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PREFACE

Tuis edition of the Zuthydemus is intended for the use of
University Students and the Highér Forms of Public Schools,
To such readers there will be little force in the objection made
by some critics of a sterner mood that the dialogue is too
amusing, too full of satirical humour and ever broad comedy,
to be worthy of so great a philosopher as Plato. On this
character of the ¢ Literary Form’ of the dialogue see the Intro-
duction, § ii. '

In revising the text I have made no new collation of manu-
scripts, but have depended on the critical apparatus of Schanz
and the revision of the same by Burnet, except as to a few
readings for which I have carefully inspected the phototype of
the Codex Clarkianus in the Bodleian Library.

The only original emendations which I have ventured to
introduce are 271 ¢ 7 kel & for kard, and 286 0 7 Z¥ § dkéheves ;
for obde xehedess.

In attempting to determine the date of the Ewfhydemus and
its relation to the Phaedrus 1 have derived most help from
the Introductions to the latter dialogue by Stalibaum and
Thompson, and from Lutoslawski’s Origin and Growth of
Plald’s Logte,

My best thanks are due to the Delegates of the Clarendon
Press for allowing the work to be published under their auspices,
and to the Secretary and other officials for much valuable
assistance and unfailing kindness during the passage of the
volume through the press.

OXFoRD:
November, 1904,
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I. CONTENTS.

THE Euthydemus is a conversation between Socrates and his
old friend Crito, consisting chiefly of a highly dramatized narrative
of a discussion in which Socrates himself had played a principal
part, the other chief actor being the Sophist from whose name the
dialogue takes its title,

The other persons taking part in the action are Dionysodorus,
the elder brother of Euthydemus ; Cleinias, an ingenuous and band-
some youth of noble birth, first cousin to the famous Alcibiades;
and Ctesiphon, an enthusiastic admirer of Cleinias, a high-spirited
young gentleman of irascible temper and rough and ready speech,
who has been previously introduced in the Lysis {204 C, 205 4,
206 ¢, D) as rallying his sentimental friend Hippothales with a
boisterous kind of wit, :

There are also present many pupils and admirers of the two
Sophists, and on the other hand many young friends of Cleinias.

i. In the opening scene Socrates gives an account to Crito of the
two Sophists with whom he had held a discussion in the Lyceurn
on the previous day. They were natives of Chios, who had migrated
to Thurii, and being banished thence had spent many years in
various parts of Greece, and had recently come to Athens as pro-
fessional teachers of wisdom and virtue. The varied accoraplish-
ments which they had displayed on a former visit are extolled by
Socrates with playful irony. He had never understood before what
true pancratiasts were ; but these men were perfect in every kind of
combat. They could teach men to fight in heavy armour with the
weapons of actual war, or to arm themselves with speeches for
the harder conflicts of the law-courts. They had now set the
crown upon pancratiastic art by making themselves masters of
the ‘eristic philosophy,” an irresistible method of disputation by
which every statement, true and false alike, could be refuted with
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INTRODUCTION

equal certainty., Let Crito come with Socrates to be taught these

noble arts; it was not too late to learn, for the teachers themselves
‘were old men, and had only learned this new system last year. If
Socrates and Crito took their sens with them, they would, no doube,
be admitted as fellow pupils (271 a-272 D),

As Crito wishes to know what sort of wisdom he is to be taught,
Socrates praceeds to describe what had occurred in the Lyceum.
He had been sitting aione in the apodyterivim, and was just rising
up to go away when he was forbidden by the uswal sign (v
Bawpdmer} to leave his seat. The two Sophists presently enter and
walk up and down in the cclonnade, followed by an admiring
-erowd of pupils, Cleinias, accompanied by Ctesippus and other
friends, comes in and sits beside Socrates, On seeing this the
Sophists approach, and seat themselves, Euthydemus beside
Cleinias, and Diodorus on the other side of Socrates, who intro-
duces them to Cleinias with high commendation of their military
and forensic skill, But the brothers receive these compliments
with rude contempt, for they are no longer proud of such minor
accomplishments, but make the lofiier boast of imparting virtue
more perfectly and more quickly than any other men. “The
possessors of such a power, says Socrates, must be divine:
forgive my irreverent speeches, and grant us an exhibition of this
marvelious wisdom: we are all eager to learn, and let the first
experiment be made on Cleinias, for whose advancement in wisdom
and virtue we are all most anxious’ (272 p~275 C).

ii. Before attempting to describe the next scene Socrates, like
the poets (Hom. /L ii. 484), invokes the Muses and ] "VInemosyne to
aid him in so great a task: cf. Z%eqet. 191 D,

Then comes the wonderful exhibition of the Sophists’ skill in
teaching virtue.

Euthydemus. Are those who learn the wise or the unwise (o
aochol §j ol dpadels)?

Cleinias. The wise.

Euthydemus. Do they already know the things which they are
learning ?

Cletnias. No,

Luthydemus. Then the learners are the unwise (duafeis), not the
wise, a8 you suppose.

2
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The chorus of the Sophists’ followers laugh and applaud ; and
before Cleinias has time to recover breath Dionysodorus takes him
in hand.

¢ Which of the schoolboys learn the dictated lesson, the clever or
the stupid (ol coghol # ol dpafeis) P’ The clever’— Then the wise
{oi cogof} are the learners, not the unwise (ol dpafeis), and your
answer to Euthydemus was wrong.’

Amid shouts of applause Euthydemus returns to the attack.

¢ Do the boys learn (parfdvovow) what they know {émioererrar), or

what they do not know ?’—* What they do not know.—* But they
know the letters ¥ *— Yas)—‘ And the letters make up the lesson ? '
‘ Yes -~ Then they learn what they know, and your answer was
wrong.! .
Upon this Diodorus again takes up the bail: *To learn is to re-
ceive knowledge: to knew is to have knowledge. The learners
receive but have not knowledge ! therefore they who do not know
learn, not those who know® (275 C~277 ¢).

Cleinias is quite bewildered, and Socrates interposes to shield
him from a third attack. The Sophists, he says, are only playing
with him, and dancing round him like the Corybantes, and initiat-
ing him by these preparatory rites into the Sophistic mysteries.
They are tripping him up with their verbal fallacies in order to
teach him that a word may be used in more senses than one.
But there has been enough of such play: let them now show
Cleinias how to improve in wisdom and virtue; he will himself
give an example of what he means in his own simple way (277 ¢-
278 D)

All men desire to be happy, in other words to do well (e mpdrrew)
to this end they count many good things necessary, riches, health,
beauty, noble birth, power, honour. To these must be added
temperance, justice, fortitude, wisdom, and goed fortune. But
good fortune is already included in wisdom. In the practice of
every art, in playing the flute, in reading and writing, in naviga-
tion, in war, in medicine the wise are the fortunate, and he who
has wisdom has no further need of fortune,

Moreover all those good things must be used, and used rightly,
in order to make men happy; and to use them rightly there must
be knowledge for a guide. Without it riches and strengih and
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power become even worse than useless, as giving wider opportuni-
ties for ill doing. In shortall such things are in themselves neither
good nor bad : wisdom alone is good, and folly bad, therefore get
wisdom.

But how to get it? Can it be taught, or does if come spon-

taneously? Cleinias replies with youthful confidence, ‘In my

cpinion it can be taught?; and Socrates is delighted to accept so
ready a solution of the great question (278 £-282 b},

Socrates now invites either of the Sophists to discuss the same
subject more scientifically, or to go on to show whether it is neces-
sary to acquire every kind of knowledge, or only some one science
that will suffice to make Cleinias wise and happy. Dionysodorus,
after being assured that they truly and earnestly desire to have
Cleinias made wise, argues that they wish him to be now what he
is not, that is to be no longer what he now is, in fact to be
destroyed. Worthy friends, to wish destruction to the boy!

¢ Destruction on your own head !’ cries Ctesippus, ‘for telling

© such an impious lie about us/—* A e !’ says Euthydemus. ©Is it
possible to tell a lie? By telling the thing of which you speak you
tell a real thing; and he who tells the real thing tells the trath, and
tells no lie. You can do nothing to what is not, you can only speak
what is, that Is, speak truth.—* Yes, of course,’ says Ctesippus, ‘he
speaks in a certain way of real things, but not as they really are.’
~—f*What do you mean?’ says Diodorus. ¢ Do any speak of things
as they are ' Yes, gentlemen, and those who speak the truth,’—
‘Do good men then speak badly of what is bad ?"— Indeed they
do speak very badly of bad men, and if you do not take care, they
will speak badly of you.-* And do they speak greatly of the great,
and hotly of the hot?’— Certainly, and speak frigidly of the frigid
and their frigid arguments.’—¢ You are insclent, Ctesippus, insolent,
I say.’—* Not se, but as a friend I advise you never to say so rudely
in my presence that I wish destruction to my dearest friends®
{282 D-284 E).

Socrates again interposes to keep the peace: ¢ Let us not quarrel
over a word ; if by “destruction” they mean making foolish and
bad men wise and good, let them try the experiment on me, and
boil me, if they please, as in Medea's cauldron.’—¢ Or they may fAay
me like Marsyas,’ said Ctesippus, ‘only let them make virtue, not
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a bottle, out of my hide : but Dionysodorus must not call contra-
diction insolence.

¢ Is contradiction possible?’ said the Sophist, ‘At all events you
could not prove that you ever heard one person contradicting
another,”—¢ That is true; but let us listen now whether I am prov-
ing it to you while Ctesippus is contradicting Dionysodorus’ (see
the note on the passage).

* Would you undertake to argue this? ‘We should not contradict
each other at ali, if we both knew the right definition (\éyev) of each
thing ; but when neither knows the right definition, then we should
contradict each other, or in this case neither wouid speak of the
thing at all. Se when I give the right definition and you some
other, you do not speak of the thing itself at all, and, if you do not
speak, you cannot contradict’ (284 E-286 B).

Ctesippus kept silence, but Socrates said that this argument was
as old as Protagoras or older, and had a wonderful way of tripping
up the speaker himself as well as others., ‘But you can best tell us
the trath about it. Is it 1mpos*31ble to speak or even think what is
false? Is there no such thing as ignorance, or an ignorant man?
Do you really mean this?>—* Refute me if you can,’ said Diony-
sodorus.—*Is refutation possible, if according to your argument
no one speaks what is false ? ¢ No, it is not,” said Futhydemus.—
¢ Neither then did I bid you refute me,* said Dionysedorus.—* Was
it you then that bade me, Euthydemus : for I do not clearly under-
stand these subtleties. However, I am going to ask perhaps
a stupid question: If it is impossible to contradict, to speak or
even think what is false, to be ignorant or in error, pray what are
you come to teach?’ {285 A~287 A).

Dionysodorus tries to evade this troublesome question: ¢ Why
go back to former arguments? Can you make nothing of the pre-

sent ?—¢ They are very difficult,” says Socrates, ¢ for what does this
last phrase, “make nothing of them,” mean (voei), except that
I cannot “refute” them 3’

Dionysodorus has heard enough of that word ‘refute’ (286 E),
and insists on passing to a new question: ‘Can a mere lifeless
word “mean” anything ?’—° It was my stupidity,’ says Socrates;
‘but was I right or wrong ? 1f I was right, you cannot “refute”
me: and if I was wrong, you cannot be right in saying that error

5
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is impossible (287 A). 'This is not going back to the past: for
yeur present argument can only trip one up and then itself fall’
{287 4288 A).

Ctesippus begins again to jeer at the Sophists, but is checked by
Socrates : ‘ They are not vet in earnest, but are playing tricks like
Proteus, and must be held fast till they show themselves in their
true form” He will give them another example of the sort of
teaching which he wishes them to impart, by continuing his argu-
ment with Cleinias,

It was agreed (282 D 1) that philosophy or the acquisition of
knowledge is necessary to make men happy. But what kind of
knowledge? Such as teaches them to make the right use of all
Flther acquirements and advantages, Not the knowledge of heal-
Ing or money-making, nor even a knowledge that would make us
immortal without teaching us to use immortality aright: not the
art of the speech-maker, sublime and inspired though it sometimes
appears ; for some know not how to use the speeches they have
thﬁl‘flse]VES made, and after all it is only a kind of chatm for

fascinating judges and assemblies. Is it then the strategic art that
makes men happy —No, says Cleinias, that is only a kind of man-
hunting ; and bunters and fishermen give over what they catch to
cooks, and geometers and astronomers give their discoveries to
dialecticians to make use of then.

i.ii. At this point the narrative of Socrates is interrupted by
C-f'lt(), who is astonished that ane so young as Cleinias should be so
wise. A long conversation follows, in which Socrates explains that
even the kingly art is found wanting, because it does not fmpart
wisdom or knowledge, and its claim is only an empty boast like
6 Ads Képurbos (260 £-203 A).

iv. Socrates being thus unable, a5 he pretends, to find the kind of
knt?tv}edge that will make men happy entreats the Sophists to be
serious and rescue them from their difficulty, Euthydemus boldly
undertakes to prove that Socrates already possesses the knowledge
of which he is in search: he knows something, nay many things
therefore he knows everything; for he cannot be both knowing:
and not knowing,

¢ Thep you two alse,” says Socrates, ‘know everything.!—{ Yes,’
says Dionysodorus, ‘and all men know all things, if t;ley knm:f
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one.— Good heavens I—for now I see you are in earnest—do you
really know all things, such as carpentering, shoemaking, astro-
nomy, and the number of the sands?>Of course we do) At
this Ctesippus bursts in with an impudent jibe: ‘Does each of
them know how many teeth the other has?’ Some lively banter-
ing follows, and then Euthydemus, still maintaining that Socrates,
as well as themselves, knows all things, insists on having his gues-
tions answered categorically, ¢ Ves’ or ¢ No,’ without any exception
or limitation, and thus proves to his own satisfaction that Socrates
knew all things even before he was born or begotten, and before the
earth and the heaven were made (263 A-206 D).

Socrates now turns their own mode of argument against them:
‘Do 1, or do 1 not, know that the good are unjust?’--¢ Yes,” says
Euthydemus. ¢You know that they are not unjust’—* Bug that is
not what I ask. How do I know that they a»z unjust '—* You do
not know it at all’ says Dionysodorus; but he is reproved by
Euthydemus for spoiling the argument, by admitting that Socrates
is at the same time knowing and not knowing. ‘

¢ Must not your brother, who knows all things, be right?’~* Am
1 his brother ¥’ says Dionysodorus, trying again to change the
argument. To this Socrates replies: ¢ I cannot fight two at once;
even Hercules calied his nephew Iolaus to help him.'— Was Jolaus
any more Hercules’ nephew than yours?'—fAs you will not let
Euthydemus answer my question, I must, I suppose, answer yours:
Iolaus was Hercules’ nephew, not mine at all, not being the son
of my brother Patrocles— Is Patrocles your brother?’—fYes, on
the mother’s side, not on the father's.——* Then he both is and
is not your brother.—* Not on the father’s side : Chaeredemus was
his father, Sophroniscus mine'—¢ Then Chaeredemus, being dif-
ferent from a father, was not a father ; and so Sophroniscus, in like -
manner being different from a father, was not a father: so you,
Socrates, had no father ’ (296 D-298 B},

This style of argument suits Ctesippus : ¢ Your father, you say,
is also my father, and father of all, both men and beasts; you
therefore are the brother of gudgeons and puppies and littie pigs.-—
¢ So are you,’ says Dionysodorus: ‘your dog is a father of puppies,
and he is yours; therefore he is your father, and you are the
puppies’ brother, 'When you beat your dog, you beat your own

7
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father’—‘1 would much rather beat your father for begetting such
wise sons,’ replies Ctesippus.

Then follows an argument with Euthydemus about having too
much of a good thing: a whole cartload of hellebore would be too
much for a sick man, unless he were as big as the statue at Delphi
but one shield and spear would not be enough for a Geryon or
Briareus {298 B-299 ).

Diodorus here comes to his brother’s aid: * Gold you admit is
good; then the happiest man must be one who has most gold:
gold in his stomach, and skall, and both eyes’)-—*Ves, indeed,’
said Ctesippus, turning to Euthydemus, ‘they say that among
the Scythians the bappiest and bravest men have much gold in
their own skulls, and drink out of their own skulls, and holding their
own heads in their hands, see into the inside.’

Eathydemus, catching at the word ‘see, carries on the argu-
ment by quibbling about the double meaning of Svvard épav, ¢ able
to see,’ or ‘able to be seen,’ of orydrra Aéyew, and Néyorra ceyiy,
until Ctesippus asks, ‘Do all things speak, or all keep silence p'—
‘Neither and both,’ cries Dionysodoras; and Ctesippus with a
ioud laugh declares that by this ‘both’ he has ruined his argument
and is beaten and done for (dméhehe alluding perhaps to 283 D, B),

Cleinias laughs with delight, and Ctesippus swells with pride,
*Why do you laugh,’ says Socrates, ‘at things so important and
. beautiful ?*--¢ Are beantiful things different from beauty or the
same?’ asks Dionysodorus. Socrates pretends to be puzzled and
sorry to have spoken, but answers that they are different from
beauty itself, though some beauty is present with each,— Then if
an ox be present with you, you are an ox, and because I am
present with you now, you are Dionysodorus?’—‘ Heaven forbid,’
said Socrates—‘But in what way must one thing be present to
another in order that this other may be other (than it was)?'—
‘Do you doubt about that 2’—¢ Of course I doubt about what is
not possible)—f Is not the same same, and the other other?
Even a child could not doubt that the other is other” (Soccrates
here confounds the Sophist by his own device of using ‘other’ in
different senses ; see the note on 301 B 1), ¢ This point, Dionyso-
dorus, you missed on purpose, but in other respects your dialectic
is excellent)’

8
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Thus encouraged Dionysodorus proceeds in his own fashion to
prove the propriety of boiling the cook, smiting the smith, and
making pots of the potter. Further he makes Socrates admit that
he may give, or sell, or slay his own animals, and that since his
gods Zeus, Apolio, or Athene having souls are animals, he may
give, sell, or slay them. Socrates is struck dumb, but Ctesippus
cries * Bravo Hercules, what a fine argument!® *Is “Bravo Her-
cules,” or ¢ Hercules Bravo™? * O Poseidon, what clever argu-
ments! I give up, says Ctesippus; ¢ they are irresistible.’

Not only are the admirers of Euthydemus bursting with
delight, but the very columns of the portico seem to ring with
laughter and applause. Socrates, as if enchanted by the Sophists’
wisdom, extols ironically their utter disregard of other men’s
opinions, who would be ashamed to conquer by such arguments,
and slyly adds that by denying all predication {30t B 3), and
declaring that nothing is either beautiful, or good, or white, they
sew up other men's mouths and their own also, a delightful resuit
that does away all offence. But the most marvellous thing is that
they can teach others so quickly, as was seen when Ctesippus beat
them with their own weapons. So they must not exhibit their
skill in pablic, but only argue with each other alone, or with those
who will pay them ; such rare wisdom is of toe great price to be
made as common as water ; but he begs them to receive him and
Cleinias as pupils (303 B-304 B) '

v. Having ended his narrative of the discassion with the Sophists
Socrates playfully invites Crito to become bis fellow-pupil. But
Crito declines the proposal, and tells how he had met a certain
person who had heard the discussion, and criticized it as an
unworthy fuss about worthless matters. Philosophy itself he said
was good for nothing, and Crito would bave been ashamed if he.
had heard how Socrates gave himself up to the Sophists. Socrates
ascertains that the critic was no orator, but one of the speech-
writers who being neither philosophers nor statesmen, but halfway
between the two, tried to disparage real philosophers as their only
rivals in wisdom, and shrank from all personal discussion lest they
might be worsted by the fallacious tricks of the Sophists, which
they supposed to be practised by the philosophers aiso. Crito
might well be afraid of entrusting the education of his sons to

9
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impostors such as the Sophists, but let him satisfy himself as to
tl'ze value of true philosophy, and then both study and practise it
himself, and encourage his sons to do the same (304 8-307 C).

i{I. THE LITERARY FORM.

- In the foregoing sketch of the contents of the dialogue we see
that its general form and arrangement are clearly marked.

The main subject is the narration by Socrates of a discussion
hetween himself and the Sophists ; but this is set in the frame of
a conversation between Socrates and Crite, which both forms the
introduction (271 A-272 D), and is resumed in the middle (290 B~
203 A} and at the end of the discussion {304 B-the end).

Apart from this conversation the narrative of the discussion itself
may be regarded as a drama in five scenes distinguished by the
different characters who speak in each. Cf. Bonits, Plafonische
Studien, ii. p. 258.

8o, 1. Euthydemus, Dionysodorus, Cleinias, Socrates (272 &
277 C). '

8e. 2. Socrates, Cleinias (277 D-282 E).

Se. 8. Dionysodorus, Socrates, Ctesippus, Euthydemus (283 A~
288 B).

8e. 4, Socrates, Cleinias (288 B-290 D).

Se. 5. Futhydemus, Secrates, Dionysodorus, Ctesippus (293 D~
304 B).

This dramatic form is more prominent in the Euthydemus than
in any other of the Platonic dialogues, and from the allusions to
a chorus and choric dancing in 276 8 and 277 D we may infer
that it was consciously adopted by Plato in order to give the
most vivid expression to the contrast between the methods of
argument practised by Socrates and the Sophists. This pecu-
liar character of the dialogue has been noticed by nearly every
critic, and particularly by Archer Butler, Lectures on Ancient
Phtlosophy, ii. 241 ¢ We can never rightly estimate the labours of
Plato unless we regard his writings as themselves works of art no
less than transcripts of doctrine. His versatility in the dramatic
representation of character has made some of his dialogues far
meore resemble what we should call “ Genteel Comedy” than a
philosophical exposition. Thus the entire Eusiydemus is nothing

j{s :
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less than a dramatic satire, of boundless humour and variety,
upon the follies of the Sophistic professors, and assuredly lies
much nearer to Aristophanes than to Aristotle.’

But it is strange, as Schieiermacher remarks in his Introduction,
¢ shat attention has always been exclusively given to this sophis-
tical dramatizing, when to every reader the dialogue presents more
important matter, a general philosophical bearing, and a visible
reference to other Platonic writings” It is not in the depth of the

‘arguments employed, but in the liveliness of the action and the

incisive force of the satire that the excellence of Plato’s worl is in
this case to be recognized.

1f therefore we ever find the Enthydemus regarded as little better
than a farce and quite unworthy of the genius of Plato, we may
wonder whether the critic has quite appreciated the subtle irony,
and detected the important truths that underlie the playful lan-
guage. Socrates i in fact represented throughout as giving full
play to his satirical humour, and fooling the Sophists to the top of
their bent by pretending to be averpowered by their arguments, to
marvel at their supernatural wisdom, and even to address them as
absolutely divine (273 E, 266 D). As Euthydemus and his brother
are represented in the dialogue as old men, it is not likely that they
were still living at the time when Plato wrote; but it is evident that
they were men of a very inferior stamp, hoth socially and mentally,
to the greater Sophists such as Protagoras or Gorgias, and were
chosen to represent the degenerate class on whom the magnificent
Isocrates pours such unmitigated contempt in his oration Against
the Sophists, 291 D. It was thus easier for Plato to make the con-
trast between them and Socrates the more striking. Dionysodorus
in particular is represented as even more shallow and ignorant than
his brother {297 &) : his coarse insolence and stupid attempts at
wit (283 D, 297 D) serve to justify the introduction on the other
side of such a character as Ctesippus. Thus the anger of Plato,
guided by his dramatic instinct, finds an outlet in the guarrels of
these minor characters for the unsparing sarcasm and vehement
reproaches which serve as a foil to the delicate satire and ironical
compliments of Socrates. We can hardly fail to be reminded how
often the broadest farce is allowed to alternate with the most tragic
and pathetic scenes in Shakespeare. )
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1L THE GENERAL PURPOSE.

It is evident from the foregoing sketch of the contents, and is in
fact universally admitted, that the main purpose of the Futhydenus
is ¢ to represent the opposition of Sucratic and Sophistic views with
regard to their value in the training and education of youth’
(Zeller, Plato, ch. ii, note g4).

“The peculiar point of view of the Euthydemus was long since
rightly indicated by Welcker. . . . If we assume that Plato is here
.. . attacking a corrupt kind of education, which though essentially
worthless is yet through the approval of the muititude not unimpor-
tant for the moment, and that its chief excellence is therefore to
be looked for not in the depth of the counter arguments but in the
vigour of the action and satirical description, all agrees well under
this point of view ' (Bonitz, Plalon, Stud. il. 278). ¢ The vocation of
philosophy to be the true educator of youth is vindicated in oppe-
sition to sophistry (* Scheinweisheit '} which weould usurp its place,
and this through the representation of each in action’ (ibid. 276 fin.).

This purpese is clearly indicated in the case of Cleinias by the
desire of his friends that he should be persuaded to pursue the
study of philosophy and of virtue (275 A 6}, and again at the end
of the dialogue in the anxiety of Crito about the education of his
sons (306 D 2).

The professed aim of the two systems of education thus con-
trasted is the same, namely to promote the study of wisdom and
virtue in all men, and especially in the young (273D 8, 275 4 1,
278 D 3, 282 1 3).  But in the wethods adopted on either side,
and in the zesul#s attained, there is the most striking contrast,

"The Sophists employ the commonest logical fallacies and the
most trifling verbal quibbles (275 D 3-277 € 7}, and the result is
that they fully succeed in reducing the mind of an intelligent and
ingenuous youth to utter confusion, and expose him to the vulgar
" ridicule of their own disciples (276 B, D}, while Ctesippus in
revenge turns their own weapons dgainst them with well-deserved
flouts and jeers (284 E, 283 B).

In the strongest possible contrast to this exhibition of Sophistic
folly Plato presents an example of true Socratic teaching,

iz

IIL. THE GENERAL PURPOSE

Its aim is to guide and encourage Cleinias in the pursuit of
wisdom and virtue (278 D). The method adopted is to propose
for consideration a serious and important suhject, the universal
desire for happiness. First there is an enumeration of the good

‘things on which bappiness is sapposed to depend, and then it is

shown by a scientific process of anpalysis——the division of concepts

—that these things contribute to happiness only when rightly used.
under the guidance of knowledge, which does not come to a man

by nature or accident, but by teaching and careful study {282 D).

In continvation {288 D} several kinds of special knowledge,
thetoric, strategy, and government, are found incapable of making
men virtuous and happy, the result, so far as Cleinias is concerned,
being that he takes part in the discussion with a growing intelli-
gence that excites the admiration of Crito (290 E), while the
general inference that philosophy alone can make men wise and
good, though clearly indicated, is not expressed in this dialogue but
left for further consideration {292 ®).

In the renewal of the discussion the contrast between this example
of Socratic teaching and that of the Sophists is made more glaring
by a series of captious questions, quibbling answers, fallacies and
paradoxes, which wiil be noticed more fully in a later section.
Meanwhile it will be sufficient to quote an admirable description
of the ¢ Eristic” art of disputation as practised by the Sophists,
and illustrated in the Ewthydemuns, from Zeller's Pre-Socratic
FPhilosoply, 1i. 462, Eng. Tr.: ‘We get a vivid picture of the
Sophistic art of disputation, as it was constituted in later times, in
Plate’s dialogue of Euthydemus, and in Aristotle’s Treatise on
Fallacies; and though we must not forget that the one is a satire
written with all poetic freedom, and the other a universal theory
which there is no reason to restrict to the Sophists in the narrower
sense or to anything historical, yet the harmony of these descrip-
tions one with the other, and with other accounts, shows that we
are justified in applying them in all their essential features to the
Sophistic teaching., What they tell us is certainly not much to its
advantage. The Eristics were not concerned about any scientific
result; their object was to invelve their adversary or interlocutor
in confusion and difficulties from which he could find no way of
escape, so that every answer that he gave seemed incorrect ' ibid.
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Nore, ‘The dpukra épurfuara of which the Sophist boasts,
Euthyd, 275 &, 276 B/

Ibid. 463. ‘If a discussion is uncomfortable to the Sophist, he
evades it®; if an answer is desired of him, he insists on asking
questions *; if any one tries to escape from ambiguous questions
by closer definition, he demands * Yes or “No?3; if he thinks
his adversary knows of an answer, he begins by deprecating all
that can possibly be said on that side?; if he is accused of con~
tradicting himself, he protests against bringing forward things that
are done with long ago®.  If he has no other resource, he stupefies
his adversary with speeches the absurdity of which precludes any
reply 8.

iV. THE SPECIAL OCCASION.

Besides the general purpose of vindicating the claims of true
science in the education of the young, and of distinguishing the
Socratic teaching from that of the Sophists, there is a certain
character of the dialogue that calls for further explanation. It is
evident from the whole tone and temper of the discussion, and
especialiy of the final conversation between Socrates and Crite,
that it was written in a mood of unusual irritation due to some
more personal cause than the standing opposition between Plato
and the Sophists. It is generally supposed that this angry feeling
had been roused by the envious attacks of rival teachers, and many
attempts have been made to identify the persons whose doctrines
are criticized or caricatured both in the body of the dialogue and in
the portrait of the Aoyoypdgoes inn 305 €.

The name of Lysias is naturally one of the first to occur to any
one who thinks of the unfriendly feeling between him and Plato.
Athenaeus, in one of his bitter attacks upon Plato (xiil. 611), quotes
part of a speech of Lysias in order to take down ‘the arrogance
{Bpérfos) of the philosophers.”’ The speech was written for the

1 Euthyd, 287 B squ., 267 8, 209 A, &ic.

? 287 B sG., 295 B 5Gq.

? 205 & §q., 207 D 5qq. .

¢ Thrasymachus in Plato, Keg. 1, 336 C, 337 A. .

5 This is dene with the most delightful naivedd in Futhyd, 287 8,
¢ Buthyd. 2930, 208 D, 303 A.
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prosecution of Aeschines Socraticus, whom Lysias charges with
crimes especially disgraceful to one ¢ who had been a disciple of
Socrates, and talled so finely about justice and virtue” Cf. Ast.
Lex, Plat. “Zoduoris a Lysia dictus est Plato una cum Aeschine
Socratico, ap. Aristid. ¢. Plat. ii.” In the oration of Aristides,
p. 192, he speaks of Plato as raw ‘Pyréper marépe kai Siddoxahey
(Fabric. B2bl. Gr. vol. iv. 386).

Plato’s feeling towards Lysias is sufficiently evident in the
Phaedrus; but in the description of the loyoypdgos at the end

- of the Ewihydemus there is one feature which shows that it cannot

be meant for him. For ‘Lysias did on one memorable occasion
plead his own cause. The excellent speech Kara 'Eparoc@ivevs was
delivered by him during his brief tenure of the Athenian franchise’
(Thompson, Phaedrus, 181, n. 8): of. K. O. Miller, Lzt, of Ancient
Greece, 496,

Schlelermacher, in his introduction to the dialogue, snggests that
Antisthenes was. one of the persons whom Plato assails under the
names of the less important Sophists Euthydemus and Diony-
sodorus.

Antisthenes (ci7e, 445-371 B.C.) was at first a pupil of Gorgias,
but afterwards a devoted disciple and friend of Socrates, at whose
death he was present (Phaed. 59 Bl In imitation of the self-
denijal and patient endurance of Socrates, Antisthenes became the
founder of the Cynic sect (Diog, Laert. vi. 2). The many anec-
dotes recorded of him contain abundant evidence of the ili-feeling
which existed between him and Plato. Having been toid that
Plato spoke ill of him, *It is a kinglike fate,’ he said, ‘to do good
and to be evil spoken of?  On mesting Plato, who had been sick,
‘1see,’ said Antisthenes, ‘you have got xid of your bile, but not
of your conceit.’ .

Another anecdote preserved by Diogenes Laertius (iii. 35) not
only suggests a cause for this jll-will, but also indicates a direct
connexion between Antisthenes and a passage in our dialogue.
Plate being once invited by Antisthenes to hear him read a philo-
sophic treatise inguired what the subject was to be, and, when told
that it was an argument to prove the non-existence of contradiction
(mepl rob py elvar durdéyew), replied, ¢ How then do you write about
it, since it is non-existent?’ The argument, as Plato showed, can
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be turned round (mepirpémerad), for ph elvac is itself & contradiction.
Hereupon Antisthenes wrote a dialogue against Plato, merely
changing the name to Satho.

In Euthydemus 285 D 7-286 B 6 there is an unmistakable allu-
sion to this paradoxical doctrine of Antisthenes, which is also men-~
tioned by Aristotle, Zop. i. 11, 4, and again Mefaph. iv. 29, 4“0 bé
Preudije Adyos odfevde doriy SmAds Adyos. A "Avmiobéms dero elmdids
ey Ay Ayeabut whw 76 olkelp Moy &y & dude €6 By ovvéfBawe
elvae dyTihdyety, oxedor 8¢ pydé Yreidecfae. The meaning of Aristotle
in this passage is well explained by Zeller (Part i, Outlines, Eng. T,
p. 118): ‘In passionate contradiction fo the Platonic ideas he
(Antisthenes} allowed the individual being only to exist, and hence
demanded that everything should receive its own name (the olreios
Aéyos) and no other, From this he deduced the cr,:mclusion
{apparently after the pattern of Gorgias) that no subject can
receive a predicate of a different nature. He rejected, therefcfe,
definition by characteristic marks; only for what was composite
would he allow an enumeration of its constituent parts. What was
simple might be explained by comparison with something else, but
it couid not be defined, With Protagoras he maintained that no
man covld contradict himself, for if he said what was different,
he was speaking of different things. Thus he gave a thoroughly
Sophistic turn to the Socratic philosophy of concepts.! Compare
Zeller, Socrates, chap. xiii Cynic Logic; Bonite, Platon. Stud, 284,
who argues that the opposition between the doctrines of Antisthenes
and Plato, the paradoxical form and inconsistency (¢ Erfelglosigkeit?)
in the philosophy of Antisthenes, and the ludicrous applications
which might be made of his dogmas, render it quite conceivable
that Plato reckoned him among the Sophists, and that he actually
did so is placed beyond doubt by such passages as 283 E, 285 &.

The same opinion is expressed by Zeller (Plafo, p. 84, note 94),
who writes that in the exposition of his subject ¢ Plato had to do,
not merely with the views of the elder Sophists and their later
developments, but also ... with Antisthenes, who seemed to him
in true Sophistic fashion to destroy all possibility of cognition, to
confuse Socratic with Sophistic views and thereby spoil them.’

We can well believe therefore that the satire of the Euwtdydemus
was in certain passages directed against Antisthenes: but his
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character does not so fully correspond to the particular description
in 304 D as to justify the opinion that he was the rhetorician and
speech-writer there described.

Winckelmann {(Proleg. xxxiv) thinks that the description of the
Aoyoypdepos is intended for Thrasymachus of Chalcedon, the Sophist
who argues so vehemently against Socrates on the nature of Justice
in the first book of the Republic. In the PZaedrus he is mentioned
(261 ¢} as a leading Sophist with Gorgias and Theodorus, and in
266 € as a teacher of rhetoric to all who would pay for it (of &»

Bwpopopely abrois bs Basheiow 0waw). Again in Phaedr. 267 C

he is described as a master of the art of pathetic commonplace :
for ‘the ““sorrows of a poor old man ™ no one is better than the
Chalcedonian giant’ (Jowett), In the same passage the words
immediately following, dpyioar re af molhods dua Sewds iy yéyover,
vai ek dpyopdvors indBuv xqhey, be &, evidently point to some
boastful expressions of Thrasymachus, to which there seems to be
an allusion in Zuthydem. 290 A § plv yip vav Emebav (réxiy), Exedy
TE . o o kal vowv kfhyols dorw, §) 8¢ Bicaordy Te xal dchnoiaoTikde
xat Téy Ehhor Sxdov kiAnols ve kal mapapvlia Tvyydre ofoa. Not less
striking is the similarity between the preceding passage of Euthy-
demus and Plat Pel. 358 B ©pavipayos ydp pot daiverat wpetatrepor
7ol Séorros imb oot Gomwep Edus knhndivas.

It thus seems highly probable that Thrasymachus is alluded to
in Euthydem. 2o A but when Winckelmann tries to prove that
be is the Aoyoypddos referred to in the close of the dialogue, we find
that the testimony to which he appeals is quite inadequate to the
conclusion. In Cic, De Qrat. iti. 16, Thrasymachus is named among
the rhetoricians ¢ qui minus ipsi in republica versarentur, sed huius
tamen eiusdem sapientiae doctores essent, ut Gorgias, Thrasymachus,
Isocrates.” Neither here nor in Quintilian, /ust, Orazor. iii 1 ¢ Com-~
munes locos tractasse dicuntur Protagoras, Gorgias, Prodicus et
Thrasymachus,’ is there the slightest indication of his having written
speeches for others to deliver in the law-courts, and the absence of
a feature which is so prominent in the description in 304 I, 305
B, C, makes it impossible to suppose that he is the person meant.

We have therefore still to inquire who is the individual, if any,
there described. In the statement of Crito, 304 ® 5, that he is
quoting the very words this person used (oivwoi ydp mas xal ehre
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Tois dwdpaat) there is ‘an intimation,' says Thompson, p. 181, ¢ that
some one in particular is meant.’ And the maporopacia, dfior
dratiav, and general style of the quotation, may probably be meant
to imitate the affected language of Isocrates, Certainly the descrip-
tion which follows seems to correspond with his character as clearly
displayed in his writings.

() It is almost impossible to open any page of his extant
orations without finding abundant evidence that he was dvip
oldjevos mévu elvar oodbs {Futhyd. 304 D), one of those who ofov-
Fan elvar wdvrev ooddraror dvlpdmov, mpds 8¢ 7§ elvar xal Soxelv
wévv wapd wolhols (305 C). A single example must suffice, taken
from the Panmegyrica (43 D), an oration published in 380 B.C.,
when Isocrates was fifty-five years old: “Eyd & #iv m) kai rod

- - ~ ~ - Il 3

mpdyparos délws elmo xal tis 86ys hs luavrod kal vod xpdeow uh _
r n - x + =

povov tab mept voy Myor fpiv Surpiplévros ARG kal eipmavres of

BeBlowka, mapaehetopar pndepiar pot guyyrduny €xewr, dAAG karayehdy
xak keragporeis obdey yip 8 vt Tév Toobrey obk dfids elp wdoysty, ciwep
pndey véy ENNey Stapépor ofire peydhas moodpar rés broayéves,

(i} The next trait, rolrey ris é» mepl rovs Adyous Tods els v
Suwasripia Sewdv (304 D, 305 B), is proved to be true of Isocrates by
the fact that several of such speeches are included in his remaining
works. But in his latter years he was very sore at being reminded
of his former occupation: ‘For I know that some of the Sophists
speak ill of my occupation, and say that it has to do with writing
speeches for the law-courts, and in this they act just as if one
should dare to call Pheidias who built the temple of Athena a doli-
maker (xopowhdfov), or say that Zeuxis and Parrhasius practised
the same art as the sign-painters : nevertheless I bave never yet
taken revenge for this their detraction’ {(Awniidosis, 310 B).

(iii} The sentence phrwp tis, } 76w rods roodrovs clamepmirrov,
mourys Tév Mywy ols of prropes dywviforrat; and “Hrora v Tdv Ala,
Pirap, obde oluaw wbmoer’ abréy émi Suacrhpioy dvaBeBnrévar (Enihyd,
305 B~C} point evidently at Isocrates, who from timidity and weak-
ness of health always shrank from appearing in person in any
public assembly or court (Isocr, Panathen, 234 D). Cf dwmitid 3184
"Eud 8 oddels mdwod' ébpakey ot v Tois aquvelplots obre wepl tas dva
Kkpiaes olir’ éml rols Sikaoryplows obire mods vois Sarrnrais, AN obrws
dméyopar Tobrey dndsrey bs oddels #\hos réy moherén,
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Plutarch in the Life of Isecrates, Mor. 837 A, says that the only

-speech he ever delivered in public was this, the De Antidosi,

which we know was not composed till 355 B.C,, when he was in
his eighty-second year, long after the incident to which it refers :
in fact Tsocrates himself explains that it was only intended to show
what his manner of life had been, and how he might have pleaded
in excusing himself from undertaking the trierarchy, which he had
actually accepted,

(iv) The next feature in the description of the unnamed writer of

_speeches is thoroughly characteristic of Isocrates. Ofrot vap eloe

péy, & Kpiray, abs ¥py Mpddikos pedipia dhooddou e drdpds kat mohe-
kol (Euthyd. 305 C). Sopal 8¢ Hyotwrar el mdvy eldras® perpias
uév yap pdogoplas Eyew, perplos 8 mohirtkdy, wdww é8 elkdros Adyovr
peréyey yap dpgporépwy Soor et (ibid. 305 D).

" In these passages ‘ we are inevitably reminded of the description
of Isocrates in the Phaedris, as one in whose genius &veori Tig
pihosogpia’ (Thompson, Phaedrus, p. 181).

We may add that the two passages exactly summarize the mean-
ing of a long passage in the De Antidesi, 276-290, in which
Isocrates, after protesting against the Platonic philosophy (rjw
Rahovpéogy S river Pikovatlar ol shvar i) proceeds to say coods
uér vopile vods rais éfais émurvyxdvew Gs ént 1é mohd Tob Behriorov
Suvapévovs, Ppihoodpous 8¢ rods &y rebras Suarpifovras é£ dv rdyiora
Agrovrat iy rowdryy ppdenein,

‘The finishing touch in the pletare—(v} ékrds & dvres wuwivey
kal dydvev kaprobodu. Tiv codlav—agrees perfectly with the account
of himself and his own way of life, which is given by Isocrates with
no little self-gratulation in the An#fdosis’ (Thompson, ibid.). See .
especially Antid. 162 v péy fovxioy xal iy drpaypootvgy dyandy
.« EmaTe vév Biov Hdle voplvas elvar Tobroy A vdy vév madA& wparTéy-
Tov. The expression kaprodofar thv coplay and the SYIOnYINOus
phrase drohéhavka 7ot mpdyparos (Antid. 208) both refer to the
enormous payments which Isocrates received for his teaching and
his speeches. That he was the person to whom this description
was meant to apply will be made even more evident when we come
to examine a passage in which ke is mentioned by name at the
close of the Phaedrus. In fact the combination of a smattering
of philosophy, a measure of political knowledge, great talent as
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a writer of forensic speeches, and a boundless and intolerant vanity,
is one which we find in the writings of Isocrates and in no others
of that epoch’ (Thompson, p. 18z).

‘No one will doubt any more that the episode at the end of the
dialogue is aimed against Isocrates’ {Sudhaus, Rzsin. Mus. xliv.
52), ‘Hunc (Isocratem) esse anonymum de quo ibi sermo est,
hodie inter omnes constat’ (¥, Susemihl, Dz Plar. Phaedro et
Ls0cr, ¢, Sophistas oratione, p. xi). '

V. DATE OF THE DIALOGUE.

¢ The date of the Euthydemus we have absolutely no means of
determining, and, if we set aside tradition, that of the FPhasdrus
may be said perhaps to be equally uncertain ’ {Thompson, Phae-
drus, Appendix ii. 183).

After such a pronouncement from the late Master of Trinity it
may appear presumptuous even to try to determine the approxi-
mate dates of the two dialogues, and their mutual relation. But
the attempt, I believe, is not hopeless, and in any case can hardiy
fail to be instructive. Several of Dr, Thompson’s own remarks
seem to point to what we believe to be the right conclusion.

We have seen reason to believe that Isocrates, though not men-
tioned by name in the Eunthydemus, is the person indicated by the
description of the clever speech-writer (Aoyoypddos) at the end of
the dialogue,

In the Plaedrus Isocrates is mentioned by name in a passage
which we shall have to examine carefully in its bearing upon the con-
nexion between the two Platonic dialogues and the relation of each
to the oration of Isocrates Agadnst the Sophists. Before entering
upon this inquiry it is desirable to draw particular attention to the
fact that the three works are all concerned with the merits and
faults of rival methods of education as practised by the teachers of
rhetoric, by the Sophists, and by Socrates and his followers,

We begin with the Phaedrus.

The question concerning the date of this dialogue is difficult and
much disputed. The oldest opinion, dating from the third century
after Christ, is the tradition mentioned by Diogenes Laertius in
the Life of Plato, iil, 25 Néyos 8¢ mpirov ypajar adrdv viv ®aibpor
kal yap Exer perpariadés e vé wpéfhgua, From the frst scholion on
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the Phaedrus we learn that the tradition was repeated in the filth
century by Olympiodorus, the master of Proclus: the notion that it
was founded by Diogenes on the authority of Euphorion (. 240 B.C.),
Panaetius {c. 143 B.C.) arose from a corrupt reading in Diog. Laer.
Adyor, corrected by Cobet to Adyes. CL Thompson, Plhaedrus, xxiii.
H. Usener, Aéfassungszeit des platonischen Phaidyros, assigns the
dialogue to the first half of 402 B.C, partly, as it seems, on the
ground of the tradition, and partly upon the erroneous notion of
Spengel, that the Kard rév Sodeordr of Isocrates was written as
much as fifty years before the 'Avrifoges, on which see p. 32 below.

A comparison of the contents and character of the Phaedrus
with those of the dialogues known to have been written before or
soon after the death of Socrates, B.C. 399, shows beyond all ques-
tion that so mature & work could not possibly have been written
by so young a man as Plato was at the still earlier date to which
the ‘ tradition’ would assign it. ‘When Socrates died, the philo-
sophical education of Plate had but completed its first stage. The
acquaintance with other more ambitious systems which his travels
enabled him to acquire or to perfect, though it never disturbed his
reverence forthe teacher of his youth, greatly enlarged his views of
philosophyandthe philosophiccalling’ (Thompson, Phaedrus, p.154).

On the other hand a very much later date is proposed by Luto-~
slawslki, who adopts (p. 352) a short and easy method of solving the
difficulty. ¢ Thompson has made it evident to the attentive reader
of the four dissertations accompanying his edition of the Phae-
drus (Introduction and three Appendices) that this dialogue was
written after the Panegyricus of Isocrates, that is after 380; and
before the death of Lysias, that is before 378, This is such an
exact determination of date as is possible only for a very few
Platonic dialogues.

Every student of Plato would have reason to be grateful indeed
to the author of this discovery, if it were true. But unfortunately
it is based upon a misapprehension of Dr. Thompson’s meaning ;
in a note on p. 178 of his edition he compares Phaedr. 167 A
with Isocr. Panegyricus, § 8, and remarks that ¢Plato jeeringly
attributes this boast to Tisias and Gorgias: Isocratesadoptsit as his
own in perfect seriousness. The date of the Pancgyricus is B.C. 380

This does not mean that the Pasegyricus was written before the
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Phaedrns, but on the contrary that Isocrates seriously appropriates
wh‘at Plato has previously held up to ridicule. That Isocrates was
quite capable of doing this will appear in another instance pre-
sently : see p. 31.

Lutosiawski, however, adds a more important remark: ‘ The
same argument has been independently and with far greater assur-
ance produced by Teichmiiller in 1881 (Literarische Fehden, vol. 1.
PP. 57~82), and has never been refuted.’ '

Teichmiiller's long argument on Z%e Phasdrus of Plato and the
Pamg_;-frz'cw of Isocrates (Lit. Fekd. i, 3) is summarized by Luto-
slawski, p, 348, It is based upon several fundamental errors,

(1} He misunderstands the ironical nature of the prophecy con-
cerning Isocrates in Phaedrus 279, on which see p- 26 helow.

(2) In particalar he misapplies the words rode Adyous ofs iy men
xetpel, referring them to the time at which Plato wrote instead
of the scende date at which Socrates speaks,

(3) He makes the same mistake as Lutoslawski on the relation
between the parallel passages Phacdy. 167 A and Panegyr. § 8.

(4) He fails to notice the statement in the Life of Isocrates
{Plat. ii. 8§37 ¥), that ‘in composing the Panegyricus he spent ten
years, and some say fifteen.” Cf Quintil. fust Orafor, % 5: ‘Pane-
gyricum lIsocratis, qui parcissime, decem annis dicunt elaboratum.’

If we adopt this ‘ most moderate’ statement, it is still evident that
the passage Paneg. § 8 may have been written at any time between
390 and 380 B.C., the date of publication, and could therefore afford no
closer criterion of the relative date of the passage in the Phaadrus,

FOF more trustworthy evidence we must have recourse to an
examination of the contents and purpose of the Phacdrus itself,
and of any apparent allusions to it in other dialogues of Plato or
Isocrates.

During the ten or eleven years that followed the death of
Saocrates (399 B.C.) Plato had written and studied and taught and

travelled much, In the course of his travels there had been many
opportunities for personal intercourse with the leaders of the chief
sclfools of philosopby ; at Megara with Eucleides, at Cyrene with
Aristippus, at Tarentum with Archytas and other Pythagoreans, at
\{elia with the Eleatics, and in Sicily with the Sophistical theto-
ricians of .the school of Corax, Tisias, and Gorgias,
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On hisreturn to Athens in 388 B.C. with this enlarged knowledge
of the existing schools of philesophy, and with the principles of his
own system more clearly defined and confirmed by comparison [
with others, Plato was fully prepared to take a leading part in
education as a public teacher of philesophy, Accordingly in the
year 387 B.C. be opened his famous schoel in the Academy.

In Athens at this time the field of education was chiefly occupied
by two classes of teachers, both as bitterly opposed to Plato as they
were to each other. His old enemies the Eristic Sophists had sunk
to the lowest depths of chicanery and imposture, ‘ their only care
being to make money from the young,” Isocr, Hel Encom. 209 B,
while ¢ they put so low a valueon ail the virtue and happiness which
they professed to impart, that they were not ashamed to accept so
little as three or four minae in payment, ddw. Sophist, 291 D.

Isocrates himself was not less eager to make money, but on
a far grander scale, and by more magnificent professions. From
the time of Pericles oratory had been the ruling power in the state,
and though its inflience over the passions of the democracy had
too often led to crime and disaster, it was still the favourite study
of all young men whose wealth and ambition prompted them to
seek power and fame in the arena of politics. Isocrates was their

most popular and successful teacher: in politics his only moral
standard was utility, and persuasion, not truth, the end and aim of
his rhetorical art.

With the Sophists Plato had already dealt in several of his
eartier dialogues, and was to deal with them again even more
severely at a later period. His present purpose, carried out in the
Phaedries, was to expose the fanlts of the popular system of educa-
tion founded upon a shallow rhetoric, and to show the superiority of a
new dialectic based upon truerprinciples bothof science and morality,
The scene was laid in the lifetime of Socrates, and was to be the
mouthpiece of a philosophy which, however enlarged and ennobled
by the genius of Plato, was still faithful to the teaching of his master,

¢For the purposé of a discussion on rhetoric as an instrument
of education, Plato had to select a speech as an example to illus-
trate his views’ (Lutosk p. 327). At the date when the discourse
between Socrates and Phaedrus was supposed to be held, Isocrates
was too young to be introduced as the most eminent rhetorician of
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the day. An older man must be taken, and it was natural to
select the orator Lysias who had long enjoyed the highest reputa-
tion as a writer of speeches intended for the law-courts (Phaedr.
228 A, 257 B.C.). Before he became famous by his accusation of
Eratosthenes (403 B.¢.) he had been a teacher of rhetoric, and the
written essay ascribed fo him in the Phaedrus was probably a
school-exercise of that earlier period. Cf, Lutosl, p, 327.

He is severely and justly censured by Socrates, first for the choice
of such a subject, the essay being one of those éparucoi Adyor of
which Lysias is said to have been the first author: cf, Thompson,
Ploedr.pp. 82, 102. When Socrates consents to show how the same
subject might have been more ably and more modestly treated, he
says, * I will put a veil over my face and run through the discourse
as fast as I can, lest if I look at you I should not know what to
say for shame.” But the criticism of Socrates is directed chiefly
against the rhetorical fauits in the essay of Lysias, who ¢ seemed to
have said the same things two or three times over, like one tao
barren of matter to be able to say many things on one subject . . .
Also he appeared to me to make an ostentatious display of his
skill in two different ways, both equally excellent as he flattered
himself” (Phaedr. 235 4, Thompson). Again the arguments used
by Lysias are described as mere commonplace platitudes, which
even the worst of writers could not fail to use: they may he
allowed and excused ; there is no merit in inventing them, but
only in the arrangement (236 A). Then after showing in an extem-
porary speech how the same subject might have been treated more
skilfully and more effectively even on the principles of the rhetoric
then ir vogue, Socrates continues his criticism : ¢ It was a dreadful
argument, Phaedrus, that of the speech which you brought with
you, and of that which you made me utter . . . Silly and some-
what impious, and nothing could be worse than that, For if Love
be something divine, he cannot be evil, though that was what hoth
our speeches said of him. Their simplicity also was quite amusing,
that having no truth nor honesty in them they made a solemn
pretence of impeortance, in the hope of deceiving a few mannikins,
and being admired by them’ (243 a),

The censure was severe, and was as applicable to Isocrates as
to Lysias; but Plato’s purpose required yet more: it was neces-
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sary not only to criticize the defects of the fashionable rhetoric, but
also to prove the superiority of his own,

Socrates therefore proceeds (244 A) to give a definition of love
as a species of divine madness. The soul, he argues, both divine
and human, is immortal: its proper food is beauty, wisdom, and
goodness, and its triple form—desire, energy (fvpuxdy), and reason—
may be described under the image of a charioteer borne upward
by winged steeds. Then in an allegory unrivalled even in Plato
for brilliancy of imagination, glowing splendour of language, and
sublime speculation, he shows how by the aid of philosophy the
love of beauty may rise as in that winged car to a realm beyond
the bounds of matter and space and time, even to the heaven of
heavens where justice, temperance, and knowledge absolute dwell
ever unseen by mortal eye.

At the close of his second speech Socrates offers a prayer to
Eros to forgive the fanlts of the two former speeches, laying the
blame upon Lysias for choosing such a subject, instead of studying
philosophy like his brother Polemarchus {257 A, B}

In the remainder of the dialogue Socrates proposes a scheme
of rhetoric founded on true principles of science and morality
{259 E, 260 A).

Among the essential requirements are (1) accurate knowledge,
and observance of trath and justice (260 ¢); (2) clear definition
(265 B}; (3) organic arrangement {264 D)} (4) generalization by
concepts (265 D)3 (5) classification or division inte species (265 E).

‘ Dialectic” thus described is then contrasted with the barren
technicalities of the popular rhetoric (266 D-267 1), such as we see
exposed in the Kuthydenus,

Further, the °dialectician’ must understand the motives and
principles of human action, and the ¢ varieties of human character,
upon which he has to work in producing that # Persuasion ” which
is acknowledged to be the final cause of his art’ (271 a~272 B;
Thompson, Introduction, p. xiv). In short, true rhetoric must be
based upon philosophy and moerality. 1t is thus apparent that the
Phaedrus is thronghout a severe criticism of the kind of rhetoric of
which Lysias and Isocrates were the most eminent professors: and
‘if no names of contetnporaries had been mentioned, it would not
have been unreasonable to suspect that he (Isocrates) and not
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Lysias was theorator at whom Plato’s censures were ptincipally
aimed ’ {Thompson, p. 178). In the conclusion of the dialogue they
are both brought forward by name. Lysias is to be told that ‘ He
who cannot rise above his own compilations and compositions,
which he has been long turning and twisting this way and that,
combining or separating one part and another, may be called poet
or speech-maker, or writer of laws,’ 278 8. Here the words fvw
kirw orpior v xpdve, mpds dMpha kedlév re kel depaipdy, flong
patching and piecing ’ (Jowett), though addressed to Lysias are far
more applicable to Isocrates, who was said to have spent ten or
even fifteen years over his Panegyric oration, and was so long in
composing 2 letter in the name of the Athenian state to persuade
Philip to make peace, that peace was made long before the letter
was ready.

In 278 © Phaedrus asks, ‘ What message will you send fo
Isocrates the fair 7’ and the answer is, ‘Isocrates is still young,
Phaedrus; but I am willing to tell you what [ prophesy concerning
him, I think he has a genius which rises above the orations of
Lysias, and a moral character of finer mould, So I should not
wonder if, as he grows older, he should both surpass all rivals in his
present occupation of writing speeches, and becoming dissatisfied
with this should be led on to higher things by some diviner impulse :
for there is by nature a sort of philosophy in the man’s intellect.’ .

At the time when Plato wrote, this pretended prophecy had been
in part fulfilled, and in paxt already falsified : Isocrates had hecome
the most eminent of rhetoricians, and the bitterest enemy of what
Plato taught as the only true philosophy, What then are we to
think of this apparent compliment? Was it sincere or ironical ?
Or partly ironical and partly sincere? The date to be assigned to
the Phaedrus, and its relation to the fragmentary oration of Iso-
crates Against the Sophists, depend in great measure on the
answers to be given to these questions.

Cicero, a professed admirer of Isocrates, says that with th1s
testimony of Plato in his favour he may disregard all other criti
cism {Orafor xiil. 40}, Then, after translating the passage of the
Phasdrus, Cicero adds (42) ‘Haec de adolescente Socrates augu-
ratur: at ea de seniore scribit Plato et scribit aequalis, et quidem
exagitator omnium rhetorum hunc miratur unum, Me autem qui
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Isocratem non diligunt una cum Socrate et cum Platone errare
patiantur.

Diogenes Laertius in his Léfe of Plafo (iil. o) says that he was
a friend of Isocrates, resting his staterment on no better reason
than the fact that Praxiphanes the Peripatetic wrote a dialogue in
which Plato and Isocrates wererepresented as holding a discussion
on the Poets, the scene heing laid in Plato’s country house,

In recent times the question before us has been much discussed
by German scholars, and by none more fully than by Euvgen
Holzner, Plato’s Phasdrus wnd die Sopfhistenrede des Isokrates,
Prag, 1894, He writes thus (p. g}: ‘In an unprejudiced view
there can be no doubt of one thing, that in those words Plato
bestows real praise upon Isocrates; hereby the prophecy gains
Iiterary importance: for it must be compared with the fact that
Plato and Isocrates were at open enmity., This points out the
proper path of inquiry, for the business now is to seek in the
works of both writers for the evidence of that former agreement of
sentiment.’

Holzner then proceeds to compare the Plaedrus and the Kard vdv
Sochordy not with an unprejudiced mind but with the preconceived
idea that ‘if in the Plhaedrus Plato appropriated thoughts of Iso-
crates, it will be easier to tnderstand that he wished to speak of
him in eulogistic terms in the conclusion of the work’

This notion that Plato had borrowed his ideas from Isocrates
is directly contrary to the judgement of some of the ablest students
of Plato,

‘Usener asserts {RhAein. Mus. xxxd. p. 21) that in the Kard rdv
Soghorrr there is a distinct borrowing, sometimes even word for
word, from the Phaedrus’ To this Holmer can only oppose the
very feebls objection that ‘ Usener has omitted to prove that the
relation which he establishes from the passages themselves is the
only one possible.

The passages chiefly discussed and compared are the follow-
ing 1—

FPhaedrus 269 D, {socr. Or. xiil, § zo.
To pév Soracbar, & $aibpe, dore Belv wdv péy palnpriy wpde 74

dyamoriy Téheor yevéofa, elxds, iy Phow Exew olay xph T& pév
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According to Plato the power of becoming a perfect orator
depends upon the possession of three necessary qualifications,
i. A natural faculty for speaking, ii. Knowledge (émoripy), iil. Careful
practice.

These are all indispensable : if either be wanting, the man will
be in this respect imperfect. ¢ But so far as it is technical (alrod==
ot StvacBar Hore dyomariy Téheov yevéobur), the true method is not
shown, I think, in the way by which Lysias and Thrasymachus
proceed. .

Both Lysias and Thrasymachus had published manuals of the
art of Rhetoric (véyn pnropun), but these technical rules are
expressly rejected by Plato both here and in other passages of the
dialogue ; cf. Phaedr. 269 B 1& mpd Tis véyuns dvaykaic pabipare
Iyorres fnroputy @ifnoar nipnrévac: 271 C ol wiv ypddovres, &v ad
difroas, Téxvas Adyov mavobpyel elot: 266 D where the usual con-
tents of such manuals are described: see also Aristot. Sopk.
Elench, xxxiil. ob yép véxvqe dAN& 14 dwd Tijs véyuns 8iddvres wardedew
dmeddpBavor,

The real art is described by Socrates, Phaedr. 271 D, and con-
sists of (1) ‘a dialectical training enabling the man to “divide”
and to “collect,” and (2) the power of applying his science to
human nature and its varieties’ (Thompson): compare with this
the description of a true scheme of rhetoric on p. 25 of this Intro-
duction.

Against this usual and natural interpretation of the passage
Holzner argues that ¢ If émorauy in 269 D already meant that later
Dialectic and Psychology, it would be inconceivable that Plato in
the words Soov 8¢ adrod réyry denies to this orator any participa-
tion in the art. But Plato, as I believe, shows clearly enough
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what ke understands by émoriun, the mechanical instrument of
Rhetoric’

On this paradoxical interpretation Lutosiawski justly remarks
(341, note}—* Strangely enough this knowledge (émarhpn, 262 D)
has been misunderstood by many interpreters, as if it meant know-
ledge of the rules of rhetoric. Even E. Holuner, who corrects the
error of those who identified this émoripy with the following réxvn,
falls into an almost worse error in asserting the identity of ém-
arhpn in this passage with r& wpd s Téxuns draykaia pabipara 269 B,

In the two passages thus compared it is, I think, evident that
Tsocrates is commnenting on Plato, and adopting his thoughts
so far as they can be fitted to his own more meagre art of Rhetoric.
Thers is then no evidence, so far, that Plato having horrowed
from Isocrates was anxious to propitiate him by a compliment in
the close of the dialogue, _ :

In passing to the examination of that passage we must first con-
sider the previous state of feeling between Plato and Isocrates.
There had been an enmity of long standing between the rhetoricians
and Socrates and his followers, They had their representative at his
trial, one of the three accusers being the orator Lycon. ¢ Socrates
had offended them by his incessant censure of those who exercised
professions of the principles of which they could give no intelligent
account ’ (Riddell, Apology, ¥) ; and this ‘ enmity of the rhetoricians
extended itself after Socrates' death to the Socratists * (ibid. p. xii,
note). Of Plato's bitter resentment and continued censure there
is abundant evidence in his earlier dialogues. Thus in the
Gorgias, 503 A, Socrates describes two kinds. of rhetoric, ‘the
one a trick of fattery and a base kind of popular declaration, the
other noble, being the attempt to improve to the utmost the souls
of the citizens, and the earnest striving to say what is best, whether
that will prove more or less agreeable to the audience.” ¢ Byt such
rhetoric as this, says Socrates, ¢ you never yet saw ; or if you have
any one of this sort to point out among the orators, let me know at
once who he is” ‘No, by my faith Callicles answers, ‘I cannot
name you any one, at any rate of the orators of the present day.

Again, Gorg, 520 4, ‘ The Sophist and the rhetorician are the
same thing, or as nearly as possible alike, as I said to Poius: hut you
for want of knowledge think the one, rhetoric, a very fine thing, and
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the other you despise. Whereas in truth sophistic is a finer thing

than rhetoric,

Having thus ascertained the previous state of Plato's feeling

towards Isocrates, we may now proceed to consider the exact
meaning of the supposed compliment. :
‘ We notice first the manner in which the name of Isocrates is
mtroduced: it shows that, though he had not been hitherto
mentioned in the dialogue, its criticisms had been intended for him
as well as for Lysias,

‘.Soc. Go then and tell this to your cempanion.

FPhaedr, But what are you going to do yourself? For your own
companion must by no means be passed over.

So¢, Whom do you mean ?

Phaedr, The fair Isocrates. What message will you carry to
him? What shall we say of him?

Soc, Isocrates is still young, Phaedrus, 1 am willing, however,

‘to tell you what I prophesy of him.’

At the scenic date of this conversation Isocrates was barely
thirty, and being twenty-two years junior to Lysias is naturally
described as still young. Socrates of course speaks of him as
a former companion with all kindness and courtesy, and goes on
to recognize his undoubted merits, as compared with Lysias, his
suplericr genius and finer temperament. So far all is sincere
praise, undeniably true, and expressed without a tonch of irony.
The expectation of Socrates that as years went on he would far
surpass all competitors in the kind of speeches on which he
was at that time engaged, had been amply fulfilled, and Plato does
not fail to recognize fully the great ability and success of Isoerates.
And yet his praise would not be altogether welcome. The speeches
on which he had been engaged in the lifetime of Socrates might
not altogether satisfy him, This also had come to pass ; but it
was a sore subject with Isocrates, as we have secen above in
the passage of the dntidosis 310 B quoted above on P. 18, and
Plato’s allusion to it could hardly be felt as a sincere complim’ent.

In further fulfilment of the prophecy Isocrates had hecome
dissatisfied with writing forensic speeches {Swoypadia), and
adopted a style of oratory as far superior to that as the work of
Pheidias to that of 2 doll-maker,
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Finally Socrates expresses a hope that he may be attracted
to philosophy for which he showed a natural capacity : and in fact,
Isocrates was fond of dignifying his new style of oratory with the
name of philosophy, though fully conscious that it was something
totally different from what Secrates and Plato meant by philosophy,
and that the modified admission &veori Tis Pprhorodin was not
altogether complimentary. On the whole it seems impossible t0
doubt that while the pretended prophecy acknowledges the real
merits of Isocrates, its praises are not unmixed with a delicate vein
of sative which Isocrates could not fail to recognize.

If we now turn to the fragmentary oration of Isocrates Kard rév
Soduarar, we find that in the very first words (291 A) he finds fault
with the large professions of persons ‘undertaking the work of
education,’ as Plato we know was, and especially condemns the
pretension to prophesy, which had been made by some rival
teacher: ‘For it is evident, I suppose, to all that foreknowledge
of the future is not within the power of our nature . . . and this is
one of the things impossible to man, Then a little farther on,
¢. Soph. 293 B {a passage which has received less notice than
it deserves), he cleatly refers again to the prophecy concerning
himself in the Phaedrus, and tries to appropriate the ambiguous
compliment, as if it were in fact well deserved: ‘1 should have
thought it a priceless gain if there had been in philosophy so great
a power as these men say ; for I perhaps should not have been the
hindmost therein, nor would my share have been the smallest”

It seems impossible to doubt that in these passages there is a
direct answer to the prophecy in the Phaedrus, and this conclusion
will be confirmed by the comparison in parallel columns of the
original words of these and other passages of the two dialogues, which
will be found at the end of this section of the Introduction, p. 33.

We therefore agree with Zeller (Plafo, 132, note 94) that
*Spengel is certainly right in believing that the Phaedrus must have
been written before the speech of Isocrates dgainst the Sophists’

Spengel’s conclusion is contained in his article Jsokrates und Plato
inthe 424 d. Akad. d. Wissenschaften su Minchen, vol. vil. pp. 729~
76¢. His argument is founded on the statements of Isocrates in the
speech D¢ Anfidosi written in the year 355 B.C,, when Isocrates
was eighty-two years of age, as he is careful to mention, § 3124:
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Eypugpor Tov Ndyow rodrov ode drpiter AN ¥rg yeyovdw o kai dybod-
kovra. In this same speech, § 207, the latter half of the speech
Againsi the Sopkists was recited by Isocrates ‘in more elegant
language, but with the same meaning as before,’ ob yip Sre v fv
vebrepos dhafopevdueros Paivopar kal peydhas tés Tmooyéoes mowi-
peros, érady 8 dwoidiavkar rod rpdypatos kal wpeoPirepos yéyova,
TvikadTa tamewiy wod iy $dovediay, dAAE rois abrois Adyors
Xpbpervos drpdlov kal mavdpevos adris (v. 1. dpijs).

From the words $ve vebrepos fv and dpdfwv Spengel argnes
(p- 751) that the speech Against the Sophists must have been
written fifty years before the D» Awntidosi, 1. e, about the year
405 B.C, six years before the death of Socrates, and when Plato
was about twenty-three years old, :

This palpable mistake is due to a misunderstanding of the words
redrepos and dxpdfor.  Aristotle says that the soul is at its prime
about the age of forty-nine years (Rket. ii. 14, 4). Now, when an
old mar of eighty-two speaks of what he has done when he was
‘younger’ and ‘in his prime,’ adding that he is no lenger “in his
prime,’ but ¢ declining from it,’ he does not mean to speak of a time
fifty years ago, but thirty or five-and-thirty at most, i.e. between
B. C. 390 (the date supposed by Lutoslawski) and 3.c. 385, In this
interval, namely in B.C. 388 or 387, Plato began to teach in the
Academy. Stallbaum in his Prolegomena to the Phaedrus has
shown, I think, good reason for believing that it was written at
this time, and Zeller is of the same opinion, If this view be

accepted, the order of the three works in question will be as

follows :

(1) Plato, Phaedrus, {2) Isocrates, Againsé the Sophists, (3)
Plato, Ewuthydemus. The three dialogues will thus havé been all
published within two or three years after s.c. 388, in which year
Plato was forty-one and Isocrates forty-eight years old.

* There is no contradiction,’ writes Lutoslawski {p.211), *from the
standpoint either of logical or of stylistic development in admitting
the close relation between the Zwthydemus and Isocrates’ dis-
course Against the Sophists. This relation, first noticed by Spengel
and Thompson, has been since investigated by Teichmiiller,
Sudbaus, Diimmier, and recognized by Zeller and Susemihl, without
any noteworthy opposition, Accoerding to these investigations the
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Euthydemus must have been published not before 390 and prob-

ably not much later,’

That Isocrates in the oration Agadnst the Sophists is referring to
Plate’s Phaedrus will, I think, be placed beyond doubt if we set

a few selected passages opposite

to each other in parallel columns.

I. O PROPHESYING.

Plhaedr. 278 B Néos én, &
Dailpe, "lookpdrys” § pévrow pav-
Tedopar kar’ adrod, Adyew ddéhe.

242 C ept & ofv pdvres.

244 C 77 kaAhory éyry, § ¥
péAdov kplverar.

Isocr. 291 B «38is &' év dpyj
Tév dmayypdrov Jrevd) Aéyew
swyepoion”  oluar yip mastw
elvat havepdy 8ri T wiNAovTa wpo-
Yoyvaorey off Tis querépas Glocas
doriv,

292 C wepl pdv rdv pellbvrov
€lbévar mpogmotoupévovs,

II. ON THE RELATION OF ISOCRATES HIMSELF TO
PHEILOSOPHY,

Phaedr. 279 A Ploe ydp, o
Pike, tverrl mus drhocodla 17 Toil
dvdpde Buavola.

Isocr. 203 B "Eyd 8¢ mpd mok~
Aoy péy dv ypnpdrev éryuneduny
Tnlixotroy Slvaofar iy Ghevo-
piay, daor ofror Myowew Tows
vap otk &v Queis wheiorTor drenel~
Gbnuer, old v \dywrror pépos
dnedaloaper abrijs. id. De Anti-
dosi 289 i xakovpédiny fnd Tavey
dehocadian obr elvar Ppl,

III. ON THE INFERIORITY OF OPINION (86fa) TO
KNOWLEDGE (érioriun).

Fhaedr, 248 B drekels vis Tob
Bvros Géns dwépyovrar {al Yuyal),
kal dnehfoboar apody] Sobaorf
xpdvra, f feed on the chaff and
husks of opinion’ {Thompson),

260 C 8rav olv & Pyropukds
dyvodv dyaddy kal kexdy , . . Bbkas
82 mAdfous pepederyeds meloy

EUTHYREMUS

Isocr. 262 ¢ Enadir xarifoo
-+« Aoy Spovooirras kal wheln
karopfolvras Tods rais Séfors ypuw-
pévous §} Tole v dmorhpny dgey
éroyyeddopévous kA,

294 D rufre 8¢ wolNgs dmipe-
Aelas detobar kal Vuxfs dvdpikls
kai SokaoTurds Epyor elvar.
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IV, On THE COMPARATIVE MERITS OF WRITTEN AND
ORrAL IDDISCOURSE.
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V. ON THE IMPORTANCE GF PHILOSOPHY.
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Vi. LOGICAL PRINCIPLES AND FALLACIES.

The chief instrument employed by the Sophists in their discus-
sions was the ¢ Sophistical Elenchus,” a seeming but not real refuta~
tion of the opponent's statement, The various forms of this device

are fully described in a treatise ascribed to Axistotle and entitled

De Sophisticis Elenchis. * Of confutation there are two kinds ; for
some depend on the language, and others are independent of the
language. The causes dependent on language which produce the
false appearance of reasoning are six in number’ (Sopk. £, iv. 525).
These are ‘ Equivocation’ the ambiguity of a term (Spwvvpia), the
ambiguity of a proposition {dugiBoin), false composition (oivberis),
false disjunction (Siafpeois), wrong accentuation (mpocedia), forma-
tion -of words (oxfipa Aéfeas),

This arrangement was retained by subsequent writers on Logic,
as for instance by Aldrich, whose explanation of the several falla-
cies will be found in Mansel’s A#tis Logicae Rudimenta, Appendix,
pp. 133 £

In the Euthydesnus we have first several examples of the fallacy
of Egquivocation.

(i} 275 D 3 mérepol clon Tdv &vdpdmaw of pavivovres, of dodol 4 of
Gpabds;

() 276 D 7 Hévepov yap ol puvBivovres pavldvouow & énloravran
4 8 piy Enforavray

The explanation is given by Plato himself in 277 E, where
Socrates comforts Cleinias by telling him that the Sophists wish to
teach him first the right use of words, that par@dve may mean
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either to acquire knowledge of something previously unknown, or

to examine and understand (ouwiévar) it by the use of such know-

ledge. :
The same explanation is given in Aristot. Sgph. £7L iv. 1

k- JERY b t \ ~ N
Eiot 3¢ wapd pév iy dpervplay of rowide Thy Noyws, ofov 8ri pavfi-

vovowr of émtordpeyor . . . 70 yip pavbivery Spdvupov, 76 Te fumévar
xpépevor i) émoripy kat o NapBdvew Ty émariuny.

We observe also that the words cogol, dpafets, and ériorauar
are all used equivocally in the discussion of these two questions.

(ili} 283 D Odxofv 8s piv ol forw, Bobheofe alrdv yevéodai, Bs
8 foru viv, pyén elvar. The pronoun 8s is here equivocal, being
used both in its proper sense as referring to a person and in an
adjectival sense like olos.

{iv) 283 E 9 Ilérepov Adyovra 18 wplypa mepl ol &v 8 Aéyos 4, 4
py Myovra ; Here also Myew is used in two different senses, either
‘to speak of a thing,’ or o ¢ speak {i. e. utter) a word” *Scilicet is
qui loquitur, loguitur de re aliqua, nec nisi improprie dicitur rem
logei, Verba igitur, quae faciat loquens, omnino exsistunt et vere
sunt; sed nisi res exsistant et eundem ad modum quo verba prae se
ferunt ea non sunt vera® (Routh} '

The original question out of which this equivocation arises, 3
Soxel aou oldy 17 elvar Yredbeobas, is discussed at great length in Cradyd,
385 B, and again Ssph. 236 E-246 A, where after examining the
many difficulties involved in the dogma of Parmenides  that not-
being is? Plato comes to the conclusion that the nature of ‘ being’

is quite as difficult to define as that of ‘not-being’ (dr rd dv vod pg

8vros obbéy edmopdrepoy elmeiv § T wor Eoriv).

©{¥) 284 C 2 oik dpa 14 ye | Gvre, i, Adye olBels.  Again the
fallacy lies in the assumption that to speak or think of & #iing is
the same as dofng something to the thing itself, thereby making it
a real olject (Gore kat elvar worfjoesy dv kal Soriooly T4 pndapot dvra ;)
284 B 6.

I do not understand how Bonitz explains this and the two
preceding fallacies as dependent upon the identification of subject
and predicate, i. e. that the Adyos 7od mpdypnros is the same as the
thing itself.

(vi) 284 D 1 elol ybp mives of Aéyovos 18 mphypora &s Exe; AS
used by Ctesippus ds &ye refers only to the true relation between
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subject and predicate, as in Cratyl. 385 B °Ap’ oly ofvos, 8s v 7d
ura Nyp &s Eorw, dMnlifs Bs & by bs ok fariy, Yeudis; but Diony-
sodorus makes &e ye: refer to the conditions or qualities of the
subject, and afterwards seeks refuge from the sarcasm of Ctesippus,
284 D 2, in the ambiguous use of xaxds Néyew, a fallacy map’ dpgpe-
Bohiav: Sophist. Fi iv. 4.

(vii}) 285 D 7 Qs dvros, ¥y, Tod dvrdéyav . . . Tord Tovs
Méyous; Every thing bas its own proper definition. If two men
give the proper definition (Aéyor), there is no contradiction.

If they give different definitions, they are not speaking of the
same thing, and again there is no contradiction.

This rests on the assumption that the definition given, i.e. the
predicate, is identical with the subject (Bonitz).

(vii) 287 c1 vl . . . voil wofite 73 pfpa; Here vesi is applied
metaphorically to a thing without life, and the Sophist immediately
seizes on the ambiguous use of the word: cf. 305 A marros 8¢
phpavos dvréyosrar. This is an example of the second kind of
ambiguity, in the use of a word in a sense which is customary
but not proper (brar cloBires duer ofre Myew, Soph. EL iv. 4).
Socrates is willing to admit his error, only it had heen argued
(287 4) that to err is impossible.

(ix) 203 C 4 ol dvlyxy oe Ixa whvra tnloraclar dmetpovd ye
Zvra; This and several following arguments of the Sophists are
examples of the fallacy ‘a dicto secundum quid ad dictum sim-
pliciter,” which is described in Aristot. Soph. £l iv. 10 76 dmhds,
§ w) drdds GANG m § mwoil § moré §) wpds T Aéyeabar,

{x) 265 E 4 wbrepov éntaraoal T & énloracar 4 oty The Sophist
proceeds to argue that since Socrates ‘knows all things (that he
knows) always (by the same faculty),’ therefore ‘he knows all
things always,’ the limitations being disregarded. This argument
is closed by a reductio ad absurdum, when Socrates asks (296 B 4),
‘Do I know that the good are unjust?’ Dionysodorus admits
that Socrates does not know this, and so does not know all
things. _

The only resource left to the Sophists is to refuse to answer the
questions of Socrates, and to insist on his answering a series of
captious quibbles which they hang upon any convenient word that
is casually employed by him. This neglect of methodical arrange-

37



INTRODUCTION

ment, far from being a fault, is part of Plato’s artistic imitation of
the eristic mode of argument, while he yet * allows a definite order
to peep out in this seemingly a.rb:trary irregularity ' (Bonitz,
259, note 7).

{(xi} Thus 297 E § Patrocles the half-brother of Socrates beth s
and #s mof his brother. Chaeredemus the father of Patrocles not
being Sophroniscus the father of Socrates hoth is and is not a father,
and Sophroniscus being different from a father (Chaeredemus) is
not a father, and Socrates had no father.

(xil) 298 C 2 4§ ofer 1dv vdrdv worépa dvra ob warépa dlvar; Henee
a father of one is a father of all, and the father and mother of
Euthydemus are father and mother of all kinds of animals, and
Euthydemus brother of pupples and little pigs.

(xiii) 268 £ 3. The dog is yours, Ctesippus, and he is the
Jather of puppies, therefore he is yowr fathsr, and you the pupples
brother, Cf Soph. El xxiv. 2 *Ap° & duﬁp.—:&s‘ ooy doriw Epyoy, T obs
¢ wieoy mwarjp; ibid. 4 ofov € 88¢ dori -n-:z«rqp, orri 8¢ ads. CL
208 C 4.

(xw) 296 A 6. ‘That no one wants good things in great quan-
tities, being proved in the ease of medicine, is assumed to be trae
universaily.

Thus in the group ix-xiv the argoments of the Sophists all
involve the fallacy of omitting all limitations, and passing arbitrarily
‘a dicto secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter.’

(xv) 300 A 4 Bwvard odv Spiv lowl radra. Cf. Soph. EL iv. 527

< u . e - :
- kal dpa & Spd Tis, Tolro dpd ; 6pd 8¢ Tov rlova, Hove 6pd & wiww, FHere

rotre is ambiguous; it may mean either 7dv xiova or § xiwe, Cf,
Foste, Soph. EL p. 105, Cf, 3c0-a 2, note. '

{xvi) 3c0 B 1 f ydp oly olév ve ovydvra Aéyavy CL Soph. El iv.
5§23 kal & Eore orydera Myeaw; Ourdy yip kal vd ovybrra Néyeaw,
6 Te Top Aéyorre cuydy kal o Ti heydpeva, ihid. x. 58, See notes
on 300 B.

(‘xvii) 300 B Z & ofbt Adyovra ouyGvy The fallacy is the same
as in xvi, for Méyorra otygr may mean either ¢ a speaker’s silence,’ or
“silence aboat a speakex.’

{xviii) 301 &6 kol Bmu viv &yd oor mhpep, AcovuadBuwpos £ The
sense of wdperpe here is different from that of wdpeore in A 4 ndpearis
pévror ékdore abrav kdlhos 1i,  The fallacy therefore is wap’ dpwvu-
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plav, wdpeare being changed from its meaning as a2 philasophical
term to its common. sense of local proximity.

(xix) 301 D 3 wov phyepov xaraxbwrav. Another example of the
fallacy map’ dusptBoliur, as pdyepor may be either subject or object
of xaraxdmrew.

(xx) 303 A T &pa teorl cou adrols (rods feods) dmoSéobar; This
final paradox is the result of a whole series of fallacies. ‘For feds
the universal ¢(for is substituted, the possessive ods is applied to
{Goy and to Beds in different senses, and then what is true only of
a particular class of {ga is predicated of {$a universally and so
of Beds’ (Bonitz, p. 263). Cf. Soph El v. 533 Srav 7o dv péper
Aeydpevor bs dnkés elpnpdvoy Aphof.

(xxi) 303 A 7 Wbrepov odv, &m, & Hpakhijs murmdf donv, krd.;
Dionysodorus pretends to understand the exclamation wurmdf as
a proper name, and besides this silly grammatical joke assumes
that if two words stand side by side they must be in apposition.

On the fallacies thus enumerated compare Bonitz, Platonische
Studien, ii. 266, We may add to the series the example of Fallacte
Accidentis, 208 B 2 repos by warpbs o warfp éorw, and the Fallada
Plurium Interrogationum, 300 C 7, where Ctesippus insists on a
categorical answer ‘ Ves’ or ‘ No’ to his question, * Do all things
keep silence or speak?’ See the notes on these passages. Notice
also that in 301 C I &s ob =& &repoy Erepdy dorw Socrates himself
adopts the fallacy of equivocation, turning it against the Sophists.

Besides the long series of fallacies thus exposed, there are more
important logical principles to be poticed in the dialogue.

In Euthyd. 301 A ¢ Beautiful things are not the same as absolute
beauty, but some heauty is. present with each of them,” we have
an example of the process of gemm!zmtam by comcepts which had
been already fully described in the Meno, 75 A {yrd vo éml mioe
robrois rabréy, krh.  On the importance of the discovery see Lotze,
Microcosm. 1i. 319, 3201 * Long as it was since language had begun
to indicate in words the general concepts of things ... conscious-
ness had still continued unaware of what it was about; and even
for the contemporaries of Socrates it was bard to see that the
convenience of using a common name for different things arose
from their dependence upon something which was common to
them all, and in all self-identical’
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Of Definition, which follows immediately from the dectrine of
General Concepls, we have a brief statement in Fufhyd. 285 £ ¢
elrly écdore Tay Svrov Adyor, kTh., where right definition is shown
to be necessary as the means of avoiding contradiction. This
subject also had been fully treated in Meno 72-76.

Not less important is the question of Predication, and the denial

of any proper union between Swhject and Predicate implied but.

not explained in Euthyd, 300 & 3, where Dionysodorus asks 25 yap
#8y 7t wdmwor’ eides, & Sdrpares, kakdy wpdypa; The denial began
with Antisthenes the Cynic, and was adopted by Stilpo the Mega-
rian, of whom Zeller writes, Socrates, p. 2771 * He rejected, as did
Antisthenes, every combination of subject and predicate, since the
conception of the one is different from the conception of the other,
and two things with different conceptions can never be declared
to be the same.’

That predication does not necessarily imply the identity of subject
and predicate is shown by Plato in the Segkiss 251 A: ‘Let us
inquire then how we come to predicate many names of the same
thing. .. And thus we provide a rich feast for tiros, whether
young or old; for there is nothing easier than to argue that the
one cannot be many, or the many one; and great is their delight
in denying that man is good; but man, they insist, is man, and
good is good’ (Jowett),

The term Noé-Being (v¢ ph 8v, v p dvra), which occurs several
times in the Zwthydemus, does not there receive its true explana-

tion. The Sophists maintain, in accordance with the doctrine of

Parmenides, that r6 p4 3 can never be the object of thought or
speech or any kind of action (Futsyd. 284 B, 286 A). The question
is treatedin the same manner in the Republic 477 A, 478 B, The
true explanation of the difficulty is first reached in the Sophist
237 B-238 », where the docirine of Parmenides is formally dis-
cussed, and in 257 B it is explained that ¢ Nos-Being means only
different Being, and denotes the relation of notions which do not
agree with each other’ (‘Omdrav v pff dv Néywper, bs &ower, obx
évayriov 11 Aéyoucy Tod Svros NN Erepov pévor). Ci. Zeller, Pre-Socr.
Philos. 1. 606; Lutoslawski, p. 228.
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The term Soguoris denoted in its earliest use an eminent maste?
of some liberal art. h
Thus in Pindar, Zsthne. iv. (v.) 28 it means ‘poets’
peNéray 8¢ gotearals
Auds Ekare wpdoBahor.

It is applied to ‘musicians’ in a fragment of AGSCPY}.EIS quosied
by Athenaeus, xiv, 632 C kal wdvres rols cho(uf'vous')rg?’ réxpy TadTh
(rf) povaud) gapiords drexalovy, damep xai Aloyihos molyoer’
Bl oty codroris kahd mapamaiwy xéhve.
Thamyris is described by the same ferm in Euripides, RAes. 9241
87 fnboper . . .
Modoar peyiorny els éprw pehgdias
dewd oorory Bppxi, kdrvphdboaper
Odpupiy, .
It is applied by Herodotus, ii. 49, to the priests of the (Baci:hac
mysteries, and (iv. 95) as a title of honour to Pyt}.zagoras {“EAMuaoy
ob ¢ dobeveordre oodeari Mvlaydpy), and to the wise men of Greece
includi olon by name (i, 29). :
!n%lhezgfslerodotis thus(wrc?t)e the name ¢ Sophist’ had a}ready
been assumed in a special sense by one whose arrogant clam?s 0
universal knowledge, and acceptance of pecuniary reward, quickly
tended to degrade an honourable title intoa byworfi and a reproach.
Protagoras first appeared in Athens about the middle of the fifth
B.C.
Ce}‘]?:rfvasihe time when the controversies which had long been
carried on in the ancient schools of philosophy had ‘neer} su.cceeded
by an interval of general lassitude, despondency, and mdlfferencef
to philosophical truth, which afforded xO0m for 2 new class ©
pretenders to wisdom, who in a sense which they first attached to
the word were first called Sophists. _ )
¢"They professed a science superior to all the‘ elder forms of_ philo-
sophy, which it balanced against each other v:rxr.h the perfect impazr-~
tiality of wniversal scepticism ; and an art which treated them all as
instruments useless indeed for the discovery of truth, but equally
capable of exhibiting a fallacious appearance of it IR
¢ As according to this view there was no real difference between
‘ A
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truth and falsehood, right and wrong, the proper learning of a
statesman consisted in the arts of argument and persuasion by
which he migi}t sway the opinions of others on every subject at his
pleasure, and these were the arts which they practised and taught’
{Thirlwall, History of Greece, ch, xxiv).

It will be well to inquire first whether this is a fair representation
of Plato’s description of the Sophist; and further whether that
description is confirmed by other contemporaty testimony.

Plat. Phaed. 9o Bt ‘ Most especially those who devote themselves
to the practice of disputation end, you know, by thinking that they
have become the cleverest fellows in the world, and that they alone
have discovered that neither in things nor in arguments is there
anything sound or sure, but that all existing objects are in a con-
stant flux and refiux, exactly as in the Euripus, and never abide an
instant in any state.

Ibid, 91 A: “Just at present 1 fear that on this very subject

.I am not in a philosophic mood, but, like those vulgar disputants,
in a conteniicus humour. For they whenever they are disputing

‘on a point are utterly regardiess of the real truth of the matters in

question, but are only anxious to make their own positions seem
true to the hearers.”

Ibid. 101 E: * You would not, like those Eristics (of durikoyexof),
confuse in your argument the first principle and its consequences,
that is if you wished to discover any real truth,

Memo 75 c: ‘1 should have told him the truth, and if the
inguirer were one of those wise and Eristic and antagonistic per-
sons { should say to him, That is what I have to say, and if I am
virong, it is your business to take up the argument and refute me.

Rep. 454 A “ Traly, Glaucon, said 1, the power of the art of
contradiction is a noble one.—Why so?~~Because it seems to
me that many fall inte it even against their will, and think that
they are reasoning when they are only disputing, because they
cannot examine the question by dividing and classifying, but persist
in contradicting the mere words of the argument, and practising
disputation not real discussion.’

Sophist. 225 £: ‘ But who is the other who makes money out of
private disputations (épidwr)? There is only one true answer ¢ he
is the wonderful Sophist, of whom we are in pursuit, and who
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re-appears again for the fourth time.—Ves, for be is the money-
making species, as it seems, of the Eristic art, that disputations,
controversial, pugnacious, combative, acquisitive art, as our argu-
ment has now shown, in a word the Sophist.’

The extreme contrast between the stigma thus affixed by Plato
to the name * Sophist’ and its original use as a title of honour is so
remarkable, that we cannot wonder if historians of different schools
of thought have adopted widely different explanations of so sur-
prising a change. Until the middle of the last century it was
generally believed that Plato’s descriptions corresponded more or
less closely to the real character and practices of the Sophists of
his day. But the confidence with which this view was entertained
received a sudden shock when Mr. Grote published his famous
defence of the Sophists in his History of Greece, vol.vii. ch. 67. The
effect produced by that brilliant but paradoxical essay was, how-
ever, of short duration. More exact and impartial students had no
difficulty in showing that the misrepresentations alleged by the
modern historian were for the most part based upon his own mis-
interpretation of the ancient testimony. See especially Cope's
excellent article ¢ The Sophists' in the Jowrnal of Classical and
Sacred Philology, No, il. 1854, and the same scholar's Gorgias,
Introduction, pp. xxii, xxiii ; Poste, Aristotie's Sophistical Elench,
p. 100 ; Jowett, Sogkist, Introd. pp. 377-380.

It was alleged by Grote (p. 486) that Plato ‘stole the term
Sophistes out of general circulation . . . and fastencd it upon the
eminent teachers of the Socratic age”’ That the term was in
general circulation, and that it was fastened in an unfavourable
sense upon a certain class of teachers of bad eminence in the
Socratic age, is easily shown by the testimony of contemporary
writers other than Plato, :

Thus Lysias says in his Olympic Oration, 912: ‘1 have not
come hither to make petty quibbles nor to dispute about names,
For I think that these are the practices of very worthless Sophists
in great want of a livelihood? Only the commencement of this
oration is extant, but according to Plutarch, Life of Lysias, Mor.
836D, it was read by him at the Olympic Festival. However this
may be, it is certain that the composition could only have heen
undertaken in the short interval when Lysias was in possession

43



INTRODUCTION

of the full rights of citizenship, that is, during the Archonship of
Eucleides, 8.C, 403.

In that same year Thucydides returned from exile to Athens,
and was still engaged in the composition of his History: a descrip-
tion of the Athenians which he puts into the mouth of Cleon
{iii. 38) shows somewhat of his estimation of the Sophists, and the
theatrical character of their public exhibitions : dmhds re drone
#8ovf jocbpevar kai codiorhv fearals lowkdres xabnuévors pilhov 3
wepl mohews Bovdevouévars, The Scholiast remarks that sodioréy
here means ‘those who in customary language are so called, the
teachers of rhetorical questions.’ Lysias was no friend of Platg,
and Thucydides was too grave a writer to give currency to any
slanderous gossip, so that their testimony leaves no room to doubt
the existence at Athens of a distinct class of Sophists such as Plato
describes, We may therefore confidently accept the further de-
scriptions given by Xenophon and Aristotle, without attributing
them to the mere prejudice or jealousy of the Socratic Schoeol,

Nothing can be more severe than the censure of Socrates himself
as recorded in Xen. Mem. 1, 6. 13 ket vy godiay doaires Tods pép
dpyupiou v Bovhouévy modotvras copioris Huamep wéprove drokahodoiw.
The plural dmokaheiow implies that this was not an uncommon
way of speaking of the Sophists. A like evil reputation is indicated

- in Xenophon, De Venatione, xiil. 8, where in 2 full description of

their methods of teaching he adds—of cograral 8 ént rg Sfamariy
héyouge kal ypdpovotr éml 16 duvrdy képliey, kal oddéve oddey ddperoboir
003é ylp cods alrdy yévere obdels 0dd doTw, dAMG kal dpkel éxdare
varoryy khnbivm, 8 doriw Sratdos mapd ve Tols € Ppovedoe,

Aristotle’s opinion of the Sophists is sufficiently shown in a pas-
sage of the Erkics, ix. 17 ‘In such matters some like the principle
of a “stated wage.” Those, however, who take the money before~
hand, and then do nothing of what they promised, are natarally
blamed in consequence of their excessive promises, for they do not
fulfil what they agreed, But this course the Sophists are perbaps
cbliged to adopt, because no one would be likely to give money for
the things which they know.” Sir A. Grant remarks on this passage
that ¢Aristotle contrasts the conduct of Protagoras {of whom he
speaks honourably} with that of “ the Sophists »* after the profession
had become regularly settled.’
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Compare Sophistical Elenchi, ¢.i: ‘ Now it answers the purpose
of some persons rather to seem to be philosophers and not to be
than to be and not to seem : for sophistry is seewing but unreal
philosophy, and the Sophist a person who makes money by the
semblance of philosophy withont the reality ; and for his success it
is requisite to seem to perform the function of the philosopher
without performing it rather than to perform it without seeming to
do so. . . The existence of such a mode of reasoning, and the fact
that such a faculty is the aim of the persons we call Sophists, is
manifest ’ (Poste’s transiation).

Mr. Poste’s own conclusion concerning the Sophists is expressed
as follows (p. 1co) ! ‘Did the Sophist ever exist? Was there ever
a class of people who professed to be philosophers and to educate,
but, instead of method or a system of reasoned truth, only knew
and only taught, under the name of philosophy, the game of
eristic? . . . Grote says, the only reality corresponding to the
name are the disiecti memdra sophistae in all of us, the errors
incidental to human frailty in the search after truth/’

On the manner in which Grote tries to disparage the testimony
of Arxistotle, see Cope, Jowrnal of Classical and Sacved Philolegy,
p. 160, ’

A question was raised by Schleiermacher in his Introduction
to the dialogue whether Euthydemus and his brother were real
persons and such as Plato describes them. ‘Who, then, were
these men, Dionysodorus and Euthydemus, to deserve such notice
and meet with such treatment ? History is silent respecting them
mote than any other of the Sophists mentioned by Plato, so that
we may certainly conclude that they never formed any kind of
school, nay it would even seem that they were not generally men
in very great repute.’ )

We readily agree that these itinerant professors of universal
knowledge were men of no great repute; but they were none the
less fit representatives on that account of the low class of Sophists
of Plato's day, whom it was part of his purpose to expose. Also the
testimony of history is sufficient to show that they were certainly
real persons, and in some respects at least such as Plato has
-described them. ’

Dionysadorus the elder brother (283 a) is the subject of 2 whole
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chapter in ¥enophon, Mem. Secr. iil. 1, 1-11, He comes to Athens
pretending to teach strategy, but actually teaching nothing beyond
the merest elementary tactics and those most imperfectly. ‘Go
back,’ says Socrates, ‘and ask him again: for if he knows these
things and is not a shameless person, he will be ashamed after
taking money to send you away untaught’ How exactly this
agrees with Plato’s description of the two Sophists and their pre-
tensions may be seen by referring to Huthyd, 271 D, 273 €, and to
the specimens of their actual teaching in the discussions which follow.

Euthydemus is mentioned by name in the Crafylus 386 D,
where a distinction is drawn between the dogma of Protagoras that
¢ for every man all things really are such as they appear to him,’
and the more extravagant paradox of Euthydemus, that ¢ all things
are alike to all men at the same time and always.” Other passages
in which allusions more or less evident are made to Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus are Seplist. 251 B, ¢, and Pol. 495 ¢, D.  But
the independent testimony of Aristotle proves beyond all question
both that Euthydemus was a person well known at Atbens, and
that he used in discussion similar fallacies to those which Plato
imputes to him.. Cf. Aristot. RAelor. ii. 24 "ANhos 73 duypnpévor qvvrer
Bévra Nyewr § 16 ovyxelpevor Statpotvras émel yhp rabrdy Soxel etvar od
v radrdv wohdxes, Swrdrepor YpnotudTepoy, Toiro el wouiy, “Hor 82
roiro Ebfudfpow Mdyos. Olow v eldévar re rpufpns év Ueaparet éoriv
kaarov yhp odev. Kal mév td ororyela émordueroy dre vd Emos oiber
8 yhp Ewos 7o adrd dorev. Seph. Elench. xx, Kal 6 Ebbubjuov §é Myos,
*Ap oldas b viv oboas v Tlewpatel Tpifpets év Swekig & 5 It is need-
less to quote the words of Sextus Empiricus, ddv, Matkem. vil. 13,
ibid. 48, 64, as the statements of so late & writer ¢an add no weight
to the contemporary testimony of such authors as Xenophon and
Aristotle.

On this historical testimony we cannot refuse to believe that
Euthydemuos and Dionysodorus were real persons well known at
Athens at the scemic date of the dialogue, and at that time elderly
men like Socrates.

But a further question has been raised by Teichmiiller, Litera-
vische Fehden, 1. 1, who maintains with much ingenuity that Diony-
sodorus is intended to represent Lysias. The theory is based upon
the points of resemblance which may be traced between them.
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{1} Lysias and Dionysodorus each had a younger brother named
Futhydemus : the occurrence therefore of this name in the dialogue
would at once turn the thoughts of Plato’s contemporaries to Lysias
and Euthydemus, the well-known sonsof Cephalus (Plat. Kep. 328 B).

{2) Both pairs of brothers had joined the colony which the
Athenians founded at Thurii 444 B.C.

(3) Lysias was not, except for a few months, an Athenian citizen
but a £évos, though lrorehe.

The two Sophists were also &évor {271 4).

{4) Lysias was at one time a teacher of rhetoric, having been
2 pupil of Tisias the founder, with Corax, of the Sicilian scheol of
dialectic.

This was the same system as that which Diodorus and his
brother are described as practising,

{5) Lysias was joint owner with his brother of a shield manu-
factory in Peiraeus, and had helped Thrasybulus with money,
shields, and a band of mercenaries. 1f, as Teichmiiller thirks,
Euthydemus the brother of Lysias is the Sophist described by
Plato, Theaet, 165 D, a8 wehvaoricds dvip pirbopipos év Mdyous, the
phrases there applied to him all relate to the art of war, é\hoxév,
éuBahdy, yepuedueris te kai fvrdiaas, dhirpor,

From Xen. Mew. iil. 1 we know that Dionysodorus came to
Athens as a teacher of the art of strategy, and both brothers are
described by Plato as masters of the art of fighting in heavy
armour {émhoudyoi).

{6) Lysias was the most successful writer of speeches for the
warfare of the law-courts, : , :

In the dialogue {272 A) Dionysodorus and Euthydemus are both
described as iy év vois Swacryplots pdyny Kpariore ral dyovicarfar
kai &Mhov Seddfar Néyew re xal ovyypdgeofar Ndyous olovs es
Sikagripre, and in 273 C as olw 7e 8¢ «at mofoar Svvardy elvar abrdw
abrep Bonbelv &v rols Suacyplows, dv s abrdv ddug. The description
is remarkably applicable to Lysias, who not only wrote speeches
and taught others, but had made himself famous by the one excel-
lIent speech which he had himself delivered in court against the
injuries done to him by Eratosthenes, 403 B.C.

Many other points of resemblance more or less striking are
discussed by Teichmiiller in a long chapter, but the examples given

47



1
1

INTRODUCTION

above are sufficient to show the general nature of his argument.
The degree of probability resuiting from it is much increased by
the consideration that ‘Plato in his dialogues does not rehearse
old histories, as a chronicler or a novelist ; but contends with living
opponents and rival teachers, who disputed with him for influence
over the best men of the time and especially over the young, since
they professed to teach the same things as he did, only better.’

The theory is very interesting, and by no means improbable s it
agrees well with the known relations of Plato and Lysias, and adds
to the life and spirit of the dialogue.

VIII. TEXT.

In this edition of the Ewthydemuns the text is based upon the
three chief MSS. collated by Schanz,

(r) Codex Clarkianus, n. 39 in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, written
in the year 895 B.C. by Johannes Calligraphus for Arethasa Deacon
of Patras, afterwards Archbishop of Caesares in Cappadocia. This
excellent MS. is very fully described by Schanz, Nevas Commenta-
diones Platonicae, 105-118, and by T. W. Allen in the Preface to the
Phototype edition, 1808. In the MS. as a whole there are many
corrections by the hand of the learned Archbishop himself (Classical
Review, vol. xvi. Nos. 1 and 8). These contemporary corrections
(B are rightly distinguished by Professor Burnet from later
corrections (b). But in the Ensthydemus there is only one legible
note in the margin, and this is in the handwriting of Arethas, and
refers to the word oxAnthpds, 271 B 4. _

{2z} T. In the Library of St. Mark's at. Venice this MS. is
described as ‘ Append. Class. 4, cod. 1,” and by Bekker as t; it
has been shown by Schanz ‘to be the source of all MSS. of the
second family,’ except that which immediately follows.

(3} Vind, or V, distinguished by Burnet as"W= cod. Vindo-
bonensis 54, suppl. phil. gr. 7 = Stallbaum Vind, 1 This MS.
Schanz considered to be derived not directly from T, but from
a common source, which he marked by the letter M.

In choosing between various readings I have preferred those of
Cod. B as being by far the oldest and best authority, except where
they are evidently corrupt or fail to give any adequate meaning
to the passage,
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The text of Plato as represented in the MSS. has been subjected
to much alteration by recent critics, among whom Cobet, Badham,
and Schanz are especially distinguished for ingenious emendations
and brilliant coniectures, often most suceessful, and, even when
unnecessary, very attractive, In Schanz’s edition of the Euthy-
deseus such alterations and omissions are extremely frequent, and
Professor Burnet has done good service to the students of Plato in
the Oxford edition by frequently restoring the readings of the chief
MSS.

I have acted on the same principle still more frequently, being
convinced that it is often easler to alter the words of such an
author as Plato than to understand and explain them. It is, how-
ever, the duty of an editor not to tamper with a reading authenti-
cated by the best MSS,, until he has exhausted all means within his
power of elucidating the words ascribed to his author, Wheraver
I have ventured to differ from recent editors, I have stated my
reasons in the notes,

In the matter of orthography I have been unwilling to depart
unnecessarily from long-established and almost universal custom.

Thus, for example, 1 have retained the usual method of printing
the pronoun &+t so as to distinguish it from the conjunction &r.,
The usefulness of the distinction may be seen in such phrases as
o8 iy mwpd Tob 8re elev of maykperwaerai (Euthyd. 271 C), va €5
é1e kat pabnadpeda (272 D), ol efs keakiy, Sre pov . . . karaelBe
(283 E), vdv duérepor marép’ dv rimwrorpe, 1 paboy codode viels ofrus
duoer (269 A), offaw olda Sri péMhw Epeiv,

Passages thus printed may have no ambiguity for a competent
scholar, but they put a needless difficulty in the way of a
beginner,

It is more important, however, to consider whether this mode
of printing is or is not etymologically correct. The combination
65 ris, f 7es, 6 ¢ is made up of two separate words, each of which
is separately declined, as Pol. 462 ¢ &v § Tun 8) méher, where, if we
write fron as one word, the accent becomes impossible. Cf, Plat.
Jrgist. vil. 347 B ny ve xal §nos ffehe kai ols tice. Epist. xi 350 A
Ind vopwy Bégcwe kat by Twer,  Loge. ix. 864 B vy BMByy v & rva
xarafAdyy.  If therefore we were to be guided by etymology, both
the pronoun and the conjunction should be written § re, but for the
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sake of dlstmgmshmg them the conjuncnon is conventionally
written as one word 8re. : :

The remarks and practice of Jannaris are inconsistent and
misleading : in 610, 3 he prints ‘Soris, 8;7¢?, and adds in a
footnote?, ‘It should be written &r¢, but ancient grammarians in-
troduced &,7i—for which modern scholars substitute 8 ri—to dis-
tinguish it from the con]unctmn dre ‘that’ (79) But Jannaris
himself constantly prints &7, as in 8,7 paféy, 8, webdr: see his
Index.

Cf, Kithrer-Blass 1. 1. 353 (§ 93 Diastole) ¢ 8,r, nicht wie ére.’

We may add that Schanz is mistaken in his critical note on
271 ¢ 6, ‘8re BT, for Cad. B certainly has 8 re.

272 A § émwebeiraroy B, émwebiwaror. There is apparently no
authority in the MSS. for the latter form which is adopted in
the Oxford text, 1903,

In Kithner-Blass, Aus, %hirliche Grammatik, § 277, p, 186, véleawa
is described as ‘nachklass’; and in § 285, p. 201, on the Doric
dialect, we find ‘Von «ifnu lautet das Pf. réfexa, védepar, so auf
Inschr, dvarebéxarre” In this case réfexa stood for réfeaxa

Jannaris is of opinion that the diphthong EI arose from the inser-
tion of a simple vertical stroke (not iota)to mark the metrical quantity
of E {(App. il. 9). ¢ Accordingly, when representing a rhythmical or
grammatical length E now begins (sixth century B.C.) to figure in the
Attic inscriptions as El (fater on as B or H identified with EI}. ..
only in sporadic cases, the old orthography . .. remaining in
universal practice down to the middle of the fifth century B.C. . . .
It is only since the yeat 403 B.C., undex the archonship of Eucleides,
(that) the new spelling obtained by a public act official recognition
or formal sanction’ (ibid, 12). The further inference of Jannaris
that ‘a new system of orthography was created into which a/
previous Blerary and many inscriplional compositions had to

“be transliterated’ (the italics are mine) must be regarded as a

somewhat doubtful or, at least, exaggerated conjecture. It is, I
believe, generally acknowledged that such forms as mereBiraror,
and $oB; (2nd person indicaliwe middle), are unknown to the
MSS. of the ‘Attic drama, and it would reguire much more evidence
than has yet been alleged to prove in opposition to all MSS. that

so artistic and poetic a writer as Flato at once discarded the style
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to. which he had been accustomed from childhood to his twenty-
fifth or twenty-sixth year in favour of an official novelty.

The Attic inscriptions of the period contained in the Cordus
Grascarum Tnscriptionun: ave almost exclusively legisiative or
magisterial decrees and public accounts. In such documents the
second person naturally is not used, and there is no evidence of
any such change as that of goget to dofj. In the accounts ithykav
the aorist only occurs, so that there is no evidence in favour of
the change to dmredikarov,

On this subject it may be well o quote an incidental remark of
the author of the Nesw Phrynichus, who will not be thought too
conservative in the matter of orthography. Mr. Rutherford writes
(p. 45): ‘It is no rare experience to find the most distinguished
critics advocating an alteration of all the manuscripts, simply
because they have never tried to estimate, as is done in this
inquiry, the extraordinary ease with which an Athenian of the
best age moved amang the various coexistent literary dialects of
his time.’




