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by Plato
transl ated by Benjanin Jowett
CRATYLUS
PERSONS OF THE DI ALOGUE: SOCRATES, HERMOGENES, CRATYLUS

Her nbgenes. Suppose that we make Socrates a party to the argunent?

Cratylus. If you please.

Her. | should explain to you, Socrates, that our friend Cratylus has
been argui ng about nanes; he says that they are natural and not
conventional; not a portion of the human voice which nmen agree to use;
but that there is a truth or correctness in them which is the sane
for Hellenes as for barbarians. Wereupon | ask him whether his own
nane of Cratylus is a true name or not, and he answers "Yes." And
Socrates? "Yes." Then every man's nanme, as | tell him is that which
he is called. To this he replies- "If all the world were to call you
Her nogenes, that would not be your nane.” And when | am anxious to
have a further explanation he is ironical and nysterious, and seens to
imply that he has a notion of his own about the matter, if he would
only tell, and could entirely convince ne, if he chose to be
intelligible. Tell ne, Socrates, what this oracle nmeans; or rather
tell ne, if you will be so good, what is your own view of the truth or
correctness of names, which | would far sooner hear

Socrates. Son of Hipponicus, there is an ancient saying, that
"hard is the know edge of the good." And the know edge of names is a
great part of knowl edge. If | had not been poor, | night have heard
the fifty-drachma course of the great Prodicus, which is a conplete
education in grammar and | anguage- these are his own words- and then
shoul d have been at once able to answer your question about the
correctness of nanmes. But, indeed, | have only heard the
si ngl e-drachma course, and therefore, | do not know the truth about
such matters; | will, however, gladly assist you and Cratylus in the
i nvestigation of them Wen he declares that your nane is not really
Her nogenes, | suspect that he is only making fun of you;- he neans
to say that you are no true son of Hernmes, because you are al ways
| ooking after a fortune and never in luck. But, as | was saying, there
is a good deal of difficulty in this sort of know edge, and
therefore we had better | eave the question open until we have heard
bot h si des.

Her. | have often tal ked over this matter, both with Cratylus and
ot hers, and cannot convince nyself that there is any principle of
correctness in names other than convention and agreenent; any nane
whi ch you give, in nmy opinion, is the right one, and if you change
that and give another, the new nane is as correct as the old- we
frequently change the nanmes of our slaves, and the new y-inposed
name is as good as the old: for there is no nanme given to anything
by nature; all is convention and habit of the users;- such is ny view
But if | amnistaken |I shall be happy to hear and | earn of Cratyl us,
or of any one el se.

Soc. | dare say that you be right, Hernopgenes: let us see;- Your
meaning i s, that the nane of each thing is only that whi ch anybody
agrees to call it?

Her. That is my notion

Soc. Whether the giver of the name be an individual or a city?
Her. Yes.

Soc. Well, now, let ne take an instance;- suppose that | call a
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man a horse or a horse a man, you nmean to say that a man will be
rightly called a horse by ne individually, and rightly called a man by
the rest of the world; and a horse again would be rightly called a man
by ne and a horse by the world:- that is your meani ng?

Her. He would, according to ny view

Soc. But how about truth, then? you would acknow edge that there
is inwrds a true and a fal se?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And there are true and fal se propositions?

Her. To be sure.

Soc. And a true proposition says that which is, and a fal se
proposition says that which is not?

Her. Yes; what other answer is possible?

Soc. Then in a proposition there is a true and fal se?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. But is a proposition true as a whole only, and are the parts
untrue?

Her. No; the parts are true as well as the whole.

Soc. Wuld you say the large parts and not the snaller ones, or
every part?

Her. | should say that every part is true.

Soc. |s a proposition resolvable into any part smaller than a nanme?

Her. No; that is the smallest.

Soc. Then the name is a part of the true proposition?

Her. Yes.

Soc. Yes, and a true part, as you say.

Her. Yes.

Soc. And is not the part of a fal sehood al so a fal sehood?

Her. Yes.

Soc. Then, if propositions may be true and fal se, nanmes nay be
true and fal se?

Her. So we nust infer.

Soc. And the nanme of anything is that which any one affirnms to be
t he name?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And will there be so nmany nanmes of each thing as everybody says
that there are? and will they be true names at the tine of uttering
t hen??

Her. Yes, Socrates, | can conceive no correctness of names other
than this; you give one name, and | another; and in different cities
and countries there are different names for the sane things;

Hell enes differ frombarbarians in their use of names, and the severa
Hellenic tribes from one another

Soc. But woul d you say, Hernogenes, that the things differ as the
nanmes differ? and are they relative to individuals, as Protagoras
tells us? For he says that man is the neasure of all things, and
that things are to ne as they appear to ne, and that they are to you
as they appear to you. Do you agree with him or would you say that
t hi ngs have a permanent essence of their own?

Her. There have been tinmes, Socrates, when | have been driven in
my perplexity to take refuge with Protagoras; not that | agree with
himat all.

Soc. What! have you ever been driven to admit that there was no such
thing as a bad man?

Her. No, indeed; but | have often had reason to think that there are
very bad nen, and a good many of them

Soc. Well, and have you ever found any very good ones?

Her. Not many.

Soc. Still you have found thenf

Her. Yes.



Soc. And woul d you hold that the very good were the very w se, and
the very evil very foolish? Wuld that be your view?

Her. It woul d.

Soc. But if Protagoras is right, and the truth is that things are as
t hey appear to any one, how can sonme of us be w se and sone of us
foolish?

Her. | npossible.

Soc. And if, on the other hand, wi sdomand folly are really
di stingui shable, you will allow, | think, that the assertion of
Protagoras can hardly be correct. For if what appears to each man is
true to him one nman cannot in reality be w ser than another

Her. He cannot.

Soc. Nor will you be disposed to say with Euthydenus, that al
things equally belong to all nen at the same nonment and al ways; for
neither on his view can there be some good and other bad, if virtue
and vice are always equally to be attributed to all

Her. There cannot.

Soc. But if neither is right, and things are not relative to
i ndi viduals, and all things do not equally belong to all at the sane
nmonent and al ways, they nmust be supposed to have their own proper
and pernmanent essence: they are not in relation to us, or influenced
by us, fluctuating according to our fancy, but they are independent,
and naintain to their own essence the relation prescribed by nature.

Her. | think, Socrates, that you have said the truth.

Soc. Does what | am saying apply only to the things thensel ves, or
equally to the actions which proceed fromthen? Are not actions also a
cl ass of being?

Her. Yes, the actions are real as well as the things.

Soc. Then the actions also are done according to their proper
nature, and not according to our opinion of then? In cutting, for
exanpl e, we do not cut as we please, and with any chance instrunent;
but we cut with the proper instrunent only, and according to the
natural process of cutting; and the natural process is right and
wi Il succeed, but any other will fail and be of no use at all.

Her. | should say that the natural way is the right way.

Soc. Again, in burning, not every way is the right way; but the
right way is the natural way, and the right instrument the natura
i nstrument.

Her. True.

Soc. And this holds good of all actions?
Her. Yes.

Soc. And speech is a kind of action?
Her. True.

Soc. And will a man speak correctly who speaks as he pl eases? WII
not the successful speaker rather be he who speaks in the natura
way of speaking, and as things ought to be spoken, and with the
natural instrument? Any other node of speaking will result in error
and failure.

Her. | quite agree with you
Soc. And is not nanming a part of speaking? for in giving nanes nen
speak.

Her. That is true.

Soc. And if speaking is a sort of action and has a relation to acts,
is not naming also a sort of action?

Her. True.

Soc. And we saw that actions were not relative to ourselves, but had
a special nature of their own?

Her. Precisely.

Soc. Then the argunent would lead us to infer that names ought to be
given according to a natural process, and with a proper instrunent,



and not at our pleasure: in this and no other way shall we nane with
success.

Her. | agree.

Soc. But again, that which has to be cut has to be cut with
sonet hi ng?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And that which has to be woven or pierced has to be woven or
pi erced with sonething?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And that which has to be nanmed has to be nanmed w th sonet hi ng?

Her. True.

Soc. What is that with which we pierce?

Her. An aw .

Soc. And with which we weave?

Her. A shuttle.

Soc. And with which we nane?

Her. A nane.

Soc. Very good: then a nane is an instrunent?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. Suppose that | ask, "Wat sort of instrunent is a shuttle?" And
you answer, "A weaving instrunment."

Her. Wéll

Soc. And | ask again, "Wat do we do when we weave?"- The answer is,
that we separate or di sengage the warp fromthe woof.

Her. Very true

Soc. And may not a sinmilar description be given of an aw, and of
instruments in general?

Her. To be sure.

Soc. And now suppose that | ask a simlar question about nanes: will
you answer ne? Regarding the name as an instrunment, what do we do when
we nane?

Her. | cannot say.

Soc. Do we not give information to one another, and distinguish
thi ngs according to their natures?

Her. Certainly we do.

Soc. Then a nane is an instrument of teaching and of
di stingui shing natures, as the shuttle is of distinguishing the
threads of the web.

Her. Yes.

Soc. And the shuttle is the instrunent of the weaver?

Her. Assuredly.

Soc. Then the weaver will use the shuttle well- and well neans
li ke a weaver? and the teacher will use the nane well- and well
neans |like a teacher?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And when the weaver uses the shuttle, whose work will he be
using well?

Her. That of the carpenter

Soc. And is every man a carpenter, or the skilled only?

Her. Only the skilled.

Soc. And when the piercer uses the awl, whose work will he be
using well?

Her. That of the smith.

Soc. And is every nan a smith, or only the skilled?

Her. The skilled only.

Soc. And when the teacher uses the nanme, whose work will he be
usi ng?

Her. There again | am puzzl ed.

Soc. Cannot you at |east say who gives us the nanes which we use?

Her. Indeed | cannot.



Soc. Does not the law seemto you to give us then?

Her. Yes, | suppose so.

Soc. Then the teacher, when he gives us a nanme, uses the work of the
| egi sl ator?

Her. | agree.

Soc. And is every man a legislator, or the skilled only?

Her. The skilled only.

Soc. Then, Hernopgenes, not every nan is able to give a nanme, but
only a maker of nanes; and this is the | egislator, who of al
skilled artisans in the world is the rarest.

Her. True.

Soc. And how does the | egislator nake nanes? and to what does he
| ook? Consider this in the light of the previous instances: to what
does the carpenter | ook in making the shuttle? Does he not |ook to
that which is naturally fitted to act as a shuttle?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And suppose the shuttle to be broken in making, will he nake
anot her, looking to the broken one? or will he look to the form
according to which he nade the other?

Her. To the latter, | should imagine.

Soc. M ght not that be justly called the true or ideal shuttle?

Her. | think so.

SCC. And whatever shuttles are wanted, for the manufacture of
garments, thin or thick, of flaxen, woollen, or other naterial
ought all of themto have the true formof the shuttle; and whatever
is the shuttle best adapted to each kind of work, that ought to be the
form whi ch the maker produces in each case

Her. Yes.

Soc. And the sanme holds of other instruments: when a man has
di scovered the instrument which is naturally adapted to each work,
he must express this natural form and not others which he fancies, in
the material, whatever it may be, which he enploys; for exanple, he
ought to know how to put into iron the forns of awl s adapted by nature
to their several uses?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And how to put into wood forns of shuttles adapted by nature to
their uses?

Her. True.

Soc. For the several forms of shuttles naturally answer to the
several kinds of webs; and this is true of instruments in general

Her. Yes.

Soc. Then, as to nanmes: ought not our |egislator also to know how to
put the true natural nanes of each thing into sounds and syl abl es and
to make and give all nanmes with a viewto the ideal name, if he is
to be a namer in any true sense? And we nust renenber that different
legislators will not use the sane syllables. For neither does every
smth, although he may be meking the sanme instrunent for the sane
purpose, make themall of the sane iron. The form nust be the sane,
but the material may vary, and still the instrunent nay be equally
good of whatever iron nade, whether in Hellas or in a foreign
country;- there is no difference.

Her. Very true

Soc. And the legislator, whether he be Hellene or barbarian, is
not therefore to be deened by you a worse | egislator, provided he
gives the true and proper formof the name in whatever syllables; this
or that country makes no natter

Her. Quite true

Soc. But who then is to determine whether the proper formis given
to the shuttle, whatever sort of wood may be used? the carpenter who
makes, or the weaver who is to use then?



Her. | should say, he who is to use them Socrates.

Soc. And who uses the work of the lyrenaker? WIIl not he be the
man who knows how to direct what is being done, and who will know al so
whet her the work is being well done or not?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And who is he?

Her. The player of the lyre.

Soc. And who will direct the shipwight?

Her. The pilot.

Soc. And who will be best able to direct the legislator in his work,
and will know whether the work is well done, in this or any other
country? WIIl not the user be the man?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And this is he who knows how to ask questions?
Her. Yes.

Soc. And how to answer thenf

Her. Yes.

Soc. And hi mwho knows how to ask and answer you would call a
di al ectici an?

Her. Yes; that woul d be his nane.

Soc. Then the work of the carpenter is to make a rudder, and the
pilot has to direct him if the rudder is to be well nade.

Her. True.

Soc. And the work of the legislator is to give nanes, and the
di al ectician nmust be his director if the names are to be rightly

gi ven?
Her. That is true.
Soc. Then, Hernogenes, | should say that this giving of names can be

no such light matter as you fancy, or the work of light or chance
persons; and Cratylus is right in saying that things have names by
nature, and that not every nman is an artificer of names, but he only
who | ooks to the name which each thing by nature has, and is able to
express the true forns of things in letters and syll abl es.

Her. | cannot answer you, Socrates; but | find a difficulty in
changing nmy opinion all in a monment, and | think that | should be nore
readi |y persuaded, if you would show nme what this is which you term
the natural fitness of nanes.

Soc. My good Hernogenes, | have none to show. Was | not telling
you just now (but you have forgotten), that | knew nothing, and
proposing to share the enquiry with you? But now that you and | have
tal ked over the matter, a step has been gained; for we have discovered
t hat names have by nature a truth, and that not every man knows how to
give a thing a nane

Her. Very good.

Soc. And what is the nature of this truth or correctness of nanes?
That, if you care to know, is the next question

Her. Certainly, | care to know.
Soc. Then reflect.
Her. How shall | reflect?

Soc. The true way is to have the assistance of those who know, and
you must pay themwell both in noney and in thanks; these are the
Sophi sts, of whom your brother, Callias, has- rather dearly- bought
the reputation of wisdom But you have not yet come into your
i nheritance, and therefore you had better go to him and beg and
entreat himto tell you what he has learnt from Protagoras about the
fitness of nanes.

Her. But how inconsistent should | be, if, whilst repudiating
Protagoras and his Truth, | were to attach any value to what he and
hi s book affirm

Soc. Then if you despise him you nmust |learn of Homer and the poets.



Her. And where does Homer say anythi ng about nanes, and what does he
say?

Soc. He often speaks of them notably and nobly in the places
where he distinguishes the different names which Gods and men give
to the sane things. Does he not in these passages nake a remarkabl e
statement about the correctness of names? For the Gods nmust clearly be
supposed to call things by their right and natural nanes; do you not
thi nk so?

Her. Wiy, of course they call themrightly, if they call them at
all. But to what are you referring?

Soc. Do you not know what he says about the river in Troy who had
a single conbat w th Hephaestus?

Whom t he Gods call Xant hus, and nen call Scanmnder.

Her. | remenber

Soc. Well, and about this river- to know that he ought to be
call ed Xanthus and not Scamander- is not that a solemn |esson? O
about the bird which, as he says,

The CGods call Chalcis, and nmen Cymi ndis:

to be taught how much nore correct the name Chalcis is than the nane
Cym ndi s- do you deemthat a light matter? Or about Batieia and
Myrina? And there are many ot her observations of the sane kind in
Homer and ot her poets. Now, | think that this is beyond the
under st andi ng of you and ne; but the names of Scanandrius and
Ast yanax, which he affirns to have been the nanmes of Hector's son, are
nore within the range of human faculties, as | am disposed to think
and what the poet neans by correctness may be nore readily apprehended
in that instance: you will remenber | dare say the lines to which |
refer?

Her. | do.

Soc. Let ne ask you, then, which did Hormer think the nore correct of
the nanes given to Hector's son- Astyanax or Scamandri us?

Her. | do not know.

Soc. How woul d you answer, if you were asked whether the w se or the
unwi se are nore likely to give correct nanes?

Her. | should say the w se, of course.

Soc. And are the nen or the wonen of a city, taken as a class, the
w ser?

Her. | should say, the nen

Soc. And Hormer, as you know, says that the Trojan nmen called him
Astyanax (king of the city); but if the men called himAstyanax, the
ot her name of Scamandrius could only have been given to himby the
wonen.

Her. That may be inferred.

Soc. And nust not Homer have inagined the Trojans to be w ser than
their wives?

Her. To be sure.

Soc. Then he nust have thought Astyanax to be a nore correct name
for the boy than Scamandri us?

Her. Clearly.

Soc. And what is the reason of this? Let us consider:- does he not
hi nsel f suggest a very good reason, when he says,

For he al one defended their city and I ong walls?

This appears to be a good reason for calling the son of the saviour
king of the city which his father was saving, as Honer observes.



Her. | see.

Soc. Wiy, Hernogenes, | do not as yet see nyself; and do you?

Her. No, indeed; not |

Soc. But tell ne, friend, did not Homer hinself also give Hector his
name?

Her. What of that?

Soc. The nanme appears to ne to be very nearly the same as the nane
of Astyanax- both are Hellenic; and a king (anax) and a hol der (ektor)
have nearly the same nmeaning, and are both descriptive of a king;
for a man is clearly the holder of that of which he is king; he rules,
and owns, and holds it. But, perhaps, you may think that | am
tal ki ng nonsense; and indeed |I believe that | nyself did not know what

I meant when | inmagined that | had found sone indication of the
opi ni on of Homer about the correctness of nanes.

Her. | assure you that | think otherwise, and | believe you to be on
the right track.

Soc. There is reason, | think, in calling the lion's whelp a lion
and the foal of a horse a horse; | am speaking only of the ordinary
course of nature, when an ani mal produces after his kind, and not of
extraordinary births;- if contrary to nature a horse have a calf, then

| should not call that a foal but a calf; nor do | call any inhunman
birth a man, but only a natural birth. And the same may be said of
trees and other things. Do you agree with me?

Her. Yes, | agree.

Soc. Very good. But you had better watch ne and see that | do not
play tricks with you. For on the sane principle the son of a king is
to be called a king. And whether the syllables of the nane are the
sane or not the sane, nakes no difference, provided the nmeaning is
retained; nor does the addition or subtraction of a letter nake any
difference so long as the essence of the thing remains in possession
of the name and appears in it.

Her. \Wat do you nean?

Soc. A very sinple matter. | may illustrate my neaning by the
nanes of letters, which you know are not the sanme as the letters
thenmsel ves with the exception of the four e, u, o (short), o (long);
the nanes of the rest, whether vowels or consonants, are nmade up of
other letters which we add to thenm but so long as we introduce the
nmeani ng, and there can be no m stake, the nane of the letter is
quite correct. Take, for exanple, the letter beta- the addition of
e, t, a, gives no offence, and does not prevent the whole nanme from
havi ng the val ue which the legislator intended- so well did he know
how to give the letters nanes.

Her. | believe you are right.

Soc. And may not the sanme be said of a king? a king will often be
the son of a king, the good son or the noble son of a good or noble
sire; and sinmlarly the off spring of every kind, in the regular
course of nature, is like the parent, and therefore has the sane nane.
Yet the syllables may be disguised until they appear different to
the ignorant person, and he may not recognize them although they
are the same, just as any one of us would not recogni ze the sane drugs
under different disguises of colour and snell, although to the
physi ci an, who regards the power of them they are the sanme, and he is
not put out by the addition; and in |ike manner the etynol ogist is not
put out by the addition or transposition or subtraction of a letter or
two, or indeed by the change of all the letters, for this need not
interfere with the nmeaning. As was just now said, the names of
Hect or and Astyanax have only one letter alike, which is t, and yet
they have the sane neaning. And how little in conmon with the
letters of their nanmes has Archepolis (ruler of the city)- and yet the
meaning is the same. And there are many ot her names which just mean



"king." Again, there are several nanes for a general, as, for exanple,
Agis (|l eader) and Pol emarchus (chief in war) and Eupol enus (good
warrior); and others which denote a physician, as latrocles (fanobus
heal er) and Acesinbrotus (curer of nortals); and there are many others
which might be cited, differing in their syllables and letters, but
havi ng the sane neani ng. Wuld you not say so?

Her. Yes.

Soc. The sanme nanes, then, ought to be assigned to those who
follow in the course of nature?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And what of those who follow out of the course of nature, and
are prodigies? for exanple, when a good and religious nan has an
irreligious son, he ought to bear the nanme not of his father, but of
the class to which he belongs, just as in the case which was before
supposed of a horse foaling a calf.

Her. Quite true

Soc. Then the irreligious son of a religious father should be called
irreligious?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. He should not be called Theophilus (bel oved of God) or
Mhesi t heus (mindful of God), or any of these nanes: if names are
correctly given, his should have an opposite neaning.

Her. Certainly, Socrates.

Soc. Again, Hernpgenes, there is Orestes (the man of the
nmount ai ns) who appears to be rightly called; whether chance gave the
nane, or perhaps sonme poet who neant to express the brutality and
fierceness and nmountain wldness of his hero's nature.

Her. That is very likely, Socrates.

Soc. And his father's name is also according to nature.

Her. Clearly.

Soc. Yes, for as his name, so also is his nature; Agamennmon
(admirable for remaining) is one who is patient and persevering in the
acconpl i shnent of his resolves, and by his virtue crowns them and his
continuance at Troy with all the vast arny is a proof of that
admi rabl e endurance in himwhich is signified by the nane Agamemmon. |
also think that Atreus is rightly called; for his nmurder of Chrysippus
and his exceeding cruelty to Thyestes are damagi ng and destructive
to his reputation- the nane is a little altered and di sgui sed so as
not to be intelligible to every one, but to the etynologist there is
no difficulty in seeing the neaning, for whether you think of himas
ateires the stubborn, or as atrestos the fearless, or as ateros the
destructive one, the nane is perfectly correct in every point of view
And | think that Pelops is also naned appropriately; for, as the
nane inplies, he is rightly called Pel ops who sees what is near only
(o ta pelas oron).

Her. How so?

Soc. Because, according to the tradition, he had no forethought or
foresight of all the evil which the nurder of Myrtilus would entai
upon his whole race in renote ages; he saw only what was at hand and
i medi ate,- O in other words, pelas (near), in his eagerness to win
Hi ppodani a by all means for his bride. Every one would agree that
the nane of Tantalus is rightly given and in accordance with nature,
if the traditions about himare true.

Her. And what are the traditions?

Soc. Many terrible nmisfortunes are said to have happened to himin
his life- last of all, cane the utter ruin of his country; and after
his death he had the stone suspended (talanteia) over his head in
the world below all this agrees wonderfully well with his nane. You
m ght inmagi ne that some person who wanted to call him Tal ant at os
(the nost wei ghted down by misfortune), disguised the name by altering



it into Tantalus; and into this form by sonme accident of tradition
it has actually been transnuted. The nane of Zeus, who is his
al l eged father, has also an excellent neani ng, although hard to be
under st ood, because really like a sentence, which is divided into
two parts, for some call him Zena, and use the one half, and others
who use the other half call himD a; the two together signify the
nature of the CGod, and the business of a nane, as we were saying, is
to express the nature. For there is none who is nore the author of
life to us and to all, than the lord and king of all. \Werefore we are
right in calling himZena and Dia, which are one nane, although
di vi ded, neaning the God through whomall creatures always have life
(di on zen aei pasi tois zosin uparchei). There is an irreverence,
at first sight, in calling himson of Cronos (who is a proverb for
stupidity), and we mght rather expect Zeus to be the child of a
mghty intellect. Wiich is the fact; for this is the nmeaning of his
father's nane: Kronos quasi Koros (Choreo, to sweep), not in the sense
of a youth, but signifying to chatharon chai acheraton tou nou, the
pure and garnished nmind (sc. apo tou chorein). He, as we are
i nformed by tradition, was begotten of Uranus, rightly so called
(apo tou oran ta ano) from | ooking upwards; which, as philosophers
tell us, is the way to have a pure nind, and the name Uranus is
therefore correct. If | could remenber the geneal ogy of Hesi od,
woul d have gone on and tried nore conclusions of the sane sort on
the renoter ancestors of the Gods,- then |I night have seen whet her
this wi sdom which has cone to nme all in an instant, | know not
whence, will or will not hold good to the end.

Her. You seemto ne, Socrates, to be quite like a prophet newy
inspired, and to be uttering oracles.

Soc. Yes, Hernogenes, and | believe that | caught the inspiration
fromthe great Euthyphro of the Prospaltian dene, who gave nme a | ong

| ecture which commenced at dawn: he talked and | |istened, and his
wi sdom and enchanting ravi shment has not only filled ny ears but taken
possession of nmy soul,and to-day |I shall let his superhuman power work

and finish the investigation of nanes- that will be the way; but
to-norrow, if you are so disposed, we will conjure himaway, and
make a purgation of him if we can only find sonme priest or sophist
who is skilled in purifications of this sort.

Her. Wth all ny heart; for amvery curious to hear the rest of
t he enquiry about nanes.

Soc. Then let us proceed; and where woul d you have us begin, now
that we have got a sort of outline of the enquiry? Are there any names
whi ch wi tness of thenselves that they are not given arbitrarily, but
have a natural fitness? The nanmes of heroes and of nen in genera
are apt to be deceptive because they are often called after
ancestors with whose nanmes, as we were saying, they may have no
busi ness; or they are the expression of a wish |ike Eutychides (the
son of good fortune), or Sosias (the Saviour), or Theophilus (the
bel oved of God), and others. But | think that we had better |eave
these, for there will be nore chance of finding correctness in the
nanes of inmutabl e essences;- there ought to have been nore care taken
about them when they were naned, and perhaps there may have been
sone nore than human power at work occasionally in giving them nanes.

Her. | think so, Socrates.

Soc. Qught we not to begin with the consideration of the Gods, and
show that they are" rightly naned Gods?

Her. Yes, that will be well.

Soc. My notion would be sonmething of this sort:- | suspect that
the sun, noon, earth, stars, and heaven, which are still the Gods of
many barbarians, were the only Gods known to the aborigi na
Hel | enes. Seeing that they were always noving and running, from



their running nature they were called Gods or runners (Theous,
Theont as); and when nmen becanme acquainted with the other Gods, they
proceeded to apply the sanme name to themall. Do you think that
likely?

Her. | think it very likely indeed.

Soc. What shall follow the Gods?

Her. Miust not denons and heroes and nen come next?

Soc. Denons! And what do you consider to be the nmeaning of this
word? Tell me if ny viewis right.

Her. Let ne hear.

Soc. You know how Hesi od uses the word?

Her. | do not.

Soc. Do you not remenber that he speaks of a golden race of nen
who came first?

Her. Yes, | do.

Soc. He says of them

But now that fate has closed over this race
They are holy denobns upon the earth,
Beneficent, averters of ills, guardians of nortal nen.

Her. Wat is the inference?

Soc. What is the inference! Wiy, | suppose that he neans by the
gol den nen, not men literally nade of gold, but good and noble; and
I am convinced of this, because he further says that we are the iron
race.

Her. That is true.

Soc. And do you not suppose that good nen of our own day woul d by
him be said to be of golden race?

Her. Very likely.

Soc. And are not the good w se?

Her. Yes, they are w se

Soc. And therefore | have the nost entire conviction that he
cal l ed t hem denons, because they were daenpnes (knowi ng or w se),
and in our older Attic dialect the word itself occurs. Now he and
ot her poets say truly, that when a good man di es he has honour and a
nm ghty portion anong the dead, and becones a denon; which is a nane
given to himsignifying wisdom And | say too, that every w se man who
happens to be a good man is nore than human (dai monion) both in life
and death, and is rightly called a denon

Her. Then | rather think that | amof one mind with you; but what is
t he nmeani ng of the word "hero"? (eros)

Soc. | think that there is no difficulty in explaining, for the nane
is not nuch altered, and signifies that they were born of |ove.

Her. \Wat do you nean?

Soc. Do you not know that the heroes are deni gods?

Her. What then?

Soc. All of them sprang either fromthe love of a God for a norta
worman, or of a nmortal man for a Goddess; think of the word in the
old Attic, and you will see better that the nane heros is only a
slight alteration of Eros, fromwhomthe heroes sprang: either this is
the nmeaning, or, if not this, then they nust have been skilful as
rhetoricians and dial ecticians, and able to put the question (erotan),
for eirein is equivalent to legein. And therefore, as | was saying, in
the Attic dialect the heroes turn out to be rhetoricians and
questioners. Al this is easy enough; the noble breed of heroes are
a tribe of sophists and rhetors. But can you tell me why nmen are
call ed anthropoi ?- that is nore difficult.

Her. No, | cannot; and | would not try even if | could, because
think that you are the nore likely to succeed.



Soc. That is to say, you trust to the inspiration of Euthyphro.

Her. O course.

Soc. Your faith is not vain; for at this very noment a new and
i ngeni ous thought strikes me, and, if | amnot careful, before
tonorrow s dawn | shall be wiser than | ought to be. Now, attend to
me; and first, remenber that we of put in and pull out letters in
words, and give nanes as we please and change the accents. Take, for
exanple, the word Dii Philos; in order to convert this froma sentence
into a noun, we onmt one of the iotas and sound the mniddle syllable
grave instead of acute; as, on the other hand, letters are sonetines
inserted in words instead of being onitted, and the acute takes the
pl ace of the grave.

Her. That is true.

Soc. The name ant hropos, which was once a sentence, and is now a
noun, appears to be a case just of this sort, for one letter, which is
the a, has been onitted, and the acute on the | ast syllable has been
changed to a grave.

Her. \Wat do you nean?

Soc. | nmean to say that the word "nman" inplies that other aninals
never exam ne, or consider, or look up at what they see, but that
man not only sees (opope) but considers and | ooks up at that which
he sees, and hence he alone of all animals is rightly anthropos,
nmeani ng anat hron a opopen.

Her. May | ask you to exani ne another word about which | am curious?

Soc. Certainly.

Her. | will take that which appears to me to follow next in order
You know the distinction of soul and body?

Soc. OF course.

Her. Let us endeavour to analyze themlike the previous words.

Soc. You want ne first of all to exam ne the natural fitness of
the word psnche (soul), and then of the word soma (body)?

Her. Yes.

Soc. If | amto say what occurs to ne at the nonent, | should
i magi ne that those who first use the nane psnche neant to express that
the soul when in the body is the source of life, and gives the power
of breath and revival (anapsuchon), and when this reviving power fails
then the body perishes and dies, and this, if | amnot m staken,
they called psyche. But please stay a nmonent; | fancy that | can
di scover sonmething which will be nore acceptable to the disciples of
Eut hyphro, for | amafraid that they will scorn this explanation. Wat
do you say to another?

Her. Let ne hear.

Soc. What is that which holds and carries and gives life and
nmotion to the entire nature of the body? Wat el se but the soul ?

Her. Just that

Soc. And do you not believe with Anaxagoras, that mind or soul is
the ordering and containing principle of all things?

Her. Yes; | do.

Soc. Then you may well call that power phuseche which carries and
hol ds nature (e phusin okei, kai ekei), and this nay be refined away
i nto psuche.

Her. Certainly; and this derivation is, | think, nmore scientific than
t he ot her.

Soc. It is so; but I cannot help laughing, if | amto suppose that
this was the true neaning of the nane.

Her. But what shall we say of the next word?

Soc. You nean soma (the body).

Her. Yes.

Soc. That may be variously interpreted; and yet nore variously if
alittle pernutation is allowed. For sonme say that the body is the



grave (semmn) of the soul which may be thought to be buried in our
present life; or again the index of the soul, because the soul gives
i ndi cations to (senainei) the body; probably the O phic poets were the
i nventors of the nanme, and they were under the inpression that the
soul is suffering the punishnment of sin, and that the body is an
enclosure or prison in which the soul is incarcerated, kept safe
(soma, sozetai), as the nane oonm inplies, until the penalty is
paid; according to this view, not even a letter of the word need be
changed.

Her. | think, Socrates, that we have said enough of this class of
words. But have we any nore expl anations of the nanes of the Gods,
i ke that which you were giving of Zeus? | should like to know whet her
any simlar principle of correctness is to be applied to them

Soc. Yes, indeed, Hernogenes; and there is one excellent principle
whi ch, as nen of sense, we must acknow edge,- that of the Gods we know
not hing, either of their natures or of the nanmes which they give
thenmsel ves; but we are sure that the nanmes by which they cal
t hensel ves, whatever they may be, are true. And this is the best of
all principles; and the next best is to say, as in prayers, that we
will call themby any sort of kind nanmes or patronymnics which they
i ke, because we do not know of any other. That also, |I think, is a
very good custom and one which | should nuch wish to observe. Let us,
then, if you please, in the first place announce to themthat we are
not enquiring about themy we do not presune that we are able to do so;
but we are enquiring about the neaning of nmen in giving themthese
names, - in this there can be small bl ane.

Her. | think, Socrates, that you are quite right, and I would Iike
to do as you say.

Soc. Shall we begin, then, with Hestia, according to custon?

Her. Yes, that will be very proper.

Soc. What may we suppose himto have neant who gave the nane Hestia?

Her. That is another and certainly a nost difficult question

Soc. My dear Hernogenes, the first inposers of nanmes nust surely
have been consi derabl e persons; they were phil osophers, and had a good
deal to say.

Her. Well, and what of then?

Soc. They are the nen to whom | should attribute the inposition of
nanmes. Even in foreign names, if you analyze them a neaning is
still discernible. For exanple, that which we termousia is by sone
called esia, and by others again osia. Now that the essence of
things should be called estia, which is akin to the first of these
(esia = estia), is rational enough. And there is reason in the
At heni ans calling that estia which participates in ousia. For in
ancient tinmes we too seemto have said esia for ousia, and this you
may note to have been the idea of those who appointed that
sacrifices should be first offered to estia, which was natura
enough if they neant that estia was the essence of things. Those again
who read osia seemto have inclined to the opinion of Heracleitus,
that all things flow and nothing stands; with themthe pushing
principle (othoun) is the cause and ruling power of all things, and is
therefore rightly called osia. Enough of this, which is all that we
who know nothing can affirm Next in order after Hestia we ought to
consi der Rhea and Cronos, although the nane of Cronos has been al ready
di scussed. But | dare say that | amtal king great nonsense.

Her. Wy, Socrates?

Soc. My good friend, | have discovered a hive of w sdom
Her. O what nature?
Soc. Well, rather ridiculous, and yet plausible.

Her. How pl ausi bl e?
Soc. | fancy to nyself Heracleitus repeating wise traditions of



antiquity as old as the days of Cronos and Rhea, and of which Honer
al so spoke.

Her. How do you nean?

Soc. Heracleitus is supposed to say that all things are in notion
and nothing at rest; he conpares themto the streamof a river, and
says that you cannot go into the sane water twice

Her. That is true.

Soc. Well, then, how can we avoid inferring that he who gave the
nanes of Cronos and Rhea to the ancestors of the Gods, agreed pretty
much in the doctrine of Heracleitus? Is the giving of the names of
streanms to both of them purely accidental ? Conpare the line in which
Homer, and, as | believe, Hesiod also, tells of

Ccean, the origin of Gods, and nother Tethys.
And agai n, O pheus says, that

The fair river of Ccean was the first to marry, and he espoused
his sister Tethys, who was his nother's daughter

You see that this is a remarkabl e coincidence, and all in the
direction of Heracleitus.

Her. | think that there is sonething in what you say, Socrates;
but I do not understand the neaning of the name Tethys.

Soc. Well, that is alnost self-explained, being only the name of a

spring, a little disguised; for that which is strained and filtered
(di attonenon, ethounenon) nmay be |likened to a spring, and the nane
Tethys is made up of these two words.

Her. The idea is ingenious, Socrates.

Soc. To be sure. But what comes next?- of Zeus we have spoken

Her. Yes.

Soc. Then let us next take his two brothers, Poseidon and Pl uto,
whet her the latter is called by that or by his other nane.

Her. By all nmeans.

Soc. Poseidon is Posidesnos, the chain of the feet; the origina
i nventor of the nanme had been stopped by the watery elenment in his
wal ks, and not allowed to go on, and therefore he called the ruler
of this el ement Poseidon; the e was probably inserted as an
ornanent. Yet, perhaps, not so; but the nanme may have been
originally witten with a double | and not with an s, neaning that the
God knew nmany things (Polla eidos). And perhaps al so he being the
shaker of the earth, has been named from shaking (seiein), and then
p and d have been added. Pluto gives wealth (Ploutos), and his name
nmeans the giver of wealth, which comes out of the earth beneath.
Peopl e in general appear to inagine that the term Hades is connected
with the invisible (aeides) and so they are led by their fears to cal
the God Pluto instead.

Her. And what is the true derivation?

Soc. In spite of the mistakes which are nmade about the power of this
deity, and the foolish fears which people have of him such as the
fear of always being with himafter death, and of the soul denuded
of the body going to him ny belief is that all is quite consistent,
and that the office and nane of the God really correspond.

Her. Wiy, how is that?

Soc. | will tell you nmy own opinion; but first, |I should like to ask
you which chain does any aninmal feel to be the stronger? and which
confines himnore to the sane spot,- desire or necessity?

Her. Desire, Socrates, is stronger far

Soc. And do you not think that many a one woul d escape from Hades,
if he did not bind those who depart to himby the strongest of chains?



Her. Assuredly they woul d.

Soc. And if by the greatest of chains, then by sone desire, as
shoul d certainly infer, and not by necessity?

Her. That is clear.

Soc. And there are nmany desires?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And therefore by the greatest desire, if the chainis to be the
greatest?

Her. Yes.

Soc. And is any desire stronger than the thought that you will be
made better by associating with another?

Her. Certainly not.

Soc. And is not that the reason, Hernogenes, why no one, who has

been to him is willing to come back to us? Even the Sirens, like
all the rest of the world, have been laid under his spells. Such a
charm as | imagine, is the God able to infuse into his words. And,

according to this view, he is the perfect and acconplished Sophi st,
and the great benefactor of the inhabitants of the other world; and
even to us who are upon earth he sends from bel ow exceedi ng bl essi ngs.
For he has much nore than he wants down there; wherefore he is

called Pluto (or the rich). Note also, that he will have nothing to do
with nen while they are in the body, but only when the soul is
liberated fromthe desires and evils of the body. Now there is a great
deal of philosophy and reflection in that; for in their |iberated
state he can bind themwith the desire of virtue, but while they are
flustered and naddened by the body, not even father Cronos hinself
woul d suffice to keep themwith himin his own far-famed chai ns.

Her. There is a deal of truth in what you say.

Soc. Yes, Hernogenes, and the |egislator called himHades, not
fromthe unseen (aeides)- far otherw se, but fromhis know edge
(eidenai) of all noble things.

Her. Very good; and what do we say of Deneter, and Here, and Apoll o,
and At hene, and Hephaestus, and Ares, and the other deities?

Soc. Deneter is e didousa neter, who gives food |like a nother
Here is the lovely one (erate)- for Zeus, according to tradition
| oved and married her; possibly also the nane may have been gi ven when
the I egislator was thinking of the heavens, and nay be only a di sguise
of the air (aer), putting the end in the place of the beginning. You
will recognize the truth of this if you repeat the letters of Here
several times over. People dread the nanme of Pherephatta as they dread
the nane of Apollo- and with as little reason; the fear, if I am not
nm staken, only arises fromtheir ignorance of the nature of nanes. But
they go changing the name into Phersephone, and they are terrified
at this; whereas the new nane neans only that the Goddess is wi se
(sophe); for seeing that all things in the world are in notion
(pheronenon), that principle which enbraces and touches and is able to
follow them is wisdom And therefore the Goddess nay be truly
cal | ed Pherepaphe (Pherepapha), or some nane like it, because she
touches that which is (tou pheromenon ephaptonene), herein show ng her
wi sdom And Hades, who is w se, consorts with her, because she is
wi se. They alter her nane into Pherephatta now a-days, because the
present generation care for euphony nore than truth. There is the
ot her name, Apollo, which, as | was saying, is generally supposed to
have sone terrible signification. Have you remarked this fact?

Her. To be sure | have, and what you say is true.

Soc. But the name, in ny opinion, is really nost expressive of the
power of the God.

Her. How so?

Soc. | will endeavour to explain, for | do not believe that any
singl e nane coul d have been better adapted to express the attributes



of the God, enbracing and in a manner signifying all four of them-
nmusi ¢, and prophecy, and nedicine, and archery.

Her. That nust be a strange nanme, and | should like to hear the
expl anat i on.

Soc. Say rather an harnoni ous name, as beseens the God of Harnony.
In the first place, the purgations and purifications which doctors and
di viners use, and their fumigations with drugs nagi cal or nedicinal
as well as their washings and lustral sprinklings, have all one and
the sane object, which is to make a man pure both in body and soul

Her. Very true

Soc. And is not Apollo the purifier, and the washer, and the
absolver fromall inpurities?

Her. Very true

Soc. Then in reference to his ablutions and absol utions, as being
t he physician who orders them he may be rightly called Apol ouon
(purifier); or in respect of his powers of divination, and his truth
and sincerity, which is the sane as truth, he nmay be nost fitly called
Apl os, from aplous (sincere), as in the Thessalian dialect, for al
the Thessalians call him Aplos; also he is Ballon (always shooting),
because he is a master archer who never nisses; or again, the nane nay
refer to his nusical attributes, and then, as in akol outhos, and
akoitis, and in many other words the a is supposed to nean "together,"
so the neaning of the name Apollo will be "noving together," whether
in the poles of heaven as they are called, or in the harnony of
song, which is termed concord, because he noves all together by an
har noni ous power, as astrononers and mnusici ans i ngeniously decl are.
And he is the God who presides over harnony, and nmakes all things nove
toget her, both anong Gods and anong nmen. And as in the words
akol out hos and akoitis the a is substituted for an o, so the nane

Apol Il on is equivalent to onmopolon; only the second | is added in order
to avoid the ill-onmened sound of destruction (apolon). Now the
suspicion of this destructive power still haunts the m nds of sone who

do not consider the true value of the name, which, as | was saying
just now, has reference to all the powers of the God, who is the
single one, the everdarting, the purifier, the nover together (aplous,
aei Ballon, apol ouon, onppol on). The nane of the Muses and of mnusic
woul d seemto be derived fromtheir naking phil osophical enquiries
(rmosthai); and Leto is called by this nanme, because she is such a
gentl e Goddess, and so willing (ethelenobn) to grant our requests; or
her name may be Letho, as she is often called by strangers- they
seemto inply by it her aniability, and her snmooth and easy-goi ng
way of behaving. Artenmis is named from her healthy (artenes),

wel | -ordered nature, and because of her love of virginity, perhaps
because she is a proficient in virtue (arete), and perhaps al so as
hating intercourse of the sexes (ton aroton niseasa). He who gave

t he Goddess her name may have had any or all of these reasons.

Her. What is the nmeaning of Dionysus and Aphrodite?

Soc. Son of Hipponicus, you ask a solemm question; there is a
serious and al so a facetious explanation of both these nanmes; the
serious explanation is not to be had fromne, but there is no
objection to your hearing the facetious one; for the Gods too |ove a
joke. Dionusos is sinply didous oinon (giver of wine), as he night
be called in fun,- and oinos is properly oionous, because w ne makes
t hose who drink, think (oiesthai) that they have a nmind (noun) when
t hey have none. The derivation of Aphrodite, born of the foam
(aphoros), may be fairly accepted on the authority of Hesiod.

Her. Still there remains Athene, whom you, Socrates, as an Athenian
will surely not forget; there are al so Hephaestus and Ares.
Soc. | amnot likely to forget them

Her. No, indeed.



Soc. There is no difficulty in explaining the other appellation of
At hene.

Her. What ot her appellation?

Soc. We call her Pallas.

Her. To be sure.

Soc. And we cannot be wong in supposing that this is derived from
arned dances. For the elevation of oneself or anything el se above
the earth, or by the use of the hands, we call shaking (pallein), or
danci ng.

Her. That is quite true.

Soc. Then that is the explanation of the nane Pallas?

Her. Yes; but what do you say of the other nanme?

Soc. At hene?

Her. Yes.
Soc. That is a graver matter, and there, ny friend, the nodern
interpreters of Homer may, | think, assist in explaining the view of

the ancients. For nost of these in their explanations of the poet,
assert that he nmeant by Athene "mind" (nous) and "intelligence"
(dianoia), and the nmaker of names appears to have had a singul ar

noti on about her; and indeed calls her by a still higher title,
"divine intelligence" (Thou noesis), as though he would say: This is
she who has the nmind of God (Theonoa);- using a as a dialectica
variety e, and taking away i and s. Perhaps, however, the nane Theonoe
may mean "she who knows divine things" (Theia noousa) better than
others. Nor shall we be far wong in supposing that the author of it
wi shed to identify this Goddess with noral intelligence (en ethe
noesi n), and therefore gave her the name et honoe; which, however,
either he or his successors have altered into what they thought a
nicer form and called her Athene.

Her. But what do you say of Hephaestus?

Soc. Speak you of the princely lord of light (Phaeos istora)?

Her. Surely.

Soc. Ephai stos is Phaistos, and has added the e by attraction;
that is obvious to anybody.

Her. That is very probable, until sone nore probable notion gets
into your head.

Soc. To prevent that, you had better ask what is the derivation of
Ares.

Her. What is Ares?

Soc. Ares may be called, if you will, fromhis nmanhood (arren) and
manl i ness, or if you please, fromhis hard and unchangeabl e nature,
which is the neaning of arratos: the latter is a derivation in every
way appropriate to the God of war.

Her. Very true

Soc. And now, by the CGods, let us have no nore of the Gods, for | am
afraid of them ask about anything but them and thou shalt see how
the steeds of Euthyphro can prance.

Her. Only one nore CGod! | should Iike to know about Hernes, of
whom | amsaid not to be a true son. Let us nake himout, and then
shal | know whether there is any nmeaning in what Cratylus says.

Soc. | should imgine that the name Hermes has to do with speech
and signifies that he is the interpreter (ermeneus), or nessenger
or thief, or liar, or bargainer; all that sort of thing has a great
deal to do with language; as | was telling you the word eirein is
expressive of the use of speech, and there is an often-recurring
Homeric word enmesato, which neans "he contrived"- out of these two
words, eirein and nesasthai, the legislator forned the name of the CGod
who invented | anguage and speech; and we may inmagi ne himdictating
to us the use of this name: "Ony friends," says he to us, "seeing
that he is the contriver of tales or speeches, you may rightly cal



himEi rhemes. " And this has been inproved by us, as we think, into
Hernes. Iris also appears to have been called fromthe verb "to
tell" (eirein), because she was a nessenger

Her. Then | amvery sure that Cratylus was quite right in saying
that | was no true son of Hernes (Ernogenes), for I amnot a good hand
at speeches.

Soc. There is also reason, ny friend, in Pan being the doubl e-forned
son of Hernes.

Her. How do you nake that out?

Soc. You are aware that speech signifies all things (pan), and is
al ways turning themround and round, and has two forms, true and
fal se?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. Is not the truth that is in himthe snooth or sacred form which
dwel I s above anong the Gods, whereas fal sehood dwel Il s anong nmen bel ow,
and is rough like the goat of tragedy; for tales and fal sehoods have
generally to do with the tragic or goatish life, and tragedy is the
pl ace of then?

Her. Very true

Soc. Then surely Pan, who is the declarer of all things (pan) and
t he perpetual nover (aei polon) of all things, is rightly called
ai pol os (goat-herd), he being the two-forned son of Hernes, snmooth
in his upper part, and rough and goatlike in his |ower regions. And,
as the son of Hermes, he is speech or the brother of speech, and
that brother should be like brother is no marvel. But, as | was
sayi ng, nmy dear Hernogenes, let us get away fromthe Cods.

Her. Fromthese sort of Gods, by all neans, Socrates. But why shoul d
we not di scuss another kind of CGods- the sun, noon, stars, earth,
aether, air, fire, water, the seasons, and the year?

Soc. You inpose a great many tasks upon ne. Still, if you wi sh,
will not refuse.
Her. You will oblige ne.
Soc. How woul d you have nme begin? Shall | take first of all himwhom

you nmentioned first- the sun?

Her. Very good.

Soc. The origin of the sun will probably be clearer in the Doric
form for the Dorians call himalios, and this nane is given to him
because when he rises he gathers (alizoi) men together or because he
is always rolling in his course (aei eilein ion) about the earth; or
fromaiolein, of which nmeaning is the same as poikillein (to
vari egate), because he variegates the productions of the earth.

Her. But what is selene (the noon)?

Soc. That name is rather unfortunate for Anaxagoras.

Her. How so?

Soc. The word seens to forestall his recent discovery, that the noon
receives her light fromthe sun

Her. Wiy do you say so?

Soc. The two words selas (brightness) and phos (light) have much the
sane meani ng?

Her. Yes.

Soc. This light about the noon is always new (neon) and al ways old
(enon), if the disciples of Anaxagoras say truly. For the sun in his
revol uti on al ways adds new light, and there is the old light of the
previ ous nont h.

Her. Very true

Soc. The noon is not unfrequently called sel anai a.

Her. True.

Soc. And as she has a light which is always old and al ways new (enon
neon aei) she may very properly have the nanme sel aenoneoaei a; and this
when hamered i nto shape becones sel anai a.



Her. A real dithyranbic sort of name that, Socrates. But what do you
say of the nmonth and the stars?

Soc. Meis (month) is called fromneiousthai (to | essen), because
suffering dinmnution; the name of astra (stars) seens to be derived
fromastrape, which is an inprovenent on anastphope, signifying the
upsetting of the eyes (anastrephein opa).

Her. Wat do you say of pur (fire) and udor (water)?

Soc. | amat a loss howto explain pur; either the nuse of Euthyphro
has deserted ne, or there is sone very great difficulty in the word.

Pl ease, however, to note the contrivance which | adopt whenever | am
inadfficulty of this sort.

Her. What is it?

Soc. | will tell you; but I should Iike to know first whether you
can tell ne what is the meaning of the pur?

Her. Indeed | cannot.

Soc. Shall | tell you what | suspect to be the true explanation of
this and several other words?- My belief is that they are of foreign
origin. For the Hellenes, especially those who were under the dom nion
of the barbarians, often borrowed fromthem

Her. Wat is the inference?

Soc. Wiy, you know that any one who seeks to denonstrate the fitness
of these names according to the Hellenic | anguage, and not according
to the |l anguage fromwhich the words are derived, is rather likely
to be at fault.

Her. Yes, certainly.

Soc. Well then, consider whether this pur is not foreign; for the
word is not easily brought into relation with the Hellenic tongue, and
t he Phrygi ans nay be observed to have the sanme word slightly
changed, just as they have udor (water) and kunes (dogs), and nany
ot her words.

Her. That is true.

Soc. Any violent interpretations of the words should be avoi ded; for
sonething to say about them may easily be found. And thus | get rid of
pur and udor. Aer (air), Hernpgenes, may be explained as the el enment
which raises (airei) things fromthe earth, or as ever flow ng (ae
pei), or because the flux of the air is wind, and the poets call the
wi nds "air-blasts," (aetai); he who uses the termmy nean, so to
speak, air-flux (aetorroun), in the sense of wi nd-flux
(pneumat orroun); and because this noving wind may be expressed by
either termhe enploys the word air (aer = aetes rheo). Aither
(aether) | should interpret as aeitheer; this may be correctly
sai d, because this elenent is always running in a flux about the air
(aei thei peri tou aera ron). The neaning of the word ge (earth) cones
out better when in the formof gaia, for the earth may be truly called
"not her" (gaia, genneteira), as in the |anguage of Honmer (CQd. ix. 118;
Xiii. 160) gegaasi neans gegennest hai

Her. Good.

Soc. What shall we take next?

Her. There are orai (the seasons), and the two names of the year
eni aut os and et os.

Soc. The orai should be spelt in the old Attic way, if you desire to
know the probable truth about them they are rightly called the ora
because they divide (orizousin) the sumers and winters and w nds
and the fruits of the earth. The words eni autos and etos appear to
be the same,- "that which brings to Iight the plants and growths of
the earth in their turn, and passes themin reviewwithin itself (en
eauto exetazei)": this is broken up into two words, eniautos fromen
eauto, and etos frometazei, just as the original nane of Zeus was
divided into Zena and Di a; and the whol e proposition neans that his
power of reviewing fromwthin is one, but has two nanes, two words



etos and eni autos being thus formed out of a single proposition
Her. Indeed, Socrates, you make surprising progress.
Soc. | amrun away with.
Her. Very true
Soc. But am not yet at ny utnost speed.
Her. | should like very much to know, in the next place, how you
woul d explain the virtues. What principle of correctness is there in
t hose charming words- w sdom understanding, justice, and the rest
of thenf
Soc. That is a trenendous class of names which you are disinterring;
still, as | have put on the lion's skin, | nust not be faint of heart;
and | suppose that | nust consider the nmeaning of wi sdom (phronesis)
and understandi ng (sunesis), and judgrment (gnone), and know edge
(epistene), and all those other charm ng words, as you call thenf
Her. Surely, we nust not |eave off until we find out their neaning.
Soc. By the dog of Egypt | have not a bad notion which came into
ny head only this nonent: | believe that the prineval givers of
names were undoubtedly |ike too many of our nodern phil osophers,
who, in their search after the nature of things, are always getting
di zzy from constantly going round and round, and then they inmagine
that the world is going round and round and noving in al
directions; and this appearance, which arises out of their own
i nternal condition, they suppose to be a reality of nature; they think
that there is nothing stable or pernmanent, but only flux and notion
and that the world is always full of every sort of notion and
change. The consideration of the names which I mentioned has |ed ne
into making this reflection.
Her. How is that, Socrates?
Soc. Perhaps you did not observe that in the names which have been
just cited, the nmotion or flux or generation of things is nost
surely indicat ed.
Her. No, indeed, | never thought of it.
Soc. Take the first of those which you nmentioned; clearly that is
a name indicative of notion.
Her. What was the nane?
Soc. Phronesis (w sdom, which may signify Phoras kai rhou noesis
(perception of notion and flux), or perhaps Phoras onesis (the
bl essing of notion), but is at any rate connected w th Pherestha
(rmotion); gnonme (judgnment), again, certainly inplies the ponderation
or consideration (nonesis) of generation, for to ponder is the same as
to consider; or, if you would rather, here is noesis, the very word
just now nmentioned, which is neou esis (the desire of the new); the
word neos inplies that the world is always in process of creation. The
gi ver of the nanme wanted to express his |longing of the soul, for the
original nanme was neoesis, and not noesis. The word sophrosune is
the salvation (soteria) of that w sdom (phronesis) which we were
just now consi dering. Epiotene (know edge) is akin to this, and
i ndi cates that the soul which is good for anything follows (epetai)
the nmotion of things, neither anticipating themnor falling behind
them wherefor the word should rather be read as epistenene, inserting
en. Sunesis (understanding) may be regarded in like manner as a kind
of conclusion; the word is derived fromsunienai (to go along with),
and, like epistasthai (to know), inplies the progression of the sou
in conmpany with the nature of things. Sophia (w sdon) is very dark
and appears not to be of native growth; the nmeaning is, touching the
notion or streamof things. You nust renenber that the poets, when
t hey speak of the commencenent of any rapid notion, often use the word
esut he (he rushed); and there was a fanbus Lacedaenoni an who was naned
Sous (Rush), for by this word the Lacedaenoni ans signify rapid notion
and the touching (epaphe) of notion is expressed by sophia, for al



things are supposed to be in notion. Good (agathon) is the nane
which is given to the adnmirable (agasto) in nature; for, although
all things nove, still there are degrees of notion; sone are
swifter, some slower; but there are sone things which are adnirable
for their swiftness, and this adnirable part of nature is called
agat hon. Di kai osune (justice) is clearly dikaiou sunesis
(understandi ng of the just); but the actual word dikaion is nore
difficult: men are only agreed to a certain extent about justice,
and then they begin to disagree.

For those who suppose all things to be in notion conceive the
greater part of nature to be a mere receptacle; and they say that
there is a penetrating power which passes through all this, and is the
instrument of creation in all, and is the subtlest and swi ftest
element; for if it were not the subtlest, and a power which none can
keep out, and also the sw ftest, passing by other things as if they
were standing still, it could not penetrate through the noving
uni verse. And this element, which superintends all things and pieces
(diaion) all, is rightly called dikaion; the letter k is only added
for the sake of euphony. Thus far, as | was saying, there is a genera
agreenment about the nature of justice; but I, Hernobgenes, being an
ent husi astic disciple, have been told in a nystery that the justice of
which | am speaking is also the cause of the world: now a cause is
t hat because of which anything is created; and sonme one cones and
whi spers in nmy ear that justice is rightly so called because partaking
of the nature of the cause, and | begin, after hearing what he has
said, to interrogate himgently: "Well, ny excellent friend," say |
"but if all this be true, | still want to know what is justice."

Ther eupon they think that | ask tiresonme questions, and am | eapi ng
over the barriers, and have been already sufficiently answered, and
they try to satisfy me with one derivation after another, and at

I ength they quarrel. For one of themsays that justice is the sun, and
that he only is the piercing (diaionta) and burning (kaonta) el enent
which is the guardian of nature. And when | joyfully repeat this
beautiful notion, I amanswered by the satirical remark, "Wat, is
there no justice in the world when the sun is down?" And when |
earnestly beg ny questioner to tell me his own honest opinion, he
says, "Fire in the abstract"; but this is not very intelligible.

Anot her says, "No, not fire in the abstract, but the abstraction of
heat in the fire." Another nman professes to laugh at all this, and
says, as Anaxagoras says, that justice is mind, for nmind, as they say,
has absol ute power, and nixes with nothing, and orders all things, and
passes through all things. At last, ny friend, | find nyself in far
greater perplexity about the nature of justice than | was before

began to learn. But still | am of opinion that the name, which has |ed
me into this digression, was given to justice for the reasons which

| have menti oned.

Her. | think, Socrates, that you are not inprovising now, you must
have heard this from sone one el se

Soc. And not the rest?

Her. Hardly.

Soc. Well, then, let me go on in the hope of making you believe in
the originality of the rest. \What remains after justice? | do not
think that we have as yet discussed courage (andreia),- injustice
(adi kia), which is obviously nothing nore than a hindrance to the
penetrating principle (diaiontos), need not be considered. Wll, then
the nane of andreia seens to inply a battle;- this battle is in the
worl d of existence, and according to the doctrine of flux is only
the counterflux (enantia rhon): if you extract the d fromandreia, the
nane at once signifies the thing, and you may clearly understand
that andreia is not the stream opposed to every stream but only to



that which is contrary to justice, for otherw se courage woul d not
have been praised. The words arren (nmale) and aner (nman) also
contain a simlar allusion to the same principle of the upward flux
(te ano rhon). Gune (wonan) | suspect to be the sanme word as goun
(birth): thelu (fenale) appears to be partly derived fromthele (the
teat), because the teat is like rain, and makes things flourish
(tethelenai).

Her. That is surely probable.

Soc. Yes; and the very word thallein (to flourish) seens to figure
the growmt h of youth, which is swift and sudden ever. And this is
expressed by the legislator in the name, which is a conpound of
thein (running), and allesthai (leaping). Pray observe how | gallop
away when | get on snooth ground. There are a good nany nanes

general ly thought to be of inportance, which have still to be
expl ai ned.
Her. True.

Soc. There is the neaning of the word techne (art), for exanple.

Her. Very true

Soc. That may be identified with echonoe, and expresses the
possession of mind: you have only to take away the t and insert two
0's, one between the ch and n, and another between the n and e.

Her. That is a very shabby etynol ogy.

Soc. Yes, ny dear friend; but then you know that the origina
names have been | ong ago buried and di sgui sed by people sticking on
and stripping off letters for the sake of euphony, and tw sting and
bedi zening themin all sorts of ways: and tine too may have had a
share in the change. Take, for exanple, the word katoptron; why is the
letter r inserted? This nust surely be the addition of sone one who
cares nothing about the truth, but thinks only of putting the nouth
into shape. And the additions are often such that at |ast no hunan
bei ng can possi bly nmake out the original neaning of the word.

Anot her exanple is the word sphi gx, sphiggos, which ought properly
to be phigx, phiggos, and there are other exanples.

Her. That is quite true, Socrates.

Soc. And yet, if you are permitted to put in and pull out any
letters which you please, nanmes will be too easily nade, and any
nane nay be adapted to any object.

Her. True.

Soc. Yes, that is true. And therefore a wise dictator, |ike
yoursel f, should observe the | aws of noderation and probability.

Her. Such is ny desire.

Soc. And m ne, too, Hernpgenes. But do not be too rmuch of a
precisian, or "you will unnerve ne of ny strength."” Wen you have
all onwed me to add nechane (contrivance) to techne (art) | shall be
at the top of ny bent, for | conceive nechane to be a sign of great
acconpl i shnent- anein; for nekos the nmeani ng of greatness, and these
two, nmekos and anein, nmake up the word nmechane. But, as | was
saying, being now at the top of ny bent, | should like to consider the
nmeani ng of the two words arete (virtue) and kakia (vice) arete | do
not as yet understand, but kakia is transparent, and agrees with the
principles which preceded, for all things being in a flux (ionton),
kakia i s kakos ion (going badly); and this evil notion when existing
in the soul has the general name of kakia or vice, specially
appropriated to it. The meani ng of kakos ienai may be further
illustrated by the use of deilia (cowardice), which ought to have cone
after andreia, but was forgotten, and, as | fear, is not the only word
whi ch has been passed over. Deilia signifies that the soul is bound
with a strong chain (desnos), for lian neans strength, and therefore
deilia expresses the greatest and strongest bond of the soul; and
aporia (difficulty) is an evil of the same nature (froma not, and



poreuesthai to go), like anything else which is an inpedinent to

noti on and novenent. Then the word kaki a appears to nmean kakos

i enai, or going badly, or linping and halting; of which the
consequence is, that the soul becones filled with vice. And if kakia
is the name of this sort of thing, arete will be the opposite of it,
signifying in the first place ease of notion, then that the stream

of the good soul is uninpeded, and has therefore the attribute of ever
flowing without let or hindrance, and is therefore called arete, or
nore correctly, aeireite (ever-flowing), and may perhaps have had
another form airete (eligible), indicating that nothing is nore
eligible than virtue, and this has been hanmmered into arete. | daresay
that you will deemthis to be another invention of nine, but | think
that if the previous word kakia was right, then arete is also right.

Her. But what is the neani ng of kakon, which has played so great a
part in your previous discourse?

Soc. That is a very singular word about which I can hardly form an
opi nion, and therefore | nust have recourse to ny ingenious device.

Her. What device?

Soc. The device of a foreign origin, which | shall give to this word
al so.

Her. Very likely you are right; but suppose that we | eave these
wor ds and endeavour to see the rationale of kalon and aischron

Soc. The meani ng of aischron is evident, being only aei ischon
roes (always preventing fromflowi ng), and this is in accordance
with our former derivations. For the nane-giver was a great eneny to
stagnation of all sorts, and hence he gave the nane aei schoroun to
that which hindered the flux (aei ischon roun), and that is now beaten
together into aischron

Her. But what do you say of kal on?

Soc. That is nore obscure; yet the formis only due to the quantity,
and has been changed by altering ou into o.

Her. \Wat do you nean?

Soc. This nane appears to denote nind

Her. How so?

Soc. Let ne ask you what is the cause why anything has a nane; is
not the principle which inposes the nanme the cause?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. And nmust not this be the nmind of Gods, or of nen, or of both?

Her. Yes.

Soc. Is not mind that which called (kalesan) things by their
nanmes, and is not nmind the beautiful (kalon)?

Her. That is evident.

Soc. And are not the works of intelligence and nmind worthy of
prai se, and are not other works worthy of blanme?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. Physic does the work of a physician, and carpentering does
the works of a carpenter?

Her. Exactly.

Soc. And the principle of beauty does the works of beauty?

Her. O course.

Soc. And that principle we affirmto be nmind?

Her. Very true

Soc. Then mind is rightly called beauty because she does the works
whi ch we recogni ze and speak of as the beautiful ?

Her. That is evident.

Soc. What nore names remain to us?

Her. There are the words which are connected wi th agat hon and kal on
such as sunpheron and | usitel oun, ophelinon, kerdaleon, and their
opposi tes.

Soc. The neani ng of sunpheron (expedient) | think that you nmay



di scover for yourself by the light of the previous exanples,- for it
is a sister word to episteme, meaning just the notion (pora) of the
soul acconpanying the world, and things which are done upon this
principle are called sunphora or sunpheronta, because they are carried
round with the world.

Her. That is probable.

Soc. Again, cherdal eon (gainful) is called fromcherdos (gain),
but you nust alter the d into n if you want to get at the meaning; for
this word also signifies good, but in another way; he who gave the
name i ntended to express the power of adnixture (kerannunenon) and
uni versal penetration in the good; in fornmng the word, however, he
inserted a d instead of an n, and so nade kerdos.

Her. Well, but what is lusiteloun (profitable)?

Soc. | suppose, Hernogenes, that people do not nmean by the
profitabl e the gainful or that which pays (luei) the retailer, but
they use the word in the sense of swift. You regard the profitable
(lusitelou), as that which being the swiftest thing in existence,
all ows of no stay in things and no pause or end of notion, but always,
if there begins to be any end, lets things go again (luei), and
makes notion i mortal and unceasing: and in this point of view as
appears to me, the good is happily denoni nated | usitel oun- being
that which | ooses (luon) the end (telos) of notion. Ophelinon (the
advant ageous) is derived from ophellein, neaning that which creates
and increases; this latter is a conmon Honmeric word, and has a foreign
character.

Her. And what do you say of their opposites?

Soc. OF such as mere negatives | hardly think that | need speak

Her. Wich are they?

Soc. The words axunphoron (inexpedient), anopheles (unprofitable),
al usitel es (unadvant ageous), akerdes (ungainful).

Her. True.

Soc. | would rather take the words bl aberon (harnful), zem odes
(hurtful).

Her. Good.

Soc. The word bl aberon is that which is said to hinder or harm
(blaptein) the stream (roun); blapton is boul onenon aptein (seeking to
hold or bind); for aptein is the sane as dein, and dein is always a
term of censure; boul onenon aptein roun (wanting to bind the strean
woul d properly be boul apteroun, and this, as | imagine, is inproved
into bl aberon

Her. You bring out curious results, Socrates, in the use of nanes;
and when | hear the word boul apteroun |I cannot hel p i magi ni ng that you
are naking your nouth into a flute, and puffing away at sone prel ude
to Athene.

Soc. That is the fault of the nakers of the nane, Hernobgenes; not
n ne.

Her. Very true; but what is the derivation of zeni odes?

Soc. What is the neaning of zem odes?- let ne remark, Hernopgenes,
how right | was in saying that great changes are nade in the meaning
of words by putting in and pulling out letters; even a very slight
pernutation will sonetines give an entirely opposite sense; | nmay
i nstance the word deon, which occurs to me at the noment, and
rem nds me of what | was going to say to you, that the fine
fashi onabl e | anguage of nodern tines has tw sted and di sgui sed and
entirely altered the original neaning both of deon, and al so of
zem odes, which in the old | anguage is clearly indicated.

Her. \What do you nean?

Soc. | will try to explain. You are aware that our forefathers |oved
the sounds i and d, especially the wonen, who are npbst conservative of
the anci ent |anguage, but now they change i into e (long) or e



(short), and d into z; this is supposed to increase the grandeur of
t he sound.

Her. How do you nean?

Soc. For exanple, in very ancient tinmes they called the day either
imera or enmera (short e), which is called by us enera (long e).

Her. That is true.

Soc. Do you observe that only the ancient formshows the intention
of the giver of the nane? of which the reason is, that nmen long for
(imeirousi) and love the |ight which cones after the darkness, and
is therefore called inmera, fromineros, desire.

Her. Clearly.

Soc. But now the nane is so travestied that you cannot tell the
nmeani ng, al though there are some who imagine the day to be called
enuera because it makes things gentle (enera).

Her. Such is ny view

Soc. And do you know that the ancients said dougon and not zugon?

Her. They did so.

Soc. And zugon (yoke) has no neaning,- it ought to be duogon
whi ch word expresses the binding of two together (duein agoge) for the
pur pose of drawi ng;- this has been changed into zugon, and there are
many ot her exanples of simlar changes.

Her. There are.

Soc. Proceeding in the same train of thought | may remark that the
word deon (obligation) has a neaning which is the opposite of al
the ot her appellations of good; for deon is here a species of good,
and is, nevertheless, the chain (desnos) or hinderer of notion, and
t heref ore own brother of bl aberon

Her. Yes, Socrates; that is quite plain.

Soc. Not if you restore the ancient form which is nore likely to be
the correct one, and read dion instead of deon; if you convert the e
into an i after the old fashion, this word will then agree with
ot her words meani ng good; for dion, not deon, signifies the good,
and is a termof praise; and the author of names has not
contradicted hinself, but in all these various appellations, deon
(obligatory), ophelinon (advantageous), lusiteloun (profitable),
kerdal eon (gainful), agathon (good), sunpheron (expedient), euporon
(pl enteous), the sanme conception is inplied of the ordering or
al | -pervadi ng principle which is praised, and the restraining and
bi ndi ng principle which is censured. And this is further illustrated
by the word zemi odes (hurtful), which if the z is only changed into
d as in the ancient |anguage, beconmes dem odes; and this nane, as
you will perceive, is given to that which binds notion (dounti ion).

Her. What do you say of edone (pleasure), lupe (pain), epithuma
(desire), and the |like, Socrates?

Soc. | do not think, Hernogenes, that there is any great
difficulty about them edone is e onesis, the action which tends to
advant age; and the original formmy be supposed to have been eone,
but this has been altered by the insertion of the d. Lupe appears to
be derived fromthe relaxation (luein) which the body feels when in
sorrow, ania (trouble) is the hindrance of notion (a and ienai);
al gedon (distress), if I amnot mstaken, is a foreign word, which
is derived fromaleinos (grievous); odune (grief) is called fromthe
putting on (endusis) sorrow, in achthedon (vexation) "the word too
| abours," as any one may see; chara (joy) is the very expression of
the fluency and diffusion of the soul (cheo); terpsis (delight) is
so called fromthe pleasure creeping (erpon) through the soul, which
may be likened to a breath (pnoe) and is properly erpnoun, but has
been altered by tine into terpnon; eupherosune (cheerful ness) and
epithum a expl ain thensel ves; the former, which ought to be
eupher osune and has been changed euphrosune, is naned, as every one



may see, fromthe soul noving (pheresthai) in harnony with nature;
epithumia is really e epi ton thunon iousa dunamis, the power which
enters into the soul; thunps (passion) is called fromthe rushing
(thuseos) and boiling of the soul; ineros (desire) denotes the

stream (rous) which nost draws the soul dia ten esin tes roes- because
flowing with desire (ienenos), and expresses a |onging after things
and violent attraction of the soul to them and is terned ineros

from possessing this power; pothos (longing) is expressive of the
desire of that which is not present but absent, and in another place
(pou); this is the reason why the nane pothos is applied to things
absent, as ineros is to things present; eros (love) is so called
because flowing in (esron) fromw thout; the streamis not inherent,
but is an influence introduced through the eyes, and fromflowing in
was called esros (influx) in the old time when they used o (short) for
o (long), and is called eros, nowthat o (long) is substituted for o
(short). But why do you not give ne another word?

Her. \Wat do you think of doxa (opinion), and that class of words?

Soc. Doxa is either derived fromdioxis (pursuit), and expresses the
march of the soul in the pursuit of know edge, or fromthe shooting of
a bow (toxon); the latter is nore likely, and is confirmed by oiesis
(thinking), which is only oisis (noving), and inplies the novenent
of the soul to the essential nature of each thing- just as boule
(counsel) has to do with shooting (bole); and boul esthai (to wi sh)
conbi nes the notion of aimng and deliberating- all these words seem
to foll ow doxa, and all involve the idea of shooting, just as aboulia,
absence of counsel, on the other hand, is a mshap, or nissing, or
m staki ng of the mark, or aim or proposal, or object.

Her. You are qui ckening your pace now, Socrates.

Soc. Wiy yes, the end I now dedicate to God, not, however, until |
have expl ai ned anagke (necessity), which ought to cone next, and
ekousion (the voluntary). Ekousion is certainly the yielding (eikon)
and unresisting- the notion inplied is yielding and not opposing,
yielding, as | was just now saying, to that nmotion which is in
accordance with our will; but the necessary and resistant being
contrary to our will, inplies error and ignorance; the idea is taken
fromwal ki ng through a ravine which is inpassable, and rugged, and
overgrown, and inpedes nmotion- and this is the derivation of the
wor d anagkai on (necessary) an agke ion, going through a ravine. But
while my strength lasts let us persevere, and | hope that you will
persevere with your questions.

Her. Well, then, let ne ask about the greatest and nobl est, such
as aletheia (truth) and pseudos (fal sehood) and on (being), not
forgetting to enquire why the word onoma (nane), which is the thene of
our discussion, has this nane of onoma.

Soc. You know the word mai esthai (to seek)?

Her. Yes;- meaning the same as zetein (to enquire).

Soc. The word onoma seens to be a conpressed sentence, signifying on
ou zetema (being for which there is a search); as is still nore
obvi ous in ononmaston (notable), which states in so nany words that
real existence is that for which there is a seeking (on ou nasnm);
aletheia is also an aggloneration of theia ale (divine wandering),
i mpl ying the divine notion of existence; pseudos (fal sehood) is the
opposite of notion; here is another ill nane given by the [|egislator
to stagnation and forced inaction, which he conpares to sleep
(eudein); but the original nmeaning of the word is disguised by the
addition of ps; on and ousia are ion with an i broken off; this agrees
with the true principle, for being (on) is also noving (ion), and
the sane may be said of not being, which is |likew se called not
goi ng (ouki on or ouki on = ouk ion).

Her. You have hanmmered away at them nmanful ly; but suppose that



sonme one were to say to you, what is the word ion, and what are reon
and doun?- show nme their fitness.

Soc. You nean to say, how should |I answer hinf?

Her. Yes.

Soc. One way of giving the appearance of an answer has been
al ready suggest ed.

Her. Wat way?

Soc. To say that names which we do not understand are of foreign
origin; and this is very likely the right answer, and sonet hi ng of
this kind may be true of them but also the original forms of words
may have been lost in the | apse of ages; names have been so twi sted in
all manner of ways, that | should not be surprised if the old | anguage
when conpared with that now in use would appear to us to be a
bar bar ous tongue.

Her. Very likely.

Soc. Yes, very likely. But still the enquiry demands our earnest
attention and we nust not flinch. For we should renenber, that if a
person go on anal ysing nanes into words, and enquiring also into the
el ements out of which the words are forned, and keeps on al ways
repeating this process, he who has to answer himnust at |ast give
up the enquiry in despair.

Her. Very true

Soc. And at what point ought he to |ose heart and give up the
enqui ry? Must he not stop when he conmes to the names which are the
el enents of all other names and sentences; for these cannot be
supposed to be made up of other nanes? The word agat hon (good), for
exanple, is, as we were saying, a conpound of agastos (adnirable)
and thoos (swift). And probably thoos is made up of other el enents,
and these again of others. But if we take a word which is incapable of
further resolution, then we shall be right in saying that we have at
| ast reached a prinmary el enent, which need not be resolved any
further.

Her. | believe you to be in the right.

Soc. And suppose the names about which you are now aski ng shoul d
turn out to be primary elenments, must not their truth or |aw be
exam ned according to some new met hod?

Her. Very likely.

Soc. Quite so, Hernogenes; all that has preceded would lead to
this conclusion. And if, as | think, the conclusion is true, then I
shall again say to you, conme and help ne, that | may not fall into
sone absurdity in stating the principle of prinmary nanes.

Her. Let nme hear, and | will do my best to assist you

Soc. | think that you will acknow edge with nme, that one principle
is applicable to all nanes, prinmary as well as secondary- when they
are regarded sinply as nanes, there is no difference in them

Her. Certainly not.

Soc. Al the nanes that we have been explaining were intended to
i ndi cate the nature of things.

Her. O course.

Soc. And that this is true of the primary quite as nuch as of the
secondary nanes, is inplied in their being nanes.

Her. Surely.

Soc. But the secondary, as | conceive, derive their significance
fromthe primary.

Her. That is evident.

Soc. Very good; but then how do the primary nanes whi ch precede
anal ysi s show the natures of things, as far as they can be shown;
which they nust do, if they are to be real nanes? And here | wll
ask you a question: Suppose that we had no voice or tongue, and wanted
to conmuni cate wi th one another, should we not, like the deaf and



dunb, nake signs with the hands and head and the rest of the body?

Her. There woul d be no choice, Socrates.

Soc. We should initate the nature of the thing; the elevation of our
hands to heaven woul d nean |ightness and upwar dness; heavi ness and
downwar dness woul d be expressed by letting themdrop to the ground; if
we were describing the running of a horse, or any other animl, we
shoul d make our bodies and their gestures as like as we could to them

Her. | do not see that we could do anything el se.

Soc. W could not; for by bodily imtation only can the body ever
express anyt hi ng.

Her. Very true

Soc. And when we want to express ourselves, either with the voice,
or tongue, or nouth, the expression is sinply their imtation of
that which we want to express

Her. It nust be so, | think

Soc. Then a nane is a vocal imitation of that which the voca
imtator nanes or inmtates?

Her. | think so.

Soc. Nay, ny friend, | amdisposed to think that we have not reached
the truth as yet.

Her. Wy not?

Soc. Because if we have we shall be obliged to adnit that the people
who initate sheep, or cocks, or other aninmals, nane that which they
imtate.

Her. Quite true

Soc. Then could | have been right in what | was saying?

Her. In ny opinion, no. But |I wish that you would tell me, Socrates,
what sort of an inmtation is a name?

Soc. In the first place, | should reply, not a nusical inmitation
al though that is also vocal; nor, again, an imitation of what nusic
imtates; these, in ny judgrment, would not be naming. Let nme put the
matter as follows: Al objects have sound and figure, and many have
col our?

Her. Certainly.

Soc. But the art of nam ng appears not to be concerned with
imtations of this kind; the arts which have to do with themare nusic
and draw ng?

Her. True.

Soc. Again, is there not an essence of each thing, just as there
is a colour, or sound? And is there not an essence of colour and sound
as well as of anything el se which may be said to have an essence?

Her. | should think so.

Soc. Well, and if any one could express the essence of each thing in
letters and syllables, would he not express the nature of each thing?

Her. Quite so.

Soc. The nusician and the painter were the two names which you
gave to the two other imtators. What will this initator be called?

Her. | inmagine, Socrates, that he nmust be the naner, or
name- gi ver, of whomwe are in search

Soc. If this is true, then | think that we are in a condition to
consi der the names ron (stream, ienai (to go), schesis (retention),
about which you were asking; and we nmay see whether the nanmer has
grasped the nature of themin letters and syllables in such a manner
as to intate the essence or not.

Her. Very good.

Soc. But are these the only primary nanes, or are there others?

Her. There nmust be others.

Soc. So | should expect. But how shall we further analyse them
and where does the initator begin? Imtation of the essence is made by
syllables and letters; ought we not, therefore, first to separate



the letters, just as those who are begi nning rhythmfirst
di stinguish the powers of elenentary, and then of conpound sounds, and
when they have done so, but not before, they proceed to the
consi deration of rhythns?

Her. Yes.

Soc. Must we not begin in the same way with letters; first
separating the vowels, and then the consonants and nutes, into
cl asses, according to the received distinctions of the |earned; also
the senivowel s, which are neither vowels, nor yet nutes; and
di stinguishing into classes the vowels thensel ves? And when we have
perfected the classification of things, we shall give their nanes, and
see whether, as in the case of letters, there are any classes to which
they may be all referred; hence we shall see their natures, and see,
too, whether they have in themclasses as there are in the letters;
and when we have well considered all this, we shall know how to
apply themto what they resenble- whether one letter is used to
denote one thing, or whether there is to be an admi xture of several of
them just, as in painting, the painter who wants to depict anything
sonetimes uses purple only, or any other colour, and sonetines m xes
up several colours, as his nethod is when he has to paint flesh col our
or anything of that kind- he uses his colours as his figures appear to
require them and so, too, we shall apply letters to the expression of
objects, either single letters when required, or several letters;
and so we shall formsyllables, as they are called, and fromsyll abl es
make nouns and verbs; and thus, at last, fromthe conbi nati ons of
nouns and verbs arrive at |anguage, large and fair and whole; and as
the painter made a figure, even so shall we nmake speech by the art
of the naner or the rhetorician, or by sone other art. Not that | am
literally speaking of ourselves, but | was carried away- nmeaning to
say that this was the way in which (not we but) the ancients forned
| anguage, and what they put together we nust take to pieces in like
manner, if we are to attain a scientific view of the whol e subject,
and we nust see whether the primary, and al so whether the secondary
elements are rightly given or not, for if they are not, the
conposition of them ny dear Hernogenes, will be a sorry piece of
work, and in the wong direction

Her. That, Socrates, | can quite believe.

Soc. Well, but do you suppose that you will be able to anal yse
themin this way? for | amcertain that | should not.

Her. Much less am| likely to be able.

Soc. Shall we |eave them then? or shall we seek to discover, if
we can, sonething about them according to the neasure of our ability,
saying by way of preface, as | said before of the Gods, that of the
truth about them we know not hing, and do but entertain human notions
of them And in this present enquiry, let us say to ourselves,
bef ore we proceed, that the higher nmethod is the one which we or
ot hers who woul d anal yse | anguage to any good purpose nust follow but
under the circunstances, as nen say, we nmust do as well as we can.
What do you think?

Her. | very nuch approve.

Soc. That objects should be inmitated in letters and syllables, and
so find expression, nmay appear ridicul ous, Hernobgenes, but it cannot
be avoided- there is no better principle to which we can | ook for
the truth of first nanes. Deprived of this, we nust have recourse to
divine help, like the tragic poets, who in any perplexity have their
CGods waiting in the air; and rmust get out of our difficulty in like
fashi on, by saying that "the Gods gave the first nanmes, and
therefore they are right." This will be the best contrivance, or
per haps that other notion nmay be even better still, of deriving them
from some barbarous people, for the barbarians are ol der than we



are; or we may say that antiquity has cast a veil over them which

is the same sort of excuse as the last; for all these are not

reasons but only ingeni ous excuses for having no reasons concerning
the truth of words. And yet any sort of ignorance of first or
primtive nanes involves an ignorance of secondary words; for they can
only be explained by the primary. Cearly then the professor of

| anguages should be able to give a very lucid explanation of first
nanes, or let himbe assured he will only tal k nonsense about the
rest. Do you not suppose this to be true?

Her. Certainly, Socrates.

Soc. My first notions of original names are truly wild and
ridi cul ous, though |I have no objection to inpart themto you if you
desire, and | hope that you will comrunicate to me in return
anyt hi ng better which you may have.

Her. Fear not; | will do ny best.

Soc. In the first place, the letter r; appears to ne to be the
general instrunent expressing all notion (kinesis). But | have not yet
expl ai ned the neaning of this latter word, which is just iesis
(going); for the letter e (long) was not in use anbng the ancients,
who only enployed e (short); and the root is kiein, which is a foreign
form the same as ienai. And the old word kinesis will be correctly
given as iesis in corresponding nodern letters. Assunming this
foreign root kiein, and allow ng for the change of the e and the
insertion of the n, we have kinesis, which should have been kieinsis
or eisis; and stasis is the negative of ienai (or eisis), and has been
improved into stasis. Nowthe letter r, as | was saying, appeared to
the inposer of nanes an excellent instrument for the expression of
notion; and he frequently uses the letter for this purpose: for
exanple, in the actual words rein and roe he represents notion by r
also in the words tronos (trenbling), trachus (rugged); and again,
in words such as krouein (strike), thrauein (crush), ereikein
(bruise), thruptein (break), kermatixein (crunble), runbein (whirl):
of all these sorts of novenents he generally finds an expression in
the letter r, because, as | inmagine, he had observed that the tongue
was nost agitated and |least at rest in the pronunciation of this
letter, which he therefore used in order to express notion, just as by
the letter i he expresses the subtle elenments which pass through al
things. This is why he uses the letter i as inmtative of notion
ienai, iesthai. And there is another class of letters, ph, ps, s,
and x, of which the pronunciation is acconpani ed by great
expenditure of breath; these are used in the inmtation of such notions
as psuchron (shivering), xeon (seething), seiesthai, (to be shaken),
sei snpbs (shock), and are always introduced by the giver of nanes
when he wants to imtate what is phusodes (w ndy). He seens to have
t hought that the closing and pressure of the tongue in the utterance
of d and t was expressive of binding and rest in a place: he further

observed the liquid nmovenment of |, in the pronunciation of which the
tongue slips, and in this he found the expressi on of snoothness, as in
leios (level), and in the word oliothanein (to slip) itself, Iliparon

(sleek), in the word kol l odes (gluey), and the like: the heavier sound
of g detained the slipping tongue, and the union of the two gave the
noti on of a glutinous clamry nature, as in glischros, glukus,

gl oi odes. The n he observed to be sounded fromw thin, and therefore
to have a notion of inwardness; hence he introduced the sound in endos
and entos: a he assigned to the expression of size, and n of |ength,
because they are great letters: o was the sign of roundness, and
therefore there is plenty of o mixed up in the word goggul on

(round). Thus did the legislator, reducing all things into letters and
syl I abl es, and inpressing on them nanmes and signs, and out of them

by inmtati on conpoundi ng other signs. That is ny view, Hernogenes,



of the truth of names; but | should like to hear what Cratylus has
nore to say.

Her. But, Socrates, as | was telling you before, Cratylus
nmystifies ne; he says that there is a fitness of nanes, but he never
explains what is this fitness, so that | cannot tell whether his
obscurity is intended or not. Tell ne now, Cratylus, here in the
presence of Socrates, do you agree in what Socrates has been saying
about names, or have you sonething better of your own? and if you
have, tell ne what your viewis, and then you will either |earn of

Socrates, or Socrates and | will learn of you
Crat. Well, but surely, Hernopgenes, you do not suppose that you
can learn, or | explain, any subject of inportance all in a nonent; at

any rate, not such a subject as |anguage, which is, perhaps, the
very greatest of all.

Her. No, indeed; but, as Hesiod says, and | agree with him "to
add little to little" is worth while. And, therefore, if you think
that you can add anything at all, however small, to our know edge,
take a little trouble and oblige Socrates, and nme too, who certainly
have a cl ai m upon you

Soc. | am by no neans positive, Cratylus, in the view which
Her nogenes and nysel f have worked out; and therefore do not hesitate
to say what you think, which if it be better than ny own vi ew shal
gladly accept. And | should not be at all surprised to find that you
have found sonme better notion. For you have evidently reflected on
these matters and have had teachers, and if you have really a better
theory of the truth of names, you may count ne in the nunber of your
di sci pl es.

Crat. You are right, Socrates, in saying that | have nmade a study of
these matters, and | might possibly convert you into a disciple. But |
fear that the opposite is nore probable, and |I already find nyself
noved to say to you what Achilles in the "Prayers" says to Aj ax-

I1lustrious A ax, son of Telanon, lord of the people,
You appear to have spoken in all things nuch to ny nind

And you, Socrates, appear to ne to be an oracle, and to give answers
much to my whether you are inspired by Euthyphro, or whether some Mise
may have | ong been an inhabitant of your breast, unconsciously to
your sel f.

Soc. Excellent Cratylus, | have |Iong been wondering at ny own
wi sdom | cannot trust nyself. And | think that | ought to stop and
ask nyself What am | saying? for there is nothing worse than
sel f-decepti on- when the deceiver is always at honme and always with
you- it is quite terrible, and therefore | ought often to retrace ny
steps and endeavour to "look fore and aft," in the words of the
af oresaid Homer. And now |l et me see; where are we? Have we not been
saying that the correct nanme indicates the nature of the thing:- has
this proposition been sufficiently proven?

Crat. Yes, Socrates, what you say, as | amdisposed to think, is
quite true

Soc. Nanes, then, are given in order to instruct?

Crat. Certainly.

Soc. And naming is an art, and has artificers?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. And who are they?

Crat. The legislators, of whomyou spoke at first.

Soc. And does this art grow up anong nmen |like other arts? Let ne
explain what | nean: of painters, some are better and some worse?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. The better painters execute their works, | nean their



figures, better, and the worse execute them worse; and of builders
al so, the better sort build fairer houses, and the worse build them
Wor se.

Crat. True.

Soc. And anmong legislators, there are some who do their work
better and some worse?

Crat. No; there | do not agree with you

Soc. Then you do not think that sonme |laws are better and others
wor se?

Crat. No, indeed.

Soc. O that one nane is better than another?

Crat. Certainly not.

Soc. Then all names are rightly inposed?

Crat. Yes, if they are nanes at all.

Soc. Well, what do you say to the name of our friend Hernpgenes,
whi ch was nentioned before:- assuming that he has nothing of the
nature of Hermes in him shall we say that this is a wong nanme, or
not his name at all?

Crat. | should reply that Hernogenes is not his nane at all, but
only appears to be his, and is really the name of sonebody el se, who
has the nature which corresponds to it.

Soc. And if a man were to call him Hernogenes, would he not be
even speaking fal sely? For there may be a doubt whether you can cal
hi m Her nogenes, if he is not.

Crat. What do you nean?

Soc. Are you nmintaining that fal sehood is inpossible? For if this
is your neaning | should answer, that there have been plenty of
liars in all ages.

Crat. Wiy, Socrates, how can a man say that which is not?- say
sonet hi ng and yet say nothing? For is not fal sehood saying the thing
which is not?

Soc. Your argunent, friend, is too subtle for a man of ny age. But |
shoul d I'i ke to know whet her you are one of those phil osophers who
think that falsehood may be spoken but not said?

Crat. Neither spoken nor said.

Soc. Nor uttered nor addressed? For exanple: If a person, saluting
you in a foreign country, were to take your hand and say: "Hail
At heni an stranger, Hernogenes, son of Smicrion"- these words,
whet her spoken, said, uttered, or addressed, would have no application
to you but only to our friend Hernobgenes, or perhaps to nobody at all?

Crat. In ny opinion, Socrates, the speaker would only be talking
nonsense.

Soc. Well, but that will be quite enough for me, if you will tell ne
whet her the nonsense would be true or false, or partly true and partly
false:- which is all that | want to know.

Crat. | should say that he would be putting hinself in notion to
no purpose; and that his words woul d be an unneani ng sound |ike the
noi se of hammering at a brazen pot.

Soc. But let us see, Cratylus, whether we cannot find a
neeti ng-point, for you would adnit that the nane is not the sane
wi th the thing nanmed?

Crat. | shoul d.

Soc. And woul d you further acknow edge that the name is an imitation
of the thing?

Crat. Certainly.

Soc. And you would say that pictures are also inmitations of
things, but in another way?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. | believe you may be right, but I do not rightly understand
you. Please to say, then, whether both sorts of imitation (I nean both



pictures or words) are not equally attributable and applicable to
the things of which they are the intation

Crat. They are.

Soc. First look at the matter thus: you may attribute the |ikeness
of the man to the nman, and of the woman to the worman; and so on?

Crat. Certainly.

Soc. And conversely you may attribute the |ikeness of the man to the
woman, and of the wonan to the man?

Crat. Very true.

Soc. And are both nodes of assigning themright, or only the first?

Crat. Only the first.

Soc. That is to say, the node of assignnment which attributes to each
that whi ch belongs to themand is |ike then?

Crat. That is ny view

Soc. Now then, as | amdesirous that we being friends should have
a good understandi ng about the argunent, let nme state ny viewto
you: the first node of assignnent, whether applied to figures or to

nanes, | call right, and when applied to names only, true as well as
right; and the other node of giving and assigning the name which is
unlike, I call wong, and in the case of nanes, false as well as

wr ong.

Crat. That may be true, Socrates, in the case of pictures; they
may be wongly assigned; but not in the case of nanmes- they nmust be
al ways right.

Soc. Wiy, what is the difference? May | not go to a man and say to
him "This is your picture,” showing himhis own |ikeness, or
perhaps the Iikeness of a woman; and when | say "show," | mean bring
before the sense of sight.

Crat. Certainly.

Soc. And may | not go to himagain, and say, "This is your name"?-
for the nanme, like the picture, is an inmtation. May | not say to him
"This is your name"? and may | not then bring to his sense of
hearing the imtation of hinself, when | say, "This is a man"; or of a
femal e of the human species, when | say, "This is a woman," as the
case may be? Is not all that quite possible?

Crat. | would fain agree with you, Socrates; and therefore | say,
G ant ed.

Soc. That is very good of you, if | amright, which need hardly be
di sputed at present. But if | can assign nanes as well as pictures
to objects, the right assignment of themwe may call truth, and the
wrong assi gnnent of them fal sehood. Now if there be such a wong
assi gnnent of names, there may al so be a wong or inappropriate
assignnment of verbs; and if of nanes and verbs then of the
sentences, which are nmade up of them What do you say, Cratylus?

Crat. | agree; and think that what you say is very true.

Soc. And further, prinmitive nouns nmay be conpared to pictures, and
in pictures you may either give all the appropriate col ours and
figures, or you may not give themall- sone may be wanting; or there
may be too many or too nuch of them may there not?

Crat. Very true.

Soc. And he who gives all gives a perfect picture or figure; and
he who takes away or adds al so gives a picture or figure, but not a
good one.

Crat. Yes.

Soc. In like manner, he who by syllables and letters initates the
nature of things, if he gives all that is appropriate will produce a
good i mage, or in other words a nane; but if he subtracts or perhaps
adds a little, he will make an inmage but not a good one; whence
infer that some nanes are well and others ill nade.

Crat. That is true.



Soc. Then the artist of names nay be sonetines good, or he nay be
bad?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. And this artist of nanes is called the |egislator?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. Then like other artists the |egislator may be good or he nay be
bad; it nust surely be so if our forner adni ssions hold good?

Crat. Very true, Socrates; but the case of |anguage, you see, is
different; for when by the help of granmar we assign the letters a
or b, or any other letters to a certain nane, then, if we add, or
subtract, or nmisplace a letter, the nane which is witten is not
only witten wongly, but not witten at all; and in any of these
cases becones ot her than a nane.

Soc. But | doubt whether your view is altogether correct, Cratylus.

Crat. How so?

Soc. | believe that what you say nay be true about nunmbers, which
must be just what they are, or not be at all; for exanple, the
number ten at once becones other than ten if a unit be added or
subtracted, and so of any other nunber: but this does not apply to
that which is qualitative or to anything which is represented under an
i mge. | should say rather that the inmage, if expressing in every
point the entire reality, would no |onger be an inmage. Let us
suppose the exi stence of two objects: one of themshall be Cratyl us,
and the other the inmage of Cratylus; and we will suppose, further
that some God nakes not only a representation such as a painter
woul d make of your outward form and col our, but also creates an inward
organi zation |ike yours, having the sane warnth and softness; and into
this infuses nmotion, and soul, and nind, such as you have, in a word
copies all your qualities, and places themby you in another form
woul d you say that this was Cratylus and the i mge of Cratylus, or
that there were two Cratyl uses?

Crat. | should say that there were two Cratyl uses.

Soc. Then you see, ny friend, that we nust find sone other principle
of truth in images, and also in nanes; and not insist that an inage is
no | onger an image when sonething is added or subtracted. Do you not
perceive that inages are very far from having qualities which are
the exact counterpart of the realities which they represent?

Crat. Yes, | see.

Soc. But then how ridicul ous would be the effect of names on things,
if they were exactly the sane with them For they woul d be the doubles
of them and no one would be able to deternine which were the nanes
and which were the realities.

Crat. Quite true.

Soc. Then fear not, but have the courage to adnit that one nane
may be correctly and another incorrectly given; and do not insist that
the name shall be exactly the same with the thing; but allow the
occasi onal substitution of a wong letter, and if of a letter also
of a noun in a sentence, and if of a noun in a sentence also of a
sentence which is not appropriate to the matter, and acknow edge
that the thing may be naned, and described, so |long as the genera
character of the thing which you are describing is retained; and this,
as you will renenber, was remarked by Hernobgenes and nyself in the
particul ar instance of the names of the letters.

Crat. Yes, | renenber

Soc. Good; and when the general character is preserved, even if sone
of the proper letters are wanting, still the thing is signified,-
well, if all the letters are given; not well, when only a few of
themare given. | think that we had better adnit this, |lest we be
puni shed like travellers in Aegina who wander about the street late at
night: and be likew se told by truth herself that we have arrived



too late; or if not, you nmust find out some new notion of
correctness of nanes, and no longer maintain that a nanme is the
expression of a thing in letters or syllables; for if you say both,
you will be inconsistent with yourself.

Crat. | quite acknow edge, Socrates, what you say to be very
reasonabl e.

Soc. Then as we are agreed thus far, let us ask oursel ves whet her
a nane rightly inmposed ought not to have the proper letters.

Crat. Yes.

Soc. And the proper letters are those which are |ike the things?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. Enough then of nanes which are rightly given. And in names
which are incorrectly given, the greater part may be supposed to be
made up of proper and sinmilar letters, or there would be no
i keness; but there will be Iikewise a part which is inproper and
spoils the beauty and formation of the word: you would adnmit that?

Crat. There would be no use, Socrates, in ny quarrelling with you
since | cannot be satisfied that a name which is incorrectly given
is anane at all.

Soc. Do you adnmit a nane to be the representation of a thing?

Crat. Yes, | do.

Soc. But do you not allow that some nouns are prinmitive, and sone
derived?

Crat. Yes, | do.

Soc. Then if you admit that prinmtive or first nouns are
representations of things, is there any better way of franing
representations than by assinmlating themto the objects as nmuch as
you can; or do you prefer the notion of Hernpbgenes and of nany others,
who say that names are conventional, and have a neaning to those who
have agreed about them and who have previous know edge of the
things intended by them and that convention is the only principle;
and whet her you abi de by our present convention, or make a new and
opposite one, according to which you call snall great and great small -
that, they would say, nmakes no difference, if you are only agreed.
Whi ch of these two notions do you prefer?

Crat. Representation by likeness, Socrates, is infinitely better
than representati on by any chance sign

Soc. Very good: but if the name is to be like the thing, the letters
out of which the first names are conposed nust also be Iike things.
Returning to the imge of the picture, | would ask, How could any
one ever conpose a picture which would be |ike anything at all, if
there were not pignents in nature which resenbled the things initated,
and out of which the picture is conposed?

Crat. Inpossible.

Soc. No nore could names ever resenble any actually existing
thing, unless the original elenents of which they are conpounded
bore sone degree of resenblance to the objects of which the nanes
are the imtation: And the original elenments are letters?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. Let me now invite you to consider what Hernogenes and | were
sayi ng about sounds. Do you agree with nme that the letter r is
expressive of rapidity, nmotion, and hardness? Were we right or wong
in saying so?

Crat. | should say that you were right.

Soc. And that | was expressive of snopothness, and softness, and
the Iike?

Crat. There again you were right.

Soc. And yet, as you are aware, that which is called by us
sklerotes, is by the Eretrians called skleroter

Crat. Very true.



Soc. But are the letters r and s, equivalents; and is there the sane
significance to themin the termnation r, which there is to us in
s, or is there no significance to one of us?

Crat. Nay, surely there is a significance to both of us.

Soc. In as far as they are like, or in as far as they are unlike?

Crat. In as far as they are I|ike.

Soc. Are they altogether alike?

Crat. Yes; for the purpose of expressing notion

Soc. And what do you say of the insertion of the I ? for that is
expressive not of hardness but of softness.

Crat. Wiy, perhaps the letter | is wongly inserted, Socrates, and
shoul d be altered into r, as you were saying to Hernogenes and in ny
opinion rightly, when you spoke of adding and subtracting |etters upon
occasi on.

Soc. CGood. But still the word is intelligible to both of us; when
| say skleros (hard), you know what | rnean

Crat. Yes, ny dear friend, and the explanation of that is custom

Soc. And what is custom but convention? | utter a sound which
under stand, and you know that | understand the neaning of the sound:
this is what you are sayi ng?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. And if when | speak you know ny meaning, there is an indication
given by me to you?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. This indication of nmy meaning may proceed fromunlike as well
as fromlike, for exanple in the | of sklerotes. But if this is
true, then you have made a convention with yourself, and the
correctness of a name turns out to be convention, since letters
which are unlike are indicative equally with those which are |ike,
if they are sanctioned by custom and convention. And even supposi ng
that you distinguish custom from convention ever so rmuch, still you
nmust say that the signification of words is given by custom and not by
i keness, for custommay indicate by the unlike as well as by the
like. But as we are agreed thus far, Cratylus (for | shall assune that
your silence gives consent), then custom and convention nust be
supposed to contribute to the indication of our thoughts; for
suppose we take the instance of nunber, how can you ever inagi ne, ny
good friend, that you will find nanes resenbling every individua
nunber, unless you allow that which you term convention and
agreenment to have authority in deternining the correctness of nanes?
quite agree with you that words should as far as possible resenble
things; but | fear that this dragging in of resenbl ance, as Hernopgenes
says, is a shabby thing, which has to be supplenmented by the
nmechani cal aid of convention with a viewto correctness; for | believe
that if we could always, or al nost always, use |ikenesses, which are
perfectly appropriate, this would be the nost perfect state of
| anguage; as the opposite is the nost inperfect. But let ne ask you
what is the force of names, and what is the use of then?

Crat. The use of names, Socrates, as | should imagine, is to inform
the sinple truth is, that he who knows nanes knows al so the things
whi ch are expressed by them

Soc. | suppose you nean to say, Cratylus, that as the nane is, so
also is the thing; and that he who knows the one will also know the
other, because they are sinilars, and all sinmilars fall under the sane
art or science; and therefore you would say that he who knows nanes
will also know things.

Crat. That is precisely what | nean

Soc. But let us consider what is the nature of this information
about things which, according to you, is given us by nanes. Is it
the best sort of information? or is there any other? Wat do you say?



Crat. | believe that to be both the only and the best sort of
i nformation about them there can be no other

Soc. But do you believe that in the discovery of them he who
di scovers the names discovers also the things; or is this only the
nmet hod of instruction, and is there some other nethod of enquiry and
di scovery.

Crat. | certainly believe that the nethods of enquiry and
di scovery are of the same nature as instruction
Soc. Well, but do you not see, Cratylus, that he who foll ows nanes

in the search after things, and anal yses their neaning, is in great
danger of being deceived?

Crat. How so?

Soc. Wiy clearly he who first gave names gave them according to
hi s conception of the things which they signified- did he not?

Crat. True.

Soc. And if his conception was erroneous, and he gave nanes
according to his conception, in what position shall we who are his
followers find ourselves? Shall we not be deceived by hinf

Crat. But, Socrates, am| not right in thinking that he nust
surely have known; or else, as | was saying, his nanes would not be
names at all? And you have a clear proof that he has not nissed the
truth, and the proof is- that he is perfectly consistent. Did you ever
observe in speaking that all the words which you utter have a conmon
character and purpose?

Soc. But that, friend Cratylus, is no answer. For if he did begin in
error, he may have forced the renmminder into agreenent with the
original error and with hinself; there would be nothing strange in
this, any nore than in geonetrical diagrans, which have often a slight
and invisible flawin the first part of the process, and are
consistently mnistaken in the |Iong deductions which follow And this is
the reason why every nman shoul d expend his chief thought and attention
on the consideration of his first principles:- are they or are they
not rightly laid down? and when he has duly sifted them all the
rest will follow Now | should be astonished to find that names are
really consistent. And here let us revert to our former discussion
Were we not saying that all things are in notion and progress and
flux, and that this idea of notion is expressed by nanes? Do you not
conceive that to be the nmeani ng of then?

Crat. Yes; that is assuredly their meaning, and the true neaning.

Soc. Let us revert to epistene (know edge) and observe how amnbi guous
this word is, seenming rather to signify stopping the soul at things
than going round with themy and therefore we should | eave the
begi nning as at present, and not reject the e, but make an insertion
of an instead of an i (not piotenme, but epiistene). Take another
exanpl e: bebaion (sure) is clearly the expression of station and
position, and not of notion. Again, the word istoria (enquiry) bears
upon the face of it the stopping (istanai) of the stream and the word
piston (faithful) certainly indicates cessation of notion; then
again, mmene (nenory), as any one nmay see, expresses rest in the soul
and not notion. Mreover, words such as amartia and sunphora, which
have a bad sense, viewed in the Iight of their etynologies will be the
sane as sunesis and epistene and ot her words which have a good sense
(i.e., omartein, sunienai, epesthai, sunphersthai) and nmuch the sane
may be said of amathia and akol aia, for amathia may be explai ned as
e ama theo iontos poreia, and akol asia as e akolouthia tois pragmasin.
Thus the names which in these instances we find to have the worst
sense, will turn out to be franed on the sane principle as those which
have the best. And any one | believe who would take the trouble
nm ght find nmany other exanples in which the giver of nanes
i ndi cates, not that things are in nmotion or progress, but that they



are at rest; which is the opposite of notion

Crat. Yes, Socrates, but observe; the greater nunber express notion

Soc. What of that, Cratylus? Are we to count themlike votes? and is
correctness of names the voice of the najority? Are we to say of
whi chever sort there are nost, those are the true ones?

Crat. No; that is not reasonable.

Soc. Certainly not. But let us have done with this question and
proceed to anot her, about which | should like to know whether you
think with ne. Were we not lately acknow edgi ng that the first
givers of nanes in states, both Hellenic and barbarous, were the
| egi slators, and that the art which gave nanes was the art of the
| egi sl ator?

Crat. Quite true.

Soc. Tell ne, then, did the first legislators, who were the givers
of the first names, know or not know the things which they naned?

Crat. They must have known, Socr ates.

Soc. Wiy, yes, friend Cratylus, they could hardly have been
i gnor ant .

Crat. | should say not.

Soc. Let us return to the point fromwhich we digressed. You were
saying, if you renenber, that he who gave names nust have known the
t hi ngs whi ch he naned; are you still of that opinion?

Crat. | am

Soc. And woul d you say that the giver of the first nanmes had al so
a know edge of the things which he nanmed?

Crat. | shoul d.

Soc. But how coul d he have | earned or discovered things from nanes
if the prinitive names were not yet given? For, if we are correct in
our view, the only way of |earning and discovering things, is either
to di scover nanmes for ourselves or to learn themfromothers

Crat. | think that there is a good deal in what you say, Socrates.

Soc. But if things are only to be known through names, how can we
suppose that the givers of names had know edge, or were |egislators

before there were nanmes at all, and therefore before they could have
known t henf
Crat. | believe, Socrates, the true account of the matter to be,

that a power nore than human gave things their first names, and that
t he nanmes which are thus given are necessarily their true nanes.

Soc. Then how cane the giver of the nanes, if he was an inspired
being or God, to contradict himsel f? For were we not saying just now
that he made sonme nanmes expressive of rest and others of notion?
Were we mi staken?

Crat. But | suppose one of the two not to be nanmes at all

Soc. And which, then, did he make, ny good friend; those which are
expressive of rest, or those which are expressive of notion? This is a
poi nt which, as | said before, cannot be determ ned by counting them

Crat. No; not in that way, Socrates.

Soc. But if this is a battle of nanes, sonme of them asserting that
they are like the truth, others contending that they are, how or by
what criterion are we to deci de between then? For there are no other
nanes to whi ch appeal can be made, but obviously recourse nust be
had to anot her standard which, without enploying nanes, wll make
clear which of the two are right; and this nust be a standard which
shows the truth of things

Crat. | agree.

Soc. But if that is true, Cratylus, then | suppose that things may
be known wi t hout nanes?

Crat. Cearly.

Soc. But how woul d you expect to know then? What other way can there
be of knowi ng them except the true and natural way, through their



affinities, when they are akin to each other, and through
t hemsel ves? For that which is other and different from them nust
signify sonething other and different fromthem

Crat. What you are saying is, | think, true.

Soc. Well, but reflect; have we not several tines acknow edged
that names rightly given are the |ikenesses and i mages of the things
whi ch they nane?

Crat. Yes.

Soc. Let us suppose that to any extent you please you can learn
t hi ngs through the nedi um of names, and suppose al so that you can
learn them fromthe things thenmselves- which is likely to be the
nobl er and clearer way to learn of the image, whether the i nage and
the truth of which the inmage is the expression have been rightly
conceived, or to learn of the truth whether the truth and the inage of
it have been duly executed?

Crat. | should say that we nust learn of the truth.

Soc. How real existence is to be studied or discovered is,
suspect, beyond you and me. But we nay admit so nuch, that the
know edge of things is not to be derived fromnames. No; they nust
be studied and investigated in thensel ves.

Crat. Cearly, Socrates.

Soc. There is another point. | should not like us to be inposed upon
by the appearance of such a nultitude of names, all tending in the
sanme direction. | myself do not deny that the givers of names did
really give themunder the idea that all things were in notion and
flux; which was their sincere but, | think, mistaken opinion. And
having fallen into a kind of whirlpool thenselves, they are carried
round, and want to drag us in after them There is a matter, master
Cratylus, about which | often dream and should like to ask your
opi nion: Tell ne, whether there is or is not any absol ute beauty or
good, or any other absol ute existence?

Crat. Certainly, Socrates, | think so.

Soc. Then let us seek the true beauty: not asking whether a face
is fair, or anything of that sort, for all such things appear to be in
a flux; but let us ask whether the true beauty is not always
beaut i f ul

Crat. Certainly.

Soc. And can we rightly speak of a beauty which is always passing
away, and is first this and then that; nust not the sane thing be born
and retire and vanish while the word is in our nouths?

Crat. Undoubtedly.

Soc. Then how can that be a real thing which is never in the sane
state? | for obviously things which are the sane cannot change while
they remain the same; and if they are always the same and in the
sane state, and never depart fromtheir original form they can
never change or be noved.

Crat. Certainly they cannot.

Soc. Nor yet can they be known by any one; for at the nonent that
t he observer approaches, then they beconme other and of another nature,
so that you cannot get any further in knowing their nature or state,
for you cannot know that which has no state.

Crat. True.
Soc. Nor can we reasonably say, Cratylus, that there is know edge at
all, if everything is in a state of transition and there is nothing

abi di ng; for know edge too cannot continue to be know edge unl ess
continuing always to abide and exist. But if the very nature of

know edge changes, at the tine when the change occurs there will be no
know edge; and if the transition is always going on, there will always
be no know edge, and, according to this view, there will be no one

to know and nothing to be known: but if that which knows and t hat



which is known exist ever, and the beautiful and the good and every
other thing also exist, then | do not think that they can resenble a
process or flux, as we were just now supposing. Whether there is

this eternal nature in things, or whether the truth is what

Heracl eitus and his followers and nany others say, is a question

hard to determnmine; and no man of sense will like to put hinmself or the
education of his mind in the power of names: neither will he so far
trust nanmes or the givers of nanes as to be confident in any know edge
whi ch condemms hi nsel f and ot her existences to an unhealthy state of
unreality; he will not believe that all things leak |ike a pot, or

i mgine that the world is a nman who has a running at the nose. This
may be true, Cratylus, but is also very likely to be untrue; and
therefore | would not have you be too easily persuaded of it.

Refl ect well and like a nman, and do not easily accept such a doctrine;
for you are young and of an age to learn. And when you have found

the truth, cone and tell ne

Crat. | will do as you say, though I can assure you, Socrates
that | have been considering the matter already, and the result of a
great deal of trouble and consideration is that | incline to

Her acl ei t us.

Soc. Then, another day, ny friend, when you cone back, you shal
give me a lesson; but at present, go into the country, as you are
i ntendi ng, and Hernobgenes shall set you on your way.

Crat. Very good, Socrates; | hope, however, that you will continue
to think about these things yourself.

- THE END-
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