourself would have passed away, but yours is just the age at which the discovery should be made.


ALCIBIADES: And what should he do, Socrates, who would make the discovery?


SOCRATES: Answer questions, Alcibiades; and that is a process which, by the grace of God, if I may put any faith in my oracle, will be very improving to both of us.


ALCIBIADES: If I can be improved by answering, I will answer.


SOCRATES: And first of all, that we may not peradventure be deceived by appearances, fancying, perhaps, that we are taking care of ourselves when we are not, what is the meaning of a man taking care of himself? and when does he take care? Does he take care of himself when he takes care of what belongs to him?


ALCIBIADES: I should think so.


SOCRATES: When does a man take care of his feet? Does he not take care of them when he takes care of that which belongs to his feet?


ALCIBIADES: I do not understand.


SOCRATES: Let me take the hand as an illustration; does not a ring belong to the finger, and to the finger only?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the shoe in like manner to the foot?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And when we take care of our shoes, do we not take care of our feet?


ALCIBIADES: I do not comprehend, Socrates.


SOCRATES: But you would admit, Alcibiades, that to take proper care of a thing is a correct expression?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And taking proper care means improving?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And what is the art which improves our shoes?


ALCIBIADES: Shoemaking.


SOCRATES: Then by shoemaking we take care of our shoes?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And do we by shoemaking take care of our feet, or by some other art which improves the feet?


ALCIBIADES: By some other art.


SOCRATES: And the same art improves the feet which improves the rest of the body?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: Which is gymnastic?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Then by gymnastic we take care of our feet, and by shoemaking of that which belongs to our feet?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: And by gymnastic we take care of our hands, and by the art of graving rings of that which belongs to our hands?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And by gymnastic we take care of the body, and by the art of weaving and the other arts we take care of the things of the body?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: Then the art which takes care of each thing is different from that which takes care of the belongings of each thing?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Then in taking care of what belongs to you, you do not take care of yourself?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: For the art which takes care of our belongings appears not to be the same as that which takes care of ourselves?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: And now let me ask you what is the art with which we take care of ourselves?


ALCIBIADES: I cannot say.


SOCRATES: At any rate, thus much has been admitted, that the art is not one which makes any of our possessions, but which makes ourselves better?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But should we ever have known what art makes a shoe better, if we did not know a shoe?


ALCIBIADES: Impossible.


SOCRATES: Nor should we know what art makes a ring better, if we did not know a ring?


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: And can we ever know what art makes a man better, if we do not know what we are ourselves?


ALCIBIADES: Impossible.


SOCRATES: And is self-knowledge such an easy thing, and was he to be lightly esteemed who inscribed the text on the temple at Delphi? Or is self-knowledge a difficult thing, which few are able to attain?


ALCIBIADES: At times I fancy, Socrates, that anybody can know himself; at other times the task appears to be very difficult.


SOCRATES: But whether easy or difficult, Alcibiades, still there is no other way; knowing what we are, we shall know how to take care of ourselves, and if we are ignorant we shall not know.


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: Well, then, let us see in what way the self-existent can be discovered by us; that will give us a chance of discovering our own existence, which otherwise we can never know.


ALCIBIADES: You say truly.


SOCRATES: Come, now, I beseech you, tell me with whom you are conversing—with whom but with me?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: As I am, with you?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: That is to say, I, Socrates, am talking?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And Alcibiades is my hearer?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And I in talking use words?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And talking and using words have, I suppose, the same meaning?


ALCIBIADES: To be sure.


SOCRATES: And the user is not the same as the thing which he uses?


ALCIBIADES: What do you mean?


SOCRATES: I will explain; the shoemaker, for example, uses a square tool, and a circular tool, and other tools for cutting?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: But the tool is not the same as the cutter and user of the tool?


ALCIBIADES: Of course not.


SOCRATES: And in the same way the instrument of the harper is to be distinguished from the harper himself?


ALCIBIADES: It is.


SOCRATES: Now the question which I asked was whether you conceive the user to be always different from that which he uses?


ALCIBIADES: I do.


SOCRATES: Then what shall we say of the shoemaker? Does he cut with his tools only or with his hands?


ALCIBIADES: With his hands as well.


SOCRATES: He uses his hands too?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And does he use his eyes in cutting leather?


ALCIBIADES: He does.


SOCRATES: And we admit that the user is not the same with the things which he uses?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then the shoemaker and the harper are to be distinguished from the hands and feet which they use?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: And does not a man use the whole body?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And that which uses is different from that which is used?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Then a man is not the same as his own body?


ALCIBIADES: That is the inference.


SOCRATES: What is he, then?


ALCIBIADES: I cannot say.


SOCRATES: Nay, you can say that he is the user of the body.


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the user of the body is the soul?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, the soul.


SOCRATES: And the soul rules?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Let me make an assertion which will, I think, be universally admitted.


ALCIBIADES: What is it?


SOCRATES: That man is one of three things.


ALCIBIADES: What are they?


SOCRATES: Soul, body, or both together forming a whole.


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: But did we not say that the actual ruling principle of the body is man?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, we did.


SOCRATES: And does the body rule over itself?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: It is subject, as we were saying?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then that is not the principle which we are seeking?


ALCIBIADES: It would seem not.


SOCRATES: But may we say that the union of the two rules over the body, and consequently that this is man?


ALCIBIADES: Very likely.


SOCRATES: The most unlikely of all things; for if one of the members is subject, the two united cannot possibly rule.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But since neither the body, nor the union of the two, is man, either man has no real existence, or the soul is man?


ALCIBIADES: Just so.


SOCRATES: Is anything more required to prove that the soul is man?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not; the proof is, I think, quite sufficient.


SOCRATES: And if the proof, although not perfect, be sufficient, we shall be satisfied; more precise proof will be supplied when we have discovered that which we were led to omit, from a fear that the inquiry would be too much protracted.


ALCIBIADES: What was that?


SOCRATES: What I meant, when I said that absolute existence must be first considered; but now, instead of absolute existence, we have been considering the nature of individual existence, and this may, perhaps, be sufficient; for surely there is nothing which may be called more properly ourselves than the soul?


ALCIBIADES: There is nothing.


SOCRATES: Then we may truly conceive that you and I are conversing with one another, soul to soul?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: And that is just what I was saying before—that I, Socrates, am not arguing or talking with the face of Alcibiades, but with the real Alcibiades; or in other words, with his soul.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Then he who bids a man know himself, would have him know his soul?


ALCIBIADES: That appears to be true.


SOCRATES: He whose knowledge only extends to the body, knows the things of a man, and not the man himself?


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: Then neither the physician regarded as a physician, nor the trainer regarded as a trainer, knows himself?


ALCIBIADES: He does not.


SOCRATES: The husbandmen and the other craftsmen are very far from knowing themselves, for they would seem not even to know their own belongings? When regarded in relation to the arts which they practice they are even further removed from self-knowledge, for they only know the belongings of the body, which minister to the body.


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: Then if temperance is the knowledge of self, in respect of his art none of them is temperate?


ALCIBIADES: I agree.


SOCRATES: And this is the reason why their arts are accounted vulgar, and are not such as a good man would practice?


ALCIBIADES: Quite true.


SOCRATES: Again, he who cherishes his body cherishes not himself, but what belongs to him?


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: But he who cherishes his money, cherishes neither himself nor his belongings, but is in a stage yet further removed from himself?


ALCIBIADES: I agree.


SOCRATES: Then the money-maker has really ceased to be occupied with his own concerns?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And if anyone has fallen in love with the person of Alcibiades, he loves not Alcibiades, but the belongings of Alcibiades?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But he who loves your soul is the true lover?


ALCIBIADES: That is the necessary inference.


SOCRATES: The lover of the body goes away when the flower of youth fades?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But he who loves the soul goes not away, as long as the soul follows after virtue?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And I am the lover who goes not away, but remains with you, when you are no longer young and the rest are gone?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, Socrates; and therein you do well, and I hope that you will remain.


SOCRATES: Then you must try to look your best.


ALCIBIADES: I will.


SOCRATES: The fact is, that there is only one lover of Alcibiades the son of Cleinias; there neither is nor ever has been seemingly any other; and he is his darling—Socrates, the son of Sophroniscus and Phaenarete.


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And did you not say, that if I had not spoken first, you were on the point of coming to me, and inquiring why I only remained?


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: The reason was that I loved you for your own sake, whereas other men love what belongs to you; and your beauty, which is not you, is fading away, just as your true self is beginning to bloom. And I will never desert you, if you are not spoiled and deformed by the Athenian people; for the danger which I most fear is that you will become a lover of the people and will be spoiled by them. Many a noble Athenian has been ruined in this way. For the demus of the great-hearted Erechteus is of a fair countenance, but you should see him naked; wherefore observe the caution which I give you.


ALCIBIADES: What caution?


SOCRATES: Practice yourself, sweet friend, in learning what you ought to know, before you enter on politics; and then you will have an antidote which will keep you out of harm’s way.


ALCIBIADES: Good advice, Socrates, but I wish that you would explain to me in what way I am to take care of myself.


SOCRATES: Have we not made an advance? for we are at any rate tolerably well agreed as to what we are, and there is no longer any danger, as we once feared, that we might be taking care not of ourselves, but of something which is not ourselves.


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: And the next step will be to take care of the soul, and look to that?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Leaving the care of our bodies and of our properties to others?


ALCIBIADES: Very good.


SOCRATES: But how can we have a perfect knowledge of the things of the soul? For if we know them, then I suppose we shall know ourselves. Can we really be ignorant of the excellent meaning of the Delphian inscription, of which we were just now speaking?


ALCIBIADES: What have you in your thoughts, Socrates?


SOCRATES: I will tell you what I suspect to be the meaning and lesson of that inscription. Let me take an illustration from sight, which I imagine to be the only one suitable to my purpose.


ALCIBIADES: What do you mean?


SOCRATES: Consider; if someone were to say to the eye, “See thyself,” as you might say to a man, “Know thyself,” what is the nature and meaning of this precept? Would not his meaning be: That the eye should look at that in which it would see itself?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: And what are the objects in looking at which we see ourselves?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly, Socrates, in looking at mirrors and the like.


SOCRATES: Very true; and is there not something of the nature of a mirror in our own eyes?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Did you ever observe that the face of the person looking into the eye of another is reflected as in a mirror; and in the visual organ which is over against him, and which is called the pupil, there is a sort of image of the person looking?


ALCIBIADES: That is quite true.


SOCRATES: Then the eye, looking at another eye, and at that in the eye which is most perfect, and which is the instrument of vision, will there see itself?


ALCIBIADES: That is evident.


SOCRATES: But looking at anything else either in man or in the world, and not to what resembles this, it will not see itself?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: Then if the eye is to see itself, it must look at the eye, and at that part of the eye where sight which is the virtue of the eye resides?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And if the soul, my dear Alcibiades, is ever to know herself, must she not look at the soul; and especially at that part of the soul in which her virtue resides, and to any other which is like this?


ALCIBIADES: I agree, Socrates.


SOCRATES: And do we know of any part of our souls more divine than that which has to do with wisdom and knowledge?


ALCIBIADES: There is none.


SOCRATES: Then this is that part of the soul which resembles the divine; and he who looks at this and at the whole class of things divine, will be most likely to know himself?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: And self-knowledge we agree to be wisdom?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: But if we have no self-knowledge and no wisdom, can we ever know our own good and evil?


ALCIBIADES: How can we, Socrates?


SOCRATES: You mean, that if you did not know Alcibiades, there would be no possibility of your knowing that what belonged to Alcibiades was really his?


ALCIBIADES: It would be quite impossible.


SOCRATES: Nor should we know that we were the persons to whom anything belonged, if we did not know ourselves?


ALCIBIADES: How could we?


SOCRATES: And if we did not know our own belongings, neither should we know the belongings of our belongings?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: Then we were not altogether right in acknowledging just now that a man may know what belongs to him and yet not know himself; nay, rather he cannot even know the belongings of his belongings; for the discernment of the things of self, and of the things which belong to the things of self, appear all to be the business of the same man, and of the same art.


ALCIBIADES: So much may be supposed.


SOCRATES: And he who knows not the things which belong to himself, will in like manner be ignorant of the things which belong to others?


ALCIBIADES: Very true.


SOCRATES: And if he knows not the affairs of others, he will not know the affairs of states?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: Then such a man can never be a statesman?


ALCIBIADES: He cannot.


SOCRATES: Nor an economist?


ALCIBIADES: He cannot.


SOCRATES: He will not know what he is doing?


ALCIBIADES: He will not.


SOCRATES: And will not he who is ignorant fall into error?


ALCIBIADES: Assuredly.


SOCRATES: And if he falls into error will he not fail both in his public and private capacity?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, indeed.


SOCRATES: And failing, will he not be miserable?


ALCIBIADES: Very.


SOCRATES: And what will become of those for whom he is acting?


ALCIBIADES: They will be miserable also.


SOCRATES: Then he who is not wise and good cannot be happy?


ALCIBIADES: He cannot.


SOCRATES: The bad, then, are miserable?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, very.


SOCRATES: And if so, not he who has riches, but he who has wisdom, is delivered from his misery?


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: Cities, then, if they are to be happy, do not want walls, or triremes, or docks, or numbers, or size, Alcibiades, without virtue? (Compare Arist. Pol.)


ALCIBIADES: Indeed they do not.


SOCRATES: And you must give the citizens virtue, if you mean to administer their affairs rightly or nobly?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: But can a man give that which he has not?


ALCIBIADES: Impossible.


SOCRATES: Then you or anyone who means to govern and superintend, not only himself and the things of himself, but the state and the things of the state, must in the first place acquire virtue.


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: You have not therefore to obtain power or authority, in order to enable you to do what you wish for yourself and the state, but justice and wisdom.


ALCIBIADES: Clearly.


SOCRATES: You and the state, if you act wisely and justly, will act according to the will of God?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: As I was saying before, you will look only at what is bright and divine, and act with a view to them?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: In that mirror you will see and know yourselves and your own good?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And so you will act rightly and well?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: In which case, I will be security for your happiness.


ALCIBIADES: I accept the security.


SOCRATES: But if you act unrighteously, your eye will turn to the dark and godless, and being in darkness and ignorance of yourselves, you will probably do deeds of darkness.


ALCIBIADES: Very possibly.


SOCRATES: For if a man, my dear Alcibiades, has the power to do what he likes, but has no understanding, what is likely to be the result, either to him as an individual or to the state—for example, if he be sick and is able to do what he likes, not having the mind of a physician—having moreover tyrannical power, and no one daring to reprove him, what will happen to him? Will he not be likely to have his constitution ruined?


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: Or again, in a ship, if a man having the power to do what he likes, has no intelligence or skill in navigation, do you see what will happen to him and to his fellow sailors?


ALCIBIADES: Yes; I see that they will all perish.


SOCRATES: And in like manner, in a state, and where there is any power and authority which is wanting in virtue, will not misfortune, in like manner, ensue?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Not tyrannical power, then, my good Alcibiades, should be the aim either of individuals or states, if they would be happy, but virtue.


ALCIBIADES: That is true.


SOCRATES: And before they have virtue, to be commanded by a superior is better for men as well as for children? (Compare Arist. Pol.)


ALCIBIADES: That is evident.


SOCRATES: And that which is better is also nobler?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: And what is nobler is more becoming?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly.


SOCRATES: Then to the bad man slavery is more becoming, because better?


ALCIBIADES: True.


SOCRATES: Then vice is only suited to a slave?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And virtue to a freeman?


ALCIBIADES: Yes.


SOCRATES: And, O my friend, is not the condition of a slave to be avoided?


ALCIBIADES: Certainly, Socrates.


SOCRATES: And are you now conscious of your own state? And do you know whether you are a freeman or not?


ALCIBIADES: I think that I am very conscious indeed of my own state.


SOCRATES: And do you know how to escape out of a state which I do not even like to name to my beauty?


ALCIBIADES: Yes, I do.


SOCRATES: How?


ALCIBIADES: By your help, Socrates.


SOCRATES: That is not well said, Alcibiades.


ALCIBIADES: What ought I to have said?


SOCRATES: By the help of God.


ALCIBIADES: I agree; and I further say, that our relations are likely to be reversed. From this day forward, I must and will follow you as you have followed me; I will be the disciple, and you shall be my master.


SOCRATES: O that is rare! My love breeds another love: and so like the stork I shall be cherished by the bird whom I have hatched.


ALCIBIADES: Strange, but true; and henceforward I shall begin to think about justice.


SOCRATES: And I hope that you will persist; although I have fears, not because I doubt you; but I see the power of the state, which may be too much for both of us.









 APOLOGY 


BY PLATO


Translated by Benjamin Jowett


INTRODUCTION


In what relation the Apology of Plato stands to the real defense of Socrates, there are no means of determining. It certainly agrees in tone and character with the description of Xenophon, who says in the Memorabilia that Socrates might have been acquitted “if in any moderate degree he would have conciliated the favor of the dicasts”; and who informs us in another passage, on the testimony of Hermogenes, the friend of Socrates, that he had no wish to live; and that the divine sign refused to allow him to prepare a defense, and also that Socrates himself declared this to be unnecessary, on the ground that all his life long he had been preparing against that hour. For the speech breathes throughout a spirit of defiance (“ut non supplex aut reus sed magister aut dominus videretur esse judicum,” Cic. de Orat.); and the loose and desultory style is an imitation of the “accustomed manner” in which Socrates spoke in “the agora and among the tables of the money-changers.” The allusion in the Crito may, perhaps, be adduced as a further evidence of the literal accuracy of some parts. But in the main it must be regarded as the ideal of Socrates, according to Plato’s conception of him, appearing in the greatest and most public scene of his life, and in the height of his triumph, when he is weakest, and yet his mastery over mankind is greatest, and his habitual irony acquires a new meaning and a sort of tragic pathos in the face of death. The facts of his life are summed up, and the features of his character are brought out as if by accident in the course of the defense. The conversational manner, the seeming want of arrangement, the ironical simplicity, are found to result in a perfect work of art, which is the portrait of Socrates.


Yet some of the topics may have been actually used by Socrates; and the recollection of his very words may have rung in the ears of his disciple. The Apology of Plato may be compared generally with those speeches of Thucydides in which he has embodied his conception of the lofty character and policy of the great Pericles, and which at the same time furnish a commentary on the situation of affairs from the point of view of the historian. So in the Apology there is an ideal rather than a literal truth; much is said which was not said, and is only Plato’s view of the situation. Plato was not, like Xenophon, a chronicler of facts; he does not appear in any of his writings to have aimed at literal accuracy. He is not therefore to be supplemented from the Memorabilia and Symposium of Xenophon, who belongs to an entirely different class of writers. The Apology of Plato is not the report of what Socrates said, but an elaborate composition, quite as much so in fact as one of the Dialogues. And we may perhaps even indulge in the fancy that the actual defense of Socrates was as much greater than the Platonic defense as the master was greater than the disciple. But in any case, some of the words used by him must have been remembered, and some of the facts recorded must have actually occurred. It is significant that Plato is said to have been present at the defense (Apol.), as he is also said to have been absent at the last scene in the Phaedo. Is it fanciful to suppose that he meant to give the stamp of authenticity to the one and not to the other?—especially when we consider that these two passages are the only ones in which Plato makes mention of himself. The circumstance that Plato was to be one of his sureties for the payment of the fine which he proposed has the appearance of truth. More suspicious is the statement that Socrates received the first impulse to his favorite calling of cross-examining the world from the Oracle of Delphi; for he must already have been famous before Chaerephon went to consult the Oracle (Riddell), and the story is of a kind which is very likely to have been invented. On the whole we arrive at the conclusion that the Apology is true to the character of Socrates, but we cannot show that any single sentence in it was actually spoken by him. It breathes the spirit of Socrates, but has been cast anew in the mold of Plato.


There is not much in the other Dialogues which can be compared with the Apology. The same recollection of his master may have been present to the mind of Plato when depicting the sufferings of the Just in the Republic. The Crito may also be regarded as a sort of appendage to the Apology, in which Socrates, who has defied the judges, is nevertheless represented as scrupulously obedient to the laws. The idealization of the sufferer is carried still further in the Gorgias, in which the thesis is maintained, that “to suffer is better than to do evil”; and the art of rhetoric is described as only useful for the purpose of self-accusation. The parallelisms which occur in the so-called Apology of Xenophon are not worth noticing, because the writing in which they are contained is manifestly spurious. The statements of the Memorabilia respecting the trial and death of Socrates agree generally with Plato; but they have lost the flavor of Socratic irony in the narrative of Xenophon.


The Apology or Platonic defense of Socrates is divided into three parts: (1) the defense properly so called; (2) the shorter address in mitigation of the penalty; (3) the last words of prophetic rebuke and exhortation.


The first part commences with an apology for his colloquial style; he is, as he has always been, the enemy of rhetoric, and knows of no rhetoric but truth; he will not falsify his character by making a speech. Then he proceeds to divide his accusers into two classes; first, there is the nameless accuser—public opinion. All the world from their earliest years had heard that he was a corrupter of youth, and had seen him caricatured in the Clouds of Aristophanes. Secondly, there are the professed accusers, who are but the mouthpiece of the others. The accusations of both might be summed up in a formula. The first say, “Socrates is an evil-doer and a curious person, searching into things under the earth and above the heaven; and making the worse appear the better cause, and teaching all this to others.” The second, “Socrates is an evil-doer and corrupter of the youth, who does not receive the gods whom the state receives, but introduces other new divinities.” These last words appear to have been the actual indictment (compare Xen. Mem.); and the previous formula, which is a summary of public opinion, assumes the same legal style.


The answer begins by clearing up a confusion. In the representations of the Comic poets, and in the opinion of the multitude, he had been identified with the teachers of physical science and with the Sophists. But this was an error. For both of them he professes a respect in the open court, which contrasts with his manner of speaking about them in other places. (Compare for Anaxagoras, Phaedo, Laws; for the Sophists, Meno, Republic, Tim., Theaet., Soph., etc.) But at the same time he shows that he is not one of them. Of natural philosophy he knows nothing; not that he despises such pursuits, but the fact is that he is ignorant of them, and never says a word about them. Nor is he paid for giving instruction—that is another mistaken notion; he has nothing to teach. But he commends Evenus for teaching virtue at such a “moderate” rate as five minae. Something of the “accustomed irony,” which may perhaps be expected to sleep in the ear of the multitude, is lurking here.


He then goes on to explain the reason why he is in such an evil name. That had arisen out of a peculiar mission which he had taken upon himself. The enthusiastic Chaerephon (probably in anticipation of the answer which he received) had gone to Delphi and asked the oracle if there was any man wiser than Socrates; and the answer was, that there was no man wiser. What could be the meaning of this—that he who knew nothing, and knew that he knew nothing, should be declared by the oracle to be the wisest of men? Reflecting upon the answer, he determined to refute it by finding “a wiser”; and first he went to the politicians, and then to the poets, and then to the craftsmen, but always with the same result—he found that they knew nothing, or hardly anything more than himself; and that the little advantage which in some cases they possessed was more than counter-balanced by their conceit of knowledge. He knew nothing, and knew that he knew nothing: they knew little or nothing, and imagined that they knew all things. Thus he had passed his life as a sort of missionary in detecting the pretended wisdom of mankind; and this occupation had quite absorbed him and taken him away both from public and private affairs. Young men of the richer sort had made a pastime of the same pursuit, “which was not unamusing.” And hence bitter enmities had arisen; the professors of knowledge had revenged themselves by calling him a villainous corrupter of youth, and by repeating the commonplaces about atheism and materialism and sophistry, which are the stock-accusations against all philosophers when there is nothing else to be said of them.


The second accusation he meets by interrogating Meletus, who is present and can be interrogated. “If he is the corrupter, who is the improver of the citizens?” (Compare Meno.) “All men everywhere.” But how absurd, how contrary to analogy is this! How inconceivable too, that he should make the citizens worse when he has to live with them. This surely cannot be intentional; and if unintentional, he ought to have been instructed by Meletus, and not accused in the court.


But there is another part of the indictment which says that he teaches men not to receive the gods whom the city receives, and has other new gods. “Is that the way in which he is supposed to corrupt the youth?” “Yes, it is.” “Has he only new gods, or none at all?” “None at all.” “What, not even the sun and moon?” “No; why, he says that the sun is a stone, and the moon earth.” That, replies Socrates, is the old confusion about Anaxagoras; the Athenian people are not so ignorant as to attribute to the influence of Socrates notions which have found their way into the drama, and may be learned at the theatre. Socrates undertakes to show that Meletus (rather unjustifiably) has been compounding a riddle in this part of the indictment: “There are no gods, but Socrates believes in the existence of the sons of gods, which is absurd.”


Leaving Meletus, who has had enough words spent upon him, he returns to the original accusation. The question may be asked, Why will he persist in following a profession which leads him to death? Why? Because he must remain at his post where the god has placed him, as he remained at Potidaea, and Amphipolis, and Delium, where the generals placed him. Besides, he is not so overwise as to imagine that he knows whether death is a good or an evil; and he is certain that desertion of his duty is an evil. Anytus is quite right in saying that they should never have indicted him if they meant to let him go. For he will certainly obey God rather than man; and will continue to preach to all men of all ages the necessity of virtue and improvement; and if they refuse to listen to him he will still persevere and reprove them. This is his way of corrupting the youth, which he will not cease to follow in obedience to the god, even if a thousand deaths await him.


He is desirous that they should let him live—not for his own sake, but for theirs; because he is their heaven-sent friend (and they will never have such another), or, as he may be ludicrously described, he is the gadfly who stirs the generous steed into motion. Why then has he never taken part in public affairs? Because the familiar divine voice has hindered him; if he had been a public man, and had fought for the right, as he would certainly have fought against the many, he would not have lived, and could therefore have done no good. Twice in public matters he has risked his life for the sake of justice—once at the trial of the generals; and again in resistance to the tyrannical commands of the Thirty.


But, though not a public man, he has passed his days in instructing the citizens without fee or reward—this was his mission. Whether his disciples have turned out well or ill, he cannot justly be charged with the result, for he never promised to teach them anything. They might come if they liked, and they might stay away if they liked: and they did come, because they found an amusement in hearing the pretenders to wisdom detected. If they have been corrupted, their elder relatives (if not themselves) might surely come into court and witness against him, and there is an opportunity still for them to appear. But their fathers and brothers all appear in court (including “this” Plato), to witness on his behalf; and if their relatives are corrupted, at least they are uncorrupted; “and they are my witnesses. For they know that I am speaking the truth, and that Meletus is lying.”


This is about all that he has to say. He will not entreat the judges to spare his life; neither will he present a spectacle of weeping children, although he, too, is not made of “rock or oak.” Some of the judges themselves may have complied with this practice on similar occasions, and he trusts that they will not be angry with him for not following their example. But he feels that such conduct brings discredit on the name of Athens: he feels too, that the judge has sworn not to give away justice; and he cannot be guilty of the impiety of asking the judge to break his oath, when he is himself being tried for impiety.


As he expected, and probably intended, he is convicted. And now the tone of the speech, instead of being more conciliatory, becomes more lofty and commanding. Anytus proposes death as the penalty: And what counter-proposition shall he make? He, the benefactor of the Athenian people, whose whole life has been spent in doing them good, should at least have the Olympic victor’s reward of maintenance in the Prytaneum. Or why should he propose any counter-penalty when he does not know whether death, which Anytus proposes, is a good or an evil? And he is certain that imprisonment is an evil, exile is an evil. Loss of money might be an evil, but then he has none to give; perhaps he can make up a mina. Let that be the penalty, or, if his friends wish, thirty minae; for which they will be excellent securities.


(He is condemned to death.)


He is an old man already, and the Athenians will gain nothing but disgrace by depriving him of a few years of life. Perhaps he could have escaped, if he had chosen to throw down his arms and entreat for his life. But he does not at all repent of the manner of his defense; he would rather die in his own fashion than live in theirs. For the penalty of unrighteousness is swifter than death; that penalty has already overtaken his accusers as death will soon overtake him.


And now, as one who is about to die, he will prophesy to them. They have put him to death in order to escape the necessity of giving an account of their lives. But his death “will be the seed” of many disciples who will convince them of their evil ways, and will come forth to reprove them in harsher terms, because they are younger and more inconsiderate.


He would like to say a few words, while there is time, to those who would have acquitted him. He wishes them to know that the divine sign never interrupted him in the course of his defense; the reason of which, as he conjectures, is that the death to which he is going is a good and not an evil. For either death is a long sleep, the best of sleeps, or a journey to another world in which the souls of the dead are gathered together, and in which there may be a hope of seeing the heroes of old—in which, too, there are just judges; and as all are immortal, there can be no fear of anyone suffering death for his opinions.


Nothing evil can happen to the good man either in life or death, and his own death has been permitted by the gods, because it was better for him to depart; and therefore he forgives his judges because they have done him no harm, although they never meant to do him any good.


He has a last request to make to them—that they will trouble his sons as he has troubled them, if they appear to prefer riches to virtue, or to think themselves something when they are nothing.


[image: Images]


“Few persons will be found to wish that Socrates should have defended himself otherwise,” if, as we must add, his defense was that with which Plato has provided him. But leaving this question, which does not admit of a precise solution, we may go on to ask what was the impression which Plato in the Apology intended to give of the character and conduct of his master in the last great scene? Did he intend to represent him (1) as employing sophistries; (2) as designedly irritating the judges? Or are these sophistries to be regarded as belonging to the age in which he lived and to his personal character, and this apparent haughtiness as flowing from the natural elevation of his position?


For example, when he says that it is absurd to suppose that one man is the corrupter and all the rest of the world the improvers of the youth; or, when he argues that he never could have corrupted the men with whom he had to live; or, when he proves his belief in the gods because he believes in the sons of gods, is he serious or jesting? It may be observed that these sophisms all occur in his cross-examination of Meletus, who is easily foiled and mastered in the hands of the great dialectician. Perhaps he regarded these answers as good enough for his accuser, of whom he makes very light. Also there is a touch of irony in them, which takes them out of the category of sophistry. (Compare Euthyph.)


That the manner in which he defends himself about the lives of his disciples is not satisfactory, can hardly be denied. Fresh in the memory of the Athenians, and detestable as they deserved to be to the newly restored democracy, were the names of Alcibiades, Critias, Charmides. It is obviously not a sufficient answer that Socrates had never professed to teach them anything, and is therefore not justly chargeable with their crimes. Yet the defense, when taken out of this ironical form, is doubtless sound: that his teaching had nothing to do with their evil lives. Here, then, the sophistry is rather in form than in substance, though we might desire that to such a serious charge Socrates had given a more serious answer.


Truly characteristic of Socrates is another point in his answer, which may also be regarded as sophistical. He says that “if he has corrupted the youth, he must have corrupted them involuntarily.” But if, as Socrates argues, all evil is involuntary, then all criminals ought to be admonished and not punished. In these words the Socratic doctrine of the involuntariness of evil is clearly intended to be conveyed. Here again, as in the former instance, the defense of Socrates is untrue practically, but may be true in some ideal or transcendental sense. The commonplace reply, that if he had been guilty of corrupting the youth their relations would surely have witnessed against him, with which he concludes this part of his defense, is more satisfactory.


Again, when Socrates argues that he must believe in the gods because he believes in the sons of gods, we must remember that this is a refutation not of the original indictment, which is consistent enough—“Socrates does not receive the gods whom the city receives, and has other new divinities”—but of the interpretation put upon the words by Meletus, who has affirmed that he is a downright atheist. To this Socrates fairly answers, in accordance with the ideas of the time, that a downright atheist cannot believe in the sons of gods or in divine things. The notion that demons or lesser divinities are the sons of gods is not to be regarded as ironical or sceptical. He is arguing “ad hominem” according to the notions of mythology current in his age. Yet he abstains from saying that he believed in the gods whom the State approved. He does not defend himself, as Xenophon has defended him, by appealing to his practice of religion. Probably he neither wholly believed, nor disbelieved, in the existence of the popular gods; he had no means of knowing about them. According to Plato (compare Phaedo; Symp.), as well as Xenophon (Memor.), he was punctual in the performance of the least religious duties; and he must have believed in his own oracular sign, of which he seemed to have an internal witness. But the existence of Apollo or Zeus, or the other gods whom the State approves, would have appeared to him both uncertain and unimportant in comparison of the duty of self-examination, and of those principles of truth and right which he deemed to be the foundation of religion. (Compare Phaedr.; Euthyph.; Republic.)


The second question, whether Plato meant to represent Socrates as braving or irritating his judges, must also be answered in the negative. His irony, his superiority, his audacity, “regarding not the person of man,” necessarily flow out of the loftiness of his situation. He is not acting a part upon a great occasion, but he is what he has been all his life long, “a king of men.” He would rather not appear insolent, if he could avoid it (ouch os authadizomenos touto lego). Neither is he desirous of hastening his own end, for life and death are simply indifferent to him. But such a defense as would be acceptable to his judges and might procure an acquittal, it is not in his nature to make. He will not say or do anything that might pervert the course of justice; he cannot have his tongue bound even “in the throat of death.” With his accusers he will only fence and play, as he had fenced with other “improvers of youth,” answering the Sophist according to his sophistry all his life long. He is serious when he is speaking of his own mission, which seems to distinguish him from all other reformers of mankind, and originates in an accident. The dedication of himself to the improvement of his fellow citizens is not so remarkable as the ironical spirit in which he goes about doing good only in vindication of the credit of the oracle, and in the vain hope of finding a wiser man than himself. Yet this singular and almost accidental character of his mission agrees with the divine sign which, according to our notions, is equally accidental and irrational, and is nevertheless accepted by him as the guiding principle of his life. Socrates is nowhere represented to us as a freethinker or sceptic. There is no reason to doubt his sincerity when he speculates on the possibility of seeing and knowing the heroes of the Trojan war in another world. On the other hand, his hope of immortality is uncertain—he also conceives of death as a long sleep (in this respect differing from the Phaedo), and at last falls back on resignation to the divine will, and the certainty that no evil can happen to the good man either in life or death. His absolute truthfulness seems to hinder him from asserting positively more than this; and he makes no attempt to veil his ignorance in mythology and figures of speech. The gentleness of the first part of the speech contrasts with the aggravated, almost threatening, tone of the conclusion. He characteristically remarks that he will not speak as a rhetorician, that is to say, he will not make a regular defense such as Lysias or one of the orators might have composed for him, or, according to some accounts, did compose for him. But he first procures himself a hearing by conciliatory words. He does not attack the Sophists; for they were open to the same charges as himself; they were equally ridiculed by the Comic poets, and almost equally hateful to Anytus and Meletus. Yet incidentally the antagonism between Socrates and the Sophists is allowed to appear. He is poor and they are rich; his profession that he teaches nothing is opposed to their readiness to teach all things; his talking in the marketplace to their private instructions; his tarry-at-home life to their wandering from city to city. The tone which he assumes toward them is one of real friendliness, but also of concealed irony. Toward Anaxagoras, who had disappointed him in his hopes of learning about mind and nature, he shows a less kindly feeling, which is also the feeling of Plato in other passages (Laws). But Anaxagoras had been dead thirty years, and was beyond the reach of persecution.


It has been remarked that the prophecy of a new generation of teachers who would rebuke and exhort the Athenian people in harsher and more violent terms was, as far as we know, never fulfillled. No inference can be drawn from this circumstance as to the probability of the words attributed to him having been actually uttered. They express the aspiration of the first martyr of philosophy, that he would leave behind him many followers, accompanied by the not unnatural feeling that they would be fiercer and more inconsiderate in their words when emancipated from his control.


The above remarks must be understood as applying with any degree of certainty to the Platonic Socrates only. For, although these or similar words may have been spoken by Socrates himself, we cannot exclude the possibility, that like so much else, e.g. the wisdom of Critias, the poem of Solon, the virtues of Charmides, they may have been due only to the imagination of Plato. The arguments of those who maintain that the Apology was composed during the process, resting on no evidence, do not require a serious refutation. Nor are the reasonings of Schleiermacher, who argues that the Platonic defense is an exact or nearly exact reproduction of the words of Socrates, partly because Plato would not have been guilty of the impiety of altering them, and also because many points of the defense might have been improved and strengthened, at all more conclusive. (See English Translation.) What effect the death of Socrates produced on the mind of Plato, we cannot certainly determine; nor can we say how he would or must have written under the circumstances. We observe that the enmity of Aristophanes to Socrates does not prevent Plato from introducing them together in the Symposium engaged in friendly intercourse. Nor is there any trace in the Dialogues of an attempt to make Anytus or Meletus personally odious in the eyes of the Athenian public.


APOLOGY


How you, O Athenians, have been affected by my accusers, I cannot tell; but I know that they almost made me forget who I was—so persuasively did they speak; and yet they have hardly uttered a word of truth. But of the many falsehoods told by them, there was one which quite amazed me;—I mean when they said that you should be upon your guard and not allow yourselves to be deceived by the force of my eloquence. To say this, when they were certain to be detected as soon as I opened my lips and proved myself to be anything but a great speaker, did indeed appear to me most shameless—unless by the force of eloquence they mean the force of truth; for it such is their meaning, I admit that I am eloquent. But in how different a way from theirs! Well, as I was saying, they have scarcely spoken the truth at all; but from me you shall hear the whole truth; not, however, delivered after their manner in a set oration duly ornamented with words and phrases. No, by heaven! but I shall use the words and arguments which occur to me at the moment; for I am confident in the justice of my cause (or, I am certain that I am right in taking this course): At my time of life I ought not to be appearing before you, O men of Athens, in the character of a juvenile orator—let no one expect it of me. And I must beg of you to grant me a favor: If I defend myself in my accustomed manner, and you hear me using the words which I have been in the habit of using in the agora, at the tables of the money-changers, or anywhere else, I would ask you not to be surprised, and not to interrupt me on this account. For I am more than seventy years of age, and appearing now for the first time in a court of law, I am quite a stranger to the language of the place; and therefore I would have you regard me as if I were really a stranger, whom you would excuse if he spoke in his native tongue, and after the fashion of his country: Am I making an unfair request of you? Never mind the manner, which may or may not be good; but think only of the truth of my words, and give heed to that: Let the speaker speak truly and the judge decide justly.


And first, I have to reply to the older charges and to my first accusers, and then I will go on to the later ones. For of old I have had many accusers, who have accused me falsely to you during many years; and I am more afraid of them than of Anytus and his associates, who are dangerous, too, in their own way. But far more dangerous are the others, who began when you were children, and took possession of your minds with their falsehoods, telling of one Socrates, a wise man, who speculated about the heaven above, and searched into the earth beneath, and made the worse appear the better cause. The disseminators of this tale are the accusers whom I dread; for their hearers are apt to fancy that such inquirers do not believe in the existence of the gods. And they are many, and their charges against me are of ancient date, and they were made by them in the days when you were more impressible than you are now—in childhood, or it may have been in youth—and the cause when heard went by default, for there was none to answer. And hardest of all, I do not know and cannot tell the names of my accusers; unless in the chance case of a Comic poet. All who from envy and malice have persuaded you—some of them having first convinced themselves—all this class of men are most difficult to deal with; for I cannot have them up here, and cross-examine them, and therefore I must simply fight with shadows in my own defense, and argue when there is no one who answers. I will ask you then to assume with me, as I was saying, that my opponents are of two kinds; one recent, the other ancient; and I hope that you will see the propriety of my answering the latter first, for these accusations you heard long before the others, and much oftener.


Well, then, I must make my defense, and endeavor to clear away in a short time, a slander which has lasted a long time. May I succeed, if to succeed be for my good and yours, or likely to avail me in my cause! The task is not an easy one; I quite understand the nature of it. And so leaving the event with God, in obedience to the law I will now make my defense.


I will begin at the beginning, and ask what is the accusation which has given rise to the slander of me, and in fact has encouraged Meletus to proof this charge against me. Well, what do the slanderers say? They shall be my prosecutors, and I will sum up their words in an affidavit: “Socrates is an evildoer, and a curious person, who searches into things under the earth and in heaven, and he makes the worse appear the better cause; and he teaches the aforesaid doctrines to others.” Such is the nature of the accusation: it is just what you have yourselves seen in the comedy of Aristophanes (Aristoph., Clouds.), who has introduced a man whom he calls Socrates, going about and saying that he walks in air, and talking a deal of nonsense concerning matters of which I do not pretend to know either much or little—not that I mean to speak disparagingly of anyone who is a student of natural philosophy. I should be very sorry if Meletus could bring so grave a charge against me. But the simple truth is, O Athenians, that I have nothing to do with physical speculations. Very many of those here present are witnesses to the truth of this, and to them I appeal. Speak then, you who have heard me, and tell your neighbors whether any of you have ever known me hold forth in few words or in many upon such matters….You hear their answer. And from what they say of this part of the charge you will be able to judge of the truth of the rest.


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


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


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


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


At last I went to the artisans. I was conscious that I knew nothing at all, as I may say, and I was sure that they knew many fine things; and here I was not mistaken, for they did know many things of which I was ignorant, and in this they certainly were wiser than I was. But I observed that even the good artisans fell into the same error as the poets; because they were good workmen they thought that they also knew all sorts of high matters, and this defect in them overshadowed their wisdom; and therefore I asked myself on behalf of the oracle, whether I would like to be as I was, neither having their knowledge nor their ignorance, or like them in both; and I made answer to myself and to the oracle that I was better off as I was.


This inquisition has led to my having many enemies of the worst and most dangerous kind, and has given occasion also to many calumnies. And I am called wise, for my hearers always imagine that I myself possess the wisdom which I find wanting in others: but the truth is, O men of Athens, that God only is wise; and by his answer he intends to show that the wisdom of men is worth little or nothing; he is not speaking of Socrates, he is only using my name by way of illustration, as if he said, He, O men, is the wisest, who, like Socrates, knows that his wisdom is in truth worth nothing. And so I go about the world, obedient to the god, and search and make inquiry into the wisdom of anyone, whether citizen or stranger, who appears to be wise; and if he is not wise, then in vindication of the oracle I show him that he is not wise; and my occupation quite absorbs me, and I have no time to give either to any public matter of interest or to any concern of my own, but I am in utter poverty by reason of my devotion to the god.


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


I have said enough in my defense against the first class of my accusers; I turn to the second class. They are headed by Meletus, that good man and true lover of his country, as he calls himself. Against these, too, I must try to make a defense: Let their affidavit be read; it contains something of this kind: It says that Socrates is a doer of evil, who corrupts the youth; and who does not believe in the gods of the state, but has other new divinities of his own. Such is the charge; and now let us examine the particular counts. He says that I am a doer of evil, and corrupt the youth; but I say, O men of Athens, that Meletus is a doer of evil, in that he pretends to be in earnest when he is only in jest, and is so eager to bring men to trial from a pretended zeal and interest about matters in which he really never had the smallest interest. And the truth of this I will endeavor to prove to you.


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


Yes, I do.


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


The laws.


But that, my good sir, is not my meaning. I want to know who the person is, who, in the first place, knows the laws.


The judges, Socrates, who are present in court.


What, do you mean to say, Meletus, that they are able to instruct and improve youth?


Certainly they are.


What, all of them, or some only and not others?


All of them.


By the goddess: Here, that is good news! There are plenty of improvers, then. And what do you say of the audience—do they improve them?


Yes, they do.


And the senators?


Yes, the senators improve them.


But perhaps the members of the assembly corrupt them? or do they too improve them?


They improve them.


Then every Athenian improves and elevates them; all with the exception of myself; and I alone am their corrupter? Is that what you affirm?


That is what I stoutly affirm.


I am very unfortunate if you are right. But suppose I ask you a question: How about horses? Does one man do them harm and all the world good? Is not the exact opposite the truth? One man is able to do them good, or at least not many—the trainer of horses, that is to say, does them good, and others who have to do with them rather injure them? Is not that true, Meletus, of horses, or of any other animals? Most assuredly it is; whether you and Anytus say yes or no. Happy indeed would be the condition of youth if they had one corrupter only, and all the rest of the world were their improvers. But you, Meletus, have sufficiently shown that you never had a thought about the young; your carelessness is seen in your not caring about the very things which you bring against me.


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


Certainly.


And is there anyone who would rather be injured than benefited by those who live with him? Answer, my good friend, the law requires you to answer—does anyone like to be injured?


Certainly not.


And when you accuse me of corrupting and deteriorating the youth, do you allege that I corrupt them intentionally or unintentionally?


Intentionally, I say.


But you have just admitted that the good do their neighbors good, and the evil do them evil. Now, is that a truth which your superior wisdom has recognized thus early in life, and am I, at my age, in such darkness and ignorance as not to know that if a man with whom I have to live is corrupted by me, I am very likely to be harmed by him; and yet I corrupt him, and intentionally, too—so you say, although neither I nor any other human being is ever likely to be convinced by you. But either I do not corrupt them, or I corrupt them unintentionally; and on either view of the case you lie. If my offense is unintentional, the law has no cognizance of unintentional offenses; you ought to have taken me privately, and warned and admonished me; for if I had been better advised, I should have left off doing what I only did unintentionally—no doubt I should; but you would have nothing to say to me and refused to teach me. And now you bring me up in this court, which is a place not of instruction, but of punishment.


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


Yes, that I say emphatically.


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


I mean the latter—that you are a complete atheist.


What an extraordinary statement! Why do you think so, Meletus? Do you mean that I do not believe in the godhead of the sun or moon, like other men?


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


Friend Meletus, you think that you are accusing Anaxagoras; and you have but a bad opinion of the judges, if you fancy them illiterate to such a degree as not to know that these doctrines are found in the books of Anaxagoras the Clazomenian, which are full of them. And so, forsooth, the youth are said to be taught them by Socrates, when there are not unfrequently exhibitions of them at the theatre (Probably in allusion to Aristophanes who caricatured, and to Euripides who borrowed the notions of Anaxagoras, as well as to other dramatic poets.) (price of admission one drachma at the most); and they might pay their money, and laugh at Socrates if he pretends to father these extraordinary views. And so, Meletus, you really think that I do not believe in any god?


I swear by Zeus that you believe absolutely in none at all.


Nobody will believe you, Meletus, and I am pretty sure that you do not believe yourself. I cannot help thinking, men of Athens, that Meletus is reckless and impudent, and that he has written this indictment in a spirit of mere wantonness and youthful bravado. Has he not compounded a riddle, thinking to try me? He said to himself: I shall see whether the wise Socrates will discover my facetious contradiction, or whether I shall be able to deceive him and the rest of them. For he certainly does appear to me to contradict himself in the indictment as much as if he said that Socrates is guilty of not believing in the gods, and yet of believing in them—but this is not like a person who is in earnest.


I should like you, O men of Athens, to join me in examining what I conceive to be his inconsistency; and do you, Meletus, answer. And I must remind the audience of my request that they would not make a disturbance if I speak in my accustomed manner.


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


He cannot.


How lucky I am to have extracted that answer, by the assistance of the court! But then you swear in the indictment that I teach and believe in divine or spiritual agencies (new or old, no matter for that); at any rate, I believe in spiritual agencies, so you say and swear in the affidavit; and yet if I believe in divine beings, how can I help believing in spirits or demigods—must I not? To be sure I must; and therefore I may assume that your silence gives consent. Now what are spirits or demigods? Are they not either gods or the sons of gods?


Certainly they are.


But this is what I call the facetious riddle invented by you: The demigods or spirits are gods, and you say first that I do not believe in gods, and then again that I do believe in gods; that is, if I believe in demigods. For if the demigods are the illegitimate sons of gods, whether by the nymphs or by any other mothers, of whom they are said to be the sons—what human being will ever believe that there are no gods if they are the sons of gods? You might as well affirm the existence of mules, and deny that of horses and asses. Such nonsense, Meletus, could only have been intended by you to make trial of me. You have put this into the indictment because you had nothing real of which to accuse me. But no one who has a particle of understanding will ever be convinced by you that the same men can believe in divine and superhuman things, and yet not believe that there are gods and demigods and heroes.


I have said enough in answer to the charge of Meletus: Any elaborate defense is unnecessary, but I know only too well how many are the enmities which I have incurred, and this is what will be my destruction if I am destroyed—not Meletus, nor yet Anytus, but the envy and detraction of the world, which has been the death of many good men, and will probably be the death of many more; there is no danger of my being the last of them.


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


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


Men of Athens, do not interrupt, but hear me; there was an understanding between us that you should hear me to the end: I have something more to say, at which you may be inclined to cry out; but I believe that to hear me will be good for you, and therefore I beg that you will not cry out. I would have you know, that if you kill such an one as I am, you will injure yourselves more than you will injure me. Nothing will injure me, not Meletus nor yet Anytus—they cannot, for a bad man is not permitted to injure a better than himself. I do not deny that Anytus may, perhaps, kill him, or drive him into exile, or deprive him of civil rights; and he may imagine, and others may imagine, that he is inflicting a great injury upon him: but there I do not agree. For the evil of doing as he is doing—the evil of unjustly taking away the life of another—is greater far.


And now, Athenians, I am not going to argue for my own sake, as you may think, but for yours, that you may not sin against the God by condemning me, who am his gift to you. For if you kill me you will not easily find a successor to me, who, if I may use such a ludicrous figure of speech, am a sort of gadfly, given to the state by God; and the state is a great and noble steed who is tardy in his motions owing to his very size, and requires to be stirred into life. I am that gadfly which God has attached to the state, and all day long and in all places am always fastening upon you, arousing and persuading and reproaching you. You will not easily find another like me, and therefore I would advise you to spare me. I dare say that you may feel out of temper (like a person who is suddenly awakened from sleep), and you think that you might easily strike me dead as Anytus advises, and then you would sleep on for the remainder of your lives, unless God in his care of you sent you another gadfly. When I say that I am given to you by God, the proof of my mission is this: If I had been like other men, I should not have neglected all my own concerns or patiently seen the neglect of them during all these years, and have been doing yours, coming to you individually like a father or elder brother, exhorting you to regard virtue; such conduct, I say, would be unlike human nature. If I had gained anything, or if my exhortations had been paid, there would have been some sense in my doing so; but now, as you will perceive, not even the impudence of my accusers dares to say that I have ever exacted or sought pay of anyone; of that they have no witness. And I have a sufficient witness to the truth of what I say—my poverty.


Someone may wonder why I go about in private giving advice and busying myself with the concerns of others, but do not venture to come forward in public and advise the state. I will tell you why. You have heard me speak at sundry times and in diverse places of an oracle or sign which comes to me, and is the divinity which Meletus ridicules in the indictment. This sign, which is a kind of voice, first began to come to me when I was a child; it always forbids but never commands me to do anything which I am going to do. This is what deters me from being a politician. And rightly, as I think. For I am certain, O men of Athens, that if I had engaged in politics, I should have perished long ago, and done no good either to you or to myself. And do not be offended at my telling you the truth: For the truth is, that no man who goes to war with you or any other multitude, honestly striving against the many lawless and unrighteous deeds which are done in a state, will save his life; he who will fight for the right, if he would live even for a brief space, must have a private station and not a public one.


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


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


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


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


But, setting aside the question of public opinion, there seems to be something wrong in asking a favor of a judge, and thus procuring an acquittal, instead of informing and convincing him. For his duty is, not to make a present of justice, but to give judgment; and he has sworn that he will judge according to the laws, and not according to his own good pleasure; and we ought not to encourage you, nor should you allow yourselves to be encouraged, in this habit of perjury—there can be no piety in that. Do not then require me to do what I consider dishonorable and impious and wrong, especially now, when I am being tried for impiety on the indictment of Meletus. For if, O men of Athens, by force of persuasion and entreaty I could overpower your oaths, then I should be teaching you to believe that there are no gods, and in defending should simply convict myself of the charge of not believing in them. But that is not so—far otherwise. For I do believe that there are gods, and in a sense higher than that in which any of my accusers believe in them. And to you and to God I commit my cause, to be determined by you as is best for you and me.
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There are many reasons why I am not grieved, O men of Athens, at the vote of condemnation. I expected it, and am only surprised that the votes are so nearly equal; for I had thought that the majority against me would have been far larger; but now, had thirty votes gone over to the other side, I should have been acquitted. And I may say, I think, that I have escaped Meletus. I may say more; for without the assistance of Anytus and Lycon, anyone may see that he would not have had a fifth part of the votes, as the law requires, in which case he would have incurred a fine of a thousand drachmae.


And so he proposes death as the penalty. And what shall I propose on my part, O men of Athens? Clearly that which is my due. And what is my due? What return shall be made to the man who has never had the wit to be idle during his whole life; but has been careless of what the many care for—wealth, and family interests, and military offices, and speaking in the assembly, and magistracies, and plots, and parties. Reflecting that I was really too honest a man to be a politician and live, I did not go where I could do no good to you or to myself; but where I could do the greatest good privately to every one of you, thither I went, and sought to persuade every man among you that he must look to himself, and seek virtue and wisdom before he looks to his private interests, and look to the state before he looks to the interests of the state; and that this should be the order which he observes in all his actions. What shall be done to such an one? Doubtless some good thing, O men of Athens, if he has his reward; and the good should be of a kind suitable to him. What would be a reward suitable to a poor man who is your benefactor, and who desires leisure that he may instruct you? There can be no reward so fitting as maintenance in the Prytaneum, O men of Athens, a reward which he deserves far more than the citizen who has won the prize at Olympia in the horse or chariot race, whether the chariots were drawn by two horses or by many. For I am in want, and he has enough; and he only gives you the appearance of happiness, and I give you the reality. And if I am to estimate the penalty fairly, I should say that maintenance in the Prytaneum is the just return.


Perhaps you think that I am braving you in what I am saying now, as in what I said before about the tears and prayers. But this is not so. I speak rather because I am convinced that I never intentionally wronged anyone, although I cannot convince you—the time has been too short; if there were a law at Athens, as there is in other cities, that a capital cause should not be decided in one day, then I believe that I should have convinced you. But I cannot in a moment refute great slanders; and, as I am convinced that I never wronged another, I will assuredly not wrong myself. I will not say of myself that I deserve any evil, or propose any penalty. Why should I? because I am afraid of the penalty of death which Meletus proposes? When I do not know whether death is a good or an evil, why should I propose a penalty which would certainly be an evil? Shall I say imprisonment? And why should I live in prison, and be the slave of the magistrates of the year—of the Eleven? Or shall the penalty be a fine, and imprisonment until the fine is paid? There is the same objection. I should have to lie in prison, for money I have none, and cannot pay. And if I say exile (and this may possibly be the penalty which you will affix), I must indeed be blinded by the love of life, if I am so irrational as to expect that when you, who are my own citizens, cannot endure my discourses and words, and have found them so grievous and odious that you will have no more of them, others are likely to endure me. No indeed, men of Athens, that is not very likely. And what a life should I lead, at my age, wandering from city to city, ever changing my place of exile, and always being driven out! For I am quite sure that wherever I go, there, as here, the young men will flock to me; and if I drive them away, their elders will drive me out at their request; and if I let them come, their fathers and friends will drive me out for their sakes.


Someone will say: Yes, Socrates, but cannot you hold your tongue, and then you may go into a foreign city, and no one will interfere with you? Now I have great difficulty in making you understand my answer to this. For if I tell you that to do as you say would be a disobedience to the God, and therefore that I cannot hold my tongue, you will not believe that I am serious; and if I say again that daily to discourse about virtue, and of those other things about which you hear me examining myself and others, is the greatest good of man, and that the unexamined life is not worth living, you are still less likely to believe me. Yet I say what is true, although a thing of which it is hard for me to persuade you. Also, I have never been accustomed to think that I deserve to suffer any harm. Had I money I might have estimated the offense at what I was able to pay, and not have been much the worse. But I have none, and therefore I must ask you to proportion the fine to my means. Well, perhaps I could afford a mina, and therefore I propose that penalty: Plato, Crito, Critobulus, and Apollodorus, my friends here, bid me say thirty minae, and they will be the sureties. Let thirty minae be the penalty; for which sum they will be ample security to you.
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Not much time will be gained, O Athenians, in return for the evil name which you will get from the detractors of the city, who will say that you killed Socrates, a wise man; for they will call me wise, even although I am not wise, when they want to reproach you. If you had waited a little while, your desire would have been fulfillled in the course of nature. For I am far advanced in years, as you may perceive, and not far from death. I am speaking now not to all of you, but only to those who have condemned me to death. And I have another thing to say to them: You think that I was convicted because I had no words of the sort which would have procured my acquittal—I mean, if I had thought fit to leave nothing undone or unsaid. Not so; the deficiency which led to my conviction was not of words—certainly not. But I had not the boldness or impudence or inclination to address you as you would have liked me to do, weeping and wailing and lamenting, and saying and doing many things which you have been accustomed to hear from others, and which, as I maintain, are unworthy of me. I thought at the time that I ought not to do anything common or mean when in danger: nor do I now repent of the style of my defense; I would rather die having spoken after my manner, than speak in your manner and live. For neither in war nor yet at law ought I or any man to use every way of escaping death. Often in battle there can be no doubt that if a man will throw away his arms, and fall on his knees before his pursuers, he may escape death; and in other dangers there are other ways of escaping death, if a man is willing to say and do anything. The difficulty, my friends, is not to avoid death, but to avoid unrighteousness; for that runs faster than death. I am old and move slowly, and the slower runner has overtaken me, and my accusers are keen and quick, and the faster runner, who is unrighteousness, has overtaken them. And now I depart hence condemned by you to suffer the penalty of death,—they too go their ways condemned by the truth to suffer the penalty of villainy and wrong; and I must abide by my award—let them abide by theirs. I suppose that these things may be regarded as fated,—and I think that they are well.


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


Friends, who would have acquitted me, I would like also to talk with you about the thing which has come to pass, while the magistrates are busy, and before I go to the place at which I must die. Stay then a little, for we may as well talk with one another while there is time. You are my friends, and I should like to show you the meaning of this event which has happened to me. O my judges—for you I may truly call judges—I should like to tell you of a wonderful circumstance. Hitherto the divine faculty of which the internal oracle is the source has constantly been in the habit of opposing me even about trifles, if I was going to make a slip or error in any matter; and now as you see there has come upon me that which may be thought, and is generally believed to be, the last and worst evil. But the oracle made no sign of opposition, either when I was leaving my house in the morning, or when I was on my way to the court, or while I was speaking, at anything which I was going to say; and yet I have often been stopped in the middle of a speech, but now in nothing I either said or did touching the matter in hand has the oracle opposed me. What do I take to be the explanation of this silence? I will tell you. It is an intimation that what has happened to me is a good, and that those of us who think that death is an evil are in error. For the customary sign would surely have opposed me had I been going to evil and not to good.


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


Wherefore, O judges, be of good cheer about death, and know of a certainty, that no evil can happen to a good man, either in life or after death. He and his are not neglected by the gods; nor has my own approaching end happened by mere chance. But I see clearly that the time had arrived when it was better for me to die and be released from trouble; wherefore the oracle gave no sign. For which reason, also, I am not angry with my condemners, or with my accusers; they have done me no harm, although they did not mean to do me any good; and for this I may gently blame them.


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


The hour of departure has arrived, and we go our ways—I to die, and you to live. Which is better God only knows.









   CRITO   


BY PLATO


Translated by Benjamin Jowett


INTRODUCTION


The Crito seems intended to exhibit the character of Socrates in one light only, not as the philosopher, fulfillling a divine mission and trusting in the will of heaven, but simply as the good citizen, who having been unjustly condemned is willing to give up his life in obedience to the laws of the state.


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


Socrates is afraid that Crito is but pressing upon him the opinions of the many: whereas, all his life long he has followed the dictates of reason only and the opinion of the one wise or skilled man. There was a time when Crito himself had allowed the propriety of this. And although someone will say “the many can kill us,” that makes no difference; but a good life, in other words, a just and honorable life, is alone to be valued. All considerations of loss of reputation or injury to his children should be dismissed: The only question is whether he would be right in attempting to escape. Crito, who is a disinterested person not having the fear of death before his eyes, shall answer this for him. Before he was condemned they had often held discussions, in which they agreed that no man should either do evil, or return evil for evil, or betray the right. Are these principles to be altered because the circumstances of Socrates are altered? Crito admits that they remain the same. Then is his escape consistent with the maintenance of them? To this Crito is unable or unwilling to reply.


Socrates proceeds: Suppose the Laws of Athens to come and remonstrate with him; they will ask, “Why does he seek to overturn them?” and if he replies, “They have injured him,” will not the Laws answer, “Yes, but was that the agreement? Has he any objection to make to them which would justify him in overturning them? Was he not brought into the world and educated by their help, and are they not his parents? He might have left Athens and gone where he pleased, but he has lived there for seventy years more constantly than any other citizen.” Thus he has clearly shown that he acknowledged the agreement, which he cannot now break without dishonor to himself and danger to his friends. Even in the course of the trial he might have proposed exile as the penalty, but then he declared that he preferred death to exile. And whither will he direct his footsteps? In any well-ordered state the Laws will consider him as an enemy. Possibly in a land of misrule like Thessaly he may be welcomed at first, and the unseemly narrative of his escape will be regarded by the inhabitants as an amusing tale. But if he offends them he will have to learn another sort of lesson. Will he continue to give lectures in virtue? That would hardly be decent. And how will his children be the gainers if he takes them into Thessaly, and deprives them of Athenian citizenship? Or if he leaves them behind, does he expect that they will be better taken care of by his friends because he is in Thessaly? Will not true friends care for them equally whether he is alive or dead?


Finally, they exhort him to think of justice first, and of life and children afterward. He may now depart in peace and innocence, a sufferer and not a doer of evil. But if he breaks agreements, and returns evil for evil, they will be angry with him while he lives; and their brethren the Laws of the world below will receive him as an enemy. Such is the mystic voice which is always murmuring in his ears.


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


Whether such an incident ever really occurred as the visit of Crito and the proposal of escape is uncertain: Plato could easily have invented far more than that (Phaedr.); and in the selection of Crito, the aged friend, as the fittest person to make the proposal to Socrates, we seem to recognize the hand of the artist. Whether anyone who has been subjected by the laws of his country to an unjust judgment is right in attempting to escape, is a thesis about which casuists might disagree. Shelley (Prose Works) is of opinion that Socrates “did well to die,” but not for the “sophistical” reasons which Plato has put into his mouth. And there would be no difficulty in arguing that Socrates should have lived and preferred to a glorious death the good which he might still be able to perform. “A rhetorician would have had much to say upon that point.” It may be observed however that Plato never intended to answer the question of casuistry, but only to exhibit the ideal of patient virtue which refuses to do the least evil in order to avoid the greatest, and to show his master maintaining in death the opinions which he had professed in his life. Not “the world,” but the “one wise man,” is still the paradox of Socrates in his last hours. He must be guided by reason, although her conclusions may be fatal to him. The remarkable sentiment that the wicked can do neither good nor evil is true, if taken in the sense, which he means, of moral evil; in his own words, “they cannot make a man wise or foolish.”


This little dialogue is a perfect piece of dialectic, in which granting the “common principle,” there is no escaping from the conclusion. It is anticipated at the beginning by the dream of Socrates and the parody of Homer. The personification of the Laws, and of their brethren the Laws in the world below, is one of the noblest and boldest figures of speech which occur in Plato.


PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: SOCRATES, CRITO


SCENE: THE PRISON OF SOCRATES


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


CRITO: Yes, certainly.


SOCRATES: What is the exact time?


CRITO: The dawn is breaking.


SOCRATES: I wonder that the keeper of the prison would let you in.


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


SOCRATES: And are you only just arrived?


CRITO: No, I came some time ago.


SOCRATES: Then why did you sit and say nothing, instead of at once awakening me?


CRITO: I should not have liked myself, Socrates, to be in such great trouble and unrest as you are—indeed I should not: I have been watching with amazement your peaceful slumbers; and for that reason I did not awake you, because I wished to minimize the pain. I have always thought you to be of a happy disposition; but never did I see anything like the easy, tranquil manner in which you bear this calamity.


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


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


SOCRATES: That is true. But you have not told me why you come at this early hour.


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


SOCRATES: What? Has the ship come from Delos, on the arrival of which I am to die?


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


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


CRITO: Why do you think so?


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


CRITO: Yes; that is what the authorities say.


SOCRATES: But I do not think that the ship will be here until tomorrow; this I infer from a vision which I had last night, or rather only just now, when you fortunately allowed me to sleep.


CRITO: And what was the nature of the vision?


SOCRATES: There appeared to me the likeness of a woman, fair and comely, clothed in bright raiment, who called to me and said: O Socrates, “The third day hence to fertile Phthia shalt thou go.” (Homer, Il.)


CRITO: What a singular dream, Socrates!


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


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


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


CRITO: But you see, Socrates, that the opinion of the many must be regarded, for what is now happening shows that they can do the greatest evil to anyone who has lost their good opinion.


SOCRATES: I only wish it were so, Crito; and that the many could do the greatest evil; for then they would also be able to do the greatest good—and what a fine thing this would be! But in reality they can do neither; for they cannot make a man either wise or foolish; and whatever they do is the result of chance.


CRITO: Well, I will not dispute with you; but please to tell me, Socrates, whether you are not acting out of regard to me and your other friends: Are you not afraid that if you escape from prison we may get into trouble with the informers for having stolen you away, and lose either the whole or a great part of our property; or that even a worse evil may happen to us? Now, if you fear on our account, be at ease; for in order to save you, we ought surely to run this, or even a greater risk; be persuaded, then, and do as I say.


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


CRITO: Fear not—there are persons who are willing to get you out of prison at no great cost; and as for the informers they are far from being exorbitant in their demands—a little money will satisfy them. My means, which are certainly ample, are at your service, and if you have a scruple about spending all mine, here are strangers who will give you the use of theirs; and one of them, Simmias the Theban, has brought a large sum of money for this very purpose; and Cebes and many others are prepared to spend their money in helping you to escape. I say, therefore, do not hesitate on our account, and do not say, as you did in the court (compare Apol.), that you will have a difficulty in knowing what to do with yourself anywhere else. For men will love you in other places to which you may go, and not in Athens only; there are friends of mine in Thessaly, if you like to go to them, who will value and protect you, and no Thessalian will give you any trouble. Nor can I think that you are at all justified, Socrates, in betraying your own life when you might be saved; in acting thus you are playing into the hands of your enemies, who are hurrying on your destruction. And further I should say that you are deserting your own children; for you might bring them up and educate them; instead of which you go away and leave them, and they will have to take their chance; and if they do not meet with the usual fate of orphans, there will be small thanks to you. No man should bring children into the world who is unwilling to persevere to the end in their nurture and education. But you appear to be choosing the easier part, not the better and manlier, which would have been more becoming in one who professes to care for virtue in all his actions, like yourself. And indeed, I am ashamed not only of you, but of us who are your friends, when I reflect that the whole business will be attributed entirely to our want of courage. The trial need never have come on, or might have been managed differently; and this last act, or crowning folly, will seem to have occurred through our negligence and cowardice, who might have saved you, if we had been good for anything; and you might have saved yourself, for there was no difficulty at all. See now, Socrates, how sad and discreditable are the consequences, both to us and you. Make up your mind then, or rather have your mind already made up, for the time of deliberation is over, and there is only one thing to be done, which must be done this very night, and if we delay at all will be no longer practicable or possible; I beseech you therefore, Socrates, be persuaded by me, and do as I say.


SOCRATES: Dear Crito, your zeal is invaluable, if a right one; but if wrong, the greater the zeal the greater the danger; and therefore we ought to consider whether I shall or shall not do as you say. For I am and always have been one of those natures who must be guided by reason, whatever the reason may be which upon reflection appears to me to be the best; and now that this chance has befallen me, I cannot repudiate my own words: the principles which I have hitherto honored and revered I still honor, and unless we can at once find other and better principles, I am certain not to agree with you; no, not even if the power of the multitude could inflict many more imprisonments, confiscations, deaths, frightening us like children with hobgoblin terrors (compare Apol.). What will be the fairest way of considering the question? Shall I return to your old argument about the opinions of men?—We were saying that some of them are to be regarded, and others not. Now were we right in maintaining this before I was condemned? And has the argument which was once good now proved to be talk for the sake of talking—mere childish nonsense? That is what I want to consider with your help, Crito—whether, under my present circumstances, the argument appears to be in any way different or not; and is to be allowed by me or disallowed. That argument, which, as I believe, is maintained by many persons of authority, was to the effect, as I was saying, that the opinions of some men are to be regarded, and of other men not to be regarded. Now you, Crito, are not going to die tomorrow—at least, there is no human probability of this, and therefore you are disinterested and not liable to be deceived by the circumstances in which you are placed. Tell me then, whether I am right in saying that some opinions, and the opinions of some men only, are to be valued, and that other opinions, and the opinions of other men, are not to be valued. I ask you whether I was right in maintaining this?


CRITO: Certainly.


SOCRATES: The good are to be regarded, and not the bad?


CRITO: Yes.


SOCRATES: And the opinions of the wise are good, and the opinions of the unwise are evil?


CRITO: Certainly.


SOCRATES: And what was said about another matter? Is the pupil who devotes himself to the practice of gymnastics supposed to attend to the praise and blame and opinion of every man, or of one man only—his physician or trainer, whoever he may be?


CRITO: Of one man only.


SOCRATES: And he ought to fear the censure and welcome the praise of that one only, and not of the many?


CRITO: Clearly so.


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


CRITO: True.


SOCRATES: And if he disobeys and disregards the opinion and approval of the one, and regards the opinion of the many who have no understanding, will he not suffer evil?


CRITO: Certainly he will.


SOCRATES: And what will the evil be, whither tending and what affecting, in the disobedient person?


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


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


CRITO: Certainly there is, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Take a parallel instance:—if, acting under the advice of those who have no understanding, we destroy that which is improved by health and is deteriorated by disease, would life be worth having? And that which has been destroyed is—the body?


CRITO: Yes.


SOCRATES: Could we live, having an evil and corrupted body?


CRITO: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: And will life be worth having, if that higher part of man be destroyed, which is improved by justice and depraved by injustice? Do we suppose that principle, whatever it may be in man, which has to do with justice and injustice, to be inferior to the body?


CRITO: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: More honorable than the body?


CRITO: Far more.


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


CRITO: Yes, Socrates; that will clearly be the answer.


SOCRATES: And it is true; but still I find with surprise that the old argument is unshaken as ever. And I should like to know whether I may say the same of another proposition—that not life, but a good life, is to be chiefly valued?


CRITO: Yes, that also remains unshaken.


SOCRATES: And a good life is equivalent to a just and honorable one—that holds also?


CRITO: Yes, it does.


SOCRATES: From these premises I proceed to argue the question whether I ought or ought not to try and escape without the consent of the Athenians: and if I am clearly right in escaping, then I will make the attempt; but if not, I will abstain. The other considerations which you mention, of money and loss of character and the duty of educating one’s children, are, I fear, only the doctrines of the multitude, who would be as ready to restore people to life, if they were able, as they are to put them to death—and with as little reason. But now, since the argument has thus far prevailed, the only question which remains to be considered is, whether we shall do rightly either in escaping or in suffering others to aid in our escape and paying them in money and thanks, or whether in reality we shall not do rightly; and if the latter, then death or any other calamity which may ensue on my remaining here must not be allowed to enter into the calculation.


CRITO: I think that you are right, Socrates; how then shall we proceed?


SOCRATES: Let us consider the matter together, and do you either refute me if you can, and I will be convinced; or else cease, my dear friend, from repeating to me that I ought to escape against the wishes of the Athenians: for I highly value your attempts to persuade me to do so, but I may not be persuaded against my own better judgment. And now please to consider my first position, and try how you can best answer me.


CRITO: I will.


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


CRITO: Yes.


SOCRATES: Then we must do no wrong?


CRITO: Certainly not.


SOCRATES: Nor when injured injure in return, as the many imagine; for we must injure no one at all? (E.g. compare Rep.)


CRITO: Clearly not.


SOCRATES: Again, Crito, may we do evil?


CRITO: Surely not, Socrates.


SOCRATES: And what of doing evil in return for evil, which is the morality of the many—is that just or not?


CRITO: Not just.


SOCRATES: For doing evil to another is the same as injuring him?


CRITO: Very true.


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


CRITO: You may proceed, for I have not changed my mind.


SOCRATES: Then I will go on to the next point, which may be put in the form of a question: Ought a man to do what he admits to be right, or ought he to betray the right?


CRITO: He ought to do what he thinks right.


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


CRITO: I cannot tell, Socrates, for I do not know.


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


CRITO: Very good, Socrates.


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


CRITO: I think that they do.


SOCRATES: Then the laws will say: “Consider, Socrates, if we are speaking truly that in your present attempt you are going to do us an injury. For, having brought you into the world, and nurtured and educated you, and given you and every other citizen a share in every good which we had to give, we further proclaim to any Athenian by the liberty which we allow him, that if he does not like us when he has become of age and has seen the ways of the city, and made our acquaintance, he may go where he pleases and take his goods with him. None of us laws will forbid him or interfere with him. Anyone who does not like us and the city, and who wants to emigrate to a colony or to any other city, may go where he likes, retaining his property. But he who has experience of the manner in which we order justice and administer the state, and still remains, has entered into an implied contract that he will do as we command him. And he who disobeys us is, as we maintain, thrice wrong: first, because in disobeying us he is disobeying his parents; secondly, because we are the authors of his education; thirdly, because he has made an agreement with us that he will duly obey our commands; and he neither obeys them nor convinces us that our commands are unjust; and we do not rudely impose them, but give him the alternative of obeying or convincing us; that is what we offer, and he does neither.


“These are the sort of accusations to which, as we were saying, you, Socrates, will be exposed if you accomplish your intentions; you, above all other Athenians.” Suppose now I ask, why I rather than anybody else? They will justly retort upon me that I above all other men have acknowledged the agreement. “There is clear proof,” they will say, “Socrates, that we and the city were not displeasing to you. Of all Athenians you have been the most constant resident in the city, which, as you never leave, you may be supposed to love (compare Phaedr.). For you never went out of the city either to see the games, except once when you went to the Isthmus, or to any other place unless when you were on military service; nor did you travel as other men do. Nor had you any curiosity to know other states or their laws: Your affections did not go beyond us and our state; we were your especial favorites, and you acquiesced in our government of you; and here in this city you begat your children, which is a proof of your satisfaction. Moreover, you might in the course of the trial, if you had liked, have fixed the penalty at banishment; the state which refuses to let you go now would have let you go then. But you pretended that you preferred death to exile (compare Apol.), and that you were not unwilling to die. And now you have forgotten these fine sentiments, and pay no respect to us the laws, of whom you are the destroyer; and are doing what only a miserable slave would do, running away and turning your back upon the compacts and agreements which you made as a citizen. And first of all answer this very question: Are we right in saying that you agreed to be governed according to us in deed, and not in word only? Is that true or not?” How shall we answer, Crito? Must we not assent?


CRITO: We cannot help it, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Then will they not say: “You, Socrates, are breaking the covenants and agreements which you made with us at your leisure, not in any haste or under any compulsion or deception, but after you have had seventy years to think of them, during which time you were at liberty to leave the city, if we were not to your mind, or if our covenants appeared to you to be unfair. You had your choice, and might have gone either to Lacedaemon or Crete, both which states are often praised by you for their good government, or to some other Hellenic or foreign state. Whereas you, above all other Athenians, seemed to be so fond of the state, or, in other words, of us her laws (and who would care about a state which has no laws?), that you never stirred out of her; the halt, the blind, the maimed, were not more stationary in her than you were. And now you run away and forsake your agreements. Not so, Socrates, if you will take our advice; do not make yourself ridiculous by escaping out of the city.


“For just consider, if you transgress and err in this sort of way, what good will you do either to yourself or to your friends? That your friends will be driven into exile and deprived of citizenship, or will lose their property, is tolerably certain; and you yourself, if you fly to one of the neighboring cities, as, for example, Thebes or Megara, both of which are well governed, will come to them as an enemy, Socrates, and their government will be against you, and all patriotic citizens will cast an evil eye upon you as a subverter of the laws, and you will confirm in the minds of the judges the justice of their own condemnation of you. For he who is a corrupter of the laws is more than likely to be a corrupter of the young and foolish portion of mankind. Will you then flee from well-ordered cities and virtuous men? and is existence worth having on these terms? Or will you go to them without shame, and talk to them, Socrates? And what will you say to them? What you say here about virtue and justice and institutions and laws being the best things among men? Would that be decent of you? Surely not. But if you go away from well-governed states to Crito’s friends in Thessaly, where there is great disorder and licence, they will be charmed to hear the tale of your escape from prison, set off with ludicrous particulars of the manner in which you were wrapped in a goatskin or some other disguise, and metamorphosed as the manner is of runaways; but will there be no one to remind you that in your old age you were not ashamed to violate the most sacred laws from a miserable desire of a little more life? Perhaps not, if you keep them in a good temper; but if they are out of temper you will hear many degrading things; you will live, but how? as the flatterer of all men, and the servant of all men; and doing what? eating and drinking in Thessaly, having gone abroad in order that you may get a dinner. And where will be your fine sentiments about justice and virtue? Say that you wish to live for the sake of your children—you want to bring them up and educate them—will you take them into Thessaly and deprive them of Athenian citizenship? Is this the benefit which you will confer upon them? Or are you under the impression that they will be better cared for and educated here if you are still alive, although absent from them; for your friends will take care of them? Do you fancy that if you are an inhabitant of Thessaly they will take care of them, and if you are an inhabitant of the other world that they will not take care of them? Nay; but if they who call themselves friends are good for anything, they will—to be sure they will. “Listen, then, Socrates, to us who have brought you up. Think not of life and children first, and of justice afterward, but of justice first, that you may be justified before the princes of the world below. For neither will you nor any that belong to you be happier or holier or juster in this life, or happier in another, if you do as Crito bids. Now you depart in innocence, a sufferer and not a doer of evil; a victim, not of the laws, but of men. But if you go forth, returning evil for evil, and injury for injury, breaking the covenants and agreements which you have made with us, and wronging those whom you ought least of all to wrong, that is to say, yourself, your friends, your country, and us, we shall be angry with you while you live, and our brethren, the laws in the world below, will receive you as an enemy; for they will know that you have done your best to destroy us. Listen, then, to us and not to Crito.”


This, dear Crito, is the voice which I seem to hear murmuring in my ears, like the sound of the flute in the ears of the mystic; that voice, I say, is humming in my ears, and prevents me from hearing any other. And I know that anything more which you may say will be vain. Yet speak, if you have anything to say.


CRITO: I have nothing to say, Socrates.


SOCRATES: Leave me then, Crito, to fulfill the will of God, and to follow whither he leads.
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