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PREFACE

The Introduction to this book contains general remarks that could not
conveniently be digested into the piecemeal format of the commentary.
In spite of its name ‘Introduction’, and its position before the text, there
1s no need to have read the Introduction before starting to read the rest
of the book. If some preliminary onientation to the Protagoras is required,
it will be found in the italicised paragraphs of summary that are scattered
throughout the commentary:

I have incurred many intellectual debts in writing this book: to the
Editors of this series; to the unfailingly efficient and helpful staff of
that marvellous resource, the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae; to those who
took part in the Mayweek 2004 seminars on the Protagoras; to Bernard
Dod, an exact and scrupulous copy-editor; and to Adam Beresford,
Lynne Broughton, Myles Burnyeat, Andrea Capra, Giovanni di Pasquale,
Dawvid Konstan, Geoflrey Llovd, Catherine Osborne, Philomen Probert,
Christopher Rowe, Catherine Steel, Liba Taub, Chnistopher Taylor,
James Warren, Roslyn Weiss, and Jo Willmott.

More important than any intellectual debt is my debt to my father,
Ronald Denyer. He died while I was writing this book. I dedicate it to his
memory.

Trinity College, Cambridge N.C.D.
29 February 2008
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PLATO

The page numbers of Stephanus’ 1578 edition continue to be printed
in the margins of editions and translations, and used for references to the
text of Plato. References to the Protagoras itself are given here simply in
the form 345a6, where ‘345’ is the number of a Stephanus page, ‘a’ the
letter of a section within the page, and ‘6’ the number of a line within the
section. References to other works in the Platonic corpus are given here by
title (sometimes abbreviated), Stephanus page number and section letter.
The following abbreviations are used:

Ale. Ma. = Alabiades Major, Alc. Mi. = Alcibiades Minor, Ap. = Apology,
Chrm. = Charmides, Clit. = Clitophon, Cra. = Cratvius, Cn. = Cnlo, Ep. =
Epistles, Euthd. = Euthydemus, Euthphr. = Euthyphro, Grg. = Gorgias, Hp. Ma.
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Ael. Aelian laria Historia

Aesch. Aeschylus; Pr. = Prometheus Bound
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Amm. Ammonzus On expressions that are similar yet different

Anax. Anaxagoras

And. Andocides

Anon. lamb. Anonymus Iamblichi

Ant. Antiphon

Antsth. Antisthenes

Anth. Pal. Anthologta Palatina

Ar Aristophanes; Ach. = Acharmans, Ec. = Ecclesiazousae,
Lys. = Lysistrata, Pl. = Plutus, Th. = Thesmophoriazousae

Anst. Aristotle; Ath. = Constitution of Athens, EE = Eudemian

Ethics, EN = Nicomachean Etlics, Met. = Metaphysics, PA
= Parts of Amimals, Pol. = Politics, Prob. = Problems, Rh.
= Rhetoric, SE = Sophistici Elenclu
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INTRODUCTION

1. THE SOPHISTS, PROTAGORAS AND THE PROTAGORAS

These days, the term ‘sophist’ is used solely as a term of disdain, for those who
hope to get away with shoddy reasoning. It was not always thus. Our term ‘sophist’
derives from a Greek term co$ioT1s; and in the fifth century Bc, when that term
was first used, coproTai were men to be reckoned with.

The first coproTai were so called because of some expertise or cogpia. In
principle, any expert might be given the name co¢ioTris. We hear, for exam-
ple, of those who were given the name because they were experts in poetry,
statecraft or ritual (311e4n.). In practice, the main bearers of the name were
men like three of the characters in the Profagoras: Protagoras of Abdera himself,
Hippias of Elis and Prodicus of Ceos. Among the better documented of the others
like them were Gorgias of Leontini, Thrasymachus of Chalcedon and Antiphon
of Athens.! These men did not all make claim to exactly the same expertise
(312dg—e1n.): for example, Prodicus had a special flair for distinguishing between
words of very similar meaning (337a1—4); Hippias cultivated a special mnemonic
technique that enabled him to repeat a list of fifty names after hearing it just
once (Hp. Ma. 285¢; cf. 318e3n.); and Protagoras won so special a reputation
for his understanding of how institutions can be managed (318e4—319a6) that he
was commissioned to devise the constitution for a new Panhellenic settlement
at Thurii (DK 8o A 1.50). Sophists did, however, have one important thing in
common: whatever else they did or did not know or claim to know, they charac-
teristically had a great understanding of what words would entertain or impress
or persuade an audience (315c6n.).

Whether as calculated self-promotion, or from simple exuberance in their own
virtuosity, or sometimes even because they had managed to persuade themselves,
sophists loved to argue for the unsettling and the improbable. Among the unset-
tling conclusions for which Protagoras himself argued were theories of religion
and morality that, without ever quite debunking them outright, suggested that
there was less in them than people might suppose (320din. on 8eoi pév ficav,
322bs—in.); among the improbable conclusions for which Protagoras argued
was a theory whereby Greek had misassigned some nouns to grammatical gen-
ders (349bgn.; cf. 342bin. on improbable conclusions for which other sophists

' Kerferd (1981) and Guthrie (1971) discuss all these, and some lesser sophists. DK 79—
9o collects much of the evidence. The rest of the evidence consists, in most cases, in
representations of these sophists in the dialogues of Plato and of Xenophon. In the case
of Antiphon, there is also a body of speeches that survives under his name; and his case is
further complicated by the suggestion that there were two Antiphons, who both ‘operated
as sophists [codioTevoavTes]’ (Hermogenes De Ideis 399.18—22 Rabe).

1



2 INTRODUCTION

argued). Protagoras called arguing for such conclusions ‘making the weaker argu-
ment stronger [TOv iTTw Adyov kpeitrw Toieiv]’ (DK 8o A 21). At their most
extreme, sophists would argue for conclusions that were not merely unsettling or
improbable, but downright inconsistent. For example, each of Antiphon’s Tetralo-
gies contains speeches for both prosecution and defence in an imaginary lawsuit;
and something similar may have been true of Protagoras’ two books on Contra-
dictions (DK 80 A 1.55; cf. 328ci—2n. for a Protagorean lawsuit in which each
side had a compelling argument). Protagoras also taught people how they might
both commend and condemn the same man (DK 8o A 21). More gencrally, he
maintained the thesis that it is always possible to contradict whatever another
says; and — in keeping with that thesis, even if not consistently with it — he main-
tained the rival thesis that contradiction is never possible (DK 8o A 1g—20, B 6a).
Both theses amounted to the same thing in the end: whatever you assert, I can
always deny, with equal correctness; but my denial can never be so correct as to
rule out your assertion. And Protagoras invented various devices to substantiate
both theses; most notorious of these devices was a version of relativism whose
slogan was ‘Man is the measure of all things [Tr&vTwv xpnudTwv péTpov éoTiv
&vBpwTros]’ (356d3—4n.; cf. also 331d3—e3, 334a1—3n.).

These argumentative extravaganzas led eventually to the current meaning
of ‘sophism’. In their original context, however, such extravaganzas flaunted a
severely practical ability. To get anywhere in the public life of Athens, or any
other democratic city, people needed to be able to talk persuasively to gatherings
of their fellow citizens. And in Athens, even people without political ambitions
might have need of persuasive powers. The Athenians were particularly litigious
(324¢2—3); and if you were prosecuted, there were no professional advocates
whom you could hire to speak on your behalf. Hence, even if you never attempted
to address the assembly, you might well nevertheless find yourself brought before
a court, where your livelihood, or even your life, would depend on your being
able to talk more persuasively than your prosecutor. In 399, this happened to
Socrates.

Not everyone who had a flair for words was called a copioTis. This name
was never given to the great statesman Pericles, whose magisterially compelling
oratory won him the nickname ‘Olympian’ (Ar. Ach. 530; cf. Phdr. 26g9e—270a),
who was renowned for his co¢ia (Meno g4b, Isoc. 15.111 and 16.28), who had
‘bandied tricky arguments [¢co$p156peba]’ for unsettling theories about law and
justice (Xen. Mem. 1.2.46), and who freely associated with those called copioTad,
Protagoras among them (315a1—2n., DK 59 A 17). Those called codiorai carned
the name because of a special use of their skills, not to participate directly in
public life (cf. DK 37 A 4 on Damon the sophist, and Arist. KN 1180bgs—1181a1 on
sophists generally), but to earn money by equipping others to participate (310d7~
8n., 316d1-8n.). Protagoras was the first to carn money in this way (349a1—4); by
the dramatic date of the Protagoras (309a3n.), he was an old man who had been
carning money in this way for many years (317c2—4).
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Sophists earned lots. ‘Protagoras has, all by himself, made more from this
expertise,” claims Socrates in Meno g1d, ‘than Pheidias, who made such conspicu-
ously beautiful statues [311c5n.], and ten other sculptors put together.” Admission
to even the cheapest of Prodicus’ lectures would cost a drachma (three times the
daily subsistence allowance for an Athenian juror), and admission to the most
electrifying would cost fifty (Cra. 384b—c, Arist. Rh. 1415b16). Euenus of Paros —
who was hardly the most celebrated of sophists — was able to charge five minas
(= 500 drachmas, and what Xen. Oe. 2.3 estimates as the value of Socrates’
entire estate) for what was presumably an entire course of instruction ‘in human
and political virtue’ (dp. 20b; cf. 318e4—319a4). For the celebrated, the rewards
could be even greater. ‘I once went to Sicily,” Hippias of Elis boasts, ‘and even
though Protagoras was also there at the time, and had a fine reputation, and was
far older than me, nevertheless I, who was far his junior; managed to make, in a
very short time, much more than 150 minas — and more than twenty minas from
one single tiny little spot, Inycum’ (Hp. Ma. 282d—e). The host of the sophists
whom we meet in the Prolagoras is Callias, whose father had been the richest
man in Greece (311a2n.). There can have been few others rich enough to have
simultaneous visits from Protagoras, Prodicus and Hippias.

Those who command high fees for a highly valued service are not always
liked. So it was with sophists: even as they attracted adulation from some, they
attracted also disdain, and worse, from others. Protagoras speaks of the resent-
ment aroused when young men forsook their native mentors to associate instead
with travelling sophists like himself (316c5—d2). No doubt this was important; for
unless he belonged to the largest of cities, an ambitious and talented sophist would
find his own city too small to offer him enough scope, and so would travel, and
so might meet xenophobia. Even so, travel was no essential part of what made a
sophist, or of what made a sophist objectionable (cf. 313c5—6n.). Anytus, who was
to prosecute Socrates, wants cities generally to expel all sophists ‘whether local
or foreign’ (Meno 92b); this is because sophists are uniformly damaging to those
who consort with them (Meno gic), and because, if Meno ‘goes to any decent
Athenian, there is not one who won’t make more improvements in him than
the sophists would, so long as he is willing to do as he is told’ (Meno g2¢). Here
is Thucydides 8.68.1 on the attitude of the Athenians to a sophist who shared
their citizenship: ‘Antiphon was, of all the Athenians of his day, second to none
in virtue; he had also the greatest capacity for thinking and for expressing his
knowledge; he never addressed the assembly or — unless he was forced to — any
other venue in which issues are contested [&y&va; cf. 335a4], but the masses
viewed him with suspicion because of his reputation for cleverness [d1& 86§av
dewdTnToOS; cf. 312d6—€8, 341a8n.]; not but what, when people had issues to con-
test [&ywvifopévous], whether before the assembly or in a court of law, he was
the man best able to help whoever consulted him on anything.’ In short, sophists
were too clever by half; they used their excessive cleverness to help the rich escape
justice, and mislead the assembly; and they taught those foolish enough to pay
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their fees nothing worthwhile that could not have been learnt much more cheaply
from ordinary decent people. Thus democracy viewed with suspicion those who
supplied the education for which it had created such a demand.

Part of the brilliance of Protagoras was the way that he addressed this sus-
picion. In 320d1—328dz2, he presents a beautiful and plausible explanation both
for why knowledge of justice and statecraft must be as widespread as democracy
presumes, and for why nevertheless there is room for paid experts — codroTai —
like himself: when Protagoras teaches his customers how to manage the affairs
of their community, he teaches them subtleties and refinements of a virtue or
virtues that people must already practise, and practise pretty well, if there is to
be a community with affairs for Protagoras’ customers to manage.

Unfortunately, a beautiful and plausible explanation is not therefore the cor-
rect explanation. And we might summarise the Protagoras by saying that it presents
a test of Protagoras and his explanation. The test asks what exactly is the virtue
or virtues which ordinary people already practise well, and of which Protagoras
teaches the refinements. After a prolonged resistance, and many detours, Protago-
ras is finally forced to say that there is only one virtue. This one virtue has many
names — among them ‘justice’, ‘temperance’, ‘holiness’ and ‘courage’. All these
are names for a single piece of knowledge. The subject of this piece of knowledge
may be given any of several equivalent descriptions: the good and the bad, the
pleasant and the painful, the scary and the emboldening. If you have this knowl-
edge, you will assess accurately the merits and demerits of all the possible courses
of action open to you; moreover, you will unfailingly act on this assessment, and
do what is, all things considered, the best possible thing for you to do. Such would
be the knowledge sold by Protagoras if Protagoras deserves his income. At least,
this is what Protagoras is eventually forced to concede. Perhaps there can be no
such knowledge, as the Protagoras sometimes hints (333bsn., 337c2n., 351c5—6n.,
352b7—in., 359d4n.); or perhaps there can, but in an unexpected form and
from an unexpected source, as the Protagoras also sometimes hints (329c7—din.,
345e1—2n., 352¢c4—6n., 354c8n., 357e2—3n.); either way, Protagoras’ change of
mind indicates that not even the doyen of all sophists is quite such an expert on
these subjects as he pretends.

2. SOCRATES THE SOPHIST?

‘You put Socrates the sophist to death,’ said Aeschines (1.173) to the citizens
of Athens in 345. He meant our Socrates, the Socrates who in the Protagoras
describes an encounter with Protagoras, the Socrates who in 399 was executed
on the charges that ‘he does wrong by not accepting the gods whom the city
accepts, but introducing strange supernatural beings instead, and he does wrong
also by corrupting the young’ (dp. 26b, Xen. Mem. 1.1.1). Aeschines’ view that
Socrates was a sophist may have been also the view of the jurors who sentenced
him to death. Such a view was certainly taken in Aristophanes’ Clouds, a play
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written and set in the mid 420s, which is more or less the dramatic date of the
Protagoras (309a3n.). A man who wants to cheat his creditors is getting his son to
join a school supposedly run by Socrates: “The people here teach anyone who’ll
give them the money how to be victorious when he speaks, however just or unjust
his cause may be [AéyovTavikav kai dikana k&dika]. . . . They say they’ve got both
the arguments, both the stronger, on whatever subject, and the weaker [&upw
T AOyw, | TOV kpeiTTOV, SoTIS EoTi, kai TOV fiTTove; cf. DK 80 A 21], and
they say that one of these two arguments, the weaker one, is victorious when it
speaks, even though its cause is less just. So if you please learn this one, the unjust
argument, I won’t have to repay any of the debts that you’ve been running up,
not one obol to anybody’ (Ar. Clouds 978, 112—18). In the Protagoras, however,
when Callias’ doorkeeper takes Socrates for a sophist, he denies it (314d3—e1).

Which is correct: Aeschines’ affirmation that Socrates was a sophist, or
Socrates’ denial? The Protagoras is only one of several works in which followers of
Socrates addressed this question by showing Socrates dealing with sophists. Plato
also shows him dealing with Gorgias and Polus in the Gorguas, with Hippias in
both the Hippias Major and the Hippias Minor, with Euthydemus and Dionysodorus
in the Euthydemus, and with Thrasymachus in the Republic. Xenophon shows
Socrates dealing with Hippias in Memorabilia 4.4 and with Antiphon in Memora-
bilia1.6. Crito presumably showed Socrates dealing with Protagoras in his now lost
Protagoras (fr. 42 SSR). Those who approved of Socrates, but disapproved of
sophists, had good reason for so often returning to how Socrates dealt with
sophists. For the difference between the sophists and Socrates, or between the
other sophists and Socrates, was not as easy to discern as they might wish. And
if we can now see a clear difference between people like Protagoras and people
like Socrates, and label it as the difference between sophists and philosophers,
then that is due to the efforts of Socrates’ followers in the generation or so after
his death (311€4n., 335€1In.).

Unlike normal sophists, Socrates charged no fees for his wisdom. As we have
seen, Aristophanes’ Clouds says otherwise; but it is hard to believe that this or
any comedy cared much about the precise differences between one intellectual
and another. Plato and Xenophon, who certainly cared and were in a position
to know, both assert quite directly that Socrates took no payment (310d7—8n.).
And in some ways more compelling than any direct assertion that Socrates took
no payment is the evidence of this anecdote about Aristippus (fr. 3 SSR) and the
consensus which it presupposes: ‘Someone criticised him once for taking money
even though he was a pupil of Socrates. “Absolutely,” he said. “For Socrates too,
when people sent him food and wine, used to take a bit before sending the rest
back. This was because he had the most prominent men in Athens to be his
stewards, whereas I have my slave Eutychides.””

Even if Socrates charged no fees, he still had quite as much flair for words
as any of those who were incontestably sophists. He does indeed make much
of his preference for conversation, SiaAéyeafau, instead of the long speeches
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that the sophist Protagoras likes to deliver (314c4n.). But incontestable sophists
were versatile enough with words to do more than simply produce long speeches
(315¢c6n., 329b2—3n., 335b6—I; cf. 338b1—2n.); and even sources that lay most
stress on Socrates’ preference for conversation make it clear that he was quite
capable of producing long speeches himself (e.g. 342a6—347a5, Grg. 523a—527€).
As we have seen, sophists might sometimes use or misuse their talent for words in
frivolous entertainments, and also in apparently earnest arguments for unsettling
and subversive conclusions about gods or politics. So might Socrates: admir-
ers with every wish to distinguish him from sophists nevertheless represented
him in frivolous mood as expatiating on the intellectual interests of the Spartans
(342a6—343b4) and as arguing that his snub nose and pop eyes make him look
beautiful (Xen. Smp. 5.2—8); they also represented him in earnest mood as argu-
ing that, whatever the family structures and democratic institutions of Athens
might presume to the contrary, young people should obey expert strangers rather
than inexpert parents on questions about education (Xen. 4p. 20), and that we
should all follow a single expert rather than many fools on questions about justice
(Cri. 46c—48a; cf. 319bg—e1).

Socrates, unlike a Pericles, did not make public life the main place where he
employed his flair with words. Quite the contrary: he participated in the public life
of Athens as little as a citizen decently could. He did indeed have one notorious
term in high office, during which he presided over a particularly contentious
meeting of the assembled citizens (338a7-bin.). Moreover, he does seem to have
claimed occasionally that his own apparently inactive life constituted a profound
engagement with politics. Hence G7g. 521d ‘I suppose that there are few other
Athenians, if any, who undertake the genuine art of politics [Emixeipeiv Tt ws
&AnBads ToAiTiki1 TEXvN1], and that I am the only one around nowadays to engage
in political activity [p&TTev T& TOAITIK& pdvos T&v viv]’; and Xen. Mem.
1.6.15 ‘How would I have the greater engagement in political activity [u&AAov
T& TToMITIKG Trp&TTOIML]? By engaging in it all by myself? Or by taking care that
there be as many people as possible who are fit to engage in it [cs TTAeioTOUS
ikavoUs elvan rp&rTev aUtd]?’ However, Socrates’ term in high office came to
him through the luck of the draw, rather than because of any skill in speaking.
And if someone lives so apparently inactive a life as Socrates, then any claim of
his to be engaged in politics would itself be so paradoxical as to suggest that he is
indeed a sophist.

The difficulty goes deeper. If Socrates made people fit to engage in politics,
would this not mean teaching people the skills and virtues that a political career
demands? In particular, would it not mean teaching them something of his own
skill with words? In which case, what remains to distinguish him from a sophist,
apart from the fact that he never took payment for this teaching?

Certainly, Socrates made a profound intellectual impression on many with
whom he dealt. We can tell this, not only from the extant writings about him of
Plato and of Xenophon, but also from the scraps that now survive of what was
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once a vast mass of writing by other followers and associates.” But is teaching the
only way to make a profound intellectual impression? Perhaps not. At any rate,
teachers seem to have, or at least to need and claim, some intellectual authority
over their pupils, some knowledge which the teachers have, and then impart to the
pupils. Yet no such authority is claimed when proceeding ‘conversationally’, by
asking questions and getting answers, as Socrates did in preference to delivering
lectures or writing books (314c4n.). Moreover, no such authority is even needed
for ‘conversations’ to benefit intellectually those to whom the questions are put.
For example, when Socrates’ questions lead Hippocrates to confess his ignorance
of what a sophist is (312e8), Hippocrates learns a useful lesson about his need for
intellectual caution, but he does notlearn it by relying on the authority of Socrates.
Or again, when Socrates’ questions lead Protagoras first to affirm (349b2—d8), and
then to deny (360e1—5), that courage is distinct from the rest of virtue, Protagoras
learns a useful lesson about his need for intellectual humility; yet those who
can benefit from lessons in intellectual humility are hardly going to learn them
by relying on the authority of anybody else. Nor are the intellectual benefits
of Socratic conversation confined to lessons about the limits of our knowledge.
A Socratic conversation can actually improve our understanding of its subject
matter if there is the slightest truth in any of the various explanations given in
Plato for how Socrates can improve people intellectually, not by teaching them,
but by, for example, reminding them of what in some sense they know already,
or acting as an intellectual midwife to help them bring their own ideas to birth
(312dg—e1n.).

3. PLATO AND THE EXAMPLE OF SOCRATES

Plato was born in Athens around 428 and died there in 348. He came to maturity
in turbulent times. Before he reached thirty, Athens had lost a major war, and
all its empire; the Athenian democracy had been twice overthrown and twice
restored; and Socrates had been tried, condemned and executed.3

Plato was of an aristocratic family, and a kinsman of Ciritias (316a4—5n.) and
Charmides (315a2n.). His origins were therefore similar to those of many ambi-
tious young men who hired sophists to teach them how to make their way in public
life. As it was, however, he remained faithful to the example set by Socrates, and

2 Much of this material is collected in SSR, a book whose title says that it contains
remnants of Socrates and his followers. SSR does not, however, contain the material related
to Critias (316a4—5n.). This material is collected in DK 88, a book whose title says that
it contains fragments of Socrates’ predecessors. The explanation of this bibliographical
curiosity may be some embarrassment that admirers of Socrates continue to feel about his
connection with Ciritias: if Critias is classed as a predecessor, not a follower, then Socrates,
so far from being blamed for how Ciritias turned out, can be presented as making a decisive
shift for the better in the history of philosophy.

3 The best account of the entire period remains the History of Thucydides, together with
its continuation by Xenophon’s Historia Graeca.
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never took direct part himself in the public life of Athens. Any ambitions he
might once have had to the contrary he apparently decided to abandon for good
after the death of Socrates; and he must have felt his decision confirmed by
his later experiences of political practice, when entangled by court intrigues in
Syracuse.*

Not all participation in public life needs to be direct. As we have seen, Socrates’
own life could be taken to show, not only how and why to avoid speaking in
assemblies and law courts, but also how to contribute to public life nevertheless, by
educating people who were to participate directly. Plato himself perhaps intended
to make indirect contributions of this kind in two of what might seem to be his
most sophistic and least Socratic activities: his Academy; and his writings.

Like many of the institutions that have subsequently been called after it, the
Academy that Plato founded was a sort of school. In ordinary schools, small boys
were taught literacy, playing the lyre, and gymnastics (312b1—2n.). The Academy
was out of the ordinary, in several ways. The original Academics were, if not all
fully adult, at least adolescent: we know that Aristotle, for example, was seven-
teen years old when he joined the Academy, and that he stayed for twenty years
(Philochorus FGH 328 fr. 223, Apollodorus FGH 244 fr. 38). Such instruction
as Academics gave was not confined to members of the school: Aristotle had a
favourite anecdote of how Plato baffled the general public with an abstrusely
mathematical lecture advertised as being ‘On the good’ (Aristoxenus Elements of
harmonics 39.8—40.4). Nor was giving and receiving instruction the only activity
of Academics within their school. Academics sometimes engaged in collabora-
tive discussions: a charming passage from a contemporary comedy (Epicrates
fr. 10 PCG) describes Plato as the insistent but gentle leader of a seminar in
which he has the Academy’s young men (peipdxia; see 315d7n. on véov T1 €Tl
pelpdkiov) debate how to classify cucumber; the young men proceed by ‘delim-
iting [&dopilewv]’ and ‘dividing [S1cupeiv]’, like the characters in Plato’s Sophast
218e—221c, when they hone their skills by finding a definition of angling. Aca-
demics also engaged in research on austerely technical subjects: Plato sparked
some very sophisticated astronomy by setting them the problem ‘What uni-
form and determinate movements can be hypothesised that would save the phe-
nomena concerning the movements of the planets?’ (Eudemus fr. 148 Wehrli;
cf. 356c5—6n.).

It may seem improbable that Plato could have intended the education offered
in his Academy to fit people for an active life in politics. However, in Republic
521d—540b, he has Socrates propose that future rulers be given an education that
is, if anything, even more abstruse. Furthermore, there are persistent reports of
political activity by members of the Academy: for example, Plutarch Against Colotes

4 In the seventh of the Letters that have come down under his name, Plato, or some-
one making a well-informed attempt to pass for him, tells the story, from his adolescent
ambitions (Ep. 7, 324b— ‘I had the same experience as many others: I thought I would
immediately enter public life, as soon as I came of age’) down to the late 350s.
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1126¢c—d lists associates of Plato whose political activities were for the good, while
Athenaeus 11.508d-509b claims, with many names and much circumstantial
detail, that ‘most of his pupils turned out to be pretty tyrannical’. In having such
controversial effects upon practical politics, the education offered in the Academy
was like the uninstitutional education offered by Socrates himself.

Writing philosophical works, like organising a philosophical school, was liable
to seem out of keeping with the ‘conversational’ (314c4n.) style of philosophy
favoured by Socrates. At any rate, when Socrates’ predecessors and contempo-
raries philosophised in writing, they uniformly adopted genres in which the writer
presents himself as an authority, possessed of some philosophical truth which he
proclaims to docile readers. Consider, for example, the bold proclamations at the
start of works by Heraclitus (quoted in 346e2—3n.), Hippias (quoted in 337¢c7—
din.) and Protagoras (quoted in 320din. on 6eoi pév fioav, and in 356dg—4n.);
even bolder was Empedocles, who started his Purgfications with the announcement
that ‘in me you now have an immortal god, mortal no longer, going about among
you, honoured by all’ (DK 31 B 112.4—5). With such models before him, it is no
surprise that Socrates himself never wrote a word of philosophy.

To combine writing with the conversational style of philosophy, Socrates’
followers invented a new literary genre: written accounts of conversations —
dialogues —between Socrates and others, or ZwkpaTikoi Adyor (Arist. Rh. 1417221,
Poetics 1447b11). Like most of Plato’s works, the Protagoras belongs to this genre.

Someone who writes an account of a conversation does not vouch for the
accuracy of anything said in the conversation. Or at least, that applies to most
cases; the exceptions are dialogues where the writer takes part in the conversation,
and where, like Cicero’s De dwinatione and unlike Xenophon’s Memorabiha 1.3.8—
15, there is no suggestion that the writer has learnt better since taking part. It
certainly applies to every one of Plato’s dialogues, the Protagoras included; for
Plato never represents himself as speaking in any of them, and could not, without
intolerable anachronism, represent himself as speaking in the Protagoras, which
he sets around the date of his birth (309agn.).

Plato does not even include in the Protagoras a character to be his spokesman,
as Philonous is spokesman for Berkeley in the Three dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous. For no character apart from Socrates might conceivably be Plato’s
spokesman; yet what writer would have as his spokesman a character who makes
two opposite pronouncements on whether virtue is teachable (361a2—b6), who
speaks as if it is entirely proper to test people by putting falsehoods to them
(341bg—dg, 349d1—=2), who indulges in whimsically elaborate praise of concision
(34226—343b4), who pleads a transparently fictive prior engagement (335c5n.),
and who recounts from memory a long conversation in which he spoke of his
poor memory (334d1in.)? No doubt Plato did believe many of the things that he
had Socrates say; but he also took great care to thwart the lazy inference from
“This is what Plato has Socrates say’ to “This is what we are to believe, on the
authority of Plato.’
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None of this means that Plato’s own philosophical views are kept wholly
concealed. On the contrary, in the Protagoras he expresses a clear view about def-
erence to intellectual authority on philosophical questions, not indeed by stating
that view himself or through a spokesman, but by the very act of writing a dia-
logue in which he abstains from such statements. And perhaps there are more
views of Plato’s to be gleaned from how he marshals the various things done and
said in the Protagoras (see e.g. 310d3n., 337c2n., 342b3—5n., 358e1n.). But we face
difficulties if we wish to philosophise by taking on trust the views that we can
glean in this way. For example, what view are we to glean from complaints in a
book that books are intellectually inert (329a2—4), and complaints in a work of
literature that works of literature are too inscrutable for them to be authorities on
anything (347c3—348a5)? The view that discussing works of literature is at best a
stimulus to, and certainly no substitute for, philosophising of our own? That may
well have been Plato’s view. We may well come to share it, as a result of reading
the Protagoras. But that cannot be because we take it on trust from Plato; it can
only be because the Protagoras has nudged us into seeing it for ourselves. And if
this is how the Protagoras affects us, then in writing it, Plato remained faithful to
Socrates’ example of philosophising in conversation.

4. EVIDENCE FOR THE TEXT

The text presented in this edition depends, for the most part, on printed reports
of what survives of four manuscript copies of the entire Protagoras. The reports
were printed in the twentieth century;> the manuscripts were copied at various
times from the third century to the eleventh century ap. Occasionally the direct
evidence supplied by these manuscripts is supplemented by indirect evidence:
quotations in other ancient works of passages from the Protagoras. In many pas-
sages, this evidence presents variant readings. In some passages, the variations
are serious: that is, it makes a difference which we choose, and the choice 1s not
obvious. In some passages — and this includes some passages where the evidence
attests to only one reading — there is reason to think that what Plato actually wrote
differs from any reading to which the evidence attests. Some of the evidence is
reported in the notes at the foot of the text. The notes use these signs:

D areadingattested in every manuscript, or fragment of manuscript, that in this
passage supplies direct evidence for the text, even if one of those manuscripts
attests also another reading as a correction or annotation.

d areading attested, but not unanimously, in our direct evidence.

1  areading attested in our indirect evidence.

¢ areading attested in neither our direct nor our indirect evidence.

5 They are Burnet (1go3), Croiset and Bodin (1923), and, for the surviving fragments of
the third-century manuscript, the edition of them in Tulli (1999).
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We may think of ‘c’ as short for ‘conjecture’, so long as we do not forget that
some of the readings marked with other signs may also have originated as conjec-
tures, that is, as guesses by a scholar dissatisfied with the readings attested in the
evidence then available. There is always a note when a reading describable as c
is printed in the text. There is always a note when a reading describable as D is
not printed in the text. Otherwise there are notes only when the evidence for the
text leaves it more than usually in doubt, in a more than usually significant way.
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T&wu pév obv por Sokel, Epn, TorxTn wéAAov elvan 1) Topd Mpeo-
TayoSpov pabnorts.

olofa odv 8 péAAels viv Tp&TTEW, f) o8 AavBdver; fiv &’ Eyco.

TOU Trép1;

6T péAAeLs TV WuX TV TN cauToU TTapacyeiv Bepatreloon &vdpi, ds
$is, coproT &T1 8¢ ToTe & coPioTNs EoTv, Baupdgoiw’ &v €l oloba.
kaiTol ei ToUT &yvoeis, oUdE dTwt TTapadiSws THv Wuxtv oloba, oUT’ &
&yoBdd1 oUT’ € kakdd P&y paTL.

oluai y’, &, eidévan.

Adye 81, Ti )y elvon TOV codproThv;

gycdo pév, ) 8’ &s, dorep Tobvopa Aéyel, ToUTov elval TOV TGOV codpddv
¢moTRHHovVA.

oUkoUv, fiv 8’ &y, ToUTo pév E§eoT Aéyev kai Trepl {wypddwv kai
Trepl TekTOVV, 8T1 oUTol eiow oi TOV codpdv EmoThpoves: &AM’ € Tis
Epo1To U “T&OV Ti dodidV eiov oi Ly pddol EToTNoVES;” elTTo1UEY &V
oV aUT1 8T1 TGV TPds THV &Trepyaciav THY TGV eikévwv, kai TEAAa
oUTwsS. €i 8¢ Tis Ekeivo EpoiTo® “6 B¢ codloTHS TV Ti coPdV EoTIv;” Ti
&v &mrokpivoipefa aUTdl; TToias épyacias ETICTATNS;

Ti &v eiTrolpev aUTov elvan, & ZwkpaTes; fj EMoT&TNY ToU TOo1fjca!
Sevov Abyeiv;

fows &v, fiv 8’ Eycd, &AnBT Aéyoipev, ol pévTol ikavdds ye* EpwTHOEWS
Y&p ETL ) &mokpiois fuiv deiTan, Tepi OTov & cgodloTrs dewodv Trolel
Ayswv: Gomep 6 KiBapioThs Seiwdv 87 rou Trolel Aéyewv Trepi oUep kad
¢moThHpova, Tepi kibapioews: f y&p;

vad.

elev: 6 8¢ B1) coPi1oTHS Trepi Tivos Sewodv Troiel Aéyew;

SfiAov &T1 Trepi oUTep Kai ETicTaTAN.

eikds ye. Ti 81 EoTv ToUTO Trepi oU a¥TdS Te EMIOTAMWY £0TIV &
ood1oTTs Kai TOV padnTiyv oI,

p& Af’, Edn, oUkéT Exw ool Adyew.

kai &y elmrov petd ToUTo* Ti olv; oloba eis olév Tva kivduvov
gpxmt Umobnowv THY wuxnyv; f el pEv TO o®dpa EmMTPETEV of E861
Tw! Siakivduvevovta 1 XpnoTov aUTd yevéoBal fi movnpdv, TOAAK
&v mepieckéyw €T EmTpemTéov €iTe oU, kai €is cuuPBouAfv Tous Te
¢idous &v TrapekdAels kai Tous oikelous okoTToUpevos fipépas auyxvas:
& 8¢ Tepi TAeiovos ToU copaTos fyfil, THY yuxhy, kai &v &1 wévt’
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toTiv T& o& 1 €U f) kakdds Tp&TTEW, XpnoToU fi TTovnpoU alToU yevoué-
vouv, Trepi 8¢ ToUTou oUTe T&OI TraTpi oUTe T &BEAPDL ETTEKOIVOT W OUTE
MOV TOV ETaipwy oUdevi, €T’ dmTpeTTéoV €iTe KAl OU TAO1 &pikopévaot
TouTwi §éveor THY ofv yuxny, &AN’ Eorépas &kouoas, ws ¢ns, Spbpiov
fikwv Trepl pév ToUuTou oUdéva Adyov oUdt cupPBouAnv Tolfil, €iTe Xp1
EMITPETTEY CaUTOV aUTOI £iTE Py, ETopos &’ el &vaiokev T& Te cauToU
kol T& TGOV pidwv XpHuaTa, s fidn Sieyvwkas 6T1 T&vTws cuvesTéoV
TMpwTaydpai, 8v oUTE Y1yvookels, ws piis, oUTe Sieide§on oUBeTOTOTE,
codioThv &’ dvopdders, TOV 8¢ coproThv 8T TOT EoTIV Paivit &yvodv,
1 pEAAELS CAUTOV ETTITPETTEWY;

kai &s &kouoas, Eoikev, Edn, O ZoKpaTes, E§ WV oU AéysEils.

&p’ olv, & ‘lrmwékpaTes, 6 coPioTNHS TUYXGVeEl Qv EpTropds Tis
KATIMAOS TGOV &ywYyinwy, &’ oV yuy TpédeTal; dpaiveTon y&p Euorys
TO10UTAS TIS.

TpédeTal 8¢, O ZOKPATES, YUy Tivi;

uabfuacv dfmrov, fiv & Eyc. Kai 8Trws ye pi), & ETaipe, 6 COPIoTHS
ETTavédy & TTwAel EaraTniont fHpds, oTep oi epi THV ToU cwpaTos
Tpodnv, & Eutropds Te kai k&TTNAoS. Kai y&p oUToi Tou &v &yousiv
&ywyipwv oUTe altoi iocaocv 6T1 XpNoTOV 1) TTovnpov Tepi TO cdua,
gmawoUow 8¢ TévTa TwAoUvTes, oUTE of dvoupevol Trap’ auTdv, E&v
pf) TIS TUXN YVBVaoTikOS 1) iaTpds dv. oUTw 8¢ kai oif T& pabfuaTta
TEPIAYOVTES KATX TAS TTOAEIS Kl TTwAOUVTES Kai KaXTrnAgUovTeSs TG &€l
¢mbupolvTi Eravolo pév TévTa & TTwAoUow, Téya & &v Tives, & &pi-
OTe, Kai TOUTwV &yvooiev v TwAoUcv 8Tt XpnoToV fi TTovnpdy Tpds
THY Yuxnv: os &’ alTws kai of eovoupevol TTap’ auTdy, Eav uf Tis TUXNL
Tepl THY Wuyfv av iaTpikds dv. & pev odv oU TUyX&vEls ETICTHUWY
TOUTWV Ti XPNOTOV Kai Trovnpov, &opalés ool wveiohon pabiuaTta
kai mopd TTpwTaydpou kai wap® &AAou STouolv e 8¢ pf, &pa, &
HOKGPLE, WN TrEPl Tois PrATETOIS KUBEUNIS Te Kai KIvdUveUnNIs. kal yap
87 kad oAU peiwv kivduvos &v T TGOV pabnudTwv vt 4 &v T
TV O1TiV. O1TIX pév y&p kai ToT& Tpiduevov Tapd& ToU KaTfiAou
kol éptrodpov EeoTiv v &AAois &yyeiols &rodépely, kai Tpiv Sé§acBan
aUTa gis TO odpa TOVTA 1) paydvTa, kaTabBéuevov oikade E§eaTIV cup-
BouvAeuoaodal, TapakaAéoavTa TOV EmaiovTa, 811 Te EdecTéov 1) TToTéOV
kai 671 pr, kai 6TdooV Kai OTTOTE WOTE &V TH1 V)1 oU péyas 6 kivBuvos.
podfuaTa 8¢ oUk EoTiv &v &AAw1 &yyeiwt &meveykeiv, AN &vdykn
kaTabBévta THV Tipfv TO pddnpa dv ot TH Yuxit AaPovTa kai
poBévTa &midvan 7 BePAappévov ) dpeAnpévov. TaUTa odv okoTrwueda

313c9 pabfjpaciv d: p&énowv d, pabfioer d
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Kol HETA TGOV TTPecPuTépwv MUV fUETS yap ET1 véol oTE ToooUTOV
Tpdypa dieAéadon. viv pévtol, oTrep wpunoapey, iwpey kai dkoUcwuey
ToU &vdpds, EmearTa droUoavTes kai &AAots &vakowwowpeda: kai yap
oV poévos MpwTaydpas aitédt EoTiv, AN kai Imrmias 6 'HAglos—olpon
5¢ xai [Mpddikov TOV Kelov—kai &ANo1 TToAAoi kai codoi.

86fav Auiv TaUTa Emopevdpebar Emedn 8¢ v T TpobBUpwot
gyevépeba, EmoTdvTes Tepi TIvos Adyou Sieheydpeda, &5 HiUIV kaTd THY
&86v tvétreoev: v’ oUv pty &TeAts YévorTo, AN Siamrepavduevol oUTws
égiowpev, oTAVTES v TG TTPoBUpw1 BieAey Spueda Ews TuvwpoAoyHoapey
&AM Aots. Sokel oUv pot, 6 Bupwpds, elvoUyds Tis, KATHKOVEV UGV, Kiv-
Suveuel &€ 81 TO TATiBos TAV gopioTdV &yBeoban Tois porT@ow €is THY
oikiav- &mwe1d1) yolUv ékpoucauev THv BUpav, &dvoifas kai idcv fpds, &a,
Edn, codioTail Tives: o¥ oxOA) aUTAOI" Kai &pa &udoiv Toiv XEpoiv THV
BUpav évu Tpobupws s olds T fiv e padev. kai fyuels TéA v EkpoUopev,
kai 8s EykekAelopévns Tiys BUpas &rokpivopevos elrev, & &vBpwTrol, Epn,
oUK &KNKOaTE OTL OU OYOAT) aUT®!;

&N’ doyabE, Edpnv Eyw, oUTte Tapd KoAAiav fikopev oUte codio-
Tai éopev. GAAG B4pper TIpwTaydpav y&p Tor Sedpevor i8eiv fiAbBouev:
eiodyyeidov olv. pdyis ouv ToTe fuiv &vBpwtos &véwi§ev THv Bupav.

g¢re1dn) 8¢ eiohABopev, kaTeA&Popev TTpwTaydpav &v T TPOoTOIW!
TepITaTOUVTY, £§f)s 8 aUTd®d1 oupTrepiemdTouv £k pev ToU &mi B&Tepa
KaAAias 6 “lmrmrovikouv kai 6 &8eApos aitoU 6 dpounTpios, TTapados 6
TTepikAéous, kai Xappidns & Maukwvos, ik 8¢ ToU éi 8&Tepa & ETepos
TV [MepikAéous =avbirros, kad 1A ridns 6 PrAopnAov kai ‘AvTipoipos
6 Mev8aios, domrep eUBokipel pdAioTa TV lMpwTaydpov pabnTdv Kai
g Téxvm pavBavel, ds copioThs Eoduevos. ToUuTwv &t ol dmiobev
fikoAouBouv éTrakoUovTes TGOV Asyouévewv TO pév oAU Eévor édpaivovTo,
oUs &yel £§ Ek&oTwv TAOV ToAewv 6 TMpwTaydpas, 81” dv die§épyeTal,
KNAGV T pwvijt doTrep OpdeUs, ol 8¢ KaTd THV Gwvnv ETTOVTAI KEKNAT-
pévor foav B¢ Tives kai TAOV ETiKwpiwv &V T Xopdl. TOUTOV TOV XOpoV
paAoTa Eywye idwv fodnv, cws kaAdds nUAaBoUvVTOo undETToTe EUTTOd OV
v Téd1 pdodev elvan TMpwTaydpou, GAN’ Eme1dn alTds dvaoTpédor kai
oi peT’ ékeivou, €U Trws kai é&v kdouwl TrepiecifovTo oUTol oi émrfkool
vBev kai BvBev, kai &v kUkAc1 TrepudvTes &el eis TO dmodev kabioTavTo
KAAAIoTO.

TOV 8¢ petT’ eioevonoa, Edn ‘Ounpos, ‘Irmiav Tov 'HAsglov, kabfpevov
&v T KaT’ &VTIKPU TrpooTwiwt &v Bpdvwr: Trepi auTov &’ ExdBnvTo émi

gi4erToic: D 314¢c2 &vBpwTros c: &vlpwtros D 315a3 Erepos d: Eraipos D
315a4 €UBoKIWE c; eUBokipel D g15a5—6 Bt ol c: 8¢ D
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B&Bpwv Epuipayds Te 6 ‘Akouvpevol kai Paidpos 6 Muppivouaios kai
"Avdpwv 6 ‘Av8poTicovos kai TV §évawv ToAiTai Te aToU Kai &AAot
Tivés. EpaivovTo 8¢ Trepi PpUCEDS T KAl TAOV PETEPWVY AT TPOVOUIKY &TTX
diepwTav ToOV ITrTiav, 6 &’ év Bpdver kabrjpevos ék&aTors aTdV Sifkpivev
kai die§Mier T& EpwTopEva.

kad pev 81) kai TévTaAdv ye sioeidov— émrednipel yap &pa kai TTpdSikos
6 Kelos—Av 8¢ &v oikfuaTi Tivi, &1 TTpd ToU pév ds Taweior éxpfiTo
‘Irrrévikos, viv 8¢ UTd ToU TARBous TGV kKaTaAudvTwy & KaAAias kai
ToUTO ékKevwoas §Evols KaT&AUoIY TreTroinkey. 6 pév oUv TTpdSikos ETi
KOATEKEITO, EYKEKOAUPUEVOS €V Kwidiols TITIV Kol OTPWUATIY Kai BAAX
TTOAAOTS, WS épaiveTo: Tapek&ddnvTo 88 auTdl émi Tals TANTiov KAivais
TMavoavias Te 6 ¢k Kepapéwv kai peté TTavoaviou véov T1 ET1 peipdkiov, 6s
HEV Eyddipar KaASV Te k&yaBov Thv puotv, THv &’ olv idéav TTévu kaAds.
#8ofa &xoUoar dvopa aUtd elvar ‘Aydboova, kai oUk &v Bavpdgoiut
el Toudik& Mavoaviou Tuyxavel dov. ToUTd T fjv TO peipdkiov, Kai TG
Ade1pdvTw dupoTépw, 6 Te Kfymdos kai 6 AeukoAodidou, kai &ANoL TivEs
EpaivovTo: Trepi 8¢ GOV SieAéyovTo olk Eduvdpny Eywye uobeiv E§wbev,
kaiTrep MTrap@ds Exwv &rovev Tou Ipodikou—Trdocodpos ydp pwor Sokel
&unip elvan kai Belos—aAA& S1& THv PopuTnTa Tiis pooviis POuPos Tis &v
T&1 OIKNPATL Yryvouevos doadfy Eroiel T& Aeyopeva.

kad fpeis pev &pTi eioeAnAUBepey, kaTdTIV 8¢ fluddv émeicfAbov ‘AA-
KIP1&dns Te & kaAds, ws dNis oU kai éyaw Teibopan, kai Kpitias 6
KaAAaioy pov.

fiuels oUv cos eionABopev, ET1 opikp’ &TTa diaTpiyavTes kKai TAUT
SioBeaxcépevor Tpoofipev Tpds TOV MpwTaydpav, kai ¢y eimov: &
MpwTaydpa, Tpds ot To1 fiABopev £y Te kai ‘ITrrokpdTns oUToS.

TéTEPOV, EPM, HOVWI PBouAdpevor drahexBfival ) kai HETE TV EAAwV;

AUV pév, flv 8 Eyw, oudtv Siadéperr drovoas &¢ ob Eveka fiABouev,
aUTOS OKépQl.

Ti oUv 81 £oTv, EPn), oU Eveka TikeTs;

‘ITrrokp&Tns 88¢ EoTiv pEv TGOV MY wpiwy, ATToAAoSwpou Uds, oikias
HEYSANS Te Kai eU8aipovos, auTods 8& THV Uty Sokel EvamAios elvan Tols
A TS, ETBupeiv 8¢ po1 dokel EAASY1n0s YevéoBai év TR TTOAEL, ToUTO
8¢ ofeTai oi p&AioT’ &v yevéoBa, ei ool ouyytvorto TalT odv §d1 oU
okOTEL, TTOTEPOV TrEPl AUTOV pévos oiel deiv SraAéyeotan Tpds udvous,
1) MeT’ &AAWV.

bpBdds, Epn, TpopndfL, & SwkpaTes, UTEp EpoU. Efvov ydp &vdpa

)

kai i6vTa eis TOAELs peydAas, kai &v TauTals Teifovta TV véwv Tous

316a1 Gvijp c: avip d, & &viip d 316b2 Toic: 1D 316c2 paAioT’ &v c: pdAioTa D

316



37

22 MMAATQNOZ

BeATioTous &moAeiTrovTas Tas TV &AAwv cuvouoias, kai oikeioov kai
dBveiwv, kai TpeoPuTépov kai vewTépwy, EauTd1 ouvEival s BeATious
éoopévous Si1dx THV éauToU ouvouciav, xpf eVAaPeioBon TOV TaUTa
TPATTOVTX OU y&p ouikpoi Tepl aita $pBdvor Te yiyvovtan kai &GAAc
Suopéveiai Te kai EmiPovAai. yw O& TNV codloTikn Téxvny ¢nui
pév elvon ToAondy, Tous 8 peTayelpilopévous aUTHY TV TTaAXIGV
&vdpddv, doPouptvous TO Emaybes aUTiis, Tpdoxnua Toieichan kai
TpokaAUTTTEGHa1, TOUs pév Troinow, olov "Ounpdv Te kai ‘Hoiodov kai
21uwvidny, Tous 88 ol TeAeTds Te kai Xpnouwidias, Tous &udi Te'Opdéa
kai Movuaoaiov: évious 8¢ Tivas fjiobnuat kai yupvaoTiknv, ofov “lkkos Te 6
TapavTtivoskai 6 viv ETi v oUdevos HTTwv codpioTns ‘Hpddikos 6 ZnAup-
Bpravds, T 8¢ &pyaiov MeyapeUs: pouoiknv 8¢ ‘AyaBokAtys Te 6 UpéTepos
TPOTYNHUX ETTOINOATO, BEyas Vv coPioTns, Kai [TubokAeidns 6 Keios kai
&AAot TToAAoi. oUTol TTavTES, GoTEp Aéyw, dpoPnBivTes TOV $pBSVoV Tais
TéXVAIS TAUTAIS TTXPATTETACUACIY EYpricavTo. £y &8¢ ToUuTols &Tracv
KaT& ToUTo elvan o¥ cupdépopar’ fiyolpar yap abtous oU T1 Siaxmp&é-
acbBan 8 EBouAniBnoav—oU yap Aabeiv TédV &vBpdTrov Tous Suvapévous
&v Tals TOAeo1 TPATTEW, GOVTEP Eveka TaUT EoTiv T& TpooyHuaTa:
gtrei of ye ToANoi dos ETros eiTreiv oUdty aioB&vovTal, AN’ &TT’ &v oUTO!l
Sy yéAAwo1, TaUTa UpvoUoiv—T6 ol &mrodidpdokovTta pt Suvacton
&modpdvai, dAA& kaTadavi) elval, TOAAT pwpia kai ToU Emixeipfipa-
Tos, Kal oAU duoueveoTépous TrapéyxecBar dvaykn Tous &vBpcdotrous:
fiyoUvton y&p TOV ToloUTov Trpds Tois &AAois kai TavoUpyov elvai,
gy oUv ToUuTwv THY évavTiav &racav 686v EAfAula, kai SpoAoyd Te
copioThs elvan kai TTandevev dvbpdtrous, kai eUA&PeIav TauTnV olpan
PeATiw Ekeivngs elvan, TO SpoAoyeiv udAAov f E§apvov elvar: kai &AAas
TS TaUTN! EoKEpPAL, WOTE, oUv Geddt eiTreiv, undev Sevov raoye Sik
TO SuoAoYElv copioThs elvat. kaiTol TTOAAK ye ETn fiSn eipi év T TéXVNI
kol ydp kai T& cUupTravTa TTOAA& poi €5 TIv—oUSevos dTou oU TTavTwV
&v Upddv ko’ fAikiav TaThp einv—@oTe TOAU pot fid815TéV éoTv, € T1
BouAeaHe, epi TOUTWY ATTGVTWY EvavTiov TGV Evdov dvTwv TOV Adyov
TroiEioBa.

Kai Ey w—UToTTEVoa Yap BouAeoban auTov Tédt Te [Tpodikwi kai Téd1
Irmicn Evdei§aobon kai kaAAwTicachon 6T épaoTal auToU &drypévor
elpev—Ti odv, Ednv &y, o¥ kai TTpdBikov kai Imriav ékaAéoapev kai
TOUS MET’ QUTQV, iva ETTAKOUC WOV HUGV;

&V pev odv, &pn & MpwTaydpas.

PoUuAecBe olv, 6 KoAAias Epn, ouvédplov kaTaockevdowpev, va
kafeCopevor SiaAéynobe;

317a6 o c: TOV D
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§80ke1 ypfivon: &opevor 8¢ TavTes fpels, s dxouoduevor Avdpadv
ooV, kai auTol Te &vmiAaPBduevor TV P&Bpwv kai TOV KAvédV
KaTeokeuagopey Tapd T Tmrricn—Eékel y&p mwpoiTpxe T& PdbBpa—
év 8¢ ToUTw1 KaAAias Te kai ‘AAkiP1&dns fikéTnv &yovTe TOV MMpddikov,
&vaoThoavTes &k Tiis KAivns, Kai Tous peTa ToU MMpodikov.

g¢rel 8¢ TavTes ouvekaBelopeba, 6 TpwTaydpas, viv &1y &v, Edn,
Aéyois, & ZwkpaTes, ETedt) kai 0ide T&peio1v, Trepi GV dAiyov pdTeEpOV
nveiav EroloU Tpos éue UTrEp ToU veaviokou.

kai &y elrov &T1 f) a¥Th por &pyn EoTv, & MpwTaydpa, fitrep &pTi,
Tepi OV &Pképnv. ITrIToKpdTNS Yap 68 TuyXdvel v Emibupicn v TS
ofis ouvouoias: 8Tt oUv auTdl &moPrioeTal, £&v ool ouviji, 715ws &v
pnot mubéobair. ToooUTos & ye fuETEPOS ASYOS.

UtoAaBoov olv 6 TpwTaydpas elrev: & veavioke, EoTar Toivuv ool,
g&v Epoi ouvijis, M &v fuépar Euoi ouyyévn, &miévon oikade BeATion
YEYovOTI, kai v T UoTepaial TaUTE TaUTa Kai Ek&oTns Npépas &ei
i TO PéATIOV EMBIBSVO.

Kai &y &xovoas elrov: & MpwTaydpa, ToUTo pév oUdty BaupacTdV
Aéyers, GAN €ikds, Erel K&V oV, KaiTrep TNAIKOUTOS GV Kai oUTws godos,
el Tis oe 5154&e1ev 6 pn) TUy X Avels EmioTapevos, BeATioov &v yévolo. AN
pf) oUTws, &AN" dotep &v €l adTika pdAax peTaBoicov THv émbupiav
‘Imrrokpd&Tns 65¢e émbupnoeiev THs cuvoucias TouTou ToU veaviokou Tou
viv vewoTi EmdnpolvTos, Zevu§itrmou ToU ‘HpakAewTov, kai &dikduevos
Tap’ a¥TéV, DoTEP TTApd Ot VUV, KOUCEIEV aUTOoU TaUTX TaUTa &TTep
ooU, 8Tl éx&oTns fpépas cuvav aUTdl PeATiwv EoTal kai EmiSworel,
el aUToV ETavéportor Ti 81 ¢Mis PeATiw Eoeobon kai eis Ti Emboev;
eimor &v a¥Tddl 6 Zeu§imrmros 611 Tpods ypadiknv: k&v ei ‘Opbaydpan
Té1 OnPaiwt ouyyevdpevos, dkouoas ékeivou TaUTa TaUTa &Trep ooU,
gavéporTo aUTov eis 6T PeATicov kab’ fjpépav EoTon ouyyryvopevos
Ekeiveol, gitrol &v 81 gis alAnoIv: 0UTw 81 Kai oU eitre T veaviokwt Kai
épol UTrép ToUTov £pwTdVTI, IrTrokpdTns &8¢ TTpwTaydpan cuyyevd-
pevos, M1 &v aUTédr fuépat ouyyévnTal, PeATicov &Trelol yevopevos kai
TGOV EAAwV fjuepidV Ek&oTns oUTws Emdaotl eis Ti, & MMpwTaydpa, kai
Trepi TOU;

kai 6 TpwTaydpas EuolU TaUta &koucas, oU Te KAADS EpwTdis,
Ed1, & ScokpaTes, Kai Yy Tols KAAQS EpwTOO1 Xaipw &Trokpivduevos.
ImrmokpdTns ydp Top’ ut &prkdpevos ov TreiceTon &rep &v Eradev dAAw1
TW! OUYYEVOUEVOS TV CoPpioTRdV. of pév yap &AAol AwPddvTtal Tous
véous' T&S Ya&p TéXvas auTous TepevydTas &xkovtas TEAIv ol &yovTes
EuB&AAovov eis Téxvas, Aoyiouous Te kai doTpovopiav kal yewpeTpiav

318c2 Emdwosl c: Emdcdoorl D
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kol pouoikny di18dokovTes—kai &pa eis Tov Tmriav &mwéPAeysv—Trapa
&’ tue &dikdpevos pobfoeTon oU epi &AAov Tou 1i Trepi oU fikel. TO B¢
p&Bnud EoTiv eUPovia Tepi TGOV oikeiwv, dws &v &pioTa THYV aUTOU
oikiav di101kol, kai Tepi TV TS TOAEwWS, STTwS TA THS MOAEwS dSuvarTo-
TaTos &v €in kai TP&TTEWV Kai Aéye.

&pa, Edny Eyw, Emopai cou T Adywi; Sokels y&p pot Aéyewv THY
TOAMITIKNY TéYVNV Kail UmoyveioBon Troisiv &vdpas &yaboUs TroAiTas.

aUTO pEv obv ToUTS EoTiv, Edn, & ZdokpaTss, TO Emdyyelua 8 ETray-
YéAopai.

f) kKaAdv, v 8’ Eyd, Téxvnpa &pa kékTnoal, eiTrep KEKTNOOL OV Y&p T1
&ANo rpds ye ot eipfioeTan ) &Trep vod. &y yap ToUTo, & MpwTaydpa,
oUK Grpny 818akTov elvan, ooi 8& AéyovTi oUk Exw 8TTws &ioTé. 60ev B¢
aUTO fiyoUpon o¥ 818akTdv elvan und’ Ut dvBpd Ty TapaoKEVATTOV
&vBpootrors, Sikands eip eimeiv. dyd yap ‘Afnvaious, doep kai oi &AAor
"EAANvEs, dpnpi codous elval. 6pd odv, dTav cUAAeydduey gis THY EKKAN-
oiav, émadav pév mepi oikodopias T1 Sém1 wp&§on THV TOAW, TOUS
oiko8dpovus peTatepTropévous cupBoUAous Tepl TV oikoSopnpdTwy,
o6Tav 8¢ Tepl vaumnyias, Tous vautrnyous, kai TEAAX T&vTa oUTws,
oo fyoUvTan pafnTd Te kai S18axTd elvon E&v 8¢ Tis &AAos miyelptit
aUTols oupPoulevev dv Ekeivol pf) olovTon dnpioupydv elval, k&v Tévy
koAOs A1 kai TTAoUo10s Kai TGOV yevwaiwv, oUdév T1 pdAAov &Trodéyov-
Ta1, &AAG kaTayeA®do1 kai BopuPoloy, Ews &Gv 1) auTds &ooTht 6
Emixepdv Aéyev katabopuPnbeis, fi oi To§6Ton alUTOV ddeAkUowov A
E§&povTan KEAEUOVTWV TGOV TIPUTAVEWV. TrEPT MéV oUV GV oiovTan év Téy-
vt glvar, oUTtw SiampdrTovTon: Emeildav 8¢ Ti Trepl TGOV THs TOAEwS
Sioiknoews €Nt PouAevcactal, cupPoulelel abTols &vioTauevos Trepi
TOUTWV Opoiws pEv TéKTwv, Spoiws S YaAKeUs okuToTOMOS, EUTTOopOS
VaUKANpos, TTAOUC10S TréVNS, YEWWaios &yevwns, Kal TOUTOlS oUdeis ToUTo
EMTANTTEL OoTep TOls TPOTEPov, dTI oUBaudlev paboov, oUde dvtos
S18aokd&Aov oUdevos alTdl, ETerTa cupPouleely mixelpelr dfjAov y&p
6T1 oUy fiyoUvTan S18akTdv elval. pty Toivuv 8T1 TO KOwdv Ths TOAEwWS
oUTws Exel, GAA& idicn fpiv ol copwTaTol Kai &PICTOl TGV TTOAITOV
TaUuTnV THY &peThv fjv Exouotv oUy oloi Te &AAois TrapadiBévar- el
TTepikAtis, 6 ToUTwVi TGOV vEavioKwv TTaThp, TOUToUs & pév Bi8aokdAwv
eixeTo KOAGS kai €U EmaiSevoey, & 8¢ auTds copds EoTv oUTe alTodS
Tadevel oUTE Tw!l EAAW! TTapadidwotv, &AN’ aUTol Tep1IOVTES VEUOVTOL
woTrep &deTol, E&V TTOU AUTOPATOL TIEPITUX WOV TTit &PeTH1. €1 S& PoUAel,
KAewiav, Tov ‘AAkiPiddouv TouToul vewTepov &BeAdpdv, EmITpoTTEUWY
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6 aUTds oUtos &vip TMepikAfis, SeSidos Trepi aUToU pf) SradBapfit 81y
UTro ‘AAkIPi&dov, &rootrdoas o TouTou, kKaTabépevos év ‘Apippovos
Eaideve: kai mpiv & pfjvas yeyovéval, &mréSwke ToUTw! oUk Exwv &T1
XpNooiTo a¥TdL. kai &AAous gor TapTTOAAous Exw Aéyewv, ol auToi
&yaboi dvTes oUSéva TTaTOTE PeATIW ETToinoav oUTe TAOV oikeiwov oUTe
TGV &AAoTpiwv. Eyc olv, & MpwTaydpa, tis TaUTa &ToPAéTwv ol
fiyoUuan 818akTdv elvan &peThv: Emeid) 8¢ oov dkouw TaUTa AéyovTos,
k&prTopan Kai ofpai Ti oe Aéyev 81& T fyeiocbai oe TOAAGVY ptv EuTreipov
YeYovéval, TToAA 8¢ pepadnkévar, T& 88 alTdv E§nupnkéval. ei odv Exels
EvapytoTepov Niv Emdeiou ts S18akToéV EoTIv 1) &peTH, un pBovionis
&AM’ Emridai§ov.

&AN’, & ZcokparTes, &, oU ploviiow: A& TTOTEPOV UMV, o5 TTpEC-
PUTEpOS vewTéPOLS, uUBov Aéywv EmiBei§w A Adyw1 dieSeAboov;

ToAAoi oUv aU¥Ttédn UméAaBov TV Trapakabnuévwv OSTToTépwS
PouAorTto oUTws Sie€iévan. Sokel Toivuv pot, Edn, xapréoTepov elvon uibov
Upiv Aéyew.

fiv yé&p oTe Xpdvos &Te Beoi pev floav, BunTd 8¢ yévn olk . meaidr
8¢ kai TouTols Xpdvos HABev eipappévos yevéoews, TuroUo1v ot Beol
Y1is &vBov &k y1is kai TTupos pei§avTes kai TGOV doa TTupl kail YT Kepav-
vuTal. Eedn 8 &yewv aUTa TPos ¢pads EpeAAov, TpoctTtalav TpounBel
kai ‘EmipnOel koopficai Te kai veipanr duvdpels Ek&oTols s TrPETEL.
TMpounBéa 8¢ TapanTeiTan EmiundeUs adtds veipon. “veinavros 8¢ pov,”
Epn, “Emiokeyar.” kai oUTw Treicas vépeL. vépuwv 8¢ Tois pév ioyuv &veu
T&yoUs TpoofiTrTeV, TOUs & &obeveoTépous TAyEl EkOTUEL TOUs Of
WTALE, TOis & &omAov Bidous puoIv GAANY TV’ aUTols EunYavaTo
Suvauw eis coTnpiav. & pev yap otV opIkpOTNTI fUTTIOYEV, TTTNVOV
Puyfv ) kaTdyelov oiknow Evepev: & 8¢ nUe peyéBer, TOIBe aUTdL
aUTd Eowilev: kai TAAAX oUTwWS ETaVIo®V Evepey. TaUTa 8¢ EunyavdTo
eUA&Per1av Exwv pn T1 yévos dioTwlein: Ere1dn 8¢ auTois &AAnAodBopiddov
Srapuyds Emfipkece, TPoOs Tas €k A1ds pas eUpdpelav EunyxavaTo &udi-
ewwus auTd Trukvais Te 8p1§iv kai oTepeois déppaotv, ikavois pev &ulvai
XEIpGVa, SuvaTois &t kai kavpaTa, kai eis ebvas ioUotv 6Trws UTrdpyol T&
aUTa TAUTa 0TPpwuvT) oikela Te kai aUTOoPUNS EKAOTWI" Kal UTTOSGV T
HEv O6TTAQTs, T& 8¢ Bpi1§iv kai Sépuaciv oTepeois kai &vaipois. ToUvTeUBev
Tpodds &AAois &AAas E§emdpilev, Tols pév Ek yiis Botavny, &AAois B¢
SévBpwv kapTroUs, Tois 8¢ piCas: EoTi1 &’ ols Edwkev elval Tpopnv {dorwv
&AAwV Bopdv: kai TOTs pev dAryoyoviav Tpoofye, Tois &’ dvaAiokopévols
UTrd ToUTwv ToAvyoviav, cwTnpiav Téd1 yéver Topifwv. &Te &7 odv
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oU Tawu Ti gopos wv 6 "Emunbels EAabev auTtov kaTavaAwoas Tas
Suvdpers eis T& EAoya: Aortrdv 81 dxkdounTov ET1 auTdL fiv TO dvBpdTreov
Y#vos, kai fiTrdper 8T1 XpricauTo. &mopolvTi &8 auTdd EpyeTan TTpoundets
EmiokeWOPEVOS TNV vopniy, Kal 6pdn T& pév SAAQ {&d1a EppeAGS TTAVTWY
gxovTa, Tov &t &vBpwTtov yupvdy Te kai dvuddnTov kai &oTpwTOV
kai &omAov: f18n 8¢ kai 1) eipapuévn fHpépa Topiiv, &v {1 Ede1 kai &vb-
pwTrov &§1tvan &k yis eis ¢p@ds. &rropiat ov oxdpevos & TTpounbeus AvTiva
cwTnpiav Téd &vbpwmwt gUpol, kKAETTEl ‘HpaioTou kai ‘ABnvas THv
BvTexvov codiav ouv TTupi—apfxavov yap fiv &veu TTupds aUTHV KTN-
TV Tt ) Xpnoiuny yevéoBon—kai oUTw 81 SwpeiTan dvBpadmreor. THv pev
oUv Trepi TOV Piov codiav &vBpwros TauTnt Eoxev, THV 8¢ TTOAMTIKAY OUK
elxev' fijv y&p apd Téd1 Ati. Tén 8¢ TTpounOei eis pév THv &xpdTroAv THv
ToU A1 oiknov oUkéTi évexcopel eioeABeiv—Trpos 8¢ kai ai A1ds pulakai
PpoPepai fioav—eis 8 TO THis ABnvds kai ‘HepaioTou oiknua T6 kovdv, &v
@1 Ep1AoTexveiTNV, AaBoov eioépyeTal, Kai KAEWas THY Te EUTTUpOV TEX VNV
TNV ToU ‘HepaioTou kai THv &AAnY THv Tis Abnvds diSwaiv &vBpwot,
kai &k ToUTou eUTropia pev &vBpcotrer ToU Piov yiyveta, Tpounbéa 5¢
&1’ EmipnBéa UoTepov, Hitrep AéyeTan, KAoTriis Sikn peTHiABev.

gre1dn 8¢ 6 &vBpwros Beias peTéoye poipas, TP&OTOV pgv Sik THY
ToU g0l ouyyéveiav Cwiwv pdvov Beous evomaey, kai érexeipel Boopous
Te idpuechan kai &ydApaTta feddv: ETEITa Ppwvnv kai dvdpaTa Taxy
dinpbpwoaTo T TEXVNI, Kai oiknoels kai obfiTas kai UTrodéoels kai
OTPpWUVaS kai TAS €k yfis Tpodpds NUPeTo. oUTwW 81) TapecKEVaTPEVOl
kT &pyds &vBpwTrol dikouv oTropddny, TdAels 8& oUk filoav: &TTOA-
AuvTo oUv UTrd TGV Bnpiwv Si& 16 TavTayfjt abTdv &dobevéoTepor elvai,
kai 1) Snuioupyikn Téxvn aUToils TPds wEv Tpodfv ikavi) Ponbos fv,
TPos 8¢ TOV TRV Onpiwv TTdAepov EvBens—TTOMTIKNY Y&p TéXvny oUTTwW
eTxov, fis uépos TroAepik ) —Ef Touv 81 &Bpoilecdon kai odrgeaBon kTiCov-
Tes TTOAe1s” &T oUv &Bpoiobeiev, HBikouv &AAAAouUs &Te oUk ExovVTES THY
TOAITIKTYY TéXVNY, OOTe TEAW okedavvupevor diepBeipovto. Zeus olv
Seicas Tepl T Yével juddv pf &mwéAorto Tav, ‘Epufjv mépte &yovta
els &vBpcotrous aidd Te kai Sikny, v’ elev TOAewV kéopOL TE Kai Seopol
$1Aias cuvaywyoi.

¢pwTdl oUv ‘Eppfis Ala Tiva odv Tpdmov Soin Siknv kai aidd
&vBpootrols: “mdTepov s ai Téyvan vevéunvtal, oUTw Kal TaAUTAS VEIPW;
vevéunvTan 8¢ de: els Exwv iaTpikAv ToANOTs ikavds idicoTals, kai oi
&AAo1 Snuiovpyoi- kai diknv &1 kai aid® oUTw 6 év Tois &vBpoTrols,
1) i mévTas veipw;”
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“emi mwavTas,” Epn 6 ZeUs, “kai TAVTES PETEXOVTWV' oU ydap Gv
YévowTo ToAels, € OAiyor aUTdV peTéXolEy OOTEP GAAWY TEXVOV" Kai
vépov ye Ots ap’ EuoU TOV pf) Suvduevov aiboUs kai Sikns peTéyew
KTEIVEIY S VOTOV TTOAEWS.”

oUTw 81, & ZkpaTes, kai d1& TalTa of Te &AAot kai "Afnvaion,
STav pev epi &peTis TekTOVIKTYs At Adyos §j AANS TIvds dnuioupyikiis,
dAiyols ofovTan peTeivan cupPouliis, kai E&v Tis EkTOs WV TGOV dAiywv
oupPouleuni, oUk &véyovTal, ws oU $pris—eIKOTWS, S yw ¢nui—oTav
¢ eis oupPoulAtv ToAiTikAs &peTHis Twwowv, fjv 8el di1& SikatooUvns TTGoav
ifvon kai cwdppoouvns, eikdTws &mavTos &vdpods &véyxovTal, ws TaVTi
TPOCTKOV TAUTNS Ye METEXEW THis &peThs 7 wf elvar TdAets. alTn, &
ZWKPATES, TOUTOV aiTia.

va 8¢ pf) oint &mwaTtdobon ds T dvTi fiyoUvTon évTes &vbpwTrol
TavTa Gvdpa MeTEXEIV Sikatoouvns Te Kai TT)s GAANS TTOAITIKTS &PETHs,
TOSe aU AoPE Tekpnpiov. &v yap Tais &AAals &PeTAls, GOOTEP GU ALYEs,
E&v Tis pij1 &y abods aUAnTA s lvan, fj EAANY fvTivolv Téxvny v pf EoTiv,
1) KATOYEADOIV fj XaAeTTaivouoty, kai oi oikelol TTpoc1dvTes voubeToUotv
o5 ponvdpevov- Ev 8t Sikatoouvni Kad &v Tt EAAN ToAITIKT1 &PETT1, GV
Twva kai eiddow 811 &Bikds EoTv, E&v oUTos avuTds ko’ avToU TEAN-
6f) Aéym EvavTiov TTOAAGV, 8 ékel cwdpoouvny fyoUvTo elval, T&AN6H
Adyew, tvtalfa paviav, kai paocwv TavTas Seiv p&van eivon Sikaious,
E&vTe Do EGVTe pny, fi paivesBar TOV pf) TpooTToloUpEVOY: 65 &varykaiov
oUBEva VTV’ oUyi GudS YE Treds peTEXE aUTHs, fi uf) elvan dv &vBpdTrors.

&T1 pév olv TévT &vdpa €ikdTwSs &TmodéxovTon Tepi TAUTNS THS
&peTis cuuPourov di1x TO fiyeiohan avTi peTeivan aUThs, TaUTa Adyw:
T 8¢ aUTHV oU ¢ucel flyoUvTtan elvar oud’ &md ToU alTopdTov,
&AA& B18akToV Te kai & Empedeias TTapayiyveohon 1 &v Tapayiy-
vnTal, ToUTS ool PETE ToUTO Treipdoopat &trodeial. doa y&p fiyoUvtal
&AAfAous kakd Exelv &vBpwTrol ¢puoer fi TUYNL, oUdeis BupoUTon oUdE
vouBeTel oUdE B18dokel oUBE KOAGLEL ToUs TaUTa ExovTas, va pf) ToloU-
Tol ®ow, AN’ EAeoUoiv: olov Tous aioxpous fi ouikpous §y &odeveis Tis
oUTwS &voNTOS MOTE TI TOUTWV ETIXEIPETV TTOIETY; TaUTA pév y&p olpan
foaow 8T $puoel Te kai TUYM Tois &vBpwTrols yiyveTal, T& KaAX Kai
TdvavTia TouTols doa St &§ EmpeAeias kai &oknoews kai Bi1dayfis oiov-
Ta1 yiyvesfan &yabd &vBpcotrors, éav Tis TaUTa pm Exnt, GAAX T&vavTia
TOUTWV Kakd, étri TouTols Trov oi Te Bupoi yiyvovTan xai ai koAdoeis
kai ai vouBeThioels. v EoTwv v kai 1) &Sikia kai ) &oéPela kai ouA-
APONV Tav TO EvavTiov THs TOMITIKRS &peThist EBvBa &1 Tra&s TavTi
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BupoUTan kai voubeTel, SfjAov &T1 s &§ EmipeAeias kai pabfoews KTNTHS
oUons. € y&p E9éAe1s Evvotioan T koA&le, & ZwkpaTes, Tous &SikoUv-
Tas Ti ToTe SuvaTal, auTd ot Sid&Eer 611 of ye &vBpwTtor fyolvTon
TaPAoKeEVOTTOV elvan &peTHv. oudeis y&p koA&(el Tous &SikoUvTas Tpos
ToUTWL TOV voUv Exwv Kai TouTou Eveka, 0TI ASiknoev, SoTis ) OoTEp
fnpiov &hoyioTows TipwpeiTar 6 8¢ peTd Adyou EmixEIPGOV KOAKLEW
oU ToU TrapeAnAuddTos Eveka &BIKAPATOS TIMWPEITAI—oU yap &v TO
ye mwpaxfév &ytvnTov Bein—&AA& ToU péAdovTos X&pw, tva ph abbis
&3ikAont ufTe aUTds oUTos ufyTe &AA0S & ToUToV 186V koAaoBévTa. Kai
TolaUTnv Sidvoiav Ex wv SiavosiTal TTaudeuThv elvan &pe Ty &TTOTPOTTHS
yoUv #veka koA&Zel. TauTny obv Thv 86§av mavTes Exouoiv dooiTrep
TipwpoUvTan kai idicn kai dnpocial. TipwpolvTar 88 kai koA&LovTal
ol Te &AAo1 &vBpwTol oUs &v oiwvTan &dikelv, kai ouy fikioTa ‘Abn-
vaiol oi ool ToATTal MoTe KAT& ToUTOoV TOV Adyov kai ‘Afnvaioi eiot
TV fyoupévawy TTapaoKeVaoTOV elval kai S18akTOV &peTNv. (S PEV oUv
eikOTwS &TmodéyovTal oi ool TToATTal Kl XXAKEWS KAl TKUTOTONOU GU-
BouAeUovTos T& TTOAITIKY, Kai 6Tl S18aKTOV Kal TTApACKEVAGTOV 1)y ouv-
Tan &peTrv, &odédeikTai oo1, & SoKpaTes, iKavdds, &S Y pol daiveTa.

1181 Aoty &mropia éoTiv, fiv &ropeis repi TGV &vdpddv TGV &y abdv,
Ti 8f)roTe oi &vSpes oi &yaboi T& pév EAAa Tous aTédV Uels S18&okouov
& 818aokdAwv ExeTal kai copous ToloUov, fjv 8¢ auTol &peThv &yaboi
oUdevds PeATious TroloUov. ToUTou 81 TépL, & ZWKPATES, OUKETL puddv
ool Ep®d &AA& Adyov. dOBe yd&p tvwdnoov: moTepov EoTv T v fj olk
goTIv oU &vaykaiov TT&vTas Tous TOAITas PETEXELY, eiTTep péAAEL TTOAILS
elvan; &v ToUTw! y&p alTn AVeTan fi &mropia fiv oU &tropeis A &ANobh
oUudapol. €l pev yap EoTv, kai ToUTO EoTIv TO &v OoU TEKTOVIKT) OUBE
X oAkeia oUdE kepapeia AN SikatooUvn kai cwdpocuvn kai TO do10v
elvan, kai cUAMIBSNY &v alTd Trpocaryopelw elvan &vdpds &peThv—ei
ToUT £07Tiv oU S€l TavTas peTEXEIV KOl PETX TOUTOU TT&vT &vdpa, E&v
T1 kai &AAo BoUAnTan pavldvewv f) Tp&TTEY, OUTW TP&TTEWY, &vev Ot
TOUTOU PNy, fj TOV pf peTéXOVTa Kai S18&okev kai KOA&EE Kal Toida
kai &vdpa kai yuvaika, Ewotep &Gv koAalouevos PeATiwv yévnTal, &5 &
&v p1) Utrakount koAalouevos kai S18aokduevos, ws &viaTov dvta Tou-
Tov EKPAAAEY &k TGOV TTOAEwV 1) &mrokTeivelv—ei oUTw pév Exel, oUTw &
aUToU TepuUKSTOS oi &yaBoi &vdpes ei T& pév EAAa Si18&okovTal Tous UEis,
ToUTo 8¢ pr), okéyar s Bavpaciws yiyvovton oi &yaboi. 8T1 pév yap
S18akToV a¥Td fyoUvTan kai idiacn kai dnpocial, &wedei§apev: S18axToU
5t &vTos kai BepatreuTol T& pév &AAa &pa Tous Uels Sid&okovTal, Ed’
ofs oUk EoT1 8&vaTos ) {nuia E&v pf EmioTwvTal, 8¢’ 1 88 ) Te {npia
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6avaTos alTév Tois TTauoi kai puyai pf) paBolor unde Bepareubeio
eis &peTNV, kai TPoOs T BavdTw! XpnudTwy Te dnpevocels kai ws Emos
eiTElV GUAAYPBNV TGV oikwv dvaTpoTrai, TaUTta &’ &pa oU d18&okov-
Tai oUd’ EmpedoUvTar TTaoav EmpéAeiav; oiecBai ye Xpr), & SOKPATES.
ik TaiSwv opikpddv &pEauevol, péxpr oUtep &v (o1, kai §i8&okouat
kai vouBeToUow. émeidav 8&TTOV GUVIfit TIS T& Aeydpeva, kai Tpodos
kol pfTNP Kai Tondaywyods kai auTos 6 TaThp Tepl ToUToU Sirap&yov-
Tal, 0Tws PéATIOTOS EoTan 6 Trais, TTap’ EkaoTov kai Epyov kai Adyov
S18&okovTes kai &vdeikvUpevor 811 “Td pév Sikaiov, TO 8¢ &dikov,” kai
“T68e pEv kaAdy, TOBe 8¢ aioxpdv,” kai “TEde pév dolov, TOdE 8 &vod-
olov,” kai “Té& péEv Troiel, T& 8¢ uf) Troiel.” kad E&v pév ékcov meifnTan
el 8¢ pn, omep §UAov diaoTpepopevov kai KapTTTOPEVOY eUbuvouotv
&meihais kai TANYads. peTd 8¢ TaUTa eis S18AOKEAWY TEUTTOVTES TTOAU
paAAov évTéAdovTan emipeAEiofan edkoopias TOV Taidwyv fi ypapudTwy
Te kai Kifapioews: of 8¢ S15&okaol ToUTwv Te mipeAolvTal, Kai ETTedav
al¥ ypéupaTta pdbwoiv kai pEAAWCIV CUVAOEIV T YeEYpPaUpéva OOOTTEP
TOTE TNV pwvnv, TTapaTiBéaociv adTois étri Tév Pabpwv dvayryvaookev
ToINTAOV &yafdv TTomuaTta kai ékpaviivelv dvayk&ouov, év ofs TToA-
Aai pév voubBeTroeis Eveio TToAAad 8¢ 81€§odol kai Eraivol kai Eykopix
oAV &vdpidv &yabdv, tva 6 mais (nAdv mpfiTon kai dpéynTan
ToloUTOs yevéoBai. of T a¥ kibapioTai, ETepa TolaUTa, cwppooivns
Te EmpeAoUvTan kai 8TTws &v of véor undev kakoupy@ov: TTpods 8¢ Tou-
Tois, Emerddv kibapilewv u&bwow, dAAwv ol ToinT&Y &yabdv To1f-
paTa S18&okoust peAoTrolddV, eis T& kibapiopaTa évTeivovTss, kai Tous
pubuous Te kai Tas &ppovias &vayk&louotv oikeloUoBon Tails Wuxais
TGOV Taidwv, fva fuepdTepoi Te dow, kai elpubudTepor kai ebap-
HOOTOTEPOL Y1IYVOUEVOL XpNotuol Gdow eis TO Aéysv Te kai Tp&T-
Tew: Tas yap 6 Pios ToU &vBpwmou eUpubuias Te kai eUappooTias
SeiTtan. T Tolvuv TrPods TouTols €is ToudoTpiPou TéuTOUSIY, va T&
owpaTa PeATind ExovTes UTrnpeTdot T Siavoiar XpnoTit oloni,
kai pf) &vayk&lwvtal &wodeididv did TV Tovnpiav TOV CWHATWV
kai &v Tois ToAfpols kai &v Tals &AAous TpaEeow. kai TAUTX
TTo10UC1V oi pdAioTa Suvdpevor pdAiocTa—pdAloTa 3¢ dUvavtor oi
TAOUCI®TaTOl—Kal of ToUTwv UETS, TTpwiaiTaTa eis dSidaokdAwy TS
fAkias &pS&pevor po1Tdv, dyraiTata &maAA&TTOVTON. ETTElddy O¢ &k
S18aokdAwv &maAlaydow, f| TOAs al Tous Te vdpous &varyk&lel
pavBavely kai kaT& TouTous Cfiv kaTd Tapdderypa, iva pn avTtol
Ep’ aUTOV eikfjt TP&TTWOW, AN &TEXVRS WOTEp of ypapuaTioTal
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TOlS PN Sewois ypddew TV Taidwv UTToypdyavTes ypaupds Tt
Y padidi oUTw TO YpapuaTeiov 5156ac1v kai &varyk&Louot y padery KaTd
THY UPAYNoW TV Ypapuddv, ¢ds 8¢ kai 1) TéALs vépous UTroy pdyooa,
&yoBdov kai oAy vopofeTddv eUpnpaTa, KT ToUuTous &vayk&ier
kol &py e kai &pyeadai, 8s &’ &v EkTos Paivnt ToUTwv, KoOA&Zer* kai dvopa
Tf1 koOA&oel TaUTN Kad Trap’ UiV kai GAAob TToAAayoU, s eUbuvouons
Tiis 8ikns, “eUBivan”. TooaTns odv TS EmipeAeias oUons Tepi &peTiis
iSion kad Snuociat, Bavpddets, d ZokpaTes, kai &Tropeis ei S18akTdV EoTIv
&peTny; AN’ o Xp1) Bavpdlev, GAAX TTOAU p&AAov & pt) S18akTdv.

Si1&x Ti oUv TGV &yoBdv TaTépwv ToAAoi Uels patlor yiyvovTai;
ToUTo U pdbe oUdev ydp OBavpaoTédv, eimrep &ANOA Eyo &v Tois
eutrpoofev EAeyov, 611 ToUTOoU TOU Trp&ypaTos, THs &peTHs, el péAAe
TOAIs elvan, oUBéva B¢l iBiwoTevev. i yap 81 & Aéyw oUTtws Exer—Exel
Ot pdAioTa TavTwy oUTws—EvBupntnT &A\Ao TGV EmTndevpdTwy
6TioUv Kai podnudTwv TpoeAduevos. € pf) olév T fv moAw elvon €l
uf TavTes aUAnTad fluev &mroids Tis EdUvaTo EkaoTos, kai ToUTo Kad
idiocn kai dnuooion was TavTa kai E5idaoke kai ETETTANTTE TOV w1
KOAGS aAoUvTa, kai pn épBOvel TouTov, WoTep ViV TGOV Sikaiwv kai
TV vopipwy oUdels pBovel oUS’ &rokpUTTTETAN OOTEP TWOV EAAWY
TeXVNUATWV—AUCITEAET Yy&p olpan fuiv ) dAARAwY SikalooUvn kad
&peTh)’ S1x TaUTa Tas TavTi TPoBUpws Aéyel kai S18dokel kai TX
Sikana kai T& véupa—ei odv oUTw kai &v atAfoel T&oav Tpofupiav
kai &pBoviav eiyopev dAAHAous S18&okew, oiel &v T1, Epn, udAAov, &
2KPATES, TV &yaBdv alAnTdV &yaboUs aUAnTas ToUs Uels yiyveoBa
fi TGOV davAwv; ofucn pev o, &AA& &Tou ETuyev & Uds eUpuéoTaTOS
yevéuevos eis aUAnoiv, oUtos &v EAASy1pos nUEnon, dTou 8t &duris,
&xAens: kad TTOAAGKIS pEv &yaboU aAnToU dalAos &v &TrEPn, TTOAAGKIS
8’ &v pavrou &yaBds AN odv alAnTad ¥’ &v TévTes floav ikavoi cos
TS ToUs id1coTas kai pndev avAfioews EraiovTas. oUTws oiov kai vy,
60Tis go1 &BikwTaTOS paiveTan &vBpwros TGV év vopois kai &vBpaTrols
TeBpappévev, dikarov aUtodv elvan kai dnuioupydv ToUTou ToU Tpdy-
paTos, i dtor aUToOV KpiveoBan Tpds &vBpdotrous ofs ufTe TTondeia éoTiv
unTe SikaoTHpIa P TE vOpor unde &vdykn undepia Si1& ravtds &vayké-
Covoa &peTiis émipeAeioBon, AN elev &ypiol Tives oloitrep oUs Tépuotv
DepekpdTns 6 ToinTAS E8idadev i Anvaiwi. f| cdpdSpa év Tols ToloU-
To15 &vBpdTTOIS YEVOUEVOS, WOTTEP Of év ékeivaol T Xopddt piocdvipw-
o1, &yatnioais &v el évtiyors EUpuBdaTor kai Ppuvivdal, kai dvoro-
PUpar’ &v oGOV THY TV EvB&de dvBpiTwv Tovnpiav. viv 88 Tpugdis,
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MMPQTATOPAZ 31

@ ZokpaTes, S16T1 T&vTes Si8&okaloi eiowv &peTiis kab’ doov SuvavTan
EkaoTOs, Kai oUdeis oot paiveTon: 18, doep &v ei EnTois Tis Si8d&okaAos
ToU EAAnvigewv, oUd’ &v els pavein, oS¢ ¥’ &v oluan €i {nTols Tis &v fpiv
B184&Ee1ev ToUs TGOV YEIPOTEXVAV UEls aUThV TaUuTnV THY TéXVNY v 81
Tapd ToU TaTpds pepadnikactv, ka’ doov olés T' fv & TaThp kai oi ToU
TaTpods pior SvTes SpodTEYVOL, ToUuTOUS ET1 Tis &v S18&Seiev, o¥ pudiov
olpan elvan, & ZdkpaTes, ToUTwv Si18d&okaAov pavijval, TGV 8& &reipwv
TavTaTact pdidiov, oUtw &8 &peTiis kad TGOV EAAwY TTavTwv: SAAK K&V
el OAiyov EaTv Tis SoTIS Srapéperl HHiudd TpoPipdoal eis &peThv, &yaTrn-
TOV. GV 81y £y o oluan els elvan, kai SiadpepdvToos &v TEHV EAAwY dvBpdTTeov
dvijoai Tiva pds TO kaAdv kai &yaBov yevéoBai, kai &§iws ToU pioboU
dv Tp&TTOopal Kai ET1 TrAsiovos, o Te Kal aUTdd1 Sokelv TAMd paBovTi. S1&
TaUTa Kai TOV TpodTTOV TS TP&Eews Tou moboU ToloUTov TeToinual:
gaidav yap Tis Tap’ éuol pddni, &v pév PouAnTal, &modédwkev 8 &y
Tp&TTOopan &pyUptov: E&v 8¢ u1, EABov eis iepdv, dpdoas doou &v ¢
&€ elvan T pabfjuaTa, ToooUTov KaTaTédnke.

To10UTéV ool, Epn, O ScokpaTes, £y kai uibov kai Adyov eipnka,
s B18akToV &peTh) kai ‘ABnvaiol oUTws fyyouvTal, kai &T1 oUdtv Bav-
HOOTOV TGV &yaBddv TaTépwv pavAous Uels yiyveobon kai TGOV pavAwv
&yabBous, émei kai oi TToAukAeiTou Useis, TMapdAov kai ZavliTou ToUSe
NAIKIOTa1, oUSEV oS TOV TraTépa eioiv, kai &AAol &AAwY dnpioupydov.
T&OVSE 8t oUTrw &§1ov ToUTo KaTnyopeiv: ET1 ydp v aUTols eiotv EATrides:
véol yap.

MpwTaydpas pév TocaUTa Kai TolaUTa Emide1§&uevos AeTaUoaTo
ToU Adyou. kai £y £l pév oAUV ¥ pdvov keknAnuévos ET1 TTpds aUToV
EBAetroV Cos EpolvTa T1, EmMBUNGVY drovev: Etrel 8 81) A1oBSunV &T1 TG
VT TreTTaupévos €in, wdyis Trws EHaUTOV GOTTEPEL cuvayeipas eiTrov,
PAéyas pds TOV TrmrokpdTn: & Tai "ATToAA0SHpov, s X&piv oot Exw
OT1 TrpoUTPeWds pe de &pikéadar: TTOAAOU y&p TroloUpan &xnkoéval &
&xnkoa IMpwTaydpou. &y yap &v pev Téd1 Eumrpoadev xpdvwi fiyouunv
ouk eivon &vBporivny émpéeiav M &yadoi oi &yaboi yiyvovton: viv
5t émeiopal. TANY ouikpdy Ti pot Eutrodoov, 6 Sfidov 6T1 MpwTaydpas
panBics Erexdi18&Eel, Eme1dn kai T& TMOAA& TaUTx £6e8idaev. kai y&p
el pév Tis eEPL ATV TOUTWV CUYY£EvolITo OTWIoOUV TGOV dnunydpwv,
T&y’ &v kai TolouTous Adyous dkouoeiev 1) TTepikAéous fj GAAou Tivods
TGOV ikav@v eimeiv: el O EmavéporTé Tvd T1, doTep PipAia oUdEy
gxovow oUTe &mrokpivactal oUte altoi éptobai, &AN’ E&v Tis kail opIKpOV
ETepwTAON TI TOV PNBEvTwY, DOTEP T& YXOAKEIX TTANYEVTO POKPOV
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fXET Kai &oTeiver v pny EmA&PnTal TIS, Kai of Pr)Topes oUTW, TUIKPX
EpwTnBivTes SOAIYOV KaTaTeivouot ToU Adyou. TTpwTaydpas 8¢ &8¢
ikavos pev pakpous Adyous kai kaAous eiTreiv, ds aUTd dnAoi, ikavos
5t kail &pwTnbeis &mokpivacfar kaTd PpayxV kai Epduevos Tepipeivai
Te kai &modé§aohon THv &mdkpiow, & dAiyols 0Tl TapecKevaopéva.
viv odv, & TpwTaydpa, ouikpoU Tivos évdens eip TévT Exew, & pot
&mokpivaio T68e. THV &peThv ¢ S18akTodv elval, kai ydd siTrep &AAwL
Tw1 dvBpomwv Teoipnv &v, kai ool meiBoparr & &’ é8avpaca cov
AéyovTos, ToUTS pot &v T yuy it &TroTAfipwoov. ENeyes yap 0T1 & Zeus
THv Sikaloouvny kai THY aidd Trépyeie Tois &vBpcoTrols, kai al TToAAa-
XoU &v Tois Adyols EAéyeTo UTO ool fi Sikatoouvn kai cwppoouvn Kai
6016TNns kai wévTta TaUTa s &v T1 €in cUAMPBNY, &peTh TaUT olv
aUTa SieABE por &xpiPds T Adywi, TTOTEPOV Ev pév Ti éoTIv 1) &PETY,
pépla Bt aUTiis EoTIv 1) Sikaioouvn Kai cwdpoouvn kai 6510TnNs, 1) TAUT’
EoTiv & vuvdn Eyd EAeyov TavTa dvdpaTa ToU auTou vos dvTos. ToUT
EoTiv 6 ET1 EmMITrOfG.

&AA& pdudiov ToUTS Y, Epn, & ZkpaTes, &mokpivachal, 6T £vds
bvTos Ths &peThs nop1& oTiv & EpwoTaus.

TOTEPOV, EPNV, DOTTEP TTPOCWTIOU T MOPIX HOPI& ETTIV, OTOPA TE
kad pis kai dpbadpoi kal dTa, 7§ domep T& ToU XpuooU pdpia oUdEv
Sradépel T ETepa TV ETépwov, GAARAwY Kai ToU dAov, &AN’ i peyEBer
Kad opIKpPOTNTI;

Ekeivads pot paiveTal, @ ZWKPATES, OOTEP T& TOU TTPOCWTIOV HOPIX
€l TPOs TO SAoV TTPOCWTTOV.

ToTEPOV OOV, fjv & £y, Kai peTadapPévouctv oi &vBpwror ToUTwY
T&V THs &peTiis nopiwv oi pév &AAo, oi 8¢ &AAo, fi &véykn, E&vrep Tis
&v A&Pn1, &avTta ExEv;

oUBaudds, &pn, Etrel ToAAol &vdpeioi giow, &Bikol 8¢, kai Sikaiol al,
oog¢oi 8¢ ov.

EoTIv y&p oUv kai TaUTa pdpia Ths &peTiis, EHnv &y, codpia Te kai
&vdpeia;

TAvTwV pdAioTa 8nTrov, Edn° kai péy1oTdV ye 1) codia TGOV popicwv.

EkaoTov 8& aUTAV T, fiv & &y, &ANo, TO 8¢ &AAo;

vad.

f) kai SUvapy auTédv EkaoTov i8iav Exel; Doep T& ToU TTPooTTOV,
oUk EoTiv d¢pBaApds ofov T& dTa, oUd’ f) SUvaws alTol 1) aUTh* oUudt
TGV EAAwv oUdév EoTiv olov T ETepov oUTe kaTd THV SUvauiv oUTe KaTS
T& &AAa* &p’ olv oUTw Kai T& THs &peThis uoprax oUk EoTiv TO ETepov olov
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70 ETEpov, oUTE aUTO oUTE 1) SUvapis auToU; fi dfAa 81 611 oUTws Exel,
eirep TG TapadelypaTi ye Eoike;

&AN’ oUTws, En, ExEL, B ZOKPATES.

kai ¢y efrov: oUdév &pa foTiv TGOV THS &peThis popicv &AAo
olov ¢moThun, oUd olov SikatooUvn, oUd’ olov &vdpeia, oUd’ olov
owdpoouvn, oud’ olov 6516Tns.

oUK £¢.

Pépe O1, EPnv €y w, ko1 okeywpeba o1V T1 AUTEOV EoTIV EKOTTOV.
TPATOV pEV TO TO16VSE* 1) SikaiooUvn P&y u& Ti ¢TIV fj oUdEV TTpaY ua;
Epol pév yap Sokel Ti 8¢ oof;

kai époi, ).

Ti oUv; €i Tis EporTo Epé Te kai ot “& TTpwTaydpa Te kai ZwKpaTEs,
eireTOv 81 poi, ToUTo TO TPdYypa & cvopdoaTe &pTl, 1) SikaxooUvn,
a¥To ToUTo Sikondv EoTiv 1) &Bikov;” Eydd pev &Gv aUT®d1 &TTOKpIVAipnV
6T1 Sikalov: oU 8¢ Tiv' &v yidpov Beio; THV aThv Epol 1) EAANY;

THY UV, €.

“oTv &pa To10UTOV 1) S1ikaiooUvn olov Sikauov elvan” dpainy &v Eywye
&TTOKPIVOUEVOS TW1 EPWTOVTL OUKOUV Kai OV;

vadi, Epn.

€1 oUv peT& ToUTO fjuds Epo1To “olkolv kai 6016TNT& TIvé porTe lven;”
$aipev &v, ws Eydipal.

vai, f) & &s.

“oUkoUv paTe kai ToUTo Tpdypd Ti elvan;” ¢paipev &v* ) ol;

kai ToUTo ouvédn.

“méTepov 8¢ ToUTo a¥Td T TPdyud Ppate ToloUTOV TrEPpUKévar olov
&véaoiov elvai fj olov 8o10v;” &yavakThicow’ &v Eywy’, Epnv, T EpwTH-
poTt, Kad giroip’ &v- “eldripel, & &vBpwre: oX oA pevTéy T &AAo dotov
ein, €l pf aUTh ye 1) 6016TNS dolov EoTon.” Ti 8¢ oU; oUy oUTws &v
&Trokpivaio;

TE&VU pév olv, P,

€l oUv peT& ToUTO €iTror Epw TV NHpds: “Trads oUv dAiyov TpdTepov
EAEyeTe; &p’ oUk dpBGds Upddv KaThkouoa; E86EaTE pot pdvat THs &peTiis
népra elvan oUTws ExovTta Tpds EAANAL, s ouk lval TO ETepov auTdV
olov T ETepov” eiTroiy’ &v Eywye &1 “T& ptv &AAa &pBdds fjkouoas,
OT1 8¢ kai &ug oiel eimeiv ToUTo, TTaprikovoas: TTpwTaydpas yap 85e
TaUTa &TrekpivaTo, By 8& fipcdTwv.” €l oUv eiTror “&AnB7 88e Adysl, &
MpwTaydpa; oU ¢1yis oUk elvan 16 ETepov pdpiov ofov 16 ETepov TGOV TS
&peTiis; 0os oUTOS 6 Adyos EoTiv;” Ti &v alTdd &Trokpivaio;

3g0dg E¢pnv c: Epn D
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&vaykn, &pn, O ZOKPATES, SMOAOYEIV.

Ti o0v, & MpwTaydpa, &wokpivoupeba auTdl, TaUTa dSpoAoynoav-
Tes, Eav fuds EmavépnTorr “oUk &pa EoTiv 6016Tns olov Sikaiov
elvon mpdypa, oudt Sikanoouvn olov doiov &AN’ olov pf) daiov: 1y &
6016Tns olov pf Sikanov, &AN’ &Bikov &pa, T 8¢ &vdoiov;” Ti alTdd
&mokpivoupeba; &y pev yap alTds Utrép ye EpauToU ¢painv &v kol
Thv SikaiooUvny dotov elvan kad THY d01d6TnTa Sikaov: kad UTép ol
O¢, €l pe Ewins, TauTa &v TaUTa &Tokpivoipny, 8T “fTol TaUTéY Y’
EoTIv S1kao6TNS 6016TNTL §) 6Tl Spo1dTATOV, KAl PAAICTA TTAVTWV 1| TE
Sikaioouvn olov 6016Tns kai 1) 6016Tns olov SikarooUvn.” &AN’ dpa i
S1axkwAUEls &rrokpiveoBal, 7 kai coi cuvdokel oUTwS.

oU &y pot Sokel, &P, B ZwkpaTes, 0UTws &Aoo elvat, GOoTe ouy-
xwpfioal THv Te Sikatoouvny do1ov elvan kad THv 6016TnTa Sikanov, dAA&
Ti pot Sokel év aTdd1 Si&popov elvar. &AAK Ti ToUTo Siadéper; Epn: el y&p
BoUAel, EoTw MUV kai Sikatoouvn 6o10v Kai 6016TNS dikalov.

un pot, fiv 8’ &y oUdEv y&p Stopar TO “ei PoUAer” ToUTo Kai “ef oot
Sokel” EAéyxeoban, &AN’ Epé Te kai of- TO & “Eué Te Kai 0€” ToUTO Adyw,
oiduevos oUTw TOV Adyov BEATIOT &v EAéyxeaBan, €l Tis TO “ei” &¢péAor
aUTOoU.

&AAX pévTol, f) & &5, Tpootoikév Ti SikatooUvn 6016TNTI® Kai Y&p
6TIoUv 6TwioUv &ufjt Yé Tt TTPOoEoIKEV. TO yap AEUkOV TAd1 péAavi
EoTIv OTrN1 TTPOCEoIKeY, Kail TO OKANPOV TAd1 HoAaK®!1, Kai TEAAa & Sokel
tvavTioTaTa elval dAAAAo1s kai & TOTE Epapev SAANY Suvawv Exew kai
oUk glvon T ETepov olov T ETepov, T& ToU TpoowTrov pdpia, &ufjt yé
TN TTpoctoikey Kai EoTv TO ETepov olov TO ETepov. oTE TOUTW! YE
T TPOTTWL K&V TaUTa EAéyyxois, €l PoUAolo, tws &TTavT& 0TIV SpOIX
&AANAOLS. AN oUyi T& Spoidv T1 ExovTa dpola Sikalov KOAEV, oudt T
&vdpoidv Ti Exovta dvdpola, K&v TTAvy opikpov Exnt TO duolov.

kad &y Bavpdoas elrov TPods aUTé: ) Y&p oUTw oot TO dikatov kai
T0 6010V TPOs EAANAa ExEl, GoTE SuoldV T1 TUIKPOV EXEV AAATAOILS;

ov Tréwv, &pn, oUTws, oU pévTol oUudt al s oU pot dokels oieodai.

&AA& pn, EHnV Eyw, ETreidn) Suoyepdds Bokels pol Exelv Tpods ToUTo,
ToUTO pév Edowpev, TOSe 88 &ANo G Eeyes Emiokeywpeda. &ppoouvny
T1 KOAETS;

Edn.

TOUTWI TA! TPAY BT OU TV ToUvavTiov EaTiv 1) codia;

Eporye dokel, Epm).

331b1 &AA’ &Bikov c: &AAG Sikatov D 331ds dmrnic: & un d, dr un d



MMPQTATOPAZ 35

ToTEPOV Bt STV TP&TTWIIV &vbpeotror dpbdds Te kal dPeAipws, TOTE
owdpoveiv oot dokoUov oUTw TTPATTOVTES, ) ToUvavTiov;

ocwpoveiv, Epn.

oUkoUv ocwdpoouvni cwpovoliaiv,

Avaykn.

oukoUv oi pn OpBdds Tp&TTovTEs ddPpdvws TP&TTOUCIY KAl OV
owPpovoUa1V oUTw TTPATTOVTES;

oUVOOKel pot, Ed.

TouvavTiov &pa €TV TO &Pppdvws TTPATTEIV TR CwHPOVWS;

Epn.

OUKOUV T& pEV &ppdvws TTpaTTépeva ddppoouvnt TTPETTETAL, T Of
owPpOVWSs cwdpoauvnt;

WUOASYEL

oUkoUV &l T1 ioy VUi TpaTTeTAN, IoXUpdSs TpaTTETAL, Kl €l T1 &obeveian,
&ofevdds;

£d0KeEL.

kad €1 T1 peTa TAYOoUS, Taxéws, Kai € T1 peTd PpadutiTos, Ppadéws;

Epn.

kai € T1 81 woaUTws TP&TTETAL, UTO ToU a¥Tol p&TTETAl, Kai €
T1 évavTiws, UTTO ToU évavTiov;

ouvédn.

Pépe 81, fiv &’ &y, EoTIv T1 KOAGY;

OUVEY WPEL.

ToUTwI ECTIV T1 évavTiov ATV TO aioypdv;

oUK EgTIV.

Ti 8¢; EoTv T1 &y aBov;

EoTIV.

ToUTWI1 ECTIV T1 EvavTiov TTATV TO KakoV;

oUK ECTIV.

Ti 8¢; EoTv T1 68U &v pooviiy;

Epn.

TouTw! pt) EoTv T1 évavTiov &AAo AT TO Papy;

oUK Edn.

oUkoUv, fijv 8’ Eyw, &vi EkdoTwt TGV EvavTicv &v pbvov éoTiv EvavTiov
Kai o¥ TToAAS;

OUVWHOASYEL

it 81, fjy & Eyw, &voadoyioopefa T& dupoloynpéva  fuiv.
GpoAoynkauev &v &vi pévov tvavTiov elvan, TAeiw 88 pn;

332a8 &vlpwTrol c: &vBpwor d, oi &vlpwTor d 332ag9 fj ToUvavTiov c: 1j & ToUvavTiov
EmrpatTov D

10

10

15

20
d



10

e

10

333

36 MMAATQNOZ

WUOAOYTIKAEV.

T6 8¢ EvavTiws TpaTTduevov UTd dvavTicov TpdTTecHo;

Epn.

wporoyfkapev 8¢ EvavTics TpaTTeoBon 8 &v &dpdvws TPETTNTX
TO1 CWPPOVWS TPATTOUEVW!;

Edn.

TO 8¢ cwdpoVwS TPATTOUEVOY UTTO ocwdpoouvns TTpdTTechal, TO S¢
&ppdvws UTd &Pppoouvns;

OUVEX WPEL.

oUkoUv eiTrep dvavTics Tp&TTETAL, UTTO EvavTiou Tp&TTOIT &V;

vad.

TPATTETAL 88 TO p&v UTd owpoouvns, TO 8 UTTO &ppoouvns;

vai.

gvavTiws;

TAVY YE.

oUKkoUv UTrd évavTicov dvtwv;

vad.

évavTiov &p’ éoTiv &dppoaUvn cwdhpoouvns;

PpaiveTal.

pépvnoar odv &T1 v Tois Eptrpocfev dpoAdynTan fuiv &pooivn
cogicn vavTiov elvan;

OUVWUOASYEL

gv 8¢ &vi ndvov EvavTiov elvau;

énpi.

T6TEPOV 0OV, & TTpwTaydpa, AUcwuey TOV Adywv; To &v évi pdvov
tvavTiov elvan, A éxeivov &v 1 EAéyeTo ETepov elvan cwppooivns codia,
péplov Ot EkaTepoV &PeTHS, Kai TTPos Td1 ETepov elvan kai dvopola kai
aUTA Kai ai Suvauels auTdv, WoTTEp T& TOU TTPOCWTTOV uépIa; TTOTEPOV
oUv 87 AUcwpev; oUTol y&p oi Adyor &ugpodTepol oU TE&VU HOUCIKES
AfyovTan o¥ yd&p cuvdidouciv oudt cuvappdTTousty &AANAoLS. TS
Y&p &v ouvdiBoiev, eiTep ye &véykn évi pév &v pdvov évavTiov elval,
TAeioow 8¢ pny, T 8¢ ddppoouvn évi SvTi codia évavTia kai cwppoouvn
aU paiveTar ) yép, & MpwTaydpa, Epnv ¢yw, i EAAWS TTws;

wpoAdynoev kai A’ &xdvTws.

oUkoUv &v &v &in 1) cwppoouvn kai 1) codia; T6 B¢ TpdTepov al Epdvn
fiuiv 1) dikanooUvn kai 1) 6016 TNs oxedOV T TadTOV dv. i 81, fijv &’ Eyw,
& MpwTaydpa, ph &rokdpwpey EAAE kai T& Aot Siaokeywpeda. &p&
Tis co1 Sokel &dikddV &vBpwros cwpoveiv, dTi &BIKET;

332¢12 péuvnoal c; uépvnua D
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aioyuvoiuny &v Eywy’, Epn, & ZokpaTes, TOUTO SpoAOYEiY, Erel TTOA-
Aol y¢ pacv TéV &vBpdTraov.

ToTEPOV OUV Trpds Ekeivous TdV Adyov Troifcopan, Epny, i Tpds of;

el PoUAel, Epn, TPOS ToUTOV TTPDTOV TOV Adyov SiaAéxdnTi TOV TGOV
TOAAGV.

&AN’ oUdév por Sradépel, E&v pévov oU ye &mokpivni, €T odv Sokel
ool TaUTa €iTe pufy* TOV yap Adyov Eywye ndhioTa E§eTdlw, oupPaivel
pévTol iows kai Epg TOV EprTOVTA Kai TOV &Trokpivopevov E§eTdleoba.

T6 pEv olv TpOTOV EKaAAwTIZeTO HWIV 6 TTpwTaydpas—Tdv ydp
Adyov fimiaTo Suoyepfi elvan—EmeaiTa pévtol ouveypnosy &Trokpi-
veaBau.

61 87, Epnv Eyw, €€ &pxTis wo1 &rrokpival. SokoUoi Tivés 001 Cwpoveiv
&d1KOUVTES;

EoTw, EPN.

T6 8¢ cwdpoVEIV Aéyels €U GpOVEIV;

Epn.

T6 8’ U ppoveiv U BouleveoBal, 8T1 &SikoUov;

EoTw, EPn.

ToOTEPOV, iV &’ By, €l €0 Tp&TTOUCIYV &S1KOUVTES 1) £l KAKEDS;

€l €0.

Adyeis oov &yafd &TTa elvan;

Aéyow.

&p’ olv, fjv & &yw, TaUT foTiv &yabd & EoTiv ddfAipa Tols
&vBpooTrois;

kai vai p& Af’, Epn, k&v pf Tois &vBpddotrols ddEAIpa fit, Eywye KaA®D
&yaba.

kai por édoker 6 TlpwTaydpas f)dn TeTpayuvlar Te kai &ywwvidv kai
TapaTeTayfon TPds TO &mokpiveadar: Emweaidny odv Edpwv aUToOV 0UTwWS
gxovTa, eUAaBoupevos fipépa Hpdunv. TéTepov, fiv & Eyw, Aéyels, @
TpwTaydpa, & undevi &vBpoowy ddpéAipd EaTv, fj & pndt TO TapdTav
OPEAIpa; Kol T TolaUTa oU &yoBd KOAETS;

oUBapcds, Edn* GAN’ Eywye TTOAAK ol8’ & &dvBpcoTrols pév &vwdeAt) EoTi,
kai orTia kai ToTd kai p&ppaka kai EAAa pupia, T 8¢ ye dpiApa T& B¢
&vBpwTrols pev oUdéTepa, ITrrors 8€- T& 8& Bouaoiv udvov, T& 8¢ kai kuaiv:
T& 8¢ ye TOUTwV pev oUBevi, SEvdpois 8¢ T& 8& ToU Sévdpou Tais pev pigais
&yabd&, Tais 8¢ PA&oTals TTOVNnpd, olov kai ) KOTTpos TTAVTWY TGV GuTEV
Tais pev pidaus &yabov rapaBaAriopévn, €i &’ E6éAois i Tous TTTOpBous
Kai Tous véous kKAGvas ETIPAAA&Y, TTavTa &TTOAAUGIV: ETrel kai TO EAaiov

334a4 ofd” & c: D olda 334a6 kal kuoiv c: kuoiv D
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TOis pév PpuTois &aciv EaTiv éykokov kai Tais 8p1§iv ToAepcoTaTov
Tais TV EAAwV {wiwv AN Tals ToU &vBpdrov, Tais ¢ ToU &vBpcdrrou
&pwyov Kai T EAAWI TOPATL oUTw 8¢ TroikiAov Ti éoTv T &y afdv kad
TavTodaTtdy, doTe kal vTalfa Tois uiv E§wdev ToU ohpaTos &yabdv
toTv TAd &vBpwTroeol, Tols & &vTos TaUTOV TOoUTO KAKIOTOV: Kai di&x
ToUTo oi iaTpoi TavTes &mmayopeUouaiv Tois &ofevoUov pny xpfiofon
EAaiwor AN’ A 8T1 ouikpoT&Tw! Ev ToUTOIS ofs péAAel Edeafai, doov pbvov
THv Suoxépeiav kaTaoPéoar THv émi Tals aiobroeon Tads Sik TéOV prvédov
Y1yvopévnv év Tois o1Tiols Te kai dyors.

eiTTéVTOS OUV TaUTa aToU of TrapdvTes dveBopuPnoav s €0 Aéyor,
kai £y elrov- & MpwTaydpa, £y Ty Xdvew ETIAHouwY Tis GV &vBpe-
Tros, Kai &&v Tis pot poxpd Aéyni, EmAavB&vopar Tepi oU &v fji & Adyos.
WoTep oV €l ETUyyavov Utrdkweos dv, dlov &v ypfval, eiTep EueA-
Aés por draAé€eoBa, peiCov PpBEyyeoBan fj pods Tous &AAous, oUTw Kai
viv, £me1dn EmAfopovt EvETUYES, cUVTEMVE pot Tas &Trokpioels kai Ppa-
XVTépas Troiel, €i péAAw oot Emrecanl.

TGS oUv keAeUels pe Bpayéa &mokpivesbBal; fi BpayuTep& ool, En,
&mrokpivewpan 1) O€l;

undapdds, fiv 8’ Ey .

&AN’ doax Bei; EPm).

vai, fiv 8’ &yc.

TOTEpX 0OV dox Epoi Sokel Seiv &rrokpiveadail, ToocalTd oot &mrokpi-
voual, fj doa ooi;

&xfikoa youv, fiv 8’ &y, 6T1 oU olds T’ el kai aiTds kad &AAov 818&Ean
Trepl TGOV a¥UTAOV Kai pakpd Aéyew, v BouAni, oUTws WaTe TOV Adyov
pndémoTe EmMAITEIY, kai a¥ Ppayéa oUTws OoTe undéva ool év Ppa-
XUTépois eiTeiv: €1 oUv péAAels Epoi SraAéSeoBan, TAd1 ETépor X P& TPOTTWL
PSS pE, T PpaxvAoyial.

@ ZwKpaTes, &pn, Eyw ToANois fidn eis &ydva Adywv &pikdpnv
&vBpcotrois, kai €1 ToUTo émoiouv 6 oU KeAeUels, s & AVTIAEYwV EkéAeuty
pe SraAéyecBal, oUTw SieAeyounv, oUBevods &v PeATiwv Epavounv oUs’
av éytveTto lMpwTaydpov dvopa év Tois "EAANGIV.

kai Eyw—Eyvwv yap 611 olk fijpeosy a¥Tos aUTddl Tals &TTokpio-
eow Tais Eumpoofev, kai &T1 oUk EBeAficor Ekdov elvan &mrokpivduevos
SiaAéyecfai—fynodpevos oukéTt Eudv Epyov elvan Tapeivan v Tais
ouvouaiais, &AA& Tot, Epnv, @ TTpwTaydpa, oud’ Eyw ATTapdds Exw
Tap& T& ool SokoUvTa TNV cuvouaiav fuiv yiyveoBai, AN’ Eraidav ou
BoUAnt SiaAéyeabon s &y Suvapon Emrecbai, TOTE ool diaAéSoual. oU

334¢e2—3 &mokpivwpan c: &okpivopar D
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HEV yd&p, ws AéyeTar Tepi ooU, ¢nis ¢ kai aUTds, kail év pakpoAoyicn
Kai év PpayvAoyic olés T° el cuvousias Troisicbon—ocodds yop el— Eyo
8¢ T& poxpd TaUTa &SUvatos, el Boudduny &v olds T° elvan. dAAK ot
Expfv fuiv ouyxwpeiv Tov &udpdTepa duvduevov, iva 1) cuvousia éylyve-
To* vUv 8¢ Etre1d1) oUk E0éAers kai #poi Tis &oyoAia oTiv kai oUk &v olds
T’ ¢inv ool Tapapeivon &TToTEIVOVTI pakpous Adyous—EéABeiv y&p Troi pe
SeT—elur- &mrel kad TaUT &V Iows 0¥k dnd&s cou fikovov.

Kai Gpa TaUT elITTdov AVICTAUNY s &0V Kai pov &vioTapévou ETi-
AappaveTan 6 KaAAias Tijs xe1pods T 8e§1du, TMH1 8’ &proTepdn &vTeAdPeTo
ToU TpiPwvos TouToud, kai elmev: olk &dricopév oe, & ZdokpaTes: E&v
Y&p oU EEEABN1S, oUy Suoiws fiv EcovTal oif SidAoyor. Séopal olv cou
Tapapeivar HUiv: @s ¢y oUd’ &v évods fidiov dkovcanpt fi ool Te kai
TTpwTaydpou SioAeyopévwv. AAK X&ploal fUiv TaoW.

kai Eyc elrov—1idn 8¢ &veloTAKN &5 E§1ov—a& Trai ‘Irmovikou, &el
pev Eywyt cou THv prhocodiav &yapal, &Tap kai VIV ETTauvéd kai $1AG,
woTe BovAoiunv &v yapileobBai ool, € pov SuvaTta déoro viv & EoTiv
WO TrEP Gv el 8€o10 pov Kpiowvi Téd1 ‘lpepair dpopel dxpdlovT Emeoda,
) TGOV SoA1Xodpduwv Twi 1) TOV fuepodpdpwy Sradeiv Te kai Emreada,
eiroipt &v ool 8Tt TTOAU ol pdAAov Ey o épauTtol Séopan Béouov TouTols
&koAoubeiv, GAN’ oU yap duvapat, &AM’ €] T1 8€n1 Bedoaoban év TG TN
pé Te kai Kpiowva 8éovTas, ToUTou &éou ouykabeivar: &y pév yap ol
Suvapan Tay v B¢iv, oUTos 8t SuvaTon Ppadéws. i odv EmBupels éuol kal
TTpwTaydpou &xkovew, ToUuTou Séou, WaTTEP TO TTPAOTOV pol &TTEKPIVATO
S1x Bpayfwv Te kai AUTA T EPWTWHEVY, OUTW Kai vUv &TrokpivecBon- €
8¢ u1, Tis & TpdTOS EoTOn TAOV oAby wv; Xwpis yap Eywy’ dipnv elvan
7O ouveivai Te &AANAo1s SiaAeyopévous kal TO dnpunyopsiv.

&AN'—bpdus; —Ed1n, O ZwokpaTes, Sikara Sokel Aéyew TTpwTaydpas
&160v T Te Eeivon SioAéyeaBan dTrws PoUAeTal, kai oU dTTws &v
¥ oU BoUAnt.

UtroAaBoov olv & ‘AAkiIPiddns, oU koAds Aéyeis, Epn, & KoAAiar
2wKp&TNS wEv yap 68 Spoloyel pn udeTeivai ol pakpoAoyias kai
Tapaywpel TpwTaydpal, ToU 8¢ SiaAéyecBar olds T° elvon kad Eri-
oTacbar Adyov Te SoUvan kai Sé§aaban Bavpdgoiw’ av & Tor &vBpdTTrov
Tapayxwpel. € piv odv kai TMpwTaydpas SpoAoysi ¢PpauAdTEPOS
elvon ZwkpdTous SiaexBijvan, E§apkel ZwkpdTer €i 8¢ &vTiToiEiTal,
d1aAeyéofw EpwTOV Te kai &TrokpIVOUEVos, pn €’ Ek&aTN EpwTNOEL
HaKpOV Adyov &TToTEIVeV, EKKpoUwV Tous Adyous kai oUk 8éAwv 8186vat
Adyov, AN’ &ropnkUvwv Ews &v EmA&BwvTal Tepi dTou TO EpcoTnua fiv

336bsg kal oV d: kal coi d

336

(S,]



337

338

40 MMAATQNOZ

oi TToAAol TEV &koudvTwv: ETrel ZwKPATN YE &y Eyyudual pf ETAn-
oecBai, oUy &T1 Tailel kai ¢now EmAfouwy elvar. éuol pév obv Sokel
EmieIkéoTEPA ZWKPATNS AéyEIV: XpT) Yap EKaoToV TNV auToU yvunv
&mrogaivesHai.

peTd 8¢ TOV 'AAkiPi&8nv, cos Eydipan, Kpitias fiv 6 simov: &
MMpdBdike kai ‘Imia, KoAAias pév Sokel por pdAa Tpds TMpwTaydpou
elvan, AAiBiddns &t &ei prAdvikds EoTi Trpds & &v Spufiont: fjuds B¢
oudtv del oupdrAovikelv oUTe ZwkpdTel oUTe [MpwTaydpal, GAAX koW1
&udoTépwv Seigdar pfy peTau diaAloon THv ocuvouaiav.

elrévTos &8 aUToU TaUTa, 6 TTpdSikos, KaAds pot, Epn, Sokels Aéyew,
@ Kpitiar xpfy y&p ToUs év To10io8e Adyols Tapary1yvouévous Kovous
uev elvan &udoiv Toiv diaheyouévorv dkpoaTds, ioous 8¢ un—EoTv yap
oU TaUTOV KO pév yap dkoUoan el &udpoTépwv, ut icov 8t veipat
EkaTépwi, AAAK TO! ptv codpwTépwl TAéov, TEI &t &pabeoTépwr EAT-
Tov. &y pév kai auTds, @ TMpwTaydpa Te kai ZokpaTtes, &E16d Unds
ovyXwpEv kai dAAHAoLS Trepl TV Adywv dupioPnTeiv pév, épilev d¢
un—apdroPnTolon pév yap kai 81’ evoiav oi pior Tois piois, Epilouaiv
5t oi di&dpopoi Te kai ExBpoi dAAAAoIS—Kal oUTwSs &v KoAAIGTN fHKIV 1
ouvouoia yiyvolrto: Upels Te y&p ol AéyovTes p&AloT &v oUTwS &v fuiv
TOis &koUouo1V eUSOKINOITE Kal oUK ETTanvoiofe—eUSokipeiv pev yop EoTiv
Tap& Tais Wuyais TOV dkoudvTwv &veu &TaTns, ETaiveiocBon 8¢ v Adywi
ToAA&KIs Trapd 86§av yeuBopévwv— fuels T' aU oi &kouovTes udAIoT &v
oUTws eudpparvoipeda, oby fHSoipeda—eudppaiveadar pév y&p EsTiv pav-
BavovTd T kai ppoviiTews peTaAapPavovTa auTh TH1 diavoial, f1SecBan
5t éofiovTd T1 ) GANO iU TEoXOVTa QUT®D! TG GOUATL.

TaUTa ouv eimdvtos ToU TTpoSikou TToAAol Tévu TGOV TTapdVTwWY
&medé€avTor peTd 8¢ TOV TTpddikov Imrrias & codds elmev, & &vdpss,
Edmn, oi TapdvTES, fyoUpan &y UPASs oUYyYevels Te kai oikeious kail TroAi-
Tas &ravTas elvai—¢puoel, oU vépwi TO y&p dpolov T dpoiwt dpUcel
ovyyevés éoTiv, 6 Bt vopos, TUpavvos v TV &vBpidTwy, TTOAAX TTapd
THY pUov Pi&leTon—fpds oUv aioXpdv THY PEV UV TV TPy P&TWV
eidévai, copwTaTOoUs 8t SvTas TGV ‘EAAMvwv, kai kaT’ aTd ToUTo Vv
ouveAnAuBdTas Tiis Te ‘EAA&GDOs €is aTd TO TrpuTavEiov Ths codias
kai aUTs THis TOAews eis TOV péyioTov kai SABidTaTov ofkov TéVSE,
und&v TouTou ToU &§iopaTos &Sov &modrivachar, AN doTrep TOUS
pavAoTaTous TV &vlpcmwv Siapépeadar dAAHAoIS. Eydd pév olv Kai
Stopai kai cupPoulelw, @ MpwTaydpa Te kai ZokpaTes, cupPiival Upds
GaTrep UTTS d1a1Tn TV Huddv oupPiPaldvtev s 1o péoov, kai pufTe ot
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TO &xp1Pts ToUTo €l8os TAOV SraAdywv InTelv TO kaTd Ppaxy Alav, i
un HdU MpwTaydpar, AN’ édsivan kai YaAdoon Tas fivias Tois Adyois,
iva yeyohompemréoTepol Kai eUoynUovésTEPOL VNIV paiveovTal, pAT av
MMpwTaydpav TévTa kdAwY EkTeivavTa, oUpicn édpévTa, PeUyelv eis TO
TéAayos TV Adywv &mokpUuyovta Yy, &AA& péoov Ti &pdoTépous
Tepelv. Qs oUv TroifoeTe, Kai Teifecé por paPSolyov kai émoTdTnV
kol mpUTaviv éAéoBon &5 Uuiv ¢uA&Eel TO péTprov pfikos TGOV Adywv
ékaTépou.

TaUTa fipece Tois TTapoUot, kai TTavTes Emnivesav, kai éué Te & KaAAias
oUk &pn &Pnoew kai EAéoBon EdéovTo EmioTATNV. elTTOV oUv £y &T1
aioypov €in PpaPeutnv EAéoBon TV Adywv. €iTe Yap Xeipwv EoTan
fuedv 6 aipedeis, ok dpBds &v Exor TOV Xeipw TOV PeATIOVWY ETTio-
TaTely, eiTe Spolos, oUd’ oUTws dpfdds & y&p Spolos fuiv dporax Kai
TrOI1\O€L, DOTE EK TEPITTOU fpfioeTal. GAA& &7) PeATiova fjuddv aiprio-
eofe. TH1 pev &AnBeicn, ds Eydipan, &8UvaTov Upiv doTe MpwTaydpov
ToUBe copTepdY Tiva éAéaBar el O aiprfoecfe pév undév PeATio,
pnoeTe B¢, aioypov kad ToUTO TA1SE yiyveTan, oTep pavAwt &vBpdTrw!
EmoTaTNV aipeicban, émel 176 Yy’ éuov oUBEv por Siadpéper. AN oUTwoi
£0éAw Torfican, v’ 8 Tpobupeiche cuvoucia Te kai didkAoyor fuiv yiyv-
wvTal € ut) PovAetan MpwTaydpas &mokpiveodal, oUTos pev EpwT&Tw®,
gy 8¢ &mokpivoUpal, kai &Gua Trelpdoopal aUuTdl Seifar s Eyw dnut
xpfivon TV &rokpivéuevov &rrokpiveodar: ereidav 8¢ ¢y &mrokpiveual
61édo” &v oUTos PoUuAnTan EpwTav, &AW oUTOS Epoi Adyov UTrooXETw
Spoiws. E&v odv ufy Sokijt pdbupos elvar Tpods aUTd TO EPWTWUEVOV
&mokpiveoBail, kai ¢y kai Uuels ko denodpeda auToU &Tep Upels
gpoU, pn Sragbeipelv THv cuvouoiav: kai oUdtv 81 TouTou Eveka Eva
EmoTATNY Yevéobar, GAAK TTAVTES KOl ETICTATNOETE. €30KEI ATV
oUTw TroInTéoV giva.

kai 6 TlpwTaydpas vy pév ouk fifeAev, Spws &8¢ Avaykaodn
dpoloyfical EpwTAoE, Kail ETeddv ikavds EpwTnHonl, TEAY dwoev
Adyov KaTd ouikpov &TrokpIvouevos. fip§aTto olv EpwTav oUTwai Tws:
fiyoUpat, Epn, 6 ZkpaTes, ycd &vdpi Tandeias uéy1oTov uépos elvan mepi
réov Sewodv elvan EoTv 88 ToUTo T& UTTd TGV TToINTAOV Aeydpeva oidv
T efvan cuvitvan & Te SpBdds TreroinTan kai & pf, kai EmicTaoHan SieAeiv
Te Kai épwTdpevov Adyov dolvar. kal 81 kai viv EoTal TO épRTNUX
Tepi ToU a¥ToU pév Trepi oUmep Eycd Te Kai oU viv SiaAeydpeba, mepi
&peETTS, METEVNVEYMEVOY &’ €is Troinoiv: ToooUTov podvov Sioicel. Aéyel
Y&p Trov Z1pwvidng wpos Zxdtav Tov KpéovTtos Uov ToU OeTToAolU dT1
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&vdp’ &yabov pev dAabéws yevéoan
XOAETOV, XEPTiV TE Kal Toai kai véwi
TETPAY WVOV, QVEV YOYOU TETUYHEVOV.
ToUTOo £TricTacan 16 &iopa, f av oot di1eéAbw;

Kai &y elrov &1 0Udty Bel* ErioTapai Te yd&p, kai révu por Tuy x&vet
MEUEANKOS TOU &ioHATOS.

eV, Edn, Adyeis. TOTEPOV oUV KaAdds oot Sokel Tretroifiofon kai dpBdds,
f oU;

Tavy, PNy £y, KaAAGS Te kai dpBdds.

Sokel 8¢ ool kaAds Temolfiobal, el évavTia Aéyer alTds aUTddL 6
TOINTNS;

oU KaAGds, fiv &’ Eyw.

opa 81, Edpn, PEATIOV.

&AN’, Qyabé, Eokeppon ikavdds.

oloba olv, Epn, 8T1 Tpo16VTOS TOU dnioparTos Aéyer TTou

oUd¢ poir Epperéws TO TThitTdkelov
VépeTal, kaiTol codpoU Tapd GpwTOS €i-
pnuévov: XoAemov ¢&T’ EoBAOV Eppeva.
Evvoeis 8T1 6 alTds oUTos Kai TASe Adyel kdkeiva T& Eurpoodev;

olda, fiv 8’ &yc.

Sokel odv ool, &P, TaUTa Ekeivols SpoAoyeioha;

paiveTan Eporye —kai Gua pévtol époPouunv un T Aéyor—a&Tép, Ednv
¢yw, ool oU paiveTal;

TS Y&p &v paivorTo SpoAOYElV aUTos EaUTdl 6 TAUTA APPOTEPX
Ay v, 85 ye TO pev Tp&TOV aUTods UtréBeTo X odetrodv elvan &vdpa &y afdv
yevéoBan dAabeiar, dAiyov 8¢ ToU ToimuaTos eis TO Trpdodev TpoeAdcov
gmeA&BeTo, kai TTiTTOKOV TOV TAUTA AéyovTa €auTddl, OTL “YXOAETTOV
EoBAOV Eppevan,” ToUTov péudeTal Te kai oU pnow &modéxeoban auTol
T& aUTA EQUT®dL AéyovTos; KaiTol OTTOTE TOV TAUTA AéyovTa aUTddl
pépdeTar, dfAov 6T kai EauTov péudeTal, oTe f)Tol TO TPOTEPOV f
UaTepov oUk Opfdds Aéyei.

eiTrov oUv TaUTa ToAAois 86puPov Tapéoyev kai Emwawov TGOV
&koubvTwV: Kai £y TO pév TrpdTOV, MoTepel UTTd &yaboU TrikTou
TANYEls, éoxoTwlnv Te kai eiMryyiaoa eiTTévTos aiTol TaUTa kai TGOV
&NV EmifopuPnodvTwv: ETeITa—dds ye Tpods ot eipfiofon TdAN61, iva
Hol Xpovos éyytvnTon THi okéyer Ti Aéyor 6 ToInTHS—TpETTOopaL TTPOS
TV TTpddikov, kai koAéoas alTdv, & [Mpddike, Ednv &y, ods pévTol

339b1 &vdp’ c: &vdpa D 339b2 xepaoiv c: xepoi D 339b7 olv c: o0 d, o0 d
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Z1pvidns moAiTns: Sikauos €l Ponbeiv Téd1 &vdpi. Sokd oUv por &y
TapakaAeiv of: wotep Epn ‘Opnpos ToOV Zk&pav8pov TTOAIOPKOUPEVOV
UTO ToU ‘AX1AAEWS TOV Z1pdEVTa TTAPAKAAETY, elTTéVTa

$iAe kaoiyvnTe, obévos &vépos &uddTepoi Tep

oX DU,
&Tap kai &y of TTapakaA®, pf HUiv 6 TTpwTaydpas TOV Zipwvidnv
Ektrépont. kai y&p oUv kai Seitan 16 Utrép Zipwvidou éravdpbuwpa TS
ofis pouoikiis, it TS Te PoUAechon kai EmBupeiv Siaipels dos oU TaUToOV
8v, kai & vuvd elTres TOAAG Te Kai KaAd. kaid VOV okdTTEL €] 001 cUVBOoKET
OTrep Epoi. oU yap ¢aiveTon EvavTia Adyev adTos aUTdd1 Z1pwvidns. ou
Yép, & TTpddike, Tpoatdenval THY TV yvouny: TauTév ool Sokel elvan
T6 yevéobou kai 16 elvan, ) &ANo;

&A\Ao vny Af’, Edn 6 TTpddikos.

oUKoUv, Epnv ¢y, v pév Tois TP TOIs AUTOS 6 21pwVidns THV éauToU
yvounv &mepfivaro, 6Tt &vdpa &yabov &AnBeian yevéaban yaAetrov ein;

AANBR Aéyers, Epn O TTpodikos.

TOV 8¢ ye TiTTakéy, fiv &’ &y, péupeTar, oy cos oieton IMpwTaydpas,
TAUTOV EquT®d1 Aé¢yovTa, &AN" &ANo. oU yap ToUTo & TTiTTakds EAeyev
TO “XaAeTrov yevéahan EgBAOV”’, dooTrep & Z1pwvidng, GAAK TO “Eppevon”:
EoTv 8¢ o¥ TaUTov, & TTpwTaydpa, s dnow TMpddikos &8¢, TO elvon kai
T6 yevéoBau. ei 8¢ utfy) TO aUTd EoTiv T6 elvan TAdI yevéobal, ok EvavTia
Aéyer & 21pwvidns alTos aUuTdl. Kai iocws &v ¢ain TTpddikos 8de kai
&A\Ao1 TToAAoi kaf’ ‘HoioBov yevéoBon ptv &yabdv xohemdv elvon—Tis
Y&p &peThis Eputrpoobev Tous Beous idpdTa Beivon—dTav &€ Tis aUTHs €is
axpov iknTal, PNidinv SfTeITa TEAEIY, XOAETTV TrEp EoUcav, ékTHiobal.

6 pev odv MpdSikos dkovoas TaUTa rfvecty pe- 6 8¢ MpwTaydpas,
16 Emavopbwpd oot, Epn, & ZwkpaTes, pEifov &pdpTnua Exer f &
¢ravopbors.

kad &y elTrov: kakdv &pa pot eipyaoTal, ¢ Eoikev, @ TMpwTaydpa,
kad €ipi Tis yeAoios iaTpds: icopevos peifov TO véonua Toid.

&AM oUTwS EXEL, EPN.

TS 87; fiv & Eyco.

TOAAT &v, Edn, &uabia €in ToU oinToU, €i oUTw $aUAdv Ti dnowv
elvon THv &peThv EkTRioBan, & EoTIv T&VTWV YoAETOTATOV, 6§ &TTACV
Sokel avbpwTois.

kai &y elrov: vi) Tov Ala, eis ka1poV ye TapaTETUXNKEY HUiV &v TOTS
Aoyots TMpdBikos 68e. kivduvetel ydap Tol, & MMpwTaydpa, 1) Mpodikou
oodia Beia Tis elvon WA, fiTor &md Zipwvidou &pSapévn, f kai

340d4 tTiiofal c: kTHioban D
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811 TaAaioTépa. oU & &AAwV TTOAAGV EpTrelpos GV TauTns &TTEIPOS
elvon dpaivnt, oly doTrep Eyod Epreipos 81k Td padnThs elvan TTpodikou
TouToul* Kai viv por dokels oU pavBavelv 6T1 kai TO YoAemwov ToUTo
fows oUy 0UTws Z1pwvidns UeAduPavey oTtep oU UTToAapPBavers, AN’
woTep Tepl ToU Sewol TTpdSikds pe oUtooi voubeTel ékdoToTe, STav
ETrouvéov gy fj o fij BAAov Tiva Aéyw 8T TpwTaydpas codpds kai Sevds
EoTv &vp, EpwTdn £l oUk aioyuvopar T&yobd Selvd kaAdv. “Td Y&p
Sewdv,” pnoiv, “kakdv EoTiv: oUdeis yoUv Aéyel ékdoToTe Selvol TTAOU-
Tou oUSE Sewvijs eipfivns oUdt dewviis Uyieias, GAAG Seviis véoou kai Setvou
ToAépou kad Sewdjs Trevias, dxs ToU Seivol kakoU &vTos.” iows obv kai T
XoAeTrOV av of Kelor kai 6 Z1pwvidng 1) kakdv UroAappdavouct §j &AAo T1
6 oU oV pavlBaveis: épcopeba odv Mpddikov—=3ikaiov y&p THv Zipwvidou
PwVfV ToUTOV EpwTaVv—Ti EAeyev, & TTpdBike, TO XaAeTTOV Z1uwvidng;

KOKOV, E¢n.

S1&x TaUT &pa kai pépgeTal, fiv & Eyw, & TTpddike, TOV ThiTTakdy
AfyovTta “YoAeTTov EcOAOV Eppevar,” doTrep &v €l flkouev atToU AéyovTos
811 “EoTiv kakov EgOAOV Eupevar.”

&AAX Ti oiel, Epn, Aéyew, & ZwkpaTes, Z1pwvidny &AAo f ToUTo, Kai
dverdigev T&d1 ThitTokd! 6T1 T& dvdpaTa oUk frioTaTo Spbdds dranpeiv
&te NéaPios av kai &v dwviji PapPapwt TeBpappévos;

&xoveis &1, Epnv Eyw, & TMpwTaydpa, Mpodikou ToUde. Exels T1 TTPOS
TaUTa Aéye;

kai & TTpwTaydpas, ToAAoU ye B¢i, Epn, oUTws Exew, & MpdBike: &AM’
gy €0 old’ 6T kal Z1pewvidns TO YoAeTov EAeyev dTrep fiueis oi &AAot,
oU TO kakdv, AN & &v pf) pudiov At AN Si1& TTOAAGY TPy P&TWV
yiyvnTau,

&AA& kad &y olpal, Edny, & TMpwTaydpa, ToUTo Adyev Ziuwvidny,
kai TTpddikdv ye TOVOe €idévar, &AA& Trailewv kai ocoU Sokeiv
&motreipdofan i olds T° ot T cauToU Adywi Ponbeiv. étrel OT1 ye
21pwvidng o¥ Aéyel TO YoAeTrov kakdv, péya Tekunpidv éoTiv edbus T
META TOUTO Pivar Aéyerl yap Tt

Beds &v udvos ToUT’ Ex01 Yépas,
oU dfTTou ToUTO Yye Aéywv, “kakdv éoBAOV Eupevon,” efta TOV Oedv
$now podvov ToUTo &v Exewv Kal T Bedd ToUTo Yépas &mrévelpe pov-
w1' dkdAaoTov yap &v Tiva Aéyor 2ipwvidny 6 Mpddikos kai oUSapdds
Keiov. &AN" & pot Sokel diavosioBal Zipwvidns év TouTwl Td1 ICHaTL,
E0fAw ool eiTreiv, i PoUAel AaPeiv pou Treipav &Trws Exw, & oU Aéyels
ToUTO, Trepi ETddv- £&v &€ PoUAnt, ool dkoucopal.

2
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6 ptv olv MpwTaydpas &xoloas pou TaUTa AéyovTos, &i oU PoUAel,
o1, & ZakpaTes: 6 8¢ [Mpddikds Te kai & ‘Irmias EkeAevéTny Trévv, kad of
&AAol.

¢y Toivuy, fiv & Eyw, & yé por Sokel Trepi ToU &iopaTos ToUTov,
Telpdoopan Upiv Si1eeAbeiv. dprhocodia ydp EoTiv TToAaioTaTn TE Kol
TAeioTn TGOV ‘EAAAvov &v KpTm T¢ kai év Aokedaipovi, kai codprioTai
TAgioTOl Y1is kel glow &AM E€apvolvTan kai axnuaTifovton &uadeis
elvai, va pfy kaTddnAot dow 11 codiar TGOV ‘EAAAvwy Trepicio, dorep
oUs lMpwTaydpas EAeye Tous coPpioTds, GAAX Sokda1v T payeodon kai
&vdpeian repieivan, fjyoUpevol, i yvwobeiev i mepieio, évTas ToUTo
&oknoew, THV codiav. viv 8¢ &mokpuywduevol ékeivo EEnTTaTAKACIY
ToUs &v Tais TOAeo1 AokwvifovTas, kai ol p&v AOT& Te KAT&YvuvTal
HIJOUPEVOL aUTOUS, Kai inavTas TeEPIEIMITTOVTAL Kai GIACYVUUVACTOUCTV
kai Ppaxeias dvaPoAds ¢opolotv, s &) TOUTOls KPATOUVTAS TGOV
‘EAAMveov Tous Aakedaipovious: oi 8¢ Aakedaipdviol, ETeiddv BoUuAwvTal
&védnv Tois Tap’ aUTols ouyyevéchalr copioTais kai f1dn &xBwvTan
A&Bpar ouyyryvépevol, SevnAacias TroloUpevor TV Teé AaKwVILOV-
Twv ToUTwv Kai &&v Tis &AAos Efvos v Eémdnunoni, ouyyiyvov-
Tal Tois copioTals AavBavovTes Tous §évous, kai auTol oUdéva Edotv
T&V véwv eis Tas dAAas TToAels §1tvan, doep oUdE KpfiTes, ivar ufy &ro-
uavfdvwoiv & altoi Siddokouov. eioiv 8¢ év TaUTaus Tais TTOAEGIV oU
povov &vdpes €T TTadeUoEl péya ppovolvTes, AN KAl yUVAIKeS. YVOiTE
& &v & ty® TaUTta &ANnOR Aédyw kai Aakedaipdviol mwpods ¢piAoco-
Ppiav kai Adyous &pioTa meTaideuvTal, e €l ydp 0éAer Tis Aakedan-
poviwv Tl pavAoTdTw! ouyysvéohal, T& pév TOAAX &v Tois Adyois
gUpnoel a¥TOV daUASY Tiva paivdpevov, EelTa, dTTOU &v TUXNL TV
Aeyopévewv, EvéPalev pripa &§lov Adyou PBpaxV kai ouvesTpaupévov
woTmep dewods AkovTIoTns, woTe ¢aiveoBor TOV Tpoodialeydpevov
Tandds pndev PeATicd. ToUTO oUv aUTd ki TV viv eioiv ol kaTa-
VEVOTIKO'1 Kai TGOV TTaAQL, 6T1 TO AAKWVICEIY TTOAU p&AASY EGTIV prAoco-
¢Eiv ) PprAoyvpvaoTely, €i86Tes &T1 TolaUTa oldv T’ elvanl pripaTa
POty yeoban TeAéws TreTTanSevpévou EoTiv &vBpcotrou. ToUuTwv fiv kad
OaAfls 6 MiAfolos kai ThTTakos 6 MuTiAnvaios kai Bias 6 TTpinveus
kai 20Awv 6 TpéTepos kai KAedPouAos & Aivdios kai Muowv 6 Xnveus,
kai EBSopos &v TouTols EAéyeTo AokeSaipévios Xidwv. oUTtor TévTes
{nAwTai kai EpacTai kai pabnTai foav ThHs Aakedaipovicv Taideias,
kai katapdfor &v Tis TGOV THY codiav ToixUTnv ovoav, prinaTa
Bpaxéa &§ropuvnuédveuTta ék&oTwi eipnpévar oUTol Kai Kol cuveABSVTES

342bsg &1 wepieiowv c: drmrep elolv d, oltrep eloiv d, o1 Tepiaiov d
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&mwapynv This codpias &vébeoav Td1 ATTOAANwVI gis TOV vedv ToOv Ev
AeAois, ypdyavTes TaUTa & 1 TavTes Upvouotv, “yvidd cauTov” kai
“undev &yav.” ToU &7 Eveka TaUTa Aéyw; 8T1 oUTos & TpdTros fiv TéV
TaAa®dV Tis prAocodias, Ppayvloyia Tis Aokwvikn: kai 81 kai ToU
ThtTakoU i8icn TepiedépeTo ToUTO TO PRina Eykwpiagduevov UTTO TEOV
cop@dV, TO “YaAemdv EoOAOYV Eppevar” & odv Zipwvidns, &Te PASTI-
pos v &l codiat, Eyvw &1 £l kaBéAor ToUTo TO pRina doTrep eUdoki-
poUvTa &OANTNHV kai TrepryévorTo aUToU, auTds eUSokipnioel &v Tois TOTE
&vBpwrots. eis ToUTO 00V TO pfina kai ToUTOU EveKa TOUT! ETTIBOVAEUWY
koAoUoat auTd &trav 16 &iopa TeTToinkev, ¢S pot paiveTan.

¢miokeywpeba 51 aUTO Ko &ravTes, €1 &pa éyw AANOT Aéyw. eUBUs
Y&p TO TrpddTOV TOU &iopaTos pavikov &v pavein, el BouAdpevos Aéyev
o0T1 &v8pa &yabBov yevéchal xaAerov, EmearTa EvEPale TO “pév”’—ToUTO
Ya&p oUdt Tpds Eva Adyov daiveTan EuPePAfoBar—Eav pn Tis UTTOA&PN!
Tpos TO ToU IMTTakoU pfina dotep épiCovta Aéyewv TOV Zipwvidny:
AtyovTtos ToU TTitTakoU 811 YoAewov EgbAOV Epueval, &upioPnTolvra
eiTrelv 8T1 “oUk, AAAA yevéoBan pév YoAemdv &vdpa &yabdv EoTv, &
Thrtaké, ws &Anbdds”—olk dAnbeicn &yaBdv, oUk i ToUTw! Aéyer TNV
&AHBeiav, ws &pa SvTwv TIVRVY TGOV pev ds &dAnddds &yabdv, Tédv 8¢
&yobddov pév, o pévtor dAnbBs—eUnbes yap ToUTd ye pavein &v kai oY
21pwvidou—&AN’ UtrepPaTov el Beivan &v Téd1 &iopaTt TO “dAabiéws”,
oUTwoi Trws UTreImévTa TO ToU TitTakol, dotep Gv €l Oeipyev adTov
Aéyovta ToV TIiTTokdy kad Zipwvidnv &rokpivdpevov sitédvta “dd &vbp-
wTro1, XOAeTTOV EcOAOV Eupevan,” Tdv 88 &rokpivdpevov 11 “d IMTTaké,
oUk &ANnBf Aéyeis o yop elvan AN yevéoBan pév EoTiv &vdpa &yabdv
Xepoi Te kal Trooi kai vowl TeTp&ywvov, &veu yoyou TETUYpévov,
XOAETTOV &AaBéws.” oUTw paiveTan TPos Adyov T “pév” EuPePAnuévov
kol TO “aAaBéws” &pfdds e’ Eoy&Tw keipevov: kal T& EmdvTa TAVTX
TOUTWL POPTUPET, OT1 0UTWS eipnTal. TTOAAX pév y&p EoT1 Kai Trepi Ek&O-
Tou TGV &v T&1 dnopaT eipnuéveov &odeifan s €U memoinTon—Tdvy
YP XOpEvTws Kai HeEpEA|MEVwS EXEL—EAAX pakpov v €in aUTd oUTw
S1eA0eiv: &AAG TOV TUTTOV aUTOoU TOV SAov S1eEéABuwpev kai THv BouAnaoiv,
OT1 TTavTOs WaAAov EAeyxds EoTiv ToU TTiTTakeiov pripaTos Sik TravTos
ToU &IOPATOS.

Afyel yap petd ToUTo SAiya dieABav, dos Gv ei Aéyor Adyov, &T1
“yevéoBon pev &vdpa dyaBdv xoheTrdv &Aabéws, olév Te pévtor Eri ye
Xpoévov Tvé: yevduevov 8t Siauévev &v Tautm T el kai elvan &vSpa
&yabBov, ds oU Aéyers, & TTTtTaké, &SUvaTov kai ouk &dvBpcotreiov, AAAK
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Beds &v pévos ToUTo Exor yépas, &vdpa & oUk
EoT1 p1) oU KoKOV Eppeval,

dv &pnxavos cuppopd kaBéAnL.
Tivac odv &punyxavos cupdopd kabonpel &v TrAoiou &pxfit; SfjAov 6T1 o¥ ToV
iS10TNV* 6 pev yap ididoTns &eil kabfHiIpnTaL. DdoTrep oGV o¥ TOV Keipevdv
Tis &v kaToPdAol, AAAK TOV p&v EoTOTA TToTe KaTaPdAor &v Tis OOTE
keipevov Troifjocan, TOv 8¢ keipevov oU, oUTw kai TOV edurfxavov dvTta
ToTE &unyyavos &v cuppopd kabéhol, Tov 8¢ &ei &ufyavov dvta o, kai
TOV KUBEPVATNV péyas XEIMWV ETTITIECOV AUAXAVOV &V TTOINOEIEY, Kol
YEWPYOV XoAeTT) pa émeAfoloa dunyxavov &v Bein, kai iaTpdv TaiTd

TaUTa. T P&V yap EoBADL Eyxwpel kokdl yevéahail, doTep Kai Top’

&AAov TroInToU papTUpEiTan TOU EiTTOVTOS

a¥Tap &vip &yabds ToTE pev kakos, EAAoTe & EcBASs:
T ¢ koK1 oUK By wpel yevéobBau, AN &ei efvan &vdrykn. OOTE TOV pév
gupfXovov kai oodpov kai &yabov émeidav &unyavos cuppopd kabéAni,
oUk E0T1 pf) oU kakov Eppevar: oU B¢ ¢nis, & TTiTToké, XaAemTodv EobAOV
Eppevar 16 & EoTi yevéoBon pév yaAedy, SuvaTtov 8¢, EcBASY, Eupevan
5¢ &duvaTov:

Tp&Eas uev yap eb was &viyp &yabos,

KaKoOs & €1 KaKas.
Tis oUv &is ypdupaTa &yabn mpdsis toTv, kai Tis &vdpa &yabdv Troiel
els ypdupaTa; SfAov T 1) ToUuTwv pébnois. Tis St edmpayia &yoabov
laTpov Tolel; dfAov 8T1 1) TV kapvdvTwy Ths BepaTreias padnois. kakos
B¢ kak@ds' Tis oUv &v kakds iaTpds yévorTo; dfjAov &T1 M1 TPOTOV pEv
Utrépyet iaTpddr elvan, Emaita &yabion iaTpdi—oUTos y&p &v kai kakds
YévorTo—1peils 8¢ of faTpikis id1dTo oUk &v moTe yevoipeha Kakdds
Tp&§avTes oUTe iaxTpoi oUTe TékTOVes OUTE &AAO OUBEV TGV TOI0UTWV!
60TIs 8¢ pny iaTpds &v yévorto kKakds Tpabas, SfiAov dT1 oUdE kokods
iaTpds. oUTw Kai 6 pév &yabods &vh)p Yévor T’ &v ToTe Kai kakds fy UTrd Y pod-
vov fj Utrd évou fi UTrd véoou fi UTrd GAAOU TIvos TrEPITTTOMATOS—aUTh
Y &p udvn éoi kakn PSS, EMoTHUNS oTepNBfivon—& B¢ kakds &vh)p oUk
&v ToTe YévorTo Kakds—EoTIv yap &ei—&AN’ €1 péAAel kakos yevéahan,
Oel ooV TpdTEPOV &yaBov yevéoBan. woTe kai ToUTo ToU &iopaTOS
Tpds ToUTO Teivel, 8T efvan ptv &vdpa &yafdv oUy olbdv Te, SiaTedoUvTa
&yaBoév, yevéobon 8t &yaBov oidv T, kai kakdy ye TOV aUTdV TOUTOV!
gl wAsioTov 8¢ kai &proToi eioiv oUs &v oi Beoi PprAcdGW.

TaUT Te o0V T&vTa Tpods TOV MiTTakdy eipnTan, kai T& EmdvTa ye

ToU &iopaTos Tt pdAAov dnAoi. ¢nai ydp

344c¢3 Yépas c: TO yépas D 8’ c: 8¢ D 344c58vc: dv & D
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ToUVEKEY OU TTOT &y TO pfy yevéobon
SuvaTov Siffuevos keveav & &-
TpakToV EATriSa poipav aiddvos BaAéw,
Tavapwpov &vbpwov, ebpuedols doot
10 KapTov aivupeda xBovds:
i 8° Upiv ebpoov &mrayyeAéw,
d ¢noiv—oUTw opddpa kai 81° SAov ToU &iopaTos EmeSépyeTan T TOU
ThttakoU pHuaTi—
TavTas & émaivnu kai PprAéw
ékoov 60TIS EPON1
5 unSev aioypdv- &vdykni
&’ oUbE Beoi payovTau
kad ToUT g0l oS TO aUTd ToUTO eipnuévov. o y&p oUTws &Traideu-
Tos fiv Zipeovidng, GoTe ToUuToUs pavar ETraveiv, 8s &v Ekcov undev Kakdv
ToIfjl, S SVTWV TIVGV Ol EKOVTES KAKX TTO10UGIV. £y YAp oXEDOV T1
e olpal ToUTo, 8T1 0UBels TGOV coPpddv &vdpdv fyeiTan oUdtva &vBpwTTeov
EKOVTa E§apapTavel oUdt aioypd Te kai Kakd EkOvTa tpy &leoBai, AN e
foaov 6T1 TavTes of T& aioypd Kai T& kak& TTo10UVTES &KOVTES TTO10UC-
v kai 81 kai 6 Z1pwvidns oby 8s &v pf) kak& Tro1f)1 &KV, ToUTwV ¢naiv
5 EmouvéTns elvan, &AAK Trepi EauToU Aéyel ToUTo TO “Ekcdv”. fiyeiTo yop
&vdpa kKaAov k&yaBov ToAAdKls aUTOV Emavaykalew ¢idov Tl yiy-
346 veoBou kai ravéTny, ofov &vdpi ToAAGKIs cupPfivan unTépa i) TTaTépa
&AASkoToV A TTaTpiSa ) &AAO Ti TGV TOIOUTWV. TOUS UEV oUV TTovnpous,
OTav ToloUTOV TI a¥Tols cupPiil, woTrep dopévous Opav kai WéyovTas
gmdeikvivan kail KaTnyopeiv THV Trovnpiav TGV yovéwv fi TaTpidos, iva
5 QUTOlS dueAoUcty aUT®dV pfy EykaAdo ol &vlpwrol und’ dveldifwov
b &T1 &pedoUotv, WoTe ETI pAAAOV Wéye Te aUToUs kai ExBpas ékouaious
Tpos Tais &vaykaials TpooTifeoban: Tous & &yaboUs émikpUmrTechai
Te kai ETronveiv dvaykdGeobal, kai v T1 dpy1o8dotv Tois yoveUowv
TaTpidi &diknbévTes, aUTous EauTous TTapapubeioBon kai SiocAA&TTEGHON
TPOCAVAYKALOVTAS EXUTOUS PIAEIV TOUS EQUTAOV Kai ETTAIVEIV. TTOAAGKIS
8¢ ofpan kai Zipwvidns fiyfoaTo kai alTds f TUpavvov 7§ &AAov TIvd
TRV TOoUTWV éTmavéoan kai éykwpidoal oUx ékwv, AN &varykald-
pevos. TaUTa 87 kad Téd1 TTiTTakdd Aéyer 6T1 “Ey, & ThTTokE, OU S1&
TaUT& o€ Yéyw, 8T eipi prAdyoyos, Emel Eporye E§apkel &5 &v pfy kakods

i1,

(&]

;]
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und’ &yav &rdAauvos, &i-
dws T’ dvnoimoAv dikav
Uyiys &vnjp: o pv Eyw
HwPRoOopaL
—oVU yap €ipt GIAOpwPOS—
TV yap fABiwv
ameipwv yevebia.
—®OoT &1 TIs Xaipel Weywv, EuTrAnoBein &v éxeivous pepdpopevos—
TT&vTa Tol KOAQ, Toioi
T aloypd pn pépeikTal.
oVU ToUTO Aéyel, GoTtep &v el EAeye “TT&vTa Tol AeUKY, ols péAava pi)
pépeikTon” —yeloiov yap &v ein ToAAaxfi—&AN &6T1 aUTds Kal T péoa
&rodéyeTan OOTE PN Yeyew. “kai o¥ CnT®,” Edn),
Tavapwpov &vlpwrov, elpuedols oot
KapTrov aivupeda xBovds,
gtri 6° Uuiv ebpoov &rayyeréow:
@oTe ToUToV Y’ Bveka oUSEva ETranvéoopat, GAAG pot E§apkel &v i1 uéoos
Kad pnd&v kakodv Troif, s Eyd TavTas GprAéw kai Eraivnm”—kai Tt
pwvil EvTalfa kéxpnTon T TGV MuTiAnvaiwv, ds wpos ThTTakov
Aywv 16 “mdvTas 88 Emaivnui kai d1Aéw kv’ — Evtalba B¢l &v TOI
kv SroAaPeiv AéyovTta—“ooTis EpSn1 undev aioypdv, &xwv &’ EoTiv oUs
gy ETavdd kol PIAG. ot obv, kai €l péows EAeyes Emekii kai &An6, @
ThTTaké, ok &v oTe Eyeyov: viv 8¢ opodSpa y&p kai Trepl TV peyioTwv
Yeudopevos Sokels AANBT Adyew, Sik TaUT& o€ Eyw Yéyw.” TaUTS pot
Sokel, & TTpdBike kai TMpwTaydpa, fiv & Eyw, Z1pwvidns Siavooupevos
Treroinkévan ToUTo TO &iopa.
kad & Imrrias, €0 pév por Sokels, Edn, & ZwkpaTes, kai oU Trepl ToU
&iopaTos SieAnAubévan EoTv pévtol, Epn, Kai Epoi Adyos Trepi aUToU U
Ex v, 6v Upiv Emdei§w, &v PouAnaobe.
kai 6 'AAkIP1&dNs, vad, Epn, & Irric, eis adbis ye: viv 8¢ Sikaudv éoTiv
& wupoAoynodTnv Tpods AAMA® TTpwTaydpas kai ZwkpaTns, TTpw-
Tayodpas pév el ET1 BoUAeTon EpwTav, &Tokpivesfal Zwkpd&Tn, i 8¢ 81
BouAeTan Zwkp&Tel &mokpiveoBal, épwTav TOV ETEPOV.
kai Eyoo elrov: EmiTpémw pev Eywye MpwTaydpor ddTEPOV A¥TdI
fiS10v- € 8¢ PoUAeTa, Tepi ptv &iopdTowv Te Kai ETTROV Edowpev, Trepi B¢
WV TO TP@OTOV Eyw ot HpdTNnoa, & lMpwTaydpa, H18Ews &v &l TéAos
EABoipt peTd ooU oKOTTOUUEVOS. kal Y&p Sokel pol TO Trepl oI oEwWS
SraAéyeofon dpordTaTov elvon Tols oupmroaiols Tois TGOV pavAwv kai

346c5 T’ dunoimoAw c: y’ dvfioel oAV D 346¢6 mvc: pivD
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&yopaiwv &vBpdTwv. kai y&p oUTol, dik TO pry SuvacBar &AAfAors B’
EauTQOV ouveEival v T TOTWL pnde Si1k Tiis EauTdv dwviis kai TGOV
ASYwV TGV éauTdv UTo &raidevcias, Tipias ToloUol Tas aUAnTpidas,
ToAAoU pioBoupevor dAAoTpiav ¢wviiv THY TV aUAdv, kai did TS
éxeivawov Ppwviis &AAAoIs cUvEIGIY: dTTou S8 kool kdryaBoi cupmdTan
kai TeTTondevpévor eigiv, ouk Gv 1dois oUT’ alAnTpiSas oUTe dpXNoTPI-
Sas oUTe WoATpias, &AA& aUToUs aUTols ikavous dvTtas cuveivan &veu
TV Afpowov Te Kol TTaS1dV ToUTwv 31X Tiis aUTAOV pwvils, AéyovTds Te
kai &kovovTas v pépel EaUT@OV Koouiws, K&V TT&vy TToAUV olvov Tricow.
oUTw 8¢ kai ai Towaide cuvoucial, v piv AdPwvTar &vdpdv oloitrep
UV oi ToAAoi paoiv elvan, oUSEv dtovtan dANoTpias Ppuwvils oUdt Troi-
NT&V, oUs oUTe &veptoban oldv T° EoTiv Trepi GOV Aéyouoty, Eraydpevoi Te
aUTOUS oi TToAAoi &V TOis Adyots oi pév TaUT& dactv TOV TToInTHV VOEIV, oi
&’ ETepa, Trepl P&y paTos Siadeyduevor & &SuvaToUot E§eAéy o AN
T&S péEv TolaUTas ouvoucsias Doty Xaipely, auTol &’ éauTols oUveEloY
O’ EauTGV, &v Tois EauTdV AdYyols Teipav dAANAwY AapPdvovTes Kai
5186vTeES. ToUs ToloUToUs pol Sokel xpfival paAAov pipeicBan épué Te kai
ot, katabepévous Tous TToINTAS aUTOUS 81’ UGV AUTOV TrPos dAANAoUs
Tous Adyous TroieioBan, This &AnBeias kai fHudv auTddv Teipav AdauPdvov-
Tas: K&v pev PouAnt ET1 EpwTav, ETo1pds eipi oo TTapéyev &rokpivdpevos:
g&v &€ BoUAn, oU Epoi Tapdoyes, Tepi v peTalu Eravodpeda Si1e§16vTes,
TouTols TEAOS ETrifeivan.

AéyovTos oUv EuoU TaUTa kai ToraUTa &AAa oUdty &rrecdder 6 TTpeo-
Taydpas 6TéTEpa TwOI1f)o0l. ElTTEV odv & "AAKIPI&dNS TTpods Tov KaAAiav
PAéyas, & KaAAia, Sokel oo, Epn, kai viv kaAdds TTpwTaydpas Toieiy,
oUk &B€Awov eiTe Scoael Adyov €iTe pr) Siacadeiv; Epol yap oU dokel" GAN
fiTor SiaAeyéobw 7y eiTéTw &T1 oUk E8€Ael SiaAéyeofal, Tva ToUTw! pev
TaUTa CUVEIBOMEY, ZWKPETNS 88 &AAwW! Twi SioAéynTon f) &AAOS 60TIS
&v BoUuAnTan &AAwI.

kai 6 TTpwTaydpas aioyxuvdsis, s yé poi E8oev, ToU Te 'AAkIPi1&Sou
TaUTa AéyovToskai ToU KaAAiou Seopévou kai TGOV GAAWY oX eSOV T1 TGOV
TApOVTWY, pdYy1s TTPouTp&TETO eis TO SraAéyeobon kai ExéAevev EpwTav
aUTOV (0§ ATTOKPIVOUMEVOS.

elrov 81 Eycr @ MpwTaydpa, pf) oiov SiaAéyeobai pé ool &AAo T1
BouAdpevov 1) & aUTds &TTopdd EK&CTOTE, TaUTa drackéyacdal. fiyoUuat
Y&p vy Aéyew Ti Tov'Opnpov 1O

ouv Te OU’ Epxopévw, Kai Te PO O ToU Evdnaoev.

347d3—4 oupméTan Kal d, it ovpméTan D 348b1 &mrecdoet c: &mweodpn D
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EUTTOPWTEPOL YA&p 0UTwS Trws &TravTés Eopev oi &vBpwTrol Tpods &mrav
Epyov kai Adyov kai dravénuar
poUvos &’ eitrep Te vonont,

aUTika TEPLIGOY ENTEL STt EmBei§nTon Kai ped’ dTov PePoncdonTan, Ews
&v EvTUynL. WoTep Kai ¢y Eveka TouTou ool 115éws Siodéyopan paA-
Aov fj &AAwt Twvi, flyoupevds os PEATIOT Gv émiokéyoaobon kai Trepl
TGOV &AAwv Tepi v eikds okomeioBon TOV Emiekdy, kai 87 kai Trepi
&peTiis. Tiva yap &AAov fi o¢; &5 ye oU pdvov altos oiel kaAos k&yabos
elvan, doTrep Tives &ANo1 auTol pev Emieikels eiotv, &AAous 8& oU Suvav-
Ton TrolEiv: oU 8¢ kai alTds &yobods e kai &ANous olds T° €l Troieiv
&yabous, kai oUTw TeETioTEVKAS CQUT®O1, WOTE Kai GAAWY TAUTNV THV
TéXvnV &TmokpuTrTopévawy oV Yy’ &vapavdov aeauTov UTroknpuEapevos
els TavTas Tous ‘EAAnvas, codpioThv émovopdoas ceauTov, &mépnvas
Tandevoews Kai &peThs S18dokalov, Tp&dTOs TouTou piobBov &fiwoas
&pvucal. s oUv oU ot Xpfiv TTapaKaAEIV ETTi TNV TOUTwV okéyiv kol
EpwTav kai &voaxowoUoBar; olk Eof’ dTrws oU. kai viv 81 &yd ékeiva,
&Trep TO TPGOTOV HP@TWV TreEPi TOUTwV, TTEAW EmBUP E§ &pXfis TS pev
&vapvnodfivar Tapd ool, T& 8¢ cuvdiaokéyacBal. fiv 8¢, dos Eydipal,
TO EpadTNUa TOSE' codia kai cwppoouvn kai &vdpeia kai SikalooUuvn
kai 6016Tns, WoéTEPOV TaUTA, TéVTE SvTa dvdpaTa, €T évi Tp&ypaTi
EoTIv, 1) EKAOTWI TOV SVOPATWV TOUTWV UTTOKEITAI TIS id10s oUoia kai
Tp&yua Exov EauToU SUvauv EkacTov, oUk 8v olov TO ETepov aUTdV
16 Etepov; Epnoba odv oU olk dvépaTa émi évi elvar, &AA& EkaoTov
iSiw1 TpdypaTt TGOV dvoudTwy ToUTwv émikeiohal, TavTa 88 TalTx
pépia elvon &peTiis, oUy s T& ToU XpuooU pdpia dpoid EaTiv &AAA0IS
Kai T dAwt o¥ pépi& EoTv, AN’ &5 T& ToU TPOoOTOU pdpla Kai
T dAwt oU pudpi& oTv kai dAARAo1s &vdpola, iSiav EkaoTa SUvauv
gxovTa. TaUTa €l pév oot Sokel ET1 doTrep TOTE, dpabr- € B8 &AAws Troos,
TouTo d16pioat, ws Eywye oUdév ool UTmdAoyov Tibepat, E&v TN &AANL
viv prionist oU yap &v Baupdloipt €l TOTE &TTOTEIPCOPEVES pov TAUT
EAeyes.

&AN’ &y ool, Epn, AMyw, & ZdkpaTes, 8TI TaUTX TévTa pdpia pév
EoTIV &PETTS, KAl T& PEV TETTapX XUTAV ETTIEIKGS TTAPATIAO1X AAAT)AOLS
toTiv, i 8¢ dvdpeia Tévu TTOAU Sirapépov TEVTwY ToUTwV. O8e 5t yvwont
OT1 &y &ANOT Adyw: eUptioEls yap TTOAAOUS TAOV dvBpwTreov &BI1KwTA-
Tous pgv dvTtas kai &vooiwTdTous ki dkoAaoToTdTOoUS Kai &uabeoTd-
Tous, &vdpeloT&TOUS B¢ S1adepbV TS,

348d2 ydp oUTws s c: yap mws D 349c7 UmrdAoyov c: UtroAdyov d, Utrd Adywv d,
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Exe 81, Epnv Ey - &Erov ydp Tor émiokéyacdai 8 Aéyels. TOTEPOV TOUS
&vdpeious Bapparéous Aéyeis fj &AAo T1;

kai iTas ye, Epn, €’ & oi ToAAoI poPolvTan ifvan.

Pépe 81, THY &peThv koAdV T1 d1yis elvan, kai s kaAoU &vTos auToU
oV S18&okalov cauTov TTapéXEls;

K&AAIGTOV pev olv, Edn), &i pf) paivopad ye.

ToTEPOV OUV, fiv &’ £y, TO pév T1 alToU aioxpdv, TO 8¢ T1 kKaAdY, A
OAov kaAdv;

BAOV Trou KaAOV 6s oldv Te pdAioTA.

olofa oUv Tives eis T& ppéaTa kKOAUPBOCIY Bappaéws;

Eywye, 0T oi KoOAvpPNTA.

ToTEPOV S16T EmicTavTon fi 81” &ANo T1;

oT1 éTicTOAVTOL.

Tives 8¢ &mo TV ImMTwv ToAepeiv Bappaiéor eioiv; ToOTEPOV Of
iTmikoi; 1) oi &prmrior;

oi iTrmikoi.

Tives 8¢ TEATas ExovTes; oi MEATAOTIKOI; fj Of pf;

oi TeATaoTIKOl. ki T& &GAAX ye T&VTQ, €1 TOUTO ONTES, Edpn, oi
EmoTHUoves TOV pn émoTapéveov BappalecoTepoi eiov, kai avuTol
gauTdv éraidav pabowotv i piv podbeiv.

7181 8¢ Tvas Ewpakas, EPNV, TAVTWY TOUTWV AVETTIOTHHOVAS SVTAS,
BappolvTas 8¢ Trpds EkaoTa TOUTWY;

Eywye, f§ 8 &s, kai Aiav ye BappolvTas.

oUkoUv oi Bappaiéor oUTtol kai &vSpeioi giov;

aioxpdv pevtév, Epn, €in f) &vdpeia- &trei oUTol ye poavduevoi eicv.

TS obv, Epnv &y, Aéyeis Tous &vSpeious; oUxi Tous Bappaiéous
givan;

kai vav y’, En.

oUkoUv oUTol, fijv &’ Eyw, oi oUTw Bappaéor dvTes oUk &vdpeiol AAAK
paavdpevor paivovtan; Kai kel al of copddTaTol oUTol Kai fappadecd>Ta-
Toi eiow, BapparecdTaTol ¢ dvTes &vdpeldTaTo!l; Kai KATX TOUTOV TOV
ASyov 1) codia &v &vdpeia €in;

oU KaA&s, b1, WunHoVveUEls, @ ZwKpaTes, & EAeydv Te kai &Trekpivéuny
ool. Eywye EpwTnbeis UMd ool € oi &vdpeior Bapparéor eioiv,
wpoAdynoa:- €l 8¢ kai oi Bappaiéor &vdpeiol, ouk fpwTHONV—Ei Y&p pe
TOTE fipov, elTrov &v 6T1 o TévTes—ToUs B¢ &vSpeious s oU Bappaiéor
eigiv, TO Euov SpoAdynua oudauol Trédei§as s ouk dpbdds poAdynoa.
ETTEITA TOUS émoTapévous aUTous EauTidv BappaiewTépous dvTtas &Tro-
Ppaivels kai pny EmoTapévwy &AAwvY, kai &v ToUuTw! oiel THv &vdpeiav kai
THv codiav TauTdV elvan: ToUTwi 88 T TPSTT!I PeETICOV Kai THY ioyUv
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oinBeins &v elvon codiav. TP&TOV pév yap el oUTw peTicov Epo1d pe i
oi ioxupoi duvaTol eiow, painv &v- EmeiTa, €l of EmoTdpevor TaAaigy
duvaTtwTepoi elo TGOV pn moTapévwy ToAaisv kai aUTol aUTY Erer-
Sav pdbwow f Tpiv pabeiv, painy &v- Talta 8¢ épolU duoAoyrioav-
Tos &6ein &v gol, Xpwpévwl Tols aUTols Tekunpiols TouTols, Aéyewv s
KT THv épnv duoroyiav 1) codia oTiv ioxUs. Eyc S oUdapol oUd’
tvTaUBa SpoAoyd Tous SuvaTous ioyupous elval, Tous pévtol ioxupous
SuvaTous: o ydp TaUTdv lvan Suvapiv Te kai iox v, AAAG T pév kai &Trd
EmoTHUNS Yiyveshal, THV dSUvapy, kai &o pavias ye kai Bupou, ioyuv
8¢ &Td PUoEws Kai eUTpoPias TOV CwPATWV. 0UTw 58 KaKEl 0¥ TaUTOV
elvon 8&poos Te kai &vdpeiav: GoTe cupPaiver Tous pev &vSpeious Bap-
paéous elvai, pf) pévTol Tous ye Bappaiéous &vdpeious TTavTas: 8&poos
HEV Y&p kai &Trd Téxvns yiyveTon &vBpwrols kai &rd BupoU ye kai &1rd
pavias, oTep 1) duvapis, dvdpeia 88 & PpUcEws Kai eUTpodias TGOV
Yuywv ylyvetal.

Atyeis 8¢ Tvas, Epny, & MpwTaydpa, TV dvBpadTav U Lfjv, Tous 5t
KOKGS;

EPpn.

&p’ olv Sokoi oot &vBpwros &v el Lijv, £ dvicouevds Te Kai dBUVEOMEVOS
goon;

oUK EM.

Ti & &i 18€cws ProvUs TOV Biov TeEAeuTnOEIEY; OUK £U &V 001 SOKET 0UTWS
BeProoxévan;

gpory’, &pn.

TO pev &pa 118€ws Cijv &yaBov, TO & &nddds kakov.

eirep TOIS KAOTS ', Epn, Looin 11OOEVOS.

Ti 81, & MMpwTayodpa; pty kai oV, owep of TToANoi, 118¢” &TTa KaAEls
Kok& kKai dviapd &yafd; Eyc yap Ayw, kaf’ 6 18éa EoTiv, &pa kaTd
ToUTO oUk &yadd, pf) & T1 &1’ aUTdV &moPrioeTon &ANo; kai albs ad
T& dviapd OOAUTWS oUTWS oU ka®’ doov dviapd, Kakd;

oUk olda, & ZwkpaTes, Epn, ATADS oUTWS, s OU EpwTdls, € éuoi
&mrokpiTéov €oTiv dos T& 1Bk Te &yab& EoTv &mavTa Kal T& dviap&
Kok& GAAG por Sokel ou pdvov Trpos THv viv &okpiotv époi &opaAéo-
Tepov efvan &mokpivaoBal, dAA& kai TTpods TavTa TOV &AAov Piov ToV
Endv, 8T EoTi pev & TGOV f15twv oUk EoTv &yabd, EoTi 8 a¥ kai & TéV
&viapddv oUK o T1 Kakd, E0T1 8’ & EoTl, kad TpiTov & oUBETEP, OUTE KAKA
oUT &yabd.

Nd¢ax 8¢ kadels, fiv 8’ &y, oU T& fidoviis ueTéxovTa | TToloUvVTQ
ndovnyv;

AV Y, EPn.
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ToUTO Toivuv Adyw, kab’ doov fidéa EaTiv, €l oUk &yabd, ThHv f18oviv
aUTNV épwTROV €1 00k &yaBdv EoTiv.

oTep oU Adyels, Edn, Ek&oTOTE, O ZdKpaTES, oKOTTOMES aUTS, Kad
& pgv Tpods Adyov ok elvon TO oképpa kad TO aUTd PaivnTan 18U Te
kai &yaBdv, ouyywpnodpeda- i 8¢ pn, T6TE 118N dudproPnTioouev.

TOTEPOV OOV, fijv &’ Eyd, oU BoUAer fyyepoveUev Tiis okéyews, fi Yy
fnydouat;

Sikonos, Epn, oU fyeiohou oU y&p kai kaT&pyEls ToU Adyou.

&p’ olv, fiv &8’ &y, THid¢ TNt kaTadaves &v fuiv yévorTo; doTrep &
Tis &vBpwTTov okoTTV &k ToU eidous 1) Tpds Uyisiav 1) pods &AAo Ti TGV
ToU cwpaTos Epywv, idwv 1o Tpéowmov kol Tas Yeipas &kpas eiror
“iB 81 por &mokaAUyas kai T& oThfn kai TO peTdppevov EmideiSov,
va émokéywpar capéoTepov,” kal Eyw TOloUTSV TI TTof&d TPds TNV
okéyiv: Beacdpevos 8T oUTws Exels Tpos TO &yabBov kai TO NHBU s
$n1s, déopon To10UTSV T1 €iTreiv: it 81y pot, & MpwTaydpa, kai TéSE T1is
S1avoias &ok&Auyov: @S EXELS TPOS EMTTHUNY; TTOTEPOV Kai TOUTO
oo1 Sokel WaTrep Tois TToAAois &vBparois, 1) &AAws; Sokel ¢ Tois TToAAOTS
Trepi MO TAUNS TOOUTOV T1, OUK ioXUpOV 0U8’ f)yepovikov oUud’ &p) 1KoV
elvan: oUdt s Trepl ToloUToU avUToU SvTos SiavoolvTal, &AN’ Evouons
TOAAdKIS &vBpdTT1 EMIGTHUNS OU TNV EMOTAMNY aUTOoU &pxewv &AN
&AAo T1, TOTE pev Bupdv, ToTE Bt )Sovnv, ToTE 8E AUTINVY, EvioTe 8¢ EpwTa,
ToAAGKIs 88 PpSPov, &Texvdds Siavoouuevor Trepl Tiis ETICTAUNS DO TTEP
Trepi dvdpatrdSov, TepieAkopévns UTTd TV dAAwY &TrévTwv. &p’ oUv kai
ool ToloUTOV T1 Trepi aUTiis Sokel, fj kaAdv Te elvan 1) EmoTAN Kai olov
&pxew ToU &vbpwtrov, kai Eavirep Yiyvwoknt Tis T&yafd kai T& Kakd,
un &v kpaTnBfivan UTrd pndevos wote AN’ &TTa TP&TTEW fi &V ETIOTAMN
keAeunt, AN’ ikaviv elvan TH dpdvnotv Ponbeiv Téd &vBpdrTroot;

kai Sokel, Epn, domep oU Afyels, d ZwKpaTes, Kai &upa, €iTEp Tl
&AAw1, aigxpdv 0TI kai éuol codiav kai EmMoTHUNY Py oUXi TTAVTwV
Kp&TIoTOV pdvai elvan TGV &vBpeoTreicov TTpay p&Twv.

KaA®S Ye, Epnv Eyw, oU Aéywv kai &ANnOT. oloba olv 811 oi TroA-
Aol Tév &vBpwTrewv Euoi Te Kai ool o¥ meifovTtal, &AA& TTOAAOUS dpaot
YiyvookovTtas T& PEATIOTA oUk é0éAev TTp&TTEY, 860V aUTOls, GAAX
&AAa TpaTTEWV: Kai doous BT Eydd Hipduny 8T1 TToTE aiTIdV €5°T1 TOUTOV,
UTrd fiSoviis paov fiTTwpévous A AUTTNS 7y GOV vuvdt) Eyc EAeyov UTrd
TIVOS TOUTWV KPATOUNEVOUS TAUT TTOLETV TOUS TTO10UVTOS.

TOAA& y&p oluan, Epn, & ZokpaTes, kai AN oUk dpBdds Aéyouoiv oi
&vBpwror.

352c5R&ve fhand favd, fy&vd
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6 &1 peT’ pol Emiyeipnoov meibev Tous &vBpcotrous kai S18d&okew &
€oTIV aUTOilSs ToUTO TO Tré&bos, 8 paotv Urd TAdV Hdovédv fjTTaobo kad oY
TP&TTEW i1 TAUTA T& PEATIOTQ, ETTEl Y1yVOOOoKew Ye aUTd. iows yap &v
AeydvToov Huidy &1 “olk dpbBdds AéyeTe, & &vBpwTrol, dAAG yeUdeobe,”
BpovT’ &v fjuds: “&d TTpwTaydpa Te kai ZwkpaTes, & ufy EoTv ToUTO TO
mwéOnua f18oviis HTTacOa, dAAK Ti TTOT €oTiv, Kai Ti Upels aTO PpaTe
elvan; siTraTov fuiv.”

Ti 8¢, & ScokpaTes, Bl fuds okomeiohon THY TOV TOAAGY 6Eav
&vBpw v, of 6T1 &v TUX WOl TOUTO Aéyoustv;

olual, fjv 8’ &y, elvai T fiv ToUTo Tpds T E§eupeiv epi &vdpeias,
TPods TEAAQ puop1a T& THS &PETHS TGOS TTOT EXEL. € 0UV 001 SOKET EppéveIy
ol &pT1 EdoSev WiV, Ept fiyfioaoBon fi olpan &v Eywye k&ANOT davepdy
yevéaBau, Erou- €i 8¢ ufy PBoUAel, €l oot pidov, Ed Xaipew.

&AN’, Edn, OpBdds Adyers kai Téponve woTrep fipSw.

TE&AW Toivwy, Epnv ey, €l EpowvTo fuds: “Ti obv paTe ToUTo €lvan, 8
fuels ATTw elvan TGOV {8ovédv EAéyopev;” eiTroiy’ &v Eywye TTpds aUToUus
@di* “AkoveTe 81 TEIpacoueda yap Upiv Eyw Te kai [MpwTaydpas ¢pp&-
oat. &\Ao T1 ydép, & &vBpwrol, paTé Uuiv ToUTo yiyvesho év ToioSe,
ofov ToAAGKIS UTrd oiTwv Kai TToTAOV Kati &Pppodiaicov kpaToUpevol 1idéwv
VTV, Y1YVWOOKOVTES OTI TTovnpd EoTiv, Spws aUTX TPATTEW;”

Ppaisv av.

oUkoUv £poiped’ &v aluToUs &y Te kai oU Té&Av: “Trovnpd 8¢ aUT
T paTe €lvar; TOTEPpOV 8T1 THY Hi8oviv TaUTnV &v TG Trapaypiiua
Tapéxel kai 18U éoTIv EkaoTov aUT®V, fi 0T eis TOV UoTepov X pdvov
vooous Te Trolel Kai Trevias kai &AAa TolaUTa TTOAA TTapaokevalel; f
K&V €l T1 ToUTwv s TO UoTepov undev Tapaokeudlel, xaipev 8¢ pdvov
Troi€l, dpws & &v kak& v, 8T1 uabbévTa Xaipew Toiel kai étrnioly;” &p’
0idued’ &v auTous, & lMpwTaydpa, &AAo T1 &trokpivacal ) §T1 “oU kaTd
THV aUTiis ThS doviis THs Tapaypfiva épyaciav kakd éoTiv, GAAK Si&
T& UoTEPOV Y1yvopeva, véoous Te Kai TEAAG”;

¢y pev olpai, Edpn 6 MpwTaydpas, Tous ToAAoUs &v TaUTa &Trokpi-
vaofai.

“o¥KkoUv vdoous TroloUvTa &vias Troiel, kai Trevias TrolouvTa &vias
Tro1€l;” SpoAoyoiev &v, cos Eyddipal.

ouvédn 6 TpwTaydpas.

“oUkoUv ¢aiveTal, & &vBpwTrol, Uuiv, s dpapev Eyw Te kai TTpow-
Tayodpas, &’ oUdtv &AAo TaUTa kakd Svta ) 16T eis &vias Te
&mroTeAeuTdn kKo GAAWV 1)BovidV &TTooTEPET;” SMOAOYOIEY &v;

353a2 el yryvoookew c: Emrel ywookev d, Emryryveooke d g53c1 Tic: D
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ouVeSOKel UiV &udoiv.

oUkoUv &AW &v adTous TO évavTiov i époipeba “&d &vbpwtor oi
AyovTes a¥ &yobd dviapd elvan, &pa o¥ T& To1dde AéyeTe, olov T& Te
Yvrvaoia kad Tas oTpaTeias kad Tas UTrd T&V iaTpdv BepaTreias Tas Si&
KOUGEWV TE KAl TOUGV Kol GAPUAKEIGDV KAl ALHOKTOVIV Y1yvouévas, OT1
TaUTa &yabd pév EoTiv, &viapa 8¢;” daiev &v;

oUVEDOKEL,

“méTepov oUv KaTd TOSe &yabd alTd kaAeiTe, 6T1 &v TAI1 Trapay phiua
d8uvas Tas EoxaTas Tapéxel kai dAyndovas, i 6T gis TOV UoTepov
Xpoévov Uyieiai Te &’ abTd®V yiyvovTon Kai eUeianl TOV cwpdTwy kai
TGOV TTOAewv cwTnpicn kai &AAwv &pyai kai TAoUTOL;” ¢aiev &v, G
gyddrpal.

OUVEDOKEL.

“TaUta 8¢ &yabd éoti 81’ &AAo T1 1) &1 €is 18ovds &TroTeAeuTa Kl
AUTTGOV &TTaAAQY &S TE Kai ATTOTPOTras; i EXeTE T1 &AAO TEAOS Aéyew, €is
6 &moPAtyavTes aUTd &yaBd kaAeiTe, AN’ 1) H)Bovds Te kad AUTTas;” oUK
&v ¢paiev, cos Eydipal.

oUd’ époi dokel, Epn 6 TpwTaydpas.

“oUkoUv TNV pev f)Soviv S1cokeTe dos &yaBov dv, THv 58 AUTTNV peUyeTe
WS KaKoY;”

OUVESOKEL.

“ToUT &pa fyyeio®’ elvar kakdv, THV AUTTNY, kai &yabdv THv fSoviy,
gtrel kad aUTO TO Yaipev TETe AéyeTe kaxdv elval, dTav peildvwv fi8ovidv
&mooTepft §) doas aUTO ExEl, 1) AUTTas peifous TAPACKEVALNL TV &V
aUT1 18ovidov- Erel €i kT’ &AAO T1 AUTO TO XXiPEIV KAKOV KAAETTE K €i§
&AAo T1 TéAos &TroPAéyavTes, ExorTe &v kai UiV eitreiv: &AN’ oUy E§eTe.”

oud’ gpoi Sokouaov, Edpn 6 TpwTaydpas.

“&AAo T1 oUv &AW Kai Trepi aToU ToU AuTreioBon 6 auTds TpdTTOS;
T6Te KOoAEITE a¥UTO TO AuTreioBon &yafdv, dtav f yeifous Aumas TGV év
T 0Uo®V ATTAAAGTTNI 1} peifous 1)Sovas TV AUTTGV TTapackeuddnt;
gtrel €i PO GANO T1 TéAOS ATTOPAETTETE, STAV KOAT  TE a¥TO TO AuTreicBan
&yaBdv, f) Tpos & Eyw Abyw, ExeTe UiV eitreiv: &AN’ ouy EEeTe.”

&ANnO1, Edpn, Aéyeis, 6 MpwTaydpas.

“mTé&Aw Toivwy,” Ednv Ey, “el pe &vépoiobe, & &vBpwTrol, ‘Tivos olv
SN roTe Evexka TTOAAG Trepi ToUToU Adyels kal TToAAaxfit;’ ‘ouyylyveo-
KETE po1,” dainv &v Eywye. ‘“mpddTOV pév yd&p oU pdidiov &modeifon Ti
toTiv TroTE TOUTO & Upels KaAeiTe TGOV 1H1Bovidv fTTw elvan Emrata év
ToUTW! £igiv Moot ai &mrodeifeis.” AN’ ET1 kai viv &vabéobair EEeoTiv,

354c2 1 HBovds c: H18ovas D



MMPQTATOPAZ 57

el T ExeTe &AAo T1 pdvan elvan TO &yaBdv f THY fiBovAy, ) TO Kakdv
&Aoo T1 fi THV &viav' fj &pkel Upiv TO H15€ws kaTaPiddvar Tov Biov &veu
AUTTGOV; € 8 &pkel kai pry ExeTe pndév &AAo dpdvan elvan &yabodv fi kaxodv
S pn eis TaUTa TEAEUTAL, TO PETA TOUTO &KOVETE. PNl Y&p UPiv TouTou
oUTws EXoVTOoS YeAoiov TOV Adyov yiyveaHai, Tav AéynTe OT1 TTOAAGKIS
Y1YVGOOK®V T& Kakd &vBpwTros 8T1 Kakd ETIv, SHws TTP&TTEl aUTE, oV
pf) TP&TTEW, UTTO TGOV 1i8ovddv &yduevos kai EKTTANTTOMEVOS: Kai albis
ad AéyeTe 8T1 yiyvwokwy 6 &vBpwtros T&yabd Tp&TTew oUk £8€Ae1 Sik
T&s Tapaypfiva fdovdas, UTTd ToUTWY fTTWUEVOS.

“cos 8& TaUTa yeAOi& ETIv, KaT&SNAov EoTal, EGv pr) TToAAOIs dvdpaot
xpwpeda &ua, 118l Te kai dviapddt kai &yoaBddt kai Kakdd1, AN ETeldn
dvo épdvn TaUTA, SUOTV Kal SVOUACIV TTPOCAY OPEUWHMEY QUTE, TTPATOV
pev &y afddor kai kakddl, EerTa abbs f15¢l Te kai dviapddr. Bépevor d1) oUTw
Afywuev 6T1 y1yvarokmv 6 &vBpwros T& Kakd 6T1 Kak& EoTIV, Suws aUTd
Tol€l. &&v oUv Tis fuds EpnTan, Sk Ti;? ‘HTTOPEVOS,” Ppricopey. ‘YT
ToU;’ &xeivos EprioeTan fuds: fuiv O ‘U’ pév ‘fi8oviis’ olkéTi & eoTIv
eleiv—&AAo yap Svopa peTeiAngev dvTi Tiys f1Soviis TO &y aBdv— ékeivoor
o1 &mokpvapeda kai Aéywpev 611 “fTTOUEVOS.” “UTTO Tivos;” ¢prioeL. ‘“ToU
&yaBoU,” pfoopev vy Aia. &v olv TUYM1 6 Epduevos fiuds UBpioTHs dv,
yeAdoeTal kai Epeit ‘f) yeAolov AéyeTe TpAypa, € TPATTEl TiS KAKY,
Y1YVOOoKwv 6Tl Kak& 0TIV, oU dfov aUTov TPATTEW, TTTWUEVOS UTTO
TGOV &yabdv. &pa,’ Pproel, ‘oUk &icwv EvTwv vikdv v Uuiv TGV &yabddv
T& koK, 7) &§iwv;’ ¢prioopev dfAov dT1 &rokpivopevol, &T1 ‘ouk &Siwv
SvToov: ol yap &v EEnudpTavey &v papev ATT® elvan TGOV fH8ovidv.” ‘kaTd
Ti 8¢, Ppnoel fows, ‘Gvadi& éoTiv Tdyabd& TV Kak®dV fj T& Kak& TGOV
&yabéov; A kot &ANo T1 fy dTav T& pév peilw, T& 8¢ opikpdTepa Ai1; A
TAeiw, T& 8¢ EA&TTW f1;° oUY E§ouev itreiv &ANo fi ToUTo. ‘Bfidov &pa,
pnoel, ‘6T TO fTTaoHan ToUTOo AbyeTe, &vTi EAaTTOVWV &yaBddv peifow
KoK AauPavew.’

“TaUTo pev olv oUTw. peToAdGPwpev 87 T& dvdpata TEAW TO
18U Te kai &viapov émri Tois avuTois TouTols, kai Aéywuev OT1 &vBpoo-
Tos TPATTEI—TOTE pév ENéyopsv T& kokd, viv 88 Aéywpsv T&
&Viap&—Y1yveokwy 0Tl &viapd& €0Tv, fTTWUEVOS UTTO TV 118éwv,
BfAov 811 &dva§iwv SvTwv vikav. kai Tis &AAN dvaia f18ovij Tpods AUTTnV
éoTiv, &AN’ 1) UtrepPoAt) AAANAwVY Kai EAAeyis; TaUTa & ol peifow Te
Kai CUIKPOTEPA Yryvopeva SAANAwY Kai TAEiw kai EA&TTW kai p&AAoV
kai f)TTov. € y&p Tis Aéyor &T1 ‘GAA& TTOAU Siadépel, & ZWKPATES, TO
355a2 &Ao d: 1§ &Aoo D 355b5 Gua ¢ dGpax D 355b6 TwpocayopeUwpey c:

Trpocaryopevouey D 355c6 ¢fioe c: ¢nor D 355¢3 Aéyete c: Aéyetan D 356a2
f18oviji c: §8ovy D, f1Bovfis ¢
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Tapaypfiua 18U ToU eis TOV UoTepov Xpdvov kai f1dtos kai AutrnpoU,’
‘nédv &A1 Toot,” dpainv &v Eywys, ‘fh 18ovil kai AUTn1; o¥ yap Eob’
OTw1 &EAAWIL. GAN doTrep &yabos ioTdvan &vBpwTros, ouvbels T& 1)5éx
kad ouvBeis T Autrnpd, kai TO &yyUs kai TO Téppw GTNHOAS &V T1
Guy o, eitre TOTEPA TAEi EoTiv. BV pev yap 118€a Tpods 1da ioTA1s, T
peifoo &el kad TAsiod ANTrTéar &V 88 AuTrnpd& TTPds AuTrnpd, T EAGTTW
Kol opkpoTEpa Eav B¢ 118€a TTPOS AUTTN P, Qv pév T& dviapd UTrepPAAA-
NTo1 UTTd TAOV 118€wv, E&vTe T& £y yUs UTTO TGOV TTOppw E&vTe T& TTOPPW
UTrd TV EyyUs, TaUTnV THY TPa&Iv TrpokTéov év i &v TaUT évijie £&v
8¢ T& 1d¢a UTTd TGV dviapdov, o¥ TrpakTéa.’ pr) T GAAN Exel,” ¢painv
&v, “TalTa, & &vlpwrol;” of8’ 6T1 olk &v Exorev &AAws Aédysv.
ouvedOKel Kai Ekeivool.

“&7e &M ToUTO 0UTWS EXEL, TOSE po1 &mrokpivache,” pfow. “daiveTon
UpiIv Tt Syel T& aUTd peyédn &y yUbev pév peilw, TOppwdev &t EA&TTW:
1 oU;”

pnoovav.

“kail T& Taéa Kai T& MOAA& WoaUTws; Kail ai pwvai ai ican &y yudey
MEv peilous, TOppwbev 8¢ owkpdTepat;”

Ppoiev &v.

“ei o0V &V TOUTW!1 WV fjv TO €U TP&TTEW, &V TOI T PEV pey A PAKN
kol Tp&TTEW Kai AapPdavely, T& 88 opIKpd Kai PpeUye Kail pf) Tp&TTEW,
Tis &v WiV cwTnpia ép&vn ToU Piov; &pa 1) peTpnTIKA TéXVN 1} 1) TOU
pavopévou duvapis; i aUTn pev fuds ETAGva kai étroier &veo Te kai K&TwW
TTOAAGKIS peTOAQUPBEVElY TaUTS Kai peTapéAe kai &v Tais Tpd§eov kai
&v Tals aipfoeoIv TOV PEYGA®WY TE Kai TUIKPGOV, 1) O ueTpNTIKT) &Kupov
pEv &v Eroinoe ToUTo TO pdvTaoua, SnAcwoaca 8¢ TO &Anbés fiouyiav
&v étroinoev Exewv THY Wuxnv pévoucsav émri T dAnBel kai Eowoev &v
TOV Biov;” &p’ &v SpoAoyoiev oi &vBpwTror Tpds TaUTa fuds THY
HETPNTIKNV ow1GEV &v Téxvnv fj GAANY;

TNV UETPNTIKNY, OHOADYEL

“1i 8’ €l &v T ToU Tep1TTOU Kl &pTiov aipéoel HWiv fiv 1) cwTnpic
ToU Biov, 6TéTE TO TAéov dpbBcds ESer EAéaBan kai 6TToTE TO EAaTTOV, 4
aUTO TTPOS EauTd 1y TO ETepov TPods TO ETepov, €T’ &y yUs eiTe TOppw
ein; Ti &v Eowilev fpiv TOV Piov; &p° &v olk EmoThun; kai &p’ &v ov
HETPNTIKN TIS, ETTEISN TreEP UTrepPOAT)S Te Kol Evdeias EoTiv 1) TéYVN; ETre1dn
OS¢ Trep1TTOU TE Kai &pTiov, &pa &AAN Tis A &p1BunTIKY;” SpoAoyoiev &v
fiuiv oi &vBpwrol 4 o;

356bg elmé c: elme D g56c2 oU TpokTéx d: wpakTéa D g56¢c9 $pwvai ai c: pwval D
357a1 oUKk ¢mioThiun d: émothiun D g357a3 Tisfic: misd, isfy d
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£d0kouv &v kai T@! TTpwTaydpan SpoAoYEiv.

“elev, & &vBpwTror: Etrel 8¢ 1y 11Sovi)s Te kad AUTINS &v SpBTjL TH1 aipéoel
Ep&vn Upiv 1) cwTnpia ToU Biov oUoa, ToU Te TAéovos kai EA&TTOVOS Kai
peifovos Kai TUIKPOTEPOU KAl TToppwTEépw Kai £y yuTépw, &pa TTP@dTOV
HEV OU peTPNTIKN PpaiveTan, UTrepPoAfys Te kai évBeias oUoa kai iodTnTOS
TpOs AAAHAQs oKéyis;”

&AN’ &vdryk).

“Errei ¢ peTpnTIKY, &vdykni Sfyrou Téyvn Kai EmoThpn.”

oupdnoovov.

“ATIS pEv Toivuv TéXVN Kai EmoThun éoTiv aUTn, &is albis okewdpe-
fa- 811 8¢ EmoTAN EoTiv, ToooUTov E§apkel Tpods THv &mddai§iv fijv
EuE el kai MpwTaydpav &modei§an epi v fipead’ fjuds. fipeode 8¢, €
pépvnode, fvika fuels AAAAoLs dpoAoyoUpev EmioTAUNS Undev elvon
KpEITTOV, GAA& ToUTO &€l KpaTeiv, dTTou &v évijl, kai fiBoviis kai TGV
EAAwV &Trav TV Upels 8¢ 81 EpaTe TV H18ovnv TTOAAGKIS KpATETV KAl TOU
ei86TOS &dvBpcoTrov, ETre1d1) 8¢ Upiv oUy dopoAoyolpev, peTd ToUTo fipeode
fuds: ‘@ MpwTaydpa Te kai ZwkpaTes, €i pf EoT ToUTo TO TEbNUa
fidovfls TTaoBa1, &AAX Ti ToT éoTiv kad Ti Upels aUtd daTe elvay;
eiTraTe fpiv.’ & pev ov TéTe eUBUS Upiv eiTropev &1 &pabia, kaTeyeAdTe
&v AUV ViV 8€ &v HUAOV KXTayeA&TE, Kai UP&dY aUTdY KaTayeAdoeote.
Kail y&p Upels copoloynkaTe EmoTuns évdeian ESapapTdvev epi THv
TV 118ovidv aipeotv kai AuTrédv Tous é§auapTdvovTas—TauTa &¢ éoTIv
&yobd& Te kai kak&—kai oU pdvov EmoTHuns, dAAK kai fis TS Trpdodev
ET1 poloynkaTe &T1 peTpnTIkils 1) Ot E§apapTavopévn Tpasis &vev
gmoTAuns ioTe Tov Kai adTol 8Tt duabion TP&TTETAN. OOTE TOUT EoTiv
T6 fBovfis fTTw eiven, &paBia §) peyioTn, s MpwTaydpas 88 pnaiv
laTpds elvan kai Mpddikos kai Tmrrias: Uuels 8& 81k 16 oiecbon &ANo T1 fy
&uabdiav elvan oUTe artol oUTe ToUs UpeTépous Traidas TTapd ToUs TOUTwV
S18aok&Aovs ToUode ToUs COPIoTAS THEUTIETE, WS oU Si18akToU dvTos,
&AA& knBopevol ToU &pyupiou kai o¥ 8186V TeS TOUTOIS KAKGDS TIPATTETE
kai i8ian kai dnuooiar.”

TaUTa pév Tols TToAAOTs &Trokekpipévor &v fipev: Uuds 5t 81 puetd Mpowo-
Taydpov épwTd, & Imrmia Te kai TTpdSike—ko1vds y&p &1y EoTw Uuiv 6
ASyos—méTepOV Bokdd UpIv &ANOR Adyew 1) yeudeobal.

UTrepdpudds Eddker &racv &And1 elvon T& eipnuéva.

SporoyeiTe &pa, fiv & Eyw, TO pev HdU &yabov elvan, T B¢ dvicpov
kokév; Thv 8¢ TMpodikou ToUde Siaipeaiv TGV dvopdTwy TTapaiToUual’
357a6 &trel 8€ 81 c: i SE BT d, Ere1dr) Sed 357a7 Uuivd: fjuivD 357b7 aUrtn c: fy T D

357d1 eitaTe c: eimeTe D 357¢5 avTol D: ool i1e ¢, adTol fiTe ¢, EporTaTE aTol €
358a2 EpwT®, @ c: EpwTd D
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eiTe yap NOU eiTe TepTIVOV Aéyers eiTe XapToV, €iTe OTOBev kai OTTwS
xaipels T& ToraUTa dvouddwv, & PéATIoTE TTpdSike, ToUTS por Tpods &
BouAopat &Trékpival.

yeAdoas odv 6 [MTpddikos cuvwuoAdynot, kai oi &AAot.

Ti 8¢ B1, & &vdpes, Epny &y, TO To16VSE; ai émi ToUToU TP&SEls
&maoal, i ToU dAUTTwS Efijv kai f18€ws, &p’ o¥ koAai; kai TO kKaAdY
Epyov &yafdv Te kai dopéAipov;

OUVEDOKEL.

el &pa, EPnv Eyw, TO OV &yaBdv éoTiv, oUSeis oUTe £ids oUTe 0id-
nevos SAAa PeATio elvan 1) & Torel, kai SuvaTd, EmeiTa Toiel TaUTq, £SOV
T& PeATico 0USE TO fHTTw elvan alToU &AAo T1 ToUT’ éoTiv A dpabia, oUde
KPEiTTW €auToU &AAO T1 1) cogdia.

OUVEDOKEL TTAC1V.

Ti 8¢ 81); dpabBiav &pa TO To1dVBe AdyeTe, TO Weudi) Exev 86&av kai
gyebofan Tepi TGOV TPy udTwv TV ToAAoU &iwv;

kai ToUTO TTAOo1 GUVESOKEL.

&ANo T1 olv, Ednv Eyw, ETri ye T& kokd oUdeis Ekcov EpyeTan oUdE ETri
& ofeTon kak& elvat, oUd’ EoTi ToUTO, s Eoikev, &v &vBpcotrou puotel, &l
& ofeTon kak elvon E6€Aew idvan &vTi TGOV &yoaBdv: dTav Te &vaykaobij
Suoiv kakoiv TO ETepov aipeicBal, oUSeis TO peifov aiprioeTan €56V TO
EAaTTOV;

&TTAVTX TAUTA CUVESOKEL XTTACIV iV,

Ti o0v; Ednv &y o> kaAeITE T1 Stos kai pOPov; kai &pa STrep Eyw; Tpds
ot Myw, & TMpddike. Tpoodokiav Tvd Aéyw koxoU ToUTo, eiTe pdPBov
€iTe O€os KAAEITE.

£86ke1 TMpwTayodpan pév kai Imrrion Séos Te kai PpoPos elven ToUTo,
TTpodikw: d¢ déos, pdPos & ov.

&AM oUBtv, EPnv Eycd, & TTpdBike, Sradéperr dAAK TOSE. €i dANOT T&
entrpocfév EoTiv, &pd Tis &vBpaw v EdeAnioel éTri TaUTa iévon & SéSoikev,
gSov &mi & pn; fi &BuvaTov &k TV dpoloynuévwy; & ydp dESoikev,
wpoAdynTan fyyeiofan kakd elvan: & 8¢ fyyeiTon kokd, oUdéva oUTe idvan
i TaUTa oUTe AapPaverv ékdvTa.

€00Kel kal TaUTA TTACW.

oUTw 81) ToUTwv Utrokeipévay, fiv & Eyw, & Mpddiké Te kai ‘Irmia,
&moAoyeiobw fuiv TTpwTaydpas 68 & TO TPdTOV &TekpivaTo TS
SpBdds Exel—pf) & TO TPRHTOV WavTdmoaol TOTE pév y&p 87 mévTe
SvTwv popiwv This &peTiis oUdtv Epn elvan T6 ETepov olov TO ETepov,

358bg koAai c: kaAad kai GpéAipor D 358c1 Trotel, kad SuvaTd c: Eroiel, kal SYvaTtar D
358d6 kaAeiTé T1 c: KaAeiTe D 358¢2 Eyd, dc: Eyd D 359a2 tyw, & c: tydd D
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iSiov 8¢ auToU EkaoTov Exew Suvapv: &AN oU TaUTa Aéyw, &AN" & TO
UoTepov elrev. TO ydp UoTepov Epn T& pév TETTapa ETIEIKGS Trapa-
TAfo1a dAARAoIs elvan, TO 8¢ Ev Tévu TOAU Siodépev TGOV EAAwY,
TV &vdpeiav, yvooeohon 8¢ u’ Edn Tekpnpiwn T@dde “eUpnioels yap,
& Zawkpates, &vBpoTous dvooiwTdTous pév dvtas kai &SikwTdTOoUS
kai &koAaoToTdTous kai &uabeoTdTous, &vdpeloTdTous 8¢ &1 yvoont
OT1 oAU Siadéper 1) &dvSpeia TOV &AAwY popiwv THs &peTiis.” kai &y
eUBUs TOTE Tavv EBapaca THv &Trdkpiot, kai ET1 pdAAov Eeldn TaUTa
ued” Upddv Si1e€fiAbov. fpduny 8’ olv ToUTov i Tous &vdpeious Aéyol
Bappaéous: & 8¢, “kai iTasy’)” Epn. péuvnoal, fiv 8’ &y, & MpwTaydpa,
TaUTa &TTOKPIVOUEVOS;

WHOAOYEL

61 &1, Epnv Eyw, eimre iy, &l Ti Adyes iTas elvar ToUs &vSpeious; 1
éd’ &rep oi SerAoi;

oUK E.

ouKoUV é¢’ ETepa.

vai, f) 8 &s.

TOTEPOV O Pév Se1doi émri T& Bapparéa EpyovTal, oi 8¢ &vSpeion £ri
T& devd;

AdyeTon 81, © ZwkpaTes, oUTws UTTd TGV &vBpoTreov.

&ANO1, Epnv Eyw, Aéyers: AN ob ToUTo €pwTd, AN oV £ri Ti $1y1s
iTas elvon Tous &vdpeious; &p’ Emri T& Sewvd, fyoupévous devd elval, A
gl T& p1;

&AA& ToUTS ', B, &v ols oU EAeyes Tois Adyois &mredeixfn &pTi &T1
&duvaTov.

kai ToUTo, EPnV Eyw, &AnbEs Adyeis: Do ei ToUTo SpBds &redeiydn,
g1l pév & Sewvd fyyeiTon elvon oUdeis EpyeTan, £Tre1d) TO ATTw elvan éauToU
eUptdn &uabia oloa.

WPOASYEL

&AA& pnyv émi & ye Bappolol TavTes aU EpxovTal, Kai Seidoi kai
&vdpeiol, kai TaUTnt Ye i T& T EpyovTal oi Se1hol Te kai oi dvSpsiol.

&AA& pévTol, Epn, & ZwKpaTes, TTAV Ye ToUvavTiov EoTiv émi & of Te
Seihoi EpyovTan kai oi &vdpeiol. aUTika eis TOV TTOAepoV oi pév éBéAovatv
itvau, oi B¢ oUx EBéAovov.

ToTEPOV, EPNV Eyw, KAAOV SV itvan ) aioxpov;

KAV, Edn.

oUkoUVv eiTrep KaAdy, kai &yaBov wuoloynoapev év Tois Eutrpoobev:
Tas Y&p kaAas Tpasels dmdoas &yabds dopoAoyfoauev.

359cIo devé c: deid& D

10

10



360

10

10

10

62 MMAATQNOZ

&ANOBT Aéyers, kai &el Eporye Sokel oUTws.

SpBAds Ye, EPnv Eyd. &AAG TToTEPOUS Pis Eis TOV TTOAEHOV OUK E0EAEIV

v, kaAov &v kai &yabov;
Tous de1dovs, f) &’ &s.
oUkoUv, fiv 8’ yw, eiTrep kaAoV kai &yaBdv, kai 118U;

WHOASYNTa1 Youv, €.

&p’ olv yryviokovTes o Seihol oUk EéBéAoucty idvan £Tri TO kK&AAISY Te

kai &ugvov kai fidiov;

&AA& Kai ToUTo é&v SpoAoydduev, Edn, Siapbepolpey Tas Eutrpoobdev

SdpoAoyias.

Ti 8’ 6 &vdpeios; oUk émri TO KAAAIOV Te kai &uevov kai TiSiov EpxeTa;

&v&ykn, &pn, SHOAOYEIV.

oukoUv OAws oi &vdpeiol ouk aioypous ¢poPous $poPolvTal, OTav

poPidvTal, oudt aioypd 8&ppn Bappolov;
&An6T, Edn.
el 8¢ pn aioxpd, &p’ ol kaA;
WHOAOYEL
el 8¢ koA, kai &yabd;
vad.

oukoUv kai ol Sethoi kai oi Opaceis kai oi povopevor TodbvavTiov

aioypous Te poPous poPolvTal kai aioypa B&ppn Boppolov;
WHOASYEL.

Bappolov 8¢ T& aioyxpd kai kak& 81 &AAo T1 fj &1’ &yvoiav kai

&upabiav;
oUTwsS ExEl, EP.

Ti oUv; ToUTo &1’ & Se1oi eiov oi Seidoi, deihiav f &vSpeiav kaAeis;

deidiav Eywy’, Edn.

Serhol 8¢ oU Six THV TV Sewddv duabiav épavnoav dvTes;
Taw Y, Epn.

S1&x TaUTnV &pa THY &pabiav Serhoi eiow;

WHOAOYEL

&1’ & &t Serhoi elow, de1dia SpoAoyeiTan Tapd ooU;
ouvédn.

oUKoUV 1) TV Sevddv kai pry Sevddv &uabia deidia &v €in;
ETréVeUotE.

&AAX phv, fiv &’ &y, évavTiov &dvdpeia Seidian;

Ed1.

360a6 k&AAI6V i: kaAév D 360cq Bewddv c: Sadddov D g60cr1o Sewdv kal pf) Sewdv c:

SeIAGV kal pfy Seidéov D
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oUKkoUV 1) TGV Se1védv Kai pf) Se1vddv copia tvavTia THt TouTwv dpabiocn
goTiv;

kai évtalfa €11 éréveucey.

i 8¢ ToUTwv &uobia SeiAia;

Ay poyis évtatba érévevoey.

f) codia &pa TGOV Sewddv kai pf) dewvdv &vdpeia éoTiv, tvavTia oloa
TH1 TouTwv &pabial;

oUkéT! vTaUba oUT’ émveloon fBEANOEY éoiya Te.

kai &y efrov: Ti 81, & MMpwTaydpa, oUTe oU PpMfis & EPwTd oUTe
&moons;

aUTOS, Edn, TTEPAVOV.

&v y’, Epnv Eyw, povov Epdpevos ETi o, €l ool OoTTEP TO TTPTOV ETI
SokoUov elvai Tives &vBpwror duabéoTaTor pév, &vdpeidTaTol &é.

P1Aovikelv pot, &Pm, Sokels, & ZcokpaTes, TO Epé elvon TOV &TTokpIVS-
HEVOV" XaploUpat ogv oot, Kai Aéyw &T1 &K TV douoAoynpévev &8UvaTov
pot dokel elvai.

oUtol, fiv & &y, &ANou Eveka EpwTd TavTa TaUTa fi okéyaodal
BouAdpevos éds ToT ExEl TX Tepl THS &peThSs kai Ti TOT’ EoTiv a¥TO, 1)
&peTH). olda y&p &T1 ToUTOU dpavepol yevopévou pdAioT &v kaTddnAov
YévorTo ékeivo Trepi oU yw Te Kai oU pokpOV Adyov EK&TEPOs &TTETEIV-
apev, By pEv Aéywv ws oU S18axTov &peTH, oU &’ dos B18akTdv. kai pot
Sokel THpadv 1) &pT1 E§0dos TGOV Adywv woTep &vBpwTTOs KATNYOpPEiV TE
Kai kaTayeAdv, kai el pwviv A&Poi, eiTeiv &v &1 “&ToTrol ¥’ EoTé, &
ZakpaTés Te Kai [MpwTaydpa: oU pev Aéywv 8T1 oU S18akTéV EoTIv &peTh
&v Tois Eutrpocbev, viv oeauTddl TdvavTia oTreUdels, X elpddv &TTodei§al
WS TAVTA XPNUATA ETTIV ETOTAWN, Kai ) Sikaioouvn kai cwdpoauvn
kad 1) &vdpeia, 1 TPOTTWI PAAIOT &v S18akTOV dpavein 1y &peTr). € pév
Y&p &AAo T fjv §f EmoThun f) &peTr, GoTrep TMpwTaydpas Emexeipel
Aéyewv, ocaddds oUk &v fiv 81daxTév: viv 8¢ € paviiceTal EmioTrun Aoy,
€5 OU oTeUdels, & ZwkpaTes, Bavpdoiov EoTan pf) S18akTov Bv. TMpeo-
Tayodpas & ab S15akTdv TéTE UTrodépevos, viv TouvavTiov Eolkev oTreU-
SovTi dAiyou TTavTa pdAAov davival auTod f EmoTAPNY Kai oUTws &v
fikioTa €in 818akTév.” Eyd olv, & MpwTaydpa, TavTa TAUT KaBopidv
&vw K&Tw TapaTTopeva Sevdds, TTaoav pofupiav &y w kaTapavii auTd
yevéoBan, kai Pouvloipuny &v TaUTa Sie§eA8évTas fjuds EEeABeiv kai &ri
THY &peThv 8T EoTv, kad &AW émiokéyacton Trepl aUToU eiTe S15ak-
TOV €iTe pr) S18akTdV, ut) TToAAAKIs yuds 6 ETiundeus ékeivos kai v T

360d3 Sevédv kai pfy Sewdv c: BelAdy kal ut) deidddov D 361bg i EmoThHUN 1 c: 1) EmoThHUN
AD
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okéyel opnAnt ESaaTnoas, OoTep kai &v TH1 Siavopfii fHiuéAncev Huddv,
s d1is oU. fipecev oUv pot kai &v T puboor & TTpopnBeus udAAov ToU
"EmripnBéws: 1 Xpwpevos Eyd kai TpounBoupevos Uttp ToU Biov ToU
EuaUTOU TTAVTOS TTAVTA TAUTX TPy paTeUopat, kad e oU é8éAors, OTrep
kol kKaT’ &pyas EAeyov, peT ool &v fidioTa TaUTa cuvdiackoTroiny.

kai 6 MpwTaydpas, Eyw pév, Epn, O ZOKPATES, ETAIVE OOV THV TTPO-
Bupiav kai THV S1§odov TGV Adywv. kai y&p oUTe TEAAx olucn kakds
elvon &vBpwTros, pBovepds Te fikioT &vBpdTwov, el kai Trepi ool Tpds
TOAAOUs 81 eipnka 8Ti GOV EvTuyXdvew TTOAU pdAtoTa &yapon of, TGOV
HEV TNAIKOUTWV Kai TTavu: kai Aéyw ye 6T1 ok &v Bavpdopt el TéV
EAoyipwv yévolo &vdpddv £t codial. kai Tepi ToUuTwv 8¢ eis albhs,
6Tav BouAni, Sit€ipev: viv &’ dpa idn kai ém’ &AAo T Tpémeobai.

&AN’, fiv &’ &y, oUTw Xpn ToiElv, &l ool Sokel. kai ydp éuol olep
Epnv idvan TaAan wpa, dAA& KaAAian T kaA&d!1 Xapi{opevos Trapépeiva.

TaUT eiTTOVTES Kai AkoUoavTes ATTTIMEV.



COMMENTARY

gogai—310a6: SOCRATES MEETS SOME FRIENDS

Socrates explains to his friends that he has just come from a conversation with Protagoras, a
man whose wisdom makes him so attractive that Socrates found him even more attractive than
the most handsome youth in Athens. The friends invite him to tell them the full story, and he
agrees. These many friends all remain anonymous, as perhaps befits the audience for a dialogue
that will have, as a leading character, a composite figure called ‘the many’ (352d4—357¢€8).

gogai ébev, O ZdkpaTes, paivnis has something of the air of ‘Where have you
been all this time?’; cf. Jon 530a TwéBev T VUV fipiv Emdedriunkas; and Xen. Mem.
2.8.1: Socrates ‘once saw another old friend [&pyaiov éTaipov] after a gap, and
said to him é6ev, EUBnpe, paivnyy’ 1) SfjAa 81) 61 forestalls Socrates’ answer,
as in 33ob1, Mnx. 234a, Rep. 452a. Plato sometimes uses this and sometimes uses
the singular form 1} 8fjAov &1) 611 (as in 4dp. 26b, La. 1god). This indifference
reflects the fact that in no serious sense is the content of a 671 clause one thing
rather than many, or many rather than one (cf. 323c3—n.). «kuvnyeoiou: the
use of hunting metaphors for sexual pursuit, as here and in e.g. Eur. Bac. 459 and
Xen. Mem. 1.2.24, which describes Alcibiades as ‘hunted [6npwpevos] by many
grand ladies because of his beauty’, was no doubt all the more appealing in that
the life of the lover was sometimes contrasted with that of the hunter: thus Maira
(Pherecydes FGH 3 fr. 170) and Hippolytus (Eur. Hipp.) both reject sex in order to
follow the virgin goddess Artemis in hunting. In Xen. Mem. 2.6.28, Socrates says
he may be able to help someone hunt the fine and the good (eis TH)v TGV KoA&V Te
K&y aBddv 8 pav) because he is so versed in love (81& 16 EpwTikds elvan). a2z THv
AAxiPi&dou dpav: this roundabout way of referring to Alcibiades elevates him
and his beauty to epic grandeur; cf. e.g. the periphrases for Priam and Heracles
in Hom. ZI. 3.105 Tpi&uoio Binv, Hes. Th. g51 s ‘HpoxAfjos. On his looks, see
also 316ag—4n. Alcibiades was, by turns, one of the commanders of the massive
expeditionary force that the Athenians sent out to conquer Sicily (Thuc. 6.8.2),
strategic adviser to the Spartans (Thuc. 6.91.4—6) and lover of a Spartan queen
(Plu. dl. 23.7; cf. Xen. HG 3.3.2), Universal Leader Plenipotentiary of Athens
(Xen. HG 1.4.20: &mdvTwv fyepwv aUTokpdaTwp), and a bandit chieftain operat-
ing from a castle that he owned in Thrace (Xen. HG 1.5.17, Plu. Ak. 36.3—5). The
many betrayals in this switchback career raised acute questions about the effects
of an association with Socrates; hence e.g. dlc. Ma., Ale. Mi., Smp. 212d—223a, Xen.
Mem. 1.2.12—46, and Isoc. 11.4—6. ag &vi)p uévtor ‘but a man nevertheless’, and
therefore too old to be, by ordinary standards, sexually attractive to men. Not for
nothing was Greek homosexuality often called TandepaocTia: the usual pattern
was for an older man (the épaoTis) to pursue an adolescent boy (his é¢pcuevos or
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Tardikd), so usual that a reversal of this pattern can be described as a beardless
youth making a bearded man his Traudik& (Xen. An. 2.6.28; the description is
meant to disgust and disturb). Alcibiades was born about 451. These remarks
about his age therefore suggest a dramatic date in the late 43o0s; for further sug-
gestions, cf. 311a2n. (424 at the earliest), 315a1—2n. (430 at the latest), 315d7n. on
véov T1 ET1 UEIPAKIOV (430s Or 420s), 327d3—4n. (420—419). ag—4 Qs Y tv auTois
fiuiv elpfioBon ‘to speak between ourselves’. The implication is that this remark
is not to be reported to Alcibiades, who might take offence. Cf. Rep. 595b, where
Socrates introduces a remark derogatory of tragic poets with the words ‘cs pév
Tpos Uuas eipfioBan — for you will not denounce me to the tragic poets’.

g3ogbI elta Ti ToUTo; the tone is of a brusquely conversational ‘What of it?’ (cf.
Ale. Ma. 11gb elta Ti 81 ToUTo; Ar. Clouds 347 €lta Ti ToUTo; Men. Sam. 592 elta
&1 Ti ToUT0;). Socrates refuses to answer his companion’s question, and, in a
foretaste of the digression on Simonides at 339a—347a, attempts to change the
subject to poetry. bi-2 xapieotarnv fpnv elvan ToU UtrnvfTou: the allusion is
to Hom. /l. 24.348 = Od. 10.279 TpdTOV UTrNViTNL, TOU TEP XopieoTATN fiPn
(‘just starting to get a beard, and his youth was most delightful’). Both occurrences
of the line come in descriptions of Hermes, setting out to escort someone safely
through dangerous circumstances. Athenian sculptors (according to Clement of
Alexandria Protreptic 4.53.6) modelled their statues of Hermes upon Alcibiades.
In a foretaste of the perversity of the interpretations of Simonides at 339a—347a,
Socrates’ quotation mischievously omits Homer’s péTov, thus making Homer
assert that the most attractive age is when a man has a beard, rather than when he
first starts to grow one. b oUTe .. . . b8 Te: the first clause (‘I didn’t concentrate
on him’) is capped by the second (‘and I often didn’t notice him at all’), as also
at 347€e4, 360d1o and 361e1—2. See GP508. b7-8 Twpoaeixov TOV voUv: as one
would expect of a lover (cf. Lys. 205b épacTnv dvta kai S1adpepdvTos TGOV GAAWY
TOV voUv Trpocéxovta Tl Toudi). b8 alyTol: on the contrast between this and
gogb?y éxeivov, see 310d7—8n.

309cI-2 oV ydp 8fymouv . . . ye: this turn of phrase is sometimes used when
someone supports something by eliminating an alternative to it (GP 268); the
thing supported here is the presumption that something astonishing (TocoU-
Tov pdryua) must have happened to Socrates and Alcibiades. ¢ ApSnpiTnie
Abdera was a city in Thrace, on the north coast of the Aegean. It was the city of
many other intellectuals besides Protagoras (DK 80): Democritus, who developed
the atomic theory of matter (DK 68); Bion, who was the first to decide that nights
and days are, at the poles, six months long (DK 77); Hecataeus, a grammarian
who also composed fanciful ethnography (DK 73); and Anaxarchus, a political
theorist (DK 72). Abderites also had a reputation for stupidity: thus Demos. 17.23
harangues an Athenian crowd ‘Most outrageous of all is the fact that, while the
other Greeks and the barbarians fear your enmity, these nouveaux riches alone
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compel you, whether by persuasion or by violence, to despise yourselves, as if
they were operating among Abderites or Maronites, and not among Athenians’;
Galen (Quod amimi mores corporis temperamenta sequantur 4.822.5—6 Kiihn) treats it as
an evident fact, to be explained by any serious theory of the causes of human
character, that ‘there are lots of fools in Abdera, but few such in Athens’; and
there was a genre of Abderite jokes, of which a typical example is ‘An Abderite
saw a eunuch talking to a woman, and asked him whether she was his wife. When
the eunuch said that he could not have a wife, the Abderite replied that she must
be his daughter’ (Phzlogelos 115; the Abderite jokes run from 100 to 127). ¢8 oUTw
kaAds Tis ‘so, well, beautiful’. The enclitic Tis here is in effect an acknowledge-
ment that kaAds may not be exactly the right word. Cf. 313¢c5—7 €umropods Tis . . .
Tol0UTSS TiS, 340€2 eipi Tis yYeAoios iaTpds, 357a2 METPNTIKA TIS. cI0 TS &
oV péAAer . . . 3 ‘Surely we must expect that . . . This idiom, and the variant
with Ti instead of s, are at home in all stylistic levels (cf. e.g. Smp. 198b, Soph.
Ant. 448, Demos. 60.29, Adespota fr. 1017.64 PCG). & paxdpies this form of
address is typically, as here, combined with the suggestion that the bliss of the
addressee is naive, resting on ignorance or error (e.g. Ak. Ma. 132b, Cra. 391a,
Men. Perikeiromene 469; cf. Thuc. 5.105.3 ‘we felicitate [pakapicavTes] you on your
lack of acquaintance with evil, but we do not envy your folly’). T6 copwdTaTOV
k&AAov: the idea that wisdom is beautiful, and more so than bodily beauty, is
much elaborated in Smp. 204b—223a, in a form less flattering to Alcibiades than
this remark that he is less beautiful than what is not merely wise, but superlatively
so. Cf. also g10dgn. on TToinow, on the attractions of intellectual beauty.

3og9d3 & is a strongly emotional expression, frequent in tragedy, comedy and
epic, but in Plato only here and Phdr. 227c.

g10aI1 Kal eirdv kal dxoVoas: see 362a3n. on eirdvTes kai dkovcavTes. a2 Ti
oUv oV Sinyfiow: the same formula as in Smp. 173b. Such questions with Ti o¥
are equivalent to imperatives, and the aorist of the indicative 8i1nynow here has
the same import as the aorist of an imperative: it contains no reference to the
past but rather suggests something like ‘give a description now; just this once’.
Thus Grg. 468c and 468d Ti oUk &mokpivni; (‘Why not answer my questions?’),
by contrast with 50ge Ti oUk a6 Y€ pot ToUTto &mrekpivw; (‘Why not answer this
question for me?’). Cf. also 310e7 and 317d2 for other Ti 0¥ questions, and §42e2n.
for other aorist indicatives without reference to the past. ag té§avacTtficas Tov
waida TovuTtovi: Greeks liked to grumble about the reluctance with which slaves
offered their seats to their betters (Herondas 6.1—3; Xen. Ath. Pol. 1.10). The
way that Socrates here makes the slave stand may illustrate the authority that
wisdom should possess. Contrast 352c1—2, on a theory whereby the appetites can
manhandle knowledge, ‘as if it were a slave’. a4 Twé&vv ptv obv ‘Certainly.’ This
otherwise rare formula occurs frequently in Plato and in Xenophon’s Socratic
works. It had a distinctly philosophical ring, to judge by the pointed way in which
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people start using it when Socrates starts asking questions (Xen. Smp. 4.56), and
to judge by this parody in Epich. DK 23 B 3: ““Is pipe-playing a thing?” “
uév odv.” “Is pipe-playing a man then?” “Not at all.” “Let’s see then: what of a
pipe-player? What do you think he is? A man, isn’t he?” “mwévu ptv oOv.” “Now
don’t you think that the same applies to the good?”” a6 dimwAf) &v eln 1) x&pise
Socrates portentously adopts the stately courtesy of a bygone age: Megara in
Eur. Hercules Furens 327-8, Dolon in Eur. Rhesus 163, Deianeira in Soph. Trachiniae
61819, Philoctetes in Soph. Phil. 1370 and Polycrates in Hdt. 3.42.2 all talk about
‘double the gratitude’.

TAvy

groay—311a6: THE ARRIVAL OF HIPPOCRATES

Early that morning, Socrates explains, he was awakened by his young friend Hippocrates.
Hippocrates was full of excitement at the news that Protagoras was in town, and hoped that
Socrates would present him to the great man.

g310a7 Ti|s TapeABoUons vukTds: the asyndeton after the imperative ‘listen’ has
many parallels (e.g. Lys. 216d, Lys. 17.1—=2, Ar. Lys. 1123). It would be idiomatic
also to use the connective ydp, asin 353¢3, 35524. €71 Pabéos Spbpov ‘while the
dawn twilight was still very dim’. Having Socrates still resting at this hour, while
others are up and anxiously about, is a neat device to indicate his immunity from
ordinary excitements and cares, without implying that he is lazy or weak. Com-
pare Cri. 43a: it is 6pBpos Pabus, when Socrates wakes from a peaceful sleep to
find Crito watching over him with the news that his execution is imminent. Con-
trast Prodicus, who at 315d4—5 is still in bed at a much later hour.  ‘ITrmwokp&Tns:
we know about this Hippocrates only what we can glean from this dialogue. A
name compounded with the element iTr1r- suggests aristocratic origins (Ar. Clouds
60—74), and the name ‘Hippocrates’ itself was borne by both a grandfather (Hdt.
6.131.2) and a nephew (Thuc. 4.66.3) of the great aristocrat Pericles (315a1—2n.).

g310b1 ATroAAoBwpov Uos Pdowvos Bt &BeApds: apart from their relationship to
Hippocrates, nothing more is known of Apollodorus and Phason. It was common
to identify a man by reference to his father, and very rare to identify him by ref-
erence to his brother also. Perhaps Phason is particularly well known to Socrates’
interlocutor. Perhaps reference to Phason distinguishes this Hippocrates son of
Apollodorus from others (the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, accessed 12 January
2007, listed 162 Hippocrateses, 996 Apollodoruses, and only 3 Phasons). b2
Tis: this indefinite pronoun is standardly used when speaking of slaves, and even
when giving orders to them (e.g. Phd. 60a, Ar. Clouds 1490). Contrast 314d3n.
on the pronoun used to speak of masters. bg4 ‘lrmokp&Tns . . . oUtos: when
someone is addressed as oUTos, the effect is of a rather blunt and brusque second
person pronoun. Cf. Smp. 172a 0UTos ATTOAAOBwpos, Smp. 213b Zwkp&Tns oUTOS,
Ar. Birds 658 oUTos, ot KaA®, ot Aéyw, Ar. Wasps 144 oUTos, Tis €l oU; and Soph.
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OC 1627 & oUTos oUTos, OidiTrous. bg—5 pf) T1 veddTepov &yyéAAes ‘not bad
news, I hope’. For the effect of negating the indicative with p1, cf. g51cg pny . ..
kaAeis ‘I hope you don’t call’. Contrast the effect of negating with o0, as in
Phdr. 242b oU toAepdv ye &yyéAAes ‘that’s hardly bad news’. For the idiomatic
use of vewTepov to mean ‘untoward’, cf. Thuc. 7.86.4 deicavtes . . . pyf . . .
odio1 vecxTepdy Ti & aToU YévnTau (‘fearing that he might do them some mis-
chief’), Ar. E¢c. 338 dé8oika pr| T1 Spdn vewTepov (‘I'm afraid that she’s up to no
good’).

g10cI ToU okipmodos: a cheap and low bed, light enough to be used as a stretcher
for invalids (Eust. on Hom. /. 16.612; scholion on Ar. Cluds 254). Such austere
furniture was felt to be so much in keeping with the character of Socrates that
when, in Ar. Clouds 254, someone is initiated into membership of Socrates’ school,
he is instructed to sit, not upon a 8pévos as in other initiation rites, but &mwi Tov
iepov okipmoda. Contrast the elaboration of Prodicus’ bedding in 315d5—6. ¢3
Olvéns: Attica contained two demes of this name (Harp. s.vv. Oivén kai Oivaios),
each about 19 miles from Athens. Someone trying to escape Attica would have
been more likely to head for the one in the mountains near the border with
Boeotia. It was presumably this Oenoe whose inhabitants gave rise to the phrase
Oivaiol TNv xap&dpav, a phrase ‘proverbial for those who bring some evil upon
themselves’, as Hippocrates risks doing, in his ignorant pursuit of Protagoras
(313a1—4): the Oeneans diverted a mountain stream (xap&dpav) to irrigate their
land, and thus washed away most of their possessions (Demon FGH 327 fr. 8).
pe. . . &édpas the accusative is regularly used for the person from whom one runs
away (e.g. Rep. 548b dootrep waides maTépa TOV vopov &rrodidpdokovTes, Demos.
59.49 &médpa Tov Ppuviwva); clauses with the genitive are reserved for the things
or circumstances from which one runs away (e.g. Rep. 495d &k TGV eipyuddv is
T& iepd &modiSpdokovTes, Lys. 16.17 &k 8¢ TGOV kivduvwy &modidpdokouatv).
c4 U6 Twvos &GAAov EmeAa@ounv ‘something else made it slip my mind’. Umo
with the genitive is the regular way to express the thing that causes forgetfulness;
cf. e.g. Ar. Clouds 855 ¢rehavBavouny . . . Ud ANBous étddv, Hipp. durs, waters,
places 22 U1t Te TOU WUyeos kai ToU kéTTOU EmAaBécBan. €6 &BeAgpds: for the
omission of the article, cf. 325c6—d1 kai Tpopos kai priTnp kai Tadaywyds, La.
1792 TéTrTrov Exwv dvopa Ooukudidns, and And. 1.48 fikov 8¢ Té pév priTNP
T &8 &ABeAPT) TGO B¢ yuvr) kal Traides. €7 TOPPW . . . TGOV vukTOV: for the
plural of a single night cf. Smp. 217d Téppw TGOV vukTddVY, Xen. Cyr. 5.3.52 &v
HéC WL VUKTOOV.

g10d1 Umvos &viikev: Hippocrates describes his awakening in the words of a
Homeric formula. d3 &v8petav: this virtue will eventually become the focus of
a discussion between Protagoras and Socrates. The discussion will start from a
claim that the courageous are ‘bold’, and ‘rush towards things that the masses are
afraid to approach’ (349e1—3), like Hippocrates here. The discussion will conclude
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that ‘wisdom about what is and is not terrible is courage’ (360d8). The discussion
will not tell us how to square this conclusion with Socrates’ recognition of courage
here in someone who will, at 313a1—c4, prove to be ignorant of the risks that he is
running. The eventual theme of courage is anticipated also when two other char-
acters are introduced: the eunuch doorkeeper (314e1n.) and Protagoras (316d5n.).
mroinoww: in Smp. 206d—e, Diotima uses this word to describe the effect of beauty.
We all yearn to release our offspring/seed into something beautiful, ‘which is why,
when one is pregnant and already swollen, one gets all of a flutter over beauty
[TroAAR 1) rToinGIs Yéyove Trepl TO kaAdv], since the possessor of it will put an
end to one’s travails’. Such fluttering can of course be caused by the prospect of
intellectual procreation, no less than physical (cf. Smp. 208e—20ge, 210d, 212a),
and it is no doubt the prospect of intellectual procreation with Protagoras that
gets Hippocrates so excited here. Cf. 317d1 épacTai and 318a2—3n. dg pdv
i oe &Bikel MpwTaydpass the idea behind the present tense is that the &dikia
persists until the penalty is paid. Cf. the tenses of Lys. 4.12 oUte rpdvoia éyéveTto
oUTe &B1k& ToUTOV (‘there was no premeditation, and I am guilty of no offence
against him’) and Lys. 25.1 ToUs undtv &81koUvTas kai ToUs TTOAAX E§nNuapTnKO-
Tas (‘both those who are guilty of no offence and those who have done many
wrongs’). dg—6 vi) Tous BeoUs . . . OT1 ye pévos EoTl ocodds: in 333b5—3342a3,
Socrates will attempt to argue against the flippant presumption of Hippocrates
here that being wise is compatible with being unjust. d7-8 &v ot S15dis
&pyUpiov kal Teldnis éxeivov, oifioel kal ot copdv: Socrates said that he himself
did not sell wisdom for money, and he insisted that this distinguished him from
the sophists (e.g. Ap. 19d—e, Xen. Mem. 1.6.11-12). Others disagreed with him on
both points: thus Ar. Clouds g8 says that Socrates and his associates ‘teach anyone
who’ll give them the money [&pyUpiov fjv Tis 818&1]’; and Protagoras, who in
316d3—e4 claims to be only the latest in a long line of sophists, allows Socrates to
describe him at 349a3—4 as the first to charge for his services. In a conversation
with Antiphon the sophist, Socrates says that if he took payment he might be
forced to talk to people whom he would rather not talk to, and compares the sale
of wisdom to the sale of sexual favours (Xen. Mem. 1.6.5 and 13). d7 avT@dr...
8 keivov: Greek idiom is reluctant to repeat the same pronoun, even for repeated
reference to the same thing. Cf. 3ogb7-8, Euthphr. 6e iva eis exeivny &roPAémwv
Kad Y poopevos aUTh rapadeiypaTi (‘looking to it and treating it as a model’), Eur.
Iphigenia in Tauris 565 TaAo’ Ekeivn X kTavev auThv waTthp (‘she is pitiable,
and so is the father who killed her’), Thuc. 1.132.5 Toudik& ToTe GOV aUTol Kai
moTéTaTOoS ékeivadt (‘his one-time boyfriend, and someone on whom he could
very much rely’).

g10ex & ZeU kai Oeol: this extravagant invocation is without parallel in Socratic
dialogue. But Hippocrates is easily excited: he invokes gods more often than all the
other characters put together (Hippocrates five times; Socrates twice, Prodicus
once, Protagoras once). e2 a¥T& TaUta . . . 3 Iva ‘for this very reason . . .
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in order to’. Idiom would permit a preposition with aUTa TaUTa in this context
(cf. e.g. Thg 122a fiKkw ¢’ aUT& TaUTQ, iva), but it does not require one (cf. e.g.
346c1 TaUTQ, Smp. 1742 TaUTA 81) EKaAAwTIcGuny, iva, Soph. OT 1005 TOUT
&pixéuny, 6ws). e GAA& ydp . . . ‘But that is all by-the-bye, for the important
thing is . . > Cf. 336a2 &AN’ o¥ yap SUvapon and GP 101—2. e6—g11ar T o¥
Padifouev: Badilewv is used of going to a school for instruction in Ar. Clouds 128,
964. For the import of the present tense BaSifoupev, see 310a2n.

g11a2 KaAMar Téh ‘lwmovikous Hipponicus was the richest Greek of his day
(And. 1.130 and Isoc. 16.31). He inherited a fortune estimated at two hundred
talents (Lys. 19.48; 1 talent = 60 minas, 1 mina = 100 drachmas, 1 drachma =
6 obols, and the daily subsistence allowance of an Athenian juror was just two
obols). Among his other investments were 600 slaves mining silver, who brought
him a netincome of one mina a day (Xen. Poroi 4.15). After the death of Hipponicus
in 424 (And. 4.13), Callias inherited this enormous fortune (and apparently has
done so at the dramatic date of this dialogue; cf. 309agn.); by 387 he had, in spite
of his dealings with Protagoras, the expert on household management (318e5),
reduced his fortune to less than two talents (Lys. 19.48); and he died (some time
after 371: Xen. HG 6.5.2) in penury, unable to afford the necessities of life, and in
possession of just one slave, a barbarian and an old woman at that (Ath. 12.537c).
According to Socrates in Ap. 20a, Callias spent on sophists more money than
everybody else put together; and Socrates in Xen. Smp. 1.5 says to him, “You have
given a vast amount of money to Protagoras for his wisdom, and also to Gorgias,
to Prodicus, and to many others.’ Callias’ troubles with his father, and his dealings
with the sophists Prodicus and Anaxagoras, were the subject of a dialogue Callas
by Aeschines (fr. 73 SSR). In Eupolis’ comedy Flatterers, staged in 421 Bc, Callias’
expenditure on sophists is part of a general pattern of dissipation: for example, he
entertains Protagoras, who orders him to drink (Eup. fr. 158 PCG; cf. 311a5—6n.,
315c5n. on TGV peTecdpwv for other quotations from this play). In 7hz. 164e—165a,
Theodorus, a friend of Protagoras’, who is invited to defend Protagoras’ doctrines,
says that Callias would be better placed than him to doso. ag wpdn y&p EoTive
the obvious and immediate reference is to the early hour of the day. But the phrase
may also suggest that, while Hippocrates is in his current unenlightened state,
any meeting with Protagoras would be intellectually premature. Cf. g312a3—4n.
and the exchange between Parmenides and the youthful Socrates at Prm. 135c:
““So what are you going to do about philosophy? Where are you going to turn,
given your ignorance of these things?” “I don’t think I can altogether see, not at
the moment.” “That, Socrates, is because you are trying to define beautiful and
just and good and each of the forms prematurely [rpco1], before being trained.”
a5—6 T WoAAd TpwTaydpas evdov diatpiPei: that a man should spend his
time indoors is a mark of unhealthy luxury: in Rep. 556d Socrates contrasts the
performance in battle of ‘a poor man, lean and sunburnt’, with that of ‘a rich man,
reared in the shade, with lots of surplus flesh’. Indoor life is for women, not men:
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in Xen. Oec. 7.22 and 30, Ischomachus tells his wife that ‘since both indoors and
outdoors [T& Te EvBov kai T& E§w] require labour and care, God in the beginning
fitted the nature of woman to indoor labours and cares [éTri T& EvBov Epya kai
¢mpeAfipaTa], and the nature of man to outdoor ones [¢mri T& €w]’, and that
‘the law demonstrates to be honourable the different degrees of natural capacity
which God implanted into either sex. For a woman, it is more honourable to
remain indoors than to camp out [k&AAiov EvBov pévelv fi BupauAeiv]; while for
a man, it is more disgraceful to remain indoors than to care for things outdoors
[aiox10v EvBov pévev i T@V E§w émpeAeicba].’ King Ninyas so outdid in Tpu¢n
(327e1n.) even other Asiatic kings that ‘€vSov pévewv kai Tpudpddv he was seen by
nobody, except the eunuchs [cf. 314c7n.] and the harem’ (Ctes. FGH 688 fr. 1n).
Ar. Clouds 198—9 suggests that the members of Socrates’ own school spend too
much time indoors. And there was perhaps a similar joke at Protagoras’ expense
in Eupolis’ Flatterers (fr. 157.1 PCG &vdob1 pév ¢omi TTpwTarydpas; cf. g11azn. for
other quotations from this play). But Protagoras, although leading a debilitated,
indoor, life, is not quite as debilitated as his rival sophists: see 314e4n. a6 6&pper
foreshadows the way the dialogue will eventually focus upon courage; cf. 310dgn.
on &vdpeiav.

gi1ibri—g312¢8: HIPPOCRATES BAFFLED

Socrates asks Hippocrates why he is so attracted to Protagoras as to be willing to pay for his
teaching. It is because Protagoras is a sophist, says Hippocrates; but, beyond saying that he
does not want to learn to become a sophist himself, Hippocrates is unable to say what he hopes
Protagoras the sophist urll teach ham.

311b1—-2 &TwoTmelpdpevos: on the propriety of testing people in conversation, see
341d8—gn. b6 ‘lwrokpaTn: a contemporary of Socrates, and (at least since
Arist. Pol. 1326a15) the paradigm of the great physician. Several dozen medical
treatises have come down to us under his name. None is known to be authentic,
but some may be.

g11c5 [MoAUkAerTov: a character in Xen. Mem. 1.4.3 says that Polycleitus was to
sculpture as Homer was to epic, Sophocles to tragedy, and Zeuxis (cf. 318b6n.)
to painting. Something of his sculpture survives in copies pictured in Stewart
(1990) vol. II, plates 378—85. There survive also some fragments of a book that
he wrote on the proportions of the human body (DK 40 A 3, B 1—=2). ®eabdlav:
Pheidias was a friend of Pericles (315a1—2n.), and supervisor of, and contributor
to, a massive programme of public works adorning the city of Athens (Plu. Per.
13.6—15, 31.2—5). Isoc. 15.2 indignantly says that when he is described as writing
speeches for lawcourts, that is ‘as if someone had the cheek to describe Pheidias,
the man who constructed the seated statue of Athena, as a maker of dolls, or said
that Zeuxis and Parrhasius practised the same trade as people who paint shop
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signs’. Something of his sculpture survives in copies pictured in Stewart (1990)
vol. 11, plates 361—75.

g1rd2—4 &v ptv EikviiTan T& fjpéTepa XpfinaTa kal ToUTols elBwpev aUTodV
el 8¢ pf, kal T& TAOV PiAwv TTpooavariokovtes: English idiom demands that we
spell out explicitly the apodosis of the &v pév conditional: ‘leaving it at that if our own
money is enough for us to persuade him with it, but otherwise spending also our
friends’ money too’. Greek idiom, by contrast, allows an apodosis which means
‘Nothing more needs doing’ to remain implicit in such a context as this: cf. e.g.
325d5—6, Rep. 575d E&v pev EkdvTes Utreikwaiv: v 8¢ i) émiTpérrn ) woAs. . . (‘if
they willingly give way to him, then that’ll be that, and the tyrant will take control without
any further ado; but if the city resists . . .”), Hipp. De Morbis 2.38 mwoieétw 8¢ TaUTa
ETTTA TUépas, Kai fiv Mév o Bokémt év TaUTNIoY 1) X port) kekaBdpOon ETrieikéds
fiv 8¢ un, kai éTépas Tpeis TaUTa TroieéTw (‘let him do this for a week, and then
stop if he thinks that during the week his skin has got reasonably clear; otherwise,
let him do it for another three days’), Thuc. 4.13.3 TTapaokeuacduevol cs i
voaupory iav &viiyovTo, fiv uév &vTekTrAeiv 6éAawot odpiotv &s Thv elpuywpiav, € ¢
p1, ws a¥Toi EreoTAsucoUpevol (‘they put to sea, ready for battle: if the enemy
was willing to sail out to meet them on open waters, then they would be satisfied
with that; if not, their plan was that they themselves should sail into the enemy’s
harbour and attack him there’). Such omissions were frequent enough to acquire
a technical term of their own: 16 oxfjua dvavtamédoTov ‘the figure of omitting
the balancing apodosis’. It is easy to believe that the so-called ‘omitted apodosis’
might be supplied in actual speech by some shrug or other standard gesture that
meant ‘Nothing more needs doing.’ Cf. 335c1—2n., and Boegehold (1999). dj5
eiré pot, & ZokpaTés Te kal TwrrdkpaTes: the singular imperative implies ‘I want
an answer from Socrates on behalf of you both’; compare Euthd. 283b eiré poi,
Ed1, & ZcokpaTés Te kai Upels oi &AAol, and contrast §30c5n. on &iTrETOV.

311e2 &xovopev . . . e3 fikoUopev: for the change of tense from present to
imperfect when the question is repeated, cf. Ar. Ach. 156—7: A: TouTi Ti oM
716 kakov; B: The Odomantine army . . . A: Odomantine schmodomantine.
Tell me, TouTi Ti fiv;’; When you use the imperfect tense in a question about
the present, you imply, even when you have not previously asked the question
in the present tense, that you should have had the answer already: thus, when
Alcibiades finally notices that, all along, he has been right beside Socrates, he asks
@ “‘HpdxAes, TouTi Ti fjv; (Smp. 213b). Cf. the use in English of e.g. ‘What was
your name?’ e4 godioTfiv: when coined in the fifth century, this term could
apply to experts of any sort (e.g. to poets in Pind. Isthmzans 5.28; to Prometheus,
who taught the human race all skills, in Aesch. Pr. 62 and g44; to those who
theorised about nature, in Diogenes of Apollonia DK 64 A 4; to those who
introduced cultic practices, in Hdt. 2.49.1; to statesmen, in Hdt. 1.29.1). But the
term soon acquired its present overtones of an unscrupulous gift of the gab (Ar.
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Clouds 1111, 1309—10). Plato attempted to confine the application of the term
to the likes of Protagoras, Hippias and Prodicus, itinerant purveyors of, above
all, the skills in persuasion that would be needed by a young man ambitious
to succeed in democratic politics. But contemporaries of Plato would apply the
term to him (Aelius Aristides TTpos TTA&Twva UTrép TGOV TETTAPWV 311.12 says
that Lysias called him a sophist, and Isoc. 5.12—13 says that rhetorical displays
at festivals are ‘as ineffective as the Laws and the Republics that the sophists have
written’). And well into the fourth century the term could be applied admiringly
(Androtion FGH 324 fr. 69, quoted in 343a6n.) or contemptuously (Aeschin. 1.173)
to Socrates. évopdlovot . . . elvan: Greek idiom allows verbs for calling and
naming to appear with the infinitival constructions of indirect speech; another
example is 325a2 TTPocayopeUw elval.

312a3—4 tpudprdoas—iidn yap Umépauvév T fjuépas, DoTe KaTapavi) aUTOV
yevéobau: Demet. 218 cites this passage as a model of how a circumstantial detail
can make a story vivid. For the way that here the physical dawn coincides —in both
time and colour — with something’s dawning upon Hippocrates intellectually, cf.
gI1agn.

312b1—2 ypaupaTioToU . . . kKi@apioToU . . . TaudoTpiPou: literacy, playing
the lyre, and gymnastics were the three standard elements of Greek schooling
(dle. Ma. 106e, Clit. 407b—, Xen. Lac. 2.1, Arist. Pol. 1337b23—5). For an ampler
account, see 325d7—326c3. bg-4 oUx &l Téxvn Epuades, cds Snuioupyds Eod-
pevos, AN &l wanBelcus for the turn of phrase, cf. 315a5. The contrast between
knowledge sought ‘for professional purposes, in order to be a practitioner’, and
knowledge sought solely ‘for education’ recurs in Amatores 135c—d, and Arist. Pol.
1282a3—7 and P4 639a1—6. All three passages agree that someone who intends
to practise a TéXvn needs a more exact knowledge than someone who seeks only
Taideia. Socrates’ interlocutor in the Amatores goes on to give a tasteless reason
for being memoudevpévos: it means ‘being better able than other people present
to follow what the practitioner says, and contribute an opinion of one’s own,
so that one gives the impression of being the most elegant [xapiéoTaTtov] and
clever [codwTaTov] of the people who are present on the occasion’. The Aris-
totle passages give a better reason: a Temwaudeupévos is able to ‘assess [kpivew,
kpivai]’ those who are supposed to have expertise proper. But no such reason can
justify Hippocrates’ behaviour here. For if Hippocrates is going to Protagoras
in order to acquire the sort of education that will enable him to distinguish a
genuine co¢pioTns from a mere charlatan, then he is not yet able to know that it is
Protagoras to whom he should be going. Cf. Isoc. 15.264—5, quoted in 318e2—3n.
bs w&vu ptv olv: see g10a4n.

312c2 071 8¢ ToTe 6 coProTHs éoTiv: such phrases are the standard way of talking
about definitions (cf. e.g. 353a5—6 Ti ToT éoTiv, Kai Ti Upels TS paTe elvan; g61cs
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TV &peTnv 611 EoTiv). A proper definition of sophists would spell out a feature
that all and only sophists have, and that makes them all sophists. A definition
therefore should not simply give an example of a sophist (La. 1god—191e: courage
cannot be defined as fighting the enemy while staying where one is posted, since
there are other ways of being courageous). Nor should a definition give a one-
word synonym of ‘sophist’ (Tht. 145d-146a: Socrates accepts that émioTiun is
ocodia (cf. 330bgn.), but still wants to know émoTiun &T1 TOTE TUYXGVEL dV).
Nor should a definition give a feature that is common to all and only sophists,
but is an effect of their being sophists rather than the cause (Euthphr. ge—11b:
a thing 1s holy if and only if it is loved by all the gods; nevertheless, gods love
things because they are holy, rather than the other way round; and so the holy
cannot be defined as what all the gods love). Proper definitions are therefore not
easily devised. Meno 76a gives one example: ‘A figure is a boundary of a solid
[oTepeoU Trépas oxfjua].” The next note, 330d10o—e1In. and g360e7—g61aIn. give
others. c3—4 el ToUT &yvoeils, oUdt dTwr Tapadidews THv yuyhv oloba, ol
el &yabdd oUT’ el kakdd wpdypaTi: on the impossibility of knowing the answer
to such questions, before knowing the proper definition, cf. 361c4—6, Rep. 368b—
444¢ (where Socrates and friends, following the policy set forth in Rep. 354b—,
define justice and injustice as the first step in establishing which of the two is
preferable), and Meno 70a—71b (where Socrates refuses to discuss whether virtue
is teachable without first defining virtue). Socrates expects also that, once the
proper definition is known, such questions become trivial: thus, given that justice is
mental harmony, and injustice is mental disintegration, it is obvious that the
former is preferable (Rep. 445a-b); and if we knew whether or not virtue was
knowledge, we would know whether or not teaching was the way to make people
virtuous (361b1—6, Meno 87b—). We might compare the way that someone who
knows that aspirin is C;HgO, is better equipped to synthesise aspirin. Socrates
was not the only one to think definitions so important. Thus Hipp. Or Ancient
Medicine 20 reports: ‘Some physicians and sophists say that it would be impossible
for one who does not know what man is [0Ti5 ut) oldev & Ti EoTiv &vBpwTTos]
to know medicine, and that, on the contrary, anyone who means to take proper
care of men must learn this thoroughly’ ¢% &¢yd pév: Hippocrates makes some
pretence — to be deflated in Socrates’ next remark — of being boldly controversial.
The force of his phrase is ‘/ think — though others will not agree — that . . .’ It is
common to have a pév without a 8¢, as here and e.g. 33726, 353e3, 361d6, ‘with
personal and demonstrative pronouns, implicitly contrasted with other persons
and things’ (GP381), where the contrast is too obvious to need spelling out. ¢7-8
@omep ToUvopa Aéyel . . . TOV TOV copddv EmoThipova: Hippocrates is mistaken.
The 10T of copioTs is in fact quite different from the 10T of émoTrpwv. The
former is added to a stem to make a noun for an agent, like the -er of English
singer, the latter is part of the stem that émoTrjucwv shares with the verb émrioTapo
‘T know’, and the augmented forms of this verb, like AmoTdunv, show that this
stem was not felt to be a compound with 16T as a component.
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g312d5 EmoTdTns: Socrates responds with a dodgy etymology of his own. The
word elsewhere means ‘the person put in charge’, and it comes from épicTapai,
the passive of the compound of é¢wi and ioTnui. But Socrates gives Hippocrates
a chance to apply the etymological techniques of 312¢7-8, and take this word to
mean ‘knowledgeable’, as if it came from éwicTapon. Cf. Rep. 443€, where Socrates
puns on émoThun and émotat®. dg—er Tepl STou & codioThs Sewvdv Tolel
Aéyewv: the difficulty is that apparently there is no one topic in particular on which
sophists have specialist knowledge, and that apparently there would have to be
such a topic if sophists are to deserve their fees. Hippias’ answer to the difficulty
is that he can impart a specialist knowledge of every topic (318e3n.). Protagoras’
answer is that he can impart a general managenial skill, or e0BouvAia, apt for
running any organisation (318e4—5n.). Gorgias’ answer is that he can persuade
an audience of more or less anything, true or false (Grg 455a—456c). Protagoras
himself purveyed a general skill in persuasion (DK 8o A 21). So did Socrates,
according to unsympathetic accounts (dp. igb—c, Ar. Clouds 111—14). Sympathetic
accounts offer other explanations of why we might benefit intellectually from
Socrates, even though he too is like a sophist, in that there is no one subject
in particular about which he can impart information: he can expose ignorance
masquerading as knowledge (4p. 21b—e), he can remind us of what we already
know (Meno 81a—86c), he can help us bring our own ideas to birth (74z. 149a—151d).

gigai—3i14c2: HIPPOCRATES AT RISK

Hippocrates, says Socrates, is foolish in wanting to be taught by a sophist, when he has so lttle
tdea of what that might mean: he 1s like someone who wants to eat something that is, for all he
knows, potsonous.

313a2 épxn1 Uodfjowv ‘you are going to submit’. The Greek idiom is almost
exactly the same as the English: neither €pxn: nor ‘you are going’ implies any
actual locomotion (cf. Tht. 198e &p1Buficwv in1 . . . EpxeTon pabnodpevos).
ag Siakivduvevovta ‘facing a serious prospect that’. The uncompounded «iv-
Suvevovta would be ‘standing some chance that’. ToAA& ‘often’; cf. Phd. 61c
TOAAG Yap 1181 evTeTUynka Téd &vdpi (‘T've often met the man’). a6 & &t Tepl
mAelovos ToU owpaTos fyii, THV yuxfv: it is a point in favour of Hippocrates
that he already has some awareness of this; for although it is a commonplace
that your soul matters more than your body (e.g. Cri. 47e—48a, Grg 512a, Hp. M.
373a), many seem to need to have this drawn to their attention (e.g. Grg 477c—e,
Ap. goa—b, Clit. 407¢). The reason why your soul matters more than your body is
that your soul is the rightful master and controller of your body (e.g. Phd. 79e—80a,
Phlb. 35d, Rep. 353d; cf. 326b6—cin. on why bodies should be at the disposal of
souls), and that, because you are the rightful master and controller of your body,
your soul is therefore you yourself (Ak. Ma. 12gb—130c).  Tt)v Wuxfv: accusative,
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because it belongs inside the relative clause, as the object of its verb fyfji. Cf.
342a1 ToUTo, 342bg TOUS codioTds.

313b1 mepl 8¢ ToUToV: the clause already has one 8¢ at 313a6 O 8¢é. Repeated
occurrences of 8¢ with two coordinated pronouns, relative and demonstrative, are
a way to marshal an otherwise straggly sentence. Cf. 325b6—3 and GP 184—.
b3 OpBpiov is the neuter singular of the adjective dp8pios, playing the part of an
adverb, as in Ar. E¢. 526—7 Téds oUv 6pbpiov | dryov orwrijt foipdTiov AaPolod
Hov;

313c1 &v oUTe yiyvawokels . . . oUTe diefAe§an: yryvawokewv takes an accusative,
and SiaAéyeoBan takes a dative, but the accusative &v provides the object for
them both. English idiom, unlike Greek, likes to divide such clauses into two,
each introduced by the appropriate case of the relative pronoun. Cf. 327d1—3
ofs..., &N efev ‘for whom . . . , but who were’. c2 Tov 8¢ copioThv 6Tt WOT’
EoTiv paivni &yvoddv: see 312c2—4nn. on what such questions are, and why they
matter. ¢5—6 Eumopds Tis f§ k&mwnAos: the difference between the two is that
‘we describe as xatrfjAous those who provide a service of buying and selling while
settled in a marketplace, whereas those who wander from city to city we describe
as éuropovs’ (Rep. 371d; cf. Sph. 223d). Either form of trade is liable to elicit the
disdain of a young gentleman like Hippocrates; cf. 347c4—5n. In Sph. 224c—d and
231d, a sophist is defined as an Eéutropos of knowledge — which makes Protagoras’
travels essential to his being a sophist, and which implies also that Socrates was
certainly no sophist, since he hardly ever travelled from Athens, and then only
for military service, or to be a spectator at the Isthmian games (Cr. 52b). c6—7
¢alveTan ydp Eporye To1oUTOS Tis: see 309c8n.

313d1 6 Epmopds Te kal k&mrnAos ‘the merchant and the shopkeeper’. Unlike
English, Greek does not require two occurrences of the definite article to make it
clear that these are two people. Cf. 334¢6 Tois o1Tiois Te kai dyois, 355e5—6 TO
718U Te kad &viapév.

g313e3 mepl TV Yuyfiv . . . laTpikds: talking of the soul’s doctor was quite as
metaphorical as talking of the soul’s nutrition (313c5—9): medicine had no such
specialism as psychiatry. Quite what stands to the soul as medicine does to the
body was disputed: according to 357e¢3—4, the medicine of the soul is whatever
Protagoras, Prodicus and Hippias do to relieve a soul of the grossest form of
ignorance; according to Grg 478d and Demos. 26.26, it is lawful punishment,
ridding a soul of savagery and vice; according to Men. fr. 865 PCG, it is the
kind words of a friend, assuaging a soul’s sadness; according to Isoc. 8.39, it is
reasoned reproofs, emptying a soul of ignorance and evil desires. This difficulty
of identifying the soul’s doctor is of course a further reason for Hippocrates to be
cautious.
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314b2—4 &vaykn karabtvra THv TIpNV TO pddnpa év abTit TH yux i AaBévta
kal paBévra &mévar: we might object that knowledge can be stored in books
instead of in the mind; Socrates would reply that books are too inert to contain
and convey genuine knowledge (329a3—4n.). bg fuels y&p &1 véor: Socrates
was born in 469 (he was 70 at the time of his trial in 399: Ap. 17d), and was therefore
in at least his late thirties by the dramatic date of this dialogue (309a3n.). The fact
that, even at this age, he thinks himself still young for the job, shows how difficult
he takes the job to be. véo1 doTe ‘young to’; i.e. too young to do it properly or
comfortably or well, but not necessarily too young to do it at all, the construction
for which would use, not the positive, but the comparative: vecTepoi 1) o Te. Cf.
Xen. Mem. 3.13.3, where someone says that his slaves enjoy washing in a water
supply that yuypov éoTiv GoTe Aoucachal.

g314c1 ‘Irmias 6 'HAcios: he has large parts in two dialogues by Plato that bear
his name, and also in a dialogue by Xenophon: Mem. 4.4.

314c3—316a5: OFF TO CALLIAS’

Socrates, and a chastened Hippocrates, go off to the house of Callias, where they find Protagoras,
together with two other sophists, Hippias and Prodicus, and throngs of admarers from Athenian
high soctety and beyond.

314c3 86&av fjuiv TaUta ‘once we reached these decisions’; an accusative abso-
lute, of a clause that in the indicative would be something like é50&ev iV TaUTa
Trol€iv, with TaUta the object of Troigiv. Contrast Ep. 7, 347b TaUTd po1 86§avTa,
the indicative version of which would be TaUT& pot €8oev, with TaUTa the sub-
ject of €8o&ev. Cf. 358c1—2 o€l TaUTC, €66V TG PeATiw (‘he does these [inferior]
things, although it is possible for him to do the superiorones’). &v Té@1 wpobUpwi:
in Smp. 175a, where Socrates lingers in a doorway to complete a train of thought,
we are told that such behaviour was a habit of his; and in T4z. 172d, Socrates tells
us that leisurely consideration of arguments is the philosophers’ ideal. With the
way that Hippocrates now waits patiently at the door of Callias until agreement is
reached, contrast the way that at 310b1—2 he hammered on the door of Socrates.
c4 dieAeydueba ‘we continued talking together’ or even ‘we continued chatting’.
This ostentatiously unassuming word was the standard word for Socrates’ pre-
ferred way of proceeding intellectually. In the ideal conversation, people test
thoughts, sometimes to destruction, by asking one another questions, and getting
terse and apposite answers. Conversing properly is contrasted with producing and
using written texts (329a3—4n.), with discussing any fixed texts whose authors are
not present (347b7—348a8), with delivering speeches to an audience who may not
talk back (336b2—3), and even with exchanges where the parties do take turns in
speaking and listening, but do not ask and answer questions (362agn. on &iTrovTes
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xai dkovoavTes). So eager is Socrates for conversation, that he will often imagine
a conversation (e.g. 330c4—331b6), and sometimes even imagine a conversation
in which another conversation is imagined (e.g. 355c1—€4). Socrates turns what
should be his speech in his defence into a conversation with one of his accusers (4p.
24c—28a; cf. Xen. 4p. 19—21), and takes both parts in a conversation himself when
his preferred partner refuses to take one (Grg 506c—507c). The private thoughts
of a single individual are described as a conversation: ‘the conversation of the
soul with itself’ (7ht. 18ge—190a; cf. Sph. 263e—264b). ‘We suppose that the art of
how to conduct a conversation is placed on top of all the other sciences as their
coping stone [®oTrep BpryKos Tois padfpacty 1) StaAekTIKT UiV Erdvew keiobal],
and that no other science could rightly be set above it,’ says Socrates in Rep. 534¢;
and according to Xen. Mem. 4.5.12, ‘He said that conversing [SicAéyecfai] was
so called from coming together to share in decision-making, by distinguishing
[S10AéyovTas] things according to their kinds. One should therefore try to make
oneself fit for this above all, and to care for this above all; for it was this that made
men very virtuous, very suited to lead, and very good at conversation [&pioTous
Te KOl 1)y EHOVIKWTATOUS KOl S10AeKTIKWTATOUS].” €7 6 Bupwpds, elvolUyds Tise
simply by having a eunuch in his household, Callias gives an impression of expen-
sive, oriental, and somewhat sinister luxury (cf. Hdt. 8.105.1, on a man who made
his living &1r’€py wv dvooiwTdTwv: he castrated pretty boys, and sold them to the
East for high prices). The impression is strengthened by the fact that Callias uses
so expensive a slave for so undemanding a task as doorkeeping (Arist. Oeconomica
1345a33—5: ‘it is thought that even in large households someone who is useless for
other jobs can make a useful doorman’). Indeed, not even all those paradigms of
luxury, the Great Kings of Persia (cf. Ctes. FGH 688 fr. in, quoted in g1125—6n.),
had eunuch doormen: Smerdis did not (Hdt. 3.77.1—2), and the ‘fact’ that Cyrus
did is found worthy of special remark (Xen. Cyr. 7.5.65).

314 d2 Eaisa decidedly histrionic exclamation. Here and a melodramatic passage
at Euthd. 302c are the only places in classical literature where the expression is used
by someone who is nota character on the stage. dg aUTd: this definite pronoun
was as standard a way of referring to the master of a house as the indefinite Tig
(310b2n.) was of referring to a slave. Cf. e.g. Rep. 327b, Soph. OT 927, Men. Sam.
256, and 315bgn. d3—4 &uéoiv Toiv yepoiv THv Bupav vy TPobUpws s
olés ' fiv mfipaev: eunuchs ‘are considered to be somewhat lacking in bodily
strength’ (Xen. Cyr. 7.5.65), and the door of so rich a man as Callias (311a2n.)
was no doubt large and heavy. dg & &v@pwmois in so addressing Socrates and
Hippocrates, the slave shows brusque manners, of a kind that Athenians thought
democracy encouraged in their slaves (Rep. 563b, Xen. Ath. Pol. 1.10, Demos. 9.3).
@ &vBpwTrot is how gods address human beings (Clit. 407b, Smp. 192d, 4p. 23b) and
legislators address subjects (Cra. 408b). Litigants by contrast never use this phrase
to address jurors; they use the more polite & &vSpes instead. And it is not just
in the vocative plural that &vn)p is more honorific than &vfpwTros: cf. 330dr1on.,
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Isoc. 16.23 ‘everyone knows that it is possible for even Tois ¢auloTdTols T&V
&vfpw 1wy to make insulting remarks not only about T&v &vdpddv Tév &picTwv
but also about the gods’, and Xen. Hr. 7.3 ‘those who differ most from brute beasts,
and are thought to be &vdpes and no longer just &vpwmor’. dy—er o¥te Tapd
KaAMav fixopev oUte copioral Eopevs if Socrates’ denial that he is a sophist is to
settle the question, then Protagoras cannot be altogether right in his claim that the
world contains many sophists who deny that they are sophists (316d3—g17a1). By
admitting Socrates and Hippocrates now, having earlier refused them admission
when he took them for sophists wishing to talk to Callias, the slave shows himself
independent of, and wiser than, his master; who is set on the foolish course of
filling his house with sophists, and having them talk to him. At least since the
time of Xanthias and his master Dionysus in Ar. Frogs, comedy has had fun with
the theme of a slave who is his master’s better. Plato gives a special twist to
the theme by having Callias less sensible than, and imperfectly in control of, a
eunuch.

314e1 0d&pper is a small anticipation of what will eventually come to be at the
focus of discussion: the virtue of courage, and its connection with 8&ppos or
boldness (349e1—351b3, 359b7—360c1). For other such anticipations, see 310dgn.
on &vdpeiav. fjABopev: for the contrast with g314d7 fikopev, see 316bbn. e4q
mepimaToUvras while Protagoras walks up and down, Hippias is seated (315c1),
and Prodicus is in bed (315d5). Thus even though Protagoras’ liking for the indoor
life marks him out as not exactly vigorous (311a5—6n.), he is nevertheless shown
to be more vigorous than his rival sophists. No doubt we are to take differing
degrees of vigour in bodily matters as emblematic of differing degrees of vigour
in intellectual ones: Protagoras will be, of all these sophists, the hardest for Socrates
to contend with.

g15a1-2 6 &BeApos auTol 6 dpopnTpios, Mapatos & TMepikAtous: Pericles was
the leading figure in Athenian politics for the three decades until his death in 429.
Under him, the government of Athens was ‘in theory a democracy; in practice,
rule by the leading man’ (Thuc. 2.65.9). One anecdote has him spend an entire
day with Protagoras, discussing a complicated question about responsibility for
an accidental death (DK 8o A 10). According to Plu. Per 24.8, ‘Pericles was
married to a kinswoman of his, who had earlier been wife of Hipponicus, to
whom she bore Callias the rich. To Pericles she bore Xanthippus and Paralus.’
Paralus, like his brother Xanthippus, died in the plague of 430 (Plu. Per. 36.6—
8; Protagoras DK 8o B g describes Pericles’ calm response to their deaths); cf.
g3ogagn. for other indications of dramatic date. a2 Xappidns 6 Maukwvos:
Charmides was brother of Plato’s mother Perictione (D.L. 3.1), and cousin of
Critias (316a4—5n.). He was, in youth, ‘thought to be the greatest beauty of his
day’ (Chrm. 154a), and his blush made him look even more beautiful (Chrm. 158c).
He was too bashful to enter political life until Socrates encouraged him to do
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so (Xen. Mem. 3.7). He was, says Alcibiades in Smp. 222b, one of the many
younger men (Alcibiades among them) whom Socrates tricked into becoming
his épaoTai. Towards the end of his life, he was one of those whom the Thirty
Tyrants (cf. 316a4—5n. on Ciritias) appointed to govern the Peiraeus; and in 403
he died, near the Peiraeus, fighting against democratic forces (Xen. HG 2.4.19).
He may well have been the Charmides who, along with Alcibiades (309a2n.)
and Adeimantus (315€3—4n.), was exiled in 415 after accusations of blasphemy:
they were all said to have mimicked the Eleusinian mysteries in Charmides’
house (And. 1.16). ag Edvirwos: see g15a1—2n. OmTidng 6 PiAounov:
the son of this Philippides, named Philomelus after his grandfather, was a pupil
of Plato’s rival, the sophist Isocrates (Isoc. 15.93; cf. Androtion in g15c4n.). a4
AvTipoipos: Antimoerus has left on the historical record no other trace than this,
for all that Socrates is about to describe him as the most highly regarded of those
whom Protagoras is training to be sophists. There may be a sly point here: why
did Protagoras’ star pupil not himself become a successful sophist if Protagoras’
capacities really did merit the term 1y coproTikt) Téxvn (316d3)? For, as 319e1—3
presupposes and as Clit. 4o9b and Ak. Ma. 118c—d say outright, someone who
understands some skill should be able, not only to have the effects characteristic
of that skill, but also to teach the skill to others: for example, someone skilled in
the art of medicine should be able, not only to heal the sick, but also to train
medical students. (This is indeed one of the things that distinguishes a skill from a
non-rational capacity with a similar effect: antibiotics can heal the sick, but they
cannot teach medicine.) The sly point is a small anticipation of what will become
a major theme in 318e—328e: how to square the claim that there is such a thing
as TToAITIKT) Téxvn with the fact that no such thing seems to be taught? ag &mi
TéXVN pavBGuel, ds codloThs Eodpevos: see 312bg—4n. a6 EmoxkovovTes TGOV
Aeyopévawv: the genitive implies that the hearers do not hear all that is being said.
Cf. Rep. 450b Adywv &xovUelv, of arguments that it would take a lifetime to hear
in full, and Laws 708d UmwakoUcar pév Tivewv vopwv kawdv, by contrast both
with being wholly resistant to new legislation, and with being easily moulded by
a legislator into unanimous conformity. When the things heard are heard in full,
then Greek speaks of them in the accusative, and uses the genitive for the people
from whom those things are heard (e.g. 318d5 époU TaUta dxovoas, 330e5 UUGdV
KaTnkovoa, 340d5 dkoUoas TAUTA).

315bI knAGV TH1 dwvijt domep ‘Opdevs: this is somewhat derogatory of Pro-
tagoras’ followers: the song of Orpheus was renowed for being able to charm not
only rational beings, but also birds, fish, wild beasts, trees and rocks (Simonides fr.
567 PMG, Eur. Bac. 562—4, I4 1211—12). b2 keknAnpévors this echo in the passive
voice of the active knAGV at 15b1 shows how responsive Protagoras’ followers are
to his charms. There are similar echoes, to a similar effect, in Smp. 196¢ kpaToivT
&v UTo "EpwTos, 6 8¢ kpatoi, Ale. Ma. 104¢ Kekp&TNKAS TGOV Epaa TV, EKEIvoi Te
UtrodetoTepol dvTes EkpaTtninoav, dle. Ma. 135d Tandaywynow ot &wd THode
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Tfis Niuépas, ou & Ut Epuol Traudarywynaoni, Grg. 49o0a ToUTov &pyew Bel, Tous
O’ GpyeoBar. b2 T xopdi: this metaphor reinforces the idea that Protago-
ras has a mass of followers, systematically subordinated. The same metaphor is
used, to the same effect, for the followers of some other sophists in Euthd. 276b—c:
“The followers of Dionysodorus and Euthydemus simultaneously cheered and
laughed, like a chorus on a cue from a director [coTrep UTo Si8aokdAov Xopods
&moonunvavtos].” b3 ToUTov TOV Xopdv: no connecting particle is needed;
the connection is supplied by this repetition, with a demonstrative pronoun, of
the noun from the previous sentence. Cf. 315d7—e3 pweipduiov. . . . To0T6 T fjv TO
uelpakiov, and 343a4n. on oUtol. bg aUTds here almost means ‘the Boss’. Cf.
314d3n. on the use of this word for the master of a house, Ar. Clouds 219 (where it is
used of Socrates, by one of the pupils in his school), and the tag atos épa (Doric
for aTos Epn), whereby Pythagoreans introduced quotations from Pythagoras
(D.L. 8.46).

315c1 1OV 8t pét’eloevonoas Socrates quotes from Odysseus’ description of what
he saw when he went to the edge of the earth, and summoned up the ghosts from
the underworld. The suggestion is therefore that sophists are as feeble as ghosts
(cf. 311a5—6n, 314€e4n.), that the money which sophists need before they teach
(cf. 310d7-8n.) is like the blood which Odysseus must give to the ghosts before
they speak (e.g. Od. 11.84—99, 152—4), and also that Socrates himself displays
something like the resolution and curiosity of Odysseus when he risks this visit to
the sophists’ den. Socrates quotes the start of Od. 11.601, the line that marks the
transition from an account of Sisyphus to an account of Heracles. The repetitive
movement of Protagoras and his audience (315b2—7) is therefore implicitly com-
pared to the repetitive punishment of Sisyphus: he had to roll a rock up a hill;
but just as it reached the top, the rock would roll back down, and he would have
to start all over again (Od. 11.593—600). Likewise, the questions of the audience
who surround Hippias and ask him about astronomy are implicitly compared to
what surrounds Heracles: ‘a noise of corpses, as if of birds, panicking in every
direction’ (Od. 11.605—06). €pn "“Ounpos: it is not obligatory to have a s or the
like when acknowledging quotations, but it is permissible: cf. 340a2 dwoTrep Edn
“Ounpos, Euthd. 304b s epn TTivdapos, Meno 76d €dpn TTivBapos.  c2-3 &v 8pover
« « « tl P&Bpwv: being seated is a mark of comparative debility (314e4n.). Fur-
thermore, being seated on a chair with arms, while addressing people seated
merely on benches (like schoolboys: 325¢4), is a way of claiming special author-
ity for one’s words (whence ex cathedra pronouncements and professorial chairs).
Socrates of course (as Dicaearchus fr. 29 Wehrli observes) philosophised without
such equipment, oUTe P&Bpa Beis oUTe eis Bpodvov kabicas. €3 ‘Epu€ipaxos. . .
6 Axovpevou is a major character in the Symposium. In 415, an Eryximachus was
among those accused of mutilating herms (And. 1.35), and an Acoumenus was
(like Phaedrus and Alcibiades) among those accused of profaning the Eleusinian

mysteries (And. 1.17-18). ®aidpos was a friend of Eryximachus’ (Phdr. 268a),
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and a major character in the Phaedrus and the Symposium; in both dialogues, he
appears as an enthusiast for fancy speeches on erotic themes. In 415, he was among
those accused of profaning the Eleusinian mysteries (And. 1.15). Muppivouacios:
Myrrhinus was a deme in Attica, named for its groves of myrtle (scholion on Ar.
Pl. 586), a plant dedicated to Aphrodite (e.g. D.S. 1.17.5). Plato no doubt here
(and at Smp. 176d Paidpov TOV Muppivouaciov, Phdr. 244a DaiSpou ToU TTubok-
Aéous, Muppivouaiou &vdpos) relishes the insinuation that Phaedrus has a flowery
and erotic character. ¢4 Av8pwv 6 AvdpoTtiwvos: described in Grg 487¢—d as
one of a group of people who discussed how far to practise wisdom (uéxp1 61ro1
TMv codiav &oknTéov), and who decided not to philosophise pedantically (eis
TV &kpiPerav prAocodeiv), for fear of being corrupted (Srapbopéves, cf. 320a5—
6n.) by becoming wiser than need be (Trépa ToU SéovTos copcoTEPOL YeEVOUEVOL).
Andron was one of the oligarchic junta of Four Hundred that held power in
Athens for a time in 411 Bc (Harp. s.v. Avdpwv), and he had his son Andro-
tion (cf. 343a6n.) educated by Plato’s great rival, the sophist Isocrates (Suda s.v.
AvdpoTiwv; cf. g15a3n. on GrA1rmidns 6 GrdopnAov). 5 wepl $pUoews was the
standard term for the subject of an ambitious enquiry that seeks ‘to know the
causes of each thing: why each thing comes to be, and why it perishes, and why
it exists’ (Phd. gb6a). This term was given as the title (no doubt in some cases by
the author himself) to books on these matters by at least seventeen authors down
to the time of Plato. T&v petecdpwv ‘things up above’; but the word can be
applied metaphorically to something thoroughly terrestrial that is the subject of
wild speculation (Demos. 19.122). It was a cliché of comedy that intellectuals are
interested in such matters. Thus Protagoras is described as someone ‘who brags —
the crook — Trepi TGV peTecdpwv, and eats what’s on the ground’ (Eup. Flatterers fr.
157.2—3 PCG; cf. 311a2n. for other quotations from this play); Prodicus is counted
among TV VUV peTewpocopioTdv (Ar. Clouds 360—1; cf. Ar. Birds 6go—2); and
Socrates is made to claim that he has discovered T& peTéwpa Tp&yuaTa, and
that he gives instruction Twepi TGV ueTecdpwv (Ar. Clouds 228, 490). In Tht. 175d-e,
Socrates allows that the cliché would indeed be true of an ideal philosopher, but
in Ap. 18b, 23d he denies that it is true of himself, and there is no sign that it was
true of either Prodicus or Protagoras. &oTtpovopikd &rra ‘something or other
connected with astronomy’. The ostentatious vagueness of these words expresses
some disdain, as if the questions put to Hippias are not worth precise specifi-
cation. Cf. the disdain shown for the details of commercial law in Rep. 425c—€,
where it is agreed to delegate to others legislation on &yopavopika &tra; cf.
also Thuc. 6.6.2, which suggests that a territorial dispute is a more significant
cause of war than ‘something or other to do with marriage’ when it says: ‘they
shared a boundary with the Selountians, and went to war with them Tepi Te
YKV Tvedv kai Tepl yis duprioPnTiTov’. For more on Socrates’ attitude
to astronomy, see 318e2n. For Hippias’ attainments in the subject, see 318e3n.
c6 diepwTav Tov Imiav: Hippias took great pride in being able to answer any
question that anyone cared to put to him. Thus at Hp. Mi. 363c—d he says: ‘It
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would be pretty odd of me to dodge Socrates’ questioning [¢pc>Tno1v] now, given
that, whenever the Olympiad is held, I always leave my home in Elis and go
up to Olympia, to the festival of the Greeks, to the shrine, and there offer to
talk on demand about any subject that I have prepared for display [eis émiSe1§iv
Tapeckevaopévov; cf. 32oci—2n., 347b2n.], and to answer any questions any-
one wishes to ask [&rokpivopevov T PBouAopévwt &T1 &v Tis épwTdn].” Gorgias
boasted of the same versatility, and claimed, ‘I haven’t had a fresh question in
years’ (Grg. 448a; cf. Meno 70c). The versatility of which Protagoras boasted was
slightly different: see 335b6—c1, and 32g9b2—3n.

315d1 kal TavTaAdv ye eioeidov: a reference to Hom. Od. 11.582 xai pfiv Tav-
TaAov eioeidov, which, like g15c1, comes from Odysseus’ description of the under-
world. Tantalus’ punishment was to be surrounded by food and drink that moved
away whenever he tried to consume it (Hom. Od. 11.583—92). The suggestion is
that knowledge, which is the nutrition of the soul (313c¢8—g), will escape us if we
try to get it by the intellectual methods of Prodicus that are parodied in §37a1—4.
&pa ‘as I only then knew for sure’. Cf. GP36, and 314c1—2, where Socrates asserted
that Hippias was staying with Callias, and added that he thought Prodicus was
staying there too. d5—6 kwi1dlois Tiglv kal oTpdpac kal pdAa TToAAois: con-
trast g1ocin. on the simplicity of Socrates’ okiurous, and 341e6n. on the austere
ways of Prodicus’ native Ceos. d6 Tapex&dnvrto 8¢ abrid éwl Tais wAnoiov
kAfvaus: Pausanias and Agathon therefore are, or are affecting to be, as weak as
Prodicus himself. d% TTavoavias: a central character in the Symposium, where
he produces, at 18oc—185c, a brilliant speech in defence of sexual double stan-
dards. ¢ &k Kepapéwv: the Kepapeis (‘Potters’) was a deme in Athens. véov T
ET1 peipdxiove this does little to limit the dramatic date (309agn.). A peipdxiov
would be in his late teens or early twenties, and a véov T1 €11 peipdxiov therefore
perhaps in his late teens; and our only clue to Agathon’s date of birth is that in 416
he was still a veaviokos (Smp. 198a, Ath. 5.217b), and therefore still in his twenties
or thirties (Pythagoras in D.L. 8.10).

g15e1 v & olv idéav Tévyu kaAds: to bring out the force of adding oUv to
this 8¢ clause, GP 4601 says ‘0Uv marks the opposed idea as essential’, and para-
phrases the clause by ‘certainly handsome, whether good ornot’. e2 Ay&fwva:
Agathon grew up to be a highly successful playwright. To celebrate a victory for
some of his tragedies, he gives the party described in the Symposium. In Ar. Th.
88—265, he and his writings are represented as thoroughly effeminate; and, in
Smp. 194e—197€, he adopts a preciously Gorgianic style to speak in praise of Love.
e2—3 oUk &v faupdioim el wandikk Mavoaviov Tuyyavel dv: Socrates’ suspi-
cion was correct. And in fact, Agathon’s relationship to Pausanias endured long
after he had ceased to be a Tais. It is represented as still enduring in 422 (the
dramatic date of Xen. Smp. 8.32), and in 416 (the dramatic date of Smp. 193b).
Ael. 2.21 says that the relationship endured even later; when Agathon left Athens
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for Macedon. eg3 ToUTé T’ fjv TO peipdxiov: on the connection of this to the
previous sentence, cf. 315bgn. eg3=4 T AdeipdvTtw &dpdpoTépw, & Te KRmdos
kal & AeukoAo¢iBou: the use of the dual of the proper name is perhaps jocularly
Homeric, like e.g. Il. 12.265 &ugoTépw & AlavTe (cf. 317e1). We have no further
knowledge of Adeimantus son of Cepis. Adeimantus son of Leucolophides was
among those accused of profaning the Eleusinian mysteries (315a2n.). He was
elected oTpaTnyds for three successive years in 407—4 (Xen. HG 1.4.21, 1.7.1,
2.1.30). In his final year of office, he was defeated by the Spartans at the Bat-
tle of Aegospotami and taken prisoner. He alone was allowed to live, when the
Spartans killed all their other Athenian prisoners. This was because he alone had
opposed an Athenian decision to mutilate all Spartan prisoners, although some
circulated the alternative explanation that he had betrayed the Athenian fleet
to the Spartans (Xen. HG 2.1.32; cf. Lys. 14.38). e5 SieAéyovTo: that Prodicus
should engage in something so modest as conversation (314c4n.) makes him dif-
ferent from Protagoras and Hippias, and similar to his pupil (341a4) Socrates.
Prodicus continues to show a taste for Socratic conversation in his brisk and
apposite responses at 340b6, 340c2, 341c2, 358b3, 358¢1. eb—316a1 Whooo-
$os y&p pot Bokel &viyp elvan kal Belos: cf. 341a4—5n., on Socrates’ claims to have
learnt from Prodicus. To praise someone as both ‘all-wise’ and ‘godly’ conflicts
with Meno ggc—d, where Socrates says that 8¢ios is apt praise for someone who,
without any understanding of his own, gets right so much of what he says and
does as to suggest divine inspiration. Socrates thereupon adds that women and
Spartans (on whose intellectual qualities see 342a7—343b4) are liable to praise a
good man by calling him 8¢ios.

316a3—4 AN1P1&BNs Te O kaAds: with this specification of Alcibiades by reference
to his beauty, contrast the way that other characters are specified by reference
to their father (e.g. TT&panos 6 TTepikAéous, kai Xappidns 6 Maukwvos g15a1—2)
or deme (e.g. Paidpos 6 Muppivouaoios g15¢c3, Mavoavias . . . 6 é&x Kepapéwv
315d7) or city (e.g. TToAUkAeiTov Tov Apyeiov §j Peadiav Tov Abnvaiov g11cs);
and cf. gogazn. agq s Mg oU: Socrates’ companion spoke of Alcibiades’
beauty in 3ogaz—cg. a4-5 Kpitias 6 KaAAaloypov is appropriately paired
with Alcibiades: they were the two most scandalously ill-behaved of all Socrates’
associates. Xen. Mem. 1.2.12 relays this complaint: ‘Once they became associates
of Socrates, Critias and Alcibiades did enormous harm to the city: Critias was
the most thievish and most violent and most murderous of the oligarchic party;
Alcibiades was, of the democratic party, the most incontinent and most outra-
geous and most violent.” Critias was one of Plato’s cousins (his father Callaeschrus
and Plato’s maternal grandfather were brothers). One injury that he did to Athens
was to arrange for the return of Alcibiades from one of his periods of exile (DK
88 B 5). As leader of the Thirty Tyrants who had control of Athens in 404—3, he
arranged for the deaths, without trial, of 1,500 citizens (Isoc. 7.67), and the death,
after a trial, but without a conviction, of a member of the Thirty who was not
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extreme enough for his tastes (Xen. HG 2.3.15—56), before being killed himself by
democratic forces (Xen. HG 2.4.19).

g16a6—319a2: THE PROFESSION OF PROTAGORAS

Socrates presents Hippocrates to Protagoras. Protagoras speaks with pride of how bold he is
to be a sophist openly. His rivals are summoned to listen to the conversation between him and
Socrates. He explains what he will teach Hippocrates: how to run properly anything from hus
own household to the entire city.

316a6 opixp’ &rTa: a dismissive phrase, used at Smp. 19gb and Phlb. 20c of some
large and important topics.

316b2 To1 is a classic instance of the use of this particle described in GP 542
as ‘With the second person singular pronoun (usually accusative), conveying a
summons to attention, often peremptory in tone.” bg diaAexfijvar ‘to have a
conversation’. See 316c3n. on diaAéyecfan. b6 fikeTe is in effect ‘you are here’.
This verb focuses on the present effect of a past coming (‘you have arrived,
and not yet left’), by contrast with 316bg fiA8ouev, which focuses instead on the
past coming itself (‘we came’). Cf. g314d7—e1, Smp. 174e ‘You’ve come at just the
right time to join us for dinner [eis koAOV fikels 6TTws ouvdertviionis]; if you
came [f)ABgs] for anything else, forget about it for the moment,” and Isae. 1.1 ‘In
those days, he gave us such a strict upbringing that we never entered [oU8émoTe
f)ABopev] a courtroom, not even to be part of the audience; now, however, we are
here [fikopev] to fight a case in which all our worldly goods are at stake.” b?% T@V
¢mywpiwv ‘one of the locals’. Describing someone as émiywpios implies simply
that he is a local; describing him as Tév émywpicwv implies also that the locals
constitute a group with something of an identity of its own. Cf. g19c3, 324c¢4,

361e4—5.

316cx EmBupeiv 8¢ por Sokel EAAGY1p0s YevéaBan Ev Tijt TTOA&1: at 318e4—319a2
Protagoras will equate this ‘getting a reputation in public life’ with being good at
handling the city’s business. In a well-run democracy, the equation is fair enough:
those handling the city’s business will be subject to public scrutiny, and the public
will be wise enough not to think highly of them unless they handle the city’s busi-
ness well. The various parties to this conversation (even Socrates: 319bg—4) will
agree that the Athenian democracy is well-run. Hence the equation may; at least
as it applies to Hippocrates, pass unchallenged. Under other arrangements, the
equation falters. ¢3 oxdmers this present imperative contrasts with the aorist
imperative okéyau at 316bs. Since using the aorist imperative, to enjoin what
was then presented as a single, simple act, Socrates has spelled out some com-
plications attaching to the original question, and his present imperative enjoins
Protagoras to undertake what it acknowledges may be a complicated series of
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enquiries. For similar switches from okéyai to okéel, similarly motivated, see
Grg 510a-b, Chrm. 161b and 167b—d, Phlb. 24a. BraAéyeoban ‘to be conversing’.
Socrates’ present tense suggests something perhaps a bit more complicated, and
open-ended, than Protagoras’ aorist SioAex8fjvai at 316b3. c5 Twpoundfi: the
choice of this word for taking precautions will acquire a new resonance after
Protagoras tells his tale about Prometheus in 320di—322a2; cf. also 361d2—3
TTpounBevs. . . TpounBoupevos. & ZdkpaTes: Protagoras obviously remembers
Socrates’ name from some previous meeting. Cf. 351e6n. on how Protagoras
shows himself familiar with one of Socrates’ characteristic turns of phrase, and
361e2—3 on how good an impression Socrates had made on Protagoras before the
present meeting. c¢5 §évov . . . d1 ouvouaiav: with Protagoras’ description of
his life as a wandering sophist, cf. the descriptions offered by Socrates of the lives
of ‘Prodicus of Ceos, Gorgias of Leontini, Polus of Acragas, and many others’
(Thg 127¢—128a) and of ‘Gorgias of Leontini, Prodicus of Ceos and Hippias of Elis’
(dp. 19e—=20a). €6 1dvta eis TOAe1s peydAas:s Socrates’ parallels are free from
Protagoras’ self-important talk about bzg cities (icov €is ék&oTny TGOV TTOAEWV Ap.,
eis TOs TOAe1s iovTes Thg). melBovras cf. eiBouot Ap., reiBouot The Itis uncon-
tested that sophists are persuasive. ¢6=7 TV véwv ToUs BeATioTous: Socrates’
parallels are free from Protagoras’ claim that it is the best of the young men whom
he attracts. Instead, they have sophists attracting either young men generally (Tous
véous 4p.), or those young men who are of highest birth and greatest wealth (Tév
VEWV TOUS YEVWQIOTATOUS TE Kal TTAouoiwTaTous Thg). ¢7 &moAelovTas Tds
TV GAAwv ouvoucsias . . . €8 EaxuTtd1 ouveivai: Socrates uses similar turns of
phrase (T&s éxeivaov ouvoucias &mroAimévTas opicv ouveival 4p., &roAeiTovtas
T&s ékeivwv ouvouoias auTtols ouveivan Thg), and his ékeivawv, like Protagoras’
&AAwv, refers to all the fellow citizens of the young men whom sopbhists attract.
But Socrates emphasises that these young men could associate for free with any
of their fellow citizens (E§eoT1 TGOV EauTddV TOAITGOV Trpoika cuveival &1 &v
BoUAwvTat Ap., EeoTv TGOV TTOAITGOV &1 &v PoUAwvTal TTpoika cuveivan Thg),
while Protagoras does not give even this hint that his relationship with the young
men is commercial. ¢8-d1 s PeATious Eooptvous dik THv EauTol cuvouciav:
Socrates’ parallels offer neither this nor any other description of what the young
men hope to get from sophists. They do, however, describe, as Protagoras does
not, what the young men have to give to sophists: money and gratitude (xpfpuara
S186vTas kai xapiv wpooeidévan Ap., TpookaTaTiBévTas &pyupiov TTAVU TTOAY
moBov, kai x&piv wpods TouTols €idévan Thg,).

316d5 poPouptvous: Protagoras’ concern throughout this, his first major speech,
with fear, risk, and precautions against danger, is some anticipation of the way
that the discussion will eventually come to focus upon courage; cf. also 351d3—4
&oparéoTepov. For other such anticipations, see 310dgn. on &vdpeiav. Protagoras
otherwise avoids discussing courage; see 330ai—2n. dg5—6 wpoéaxnua ToiEicOal
kal wpokaAUTTeaOou: the idea of secret traditions of wisdom is connected with
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Protagoras again at Tht. 152e, where Socrates, in expounding a view of Protago-
ras’, lists a number of other sages who are also supposed to have held that view in
secret. d6 Tous ptv wolnav . . . e4 GAAo1 ToAAoi: such lists were a favourite
of sophistic oratory. Cf. Protagoras’ list of animal attributes (320d7—321b6), his
list of good things (334a4—6), his list of possible relationships between pleas-
ant and painful and good and bad (351d5—7), Hippias’ list of sources of wisdom
(337¢c7—dIn.), Prodicus’ list of pleasures (337c2n.), Gorgias’ list of adornments
(DK 82 B 11.1), Alcidamas’ list of honoured sages (343a4n. on XiAwv), and what
may be Lysias’ list of courtesans who retired young (Ath. 13.592¢). Socrates’ list
of the Seven Sages (343a2—4) spoofs the genre. Such lists evidently pleased the
audiences of sophists as e.g. the Catalogue of Ships (Hom. . 2.494—760) pleased
the audiences of rhapsodes, or a list of lists pleases a writer of commentary.
Protagoras’ list here, attempting to assimilate sophistry and other trades, merits
contrast with Socrates’ attempts at g11b2—e6 to distinguish them, and comparison
with Protagoras’ own attempts at 331d3—e3 to argue that ‘Everything resembles
everything, at least in some respect.” d6 “Ounpov: Homer is a good start to a
catalogue of undercover sophists, for he was widely thought to teach the knowl-
edge that makes a man virtuous. In Ar. Frogs 1034—6, Aeschylus asks ‘How did the
divine Homer get his glorious reputation, if not because he taught useful things
[xphoT’ €didadev]: captaining troops, valiant deeds [&peTds], arming warriors?’
In Ion 540d-541c, a bard claims that, because of his familiarity with the works of
Homer, he would make an excellent general. In Xen. Smp. 4.6, Niceratus, who
knew the whole of Homer by heart (see Xen. Smp. 3.5, quoted in 326a1n.) says,
‘T too could tell you ways in which you will be improved [& Eéoecfe PeATioves] if
you understand me. For you do appreciate, I suppose, that the supremely wise
[copwTaTos] Homer has composed poetry about almost every aspect of human
life. So if any of you wants to become capable of running his household, or speak-
ing in public, or commanding an army [cf. the things that Protagoras professes
to teach at 318e5—g19a2: in private life, household management; and in public
life, speech and action about the city’s business], or to become like Achilles or
Ajax or Nestor or Odysseus, he should pay court to me. For I understand all these
things.” (Niceratus was joking; but his joke depended on exaggerating something
that others would say in earnest.) Plato did not share this belief in the educational
value of Homer: see Rep. 377d—398b and 596b—608b for a series of arguments
that Homer is in fact morally pernicious, and Jon for a representation of some-
one whose familiarity with Homer has left him thoroughly fatuous. ‘Hofodov:
as the second great poet in the Greek canon, Hesiod is standardly paired with
Homer (e.g. Tim. 21d oUte ‘Hoio8os oUTe “Opnpos oUte &AAos oUBeis TroinTis,
Isoc. 12.33 Tfis “Ounpov kai Tfis ‘Holé8ov kai This TV &AAwv Toifjoews). The
few who thought Homer pernicious thought the same of Hesiod too (Rep. 377d—
e, 6ood; Xenophanes DK 21 B 11). d% Zipwvidnv: one of his poems will be
the subject of an extended discussion at 339a—347a, introduced by Protago-
ras. Perhaps the occurrence of Simonides’ name on this list here is some small
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anticipation of that eventual discussion (cf. 335e1n.). Perhaps he is mentioned also
for his reputation as giver of advice on politics (Xen. Hr. recounts some of this
advice), and as taker of large sums of money (346b6—c1In.). At any rate, it is not
that Simonides is standardly mentioned, whenever one needs a third poet to go
along with Homer and Hesiod (cf. Jon 532a, where the third poet is Archilochus,
and Ap. 41a, where the third and fourth are Orpheus and Musaeus). Tous 8¢ aU
TeAeTds Te kal Xpnopwidias: the activities of such people are scornfully described
in Rep. 364b—365a: ‘they go up to the doors of rich men, and persuade them that
they have, through sacrifices and incantations, procured from the gods the power
of healing, by revelry and feasts, any injustice the rich man himself or one or his
ancestors has committed, and also that, if he wishes to damage any enemy, then
their power will, in return for a small consideration, use charms and binding
spells to hurt just and unjust people alike. . . . They display a welter of books by
Musaeus and Orpheus, by the offspring, so they say, of the Moon and the Muses.
They follow these books when they sacrifice, and they persuade, not just private
individuals, but also entire cities, that we can be freed and purged from our unjust
deeds by sacrifice, jollification and revelry, both in our lifetimes and also after we
are dead. All this they call TeAeTds, which free us from the evils of the underworld.
If, however, we do not make the sacrifices, then dreadful things lie in store for us.’
Plato speaks of sacrifice together with jollification, because sacrifice was the only
way apart from hunting of getting meat for dinner. He speaks of a welter of books,
because books were an essential tool of the trade (Ar. Birds 959—991, Isoc. 19.5-6);
for some samples of the mumbo-jumbo that such books contained, see DK 1 B
17, 2 B 22. d7-8 ToUs &u¢i Te ‘Opdéa kal Movoaiov: the phrase amounts to
no more than a vague ‘people like Orpheus and Musaeus’; cf. e.g. Euthd. 286c,
which says that oi &u¢i IMpwTarydpav were terribly keen to argue that nobody
can contradict anyone. It looks slightly irregular to place the enclitic T, which
coordinates ‘Op¢éa with Mouoaiov, before both those words and immediately
after &u¢i. But the air of irregularity diminishes when we reflect that &u¢i governs
Movucaiov also, so that the whole phrase can be understood as the perfectly reg-
ular &uo¢i e ‘Opdéa kai &dupi Movoaiov. Cf. GP 518-19, and 317bg—4 SpoAoydd
Te codloTns elvar kai Tondevev &vBpdtrous, 317d8 abToi Te dvTiAaPouevor TGV
PdBpwv kai TéV KAwRY, 325bb—cI fi Te {npia B8&vaTos abTdv Tols TTaioi kai
puyai, 336c2 Adyov Te SoUvan kai Sé§acban.  d8—erx "lkios Te & TapavTivos: a
celebrated Olympic victor, who is variously described as a wrestler (Ael. 11.3), a
pentathlete (Paus. 6.10.5), and a sprinter (scholion on Laws 83ge). He was noto-
rious for the austerity of his regimen: ‘the story goes that, throughout the entire
time he was in training, he never touched a woman or even a boy’ (Laws 840a),
and the phrase 8eiTrvov "lkkou was proverbial for a simple meal (Eust. on Hom. 1.
5.801). This reputation for high-achieving austerity, together with the fact that his
city, Tarentum in the south of Italy, was, like many others in the region, a centre
of Pythagoreanism, made Pythagorean philosophers of late antiquity eager to
claim him as one of their predecessors (Iamblichus De vita Pythagorica 267.25).
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316ex ‘Hpddixos: supposedly one of the teachers of the great physician Hip-
pocrates of Cos (311b6n., Suda s.v. ‘Irrrokp&Tns). His theory was that disease
occurs when the body is not in its natural state, and that the body may be brought
to, and kept in, its natural state by subjecting it to appropriate labours and pains
(Tévol, &Ayn; Anonymus Londinensis g.20—33). He thus subjected himself and
his patients to a regimen full of hardship, as if they were athletes in training
(hence yvpvaoTiknv 316d8, and the description of him in Rep. 406a—b as pei§as
yvuvaoTiknyv iatpikiit). When he fell ill, this regimen managed to prolong his life
until old age, but in such a miserable fashion that his life was, as Rep. 406b put it,
no more than a ‘protracted death’. Cf. Arist. RA. 1361b3—6: “The good state of a
body is health, and health of such a sort that people are free of disease and can use
their bodies. For many are healthy in the way that Herodicus is said to have been,
and nobody would congratulate them on their health, since they abstain from all
or almost all human activities.” e2 AyafokAfis: an obscure figure, who is said to
have taught music to various people active at various periods in the fifth century:
Lamprocles (scholion on Al. Ma. 118¢), Pindar (Pindar: Vita Ambrosiana 1.12) and
Damon (La. 180d). 6 Upétepos: i.e. the Athenian. Cf. 326e1 ap’ Uuiv, 343a3
20Awv O fuéTepos.  eg NMuBoxAeldns 6 Keios: a contemporary, and, according to
Ale. Ma. 118c, an associate, of Pericles (315a1—2n.). A scholion on Alc. Ma. 118c adds
that he taught Agathocles. Some held that Pythocleides devised the mixolydian
mode (Plu. On Music 1136d). This mode had a particularly mournful sound, and
therefore, according to Rep. 398e, was to be abolished, as ‘useless even for those
women who are supposed to be decent, never mind for men’. Contrast g41eg5n.
on the austerity of Ceians.

317a2 katd ToUTo elvan ‘as far as this point is concerned’. The idiomatic insertion
of the apparently redundant elvan is more readily paralleled than explained: cf.
e.g. Xen. 4n. 1.6.9 T6 xat& ToUTov elval, Lys. 28.14 10 émwi ToUTois elven, and
335b2n. ag of ye roAAol s Eros elweiv oUdtv aioBavovTan: see 352e3—4 and
353a7—8 for other examples of Protagoras’ contempt for the masses.

317b3—4 Sporoy® Te codroThs elvan kad randevev &vBpcdtrous: for the placing
of the T¢, cf. 316d7-8n. bg—c1 kal &AAas wpos TavuTn Eoxeppans the vagueness
of this talk about his other precautions gives the impression that going into detail
would compromise their effectiveness. No doubt that impression is itself a pre-
caution. We do not know whether there were more precautions still, or whether
this impression is simply bluff.

317cI oUv Bedd elreivs this phrase here and at e.g. Tht. 151b, Laws 858b indicates
that the speaker is aware that he might sound over-optimistic. Eur. Med. 625
and Ar. Pl 114 use ouv 9eéd1 & eiprioeTan for the same purpose. c2—3 WoAA&
ve &tn 410 eipl v TH Téxvm kal ydp kal T& oUpavTa TOAAG pol EoTiv:
according to Meno g1e, Protagoras died when aged almost seventy, having spent
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forty years in business as a sophist. ¢3—4 0Udevds dTou oU TévTwY &v UuGV
kaf’ HAikiav waThp elnv: since Socrates was born in 469 (314b5n.), this suggests
that Protagoras was born around 490 at the latest, and was therefore in at least
his late fifties by the dramatic date of this dialogue (309a3n.). ¢5=6 Tov Adyov
woleioban ‘to present my argument’ (as in 333c4), or even perhaps ‘to deliver
my speech’ (as in e.g. Phdr. 264b, Thuc. 1.37.1, Hippias DK 86 B 6, quoted in
337c7—din.); at all events, the phrase suggests something more one-sided than
Aéyew Te kai &xouelv (362a3gn.) or SioAéyeobon (314c4n.).

g317d1 ¢pacTtai: see 310dgn. on wToinow for further descriptions of the desire for
wisdom as sexual. d2 TioUv...oU...tkaAéoauev: see groazn. dg waww
ptv oUv: see g310a4n. dp ouvédplov kataockevdowpev: Callias shows some pre-
tension in talking thus about rearranging the furniture. cuvédpiov is generally
restricted to the grander sorts of ‘sitting together’: conferences, congresses, coun-
cils, courts, their meetings and the buildings where they hold them. Thus in Men.
Dys. 1747, building a cuvédpiov is a stage beyond building a mere 8&kos for peo-
ple to sit and chat in; and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 2.13.1,
uses the phrase kaTeokeudoaTo kai TO POUAEUTIKOV TGV YEPOVTWY OUVESPIOV to
describe the foundation of the Roman senate. Plato’s joke here was anticipated
by, and perhaps borrowed from, Pherecrates fr. 70 PCG, which talks scornfully
of a shopkeeper ‘kateokevacuévov [middle voice: the shopkeeper did not do all
the work himself] a cuvéSpiov for youngsters to spend the day chatting in’. d8
atTol Te dvTiIAaPopevor TV Pabpwv kal TéOV kAivadv: cf. 315c2—3n., 316d7-8n.
dg kaTeokev&lopev ‘we started constructing’ sc. a cuvédpiov.

317ex fikéTny &yovte . . . €2 &vaocTiioavTes: once the duals have done their job
of emphasising how Alcibiades and Critias were operating as a pair, the relaxation
into the plural is thoroughly idiomatic. Cf. 330c5, and Hom. /. 10.228 fifeAéTnv
AiavTe dUw BeparovTes Apnos, 12.335—06 &5 & évono” Alavte dUw TToAépov duco-
pNTW | EoTadTOS.

318a2-3 tv Embuplon dv Tiis ofis ouvouaias: Socrates continues to use sexually
charged language for the desire to be wise. Cf. 310dgn. on rToinoiv, and LSJ s.v.
¢mBupia ‘esp. sexual desire, lust (cf. 340b1—2n.) and s.v. cuvoucia 4 ‘sexual inter-
course’. agf & veavioke: a potentially patronising mode of address, otherwise

used to youngsters who are getting above themselves (Laws goge, Xen. An. 2.1.3,
Demades fr. 62).

318b3 €l Tis ge 515&8Ee1ev 8 pfy TUy ) Gvers EmioTdpevos: the indicative Tuyyavels
here implies that Protagoras does in fact happen to be ignorant of something,
and that the hypothesis is only that someone should teach him such a thing; the
optative Tuyxavois here would imply instead that the ignorance is as hypothetical
as the teaching. Cf. Smp. 194a €i 8¢ yévoio o viv ¢y eip (‘if you were to be where
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I now am’) and Smp. 194c¢ €l TioW EvTUYOIS OUS Tyyoio codous (‘if you were to
meet people whom you took to be wise’). b4 abTika here and at 359e3 means,
in effect, ‘to take the first example that comes to mind’. A word whose basic
sense is ‘promptly’ comes to have such a meaning because Socrates is using it
to characterise his own action in offering this example. Compare English: I say
‘He’ll come, hopefully’, and the hopefulness characterises my utterance, not his
coming. b6 Zev§irmou: for the enormously high reputation of Zeuxippus, see
Xen. Mem. 1.4.3 and Isoc. 15.2 (quoted in 311c5n.; both passages, like Plato himself
in Grg. 453¢, give Zeuxippus’ name in the alternative form ZeU&s).

318c4 ‘Opbaydpans according to Aristoxenus fr. g6 Wehrli, he taught Epaminon-
das, the eminent Theban general, how to play the pipe. Otherwise, nothing is
known of him.

318d8-e1 oi piv yap &GAAor AwPdvTan ToUs véous: Protagoras here expresses
agreement with an opinion of sophists that was widely held, at least among
the older generation (Meno gic, Rep. 492a). Agreeing with such opinions risks
alienating the rebellious young, and encouraging them to go to his rival sophists.
Protagoras ingeniously avoids these risks by the explanation he is about to give
of the harm that other sophists do the young: they subject them to a drearily
technical schooling.

318erx Tas yap Téxvas aUTtous wepevydTas: the presupposition is, of course,
that Téyxvan are arduous and degrading. The young gentlemen described here
do not expect to have to earn their living as Texvital, and so they have ‘made
their escape from the arts’ in that, once they have been schooled by the ypap-
uaTioTrs, the kiBopioTnis and the waudoTpifns (312b1—2), they might hope to
avoid all Téxvoun thereafter. e2 éupaAAovow eis Téxvas: the word éuPBaAAev
can be used of casting someone into slavery, and into places of detention and
execution (Rep. 615b eis dovAcias euPePAnkdTes, Grg. 516d—e eis 7O Papabpov
éupaAeiv, Demos. 53.14 EuPaAAewy eis 76 SeopwTnplov, Isae. fr. g €is T6 &vdxonov
évéPoe). e2—3 Aoylopous Te kal &oTpovopiav kal yewpeTpiav kal povoikfv:
these four arts are, almost exactly, the curriculum that Republic 525a-531d rec-
ommends for those who are to be rulers. The difference is that the Republic’s
curriculum also includes stereometry (528a—b), a subject that could not be men-
tioned here without grotesque anachronism. In Isoc. 15.264—5, a relation by
marriage of Hippias (DK 86 A 3) gave this explanation of the advantages of an
education in geometry and astronomy: “The nature of other subjects is to benefit
us after we acquire knowledge of them; these subjects by contrast, although they
would be of no advantage to those who have acquired an exact understanding
[&rrnkpiPwpévous; cf. Grg 487c—d, quoted in g15c4n.], unless they have chosen
to make their living thereby [évTeUfev {fiv Tponipnuévous; cf. 312bg—4n.], nev-
ertheless profit those who are studying them. For when people pass their time
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on the wordy exactitude of astronomy and geometry, and are forced to attend to
things that are hard to learn properly, and in addition are getting accustomed to
stick at and work on what is said and shown to them, without letting their minds
wander, then, because they have been trained and sharpened up on these sub-
jects, they can with greater speed and ease grasp and understand those things that
are of greater dignity and worth.” e2 Aoyiopous: this term means sums, and
not the whole of arithmetic. Thus AoyioTik7) answers only questions like “‘What
are seven eights? Are they less than sixty?’; it does not answer also questions like
‘Does every number have a unique decomposition into primes?’ Even so, Aoy1o-
Tikf) was not part of ordinary Greek schooling (312b1—2n.). e2 &oTpovoplav:
this term &oTpovopia suggests, not just any study of the stars, but mathemati-
cal theories of their courses. Thus in Grg 451c Socrates and Gorgias take it as
evident that oi Adyor oi Tf|s &oTpovouias deal with ‘the motion of the stars,
the sun and the moon, and their speeds relative to one another’. According to
Ar. Clouds 171—2, 1946 (cf. 201, 225) Socrates and his pupils — or at least their
backsides — studied &oTpovopia, and in particular ‘the paths and orbits of the
moon’. More plausible is Xen. Mem. 4.7.4—6, which says that Socrates encour-
aged people to learn basic &oTpoAoyia for practical purposes like navigation and
time-reckoning, but discouraged them from pursuing &oTpovopia to the point
of ‘knowing about the wandering and moving stars, their distances from the
earth, their periods of revolution, and their causes’. e2 yewpetpiav: the study
of yewpeTpia had already developed into an abstract mathematical discipline, far
removed from its origins in land-surveying. Ar. Clouds 177—9 (cf. 202—4) says that
Socrates had geometrical instruments — which he used for stealing clothes from
gyms. More plausible is Xen. Mem. 4.7.2—3, which says that Socrates encouraged
people to master practical land-surveying, but not to go on to ‘the proofs that are
so hard to grasp [T&v SuoouvéTwy SiaypappdTtwv]’; although he did know a bit
about them, he could not see their utility. Protagoras remarked on the mismatch
between perceptible objects and the abstract theorems of geometry (‘It is not just
at a point that the circle makes contact with the ruler’), and meant this as an
objection to the geometers (DK 8o B 7). Plato agrees on the mismatch, but takes
it instead as an objection to perceptible objects: they are only imperfect imitations
of the objects described, with perfect accuracy, by the theorems of geometry (e.g.
Phd. 72e—77a). e3 pouaikiiv: at a pinch, this term can be taken to mean any
kind of intellectual cultivation, including those of Prodicus (340b1) and Socrates
(Phd. 6oe—61a). It most easily means the knowledge of how and what to sing and
play that was imparted to schoolboys by their ki@apioTnis (326a5-b6). Here, it
presumably includes such things as the mathematical treatment of harmonics
(cf. Tht. 145a, which uses Aoy10TIkOS, &oTPOVOUIKSS, YEWHETPIKOS, and pouaikds
to describe Theodorus, the mathematician and friend of Protagoras). eg els
Tov ‘lrmiav &méPAeyev: Hippias professed expertise in a vast array of Téxvai
(Hp. Mi. 363c—d (quoted in 315c6n.) and 366¢c—368d); but, in the more demand-
ingly mathematical Téxvai, there was perhaps less to his expertise than met the
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eye. He had indeed what was, by the standards of his day, a remarkable facility
at Aoy1oTikn, being able to answer, instantly and accurately, such questions as
‘What is three times seven hundred?’ (Hp. M:. 366e; in Ar. Wasps 656—64 and
Alexis fr. 15 PCG ordinary folk resort to their fingers, or an abacus, for com-
parably trivial calculations); but there is no sign that Hippias knew anything of
the upper reaches of the theory of numbers that were handled by &p18unTikn.
Somewhat similarly, Hippias’ only recorded contribution to the study of the stars
is the claim (DK 86 B 13) that there are seven stars in the Hyades (a star cluster
in the head of Taurus); and this testifies, not to any expertise in the mathematical
modelling of the movements of heavenly bodies, but, if anything, to the unsur-
passed sharpness of his eyesight (nobody else claimed to distinguish more than
seven stars in the cluster; and Thales, for example, distinguished only two: DK
11 B 2). Again, Hippias talked about the history of geometry (DK 86 B 12), but
the nearest thing to evidence that he contributed to geometry itself is the fact
that there was a geometer called Hippias (Proclus, Commentary on the First Book of
the Elements of Euclid 272.7, 356.11; Knorr (1986) 80—4, 87, explains why this is
not our Hippias). And as for pouoikt, we are told that Hippias composed poetry
in various genres (gmrn kai Tpaywidias kai S18updupous Hp. Mi. 368c—d, EAeyeia
DK 86 B 1); but, apart from the claims that he was an expert Tepi pubuddv kai
&puoviddv, and that he introduced these subjects into his speeches (Hp. M:. 368d,
DK 86 A 2.1), we have no evidence of any expertise in the mathematical end of
the subject. To persuade his audiences that he was sharing with them a profound
technical knowledge, Hippias no doubt used the techniques whereby the Earl
of Chesterfield persuaded the House of Lords to accept the calendar reforms of
1751 (Stanhope (1932) vol. IV, 1699): ‘I could just as soon have talked Celtic or
Sclavonian to them as astronomy, and they would have understood me full as
well: so I resolved to do better than speak to the purpose, and to please instead of
informing them. I gave them, therefore, only an historical account of calendars,
from the Egyptian down to the Gregorian, amusing them now and then with
little episodes; but I was particularly attentive to the choice of my words, to the
harmony and roundness of my periods, to my elocution, to my action. This suc-
ceeded, and ever will succeed; they thought I informed, because I pleased them,;
and many of them said that I had made the whole very clear to them; when, God
knows, I had not even attempted it.” e4=5 TO 8¢ uddnud éotiv eUPouiias this
is Protagoras’ way of meeting the challenge faced by any sophist: ‘What good
are you, if there is no particular subject in which you specialise?’ (312dg—e1n.).
The etymology of the word eUPouvAia (‘being good at working out what to do’)
allows it to be applied quite widely, to planning of every kind. In practice the
word is applied more narrowly, to some planning, rather than to all; but even
then the application is to the planning that exercises a general supervision over
specialist planners. Thus Rep. 428b—d says that one would call a city eUfoulos,
not because its carpenters, smiths and farmers know their jobs, but because its
rulers are equipped with the skill ‘which takes decisions [BouAeUeTat], not for
some one special part of the city, but for the city itself as a whole’; and Aurist.
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EN 1142b28—34 distinguishes eUBoulia proper (&trAdds), which is directed at the
goal (human well-being, the goal of the statesman: EN 1094a18—29), from more
special sorts of eUPouAia, which are directed at more special goals. e5 Tepl TGV
olkelwv . . . g19aIl kal Tepl TGOV Tiis TOAews: a household was the smallest insti-
tution that a man could expect to run; a city was the largest. The consensus was
that any man fit to run one of these institutions would also be fit to run the other
(e.g Aeschin. 1.153, Isoc. 15.285), and sophists generally undertook to fit their cus-
tomers to run both (Rep. 6ooc—d, Meno g1a—b). In Xen. Mem. 3.4.6—12, Socrates
presents a version of the consensus, generalised to cover also all institutions of
intermediate size (‘whatever someone has to supervise, then, so long as he knows
what is needed and is able to provide it, he would be a good supervisor, whether
he is supervising a chorus or a household or a city or an army . . . for care of
private matters differs only in scale from care of public ones, and in other respects
they are pretty much the same’), and argues for it at length. The consensus can
be invoked in arguments that political power should be widely distributed, on the
grounds that it does not take much to run a household; but the consensus can also
be invoked in arguments that, since so few are capable of running a city, nobody

else is capable of running even a household, but is instead fit only for slavery (e.g.
Ale. Ma. 135b—, Xen. Mem. 4.2.22—3).

319a1-2 OTws T& THs WOAews SuvaTwTaTtos &v ein kal wp&TTEw Kal Abyeive
this was the ambition of Socrates’ interlocutor in Xen. Mem. 4.2.1, a young man
‘with great hopes of outdoing everybody Té1 8Uvacfan Aéyev Te kai Tp&TTEIV .
Excelling in both speech and action was the usual ambition of a Homeric hero
(Hom. Il. 1.490—1 and 9.443: the sulking Achilles ‘kept away from the assembly,
where men win glory, and kept away from war’, although he had been taught
‘to be a speaker of words and a doer of deeds’). It remained a perfectly proper
ambition in democratic Athens, where competition in virtue was encouraged
(325d1—2n.), and where the proposer of a defeated motion ‘abides by your vote,
whatever it may be, even if he is wpddTOS TG dUvachan Aéyewv fj TpaTTEWV €V
Upiv’ (Demos. 26.8): for it was simply the ambition of being a second Pericles
(315a1—2n.), ‘the man who was foremost among the Athenians of his day, Aéyewv
Te Kai pdooev duvatwTtaTos’ (Thuc. 1.139.4).

gigag—320c2: SOCRATES HAS DOUBTS

Socrates hesitates to accept that people can be taught to run cities well. Athenian democracy, he
points out, presumes that there are no experts in running the city: on the contrary, it lets all and
sundry take part. Besides, he adds, the finest statesmen do not manage to get their sons to share
in their statesmanship, as they would if it were teachable.

319a4 ToAMITIKNV TéXVNV: this suggestion that Protagoras himself teaches a Téxvn
is a malicious reminder of his attempt at 318e1—4 to distinguish himself from those
who inflict Téxvan on their pupils.  Troieiv &vdpas &yabous ToAiTas ‘to produce
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good citizens’; not ‘to make men good citizens’ or the like. Cf. Ar. Knights 1304,
where &vdpa poxfnpoév moAiTny has to be a unitary phrase meaning ‘a bad
citizen’. Socrates and Protagoras here assume that citizenship is citizenship in
an extreme democracy like Athens, where any citizen was able to address the
Assembly, and was liable to be allotted executive office. For only on such an
assumption about citizenship can they equate being a good citizen with being
‘thoroughly competent in speech and action about the city’s business’ (319a1—
2). On less democratic assumptions, being a good citizen might mean instead
being a good subject, who obeys the laws, rather than a good ruler, who makes
them. Either way, good citizenship is not obviously identical with what at least
some of Protagoras’ customers must have hoped to learn from him: the persua-
sive techniques that would enable them to advance themselves in politics (cf.
312d6—7, and DK 8o A 21 on how he professed ‘to make the weaker argument
appear the stronger’). ag5—6 abTd ptv olv ToUTS toTIv . . . TO Er&yyeApa &
¢y yéAopan: nobody but sophists made such a profession, and not even all
sophists did: Gorgias laughed at such professions, and thought one should simply
teach people how to speak (Meno g5b—). a7-8 o¥ y&p 1 &GANo wpds ye ot
elpfioceTon fi &mrep vodd: the ye helps make Socrates’ frankness less offensive. The
suggestion is that he has to be frank before Protagoras, even if he might hope to
succeed in dissimulating before someone else. The third person passive eipfoe-
Tai, instead of a first person active, distances Socrates from his remarks; and the
description of them as ‘what I think’, instead of as ‘the truth’, is a further way to
avoid offending Protagoras. Compare and contrast Isoc. 12.225 eipfioeTon yop
T&ANOEs, € kai TIow 868w Alav TrapddoSa Aéyev.

319b1 oUk dipnv didaxTov elvan: cf. Theogn. 428—37, who talks as if virtue is
a matter of cognition, but who argues nevertheless that it is not teachable: ‘It is
easier to get and rear a mortal than put good wits [ppévas écOAds] into one. No
one has ever yet worked out how to make a fool [&ppova] wise [cwdppova] or
a bad man good. If God had granted the Sons of Asclepius [i.e. doctors, as in
311b6] the power to heal men’s badness and thoughtless wits, then they would
be earning lots of large fees. But if intelligence [vénua] could be created and
put in a man, no good father’s son would ever turn out bad, by obeying wise
advice. You’ll never make a bad man good by teaching [818&okwv].” Theognis’
first argument, that doctors don’t earn fees for teaching virtue, was superseded
once sophists came to earn such fees. His second, that good men have bad sons, is
the same as the argument presented by Socrates in 319e1—320b4 and rebutted by
Protagoras in 326e5—327c4. Dissoi Logot DK 0.6 presents these two arguments,
together with three weaker ones, all to show that virtue and wisdom are not
teachable, and then rebuts the lot. b2—g a¥To fyyoUpa ob di18axTov elvan pnd’
Ut &vBpdTTwv TapagkevaoTov &vBpdtrois: the switch from oU to undé marks
a contrast between ‘cannot be taught’ and ‘may not be provided’. For verbal
adjectives with -T0g, rather like optatives, express both notions like feasibility or
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attainability, and notions like desirability or permissibility; and Greek tends to
negate the former with o¥ and the latter with u7. Cf. 310bg4—5n., 345b5—6n., Rep.
407¢c—d ¢dpev . . . ASKANTIOV . . . OUK EIXELPETV . . . uT) oiecBan Seiv (‘let us say
that . .. Asclepius . ..does not try . . ., and does not think he should’) and Soph.
Ant. 686 oUT Gv Suvaiunv pnT émoTaipny (‘I could not, and I hope I never
learn to’). Socrates here makes little of the distinction between teaching people to
be good citizens (which requires good citizenship to be a matter of knowledge),
and more generally getting people to be good citizens (which requires only that
good citizenship is not beyond human control). In this, he will be followed by
Protagoras: see 323e2—324a1n. By 360e6—361c6, they will have learnt the need
for precision on such matters. bg—4 éyd y&p Abnvaious, dorep kai oi &AAol
"EAAnves, ¢nul ocodpoUs elvai: cf. the words of a native of Elis in 337d5, and of a
native of Halicarnassus in Hdt. 1.60.5 ‘the Athenians, who are said to be, in point
of wisdom, first among the Greeks’.

319c3 TAV yevvalwv ‘among the well-born’. For the idea that the well-born are
something of an organised class within the city, cf. Laws 841d, Xen. Ath. Pol. 1.2,
Arist. Pol. 1296b22; and for use of the genitive plural to indicate membership
of an organised class, see 316b7n. c5—6 of To§é6Tan aUTOV &peAxUowaoiv 1
E§&pwvTan keAevdvTwy TOV TpuThvewv: the ‘archers’ were a body of slaves in
public ownership, used to maintain public order. Keeping slaves to manhandle
citizens, like having citizens drink hemlock when sentenced to death (e.g. Phd.
116b—118a), saved citizens from laying violent hands on one another. Before he
came of age, Plato’s brother Glaucon often tried to address the Assembly, only
to be laughed down, and dragged away by the archers (Xen. Mem. 3.6.1). Such
incidents were, for obvious reasons, great favourites in comedy: Aristophanes has
them acted out in Ach. 54-8, Lys. 455, and narrated in Knights 664—6 and Ec. 143.

319d2—4 ocupPoulAelel auTtols &vioTdpevos wepl ToUTwy dpofws piv TékTwWV,
Opoicws 8t XaAkeUs okuToTOHOS KTA: the Athenians liked to boast or grumble of
their equal freedom of speech (ionyopia, Tappnoia). They would trace it back
to legendary times (Eur. Hiypp. 421—3, lon 671—2), and claim it extended even to
foreigners and slaves (Demos. 9.3, Xen. Ath. Pol. 1.12; cf. Grg 461d, where a visitor
from Acragas asks, ‘What? Won’t I be free to speak as much as I like?’ and is
answered, ‘It would be dreadful, my dear chap, if, now that you have come to
Athens, where there is greater freedom of speech than anywhere else in Greece,
you were to be the only one to miss out on it.’) A native of Halicarnassus takes
the Athenians’ freedom of speech to explain how ‘they came to be top by a very
large margin’ (Hdt. 5.78). d4 ToUTois: English idiom demands a translation
like ‘any of these’ to fit this plural with the subsequent singulars pafcv, atTdn
and émixeipei. On such switches from plural to singular, see 324a6-bin. dg5—6
oUdaudbev pabcov, oUdt dvTtos S1daogkdAou oUdevods alTdl, ETrelTa TUPPBOUAeUElV
émyelpeis cf. Socrates’ sarcastic remarks in Xen. Mem. 4.2.3—4 about a young
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man who means to start a career in politics before studying the subject properly:
‘He will evidently start his speech with this exordium: “I have never, men of
Athens, learnt anything from anyone [wap’ oU8evos . . . TWTTOTE . . . OUdEV
gnabov], nor, when hearing of people competent at speech and action [g19a1—
2n.] have I ever sought to meet them, nor have I ever bothered to get any
of the experts to be my teacher [0U8’ émrepeAnOnv (cf. e.g. 323c6 di1BokTéV TE
kai ¢§ émipeAeias, 324a3 ¢§ EmpeAeios kol padnoews, 325c3—4 oV Sid&okovtan
oUd’ émiueAoUvTOn TTaoQV ETrpéAEIaV) TOU B18&okaAdv Tiv& pot yevésHan TV
¢moTapévwv]. Quite the opposite: I have spent my time in the avoidance, not just
oflearning anything from anyone, but even of giving the impression that I’ve learnt
anything. Nevertheless, I will contribute to your deliberations [cupBouvAstow]
whatever comes to me spontaneously [6T1 &v &md TaUTopdTou émint poi; cf.
323c5 &mo ToU avuToudTov].”

31geI p1) Tolvuv dTiis tantamount to ‘quite apart from the fact that’. Cf. Cra. 427e
6TI0UV Tpdry e, UMy 6T TocoUTov (‘any thing at all, not just one this big’), Isae. 10.1
uny 61 Utregp &AAou, &AN’ oUSE UTrép EuauTol (‘not even on my own behalf, never
mind anybody else’s’), Xen. Smp. 2.26 oUdt &vaTrveiv, ut 6T1 Aéyev T1 Suvnodueba
(‘we won’t be able so much as to breathe, let alone speak’); cf. also 351c4—5n. T
kowov Tf)s wOAews ‘the public arrangements of the city’, as in Cri. 50a (with
reference to the city’s legal system), Isoc. 8.96 (its foreign policy), Isae. 7.30 (its
procedures for adoption and inheritance). e2=3 ol go¢wTaTol Kl &proTO!I
TV TOMTGOV TAUTNnV THY &peThv fjv EXovotv oUy olol Te &AAois Tapadidévaus
Socrates elaborates on this observation elsewhere, again using as a prime example
the fact that Pericles never taught anyone to be virtuous, but hinting (Meno gga—
94e, Alc. Ma. 118c—119a), or even affirming explicitly (G7g 515c—516€), that Pericles’
failure to teach virtue to others was the result, not of virtue’s being unteachable, but
of his not being virtuous himself. Cf. La. 179a—d, where Lysimachus makes similar
observations but with other examples. e4—320ax & ptv SidaokdAwv elyeTo
koA&s kal €U Emaldevoev ‘gave a fine education in whatever could be taught’.
Plato noticeably relished such phrases, to speak in a catch-all way about cognition.
Cf. e.g. 324d3—4 B18d&okouctv & Bi8aokdAwv ExeTau (‘they teach whatever can be
taught’), Ale. Ma. 120b pavBavelv doa podnoews éxetan (‘to learn whatever can be
learnt’), Meno g4b émaideuoev doa Téxvns ExeTan (‘educated in every skill’), Laws
661b TTévTa Soa ExeTan TV aiobnoewv edaiadnTws Exev (‘well able to perceive
all that is perceptible’), Tht. 145a &oTpovouIKos Kai AOY10TIKOS TE KX HOUCTIKOS
kai doa Trondeias ExeTon (‘good at astronomy, arithmetic, music — every branch of
culture’), Phlb. 16c doa TéxVns ExOueva Gvnupébn TrooTe (‘whatever has been
discovered at any time in connection with a skill’).

320a2 oUTe Twl GAAwI Tapadidwoiv: i.e. does not hand his sons over to any
other person for that other person to educate them in the matters in which
Pericles himself is expert. See g57e5n. for oUTe clauses that demand even more
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substantial supplementation from context. a2-3 aUtol epinévres vépovran
dotep &petor: the comparison is with animals that were owned by temples, and
allowed to graze free, unlike ordinary livestock. The comparison would not have
been felt insulting: Isoc. 5.127 applies it to Philip of Macedon, in a passage meant
to flatter. Arist. RA. 1411b23—30 cites the comparison as a model of vividness, and
contrasts it with Simonides’ description of the good man as ‘four-square’ (339b3).
a3 &&v Tov ‘just in case’. Variants on the idiom are &é&v wows (e.g. Alc. Ma. 122d)
and fjv ov (e.g Ar. Clouds 535). Such conditionals come close to being final
clauses, but they always have the implication that the end envisaged is too much
a matter of luck to be the object of a genuine intention, and that implication is
emphasised here by the words aUtoparor wepiTUxwow. a4 KAeaviav: in Alk.
Ma. 118e, while attempting to explain, in a manner creditable to Pericles, his
failure to educate Cleinias, Alcibiades dismisses Cleinias as a madman. ag5—~6
un SiadBapiit 5% Uwd AAkiPiddou: Plato here (as at Ale. Ma. 132a) attempts to
turn the tables on those who prosecuted Socrates. One of their charges was ‘he
corrupts [51a¢Beipei] the young men’ (4p. 26b, Xen. Mem. 1.1.1), and Alcibiades
was cited as a prime example of the young men whom Socrates had corrupted
Xen. Mem. 1.2.12). a6 Apldppovos: Ariphron was Pericles’ brother, and, like his
brother, a guardian of Alcibiades and Cleinias (Plu. AL. 1.2).

320bx ¢raibeve ‘tried to educate’. With this imperfect tense, contrast the aorist
éraibevoev at 320ai for successfully educating.  &wéBwke ToUTwi: i.e. Pericles
returned him to Alcibiades. bg~6 &meidty 8¢ oov dioUw TaUta AéyovTos,
k&urTopat: Socrates is not entirely neutral when he says that Protagoras’ words
make him bend. For while ‘bending’ may be an obvious metaphor for any change
of mind, ‘straightening’ is an even more obvious metaphor for those changes of
mind that are improvements. Cf. Protagoras’ own talk of bending and staighten-
ing in 325d6 and g26e1—2.

320cx ¢mbeian . . . c2 twiberfov: this verb is a general word for ‘show’ (cf.
Erridei§ov 352a4). Here, however, and at 328dg and 347b2, we cannot forget that
it and its cognates are used specifically for a kind of rhetoric in which sophists
specialised, ‘display oratory’, a sort of rhetoric for its own sake, in which the
spcaker simply shows ofl" his own virtuosity, and is not attempting to persuade
any lawcourt or assembly to reach any decision. For the classic statement of where
epideictic fits into the taxonomy of kinds of rhetoric, see Arist. Rh. 1358a36-b2g.

320c3-322d6: PROTAGORAS TELLS A STORY

Protagoras, in a speech which may owe something to his book On how things were originally
arranged (DK 80 A 1.55), presents his theory of political expertise in a fable of human origins.
Human beings were, from the first, distinguished from the other animals by their intelligence.
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Their wntelligence enabled many marvellous achievements, but it did not enable them to live
logether harmoniously in cities. Harmonious life in cities came along only when human beings
acquired a new skill, justice. And tn this skill, though not in others, all must share if cities are
to continue.

320cq4 pUBov . . . Adywi: the contrast, at its crudest, is that pUBo1 are false
whereas Adyot are true. Thus e.g. Tim. 26e contrasts ‘a made-up pUfos’ with
‘a truthful Adyos’, and Pind. O. 1.28—g contrasts ‘the true Adyos’ with ‘pGfot
embroidered with fancy falsehoods’. And even when the contrast is at its least
sharp, it is never to the advantage of uifoi. Thus contrasts within Adyor are
drawn by Rep. 522a between the puBcd8sis and the &Anbivedtepol, and by Isoc.
2.48 between the ddehipdTarol and the pubwdéotarol. (Such contrasts are a
development of the fifth century: earlier authors, like Xenophanes DK 21 B 1.14,
use pUBo1 and Adyor indifferently for speech of all kinds.) Even if pG8ot may be
contrasted with strictly truthful speech, Plato still has some justifications for using
them. 7im. 29c—d suggests that we should accept ‘the likely p06os’ on subjects like
the gods and the origins of the universe, since it is not in human nature to be able
to give fully exact and consistent Aéyo1 about such subjects. Laws gogb suggests
that when we are dealing with someone who denies God’s providential control
of the world, then in addition to compelling (Bi1&ZeoBat) him by Adyot to say that
he was wrong, we may also need to charm him into wholehearted agreement by
uUBoi of a sort (Erw18&v ye ufv pocdeictai pot Sokel uubwv ETt Tivéoy; cf. Phd.
77¢—78a on how ‘the child in us’ stll needs charms to soothe his fear of death,
even after we have had rational proof that death is nothing to fear). But neither
the 7imaeus nor the Laws gives any justification for using a pufos as Protagoras
does here, as the sole medium for presenting an idea that could also be presented
in a Adyos. The advantage to Protagoras of speaking in what he himself calls a
uubos is that he can thus avoid committing himself on some sensitive issues: sce
g32odin. on 6eol pév fjoav, 322a4n., 322bs—cIn.

32o0d1 fjv y&p roTe Xpdvos 87e “‘once upon a time’. This phrase and its variants
are used to introduce remarks about a more or less distant past that is now
definitively over (at one extreme is Ale. Ma. 106e: fiv xpévos 67e Alcibiades was
not cocksure; at the other is Linus in D.L. 1.4: fjv oTé To1 xpdvos oUTos, év 1
the world was made). In particular, variants of this phrase are used to introduce
other tales of the origins of human society: fiv xpévos 87e (Crt. DK 88 B 25.1),
v Yép ot aidwv keivos, fiv o’ fivika (Moschion fr. 6.3 77GF) and fjv xpdvos
fivika (Orpheus in Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos 9.15). 6eol név floavs
it is, no doubt deliberately, unclear whether this talk of the gods is meant as literal
truth, or is simply a fictional adornment to a theory whose atheist character
would (like that of the theories of Prodicus DK 84 B 5 and Crt. DK 88 B 25)
be plain if it were spelled out in a Adyos. There is no such talk of gods in the
second part of Protagoras’ specch, after his announcement at 324d5—6 that he
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will no longer be giving a pUfos; for the policy described at 328bg—c2 requires,
not that there are gods, but only that people are not prepared to risk acting as if
there are no gods. And there was a firm agnosticism at the start of Protagoras’
book On gods: ‘As for gods, I cannot know [oUk Exw eidévai], cither that they
exist or that they do not exist, or what they are like to look at. For many are
the things that prevent one knowing: these matters are unclear, and human life
is short’ (DK 80 B 4). It is of course possible to affirm that one fully believes
a theology which one says cannot be known. But this possibility depends on a
distinction between knowledge and belief that is not readily available to one who
also affirms, like Protagoras, that ‘Man is the measure of all things’ (cf. 356d3—
4n.). At any rate, in Tht 162¢, Protagoras is made to say that he excludes the
gods ‘from all spoken or written discussion of their existence or non-existence’;
and there are persistent reports that, in consequence of the On gods, Protagoras’
books were burnt and that he himself was expelled from Athens (DK 80 A 14,
12, 23). d2 xal ToUTols: i.e. ‘for mortal species too, in addition to the gods’.
The implication of the xaf in context is that gods are as much creatures of fate
as mortals are, differing only in that they were created earlier. dg yiis &vSov
& yiis kal wupds . . . upl kal yfjiz those predecessors of Plato who wrote
‘about nature’ (315¢c5n.) much enjoyed adorning their writings with such chiastic
patterns: cf. e.g. Her. DK 22 B go mrupds 1 &vtapoift) t& méavra kai wip
&TTEVTWY OKWOTEP XPVooU XprinaTa kal xpnudrwy Xpuods, Melissus DK 30
B 8.3 Sokel &t uiv T6 Te Beppov Yuypov yiveahau kai 1O Yuxpdv Bepudv kai 16
oKkAnpoV paAbarov kai 1o paAboadv oxAnpoév, and Anax. DK 59 B 10 éds yép
&v Ek un) TP1XOS YévorTo Opif kai oxpE Ex uf caprds;  yiis évBov: having a first
gencration of animals originate within the earth is a favourite device of Greek
zoogonies, whether popular (Demos. 60.4), philosophical (Emp. DK 31 B 62.4),
or frankly fictive (Rep. 414d). d3—4 & yiis xal Tupds pelavTes kal TGOV doa
Tupl xal yfi1 kepavvuTan: those who theorised ‘about nature’ (315¢c5n.) would
select some stuff or stuffs like earth, air, fire or water and say that their selection
made up the human race, and ceven the entire universe. Hipp. On the nature of
man 1 complains, with some justice, of how arbitrary such sclections were. But
these hints at a physical theory may be meant no more literally than Protagoras’
theology (320d1n. on Beoi pév fioav); for they too are confined to a ubos(320c4n.),
devised by a man who professes to teach only useful knowledge (318d6-319a6).
d3—4 uel§avTes . . . kepdvvuTar: earth and fire are paradigmatically dry stufis
(e.g. Arist. De generatione el corruptione 330a30-b7), and kpaois is distinguished from
other specices of the genus peifis in that the peiis of dry stufls is not xpdois (e.g.
Arist. Topics 122bgo~1). The ‘things that are blended with earth and fire’ are
therefore presumably the damp stufls that other cosmogonies would name as air
and water. dgq-5 TTpopnOel xal "Emipndei: Prometheus and Epimetheus were
both sons of the titan Iapetus; their misadventures are described in Hes. Th.
507—-616. ds5 koopficau: this metaphor makes the improbable suggestion that
the natural characteristics of an animal are as readily separable from it as the
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clothes, jewellery and accessories with which human beings adorn themselves.
The improbable suggestion is no doubt deliberate: it is in keeping with the story
that animals were first created and only subsequently endowed with their natural
characteristics (320d1—4), and it is iterated in later turns of phrase (c[. 320e1 Téye
&dopel, 321c2 &xdopnTov, 320d7-eIn., 320e3n.). Such suggestions arc a way
of recording, in the language of pifos (320cqn.), the metaphysical distinction
between substances and their attributes; cf. 360e7-361ain.  veipau is the first of
a sequence of seven occurrences of forms of véuw, ending with évepev at 321a2.
Such repetitions were a device characteristic of those who wrote ‘about nature’
(315¢5n.) in the generations before Plato: thus the single paragraph of Anax. DK
59 B 12 contains five occurrences of forms of pelyvupt and cognates, seven of
vous, seven of kpivw, eight of Tepixwpd, and thirteen of was. The repetitions
give the paragraph cohesion, and a certain naive grandcur. Cf. Phdr 245c—246a,
another imitation of earlier writing about nature, containing six occurrences of
forms of tauTtdv, eight of &px1, and fourteen of kivéd. Cf. also the ninc words in
326d2—5 whose root is ypa¢. d7 Toisuév...exrToUg St ... ToUs &t . ..
e2 Tois §¢: except in the hands of a virtuoso, a list (316d6~e4n.) is apt to be
monotonously structureless. Protagoras gives structure and variety to his list of
animal attributes by starting with this neatly arranged sublist of four steps taken to
provide animals with protection from other animals (cf. 321bg—4n.). This sublist
itself is structured, not only by the chiastic arrangement of Tois and ToUs, but also
by the subdivision into two antithetical pairs. And the antithetical pairs themselves
display variety, by their scrupulous avoidance of all syntactical correspondence:
the correspondence in 320d7-c¢r1 ioyUv &veu Tétous and dobBevesTépous Tael s,
like that in 320e2 between GTAIe and &GomAov 8150Us $Uov, entirely a matter
of semantics. d7 loxUv. .. er wpooTimrev: poets often used abstract nouns as
objects of the verb Trpooé&mrrew. But their talk of ‘attaching’ reputation to people
(Hom. Il. 24.110 ¥U8os, Soph. Electra 356 Tinds, Pind. X 8.37 kAéos) is only a
partial preparation for talk of attaching strength to animals that are naturally
strong. Cf. 321b5 Twpootiye, 320d5n. on xooufioat.

320ex Tayet Edopei: cf. 320d5n. on koopfjoal. e3 oukpOTNTI AUTIoYEY
‘clothed in smallness’. The metaphor adds a further improbability to what is
in any case the improbable suggestion that natural characteristics arc separa-
ble from the animals whose characteristics they are (320d5n. on xooufioat). For
a thing in its clothing bulks bigger than the same thing naked. Cf. 321a4-35
AprevILsS,

321arx évepev . . . a2 Evepev: the scquence (320d5n. on veiua) of seven occurrences
of forms of véuw is brought to a satisfying close by the device of having its last
two items identical, just as its first two were (320dsg veipan . . . d6 veipan). Cf.
321hg—4n. for another use of such a device. ag4—5 &udievvis: cf. 320e3n.
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321b1—2 UTod@®v T& ptv dAdis, T& 5t 8pilv xal Sépuaciv otepeois kal &val-
pois ‘shoeing some with hooves, others with fur and thick and bloodless skin’.
The ‘others’ would be animals like dogs, with tough hairless skin on the bot-
tom of their feet, and fur on the top. This makes tolerable sense; even so, it is
easy to suspect that textual corruption accounts for the similarity of our phrase
to 321a5 Tukvais Te Opi§lv kal orepeois Séppacv. (If, instead of the conjecture
Urodéov, we keep the manuscripts’ Urd roSdv, we would have to translate as
‘wrapping them (&u¢ievwis 321a4~5) under their feet, some with hooves, oth-
ers with fur and thick and bloodless skin’. Protagoras would then be singling
out the SaoUTrous (‘shaggyfoot’, or hare), which, according to Arist. De genera-

tione animalium 7742316, is the only animal to have fur under its feet.) b3 Tois
pév . . . &ANois 8¢ . . . bg Tois B¢ . . . Eom1 & ols: Protagoras displays his

virtuosity by devising four different phrases in the dative plural. The items that

these phrases introduce (various steps taken to provide animals with diets) are

the last four items in the list of animal attributes that began at 320d7, and them-

selves constitute a sublist, whose structure repeats with variations that of the

initial sublist at 320d7—321a1: four items (cf. 320d7—e2), the last of which is sub-

divided into two antithetical sub-items (320e3—321a1 & pév .. . . cpikpdTTL. . . &

8¢ . . . peyéfe, 321b5-6 Tois pév SAryoyoviav . . . Tois 8¢ . . . woAvyoviav). This

parallelism of structure brings the whole list to a satisfying close (cf. 321a1—-2n.).

bs dAryoyoviav. . . b6 woAuyoviav: Protagoras’ observation about the relative

fertility of predators and prey occurs also in Hdt. 3.108.2, where it is explained by

the plans, not of titans, but of gods: ‘Divine providence, with the wisdom that one

might expect, has somehow arranged for all animals that are cowardly of soul

and edible to be ToAUyova, so that they should not be eaten to extinction, and for

all animals that are fierce and savage to be dAryéyova.’ For a modern ecologist’s

perspective see Colinvaux (1978) 18—31. bg Tpoofiye: cf. 320d7—eIn.

321cx oV wéw Ti godds ddv & 'Empndeds: he was living up - or down — to his
name ‘Afterthought’, by contrast with his brother Tpoun6eus or ‘Forethought’.
The contrasting etymologies go back to Hes. Th. 510-12, WD 85-9. EAafev
aUTév: i.e. he disobeyed the much praised inscription on the temple of Apollo
at Delphi: yv@d oautdv (343b2). ¢2 &GréopnTov: cf. 320d5n. on koouical.
c3 firoper . . . &wopolvTi . . . ¢7 &woplais there was evidently some liking for
stories that display grand beings as puzzled: titans here, Heracles in Prodicus’
Choice of Heracles DK 84 B 2, Zeus and the other gods in Smp. 1goc, the judges
of the dead in Gig 524a, Palamedes in Grg. DK 82 B 11a.4. ¢5—6 &vBpwmov
yunvév Te kal &vutrddnTov kal &oTtpwTov kal &otmhov: Arist. PA 687a23-bs
alludes to this passage, and objects that human ‘nakedness’ is neither as complete
nor as disadvantageous as Protagoras supposed: ‘the other animals have only one
resource, and cannot change this for another, but must always, as it were, sleep
and do everything with their shoes on, and never take off what covers their body,
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or change the weapon that they have. Man, by contrast, can have many resources,
and can always change them; and as for weapons, he can have whatever he likes
wherever he likes. This is because his hand amounts to a talon and a hoof and a
horn, and to a spear and a sword and any other weapon or tool you care to name;
for his hand will be all these things in virtue of being able to grasp and hold them
all.’ Aristotle and Protagoras are not entirely at odds here. For Aristotle insists
that man is the only animal to have so versatile an organ as the hand because
man is the only animal with the intclligence to make proper use of such an organ
(P14 687a8—23), and Protagoras insists that it is only our intclligence which enables
us to survive without the houses, clothes, shoes and bedding that other animals
have as parts of their bodies (compare 321a4-b2 with 321e1—322a7). Yet there
is some disagreement nevertheless. For Protagoras speaks as if our intelligence
compensates for a total lack of useful organs (321c1—2), while Aristotle insists that
intelligent animals need, and therefore have, quite distinctively useful organs in
their hands.

321d1 ‘HealoTou xail Abnvas: Hephaestus and Athena are the traditional deities
of the crafts, and hence of civilisaton (thus Hom. Od. 6.232—4 = 23.159-61
speaks of ‘someone gilding silver, a skilled man whom Hephaestus and Athena
have instructed in craft of every kind, and who makes delightful works’, and
the Homeric Hymn to Hephaestus 1-4 asks the Muse to sing of Hephaestus, ‘who
with grey-eyed Athena taught glittering works to human beings upon the earth,
who hitherto had dwelt in caves, in the mountains, like wild beasts’). Prometheus,
Hephaestus and Athena were worshipped together in the Academy, and this joint
cult was presumably already in existence when Plato established his school there
(in the second century Bc, Apollodorus FGH 244 fr. 147 thought of the cult as
‘ancient’). Cf. Smp. 18gc, another story of human origins, referring to the cult of
Love, another deity worshipped in the Academy (Paus. 1.30.1). d2-3 &vTexvov
coplav aUv Trupl - &ufjxavov ydp fjv &veu Tupds atiiv kT THY Twi §f Xpnoifunv
yevéoBau: cf. Xen. Mem. 4.3.7, where Socrates is listing ways in which the gods
have shown their love of humanity: “‘What of the fact that they gave us fire, to help
us against the cold, to help us against the dark, and to collaborate in every craft
and in every effort that human beings make for their advantage? To put it briefly,
none of the efforts that human beings make to improve their lives would descrve
note were it not for fire.” In a very obvious way, fire goes along with intelligence:
all human cultures use it; no animal does. For this or some other reason, those
who theorised about nature liked to hypothesise that fire is the active and intel-
ligent ingredient in things (e.g. Her. DK 22 B 30 and 64, Parmenides DK 28 A
35, Democ. DK 68 A 101); and it is easy to imagine that what Protagoras’ puos
describes as the gift of fire might be redescribed by a Adyos saying that human
beings contain a lot of fire and are therefore intelligent and therefore able to
devise and master all manner of skills. Cf. Aesch. Pr. 110-11, where Prometheus
describes his gift of fire as ‘teaching mortals every craft [515&okaos Téxvns |
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Trdons PpoTois]’, and 254, where he says that from fire ‘they will learn many
crafts [1roAA&s éxpabnoovrtan Téxvas]’; and Pl 274c—d, which speaks of how ‘we
were given gifts from the gods, along with the instruction and education that they
cntail [per’ &voykaias Si18ay s kai Traidevoecws]: fire from Prometheus, the crafts
from Hephacstus and his fellow worker in craft [Tfis ouvTtéxvov, i.e. Athena],
and seeds and plants from others’. d4 Eoxev . . . dg elxev: the aorist form
€oxev speaks of a particular incident (‘man at ¢hat time acquired wisdom enough to
stay alive’), the imperfect form elxev speaks of an enduring state (‘man throughout
the periad to which that time belongs did not have in his possession the skill needed
for political life’). Cf. Rep. 580d: “The third part, because of its heterogeneity,
we were not able, on the occasion when we discussed it [oUx Eoxouev], to call by a
single proper name of its own, but we named it after the largest and strongest
thing that it contained as an enduring element [elyev].” dg5—6 THv &xpdrorv THv
ToU A1ds ofknoiv ‘the acropolis — the place where Zeus lives’. Zeus occupies the
acropolis of the gods, just as Athena occupies the acropolis of Athens. Cf. Ovid
Metamorphoses 1.175—6 on the palace of Zeus: ‘hiclocus est, quem, si uerbis audacia
detur, | haud timeam magni dixisse Palatia caeli’ (Englished by George Sandys
as ‘“This glorious Roofe I would not doubt to call, | Had I but boldnesse lent
mec, Heauen’s White-Hall’). Even though Protagoras does not nudge us by draw-
ing attention to how bold he is, he too presumably intends the same joke. d6
oUkéTi: by using this word, Protagoras contrasts the state of his present subject,
not with its own previous state, but with the state of his previous subject. The
idea is: Prometheus had access to the treasures of Hephaestus and Athena, but
his access did not extend to the treasures of Zeus. The idea is not: Prometheus
previously had access to the treasures of Zeus, but his access was later withdrawn.
Cf. Grg. 515¢, in response to an accusation of repeating hearsay, ‘But my next
point is oUkéTi hearsay. On the contrary, we both know clearly that . . .’; Laws
757b, after a statement that other kinds of equality can be easily achieved, ‘but
the truest and best sort of equality is oUxéTt easy for everyone to see’; Adeno 73a,
after agrecing that health and size and strength for a woman are the same as
health and size and strength for a man, and then being asked whether virtue for
a womnan is the same as virtue for a man, ‘but this is oUkér like those others’; Cra.
422a—b, contrasting compounds that are divisible into clements, with elements
that are oUkéTi divisible into elements of their own. al Aios ¢puAakal: Force
(Kp&eros) and Violence (Bia), ‘who have no home apart from Zcus, nor any seat,
nor any path where God does not lead them, but always are seated beside Zeus
the heavy thunderer’ (Hes. Th. 385-8), and who, at the start of Aesch. FPr, chain
Promethcus to a mountain in punishment for his theft of fire. d7—ex els 3¢ 1o
Tfis ABnvas kal ‘HealoTou olknua 16 kowdv, v dn Epr1AoTexvelTnv kTA: after
the remarks about how Prometheus could not give us the art of living in cities,
Protagoras reverts to the story of what Prometheus did manage to give us. On
such reversions, see 344c7—-din. and 346d4n. With this description of Athena and
Hephaestus, cf. Critias 109c, which describes them as ‘having a kowijv nature, . . .
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since, because of their ¢1Accopia and $rhoTeyvia, they pursued the same
goals’.

322ax1-2 lpopnbéx 5t &’ 'Emunbéa UoTepov, fiwep Aéyetal, kAomriis Sixn
verijABev: Prometheus’ punishment is described in Hes. Tk 521-5. ag—4 Six
Thv ToU 8eol ovyyévaiav: cf. Hes. WD 108 ‘both gods and mortal men have
the same origin [ouddev yeydaoi]’; Pind. N 6.1—3 ‘one is the race, one both of
men and of gods; and from one mother [ie. the Earth] do we both draw breath
[Ev &vdpddv, Ev Bedov yévos: &k mas && Trvéouev poTpos auddTepor]’; Ant. DK
87 B 48 ‘man, whose claim is that he is, of all animals, the one shaped most
like a god [rdavTwv Bnpiwv BeerdéoTaTov]’. a4 fdiwv pdvoy Beols tvdpioev:
contrast Psalm 104:21 “The young lions roar after their prey, and seek their meat
from God.’ The fact that man is the only animal to accept the anthropomorphic
gods of Greek religion is mentioned with pride in Afnx. 237d-e, and explained
by Socrates in Xen. Mem. 1.4.13 as due to human intellectual superiority over
the other animals. This fact was sometimes given a more subversive explanation:
human beings make gods in their own image (Xenophanes DK 21 B 15 and 16 ‘If
cattle and horses and lions had hands, and were able to draw and make statues
as men do, then horses would draw the shapes of gods like horses, and catte like
cattle, and each species would make the bodies of gods similar to the form that
they themselves had.’ ‘Ethiopians say that their gods are black with snub noses;
Thracians, that they have grey eyes and red hair.’). By using a uUfos (320c4n.)
to present his explanation of anthropomorphism, Protagoras can safely hint that
perhaps a Adyos would give the more subversive explanation instead (cf. 320c4n.).

322b1 &vlBpwror dikouv cwopddnv, ToAels 8t oUk floav: in themselves, these
words allow that early human beings lived socially, in societies smaller than TréAeis
(cf. Isoc. 10.35 on gathering scattered villages to make the city of Athens: TTiv wéAwv
owopddnv kai kaT& kdpas oikoUoav els TaUTOV ouvaryarywv). Nevertheless, Pro-
tagoras must be envisaging an altogether presocial phase of human development,
ifhe is to be consistent with the later talk of a gift that simultaneously enables both
political life in particular and ¢1Aix in general (322c4), and with the earlicer talk
of a single social skill, needed both for political and for domestic affairs (318¢5~
g19a2: if that is a single skill, then if people ever lacked the ability to live in cities,
they would have thereby lacked the ability to live even in families). The historical
implausibility of an altogether presocial phase is no difficulty for what claims to
be only a pUfos (320cqn.). It is, however, a difficulty that Protagoras seems to
have no clear sense of social bonds without a TTéAs, such as the family bonds
of the apolitical Cyclopes in Hom. Od. g.112-15: “They have no assemblies that
take counsel, no laws; they dwell in the peaks of lofty mountains, in hollow caves,
and they each give laws to their children and wives, and they do not care for one
another.’ Yor the bonds that unite husbands with wives, and parents with chil-
dren, seem to have a different basis from the bonds that unite men who may have
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nothing morc in common than that they are fellow citizens. Cf. Hobbes (1651) 63
on ‘the ill condition, which man by meer Nature is actually placed in’: without
a social contract to institute a sovereign, there would be a ‘warre of every man
against every man’, although even in that condition men might bond with their
wives and children in ‘small Families, the concord whereof dependeth on natural
lust’. Contrast 324d6—325b1, where Protagoras says that the virtue needed for
political life is the virtue of a man, and then that it is needed by everyone, man,
woman, or child. br—2 &wdAAuvTo olv UTd TGV Onplwv Sid T Travrayiit
auTddv &obevéoTepor elvau: cf. Plt. 274b—c, which relates how, after the end of the
golden age, ‘and after the majority of beasts whose physiques made them hard
to handle had gone wild, human beings, thrown back on their own resources,
were weak and unable to protect themselves, and so were ravaged by them [aUToi
5t &oBeveis &vBpwrol kai &pUAaxTol yeyovdTes dinprralovro U’ autdv)’. In
the Politicus, however, as in Isoc. 3.5—~9 and Moschion fr. 6 7rGF, this inability to
defend oursclves against wild beasts was simultaneous with an inability to find
food for ourselves, and both inabilities were simultaneously overcome by the gifts
of fire, the crafts, and agriculture (274c~d). But that is because these other sto-
ries of human origins are not trying to distinguish the political craft from other
applications of human reason. bg4—5 ToAITik)v ydp Téxvnv oUmw elyov, fis
pépos TwoAemikry: the art of war is presumably the ability to cooperate against a
common enemy, taking a fair share of danger, and not leaving one another in
the lurch. Protagoras says nothing about the relation of this art to the virtue of
courage (cf. 330a1—2n.). Clearly, cowards will lack this art of war. Even so, this
art of war is not courage — or at least, it is not courage if Protagoras is right to
say that people can be courageous even if they are unjust (329e6 and 349d4—8),
and therefore lack the art of politics, of which the art of war forms part. And
certainly, whether or not a readiness to face danger in pursuit of your own inter-
csts amounts to courage, you might combine such a readiness with a readiness to
abandon your comrades; and if so, you will not be any good in a war.  bjs £C1-
Touv 81 &bpoilecdoxn kal odieodal . . . cx &AW okeBavvipevor SiedpBelpovro:
why should people whose common desire is to unite for their own preservation,
and whose technological prowess enables them to satisfy all their other desires,
nevertheless be disunited to the point of destruction? Protagoras’ answer to this
question is obscured by its presentation in a pi6os (320c4n.), but is presumably
the same as the unscttling answer that many other sophists presented in Adyot
along the lines formulated by Glaucon in Rep. 358e-359a: ‘Inflicting injustice is
by nature a good thing, and suffering injustice a bad one. But the bad of suffer-
ing injustice is greater than the good of inflicting it. In consequence, as soon as
people have inflicted injustice on one another and suffered it, and had a taste of
the pair together, then, in their inability to get the one while avoiding the other,
they decide that it is to their advantage to make a contract with one another that
they are neither to inflict injustice nor suffer it. Thus it is that people started to
make laws and contracts among themselves, and to call what is required by the
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law lawful and just.” Glaucon presents this theory as a ‘restatement’ of the views
of the sophist Thrasymachus, and ‘countless others’ (Rep. 358b—c); the countless
others would include Ant. DK 87 B 44, Lycophron DK 83.3, Anon. Iamb. DK
89.6 and Crt. DK 88 B 25 (Axelrod (1990) is a beautiful account of some similar
theories from recent times). According to such a theory, no mere technological
achievement, consisting solely in the discovery of eflective means to an agrced
end, could solve the problem that we solve by the contract requiring us to be just.
For the problem arises because we are not wholly in agreement on our ends. For
other respects in which such a theory seems to underlie Protagoras’ pufos, cf.
g322d3—4n., 323a2—3n., 323b5—ciIn., 325d3—5n., 326c6-7n., 327b2—4n.

g22cr—2 Zeus oUv Seloas Trepl T yéver fjudv ur) &wodAorto wa&v: Zeus was
traditionally concerned for justice among human beings (Hom. /l. 16.384~92),
the only species to whom he had given this splendid gift (Hes. WD 276-80).
His concern was traditionally expressed in the language of personification and
genealogy by saying that Justice is his daughter (e.g. Hes. WD 256, Aesch. Seven
against Thebes 662, Eur. fr. 151 TrGF). c2 ‘Epufjv: Hermes was a thief and a liar:
the Homeric Hymn to Hermes describes the first episodes of his career in crime,
which at 156 lead even his own mother to speak of his &vaideinv. Protagoras
no doubt wants us to relish the incongruity of having Hermes — rather than
Iris, the other and far more honest messenger of the gods — convey the present
message of justice. He may also want us prepared for his claim at 327¢4—¢1 that
notortous criminals have a larger share in justice than we mightrealise. ¢3 «l8&
Te kal Siknv: tradition had confidently associated these two {(e.g. Hes. WD 1923,
Tyrtaeus fr. 12.40 JEG, Theogn. 2g1-2, Laws 943€). It was, however, becoming
the custom to associate — sometimes even to equate — aidws with cwdpooiivn
(Chrm. 160e, Thuc. 1.84.3, Isoc. 7.48, Xen. Smp. 1.8, Arist. EE 1234a27-33). Such
vagaries present a crack where Socrates can insert the wedge of his question about
the unity of virtues (329c1—d2). c¢5 épwTdn . . . Tiva oUv Tpdmov Soin ... c6
“wédTepov . . . Velped;” . . . asks... howheis to give .. ..: “Should I assign . . ?*
Such switches from indirect to direct speech are discussed by Long, 27.1-2, who
sees the figure as a sort of outburst, particularly apt for representing urgency.

322d3—4 &vTes peTexbvTwv: oU yap Gv yévoivto woAels, €l SAiyor etV
peréyoiev: even if justice must be shared by more than simply a few, the immediate
consequence is at most that it must be shared by many. Why then doces Zcus say
that justice must be shared by all? If Protagoras’ theory of justice is the social
contract theory sketched in g22b5—cin., there will be something unstable about a
city in which any noticeable number get away with being unjust: the cooperative
will come to feel that they are taken advantage of, and soon there will no longer
be enough cooperation for there to be any kind of city. dg—6 vépov ye 6ig
Tap’ tuol TOV pi) Suvdpevov alBols kal dfkns petéxev kTelve: contrast 325bi,
where Protagoras, after moving from uUfos to Adyos (320c4n.), uses the more
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prosaic word &mokTefvev rather than the more poetic krefvewy, and allows not
only death but also exile as a suitable treatment for the resolutely unjust. d6
s véoov éAews: Zcus implies that killing those unable to be just is medicinal
rather than punitive. He is thus consistent with what 323c7—324a4 says about
punishing pcople only for what they are able to avoid.

g22d7-323c2: UNIVERSAL JUSTICE

Protagoras says that, since everyone must know about justice if there is to be a city, everyone may
rightly share in the city’s deliberations about justice. Moreover, we would all think someone mad
who claimed he did not know about justice; and we thereby acknowledge that justice has to be
universal.

322d8 &peTiis TekTovikiis: it would be more idiomatic to speak of TexTovike as
a Téxvn. But, if he is to maintain that virtue is teachable, Protagoras needs to
undermine the distinction between virtues and crafts; and this he does by calling
a craft a virtue, just as he did by calling a virtue a craft at 322b4. Cf. 323a7-8n.

gz2e2 ®s oU ¢Mis: Socrates said this in 31gbg—d1. Protagoras speaks of this
statement in the present tense because Socrates has yet to withdraw it. Cf. 361d2n.

323ar fjv: Protagoras does not make clear whether the antecedent of this rel-

ative pronoun is cUBBouAtiv or TroAiTikiis &peTiis. No doubt this is because he

is happy to say both that advice about political excellence, and that political

excellence itself, must proceed wholly by way of justice and temperance. a2

&mwavtos &vbpds &véxovtai: the genitive is the idiomatic case for the people

whose behaviour is tolerated; cf. e.g. Rep. 564d—e &véxeTan ToU &AAa AéyovTos,

And. 4.38 &vaoyéola TV tmixeipoUvTwy, and Demos. 21.204 vopilels fjuds

pév &végeobai oov, aUTos B¢ TuTrTiioEl; a2-3 TavTl Tpoofjikov TaUTnS Ye

peTéxewv Tijs &petiis 1) pfy elvan wdAeis: this is ambiguous. It might be construed

as “There can be no social life unless everyone is just.” On this construction, it is

simply false. It might be construed instcad as “There can be no social life unless
it is everyone’s duty to be just.” On this construction, it is only part of the truth:

social life requires also that people in fact do, to a large extent, act in accordance
with the universal duty to be just (322d3—4n.). Perhaps clarity on this point would
make it embarrassingly clear that Protagoras is assuming the social contract the-
ory ofjustice (322b5—cin.). a7 &AAaus &petais . . . a8 &GAANY fvTivolv Téxvnv:
to maintain his thesis that virtues are teachable, Protagoras continues to speak of
skills and virtues as the same. Cf. 322d8n.

323bs évtalfa ‘in the case in hand’, i.e. in the case of justice. The idiom recurs
at 334c1.  bs—crx ¢pacwv wdvras Seiv pdvan elvan Sikalous, Edvre daw t&vre iy
‘they say that everyone must claim to be just, whether they are or not’. According
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to the social contract theory of justice sketched in §22b5—cin., I will want others
to think that I am just, however unjust I am in actual fact. For whatever the
advantages intrinsic to being unjust in actual fact, considerable disadvantages
are attached to being thought unjust. Rep. 359c—360d brings this out well by
imagining the injustices we would commit if we had magic rings to make us
invisible; Ant. DK 87 B 44.A.1.12~2.23, discusses why ‘a man would deal with
justice in the way most beneficial to himself if, in the presence of witnesses, he
treated the laws as important, and, in isolation from witnesscs, he trcated as
important the demands of nature’; and a wicked titan in Crt. DK 88 B 25.9—40
says that gods were invented to make us believe that we always are in the presence
of witnesses, and thus to keep us just.

323c1 Tov pi) wpoowoioUpevov ‘the person who does not pretend’ sc. to be just.
If Plato had wished to spell this out, some thirty parallels show that he would
have spelled it out by Sixaiov elvan; but, as in Chrm. 171¢c, Epinomis gg1c, he leaves
it to the context to setde what the pretence is a pretence of. (The manuscripts
all have SixaooUvnv, which is an explanatory note that has crept into the text.)
c2 &uds yé mws: without this qualification, Protagoras’ reasoning would be
evidently invalid. For the consensus that you would have to be mad to deny that
you were just, no matter how unjust you actually were, hardly shows that there is
a consensus that you ‘share in justice’ in any unqualified way; for it hardly shows
that you are just — which is what ‘sharing in justice’ has meant up until now (cf.
322d3), and what it will mean later (cf. 325a3). At most, it shows that there is a
consensus that each of us has an enormous interest in being thought to be just.

g323c3-324d1i: THE TEACHABILITY OF JUSTICE

People, continues Protagoras, all agree that it is sensible to punish those who act unjustly. This
consensus presupposes that we can control the extent to which we are just, and hence that justice
is teachable.

323c3 611 pév . . . c4 TaUTa . . . €5 OT1 B¢ . . . ¢7 ToUTo: for this indifference
between singular and plural, see 309atn. on fj 8fjAa &7) 6T1. ¢7-d2 doa y&p
fyoUvrar &AAfAous kakd Exev &vBpwmor pUoer f| TUxN1, oUbels BupoTTon oUbE
vouBeTel oUBE 515&okel oUSE koA&Lel ToUs TaUTa EXovras: Aeschin. 3.175 denies
this point, but in a way that bears it out. Affecting to believe that his opponent
suffers from a natural cowardice, he declares that such cowardice is subject to
the same legal sanctions as avoiding military service or abandoning one’s place
in the line of battle. He continues, ‘For there can be indictments for cowardice
too [elal y&p xal SeMas ypadai]. Yet some of you may wonder whether there
can be indictments for a natural characteristic [¢pUoews ypadaf]. There can. And
why? It is so that each of us may fear the sanctions of the laws more than he fears
the encmy, and so be a better champion of the fatherland.’
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323dx ¢Ucer f| TUYNi: everything not ascribable to human activity was stan-
dardly ascribed to either nature or chance. Thus nature and chance figure as the
alternatives contrasting with ‘a legislator’ (Laws 747c—d), ‘artifice’ (Laws 888e),
‘philosophy and reasoning’ (Isoc. 15.292), and ‘violence, habit, reasoning, anger
and appetite’ (Arist. Rh. 1369a5—7). Laws 8g2b objects that the standard way of
understanding these contrasts can blind us to the possibility that so-called ‘natu-
ral’ things arc ‘subsequent to and derivative from artifice and reason’ — the artifice
and reason of God. But even if true, this is no objection to Protagoras’ point. d6
tmpeAelas kal &okfioews kal Bi18ayfis: Protagoras runs all these together because
it is in his interest to have us confuse ‘“There are things we can do to improve
ourselves’ with “The thing we should do is submit to the instruction of a sophist.’
Those without such an interest are perfectly capable of distinguishing instruction
from othcr voluntary actions that might improve us. Thus Meno in Meno 70a asks,
‘Is virtue teachable [6:18axTév] ? Or is it acquired by practice [&oknTdv] instead
of by teaching? Or is it neither acquired by practice, nor learnable [nabnTév],
but do people get it instead either by nature [¢pUoel] or by some other means?’;
Clitophon in Clit. 407b formulates Socrates as holding ‘You won’t find anyone
to teach you justice, if indeed it is learnable; and if it is acquired by training
[ueAeTnTOV] and practice, you won’t find anyone to give you the thorough prac-
tice and training that it would take’; and in DK 80 B 3 Protagoras himself points
out that ¢pUoews kai &oknoews Sidaokaia Seitai.

323e2—324ax ol Te fupol ylyvovran kal al koAdoeis kal al voubetioels: some
reference to tcaching would complete the parallel with 323d1—2 oUSels SupoUTa
oUBE vouBeTel oUdt 81ddokel oUBE koAGLe, but a reference here to teaching would
also raisc awkward questions about the extent to which virtue is an intellectual
matter.

324a1-2 toTwv v kal 1) &Bikia xal 1) &oéPeia xal CUAAAPBYV TGV TO Evav-
Tlov Tfis woAiTikiis &petiis: Protagoras alludes to a tag from Theogn. 147: &v
8t SikalooUvni oUAAPBBNY &S’ &peTy ‘o1 (“in justice is the whole of virtue, all
together’; Arist. N 112gbgo calls the tag proverbial). Plato loves allusions to this
tag, whether inverting it to talk about the unity of vice (as here and Rep. 444b, Grg
477¢), or preserving its original talk about the unity of virtue (325a1—2, Rep. 585b—
c, Phd. 69b, Sph. 267¢c). ag ot oe 518&Ea “this will show you, all by itself’, that
is, without any necd of elaboration by me. Other such phrases are 32gb2 dg ciT&
dnAol, Hp. Ma. 288b atrrd Befer, Xen. Cyr. 8.8.21 SnAoi 8t kai aUT& T& y1yvé-
ueva, Men. Sam. 444 oUtd Tdpya SnAoi, Eur. Orestes 1129 a¥to dnAoi ToUpyov,
Arist. Meteorologica 349b35 SnAoi & aTd T6 Epyov, Demos. 19.167 Tépya kad T&
TeTPory uév’ auTa SnAdooel.  ab-bx Tous &Bikolvras . . . 1)blxnoev: Protagoras
switches from plural to singular because he is thinking of a plurality of cases,
in cach of which people discuss the punishment of a single criminal. There are
similar switches, similarly motivated, at 319d4-6 and 334¢c3—4.
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324b3 TapsAnAubdTos . . . bg péAAovros: ‘Protagoras was the first to distinguish
parts of time [wpddTos uépn xpdvou Sidpioe],’ claims DK 80 A 1.52. Perhaps the
claim was prompted by some reflections like these on the difference between
past and future, together with the fact that Protagoras seems to have died before
three fellow sophists who also reflected on these matters: Gorgias (DK 82 B 11.11),
Thrasymachus (DK 85 B 1) and Antiphon (6.25 (quoted in 356a5-6n.), DK 87 B
58, and Amm. 437). b3 oU ToU rapeAnAubdTos tveka &SikNuaTos TipwpEiTas
contrast Lys. 22.20, which says that deterrence for the future is a goal that pun-
ishment has in addition to, rather than, as Protagoras says, instead of] vengeance
for past misdeeds: xp1} 8¢, & &vbpes SikaoTai, pr) pdvov TGV TTapeAnAuddTwov
évexa aTous kKOAGLEIV, EAAG kai TTapadeiypaTos veka Tév peAAdvTwY Egecbal.
Lysias therefore escapes, as Protagoras does not, the objection that he licenses
punishing those who are innocent of past misdeeds. Traditional Greek thought
works with the simple principle of ‘be done by as you did’: e.g. Pind. V. 4.32
‘when one does a thing, then it is seemnly to suffer it oo [péfovt& T1 kai TraBeiv
goxev]’; Aesch. Choephori 312—14 ‘let him repay bloody blow for bloody blow.
Thrice-old is the tale that says this: suffer upon doing [&vTi 8 TANYUs $povias
¢doviav | TATYYNV TIVETW. Spdoavta Trabeiy, | Tpryépwv pnibos Tade paovel]’; and
Laws 872d—873a relays an old story that the cosmos arranges, by reincarnation if
need be, for the application of this to matricides and patricides. bg-4 oU y&p
&v 76 ye TrpayBEv &yévnTov Bein: this truism figures often in poetry (e.g. Agathon
(315d6—e3nn.) fr. 5 7rGF ‘for this alone not even God can do: &yévnrta woieiv &oo’
&v i rerpaypéve’; cf. Pind. O. 2.15-17, Theogn. 583—4, Simonides fr. 98 PMG),
as well as in the writings of sophists (Ant. DK 87 B 58.6—7). Protagoras is quite
wrong to insinuate that only a failure to appreciate this truism could motivate
those who disagree with him. We might, for example, punish a wrongdoer to
ensure that he does not gain by his wrongdoing, or so that we do not connive in
it, even though we have no expectation of thereby ‘turning people away’ (324b6
&moTpoTrils) from such deeds in future (for example, because we know that, even
after the wrongdoer is punished, those who would like to do such wrongs will still
think the chances of being caught low enough for it to be worth risking). Poctry
gives some precedent for Protagoras’ false insinuation: in Soph. 4. 377-8, the
Chorus asks Ajax ‘Why grieve over what has been done? oU yép yévort’ &v 1o’
OTrws oUy Q8 Exev’, as if crying over spilt milk must be part of some futile project
to ensure that the milk was never spilt in the first place. There is a similar false
insinuation in Laws 9g34a—b ‘It is not &veka ToU kakoupyfoat that he pays the
penalty — oU y&p T6 yeyovos &yévnTov éoTat roTé — but so that in the future
he and those who see him being punished will either totally detest injustice or
in large part recover from this dreadful condition.” b4 Yé&ptv is mere elegant
variation on 324b3 évexa: Phlb. 53e treats the two words as entirely interchange-
able. b4—5 va p1) albis &8ikfiont ufTe abTds oUTos uifjTe EAAoS & ToUTov {Scov
koAaobévTa: cf. Socrates in Grg 525b: ‘When anyone is subject to punishment,
and being correctly punished [6p0&s Tinwpoupévewt] by someone else, then the
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proper thing is that either he improves and is benefited, or he is an example for
others, so that when others see him suffering whatever it is that he suffers, they
will be frightencd into improving’ b6—7 diavoeitan oudeuTtiv elvan &petiv:
&rmoTporriis yoUv Eveka koAdZer: there is a gap in Protagoras’ reasoning, as he
acknowledges with his yoUv to mark what is merely a ‘part proof (GP 451). If 1
punish some kind of behaviour in order to turn people away from it, then I must
certainly suppose that people can refrain from such behaviour, and that I can get
them to refrain from it. But I need not suppose that anyone can make people
virtuous — whether by education or by any other means. For I may suppose that
virtue requires not only correct overt behaviour, but also correct motivation (I
may think for instance that you do not have the virtue of honesty if the only thing
that stops you cheating is the fear of being caught and punished); and while I
know that threats of punishment can correct your overt behaviour, I need not
suppose that they can correct your motivation.

324cx TipwpoUvrar 5 kal koAdfovtan: Arist. Rh. 136g9bi2-14 draws this
distinction: ‘kdAacis is for the benefit of the one on whom it is inflicted; Tipcopia,
for that of the one who inflicts it, so that he can be satisfied.” What Protagoras has
said about the justification of punishment fits k6Aagis better than Tipwpia.  c2—
3 ol fixioTa Abnvaion of ool woATreu: it was a standard joke that the Athenians
had a special love for litigation. This love provides Aristophanes with incidental
remarks in Clouds 206-8, Peace 503—5 and the whole plot of Wasps. Behind the
joke lay such facts as the Athenians’ insistence (discussed in Thuc. 1.77, Xen. 4th.
Pol. 1.16-18) that when Athenian allies wished to litigate, they had to come before
courts in Athens. ¢3—4 eloy T&Gv fjyoupévwv ‘are on the side which considers’.
For this use of the genitive plural, cf. 316b7n. ¢4 TwapaokevasTov evan xal
S15akTdv &petriv: Protagoras throws back at Socrates his words from 31gb2.

324d2-328d2: WHY GOOD FATHERS HAVE BAD SONS

Protagoras describes all the many arrangements — educational, legal, political — that people have

devised lo make one another just. Since we ate all taught justice so thoroughly and so incessantly,

the resull is that we all do, lo a very large extent, share in justice, and that differences in natural

capacity lo benefit_from leaching explain most of what differences there are in the precise size of
our shares. That is how it can happen that a son is not as good as his father.

324d3—4 S18&okouciv & BiSaokbAwy ExeTal: see 31ge4—320ain. d4-5 v &t
abTol &petiv &yabol olbevds PeAtlous Totolow ‘but do not make their sons
any better than anybody else at the virtue at which they are good themselves’.
The accusatives fiv and &petijv are accusatives of respect, like T& . . . &AAa in
324d3; the accusative PeATious is a masculine accusative plural agrecing with Ueis
in 324d3, like cogous in 324dyg. ds uibov. .. d6 Adyov: cf. 320c4n. db-ex
TéTEPOV EOTIV T1 BV 1) OUK EoTiv oU &varykaiov Tr&vras Tous ToAlTas uETEXEWVS
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the context shows that when Protagoras here talks of a single thing in which all
citizens must share, he does so because he means ‘there is something that each
citizen must have, and this is the same for each’, by contrast with ‘cach citizen
must have something, which may or may not be the same as what another citizen
must have’; he does not mean ‘there is exactly one thing that each citizen must
have’, by contrast with ‘there are at least two distinct things that each citizen must
have’. His failure to be specific on the precise number of things that all citizens
must share will prompt Socrates’ question at 329ci—d1 about the unity of virtues.

324e3 ¢l ptv yap éotiv, kaf . . . : the kai introduces an explanation of the
hypothesis that there is something that each citizen must have. The explanation
gets so long and elaborate that Protagoras will give two reminders that he is still
in the protasis of his conditional (32522—3 &l ToUT ¢oTiv, 325b1 €i 0UTw ptv Exel)
before he starts the apodosis at 325b3 oxéya.

325a1—2 SikatooUvn kal cwdpooivr katl T daiov elval, kal GUAANPBSNv: cf.
324ai—2n. a2 &v aUTd TpooayopeUw elvat: for the accusative and infinite con-
struction, cf. 311e4n. on dvopdlovai . . . elvae.  &vbpos &petfiv: Protagoras does
not mean the most obvious virtue of a man, &vdpeia. For 325a5—6 xai Taida
kai &vdpa kai yuvaika shows that he means the cooperative virtue needed by
all members of society regardless of age and sex (cf. 322bin.). For other occa-
sions where Protagoras shies away from mentioning courage, see 330a1-2n. a7
&viaTov: like Zeus in 322d6, and Socrates in Grg 462e-465d, Protagoras mod-
els punishment on medicine. This is supposed to explain how punishment can
be for the good of the punished, while yet being unpleasant. The explanation is
imperfect: we sweeten pills, and administer anaesthetics, to reduce the unpleasant-
ness of medicine, and we regard as an unfortunate side eflect such unplcasantness
as we cannot prevent; by contrast, the unpleasantness of punishment is no side
cffect, but the very means by which punishment is intended to work.

325br ikBaAAewy Ek THOV TOHAewv i &okTelvev: sce 322d5--6n. for how this
thought is presented in a pifos. When the Athenians imprisoned criminals, that
was intended more to keep them until they could be punished than as itself a
punishment (MacDowell (1978) 254—8). Perhaps this explains why Protagoras
mentions here only death or exile for the resolutely unjust, and does not men-
tion life imprisonment. bi-2 &l oUTw ptv Exel, oUrw & ciToU TePUKOTOS: this
reminds us that we are still in the pév clause which began at 324¢3 €l 1év, and then
goes on to the 8¢ clause that is correlated with it. When a second pév acts as such a
reminder, it typically goes with some part of oUtos (GP 385; cf. 325¢3n.). bg ds
6avpaciws ylyvovra ol &yafol ‘what a strange state good men get into’. For this
construction with the adverb, see LS] s.v. yiyvopai I1.2 and both versions of the
remark that guests at Plato’s abstemious dinners have a good time the morning
after too: Ath. 10.419d of wap& MMAdTwwvi SerrvolvTes kal Tij1 UoTepaial KaAdds
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vivovrai and Plu. Advice on keeping healthy 127b ol wapd TTA&Tww SeiTrviicavTes
xal el aUplov 8éws yiyvovtar. Cf. 335d3n. on adverbial constructions with
elvar. b6 &g’ & the singular éi squares with the singular ToUTo at 325b3, but
clashes with the plural TaUra at 325¢3. For the relative clause here has noth-
ing to mark it out as indefinite or general, and hence as tantamount to a plural
(contrast e.g. the &v, the undév and the subjunctive Toifj1 in 345d8—9 ToUTOUS
p&van Eranveiv, &s &v ékcov undév koxov Troifjt). The clash escapes Protagoras’
notice partly because the &1 and the TaUra are so far apart (cf. 334c7—335¢6 on
long speeches), and partly because Protagoras is unclear about whether virtue
is one thing or many (329c1-d2). (Instead of &’ &1, some manuscripts have the

plural £¢’ Gv. This regularises the grammar, but makes a striking and pointless

contrast with the dative é¢’ ols at 325b5-6.) bb—cx ) Te {nuia 8&vaTos alrdv

Tois raiol kal puyai ‘their children will be penalised with death, and with exile’.

For the placing of te here, see 316d7-8n.

325c3 TaUTta & &pa: the 8¢ is repeated from 325b6 é¢”  &¢. Cf. 313bIn. and
325b1—2n. c4 olecfal ye xp1: this phrase is something of a favourite with
Socrates’ more imperious interlocutors (Callicles, Grg 522a; the Laws of Athens,
Cri. 53d, 54b; Critias, Chrm. 163b), and it is used once by Socrates himself] in a
place that calls for imperiousness (Phd. 68b). This is only the first of three con-
secutive sentences with no particle to connect them to their predecessor. Such
asyndecton was described as UmokpiTikév (perhaps ‘stagey’ or ‘giving an actor his
opportunity’) in Arist. Rk. 1413b17—-22 and Demet. 193—4; it ‘gives the impression
of a struggle that simultaneously hampers and drives on’ (Long. 19.2). The indig-
nation that Protagoras has been expressing in the awkwardly periodic structures
of 324c3—325¢c4 now reaches such a pitch that he can only jerk out discon-
nected sentences.  ¢5—6 &k waiSwv ouikpdv &pEduevor, péxpr oUtrep &v a1,
kal 8i8doxouot kal vouBetolov: in his Great Speech, the historical Protagoras
said something similar: & vedrnTos 8¢ &pSapévous Sel pavbdvev (DK 8o B
3). There may also be an allusion to this saying in 326c5-6, and 351b2—3 may
allude to another saying from this speech. ¢6-d1 xal Tpogds xal ujTnp xal
mwaudarywyds: for the omission of the article, cf. 310c6n.

325d1—2 Tepl ToUTou Siapdyovral, Srws PéATIoTOS EoTan & Trais: boys in epic
were urged to be, not just good, but ‘always the best, and superior to others’
(Hom. /l. 6.208 =11.784 aiév &proTedetv kai Urreipoyov Eunevon &AAwv). Demo-
cratic Athenians continued to have a competitive spirit: cf. 319a1-2n.; Isoc. 10.35,
on how the founder of their city had ‘arranged for them to have a level playing
ficld for their competitions in virtue [£§ ioou THiv &uAAav abrois Trepl THs &peTiis
¢éroinoev]’; Aeschin. 3.180, instructing a jury ‘you must suppose that you are
in charge of a competition in political excellence [elvan &ywvoBéTas woArTIKiis
&peTiis], and you must reckon that, if you hand out the prizes to the deserving
fcw, in accordance with the laws, then you will have lots of competitors for virtue
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[TroARoUs &ywvioTas E§eTe Tiis &peTiis)’; and Demos. 61.52, advising a young
man, ‘And mind, if you are superior to those whom you meet, not to abandon
your quest to outdo others [und&v Tév dAAwv el Sieveykeiv]. On the contrary,
you must realise that it is of supreme importance to be the first of absolutely all
[T TwpwTebeaw &v &rracv], and that it is far better to be seen reaching out for
this, than it is to be seen to be one up on ordinary folk.” Laws 731a~b describes the
proper spirit for competitions in virtue. d3—5 “10 ptv Sikcov, 16 5t &5ikov,”
kal “T168e pév kaAov, TOSe bt aloypdv,” kal “T68e ptv Sorov, T68e 5t &vdoiov,”
kal “T& pév molel, T& 8¢ pf wolet”: why does Protagoras have parents instruct
their offspring in these matters, and not in the difference between beneficial and
harmful? Tht. 172a-b proposes that there can be expert knowledge of the differ-
ence between beneficial and harmful, whereas the matters on which Protagoras
has parents instruct their offspring are all conventional: ‘as for fine and foul and
just and unjust and holy and otherwise, whatever views a city takes and lays down
as its law [vépper; cf. 337d1--3nn.], those in actual truth are the case for that city,
and on them there can be no differences in wisdom, neither between individuals
nor between cides’ (much as foot-binding is fashionable in a community if and
only if the community thinks that it is fashionable). Socrates makes this proposal
on behalf of Protagoras. The proposal enables him to explain how he can carn
his payment when he teaches us about the just, the fine and the holy: he replaces
true beliefs that are harmful by true beliefs that are beneficial (much as one might
give a community the benefit of healthier feet by getting the community to think
that foot-binding is not fashionable; cf. Tht. 166e~167b, quoted in 357e4n.). This
proposal would also connect what Protagoras says here about education with
the social contract theory of justice sketched in 322bs—cin. For, according to
that theory, our natural ability to recognise our own interests, and our natural
tendency to pursue them, are liable to be disastrous; but we can prevent the dis-
aster by properly deploying our ability to invent other values, like justice. d5-6
k& ptv &cv melbnTon: el 8¢ pn: the apodosis omitted after the £&v pév clause
would amount to ‘then so well and good’; cf. 311d2-4n. The reason why the pév
conditional uses #&v plus subjunctive, whereas the 8¢ conditional uses €l, is of
course to represent willing obedience to the demands of justice as the more likely
alternative. Cf. 351e8n.

326arx ikpavBdvev &vorykdlouaiv: this was the standard practice. The only
dispute was that reported in Laws 810e-811a: should the younglearn whole poems,
or anthologised extracts instead? The two sides are represented by the father of
Niceratus (Xen. Smp. 3.5: ‘In his concern that I should grow up to be a good
man [81reos &vi)p &yabos yevoiuny; cf. 340bsn.], my father made me learn the
complete works of Homer [fivéykacé pe wévta ta ‘Opnpov Emn pabeiv]; and
to this day I could recite for you the entire lliad and Odyssey’; cf. 316d6n. on
“Ounpov), and by Aeschines (Aeschin. 3.135 introduces a quotation from Hesiod
with ‘I think that the reason why we learn by heart the wise sayings of the poets
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[Tas TdV TroINT&OV yvmuas tkpavB&veav] when we are boys, is so that we can
make use of [xpwpeda] them when we are men.’).

326b3 Iva uepddtepol Te Sotv: see Rep. 398b—403c, Arist. Pol. 1339a11~1342b34,
for much elaborate discussion of what music has this and other effects. An anony-
mous author (the first editors suggested he might be Hippias) provides a rare, and
thoroughly inadequate, argument that music has no effect on character: “They
say that some tunes make men self-controlled, others make them wise, others just,
others brave, others cowardly — so ill are they aware that the chromatic would
not make men cowardly, nor would the enharmonic make brave those who use
it. For who is not aware that the Aetolians and the Dolopians and all those at
Thermopylae use diatonic music, but are braver than performers in tragedy,
who usually sing in the enharmonic throughout?’ (PHibeh 13, col. i.13-1i.21). b4
Aéyewv Te Kal Tp&TTav: see 31gai—2n. b6 mwadoTpiPou: gymnastics was the
third and final item in a Greek boy’s schooling (312b1—2n.). Rep. 403c—412a, Laws
813b—814d and Arist. Pol. 1337b23-13309al10 all discuss its proper place. bé—cx
va T& odpata Pedtiw Exovtes UnpeTdot TH Siavolan xpnoTijt oUoni: such
words were standard in pep talks: ‘you must get your body used to serving your
mind [TH yvount UnpeTeiv édioTéov TO odua], and train it with toil and sweat’
(Virtue to Heracles in Prodicus DK 84 B 2.28); the soul’s ‘task is to take decisions,
whether about domestic or about public affairs; the body’s task is to be at the
service of what the soul discerns [UtrnpeTiican Tois UTo Tijs Wuxis Yvwobeiow)’
(Isoc. 15.180); ‘since the soul is superior to the body, and since the inferior is always
serving for the sake of the superior [&ei ToU BeAriovos Eveka UrnpeToupévou ToU
Xeipovos], the body is for the sake of the soul’ (Arist. Protreptic fr. 23 Diiring). For
the superiority of soul to body, see 313a6n.

326¢c2 xal pfy dvaykélwvran &modaAidv Sik THy Tovnpilav T&v cwpdTwv:
Protagoras again uses a turn of phrase that puts us in mind of courage without
actually mentioning it or acknowledging that it is a virtue; cf. 330a1-2n. c4—
5 H&AloTa 5t SUvavtal ol TAoucidTaTol: there was an exception to the rule
that access to schooling depended on wealth: the lawgiver of Thurii made a law
‘unthought of by previous legislators: he legislated for all the citizens’ sons to learn
their letters, stipends for the teachers to be paid by the city’ (D.S. 12.12.4, who
says that the lawgiver was Charondas; DK 80 A 1.50 says that it was Protagoras).
c5~6 Tpwialtara els Bidaokdhwy Tiis NAikias &p§auevor porTav: cf. 325c5—
6n. c6~y Emwabav 8t tk SiBaokdAwv &raAAaydotv, ) wOAs al kTA: why
nced there continue, throughout adult life, such detailed scrutiny and control
of those who have already received a thorough education in justice? No such
thing is needed to ensure that those who have been taught how to write (326d2-
5), or how to speak Greek (328a1), continue to do those things properly. Why
should justice be different? The social contract theory of justice (322bg-cin.) has
a neat explanation: we have nothing to gain by writing or speaking badly; but,
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however much we have been taught to be just, we each have something to gain
by committing injustice.

326d2 ypapuarioral . . . d3 ypa¢ew . . . UmoypdyavTes ypappds . . . dg
Yeadidi . .. ypapucareiov. . . yp&éewv . . . dg ypapudv. . . Uroypdwyaca: Pro-
tagoras is showing off; cf. 320d5n.  d3—4 UroypdyavTes ypauuds Tt ypagisi:
a writing tablet, marked out with lines to guide the learner, has been preserved,
and is illustrated in Turner and Parsons (1987) plate 4.

326ex wap’Uyiv: i.e. in Athens; cf. 316e2 AyaBokAfis Ted UpéTepos.  e2 elOUvan:
the ‘straightenings’ were arrangements for reviewing how officials had behaved
while in office, and, if need be, punishing them for misbehaviour. ‘If the people
do not have even this power, they are treated as slaves and enemies’ (Arist. Pol.
1274a17—-18). Arist. Ath. 48.4—5 describes the procedure for ‘straightenings’ at
Athens; Aeschin. 3.17—22 shows how wide a range of officials were subject to this
procedure. The power to ‘straighten’ officials was all the more important when
officials were not elected, but chosen by lot, and therefore free from the fear that
misbehaviour during one term might mean not getting clected for another.

327b2—4 AvoiTeAel Yap oluan fjpiv ) dAA Ao SikaiooUvn kal &peth): S1& TaUTa
&g wavTi wpobUpws Aéy e kai Si8doxet kal T& Sikaia kal T& voppa: Protagoras
is being disingenuous. According to the social contract theory of justice sketched
in 322b5—cIn., matters are more complicated than simply that we benefit one
another by being just. For the theory holds that, as Rep. 392b puts it, ‘com-
mitting injustice is advantageous [AuciTeAel] if one gets away with it, whereas
being just benefits other people but damages onesclf [1) 8¢ SikaiooUvn &AASTpIOV
pév &yabBodv, oikeia 8¢ nuia]’; and were it not for the gains that I stand to
make from injustice, you would not need to press me to be just. After all, my
being healthy is to your benefit; but you do not fear that, unless you keep me
up to the mark, I will wish to infect myself with diseases and pass them on to
you. b7 eb¢putoTaros: no doubt Hippocrates is intended to think of himself
here. Cf. 316b8, where Socrates told Protagoras of Hippocrates’ great natural
promise.

327d3 &AM’ elev ‘but who were’. This continues the relative clause started by ofs
in g27d1. Cf. g13cin. d3—4 &yprol Tives olofrep ols wépuoiv Qepexpdrrns &
o Ths 8(8afev éml Anvalwi: the Lenaean festival at which Pherecrates staged
his comedy Savages was early in 420 (Ath. 5.218d; sec 309a3n. for other indications
about the dramatic date of this dialogue). Extant fragments describe the bad old
days of savagery, when there were no slaves to help housewives with their work
(fr. 10 PCG), and people had to live on herbs and snails when they were lucky,
and on their own fingers when they were not (fr. 14 PCG). d6 EUpuPéron xal
®puvaovdai: in Attic comedy and oratory, Eurybatus and Phrynondas figure as
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paradigms of unscrupulous deceit. Thus Aeschin. 3.137 ‘neither Phrynondas,
nor Eurybatus, nor any other crook from times gone by, was such a wizard and
a sorcerer that he would (O Earth, and gods and spirits and men who wish to
hear the truth) have the nerve to look us in the face and say . . .”; Demos. 18.24
‘if you were encouraging the Grecks to fight, while simultaneously negotiating
peace with Philip, you would be acting like Eurybatus’; Isoc. 18.57 ‘after such
crimes, will he attempt to say that we are liars? That would be like Phrynondas
reproaching someone for stopping at nothing’; cf. e.g. Ar. Daedalus fr. 198 PCG
on LEurybatus, Th. 861 on Phrynondas. No details are given of Phrynondas’
crimes, but Suetonius, On insults and their origins 4.12-19, reports two stories about
Eurybatus. One goes back to the fourth-century historian Ephorus (FGH 70 fr. 58):
‘He was an Ephesian, a subject of Croesus. By defecting to Cyrus and betraying
Croesus’ secrets, he was responsible for the sack of Sardis.’ The other comes from
a now lost work of Aristotle’s: ‘In On justice Book I, Aristotle says that he was a
burglar. He was caught and put in chains. The guards persuaded him to show
them how he managed to get up across walls and into houses. So he was released
from his chains. He put on his spiked shoes and took his sponges, easily climbed
up, reached the roof, and made his escape.’ (The sponges were to deaden the
sound of his movements: see Eust. on Hom. 1L 19.92.)

327ex Tpuddus is second person singular present active indicative of the con-
tracted verb Tpuddw. It is distinguished by accent from Tpugais, the dative plural
of the noun Tpu¢1. Protagoras charges Socrates with being spoilt by indolence
and luxury. Elsewhere, Socrates makes the same charge against Alcibiades and
Euthyphro (dle. Ma. 114a, Euthphr. 11e—12a). In all three cases, the evidence for the
charge is a reluctance to submit to the rigours of argument. eg &oep is coor-
dinate with 328a6 olTw. e3—328ar &l {nTois Tis Si8&oxalos ToU EAAnviLeIv:
the comparison between the teachers of Greek and the teachers of virtue recurs
also in Alc. Ma. 1112 and Dissoi Logoi DK g0.6.12.

328ax oUd’ &v €ls is much more emphatically negative than oUSels &v would be,
Just as ‘not onc thing’ is morc emphatic than ‘nothing’.  a4-5 ToUTtous tT1 Tis &v
B15&Eeiev, oU pdibiov ofpaus the reiteration, in reverse order, of 328a1—2 oUB¢ y’
&v ofpcu el Enrois Tis &v 1uiv Bi5ageiev, saves the sentence from complete disarray.
a6 &peTiis kal TGOV &AAwv T&vTwv: these have the same case as ToU EAAnvigev
328al, to indicate that Protagoras means that his remarks about speaking Greek
are to be applied also to virtue and all the rest.

328b6 &wobESwkev may be translated into English by the present-tensed ‘pays’.
The Greek verb takes the perfect tense in continuation of the same constructdon
as 328bs memroinuen: that the satisfied pupil pays the price nominated by Protago-
ras not only is now the case, but also has been the case for as long as Protagoras
has made this his policy.
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328cr—2 EABov el lepdv, dpdoas doov &v it &Eia elvan T& padijpara, TocoU-
Tov kavaTteinke: the pupil deposits in the temple, to become the property of the
god (Hdt. 9.120.3 karafsivan Tén Gedt, Aeschin. 3. 129 T@ Bedt karabeiva),
what he swears Protagoras’ lessons are worth; thus the god, who will anyway
be offended by perjury, will have also financial grounds for offence if the pupil
understates the worth of the lessons. These arrangements minimise the pupil’s
incentive to underpay Protagoras, just as they minimise Protagoras’ incentive to
overcharge the pupil. And so neither party can complain about the fee paid to
Protagoras, much as neither child can complain that the other has a bigger piece
of cake, if one cuts, and the other chooses. Such arrangements produce consen-
sus without resort to objective measurement {(357a3n.), and they should therefore
be of special interest to those who hold that Man is the Measure (356d3—4n.),
and that a sophist’s task is to replace harmful beliefs by beneficial ones, rather
than false ones by true (325d3—5n.). That Protagoras had some special interest
in arrangements to ensure fair dealing on fees is suggested by a book title (DK
80 A 1.55 Proceedings for a fee, or Aikn Umep miofoU), and by a delightful anecdote:
Euathlus arranged with Protagoras that he was not to pay until he had his first
case in court, and won it; he then never went to court; Protagoras threatened to
sue him for the fee, arguing, “Whatever the outcome, you will have to pay: by
the terms of our agreement, if you win the case; and by the terms of the court’s
decision, if you lose’; and Euathlus argued, ‘But if I win, then, by the terms of
the court’s decision, I need not pay; and if I lose, then, by the terms of our agree-
ment, I need not pay. So whatever the outcome, I need not pay’ (DK 80 A 1.56;
Syrianus, Commentary on Hermogenes® Trepi oTaoewv 42.2-8). c2 katatédnkeis a
correction of the manuscripts’ kaTéfnxe, so that it, like 328b6 &mobédwkev, can
contnue the construction of 328b5 Temoinual. The corruption of koToTédnke
to xarébnke is facilitated by the repetition of at. It occurs also at Men. Dys. g20.
c3 xal pibov kal Adyov: cf. 320c4n.

328d2 véot y&p: so abrupt an ending to Protagoras’ speech leaves the hearer
expecting, and wanting, more. Mark used a similar device in 16:8, the last verse of
his gospel: ‘So they went out and fled from the tomb, for terror and amazement
had seized them; and they said nothing to anyone, épofoivro y&p’ (which later
writers found so unbearable a cliff-hanger that they added extra verses to bring
the gospel to a satisfying close).

328d3-330b7: THE DIVERSITY OF THE VIRTUES

Socrates asks about the connection between the various virtues. Protagoras lells him that temper-
ance, holiness, justice, courage and wisdom are not simply one thing under various names, nor
even fice things all like one another; in fact, these virlues differ from one another, being as diverse
in their powers as the various parts of a face.
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328d3 Embeif&pevos: cf. 32oc1—2n.  d4 kexnAnuévos: such enchantment is the

cfiect that, according to 315a7-b2, Protagoras’ words have on those who follow
him around from city to city.

328e1 TpoUTpewas: not entirely absent here may be the connotation that Trpo-
Tpémewv often has of urging someone to care for virtue; cf. 348c3n.  ex &8¢ ‘here’,
in the sense of 8eUpo ‘to this place’; see LSJ s.v. II.

3292a3—4 GoTrep PiPAla oUdtv Exoucv obTe drokplvacan olte alitol tptadan:
the complaint that Socrates makes here about long speeches and books is also
among the complaints that he makes about poetry in 347c1—348as (cf. 347¢4n.).
Socrates develops his objection to books in Phdr. 275d-e, suggesting that, in their
lack of response to questions, books are like figures in a painting. And the objec-
tion is developed further, by Plato, or people pretending to be him, in Ep. 2,
314b—c, 7, 341b—342a and 7, 344c. It is not known how or even whether Plato
exempted his own books from such objections. Perhaps he thought that his own
books, by representing conversations, came closer than books in other genres to
being conversational. Socrates himself avoided all such awkwardness by never
writing anything philosophical. Cf. 314c4n. on his preference for conversation.
a5 dotep T& XaAkeia kTA: Cratylus uses the same image at Cra. 4304, to express
his view that so-called false statements are in fact no more than empty noise,

signifying nothing.

329bx 56A1xov: a foot race about 2,430 yards in length (335e4n.). Other descrip-

tions of intcllectual life in terms of competitive sport are 333e3 &ywvidv, 335a4

&ydva, 335¢3—4 Spouel . . . SoArxodpduwv . . . fiuepodpduwy, 338bs PpaPeuTiiv,

339€e2 TUKTOV, 342€3 AKOVTIOTNS, 343c3 &BAnTNHv. Sce also g325d1—2n., and

354¢7n. b2—3 lkavos uév pakpous Adyous kal kaAoUs elreiv, . . . lkavds Bt xal

tpatnBels &rokpivaclan kat& BpayU: Protagoras’ own boast makes no refer-

ence to answering questions; it simply is that he can speak at any length, however
great or small (335b6-c1). In saying that Protagoras is just as good at giving snappy
answers when questioned as he is at giving long speeches, Socrates attributes to
him the versatility boasted by his rival sophists Hippias and Gorgias (315¢6n.). But
Protagoras is not one to protest against so flattering an attribution, even though it
puts him in the uncomfortable position of having to answer Socrates’ questions.
b2 pakpoUs Adyous kal kakous: the addition of kal kaAoUs is necessary, since
the simple poxpds Adyos was used in particular for the rambling and incoherent
rigmarole in which a slave trics to excuse his misdeeds (Eur. I4 313 ‘slave that
you are, you're telling me pakpouUs . . . Adyous’; Arist. Met. 1091a7-g ‘0 paxpods
Abyos, like that of slaves when they have nothing wholesome to say’; Simonides
(fr. 653 PMG) may have written a whole book of such speeches). There are other
disdainful uses of the expression at 336d1 and 361a2. b2 ds o SnAoi ‘as the
facts themselves [above all, his speech at 320d1—328d2] make plain’; see 324a5n.
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329c2 ToUTd pot fv Tt Wuyfji &romAtipwoov: Socrates continues to develop the
conceit that knowledge is the nutrition of the soul (313¢6-9). Cf. e.g. Rep. 586a-b,
on how lack of knowledge and understanding is a sort of mental emptiness, as
hunger and thirst are emptinesses of the body; and P/. 286a, on how one can fill
up a mental gap by answering a question.  ¢3 SikcnooUvnv: in fact, at 322¢5-dj
Protagoras spoke of 8ikn instead. Presumably the more archaic word secemed the
more suitable in a myth. c4-5 &AéyeTo UTrd ool 1) SikaooUvn kal cwdpocivn
kal 6010T7s Kai wavTa TaUTa os &v T1 €in oUAANPBBnY, &peTh: Protagoras said
once (324e3-325a2) that virtues are one, and once (324a1-2) that vices are one,
and once (323a1—3) that justice and temperance are a single virtue. In none of
these passages did he name any vice apart from injustice and impiety, or any virtue
apart from justice, temperance and holiness. See 329e6-330a3 for his attitude to
the virtues of wisdom and courage. c¢7—dx fj TaUT tativ & vuvdi) Eyco Eheyov
TéavTa dvdpara Tol alrtol fvds SvTos: this was Socrates’ own view, according to
Xen. Mem. 3.9.4—5: ‘he drew no distnction between wisdom and temperance . . .
When he was asked whether he thought that those who knew what they should do
but did the opposite were wise and weak of will, he replied, “No more than I think
them unwise and weak of will. For I think that all people choose, and do, what
they take [olovTtay; see 358b8—cIn. on belief versus knowledge] to be the most
advantageous [oup¢op@TaTa; see 355a3-4N. On maximising versus satisficing)
to themselves [aUTois; see 354b4nn. on egoism versus altruism]) of the things
within their power; so I think that people who act incorrectly are neither wise
nor temperate.” He said also that justice and the rest of virtue was wisdom. For
just things, and everything done by virtue, was fine and good. Moreover, those
who knew these things would never choose anything else in preference to them,
and those who did not know these things would be unable to do them; but would
fail even if they tried. So, since just things and all other things that are finc and
good are done by virtue, it is clear that justice and the rest of virtue is wisdom
[kai SikanooUvn kai ) &AAN TT&oa &peTi) codia taTl].” Plato’s Socrates argues
for such a view in Meno 87b—8gb, especially 88c-d: ‘So if virtue is among the
contents of the soul and is bound to be beneficial, then it has to be prudence
[¢ppovnois]; for all other attributes of the soul are, in and of themsclves, neither
beneficial nor harmful, but they become beneficial or harmful by the addition
of prudence or folly [&ppooivn]. By this reasoning, virtue — which is, after all,
beneficial — has to be some sort of prudence’; Grg. 507a—c: “The temperate person
would do what is proper [T& wpooTikovTa TpdTTOl &V, both regarding gods and
regarding human beings . . . in doing what is proper regarding human beings,
he would do just things, and in doing what is proper regarding gods, he would
do holy ones; and someone who does just and holy things is certain to be just
and holy . . . furthermore, he is certain to be courageous. For it would not be
like a temperate person to pursue or flee things not proper for him to pursue
or flee; on the contrary, he will pursue and flee what he should [& 8¢i], whether
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things or people or pleasures or pains, and he will take his stand and hold firm
where he should. So it is quite certain that . . . the temperate person . . . , being
just and courageous and holy, will be a perfectly good man [Tév cdodpovea . . .
Sikaiov Svta kal &vBpeiov kal dotov &yaBov &vdpa elvan TeAéws]’; cf. Chrm.
173a—~174d, La. 196d-19ge. The idea that the virtues are identical is given by Isoc.
10.1 in a list of frivolous theses maintained by pretentious intellectuals: “They have
reached old age, some in continuing to deny that there can be false statements, or
two contradictory statements about the same subjects [Protagoras himself denied
these things, according to DK 80 A 1g], others in giving detailed explanations
that courage and wisdom and justice are the same thing, and that we have none

of them by nature, but instead there is a single branch of knowledge to cover
them all.’

329ds woTEPOV. . . DOTTEP TPOTWTTOV T& popict pépr&toTiv. . . d6 f| domep T&
ToU Xpuool ubdpia: a third possibility is described at Plt. 306a—308b: cwopocuvn
and &vpeia are neither homogeneous, like two bits of gold, nor merely different,
like two bits of a face, but positively at odds with one another; to be more precise,
the disposition to be meek and the disposition to face danger can be at odds,
but when properly checking and balancing one another they become these two
virtues.

329e3—4 petaiauPdvouctv ol &vlpwTrol ToUTwv TGV Tiis &petiis poplwv ol
utv GAAo, ol Bt &AAo: that of which the shares are shares is given by the genitive
TOUTWV TGV . . . popiwv, and the shares themselves are given by the accusatives
&AMo . . . &AAo; for such a distinction between the two cases, cf. Euthd, 306b
aupoTépwv uépos peTéxouav. eb—7 toAdol &vdpeiol elov, &Bikor 8¢, xal
Sikauol ali, codol &t oU: with Protagoras’ distinction of wisdom and courage from
Jjustice (and presumably therefore from temperance and holiness too: 329c4-5n.),
contrast Callicles’ distinction of wisdom and courage from conventional justice
and temperance (Grg 483a—484c, 491e—492c). Callicles shares Protagoras’ view
that at Icast a sort of justice is universally taught, but does not share Protagoras’
view that the universally taught justice is universally beneficial; for it is only con-
ventional, and the conventional kind of justice benefits only the weak, and will be
ignored by anyone strong, intelligent and daring enough to get ahead in life, and
seize from weaklings the goods to which natural justice entitles him (cf. 337d1-
gnn. for the distinction between convention and nature). Thus the intelligence
that cnables onc to get ahead in politics is, in Callicles’ opinion, an alternative to
the cooperative dispositions that enable political life in the first place. In Protago-
ras’ opinion, this intelligence is not so much an alternative to as a refinement of
those dispositions. Or at least, that is what Protagoras claimed at 327e1-328b2;
and it is not contradicted by his current distinction between wisdom and justice,
which holds merely that people can have justice without wisdom, and not that
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they can have wisdom without justice. Contrast how he distinguishes justice from
wisdom when, in 333d3-10, he gives the popular view.

330a1-2 £oTiv y&p oUv kal Tabra udpia tijs &peTijs, . . . copla e kal &vSpela;
Socrates can be pardoned for not realising that Protagoras counts wisdom and
courage as parts of virtue. For his long speech did not mention courage at all
(see 322bg—5n., 325a2n. on &vdpods &peTiv, 326¢2n.; cf. 316d3n.), and the only
wisdom that it did mention was the intellectual and technical prowess that g21d1—
322c4 distinguished from political virtue. a3 uéyioTév ye 1) codla T&dV poplwv:
what motivates Protagoras to volunteer this gratuitous information? Perhaps a
professional codioTiis, teaching cogia, is bound to call it important (cf. 352d1-3).
Perhaps as well or instead, the idea is that only codia can be taught, and therefore
that, since virtue is, to a great extent, teachable, a great amount of virtue must
be cogia. a4 &AAo, TO Bt &AMo: for the omission of T6 uév, cf. 343e5, 355¢2,
and GP 166: ‘Occasionally 6 pév, etc., has to be understood before 6 8¢, etc.’

330b1 1) 8f)Aa 87 dni: forestalls the answer, asin 309ai.  bg &mioThiuns Socrates
here treats this term as just another label for what 330a3 called codia; Protagoras
does the same in 352d2. The terms co¢ia and émoTiun are related somewhat
as ‘wisdom’ and ‘knowledge”: it can be argued that they are just two names
for the same thing (7At. 145d—e; Xen. Mem. 4.6.7, quoted in 332bin.); but it
can be argued instead that co¢ia should be reserved for a specially important
or valuable sort of émioriiun (Rep. 428c—429a on how the émoTAun of wise
rulers is ‘the only one among all the other émioTfiucn that deserves to be called
codic’; Mnx. 246e—247a ‘in isolation from justice and the rest of virtue, &mioTiun
looks to be unscrupulousness, not codic’; Arist. Met. 1059218 ‘codia is a sort of
¢moTnpn that concerns first principles’). Behind this looseness of Janguage lurks
a substantive issue: to what extent does the ideal condition of the intellect consist
in being well-informed?

330b8-331b7: THE SIMILARITY BETWEEN HOLINESS
AND JUSTICE

Holiness, argues Socrates, is not only holy but also just. Likewise, justice is not only just but
also holy. So justice and holiness are like one another afler all.

33ocr 1} SikaooUvn pdryrd i EoTiv 1) oSty pdrypa: in agreeing that a state
of character, such as justice, is ‘some thing’, rather than ‘no thing’, we agree to at
least two points. The first is that we may ask whether the state is itsclf just or unjust,
and holy or unholy (cf. 330c6, 330d8—9, 331a7-b3). The second is that the state
has some effect on what we do, and that whether we are in that state or not makes
some difference to how we act (cf. 332a8-c1). The two points are connected; for
deeds done from a just state will be done justly, and in general the manner in
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which we act will derive its properties from that state of ours which leads to our
action (cf. 330d8-cinn., 332c3—4). An alternative view is that no agent has any
very definite or durable character different from that of any other agent, and
therefore that if one agent nevertheless acts justly, while the other acts unjustly,
this will be explained by, if anything, a difference in their external circumstances.
The alternative view is cxpressed by Simonides, in the lines quoted at 344e6—
7. It also has much support among social psychologists, who have coined the
term ‘the fundamental attribution error’ for our tendency to underestimate the
effects of circumstance, and overestimate the effects of disposition: see e.g. Hogg
and Vaughan (2005) 93-5. c¢5 elwetov: the dual imperative implies ‘I want you
to consider this together [cf. 330b8 ko1 oxeywuebal, and give me your joint
answer.” This is why at 330c7 Socrates will ask Protagoras how he would vote on
the question. Contrast 311d5n.; compare the eiTreTov repeatedly addressed to the
team of Euthydemus and Dionysodorus in Euthd. 273d, 274a, 274d and 296d,
and La. 186e—187a, where Socratces begins by offensively addressing Laches alone,
then corrects his slip by including Nicias, and emphasising Nicias® inclusion with
a string of duals: oU &, & Adyns kai Niia, eiwerov . . . ouyyeydvatov . . .
paBdvTe . . . EmioTtacBov. . . E§eupdvTe. . . paBbvTE. .. YEyovOTE. Qvopdoare:
on the switch to this plural after the dual eiwerov, cf. 317e1—2n.

330d6 ¢aTe kal ToUTo wpaypd T elvan: see 33ocin., on the implications of
describing a state of character as a wp&ypa. d8 mepukévai: holiness must be
holy by nature, in other words intrinsically and necessarily holy, if it is to do its
job of explaining why other things are holy (330d10-¢in.). The way you act may
be holy; but then again, it might well not have been. Since that is so, we need
some explanation of why the way you act is holy. The explanation will be no
explanation at all if it does not invoke another thing that is holy (330cin.); and
if the other thing, although actually holy, might well not have been, then the
explanation will rely on something no less in need of explanation than the fact
that it purports to explain. So our explanation of why the way you act is holy
must invoke something holy by nature. Cf. Phd. 102c-e on what makes Simmias
taller than Socrates: ‘Simmias is not intrinsically [epukévan] taller in virtue of
being Simmias [Té&1 Zippiav elvai]; rather, he is taller in virtue of the bigness that
he happens to have [Té1 peyéBer & Tuyyx&ve Exwv] . . . the bigness in us [10 &v
fUiv péyebos] never admits the small . . . I mean, I admit smallness and remain,
and while still being who I am, I - this very same man — am small; whereas that
thing has never had the hardihood, being big, to be small.’ Similarly, since coffee
is not always milky, there must be something to make it milky when it is milky;
that thing is milk; and milk can make coffee milky, without needing something
clsc to make it milky in its turn, only because milk is itself milky by nature. dro
@ GvBpeoTre: a brusque form of address, at home in dismissive reproofs, such as
Rep. 329c eUdpnuel, & &vBpwTre, Ap. 28b oU kahdds Aéyels, & Gvlpwe, Ar. Clouds
644 oUBEv Aéyers, GvBpwe, Ar. Ach. 1113 GVBpwTE, BouAe pry Tpooayopelelv
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tué; cf. g14dsn.  dro—ex oyoAfjt pevt&v T &AAo Sotov eln, el pi) ol ye 4
6016 1ns Sotov Eotau: the idea is that if anything makes a thing holy, then holiness
does, and that what makes a thing holy must be holy itself. The idea is widely
applicable: for example, even if other things, like anchovy essence and soy sauce,
can also be said to make a stew salty, salt will certainly make a stew salty; and all
these things make stews salty only because they are salty themselves. Plato applies
the idea also to beauty, cold, damp and harm (P4d. 100e TG kaAGDI T& KOAK KA,
Rep. 335d ou yap BepudtnTos olpan Epyov Wiyev dAA& ToU vavtiou . . . oUSE
EnpéTTOs Uypaivelv GAAG ToU EvavTiou . . . oUdE 81y ToU &yafol PAGTTEV
&AAG ToU évavTiou). The idea is not the trivial truth that it might look. For the
slogan ‘Holiness makes holy things holy’ implies that common to all and only
holy things is some single characteristic with a definition of its own (cf. g12c2n.
on definitions, and Euthphr. 6d—15¢ for various unsuccessful attempts to define
holiness); it implies, in other words, that we should be able to do for holiness what
we do for heat, when we invoke its proper scientific definition and say “The high
mean kinetic energy of their constituent particles is what makes hot things hot.’
Such implications are so far from being trivially true that, in some cases, they are
not true at all: as Plt. 262d-e points out, barbarians differ quite as much from
one another as any of them do from Greeks, and so barbarians do not constitute
a single kind with a nature of its own.

330e3 TGw piv olv: see 310a4n.  e5—6 E5O§aTé poi fdven Tis &peTiis pépix
elvan oUTas Exovra wpds EAANAQ, &5 . . . ‘I thought you were saying that virtue
has parts which are so related to one another that . .’

331a6—; Ti olv, & TpwTaydpa, &mokpivoupeda alrddl, TaUTa SpoAoyrioav-
Tes, E&v Nuds EmavépnTan: to mark the climax of his sequence of hypotheti-
cal questions, Socrates now has a protasis using éav plus the subjunctive, and
an apodosis using the indicative, by contrast with the earlier protaseis using
el plus the optative and apodoseis using the optative plus av (330cq4~7 €l . . .
gpoiTo...&v. .. &moxpvaiuny. .. av. .. B€io, 330d3—4 €l . . . EpoiTo. . . dpaipev
Gv, 330e4—7 €l ... eiol. . . eimoi’ v, 331a2—4 €l . . . €iTo1 . . . Gv. . . &TTOKPpIVENIO.
The effect is of a change from the more distant ‘What would we say, if some-
one were to ask . . . ?’ to the more urgent ‘What are we going to say, if someone
asks...?’ Cf.g54emn. a7-8 ol &pa torlv 6016 TS olov Sikatov elvan rpdrypa:
this conclusion does not obviously follow from the assumption that holiness is not
such as justice, which is a just thing. For the apparently parallel inference ‘Holly
is not such as Justine, who is a just girl; therefore Holly is not such as to be a
just girl’ goes from a true premiss to a false conclusion: Holly and Justine are
both just girls, but Holly is a brunette and therefore not such as Justine, who is
a blonde. If such parallels are to be only apparent, not real, that will have to be
because holiness and justice, unlike Holly and Justine, cannot differ in respect
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of any such features as colouring. And that in turn will presumably be because
holiness and justice simply do not have such features (cf. Rep. 477¢: ‘I do not see
that a power has a colour or a shape or any such feature, as lots of other things do,
by reference to which I can in some cases distinguish some of them from others’).
This will mean that justice is fully described by saying that it is just, and holiness
is fully described by saying that it is holy; and so, if neither is such as the other,
then holiness is not such as to be a just thing, and justice is not such as to be a
holy one. Cf. 331bg—5n. a8 o¥8t SikatooUvn olov Sotov &AA’ olov ) dorov:
it is not easy to assess the validity of the inference that Protagoras is here invited
to make: ‘Justice is not such as to be holy; therefore justice is such as to be not
holy.” On the one hand, there are evidently invalid inferences of an apparently
similar form: ‘June is not always hot; therefore June is always not hot.” On the
other hand, the inference is valid if the words ‘such as to be’ are no more than
redundant padding (cf. 343e1—2n. on &AnBdds), so that Justice is such as to be
holy’ is simply a wordier version of ‘Justice is holy’, and so that Justice is not such
as to be holy’ and ‘Justice is such as to be not holy’ are simply wordier versions
of ‘Justice is not holy.” a8-br ) 8 60165 ofov uty Sikaiov, &AA’ &Bikov &pat it
is not easy to assess the validity of this inference either. What is not just need not
therefore be unjust, any more than (to borrow examples from Smp. 201e-202b)
what is not good is therefore bad, or what is not beautiful is therefore ugly. For
there is (as Sph. 257b—c explains, and as Protagoras will miss at 360b4) a differ-
ence between the negation of something and its opposite. Therefore ‘Holiness
is unjust’ does not follow from ‘Holiness is such as to be not just’, unless that is
more than simply a wordier version of ‘Holiness is not just’ ~ in which case the
earlicr inference Justice is not such as to be holy; therefore justice is such asto be
not holy’ would be invalid. Perhaps Socrates is aware of how problematic these
inferences are. At any ratc, he presents the invitation to make these inferences as
that of an imaginary interlocutor, not as his own.

331b1 76 5t &vdoiov ‘while the other [i.e. justice] is unholy’.  bg-5 firor Tarév
Y’ EaTiv Bikaidrns do1dTtnT ) 711 dpoidrarrov: how can this, the answer that
Justicc and holiness are cither identical or as like as can be, be ‘the same’ (331b4)
as the answer that ‘justice is a holy thing and holiness a just one’ (331b3)? If Justine
is holy, as well as just, and Holly is just, as well as holy, then that hardly means
that they are identical or even that they are as like as can be; for that hardly
means that Justine and Holly both have the same colouring. Presumably Socrates
is again relying on the assumptions that justice has no more characteristics than
arc implicit in its being just, and that holiness has no more characteristics than
arc implicit in its being holy, and therefore that if they are both just and both holy,
they have all their characteristics in common. Cf. 331a7-8n.  bg Sikaiétns: this
very rare word is a synonym of SikaiooUvn. Perhaps Socrates uses the rare word
to have one as like as can be to éo16TNTI.
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g33i1ci-332a1: PROTAGORAS GETS AWKWARD

Protagoras objects: between any two things, however different, there will be some similarity; hence
the fact that there is some stmilanity between holiness and justice is not enough to make them, in
any interesting sense, stmilar to one another.

331c2—3 &AAG Ti pot doxel Ev o Sidpopov elvar. dAAG T ToUTo Sradépers if
the difference between them really does make no difference, then Protagoras can
give a straightforward Yes to Socrates’ question.  ¢3—¢ €l y&p PoUAel, é0Teo kTA:
an indicative €01 would make a straightforward assertion. The imperative £oTw
suggests that Protagoras is granting the point more because he does not wish to
argue about it than because it has really convinced him (cf. Smp. 201¢ ‘I would not
be able to contradict you, Socrates, AN’ oUrws ExéTw s oU Aéyels’, Grg. 510a
‘0T o1 TOUTO, 6 ZWKpPaTES, oUTwS, so that you can finish your argument’, and
Sph. 231a, where the speaker, after objecting that someone has just overlooked a
distinction, continues ‘dpws && o, for it won't be small distinctions that we’ll
be debating when our opponents are properly on their guard’). When Protagoras
adds &i BoUAe to the imperative, he gives the impression that he is granting the
point only in order to humour Socrates (cf. Aic. Ma. 106¢ ‘€010, i PoUAel, oUTeos,
so that I can find out what you are going to say’, Grg. 513¢ EoTw, el PoUAe, ool
oUrws; cf. also Eur. f. 953.13 TrGF, where a girl, reasoning at impudent length
with her father, says ‘€o0Tw &' 6 BoUAet. But tell me, what harm does it do me?’).
c5 pf) pot ‘Please don’t.’” Slightly less compact versions of the idiom are Meno
744 p) pot oUres, Eur. Med. 964 p1) not 60, and Ar. Lys. g22 1y poi ye. c5-dz
oUbEv ydp Stopat 16 “el PoUAer” TolUTo kal “el o1 Sokel” ENéyyeoBai, &AN’ Eué
Te kal of KTA: a theory is not properly tested if the person whose task is to defend
the theory grants objections simply to oblige the objector, or for any reason other
than that the objections should or would be believed by those who believe the
theory (cf. 352d2n., about granting objections out of shame, and 360e4n. about
granting objections to humour the objector). Thus a proper dialectical test of a
theory is also a test of defender and objector (‘you and me’); for it is a test of their
dialectical mettle, even if the defender is (like Protagoras in 333¢c4-c2) defending
a theory that he does not believe, and the test is therefore not a test of the truth of
his beliefs. See 333¢8—gn. for a claim that such tests of the defender and objector
are Jess important than tests of the theory itself.

331d1 16 “ei”: the word ei has no accent of its own, and ordinarily has no
accent at all except when succeeded by an enclitic. It has an accent here because
each syllable needs to be part of an accentuated sequence of syllables, and e
therefore has to be accentuated when, because it is being quoted in isolation, it
cannot form part of any longer accentuated sequence. Indeed, Greek adds an
accent when quoting the enclitic 11 = ‘something’, even though that makes it
indistinguishable from the accentuated Ti = ‘what?’ (e.g. A. Hilgard, Grammatici
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Graceci (Leipzig 1go1) vol. Liii, 65.6: ToU “Tf” dvduatos dopiorov). Cf. the standard
English pronunciation of ‘The unstressed “and” is unstressed and unemphatic.’
d4 STioUv dTwiolv apfjt yé¢ wni mpooéoikev ‘there is some sort of similarity
between anything and anything’. Protagoras confines himself to this claim, and
does not make the further claim that between any two things there is also some
dissimilarity. The further claim would be inconsistent with his thoughts that any
two bits of gold, or any two pleasures, are perfectly homogeneous, differing,
if at all, only in size (329d6-8, 356a2—5 and 358a4). d4-5 TO ydp Aeukdv
T péAawvi EoTiv dTrnt Tpooéoikev: Protagoras thinks of black and white as the
opposite extremes of a single scale comprising all colours, ordered by how dark or
light they are (cf. Thphr. De sensu et sensibilibus 59: earlier philosophers in general
held ‘that black and white are basic, and that other colours are produced when
these are blended’). Protagoras intends us to reason that, since black and white
are on a single scale, they are therefore alike; and that, since black and white are
opposite extremes, they are so different that if even they are nevertheless alike,
then any pair of things will be alike. But even if there is a likeness between these
two colours, that will not imply a likeness between cheese and Wednesday. And
in any case, the fact that both black and white are colours hardly makes them
alike in virtue of being colours; black and white are instead incompatible ways
of being coloured; for a black thing and a white thing do not, in addition to the
fact that one is black and the other white, share a common property of being
coloured, in anything like the way that black and white cloth share the common
property of being cloth. (Phlb. 12e—13a makes this point about colour, in order to
illustrate a similar point about pleasure; on which see 354cg—din.)

331e2-3 oUyl T& dpordv T1 Exovra duoix Slkaiov kaeiv, oUdt T& &vdpoidv T
ExovTa &vdpola, k&v vy opikpov Exnt T dpotov ‘It is not fair to call things
similar because they have some similarity; nor is it fair to call things dissimilar
because they have some dissimilarity, even if they have only very slight similarity.’
Cf. the response that Socrates himself elsewhere makes to an argument that there
cannot be many existent things. The argument is Prm. 127e: ‘If there are many
things in existence, then it follows that they must be both similar and dissimilar.
Which is impossible; for dissimilars cannot be similar, and similars cannot be
dissimilar.’ The response is Prm. 128e-129b: ‘Do you not think that there is some
absolute form of similarity, and, in opposition to such a thing, something else,
which is dissimilar? And that in these two things share both I and you and all
that we call many? And that what shares in similarity comes to be similar, in the
respect and to the extent that it does share; that what shares in dissimilarity comes
to be dissimilar; and that what shares in both comes to be both? And even if all
things share in both of these, opposites though they are, and, because of their
participation in the pair, are both similar and dissimilar to themselves, what is
surprising in thae? It would, I agree, be monstrous if someone proved the similars
themselves to be dissimilar, or the dissimilars similar. But if some one proves that
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what shares in them both has both of these characteristics, 1 see nothing strange
in that.’

332ax oV ptvrol oUBE ‘nor however’. Instead of cancelling out, the two negations
cmphasise one another. Cf. Phlb. 1gb oUBeis els oUdEv oUdevds &v fiuddv oUdétroTe
yévorto &8los, an emphatic negation of ‘Some of us might be of some value for
something sometime.’

332a2-333b6: THE IDENTITY OF TEMPERANCE
WITH WISDOM

Polly, argues Socrates, is opposite to wisdom; folly is also opposite to temperance; bul nothing
can have two opposites. It follows that wisdom and temperance are identical.

332a3—4 &dpoolvnv T1 kaAeis; such questions are a standard way for Plato’s
Socrates to bring something into the discussion: cf. e.g. 358d6, Cra. 385b xoAeis 11
&AN61} Aéyewv kai yeudty; and Grg 4642 cdpawou kaels Ti kal yuynv; Such ques-
tions are not asked by Socrates in other authors, nor (with the exception of Sph.
244b &v kaAeiTé T1;) by other characters in Plato. a6 TouTc Té1 wpdypa:
see 330cin. for the implications of agreeing that some state of an agent, such as
folly, is a wparypc.

332b1 cwdposiviyi cwdpovoliow: for the thought, and for its expression with a
dative, cf. this exchange between Socrates and Euthydemus in Xen. Mem. 4.6.7:
““What would we say wisdom is [cogicav 8¢ i &v pricanev elvan]? Tell me: do you
think that the wise are wise at what they know [wéTep& oo1 SoxoUaiv oi codoi,
& EmioTavTal, TaUta codoi elva], or are there any who are wise at what they
do not know?” “At what they know, obviously,” he said, “for how could someonc
be wise at what he didn’t know?” “So the wise are wisc by knowledge [ol cogoi
gmoThum oodof elo1]?” “Yes; for by what other thing could someone be wise,
if not by knowledge?” “Do you suppose that wisdom is anything other than that
by which they are wise [&AAo &¢ 11 codiov ofel elvar i i oogof eio]?” “Cer-
tainly not.” “So knowledge is wisdom [émioTriun &pa oopia éoTiv]?” “That’s
what I think.”” b8-g & pév &ppdvews paTTdueva &ppoouvnt TpdrreTan, Té&
5t cwdpdvws cwdpoolvm: on the relationship between adverbs and the corre-
sponding abstract nouns, cf. Arist. EN 11052226, which also brings in adjectives,
as applied both to deeds and to doers of those deeds: ‘One can do a literate thing
both by chance and at someone else’s prompting. So one will be a literate person
[ypauuaTikéds] if one both does a literate thing [ypauucrikév 1] and does it
literately [Ypapupotikés) - which means: in accordance with one’s own internal
literacy [kar& Thy &v abtddr ypappaTikiv].’ (‘Doing a literate thing’ might be
spelling a word correctly ~ which one can do by lucky accident; ‘doing a thing
literately’ would be spelling it correctly because one knows how it is spelled.)
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brx loxUi . . . cr petd Téyous . . . €3 Ud ToU atol: the three different con-
structions arc just threc different ways to express a single relationship; the same
relationship is expressed by 8i1& with an accusative in 360c2-8. Plato seems par-
ticularly fond of expressing one thought in many ways when he is talking about
characteristics and their connection to the things that they characterise: cf. Phd.
74C aUTa T& o, 1) lodTns and oo 16 ioov (all referring to the Form of Equal-
ity), 100d €iTe Trapovoia eite kowvwvia (both referring to whatever the relation
is bectween the Form of Beauty and particular beautiful things), and 102¢—d Tén
neyedel O Tuyyavel Exwv, TO Ekeivou péyedos and TO &v fyuiv péyebos (all referring
to the shares of Bigness that particular big things have). This use of multiple
wordings for a single thing seems to have been a matter of conscious policy, if
we may judge by the apologies with which Tht. 184c introduces a distinction
betwecen seeing dpBaApois and seeing 81 dpOaAuddv: ‘It is in general not ill-bred
to be nonchalant about words and phrases, and not examine them rigorously;
indeed, the opposite attitude is mean-minded; but sometimes it is unavoidable,
as for example now . ..’ Cf. 358a7-bin.

332cx4 EoTiv T1 68U Ev pooviji: the word 6§Us applies not only to high voices but
also to acute angles (cf. English ‘sharp’, as applied both to notes and to corners).
The opposite of a high voice would be described as PapuUs; the opposite of an
acute angle would be described as &upAUs. The qualification év ¢pwviii is therefore
one way to forestall the objection that 6§V is a single thing with two opposites
Papy and &uPAU. The idea will be that only 68U év ¢eoviys is a single thing, and
that 6§U generally is not. There is, however, a danger in this way of forestalling
objections to the principle that a single thing has just one opposite. For it may
make it too easy to claim that a single thing is in fact two: thus ‘long’ applies both
to sticks and to strings; but we should not thercfore say that length in a stick is
one thing, length in a string another, and length generally not a single thing at
all. To avoid this danger, we need more care in specifying the precise grounds
for saying that §U is not a single thing. It may suffice to appeal to the behaviour
of comparatives: we can always ask whether a stick is longer than a string; by
contrast, while we can always ask whether one note is sharper than another note,
and whether one edge is sharper than another edge, we cannot ask whether anote
is sharper than an edge; and on these grounds we might distinguish sharpness in
notes from sharpness in angles while still identifying length in sticks with length in
strings. c16—17 ToUTtwi pf) EoTv T1 dvavtiov EAAo AN TO Papu; olk Epn: the
7 fishes cautiously for the negative answer that is given with o¥. Cf. Adeno 78c—d:
Socrates asks pfy &AN &rra Adyers Téyod& i T& TolxUTa; and Meno answers
OUK, GAAG TTavTa Aéyw T& TolaUTa.

333a3 woTEpov olv, & MpwTaydpa, Avowuey TV Adywv; kTA: by offering
Protagoras this choice of assumptions to abandon, Socrates insinuates that, of all
the various assumptions which led to the contradiction that Protagoras now faces,
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only these two are at all likely to be problematic. a7-8 ol Adyot &udpdrepor oU
évu pouoiks AbyovTal: ol yap auvdidovoiv oUbt auvapudTrouoiv &AAfAois:
the gibe is all the more apt, since Protagoras has himself affirmed that one goal
of education is harmony (326b1-6). Metaphors of harmony were a favourite way
to describe logical relationships: consistency between statements (Phd. g2c, Grg
457¢), consistency between beliefs and emotions (Laws 68ga-b, quoted in g357c2—
3n.), mutual confirmation of statements (Phd. 100a), consistency of what one says
with what one does (La. 188d), the gelling of many words into a single statement
(Sph. 261d).

333b2 Tiji 8¢ &ppoalvni vl SvTi: the participle takes its gender from its com-
plement, rather than from its subject, as in e.g. 354¢5 fi8oviv . . . &yafov év and
359d7-8 T fjTTw elvan EauToU eUpébn duabia oloa. b4 dupoAdéynoev: the
aorist indicates that Protagoras’ agreement stands out against its background:
here, against a background of reluctance to agree (like cuvwpoAdynoe Rep. 342d
and dpoAdynoe Rep. 350c¢); at guvwpoAdynoe 358b3, against a background of
taking no active part in the conversation. Contrast the imperfects copoAdye
332b10, 356e5, 359¢3, 359d9, 360b3, 360b10, 3607 and cuvwpoAdYel 332¢20,
332e14 to mean ‘he gave his assent, and this assent was part of an unbroken
pattern of assent.” Cf. also 333d2n. bg olxolv &v &v ¢in f| cwdpoouvn kal #
godla: for the identification of these two, cf. Xen. Mem. 3.9.4 (quoted in 329c7-
din.); for distinctions between them, cf. Rep. 442¢—d and Laws 710a-b. bg-6
10 5¢ wpbTepov ab Epdvn fiuiv 1) SikaiooUvn kal 1} do16TNS oXeBOV T TalTOY
ov: Socrates alludes to 330c1—332a1, where he argued that ‘justice is either the
same as holiness or as much like it as can be’ (331b4—5). He says tpovn fiuiv
(‘we thought’), rather than anything equivalent to ‘we said’, because Protagoras
refused to acknowledge this openly at the time, and indeed will not acknowledge

it openly until 349d3-5.

333b6-334c6: THE UNITY OF TEMPERANCE WITH
JUSTICE?

Socrates starts to present an argument that temperance and justice are a single thing. But he has
hardly begun when Protagoras interrupls, with a show-stopping display of bravura rhetonc.

333c2 aloyuvolunv &v Eywye . . . ToUTo dpcAoyeiv, émel . . . : an elliptical
expression of the thought ‘I would be ashamed to agree to this point; and the
reason why my reluctance calls for explanation is that . . " There are similar ellipses
at 335¢2, 335¢6 and 353a2. Cf. 352d2n. on how dialectic is damaged when
people let their answers be governed by shame. ¢2-3 woAdol yé ¢paov Tév
&vBpdmav: in spite of what Protagoras says here, it is hard to find many, or
even any, who said outright that someone can be temperate in committing an
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injustice. Popular opinion held the opposite: speakers could expect audiences
to agree without argument that those who are temperate are just (Xen. HG
7.3.6, Isoc. 15.229). Even Callicles, who is unusual in saying frankly that a strong
and scnsible man will despise (what conventionally passes for) justice, as fit only
for fools and weaklings (Grg 482c—484c), says that such a man will also despise
temperance, for exactly the same reason (Grg 491d-492c). Presumably Protagoras
has in mind the way that advocates of Realpolitik sometimes use cw¢pooivn and
its cognates to mean a hard-headed and clear-sighted idea of where one’s interests

lie, and to claim that cwdpoovn requires one to forget about considerations of
justice. Such an advocate is Diodotus in Thuc. 3.44, but even he does not say

that ocw¢pooUvn requires that injustice be committed, rather than overlooked;

for he counsels his fellow Athenians, in their own interests, not to massacre the

Mytileneans for rebelling, cven if the rebellion was unjust, and they all deserve to

be massacred: ‘It is not their injustice that we are now debating, if we have any

sense [el cwppovoUuev], butour best plan. ... We are not in a lawsuit against them,

so that we need justice [fjpeis &€ oU Sikaloueba rpods alrrous, OoTe TOV Sikaiwv

8eiv]; rather, we are planning how to use them to our advantage.” c4 TovAdyov

wolfjoopats see 317¢5—6n. ¢8—g TOV ydp Adyov Eywye pdhiota Eetdlw,

oupPaivel pévror fows kal Eut Tov EpwTdvTa Kal TOV drokpivduevov EfeTdlectan

‘It’s the theory that is above all the subject of my scrutiny; nevertheless, a side

effect may be that there is some scrutiny of me, the person who asks the questions,

and of the person who answers them.’ The Iows suggests that the scrutiny may not

impinge on Protagoras himself; having é€eraCeofai in the passive, without saying

who conducts this scrutiny (cf. 319a8 eipfioeTcn), and mentioning Protagoras

solcly as TOv &mwokpivopevov, rather than with a personal pronoun like that of
EuE TOV EpwTAVTA, reinforces the message of the oupPaiver that any exposure of
flaws in Protagoras is entirely incidental to Socrates’ chief purpose: the exposure

of flaws in the theory under discussion. Cf. 331c5—d2n. on how a proper test of a

theory will also be a test of those who are testing it.

333dx ExaAAwTileTo: Protagoras continues to act in the manner of a pretty boy
pursucd by lovers; cf. g317di.  d2 ouvexwpnaoev: with this aorist, contrast the
imperfcct ouvexwpel in 332c7 and 332¢l: the aorist indicates that Protagoras’
agrecment stands out against a background of reluctance to agree; the imperfect
is used for agreements that are part of an unbroken pattern of agreement. Cf. also
333bgn. d6, dro EoTw ‘Let’s suppose that that is so.” In some contexts, to say
€0Tw rather than €011 can mean that the speaker is being improperly evasive (cf.
331c3—d2); in the present context, it is quite proper, since Protagoras has made
it plain that he is adopting his current position only for the sake of argument
(333c5-6). di13 Afyeis olv &yabd &rra elva; the inference seems to be that
some things must be good if people sometimes do well (€0 wp&TToucIv 333d11),
or more generally perhaps that some things must be good if the adverb €0 has any
application at all, whether with Tp&TTev or with ¢poveiv or with BouAeleoBan
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(333d7-11). And these things might be agents, or their characters, or their deeds,
or any two or all three of these things (cf. 332bi—c5 and 332b8-9gn.). dis—
16 &p'olv . . . TaUT EoTlv &yafd& & toTiv dpfAipa Tois &vBpcdmorss because
Protagoras, in his next speech, starts to renege on his agreement to give answers,
we never learn where this question was leading. Perhaps Protagoras fears that,
after getting him to say that some injustice - the injustice of the scnsible people
who do well out of their injustice — is a good thing, and that good things benefit
people, Socrates will then press him with questions about who is benefited and
who harmed by whose justice and by whose injustice. Clarity on such questions
might be embarrassing: see 327b2—4n.

333e3 &ywwiav: see 32gbin. for other comparisons between intellectual life and
competitive sport.

334ar eUAaPoupevos fipépa fpdunv: precautions are nceded, because Protago-
ras’ latest answer shows him already violating one of the rules for productive
dialectc: in response to the simple Yes/No question ‘Are those things good which
benefit people?’, he did not simply answer Yes or No, but volunteered the further
remark that ‘I call things good even if they do not benefit people’ (cf. 336b1 on the
importance of answering aUTa T& épwTwUeva, and 314c4n. on Socratic conver-
sation generally). But Socrates’ precautions are inadequate, because Protagoras’
next answer will show him violating both this and another rule too: that requiring
an answer Si& Bpayéwv (336b1). ax wéTepov . . . Abyeis . . . a2—3 & undevi
&vBpdTreov ddéAipd EoTiv, f) & undt 16 Trapdirav dpéApa; Socrates takes care
to formulate a question about advantage that can be answered with a simple Yes or
No. Care is nceded because, as Protagoras’ next speech will claborately illustrate,
advantage is not absolute: nothing is advantagcous without being advantagcous
to something, and what is advantageous to one thing may not bc advantageous to
another. Protagoras liked using such facts to complicate discussion. He reasoned,
‘It is plain to you who are present that I am seated [¢paivoucn ooi T@1 Tapdvt
kafnpevos]; but to someone who is absent it is not plain that I am seated [tén
8¢ &moévT o¥ ¢aivopon kabrjuevos]; it is unclear therefore whether I am seated
or not seated [&8nAov el k&Onua i o k&bnpai]’ (quoted by Didymus Caccus
Commentary on Psalms 29—34, 222.21—3; not in DK). And Protagoras’ doctrine that
Man is the Measure (356d3—4n.) held that nothing is anything at all absolutcly:
things can be some way only for some people, and then only for thosc people
who take them to be that way; and so, no matter how carefully a question is
formulated, some might answer Yes, and others No, and both be cqually right.
Cf. 331d3—332a1, where Protagoras avoids giving straight answers about like-
ness while pointing out that likeness comes by degrees. a4-334c6: another list
(316d6-e4n.); as an improvisation by somecone who is rattled, it lacks the claborate
structure of the list of animal attributes at 320d7-321b6. a4 WOAA&: speeches
composed by sophists, or under their influence, often start like this, to display the
speaker’s alertness to complexities that elude lesser men. Such speeches begin:
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o TToAA&V (Grg. DK 82 B 7), kal atrrds moAAGv (Thuc. 1.80.1), of ptv woA-
Aol (Thuc. 2.35.1), ToAAdxis (Thuc. 3.37.1), & Xaipepédv, woAAal (Grg. 448c), &v
TOAAOIS pév, & Anudvike, oAy (Isoc. 1.1), ToAAKis (Isoc. 4.1), ToAAoUs (Isoc.
7.1); cf. also, from close to the start of sophistic works, ToAA& (Protagoras DK 8o
B 4, quoted in 320d1n. on 8eoi piv fjoav), ToAvedi (Hippias DK 86 B 6, quoted
in 337c7—dIn.), and the proem to Pausanias’ speech in Smp. 18oc, pointing out
that Love is not a single thing, before proceeding to explain its different forms.

334bx PA&oTals . . . b2 TwToépbous . . . b3 vious KAGDvas: the three synonyms
display the copiousness of Protagoras’ vocabulary. b3-4 T0 #Aaiov Tois ptv
puTois &rraciv EaTiv w&ykakov: the use of olive oil for killing unwanted vegeta-
tion is described in Thphr. De causis plantarum 5.15.6 and Historia plantarum 4.16.5.
b6—cx Troikidov Tl toTiv 16 &yabdv kal TravTodadv: contrast these extracts
from Diotima’s equally incantatory, but otherwise quite opposite, description of
the Beautiful in Smp. 211a-b: ‘not fine in this way, but foul in that; nor fine at this
time but not at that, nor fine for this but foul for that, nor fine here but foul there,
as if it were fine to these but foul to those [oU Tij1 pév kaAdv, TH1 & aioypdv, oUdE
ToTE pév, ToTe Bt oU, oUBE Trpds pév Td KaAdv, Trpds Bt T aloypdv, oS’ Evla piv
KaAdv, EvBa &t alaypdv, ds Tioi piv dv kaAdv, Tiol 8t aloypdv], . . . but rather in
and of itself always uniform [6AN’ cTd kK’ cird el anroU pwovoeides Gel 6v)’.

334c1 tvtalfa: i.e. in the case of oil; on this idiom, see 323bsn. ec1—2 Toi§
utv EEwbev ToU cduatos &yaddv totiv Téd &vBpdireol, Tols & Evtds TaUTOV
T0UTO K&kigTov: according to DK 68 A 29, ‘Democritus [a fellow Abderite and
intellectual critic of Protagoras: DK 68 B 156] always liked honey, and when
someonc asked him how to live a healthy life, he replied “By drenching the inside
with honey and the outside with oil.™ c¢3 ol larpol TwévTes &wayopelovaiv:
Protagoras’ apparent familiarity with medicine may be mere bluff. Apart from
this assertion, we have no evidence that any, let alone every, contemporary doctor
told the sick to limit their consumption of oil in thisway.  ¢3 Tois &afevolow. ..
c4 p€AAe: for the switch from plural to singular, see 324a6-bin. €6 Tois crriois
7€ Kal Syois: on this use of the article, see g13din.

334c¢7-335c6: SOCRATES GETS UP TO GO

Socrates declares himself unable to cope with Protagoras’ long speeches. Protagoras, in spite of
his versatility with language, shows no readiness lo abandon long speeches in favour of short
answers lo Socrales’ questions. So Socrates gets up to go.

334c8 EmAfouwv Tis ‘a bit forgetful’; cf. 309c8n.
334d1 kal E&v Tis por paxkpd Aéyn, EmidavBbvopcn mepl ol &v i & Adyos:

Socrates acts like the Spartans in a famous anecdote: in response to long pleas
from some Samians, they ‘replied that they had forgotten [EmiAeAn8évan] the first
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half, and didn’t understand the second’; the Samians’ next move was to display
a sack with the words ‘sack needs grain’; the Spartans replied that ‘sack’ was
one word too many (Hdt. 3.46; cf. 342d5-e4 on Laconic remarks). But there is
a difference between Socrates and the Spartans: Socrates subsequently recovers
enough of his memory for him to be narrating this entire story. Cf. 359a4—cinn.
on Socrates’ oddly selective memory.

335a4 &ydva Adywv: see 32gbin. for other comparisons between intellectual
life and competitive sport. Protagoras was said to have been the first to set up
argumentative contests (DK 8o A 1.52 wp®dTos. . . Adywv &ydvas éroimoaTo.
a6—7 oUb’ av tytveto TMpwTaydpou Svopa tv Tois "EAAnaIv: with the way that
Protagoras speaks of himself here, cf. Euthyphro in Euthphr. 4e—35a ‘I would not
be much use, Socrates, nor would Euthyphro differ at all from ordinary people,
if I did not have an exact knowledge of all such matters.” A hero reflecting on
his reputation loves to utter his own name: thus Odysseus in Hom. . 2.259-61
‘may the head of Odysseus rest no more on his shoulders, and may I no more be
called the father of Telemachus, if I do not . . .’, Nestor in Hom. L. 11.761 ‘they
all prayed to Zeus among gods, and to Nestor among men’, Achilles in Hom. /.
19.151 ‘so that one can again see Achilles among the foremost’, Ajax in Soph. 4;.
98 ‘so that they will never dishonour Ajax again’.

335b1 Eyvwv yap 611 olx fipecev . . . b2 kal 671 oUk i0eAniool: the indicative
mood of fipecev means that Socrates’ knowledge of Protagoras’ past dissatisfac-
tion with his answers was more direct than inferential; the optative mood of
€0eAnjoor means that Socrates’ knowledge of Protagoras’ future reluctance to give
answers was more inferential than direct. Cf. Euthphr. 16a évderi§apevos éxeiven
871 codods 181 Tap’ EUBUPpovos T& Bela yéyova kai 8TI oukéTi Ut &yvoiag
atrooxediddw oUdt kavoToud mepi aUTa (indicatives, because of the direct-
ness of Socrates’ knowledge that he has now learnt divinity from Euthyphro,
and that he therefore no longer makes it up as he goes along), kal &1 kai Tév
&AAov Biov 6T1 Guevov Prwooipny (optative, because he can hardly have such
direct knowledge that he’ll do better in future). b2 ékcov elvai ‘voluntarily’. The
apparently redundant elvat with é&kcov is idiomatic, and is parallcled by other
idioms (317a2n.); but there seems to be no explanation for why the idiom has
éxcov elvar only in that order, and occurs only (as Phrynichus Eclogae 239 points
out) in the context of a denial or prohibition. b%—c1 kal &v pakporoylatl kal
tv Ppayvroyia olés T° el ouvouaias Troielobar: sophists liked to be versatile
with words, and the ability to speak at any length (using, for example, the tech-
niques that one of them expounded at Anaximenes Ars Rhetorica 22.3~7) was an
important part of their versatility. Cf. the boasts of Gorgias and Hippias cited
in 315¢c6n.; Socrates in Phdr. 267a-b on Teisias and Gorgias, ‘who realised that
probability is to be honoured above truth, who made small things scem large, and
large small, by the verve with which they spoke, who spoke of novelties in archaic
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style, and their opposites in novel style, who devised, for every subject, speeches
succinct and speeches interminably long’; and Isoc. 4.8: ‘Specches have such a
nature that it is possible to expound the same material in many different ways,
to make great things humble, to attach greatness to small things, to go through

antiquities in novel style, and to speak in archaic style of what has happened
recently.’

335c1—2 Eyd &t T& pakpd TaUta &SUvaros, Emrel EBouAduny &v olés T elvons
elliptical for ‘I cannot cope with these long things, which is a pity, since I would
have liked to be able to.’ There is a similar ellipse at 333¢2, and identical ellipses
at 335c6, and Euthphr. gb, where Socrates asks Euthyphro to show something to
him, and Euthyphro refuses, saying ‘But it might take quite a while, whick is a
pity, €reei I could give you a very clear demonstration.” It is tempting to speculate
that such ellipses were filled, in actual conversation, by a gesture meaning ‘which
is a pity’; cf. g11d2—4n. ¢3 Iva 1) ouvouaia Eyfyveto: this final clause is in the
indicative, because the purpose it expresses has been frustrated by a failure to
perform the expected action whose purpose it would have been. Cf. the indicative
&mépaives in Demos. 55.6 Embeifai yE o’Edel T &vBpoTrols xapdSpav oUoav,
fva pf) Adyon pévov, dotep viv, AN Epywt TOV Traép’ ddikolvT drédauves
(‘you ought to have shown everybody that there was a water-course, so that
you would have facts, not, as now, mere assertions, to prove that my father was
in the wrong’). The imperfect tenses of éyiyveto and &rrédaives show that the
frustrated purpose relates to the time of utterance; cf. the imperfect in the protasis
of a counterfactual conditional, such as 334d2 &l ETiyyxavov Urdkweos v (if I
were now hard of hearing - as in fact I am not —’).  c5 EABeiv yép ol pe Sei:
309ds5—310ar shows that Socrates had only just left Protagoras when he bumped
into his friends, and then settled down to narrate to them this conversation;
hence, if real at all, the other engagement that Socrates pleads here and in
362a1—2 can hardly be as urgent as he implies. Such pleas succeed in terminating
three other dialogues: Euthphr. 15¢ viv yé&p omedBw mou, kal pot dpa &midvan,
Meno 100b viv & Epol ptv dpa ot iévan, and (most movingly) 4p. 42a 1idn
@pa amiéval, éuoi ptv darodavoupéveor, Upiv St Prwoopévols.  c5—6 elu el
kal TaUT’ &v Tows obk &nddds cov fikouov: the Emel clause explains, not why

Socrates is about to leave, but why it is a pity that this is so. For the ellipse,
sce 335CI—2n.

335c7—-338c3: SOCRATES AGREES TO STAY

Reluctant to see the discussion between Protagoras and Socrales end so soon, Callias, Alcibiades,
Critias, Prodicus and Hippias all speak up. Eventually Socrates agrees to slay, on one condition:
Protagoras must abandon long and irrelevant speeches and instead adopt, whether as questioner

or as answerer, the style of discussion in which questions are pul, and receive short and apposite
answers.
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335¢c7 &viordunv: the force of the imperfect is ‘I started to get up.” cy~dx
tmAcupaveranr 6 KaArlas Tijs xe1pds Tijt 8e§idu, it 8 &pioTepdn &vTed&PeTo:
by taking hold of Socrates to make him stay and speak, Callias does quite the
opposite of what the archers do in the Assembly when they drag away people
who will not otherwise be silenced (319c5).

335d2 ToU Tpifwvos: the Tpifwv was a kind of cloak. It was the dress of the Athe-
nian poor (Lys. 32.16, Isae. 5.11), and was therefore capable of being construed
as a mark of integrity (Aristides the Just wore one, according to Acschines Callias
fr. 75 SSR, as does a character called the Just Man in Ar. Pl. 882), of philosophic
asceticism (Aristophon frr. 9.1-3, 12.7—10 PCG, speaks of latter-day Pythagoreans
wearing the Tpifwy, living on water and vegetables, and never washing), and of
Spartan sympathies (Demos. 54.34; cf. 342c2n. on Ppayeias avaPoAds). Socrates
has a TpiPwv also in Smp. 21gb, and Xen. Mem. 1.6.2 makes much of the simplicity
of his clothes. TouToui: Socrates makes some gesture to direct his anonymous
companions’ attention to the TpiPcwv. Plato often gives such reminders of the
outer and later conversation when the inner and earlier conversation that it nar-
rates has encountered a blockage. It is as if Plato wishes to mark a break in the
flow of the conversation narrated by a break in the flow of the narrative. Other
examples are 339e4, Prm. 136d-e, Phd. 88c-8gb, Chrm. 155¢, and Euthd. 303a.
d3 oUy duolws fiuiv Esovtan ol SidAoyoi: for the construction with the adverb,
see LSJ s.v elpi (sum) C.I; cf. 325b3n. on adverbial contructions with yiyvopau.
d4 oU8’ &v &véds: on emphasising oUSeis by splitting it, see 328a1n.

335ex Eywyt oov THY PprAogoplav &yaua: in the fourth century, admirers of
Socrates liked to distinguish philosophers from sophists as good from bad (c.g. Sph.
253¢, Arist. Met. 1004b16—26), and even suggested that the distinction was evident
to a bluff hunter (Xen. Cynegeticus 13.1-9g). Callias would not have been sensitive
to any difference. He would have heard Socrates’ praise for his ¢p1Aocodia as
praise for his intellectual inquisitiveness about matters transcending cveryday
practicalities, an inquisitveness shown by his eagerness to entertain sophists.
For in the fifth century, $prAccodia meant nothing more specialised than that. Cf.
Prodicus’ description of those who write speeches for delivery by others as ‘halfivay
between a lover of wisdom and someone engaged in public life [p1Aocopov Te
&vBpds kai moAtTikoU)’ (DK 84 B 6); Thuc. 2.40.1, where Pericles boasts on
behalf of the Athenians generally that ‘we have a not unmanly love for wisdom
[p1AocodpoUnev &veu poaxias)’; and Hdt. 1.30.2, where Solon (343a3n.) is asked
by his host in Sardis, ‘Stranger from Athens, we have heard a lot about you and
your wisdom and your voyages, and how, in your love for wisdom [p1Accodécwv]
you travel long distances in order to view things. This is why the urge now
comes upon me to ask you if you have ever seen anyone who was supremely
prosperous.” Ewauvd xal ¢1AG: the Attic version of émraivnu kai praéw (345d3;
cf. 346d8-e2), a phrase from the poem of Simonides that will be discussed in
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339a4-347a5. For another such anticipation of that discussion, see 316d7n. eg
Kplowwt Téo ‘lueparicor Spopst dxpddovTi: his event was the oréSiov (a distance
of just over 202 yards); he was in his prime in the 440s, when he was victorious in
three successive Olympiads (D.S. 12.5.1, 12.23.1, 12.29.1). See 32gbin. for other
comparisons between intellectual life and competitive sport.  &weafou ‘keep up
with’. eq BoArxoBpbpwv: ‘people who run the 86Aixos’ a distance equal to
twelve oré&Six (Heron Geomelrica 4.13.26).  fipepoSpducwv ‘people who run all
day long’. It was an Athenian fjuepoBpdpos, Philippides (or Pheidippides), who,
when the Persians landed at Marathon, ran to summon Spartan help; he left
Athens one day, and reached Sparta the next (Hdt. 6.105-6), having covered a
distance of about 135 miles.

336arx oAU ool u&AAov tycd Epautol Séopan . . . ‘I am far more eager than
you are that I should . . ; literally ‘I am asking myself to . . . much more
than you are asking me to do this.’ oU goes with péAov and is a genitive of
comparison; éuautolU goes with Séopai and is a genitive giving the person from
whom something is asked. a2 &A\\’ oU y&p SUvapai ‘But that is neither here
nor there; for the fact of the matter is that I can’t.’ Cf. g10e5n. a5—~bx domep
10 TpdTSY por &mekpivato ik Ppayéwv Te kal ard T& EpcoTdpevas either
Socrates has forgotten the long speech at 320di1-328d2, or he simply does not
count it as an answer to any of his questions; cf. 359a4n.

336b2-3 xwpls y&p xTA ‘It’s one thing, I would have thought, to have a com-
panionable conversation, and quite another to address a public meeting,’ Such
distinctions drawn with xwpis have an air of too-clever-by-half intellectuality. Cf.
e.g. Eur. Ale. 528 xowpis 16 T° efvan kai 16 pr) vopileran (in a conversation with
someone who is as reluctant to give straight answers as Protagoras at 331d2—
e3); Ar. Th. 11 xwpls y&p oroiv ékarrépouoTiv 1 $pUois (sophistic chatter from
Euripides); and Soph. OC 808 ywpls 16 " elmeiv woAA& kad 16 kalpix (from
someone who has just been told he is a smart talker). bz tywy’ Oipny is often,
as here, used to imply a sarcastic contrast: ‘I used to think . . . ; but thanks to you,
I now know better.’ Cf. c.g. Xen. Mem. 4.12 ‘Gipny Eywye that refusing to commit
injustice was a sufficient proof that one was just’; and Ar, Pl 8346 ‘kéyco piv
dmy that people whom I have hitherto helped when they were in need would
be my firm friends, if ever I was in need myself’. b3 T ouveival Te &AAfAoIS
SiaAeyopévous kal Td Snunyopeiv: on the distinction between conversation and
other uses of language, see 314c4n. b4 dpéus; ‘Don’t you realise . . . ?* This is
the idiomatic way in Greek conversation to remind people that they have been
ignoring something obvious, which need not be in any literal sense visible (cf. e.g.
Ap. 24d ‘6pdus that you're silent and cannot speak?’, Ar. Frogs 1136 ‘dpéus that
you're talking drivel?’). bg-6 oV &mws &v al oU PoUAni: understand Sikana
Bokels Aby et kTA from the previous clause: ‘I think that you are saying only what
is fair in requesting that you be permitted to converse however you like.’ When
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the host is so eager that each guest ‘converse’ as he likes, it is understandable
that at 314e3-315d4 Hippias, Prodicus and Protagoras were not conversing with
one another at all. (The variant coi for the first oU would ascribe to Protagoras
a request he has not made: ‘I think that Protagoras is saying only what is fair in
requesting that he be permitted to converse how he likes, and that you be permit-
ted to converse however you like.”) b7 xaAds . . . KaAMia: Plato loves puns on
proper names. Other examples are 348b3, 361d2—3, 362a2, Smp. 174b (&yafdwv,
Ayd&bBwvi), 185¢ (TTavoaviov, Tavoauévov), 198¢ (Mopyiov, Mopydvos), Rep. Giyb
(&Akipou, AAkivou), Grg. 481d dnpou, Atuou), dp. 25¢ (MéAnTe, duédaiav), Phd.
8od (&5, "A1dov), Hp. Ma. 281d (Bias, &vaproin).

336c1 BiaAdyeobal . . . €4 SiaAexBijvan: Socrates is good at conversing (present,
for the activity in general); and pleased if Protagoras owns himself worsted in
a conversaton (aorist, for a bout of the activity). c2 Adyov Te SoUvan kal
SéEaafai: Adyov is the object of 5é§acBan as well as of Solvau (316d7-8n.). The
phrase is more or less equivalent to SicAéyeca, in the semi-technical sense of that
word whereby it means discussing things according to Socrates’ preferred method
of question-and-answer (314c4n.). Thus La. 187¢—d: ‘If you care to épworaofai
Te kai 8186vau Adyov about such matters, . . . join Socrates in considering them,
S186vTes Te kai Sexduevor Adyov ap’ dAANAwY.’ The phrase Adyov S18éven had
a standard use in public administration, as in e.g. /G L.iii 52.24-6, an Athenian
decree from 434—3 about temple finances: ‘Hereafter, those who are the Bursars
at the time are to inscribe on a pillar and submit an account [Adyov 5156vTwv] of
the wealth owned by and revenues accruing to the gods, and of any expenditures;
they are to give this account annually, to the Accountants, and they are to submit
to audit [el®Uvas 5166vTwv; cf. 326e2n.].’

336dx paxpdv Adyov: see 32gb2n. on the disdainful overtones of this phrase.
hiakpovwv ToUs Adyous ‘beating back the arguments’. Alcibiades’ metaphor sug-
gests that there is some violence in the sophist’s preferred style of talking; cf. Tht.
154d-¢, quoted in 348a2—3n. dg4 olUx 6T is almost ‘although’. This turn of
phrase concedes that there are things said, whether by the speaker or another,
that might seem to count against what the speaker is affirming. Cf. 74t 157b ‘the
verb “to be” should be totally abolished, ol &T1 we have often, cven now, used
it ourselves through force of habit and ignorance’; Lys. 219e—220a ‘all concern
of this kind is not for means, but for the end to which all such things are means,
oUy 671 we often say how highly we value gold and silver’; Grg 450¢ ‘I don’t think
you wish to call any of these arts rhetoric, oUy 811 you did say in so many words
that rhetoric is the art which has its effect through speech.” d7—erx per& 5t Tov
AAxiP1&Bnv, dos by dipan, Kprtias fiv 6 elrcov: & TTpddike kal ‘Imrarla, KaAAlas:
unusually many people are now being drawn into the conversation. Cf. the five
different speakers in Rep. 449h-450a, another place where Socrates cannot get
the conversation to go as he would wish.
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336ex wpds MpwTaybpou ‘on Protagoras’ side’. See LSJ s.v. wpés A.Ill.2. e2
AAIP1&BNs Bt &el $p1Advikds tomt Tpds & &v dpunioni: Thuc. 5.43.2 and And.
4.20 also insist on how eager Alcibiades was to come out on top.

337a2 KowoUs pév . . . a3 Toous 5t pi: there is a distinction to be marked between
right and wrong kinds of impartiality, as Inspector Bones belatedly realises in
Stoppard (1972) 45: ‘the law is implacable, it makes no distinction between rich
and poor, famous and anonymous, innocent and —’. But Greek idiom regularly
uses Kowos kad ioos as a phrase for the right kind of impartiality (e.g. Ep. 7, 337¢,
And. 4.7, Demos. 29.1, Arist. Pol. 1296a30). And people even described as a form
of lodTns policies like those that Prodicus recommends in 337a5: ‘a larger share
for the wiser, a smaller share for the more ignorant’. For when a good has been
distributed as justice requires, so that people receive shares in proportion to their
merit, then there is an i06Tns, if not of shares, at least of ratios: the ratio between
two people’s degrees of merit will be equal to the ratio between their shares of the
good (Laws 756¢-758a, Isoc. 7.21, Arist. EN 1131a10-b24). Such an equality of
ratios is called ‘geometrical’ (1) lodTns 7 yewpetpiki) Grg. 508a; cf. EN 1131b1g),
by contrast with a merely ‘arithmetical’ equality in which all, regardless of merit,
get shares of the same size. a6 tyd név: see 312c7n.

337b1-2 &udioPnTeiv pév, Epllev 8t un: for the distinction, cf. Lys. 207¢, where
one of a pair of friends is happy to say &u¢iopnToUpev about a question that
would not arouse rancour, and Socrates puts it to them that &pifoit’ &v about a
question that might well do so. The word épioTixn later became more or less a
technical term for a style of dialectic which stops at nothing in its quest for victory,

and which can be compared to fighting dirty and to cheating in a competition
(Arist. SE 171b22-6).

337¢c2 eUppawoiueda, oUy #Bolueda: as subversive prelude to an argument
which will assume that pleasures are all homogeneous, and differ only in quantity
(354c9—din.), Plaio has Prodicus’ distinctions culminate in a distinction about
pleasure (cf. 340bi—2n. and 358ec1n. on the subversive effccts of his distinctions
between types of desire, and between types of apprehension). Pleasure was a topic
on which Prodicus’ distinctions were particularly famous. According to Aristotle
(DK 84 A 19), he divided f)Boval into xapa, Tépyis and ebppooivn (cf. 358a7n.);
and in a list (316d6-e4n.) given in Xenophon (DK 84 B 2.24), he included the
six different words: kexapiopévov, TepdpBeins, jobelns, sbppavleins, podaxwTaTa,
and &movataTa, Prodicus’ distinction here between ebgppaivoiuedaand fSolpeda
accords with Greek idiom, which tends to reserve esppoouvn for high-minded
pleasures, and which applies /\8ovn to pleasures generally, and to low-minded
ones in particular: cf. e.g. Xen. A~ 7.4 ‘No human #8ovn} seems closer to the
divine than the eb¢ppooivn connected with honour’, and 7um. 8ob HSovijv uiv
T0ls &¢pooiv, eppoguvny Bt Tois Epgpoov. c5—6 TaUTa olv elrrdvros Tol
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TTpoBikou TroAdol wéwu Tév Tapdvrwv &redéfavto: Prodicus’ speech might
not have been so readily accepted if it had actually contained a concrete answer
to the question: long speeches, or short question-and-answer? ¢6 & &vbpes:
see 314d5n. c7-d1 fiyoUpm Eyd UpGs ovyyeveis e kal olkelous kal TroAlras
&mavTas elvea: this conception of a unity among all the wise, which Hippias is to
discern and foster, seems to have belonged to the historical Hippias himself. Thus
in DK 86 B 6 he begins an oration with this list (316d6—c4n.) of sources of wisdom:
‘Of these things, some may have been said by Orpheus, some by Musaeus — in
short, by different people in different places, some by Hesiod, some by Homer,
some by other poets, some in prose works, whether by Greeks or by barbarians -
but I have put together from all these sources their most important elements,
which are all kin to one another [6pé$uAa], and thus will I deliver this novel and
multifarious oration.” The irony is that it was Socrates who brought into a sin-
gle conversation the rival sophists whom he found, each with his own audience,
in a different part of Callias’ house (314€3-317€2). ¢7 Up&s: by not explicitly
including himself in the unity that he is describing, Hippias contrives to suggest
that he somehow stands above it, just as he is no ordinary contributor to the
synthesis that he describes in DK 86 B 6. Cf. 338a4n. on Upiv. ouyyevsis. . .
olkefous: separately or together, these words (which a Prodicus would distin-
guish as ‘of the same ancestry’ and ‘members of a single household’; cf. 338a4n.)
amount to ‘belonging to the same family’, with the implication of owing one
another decent treatment. In Rep. 470c, Socrates declares that the Greeks are all
of one family (16 pév ‘EAANVIKSY yévos alrrd anrréar ofkeiov elvan kai ouyyevés),
and of a different family from the rest of humanity. From this, Socrates infers that
Grecks should not enslave Greeks, or destroy their farmland or burn their homes
(471a-b); and Glaucon infers that Greeks should do precisely those things to bar-
barians (471b). Where people share Glaucon’s presumption that one need not be
nice to those outside the family, it is more or less inevitable that Hippias should
describe as all belonging to the same family those whom he wants to be nice to one
another. c7-dx wolltas: Greeks did not always find it easy to accept that one
might be concerned for people beyond one’s own w6AIs. An extreme instance
is a fifth-century Athenian epitaph, which describes its subject first as ‘having
slain seven men, and having broken off seven spears in their bodies’, and then
as ‘having harmed no man upon the earth’; the seven were not Athenians, and
so did not count (/G Liii 1353). This background explains why Hippias, when he
wants to unite people whom he knows to be from many different mwéAeis, should
describe them all as fellow citizens. This background explains also why the Stoics,
to express their view that moral ties unite all rational beings, spoke of the whole
kdopos as a single woMs (Cic. De legibus 1.23, De finibus 3.64).

337dx $uoel, o vépwis the contrast that Hippias invokes was a favourite in
fifth- and fourth-century thought. It typically amounts, as here, to a contrast, or
bundle of contrasts, between the single way that things are in actual fact, or by
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rights, or when uninterfered with, and the multiple ways that people perversely
take, or make, things to be. Cf. e.g. Antisth. fr. 179 SSR ‘kar& vopov there are
many gods, kata 8¢ ¢pUav there is only one’; Laws 889e, cxpounding the view
of atheist materialists that ‘gods exist o pUoer &AAG Tiow vopors, and what is
more, vary from place to place, in accordance with the agreements that different
groups have made among themselves vopo8eToUpevor’; Isoc. 4.105, calling it a
reproach to oligarchies that in them the impoverished masses, ‘although they
are $Uoel citizens, are vopwt deprived of citizenship’; and Arist. Pol. 1253b21-
3, expounding an argument of some who thought that ‘holding slaves is Trapa
$Uow. For it is vépwi that one man is a slave, while another is free; ¢Uocel there is
no difference; which is why holding slaves is not just either, for it is Biciov’, and
1255b12—15, concluding that slavery is ‘beneficial for both master and slave when
they are ¢Uoel counted as such’, while conceding that slavery is ‘the opposite
for those that are instead kaT& vopov xai fracfeior’. With the disdain for vouwn
diversities that Hippias here evinces, cf. Xen. Mem. 4.4.14, where he asks Socrates,
‘How could anyone suppose that either vépol or obedience to them are worth
much, when often the very people who have made them find them wanting
and make new ones?’ A minority saw vopos as instead a force for homogeneity,
obscuring a diversity that exists ¢Uoel. The undemocratic among them celebrated
¢Uois and the rule of the strong over the weak (Callicles in Grg. 482e—484c), but
the democrats celebrated vouos and equal shares for all (Demos. 25.15—16). There
does not scem to have been anyone who disdained ¢uois for being drably uniform,
and celebrated vopos for producing arich diversity.  duoiov T@1 dpofwi: the idea
that like is attracted to like goes back to Hom. Od. 17.218 aiei Tov Spoiov &yel Beds
&5 TOV OSpoiov, Lys. 214a—216b cites this line, adds that the idea was often exploited
in the writings ‘about nature’ (315c5n.) of the ‘wisest’ authors (an extant example
is Emp. DK 31 A 20a, B 90), and then subjects the idea to ingenious development
and criticism. dz2 vdpos, TUpavvos: the collocation of these two words has a
pleasingly paradoxical sound, for the contrast between law and tyrannyas an utter
commonplace: cf. Eur. Supplices 429-32: ‘Nothing is more hostile to a city than a
tyrant: in the first place, there are no laws common to all, but power lies in the
hands of a single individual, who keeps the law all to himself’; Xen. AMdem. 4.6.12:
Socrates held that ‘tyranny is rule over people who do not consent, and that is in
accordance, not with the laws, but with the ruler’s wishes’; Aeschin. 1.4: “Tyrannies
and oligarchies are administered according to the attitudes of those in charge,
whereas cities where the people have power are administered according to the
cstablished laws’; Thuc. 3.62.3: ‘totally opposed to laws and the most temperate
constitution, and closest to a tyrant’; and Philemon fr. 31.2-3 PCG: ‘He and
you and thousands of others are governed by law, others again are governed by a
tyrant, and tyrants are governed by fear.’ This pervasive contrast between law and
tyranny did not prevent people suggesting (like Alcibiades in Xen. Mem. 1.2.40-
6), or even aflirming outright (like Thrasymachus in Rep. 338e, and Sisyphus in
Crt. DK 88 B 25.5-6) that there is no difference between the commands of the
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law and those of a tyrant. It merely made such thoughts more piquant. dg3
Prafeten: cf. Rep. 359¢ expounding what the common sophistic view of justice
(cf. 322b5-cIn.) says about rAcove€ia, the desire to have more than others: ‘pUais
in its entirety Tédukev to pursue this as good, but vopwi it is led astray Bicu to
value equality’; and Arist. Pol. 1253b21-3, 1255b12-15, quoted in 337din., on
vouw slavery as Piatov. Such thoughts are the more piquant, in that the term
Pia suggests, not merely compulsion, but compulsion by lawless violence. Hence
vopos and Bia are contrasted in e.g. Xen. HG 6.3.8 ‘not in order to rule vopipws,
but in order to seize cities Bicn’ and Demos. 10.4 ‘wishing not to rule anyone Bian,
nor to be another’s slaves, but to live as equal citizens in freedom and vépois’.
Speakers who want to allow that véuos rightly and properly uses compulsion
call such compulsion &véryxn instead, as Lys. 2.61 (of people doing the right
thing in the right spirit) oUy Umwo vopou dvaryxkaoBivtes, AN UTO Tiis PpUoews
TreicbévTes, and Xen. Hr. 3.9 (on how the love of kin for kin is both natural and
legally required) ¢pUoel TEGUKOTWY HEAITTA PIAETV KO VORI CUVTIVAY KACHEVEIV.
d4 codwTdTous &t dvtas T@v ‘EAAfjvev: presumably Hippias means this as
tantamount to ‘wisest of the wise’, so that Callias owns the supreme house in the
supreme city in the supreme country in the world, and so that Callias’ guests
are the complete opposite to ToUs pauvroTdTous T@dV dvlptrwv of 337e1—2.
Hellenic chauvinism of this sort may be inconsistent with the thought that only
natural differences matter; but there is no reason to think that Hippias would be
troubled by such an inconsistency.  dg Tiis T¢ ‘EAAGDos els aUTd TO WPUTAVEIOY
Tijs codlas: according to Ath. 5.187d—e, the Delphic oracle called Athens éoTiav
kad TTpuTaveiov TV ‘EAAjvev (‘the hearth and town hall of the Greeks’), Pindar
(= fr. 76 Maehler) called Athens ‘EAAGSos Epeicpa (‘the buttress of Greece’)
and Thucydides (not in his History, but in a poem transmitted as Anth. Pal. 7.45)
called Athens ‘EAA&Sos ‘EAA&Sa. Athenaeus could also have quoted Pericles in
Thuc. 2.41.1, summing up his description of Athens by calling it Tfis ‘EAAGSog
Taidevowv.

337e1 ToUTou ToU &§idbparros &ftov ‘worthy of this reputation’. Neither this, nor
any other translation that catches the meaning, catches also the fact that Hippias
juxtaposes two words from the same root. Perhaps then the two words felt far
enough apart in meaning for their juxtaposition to feel incongruous (unlike, for
example, Protagoras’ variations on vefuw in 320d5-321a2, and on ypd¢w in
326d2-5). The juxtaposition would then be an extreme instance of the neglect
for differences of meaning that Hippias shows elsewhere in this spcech (338a4n.).

338a3 kpeivar kal yahdoan Tés fivias Tois Adyois: poets loved to describe their
poems as chariots (e.g. Bacch. 5.176-8, Pind. O. 6.22-8), and Parmenides and
Empedocles gave such descriptions of philosophical ideas (DK 28 B r.1~21, 31
B 3.3-5). The charm of the metaphor was that the ancients had no means of
locomotion with more glamour and speed than a chariot. When Hippias tells
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Socrates to give his arguments free rein, it is like telling someone to give a sports
car full throttle. a4 peyadompeméorepol . . . eboxnuovéoTepoi: Hippias, no
doubt pointedly, shows how he differs from Prodicus by using these two words
without a careful distinction between them; cf. §37¢7n. on ouyyevels. . . olxelous,
337¢in.,338a7-bin. Uuivsuggests, as the variant fjuiv would not, that Hippias is
somchow above the fray; cf. 337¢7n.  ag wévra k&Awy txTelvavTa: the kK&Aws is
the rope used to control how much sail is unfurled to catch the wind, and ‘loosing
the k&AwV’ is as common a metaphor as our ‘pulling out all the stops’. Ar. Knights
756—7 uses it in connection with putting every effort into Adyot: ‘Now you must
shake out all your reefs [v0v 81 o wévra 8¢l kdAwv §i1tvai oeauToU}], and wield
a forceful air and inescapable arguments [Adyous &puUkTous] with which you
will outdo him.” ag—6 7o TéAayos Tdv Adywv: the image of the high seas
of discourse is found also, though much less lavishly developed, in Prm. 137a,
where Parmenides doubits his ability, at his age, ‘to swim through ToioUTév e kai
ToooUTov TéAayos Adywv’. For those who navigate by picking their way past
the coasts and islands of the Aegean, the image implies discourse which leaves
you simply not knowing where you are. a6 &mwoxpUyavTa yfiv: i.e. getting so
far away from the land that it sinks beneath the horizon. To describe Protagoras
as ‘concealing the land’ suggests that his speech has an awesome power, like
the spells whereby Thessalian witches were thought to pull the moon down (e.g:
Grg. 513a Tés ThHy oeAfvny kabaipoloas, Tas Osttaidas). There is a similar
suggestion in Callimachus Epigram 2.3 Pfeiffer fjAiov év Aéoxm kareducapev (‘we
sank the sun in conversation’). a6—7 uéoov 11 &udpoTépous Tepeiv ‘both sail down
the middle’, and hence ‘make a compromise’ (as in Laws 793a). At least, that is
the meaning that Hippias hopes to convey by this phrase. But, in his excitement
with his metaphors, he has forgotten that the phrase has unhelpful resonances
activated by his recent talk of wéAayos. In Hom. Od. 3.174—5, Nestor describes
how a portent resolved his dilemma over which of two cautious island-hugging
routes to take, both well south of the direct route to Euboea. The portent told
him instead TéAayos péoov els EUPorav | Téuvewv (‘sail to Euboea right across
the middlc of the open sca’). A phrase with this antecedent is not the happiest
metaphor for compromise between Socratic brevity and Protagorcan voyages
els 70 TéAxyos TG Adywv. a7y mofioete: like EmoTaTioeTe in 338e2, and
like the future indicatives of military English (‘The whole line will advance!’),
Hippias’ future indicative has something of the force of an imperative. Cf. the
interweaving of the future indicative with other constructions in the lesson at
Antiphancs fr. 57.15-20 PCG: 8¢1 kapkivolv . . . Eyxéau . . . &pnoes . . . PAtre
. .. OIoElS . . . pévbBave. a7 Ppapdolxov. . . tmoTdrnv. . . bx wplTaviv:
on Hippias’ failure to distinguish between these three, see 338a4n. A paPdoUyos
or ‘stickholder’ was named from the stick he carried as his sign and instrument
of office; when referceing an athletic or dramatic competition, he might use
his stick to discipline unruly competitors (Thuc. 5.50.4, Ar. Peace 734). Meetings
of the Athenian Assembly were supervised by a body of wpuTdves, under the
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chairmanship of an &miordrns. The &moTéTns controlled what questions could
be put to the meeting (see Ap. 32a—c, Grg 4734743, Xen. HG 1.7.14:-15, Mem.
1.1.18, 4.4.2 on how Socrates exercised this control on the day when he was
allotted this job); and anyone who attempted to speak out of turn was liable to be
dragged away on the orders of the wpuTtavels (319c5-6n.).

338b1—2 1o péTpiov pijkos TV Adywv xatépou: Hippias concludes his speech
with what may be an allusion to Prodicus, who ‘claimed that he alone had discov-
ered the art of what speeches one was to have, and that one was to have specches
that were neither long, nor short, but properly measured [oUTe poakpdv oUTe
Bpaxéwv &AAG uetpiwv)’ (Phdr 267b; cf. 335b7—cin. for rival sophists’ claims
about the length of speeches). bs aloxpdv ein BpaPeutiiv EAéoBal TGV Adywv:
a PpaPeuTris is a referec or umpire: see 329bin. for other comparisons between
intcllectual life and competitive sport. Dialectic generally secks to negotiate an
agreement between the parties to the discussion, regardless of any exterior author-
ity. Thus in Grg. 471e—472c¢, Socrates reproves Polus for appealing to the evidence
of public opinion: Socrates and Polus may invoke the testimony of one another, but
not of any third party. The refusal of dialectic to defer to exterior authority sounds
agreeably high-minded; it can, however, be quite sinister when the dialectic is
between unequals, and the weak would welcome an exterior authority to stop the
strong being judges in their own case. Thus at the start of their dialogue with the
Melian authoritdes (Thuc. 5.85), the Athenian ambassadors tell them kpiveTe (‘you
are to be the judges’), rather than the Melian masses (oi ToAAoi), who might be
bamboozled by a continuous speech (§uveyel prioe; cf. 32g9b2 poakpous Adyous),
not subject to criticism (&dvéAeyxTc; cf. 347e6 &duvatolon e§eAéy§an); and the
Melian authorities respond that mutual instruction (518&oxeiv . . . &AAfAovs; cf.
327b3 GAANAous B18&okew) is all very well, but in this dialogue the Athenians too
are there as kpitai (Thuc. 5.86.1). With Socrates’ refusal to countcnance umpires
for dialectic, contrast Laws 640a, where it is agreed that ‘in all gatherings and
associations for the purpose of any activity whatsocver, the right thing is in each
case to have a ruler’.

338c1 doTe ik TepiTTOU HiprioeTan ‘so that his election will turn out to have
been pointless’. For this use of the future perfect, cf. Hp. Mi. 287¢-288a, where
the speaker expects that any answer he gives will be subject to ruthless attempts at
refutation: ‘IfI give this answer, then my answer will turn out to be [&Trokekpipévos
Egopcu] both apposite and correct, and I will never be refuted.” (ipficeTay, the
future perfect passive third person singular indicative of alpéw, is to flipnTai (e.g.
Xen. Gyr. 6.2.1g), its counterpart in the perfect tense, what AeheiyeTan (e.g Xen.
An. 2.4.5) is to Mhermrran (e.g Laws 695¢), AeAé€eTan (e.g Rep. 457b) to AéhekTan
(e.g. Laws 732¢), and AeMUoeTai (e.g Demos. 14.2) to AéAvran (e.g Demos. 25.23).
LSJ s.v. aipéw nevertheless classify fiipnoetan here as a rare form of the simple
future.) &AA& &1} is a standard device for a speaker to introduce an objection
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that he is about to dismiss. It is of course used more often in oratory than in
dialectic. Other Platonic cxamples in long speeches are at Ap. 37¢ and Cr. 54a.
c2 &BUyvarov . . . doTe: for the construction, cf. Phdr 269d 76 pév SUvactar . . .
@oTe &ywvioThv Tékeov yevéoBan (‘the ability to become a perfect competitor’);
Hdt. 6.136.2 oUx &medoyéeto (fjv yap &dUvaTos HoTe onyrouévou ToU Lnpou)
(‘he did not speak in his own defence (this was because, what with his thigh
going septic, he was unable to do so)’); Hipp. On the sacred disease 20 oUdt ol
Eywye Tiva Suvaptv Exouoiv ai Pppéves oTe ppovéelv Te kai voiew (‘I don’t know
what capacity the diaphragm has for thought and understanding’). c3—4 &l 5t
alprjoecfe ptv unbdtv PeAric, ¢prioeTe 8¢ ‘if you are going to choose someone who
is not superior to Protagoras and nevertheless say that he is superior, then . . .’
c5 trel 16 v’ Epdv oUdév por Bradéper: i.e. ‘T am talking so much about politeness
to Protagoras, since I am not concerned about politeness to me.’

338d2—3 &tmoxpivoUpat, kal &pua Teipdoopa auTd SeT§at s Eyd i Xpiivan
TOV &Trokpivdpevov &mrokplveaai: Socrates’ narrative will not explain how suc-
cessfully he takes himself to have kept this promise to try to show how to answer
questions, or where he would place the blame for any failure. Certainly, he soon
ccases to speak with the brevity and relevance that in 336a5-b1 he claimed were
the marks of a good answer. But then, Protagoras puts no questions to him after
339d6. d4—5 Adyov UmooxéTw: the phrase is standard when officials and oth-
crs submit to public scrutiny their accounts of their activities (c.g Laws 774b,
Xen. HG 1.7.4. Demos. 19.95, Grg. DK 82 B 11a.28; cf. 336c2n.). The insinua-
tion therefore is that if Protagoras does not answer Socrates’ questions, then he
has something to hide. And Protagoras can hardly resist this insinuation, while
still maintaining, as he did at 326d6-¢2, the importance of public scrutiny for
making and keeping us virtuous.

338e1—2 ToUToU Bveka: ie. simply in order to get Protagoras to take part in
dhalectic. This qualification renders Socrates’ advice that all should be Emordran
consistent with his rcfusal at 338b4-5 to appoint any ¢mioTdrng to regulate the
length of speeches. ez Emorariioere: for future indicatives with imperative
force, see 338ayn.

338¢4-339d8: PROTAGORAS PERPLEXES SOCRATES

Protagoras agrees lo resume discussion by question and answer. This time round, he will ask
the questions. He asks Socrates about a poem by Simonides. Socrates agrees that the poem is
well written. Prolagoras asks how the poem can be well writlen, given that the poel contradicts
limself; by saying that it is hard to be good, and then criticising Pittacus for saying exactly the
same thing.

The Protagoras is itself our main source of evidence about this poem of
Simonides. Many other works quote the poem, but their quotations at most
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corroborate, rather than supplement, the quotations in the Profagoras. The pocm
has been variously reconstructed and interpreted. Tiwo rival accounts, with ample
references to their predecessors, are Hutchinson (2001) 46-8. 291—306, and Beres-
ford (2008). To judge from 347c1-€6, Plato would not be surprised by such variety.

This commentary follows Beresford, and presumes that the gist of Simonides’
poem is: ‘For a man, it is hard to be perfectly good [339b1-3]. In fact, only a god
could be perfectly good [341€3]. This is because men can be overwhelmed by
disasters; and when they are, they cannot help being bad [344c4-5]. For a man
can be good only so long as he is in good circumstances; and bad circumstances
will make a man bad himself [344e6—7]. Pittacus was wrong to say that it is hard
to be good: unlike perfect goodness, mere ordinary goodness is readily attainable
[339c4-6]. We should be satisfied if people have mere ordinary goodness [346c2—
8]. If we want to be dissatisfied, there is an endless supply of fools to be dissatisfied
with; and we should regard things as good enough, so long as they are not
positively faulty [346cg—13]. So I won't go looking for the impossible, a perfectly
and unshakeably good man ~ though if I do come across one, I'll let you know
[345¢6~11]. I will applaud all men, so long as they achieve mere ordinary goodness
and do nothing disgraceful voluntarily. And as for the fact that they would do
disgraceful things when overwhelmed by disaster — well, remember that even
gods are subject to necessity [345d3-6].’

We may think of the poem as composed of stanzas, each of which contains
ten lines, as in the following scheme:

“w Ve w

- o - v -

To accommodate all the quotations in the Protagoras, the original poem must
have contained at least three such stanzas. On the reconstruction followed in this
commentary, the poem contained exactly three such stanzas, and every line of
the poem was quoted, or at least paraphrased, in the Protagoras.

338e7—339a2 &vdpl waubelas péyioTov pépos elvar Trepl Ewddov dewodv elvan
EoTiv 82 ToUTo T& UTd TV TTOINT®OV Acydpeva ofov 7’ elvan ouvidven & Te Spbids
wemoinTal kol & pfi: according to Phdr 267c, OpBotmreid yé Tis was ‘among
Protagoras’ many fine contributions’. The allusion may be to the title of a book:
Correctness of words or Correctness of verses. Democritus wrote a book about Homer
with a similar subtitle (DK 68 B 205 mrepi ‘Opripou fj dpboemeing kai YAwooéwv).
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Samples of what might be discussed under such a heading include: Does Homer
getchariotecring right in the advice on the subject that he has one of hischaracters
deliver (fon 537a—c)? Given the nasty fate foretold for Oedipus before he was ever
born, was Euripides right to have a prologue say that he was ‘happy to begin with’
(Ar. Frogs 1176-86)? Since no painter would ever use purple when painting the face
ofa beautiful boy, how could it have been right for Phrynichus to describe blushing
checks as purple (Ion FGH 392 fr. 6)? For a lower estimate than Protagoras’ of
the value of literary criticism, see Socrates’ speech at 347b7-348a8.

33926 Zipwvidns: Simonides’ long career as a poet spanned the end of the
sixth and the start of the fifth centuries. Eup. fr. 148.1—2 PCG decried him as
old-fashioned; Ar. Clouds 1355-62, a work set around the time of the Protagoras,
represents him as a favourite poet of the older generation, and as despised by a
youngster with a sophistic education. Zxémav Tov KpéovTos Udv Tol Oerrarol:
for talcs about his patronage of Simonides, see Simonides frr. 510, 521, 529 PMG.
It is said that another Scopas, who was a later member of the same dynasty,
offered Socrates his patronage, but the offer was rejected (D.L. 2.25).

339bx—2 &vbp’ &yaBdv piv &Aabiws yevéoboan yaAemdv: this is the start of
Simonides’ poem (343c7-d1). Simonides meant that it is difficult for a man to
be perfectly good. He had in mind two contrasts: first, a contrast of men with
gods, who find perfection easy; and second, a contrast of perfect goodness with
the imperfect goodness that men can achieve in prosperity and will lose when
disaster strikes. b3 TeTpdycwvov ‘square’, and not simply ‘having four corners’.
With its metaphorical use here as a term of praise, cf. English idioms like ‘square
meal’ and ‘fair and square’. The metaphor was not felt to be especially vivid
(Arist. Rh. 1411b24-7). Pythagoreans were much taken with the metaphor: they
developed fanciful theorics that square goes with such things as good and light
and male, while oblong goes with bad and dark and female (DK 58 B 5), and that
‘Justice is 2 number of the form » times #’ (DK 58 B 4).

339c4 TO Ihtrékeiov ‘the saying of Pittacus’. Pittacus was ruler of Mytilene in
Leshaos in the late seventh and early sixth centuries Bc. He was to appear regularly
on lists of the Seven Sages (343a4n.). €6 xaAewdv ¢p&t'tc®Aov Eppevans Pittacus,
so the story goes, heard one day that another ruler had started well, but turned
into a tyrant; fearing that he might himself be corrupted in such a way, Pittacus
asked to be released from office; when his subjects asked why, he replied, ‘It is hard
to be good’ (scholion on Rep. 435¢ = scholion on Hi. Ma. 304¢). Socrates endorses
Pittacus’ thought in Grg 526a: ‘It is hard, Callicles, and highly praiseworthy, to
live out one’s life justly when one has great opportunities for injustice.” This sortof ,
goodness — the goodness that it takes to act well when one can get away with acting
badly - differs from the perfect goodness of which Simonides spoke at the start of
his poem: the goodness that it takes to act well at all times and in all circumstances,
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even those disasters that would forcibly prevent any ordinary mortal from acting
well. Thus it is quite consistent for Simonides to call perfect goodness difficult,
while thinking this lesser sort of goodness easy. cxo époPoupnv pf) Tt Aéyos ‘1
was afraid that he might have a point.’

339d7-8 fiTo1 1o wpdTepov T} UaTepov ol dpBds Atyer: cf. AMeno g5d--g6b, where
Socrates argues that the poet Theognis proves his incompetence as a teacher of
virtue by contradicting himself on whether virtue is teachable.

339e1-342a5: PRODICUS HELPS SOCRATES

Socrates calls on Prodicus to help him show that Stmonides’ poem does not afier all contradict
wself. With the support of Prodicus, Socrales makes two suggestions. First, there is a difference
between elvar and yevéoBai: Simonides meant that 1t is difficult to become good, and that,
once one has become good, it is easy thereafler to be good. Second, although xcaAemwdv usually
means ‘difficull’, it means ‘bad’ in the dialect of Ceos: when Simonides criticised Pittacus for
calling goodness xaAerrdv he was enticising him for saying that goodness is a bad thing
Protagoras is not unpressed by either suggestion. Socrates says that Prodicus has been teasing
and testing Protagoras, and offers lo give his oun account of what the poem means.

339e2—3 daoTrepel Urd &yafol mixTou wAnyels: see 32gbin. for other compar-
isons between intellectual life and competitive sport. This comparison recurs in
Euthd. 303a domep mAnyels Urd ToU Adyou (where Socrates is again the victim
of the dialectical blow), and in Smp. 218a TAnYyeis Te kai SnyBeis UTd TV dv
¢thogodiar Adywv and Phlh. 22e koBamrepei AN YEiga UTTO TGOV vUvBT) Adywv
(where he is the perpetratorj.  e4 @s ye wpos ot eipfiofc T&AnBfi: on the inter-
ruption of the narrative by this reminder of the conversation between Socrates
and his anonymous companion, see 335d2n. on Toutoul. e6—340ax ods uévrol
21pwvidng woAlTns: as often, the pévrol marks a parenthetical clause explaining
why the addressee is being addressed (GP 400).

340ax blkaios €l Pondeiv Té1 &vdpf ‘you’re the right person to come to the man’s
rescue’.  agq-5 ¢fAe kaolyvnTe, obévos &vipos updrepol Tep ox®duEv: quoted
from Hom. II. 21.308—-9. The passage continues ‘since soon he will sack [éxTréposet,
whence 340a7 ¢mwépon] the great city of Lord Priam’. Protagoras pronounced
on the passage to which these lines belong. Parts of his pronouncement survive
in a fragmentary scholion on Hom. /l. 21.240: ‘Protagoras says that the ensuing
cpisode of the battle between Xanthus [cf. Hom. . 20.73—4: ‘the great river with
deep whirlpools, whom gods call Xanthus but men call Scamander’] and the
mortal [i.e. Achilles] has occurred in order to make a break in [SicAaPeiv; sce
346e2—4n.] the battle [sc. between the two mortals Achilles and Hector], to make
the transition to the Battle of the Gods [Hom. /.. 21.328-520], and perhaps also
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to give grandeur to Achilles, and, by first wearying him with the earlier dangers,
to...” (DK 8o A 30).

340b1 pouoikiis: see 318egn. br-2 T6 Te PolAecOon Kkal Emibupelv Sianpeis
s oU TaUToOV Sv: Embupeiv is used in particular for bodily appetites such as
hunger and thirst (Rep. 437b Siyfiv xal Tewijv ked Aws Tés miBupias) and lust
(318a2—3n.), and for yearnings and cravings generally; BoUAecOat by contrast is
used for desires that are more calculated and reasoned. Thus Xen. 4n. 2.6.21:
‘he was cvidently &mBupddv to be very rich, &mbupdv to hold office, so that he
might make greater acquisitions, and &m6upév to be honoured, in order to make
greater gains; he also époUAeto to be a friend of the most powerful people, in
order to avoid paying the penalty for his crimes’. Aristotle is therefore entirely in
line with usage when, in a classification of desires that goes back to Rep. 435d-
441c, he distinguishes &m8upeiv from PoUAeoban by saying that the former is for
what one takes to be pleasant while the latter is for what one takes to be good (e.g:
EE 1235b18—22, R 1369a1—4). If the distinction is right, then there is something
wrong with the argument presented in 353c1—-356c4, that there is no difference
between the pleasant and the good, and no possibility of choosing what one
knows to be less good because one takes it to be more pleasant. Cf. 337¢c2n. on
how Prodicus’ other distinctions might also subvert that argument, and DK 84 B
7 for another of Prodicus’ distinctions between types of desire: ‘€mupia doubled
is €pws, and #pws doubled turns into pavia.” bz & vuvdi eltres woAA Te kal
kaAd&: Socrates means the four distinctions drawn at 337a1—<4. b2—4 oxémet el
ool ouvBokel d1rep tpol. o ydp padveran bvavTia Abyev alrrds abréd Zipwvidng.
oU ydp, & Tpddike, wpoamdpnval THY ofy yvounv: the ‘successive yép’s have
the same reference’ (GP 64-5). Each gives some explanation of Socrates’ request
‘Sec whether you agree with me.” The first spells out the precise point on which
Socrates wants Prodicus to focus (see GP 58—9 on ‘explanatory ydp . . . after
an expression . . . conveying a summons to attention’). The second ‘gives the
motive for saying that which has just been said’ (GP 60); for such a use of yép
with an imperative, cf. e.g. Ar Peace 1279 &AM Tl 8j1° &1Bw; oU yap elré po
ofoTiol Xaipets (‘But what exactly shall I sing? 1 ask this because I want you to tell
me what sort of song you like’).  bs T yeviodai kal T evan: when these words
arc 1o be contrasted, the contrast between them is basically that elvan means
being permanently or stably whereas yevéioBan means being impermanently or
unstably. Hence e.g. Emp. DK 31 B 17.11-13 ‘in one respect, they ylyvovro and
have no stable life; in another respect, in that they never ccase their perpetual
interchanging, they &aow always, changeless in a cycle’; Lys. 14.38 ‘he wanted
YevéoBau a citizen of Thrace and of every city, rather than €lvea one of his own
fatherland’; and John 8:58 ‘before Abraham yevéo®au, I elpf’. It is in keeping with
this contrast that &vdpa &yafov yevéoBon can be used for growing up to be a
good man (as in Xen. Smp. 3.5, quoted in 326a1n.), and also for performing well
in a battle (as in e.g, Hdt. 1.169.1 ‘GvBpes EyévovTo &yafol, each fighting for his
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own land’; Thuc. 5.9.9 “You &vip &yaBds yiyvou yourself] as is right and proper
for a ruler of Sparta; and you lot, follow along bravely’).

340c3—5 Tov 8¢ ye ThirTakév . « . pépderan, ol dos oletan Mpwrarydpas, Tatrrdy
tauTddl AfyovTa, &AN’ &AAo. o ydap ToUTo O MlirTakds EAcyev TO “YaAemdv
yevéoBai EgOAGY”, Ddomep & Zipwvidng, GAAG TO “Eppevan”s it is entirely fanciful
to suggest that Simonides made anything of the distinction between yevéofou and
gupevan. Cf. the quotation from his poem at g4.4c4, where he says kokdv Eupevan
and means, even on Socrates’ interpretation, coming to be bad, rather than being
bad all along.

340d1—2 kal jows &v ¢ain TMpdBikos 8¢ kal &AAor TroAdol: Socrates alludes
to Prodicus’ Choice of Heracles (DK 84 B 2}, which had the hero at a fork in the
road: Vice urged him to take the downward path, promising him lots of pleasures;
but he took the upward path, as Virtue urged. The ‘many others’ would include
Epich. DK 23 B 36, 37. These passages from Prodicus and Epicharmus are
known to us from Xen. Mem. 2.1.20-34, where Socrates quotes them together
with the passage of Hesiod that he is about to quote here. d2 xa®’ ‘Hofobov:
Socrates alludes to WD 289—92 “The immortal gods decreed sweat before virtue,
and the path to virtue is long and steep and rugged at first; but once you reach
the summit, thereupon it is easy, for all its difficulties [Tiis & &peTiis iSpdTa
Beol TrpoTrdpoifev Ednkav | &B&vaTorr paxpds 5t kai 6pdios oluos & aUThHv | kal
TPNXUS TO TrpddTOV: £y 8’ els &xrpov iknTan, | pmidin 1) EmarTa TéAEl, XoAeTrn
mep ¢oUoa].” Simonides himself alluded to this passage in fr. 579 PMG.  yevéofa
ptv &yabov yoAemdy: in the light of his putative parallel with Hesiod, Socrates is
now having Simonides avow that it is difficult to acquire virtue, and thus taking
the yevéoBau at the start of his poem as ‘to become’. This is indced a sense that
yevécBai can bear (340bsn.), however unlikely it is that Simonides meant it in
that sense (33gbi—2n.). d4 éTijofa: this perfect tense means ‘to keep hold of,
to possess’; the present kTijo8au would mean ‘to get hold of; to acquire’. The
difference between éxTiicBau virtue and xrijcBa virtue is in effect the difference
that Socrates has Simonides make between €lvan virtuous and yiyveoBai virtuous.

340e2 Tis: cf. 309c8n. ‘yehoios larpds: Idpevos ueifov Td véonua woid: a
doctor who makes an illness worse is as illogical as a guard who needs guarding,
and is therefore rightly found amusing (compare Rep. 403e yehoiov . . . ToV ye
dUAaKa ¢pUAakos Seiobai, and contrast Rep. 457a—b on why it is wrong to laugh at
women stripped for exercise). Antiphanes fr. 259 PCG and Adespota fr. 727 PCG
also joke about the illogicality of iatrogenic ailments. Cf. also 355¢7—-diIn.

34122-3 fitot &mwd Zipwvidou &pEapuévn, 1) kal E11 TahatoTépas given his own
claims at 316d3~e4 about hidden traditions of wisdom, Protagoras can hardly
object to this claim by Socrates. Cf. 342bi—2n. ag4-5 tyd Epmeipos Six 1o
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padnTis elvan Mpobixou TouToul: Socrates repeats this claim to have been Prod-
icus’ pupil in Chrm. 163d, Meno 96d, and Cra. 384b—c (where he adds that he
had been able to afford only the cheap course). Perhaps this indicates a gen-
uine, if limited, respect for what Prodicus had to teach. At any rate, Socrates
makes no such claims to have been the pupil of any other sophist. a7 epl ToU
Seivol TTpdBikds pe oUTool voubetei: Prodicus’ complaint about the idiomatic
use of dewvds (‘fearsome’, whence ‘impressive’ generally and ‘impressively clever’
in particular) is like saying that nothing is terribly good because good things can
hardly be terrible. Prodicus complained also about the idiomatic use of the word
$Aéypa: a word that sounds like words for flame is, he said, hardly right for some-
thing so cold and wet as phlegm, which should be called PAévva instead (DK 84
B 4). a8 codos kal Bewvéds: a less laudatory phrase than éravédv might suggest.
Hdt. 5.23.2, Soph. Phil. 440 and Demos. 19.126 use the phrase for a plausible
talker who cannot be trusted.

341b1 EpwTdi €f oUk: when &l introduces an indirect question, and can be trans-
lated by ‘whether’ as well as by ‘if’, then the clause that it introduces is stan-
dardly negated by oV, rather than by un like the protasis of a conditional. Cf.
e.g 351e4-5, Demos. 33.11 fipodTa €l oby, Hdt. 1.90.4 elpwTt&v el oU, Aeschin.
1.135 Eepw TV €l oUK, Arist. Rh. 1419a10 fipeTo €l oUY. b2-3 Aéye ix&oroTe
SewvoU wAoUTov ‘harps on about terrible wealth’. The genitive is more easily
translated than explained. If it came with an invocation of a god, it would clearly
be a genitive of exclamation (cf. Euthd. 303a & TIdoe1dov, dewvddv Adywv, Ar.
Lys. 967 & ZeU, dewviov avriomaoudv). If it came with some reported speech, it
would clearly be a genitive to mark the subject of discourse (cf. Rep. 439b ToU
T0§OTOU oU KaAds Exel Aéyewv Ot . . . , Laws Boge elroi’ Gv ToUTov Tov Adyov
oUTe iTmikfls oUTe yuuvaoTikiis, @ . . ). b6—c1 ¢pdpeda olv Mpddikov —
Slkaiov ydap Tiv Zipwvidov pwvijv ToUTov Epwrav: Prodicus can be expected
to know about Simonides’ dialect, since they both came from the same city

(339€6-340a1).

341c2 KaKOv, épn: Prodicus connives with Socrates. Not only is the curt form of
this answer just as Socrates would wish (315¢e5n.); so too is its content. There is
more such conniving at 358b3-7. ¢8 AéoPios &Hv: and therefore a speaker of the
Acolic dialect of Greek, whose distinctive features are conveniently summarised
in Page (1955) 327—9. v ¢wviji PapPapwi TeBpaupévos: Pittacus’ father came
from Thrace (Duris FGH 76 fr. 75), and the name ‘Pittacus’ was itself Thracian
(Thuc. 4.107.3). But perhaps Prodicus also or instead insinuates that Aeolic itself
is too incomprehensible to count as Greek; cf. Ar. Birds 1700-1.

341d8-9 ool dokelv &motreipdoban ‘that he sees fit to be testing you'. It is
legitimate, indeed thoroughly worthwhile, to test pcople dialectically (348a2—
5; cf. 311b1-2, 342a1, Euthd. 275b); and even novices at dialectic appreciate that
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the tester need not be saying what he thinks. Thus in Tkt 157¢ Socrates has just
expounded a version of Protagoras’ doctrine that Man is the Neasure (356d3—
4n.), and Theaetetus says, ‘I can’t tell whether you are saying what you think, or
testing me [€poU &mromreipdu].’ Compare 349d1, where Protagoras is offered the
chance to save face by agreeing that he made some earlier statement only to test
Socrates, and contrast 4p. 27e: the setting is a court of law, where litigants do not
have the dialecticians’ privilege of testing one another and the jury by putting
falsehoods to them, and Socrates, after refuting Meletus’ charges, says to him, ‘You
must have brought this writ either because vou were testing [&momeipcopevos] us,
or because you were at a loss for any genuine wrongdoing to bring against me.’
dg—erx 571 ye Zipwvidng o¥ Afyst TO XaAewdv kaxov, péya Texuripidv toTiv:
this puts great stress on the name of Simonides. The implication is: “Whatever
Pittacus may or may not mean by XcaAemwov, there is proof that Simonides does not
say that the xaAemrévisbad.’ Cf. e.g. Lys. 19.13 6T1 Y€ oU X prpdreov Eveka, pdidiov
yvéval ik ToU Piov Travtos kai TV Epywv TV ToU TaTpos (i.e. ‘whatever my
father’s motives were, the endre tenor of his life makes it plain that they were not
financial’).

341e4—5 oU 8fjrou ToUTé Ye Aéywv, “kakdv égBASV Eppevan,” elta ToOV Bedv
¢now pévov TolTo &v Exev: Socrates hasin mind the first sentence of Simonides’
poem (&vBp’ dryaBov pév dAaBéws yevécha xaAeTdv kTA at 33gb1—3, summarised
by xcAeTrov yevéoBai EoOASY at 340c¢5) as the place where, if he meant a bad thing
by one that is XoAewdv, Simonides would be saying that it is a bad thing to be
good. The statement of 341e3 that ‘only a god could have this prize’ of being good,
being ‘the statement that comes immediately after this’ (341e1-2), is therefore the
second sentence of the poem, and Socrates is, for the purposes of his current
argument, conceding to Protagoras that éc6Adv Eppevan and &yaBov yevéoBa
are different wordings for the same thing. (On an alternative reconstruction, the
statement of 341e3 comes further into the poem, immediately after the complaint
of 339c4—6 that Prodicus was wrong to say that xaAemov EéoOAov Eppevan. On this
alternative, Socrates has a very peculiar argument against the assumption that
Simonides means a bad thing by one that is xoAemwév. The argument is that when
Simonides first criticises Pittacus for saying that it is xaAemwdv to be good, and next
asserts that only a god has the prize of being good, Simonides himself would, on
this assumption, somehow or other be blasphemously saying that it is a bad thing
to be the way that only a god could be.)  e6 &xéAacTov . . . kal oUbaudds Keiov:
according to Phylarchus FGH 81 fra. 42, ‘there are neither courtesans nor pipe-
girls [aUAnTpidas; cf. 347c3~d5] to be seen in the cities of the Ceians’; a Ceian
inscription of the fifth century contains laws to prevent extravagance at funerals
(IG XIL.v 593); and, to illustrate the point that having the right laws to curb
drunkenness does not guarantee military success, Laws 638b cites a batde that
the Ceians lost to the Athenians. Contrast 316d4—6 on the luxurious behaviour
of Prodicus the Ceian.
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342a1-2 AaPeiv pou Treipav drws Exw, 8 oU Atyeis TolTo, Trepl Ewddv ‘to test my
attitude to — if I may use your expression — verses’. Protagoras used mepl émwéov at
338¢7-339a1. The more usual term for a poem like Simonides’ would be &iopa
(as in e.g 341€7), and Socrates is trying to distance himself from Protagoras’
application to the poem of a term that was usually confined to epic. The rest of
the phrase is characteristic of Socrates, who uses Aaeiv Tivos meipav at 348a2-
5 (cf. 348a2—3n. for other talk of testing people by talking), and éds &xewv for
attitudes at 352a6-b2, Smp. 174a-b, Rep. 456d. ax ToUTo: see 313a6n. on TV

puxnv.

342a6-343c5: THE MOTIVATIONS OF SIMONIDES

Socrates begins his explanation of Simonides with a long and rambling account of how the
Spartans show their love of wisdom by keeping their remarks short and pointed. As a wise man
himself, Pittacus imitaled the laconic style of speech in the remark that Simonides quotes. This
remark was under attack throughout Simonides’ poem. Simonides hoped that by refuting such a
remark, he would win himself a reputation for wisdom.

342a7 ¢prAooodia: here, as at 335e1, Socrates’ audience will take him to mean
by ¢p1hocodpia nothing more technical than intellectual interests, and therefore
nothing incompatible with a liking for sophists.

342brx tv Kpfjtn Te xal &v AaxeSalpovi: Crete and Sparta were both renowned
for austerely militarised societies, in which all was so intently focused on victory in
war as to leave no scope for intellectual cultivation of any sort (Laws 626b—c, Hdt.
1.65.4—5, Arist. Pol. 1324b7-9; there is a detailed comparison of the two societies
in Arist. Pol. 1269a29-1272b23). A speech about the enormous ¢p1Accodpia of these
societies therefore requires the perverse ingenuity of the sophistic speeches that
praised the splendours of salt, bees, pebbles, ladles or death (Smp. 177b, Isoc. 10.12,
Alexander On starting points _for rhetoric 3.11-12, Cic. Tusculans 1.116), defended the
innocence of Helen of Troy (Grg. DK 82 B 11), courted a youth with the argument
that he should grant his sexual favours to one who docs not love him (Phdr. 230e—
234c), or purported to demonstrate that nothing exists, that even if something
did exist, it would not be knowable, and that even if something did exist and
were knowable, this knowledge would be incommunicable (Grg. DK 82 B 3). So
perverse a speech s a fitting prelude to the perverse interpretation of Simonides
that Socrates will give at 343¢c1-3472a5. Cf. 347b1—2n.

342b1-2 codioTal wAdioTo1 Yiis Ekel elow: AN’ E§apvolvTan: everybody knew
that Spartans evinced a public disdain for sophists (¢.g the elaborate teasing of
Hippias in Hp. Ma. 283b~286a relies on its being obvious that not even the most
successful travelling sophist can hope to make money in Sparta). Protagoras,
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having himself talked so fancifully about hidden sophistic traditions at 316d3—c4,
cannot easily object to the fanciful suggestion that this public disdain hides a great
respect. Cf. 341a2—3n. b3 Iva pf karadnior dow 811 coplar TGV ‘EAAveov
mepleow . . . bg—5 &AA& Sokdot Td pdyeodar kai &vSpelan epieivan: who
can the Spartans hope to deceive in this way? They cannot hope to deceive those
who identify &vdpeia and codia, as Protagoras will in effect do at 360d8-e5.
And they could not hope to deceive anyone else either, if &vdpeia and codia
are just two names for one virtue, and if we may in consequence identify
the belief that the secret of their success is &vbpeia with the belief that the
secret of their success is cogia. But of course, they can hope to produce the
one belief without producing the other, even if &vdpeia and codia are just two
names for one virtue. It follows that, even if the good is the same as the pleas-
ant, we should hesitate to infer, as the sophists do at 358b8-c4, that believ-
ing a thing to be good is the same as believing the thing to be pleasant. bg
Tous cod1oTds: see 313a6n. on THv yuxnv. bb—7 Enmarikacy Tous &v Tais
TwoAeo1 Aakwvifovtas: Ar. Birds 1281—3 suggests that Socrates was himself among
those tricked into copying the Spartans’ most superficial traits: ‘In those days,
they were all mad on being Spartan [EAaxwvopdvouv]: they grew their hair,
they went hungry, they didn’t wash, they Socratesed [tocwkpdrouv], they car-
ried swagger sticks.” Even Socrates’ friends agree that he was like Spartans in
superficial ways (cf. 335d2n. on his simple dress, Smp. 174a on his infrequent
bathing). But they stress also that he liked to praise Spartans for their obedi-
ence to their laws (Cri. 52e, Xen. Mem. 4.4.15; cf. Rep. 544c¢, where Socrates
says that the constitutons of Sparta and Crete are inferior only to the ideal
constitution that he has been describing). b7 ®T& Te xaréyvuvTau: they get
cauliflower ears from too much boxing Cf. Grg 515e Tév T& GTa KaTeXySTwv
&rovets TaUTa, where TaUta are complaints that Pericles has made the Athenians
‘lazy, cowardly, money-grubbing chatterboxes’, i.e. has made them thoroughly
unSpartan.

342¢1 $pidoyupvaoTolaiv: the Spartans ‘were the first to go naked and strip
off their clothes in public’ (Thuc. 1.6.5), and even their womenfolk stripped
naked for physical exercise (Laws 8062, Ar. Lys. 82). c2 Ppayelas dvaPords:
short cloaks, thrown back over a shoulder. Critias (316a4-5n.) was one of those
impressed by Spartan clothes: in his Constitution of the Spartans, he described them
as ‘extremely pleasant and exwremely practical to wear’ (DK 88 B 34). c2—3
s 81) ToUToIS KparTOUVTAS TV ‘EAMVev Tous AaxeSaupovious ‘as if it’s these
things [i.e. the superficialities imitated by Laconophiles] that make the Spartans
masters of Greece’. &g 81} with a participle is ‘almost always ironical, scepti-
cal, or indignant in tone’ (GP 230). c5 §evnAaocias: fifth-century Athenians
noted the way that Sparta periodically expelled aliens (Ar. Birds 1012-13; Thuc.
1.144.2), and sometimes contrasted it with the openness of their own city (Thuc.
2.39.1), an openness exemplified in this gathering at Callias’ house. Sparta’s
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periodic expulsion of aliens was, like its reluctance to allow its own citizens to
travel abroad (342c7-d1), part of a policy of preserving its citizens from cor-
ruption by luxurious forcign ways (cf. Xen. Lac. 14.4, which implies that the
policy was being abandoned in the fourth century). A moderate form of such a
policy is proposed in Laws g49e—9g53e for an ideal city to be founded in Crete

(342b1n.).

342d2-3 elolv 6t v Tadraus Tais wOAeov oU pévov Gvdpes trrl ranBevoel péya
ppovolvTes, &AA& kal yuvaikess Socrates is here ascribing to intellectual edu-
cation in these cities something that was notoriously true of Spartan physical
education: the women, no less than the men, trained for, and took part in, ath-
letic competitions (e.g. Xen. Lac. 1.4, and 342cin.). Plu. Sayings of Spartan women
suggests that the intellectual education of Spartan women led to sayings quite
as pithy as any of their menfolk’s. dg—4 yvoite 8 &v 611 tyd TaUta &AndH
Aftyw . . . d5 @be: Socrates apes the orators, who all use such phrases when
introducing evidence; cf. Protagoras in 349d5—6, and Aeschin. 3.30 671 8¢ &An6H
Aéyw, E§ aUTddv TOV vopwv padnoeode, And. 1.123 s SEANOT Aéyw, k&Ael pot
ToUs p&pTupas, Ant. 6.41 TaUTa y&p oU povov pdpTuctv Univ &modei§w, dAAS
kai & aUTdY TRV Epywv & ToUTols TETTpaKTAl paidiws yvwoeode 6Tt GANOH
Afyw, Demos. 24.146 ds 8¢ caddds yvwoeot' 3T &An6H Aéyw, Eyd Upiv épd,
Isae. 1.16 cos oUv &GANBT) Aéyw, k&AL pot Tous papTupas, Isoc. 21.14 kai T’ 6T
SANOT Adyw, ciTds &v Upiv EUOUvous napTupnioeiev, and Lys. 31. 14 iva eldfiTe
OT1 TaUTS TTP@DTOV &ANGT) Adyw, &KOUCATE TGOV HAPTUPWV.

342e2 tvéPadev is a ‘gnomic aorist’. It is gnomic because it formulates some
yveoun or maxim about how conversations with Spartans generally go. It is
aorist because in such a conversation the Spartan makes just the one astounding
remark. Cf. the variation between gnomic presents and gnomic aorists in Rep.
566d~¢, on how a tyrant typically acts at the start of his rule: he greets with a
smile anyone he meets, he says he is no tyrant, he makes lots of promises, he
pretends to be nice to everyone (wpooyeAdt, &omwéleTan, ¢noiv, UmoyveiTal,
TpooTrolEiTan - present, because he does cach repeatedly); he has a cancellation
of debts and a redistribution of land (f)Aeubépwoe, Siévelpe — aorist, because, for
obvious reasons, he can hardly do these things habitually). See g310a2n. for other
aorist indicatives without reference to the past. ouveoTpaputvov: the Spartan’s
short and powerful phrase is described as if it were a wild beast coiled up ready to
pounce. Rep. 336b says that the sophist Thrasymachus guotpéyas tauTtov Gorep
Bnpiov fikev éd’Huds cos SiapTracdpevos. Arist. fth. 1400b34—1401a8 describes how
useful ‘coiled up and antithetical phrasing [Td ouveaTpappévws kai &vTikeipéveos
elreiv]’ will be to the orator who means to reason fallaciously. e3 &xovrioTfs:
with the single javelin that this man hurls into the discussion, contrast 7#/. 18oa
on the argumentative arrows that fill the quivers of Heracliteans, and Smp. 219b
on the volley of conversational missiles with which Alcibiades hoped to have
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wounded Socrates. Cf. 329bin. for other comparisons between intellectual life
and competitive sport.

343 a2 Oafis: he had unsuccessful plans for a federation among the Ionians, and,
unlike most others listed here, had a reputation that went beyond statesmanship:
it was said that he predicted the solar eclipse of 28 May 585, speculated very
profitably on futures in olive presses, and fell down a well while stargazing (DK 11
A 4, 5,9, 10). A character in Ar. Birds 1009 is impressed by someonc’s brilliance,
and exclaims, ‘The chap’s a Thales” Thtraxds: sec 339c4n.  Blas: all would
have been well had the Ionians followed his far-sighted proposal to unite in a
single city (Hdt. 1.170.1—2). His judiciousness was praised by two who were very
hard to please: Heracleitus (DK 22 B 39; cf. 104) and Hipponax (fr. 123 /EG).
a3 Z6Awv O fjuéTepos: i.e. Solon the Athenian (cf. 316e2 AyaBoxAiis 6 Upérepos).
Solon was archon of Athens in 594—3; he was a legislator and reformer whom at
least some Athenians of classical times regarded as the founder of their ancestral
constitution. He is unique among these sages in that substanual fragments of what
he wrote have come down to us; they are gathered in /EG. KAe6Poulos was
tyrant of Lindus (Plu. On the E in Delphi 385€). Simonides fr. 581 PMG, no doubt
from the competitiveness specified in 343c1-3, called him a fool for describing
a funerary monument as if it were as durable as the works of nature. MuUowv
was more or less the Socrates of his day. According to Hipponax fr. 63 /EG, the
Delphic oracle announced that Myson was cwépovéaTaTov of all men, as it later
announced that nobody was copcTepos (4p. 21a) or cwpoviaTepos (Xen. Ap.
14) than Socrates. a4 EPBSopos: cf. Tim. 20d—e, which speaks of 6 Tév érrrd
godwTaTtos 20Awv. Such phrases suggest that there was already in Socrates’ day
a canonical list (316d6—e4n.) of Seven Sages. But these phrases are our earliest
evidence for such a list, and later lists of the Seven Sages, although they all
agreed with Socrates’ in containing Thales, Bias, Pittacus and Solon, had very
varied ways of filling the last three places (D.L. 1.41-2; cf. 343a6-7n.). XfAcov
was ephor of Sparta in the 550s (D.L. 1.68). Alcidamas found an ingenious way
to reconcile Chilon’s reputation for wisdom with his high position in Sparta:
‘Everybody honours sages: at any rate, the Parians have honoured Archilochus,
in spite of his insults; the Chians have honoured Homer, although he was no
citizen; the Mytileneans have honoured Sappho, in spite of her being a woman;
and the Lacedaimonians even made Chilon a member of their Senate, although
they of all people have the least love of rational discussion’ (part of a list (316d6-
e4n.) quoted in Arist. R4 1398b1o~15). From Chilon’s name was formed the
adjecuve Xeidcovelos, for brevity of utterance (D.L. 1.72). oUTou: the repetition
of the pronoun from ToUTols in the previous sentence provides all the connection
that is needed; cf. 315b3n. a6 abT@v TV codlav: their expertise, according
to many, was not to be distinguished from that of Protagoras. Hdt. 1.2q.1 called
Solon a sophist. Demos. 61.50 held that Solon ‘laboured on, above all, becoming
one of the Seven Sophists’. Isoc. 15.235 said ‘Solon was called one of the Seven
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Sophists, and took the title that is now dishonoured and condemned.’ Isocrates’
pupil Androtion (315c4n.) ‘spoke of the Seven Sophists, meaning of course the
Sages, and cven referred to Socrates, the Socratces, as a sophist’ (FGH 324 fr. 69).
By contrast, Aristotle’s pupil Dicaearchus said that the Seven were ‘neither sages
nor philosophers, but pretty shrewd folk, good at legislation [oUTe cogous oUre
$1AocdPous . . . ouveToUs §€ Tivas kal vopoletikoUs)’ (fr. 30 Wehrli). a6—y
prinara Ppayéa &EiouvnuédveuTta txdoTon elpnuévas this description is certainly
true of the Apophthegms of the Seven Sages, compiled by Demetrius of Phalerum in
the late fourth or carly third century Bc (DK 10.3; the Seven of Demetrius are
the same as the Seven of Socrates, save that, instead of Myson, Demetrius has
Periander, the tyrant of Corinth, for whom Rep. 336a expresses contempt). a?y
kowfjt ouveA8bves: Plu. Symposium of the Seven Sages purports to be an account of
their mceting, and locates it in a village near Corinth. D.L. 1.41 records five other
supposed locations.

343b2 yv& oautdy: ascribed to Chilon by Demetrius (DK 10.3.3.1), to Thales
by Chamacleon fr. 2 Wehrli, to ‘Labys, a eunuch who was the temple sacristan’ by
Hermippus fi. 47 Wehrli. b3 undtv &yav: this bit of folk wisdom was ascribed to
the Laconian Chilon by the Laconophile Critias (fr. 7 /EG = DK 88 B 7). Other
authors cite it with no source at all (Theogn. 219, 335, 401, 657), or with no source
morc definite than ‘wise men’ (Pind. fr. 35b Machler and Eur. Hipp. 264~6). bg
ToU 81) Eveka TaUTa Aéyw; Socrates teases his audience of rhetoricians by putting
to them the rhetorical question that rhetoricians love to put to others; cf. e.g
Grg. 457¢ ToU 81 Eveka Aéyw TaUTa; (where Socrates is teasing the rhetorician
Gorgias), Meno g7¢ Tpds Tl oUv 87 Aéyw TaUTa; (where Socrates is teasing a
fan of Gorgias), Lys. 13.20 ToU &’ Bveka TauTa Aéyw Upiv; Aeschin. 1.49 Si& i
ouv TaUTa TpoAéyw; Demos. 4.3 Tivos oUv giveka TaUTta Aéyw; Demos. 10.7
ToU Y&piv 81 Talta Aédyw kal Sie§épxouat; bg Ppayxvioyla Tis Aakwvikis
cf. Laws 721¢ ‘the Spartan habit of always giving preference to what is shorter
[T& BpaxuTepa)’, the words of some Spartan delegates in Thuc. 4.17.2 ‘our
national custom is not to usc lots of speeches [Adyo1] when short ones [Bpayeis]
arc cnough’, and 434din. bg—cx ToUTo 1O piijpax Eykwpialdpevov UTTd TGOV
oo, TO “yxaAemwdy EoOASV Eppevan’”s ‘celebrated by sages’ contrasts with ‘what
cverybody hymns’ of 343b2. The contrast is some acknowledgement that ‘It is
hard to be good’ had much less renown than ‘Know yourself’ and ‘Nothing to
excess.” In fact, the only sign of any attention to Pittacus’ dictum is the proverbial
status of a related phrase xoAerrd T& kaA& (Cra. 384b, Hp. Ma. 304e, Rep. 435¢
and 497d).

343c2—3 Eyvw 811 el kax@éAo1 ToUTo T Pijpa Haorrep eddoxipoUvta &OANTHY kal
mepLyévorTo auTol, alTds elSoxipfioer: the direct speech would be E&v xabéAw

. Kai Trepryévoopan . . . , eUBokipfiow. See 32gbin. for other comparisons
between intellectual life and competitive sport.
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343c6-345¢c3: SIMONIDES ON WHY GOODNESS
IS UNSTABLE

Socrates finally starts to expound the poem. Simonides meant that becoming a good man is
extremely difficult, but nevertheless possible; that continuing to be a good man for ever afler is
not merely difficult (as Pittacus said), but dounright impossible; that this is because disasters
can strike good men, making them become bad; that only good men can become bad; that men
become good or bad by doing good or bad things; that men become good at things — spelling, for
wnstance, or medicine — by acquiring knowledge about those things: and that losing knowledge is
the bad action — the disaster — which makes good men bad.

343d1 EwaTa here, as at e.g. 358c1, expresses only surprise, and has lost its
original connotation of temporal sequence. The surprise is expressed, not at the
mere idea of inserting pév into a statement that it is hard to become good, but at
the idea of inserting pév into such a statement if one does not mean to contrast
it with another.  d1-2 ToUTo yd&p oU8t Tpos Eva Adyov ¢palvetan épPePAfiocdau:
this obscure clause, unhelpfully placed in the middle of the conclusion that it is
meant to support (a ‘parenthedcal’ y&p: GP 68—g), alludes to the fact that, since
pév is a connective, it evidentdy would not have been inserted into Simonides’
remark about the difficulty of becoming a good man if that remark were a single,
isolated, statement, not presented as part of a contrast with some other statement.
Thus the clause might be translated as ‘for this does not even seem to have been
inserted into a single statement’; and the combination of ydp, 0U8¢ and ¢aiveTan
would mark the introduction of a point that clinches an argument, as in Rep.
506b oUSE yap Sikaidv poi . . . ¢aiveTen (*for to my mind it does not even look
just either’), and Arist. £V 1097a11-13, on how wrong it would be to imagine that
we can act more effectively by focusing our thoughts on the Platonic Form of
the Good: ¢paiveran pév y&p oUdE Thv Uyieiav oUTews émiokoTeiv 0 laTpos, dAAG
THv &vBpdTrov, udArov § Tows Tiv ToUde (‘for the doctor does not even seem to
think of health in this way either; instead, he focuses on the health of man - or
rather, perhaps, on the health of this particular individual’). (Some commcntators
would instead interpret this phrase as ‘for this looks to have been inserted quite
irrelevandy’. On this interpretation, oU8¢ Trpos éva Adyov is an emphatic form
of tpds oUbéva Adyov (cf. 335d4n.), which in its turn is the negation of the idiom
Tpds Adyov (‘relevant’), as at 34424, 351e7. But that is not how wpods Adyov
is negated elsewhere: Tht. 188a pds Adyov EoTiv oUdév, Phlb. 42e 0UdEv Trpods
Abyov éaTiv, Ale. Mi. 147b oU8’ 5Ti0Uv Sokel TTpods Adyov elpnkéval) d3 dotrep
tpilovta. . . dg &pdioPnrotvra: Socrates here blurs a distinction that Prodicus
was careful 1o draw: see 337b1—2n. This blurring is only one of several ungainly
features of this passage (cf. the obscure yd&p clause at 343d1—2, the asyndeta
after 343d3 Ziwcvidny and 343e5 &wokpivopevov, and the awkward word order
at 344e4~5): the idea may bhe that Socrates gabbles when his interpretation of
Simonides is at its most strained.
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343ex1—2 os &pa Svtwv TIVGVY TGOV ptv ds dAnbds &yabdv, Ty &t &yaddv
pév, oU pévrtor &Andds: it is indced absurd to suppose that, of things that are
good, only some arc such that it is true that they are good (cf. 331a7-binn.).
But it is no less absurd to suppose that, of things that are difficult, only some
are such that it is true that they are difficult. If putting dAafécos with xadendv,
as Socrates immediately proposes, is to avoid this absurdity, then that will be
because &Aabéws is put there as an intensifier, tantamount to ‘very’ or ‘thoroughly’
or ‘extremely’. But in that case, we may without absurdity leave GAaBécws where
Simonidcs put it, take the phrase to mean (as the next line of the poem suggests) ‘a
thoroughly good man’, and interpret the pév to mark a contrast between thorough
goodness, which only gods can have, and ordinary goodness, which men can attain
more easily than Pittacus allows. eg3 UmepParrédv: the later use of this word as a
technical term for ‘an expression transferred from its proper place’ (Trypho On
modes 11) may stem from its occurrence here. e4 oUTwal wws UTTEITOVTA TO
710U ThrrakoU ‘stating Pittacus’ remark first, in some such way as this’.  e4—5
domrep &v el Beipev aiTdv Abyovra Todv Thrrakdv kal Zipwvidnv drokpivépevov:
it is in keeping with Socrates’ liking for conversation, and disdain for other uses
of language (314c4n.), both that he should try to reformulate Simonides’ poem
as an imaginary conversation with Pittacus, and that the imagined conversation
should so soon relapse into a one-sided harangue. es elwévra. .. 344ar TOV
5t &mrokpivdpevov ‘representing [understood from Oeipev in 343e4] the one as
having said . . . , and the other as replying’. On the omission of Tév uév before
eiTrovTa, sce 330a4n. With the lack of any connective to bind these clauses to
their predecessor, cf. the similar lack at 343d3—4. e5—344a1 & avbpwrol: see

314dsn.

344a4—5 oUtw ¢paiveton wpds Adyov 16 “pév’’ fufePAnuévov kal ‘On this inter-
pretation, the inscrted pév looks relevant, and . . .’ For this use of mpos Adyov, cf.
351¢7. (All manuscripts add a 6 after the ¢paiveTar. With this reading, the clause
would presumably mean ‘The pév inserted into the statement looks like this,
and . . . But that is awkward in itself, and also out of balance with the ensu-
ing ‘the &Aabéws looks correctly placed at the end’. Perhaps the 10 was added
under the influence of the phrase ToUTo y&p oUbt pds Eva Adyov ¢alvetan
EuPePAficdo at 343d1-2.)

344b3 Tdv TUTov ‘the gist’. Cf. Rep. 491¢ ““You've got Tov TUTov of what I’'m
saying.” “I have; and I would like to know in greater detail [éxpiPéoTepov] what
you’re saying™ b6 s &v el Aéyor . . . &1 kil: the speech that Socrates here
imagines on behalf of Simonides continues uninterrupted until 345b7 yevéafcu.

344cx—2 yevduevov 5t Siapévey &v Toltn Tijt Ee kol elvan &vbpa &yabév . . .
&bUvaTtov: Socrates here invokes a particularly exaggerated contrast between
yevéaOai and elvan. Some men are lucky enough to live out their lives without ever
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actually being laid low by what 344c¢5 describes as ‘an unmanageable disaster’. If
such a mnan is consistent with the claim that elvan a good man is impossible, then
the mere possibility of his meeting an unmanageable disaster must make him not
efven a good man. And in that case, elvar means not merely ‘be’, nor even merely
‘be permanently’, but ‘be unshakeably’ (cf. 340b3n. for such contrasts). Such
a meaning for €lven is far stronger than the meaning that its poetic cquivalent
gpuevan will have in 344c4. ¢3—5 Gvdpa & ol EaTi pi) ob kaxdv Eppevan, Sv
&ufixavos cupdopa kaBéAm ‘It is not possible for a man not to be bad, when
brought low by a stroke of fortune that he cannot resist.” Simonides takes sides in
a debate. With him are Hom. Od. 17.322—3 ‘wide-seeing Zeus deprives a man of
half his virtue, when the day of slavery brings him down [kav&. . . 8Aniow]’ and
Bacch. 13.3—4 ‘a stroke of fortune [oundopd] crushes a good man [EgOASV], if it
advances upon him unendurably’; against him is Theogn. 319-22 ‘A good man
always keeps his character permanently, and is resilient, whether placed among
evils or among goods. But if God gives a bad man a livelihood and prosperity,
he is too stupid to hold his badness in check.” Cf. 330cin., 332bi—gnn. on the
connections that Socrates would draw between the internal state of an agent and
the way the agentacts. ¢34 oUk €01 pu1j oU may seem to contain one negation
too many; but pr) oU is the idiomatic way of negating an infinitive to form a phrase
for something which is said or implied to be impossible or improper. Cf. 352d2-3
and Phd. 72d Tis unyavi ufn oUyi mévra katavaiwbijva eis 10 TeBvavan,; (‘What
prospect is there that they will not all get used up on being dead?’).  ¢6 Tiva olv
aufxavos ouppopd kabBapel év wAofou &pxiji; SfjAov 4TI see 345a1—4n., on
this mannerism of a rhetorical question answered immediately by a dfjAov 6T1.
c6—7 oU Tov {Bicov: & ptv y&p i81d TS &el kabiipnTaus i.e. the landlubber in
charge of a ship cannot, by any stroke of fortune, be brought down low, since he
is in any case permanently down low. The perfect tense of ka@iipnTan describes
his present state, and the adverb &ei signals that his present state is his permanent
state. For while a perfect tense often suggests that the present statc was reached
by change from a previous one, it does not invariably do so (e.g. when Arist. Pol.
1275b1 uses perfect tenses to describe constitutions like tyranny as NuapTnpévas
kot wapekPePrkvias, it means simply that those constitutions are mistaken and
deviant); and any suggestions of change are readily cancelled by an ‘always’ (c.g.
Phdr. 2464 Tov &el 8¢ xpdvov TauTa oupmedpukoTa ‘these things arc permanently
fused’; Sph. 246¢ &mAeTos &udoTépwv péyn TIS . . . &ei ouvéaTnkev ‘there is an
unending battle between the two, permanently joined’; Rep. 581b v &el TéTaTan
‘is wholly and permanenty aimed’; and Meno 86a describes as Tov &ei xpdvov
uepabniuia an everlasting soul whose knowledge was never acquired by any
process of learning, but is as everlasting as the soul itself). ¢7-8 o¥ Tov kelpevdy
Tis &v kaTaPdhol . . . d1 Tdv Bt keipevov oU: the illustration is from wrestling
(see LS]J s.v. kefpan 6), on which Protagoras wrote (350e1n.). The repetition, at
the end of the sentence, of its starting point about not being able to throw a man
who is down, exemplifies a favourite mannerism of Plato’s; cf. e.g. Grg 507¢—d
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ToV BouAbuevov, s Eoikev, eUdalpova elvat . . . el péAAe ebdafucov elvan, 4p. 20¢
ool ye oUdtv TGOV SAAwY TepITTOTEpOV TRy HaTeuopévou . . . el pr) T1 ETrparTTes
&AAolov 1 of TToAAoi, and, for an ampler version of the same mannerism 321d1-e2.

344d7 abtdp &vip &yabds ToTd piv kaxds, &AAoTe & EoBAds: this hexameter
line is of unknown authorship and context. Xen. Mem. 1.2.20 quotes the line to
support an argument that the virtuous must keep in training if they are not to
become vicious, as Critias and Alcibiades did when they no longer had Socrates
to help them.

344e4 16 6¢ ‘but in fact’ (L] s.v. 6, 1}, 76 A.VIIL3). eq-5 toTl yevioba
utv yaAemdv, Suvardv 8¢, EcOAb, Eupevan 8t &SUvaTov: a translation like ‘it is
difficult but possible to become, but impossible to be, good’ mirrors this awkwardly
interlaced phrasing.  e6—7 Tp&Eas ptv yap €U was &vilp &yabos, kowds 5 el
kakdds: Simonides cvidently meant this as a generalisation of the point he made in
344c3—5: people are alfected by their circumstances, in such a way that prosperity
makes them better and adversity makes them worse. But when he calls prospering
and its opposite €0 and kakdds Tp&TTeIV, he gives an opportunity to misinterpret
him as saying that people are affected by their actions, in such a way that they
become better by acting correctly and worse by acting incorrectly. Cf. the ways
in which one might interpret or misinterpret the English phrases ‘doing well’ and
‘doing badly’.

345axTis...;a2dfAovéT. ... Tls. .. 323 BfjAov OTI. ... a4 Tls. .. 3 BijAov

OT1 . . .3 the insistent repetition of this turn of phrase (which occurred also in

344¢06) arouses the suspicion that Socrates is copying a sophistic mannerism; but

the nearcst thing to a parallel in extant literature, the string of rhetorical questions

and answers in Isae. 8.14, introduces only one of its answers with 5fjAov o

ar-2 tis olv els ypbppoara &yadh wpatls totiv, kal Tis &vbpa &yabdv woiel
els yp&upaTta; 8fjAov 811 1) TouTtwv p&bnois: Socrates seizes the opportunity
to misinterpret Simonides, as meaning, not that good fortune improves people,
but that pcople improve themsclves by acting correctly. He also lays foundations
for having Simonides think that human goodness is a matter of knowledge, and
that correct action - the action whereby people acquire human goodness — is
thercfore a mauer of learning. For those thoughts about human goodness and its
acquisition might appear 1o follow from, for example, the fact that we become
good at reading and writing by learning how to do those things (cf. 345b4-5n. on
why this appearance might be wrong). Xen. Mem. 3.9.14 gives another attempt
by Socrates to shift our focus from what happens to us to what we do: ‘He was
once asked what he thought was the most important thing for a man to pursue
[kpaTioTOV &ubpl EmiTGEVRA]. He answered “Acting well [eUmpagia].” He was
then asked whether he thought good luck [ebTuxiav] a thing to pursue. “Luck,”
he said, “I regard as quite the opposite of action. For when, without looking for it,
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one chances upon [EmTueiv] something that one needs, that I take to be good
luck; whereas I count it as good action when one does something well as a result
of study and practice [ua@dvTa Te kai peAeTiioavTd T1 €U Toleiv], and it is those
who make this their concern who are, in my opinion, acting well.”” ag—5 s
oUv &v kakos laTpds yévoiTto; SijAov 8T1 & TpddTOV pdv Urépye laTpddr elvan,
twearta &yafddn larpddi: Socrates has Simonides breezily ignore the fact that when
people change to being good doctors from not being doctors at all, they may pass
through an intermediate stage, at which they know a bit about doctoring, but
not enough for them to be, as yet, anything better than bad doctors. a6-bx
kaxdds wpaavTes and b2 xaxds wpafas: Simonides emphasises acting badly,
because he relies on our presuming that people can become bad doctors only
by bad actions. For when we combine this presumption with the fact that only
good doctors can become bad doctors by bad actions, we will readily agree to his
conclusion that only good doctors can become bad doctors. However, we should
recall that when people who were once wholly ignorant of doctoring have now
learnt enough to become doctors, even though only bad ones as yet, then they
are the beuter for it, not the worse, and that the studies which make such people
bad doctors are therefore good actions, not bad.

345b4—5 alrn y&p uévn kol kot wpalis, EmoTuns arepndijvaus this would
seem less obvious if Socrates considered a wider range of examples: breaking an
ankle may make you a worse runner, but not by depriving you of any knowledge.
b5—6 oUk &v woTe yévorto ‘never could come to be’. Contrast Laws 918d un
ToTe yévorto (‘never should come to be’). b6—7 &l uéAAer xoxos yevéoba,
8l alTodv TpdTepov &yabdv yevéobai: an alternative view is that we start life
neutrally, without any character definite enough to count as either good or bad,
that we acquire our characters as we grow, and that some of us go from ncutral to
bad without ever passing through a stage of being good; see Arist. EN 1103a14-
1105b18.

345c3 Erl mwAdioTov Bt kal &pioTol elow ols &v ol Beol ¢p1AdTv: Socrates
now paraphrases words that perhaps, in their original context, went beyond
the thought of 3446, that human goodness results from prosperity, by adding
the thought that prosperity results from being loved by the gods (cf. e.g. Eup.
fr. 330 PCG oA ye BeodiheoTaTny | oikoUotv &pBovesTény Te Xphivaciy,
and Isoc. 9.70 gUTuyéoTepov kal BeodiAéaTepov). Socrates’ paraphrase contrives,
however, to suggest the no less standard thought that gods love human beings
when they are virtuous (e.g. Diotima in Smp. 212a TekdvTi 88 &peTiiv &ANGH kad
Bpewapéven Urdpyer BeopiAel yevéobar, Cyrus in Xen. Oy 4.1.6 BeodiAeis kai
&yaboi kai owdpoves) and not otherwise (e.g. Athena in Soph. 4). 132-3 Tous
8t gwdpovas | Beol ¢prroUal kai aTUYOUO1 TOUS Kakous, Democ. DK 68 B 217
poUvol Beodrhées, dools ExBpov TO &Bikéelv, Adeimantus in Rep. 382¢ oUBEls TV
Gvot)Twv kail paivouévwv BeodiAns).



COMMENTARY: 345cl11-d6 165

345c3-347a5: SIMONIDES ON WHY BADNESS
IS INVOLUNTARY

Socrates compleles his exposition of Simonides’ poem in the same fanciful style. Simonides was
pointing out how rare it was for him lo condemn anybody: since no one can be perfectly good, he
gladly praises anyone who is moderately good, that is, who does nothing downnght disgraceful;
moreover, he somelimes is compelled lo praise people who do not meet even that modest standard.
The purpose of this was to intensify his condemnation of Pitlacus: o elicit condemnation from
someone who gives so much praise, Pittacus must have erred quite grotesquely.

345c1x &l 6 Upiv epdv &maryyeréw ‘if I come across one, I’ll let you know’.
This is compatible with what Simonides has just said about not searching, because
eUpiokev is not limited to succeeding in a search. Cf. the Homeric Hymn to Hermes
22—4: Hermes set off looking for ({ryte1) Apollo’s cattle, went into a cave, and
there acquired the materials for his first lyre by coming across (eupwv) a tortoise.
Simonides’ éri . . . ebpcov is an example of what is called ‘tmesis’: in classical Attic
prose, these two expressions would coalesce into the compound verb épeupcov,
The form Upiv is the Attic form, which at some stage displaced what metre
indicates was, in the original poem, the Aeolic form Upwv. If we knew that the
displacement occurred after Plato wrote the Protagoras, then we should undo the
displacement, and read the Acolic form here.

345d3—5 wavras § Ewalvnu kal ¢1Aéw tkdv SoTis Epbni undiv aloypdv: ie.
‘I like people even if they are imperfect, so long as their imperfections are no
worse than the bad deeds that adversity might compel any one of us to do;
but I do not like those who do bad deeds in prosperity; for their bad deeds are
(contrary to what Pittacus said) easily avoided, and therefore voluntary.” émaivnu
is Aeolic for what would be éronvéd in Attic and émaivéw in lonic (346d8-c2).
The subjunctive mood of €p&nt makes the relative clause general (‘whoever does’,
rather than merely ‘who does’), and that is why the singular relative pronoun doTi§
can have the plural antecedent wévras. Cf. 345e4 and Ar. frogs 701—2 Tavrasg
avlpwTrous . . . doTis &v Suvvaupayiii (where the generality is provided by the
subjunctive with &v) and Grg 503e TévTas Snuioupyous, dvTiva BouAer aUTddV
(where the generality is provided by the poUAet ‘you like’). dg5—6 &véykmi &'
oUdt Beol péyovtai: this formula is described as proverbial in Laws 7412 and
818b. And the thought was widely current: in Hom. Z. 16.431-61, Zeus cannot
postpone the death of Sarpedon; in Aesch. Pr. 515-18, Zeus cannot extend his own
power indefinitely; in Hdt. 1.91.1—-3, Apollo can only postpone, not prevent, the
capture of Sardis. The Athenian in Laws 818a~d would take these to be examples
of a popular misconception that gods are subject to what he describes as merely
human necessities; but, he adds, there are also necessities to which even gods must
conform, such as the need to know the basics of arithmetic if one is to take care
of humanity; and, he reasons in an argument like that of Socrates in 345d7-¢5, it
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is these necessities that Simonides, being sensible, would have had in mind. See
Agathon fr. 5 7rGF (quoted in 324b3-4n.) for another necessity to which even
gods are supposedly subject.

345er-2 oUBels TV ogopdv &vbpdv fyeitan oUbéva &vlBpwmwv #kédvra
tSapaprévev: the wise men who agree with Socrates on this point include var-
ious other characters in Plato: Timaeus in Tim. 86d-e. the Eleatic Stranger in
Sph. 228c~d, and the Athenian Stranger in Lauws 7g31c, 733¢-734b (cf. 86od-
864c, on the distinctions that law should observe instead of the bogus distinction
between voluntary and involuntary injustice). In Grg 467c-468e and Meno 77b~
78b Socrates presents arguments to induce others to join the consensus of the
wise, but there is no sign that anybody else did, apart from the speakers of Epich.
DK 23 B 7 and Anon. fr. 75a TrGF. e4 65 &v p1) kaka Troifji &kwv, ToUTwv: on
the combination of singular &5 with plural ToUtwy, see 345d3—4n.

346a1-2 unTépa 1| warépa &AASkoTov fj aTplda i &GANo T1 TGV ToOlOUTWY:
for other expressions of the thought that one’s country is the same sort of thing as
one’s father or mother, see Cri. 51¢, Rep. 575d, Demos. 18.205. a5 abTois: i.c. the
bad sons. It is dative because it is the object of éykaAdow. &uedoloiv: present
active participle, masculine dative plural in agreement with aTols.  cUT@V: i.c.
the parents neglected by the bad sons. It is genitive because it is the object of the
&ueAoUaiv that immediately precedes it.

346b1 &ueroUoiv: present active indicative, third person plural. Its subject is
the negligent sons. b6—c1 Zipwvidns fjyfioaTo kai cTds fj TUpavvov | &ANov
TIV& TGV ToloUTwy Eratvéoa Kal Eykwpidoa oy tkav, AR’ &vaykaldpevos:
the compulsion would have been exercised by Simonides’ desire for money, and
consequent need of patrons. Both were the subject of frequent anecdotes, e.g.
Stobaeus 3.10.38 and 61: ‘Someone asked Simonides to write an encomium, and
said he would be grateful. Since he was not offering any money, Simonides said
“I keep two chests, one for gratitude and one for money. Whenever I open the
one for gratitude, I find it empty of anything that might meet my needs; it is only
the other one that I find useful”’; and ‘Simonides was asked why, in extreme old
age, he was so fond of money. “It’s because,” he said, “I'd rather die, leaving
something to my cnemies, than live, needing something from my friends.”

346c1 TaUra for these reasons’; cf. 310e2—3n. on the absence of any preposition.
Aéyer 871 ku: the speech that Socrates here imagines on behalf of Simonides con-
tinues, with minor interruptions at 346d1—3 and d8-¢3 for comment by Socrates,
until 347a3 Yéyw. c2—3 Eporye EEapkel &s &v i kokods fi: Simonides is there-
fore, to use the useful jargon, a satisficer (that is, ready to accept what is good
enough), rather than a maximiser (that is, insisting always on the best). In argu-
ments to come, Socrates will get his interlocutors to assume that all rational
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agents arec maximisers rather than satisficers (cf. 353e9—354ain., 358b8-d4), and
to conclude from this that, if we know how to act aright, then neither pleasure nor
fcar can ever make us act amiss. c4—5 €l8ds T dvnolmwoAw Sfkav: Simonides
evidently would not distinguish this ‘knowing justice’ from being just. This is not
merely because Simonides gives a positive answer to the question that Socrates
will ask 352b1—c6: do those who know what is good always do what is good? It
is rather because that is not yet even a question. Cf. 352d5—7n., and Homeric
turns of phrasc like /. 16.356—7 oi 8¢ p&Poto | SuokeAdBou pvijcavto, AdBovTto
5t BoUp1dos &Axiis: troops in a panic ‘remember’ to flee and ‘forget’ to fight, as if
their motivations are solely a matter of what they do or do notknow. cg—-10 TGV
y&p HiAiblwov &melpoov yevébAa ‘there is no end to the generation of fools’. The
adjective &relpeov agrees with the noun yevébAa: each is feminine nominative
singular.

346d4 Tav&pwpov &vbpwrov kTA: Socrates reverts to the passage already cited
at 345c9-11. For such reversions, see 321d7—e1n. They are on a larger scale what
constructions like that of 344c7-d1 are on the scale of a single sentence. d6
Upivs see 345c11n.

346e2-3 tvtalba Bel bv Téd1 &kdv BicAaPeiv AéyovTa: on pauses, and punc-

tuation to indicate them, and the difference that they can make logically, see

Arist. Rh. 1407b11-18 (in Her. DK 22 B 1 ToU Abyou ToU8’ Eévros &el &fuve-

o1 &vBpwrol yiyvovtal, should we break before the &ei, and have Heraclitus

talk about perpetual human ignorance? or after, and have him talk about the

perpetual validity of the Adyos?), and SE 166a23—38 (on dUvacbai kabiuevov

BadiZev, which ‘combined’ means ‘has the ability to walk-when-seated’, and

‘divided’ means ‘has-when-scated the ability to walk’). e3 &Tiv oUs: phrases

like this, where the subject is given by a relative clause and the verb is €lvou, are the
only exceptions to the rule that a masculine or feminine plural subject requires
a plural verb. Such exceptions can occur in writing of any degree of formality,
whether prose or verse (e.g. Xen. Cyr. 2.3.18 Eomw of, Hipp. De capitis vulneribus 4
goTw ai, Demos. 27.46 éo11v &, Thuc. 7.11.2 WéAecv EoTiv v, Eur. fi. 504 TrGF
avBpmoio Egmiv ofs, Arist. Historia animalium 636b1 EoTiv ofs).

347a6-348c4: THE VALUE OF LITERARY DISCUSSION

Hippias offers to deliver his own exposition of Simonides. The offer is refused. Socrates, in a
speech that should embarrass those who treat literature as authorilative, suggests abandoning the
discussion of literature. People who discuss literature, he says, are like people who are incapable
of making their own entertainment at parties, and who therefore resort lo hired musicians and
dancing girls. He would rather continue the discussion of ethical questions that was interrupted
by the discussion of Simonides. Eventually Protagoras agrees, and says he will answer Socrates’
questions.
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347b1—2 EoTIv uévTol, édn, kal Epol Adyos mepl alrrol €U Excov: Hippias’ boasts
about the splendid speeches he had ready to deliver were a favourite jest. See Hp.
M. 363d (quoted in 315¢6n.), and Hp. Ma. 286a, where he ismade to say ‘On these
topics I have a speech that is altogether beautifully composed [TrarykdAws Adyos
ovyxkeipevos], and its diction is particularly fine [kai &AAws €9 Siakeipevos kai
1015 bvopaot].’ In Xen. Mem. 4.4.9-10 Hippias criticises Socrates for not having
a speech in which to express his views about what is just; and Socrates retorts
that he instead gives his views a more trustworthy expression by how he acts.
b2 tmdei§w: people contrasted the &mSeuctikdv kind of oratory with those kinds
that are meant to convince the audience (Demos. 61.2, Isoc. 4.17; cf. 320c1—
2n.). An emidei§is about the meaning of Simonides’ poem can therefore seem
good, not becauses it convinces the audience that it is true to what the poem
means, but because it ingeniously extracts a message startlingly at odds with
what the poem seems to say (cf. 342bin.). In offering to give an éwidei§is, Hippias
thus confirms the impression created by his claims that Socrates’ interpretation
is good, that his own is good too, and that his own is still worth hearing even
after hearing Socrates’ such claims could hardly all be true if the goodness of
an interpretation consisted in its accurately explaining what the poem means.
Other interpretations of poetry that evidenty aim at something else instcad of
accuracy are the interpretations of Homer which take his characters, both human
and divine, to be natural stuffs, or astronomical objects, or states of mind, or
bodily tissues and organs (Theagenes in DK 8.2; Metrodorus in DK 61.4); the
wrangle over whether Orpheus meant time or the sky when he spoke of Olympus
(Betegh (2004) 27); and the various applications of Pind. fr. 169a.1—2 Machler
vépos 6 TévTwy PactAels | Buvatdv Te kai dBavaTwy, in Hdt. 3.38.4, Grg 484b,
Chrysippus SVF 3.314, and Plu. To an uneducated prince 78oc. b3 val . . . elg
aUbls ye viv 8¢: it is standard enough to say els aUfis (‘some other time’) as a
polite refusal (cf. 357b7, 361€5). Alcibiades is however being more than ordinarily
polite when he introduces his refusal of Hippias® offer by saying vai (‘Yes’), as
if he really does mean to listen to Hippias’ speech later; contrast Luthphr. 6c—d,
where Euthyphro says, ‘T’ll tell you lots of other things too about the divine that,
I’m sure, you'll be astonished to hear’, and Socrates replies ‘You can describe
them all to me els aUfis, when we’ve got the time. vuvi 8¢ do try to explain
more clearly the point I just asked you about’; and Cra. 440e, where Cratylus
says ‘I’ve taken a lot of trouble over my investigation, and things do seem to be
much more as Heraclitus claims’, and Socrates replies, ‘So you can give me a
lesson efs aUfis, my friend, once you’re back. viv 8é..." bg—4 Sikaidv toiv
& dporoynodrnv wpds EAAIA® MpwTaydpas kal ZwkpdTns: since Alcibiades
here simply reminds Protagoras and Socrates of the agreement they made at
341e7—342a4, and does not himself tell them what to do, he contrives to steer the
discussion without actually claiming any authority of the sort that Socrates spoke
against in 338bs—-¢3. Cf. 348b3—.
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347c3—4 Soxel por 16 mwepl morfjoews SiaAéyeoBan xTA: contrast Protagoras’
asscrtions at 338¢6-339a3 about the educational importance of literary criticism,
and cf. 314c4n. and Isoc. 12.18: ‘in the Lyceum were seated together three or four
of the common-or-garden sophists, the sort who claim to know everything, the sort
who in a flash are all over the place. They were talking about the poetry of various
pocts, above all of Hesiod and Homer. None of what they said was original to them
[oUBtv ptv Trap’ alTddv AdyovTes; cf. 347c5—~348a5 81" éauTdv . . . B1& TS EouTddOV
Pwviis Kai TV Adywv TV Eautdy . . . dAAoTpiav pwviiv THV TOV aUAdY, kai
S1& Tiis Exeiveov dpwviis . . . Bi Tijs qUTAOV pwviis . . . oUdEV StovTan dAAoTpias
pwviis oUSE TTOINTAV . . . 81’ Hpddv abT®V]: they just chanted the poets’ works,
and brought out from memory the cleverest remarks made by others about them
in the past.”’ Ion FGH 392 fr. 6 is an extended account, from a contemporary, of
a discussion about poetry, including some poetry by Simonides, at a symposium
in 428—7. ¢4 ovumooioss: in spite of its derivation, some tried to make this
word mean, not just any drinking together, but a particularly ceremonious kind
of drinking together, done by men with claims to breeding and refinement. See
Ar. Wasps 1208-64, where someone tries to teach a man of the people how to
EuptroTikds elvan kal §uvouciaoTikds: he must learn how to move and hold his
body clegantly, how to pass graceful compliments on his host’s objets d’art, how to
wash his hands both before and after eating, how to take his turn in singing, and
how to charm the victims of his drunken hooliganism into feeling it was amusing,
as he will be able to do if he parties &vdpdao1 kaAois Te k&yabois. Proposals for the
better regulation of symposia are made in Laws 637a-642a, 645c—652a, 666a—
b, 671a-674b, Xenophancs DK 21 B 1, Theogn. 467—96, Crt. fr. 6 IEG. c4—5
pavAcov kal &yopalwv &vBpdTreov: with this disdain for trade, cf. the insults in Ar.
Kmghts 181 ‘you are wicked and £§ &yopds’, 218-19 ‘your accent is disgusting, your
birth is low, you’re &yopaios: you've got all you need for a career in politics’, and
Arist. Pol. 1328b39—41, which maintains that citizens should not live an &yopaiov
life, since it is &yevviis, and incompatible with virtue. Some would have found a
wilful incongruity in describing as cupméoia the drinking parties of ‘low types
from the marketplace’: the lower orders do their drinking in katnAsia (‘taverns’)
instcad. Cf. Theopompus FGH 115 fr. 62 ‘The inhabitants of Byzantium have
long had a democratic constitution, their city is founded on a trading-post, and
the entire people spends its time in the marketplace and the port. In consequence
they are &kdéAaoTol, and accustomed to suvoust&ev and drink in kamrnAeia’ -
something that, in the good old days, was not done even by slaves of any decency

(Isoc. 7.49, 15.286-7).

347d1 Tiplas woioliol Tés atAnTpibas: the law tried to limit to two drachmas
the fee for hiring an abAnTpls, a WéATpia or a kibaploTpix (see Arist. Ath. 50.2
for the law itself, and Hyperides 3.3 for prosecutions under it). Two drachmas
was six times the daily subsistence allowance of an Athenian juror. We may infer
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that few other than ol kaloi kéryaBoi could afford such entertainment. dg-5
omov 8t kadol k&yabol cupmdTar kal wewaSeuptvor slolv, olk &v 18015 oft’
aUAnTpiBas olre dpxnoTpibas olrre waATplas: slave-girls providing musical and
other entertainment, as illustrated in Murray (1990) plates 10, 11, 16, were in fact
a routine part of the most aristocratic symposia: one was hired by Agathon (Smp.
176¢); one performs in the symposium imagined at Ar. Hasps 1219; more than
one performed at 2 symposium given by Callias himself (Xen. Smp. e.g. 2.1-2, 22;
1.1 announces that the work will describe the relaxations of Té@v kaA&V k&yaBdov
&vdpcov). In Tht. 173d, Socrates says that true lovers of wisdom would never dream
of such entertainments; and in Xen. Smp. 3.2 he calls it shameful that guests, in
spite of thinking themselves superior to the professional entertainers, should not
even try to entertain one another. d6—ex Aéyovtds Te kal dxovovras tv pépet
¢auT@dv xooplws: etiquette required taking one’s proper turn in the doings of
a normal symposium {cf. Crt. DK 88 B 33 on drinking; Ar. Wasps 1222—49 on
singing), and an etiquette of taking turns is still in force even during the abnormal
symposium of Smp. 177d, 214b—c, and the radically reformed symposia of Laws
671c. Cf. 362a3n., on how taking turns to speak and listen is not yet proper
dialectic.

347e2—3 &udpdv oloftrep fuddv ol ToAof paciv elvan: Socrates does not actually
say that ‘the majority of us’ are wrong in their claims about themselves; and ‘the
majority of us’ is in any case not quite the same as a simple ‘the majority’. Even so,
it is hard to avoid hearing in this phrase some of the disdain with which Socrates
speaks of ‘the majority’ (347e3n.). e4 oUte &ueptoban olév T° Eotlv Trepl v
Afyouov: Hp. Mi. 365¢—d makes a similar complaint about the impossibility of
engaging in dialectic (cf. 314¢c4n.) with a poet: ‘So let’s forget about Homer, since
it is in point of fact impossible to ask what on earth he had in mind in composing
these lines.” Cf. 329a3—4n., on the impossibility of engaging in dialectic with a
long speech by an orator, or withabook.  &mwayduevol e ‘citing as witnesses’; sec
LSJ s.v. émwéyw I1.3; for the Te, see 309b7-8n.  es ol oAAoi: here, as often on
the lips of Socrates, the phrase conveys some disdain for the intellectual and moral
attainments of the masses: see e.g. Rep. 431c Tois woAMols Te kai pavAols, Rep.
602b Tois ToAAols Te kKai undtv eibdaiv, Phd. 82¢ ol roAAol kai $piAoxpriuaTol,
Cn. 47¢ TGV TOAAGW . . . Kad pndev Emaidvrwy, Xen. Mem. 3.7.9 ‘Know yourself
[cf. 343b3], and do not make the mistake that of AéicTor do. For ol moAAoi have
set out to consider the condition of other people, and do not turn to investigate
themselves.” Cf. Smp. 218d, where Alcibiades, seeking to ingratiate himself with
Socrates, speaks of ToUs Te woAlous kai &dpovas, and Ar. Clouds 891-2, where
the Weaker Argument (a personification of Socratic reasoning) threatens the
Stronger: ‘When I speak év Tois roAAoiat, I'll destroy you.’

348arx Edow yalpewv ‘forget about’. This idiom stems from the use of the imper-
ative Xoipe in bidding goodbye; see LS] s.v. xaipw I1L.2.c. The subject of édov
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is ‘men of the sort that the majority of us claim to be’, understood from 347e2-3.
a2—3 &v Tois tauTddv Adyors Teipav &AATAwY AauBdvovTes kal §i15éves: talk of
‘testing one another’ belongs to the vocabulary of combat (e.g. Hom. . 23.804,
Hdt. 1.76.3, Thuc. 7.38.1). In a remark addressed to Theaetetus at TAt. 154d—e,
Socrates applies this vocabulary to testing one another verbally, and suggests
that sophists will find more congenial than he does such a combative way with
words: ‘If you and I were Sevoi kal gogol, then . . . &AANAwY &oTraippevol,

GUVEABOVTES TOPIoTIKGS Els PV TolUTRHY, GAATAWY TOUs Adyous Tois Adyols
gékpovopev [cf. 336d1: tkxpoUcv Tous Adyous). But as things are, since we are no

experts . . ." Laws 650b elaborates on the traditional point that a man’s character

is revealed when he is drunk (Xenophanes DK 21 B 1.19, Theogn. 499-502), by

saying that in a suitably regulated symposium, we have a Teipav dGAATAwy that

for cheapness, safety and speed has no rivals. Cf. 341d8-gn.  ag—5 karafepévous

ToUs TroinTds atTos 81° fuddv aiTdv Trpds &AAiAous Tous Adyous TolsicBat

‘set the poets to one side, and make speeches to one another all by ourselves

and in reliance on our own resources’. ToUs TromnTds is accusative because it is

the object of karafepévous; alrrous is accusative because it is the subject of the

infinitive Troicicfai. a6 &roipds elul oor wapéyew . . .« a7 oU tpol Tap&oyes:

with the omission of the reflexive pronoun for ‘myself’ and ‘yourself’, cf. Grg 475d

T Adywi OoTrep iaTpd! Tapéxwv &mwokpivou.

348b3 & KaAMla, Sokel oo, Epn, kal viv kaAds TMpwTaybpas Toleiv: the xal
viv is ‘now, as well as at 336bg’; the pun on KaAMia, koAds is repeated from
336b7. bg fiTo1 Siaheytobw 1) slwérod 710Uk E0EAe1 Bradtyeofan: as at 347b3~
6, Alcibiades contrives to steer the discussion without arrogating to himself much
authority over Protagoras.

348c2 TGV &Mwv oxeBév T1 ‘almost all the others’. The word for ‘all’ may
be omitted when it is obvious what generalisation is being toned down by
oXedov. Cf. Laws 644a of ye dpfcds memreauSevpévor oxedov &yadol yiyvovra
(‘those who have been properly educated more or less a/l turn out right’), Hdt.
1.10.3 Trap& y&p Toiot AuBoiot, oxebov Bt kal Tapd Toiol &Aoot PapPapoiot
(‘among the Lydians, and among more or less all other barbarians’). €3 poyss
TpouTp&meTo ¢ls TO SiadéyeoBau: of course, one might in principle be ‘turned
towards’ anything; but since Protagoras is eventually turned towards discussing
things in the proper way (314c4n.), it is hard to forget that TpoTpémeiv was widely
used for urging people to be virtuous (e.g. Euthd. 275a poTpéyaite els praogo-
dlav kal &petiis Empédeiav, Isoc. 4.75 TrpoTpéyavTes &’ &peThy kai XoAeToUs
dvrorywviaTds Tois BapPépors TroimaavTes, Xen. Mem. 4.8.11 wpoTpyacc
&’ &peThv kal kookayabiav, Demos. 18.120 el TO Tol€lv €d THV TWOAY TTpO-
TpEmovTal, Aeschin. 1.1g1 T& TdV viwv {nAdpata i’ dpeTiv TTpoTpyeole,
Lycurgus Against Leocrates 10 ToUs vewTépous &mavTas &vt’ dpeTiiv TpoTpéyeTe,
Arist. EN 1180a6—; apaxadeiv &l Thv dpetiv kal wpoTpémeofan TolU kaiol
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X&pw), so widely that a book encouraging people to care for virtue could simply
be called TTpoTpemTikds (Isoc. 1.3; fourth-century authors who wrote under such
a title include Antsthenes, Aristippus, Aristotle, Chamaeleon of Heracleia, and
Demetrius of Phalerum).

348c5-349d8: IS COURAGE SPECIAL?

By enticing him with thoughts of heroism, Socrates leads Protagoras back to their earlier question
about the relationships between the rarious cirtues. This time, Protagoras agrees promptly that
Justice, holiness, temperance and wisdom are all pretty much the same as one another, but he
insists that courage is quite distinct: it is possible, he says, to lack all the other virtues, while yet
having courage.

348c6—7 ) yoUum y&p mwévu Afyetv 11 OV Ounpov 16. . . ‘I think that Homer’s
line, “. . .”, makes a really good point.” The quotation of the line is in apposition
to the name of its author. For the construction, cf. Arist. Prob. 8g4b34 516 kai
"Ounpos €7 16 . . . (‘which is why Homer’s phrase “. . .” puts it well too’).

348drx oUv te 85U’ Epyouéve, kal Te wPo & ToU fvdnoev “Two men going together,
the one notices before the other.’ This tag from Hom. /. 10.224 was a more or
less proverbial way of making the point that two heads are better than one (cf.
the brief allusions to it in Smp. 174d, Ale. Mi. 140a, Arist. Pol. 1287b14). The tag
also gives Protagoras the encouraging hint that he will, by engaging in dialectic,
merit comparison with Odysseus. For it comes from Diomedes’ call for someone
to partner him on a night-time raid, a call which leads to Odysseus’ voluntecring,
and being chosen. d4 poUvos & elmep Te voriom ‘and one man by himself, if
he does notice’. Socrates continues to quote from Diomedes’ call for volunteers.
In their original context (Hom. /I. 10.225-6), these words were followed by the
apodosis ‘still, he notices little and his wits are light’.

349a3 Hi086v: on the sale of wisdom for money, see 310d7-8n.

349b1—2 fjv 8¢, dos by dipan, TS EpdTnua T68¢: in spite of his affectation of a poor
memory (359a4n.), Socrates gives an exact account of the question discussed at
329c1—334a3. b4 tk&oTwi. .. Uwdkertal Tis 6105 oUoia ‘each is assigned some
property of its own’. The most obvious and immediate meaning of the phrase
is as a metaphor drawn from finance; cf. e.g. Demos. 18.115 &k Tfjs i8ias oUoiag
£5woke (‘made a gift from his own estate’) and 49.11 ©) &AM oUoia UTrékerto (‘the
rest of the estate was assigned to’). Aristotle made extensive applications of this
vocabulary in metaphysics (e.g. Met. 985b1o Tiv Umrokeipévny oboiav (‘under-
lying substance’), 1038b1o oUola ékdoTou ) 1d1os éxdoTwt (‘in each case, the
substance of a thing is that which is peculiar to it’)), and he was to some degree
anticipated by Plato (e.g. Phd. 76d and Cra. 401c use oUoia metaphysically); the
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first readers of this dialogue, even if not Socrates and Protagoras, were probably
conscious of such metaphysical applications. Combining the apparently mascu-
line form 18105 with the feminine noun oUoia (i.c. treating 105 as an ‘adjective of
two terminations’) is perhaps a joke at Protagoras’ expense: Protagoras had the-
ories of grammatical gender, in particular that one should describe pfjviv ‘wrath’
as oUAdpevov, not (as Hom. /. 1.2 did) obAopévnv (DK 8o A 27, 28; such theories
were notorious enough to be the subject of extended mockery in Ar. Clouds 658-
93). At any rate, nobody before Plato seems to usc 5105 as a two-termination
adjective; this is the only passage in which Plato himself does so (contrast i5fcv
used with SUvauv in 330a6, 349c¢5, 35926, and Rep. 416d oUciav . . . ISfov,
Phd. 101c i8ias oUoias); and only in the generations after Plato does 8105 come
to be used frequently as two-termination. b4—5 kal wp&ypa: the xad is ‘epex-
cgetic’, indicating that what follows is an explanation of the financial metaphor in
Umékertad Tis 18105 oUoia; the neuter wpdypa perhaps continues the joke about
gender.

349c7-dx Eywye oUbév gor UréAoyov Tibepa, v T &AAm viv dprjoms ‘T
don’t hold you to anything [sc. of what you said previously] if you now want to
say something different.’

349d1-2 oV y&p &v 8aupdlom &l Té1e &romreipddpevds pov TaUta EAeyes: the
suggestion that Protagoras’ earlier statements were only meant to test Socrates
allows him to withdraw them without losing face. Cf. 341d8—gn. d4~5 T& pév
TETTapa cTddY Emiekéds TapamrAfioia &GAAfAors Eaivs the four are justice, holi-
ness, temperance and wisdom, the four that were the subject of Socrates’ argu-
ments in 330b4—333b6. In calling them ‘reasonably comparable to one another’
Protagoras comes close to granting that Socrates’ arguments were right, perhaps
as close as he can come ifhe is troubled about saving face.  d5-6 &8¢ & yvoont
&1 Eyco &AnBj Abyco: on the orators’ use of such phrases, see 342d3-5n.  d6-8
eUptioeis Yap ToAhoUs Téwv &vBphmwv &BikwTéTous utv dvtas kal dvooiwT&-
Tous xal &kohaoToTéTous kal &pabeotdrrous, &vBpeloTéTous St SiapepovTuass
Protagoras has in mind the sort of people described in Laws 630a~b, when, to
illustrate the point that ‘better is justice and temperance and wisdom united with
courage [&vbpelas] than courage all by itself’, the Athenian says, ‘there are very
many mercenaries who stand firm and are ready to die in battle; with very few
cxceptions, the vast majority are bold [8paoeis) and unjust yahoos, about as stupid
as they come.” Elsewhere Socrates allows that those who are bold without being
wise may have what he calls ‘civic courage’ (roAimiki &vBpeia Rep. 430c); but a
merely ‘civic’ virtue is not the real thing (Phd. 82a-b). d6 ToAAoUs: we would
be wrong to imagine, as Protagoras no doubt hopes we will, that many examples
amount to lots of evidence for particularly pronounced similarities and dissimilar-
itics among the virtues. It takes only one person who is a Capricorn, but neither
a Scorpio nor a Gemini, to prove that Capricorn is not identical to Scorpio or to
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Gemini; likewise, it takes only one person who is courageous, but ncither shrewd
nor just, to prove that courage is not identical to shrewdness or to justice. And
millions of people who were courageous, but neither shrewd nor just, would be no
evidence that shrewdness and justice are very like one another, nor any evidence
that shrewdness and justice are very unlike courage. For there are millions of
people who are neither Scorpios nor Geminis but who are Capricorns; yet these
millions are no evidence that Scorpio and Gemini are very like one another,
nor any evidence that Scorpio and Gemini are very unlike Capricorn. d6—7y
&BikwTéTous xTA: the superlatives add nothing to Protagoras’ case. As evidence
that youth and riches are very like one another, and very unlike plumpness, lots
of people who are very old and very poor and very thin are no better than lots of
people who are old and poor and thin.  d8 &vSpeioTdTous 8t SiapepdvTws: the
unadorned superlative &vdpeiotéTous would already mean ‘very brave’, as would
the positive &vdpeious adorned with Sia¢epdyTas. It is unsurprising therefore that
such adorned superlatives are hardly found elsewhere (7im. 23¢c, Thuc. 8.68.3,
Anon. Jamb. DK 89.4.1 seem to be the only examples). Protagoras presumably
intends the adorned superlative (‘very and exceptonally brave’?) to make us think
that he is arguing with especial force.

349e1—351bg: COURAGE, BOLDNESS AND WISDOM

Socrates argues that wisdom is courage. His argument relies on various considerations about how
knowledge and courage make people bolder, how all courage is good, and how some boldness is
bad. Protagoras parries the argument: we might as well argue, he says, that since both knowledge

and strength can give us grealer capacity to do things, knowledge is strength.

349e1 £xe 51): this otherwise unusual phrase is a favourite of Plato’s Socrates, and
to some extent of the Athenian in the Laws, to get an interlocutor to pause and
reflect at what may be a crucial point of the argument. e4 TIv &peTijv kaAbv
71 ¢is efvaus cf. La. 192b—d, where Socrates coaxes Laches into reasoning that
courage is fine; that pertinacity is sometimes stupid; that when pertinacity is stupid
it is not fine; and therefore that courage cannot be identified with pertinacity in
general, but only with sensible pertinacity () ¢ppovipos kapTepia). e6 el ph
pafvopa is a conversational way of adding emphasis: it occurs in Euthd, 283e, Ar.
Clouds 660 and Th. 470, but is not elevated enough for either tragedy or oratory.
The wm of phrase will retrospectively acquire a special resonance at 350b6,
when Protagoras observes that madness can make people confident.

350ai els T& dpptara KoAupPddov: those who dive into wells are also mentioned,
along with cavalrymen (cf. 350a5-6) and various others, in La. 193b—c, where they
are used to make the point that if you face up to something because your skills
enable you to know that it is no danger to you, then you are not showing courage.
Thuc. 2.49.5 gives some sense of quite how the danger of diving into wells was
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perceived, when he reports that sufferers from a plague were so fevered that “they
would gladly have flung themselves into cold water; and many of those who were
uncared for actually did fling themselves into wells, so unquenchable was the
thirst by which they were gripped’. For an extended description of the horrors of
diving, see Oppian Halieutica 5.612—74. a2 ol koAvppnTal are presumably those
who earned their living by diving into the sea to hunt for pearls and sponges (cf.
Sph. 220a). It is not known why they should ever have dived into wells; perhaps
they did so as an occasional act of bravado. a8 wéATas: shields borne by a
sort of lightly armed infantry called peltasts. Peltasts are not mentioned in the
parallel passage, which at La. 193b has instead slingers and archers. In 3go, an
army in which Callias was serving as general, and which contained the first force
of peltasts that Athens cver formed, won a stunning victory over Sparta (Xen.
HG 4.5.13-17). We might therefore guess that the Protagoras was written when
this victory was still topical, and that the Laches was written at some other time.
ag—x0 ol ¢moTfpoves TV uf tmoTapévewv BapparewTepol elow: this is the
wrong way to generalise from the examples that Socrates has just been giving.
For it can be taken to imply that in any area, anyone who is an expert is more
confident than anyone who is not; so it can be taken to imply that any expert is
even more confident than the most recklessly confident madman. Socrates will
soon attempt to take it this way (350c1—4n.). All that Protagoras should be saying
is that expertise gives confidence, but need not be the only thing that does so.
Protagoras will later claim, in effect, that this was all that he meant (350c5-351b3).

350b7~8 wédsolv. . . Aéyels Tous &vBpelous; oUxl ToUs BappaAdous elvai; ‘How
then do you describe the brave? Don’t you say that they are the confident?’ The
presence of the definite article in ToUs 8appaiéous means that Socrates can treat
Protagoras’ assent as affirming, not only that the brave are confident, but also
that they are the confident, as affirming, in other words, both that everyone who
is brave is confident, and that cveryone who is confident is brave. bg kal viv
Yt ‘Yes, and I say so now.” Protagoras unwarily assents; after seeing where his
assent might lead, he will deny at 350c5—d1 that he has ever been asked whether
everyone who is confident is brave.

350cx oUkolv oot . . . ol oUTw Bappaiéor dvtes . . . ¢4 1) codla &v &vdpela
eln: spelled out in full, the argument would presumably be: in saying that the
brave are the confident (350b7-g), Protagoras cannot mean to equate bravery
with just any degree of confidence; for those who are inexpert may have some
degree of confidence (350b2—4), yet their confidence, if any, would be due to
madness, and so would be disgraceful (350b6), and so would not be a matter of
bravery, which is, like other parts of virtue, extrernely honourable (349e4—9); but
any confidence that the inexpert may have would be a lesser degree of confidence,
for any expert is always more confident than anyone who is not an expert (350a9—
b1); so Protagoras must mean that the brave are those who possess the highest
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degree of confidence, the degree of confidence that only expertise can give; and
50, by this argument, expertise would be bravery after all.

350d1—2 s o Bappaiéor elofv: this clause expounds, not the agreement that
Protagoras made, but what Socrates will prove in proving that Protagoras was
wrong to make thisagreement. The o is therefore more logical than the proximity
of 16 Epdv SpoAdynuamay make it appear. There is the same apparent illogicality,
with the same explanation, in e.g. Grg 482b &5éAeyEov, Omep &pT1 EAeyov, cos oU
TO &Bikelv EgTiv Kai &BikoUvTa Siknv ) S15dval drdvTwy EgxaTov Kaxkdwv (the
speaker has just been saying that to get away with injustice is the worst of all evils)
and Lys. 222b &roPadeiv Tov wpdotev Adyov, cs oU TO duolov T@1 dpoiw kaT
TNV SpooTnTa &YpnoTov (where the talk is of abandoning a previous theory
that similar things are useless to one another, since neither can do for the other
what it could not do for iwelf;. d5—6 ToUTw1 68 T TPOTWI peTICV Kal THY
loxUv olnBeins &v elvan codiav: the presupposition is that you would have to be
pretty stupid not to realise the dilference between sturdiness and wisdom. The
same presupposition underlies Andsth. fr. 54.13 SSR, where the wily Odysseus
addresses the doltish Ajax: ‘Just because you're sturdy, you think you’re brave too
[61671 yap loxupds, oiet kai &uSpeios efvai]. Don’t you realise that being sturdy
isn’t the same as wisdom about warfare and being brave [oUk oloBa 611 copicn
Trepi TOAepoV kai &vdpeian ol ToTév EoTv ioyloat]?’

350er ol émoTapevor raAalev: there may be a special appropriateness in having
Protagoras mention those who know about wrestling: he wrote a textbook on the
topic (Sph. 232d), and his book Truth (356d3—4n.) bore the alternative tide of
karaP&AAovres Adyor (‘ The arguments that throw’; DK 8o B 1). See 344c6—d1 for
other wrestling talk, and 32gbin. for other descriptions of intellectual activity as

a competitive sport.

351b2—3 &vbpeia 8t &mwod PpUoews kal ebTpodlas TV Yyuxdv ylyvetan: this
remark may glance at a passage from the Great Speech of Protagoras: ¢Ucews kadl
doxnoews Si8aockaia Seitan (DK 8o B 3; cf. 325¢5-6n.). However, if this remark
is to be incompatible with Socrates’ suggestion that wisdom is bravery, then the
relevant natural endowment of souls had better not be an aptitude for learning,
and what constitutes the good nutrition of souls had better not be knowledge

(contrast 313cg).

351bg—err: PLEASURE AND PAIN, GOOD AND BAD

In an apparent change of subject, Socrates tries to get Protagoras to say whether pleasure is q
good thing and pain a bad one.
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35 1b7 Sokoi: this optative is to the indicative Sokel in 351b10 much as the English
‘Would you thinkhewas. .. ?* isto ‘Do you think he’d be. .. ?” The two are different
(if I were a consummate conman you would not think I was cheating, but you do
think I would be cheating if I were a consummate conman); nevertheless, idiom
sometimes ignores the difference. Other examples are Lys. 206a (Soxoi for Sokei)
and Xen. Oec. 10.5 (8okoinv for Sok®).  &viduevds Te kal Sduvdpevos: the former
mcans being distressed that something or other is so; the latter means feeling a
locatable pain. Thus dvicuen is used by someone troubled at the thought of not
living up to the noble standards set by his father (Soph. Phil. go6), by someone
saddened that girls are turning into old maids, while potential husbands are away
at the wars (Ar. Lys. 593), and by someone whose painful duty it is to remind a
jury of disasters that befell the city of Athens (Lys. 13.43). By contrast 68uvépau is
used of e.g. bellyache, earache and headache, and of acute pain at the beginning
and end of urination (Hipp. De morbis popularibus 5.1.17, 7.1.112). It is therefore not
obvious that &via differs from 5Uvn only quantitatively, as Socrates will in effect
suggest at 356a1-5. Cf. Andronicus of Rhodes Or passions 1.2.1 for a taxonomy of
these and another twenty-three species of AUt 354b2n. for more on different
sorts of pain, and 337c2n. on different sorts of pleasure. bro—i1x i &’ el 5écos
Bious Tov Blov TeAeuTrioeievy oUk el Gv oot Sokel oUTtws BeProkévan; Socrates is
asking whether you have done well for yourself if you have taken pleasure in living
out a full and human life. He is not asking, for example, whether every pleasure
is a good thing, however undignified its object, or whether a baby has done well
if it is killed young, having had some pleasures, and having had anaesthetics to
preserve it from all pains. For there is a difference between PioUv (as here) and
Giv (as in the last and next few speeches): {ijv simply means to be alive, whereas
BioUv implies something more like living out a life (thus Amm. 100-1, says that
cven brute beasts have {wrj, but only a human being can have a pios, and adds
that Aristotle defined Bios as rational {eor)). Cf. 35522 karraicdvar Tov Blov.

351c3 b1} . . . xaAeis ‘Thope you don’t call’. For this use of prj with the indicative, cf.

310b4-5n.  c4-5 &pa kot ToUTO OUK &y B, uh €l T & AU TGV &TOPtioETCAN

&AAo; ‘are they not in this respect good, never mind whether they have any other
conscquence?’ For this use of pfi, cf. 31gein. ¢5-6 kal aUbis a¥ T& cviapk
woaUTws olTws ob kad’ doov &viapd, kakd; by putting this question about the
badness of pain immediately after his question about the goodness of pleasure,
Socrates insinuates that they amount to a single question, and that a single Yes
or No should suffice to answer them both. And they are a single question, if we
may presume that pleasure and pain are opposites, as are good and bad, and
that nothing has more than one opposite (332c18-d2). However, Grg. 495¢-497a
contains matcrials for an argument that they are two questions: some pleasures,
such as those that we get from eating when hungry and drinking when thirsty,
consist in the process of satisfying our desires, not in the state of having no
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desire left unsatisfied; we can be satisfving our desires only so long as we have
not yet satisfied them all; but unsatisfied desires, such as pangs of hunger and
thirst, are painful; so if pain is bad, pleasure cannot all be good: for the presence
of something good cannot require the compresence of something bad. Cf. Grg
466d-e and Arist. SE 167bg8-168a16, 169a6-18, 175b39-176a18 on how to deal
with someone who presents to you multiple questions as if they were a single
question.

351d3—4 &odaréorepov: see 316d5n. for the significance of Protagoras’ concern
for safety. dg5—6 Eo1i ptv & TOV H15éwv olk foTv &yadd, EoTi & aU kal & TGV
&viapidv olk o1 kakd: this is not quite an answer to the question that Socrates
has just asked: for example, there might be, as Protagoras says, something pleas-
ant that is not good (not overall, not with everything taken into account), even
though, as Socrates has just put it, things that are in some respect pleasant are
in that respect good. Nevertheless, this gets closer than the remainder of Pro-
tagoras’ remark to answering Socrates’ question. d6—7 kal TplTov & oUBéTepa,
oUTte kak& oUT’ &yabd: Protagoras has just listed (3:6d6—e4n.) three kinds of
thing (pleasant things that are not good, painful things that are not bad, and
painful things that are badj; so why should he call this a third kind, rather than
a fourth? And why should he treat this as an extra kind, whatever its num-
ber, when it could include some of the pleasant things that are not good, and
some of the painful things that are not bad? Anyone tempted to reflect on these
points will be liable to forget the question that Protagoras is supposed to be
answering. And that presumably is Protagoras’ intention. For a similar device,

cf. 334a4—cb.

351e1—2 T& fiSoviis ueréxovta f wololvra f)Soviv ‘the things that either con-
tain pleasure or produce pleasure’. Wine produces plcasure; tipsiness contains
it. e4—5 ToUTo Tolvuv Afyw, ko’ Soov NBéa éoTlv, el oUk &yabd, Thv HBoviv
oty EpwTéov el ok &yabdv totiv “When I ask whether pleasure itself is not a
good thing, this is what I mean: are not things good to the extent that they are
pleasant?’ See 341bin. for the negation with oU of an € clause that expresses an
indirect question. €6 domwep oU Aéyels. . . Ek&oTOTE, O ZAWKPATES, CKOTTOUED
oUTé: in this dialogue alone, Socrates says ‘Let’s look’ five other times (314hy4,
330b8, 332a3, 333b7, 343¢6; cf. 347c2—3 Néws &v Emi TéAOS EABOIUI peTa GOU
oKOTOUHEVOS, 349a6-b1 émbupd . . . ouvdiaokéywaoda, 361d5 peTd ocoU &v
fidioTa TaUTa ouvdrackomoiny). A sophist is more likely to instruct another
okéyat (325b3) or (given his preference for speaking to crowds) instruct others
oképaoBe (Thrasymachus DK 85 B 1.44, Grg. DK 84 B 11a. 13, 20). See 316c5n. on
& Zdxkpares for other signs that Protagoras is familiar with Socrates. ey wpds
Adyov ‘relevant to our discussion’, of whether things that are in some respect
pleasant are in that respect good. By including this phrase in the protasis of his
conditional, Protagoras in effect acknowledges that the proposed investigation
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might turn out to be irrelevant, as indeed it will on one reading of what he pro-
poscs to investigate. e7-8 Td a¥rd $palvnran )80 TE kal &yabév is rendered
ambiguous by the lack of articles before )50 and &yaB6v. It might mean ‘It seems
that a single thing is both pleasant and good, i.e. that something is both pleasant
and good’ - in which case, it would be irrelevant to the discussion. (For such a
meaning of such a phrase, cf. Prm. 143a &v udvov paviioeTai fj kal ToAA& 76 alrrd
ToUT0, Euthphr. 8a Tuyydver TauTdv dv da1dv Te kai &védaoiov.) Or it might mean
‘It seems that the pleasant and the good are a single thing, i.e. that everything
pleasant is thereby good, and everything good is thereby pleasant’ - in which case,
it would have every relevance. (For such a meaning, cf. Gz 495a ¢S elvan 1O
aUTO )8V Kal &yabdv, to express an identity that Grg. 506¢ will put, with articles,
and without ambiguity, as T6 18U kai 10 &yafov T6 a6 éoTiv.) In an argument
at Ale. Ma. 116b—c, Socrates himself exploits such an ambiguity: he records by
TaUTOV . . . Epdvn . . . koS Te kai &ryadov a step which, given what it is inferred
from, had better mean only ‘Something is both fine and good,’ and which, given
what is inferred from it, had better mean also ‘All good things are pleasant and all
pleasant things good.” €8 el 5¢ un: by the contrast between this and the &v pév
kTA that has just preceded it, Protagoras suggests that the protasis of the & pév
conditional is likelier than not (cf. 325d5-6n.), and therefore that his proposed
investigation is likely to bring him into agreement with Socrates. Protagoras thus
contrives to suggest a readiness to cooperate, even as he continues to refuse to say
whether things that are pleasant in some respect are good in that respect. eg
fiysuoveUeawv Tijs oxéyews: i.e. to be the one asking the questions.

352a1-353b5: KNOWLEDGE AND THE CONTROL
OF ACTION

Socrates and Prolagoras agree that knowing what to do is always enough to get us to do it.
The masses are therefore wrong to say that our emotions and appetites, pleasures and pains, can
overcome us to make us do what we know not lo. But the masses are not completely deluded. There
15 a quite real experience which they misdescribe when they talk in those terms. If Socrates and
Protagoras can explain what the experience actually amounts to, this will help them understand
the relation of courage to the other virtues.

352a2—3 &AMo TI TOV ToU ohparos Epywv: ‘bodily operations’ would include
running and jumping (Chrm. 159c 8¢iv 8t kai &AAecBan kai Té& ToU owdpaTos
&ravTa Epya). a3 Tés xeipas &kpas ‘hands’. The eipes run all the way from
fingertips to shoulder. Hence Socrates speaks of their ‘extremities’ — the Xeipes
&xpon — now that he needs to pick out the parts of them that are visible even in
somcone fully clothed. Hence also Eur. Ak. 350-1, where ‘wrapping the xeipas
around’ is equivalent to ‘holding in the crooks of the arms’ and ‘embracing’; and

Anth. Pal. 11.268, on a man with a nose so long that his Yelp was too short to wipe
it.
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352b%—c1 ToTé piv Bupdv, ToTt Bt WSovijv, ToTE &t AUy, tvioTe &t EpwdTa,
ToAAGxis 8t ¢péPov: Socrates could add to this list those impulses to sneeze or
yawn or weep or giggle which we know we could and should resist but to which
we nevertheless succumb. Moreover, even as it stands, the list includes too many
motivations to fit well with the argument ahead. For Socrates will argue that
pleasure (352d4—356¢3) and fear (358d6-360dg) cannot stop us doing what we
know we should and can; and none of his arguments will even mention anger or
love; yet he will proceed as if his arguments have shown that knowledge cannot
be overcome by any rival motivation whatsoever.

352c2 &vbpamddou, TepieAkopévns: for the proper treaument of slaves, cf. per-
haps 310a3, where Socrates makes a slave give up hisseat. €3~4 kaAdv Te elven
1) EmioThiun kai olov Gpyev ToU &vlpdmou: the thought that knowledge is a fine
thing, and such as to take charge of a human being, was typically based on the
thought that knowledge is stably and reliably correct (e.g. Grg. DK 82 B 11.11). Of
course, opinions too can be correct; and when they are correct, the actions that
they govern will succeed: as Meno g7a-b points out, the correct opinion about
the road to Larissa will get you there as effectvely as any knowlcdge would.
But opinions, unlike knowledge, can also be incorrect (e.g. Grg 454d, Rep. 477¢);
and acting on an incorrect opinion about the road to Larissa will not get you
there. Moreover, even correct opinions are, unlike knowledge, easily lost: as Meno
g7e—98a puts it, once one ‘tethers [81on1]’ correct opinions ‘by a calculation of
why they are correct [alTias Aoyioudt]’ they become knowledge, but until then
they are liable to run away like bad slaves (cf. 352c2 &vpamddov). These claims
about knowledge went largely uncontested (cf. Arist. Categories 8b29—30, who
says ‘knowledge is classified with things that are abiding and difficult to move’;
and Diotima in Smp. 207e—208a, who describes as particularly ‘outlandish’ her
own thesis that ‘even’ knowledge is evanescent). People were readier to contest
the claims about opinion. See 356d3—4n. for claims by Protagoras that opinions
are never incorrect; Rep. 430a—c, which identifies courage with an unshakecable
(‘dyed-in-the-wool [8evooTrolds]’) and accurate opinion about what is and is not
terrible; and Arist. EN 1146b24-41, on how ‘some people are quite as convinced
of what they believe as others are of what they know (Heraclitus is a good exam-
ple)’. c¢4—6 &&vmep yryvdoxnt Tis Téyabd kal Té& kakd, ut) &v kpaTnbijvai
Umd undevds doTe EAN &TTa TPpdTTEW f) &v EmioThpn keAeUnt: if this claim is
to stand any chance of being correct, then ‘knowing good and bad’ must mean
knowing precisely what to do. If, for example, I know in a general sort of way that
I should take the road to Letchworth, but do not know, when I reach the junction,
which is the road to Letchworth, then I may well fail to act as directed by my
knowledge. Let us therefore treat the claim as being that if T know precisely what
to do then I will do it. The truth or otherwise of this claim will now depend on
what it takes to have such knowledge. One view is that such knowledge is easily
acquired and often ineffectual. On this view, I might know precisely what to do
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at the junction (turn left for Letchworth, where duty calls) and still do something
clsc instead (turn right for Royston, where pleasure beckons). This is the view
from which the many start, and which Socrates is trying to get them to reject.
Those who reject this view face a choice between two alternatives. The first is
that knowledge of good and bad demands something like the long and intense
schooling of appetite, emotion and intellect that the Republic prescribes for those
who are to rule an ideal society. On this alternative, we will know much less than
we might have thought; but at least it will be clear why knowledge cannot be
overcome by pleasure. The second alternative is that knowledge of good and bad
is unchallengeably dominant, but still as easily acquired as the many originally
thought: misdeeds are all due to ignorance; but I can learn about good and bad
as casily as I learn your name when you tell me; and as soon as I have this
knowledge of good and bad, everything else about me falls into line. Bertrand
Russell may have come near to holding this second alternative (see Keynes (1949)
102: ‘Bertie in particular sustained simultaneously a pair of opinions ludicrously
incompatible. He held that in fact human affairs were carried on after a most
irrational fashion, but that the remedy was quite simple and easy, since all we had
to do was to carry them on rationally.’). Socrates says nothing here to rule out
this second alternative. Nor, however (contrary perhaps to Arist. NE 1144b17-32,
EE 1216b2-16 and 1246b32-6), does Socrates here say anything to indicate that
he is adopting the second alternative, rather than the first.

352d2 aloypdv: the fact that Protagoras lets himself be moved by shame, here
as at 333c2, may make a dialectical victory over him too easy to be worth having.
In Grg. 461b—c and 482c-¢, Socrates’ interlocutors complain that he likes getting
people to say things because not to say them would be shameful: Socrates likes
doing this, the interlocutors say, because once people say things for some reason
other than that they are true, it is easy for Socrates to catch them out. In Grg
486c—487e, Socrates agrees that we cannot prove a thesis by getting those who
contradict it to contradict themselves, if they contradict themselves only because
they are shamed into saying what they do not believe. Cf. 331c5-d2n. on granting
objections to oblige the objector. «kal tpof ‘for me in particular’. It would be
particularly disgraceful for Protagoras to cast doubt on the power of knowledge,
given his assertions about the large amounts of money that he deserves in return
for the small amounts of knowledge that he imparts (328a6-b4). codlav kal
tmoTfiunv: as he will make clear by using the singular adjective xp&rioTov for
both of these together, Protagoras assumes that they are a single thing, For this
assumption, see 330bgn. ) oUy(: for the idiomatic use here of what seems to be
onc negation too many, sec the explanation in 344c3-5n. and the parallel in T/,
151d aloypov pf) oU wavTl TpdTrer Tpobupeicbat (it would be disgraceful not
to make every cffort’). dg—7 woAAoUs $aat yryvokovtas T& PEATIOTA oUK
EBEAelY TTp&TTEY, EEOV aliTois, SAAG &AAa TTp&TTetv: Homer and his characters
do not talk like this, not even when Helen is led astray by love (/. 3.426-47),
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Achilles by anger (/l. 9.643-55) and Hector by fear ({l. 22.90-137), from doing
what a later generation might describe as what they know to be the best thing
and also in their power (cf. 346c4-5n.). Our first traces of talk to the contrary
are from characters in Euripides: Phaedra in Hipp. 380—-3 *We understand and
know what is good [1& xprioT’ EmioTdpeofa kai yryvawokopev], but do not make
the effort to carry it through, some of us because we are lazy, others, because we
put something else — pleasure [j8ovi|v] — ahead of what is noblc [ToU xaAoU]’;
Medea in Aed. 1078—-80 ‘I appreciate [uavB&vew] the evils [kox&] that 1 am about
to do, but anger, which brings the greatest evils to mortals, holds sway over my
plans [Bupds 8¢ kpeicowv TGOV Euddv BouvAevpdTwv]’; and Laius in fr. 841 TrGF
‘Whenever someone knows the good, but does not do it [6Tav Tis idH)1 T&yabdv,
XpfiTan 8¢ pn), then that’s an evil sent to men by gods.’ Such talk soon came to
sound entirely natural: Arist. £V 1145b27-8 describes as ‘in stark conflict with
the way things look’ the theory that such talk is wrong.

352er-2 Utd f1dovijs paotv fTTwpévous 1§ AUmms 1 v vwvdn &y EAeyov Utrd
Tivos ToUTwv Kpatoupévous: like talk about failing to do what we know we
should do, such talk about being overcome by pleasure seems to emerge in the
last decades of the fifth century; and is soon widely current. Cf. e.g. Hipp. Airs,
walers, places 12, on how in the wrong sort of climate ‘there could never be courage
or endurance or industry or high spirits, . . . but Thv n8ovijv &véryxn kpaTéev
instead’; Eur. fr. 187 7TrGF, on the way that when an indolent man prospers, ‘his
family and his city will find him idle, and his friends will find him a nullity; for once
someone is yAukeias 1)8ovijs fjiocwv, his natural talents depart’; and Thuc. 3.38.7,
where Cleon lambasts an Athenian assembly for ‘just sitting there dxofis 1)8oviji
floocuevol, more like an audience for sophists than like people dcliberating
about public affairs’. In Laws 633e, Clinias says that there is a consensus that
being overcome by pleasure is more reprehensible than being overcome by pain.
Perhaps this consensus explains why, as the order of words in our Protagoras passage
concedes, and these other passages illustrate, pleasure was, of all these things, the
one most commonly said to overcome people. e3—4 WoAA& . . . kal &GAAx ol
6pBdds Aéyouaiv ol &vBpwTror: this is not formally inconsistent with Protagoras’
elaborate argument in 320d1—328d2 that everyone shares, to a high degree, in
knowledge about virtue. Even so, Protagoras cannot fecl altogether comfortable
in being forced to say such a thing Cf. 317a5; 353a7n. e5—353arx S18&oxev
6 toTv abrrois ToUTo T6 wéBos ‘inform them what this expericnce is that they
have’. Socrates’ point is that people do have this experience (the masses perhaps
more than Protagoras and Socrates, as the cUTois insinuates), and that, through
ignorance of how powerful knowledge is, people are prone to misdescribe the
experience as one in which knowledge is overcome. Socrates is no more denying
that people have this experience than we deny that people get influenza when
we deny that influenza is, as pcople have sometimes thought, an astral influence.
Aristotle nevertheless reports Socrates here as denying that this experience ever
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occurs (EN 1145b22-6). Aristotle’s report is further misleading in that it uses the
name of &kpaoia for this experience. In fact, that name and its cognates do not
occur in the Protagoras; and when people who knew Socrates do represent him as
using that name and its cognates, they represent him as assuming that someone
might be &xpérwp (Rep. 579¢) or dxpartys (Xen. Mem. 1.5.2—3), and that there is
such a thing as &xpoarria (Grg 525a), &xporreia (Rep. 461b) or dxpacia (Xen. Mem.
4.5.4-11).

353ar-2 oV wpdtrrewv Sid TaUra T& PéATioTa ‘for this reason [i.e. because
overcome by pleasure] not to do what is best’. a2 twel yiyvookev ye aUrés
clliptical for ‘which is odd, given that they do know what things are best’. For
such ellipses with &mei, see 333c2n. Socrates uses the infinitive yryvooxav to
indicate that he is continuing to report what the masses say. a3 @ &vBpwoi:
see 314d5n. a5 &AAG suggests that ‘the apodosis gives a more or less inadequate
substitute for what is left unrealized in the protasis’ (GP 12). The interlocutors,
on being told not to use their preferred description, ask what to make do with
instead. a5—6 i ot toriv, kol i Upeis alTd dparte elvans see 312¢c2n., on what
it would take to answer properly such a request for a definition. a7 T 5¢...
8¢t 1u&s oxomeighon THv TV TOAAGY S6Eav: if the opinion of the masses can be
scorned in this way, then they are hardly going to be, on any topic, the effectve
teachers that Protagoras described them as in e.g. 327b3—4. Cf. 352e3-4n. a8
571 v TUxwor ToUTo Aéyouoivs cf. e.g. Isoc. 12.25 ‘inventing false charges and
saying 671 &v TUxwo’, Isoc. 12.74 ‘those who boast and say 71 Gv TU¥wow’,
and Demos. Epistles 1.4 ‘those who will say 6T1 &v TUxwov lightly, and without
calculation’.

353b3 GpTi: at 351e9-11.

353ci-354¢e2: THE MASSES ACCEPT HEDONISM

The masses must accept that pleasure is the only good thing, and pain the only bad one. They
will of course tnsist, and rightly, that some things — such as the pleasures of overindulgence — are
pleasant but bad. However, if we ask them how something that contains pleasure can nevertheless
be bad, their only explanations will be that the thing prevents more pleasures in the long run than
il produces in the short, or that the thing will overall produce more pain than pleasure. Likewrise
with such things as exercise. The masses will describe this as patmful but good: painful because,
in ils tmmediate consequences, pain preponderates over pleasure; and good because, and only
because, in all ils consequences, immediate and remole, pleasure preponderales over pain.

353c1~2 T{ olv dporre ToUTO Elvan, S fuels fHTrw efvar TGOV Sovidy EAtyopev; see
312c2n., on what it would take to answer properly such a request for a definition.
c4 & &vbpeoTrot: see 314ds5n.
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353d5 Opws & &v kaxd fjv, 671 pabdvra yalpev Troiel xal dmrnioUv; ‘would they
nevertheless be bad, and all because they gave rise to enjoyment of whatever
sort?’ The Spcws 8¢ marks the transition to the apodosis of the conditional whose
protasis began with 353d4 x&v €l Tt ToUTwv (cf. GP 177-81 on *apodotic &¢’). The
phrase 671 pafévTa presents a reason, while suggesting scornfully that the reason
is inadequate, much as the phrases Ti pa@cv: and i poBovres; (c.g. Ar. Clouds
402, 1500) seek a reason, while suggesting scornfully that no adequate reason
can be presented (cf. LSJ s.v. pavB&vew V). Much as, but not exactly as. Indeed,
the present passage is the only passage to use any such phrase in connection
with objects that are not rational, or even animate. The suggestion that cven the
operations of these inanimate objects may be explained by what they know has
a certain wry consonance with Socrates’ thesis about the enormous power of
knowledge.

353e3 byd pév: cf. 312cjn.  e8 O &vlpwTron: see 314d5n.  eg 81’ oUSEv &Aoo
TaUTa kaka Svra 1) 81611 kTA: the TaUTa here are presumably just the sickness
and poverty mentioned at 353e2-5. For on this presumption, it might well be clear
to the masses (353¢8 ¢aivetal, & &vpwTrot, Uuiv), and Socrates and Protagoras
might well assert (353e8—9 &5 papev &y Te kai [pwTaydpas), that TaUTx are
bad only because they result in pain and deprive us of pleasure. An alternative
presumption would have TaUra include also the bad but pleasant indulgences in
food, drink and sex mentioned at 353¢5. But will it be clear to the masses that
adultery is bad only because it results in pain and deprives us of pleasure? And
even if this is clear to the masses, is it something that Socrates and Protagoras
will assert? After all, in Phd. 68e-69ga Socrates is thoroughly scornful of those
whose temperance has such a motive: ‘they lust after other pleasures, and are
afraid that they will be deprived [oTepnfijvai) of them; and so they hold aloof
from some pleasures because they are dominated [kparoUpevol] by others; . .

in a way; it is dissipation that has made them temperate [81’ dxoAasiav aTous
ceowdpovicla].’ Cf. 354b7n. eg—354ar els &vias Te &roTeAeuTdn kaxl &AAY
fiSov@v &rooTepei: it is contentious to assume that things arc bad, not only if
they result in pain, but also if they deprive us of pleasure. If a restaurant adds to
the menu a new option that is even more pleasant than the old, that does not
make the old options bad. It does not even make them less good than they were
before. At most, it means that those diners who look for the pleasantest option
on the menu will now make a different choice; other diners might make just the
same choice as before, and they could include diners who have no end in view
save getting pleasure and avoiding pain, but who are satisfied with a pleasant
meal, free of pain, even if it is not the most pleasant meal possible (cf. 355a3—4n.).
Socrates, however, wants to get the masses to think that a well-informed chooser
is a maximiser, always choosing what is, all things considered, the best option
available, not a satisficer, sometimes happy to settle for what is good enough. Cf.

346¢2-3n., 355a3-4n., 356bin.
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354a3 @ &vBpwmor: sce g14dsn.  ag Tds orparelas: this talk of soldiering is
the closest that Socrates comes to mentioning the most obvious difficulty for
his argument: the masses will take noble death in battle to be a good thing
that is not a pleasant one. a6 kooedv Te kal Topdv kal pappakedv kal
AlpokToviddv: burning, cutting and drugging the patient were the three main
ways for Greek medicine to intervene therapeutically (cf. e.g. Grg 456b, Aesch.
Agamemnon 848-9g). They are listed here in order of decreasing pain (contrast
increasing pain in Hipp. Aphorisms 7.87 ‘What drugs do not heal, the knife heals;
what the knife does not heal, fire heals; what fire does not heal must be considered
unhealable’), and followed by the least painful therapy of them all: starvation
dieting.

354b2 88Uvas . . &AynBévas: 8Uvn is the most common and most general
word for pains with a bodily location (351b7n.). &A\yndwv seems to be used for the
more severe of such pains: the pains of surgical operations with cautery or knife
(Plt. 293b, Xen. Mem. 1.2.54, Isoc. 8.40), of childbirth (Eur. Med. 1031), of dreadful
wounds (Eur. Andromache 259), and of hair being pulled from the roots (Arist. Prob.
8g3a24-5), the pains that may paralyse a patient or make him shriek out loud
(Hipp. Internal Afflictions 51). Beautiful women who could be seen but not touched
were once called ‘GAynddves in the eyes’ (Hdt. 5.18.4); but that was a cheap
and frigid conceit, scarcely tolerable even among barbarians (Long. 4.7), and
imitated by Greeks only when joking (Plu. Alexander 21.10). b4 TV TwoAewv
owTnpiaus this phrase is some sign that there is something altruistic about the
hedonism which Socrates is here pressing on the masses (contrast Xen. Mem.
3-9.4-5, quoted in 329c7—din.); for the preservation of cities is a good thing that
can be secured by noble death in batde (cf. 354a5n.), and that might be said
to owe its goodness to considerations of pleasure and pain (354c1—2); yet those
whose noble death in battle secures the preservation of cities will not themselves
feel the pleasure that makes preserving cities a good thing. Does this altruism
mean that Socrates has adequately accounted for the value of noble death in
battle? The masses would be unwise to agree that he has, so long as they continue
to admire the 300 Spartans who died at Thermopylae (Hdt. 7.207-33), in a
battle which they lost, and which therefore did not secure the preservation of
theircity.  bg &\Awv &pxal: this phrase allows both an altruistic and an egoistic
reading of the hedonism that Socrates is pressing on the masses. For it can include
both an individual’s ruling over other individuals in his own community and a
community’s ruling over other communities (cf. Gorgias in Grg. 452d on how
he can provide ‘the greatest good, and cause simultaneously both of personal
frecdom for people [Gua pév EAevBepias alrrols Tois &vBpdomols] and of rule
over others for cach in his own city [&ua 8 ToU &Ahwov Gpxew &v Tijt aroU
TOAel ExdoToor]’, and Hdt. 1.210.2 ‘you made the Persians to be free instead of
slaves [&vTl pév SolAwy Emolnoas EAeuBépous TTépoas elvai], and to rule over
cveryone instead of being ruled over by others [&vTi 8¢ &pyecOan Un’ &AAcv
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&pxew &mavrtwv]’). by TaUTa 5t &yadd o 5" GAAC Ti §j 871 kTA: the TaUTa
here suffers from much the same vagueness as the TaUTa at 353¢9: does it cover
just the good things of 354b3—4, or does it include also all the good but painful
things of 354a4-6? By being vague on this point, Socrates manages to evadc
embarrassing questions about the value of noble defeats in batte.

354cs f1Soviv . . . &yaBdv Sv: on the mix of genders, sec 333b2n. ¢8 ToUT’
&pa fyeiod’ elvar kaxdv, THv AUy, kal &yafov Thv fi8oviv: the masses have
already, at 354c5-6, accepted that pain is an evil and pleasurc a good; Socrates
here gets them to identify pain with evil and pleasure with good. For the use of
such a phrase to encourage an identification, cf. the identification of beauty with
beneficial pleasure in Ap. Ma. 303e: ToUt" dpa . . . AéyeTe 81 T kaAdv elvan,
fiSovijv w¢éAinov; The precise import of the present identification of the good
with the pleasant will depend on what other ideas are added to the identification.
If we add a familiar idea about pleasure, then we will reach the low-minded
conclusion that the best life might consist of nothing but wine, women and song,
And no doubt the masses have resisted the identification because they accept the
familiar idea about pleasure, and reject the low-minded conclusion. We might
instead add the ideas of Rep. 580d—588a, which argue that greater by far than the
pleasures of wine, women and song are the pleasures of the intellect. In that case,
the identfication of the good with the pleasant will be high-minded enough to
satisfy the most austere. Presumably, if Socrates himself identifies the good with
the pleasant, he does so in the more high-minded way. cg—di émel kai 10 TS
xadpetv TéTe AbyeTe kaxodv elven, Stav peigovwv Bovdv &rroorepiit ) Soas aiTd
Exel, ) AUTras pelfous Trapackeuddnt TGV tv aUTdl H8ovdy el el xaT’ &Aoo
T1 KTA: Socrates defends the identifications that he wishes the masses to make by
rebutting their obvious objection: they call some enjoyment bad. The rebuttal is
that the masses can explain the badness of bad enjoyment only by invoking these
identifications; in particular, since the masses call enjoyment bad whenever (3Tav)
it prevents greater pleasures, or causes greater pains, than the pleasures that it
itself contains, the masses concede that nothing else can override these things to
make the enjoyment good. Socrates here gets the masses to make four contentious
assumpdons. (i} The first is that pleasures are like the bits of gold in 329d6-8: they
are so uniform that the only significant differences between them are differences
of size; and the sizes of the various pleasures consequent on doing somcthing can
be summed to give the total amount of pleasure consequent on doing that thing,
The first assumption is contentious for the reason given in Phlb. 12c~13c: the
pleasures that a debauchee takes in debauchery are quite opposite to the plea-
sures that a sobersides takes in sobriety (cf. 331d4—5n. on colours; cf. also 337c2n.
and 358a7n. on Prodicus’ distinctions between kinds of pleasure). (ii) The sccond
assumption is that pains too are uniform, in the same way as pleasures. The
second assumption is contentious for much the same reason as the first: the upset
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that sobricty causes a debauchee is quite opposite to the upset that debauchery
causcs a sobersides. The second assumption is contentious also because it is hard
to think that a locatable pain like a toothache differs only quantitatively from
being troubled by bad news (cf. 351b7n. on &vicouevds Te kai dBuvdpsvos). (iii)
A third assumption is that quantities of pleasure are comparable to quantities
of pain. Why should the masses assume this? Should those who live by the slo-
gan ‘You can’t be too thin or too rich’ assume that a waistline of 34 inches is
bigger than or smaller than or the same size as a weekly wage of £600? Like-
wise, even if the masses do assume that we can measure pains and pleasures (by
the sade, say, and the epicure), why should they assume that 1 sade of pain is
bigger than or smaller than or the same size as 1 epicure of pleasure? (iv) The
fourth assumption is that pleasure and pain cancel out like credits and debits in a
ledger, the assumption that if 1 sade is the same size as 1 epicure, then the overall
value of something that will bring 100 sades and 110 epicures equals the overall
value of something that will bring o sades and 10 epicures, and is higher than
the overall value of something that will bring o sades and only g epicures. This
fourth assumption is contentious, since it means that for any life that was noth-
ing but pleasure, there would be a better life which was almost half pain. These
assumptions were not implicit in the agreement at 353c8-354c3 that things can
be judged good or bad only by reference to pleasure and pain. They will become
explicit in the comparison at 356a7—c3 between using scales and making wise
choices.

354d2 &AM oly Eeteis almost ‘But you can’t, as you will find if you try.’ The future
tense is used because the addressees’ recognition of their inability lies in the future,
not becausc the inability itsell does. There is a similarly motivated future tense in
354¢c1.  dg5—6 TOTE kaheiTe aUrTd TO AumreioBan &yabbv, Stav i nelfous AUTras
TGOV & o Téd1 0Ue OV &raAr&TTn 1) pellous fSovds TV AuTrdv TTapaokeudlni:
good pains are a second objection to the identifications that Socrates wishes the
masscs to make. His rebuttal of it relies on the same contentious assumptions as
his rebuttal of the first. Socrates does not deal with other potential objections:
things of which one is wholly unaware and which therefore cause neither plea-
sure nor pain, but which are nevertheless good (or bad), like being admired (or
despised) behind one’s back. No doubt the masses are intended to think that
all such objections can be dealt with along the lines of the first and second
objections.

354ex Exete ‘you can’, by contrast with €xoi1Te &v ‘you might be able to’ in the
parallel passage at 354d2. The change to an apodosis with the indicative, from
an apodosis with the optative and &v, seems to mark some greater urgency or
immediacy, as the argument reaches the point at which it is clinched. Cf. 33126~
7n. &N ol EeTe: see 354d2n. ez & &vbpwmor: see 314dgn.
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354e3-356c4: OVERCOME BY GOODNESS?

Now that the masses have acknowledged their identifications of the pleasant with the good and the
painful with the bad, they can be brought to abandon their talk of ‘being overcome by pleasure’.
7o know that one alternative is better than another is, they agree, to know that the surplus of
pleasure over pain in the one alternatize is greater than the surplus of pleasure over pain in the
other. In short, to know that one alternative is better than another s, they agree. to know that
it @5, all things considered, more pleasant. Hence the masses will now agree that it is absurd to
talk of “being overcome by pleasure’, as if we can know one alternative to be better (that is, more
Dleasant), but choose the other for being more pleasant (that ts, better). What lies behind talk of
‘being overcome by pleasure’ ts this: we are liable to underestimate remote pains and pleasures
and overestimate tmmediate ones; in consequence, we are liable to make mistakes when we try to
pick what is best and pleasantest; and if we make mistakes, we do not know what is correct.

354e7 dvabéoba ‘take back’. The metaphor is from retracting a move in a board
game. Cf. Grg 461d, and Hipparchus 229ge: ‘As in a board game, I am happy for
you, in our discussions, to &vaféofo any statement you like, so that you don’t
feel you’re being bamboozled.” There is a more elaborate comparison between
dialectic and board games in Rep. 487b—c: if a grandmaster defeats you, you
might reasonably explain your defeat by your own ineptitude, rather than by any
intrinsic weakness in the position from which you started, even though you cannot
identify any particular mistakes that you made when playing; similarly, Socrates
might refute a view of yours without persuading you that your view was false,
and not just ineptly defended. If the more elaborate comparison is correct, then
we might still feel bamboozled even if we are allowed the opportunity to retract a
statement. Cf. 32gbin. for comparisons between intellectual life and competitive
sports.

355a2—3 TO 115tws karraPiidvar To6V Blov &veu AuTrédv ‘to live out a life pleasantly,
without any pains’. Socrates is asking about a full and human life, not about
absolutely every existence that contains some pleasure and no pain; cf. 351b1o-
1. ag—4 el 8t &pkel kal pf) Exere pndév &AAo $dvan elvar &ya@odv i kaxdv
6 p7) els TaUra TeAevtdn: the connective kai here comes close to being ‘and
therefore’ or ‘that is’. Socrates wants the masses to reason that since they would
be satisfied with living out a pleasant life frce of pain, it follows that pleasure
and pain are their only standards of goodness and badness. The reasoning is
contentious, in at least two ways. First, perhaps the masses would not be satisfied
with an existence, however pleasant it was and free of pain, unless it was also
complete enough to count as a proper Bios, lived out to the end. Second, perhaps
the masses would be satisfied with a life that is less than what they take to be the
very best; in other words, perhaps the masses are, to use the convenient jargon,
satisficers, not maximisers (cf. 353e9—354a1n.; 346c2, where Simonides satisfices;
and Xen. Mem. 3.9.4, quoted in 329c7-din., where Socrates maximises). Either
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way, the masses might be satisfied with, and choose, a pleasant life, free of pain,
even though pleasure and pain are not their only standards. In the comparison at
356a7-b3 between using scales and making wise choices, Socrates will again have
the masses make the contentious assumptions that we never choose any option
less than what we take to be the best, and that we are to judge the merits of an
option solely by its pleasures and pains.

355bs5—6 tmre1d1) SUo Epdvn TalTa, Suoiv kal dvéuactv wpooayopeUwpey aUTd:
there can be pitfalls in calling two things by just two names. For example, we can
use three names to say that Lois prefers Superman to Clark; but if we confine
ourselves to two names on the grounds that we are talking about just two people —
Lois Lanc and Clark Kent, that is, Superman - then we have to say ‘Lois prefers
Clark to Clark’ or ‘Lois prefers Superman to Superman’; yet such formulations
miss something. However, we cannot casily take such pitfalls as objections to
Socrates’ argument. For if we must use more than one name for Clark Kent
when reporting Lois Lane’s preferences, that is only because of her ignorance.
And so the fact that Lois prefers Superman to Clark hardly shows that someone
might knowingly prefer pleasure to goodness. Contrast 358b8-d4, where Socrates
takes the identity of the good with the pleasant to preclude acting contrary to any
thought about what is best, whether or not that thought amounts to knowledge;
contrast also this argument for ‘showing’ that someone is a bastard: ‘You don’t
know who the man under the bedclothes is; but the man under the bedclothes is
your father; so you don’t know who your father is’ (Arist. SE 179a34, Lucian Sale
of lives 22—3).

355¢7—d1 & oUv TUXNt & EpSpevos Auds UPproThs Ov, yeddaetans for laughter
at the illogical, see 340e2n. on yeAoios latpds. Laughter can be a mark of UPpis (as
here and in e.g. Smp. 219¢c, Xen. Gyr. 8.1.33 and Soph. 4. 367) because the essence
of that offence, as important as any bodily harm, is the gratuitous belittlement
of the victim. Arist. Rh. 1379a30—4 explains: ‘People get angry with those who
Jaugh at them and mock and jeer (for they are committing Uppis), and with those
who inflict the sort of damage that is indicative of UBpis. This has to be the sort
of thing that is not done in retaliation for anything, or in order to benefit the
perpetrator; for that looks, without further ado, to result from UBpts.” Demos.
54.8-9 describes a mugger, whose UPpis was particularly manifest in the way he
mocked his victim: ‘for he kept on crowing, mimicking fighting cocks that have
been victorious’.

355d3 &v Gpiv: i.e. when there is a conflict going on inside one of you.
355€2 mhAelw, T4 6¢ EA&TTOS for the omission of T& utv, cf. 330a4n. e3~4 T

NTTGoban ToUTo AbyeTe, vl EAaTTOVLV byafidv pelfo koxd AapPavew by
“being overcome” you mean accepting unduly large evils to set against unduly
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small goods’; i.e. being ready to adopt a course of action which contains so much
evil and so little good that it is not worth adopting. For the turn of phrase, and for
the thought that such a turn of phrase would not apply to anyone, cf. Grg. DK
82 B 11a.9 olx elkos &vti peyddwv Umroupynudrwv dAiya xprinara AapPdverv
(‘it is not likely that one would accept small sums to set against large services’).
In these passages, AapPBcvewv has the sense it does in 356d2, where it stands
to wpdrTewv (actually adopting a course of action) as ¢peUyewv (rying to avoid
a course of action) does to un mwp&rTaw. This is why the fact that somebody
AapPavel something can sometimes explain why he tpérre such a thing. This
is also why, although it is easy wpd&rTev something that is not worth doing (for
it is possible wpd&rTew such a thing in ignorance), it sounds absurd to say that
somebody AauPdvet a course of action containing so much evil and so little good
thatitis not worth doing.  e5-6 70 #8U Te kal &viapdv: on this use of the article,
see 313diIn.

356a2—3 Tls &AAn &vaia 1doviji Tpds AUty EoTiv, EAN'R UrepBolt) dAAT AV
xai EAAsiyis; ‘How else can pleasure not deserve to win out over pain unless there
is some quantitative difference between them?” More literally: ‘What lack of desert
can pleasure have with respect to pain, apart from there being more of the one and
less of the other?’ &va§ia is a feminine singular abstract noun, apparently coined
especially for this occasion. It is related to the adjective &vagios as &§ia is related
to &los. ag—g TaUta 8 toTl pelle Te kal opikpbdTEpa Yryvopeva EAAAwY Kkal
mAelw kal EA&TTw kal paAAov kal fiTtov ‘That is, by their differing in size or
number or intensity.” This relentlessly quantitative talk reinforces the assumptions
made in 354cg—d1 and makes us ready to accept the analogies with weighing,
measuring and counting in 356b1—357b3. A later age might wish to talk also
about differences in probability, so that a 50 per cent chance of two pleasures of
a given size and intensity deserves to win out over the same pains as the certainty
of one pleasure that size and intensity (see Hacking (1975) on how people came
to talk this way). However, the point that Socrates is making here would not be
materially affected by adding another way in which pleasures and pains differ
quantitatively. ag5—6 dAA& oAU Siadépel, & ZdxpaTes, TO Wapaypiipua H5U
ToU gls TOV Uotepov ¥pdvov kal 1)8éos kal AutrnpoUs see 324b3—4nn. for related
ideas about the differences between different times, and sce Ant. 6.25 for an
application of precisely this idea to explain how torture makes people say things
now, even though they know that they will eventually be killed for having said
them: ‘Everyone finds current coercion more forceful than coercion to come [
Y&p mapoloa &véykn ékdoTwi ioxupoTépa éoTl Tijs peAAovons Eceadai].’

356b1 loTévai: for the simplest case, where your options differ in value, and
you have just two to choose between, the analogy with weighing is this: each
pan of your balance is assigned to one of the two options; you put into the pan
of an option all the pleasures of that option, together with all the pains of the
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other option; you then choosc the option whose pan goes down. Generalised to
cases where your options need not all differ in value, and where you may have
more than two, the analogy requires that you weigh each option against each of
the others, and that you choose an option that none of the others outweighs. If
the analogy is to be correct, then the contentious assumptions listed in 353e9~
354aIn., 354c9-din. and 355a3—4n. must all be true. And even then, there is still
room for doubt that virtue is the skill of weighing the pleasures and pains attached
to the various options between which one chooses, whatever they may be. For
virtue seems to require choosing from a proper menu of options. For example,

I do not have the virtue of honesty if I so much as consider the possibility of
cheating you, even if; aftcr weighing what I take to be my options, I then decide

not to cheat; and I do not have the virtue of tact if I can never think of a kind word

when one is called for, however skilfully I weigh the words that do occur to me.

Moreover, virtue seems to require also attaching the correct pleasures and pains

to the various options. For example, I am not temperate if simple and wholesome

meals leave me angry and frustrated, however accurately I estimate the anger

and frustration.

356¢c3 & &vBpwmors see 314d5n.

356c5-357e8: A SCIENCE OF MEASUREMENT

1o save us from errors about quantities of good and bad, and thus to ensure that we will always
act correctly, we need a science for measuring these things. This science is presumably what the
sophists are talking about when they promise to leach us virtue.

356¢5-6 palveran Uuiv TH1 Syer T& alrd peyédn EyyUfev utv peflow, wéppwbev

Bt EA&TTow: this fact is demonstrated as Euclid Optics Proposition 5: ‘Equal mag-

nitudes at unequal distances look unequal, and the one that is nearer to the eye

always looks bigger.” Later Propositions put related facts to work in explanations

of e.g. ‘How 10 measure a given height, when the sun is shining’ (18) and ‘How,

when there is no sun, to measure a given height’ (19). It is pleasant to imagine that

such results were among what Plato’s student Hermodorus had in mind when he
wrote On Plato Frag, D, Col. Y, 2-9: ‘At that time there was great progress in the
mathematical scicnces. Plato took overall charge, and set the problems; the math-
cmaticians investigated them enthusiastically. This is how studies of measurement
[T& epi perporoylav] then first reached their peak.” cg9-10 al ¢pwval al fom
by yUBev ptv pelfous, wodppwhev 5t opixpdTepan: antique studies of measurement
never scem to have given a quantified account of this fact, as they did of the
corresponding fact about visible size. Arist. De audibilibus 8o1a21-801bi sketches
a qualitative account (sound scatters over distance), and uses it to explain how
car trumpets work (they stop the sound scattering).
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356d1-2 T& ptv peydda phkn kal wpaTTeav xad AapBavev, T& 8¢ omkpd kal
dedyev kal pf) wpdTTEav: as the opposite of ¢eUyev, AaupB&velv means ‘try to
get’, as in 355€3—4. d3—4 i} uerpnTum TéXVN 1 1) TOU daivouévou Suvauis: in
contrasting measurement with appearance, Socrates glances at one of Protago-
ras’ most notorious doctrines. Protagoras began his book 7ruth (DK 8o B 1) by
asserting ‘Man is the measure of all things, of those that are. that they are, and of
those that are not, that they are not [TravTwv XpnudTwv pérpov éoTiv &vbpuw-
oS, TAOV Hiv SvTwv ws o, TGOV B pf GvTwv s oUk éoTi].” He meant by this,
explains TAt. 152a, that ‘each thing is for me such as it appears to me, and for you
such as it appears to you [ola pév ExacTa éuoi ¢paiveTran TolaUTa pév EoTiv époi,
ola 8¢ goi, ToiaUta 8¢ aU ooi]’; cf. 334a1-gn. ThL. 152b gives one application:
if a wind blows upon us both but makes only one of us shiver, then the wind
is neither absolutely cold, nor absolutely not cold; rather, ‘it is cold for the onc
who shivers, and not for the one who does not [Té pev PryddvT Yuyxpodv, TdL
8¢ un oU]’. In another application, at TAz. 170a-171c, this measure doctrine trips
itself up: it appears to men that men are not measures of all things; so somecone
who starts by saying that men are measures of ali things must, in the face of this
fact, end by agreeing that men are not. Contrast the measure doctrine of Laws
716¢, whereby the measure of all things is God; this is not liable to trip itself up,

unless gods disagree. d6—ex 1 5¢ perpnTiKd &xupov utv &v Eroinoe ToUTo TO
$&vracpa: this phrase allows for the appearance to persist, even after the art
of measurement has rendered it ineffectual {Demos. 20.37 talks of rendering an

agreement ineffectual, without destroying the document in which the agrecment

is contained). There could therefore be an analogy with the way that optical

illusions persist, even for those who know not to be deccived by them. Take for
example the Miiller-Lyer illusion, where there are two lines, each with arrow
heads at either end, one with the arrow heads pointing in, the other with the

arrow heads pointing out: if you measure the two lines, you will find that they

are the same length, and you will no longer be tempted to act as if they were

different; even so, the one will continue to look longer than the other. Similarly,

perhaps, knowing that something is the best thing for you to do might guarantee

that you do it, even though your appetites direct otherwise; for your knowl-

edge might simply render these appetites ineffectual, rather than remove them

altogether.

356e6—357ax i 5l &v T ToU ep1TTOU Kal &pTioU clpboer Huiv fiv 1) coTnpla
70U Plou, drdTe TO wAbov bpBids ESel EAéoBan kal STrdTe TO EATTOV, T) CXUTO
Tpds tauTd fi TO ETepov Tpds Td ETepov, i1’ EyyUs elTe TOppw €lng is a mystifying
way to ask ‘What if our lives depended on being able to tell which of two numbers
was the larger?’ The numbers generally were described as ‘the odd and the even’
(cf. e.g. Rep. 510c, The. 198a). When Socrates speaks of what is bigger or smaller
‘itself with respect to itself’, he has in mind a comparison between two numbers, of
which both are odd, or both are even; when he speaks of what is bigger or smaller
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‘the one with respect to the other’ he has in mind a comparison between two
numbers, of which one is odd and the other even (cf. the descriptions of AoyioTicr
in Grg. 451c kad Tpds ot kal wPpds EAANAG Téds Exet WAHBoUs EmioKoTrEl TO
TEPITTOV Kati 1O &pTiov, and Chrm. 166a ¢oriv rou ToU &pTiou kal ToU TepiTToU
ANBous dTreos Exer TTpds alrrdr kai TTPOS EAANAQ).

357a2 HeTpNTIKY Tis ‘measurement of a sort’ (309¢8n.). Plain peTpnmikf would
be the art of measuring lengths. a3 &punTud is the knowledge of numbers
generally, by contrast with the art of calculation or AoyioTik1 (cf. 318e2-gn., and
Grg. 451b—c); thus it includes both counting and the upper reaches of number
theory. Counting, like weighing and measuring (356bi-e5), answers questions
with impressive ease and rigour (4. Ma. 126¢c~d, Rep. 602d, Phlb. 55¢, Xen.
Mem. 1.1.9). All three techniques were contrasted with our less impressive tech-
niques for resolving disputes over good and bad, and right and wrong (Euthphr,
7b—c, Laws 757b, de Justo 373c~d). Cf. 328ci—2n. on a technique of Protagoras’
for resolving such a dispute without resort to measurement. a6 & &vépcomor:
see 314dsn. a7 Upiv: we owe this reading to the scribe who corrected our
fragmentary ancient manuscript. That manuscript originally had fuiv, which
is also the reading of all our medieval manuscripts. We do not know why the
corrector made the correction. Was it to conform better with the manuscript
that was his source? Or was it simply to avoid having Socrates express his own
agreement with the position into which he has just been arguing the masses? Cf.
Phd. 103a, where manuscripts again offer a choice between Uuiv and fipiv, and
how we choose again has consequences for who is agreeing to what part of the
argument.

357b2 ol petpnTikd) pafveran: the subject is 1 cwTnpla ToU Plov in 357a7:
‘is it not clear that what saves our lives is measurement?” Contrast the dis-
dain for all mathematicised sciences that Protagoras evinced at 318¢2—4. b7
els alBis oxewbueda ‘we will consider some other time’ and therefore not now;
cf. 347bgn.

357¢2 fvika fuels dAAHAols dporoyolpev EmioThipns undtv evan kpeiTTov:
Socrates alludes to his agreement with Protagoras at 352c2—d3. ¢6 & Tlpew-
Taydpa Te kal ZcokparTes . . . dx elwaTe fjpiv: in spite of his supposedly poor

memory (334¢8-d1), Socrates quotes almost verbatim from 353a4—5. Cf. 35927~
cn.

357€2—3 ToUT’ kotlv T4 HBovijs fiTTw elvan, &padla f) peylorn: compare and
contrast Laws 689a—b, which says that the greatest ignorance is found ‘whenever
someonc does not love [¢iAfit], but hates [wofji), something that he thought fine
or good [56§av kaAdv f &yaBdv elvai], and loves and welcomes [dowddnTa]
what he thinks bad and unjust [wovnpdv kol &bSikov Sokolv elvai]. This
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dissonance between his rational thought and his feelings of pleasure and pain
[Srapwviav AbTms Te kai 78ovijs TTpos T kaTa Adyov §6§av; cf. 333a7-8] 1
describe as the ultimate ignorance. And I describe it as the greatest ignorance
because it belongs to the majority [ToU wAn6ous] of the soul, for what feels pain
and pleasure is to a soul what the people and the majority are to a city.’ Both
passages alike maintain that we cannot act contrary to our knowledge of good
and bad, and that those who would commonly be described as so acting suffer
in fact from the greatest ignorance. The passages differ, in that the Laws, unlike
the Protagoras, distinguishes finding pleasure in things from thinking that thosc
things are good, and so allows ‘overcome by pleasure’ as a correct description of
those who would commonly be described as acting contrary to their knowledge
of good and bad: their appetites and aversions move them to act against their
thoughts about good and bad, and thus show that those thoughts, however truc,
however well-founded, do not amount to knowledge. In consequence, we might,
without accepting the hedonism into which the masses have been argued, accept
the conclusion into which Socrates hopes to argue the masses on the basis of
that hedonism, the conclusion that we always do a thing if we know it to be the
best thing in our power. For more on &uafia, see 358c5-6n. eq latpds: sec
313e3n. In Tht. 166e—167b Protagoras develops a more sophisticated comparison
of sophists to doctors that is not obviously compatible with his comparison here:
“To a sick man, his food seems and is bitter, while to a healthy man it is and
seemns the opposite. Now we need not - indeed, we could not — make either of
the two wiser; nor should we describe the man in bad health as ignorant because
he has such thoughts, nor the man in good health as wise because his thoughts
are different. We do, however, need to make a change from one state to the
other; for the other state is superior. Likewise in education, we need to make a
change from one state to its superior, except that, whereas the doctor makes the
change with drugs, the sophist makes it with words. For one cannot think things
that are not the case, nor can one think anything apart from one’s experienccs,
and these are always true. On the contrary, I suppose that when a man’s mind
is in a bad way, then he has thoughts in conformity with that; and when his
mind is in a good way, that makes him have different thoughts, still in conformity
with the way his mind is. Some people are so naive as to call these impressions
true. I, by contrast, say that the one lot are better than the other, but not any
truer.” es5 oUte aUrol: this sketchy clause requires substantial supplementation
from context, and means something like ‘neither did you go yourselves to these
teachers’. Perhaps the clause originally contained some verb like fj17e to make this
explicit. And perhaps not, for even more substantial supplementation is required
in e.g Demos. 49.52 oU yap d1jmrou &vev ye oraBuoU peAdev oUTe & UTroTiBé-
pevos oUf’ 6 UtroTifels TOV xaAkov Trapadwaew (‘for without actually weighing
it, the one who was taking the deposit was hardly likely to accept the copper, and
the one who was making the deposit was hardly likely to hand the copper over’).
Cf. 320a1—2.
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358a1-358d5: THE SOPHISTS ON PLEASURE,
GOODNESS AND ACTION

The sophists agree to idenlify the pleasant with the good and the painful with the bad. They
agree also lo infer from these identifications that we always do what, of all the things in our
power, we believe lo be the best.

358a4 Umeppudds E66ke1 &raoiv &Anb) elvan T elpnuévas this phrase is vague
about what exactly all the sophists accepted. Are T& eipnuéva things expressed, or
things asserted? (For Aéyeiv without asserting cf. e.g. 351c4; for Aéyew assertively
cf. e.g. 353a3.) And if they are things asserted, are they the things asserted by
the masses, or the things asserted by Socrates himself? (Cf. 330e4—331a5 for dif-
ficultics in keeping track of who is responsible for the various assertions made in
dialectic.) This vagueness in Socrates’ record of what all the sophists accepted
presumably corresponds to a vagueness in their acceptance itself. a5~6 dpoAo-
yeite Gpa, fiv 8'tyw, To utv 115U dyabov elvan, 16 &t &viapdv kakdvs a question,
because the sophists left it vague quite what they were accepting of the various
thoughts expressed at various stages in the discussion. The question might simply
be whether pleasure is a good thing, and pain a bad one. But at 358b8-c4 the
sophists will not protest when Socrates treats them as having agreed that plea-
sure is the good; and at 360a4—5 Protagoras will say it has been agreed that if
something is fine and good then it is plcasant. a?y elte y&p 15U eite TepVOV
Atyeis elte xapTév: according to Aristotle (DK 84 A 19), Tépyis and Yapd were
two subspecies that Prodicus distinguished within §8ov#. According to Hermias
(scholion on Phdr. 267b, not in DK), his distinction was that Tépyis is pleasure
in hearing something, while xapé& is pleasure of the soul (Tépyiv kaAév Tiv 8t°
WTwv HiSoviy, xapav THY Tiis Wuxiis). For more on Prodicus’ nice distinctions
between the different sorts of pleasure, sce §37¢2n.  ay-bx elte dwédev kal d1raos
xalpes T& TolabTa dvouddwv: the phrase yaipw dvopddwv regularly recurs for
arbitrary choice among words (e.g. Smp. 212b—c, Crt. 400e, Hp. Mi. 369a, Euthd.
288b, Antiphanes fr. 180.7 PCG); by contrast, fiSopai dvoudgwv and Tépmouat
dvop&lwv do not scem to have ever been used. We may have here a hint that there
is some difference after all between 7150 and Tepmvév and xapTév, and therefore
that, contrary to 356a1-5, pleasures differ more than just quantitatively. Sce also
332b11-c3n. on Plato’s casualness about terminology.

358bx & PéATioTe TTpdBike: a very polite form of address, to make the implied
reproof morc palatable. b3 yeA&oas: the laugh may mean that Prodicusis again
conniving with Socrates, as he did at 341c2.  ouvwpoAéynoe: aorist, to mark the
contrast between Prodicus’ agreement on this occasion and his carlier hesitation
lo agree; see 333bgn.  bg @ &vdpes: sec 314d5n.  bg—5 ol &l ToUTou TP&EEls
admwaoal, éml Tol &AUTTWS Lfiv kal 1)5éws, &p’ ob kahaly Socrates puts to the
sophists a coarser hedonism than the hedonism put to the masses at 355a2—3
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&pPKET Upiv TO NBEws kaTaPidvan Tov Biov &veu Autrddv; The masses were asked
about what would be adequate (&pkel; cf. 355a3—4n.), not about what would
be noble (xoAai), and about living out a life (kataBivar Tov Blov; cf. 351b1o-
11n.), not about having an animate existence ({fjv). Moreover, the masses were
asked to evaluate pleasure and freedom from pain, not actions with such ends
in view (ai &mri ToUTov p&Eeis). The hedonism put to the masses can therefore
accommodate, as the coarser form cannot, the thought that evaluating lives might
differ from choosing actions, and that however we are to evaluate lives, we will
choose our actions correctly if we forget about pleasure and pain and choose
on other grounds instead. In partcular, it can accommodate a thought that
Virtue puts to Vice in Prodicus’ Choice of Heracles, the thought that because Vice
seeks pleasure, she gets less pleasure than Virtue does: ‘You never hear the most
pleasant sound of all, praise of vourself: and you never see the most plcasant
sight of all, for you have never seen any fine achievement of your own’ (DK
84 B 2.31; see 340d1—2n. on a sign that Socrates knows this work). b8 &l &Gpa
e o « T® HOV &yaBby Eomiv: see 358a3-6n. b8—cx oUTe elddds oUte oldpevos:
earlier, the claim was that if we have knowledge of good and bad (352c4—6n.)
then we are bound to act accordingly (352b2—d6, using the words émioTriun,
Yryvaokely, ¢ppdvnois, godial. There was no claim earlier that we are bound
to act as directed by our beliefs when those beliefs do not amount to knowledge
(contrast Xen. Mem. 3.9.4, quoted in 32gc7—din.). Such a claim would in any case
be peculiarly problematic. For example, how can you act on both your beliefs if
in your ignorance you believe that each of two things is better than the other?
(Lois Lane says, ‘Dinner out with Superman would be better than a quiet evening
at home; but better a quiet evening at home than dinner out with Clark.” We
ask her, ‘What about dinner out with Superman in a sober suit? Or with Clark
Kent dressed in yellow, blue and red?’ She is adamant: ‘It doesn’t matter how
they dress. It’s Superman I love, not his clothes. I still rank the alternatives in
this order: dinner out with Superman; quiet evening at home; dinner out with
Clark.’) Moreover, the argument at 355b4—e4 would not begin to work if it were
about thought in general rather than about knowledge in particular (sce 355b5-
6n., and g42b3-5n.). Yet the talk here of thinking, as well as knowing, is no
momentary slip (cf. 358d1 ofeTal, 358d2 oietau, 358e5 1yeiodau, 358e5 NyeiTa).
Morcover, the distinction between thinking and knowing was not too subde for
the sophist Gorgias to grasp at Grg 454c—455a. Why then do Protagoras, Hippias
and Prodicus now accept, not only the earlier claim that our actions cannot go
against what we know, but also the new and more general claim that our actions
cannot go against what we think? Perhaps Protagoras, under the influence of his
theory that man is the measure (356d3—4n.), finds it hard to distinguish thinking
from knowing; perhaps Hippias is as insensitive to this distinction as he was to
so many others (337¢7—338b2); perhaps Prodicus can see the distinction between
thinking and knowing as he saw so many others (337a1—-c4), but is conniving with
Socrates to ignore it (cf. 358b3n.).
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358cx EmaTa expresses surprise, rather than temporal sequence; cf. 343din.
c5—6 Guablav &pa Td To16v8e AbyeTe, T Weudii Exew §6§av kal tyelodan mwepl
TRV TpaypdTwv TV oAAoU &Efwv; in Plato, &podia is always worse than
simply not having knowledge. Thus in Smp. 202a Diotima says that having cor-
rect opinions of which one can give no rational account is not knowledge, and
not auabia either; ‘for how could what is in touch with reality [T6 y&p ToU
SvTos Tuyyévov] be &pabdia?’ Sometimes &pabdia is equated with error generally.
Thus Socrates says in Euthd. 286d that &uadia would be ‘getting things wrong
[WelBecBon TGV TperypdTwv)’, and in At 170b that people take duaBiav to be
yeudii 868av. More often, however, &uabia is conceived to be a false belief that
one has some knowledge (Sph. 229¢ 16 uf) Kareid6Ta 71 Sokelv eidévan, Smp. 204a
TO uf SvTa KaAdY k&yaBodv undt dpdvipov Sokeiv ot elvan ikavédv; cf. 4p. 2gb,
which describes 1) ToU oieofa eidévan & oUk oldev as ‘the reprehensible Gpabia’,
and Alc. Ma. 118a, which uses that description for the state of oi u) el&6es, old-
nevol 8’ €idévat). That conception of &pabia reduces to the present conception
of &uabia as a false belief about matters of great importance, on the assumption
(explicit in Ale. Ma. 117d, Sph. 229c and Chrm. 171d—¢) that errors about the limits
of one’s knowledge are the source of all erroneous action. Contrast Laws 68ga
(quoted in 357e2—3n.) on ‘the greatest &podia’

358d6-360e5: FEAR, COURAGE AND WISDOM

We are bound to flee what frightens us; _for we take what _frightens us to be bad, and we are
bound to flee what we take to be bad. Likewise, we are bound to pursue what emboldens us;
Jor we take what emboldens us to be good, and we are bound to pursue what we take to be
good. The trouble with cowards is that they flee whal is in_fact good, and pursue what is in fact
bad; this is because they are frightened and emboldened by the wrong things; and this in turn is
because they are ignorant. Since this ignorance makes them cowards, this ignorance is cowardice.
The opposite of 1gnorance is knowledge. And the opposite of cowardice is courage. Courage

therefore is knowledge. So courage is not as different from the other virlues as Protagoras earlier
maintained.

358d6 xaAeité 11 . . . 3 sec 332a3—4n. for this turn of phrase, to bring a sub-
ject into the discussion.  Séos kal $SPovs the two are paired with no evident
distinction between them in Hdt. 4.115.2, Hipp. On the sacred disease 12, Lys. 20.8,
Demos. 21.124, 23.103; cf. Xen. Mem. 3.5.5-6, where Socrates argues that ¢péPos
makes people obedient by citing the docility of sailors so long as they &eicwov
the weather or the enemy. d7-8 wpooBokiav Tivdk Abyw kakoU ToUTo, tlTe
$SPov elte Sog kaheiTes such accounts of fear were commonplace: in La. 198b
Socrates describes éos as mpocSoxiav uiAAovros kaxoU, and Arist. EN 1115a9
says that people generally define $6Pos in just that way (Tév ¢péPov dpiGovtan
TpooBokiav kakol). Such accounts are entirely acceptable if they mean (as the
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Tv& in wpooBokiav Tivd here emphasises) that fearing things is a special way
of expecting them to be bad. For they allow you to expect a thing to be bad in
such a way that you fear to do it, while still believing it the best thing to do ~ as
might happen if you tremble when you imagine what the enemy will do if you
stand your ground, but you are convinced that you should stand your ground
nevertheless. But acceptable accounts of this kind will not serve the purposes of
the argument: sce 358e4-6n.

358ex MMpodixw!t 5t 5éos, p6Pos &'0l: perhaps Prodicus would wish to distinguish
them along the lines of Amm. 128, which explains that &¢os is ‘a long-standing
presentiment of evil [TroAvy pdvios kaxkoU Utrévoia)’, while ¢opos is ‘a momentary
flutter [wapavTika Troneis]’ {cf. Definitions 415e: $SPos is ‘a mental jolt at an
cxpectation of evil [ExTAn§is wuxiis &l xaxoU wpoodokiai]’). But so long as
Prodicus does not distinguish them solely by quantities of evil apprehended,
his distinction between these forms of apprehension will, like his distinctions
between pleasures and between desires (cf. 337c2n.), subvert the simplistic theory
of motivation that Socrates inveigles the sophists into accepting. e4—6 & yap
Bédoikev, dpoAdynTan flyeicfan kak& elvairr & 8¢ fyeiTan kakd, oUdéva oUTe
{évar &l TaUTa oUte AauPdvev ixévra: when they allow this reasoning, the
sophists display a strange idea of the way in which fear is a rpooSokia kaxoU
(358d7n.). For they must suppose that fearing to do a thing means expecting that
it will be less good than something else that one can do.

359a3 & 10 TpdTov &mexpivaro: the answers that Protagoras gave in 349d3-c3;
cf. 361d4—5 dmep Kai ko’ &pX & EAeyov, referring to 347¢1-3. a4 & TS TPOTOV
wavtdmwaoi: the answers that Protagoras gave in 329d3-330b7. The suggestion
is that, of the various things said by Protagoras before 329d3, none counts as
an answer, or perhaps that, because they were so long, Socrates has forgotten
them all (cf. 334c8-d1, 336a5-bin.). a7 T& ptv TéTTapa . . . cx Iras ye: so
accurate a summary of 349d3-e3 suggests that Socrates’ memory is not as bad
as he pretends. Cf. 34gb1-c6, 357¢6-d1.

359d4 &v ols o EAeyes Tois Adyois: Protagoras alludes to 358b8-c3 and 358¢c2~
6. To equate the point that he accepted then with the point that he is accepting
now, he must suppose taking something to be dreadful (359d2 #youpévous Beiv
elvan), fearing that thing (358¢4 5é8oikev), and in a certain way expecting that
thing to be bad (358d7 TrpooBokiav Tivé . . . kaxoU), all to be identical. He must
also supposc this (or these) to be identical with, or at least to imply, thinking that
the thing has a net value (resultant pleasure minus resultant pain; cf. 356bin.)
less than the net value of some other thing that is an open option. It does not
take the subtlety of Prodicus to doubt such identifications. d6 kal ToUto. ..
&AnbEs Abyes: GoT'el ToUTo dpbdds &mebelyBn: with this turn of phrase, Socrates
is politely evasive about whether he accepts for himself the point that he has just
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got Protagoras to accept. Strictly spcaking, the 6pés is redundant; for proof is
distinguished from mere argument by the fact that, whereas arguments can be
incorrect, proofs cannot. By insinuating that there is some difference between
the redundant ToUro épBés &reSelyOn and the bare ToUrto &wedelybn, Socrates
insinuates that, when endorsing Protagoras’ assertion of the latter, he endorses
only an assertion of ‘That was argued’ rather than an assertion of ‘That was
proved.” d7-8 1o fiTTw elvan tauTolU eUpldn &pabia oloa: for the mix of
genders, see 333b2n.

359e3 aUtika ‘to make the obvious objection’; see 318bgn. e5 xaAdv dv léven:
the absolute form of the phrase xaAdv éotv lévai. The absolute form is in the
accusative, rather than the genitive, because in this phrase kaA6v éoTivis in effect
an impersonal verb like Sokel, E§eaTiv and S¢i. Cf. the accusative absolutes 314c3
568av, 352d6 EEbv, 355d2 Séov). e7 tv Tois EutrpooBev: at 358b5—7.

360a2 kaAdv 8v kal &yaBdv is an accusative absolute. Cf. 359e5n.  a4-5 elmep
KoAdV kal &yabdv, kal 15U; dpuoAdynTan yoUv: Protagoras agreed to this at
358a3, if the formula 16 18U &yaBdv used there means that pleasure is the good,
and hence that whatever is good is pleasant. Protagoras agreed to no such thing,
if that formula means merely that pleasure is 2 good, and hence merely that what-
everis pleasantis good. a6—7 Td k&AM Te kal &petvov kal fi810v: contrast the
positive forms kaAdv, &yaBév and 118U in 360a4. Presumably, Protagoras licenses
the move from positive to comparative because he assumes that fineness, goodness
and pleasantness are all identical. At any rate, the move is not licensed on the sim-
pler assumption that whatever is any one of fine, good and pleasant is also both the
others; for even if all and only the educated are good at sums, it does not follow that
all those with more education are better at sums, and or that all those who are bet-
ter at sums have more education. Socrates moves to this string of comparatives so
that he can represent what cowards refuse to approach as superior in every respect
to what they are prepared to remain with. If he instead described what cowards
refuse to approach simply as the fine, or even as the finer, he would leave room
for an objection like ‘People might reject what they know to be finer in favour of
an alternative that they know to be superior in some other respect, in favour of an
alternative that they know to be, for instance, safer or more fun.’ But if Socrates’
string of comparatives is to leave no room for any such objection, then fineness,
goodness and pleasantness must be supposed the only respects in which things
can be of value. Traditional wisdom did indeed suppose as much. But traditional
wisdom supposed also that what is more valuable in one of these respects might be
less valuable in others. Thus, according to an anonymous epigram inscribed on
the temple of Apollo at Delos, ‘Justice is the finest thing [ké&AAioTov], health the
best [Aé@10Tov], and most pleasant [fiB1oTov] of all is to get what one wants.” (The
epigram is endorsed in Soph. fr. 356 T7GF, but criticised in Arist. EE 1214218 and
NE 10992249 on the grounds that eSaipovia is supreme in all three respects.)
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a8—9 Tas Eumpoodev dpoAoyias: Protagoras has in mind the agreement at
358b8—c2.

360br—2 ol &vbpeiol . . . dtav poPddvrar: the courageous have fears, in that
they expect some things to be bad, and fear is ‘an expectation of bad’ (358d6—
9). bg el &¢ py aloypa, &p’ o kaAd; the neuters here, agreeing with 360b2
6&ppn, mean that strictly speaking, Socrates is asking only about attitudes of
boldness that animate the courageous, and not also about their fears (360b1
¢6Povs masculine). Nevertheless, the idea does seem to be that both courageous
and cowardly have attitudes both of boldness and of fear (in other words, have
expectations both of good and of bad}, and that they are distinguished solely by
whether those attitudes are foul or fair. In accepting the inference, that since the
courageous do not have foul attitudes, they therefore have attitudes that are fair,
Protagoras fails to distinguish negations from opposites. As Socrates points out
in Smp. 201e—=202b (cf. 331a8-bin.}, since aioxpdv and xaAdv are opposites of
one another, not negations, there is the possibility of middle ground: things that
are neither foul nor fair, but somewhere in between. b8 kal of Se1dol kal ol
0paoeis kal ol povdpevois this turn of phrase suggests that the mad are a third
group, distinct from the cowardly and from the reckless. Perhaps the idea is that
while the cowardly are systematically too eager to seek safety, and the reckless are
systematically too eager to run risks, the mad are unsystematic, being sometimes
too eager to run risks, and sometimes too eager to seck safety.

360c2 ToUTo 51’3 Serthof elow ol Setdol, SerMav 1j &vdpelav kaAeis; the question
is not as trivial as it looks. For it presumes that we are not all, in ourselves, pretty
much the same, coming to be cowardly or courageous as our circumstances shift
and vary; it presumes instead that what makes cowards cowards is some single
state which they have in common and which distinguishes them from others;
and if those presumptions are correct, that will make a big difference to how we
can avoid being cowardly (cf. 330cin.). For kindred thoughts, but expressed by
constructions other than 81& with an accusative, sce 332bi—c3nn. cro #) T@v
Beddv kal pf) Setvddv &uabla Seidla &v ein: what is supposed to be the relation
between the ignorance that is here described as cowardice and the ignorance
which accounts for the attitudes of the reckless and the mad in 360b8-12? Thcy
can hardly be the same; for then cowardice and recklessness would have to be the
same. They can hardly be different; for then recklessness would not have to differ
from courage, which is supposed to be the wisdom opposite to the ignorance that is
cowardice (360d8-9). Socrates would therefore be wiser to define cowardice, not
simply as ignorance of what is and is not scary, but as such ignorance together
with a tendency to overestimate the value of safety. That would allow him to
distinguish cowardice from recklessness; for he could then define recklessness as
another sort of ignorance of what is and is not scary: such ignorance together with
a tendency to misjudge in the opposite direction and underestimate the value of
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safety. And it would also allow him to distinguish recklessness from courage; for
he could continuc to define courage as knowledge of what is and is not scary.
cxx tmévevoe: he nodded, instead of using words, presumably because words
would have been even more humiliating. Cf. Euthd. 276b, where someone, who
has hitherto cooperated by saying Yes and No, simply nods his answer to the
question that clinches his refutation.

360d1 tvavtiov &vbpela Betdlau: if courage is opposite to cowardice, where do
recklessness and madness (360b8: ol 8paoeis kai o penvopevor) fit in? They hardly
seem to fit between courage and cowardice as, say, the tepid and the cool fit
between the two opposite extremes of hot and cold. Indeed, cowardice and reck-
lessness might look to be opposite extremes, with courage in the middle (for this
and subtler suggestions, see Arist. EN 1115a6—-1117b22).  d8 1} copla &pa TV
Beivddv kal pf) Seivédv &vdpela totivs cf. the Laches, where Nicias defines courage
as ‘knowledge of terrible and emboldening things, both in war and in all other
circumstances’ (194e-195a THv TOV devdv kai Bappoadéwv EmoThuny kal &v
TToAéuwi kal &v Tois &AAols &raotv), and Socrates reduces this to a definition of
courage as ‘knowledge of good and bad quite generally’ (199c—d Tepi wavTwv
&yoBdv Te kai Kak@V kai TwavTws éxovtwv), which would make courage the
whole of virtue and not just a bit of it (1gge), as Nicias had earlier agreed (198a).
Cf. also the words of Pericles in Thuc. 2.40.3: ‘Rightly judged to be particularly
strong of mind [kp&mioTol &' &v THv WuxHv Sikaiws kpiBeiev] would be those who
have a particularly clear knowledge of things that are terrible and pleasant [ol
T& Te devd kai f)Béa cadéoTaTta yiyvookovres], and who for this reason are
not deflected by danger [kai S1& TaUTa piy &oTpeTdpevor ik TGOV KivBUvwy].’
d8-9 tvavria oloa Tiji ToUTwv &uadion: to use this fact as they do, they must
presuppose that nothing has more than one opposite. What is presupposed here
was spelled out explicitly in 332c18-19.  dio oUT’ Emveloa 7)0éAncev tolya e
by this stage, Protagoras finds even a nodded assent too humiliatingly explicit
an acknowledgement that his earlier claims are untenable. For the coordinating
particles oUTe . . . T€, scc 3ogb7-8n. drg olrds . . . wépavov: Protagoras is
cager to bring this humiliating experience to a close, without having to undergo
the further humiliation of openly contradicting either what he said previously or
what now scems to have been proved. Cf. what Callicles says to Socrates at a
similar juncture in Grg. 506c: Afye, dyabé, autds kad Tépatve. Callicles uses the
present imperative Tépaive, to enjoin what will be a complicated process of com-
pleting the argument. Protagoras uses the aorist imperative Trépavov, because it
will take just one more step to complete this argument.

360ex dorep TO TwpldTov: Socrates alludes to 349d5-8. €3 $rhovikeiv por . . .
Sokels: cf. Grg 515b, where Socrates is pressing a reluctant Callicles to give what
will be a humiliating answer, and Callicles accuses him: ¢1Aévikos €l, & Zckpartes.
e4 XopioUuat obv oois cf. Gig 516b, where Socrates has asked whether Callicles
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agrees to a point, and Callicles replies: wéwu ye, tva oot Xapicwpm. In both
cases, the speaker is forced to concede an objection, but tries to mitigate the
defeat for his thesis by pretending that he concedes the objection voluntarily, in
order to humour Socrates. Cf. 331c3—4n.

360e6-362a3: DEFINITIONS AND FAREWELLS

Socrates suggests a reason why he and Protagoras have shifled their views on whether virtue
is teachable: they have yet to define what cirtue is. He then politely proposes that they turn to
discussing the definition of virtue. Protagoras politely refuses. Socrates departs.

360e7—361a1 s ToT Exer T& wepl THS &petiis kal Tf wot Eoriv TS, 1
&peTiy: the contrast between ‘what the thing itself is” and ‘the condition of things
connected with it’ can be illustrated by chemical and medical examples: the
definidons (g312c2n.) ‘salt is sodium chloride’ and ‘rickets is the disease caused
by a deficiency of vitamin D’ say what salt and rickets are themselves, whereas
‘the colour of salt is white’ and ‘rickets often leads to bow legs’ say something
about the condition of things connected with salt and rickets. Elsewhere Plato
marks the contrast by talking of a thing’s oUcia as opposed to its waén (Eutiphr.
11a-b), and of i £oT1; as opposed 1o 6woldv Ti ¢oTi; (e.g. Meno 71b, Grg. 448e,
Chrm. 159a). e7—361ar a6, ) &peth) ‘the thing itself, virtue’, and not just
‘virtue itself’, which would be a¥t 7} &peTt). A feminine noun can sometimes
take a neuter pronoun without there being any particular significance to the
switch of gender (cf. 357c2—3 émoTiuns . . . ToUro). Here, however, the switch of
gender is too obtrusive to be insignificant; cf. 361b3 6Aov and e.g. Meno 71a oUBE
otd 811 TOT £0Ti TO Trapdmrav &peTh TUYXdvw €idws (‘I don’t have even the
slightest knowledge of what on earth the thing itself| virtue, is’), 7%t 146€ yvévan
EmioTHuNY a¥Td 6Tt woT EoTiv (‘to know what the thing itsclf, knowledge, is’),
Rep. 3632 olk a¥rd SikaiooUvny Emaivolves SAAG Tas &at’ aUTiis UBOKINNTELS
(‘praising not the thing itself, justice, but rather the good reputation that comes
from it’).

36122 paxpdv Adyov has contemptuous connotations (32gbzn.). In Grg. 465¢—
466a, Socrates uses different terminology for a speech that has been justifiably
long: ‘I may have done something absurd in that I have made a big and cxtensive
speech [ouyvov Adyov &mroTéTaxa] myself, while not allowing you to make long
speeches [pakpous Adyous]. But I do deserve to be forgiven. When I was making
short remarks, you did not understand me, and you could not copc with the
answer I gave; instead, you needed amplification. So if I cannot cope when you
are giving answers, then you too must give an extended speech [&woTeive kai
oU Adyov); but if I can cope, then allow me to do so.” a4 ) &pTi E§odos Tév
Adywv: a safe translation is ‘the recent outcome of our arguments’. But such a
sense for the compound &§o8os, although natural enough given the elements from
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which it is compounded, is not easily documented elsewhere. And senses that are
casily documented elsewhere may be active here as metaphors: Socrates may be
comparing the arguments to ladies on an outing, to soldiers in an expeditionary
force, or to a chorus leaving the stage at the end of a play (see LSJ s.v. €§o805 (A)

2, 3, I1L3).

361b2—3 xal #) Sikaioouvn kal owdpooUvn kal 1) &vdpela: this distribution of
two articles among three nouns implies, in deference to the view expressed by
Protagoras in 349d3-8, that justice and temperance are the same as one another,
while courage is something different from either. bs 6Aov ‘the whole lot’ ie.

virtue in its entirety. For the gender, cf. 360e7n. and Meno 7gb—c ‘I asked you dAov
eimelv T &peTrjy, but — so far from telling me what virtue itself is ~ you say that

every decd is virtue, so long as it is done with some little bit of virtue, as if you

had already said &Ti &peTr) éoTiv TO 6Aov, and I was already sure to recognise it,

even if you chop it up into little bits.’

36xcx dMyov wévra ‘practically anything’. This idiomatic use of 6Aiyov is short
for &Alyov plus some appropriate part of the verb 8¢iv ‘to be in need of’. By insert-
ing such an expression into a statement, a speaker claims that the statement is not
far short of being strictly and absolutely true. ¢4~6 Boulolunv &v TaUra diek-
eAB6vTas fiuds EEeABeiv kal il THv &peThiv &1 EoTiv, Kal TTéAIY Emoxépacta
mepl aToU eiTe B18axTov elte pf) BidaxTdv: see 312c2—-4nn. on knowing what
virtue is, and on why knowing what virtue is would enable us to know whether
it is tcachable. ¢6 TwoAAd&xis ‘as may well happen’. See LSJ s.v. woAA&g IIL
c6-36xdr  kal tv Ti) oxéyel . . . DoTep kal &v {1 Siavopdji: this apparently
redundant use of xad (literally ‘also in the inspection, as also in the distribution’) is
‘almost confined to prose, and is commonest in Plato and Xenophon’ (GP 324).

361d2 d>s 15 oU: Socrates alludes to what Protagoras said in 321b6—c2. He uses
the present tense, in the understanding that Protagoras still holds what he said
then. Cf. 322e2n., and contrast Eépnoba at 349ci, alluding to a statement which
Protagoras might wish to abandon. d2 Mpounfels . . . d3 wpounBoUuevos:
for the pun, cf. 336b7n.  d4-5 xal el oU E6éAois, Srep xal xat’ &pyas EAeyov,
Hetd ool &v ASioTa TaUTa ouvBiagkomolny: Socrates paraphrases his remark
at 347c1-3. Sce 35924n. for the implications of describing so recent a remark as
‘what I was saying at the start too’. With the loose paraphrase here, contrast the
much greater exactness of Socrates’ rendering at 35ga7—c1 of Protagoras’ remarks
at 349d3-e3. Greater exactness was of course necessary if Socrates’ refutation of
those remarks was to be properly targeted. d6 tyc> pév: cf. 312c7n.

361e1~2 o0te T&Aa olpai koxds elvan &vBpwiros, ¢Oovepds Te fxioT
&vlpcdmreov: the connectives oUTe . . .1e put special stress on Protagoras’ claim to
be ungrudging; see 309b7-8n. eg~4 TGV pitv TnAkoUTwWY Kal Tavus the pév
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apparently marks this out as contrasting with the previous phrase (GP 377-8):
while Socrates is superior to all whom Protagoras meets, his supcriority over his
contemporaries is particularly marked. e4—5 T@v EAAoylnwv yévolo &vdpddv
trrl oodlai is more than simply ‘you might get a reputation for wisdom’. It amounts
almost to ‘you might come to, be ranked with the Seven Sages’ (343a4n.). For this
use of the genitive plural to indicate membership of a well-known group, cf.
316b7n. es elg aUbis: see 347b3n.

362a1—2 épol olmep Epnv lévar méAan pa: cf. 335¢5n. a2 KaAAlon Téd kaAddn:
see 336b7n. ag elwdvres kai dxoUoavTes brings us back full circle to 310ai,
where Socrates’ statement that he had exchanged many remarks with Protagoras
(TroAA& kai elrdov kai drovoas) produced the request for the narrative of which
he now marks the completion. The phrase has none of the intellectual refinements
that Plato attaches to SicAéyeofm (314c4n.). It can be used of any occasion on
which all parties have their say, from a fair trial in a court of law (Eur. Heraclidae
181—3) or an orderly symposium where guests take turns at speaking (347d6—¢1),
to an exchange of insults (Grg 457d) or a defily parried attempt at seduction
(Smp. 21gb).  &mfjipev: the plural perhaps means that Hippocrates, in spite of
his earlier enthusiasm for Protagoras, left with Socrates.
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