in the coomand of a vessel ?-not the private individual, for he is

al ways overpowered; and as one who is already prostrate cannot be
overthrown, and only he who is standing upright but not he who is
prostrate can be laid prostrate, so the force of circunstances can
only overpower himwho, at sone tine or other, has resources, and

not himwho is at all times hel pless. The descent of a great storm may
make the pilot helpless, or the severity of the season the

husbandman or the physician; for the good may beconme bad, as anot her
poet wi tnesses:

The good are sonetinmes good and sonetines bad.

But the bad does not becone bad; he is always bad. So that when the
force of circunstances overpowers the man of resources and skill and
virtue, then he cannot hel p being bad. And you, Pittacus, are

saying, "Hard is it to be good." Now there is a difficulty in becom ng
good; and yet this is possible: but to be good is an inpossibility-

For he who does well is the good man, and he who does ill is the
bad.

But what sort of doing is good in letters? and what sort of doing
makes a man good in letters? Clearly the knowi ng of them And what
sort of well-doing makes a man a good physician? Cearly the know edge
of the art of healing the sick. "But he who does ill is the bad."

Now who becones a bad physician? Cearly he who is in the first

pl ace a physician, and in the second place a good physician; for he
may becone a bad one al so: but none of us unskilled individuals can by
any amount of doing ill beconme physicians, any nore than we can becone
carpenters or anything of that sort; and he who by doing ill cannot
becone a physician at all, clearly cannot becone a bad physician. In
i ke manner the good may becone deteriorated by time, or toil, or

di sease, or other accident (the only real doing ill is to be

deprived of know edge), but the bad man will never becone bad, for

he is always bad; and if he were to beconme bad, he nust previously
have been good. Thus the words of the poemtend to show that on the
one hand a man cannot be continuously good, but that he nmay becone
good and may al so becone bad; and again that

They are the best for the longest tinme whomthe gods | ove.

Al'l this relates to Pittacus, as is further proved by the sequel.
For he adds:

Therefore I will not throw away ny span of life to no purpose in
searching after the inpossible, hoping in vain to find a perfectly
faultl ess man anong those who partake of the fruit of the
br oad- bosonmed earth: if | find him | will send you word.

(this is the vehement way in which he pursues his attack upon Pittacus
t hr oughout the whol e poem:

But hi m who does no evil, voluntarily | praise and |ove;-not even
t he gods war agai nst necessity.

Al'l this has a sinmlar drift, for Sinonides was not so ignorant as
to say that he praised those who did no evil voluntarily, as though
there were sone who did evil voluntarily. For no wi se nan, as
believe, will allow that any human being errs voluntarily, or
voluntarily does evil and dishonourabl e actions; but they are very
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well aware that all who do evil and di shonourabl e things do them
against their will. And Sinoni des never says that he prai ses hi mwho
does no evil voluntarily; the word "voluntarily" applies to hinself.
For he was under the inpression that a good man night often conpe
hinself to | ove and praise another, and to be the friend and

approver of another; and that there might be an involuntary |ove, such
as a man might feel to an unnatural father or nother, or country, or
the I'ike. Now bad men, when their parents or country have any defects,
ook on themw th malignant joy, and find fault with them and expose
and denounce themto others, under the idea that the rest of mankind
will be less likely to take thenselves to task and accuse t hem of

negl ect; and they blame their defects far nore than they deserve, in
order that the odiumwhich is necessarily incurred by them nay be

i ncreased: but the good man di ssenbles his feelings, and constrains
himself to praise them and if they have wonged himand he is

angry, he pacifies his anger and is reconciled, and conpels hinself to
| ove and praise his owm flesh and bl ood. And Sinonides, as is
probabl e, considered that he hinself had often had to praise and
magni fy a tyrant or the like, much against his will, and he also
wishes to inply to Pittacus that he does not censure hi mbecause he is
censori ous.

For | amsatisfied [he says] when a man is neither bad nor very
stupid; and when he knows justice (which is the health of states), and
is of sound mind, | will find no fault with him for | amnot given to
finding fault, and there are innunerable fools

(implying that if he delighted in censure he might have abundant
opportunity of finding fault).

Al things are good with which evil is unm ngled.

In these latter words he does not nean to say that all things are good
whi ch have no evil in them as you nmight say "All things are white

whi ch have no black in them" for that would be ridicul ous; but he
nmeans to say that he accepts and finds no fault with the noderate or

i nternedi ate state. He says:

I do not hope to find a perfectly bl anel ess man anong t hose who
partake of the fruits of the broad-bosoned earth (if | find him I
will send you word); in this sense | praise no nan. But he who is
noderately good, and does no evil, is good enough for ne, who | ove and
approve every one.

(and here observe that he uses a Lesbian word, epainem [approve],
because he is addressing Pittacus,

Who | ove and approve every one voluntarily, who does no evil

and that the stop should be put after "voluntarily"); "but there are
some whom | involuntarily praise and |l ove. And you, Pittacus, |
woul d never have blamed, if you had spoken what was noderately good
and true; but | do blane you because, putting on the appearance of
truth, you are speaking falsely about the highest matters. And this,

said, Prodicus and Protagoras, | take to be the neani ng of Sinonides
in this poem
H ppias said: | think, Socrates, that you have given a very good

expl anation of the poemy but | have also an excellent interpretation
of ny own which I will propound to you, if you will allow ne
Nay, Hi ppias, said Alcibiades; not now, but at sonme other tine. At



present we nust abide by the conpact which was nade between Socrates
and Protagoras, to the effect that as long as Protagoras is willing to
ask, Socrates should answer; or that if he would rather answer, then
that Socrates should ask

| said: | wish Protagoras either to ask or answer as he is inclined
but | would rather have done with poens and odes, if he does not
obj ect, and cone back to the question about which I was asking you
at first, Protagoras, and by your help nmake an end of that. The talk
about the poets seens to ne |ike a comonpl ace entertai nnent to
whi ch a vul gar conpany have recourse; who, because they are not able
to converse or amuse one another, while they are drinking, with the
sound of their own voices and conversation, by reason of their
stupidity, raise the price of flute-girls in the market, hiring for
a great sumthe voice of a flute instead of their own breath, to be
t he medi um of intercourse anong them but where the conpany are rea
gentl emen and nen of education, you will see no flute-girls, nor
dancing-girls, nor harp-girls; and they have no nonsense or ganes, but
are contented with one another's conversation, of which their own
voi ces are the nmedium and which they carry on by turns and in an
orderly manner, even though they are very liberal in their
potations. And a conpany like this of ours, and nmen such as we profess
to be, do not require the help of another's voice, or of the poets
whom you cannot interrogate about neaning of what they are saying;
peopl e who cite them declaring, some that the poet has neani ng, and
others that he has another, and the point which is in dispute can
never be decided. This sort of entertainnent they decline, and
prefer to talk with one another, and put one another to the proof in
conversation. And these are the nodels which | desire that you and
should inmitate. Leaving the poets, and keeping to ourselves, let us
try the nettle of one another and make proof of the truth in
conversation. If you have a mind to ask, | amready to answer; or if
you woul d rather, do you answer, and give ne the opportunity of
resum ng and conpl eti ng our unfini shed argunent.

| made these and sone sinilar observations; but Protagoras woul d not
distinctly say which he would do. Thereupon Al cibiades turned to
Callias, and said:-Do you think, Callias, that Protagoras is fair in
refusing to say whether he will or will not answer? for | certainly
think that he is unfair; he ought either to proceed with the argunent,
or distinctly refuse to proceed, that we may know his intention; and
then Socrates will be able to discourse with some one else, and the
rest of the conpany will be free to talk with one another

I think that Protagoras was really nmade ashaned by these words of
Al ci bi ades and when the prayers of Callias and the conpany were
super added, he was at |ast induced to argue, and said that | m ght ask
and he woul d answer.

So | said: Do not imagine, Protagoras, that | have any other
i nterest in asking questions of you but that of clearing up my own
difficulties. For I think that Homer was very right in saying that

Wien two go together, one sees before the other

for all nmen who have a conpanion are readier in deed, word, or
t hought; but if a man

Sees a thing when he is al one,

he goes about straightway seeking until he finds sone one to whom he
may show his discoveries, and who may confirmhimin them And | would
rather hold discourse with you than with any one, because | think that
no man has a better understandi ng of nost things which a good nan



may be expected to understand, and in particular of virtue. For who is
there, but you?-who not only claimto be a good nan and a gentl enan
for many are this, and yet have not the power of making others good
whereas you are not only good yoursel f, but also the cause of goodness
in others. Mrreover such confidence have you in yoursel f, that
al t hough ot her Sophi sts conceal their profession, you proclaimin
the face of Hellas that you are a Sophist or teacher of virtue and
education, and are the first who demnanded pay in return. How then
can | do otherwi se than invite you to the exam nation of these
subj ects, and ask questions and consult with you? | mnust, indeed.
And | should like once nore to have ny nenory refreshed by you about
t he questions which | was asking you at first, and also to have your
help in considering them If | amnot nistaken the question was
this: Are wi sdom and tenperance and courage and justice and holiness
five names of the same thing? or has each of the names a separate
under | yi ng essence and correspondi ng thing having a peculiar function,
no one of them being |ike any other of then? And you replied that
the five nanes were not the nanes of the sanme thing, but that each
of them had a separate object, and that all these objects were parts
of virtue, not in the same way that the parts of gold are |ike each
other and the whol e of which they are parts, but as the parts of the
face are unlike the whole of which they are parts and one another, and
have each of thema distinct function. | should like to know whet her
this is still your opinion; or if not, I will ask you to define your
nmeani ng, and | shall not take you to task if you now nmake a
different statement. For | dare say that you may have said what you
did only in order to nmake trial of ne

| answer, Socrates, he said, that all these qualities are parts of
virtue, and that four out of the five are to some extent sinlar
and that the fifth of them which is courage, is very different from
the other four, as | prove in this way: You rmay observe that nany
men are utterly unrighteous, unholy, intenperate, ignorant, who are
nevert hel ess renmarkabl e for their courage.

Stop, | said; |I should Iike to think about that. Wen you speak of
brave nmen, do you nean the confident, or another sort of nature?

Yes, he said; | mean the inpetuous, ready to go at that which others
are afraid to approach.

In the next place, you would affirmvirtue to be a good thing, of
whi ch good thing you assert yourself to be a teacher

Yes, he said; | should say the best of all things, if I amin ny
ri ght mnd.

And is it partly good and partly bad, | said, or wholly good?

Wiol Iy good, and in the highest degree.

Tell ne then; who are they who have confidence when diving into a
wel | ?

| should say, the divers.

And the reason of this is that they have know edge?

Yes, that is the reason

And who have confidence when fighting on horseback-the skilled
horsenman or the unskilled?

The skill ed.

And who when fighting with Iight shields-the peltasts or the
nonpel t asts?

The peltasts. And that is true of all other things, he said, if that
is your point: those who have know edge are nore confident than
t hose who have no know edge, and they are nore confident after they
have | earned than before.

And have you not seen persons utterly ignorant, | said, of these
things, and yet confident about then®

Yes, he said, | have seen such persons far too confident.



And are not these confident persons al so courageous?

In that case, he replied, courage would be a base thing, for the nen
of whom we are speaking are surely nadnen

Then who are the courageous? Are they not the confident?

Yes, he said; to that statement | adhere.

And those, | said, who are thus confident w thout know edge are
really not courageous, but nad; and in that case the w sest are also
the nost confident, and being the nost confident are al so the bravest,
and upon that view again wisdomwi |l be courage.

Nay, Socrates, he replied, you are nistaken in your remenbrance of

what was said by nme. Wen you asked ne, | certainly did say that the
courageous are the confident; but | was never asked whether the
confident are the courageous; if you had asked nme, | shoul d have

answered "Not all of them': and what | did answer you have not
proved to be fal se, although you proceeded to show that those who have
know edge are nore courageous than they were before they had
know edge, and nore courageous than others who have no know edge,
and were then led on to think that courage is the same as wi sdom
But in this way of arguing you m ght cone to imagine that strength
is wisdom You m ght begin by asking whether the strong are abl e,
and | should say "Yes"; and then whether those who know how to westle
are not nore able to westle than those who do not know how to
westle, and nore able after than before they had | earned, and
shoul d assent. And when | had admitted this, you might use ny
adm ssions in such a way as to prove that upon ny view wi sdomis
strength; whereas in that case | should not have adnitted, any nore
than in the other, that the able are strong, although | have
admtted that the strong are able. For there is a difference between
ability and strength; the former is given by know edge as well as by
madness or rage, but strength conmes fromnature and a healthy state of
the body. And in Iike nmanner | say of confidence and courage, that
they are not the sane; and | argue that the courageous are
confident, but not all the confident courageous. For confidence nay be
given to nen by art, and also, like ability, by madness and rage;
but courage conmes to themfromnnature and the healthy state of the
soul

| said: You would admit, Protagoras, that sone nen live well and
others ill?

He assent ed.

And do you think that a man lives well who lives in pain and grief?

He does not.

But if he lives pleasantly to the end of his Ilife, will he not in
that case have lived well?

He will.

Then to live pleasantly is a good, and to |live unpleasantly an evil?

Yes, he said, if the pleasure be good and honourabl e.

And do you, Protagoras, like the rest of the world, call sone
pl easant things evil and sonme pai nful things good?-for | amrather
di sposed to say that things are good in as far as they are pleasant,
if they have no consequences of another sort, and in as far as they
are pai nful they are bad.

| do not know, Socrates, he said, whether | can venture to assert in
that unqualified manner that the pleasant is the good and the
pai nful the evil. Having regard not only to nmy present answer, but
also to the whole of ny life, | shall be safer, if I am not
nm staken, in saying that there are some pleasant things which are
not good, and that there are sone painful things which are good, and
sonme which are not good, and that there are sone which are neither
good nor evil.

And you woul d call pleasant, | said, the things which participate in



pl easure or create pleasure?

Certainly, he said.

Then nmy neaning is, that in as far as they are pleasant they are
good; and my question would inply that pleasure is a good in itself.

According to your favourite node of speech, Socrates, "Let us
reflect about this," he said; and if the reflection is to the point,
and the result proves that pleasure and good are really the sanme, then
we will agree; but if not, then we will argue.

And woul d you wi sh to begin the enquiry?

| said; or shall | begin?

You ought to take the |lead, he said; for you are the author of the
di scussi on.

May | enploy an illustration? | said. Suppose sonme one who is
enquiring into the health or sonme other bodily quality of
anot her:-he | ooks at his face and at the tips of his fingers, and then
he says, Uncover your chest and back to me that | nmay have a better
view -that is the sort of thing which | desire in this specul ation
Havi ng seen what your opinion is about good and pl easure, | am
m nded to say to you: Uncover your mind to me, Protagoras, and
reveal your opinion about know edge, that | nmay know whet her you agree
with the rest of the world. Now the rest of the world are of opinion
that know edge is a principle not of strength, or of rule, or of
conmand: their notion is that a man may have know edge, and yet that
t he know edge which is in himnmay be overmastered by anger, or
pl easure, or pain, or love, or perhaps by fear,-just as if know edge
were a slave, and m ght be dragged about anyhow. Now is that your
view? or do you think that know edge is a noble and commandi ng
t hi ng, which cannot be overcone, and will not allow a man, if he
only knows the difference of good and evil, to do anything which is
contrary to know edge, but that wi sdomw |l have strength to hel p hin®

| agree with you, Socrates, said Protagoras; and not only so, but |
above all other men, am bound to say that wi sdom and know edge are the
hi ghest of human things.

Good, | said, and true. But are you aware that the majority of the
worl d are of another mind; and that men are commonly supposed to
know t he things which are best, and not to do them when they mnight?
And nost persons whom | have asked the reason of this have said that
when nen act contrary to know edge they are overcone by pain, or
pl easure, or sone of those affections which | was just now nentioning.

Yes, Socrates, he replied; and that is not the only point about
whi ch mankind are in error.

Suppose, then, that you and | endeavour to instruct and inform
themwhat is the nature of this affection which they call "being
overcone by pleasure,"” and which they affirmto be the reason why they
do not always do what is best. Wien we say to them Friends, you are
m st aken, and are saying what is not true, they would probably
reply: Socrates and Protagoras, if this affection of the soul is not
to be called "being overconme by pleasure," pray, what is it, and by
what name woul d you describe it?

But why, Socrates, should we trouble ourselves about the opinion
of the many, who just say anything that happens to occur to then?

| believe, | said, that they may be of use in helping us to discover
how courage is related to the other parts of virtue. |If you are
di sposed to abide by our agreenent, that | should show the way in
which, as | think, our recent difficulty is nost likely to be
cleared up, do you follow, but if not, never mnd

You are quite right, he said; and | would have you proceed as you
have begun.

Well then, | said, let nme suppose that they repeat their question
What account do you give of that which, in our way of speaking, is



terned bei ng overcone by pleasure? | should answer thus: Listen, and
Protagoras and | will endeavour to show you. When nmen are overcone

by eating and drinking and other sensual desires which are pleasant,
and they, knowing themto be evil, nevertheless indulge in them would
you not say that they were overconme by pleasure? They will not deny
this. And suppose that you and | were to go on and ask themagain: "In
what way do you say that they are evil-in that they are pleasant and
give pleasure at the nonent, or because they cause di sease and poverty
and other like evils in the future? Wuld they still be evil, if

they had no attendant evil consequences, sinply because they give

t he consci ousness of pleasure of whatever nature?"-Wuld they not
answer that they are not evil on account of the pleasure which is

i medi ately given by them but on account of the after

consequences-di seases and the |ike?

| believe, said Protagoras, that the world in general would answer
as you do.

And in causing diseases do they not cause pain? and in causing
poverty do they not cause pain;-they would agree to that also, if |I am
not nistaken?

Pr ot agor as assent ed.

Then | should say to them in ny name and yours: Do you think them
evil for any other reason, except because they end in pain and rob
us of other pleasures:-there again they would agree?

We both of us thought that they woul d.

And then | should take the question fromthe opposite point of view
and say: "Friends, when you speak of goods being painful, do you not
nmean renedi al goods, such as gymnastic exercises, and mlitary
servi ce, and the physician's use of burning, cutting, drugging, and
starving? Are these the things which are good but painful ?"-they woul d
assent to me?

He agreed.

"And do you call them good because they occasion the greatest
i mredi ate suffering and pain; or because, afterwards, they bring
heal th and i nprovenent of the bodily condition and the salvation of
states and power over others and weal th?"-they would agree to the
latter alternative, if |I amnot nistaken?

He assent ed.

"Are these things good for any other reason except that they end
in pleasure, and get rid of and avert pain? Are you |l ooking to any
ot her standard but pleasure and pain when you call them good?"-they
woul d acknowl edge that they were not?

I think so, said Protagoras

"And do you not pursue after pleasure as a good, and avoid pain as
an evil?"

He assent ed.

"Then you think that pain is an evil and pleasure is a good: and

even pl easure you deeman evil, when it robs you of greater
pl easures than it gives, or causes pains greater than the pleasure.
I f, however, you call pleasure an evil in relation to sone other end

or standard, you will be able to show us that standard. But you have
none to show. "

I do not think that they have, said Protagoras.

"And have you not a simlar way of speaking about pain? You cal
pain a good when it takes away greater pains than those which it
has, or gives pleasures greater than the pains: then if you have
sonme standard ot her than pleasure and pain to which you refer when you
call actual pain a good, you can show what that is. But you cannot."

True, said Protagoras.

Suppose again, | said, that the world says to ne: "Wiy do you
spend many words and speak in nany ways on this subject?" Excuse ne,



friends, | should reply; but in the first place there is a
difficulty in explaining the meaning of the expression "overcone by
pl easure"; and the whole argunment turns upon this. And even now, if
you see any possible way in which evil can be explai ned as ot her
than pain, or good as other than pleasure, you may still retract.
Are you satisfied, then, at having a life of pleasure which is wthout
pain? If you are, and if you are unable to show any good or evil which
does not end in pleasure and pain, hear the consequences:-I|f what
you say is true, then the argunment is absurd which affirnms that a
man often does evil knowi ngly, when he night abstain, because he is
seduced and over powered by pleasure; or again, when you say that a nan
knowi ngly refuses to do what is good because he is overconme at the
nmonent by pleasure. And that this is ridiculous will be evident if
only we give up the use of various nanmes, such as pleasant and
pai nful, and good and evil. As there are two things, let us cal
them by two names-first, good and evil, and then pl easant and pai nful
Assuming this, let us go on to say that a nan does evil know ng that
he does evil. But sone one will ask, Wy? Because he is overcone, is
the first answer. And by what is he overcone? the enquirer wll
proceed to ask. And we shall not be able to reply "By pleasure," for
t he nane of pleasure has been exchanged for that of good. In our
answer, then, we shall only say that he is overcone. "By what?" he
will reiterate. By the good, we shall have to reply; indeed we
shal | . Nay, but our questioner will rejoin with a laugh, if he be
one of the swaggering sort, "That is too ridiculous, that a man shoul d
do what he knows to be evil when he ought not, because he is
overcone by good. Is that, he will ask, because the good was worthy or
not worthy of conquering the evil?" And in answer to that we shal
clearly reply, Because it was not worthy; for if it had been worthy,
then he who, as we say, was overcone by pleasure, would not have
been wong. "But how," he will reply, "can the good be unworthy of the
evil, or the evil of the good?" Is not the real explanation that
they are out of proportion to one another, either as greater and
smaller, or nore and fewer? This we cannot deny. And when you speak of
bei ng overcone-"what do you nean," he will say, "but that you choose
the greater evil in exchange for the | esser good?" Adnmitted. And now
substitute the nanes of pleasure and pain for good and evil, and
say, not as before, that a man does what is evil know ngly, but that
he does what is painful know ngly, and because he is overcone by
pl easure, which is unworthy to overcone. \Wat neasure is there of
the relations of pleasure to pain other than excess and defect,
whi ch nmeans that they becone greater and snaller, and nore and
fewer, and differ in degree? For if any one says: "Yes, Socrates,
but inmedi ate pleasure differs widely fromfuture pleasure and
pain"-To that | should reply: And do they differ in anything but in
pl easure and pai n? There can be no other neasure of them And do
you, like a skilful weigher, put into the balance the pleasures and
the pains, and their nearness and di stance, and weigh them and then
say which outwei ghs the other. If you wei gh pl easures agai nst
pl easures, you of course take the nore and greater; or if you weigh
pai ns agai nst pains, you take the fewer and the less; or if
pl easures agai nst pains, then you choose that course of action in
whi ch the painful is exceeded by the pleasant, whether the distant
by the near or the near by the distant; and you avoid that course of
action in which the pleasant is exceeded by the painful. Wuld you not
admit, ny friends, that this is true? | amconfident that they
cannot deny this.

He agreed with ne.

Well then, |I shall say, if you agree so far, be so good as to answer
me a question: Do not the sane nagnitudes appear |arger to your



si ght when near, and snaller when at a distance? They will acknow edge
that. And the sanme hol ds of thickness and nunber; al so sounds, which
are in thensel ves equal, are greater when near, and |esser when at a
di stance. They will grant that al so. Now suppose happi ness to
consi st in doing or choosing the greater, and in not doing or in
avoi ding the |l ess, what would be the saving principle of human |ife?
Wul d not the art of neasuring be the saving principle; or would the
power of appearance? Is not the latter that deceiving art which
makes us wander up and down and take the things at one tine of which
we repent at another, both in our actions and in our choice of
things great and small? But the art of measurenent would do away
with the ef fect of appearances, and, showing the truth, would fain
teach the soul at last to find rest in the truth, and would thus
save our life. Wuld not nmanki nd generally acknow edge that the art
whi ch acconplishes this result is the art of measurenent?

Yes, he said, the art of neasurenent.

Suppose, again, the salvation of human life to depend on the
choi ce of odd and even, and on the know edge of when a man ought to
choose the greater or less, either in reference to thenselves or to
each other, and whether near or at a distance; what would be the
saving principle of our lives? Wuld not know edge?-a know edge of
nmeasuri ng, when the question is one of excess and defect, and a
know edge of nunber, when the question is of odd and even? The world
will assent, will they not?

Prot agoras hinself thought that they woul d.

VWell then, nmy friends, | say to them seeing that the salvation of
human |ife has been found to consist in the right choice of
pl easures and pains,-in the choice of the nore and the fewer, and
the greater and the less, and the nearer and renoter, nust not this
nmeasuring be a consideration of their excess and defect and equality
inrelation to each other?

This is undeniably true.

And this, as possessing neasure, nust undeni ably also be an art
and sci ence?

They will agree, he said.

The nature of that art or science will be a matter of future
consi deration; but the existence of such a science furnishes a
denonstrative answer to the question which you asked of me and
Protagoras. At the tine when you asked the question, if you
remenber, both of us were agreeing that there was nothing mnightier
t han knowl edge, and that know edge, in whatever existing, nust have
t he advantage over pleasure and all other things; and then you said
that pleasure often got the advantage even over a nan who has
know edge; and we refused to allow this, and you rejoined: O
Prot agoras and Socrates, what is the neaning of being overcone by
pl easure if not this?-tell us what you call such a state:-if we had
i mediately and at the tine answered "lgnorance," you woul d have
| aughed at us. But now, in laughing at us, you will be |aughing at
yoursel ves: for you also adnitted that men err in their choice of
pl easures and pains; that is, in their choice of good and evil, from
def ect of know edge; and you adnitted further, that they err, not only
from defect of know edge in general, but of that particul ar
know edge which is called neasuring. And you are al so aware that the
erring act which is done wi thout know edge is done in ignorance. This,
therefore, is the meaning of being overcome by pleasure;-ignorance,
and that the greatest. And our friends Protagoras and Prodicus and
H ppi as declare that they are the physicians of ignorance; but you
who are under the m staken inpression that ignorance is not the cause,
and that the art of which | am speaki ng cannot be taught, neither go
your sel ves, nor send your children, to the Sophists, who are the



teachers of these things-you take care of your noney and give them
none; and the result is, that you are the worse off both in public and
private life:-Let us suppose this to be our answer to the world in
general: And now | should like to ask you, Hi ppias, and you, Prodicus,
as well as Protagoras (for the argunent is to be yours as well as
ours), whether you think that |I am speaking the truth or not?

They all thought that what | said was entirely true

Then you agree, | said, that the pleasant is the good, and the
pai nful evil. And here | would beg ny friend Prodicus not to introduce
his distinction of names, whether he is disposed to say pleasurable,
delightful, joyful. However, by whatever nane he prefers to call them
I will ask you, nost excellent Prodicus, to answer in my sense of
t he words.

Prodi cus | aughed and assented, as did the others.

Then, ny friends, what do you say to this? Are not all actions
honour abl e and useful, of which the tendency is to nake life
pai nl ess and pl easant? The honourable work is al so useful and good?

This was admitted.

Then, | said, if the pleasant is the good, nobody does anyt hi ng
under the idea or conviction that sone other thing would be better and
is also attainabl e, when he m ght do the better. And this
inferiority of a man to hinself is nmerely ignorance, as the
superiority of a man to hinself is w sdom

They all assented.

And is not ignorance the having a fal se opinion and bei ng decei ved
about inportant matters?

To this al so they unani nously assent ed.

Then, | said, no nman voluntarily pursues evil, or that which he
thinks to be evil. To prefer evil to good is not in human nature;
and when a man is conpelled to choose one of two evils, no one will
choose the greater when he may have the |ess.

Al'l of us agreed to every word of this.

Well, | said, there is a certain thing called fear or terror; and
here, Prodicus, | should particularly like to know whether you woul d
agree with me in defining this fear or terror as expectation of evil.

Pr ot agoras and Hi ppi as agreed, but Prodicus said that this was
fear and not terror.

Never mind, Prodicus, | said; but let me ask whether, if our
fornmer assertions are true, a man will pursue that which he fears when
he is not conpelled? Wuld not this be in flat contradiction to the
admi ssi on which has been already nmade, that he thinks the things which
he fears to be evil; and no one will pursue or voluntarily accept that
whi ch he thinks to be evil?

That al so was universally adnitted

Then, | said, these, Hippias and Prodicus, are our prenisses; and
I would beg Protagoras to explain to us how he can be right in what he
said at first. | do not nmean in what he said quite at first, for his

first statenent, as you may renenber, was that whereas there were five
parts of virtue none of themwas |ike any other of them each of

them had a separate function. To this, however, | amnot referring,

but to the assertion which he afterwards nmade that of the five virtues
four were nearly akin to each other, but that the fifth, which was
courage, differed greatly fromthe others. And of this he gave ne

the followi ng proof. He said: You will find, Socrates, that some of

t he nost inpious, and unrighteous, and intenperate, and ignorant of
men are anong the nost courageous; which proves that courage is very
different fromthe other parts of virtue. | was surprised at his
saying this at the tinme, and | amstill nore surprised now that | have
di scussed the matter with you. So | asked hi m whet her by the brave

he nmeant the confident. Yes, he replied, and the inpetuous or goers.



(You may renenber, Protagoras, that this was your answer.)

He assented.

Well then, | said, tell us against what are the courageous ready
to go-agai nst the same dangers as the cowards?

No, he answered.

Then agai nst sonething different?

Yes, he said.

Then do cowards go where there is safety, and the courageous where
there is danger?

Yes, Socrates, so nen say.

Very true, | said. But | want to know agai nst what do you say that
t he courageous are ready to go-agai nst dangers, believing themto be
dangers, or not agai nst dangers?

No, said he; the forner case has been proved by you in the
previ ous argunent to be inpossible.

That, again, | replied, is quite true. And if this has been
rightly proven, then no one goes to neet what he thinks to be dangers,
since the want of self-control, which nakes nmen rush into dangers, has
been shown to be ignorance.

He assent ed.

And yet the courageous man and the coward alike go to neet that
about which they are confident; so that, in this point of view the
cowardly and the courageous go to neet the sane things.

And yet, Socrates, said Protagoras, that to which the coward goes is
the opposite of that to which the courageous goes; the one, for
exanple, is ready to go to battle, and the other is not ready.

And is going to battle honourable or disgraceful? | said.

Honour abl e, he repli ed.

And i f honourable, then already admitted by us to be good; for al
honour abl e actions we have adnitted to be good.

That is true; and to that opinion | shall always adhere.

True, | said. But which of the two are they who, as you say, are
unwilling to go to war, which is a good and honourabl e thing?

The cowards, he replied.

And what is good and honourable, | said, is also pleasant?

It has certainly been acknow edged to be so, he replied.

And do the cowards knowi ngly refuse to go to the nobler, and
pl easanter, and better?

The adnission of that, he replied, would belie our fornmer
admi ssi ons.

But does not the courageous man also go to neet the better, and
pl easanter, and nobler?

That nust be admitted.

And the courageous nan has no base fear or base confidence?

True, he replied.

And if not base, then honourabl e?

He adnmitted this.

And i f honourabl e, then good?

Yes.

But the fear and confidence of the coward or fool hardy or madman, on
the contrary, are base?

He assented.

And these base fears and confidences originate in ignorance and
uni nstruct edness?

True, he said.

Then as to the notive fromwhich the cowards act, do you call it
cowar di ce or courage?

| should say cowardice, he replied.

And have they not been shown to be cowards through their ignorance
of dangers?



Assuredly, he said.

And because of that ignorance they are cowards?

He assented.

And the reason why they are cowards is adnitted by you to be
cowar di ce?

He agai n assent ed.

Then the ignorance of what is and is not dangerous is cowardice?

He nodded assent.

But surely courage, | said, is opposed to cowardice?

Yes.

Then the wi sdom whi ch knows what are and are not dangers is
opposed to the ignorance of thenf

To that again he nodded assent.

And the ignorance of themis cowardice?

To that he very reluctantly nodded assent.

And the know edge of that which is and is not dangerous is
courage, and is opposed to the ignorance of these things?

At this point he would no | onger nod assent, but was silent.

And why, | said, do you neither assent nor dissent, Protagoras?

Fi ni sh the argument by yourself, he said.

I only want to ask one nore question, | said. | want to know whet her
you still think that there are men who are nost ignorant and yet

nost cour ageous?

You seemto have a great anmbition to nmake nme answer, Socrates, and
therefore | will gratify you, and say, that this appears to me to be
i mpossi bl e consistently with the argunent.

My only object, |I said, in continuing the discussion, has been the
desire to ascertain the nature and relations of virtue; for if this
were clear, | amvery sure that the other controversy which has been

carried on at great length by both of us-you affirm ng and | denying
that virtue can be taught-would al so beconme clear. The result of our
di scussi on appears to ne to be singular. For if the argunent had a
human voi ce, that voice would be heard | aughing at us and sayi ng:
"Protagoras and Socrates, you are strange beings; there are you
Socrates, who were saying that virtue cannot be taught,
contradicting yourself now by your attenpt to prove that all things
are know edge, including justice, and tenperance, and courage, -which
tends to show that virtue can certainly be taught; for if virtue
were other than know edge, as Protagoras attenpted to prove, then
clearly virtue cannot be taught; but if virtue is entirely

know edge, as you are seeking to show, then | cannot but suppose
that virtue is capable of being taught. Protagoras, on the other hand,
who started by saying that it mnmight be taught, is now eager to prove
it to be anything rather than know edge; and if this is true, it

nmust be quite incapable of being taught." Now I, Protagoras,
perceiving this terrible confusion of our ideas, have a great desire
that they should be cleared up. And | should like to carry on the

di scussion until we ascertain what virtue is, whether capable of being
taught or not, lest haply Epinetheus should trip us up and deceive
us in the argunment, as he forgot us in the story; | prefer your
Pronet heus to your Epinmetheus, for of himl| nmake use, whenever | am
busy about these questions, in Promethean care of nmy own life. And
if you have no objection, as | said at first, | should like to have
your help in the enquiry.

Protagoras replied: Socrates, | amnot of a base nature, and | am
the last man in the world to be envious. | cannot but applaud your
energy and your conduct of an argunment. As | have often said, | admire
you above all nen whom | know, and far above all nen of your age;
and | believe that you will beconme very emninent in philosophy. Let
us cone back to the subject at sone future tinme;, at present we had



better turn to sonmething else
By all means, | said, if that is your wish; for | too ought Iong

since to have kept the engagenment of which | spoke before, and only
tarried because | could not refuse the request of the noble Callias.
So the conversation ended, and we went our way.

- THE END-
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