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“religion replete with examples of how

“* 1. INTRODUCTION ' ° .
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1.1 Sophrosyne and Plato's Charmides

’

. . -. A ’ .-
Pl2io's dialogue Charmides is on 'sophrosyne, known to the Gireeks as .r.2 virtue of the *

geqtlgman. The subject pf th¢ dialogue, however, prese{ns 22 ne o Sale problem: | aeTe i8S no
si.'nv.gle English word'f.o{;/éop}irc)syne wh_ich ’/car'l do i ,usti  Asg tra div sinderstood it
suggests a certain hax/zﬁony of soul comprising a « 'nt wxis of ~uc thinzs as = e, ducorl m,
gentility, mod¢sty;,' p’é;pectf‘uln{:ss, self -control, Lnd thu wens odleness and - etion. As he
virtue of the ge/v{tl?.manv(kal.os kagathos, literally, the "bezuti ui and g oc 1. sorarosi e
epitomized th;;"kirlajd of."deportmen"f/ap'prop'riate to tris rank. LAy ne ol T what s

e d
beautiful and good, it set the standard for all ranks.’

When it is translated by a single word, however, sophs. .yne is ¢ ten ' anslated as
¢ o )
"moderation” because it implies, even in its remote uses, the discipline of the bodily

appetites: eating, drinking, and in parmal sexuaiity. As heirs of a history and a
ck

v

a

of discipline in these matters, especially sexuality,

brought on the most unhappy disasters, the Greeks were sensitive to the need of Saphrosyne

for a just and well-ordered regime. Thus, sophrosyne vr/as understood to be central not only to

- the man, but also to the city. It bespoke the hurtufe‘;y which one was made able to obey

both one's rulers and oneself .?

-

L4

'v»‘Kalos. the word translated here as beautiful is often, as in this case, betler

translated as "noble.” It means both "beautiful” andggpoble,” the Greeks secing as
one phenomenon what we distinguish as two. The redler should be aware of this to
appreciate the full significance of kalos, which always will be translated in this
thesis as "beautiful™ for the ‘sake of consistency. There is another word, gennaios,
which means noble in the sense of wellborn, wellbred; the English word "noble™ will
be reserved for this term.

This thesis uses "moderation” as the translation of sophrosyne. Althgugh the Wests
offer.a good argument, on the basis of etymology, for translating sophrosyne by
"sound-mindedness,” the word "moderation” captures b&t\&hj%hdiscipline of bodily
appetites which would seem so fundamental to the constellati of qualities which

" appear to comprehend sophrosyne in its fullest sense. Any translation, \however, is

liable to do some damage, so it is best to keep' in mind that there are these many
other dimensions to the virtue. ‘

“For the Wests discussion, see Plato, Charmides, trans. Thomas G. and Grace S.

West (Indianapolis: Hackett ‘Ppblishing Co., 1986), p. f .
- l (\; 3
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Plato’s dralogue oitensrbly on sophrosyue however t ts the virtue.in a very strange
) manner ’ The draloguc begms wrth a very long prologue in which the plnlosopher returmng

_:ymBa fierce battle at Potidaes, 1mmed1ately goes to the wrestlmg school of Taureas and finds

Chaerephon hrs old mad (manikos) friend, as well as several other men and boys ‘

v

Chaerephon madlv" le aps d\Up 1o welcome the phrlosopher and taking Socrates by the hand,

lcads him to sit bcgrde one of the men there Crmas the cousin and guardran of the younger

;.

Charmides and the man Who in thrrly years time is to emerge as one of the most immoderate

leaders of the tyrannical oligarchic regime which ruled Athens at the end of the Peloponnesran
War.* Upon Chaerephon's request, then, Socrates answers whatev;r questions the men might
have about the recent battle in which they had heard many of their friends had died. ¢ Having,
performed this service, one for which Socrateé himself shows no particular relish, the l
phi losopher then asks about the news on the home f ront, and in particular about phrlosophy
'and the young how they have fared in his absence. His answer appears in rlre fo;m of |
Charmides, an incredibly beautiful youth whose very entrance “ncites tho men in the school to
a violent display of their sexual desire. ‘lndeedwthe beauty of Charmidesvis such that even the
ung boys are megmcrrzed Socrates himself wishes to converse with Charmldes so Critias
explains that his young ward has been ill of late, a certain we?kness Or weariness (astheneras)
in the head when he rises in the nrormng, and proposes that Socrates pretend to be a
physif:ian and'advise the youth alooul‘ the drug which canM Euf; lris'illness Thus in a’ playful

! . . 3 ,

‘The fact that the word "virtue" (arete) is only mentioned once in the dialogue (at
158a) and never in conjunciion with sophrosyne itself is perhaps the first strange
thing.

*Socrates- himself calls Chaerephon manikos (153b),-but he does not mean that his (
friend is insane, but rather as he characterizes Chaerephon in the / -oiogy, that he
is impetuous and vehement. Socrates' use of the term manikos is_just one of the
"immoderate” things of the beginning of the dialogue. See Four Texts on Socrates:
Plato's "Euthyphro," "Apology,” and "Crito" and ‘Aristophanes' "Clouds," trans.

. Thomas G. and Grace S. West (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984) 20e-21b for
Socrates' description of Chaerephon. - .
‘See Xenophon, Complete Works, ed T.E. Page, E. Capps, .1 e, vol I:
Helleruca Books IV (New York: G.E. Putnam's Sons (Loeb R 'brary),
1930), I, -ii, 2-20. b, e
‘The dralogue itself is narrated. Socrates does mot also recouz} .‘etarls in his
narration, thus although Plato may °provoke the reader's curi usrtyf morbid, as this
curiousity 1s ~he does not indulge it. ’
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dec‘é'ption, Szratesassumes the role of a doctor, but then proposes to curjc Charmides'

‘ allusxons to war, drsplays of barely -restrained sexuality, and talk ‘of bodily illness. ) ' ) P

. " ) .
.
= . . . " - RN
. a
» T .
. oy . »

/

h’ead-wcakn s not only with a drug, but more importantly, by producing s’oyhrosynt i his \i -
: -

soul At this pomt the questlon ‘of the du‘r?ogue what is sophrosyne " finally surfaces. We
. #
are almost one quartfr the way thrdﬁgh the dralogue bef Q?e it becomes exphcnly focussed on ~

its central theme, the speech and action’ to thrs -point being marked by a lack of modcration: K

I It

3

. The discussion of the question itself, furthermore, is rather strange. While the

conversation with Charmides, which is the shcpest section of the dialogue, seems Lo outline

how we might progress in the training of the r;irtue seph{os)/ne, it does not exblicitly discuss
what would seem to be most basic: the disciplining of the bodily appetites, the immoderatjon
of which is on display in so many,ways in the prolegue. . ’

From the conversation with Charmides, we go to what is the longest section,of the

dialogue, the conversation with his ‘guardian Critias. Here, 'we lu

a pains-taking _b

discussion of the possibility and benefit of: sophrosyne understood pyitnarily as

self -knowledge. Despite its rich detail, however, the discussion appears to yield little fruit. Its

conelhsion sees Socrates confessing not only his aporia (perplexily butlalso his inability to!
{
"inquire beauufully (175b). Having suffered lhrough this dif f icult inquiry, then, we are

A

lef t apparently with only the’ phrlosopher s apology, a rather dxspm[mg resull "We are .

everywhere worsted, he says (175b). To try to unq.ers‘land our aporia, Socrates turns

attention to the invest.igation itself, and to trre many congenie‘l concessions we made along the
way, perhaps implying we should havg been less Simple-minded and more stubbom
Consequently the phrlosopher returhs to the beautiful Charmides, who ostensibly was to have .
been the benefactor of this investigation, and counsels him to mqurre into sophrosyne' or

: «
himself*. It is advice, it seems, we must all'tal_(e seriously should we too end the dialogyc in the

>

state which the phrlosopher clamis this inve estigation has left hrm apores

with our own irability to "inquire beautif ully.” We must ourselvcs lhus go back to the
beginning and assuming that the Platonic dialogue'on sophrosyne does in fact of fer a complete

consideration of the virtue, overcome our own limitations as interlocutors and begin to ask
. . . . , \
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quesuons of the dialogue. We are therefore, not on}) torinquire into sophrosyne 1tse1f ‘but by

.~

undergomg the discipline whxch such an mq& necessuates perhaps to expenence the virtue
& \

| )

first- hang _ ‘ ’ ’ .

If we try to comprehend Lhe Charmid, & whole, both the &ecas a7nd the épeeches

we can 1llummate mo’?\qlearly the many dimensjoas of mpkrf;syne both exphcnl) con51dered
o
ﬂ

and tacitly presem in the dialogue. Thus we can better \{Pllow ihe traJectory of the -~

,dxscussxon and in parucular see why it should 1eqd 10 a conmderatmn of self-knowledge. As
,such this 1he31s employs the fortn of interpretation which would seem best suited to this end: ®

. the commentary. Because ulumately we wish to understand the dxalogue in its entlrety and

lhus sophrosyne as it is presemed inits f ullness. this thesis takes as its guide what Leo Str§uss '

caycd the "law of logographic riecessity”: "Nothing is aécider_xtal in a Platonic dialogue;

everything is pecessary in the place which it occurs.”” This assumes, then, that everything, not

- . . Lo . L3
simply the arguments, is important, and thus what might-appear at times t0 be an excessive

- v
~ N . [

attention to detail and to dramatic context is really ‘m g{emgt to remain true to what Plato
actually wrote. In doing so, we might ‘h\ope to become better able to understand the

philosopher on his own grouﬁd, and thus to benefit from the full pdwer of his teaching.'

7 R

1,2 The Setting and the Characters
Since it is a dramatic wdrk the setting and characters which corripr')e the dialogue

prcsumably have some bearing on its teaching Wnﬁ an eye toward elucxdatm this teaching,
A I3

a%

* then, it is benef icial to: con51der in a preliminary way certain detail$*df- both.

‘ The Charmides is set in 431 B.C. just after the battle at Potidaéa which heralded the
njng of the long and devastating strugglé between Athens and Sparta kﬁown as the

Pelopoﬁnesian War, This dialogué on moderation , then, is overshadowed by a war which,
o A

"Leo Strauss,” The City and Man (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964 p.
60. ) ’

'To this .end, the theiiS\(ollows the Wests' literal translation except in explicitl~

noted cases, and as already noted, by substituting "moderation” for ~
"sound-mindedness.” In certain cases, also, the transliterated Greey word is provided
for the sake of comparison. References to the dialogue itself are followed by the
Stephanus page number ini parer®hesis. . g/
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; \)hroughout Greeli/u/&story was said to epitomize moderation, the dramatic timing of this
* ) it

—discussion about the virtue is 2specially ironic.

: ﬁ. ‘ ? 4 %8 9, ) ] h
N " ‘ N .

T S \ R

th

accEfrdmg to Thucydldes was Lhe greatest war which had ever befallen Greece.’ It was a‘war
brought pn\Qanly by the excesses of thé Athenian empire, bul which was ns;H' 1o fad to tiw

dlsmteg uon>of the Atheman regime and the imposition on Athend itself of its most terrible<”

. % o L . )
: regime,(tha& f the "Thirty Tyrants.” As ba,ckdrop for LI; dialogue, the Pelopennésian War is

( . :
“a constant remnder of the ugly depths to which a lack 0 political moderation can lead. And

£

JAthenians battling and ir}aﬂy submitting to Sparta, that state which
. . e
: . : - -

The disucuss_ion fts€lf is set in a wrestling school, a public Paleastra frequented by
many men and boys. A such the con tion which ensues bétweep the ‘p"hilq'sopher and his
two mterlocutors tak lace befofe a§ of sorts, the crowd of men who cn'circlc the lﬁrce
main partmpams By makmg 11 a narrated dlalogue however, Plato places a rame a{)ougd

{
the ‘discussion. T(Qe actual discussion, t@, has already occurred; Socrates is recpunting its

- ]
’ ‘\ - . »

details to an unnamed listengr. All we know about this anonymous auditor ‘15 whatever dan be

gleaned from Socrates’ few references to him, or\'hat can be surmised f rom the character of

the %rra{lon itself. Socrates refers variously to hxm as "comrade (hezatre

"friend" (phile)

direct reference to this listener is made early in the narration 5155d), and we are left with
i .
only these few defgils by whichyto understand his role ﬁé’e di

narrated, as opposed to an acted dialogue, however, is itself important. It allows the

-

~ N

s . v(
Thucydides, Complete Works, ed. T.E. Page et al., vol 1: History of the
Peloponnesian War Books I and II, trans. Charles Forster Smith (New York: G.P
Putnam's Sons (Loeb Classical Library), 1929), p. 3. The battle at Potidaca Titself
was occasioned by the rtevolt of 4 colony which was rightfully the colony of "

- Corinth, but which was a tributary ally of Athens. In retaliation against the

Corinthians for some past offences, the Atheniaps forced Potidaea to dpen its
defences, give over hostages, and send-away its Corinthian magistrates. vUpon its
revolt, the Athenians then besieged the colony and thus essentially forced the
Potidaeans into the arms of Sparta, the only power in the Peloponnese able to
match Athens. 4 j) :

-
-

J
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~ philosopher a certain teflexivity in the recounting of the discussion: he is able both to reflect

upon his own deeds and speeches, and mak_e comments upon the other participants. By
recounting the diécussion for a second time, then, Socrates is not only reconsidering the
arguments, but he is also re-examining himself.!® . |
‘The first character to appear in the dialogue, other maﬁ the well-known philosopher,

is Chaerephon, Socrates' manikos friend, who, when he appears in Plato's dialogues, generally
acts as Socrates’ intercessor with others.!! Here‘, Chaerephon makes a brief appearance as the
man both who represents the interests of the many men in the Paleastra, and who facilitates
the c.vcning's discussion by sea;ing Socrates next to Critias. After his brief appearance at the
beginning of the dialogue, he is not heard f ;om again.

" The next man we encounter is Critias, Socrates' major interlocutor in the dial‘ogue. It
is mbosl ironic that the two men should meetiahdj discuss ;cophrosyne at this time, for Critias, -

!’ . . . .

as a lcaqmg figure-in the rule of the "Thirty Tyrants,” was saidipy Xenophon to be "in the
days of that oligarchy, the most rapacious and cruel and murderous of them all."? Critias
was a no»toriousSparlophile; enamored by the discipline, order, and strength of the Spartan
regime, he sought, as a leéder of the-"Thirty Tyrants," to impose that same kind of regime on.

an Athens he believed had becorﬁe immoderate and weak. During the reign of* the Thirty,

b

°Hjs account of. his reaction to Charmides' beauty is a good example of this. See

155b-156a.
See Apology 20e-21b and Gorgias 447b. As age and age cohorts turn out [0 be of
significance in the dialogue, one thing which we: should mention about Socrates is

" that hecis at this time approximately 36 years old. Accordmg to the dialogue,

furthermore, he also by this time appears to have somewhat of a reputauon See
156a.

“1Most of what we know of Critias' invglvement in [hlS tyrannical regime is throu"h

Xenophon's Hellenica. Xenophon has Critias saying there that. theBpartan
constitution is the best constitution, the one which the Athenians should follow.
When the Thirty Tyrants took power in Athens, they were supported by the
Spartans. See Xenophon, Hellenica Books IV 1i, iii, 2-20. Our other main source
of information about Critias is Xenophon's Recollections (or Memorabilia as it is
translated in the Loeb edition). See Complete Works, vol 4:  Memorabilia
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1979), i, 12- 17.

‘Other valuable references are W.K.C. Guthrie, 4 sttory of Greek thlosophy, vol

3: The Fifth Century Enlightenment (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, - 1969),

© pp. 298-304 and Peter Krenz, The Thirty at Athens (Ithaca: Cornell University
_ Press, '1982), pp. 44-47 and p. 130 where Krenz quotes the interesting epigram
~ placed under a statue erected in honor of Critias, "This memorial is for the good\

men whd for a short time restrained the accursed Athenian people fram hubris."

L4



yﬂhowever, Critias and hié feliow leaders murdered many innocent people. Having at first -
confined their executions to unpopular informers and sympathizers of the previously corrtt;f;&' ‘
democracy, they soon were arbitrarily exécuting innocent people one any pretext in order o
confiscate. their property. They attempted also to implicate others in their deeds by forcing
f
_their participation in this murderous campaign. As Socrates himself recounts in his Apology.
he and four others were ordered to arrest Leon of Salamis, a man who was considered quite
just. When the other four left 1o carry out this order, Socrates departed and went ho'mc. His
defiance of Critias and the Thirty, he says, put his own life at rigk." Socrates was bound,
then, to incur Critias’ wrath. Although Critias was known to have been an associate of
Socrates, i‘L is also known, through Xenophon, that Critias and the philosopher soon came Lo
be at odds with one ;nother. This was evidenced - ‘ticularly during the reign of the :Fhirl,\* 5
when Critias finally create_d a law which, as he ¢xp:. .ned, fqrbid the philosopher "to hold
conversation with the young," a most ironic thing given the events of lh'i; dialogue.'
Critias was given guardianship of his cousin Charmides when Charmides' own father .
- L}
Glaucon passed away. Critias was never known to have married nor to have had children of
his own; thus Charmides, as his ward, became the benefactor (if that's thg right word) of

Critias' full attension.'* It can be assumed, then, that Charmides was educated, so far as

possible, in a Spartan fashion.'® This seems to be borne out by the dialogue: although he 1s

B Apology, 32cd. ‘ '
4Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1, ii, 33. Xenophon contends thaé W always borc a
grudge against Socrates for reprimanding him in public as being\po more able to
keep himself away from the beautiful young Euthydemus than "pigs can help
rubbing themseives against stones” (I, ii, 30-31). '
/”J.K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families 600-300 B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1971), pp. 326-331. Critias is approximately 27 years old in this dialoguc; it is not
known exactly when he became th - guardian of Charmides, but it is assumed to
have been when. Charmides was aquite young. _
1The education 'of the youth in 3parta was considered to be of primary importance.
All Spartans underwent a system of military training which in its rigorousncss '
generally offended the sensibilities of the more individualistic Athenians, with the
exception of men like Critizs. It was a training which, according to the Spartans
however, was the only way to tr.e self-rule and thus to true freedom. This 1s why
moderation was said to epitomize i-cir regime. Because of this self-rule, Spartans
only considered” other Sparan< to be their equals. For a discussion of Spar'...
education and the ideals it promoted, see Werner Jaeger, Paideia: The Idecl: ~°
Greek Culture, vol 1. Archaic Greece, The Mind of Athens, trans. Gilbert Highot
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1976), pp. 77-98. :
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extraordinarily beautiful and attracts many lovers,-Charmides mariifests the same kind of ‘
discipline and submissioﬁ .to aufhority which characterized the Spértap youth. Alfhough
Xenophon says littlc about Charmides' involvement in the rep” ~ .f the Thirty, he doés say
that Charmides died fighting alongside his cousin Cri-tfas ir oA wough which the
demnocrats finally regained control of the city.!” Xenophon.  »z2ver. atlests to the fact fhat
Charmides did become a follower of Socrates.!* Charmides is jusi coming into maturity when
the dialogue takes place. :

What is perhaps partlcularly significant about the characlers of the Charmides, and
especially about Critias, is that when Socrates was finally brought to mal and convicted of
capital crimes, the accusations against him were formulated with his associations with men
like Critias in mind. It was said, that is, that the philosopher was responsible for their
corruption and subsequent malef. acltions agaihst the city’ Xenoph6n deals with this charge by
saving that in fact Socrates made men like Critias better when they were in his-presence; that
it was, finally, the people who corrupted Crilias when he "got among men who put
lawleseness before justice."™® Xenophon thus deflects the charges of the people agains:
Socrates with ah ironic rebuke concerning their own corrupting influences. He does not,
however, tackle Lhé more serious charge thas Socrates, by making these men "better” actually
made them more powerful, and thereby made them mdre dangerous to the political
association. The question is whether So:crates, by questioning in publi‘c the common beliefs of
his own city, did not in the last analysis set a pernicious example.

What is very ﬁuzzling about Plato's Charmides ir;‘this r-epect is that it offers no
apparent reminders of the subskquent fates-of either Critias o: (aarmides. Read
unencumbered with the ﬁisrorical knowledge of théir roles in the regime of the Thirty Tyrants,
one could scarce anticipate those roles or fates. Indeed, there is no apparent evidence of either

Critias' later rapaciousness and cruelty, or of any tendency in this regard by his ward. The

"Xenophon, Hellenica, 11, iv, 19. |
"Indeed, at one point, Xenophon has Socrates attemptmg to shame a reluctant
Charmides to take a more active role in polmcs Memorabilia 111, vi, 1 -9. See also
Symposium, i, 2-4 and ii, 19-20. S
"Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1, ii, 24.

3



%

dialogue, however, perhaps‘does offer the most important view of Socrates’ association, and
thus his influence, on such men: it shows him in conversation with a gifted vouth who is at

his mast impressi,onable age, and thus it puts on display the philosopher"s approach to

e

educating such a young man. The dialo'gue is titled Charmides; thus even though the major
>
‘ poftion of the time is spent in conversation with Critias, we are cautioned not 1o ignore the
fact that we finally must explair& how Charmides' presence ultimately determines the
frarfxework in which the dialogue proceeds. It is“made explicit at the beginning of the
discussion that th¢ young man is the reason behind this investigation into sophrosyne, and he
is to be its benefactor should it bear fruit. The hiétorical facts may inform us of the fate of
‘Charmides and his guardian’, but Plato, by putting his own teacher on display in conversation
wii’h\\'these two men, shows the limitations of the philosopher's attempt to cducate and thus

better them. As the dialogue is titled Charmides, and is "on sophrosyne.” und@rstanding this

education can only benefit our inquiry into this virtue. .



P

2. PROLOGUE

The Charmides begins' with the philosopher returning from the b_attle at Potidaea. The
battle had come about because Potidaea, a tributary which Athens claimed as rightfully its
own@ﬁvcltedgﬁl fa.our of an alliance with Sparta. It is this battle which signals the beginning
of the Peloponnesion War. | - '

It is in the evening of the "day before” that Sbcraites comes from the army camp.
Like Odysseus, tq whom he later refers, he has beén a long time away, so the philosopher
goes with pleasure to the places which he had frequented formexly in his leisure. Reléaseg
from the duties of the city, he is ‘permitted again to partake in his own thing, conversation.
He goes "in particular"'to theawrestling school of Taureas. Of Tgureas or his school we know
very little, except that the school is ri;ght across from a temple. And of the temple, we know‘

only that it is dedicated to "the Queen." It might seem strange, at first glance, that a

conversation about a virtue of the soul should take place in a training school for the body,

but then the training of the body, and the effect of this training on the soul may be an’
important consideration in the inculcation of moderation.?®

The philosopher has.returned to the city with others, but he now goes about his
leisure alone. Like Odysseus, the others perhaps have gone home to their families. Socrates
gives no indication of a desire to see his wife andrchildren, but rather says that he went in
search of those with whom "we have intercourse”(156a).?* He finds at the school of Taureas
‘many people with wh'om )%% is familiar, but some whom he does not recognize.”?erhapé some

of the latter are Joreigners. In any event, we are made aware that the susequent conversation

®While this c¢“nsideration seems expressly ignored in the dialogue, the fact that we
are in such a school should serve to remind us constantly of the connection of
moderation to the body. ‘ & ‘

uThis is the iteral translation of tas sunetheis. The use of this term to denote the
relationship with one's familiars hints atthe immoderation which will characterize the
beginning of this dialogue on moderation. Also, Socrates may mnot yet be married,
but there is precedent for suspecting that Socrates prefers conversation over his own
kin. See Xenophon, Symposium 9.7 with 2.10. ’

By is useful,”in a dialogue which discusses questions .of knowledge at length, to be
made aware of at least the main words used for knowledge in the dialogue. This is
the first occurrence of one of them, gignoskein, translated "recognize,” and having
the sense of "coming to know," "realize,” "perceive.” :

10
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takes place before suoh a mixed audlence v
Although he arrives unexpeciedlv those who reoogmze Socrates greet him f rom "afar,,
one from one place, another- fmm amther (153b) !r ns however the "mad" (mamkos)

Chaerephon who jumps up excitedly to Lake hold of the phlosapher Chaerephon 1s 1he man

——

who, according to the story in the Apology, sohcued from the Delphxc oracle the ironic vcrdru
concerning Socrates' wisdom, which in turn was responsible in some way for lurm‘ng Socrates'
attention to the realm of human ar’ fairs.?* Chaerephon asks the first question of the dialoguc,
"Socrates, how were you saved frpm the battle" (153b)? After Socr'atcs explains 10 his listener
that Chaerephon meaAns the particular battle at Potidaea, ihe ;;hilosopher replies enigmatically |
to Chaerephon s question, Just s0, as you see” (153b). There is apparemly nothing about
Socrates' presence, however, to mdlcate that he {ms Just come from a baule his appearance
seems to Chaerephon to belie the re,pbrts they have been hearmg that the baule was [icrce
(sphodra, cf. 160c), and that many of their own f rrends had died. Perhaps this is why he
seeks the further assurance that Socrates was actually present at the battle. Of course,
Chaerephon }rad not meant his> first qrxestion to be in,terpreted as asking irr what physical form
“Socrates had survived, but rather how Socrates was able 1o survive. Was he, for example,
merely lucky, or was his own virtue, his "sensibleness,” a actor" Chaerephon imfhediately
insists on knowing everything clearly. It ;eems others nave giver him less than satisfactory
reports, and now he wants to hear what the philosopher Kas to say. Moreover, it is
Chaerephon who leads Socrates to a seat next to Critias, the son of Callaeschrus.?* Once

seated, Socrates willingly answers whatever anypne asks him about the happenings of the

AN

»Plato, Apology of Socrates, trans. Thomas G: and Grace S. West, Four Texts on
Socrates: Plato's "Euthyphro," "Apology,” and "Crito" and Aristophanes' "Clouds”
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), 20e-21b.
“As the Wests later point out, Callaeschrus Kalos-aischrus, means "Beautiful-ugly”
or "Noble shameful.” Critias is. an aristocrat or nobleman, but as the dialogue bears
“he is not unfamiliar with the shameful. Also, it should® be noted that scating
arrangemems (or "social geometry") often have a dramatic, or symbolic significance
in Platonic dialogues. The stating of participants is an explicit issue in, €.8., The
Republic (328¢c), Protagoras {310a, 317d- -¢), and Symposium (175a, 175, 177¢,
213ab, 222). And it certainly is in this dialogue (cf. 155¢). Thus it may be
significant that, it is the "mad" Chaerephon who selects Socrates’ placc and not the
vhilosopher hxmself



army camp. "One asked@né thmg he says another’ asked aﬁothef" k153d). Despite hié ’
tcrse initial rephes Socrates must be f amlhar enough with the situation at Potidaea to satisfy
cvcryone 's cunousn) But if Sbcrates anonymous listener, or we readers of the dialogue are
\at all cunous about these detaxls we are, qu1ck]y dxsappomt‘ed appetites which mxght be
whetted for an exditing account of war and battle are made to go hungry Nor.do we hear,
explicitly, the answer to the first question of the dialogue, how Socrates was saved from the
-battlc;’ir}stez_zad.we are tyeated 10 a conversation on the virtue sophrosyne.’% )

Having reported the news f rom the front, Socrates turns to the news "here," asking
specifically about the things whigh interest him: "about philosophy, how.things stood with it,
) and about the young, whether any z;mong them had become distinguished for wisdom or
beauty or both” (153d). Cr.iti-as takes it upon himself to answer. He ignores Socrates' first
quesiion about phiiosophy to speak 'to, his secoild about the young: And about the young, he
- ignores the matter of wisdom/ to“,spe.ak about beauty, saying, "Ab"o'ut the beamif ul ones,
Socrates, in my opinion,‘y_ou will know very soon” (153d.).“AOf Socrale"s'.questions, th%n,
only one i§ immediately discussed, the beauty of the young, and in particular, of Charmides.
~In the stead of the ;other ﬁatters,']ove of wisdom and w'isd;m, we particiﬁate in an inquiry
into what sophrosyne is, and whether or not it is in Charmidés. Are Socrates' other explicit -
concerns, the;n, addressed’by this inquiry?

Critias' attention has been drawn toward the door where a number of youths are

entering. He says that Socrates will know soon about the beautiful ones, "for those entering

&
We have one account of Socrates' actions at 'Potidae,a from Alcibiades. Much of
what Alcibiades says expressly concerns Socrates' ‘sophrosyne: "Now first of all he
faced trials not only better than I did but better than all the others. Whenever we
were cut off somewhere and compelled to.'go withowt food, as happens in

campalgns the others were nothing compared to him in self-control . . . And
again, in regard to resistence agamst the winter -- for winters are ternble there --
all ‘the rest that he did was amazing . . . 'What sort of thing the strong man did

and dared' there on campaign once, is worth hearing. Once, he had ogotten a
thought, and he stood on the same spot from dawn on, considering it; and when
he made no progress, he did not let up but stood searching. . . " Symposium,
trans. Seth Benardete, 219¢-220e. ot
#The wr-d translate "know" here and consistently through the Wests' translation, is
eidenai meaning "to know" in the sense of "to see,” empirically or with the mind.

It is related to the word for "form," eidos. .
. o .
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most beautiful, right now at least” (154a).?” In marked contrast to the-solitary entrance of
Socrates, a large tumultuous party of men and boys now enters with a particularly handsoiw
. . 3 : :: f‘"‘ N .
'youth at its centér. . A : ;
‘ - o , Lo

, About this well-advertised beaufy Socrates wishes 1o know two things: who and
whose [son] 'is he?" After observing that Socrates probably already knows him, Critias
naturally answers wi}h the young man’s name, Charmides, ard then says that he is "the son
of our uncle Glaucon and my cousin” ((154b)." Iﬁ a dAeepér sense, the question is not so
easily answered: Socrates will soén be stripping young Charmide_s' ébul 1o see who Charmides
truly ié; moreover we subsequently discover that Critias is in f act the ;oung man's guardian,
in effect his surrogate father. Critias is the man, thén, Hirectly responsible for Charmides’
r(llurture.Socrates emphaticaliy acknowledges knowing Charmides, édding\l.ha{cvcn as a boy,

: L] . L] ' L] n ‘ »
he was in no way "ordinary." Here, Socrates swears an oath, "by Zeus, hgs first of four
. - [ .

oaths in the dialogue. So the youth had carly revealed some ‘sbecial potential. We are

interested therefore, in judging for ourselves, "how mature he is and what sort of person he

[y

has become” (154b).?*

{ As Critias speaks, the beautiful one himself eg_térs, .apparently more t_han fulfilling lhé
eipegtations aroused by Critias' words.* Recounting his own reactions to his anonymous\
;omrade, however, Socrates admits that he is nc;t a discriminating judge of such beauties,

"because almost all who have just reached maturity appear beautiful'to me” (154b). Perhaps

. (] v
Y Prodromoi is actually a military term referring to scouts, or men sent On before
to rteconnoitre. Charmides does seemto have a virtual army of lovers.
uGocrates had not asked whose cousin he was, but given Critias' guardian role, it
is appropriate that he should mention, himself in the same breath as he does the
name. of Charmides' natural father. , : '
»The question will arise what we mean exactly by maturity, whether it is the
full-growth Qf‘ the body or the full-growth of the soul. Ordinarily, however, we
understand maturity, as Critias has implied, to mean at least that one's fundamental
character is basically formed; that we can expect, generally, little change in the
futire in the sort of person one has become when mature. ) :
%Critias has said that Charmides is most beautiful, "right now at least,” reminding
us ‘that beauty of body fades with age, unlike that other thing ~which we do not
explicitly discuss, wisdom. Indeed, it is strange that Socrates should ask at all about
wisdom with zespect the the young when wisdom seems 10 come only with age.
: ¢ .
: _ i , .

)



7~ . :
-~ ) : -~ -

14

N

-

the philosopher does not have physxcal beauty in mind; that, rather, there is somethmg about
)oung souls of a certain age which seems beautiful to Socrates. As this word matumy
(helikia) implies, Charmides hes just become f dlly grown; he has reached, then, the bloom of
lyouth. the prime of his physical body attended by all of the passion of youth; There is .
some’{hing' beautifui to the philosopher about this prime, but he acknowledges that eilen 50, v

Charmides appeared to be special, "wonderous . . . in both stature and beauty" (154c).”'As

Socrates will later elaborate Charmides descends from anceslors who are noted for beauty
Do

ey

stature, and virt#® Charmides appears to have carned through at 1east two of these qualities

of his fore-runners. No mention is made, that is, of virtue, which would seem to presume not
a maturity or p;ixh;e of the body, but a maturity and prin_ie of the soul. Presumabiy. ;
' Charmides F1s.not yet reached this prime of the soul (cf. iéZde).
Socrates saysﬂ that upon his entering, everyone's attention was concentrated on
o __Ché'rmides. Everﬁdhe except Socraies himself, that is, for he expressly notices the reactions of
those even younger than Charmides, the boys. What is/won\drous to Socrates about the boys is
that all olﬁ them, even the littlest, are captivated by the appearance of Charmides,
comerriplating him “as if he were a statue” (154c). They are trzeating Charmides as a soul-less
work of art, captivated simply by his physical beauty. Admittedly, it is surpiising’ that
sexually immature children should be so captivated. Does their response to Charmides suggest
that his beauty tréns;ends the‘ erotic?
It is the ‘'mad Chaerephon who directs the philosopher's atte;tjon back to Charmides,
asking, "How does the-ybuth appear to you, Socrates? Is he not fair of face {euprosopos, .
_liierally "good-faced.")?" Socrates replies, "Pret;rhaturally so (hyperphuos, literally "beyond
nature.”). Chae_rdphon next articulates the wish apparently common to the other inf. z;tuates,
"But if he shou.i.d be willing to strip, he will seem to you to be faceless {aprosopos), so |
altogether beautiful is he in his form" (154d). The beaqu of Charmides' form, then, would

draw one's attention from his "good-face” 10 his beautiful body. It would thereby hz;ve the

effect of diminishing Charmides' identity by concealing the characteristic features of his

¥This is the first occurrence of that "wonder” (thauma) which is said to be the
basis of philosophy. - \ .

_— -
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face.’? It is an apt reminder of how impersonal, how undiécriminating. certain manif estations

of eros naturally are, and consequently why one might wish to control them ih oneself.
Soc;ates. however, while appearing enthusiastic at the prospect of such a disrobing,

immediaiely dire}cts attention away from Charmides' body to his soul. He swears for é second

time, -"Heracles! The man you speak of is n’6£ to be withstood, if only he happens to have onc

N

little thing‘bes"ides -€155d, my emphasis). When Critias wishes to know what this “little
thing" is, Socrat_e&riebliks, ';if "in respect to his soul, he happens to be of a good nature
(eupephukos)" (155e).”'Wheﬁ Socrates first swears about Charmides, it is about Charmidcs
'éirs' a boy, and he dbes SO inQ&e ﬁame of Zeus the Father. Having good nature in his soul,

: however, would méke Charmides ; man,h or perhaps more than a man, a hero or ‘demigod like

Heracles. Socrates swears here as if in recognition of this great hero, the unbeatable man and,
’ ' ,/ !
as Prodicus tells us, the man whochose virtue over vice. Does Socrates wonder, then, if

Charmides, like Heracles, will choose virtue?** = .
The philosopher wishes to investigate Charmides’ seul, if it "chances" (tuchanei) 10

have good nature. He does not say what this good nature is, though of course méderation and

. R Q
“Christopher Bruell, "Socratic Politics and Self-Knowledge: An Interpretation of
Plato's Charmides,” Interpretation 6 (1977), p. 144. '

»The young man's face was "preternaturally” beautiful; it seems, as Socrates now
says, that his true najxre is to be found in his soul.”Is the beauty of the face,
then, without the presénces of the soul simply like that of a statue, "outside. of
nature?”

MAccording to Xenophon in the Memorabilia, Socrates relates Prodicus' story about
Heracles choosing virtue over vicer in order ‘to exhort his companions "to practise
self -control in the matter of eating and drinking and sexual ingulgence,” three things
which surprisingly are not explicitly discussed in the dialogue. According to Socrates,
Prodicus beging his story of Heracles by saying that Heracles was just passing out
of boyhood into young.manhood at the time "wherein the young, now :becoming

_ their own masters, show whether they will approach life by the path of virtue or
the path of vice." At this time, Heracles was approached by two women, one
bearing the name Vice (or Happiness, as her friends called her), and the other
bearing the name Virtue. Prodicus relates that, after hearing the two women's
accounts of the good things they “offered, Heracles chooses Virtue over Vice,
Socrates' version of Prodicus' story also suggests, upon closer reading, that Heracles
did not choosg Virtue for her own sake, as few people do, .but rather -for the
honor and power which spromisedf him. The philosopher even suggests that
Heracles is attracted by aw<®ertain kind of immortality to "live on, sung and
remembered for all time." Sece Memorabilia 1, ii, 1-2 and 21-34.

As the Wests note, Heracles was one of the tutelary gods of wrestling schools and
wrestling. ' ' g

® ¢ - ¢
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self -knowledge become the topic of the eyening's discussiqn. And the philosopher does not
say that having.a good nature will make Charmides all-beautiful, as Chaerophon suggests tt;é
beauty of Charmides’ "f orm" does; rather, the philosopher says that if in addiu’on to his | '
beautiful body, Charmide‘s\b}f;@gopd‘ nature in his soul, he will be unbeatable; like Heracles,
that‘égm of a god and a mortal > w

Addressing Critias directly, Socrates suggests that it is perhaps not ;i%nply by chance
that Charmides would have good nature, tha‘i as he is from Critias' family, this would be
fitting. Critias states that Ch;rmides is a gentleman (kalos kai agathos) in this respect.’®
Socrates then unéentlemanly proposes that they strip this part of. Cha:m'iaes; 'me;_ining _
presumably the soul, and contemplate it before coﬁtemplating C‘harrnides'”"forr‘n."37 When
Charmides enters, he is clothed; revi:wing his body or entireqform in its natural state would °
require siripping this convention of clothing away. Socrates suggests that the sdul is also
"clothed,” and that it is onlf revealed in its natural state when siripﬁed of its opinions and
the opinions held about it. Judging from what Socrates does, one can accgmplish this
stripping by conversing (dialegesthai), which would- seem to suggést that lconversing is an
erotic activity. }'iOW'\SO? Does such conversing expose the "erotic things" ofilpye soul? Does it
require, as does stripping the body, overcoming one's shame at exposin.g‘pavrts/one would have
| wished to have lef t clothed? And does such stripping of the soul, like the stripping of the
body, diminish'one'sﬂ characteristic ide;ltity'? .

Charmides is at an age; Socrates suggests, where he is now quite willing for such’

“"conversing."” Critias emphatically assures him that such is the case, even going so far as to )

claim that Charmides is both philosophic and, in others’ 'opinion as well as his own, quite

“There is some confusion as to Heracles' parentage: although we know Alcmene is
Heracles' mpther, there is some question as to whether Amphitryon or Zeus is his
father.' This makes Socrates' oath even more apt, given that there is a suggestion
that, at least in terms of nurturing, Critias and not Glaucon is Charmides' true
father. '

%According t. Critias, then, Charmides is both "beautiful and good,” (kalos kai
agathos), for this is what the words we translate as "gentleman” literally mean. The
question will atise if sophrosyne is poth beautiful and good. If it is, then its
presence might explain why those who are truly beautiful and: good are so.

“How the word "form” applies here is ambiguous. Socrates -may be seen as
suggesting that by stripping Chdrmides' soul we will be able to see its form.
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poetic. Critias seems confident that the youth is qui;e capable of holding his own, and will
pfove a credit.to his guardian.* Socrates.éuggest's  that "this%eautif ul qual'it):" which Critias
shares is due to tﬁeir kinship with Solon. Sdcr.ate; ié probably best unde_r_stood here as
accepting Critias claim to poetry, but fgnoring.,his claim to p!lilosophy. In 'any case, Socraies

wishes "to see for himself," to be shown (epedeixas) the youth and to convefse with him.

The philosopher then informs us of Critias' speciai relationship with Charmides, -
. S e .

saying "for even if he happened to be still younger, surely it would not be shameful for him

to converse with us in front of you who are at once his guardian and coug?ﬁ?”{i‘lSSa). As
Charmides' cousin, Critias shares in his nature; as his guardian, he ha® gisx&ponsibility for
. v X /@)‘& g : .

his nurture. There is, then, or should be, a very strong bond between th&youth and his more

»

matufc cousin. It would not be shameful to converse with Charmides in front of Critias.for -
as the guardian of Charmides' soul, £ritias can dictate what is and'is not shamcf ul for the
young man'sl ears. Critias appff)\;es of what Socrates proposés as "beautif hlly spoken”
(155a).’9 Thus he‘then turns. to his slave boy, and telling him precisely what o say, orders
him to call Ci.armides.

According to Critias, Charmide’é has been complaining about a certain -
"head-weakness” ( astheneia;), and Critias suggests tpat Socrates posé asla doctor who has_ .
knowledge of sdme drug for the head;.“"Cri‘tias thus casts the philosof)'her into the role of a

healer, and Socrates does not object. He agrees to a certain deception in order to be shown

Charmides.* When Critias asks him what would prevent their perpetrating this deception,

“As we learn later, Charmides proves not to be as poetic as he and others opinc.
Is this reputation a piece of his soul's clothing which will be stripped away? See
162d.

»This is the first instance of beauty (kalon) being. applied to speech.

©As Hyland observes, the head-weakness is evidence that Charmides is not quite as
perfect as Critias had suggested. Drew Hyland, The Virtue of Philosophy: An
Interpretation of Plato's Charmides (Ohio: Ohio University Press, 1981), p.35.
What the Wests tranlate here as "have knowledge” is epistasthai, the verb which is
related to episteme which is often translated as "science,” but in the West
translation consistently as knowledge. Episteme first occurs at 165c, and then

_ becomes the predominant knowledi word in the conversation. As its usual
translation suggests, episteme is most often understood as "scientific” or technical
knowing, though it is not restricted to this. '

‘1t is difficult to see why Critias suddenf? suggests this pretense. It is perhaps a
“playful ploy on Critias' Pam to deceive his young ward as to Socrates’ identity. But
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Socrates says "nothiné" :('155b). Can Charmfdee then not tell a true doctor from a

preten er(ef . 170e.)? Having agreed to Critias’ teqrné: kgowever, Socrates asks thél Critias just
\bermil e youth to come. Critias, his guerdiah, says confidently that he will come.

e kn'ow':;'omeihing‘ of the young man, then, bsf ore we are formally introduced. That
Charnfides is beautiful phy;ically and that he;is surroundec by ero?ic admirers has been -
emphasized. And, although we db not yet know tf he haé a good Wnpr much about the
quality of his nurture, we do kn'o \ that Critias, Whe has been prafeing the beauty and wisdom
of his ward, has been responsible in a major way for the youth's education. Investigating
what Cﬁarmldes is, then, may also involve some conversmg with hlsieac})er Ad we later see,

Charmxdes himself will point to Critias as his educator on sophrosyne (se@ﬁ&b)

X

\)'u

The vourig man's coming produces both Iaughter and vxolence It seems that despite
the arrangement whereby Charmides is to converse <with Socrates, the other men wish also for
some kind of imercdurse with him. Thus they push at each'oiher in e;imest uptil the man at
either end' is forced out of his place. This youth, whom Cfitias is about t& claim i§ most
moderate, erod,uces a most'immoderate Tesponse, comic and boisterous. If ;ﬁ_e laughter, as it
would seem, does not come from the men who are Tﬁ'ém/rngsfr*cheﬂ#t\perhaps belongs on the
narrative level, an expression of Socrates' own view of what these men take seriously.*’ Be
that as it may. their behavior would not seem to reflect well on the status of modergiién in

.

Athens. Their eagerness for access 10 ‘Charmides' body leads to a comic battle among them.*!
Amidst the meleel, this object of so many men's:ros goes obedientl* to sit between hfs
guardian and the philosopher.
For the second time directly addressing the f riendr ( phi{e) to whom he is recounting
this story, Socrates says Ll}al once actually faced with thisA beautiful 1a<;, ae was at a loss
. _

(a‘poria),. and theﬁtl)oldness (thrasutes) which was to help him converse was knocked out of

him. For as Critias was explaining to’Charmides that Socrates had knowledge of the drug for

"(eom’d) it may be evidence that Critias is habitually ngen 'to deceptlons His
honesty later becomes an issue in the dialogue. ~
?As Benardete suggests, it is \unclear -in the way 'Socrates speaks of the laughter
where it belongs, at ghe dramatic or.the narrative level. See Seth Benardete, "On
Interpreting Plato’s Charmides,” Graduate Faculty Philosophy Journal 11 (1986), p.15.
“Thus, the Athenians are battling over yet another- "ward of Sparta.” -
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~ the heacl Charmides looked at Socrates about to agk a question.**. Between the "irresistable”
&k in the youth s eyes and what Socrates himself saw inside hrs cloak, Socrates claims he A
could no lonszer control hrmself He says so as delicately as he can to his, noblc { gennalon)
friend whom he agam addresses drrecll\ %‘ocrures narrauon o; his reactionto the, beautiful
Charmides suggests that the phrlosopher (RO 4 T ga men who crowd around in a urclc
cannot finally control his desire, but perhaps . - _haracterization of the mc@em is more for

4 the sake of his noble frrend whom he addresses twice in the course of telling about it.** We
-~

// notice, for example, that by his own report, Socrates does not lose such compljele conlrol of”
himself as to.be incapable of reflecting that the poet Cydias was wiser than he on erotic »
matters.f" Suffice it 1o say, there are grounds for suspecting that Socrates was not
overwhelmed by his desire for Charmiges. Unlike the other men in the Palaestra, facgd with
powerf ul desire, Socrates looks into, himself and reflects upon how one shouldﬁbewarc of bcmg
over- powered by another, or more specrfrcally of being over-powered by one's own desire for
another. Such a thought is apparently sufficient to allow Socrares to regain enough contro! of

ﬁhrmself o answér Charmides' question.*” The fawrr, recognizing the lion, would appc\ar 10 hd
have successfully evaded capture and destruction. |

Socrates tells Lhe young man that the cure for the head is actually two rrxings, a
certain leaf and a certain incantation (epodes).*' The leaf, a natural remedy, alledgedly gives

no benefit without the incantation.*® The two must be used srmultaneously chanlmg t,he

incantation as one touches with the leaf , if the drug is to make one "altogether healthy."
y - ¥ '
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- . “We learn later Clﬁrmides remembers Socrates from before. ?—J "
arr he on erotic

“This is the last time Socrates is to address him directly.
“Jt is ironic thdt Socrates should say here that a poet is wiser th
matters, given his claim in the Symposium that erotic matters are the only thing he
knows. But it is also possible that Cydias, being otherwise unknown, is a creation
of Socrates and serves as an example to his friend of how the philosopher learns

~ from the poets by reflecting upon hrmself See Symposmm 212ab.
“7Cf .159¢d, 160b.
“* Epodes, a' charm, smgmg over” cham It is important to note the musical qualrly
of the incantation, for the. question arises how' "beautiful speeches” can produce
moderation given that parts .of the soul are not rational.
It is not-said whether the incantation gives any benefit without the leaf, -but cf.
156b. -
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_in other people's business. See.l6lde:.
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. Assuming the incanLaLioﬁ‘ has a general power, applicable 10 any patient, Charmides

" prepares to write it down from Socrates' dictation. He is apparently accustomed to ready

compliance with his every wish, Unexpectedly, however, Sqérates asks if Charmides would do

- viplence t6 him in order to gain possession of the chant, or if he is»willing'to persuade the

. philosopﬁcr Why al this point 'So:créles wishes to test the young man's predilection for

vxolencc is somewhat of a mystery Is it because greal beautles are typlcally spoxled and apt

- 10 become mcrcasmgly 1mperlous" Or does Socrates suspect ‘the ward- on the basis of his

,guardnan? Be that as 1? may. Charmides laughs, the second mstance of laughter in the dialogue

and the first ‘on .Lhe part.of Charmides. He laughs at the suggfesliori that in order to get what

he wants he might do violence to a fellow citizen, a shameful thing; we see later that he is

quite willing to use force under certain circumstances.*® But Charmides now indicates that

he'll abide by the results of his persuasive cff orts. He also’ reveals that he remembers Socrates.

‘Apparently the vouths with whom he assocnates talk about the phllosopher and Charmides

~

remcmbcrs from when he was sull younger Socrates assoc1atmg w1th his cousin and

. el
3 &

Socrates will épeak more frankly to Charmides about the incantation now that the .
young;man has declared his preference for .persuasi()n. Befoie, when the philosopher was
) , _ i _ i &
overcome by Charmides' beauty, he professed himself at a logs as to how he might show the

young man-the jncantation’s power, so he tested Charmides to see if he was willing for logos.

[y
—
N

"~ The young man must be willing for logos it seems before Socrates can speak to him about the

-‘incantation.

\

$The - flI'St instance of laughter being in. conJuncuon with violence, it is 1merestmg

“that the ‘secord -gccurrence should arise in- tRis context, the’ relationship of persuasnon
- and violence. As Socrates suggests at the .end of the dlalogue when viclence is

employed it denies the use of counsel’ as a-form of persuasion. Laughter itself is a

_-most effective weapon "against persuasfon insofar as it manifests a certain lack of
. respect toward the argument under consideration. See 175d and ' 176d.

$'When Soc;ates asks Charmides if he has his "name" precisely, the 'young man
replies: U /1 jam not doing an injustice” (156a). He is saying, according to the

formula of Justice in the Repisblic which will arise under the guise of moderation in

the  Charmides, that he. believes he has: Socrates' name precisely (akribus) unless he
is - not mmdmg his own busingss. But. Socrates will - later suggest that the activity of
naming, of "writing and reading--names,” immediately presumes a kind of meddling

3 -
oo b
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Socrates now asks what Charmides thinks of the aréumem stated by good doctors;";
They say, according to Socrates, that attempting to Lreat'lhe part without the whole 1s
"mindless.” To illustrate their claim, Socrates begins with the eyes, saying that if 1hc_:sc are in
pain, then the head must_‘be made healthylbef are the eves can be in good condition. One
cannot treat the head by itself , however, without ministering also to the whﬂlg body. The
head is not sufficient unto itself, then; we must pay attention to the whole vody with which it
is associated. On the basis of this principle, the good doctors arrange. their regimens. 'Tﬁcir

_- knowledge of complete health is what guides their practice. W)h'cn lhe.philosophcr asks

. Charmides if this is "beautifully spoken," and if the young man accepts the ar‘gumcm.
Charmides replies "more than anything” (156c).*> There may be more to Charmides' sickness.

. then, than simply ? weakness in the ﬁead; the argument which the young man accepts points
to the possibility'of an iliness of the body or even a problem with his eves, despite their
incredible beauty. Charmides, ildowe.ver, has only coﬁplained ab(?ul his hca‘d; he has noti
mentioned any symptom other than this.

Hearing Charmides' praisc of .the argument emboldened the philosopher; or 50 he
claims. The boldness whi;h he required to converse easily with the beautiful young man oncc
again arose, ‘an'cl Socrates says he was rekindled back to life. Thus he suggests ihat when he
was overcome by desire for Charmides' body, when he was '"inﬂamcd " in this way, hc was
somehow brought close to. death. AThis,seems str;nge, for such great desire is generally thought
to-be the’very fire of life. For Socrates, however, L'his desire, laking him okul of "himself,”
taking away his power 1o converse singlemindedly with the beautiful young man, brought
upon him a kind of death. Does he mea:. by this that when one's spirit or whal he
characterizes as boldness is overwhelmed by the demands of the body, when thls boldncss
cannot give the needed support to one's reason or mind so that it remains free to do its ’

7

proper work, that this is somehow like death?

27These good doctors are Greek. Cf.156d. ‘

$3Does “Socrates require at least the acceptance on Charmides’ part that the parts
must. be understood as parts of a coherent whole in order to continue his
conversation?
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Having been "rekindled” back to life, the philosopher goes on to explain that he

lcarned the incantation while a sZ)ldier in the army. Even while away on campaign, then,
Socrates makes time to investigate such things. The incantation is foreign; taught to him by a
Thracian doctor who regz;rds his king, Zalmoxis, as a god: Socrates, it seems, is not adverse to |
investigating foreign things, and 1o introduce these things to men in his own city. Perhaps
whalévcr is beautiful or beneficial one ought to make one's ov&n, if one can do so without
injustice. H; is hete speaking of a people, the Getae, a northern tribe on the border of Thrace
and Scythia who would be considered barbarian by any conventional standard.o,f the Greeks.
Soc‘rglcs, however, shows no reluctance to compare the beliefs of the Thracians with those of
his own city.** According to the Thracians, they have receivid'knowlc\ige about a-
comprehensive health of body and soul from Zalmoxis, their wise king whom they
acknowledge 1o bé divine. ’

.‘ It is said of these.Thraciz_m doctors, presunably on the basis of their knowledge of
such comprehensive health, that they are able even to immortalize beople. Socrétes does not

say that this doctor claims this himself, but it is something the philosopher heard. Was this

claim what drew him to investigate the Thracian wisdom? Needless to say, the promise of

“immortality is an attractive one for most men, although it is not clear whether this is because

they love life so much or simply fear death. We do know that this philosopher says in his

Apology that he has‘no reason to {ear death, a thing of which he"has no clear knowledge.**"

~ But, then, the philosopher has just suggested that hé has a rather different understanding of

life and death, and so he is perhaf)s attracted to an immortality of a different kind than that .

of the, boa\l Hxs mention of immortality here may be more for the benefit of Charmides.
The Thraciz;n doctor toM Socrates that the Greeks speak beautifully about a holistic

approach 1o the healing of the body, but that they omit one "little thing: " they do not take

“Foreigners, or foreign things, play an important part in the dialogue: Socrates
comes from a foreign place, he sees men at the wrestling school, perhaps foreigners,
whom he does not recognize, he is narrating this very conversation 1o.a forcigner,
and now we learn that the doctor from whom he says he learned the inczntalion is
Thracian, thus the "incantation" which produces sophrosyne is foreign.

$'See  Apology, 42a. NG\ ‘
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into account the soul, and its relationship with-the body, and being ignorant of the true
"whole,” the Greeks are thereby ignorant of the cause of many diseases. Thus the Thracian
sets down certain analogies which hé s'%s is the teaching of Zalmoxis: tHat "as one must not
attempt.to doctor eyes without head or head without body, so also not body without soul”
(156e). Strictly imerpre;ted, these analogies only properly stand if one considers that just as

_ the eyes are a part of the ﬁead. and the head a part of the body, so the bod_\? 1s a part of the
%oul.'He would seem to be sayingi_that the éoul itself is "the whole" which must be in
beautiful condition. When the whole is beautiful, only then is the part able to be in good
condition. So if the head and the rest of the body are to be in beautiful condition as a whole,
one must treat the soul also a’s:';wholé, for "everything starts from the.soul, both bad and
good things for the body and fkjr the“véntire human being.™**

The Thracian told Soératés, furthermore, that t_ﬁc soul is treated witﬁ certain
incantations, which are beautiful speeches, and that by such speeches, moderation comes to be
in souls.’” Moderation is the foundation upon which it is easy to provide health both for the
head and for the rest of the body, and thus one would presume for the cyes. THe Thracian
doctor's claim, however, is somewhat of a riddle, f.or it is puzzling how iogos (rauonal
speech) can intrd@ce moderation into the irrational part of the soul.** Perhaps the emphasis
should be on the beauty of the speeches. Perhaps the parts of the soul impervious to reason

. 4
can be charmed by beauty.

Socrates does not elaborate, however; he says simply that having been taught both the
drug and the iﬁcantalions, he "swore an oath” that he would never v« the drug unless the

’

one to be healed first submitted his soul 10 be treated by Socrates with the incantatidns.

ssAs a whole, then, the soul may also have parts. Socrales seems 0 be suggesting
also that we must think of the "entire human being,” the soul and thc body
together, as a ‘whole. This is a problem which anises with respect to the virtue
sophrosyne: understanding the soul and body together so as 10 comprehend the
virtue in the way in which he later asks Charmides to comprehend :t, “think over
what sort of person sophrosyne, by being present, makes you, and what sort of
thing it is that would produce someone like that, and reckoning all this together,
say well and courageously what it appears to yc to be” (160de).
. ¥'This is the first explicit mention of the virtue sophrosyne in the dialogue.

sy is akin to Critias' claim that sophrosyne is self-knowledge, that knowing onesclf
is also somehow modération. .

A
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Socrates is not to sﬁccumb even should the rich, noble, or beautiful attempt to persuade him
otherwisc.*” Socrates' oath, he says, makes it "necessary” for him to obey the Thracian, and
he avows he will obey him no matter how persuasive another might be. The philosophercseems
1o take his promise very seriously, he will hold out .against anyvand every form of persuasion,
including presumably the threat of violence.*’

If Charmides wishes the drug», {hen, he must submit his soul to a Thracian
incantation. Tﬁis would require that /he accept a foreign mediéine as better than that of his
own Greek doctors. Only in this way can moderation come to be in his soul. If, however,
Charmides is not willing to subfnil to these foreign ways, then, Socrates says, there is nothing
he can do for the young man.

‘Critas in}errupts.“ Socrates has been speaking of treating the young man's soul, but
Charmides' gu_ardian observes, "Socrates, the illness of the head would be a godsend
(hermaion) for the youth if he will be compelled because of his head to become better also in
his lhqughl (dianoian)" (157cd).* Critias thus speaks of th?:_ soul as if it were only mind or
thought. He ignores a whole constellation of things which Socrates will raise later: desire,
will, love, and fear (see 167d-168a). Hz;ving aade his own wishes known with respect to a

potential improvement in Charmides’ mind, Critias then informs Socpates that his ward is also

already distinguished for his moderation.** Critias thus adds anoth€r praise to his encomium ,

. 5
$%Charmides did not so much seek the drug without the incantation, as wish to
administef the incantation to himself, 1o doctor himself. Is he ready?

*One's ability to keep oaths would seem. to be connected to one's moderation as
Socrates suggests here that one must often use self-control to hold out. against
lemplauons to break an oath. Critias will later suggest, however, tha&@although
"promise-keeping” is often confused by mere mortals as a sign of one 's moderation,
one actually would be "immoderate” to keep a promise *which was not to one's
own benefit.

“Socrates had suggested that as Charmides' guardian, Critias should be able to
chaperone the philosopher's conversation with the young man. This is the first time
Critias has interrupted.

*Critias says this will be a godsend, a hermion, after Hermes the god who not
only was the god of wealth and good fortune, but also the patron of thieves.
Becoming better in one's thought is only truly a godsend, it would seem, if the
rest of one's soul is ruled by thought -- which would presumably depend on
sophrosyne

*‘Actually, Crmas has to have Socrates confirm that moderation is what the
philosopher “was speaking of
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of his wafd. Indeed he hrimself would seem to have no mcider;nio‘n where this is concerned,
and one wonders how hearing these kinds of praises must-affect Charmides. While allowing
that moderation is a function of age, Critias éays that Charmides is "by far" the most
moderate of those in his age c-ohort. Must not some of the credit for-this accrue to his
guardian? «

Socrates congenially accepts the claim, adding that it's only just, given the young
man's lineage.** Irlef suggests that it is not easy 10 find families able to produce offspring more

beautiful and better than Charmides. Thus Socrates turns to the young man's family

background. It becomes apparent that the philosopher knows much about this background. He ~

speaks f irst of the young man's paternal side of the family, reminding us by the mention of
Critias' grandfather's name, that this is also Critias' family. This side of the family has been
extolled by the poets as "distinguishzd in_\{oth beauty and virtue énd in the rest of what is
called happines.s" (157e-158a).- Soc-ates suggests, then, that the paternal slidc of the family
is. happy for their bevaut.y and virtue, but he leaves it a question as 1o wh.at clsc may be the
source of their hgppiness, or rather of what is called happiness. Perhaps hg means to remind
us that happiness, or what makes people happ¥ varies from person to person,

| The philosopher then speaks of Charrr:ides' mother’'s side of the famify. He says it is
jﬁsl the same-, but' he goes on to mention some distinctions. In particular, he mentions
Charmides’ uncle P)"rilampes, a political man who lravplled to many foreign places, and even
went as an ambassador to the Great King.¢ Pyrilampes was reputed to be superior o

)\
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everyone on the continent in beauty and stature. Socrates thus does not mention cither virtue

5

or happiness with iespect 10 this side of the family, but he does say that "this whole family is

. ®This is the first time that .justice itself is mentioned in the dialoguc. It is
mentioned twice more i connectiongwith a_knowledge of the just at 170b, and
once more at 175b. Socrates' questfn about a knowledge of the just, then, is
framed by two illustrations of his own knowledge of _it.

¢sThis is the only mention of "virtue, arete, in the dlaloguc We note that 50cralcs
makes no mention of Charmides' father himself whose place Critias has 1gkcn Also,
Solon, to whom Critias' family traces their ancestry, is mentioned as one” or the
poets who extolls the family for beauty and virtue. He and Critas, then,” 8cem. 10
share the habit of praising their own.

$We assume that Socrates means the King of Persxa but there is another Great
King in the dialogue whom Socrates, in hi$ own way, has travelled to s@é

. ®



in ho way inferior to lth'e other” (158a). Charmides, as we saw earlier, has carried through
both the beauiy and statdre of his maternal relations. We do not yet know, however, what he
has carried through from his paternal forerunners. We do know that he has been under the
particular guidance of one of the mgmbers o( ‘the "',virtuous" side of the family. Itis
questidnable, then, if Charmides’' inherits anything but his physical looks from his r_ndther's
family.*’ |

Thus, Soc'ratés says, "in ‘rq_ga‘rdv to your Qisible'looks, by dgar son.of Glaucon, in my

- opinion yod aré not less than any of your forebearers” (158ab). The philosopher raises,

however, some question as 10 Charmlde< moderation. He is not willing, it seems, to take
/ 3

Critias word on the matter, and says that should Charmldes nazure be sufficient in
moderation and 1n the other things which Critias had statéd, then Charmides was born
blessed.** Part of Charmides’ b"nqture," therefore, will include his moderation; perhaps, thqﬁ X
\moderation is not foreign to nature, as we mighi think about something which is intended "o -

control the appeliles and desires. Rather moderation may be seen as a fulfillment .of nature,

'~ or more precisely, of human nature.

The philosopher ends his eulogy to Charmides' forebearers, then, with reference to
what becomes the central issue: the young man's moderatiori. Socrates suggests that he cannot
himself judge this of Charmides, that Charmides rhust tell him if he is in ;eed of t_h'e }
incantation, or if he is as moderate as Critias claims he is. If he is in need, Socratgs says that
he may chant the ihéamations of -either Zalmoxis or of Abaris the Hyperborean. Socrates,
then- has learned incantations from more than one foreign people.*’ If Charmides does have
moderation, then, vth'e philosz)pher says t‘he drug should be given to him now. As Socrates is
not satisfied with Critias’ word, however, it is unlikely ‘that he \/NOLl]d be satisfied with that of

o

"We should also note that Socrates says nothing about wisdom which he has
indicated is an explicit concern of his with respect to the young..

$The other things which Critias had mentioned, aside from beauty, were poetry’ and
philosophy. Socrates seems 1o be suggesting that Charmides would have to be born
divine to have been born with such things in his nature.

*YWe know Abaris as a servant of the god Apollo who himself is the god of
archery, prophecy, music, and healmg and who was known for both his beauty and
his virtue.
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Charmides. Nonetheless the philosopher asks Charmides to "tell me yourself whether you
agree with him or not and say that you already have a sufficient share of moderation, or that
you are in need" ‘(158c). Perhaps how he answers this query will itsell provide evidence as to
the truth.

. “This question endé an unusually long prologue and begins the explicit discussioin of
séghrosyne. The prologue be_gan‘with Socrates just returning from Potidaea, and the battle
which éignals the end of peaceful relations between Athens and Sparta and the beginning of
nearly three decades of war. He returns asking quéstions about "the news here” (153d). He is
curious about the state of philosophy, and about the state of the youth, their beauty and their
wisdom. Almost as if in Tesponse toohis asking this question, the philosopher witnesses the
erotic reactions of the men and thev’ boys at the wrestling school to the "most beautiful”
Charmides. He wonders in particular about the children. He asks to be shown Charmides, who
is _just'coming into young manhood; the philosopher wishes to converse with him, and in

- particular to strip his soul. Critias thfn announces that Charmides is not éltogethcr well, he
héé a certain "weakness” in the head. Thus, Crizias proposes that Socrates act as a physician
to the young man's ‘sickness. Socrates'do~ © object, 'but.states that he cannot cur® the
youth unless he first introduces sophrosyne into his soul. Socrates is 16 act, therefare, as a
physician to Charmides' soul, and not simply to hi.s body, which may only manifest
syrﬁptoms of a more profound iliness. Critias denies that this is needed, but Socrates wishes
to hear this from the youth himself. From such a beginning, then, which is marked with

immoderation--war, lust, and disease- -we enter into a lengthy and difficult investigation of

the virtue of sophrosyne, moderation and gslf -knowledge.
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‘moderated these desires.”

3. THE CONVERSATION WITH CHARMIDES

’
-~

When Socrates asks Charmides to deny or coqf irm what Critias has said, that
Charmides is sufficiently moderate, the youth blushes, a beautiful an_swer"perhaps to the .
philosopher’s ‘question' According to Socrates, furthermore, the young man's spoken answer -
is "not ignoble (gennaion).” Shame makes Charmides hesitate to say wheth»er or not he is
moderate, this being an"‘unreasonz;ble"' demand "under the present circums}ances" (158c). It
18 unrcasonable the youﬁg man sayis. because to deny he is moderate is a strange -(atopon)
thing to say against oneself and gives the lie to Critias and others, but to affirm he is
moderate is to boast (158cd). Charmides, thus, does not state what he himself believes; his
speech atlests only to his concern for the propriety of Aexpressing himself in defiance of the
con\{emionalz he does not wish to say strange things, to act in oppositio;{ Lé_) his, sﬁperiors, nor
te call into question by boasting the othe;s' epinion about his virtue. Socrates h.as“piaced |
Charmidcs‘in a dif ficult position; until he met the philosopher, the young man had relied
upon the oplmons of others. Charmides’ blush thus underlines his words. Socrates asks
Charmides twice 11" what Critias, his guardian, has sald is true, and the young man blushes
with embarrassment at being asked to reveal his own thoughts when higher authqr'ities have
been invoked. Charmides’ aidos makes him blush.” | o

- Charmides' blus.h makes him appear more beautiful to Socrates, for the philosopﬁer"
says "a sense of shame suited his age” (158c).” Shame, then, is actually beautiful.at thi)sra‘g‘e
(hélikia) of great passion;’ it is a sign in the young that they are ré’primanding and thus

restraining their baser desires, whereas one would expect an older person to long since have

¢
s

.

It may equally be, as Bruell contends, that Charmides blushes over his own high
opinion that he is moderate, that Charmides all but admits his belief in his own
moderation when he agrees to the procedural arrangements Socrates- outlines for the
investigation of it. But the important point, given Charmides' central definition, is
that the young man blushes in shame at transgressing those things conventionally
reputed to be respectable: speakmg in deference to one's superiors and speaking
modestly of oneself.

""The philosopher's idea of beauty seems to include a consideration of the fittingoess
of something..

Sec Aristotle's discussion on shame, Nichomachean Ethics, trans. Terence Irwin
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1985), 4.9,1128b,pp. 114-115. This by no
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As ¢harmides would pref er 1o remain silent on tﬁe question of his being moderate.
the philosopher proposes a coooorative effort which appeals to both their goods,
[Charmides] are not compelled to say what you don't wish 1o, and I do not turn to my
doctoring without investigation™ (158e). This is a kind of "common good,"” for even though
both of these goods are peculiarly private, they are complementary; als“o,‘ however, both are
"goods” only insofar as they afe ”non-bads" (cf- 164'ab.). So‘crales is willing 1o leave off the
investigation if the-young man wishes, but Charmides, having now the philosopher’s
assurance that they will investigate only the fact of Charmides' moderation, and not his belie f
with respect to this fact, is eager to continue in any way which Socrates considers best.
Charmides seems to trust that the philosopher h;s the youth's good in view.™ |

The explicit in,yestigation of the virtue, then, is to bcgin'with a young man's
inVcsti'%ation into imms%lf . In what might seem at first—a'suspcct procedure, Socrates suggests

-that "it is clear that if mpderation is present in you, you can offer some opinion about it

(159a) " for it has not yet been established that "it is necessary” that moderation being in

o

; m someone should f urnish some perception™ of which one can have an opinion. It would seem.

; sible fpr one to be moderate without knowing what moderation is. But perhaps once onc is

P

e
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) ‘w% Wﬂ}, 1hrough ,elf -examination, that he is ignbrant both of himself and of
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" M(cont’d) meag@ebegtles any queStlons about shame: we see throughout the dialogue

" that shamq ‘ca;m w%m many ways, and that the problem may lie in cducating
one to feg)d hﬁn;e) fore the proper things, and thus ip discovering what those
 things argy., S

We can - §a¢' *ﬂaen how this’ mvestlgauon will work toward Charmides' positive

good if  he is truly in need of moderation. One wonders, however, given Socrates’
.. willingness to 1eave off the” investigation, if it leads to the philosopher's own
‘positive good. And if not’mhen why does he engage in it?

Sy > ) . . @
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The philasopher in turn points out that Charmides' knowledge "of how to speak-u.
Greek " makes it possiﬁle for the young man to say what moderation appears to him to be
(159a), and we are remiqded‘},hat Charmides' opinion of "what and what sort of thing" .
moderation is may have mo;tlyvto do with the ;:onventions of "Greek culture, that his telling
what moderation appears td_him to be may only be a 'reﬂection of his particﬁlar time and
place (i.c., what the word ordinarily means to native speakers ofthe language). Language,
héwever, the common good by which w.e discuss Lheseﬁhinés, alsd makes it possible for us to

-

examine our conventional opinions about them, and it is Socrates’ "out of place” inquiries
- v ! W

intdffhe young man's answer which begin to break down these,conventions.™
3.1 158c-160d Moderation as a Certam Quietness )
Thus, according to Socrales narration, Charmldes hesitates, and somewhat against his
own will, tells whal moderation appears to-him to be, "doing everything orderly (kosmios)
and quictly (hesyche), not only while walking in the streets and cbnvefsing, but doing
evéryihing else in the same way."”* Socrates then quotes the young tnan's very words, "And
in my opinior, it is in sum a certain quietness that you are asking about” (159b). The
philosopher points immedialcly to the conventionality of what Charmides has said. lnA fact,
the young man has just described what seems to be characteristic of his own behaviour: he
comes when called, sits obediently by Critias despite the many offers otheﬁise, and speaks in
deference to his superiors (see 155b,155¢,158cd). Indeed, it seems that it is by a certain
"quietgning" of children's behaviour that we normally discipline them to moderate their
desires and passions, that wheﬁ childrén are very young at 1e.ast, quietening their behaviour is
the first step in teaching them to control themselves. Thus Charmides is drawing upon his
own experience. But Charmides’ definition would seem to be, ~t most, only one facet of

&
moderation, and wondering whether this definition is well said (eu legeis), Socrates asks his

- "We are also reminded, then, of the need for clarity in our thought and precision

in our speech. cf.163d.
SAs the Wests' note 25 points out, hesyche can mean qunetly, gently, or slowly It
is this ambiguity in its meaning upon which Socrates will play.



first question, "Tell me, isn't aoderation assuredly among the beautiful things” (159¢)?
Charmides answers mos confidently that it is, and his def inition founders on the z{bt that the
young man has not jisiinguished the most beautiful ;"doings."" '
Charmides tas just offered Socrates a definition of moderation which the philosopher
interprets as how the virtue might be mamf ested externally, how one, thatis, would do
everything. So Socrates begiﬁs with what he calls thé "works of the body" (159¢). He listS -
eight things in the following order: writing, readiqg, playing the cithara, Wreslliné, boxing,
pankration (a kind of "nq-holds-bar?ed" wreﬁtling), running, and jumping.”” Beginning with
writing, reading, énd cithara-playing; the "musical” aspec  f a child's education, the
philosopher treats them as simply physical activities.” Becziise these things are generally
understood to be works of the soul, it is strange io hear the philosopher casting them as

works of the body, but he never-the-less asks, "which is most beautiful at the writing

'Ateacher's, to write similar letters swiftly or quietly” (159¢)?”® Socrates has identified slowness

1

as the visible analogue of quietness and thus juxtaposes quietly and swiftly. "Loudly,” the
qualifier one might expect to be opposed to "quietly," has no relevance to the physical act of

writing, and thus "slowly” is'_rhaps the best interpretation of hesyche. The young man does

g

not objuelcr:‘t anc‘l:"mswers the phg pher's question, "Swiftly."” Having established swif lncss

and slowness as the relevant oppo mon Socrates then turns to reading, to which is most

- beautiful, reading swiftly or slowly. Here he explicitly replaces quietly by slowly, even though

)

! ‘ 0 . . . .
one could i€gitimately apply tgq;l:Opposife, loudly, to the activity of reading. Again, Charmides

does not object and answers, "Swiftly."

$Making such a distinction is important to Crmas‘ later explanation of moderation
as the doing of one's own thingg

""He does not list walking in the streets and conversing, Charmldes own (wo
examples and Socrates special activities.

"They are "music::” as they are under the guidance of a Muse. Cf. Republic
376¢-377c.

™It is most important to notice the philosopher's varied use of the superlative and
comparative of kalos. Charmides is reputed to be the most beautiful and the most
moderate of his contemporaries and the question arises here whether beauty and
moderation are co-extensive. See Levine, p. 92.

It is also a question, however, as to how beauty is judged with respect to the
body, the soul, and the mind, and Socrates vaned use of kalos is a clue in this
regard.
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It would seem that if one were to judge the mere physical acts of writing and reading,.
then Crrarmides' answet would be eorrect, for swiftness 5ir1 trxe :act would demonstrate a .
facility with its mechanical motion. But the perf: ectiqn of this mechanical motion is not the B
purpose of these activities, and treating them as such ignores what truly metlers: what we
teach from what we write and what we learn from what we read. As Sberates will later point
oun the writing teacher does not write and read his name only, nor‘ t;ec}r the boys to do S0,
but rather teaches distinctions among names. Wrmng and- rzndmg srmll%letters qmckly
means that one is no lpnger concerned with the drfferences amaﬂg'%hese lengs\ To be,
concerned with these differences, 1o be goncerned that is with the dimcuons among names,
requires careful, and thus slow work. Socrates makes an implicit criticism of Charmides'
teachers who have taught him that swift writing and reading is rlrost beautifu!l.

‘But, it would seem also, that Socrates' own explicit emphasis on swiftness lures the
young man into answering swiftly, and thus earelessly. Having asked the first questioa, that
is, whether it 1\s most beautiful to write and read swiftly or slowly, the philosor)her reminds
Charmides of the conventional opinions on these things, and thus encourages him to abide by
these opinions. The resulr,v howeverr is that Charmides refutges his own definition, and if this
is not a lesson fr)r the young man, it should be for.the reader.

The philosopher then moves to his third example where herconjoirrs what seem to be
two very distinct things: cithara pl.aying, a musical activily_, and wrestling, a gymnastic
acuvrly He asks, "are playing the cithara swiftly and wrestling keenly much more beautiful
gymnastic one, is most sharply drawn here, Charmides does not pause to investigate. Hee\‘

answers aff 1rmauvely to the question, and when the philosopher asks if it isn't "the same”

with respect to boxing and the pankration, Charmrdes says that it is.” Charmrdes however,

ln this case, we see that Socr:tes
kinds of activities. - ¥
“'Charmides, although he must part "fhte in. these sports, has not reflected very
long on their differences, that each .ﬂe may in fact require different qualities:

wrestling, for instance, would seem to requrre a kind of stremgth and endurance;
boxmg a quickness and boldness .

%CS the comparatrve of ﬁalOf to describe these
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again seems to be delimiting the actual physical or perceptible motions.of an acti‘vity‘ as ihe
" proper wa) to conceive of the entire. activity itself. This is exemp\.f ied by his charactcmguon
of cithera- pla\ing as more. beautifully done swmly The actual physical ease /%ith which a~
musician plays an instrum:em, however, 'is only considered as a _paft of our judgemcm of their
ability to play beautifully: Swift playing would be more beautiful, that is, when ii iavas
appropriat?t-o play swiftly. At other times, it may be more beautiful to play--sidwly or c'vcn
quietly. ~

In the swiftness of his reply, Charmides also ignores the fact that wé arc,no longer

dealing with a single opposition, that the philosopher has seen fit (o introduce another

qualifier, keenly (oxeos). In the Greek, as in English, keenness tmeang sharpness-wilh respeet

A

to objects, and quickness OF. _c_nisgness with respect to physical motion,
kind of intense desire or ardent enthu51asm with respect 10 the soul
established the qualifiers "swiftly" and "slowly" to describe the acfual mouon of the body,
the use of 0xe0s 10 describe physical motion might seem redundants As we sec later, howcvcr
the philosopher idemifies 0xeos as a quality of soul (160a). There seems Lo be, in any case, a
general difficulty with defining terms having to do wnh invisible things such as the soul,
Because so many of the terms which we use to describe such invisible lhmgs actually ongmalc'
in the perceptual realm, lhey can then apply both to thc visible and lheéinwsxble as we have
seen, keenness appiies not only 10 objects and physxcal motion, but also to somelhmg in the
soul. This causes a probIem, however, wh_eri we try to describe things of the soul which
cannot be properlyi 'finderstood sir_rip]y by recourse to the physical realm. Charmides‘ oWn
confusion of the no_rmél perceptible consequences of soghrosyne with the thing itself is
mirrored in this pioblerr: yvithgthe descriptiv:: terms: iie is trying to describe from its
' pérceptibls: consequences wh; sophrosyne in the soul may be. But, to say that playing the
cithera swiftly or wrestling keenly is moré beautiful, and lhcrefo.re. more moderate is 10
misunderstand what migh: be a physical manifestation of having ébphro'syne in one's st)ul
: !

N

with sophrosyne itself .*?

.

A
“This would apply, then, also to beauty; that judging what is more%or less
beautiful with respect to the body has to be distinguished from Judgmg what s
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The phrlosopher concludes their consiaciation of works of the body by sayrng And
running and jumprng~and all the works of the body -- aren't those beauuful that are done -
keénly and swrf tly and those ugly that are done slowly, with difficulty, and quietly”

B

(159(,d) 1 Socrates chooses, however, two works running and jumping, to which swrftness

and keenness are most obvrously applied. Charmides, against his own Wefinition, agrees with

the phrlosophcr S conclusron perhaps encouraged by Socrates' suggestioy that slowness
reflects drmcully as it often does, and swrftness an ease or facrhty fof the activity.

Charmrdes, however, does not see that there are other works of the body which would

- : L 4

be better done slowly or quietly. As compared to running, for instance, Charmides' own

. examplc walking, would seem to be def ined by its slowness. What of eating and drinking,

parucularly with rcspeu to moderation, are they not done moré?beautrfully slowly gnd
qure[1y7 And what of that work of the body most germane 10 moderatron lovemakmg? How
is it more beauufully done" Is it more beautifully done slowly or qurckly"“

Thus Socrates asks the young man to affirm that at least with regard to ... hody, a
quali.f ication thcb p_hiloéopher atates' twice, what we see as most beautiful is what is swif test
and keenest. When Charmides agrees confidently to this, Socrates states as a ¢uestion thz

premise that moderation is something beautiful” Receiving the young man's assurance thatit

is, the philosopher further restricts their conclusion: stating for the third time the premise

“that moderation is something beautiful, he says that with regard to the body, only swiftness is

more moderate.*’

So it js that we turn to the "things of the soul” (160b). The discussion is prefaced by

the question whether learning well is more beéautiful than learping poorly. Learning well thus

g

“(cont’d) beautiful with respect to the soul. As we will see, Charrnrdes own
physical beauty is not representative of the state of his soul.
“Here, kalos does not appear in its superlauve or comparative form, but rather in

- opposition to aischrus, "shamef@l or ugly This is a strange move on the

phrlosophers part as previously he was judging the beauty of the works of the

body on a continuum of swiftness and nness: the swrftest and keenest, the most

beautiful: the slowest and quietest, thg least beautiful. How is it that we judge a

work of the body as ugly or shameful instead of less beautiful or less noble? Is
‘r\ness simply the absence of beauty, or is it something positive itself?

“gpparently people, especially men and women, disagree. .

It would seem paradoxical to call anything about the body "sensible” or moderate.

. '&Pﬁ
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" becomes the standard by which we judge the other activities of thé soul.** Socrates suggests by

this that there is one work c! the soul by thch we can judge the other works as more or less’ '

- beautiful. One should note, at the outset, however, that the things of the soul which Socrates
‘later discusses with Critias, the desires and the passions, are explicitly ignored in this

" diécussion.

Learhing well, Charmides says; @éans learning swiftly as opposed to quietly and
é;lowly. Unlike runnihg, however, the activity of learnirig would not sé_cm to be so casily
quahfled It 'would seem, that is, that certain things are learned morc bcaun(ull\ swnfll\ and
others more beautifully, slowlv‘(lf we think, for instance, of the learmng of numbers,
math&:’ma;icél operauons, logic, or language, learning swiftly dcmonstrates a certain
mlelhge’nce and thus ease with respect 10 the subject. It would not be correct, however, to
apply this same standard to the Iearmng of something like the virtue modcrauon Ralhcr W
seems 10 requi}e alternatively a training of the spirit and the passions which is necessarily slow
given the nature of these things. Indeed, the ,legrning of anything like the virtues which
involves thé entire soul, as opposed to only thc:r.nind, must be done slowly or not at all.

Socrates then moves, logically, to teaching, the other side o. learning. Introducing _vc~t
another qu&lif ier, the philosopher asks, "isn't it more beaixtif ul to teach someone swif tly and
v@g‘d'rously rather than quietly and slowly" (159¢)? The young man characlcrisiically answers,
"swiltly and vigorously,” but we as readers are witnessing how such swift and vigorous
teaching does not seem to be conducive to Charmides' learning. Th‘cswif[ and vigorous
:teachers. however, are often the rhost attractive ones, and therefore, often the most successful
in inspiring students to learn. On the other hand, swif[nes; and vigor in teaching frequently
promotes a kinc} of facile approach to learning which might preclude a carcful, and thus slow
examination of what is being studied. However, swiftness and vigor in thc\othcr LwO activitics
which Sc;crates names, frecollecting and Femembering, would seem 10 cvidcﬁcc a kind of keen

attention t0 a subjeqyﬁgwhich lends itself both to the retention of whal one has lcarned and to
e .

making the necessary connections between ideas which aid in recollection.

%[t is notable that learning poorly is still beautiful, or at least more beautiful than
not learning at all.
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Having heard the vcuiig man's answers 10 the last questions, then, Socrates asks him

€

a spec'ific question about the soul. He says, "Isn't readiness of mind a certain keenness, not
quictness, of the soul” (160a)? Socrates thus notes a distinction whic}; might help explain
some of Lhe drfﬁculty wnh merely accepting swiftness as the unambiguos answer to his last
questions. In many instances, that is, where we could say that the activity involved the mind
alone, learning numbers and recollection for example, we would say that doing these things
swif Ll_vb as Opbbscd to;”s]owly would be to do them rﬁore beautifully. But in those things which
...volve the entire soul, learning or teaching the virr};es in particular, doing so slowly Qould be
more beautiful given the fact that time is needed fbr any training to have an enduring effect
upon the soul.

Socrates' question, lhen should bring us to a consideration of Lhe difference between
what learning is with respecl to the mind alone and what it is with respect to the entit= soul.
Thus while comprehending what is said at the writing téachers, citharists, and everywhere else,
may be more beautifully done swiftly, the soul's inquiries and taking counsel are more

‘ bca.utifully d.onc slowly and-quietly. It may be, furthermore, that given the connection
between the mind and 1h¢ passions and desires, a certain "quietness” ir; the soul with regard
lo the passions and desires would make the mind more able to do more beautiful work.

# At this point, however., Charmides still relies upon thé éonventional opinion of
moderation which ‘hc tri)cd 10 express by pointing to a certain qu:~' ss of one's behaviour.
Socrates has shown him that one cannot make sense of this at the level of the body; he now
has him admit that at the level of the soul, in its inquiries and takiné counsel, the one who
does this most easily and most swiftly, "is reputed to be worthy of praise."\ Usiné Charmides’
own standard, then, Socrates has the youpg man refute his own defintion, saying now that
both with respect to the soul and with respect to the body, those things "done swiftly and
keenly appear more beautiful to us than those done slowly and quietly (1604b)." That
Charmides is not altogether happy with this conclusion is manifested in his very tenta. ¢

agreement; he "' have to re-think the argument. So perhaps for Charmides' sake, Socrates

now makes a summation of the argument. He says that since moderation must be beautiful,

@
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and nowhere, or at least in very few places, did the "quiel actions appear more beautiful to
’ !
us than the swift and fierce (ischurai) ones,” that we cannof condudc from this argument,
that moderation is a certain quietness or lhal the moderate life is the quiet one.'” As Socrates
' goes. on 10 explain, moderation would not be acting quietl:?, even if no fewjer quiet actions
were ni\o«,re beautiful than vigorous and swift ones (160bc). Socrates 1s reiter;nin‘g..' then, that
one cannot equate sophrosyhe with its consequences at the perceptible level. This is 1o conluse
the quality of the action itself with what Tules the action. Thus he imré"éiuces the other _
qualifier which Charmides had used, but which. the philosophgg had dropped fro.. .he
argument proper, saying, "nor would the quiet life, an orglerly one, bg mlﬁcmoderalc than
the one that is not quiet, because it was laid down i.n ou;«argufménuhal' modc.ration isone of

-,:i:i ‘ T8
the beautiful Lhmgs and swﬂ't thmg% have appeared no lcss bc%uuful than qmc\ ones” (160d).

do things "quietly" acts upon orderlmess 35 a rectrlcuvc’quahﬁer " f we undcrstand the

o

orderly life as the QUIC[ one, then, we cannot say that such a hfe 15 morc modcralc This. g
would be to confuse what is only sometimes beautiful with respect to the body with what is

truly beauuf ul with respect to the soul.

i .
)

Charm1des has’ been shown, then that m@derauon carmot be understood at th l‘cvcl

1

of the body, that what appears at the level of the bodv is only a supcrﬁcxa] mamfcstauorf of a gy

more profound phenomenon. Thus the phllosoyher encourages the young man to makL an

inquiry intoshis own soul and take coursse! Applvy your mind more," he advises Charmxdcs

"and look into yourself " (160%He is suggesung that Charmides forgo the Lonvennonal o

I\.

opinions as they have been shown to have been poorly said, and to try again his o\avn
self -examination: first to see what sort éjf _pﬁrson moderation has made him, and then to
search out what it is that would produce-a ».persdn like this. Having done thjs, Charmides must

"reckon all this together;" he must, that is, look at the whole and then say what.moderation

appears to him to be (160de).

A

Y"The only other txme ischurai is used is -as a description for the battle at Péudaca
Cf. 153c.
“See Benardete, p. 20.
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3.2 160d-161b Moderation as Aidos

Socrates has requested a hard thing f Tom a young man who has shown himself to be,
as most people are, mqre willing to rely upon ahat others say, so Socrates rallies him to "say
well and courageously.”*® The young man must pause to think; his "saying well" thus entails a
slowness and quietness oginquiry which he had previously ranked as inferior to swiftness.

Then Charmides offers what is his centra} definition of moderation, the product of his

self -examination, "Then in my opinion moderation makes a hufman being have a sense of

shame and be asha and moderation is just what respectfulness (aidos) is” (160e). Aidos
means a “reverences —and so a proper sense of shame before that which is conventionally
reputed to be respectable or sacred.” Charmides’ second answer would seem to describe the

state of the soul with respect to v »deration. Socrates, however, does not congratulate his

" young imer{ocuter on the product of his courageous investigation, perhaps because Charmides

is still relying on convenuonal opinion. Shame is the usual tool by which we moderate the

\

appetites and passions. As noted before, what might seem surprising in thxs dxalogue on

modcrauon, is that an explicit consnderaxlon of moderation-as the control of the appemes and

passnons does not take place but it would seem to be implied in each one of Charmides'
definitions, and partlcularly here thh respect to shame. As much as Charmldes first
definition suggests the education of moderation through the external control of a child’s
behaviour, his second aef initjon poinfs to}tﬁe exteesion of this education thfough the control
of one's internal motions. ‘ -

“In Charmides' estimation moderation as respectfulness is what makes a human being

have a-sense of shame and be ashamed. He thus indicates hcow s‘hame rules himself, and how

most people are educated into havmg a proper awe toward those thmgﬁ Wthh are respected or

'~ sacred in the city. One can be educated, however to have a sense of shame before different

Ahings. As we see later, Critias feels shame at being caught at a loss in front of those with
~ ' s

whom he enjoys a certain reputation. Thus it is Critias' love of honor which brings on a sense

*

“Here and in Socrates' next observation are the only times courage (andreios)
appears in the dialogue. Charmides requires courage, it seems, to forgo the
conventional opinions, and to search through himself for the answers.

"Sec Wests' note 29. -

C
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of shame, and hrs sense of shame whrch makes him attempt to hide his perplexity (see 169d).
Socrates will point out to Cha.rmrdes through his mvesugauon of the young man's defi mmon
that the respectfulness or sense of shame which one might be educated 10 have toward ccrain
things doeo not al;vays attend to one's own good.
To begin his investigation of Chasmides' central definition, Socrates reminds o

Charmides of something which the young man had said, "weren’r yeu just agrecing«‘ghhr
moderation is something beautiful” (160e)?* It is strange, that vis. that if moderation is aidos

_or a sense of shame, that it is generally beautiful, for shame would seem to be bcaujif ul only
/’ " ata certain age (cf 158c). But when Charmides accepts that he had agreed to the premise
4 . ' '
v Socrates stated, the philosopher then asks him if the moderate are also good men (agathoi
~ ‘ :

andres) Charmides answers yes, but further agrees that what produces men who are not good

would. not be a good (160e).”” This would seem to be a questionable assumption that
1]

somethmg would not be a good whrch did not produce something which is good One nccd

only consider something like food. or drink which both are necessar) for life, and Lhug ¥

ordinar’ily regarded as good, but which bot'h can in fact produce somethjng wh;ich,_is not good: -
gluttony and drunkenness. On the assumpuon however that something which .is good would

<

not produce thHose who are not good and that moderauon must be both beaumul and good,
Socrates presents the poet Homer as an authomy askmg "Don't you trust plsreuels) lhal
Homer speaks beautifully when he says, "Respectf ulnes_s [aidos] is not good for a needy man”

(sla)r - . \ C s
Y’ ) "

“"Homer's" speech would Seem to make sense even on the surfacc f or lhosc in, nced

* -~ like the indigent or the sick, respectf élness itself is not a good if it s[ands in the way or

.",‘,.

13 e

ol
+ "'Ag David Levine- pomts out, this premise is stated no less than five times in the

discussion concerning moderation as quietness. Cf. 159c, 159d(2), 160b, 16ud. This is

1he sixth time it is mentiohed by Socrates, and it is noted, ¢ner 'more tlime at 160c

“in conjunction with the good. For Levine's more detailed “diseussion of this see his

"Plato's Charmides: On the Political and Philosophical Significance of Ignorance”

(Ph.D. dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1975), pp.-96-102. )

1This would still leave open the question as o whether that which produces men

who are not good might nonetheless be beautiful.

9*As the Wests note,” the line in question comes from the Odyssey XVII, 347

-

N .
\ *
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treating their need.* This would seem to be simply obvious. In the context in which the Line
in question aglges in the Odysse,\v. however, this would seem to be borne out on an even more
profound level. Odysseus,' to whom Socrates often likens himsglf, has returned home after a
-twenty year absence (0 find his wife, son, and few devoted servants under seige by the many
suitors desiring his wife's hand ip marriz;ge. HCE has disguised himself as a beggar, soas to
deceive the auitors of his presence, but the noble xﬁan's aidos makes him rebel against
wﬁolc-hcérledly playing his part. In the line quoted, Telemachus, his son, is advising hirrf to
go among the suitors as would a needy man asking for food. Telemachus, a young man, °
displays a certain amount of astuteness in rec‘::gr.i:ir.g that in';vihis situation, respectfulness is
not a good. As Socrates will say, "respectfulness, it seems, is a non-good and a good" (161a).
As Bruell points out, however, Odysseus has disgwised his true need with a false one.’”* Gone
these many years, this kingly man has arrived in Jthaca to take back what is his own, his
wife, child, and household. He knows that the many suitors for his wife's hand will stand in
battle to prevent this. Thus, in preparation for the upcoming battle, he goes disguised among
° \
the suitors, to test, as the goddess Athena advises, who are the "decent lads and who the
vicious.” Odysseus' need, then, is greater than his begéarly disguisé suggests, and it is because
aidos does not treat ;his nee;}, taking back what is truly one's own, that it is not a good.
Charmides, however, has not made such distinctions. His respectf’ ulnesé of sense of

shame is the product of an education which has encoufaged a blind obedience to those things
lconvervnionally reputed to 'be Worthy of respect. This expect{alion of bobedienc.e relies upon the
assumption that these things arc good, and thus-respect toward(them is good. As much as we
use shame, however, to teach ch’ildren respect, and in the proce;s, to‘ teach them to control
themselves, this kind of education, because it requires of children an unthinking acceptance of
certain opinions about what is good and what is bad, is vulnerable to attacks on thes::

opinions. Socrates has just shown Charmides that there may be a disjunction between one's

.o

*The line is actually uttered by Telemachus, a young man, thus it is not
necessarily what Homer himself "said,” but rather what he put into the mouth of
one of his characters.

“Bruell, p. 155. ®
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. own good and what one has been taught is good. Aidos. then, is not intrinsically a good.

Ironically, however', the philosopher has played on Charmides' aidos toward Homer 10
have the youth agree that aidos is not a good. Shame, it appears, is a powcrf ui thing. Because
of his aidos, Charmides has just dismissed his own definition on very ‘questionablc grou ds.
His teverence for Homer makes him accept without further thoyght the line which Socrates

‘quoted as being a refutation of moderation as respéctf ulness. He does not darc, that js, to
investigate the truth of the line itself whereby he might learn that his own assumption that

~ something which is good would not produce.that which is not good is highly qucsxvi;'o-pablc. 3
Through Charmides, Socrates demonstrates how shame can in fact impede onc:é vl_carnipg, and

«if truth is to be understood aé ‘good, and good for oneself, we see in Cha&mides how shame
can work against one's own good,

Socrates states, then, that moderation cannot be respectf ulncsé as respectfulness has
been shown to be "something no more good than bad (161ab).” But the philosgphcr qualif icé
this conclusion by making it conditional on the assertion that moderation is "the.good." The
question remains, that is, how we are to understand the good of which the philosopher

spcaks Is Odysseus, by "doing his own things," a good man? Is he doing what is g'aood simply
or simply doing what is good for himself? With these questions in mind, we turn to )
Charmides' third definition.
3.3 161b-162b Moderation as the Doing of One's Own Things
Charmides now seems eager to test what he "once heard someone say, that doing

one's own things is moderation” (161b).”¢ Socrates guesses that the someone from whom

young Charmides heard this definitfon was his older cousin and guardian, Critias.*” If the

%As Wests point out, "doing one's own (things),g literally translates to ta heautou
prattein. It is also often translated as "minding one's own business,” or "not being
meddlesome.” It is the well-known defintion of justice in the Republic, 443.
"Socrates calls Charmides a "wretch” for repeating this definitiort.” It is a harsh
address which the philosopher uses but once again when Critias announces that the
only knowledge which makes man happy is knowledge of good and evil. Brucll
suggests that if we understand both of these teachings as somehow Socratic, then
perhaps one can be called a wretch for repeating out of context what appears 0
be a Socratic teaching, p. 155. When he calls Critias a wretch, however, Socrates

»
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philosopher's’ suspiéion is ;(;rre_,ct, it‘would indicéte'that Cilafmides now is willing to put some
of his guardian's teachings up to question, demonstrating ;; certain lack of complete reverence
or awe towards Criktias.“ Critias flatly denies, however, that Charmides heard this definition
from him: a denial ‘which is strongly belied by his later actions and which leaves his young
ward in the difficult position of havihg to defend something which he does not really
un‘dcrsﬁand, and which is thus not his own. Why Critias is reluctant to take responsibility for
this definition is somewhat of a mystegy, particularly since he soon proves anxious to enter
the discussion. IL may be simply that his honor has not bcen impugned at this p01m so that

) 'hc does not care 1o join the investigation, or it may be that Critias has something to hide.

At any rate, Charmides asks why 1t should matter from whom he heard this
definition, an ironic question from one who has just "trusted” in Homer. It would seem, that
is, that it dbes "make a difference” from whom we hear things, that it is on the basis of how
much we trust their authority, their "sensibleness,” that we are willing even to listen to what

i
others have toosay. Socrates himself is most willing to accept the definition ac a riddle, and
‘not as something foolish, on the assumption that it was someone wise who said it. This is one
of the ways by which we may judge the sufficiency of our own knowledge, by how we stand
" on the subject in relation to the "wise." Socrates, however, swears by Zeus that only the truth -
of ‘what is said, and noi who said it, should be in;/estigated, and the philosopher may finally |
be correct about this, for if one is to be self -sufficient in wisdom, then how one stands to the
truth would seem 10 be the ultimate tesi.

Assuming that tt;e definition, doing one's own things, is a riddle, Socrates t_;egins by
first securmg Charmides' agreement on what might seem self - evident: that the writing teacher
does something when he writes or reads. The philosopher then inquires, "So in your opinion
does the writing teacher write and read only his own name and teach you boys to do so, or

did you write your enemies' no less than your own and your friends' names” (161d)7? The

(cont'd) also accuses- Critias of having dragged him around in a circle, and of
concealing what he really thought. Is Charmides' third definition somehow the
beginning of this circle?:

"Thus, Charmides later laughs slightly when lookmg to his guardlan a kind of
recognition of his lack of. aidos.
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question seems to point to an immediate difficulty with understanding what the spcaker may
have meant by "one's own things.” We see that ;one,'s name, which would ::seem t0 be wholly ‘
and unquestionably one's own, is primarily for the benefit of others. One's name, ;ﬂan is,
immediately makes one another's business, and furthermore, in this ac'c:(')ujm.‘onc becomes

\

identifiable as a friend or an enemy. One cannot, then, simply understand one's own things as

those denominated by one's name. This points to the political nature of names themselves,

- and to why the investigation takes the turn it doés to political questions."

Charmides does not consider himself to be-meddlesome by writing or readfng other’s
names even though, as Socrates reminds him, he is not doing his very own things. But
Socrates again raises the question of whether writing and reading are doing something. It may

be, in fact, that reading 3nd writing are not what we wish to mean by "doing something,” at
. ~ N .

least not in the same sense with' which we speak of the deeds of the arts which Socrates now

5

introduces, "And \further,\\o,mrade," he says, b"_:d.’o\gu’)?rin.g and houséb‘ﬂ.‘ildi‘ngﬂb‘a"nd weaving and
producing by any art at all any of the works of a;l art- -gurely' these are :doing something'"
(16le, ﬁy emphasis). Although the reading and writing of names may be inherently polit .a:,
the other arts could conceivably be done alone as one's own: doctoring oneselfl, building one's
own house, weaving one's own cloak. Socrates asks if a city' would be well managed if with
refped 1.0 these things, and others which seem alike, a faw bid each one "that he not touch
the things of another, but that each produce and do his own things (162a).

Such a law itself, however, immediately suggests a strange of paradox with respect Lo
th’i\‘s view: at least one person at 6ne time, the law-giver (nomothetes) had 1o mind more than
his own business. Thé law-giver's business, that is, would seem to extend to everyone and to
all arts which would suggest either that the law-giver himself is not moderate or that we must
understand the doing of one's own things \in some other way.

One can see, furthermore, that_important distinctions may by made among the arts

which Socrates lists: doctoring, housebuilding, weaving and washing one's own cloak,

As Levine points.out, the learning of names suggests that we do not confine

> ourselves simply to learning what is ours. His discussion on this point is most
. helpful. See pp. 125-129.

I



the nature of the arts thegagg

cobbling, and the (proci:uéing or using of) ail flask ahd scraper. Certain of the arts, such as
doctoring, have to do directly with the body itself . Other arts, housebuilding, weaving, and -

cobbling, have to do with the making of the possgssions of the body, and still others, with the

washing and mamtenance of such things.'®? Are e to regard all of these arts in the same
way? Or are the arts havmg to do strictly with the body more properly understood as havmg
to do do with one's own thmgs, as oppc‘):sed to the arts which simply have to do with the
possessions 6? the body?'®

The doing of ohe's_ own th’ings cannot be simply or easily understood with res'pécuo

these several different arts. The investigationi of moderation, then, cannot afford to‘overlook

Ives, gf it is to explain what moderation would mean-in the city.

Charmidc.s himself does not l nk thyt a city would be well-managed which requires that each

do a“f the arts as one's own thing. Thus Socrates asks him if a city which is managed well

not sec the :Q_

J\- ;

of Charmides: @ustdef inition that it is necessary to understand modereation at the level of -

the soul, that it is not possible to comprehend moderation itself pointing to apparently
"moderate” actions. Now with the definition of moderation as the doing of one’s own things,
Socrates raises the qﬁestion of whether it is'pbssible to comprehend this same virtue at the
level of the city, whether drfe can say .of a city that it is moderately managed, presuming one

means by this that the virtue can be detected in the constitution of the city itself.

1]t is unclear what Socrates means by the addition of oil flask and scraper. These

" things were used in bathmg by the Greeks, so the question may be whether one

should claim this kind of "care” of one's own body as doing one's own things.
Havmg another wash one's body, that is, is not the same as having them wash
one's cloak.

3
9 Conspicuous by its absence in thls regard is farmmg or the "provision of food

for existing and living,” the first art to enter the city in the Republic. The
provision of food for oneself and one's own is the basic necessity of life. How-
this is accomplished, farming, fishing, hunting, gathering, and whether it is done by
oneself or by others, would.scem to be fundamental political questions. The art of

Jarming, furthermore, epxtomlzes one of the reasons why Socrates calls for a

rational division of labour as the definition of "doing one's own things:" that a
thing done must be done according to nature and at the crucial moment (see
Republic 369d-370c). Farming would seem to be replaced in this context by
doctoring. ‘

@
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In the Republic, where the analogy of city to soul is attempted, we see that
modera’tion in the city is understood as a relationship among the parts of the city which
reflects ihe kind of harmony one would expect to find in the soul of a moderate human being.
It is, according to Socrates, a unanimity of opinion an;ong the parts as to wh'ob xhﬁsl rulSin
the city and in each one.'® The analogy of city 16 soul, however, does not entirely hold. ¢
While it is conceivable that indiviciuals may have a unanimity of opinion among themselves as
to wh-or should rule, it i{enot cdnceivable, given the irrational nature of certain parts of the
soul, that the same should be true for it. The kind of harmony which would come (o be in the
city from a unanimity of opinion among the parts of the city, could Only‘ come 1o be in the
soul by the imposition of one part's rule over the others. Thus, in this sense, with respect to

what is within, moderation would seem to be closer to what Socrates describes in the Republic

as justice in the soQI, a kind of imposed harmony of the parts.’® "Doing one's own things,”

which Charmides claims here as moderation, is, of course, the well-¥nown Idcf inition of

justice in the city in the Republic. % )

Socrates' ‘present formulation of this definition. however, is not the same one he sets

down in the Republic: each doing what is best suited :o his nature. We are asked rather to

- understand moderation, doing one's own things, as a kind of apolitical self -sufficiency which

i.s conceivable at least insofar as gne individual is able to handle all of the material arts
necessary for his survival. This particular formulation of the definition, however, is rejected
by Charmides and Socrates on the basis of political c&nsiderations, and in the name of a
virpe of the city as a whole. If we accept what Socrates’ example of the reading anc »riting

of names seems to teach, that our use of names (and all speech) is inHerently a political act

117]] of the following references to the Republic are found between 442c and 444y
1380crates says there exactly, "And in truth justice was, as it seems, something . of
this sort; however, not with respect to a man's minding his external business, but
with repect to what is° within, with respect to what truly concerns him and his
own. He doesn't let each part in him mind other people's business or the three
classes in the soul meddle with each other, but really sets his own house in good
order and rules himself; he arranges himself, becomés his own friend, and
harmonizes the three parts, exactly like three notes in a harmonic scale, lowest,

“highest and middle. And if there are some other parts in between, he binds them

together and becomes entirely one from many, moderate and harmonized” (443c
443¢).

trlvf:;' ’



46

u

" of which this definition of l;‘noderauion must somehow take account, and if we accept, as he

says, that this reading a&d ;’rﬁﬁg/is really "doing something,” that it is truly an aétivity of %

[}

the human soul, then we cannot understand moderation in the inc\iividualy soul in isolation
from that soul's relationship to o\thers. ’I’hué, one must be able to recognize what one's own
things truf)' are, which may in part'be politically determined (e.g. "propeyy rights"). And, if
this is modcraiion, then what is beautiful and goéd in the individual is involved With what is
beautiful and good for the city.
Socrates has exposed what sc/:em to be incorrigible problems with the definition as

interpreted in itsm‘ost Iiréral formulation. He suggests that one who could hold such a
"simple” view of hloderation must be foolish. W*e’n ‘Charmides as%ures the philosopher that
the (;ne who said moderation is thé doing of -one's own things was at least "reputed” to be
wise, then 79c')craues says that in his opinion this def inition must be a riddle. The philosopher is .
w‘iélﬁlging, tt(;;:n, 10 accept a reputation for wisdorh as reason enough to stay our dismissing the 2
definition out of hand. The philosopher thinks he sees what the crux of the riddle is: "that it
is hard to recognize whatever doing one's own things is” (-162b). We are not able, that is, to
recdgnizc simply our own things; in g/en the seemingly simple cases, Socrates has pointed out
! rplixmg cor‘nplb.lcauc?nS , | . | \

. He.asks the young man, then, if he knows what the one who uttered this riddle may
have meant. Chﬁrmides both swears and confesses his ignorance. Itu would appear that
Socrates' i)eautif ul speeches have had the effect of introducing a certain amount of |
immoderation into Charmides' soul. We have seen in this regard, that the philosopher has
shown the young man that the three definitions of moderation which Charmides has put
forward do not adequately explain the virtue. The three def;nitiong seem to follow, however,
a certain progression in the education of moderation in the young: first quietening their
external motions so as to encourage them to learn to control themselves, then using sﬁame to
admonish their baser impulses, and finally to teach them to mind only whaf is properly their -

- own business, and thus to.not compulsively meddle in other people's affairs. Charmides,

p s . . g,
thed, has run the gamut of his own experience of modeizatxoro'ffhe philosopher's arguments
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suggest that both quietness and aidds are only moderation insofar as they introduce a certain
z.unount of Self -control imz) one's soul by which one is able to f unction within lhev'polilical
associatioh. The real crux of the problem ﬁow seems 10 be how one must underst;ind "one's
own t:hin’gs" $0 as to be able to know for oneself that one's soul is truly "beautif ul and good,”
and tR3s that one is truly moderate. Charmides cannot answer L(; this. As Socrates will soon
observe, one cannot expect one s0 young to know such ihings. Charmides, thc-'youngcr.,man_
then, properly looks to Critias, the older man who has been his teacher and f rom whom he

 .d heard that doing one's own things is moderaiign. Insofar as Charmides.is a product of his

. guardian's nurture, the investigation of modgration with Critias will continue the stripping of

Charmides' soul.



4. THE CONVERSAfION"WITH CHARMIDES'-TEACHER

o Critias, li‘lc lovef-of honor ( p.hilozimos),- emers this eoﬁversation on moderation,
g'x&ry, just as a :)oetiis with an actor who recites his poems badly" (162d). It seems that
whaleier Charmid# and others might think of his poetic ability (cf. 155a), it is Critias whom
we are 10 regard as the poet and Cha;mldes but the bz;lky and uncomprehendmg rthetor of his
guardian's poems. Havmg examined the young man, the pmlosopher has dlagnoeed that
Charmides is importantly the produc{ of his guardian's nurture. Recall, Socrates suspected
from the beginning that Charmides heard the oresent definitipn of moderation from Critias,~' ~
Who then flatly denied that this is so, but who now manife;ts an author's fierce love for this
particular definition.*** Socrates also observes that Critias had f for some time "been anxxous to'
contend and win honor" bef ore Charmg;les and the others presem only restraining hlmself
with great &lf ficulty. It seems that he lacks.some of that moderation which he so pnze; in his
ward.'"* | o ' S .

Although earlier Crilias had boasted about his young cousin's philosophic abilities .
(155a), now he reprimands Charmides for the young marn's apparent ineptness in def endmg a
def en51b1e view., Socrates however, absolves Charmldes saying, "it's no wonder that he athis
age is ignorant.” Critias, on the other hand, has no such excuse: he is olcier and has "taken
‘care” 10 Siudy such questions. Time and care, therefore, afe necessary for profitable
1nvest1gauon of things of this. kmd a rational understanding of moderatxon if not moderation
itself, may only come w1th age, espemally if it requires knowledge of what one's own thmgs
trulg\ are. Crmas because of his age, has had more time than his ward to devote to this
investigation; and given his pedagogic responsibilities, more reason for doing so.

Consequently, Socrates says he would be much more pleased to investigate the definition with

Critias than with Charmides. He asks that Critias now take the argumeni as his own,%

R

“"Cf Republlc 330c.

"Contrasting Critias' lack of self-control to Socrates’ own restramt at 155d, we see
the difference between the philosopher, a man .whose actions are- guided by his
reason, and Critias, a divided man whose actions are sometimes guided by reason,
and sometimes by passion. We should not forget, also, the men in the Palaestra
whose -actions, as Socrates describes them, seem gu1ded by their bodily desires.

ieOf course, if Critias has heard the definition in another context- from Socrates,

¥
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~We enterl, then, a new discussion 5f the def {nition, one iniwhich Critiay attemplts (0
defend his view with some novel distinctions and the sophistical imérpretalion of a i\raditional
authority, The original def inition, the doing ( prattein) of onc's own things, is apparently not
as sophisticated as.Critias would like, and Socrates provides him an opening by asking, "Now
tell me, do you also concede whatl I was just now asking, th;t all craftsmeﬁ. make ( poein)
something” (162¢).'°7 Catching sight of this opening, Critias willingly.cqnccdes that this is so,
énd that they can make not only their own things but also the things of olhéré, vet this m
itseif doesn't "prevcni " their being moderate. Thereupon Socrates points out that one who
holds the vieW that. moderation is the doing ( prattein) of one's own things must reconcile this
view with the a,ssé'rtion that those who do (prattein) the Lhingé of others are nonetheless |

B moderate.
To defend his position, Critiés first sets down his distinction between making ( poen)
and doing ( p‘r_auein) Qr'working (ergazesthai) and, then relying on the great poet Hesiod as

\

his a(uth.ority., cites the line from Works and Days, "Work is no disgrace.™ '** One suspects,
however, that the distinction which Critias makes between making and doing/working is onc'
which he has heard before used by Socrates, although the philosopher ironically accuSes the

~ sophist Prodicus as the source of such sophistication. Xenophon tells us that ~Socralés“’
accusers "alleged that he se]ected from the most famous poets the basest ( ponerata) passagc
and used them as e¥idence in teaching his companions to be tyrants and malefactors.” '* His -
accusgrs contendéd that-Socrates interpreted this particular line as récommgnding that no work
is disgraceful which is for one's benefit. The linc in question, and the context in which it

'

arises in Hesiod's Works and Days, lends itself to this interpretation. As Hesiod teaches:

It is from work that men grow Tich and own flocks

1¢(cont’d) the philosophve‘r‘may be wishing to "take back his own.”

197He actually had asked if they do something; Cf. 16le.

Socrates suggests in fact that Critias himself is a craftsman in the expression which
the Wests ' translate as "Beautifully done, but which literally means "You make
beautifully, " _ C

19Hesiod,  Works qnd Days, ‘trans. Richmond Lattimore, "Works and Days,” - _
"Theogony,” "The(Shield of Heracles." (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1959), 311. S ‘

199Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1 ii 56.

M
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‘and herds;
by work, 100, they become much better f rlends
of the immortals.
(and to men too, for they hate the people
who do not labor.)
Work is no disgrace; the disgrace is in not working;
and if you do work, the lazy man will soon begin
to be envious
as you grow rich, for with fiches ‘go nobility
and honor. '?

Xenophon, however, maintains that'th Socrates’ interpretation of Hesiod's line "Work is no

‘

disgracc,"x the philosopher distinguishes "work" which is the making of good (agathon) things
from “idling," -which is ¢ +™ling, other base pursuits, and the making of those things which
causc loss or penalty. AJ.‘ ch, work is a benefit (ophelzos) and a good for man, while 1d1mg
is harmful (blaberon) and-an evil (kakon) Thus work, a true. benefit o man, can never be

'dxsgraccful R
N
Critias proceeds, then, to employ what might seem to be the philosopher’s own
.interpretation, referring to "doing/working" as a certain kind of making. Critias' own move

in the argument, however, is more awkward and less plausible. He says specifically:
So do you suppose, if he [Hesiod] was calling such works as you were just now
speaking of both working and doing, that he would say that it wasn 't a disgrace for
someone to be a shoemaker or salt-fish seller or prostitute? One ought not to
suppose o, Socrates; but he too, I suppose, held that making is sometfing other than
doing and womng and that although a thing made sometimes becomes a dlsgrace
whenever it doesn't come into being with that which is beautiful -- a work iS nevera .
disgrace at all'For things made beautifully and beneficially he called works, and such
makings he called workings and doings. One ought to say that he believed that only
such as these are kindred to oneself, while everythmg -hasrhful is ahen Therefore one
ought to suppose that Hedlod and anyone else who xs prudem call t‘he one -who does
his own things moderate (163bd). SRS K e

: ,.;f. ¢

Whereas Socrates, according to Xenophon, was prxrn"arny contrastmg workmg witlh 1dlir1g "
- Criias first makes "domg synonomous with workmg Crmas next subsumes domg/workmg

under the class of makings, being that subset”of makings which are beautiful and beneficial.!!?
. ‘

1WoHesiod, Works and Days, 308-314.

" Xenophon, Memorabilia, 1 ii 57.

" QOphelios, the word which the Wests translate as benefn means gencally - ,

advantage, help, profit, usance. Critias" use- of the term is ambiguous. msofar as we

are not certain .if he means beneficial to be understood in terms of -the ;perfection

of the work of an art, or in terms of how this work is ‘used to our -harm ar

benefit. Socrates, for the \§ake of clarity, later substltutes good for oneself” fox

"beneficial” in his restatement of Critias' view. e
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This is confusing, as it would seem 0 make more sense to delimit making as a sybsetof al‘i
doings, rather than the other way a‘r.éu"'nd. ‘ |

Socrates had set working in opposition to what he called idling. but Cri‘t,ias does not .
set doing, the making of beautiful and beneficial things, in opposition to whatever would
denominate the making of things neither beautiful nor béncficial. He says'ralhcr. that only 1h;c
beautiful and beneficial are th]y "one,s own,” whereas the harmful things are talicn (atlotriu,
literally, "belonging to another"). He does not mention ugly (aischrus) as part of the
| opposition. If, by definition, one's own things are the beautiful and beneficial, then what
would be conventionally regardéd as "things of others." if they happen to be beautiful'and
beneficial, are also "kindred" or "one's own." As Critias has now inﬂcrprelcd his definition oJ"
sophrosyne, then, it does not really pivot on distinguishing tﬁc "things bf oL TS f'r(;n1 "onels
own," but rather on the distinction between the beautiful and beneficial, ¢ = -me hand, |
and the harmfu‘l (and ugly?) on the other. While in a pérversc sort of wa  his zliminates vxihc
problem of reconciiing doing one's own things with making the things of others, it |s a
pernicious and utterly impractical conception of craftsmanship. Morcover implics l;lal the |
virtue of moderation does not require restraint with respect to the possessions of olhcr.s'fif
“they happen to be "beautiful and beneficial.” One could be forgiven for secing in Criu’abl'
words here a premoniﬁoﬁ of his behavior as leader of the Thirty Tyrants.'"*’ '

If we fol!Qw',‘what ‘(Iritias‘ has said, moreovef: the actual resuil is }191 two c]carly: *
opposed subséls of makings, the bcautiflzl/bcneficial versus the harmful, but r'alh"cr.l?o‘hr | q‘
subsets: 1. the beautiful which is benc. iial, 2. the beautiful which is harmful, 3. the Qély -
which isharmful, and 4. t}}é ugly which is beneficial. Critias has only really clarifiégi how he
stands in relation to .ihe first three of these classes:\/the beautiful which is benef ici'al would be

one's own, and assuming that he means a/l harmful things im0 position (o this (an * ' ¢

i
3 .

1135Xenophon records the behaviour of the members of, the Thirty toward the "things:
of others” in his Hellenica: o E

", . . [they] seized the arms of all except the Three Thousand, carriéd them up 1©
the Acropolis, and deposited them in the temple. And now, when this had - been,
accomplished, thinking that they were at length frec to do whatever they pleased,

they put many people to death out of personal enmity, and many also-for the sake -
of securing their property” (II, iii, 21-22). S o
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“' admittedly questiona'ble assumption, since he seems to rather carelessly conflate the ‘beautiful
| and the beneficial), the beautiful and the ugly which are harmful would be alien. We do not 4
know how Critias stands in relation to those t‘hings which are ugly/shameful but n"onetheless’
. beneficial (ophelios); surely he would have Atov concede that even ugly shoes are beneficial. So -
' o the philosopher replies in mé only way he can, "E&s right away, even as you were

beginning, 1 almost understood your argument: that you call things gooethat are kindgéd o

N\

oneself and one's-own, and you call the makings of good things doings” (163d). If Critias
notices how the phi]osoph’ 3 has "clarified" his explanation he does not mention it. Perhaps

o bccausc b) droppmg out the evaluauon of beauty, makmg the goodness of the {hmg
é. - h
- conlmgcm on ns bemg one's own rather than the other way. arounﬁ and ‘noting that Crmas

delimits all doings as makings, Socrates arlxculates Crmasx real view more clearly than Critias

himself does. Apparer _y Socrates has suspicions about Critias' true views which he now

attempts to draw olt by guiestioning him at length about the relationship of the arts to the

e

~good. i

{

4.1 163d-164c Moderation as the Doing of Good Things - » .. _

3

So th‘c'philo"sophe;r adViSes Critias to slow down, "ge back again and define it more

plamly from the beginning” (163d) 114 He' allows that Crmas may be 11ke the SO;BISI Prodicus .

.,

who draws" (dzaarountes) len tho&%zﬁnd distinctions among names, “but the philosopher demands

o

lhal Cnuas be clear as to what he is ref emqg and be consxstent in domg s0. Socrates then
i day
Ty ' pomts toa second coref usion’ in leas defi mmon by askmg "the domg of good things, or

making tor however you msh to name it - 1s this what you say mode'ration is?" Critias has
made ,domg "a 'subsel of makmg and Socrates agam subtly dra\:s’ ’ attention to 1hns
pceuliarit\' of Critias' definition, in the course of insisting Crmas«pe clear about naming. Here
- one should remember Socrates’ quesuof\ to Charmides, whether the readmg and writing of
' pames is actually domg somethmg The actwuy of nammg and casung def mmons however,

A -

as it f allc under the puNnew ‘of Crmas definition of m,oﬁerauon must be understood as

“‘Socrates stresses the need 1§ make a good begmning He sent Charmides back
once, and sends - Critias back- _tw1ce (160d, 167ab,) Cf. Republic, 377ab.



53

either the making of good or bad things (Socrates' interpretation) or as‘ the making of
~beautif ul/beneficial things (Critias' original account). This would imply: that in Critias' _czf'sc .
one's own things include the distinctions he makes among names, :nd further implies l’hal
Critias will make such distinctions among nar-nes as are 1o his own good.“’ Socrates, hoqucr:
demands that Critias be clear about thesé distinctions. Doéé not this demand prohibit Criiias
from simply pursuing his own good (i‘é.,'through slippefy word play), and force him to .
attend to the good of another?'*¢ . |
Critias seems 1o think that Socrates will agree with him that "hé who does bad things
is not moderate, but he who does good things is,” but Socrates still professes toﬂ be unclear as
to what Crhia_s is saying mbderation is. So ’., with perhaps not a little frustration, Critias
attempts to clarify his definition by saying, "that he who makes not good but bad things is
not moderate, whereas he who makes g_'ood but not bad things is moderate (163¢)." a
preposterous notion if one stops to thiﬁk-ab\out_ it.'"" Having "clatified” this -one question,
howevér Critiasj raises another. He séerﬁs unaware that in addition to ‘[hc two opposing

A

categories, the good and the bad, there is a possible third: that which i 1s neuher the neutral

~
I
Wk Y

(non-good, non-bad). Critias, however, seems blithely™to identify the non good with the bad,
and the non-bad with the good. If what Soerales suspect‘s is true, that Critias finally 1)dcnuﬁes
the good with his own, his own qualities and relations and droings and makings, including,
most importantly, his own beliefs, then it is lik‘ely that Critias is vat best indifferent to the 4(,.\
welfare of others except as it furthers his own, and that he »'vould‘ not recognize a comng

good which was not the imposition on others of what he himself believes is good. Socrates

somewhat unexpectedly replies to Critias lhat nothing prevents him from spcakmgﬂhc ﬁth a

L
" 1

remark which appears to accept Critias' honesty, but really cﬁS\u into question. The v

¥This point is essential to understanding Critias himself: that he holds his own
"makings,” his beliefs, very dear. 4

16As we see, in any case, the problem @naming and distinguishing names is
finally connected to the problem of unde®standing both moderation and the common
good.

"While it may be generally true that being moderate whuld tend to malgggone a
more skilled as well as ore just craftsman, surely many a pair of beautiful and
useful shoes have beep—fnade by lascivious cobblers, whereas a perfectly' continent
doctor may have indifferent success in curing his patiedts. :
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definition, that is, which Critias is now putting forward is turning out to be a kind of socially

/:mggp_t_a_blt:.' face to his original definition that sobhrosyne is the doing of one's own things. |
What he seefns to believe, and what Socrates suspects, is that tfue moderation or
"sound-mindedness” means looking exclusively after your own interests.

Socrates then asks, »"I do wonder about this, whether you believe that human beings
who are moderate are ignorant of being moderate” (1652)7 He wonders, it-seems, whether
Critias believes that human beings who do the good things are ignorant of what thé good
things are. Critias says he does not believe this, something which if it did‘not reflect poorly
upon his well-celebrated cousin, would certainly do so on himself. Thereupon Socrates returns
to a point which he claims Critias had made carlier; "wasn't_jt said by you that notﬁing p
prevents craftsmen éven when they magce the thir_lgs of others, from being moderate” (164a)? .
Critias agrees that he said this, either not remembqring or not noticing that he had actually
agreed with something rather different: "that they are moderate in not making only their own

s  things" (163a, my Aemphasis)v."Thuvs the philosopher tacitly raises the proble_m of the frequent
tension between one's own good @nd the good of others, axfd thus £he issue of jl{stice.
Socrates cites the example of the doclbr, asking, "But say“vwhether in your opinion a ge;‘r;tginn
doctor who makes someone healthy makes benefictal things for b;ith himself ;;d,f»o[ him
whom he doctors” (164ab)? Critias says that m His opini'c_m. the doctor does. ﬁfe@&fﬁgbly, the .
benefit to the doctor, in. Critias' view, comes exclusively from the fee he is paiq. But we
should recall that Socrates has offered, as any doctor might, to try tc; cure Charmides for
free. What benefit, if any, accrues to him from this 'sérvice? Why does he do it? Might doing
good things instill‘ moderation? Be that as it may, to.clarify the good that the doctor'is doing,
Socrat;:s asks whether in nﬁng someone healthy, the doctor is doing what is needed (164b).
He thus reminds us that we cannot upde}stand this particufar making of a good thing, health,
apart from ascertaining the true needs of the body'.v The good which the doctor makeg is |
guided by' the standard of the good inherent in nature, the natural standard of bodily health.

| But that the necessary is good m this particulgr case should not lead one to any general

conclusions about the relationship between necessity and the good. Here, Critias agrees that
| ‘ 1
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the doctor,‘in doing what is needed, is moderat;:.“'

Perhaps to remind us of the distincfion between what is necessary and what is good
Sdcrates asks if it is itself necessary that the docwer ‘recognize (gignoskein) when he is
doctoring beneficially and when not. Insofar as there is guesswork and mistakes that turn out
well, anyone has to admit that no sur;h necessity exists. In this sarhe vein, Socralés Taises u@
question with respect to the other craf tsmen, but formulating it somewhat differently he asks
if it is necessary "for each of the craftsmen to recognize wheﬁ he is going io profit from the
work that he ié doing ar:d when not]' ¢164b)? Politically speakiné. the craftsman who'
produces the "needed” thihgs Qf"the polity, the food, houses, culoth‘es, and shoes, Aocs $O with
one eye on the good of othe_r;. His own good, his "profit” that is, would scem to bé
dependent upon his satisf yir;g othe needs and :Jyétgts of his panicu]ér p:iiiucal parlnérsuwhal
thgy regard as good. Making beneficial things for himself is only possible if hc hakcs
beneficial things ‘for others. This requires adhering to the standards of utility, economy, and
beauty_ prevailing within tfie community with respect to the products of those arts. Both the
doctor and the housebuilder, then, must be ruled in what they make by a standard of the -
good other than their own, the former by the natural standard of health for the body, and the
latter by the partly conventional standards of tl;c community. "Doing their own th‘ings," in
this_case doctoring and hOUSebuildin'g, means making the good things of their art primatily- Iggr
othefs.

_Socrates now observes that a doctor sometimes does things beneficially, sometimes

-«».
vziharmfully, and that according to Critias' argument when he does a beneficial thing, but docs

" not himself recognize how he does it, he still acts moderately. Critias does not accept this; he

seems to wish to judge the moderation or "sound-mindedness” of a craftsman according to

v -

Q@
the success or failure of his art. Socrates mentioning the fact that craftsmen can act harmfully.

-" perhaps has put the problem into perspective for Critias; he does not wish. 1o allow that a

M How necessity is understood politically, moreover, illustrdtes another problem: what
might be politically necessary, that is, may in fact be preferring the good of somc
over the good of others. Understanding what is good in such cases is seldom’
straightforward, - although one suspects that the norm in practice is that the good of
those' ruling takes precedent over that of the ruled.
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truly moderate craf tsman should ever be so ignorant as to do harm. To this end, Critias is
wil]ibng to put aside everything he had said before, and speak unashamedly in f‘;avour of the
position that a craftsman who woulId be ignorant of what he is doing, which Critias
charactenzcs as beihg ignorant of himself, should not be called moderate. Thus he/ él/alms now
that modcrauon must be knowmg oneself, and we move into the discussion of self- knowledge
wondcring how the doing of good thmgs, meaning things that turn out well, is connected to
self -krTowledgc; how, that is, does the cor;sciousnes&of the ef’ f icacy df one's action coincide

with self -knowledge.

4.2 164c-176d Moderation and Self-Knowledge
With this question in mind, we move to a discussion on self -knowledge, the topic of
which occupies the conversation ﬁntq.phe dialogue's end. The philosopher has uncovered |

scrious problems with both versions of the definition which Critias has proposed, and thus:

“prompts Critias to attempt a third: "Know Thyself." We are at the exact centre of the

<
dialogue when we reach the proposition which could be said to epitomize the Socratic way of

life. Thus Critias "asserts” that "this is almost what moderation is: recognizing oneself; ang I

LV . '\’J ) . . . o L] ens .
go'along with the-one who put up such an inscription at Delphi” (164d). As "almost”.is not

.-
t

"exactly,” one wonders what else, or what instead, moderation is.

With his young ward in earshot, then, Critias \ whxeé eloquent about this inscription,
himself apparc’ntly a divihcr of the riddles of the god. He'says it i¢ a greetisgg rather than a
counsel of the god in the sense that is is a kind of salutauon to one's spiritual health He
explains that we should not view this salutation of the gods m the same way as we m.ght Lhe
counsels, "Nothing ioc; much," or A pledge, and bane is-near,” wh_nch age mere}y evxdem:es

of the hubris of human beings who beljeve that their counsels are of the magnitﬁde of. lh@l'; :

god's and of those who can diviné the riddles of the god. Critias implies that the god's

greeting is superior to the other two counsels because it does not prescribe limits to those who

have tﬁapaéity to divine the inscription's true meaning: one who knows oneself does not

require the arbitrary constraint of "Nothing too much,” and as his only pledge is to his own
1 . R . N

.

56- .
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o
interests, "A plcd‘ge",‘aq'd bane is near” is not a worrisome proposition.'** Critias seems 10
reject, then, the commor understanding of moderation w_hiéh éntails the very sort of restraint
required b; the two disparaged counsels. By this, .he not only leaves open a question as to the
status of this common understanding, but he also leaves open the question as to wh‘at

, self -rkn"(“)wledge "produces;” what concretely, that is, the having of self -knowledge would
mean for the one who has it. As such, it is not clear how self -knowledge results in

moderation. .

Having been confronted with the pro<ract that on_ his view, one might be moderate

[ ~

(of "sensible ") vyithout knowing it, Critias retracts everything he had said before. Willfully
ignoring the f acyt that. he has been ref ﬁted a number of times, he graciously grants ‘IO Soc'ratcs
A that, "perhaps in some way you were speaking more éorréctly about them, perhaps 1 was, but
nothing of what we were saying was quite plain” (165b).. The honor-loving Critias 'implicnl_v
characterizes the discussion as an eristic Kcomes‘t in which c_ach participant pursues the |
individual good of victory rather than the common good oF truth, and his fierce desire t:or
ﬂonor prevents hims from acknowledging that Socrates has actually refuted his every
assertion. He implies that Socrates recognizes sophrosyne is what Critias has just saidi it is,
though for some selfish reason may no£ be willing to agree. Thus the philosopher again
reminds Cri_t_ias, "But Critias, you are éoming at me as though I claim to know wiat | am
_ askihg about and would agfee with you only if 1 should wish to. But this is not how it is, for
I am inquiring along with you inpd whatever is put forward because 1 myself don't know"
(165bc, cf. 163¢). Despite his former association{iviih the philosophcr,.thfs form of discussion?‘
v stjli seems alien to Critias. He resists the idea that two people should subordinate their own
wills to the common pursuit of truth, looking only to logos. It is the logos which should do
" . the "persuading,” rather than personal considerations or f lorid rhetoric. "So after |
in'vestigale,';' sz;ys%hilosopher, "I am willing to say whether | agrec or not" (i65c). Critias
i . - . 2\

- @ A s
brusquely replies, "Investigate, then,” - ‘ o

¢
* ]

0

WCritias" . rejection of the 'idea that a pledge is as at all binding or important 2,
should remind us_of Socrates' earlier insistence om the necessity of keeping his own
oath to the Thracian doctor (157c). .

-
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J
Socrates begins by asking, "if modef.ation is récogniz;ng something, it is ciea}.,»thal it

would be a kind of knowledge, and one that is of something, or would'}'t‘ii" (f65c)? Socrates
gives C'ritias a choice, but Critias' curiousity is not piquéd and he answers, "It is, namely, of
oneself " (165¢). 1f it is a kmowledge of oneself, then,'S(;crates wonders what work this -
knowledg~ should produce. To indicate more clearly the intent of his.question, Socga{es"raises
again the example of medicine.*’* When Critias agrees that medicine is klnowledge 61‘ the
healthful, Socrates begins a kind of exemplary mock diaiogw between himself and Critiasl
such as should remind Critias of his own earlier insistence that moderation was the making of
beautiful and benef’ icial thingé. The philosopher says that if Critias were to ask chrates, "if
doctoring is a knowledge of the heajthful, in what respect is it useful f;)r us, and what dogs it
produce?” Socrates avowsA he would reply, "no little benefit; for it produces health, a
beautiful work for us.” When Socrates asks if Critias would accept this answer, Critias says
that he would. Critias agrees, as virtually anyone would, that health is both beautiful and
good for whoever. enjoys it. And to the exFenl the h@th of one affects thf: well-being of
another, it may even‘be regarded as-a kind of common good. Might this have something to do
with why the philosopher freely ag;fees to treat the head problem of young Charmides?

| Socrates next alludes to hdusebuilding, asking that if Critias again should ask him
about h&lsebuilding and what work 'it broduces, he would say houses. The philosopher does
not pause to ask for Critias' approval, and Critias does not object. The philosopher
generalizes, "And the same with the other arts.” “Socrates, however, has omitted with respect
o houscb.u.ilding and Lhmxe& arts an explicit acknpwledgement that \&"hatever they produce is

cither beautiful or beneficial .} &

o

“'*He might have done so in order to suggest that medicine is a kind of
self -knowledge, namely of one's bodily nature -- and if the Thracian doctors are

correct, of one's soul as well. It is amusing to imagine how Critias would have
attempted to distinguish sophrosyne from medicine, "knowledge of oneself” from
"knowledge of health.” But the philosopher employs the example for another
purpose. , ‘ !

1Perhaps he's bearing in mind Critias' earlier reference to the so-called oldest

“profession (163b); and that might not be the only problematic art.
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Medxcme which Socrates says here is knowledge of health, prodl'ees) h&mth somethmg
he apparently regards as intrinsically beautiful as well as benef 1c1a] Momem.s before,
however, he had-observed that doctors someumes dofi*t know what they are producing_ nor
how they do it (164bc).!*? Socrates, however, has. omitted wieh respect to housebuilding and
" the other arte,'a consideration of their beauty and benefit. As for housebuilding, it is simply

- the knowlefge whereby on'e produéé houses, which are certainlv. usef ul, but (unlike health)

are not necessanl} beauuf \é Khowledge of the art, then, produces, thc work which defines the

att; but lackm,"{he additi

onal' ﬁowledge of bcauty it does not necessarily produee a beautiful

work.'”* The &ﬁparem atifi whal it produces is suffi 1c1em.warram for the existence of an
art, though many are concerfled as well or mstead “with the beauty of what they produce.
The very exxstence of all of them however is evxdenee of the needs and wants of human

4

beings, and aé such of human nature, of w.hgt}kmd, of thing oneself is, interested in beauty as
well as ufilily ) - ‘

Such considerations lay dorrpam as Socrates asks next about moderation, saying that
given Critias' assertion that moderanon i5 a knowledge of somethmg namel) Poneself, he
should then be able to say what beauuf ul work f or. us it produces "worthy of its name."
Only after expressly prodded to speak Cnuas replles that Soaates i$ not mqumng correctly, -
and he then sets out to distinguish 'moder_gt_gon, allegedl_y knowledge of onesel_f , from other
kinds of knowledge. - R Y | .@

Given his earlier preoccupaiio(n‘with 'Whét. beautiful works arev‘produeeq' by one's
doing; and makings, it is curious that Critias does not offer the obvious answer: that
moderation as self -'k.nowledge producys © eautif u/l self . This very;Janswc'r. however, raiscs a
certain oroblem with Critias' definition‘. A? Tgekypomtjgou‘t one cannot strictly identify

moderation with knowing oneself unless knowigig oneSelf 1s understood in a more profound

#n

. 'Medical knowledge does not manifest the cert~'v of geometry. Critias' failure to
remember this suggests he may not have the ige of knowledge he later claims
constitutes sophrosyne. , ‘
13As was pointed out earlier, in practice the n - ouilder is tied to the standards
of utility, economy, and beauty prevallmg within the community itself, standards
which are almost surely based on Opinions about these things, not knowledge

(<,,D

K



sense: )
. formally it is impossible to argue from the affirmation that a man, to act
moderately must know hlmsclf to be moderate, to the identification of moderation
with knowing oneself. All that can be argued from it is that a‘man cannot act
moderately unless he knows himself to be moderate. This merely states a condition of
moderation but brings us no nearer to a definition. unless the conceptiony '
..self -knowledge be given a deeper and more precis. ccntent that the formal argument
allows.!?
Moderation simply Aas knowledge of oneself would not produce a beautif ui and good self,
then, unless it is attended by a knowledge of what is beautiful and good. If one agrees that
health is beneficial, and that the ‘liealthy are more beautiful than the sick, then medicine as a
knowledge of health is able to produce this beautiful and beneficial work. Housebuilding,‘ on
the other hand, as a knowledge of making houses, and not specifically of beautiful houses,
will only produce the type of house which is understood within the art; the housebuilder will
not know‘his house to be beautiful. Similarly, it would seem, moderation « strictly knowledge
of oneself will only produce at best the self coherent with the opinions about the beautiful
and good one 's own or others'. One would not know therefore, oneself to be moderate, if
through moderation is produced that which is truly beaut\xf ul and good. |
Critias now denies that moderation as knowledge of oneself is like medicine‘or
housebuilding; he says it does not produce any work at all, thereby avoiding 1+¢ question of
its-beauty and benefit. He reprimands Socrates, using the philosopher's own standard: |
‘lé-i'fti”:locrales is 1ot making the proper distinctions among nacures, for self -knowledge "is not
similar in’its nature to lpe 'oth;:r knowledges,” adding, "nor are the others £o each other”
(l6§e) . But hav;ng just ;:laimed moderation io be a unique kind of knowledge, Crilias now
under;r;?iiﬁ{és this-claim by reminding us that c;lc;ation and geometry do not produce works in
the same wa;j"lhal housebuilding produces a house, or weaving, a cloak. Even though it does
ot prodiiée any material product, might not moderation be like certain arts after all?

Apparently believing that this clinches his point, He challenges Socrates to point out any

comparable product by such arts as calculation and geometry.

»

“Tuckey, pp. 25-26, my translation.
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the light whi(_:h similarly are distinct from the measuringl of the same in weighing. In the
course of making his point, however, Socrates reminds us there is more o' these arts:
Calculation is not just of: the even and the odd, bu’1 also of the principle§ by which the art
compreilends them. Did Critias mean to imply that moderati,on qua kngwlcdge of oneself is

similar to knowledge of calculating, or of weighing, in that it inclu'aes knowledge of the

principles by which we know the self, or knowledge of the principles by which the self knows

-anything? That 15 does it mclude the knowledge by which we know that we know?

_Thus Socrates asks Critias to clarify t:lg: object of moderatnon if modcrauon isof
something; "Say, then, what is moderation“also a knowledge‘of which happens 10 be different
than moderation itself " (166b)? The. answer would seem to be obvious, the answer Critias has
repeatedly given: oneself. If asked to be more specific, he could rcvply, of one’s hopes and
fears, loves and hates, strengths and weaknesses, etc., and why one has them, how they

Q

interact, which are dominant and when, to what extent are they mallcable, how will they

change with age, etc., and most important, what way. of life would be best for oneself. The

"self " so conceived certainly seems differenl than the knowle&ge of it, es anyone who's ever
been puzzled about himself knows: The curious thing, then, is why Critias doesn't say
something along these lines. Is he hiding something abc;ut himself? Instead Critias insists that
Socrates h.as §tumbled upon his very point: moderation is different from(all ol"the other
knowledges in not having such an object, because "it alone is a knowledge\poth of the other
knowledges, and of itself " (166c). Moderation, then, sqgms to be both a kjjowledge of whal

substantively constitutes the other knowledges and a knowledge of what formally constitutes

knowledge itself . Critias adds that Socrates is "far from being unaware of this," implying that

3

!‘

125We actually do reccive a sort of beneficial work from these "non-productive arts”
insofar as’they.are used for making measurements for arts such as housebuilding.
They are not purely theoretical arts.
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Socrates alreadv shares this understanding of soph‘rosynev and is simply Being obtuse for the
sake of attempting to refute Critias, "letting go of the argument itself " (166¢). Critias is

accusmg the philosopher of a kind of sophisuy of ref uung for the sake of refutation,
e .

presumably out of a love of vxctory or honor.'?¢:

Socrates responds to Critias' accusation by einphatically insisting that Critias has
m'isimerpreted what Socrates is doing, that the philosopher 1s not ref uting Critias simply for
the sake of refutation but because he is afraid, he says, that "unawares I might ever supposell

know something when [ don't know" (166d). Cri'tias presumes, as did many of his

[ 3 *

' eomempoﬁmes that Socrates knows much more than he admits Like most people, Critias is O

nol careful 10 distinguish knowledge from belief. Socrates doubtless holds opinions, but even
the m.osl‘ wel.l-conside‘red ones are not to be confused with knowledge. Thus the philosopher
can honestly insist he is not "refuting” from a positiori of knowledge, bin rather from a
position of ignorance, and for the sake of learning. By'this he seems to suggest that one can
never assume that one knows something, and‘ that it is because of this awareness of one's own
self and thus of one's ignorance,.that one pursues an investigation.!?’ .

Criliés hés just a‘rticulated a view of "self -knowledge" or moderation which seems to -
’ suggest that a kind of comp}ehensive knowledge of ' knowledge is"possible, such that one can

say finally that one knows something. He has avoided, or believes he has avoided, the

question of what beauty or benefit we derive from such knowledge. Is he consciously doing

s0? As for himself, Socrates tells Critias, he is investigating the argument mostly for his own
« - - . .

sake, but "perhaps also for [his] other companions.” And by way of elaborating "also," the

philosopher asks Critias a truly loaded question: "Or don't you suppose that it Is common
' . ' o v v

good for almost all human beings that each thing that exists should become clearly apparent

.P ’B .
, 't is probably not surprising to the philosopher that Critias should finally define
‘moderation as knowledge of knowledges, given . Critias' earlier definition .of
moderation as the making of good thmgs Making good things would presume
having the knowledge to do"so. If this is- what we are to understand as "knowledge
. of oneself,” however, one wonders what Critias" view of the self must be, ‘
- something which identifies nself by its knowledge?: Iromcally, there may be somethmg
to this.
This does not rule out, of course, that one must also have the knowledge to ask
the appropriate questions. : :
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just as it is" (166d)? Critias eniphatically agrees that he does. Thus Soerales rallies him to
give frank answers, letting go of what may be the primary political concvcn_ for Cnitias at this
point, who is being refuted, he or Socrates.!

On the assumption that Critias is now going to .sa_v how whalever is asked appears o .
him, Socrates asks him again, "Say then, what are you saying about moderation.” Critias
approximately repeats what he had said before, "Lhat’it alone of the other knOW{CdgCS 18 a
knowledge both of itself and of the other knowledges"” (166¢). AsvSocrafcs points out,
however, if Critias is to have a comprehensive knowledge of kr.owledge, then it must also Bc a
knowledge of what is not knowledge. Critias agrees; he w_i§hes to have a comprehensive

knowledge of the other, knowledges and of“knowledge itself. Socrates -1 suggests that there

.is a certain additional benefit to be derived from this: that the one h. ng this knowledge of

knowledge and non-knowledge and of the other knowledges will not only Know himself as

" such, but will 150 ha~e the power (dunatos) to examine what he himself happens to know

and what not, and have the power as well.to examine others, both what they do know and

what they merely Suppose they k‘now. No one else would have the power to do this. Onc
would, then, not only be able to examine oneself and others on the basis of this knowledge,
but also "recognize oneself;" this would seem to suggest that‘one's personal identity is - -
essentially established by what one thinks (and not-,‘f or eiample, by one's conétcllalion of
passibns andﬂ appetitcs)yl Socrates asks.Critias if how Socrates has characterized Critias’
argument is what he is really saying, that "this is what being moderate, and medcration, and
oneself recognizing oneself is: knowing both what onc knows and what one doés not know”
T

(167a). Critias says that this is what he is saying and Socrates now accepts this as a

definition.

0pne can never forget that Critias' young cousin and ward is listening to the
conversation. What seem to be constant reminders to -Critias, however, that only the
logos or truth should matter, are reminders to us that the truth is not, for Critias
or for most people, an intrinsic good. We tend, that is, to subordinate the truth to’
what we would prefer to believe. : '




4.2.1 Knowledge of Knowledge and Non-Knowledge

Thus Socrates savs that they must go "back again’ *as if from the beginning”

(167ab). With these words the philosopher links this: thiid beginning with the first ofie, ) .A‘-gr‘j .
where Socrates pointed out that Critias wanted to call one's own thmgs good and thus the L d '
. ‘l\?ﬂ-" . :aw‘ @

doing of oné's own things came to be understooé as thc domg of good thmgs (cf. 163d) A

sccond beginning had occurrcd. when Crmas wxlhngly Jemsonned everythmg said bef ore- mt,‘l,»
A T

#yr of the view that sophrosyne is know]edge of oneself (165ab) Socrates' express

7
reference to "the third one for the Savxor qremmds us of the ‘several times before he
~investigated othcrs rcvcalmg to Lheer Qwﬁ .sausf action (or dnssatlsf acuon more hkely) that
‘o L . J
they did not know v/ hal Lhev su«ppdsed'they knew i one carefully exammes how he .

‘ accomphshes this wuhout hlm%}f c}mmmg 1o know what sophrosyne 1s one Vnotmcs that the

s

\

1 second” and central of (,rlﬁasadef mmons "knowledee of oneself wagmever really refuted,
Yy
P )7

bul merely abandoned b) Cmras m favou bf sull the thxrd defmmdp&about to be

aaw @

*. » »investigated. One also nouces {hatlat rzvach new begmnmg the philosopher points to a problem

»

Wthh 1s é@mmng through the argumems 1he quesuon of how one knows if what one does is

©

good "‘&" This is. 1o :g)@ the f mal “hbauon Socrates says. If we are returning to a consideration

r\“,,
S
s ;& a of how one kndws Lhat the Lhmgs one does érc good then knowmg what one knows and what
L@ Y
55 one’ docs not n’?a\ be seen as the final. attempt at understandmg how this is possible.'*’

Fs

“‘ Dy ' Socrales wishes {hen to mvesugate tWe thmgs first, whether it is possible to know

P )

. what one knows and 1o know whal one does nol know and second, even if it is possible, what

it g

A

Y Ahcncf it Lhere would be-in us ﬂgawmg,gt Soc;ates then, will not relent gn the question of
Sy o é
*’-buish 3 W1shcs fi 1r51 0 mvestxgate if jt is possible not only to ha

y khowledge of

know}cdg.e in thcﬁutﬁtantwe sc‘ﬂ of having knowledge of something, but also if it is possible

v’n

to know ,tl;(zl one knows what one knows. He suggests that, in the final analysis, this would

i
Py

1°With the words "back again,” Socrates may also be linking Charmides' own going
"back again” at 163d with the two places in the conversation with Critias where he
uses the same expression. Charmides' own new begmnmg also foundered on the
question of the good. Cf. 160d-161b.

19As Bruell points out, "a knowledge of what one knows and docs not know may
be as close as one can come 10 knowmg the goodness of what one does.” Bruell,
p. 173.



-~

=

65

require being able also to know that one does not know. Socrates says he finds this possioilit_\'
. 2rpi=xing, and he offers to tell Critias how it is thal he is perplexed' tH

The philosopher thus advises Critias to "see_what a strange thing” they are trying to
say. Socrates sees it, and offers to try to help Critias see what is strange about this third |
defini;ion (the perplexing reflexivity of knowledge about knowledge) by comp’éring it with
certain "other things,” in which, the philosopher supposes, "it will seem to you Lo be
impossible (adunaton).” Critias, forgetting his claim about the uniqueness of this particular

kind of knowledge, asks "How and where" (167¢)? The phxlosophcr then goes lhTOUgh nine

" things in the followmg order; seeing, hearing, all perccpuon desire, will {or wxsh) love, fear,

opinion, and knowledge. He begins with seeing:
"Think over whether in yolir opinion there is a kind of seeing of sceing that is not of
what the other seeings are of, but is a seeing of itself and of the other secings, and i

the same way of non- seemg one which, although it is a seeing, sees no color, but
sees itsell and the other seeings. In your opinion is there such aone” (167cd)?

C}'iiias, ignoring Socrates' advice to think it over, swears there is not. His opinion, however
common sensical, is mistaken. To begin with, there are tw0 ways of comprchending the

v :
pos ‘\ility":é}”’ what Socrates is asking, first with respect to the physical sense of vision via the
eye of the body, and seoond with respect to the vision of the mind (as above, in "secing”
what is .slrdvnge about this definition).?** And even with respect to the physical sense, we are
able to sée seeing in two ways. First, inasmuch as we are able to observe sight iself, we see
that seemg (as well as other things, e.g. air) is invisible;'*? thus we have a seeing not only of

itself and the other seeings, but also of non-seeings. Second, with respect to the sensc of sight

itself, we have a sense of this sense; that is, we see not only what we sce, i.c. colored shapes,

‘but that we see, thus seeing sees itself and the other seeings. In the same way, there is a secing

of the mind which, in being awate of itself, sees that it sees and not simply what it sces. Just

Y

DiGocrates seems, then, to be able to articulate his own "non-knowledge.” Onc

cannot be knowledgeable and perplexed at the same time with:respect (o the same
thing. .

BIAll the percepuons but especially seeing and hearing, have a kind of dual
character, applicable to both the body and the mind.

3]t is easy to imaginé it otherwise, e.g., seeing as cones of colored light projected

from the -eyes. : r
o : 9
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as with bodily vision, we are ,also able 100] variouély characterize the sight of the mind,
dnstmgurshmg clear sight from clouded For Critias, what Socrates asks is so far outside of his
ordinary experrence that he w111 swear by Zeus (hrs fi rrst oath) that in hrs opmron there is no
su’ch thing as Socrates asks. He has not thought long, then, either about how we are to
understand the physrcai sense of srght or whv ;mman beings refer so readr]y so naturally, to '
the mind's ability to see. Cntras sees seeing only as directed at the-other things which are its
0 chcls as he sees it, 1t is not at all reflexive. He has not carefully observed seeing, and thus
has not nonced c.g., the du’ fcrence between the passivity of seeing and the activity of
obscrv_rng. | ‘

| Socrates next considers ;heéring, and asks,"what about a hearing mZ’i ‘hears.no sound,
but hears itself and the other hearings and non hearmgs (167d)? Strange as it may seem at
first blush, hearing too, hears not onl\ sound but hears itself and the other hearings and
non-hearings. We hear that the night is ‘quviet (how else would we know that it is?), and that
normal maariong is quiet (as'anyone knows who's ever had a ringing in his ears). It rs also |
reflexive inasmtrch as it has a sense of itself; you cannot hear and yet be unaware that you
hear.' And what the mind hears when peoole speak is rrtore than simply sounds; wlta't
_Charmides hears when‘Socrates. epeaks would be just so rrruch Greek to Shakespeare's Casca
(cf. 15935. Not having thought any more about hearing than about sight, however, Critias .
promptly discounts the possibility that hearing is reﬂexive. |

Socrates next recommends that Critias "investigate” (cf . 165¢) all perception, and asks

summarily, "concernin'g"all perceptions'whether m your opinion there is a kind of ’perception
Br pereeptions and of:' itself that perceives nothing of what the othef perceptions perceive"'
(167d)? Critias says that in his opinion there is no suchtﬁir_rg. But if one takes the trouble to

investigate, one sees that in order to understand the senses, one must have an understanding

- of how we are aware of these senses. Thus we can understand our physical perception of - . .

we are asking when we tell someone to "look,” @nd with respect to- hezrmg when
we tell someone (o "listen,"” an activity (compared with the passivity of hearing).

!
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have a perception of our perceptions; asleep, we have no such Gerceptiqn. Is there not an
analogue to this with respect to the mind: an active, working state, and 2 passive, sleeping
state?'?* This perception of perception, however, presumes a recognition of a sell’ which

L] .
perceives. This would be a kind of rudimentary knowledge of oneself as a self, what we might

~

call a "self -consciousness. "¢

. . . ‘ N i .
Having dealt with the perceptions, Socrates then moves to the desires and passions. He

asks first, "But is there in your opinion a kind of desire that is a desire of no pleasure, but is
i . , -
of itself and of the other desires?" As Socrates has taken away desire’s customary object,

pleasure, Critias replies adamantly, "of co' rse not" (167¢). He does not recognize,;then, what

v ‘

: 3
would be part of a self-conscious attempt to become moderate: that one would desir¢ only

certain kinds of desires which would contribute to one's;moderaiion, and one would, further,
desire to have.this very desire itself REE | |
Thus Socrates mov’gs to "willing" (boulomai).”'- He asks, "nor a will, I suppose, that

: Wills nothing good but wills itself and the other. wills" (167¢). Critias offers his now |
customary response, but he again over]ooks that one can will 1o'have a strong will, and also
will to stop being ;'willful," and that in f ac; such willing would Be charactéris_tic of one in
search of self -control, indeed cemiral to such an aspiration (just as it is the central of the ninc
thingdconsideredy. IiAeems possible, that is, fo.r.willing to become an object of itsglf ,‘.xhat S

et .

self -conscious willing 'niay epitomize this will willing itself .

A

The philosbphef'then moves to what may well be the most problematic of the pa'ssions

listed, "Would you assert that there is a kind of erotic love such that it happens to be a love

5] is when Socrates tells Charmides that the moderation in him should furnish
some perception of itself, that he then has a perception of this perception. Cf.
159a. Recall, also, Socrates' suggestion in the Apology that most people doze
through life, unaware of what they do, unless stung to wakefulness by some gadfly.
cf. Apology 30d-3la. . ) _—
13¢0ne should note that seeing and hearing are the oply ones of the nine of which
Socrates expressly asks if it is possible for these to have their own power toward
their negatives: a seeing of non-seeing, and a hearing of non-hearing. We have 10
~ remind ourselves that we taste when something is tasteless, smell that something is ~
odorless, etc. ‘ . : ‘
. 1An example would be desiring the desire to ‘exercise one's physical or mental
faculties so as to hone them .to their greatest pitch.
19The Wests translate this as "wish"wor "wishing".
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of nothing beautiful, but is of itself and of the other loves" (167ev)? Critias understands there
10 be only a love of things beaunf ul, but given what's gone before, Socrates question

- suggests that there may be a kmd of love which loves itself and the other loves In a simple
sense, we understand a kind of love of love when we speak of those who not only love being
in love, but who also love t'he whole idea of love. This in itself however, may still be a love

~ of the beautiful. There may also be however, a love of love itself by a soul which seeks the
powcr of a great eros, that this love itself is of "nothing beautif ul” but of eros 1tself One can
sce how a great eros would provide one the greatest power 1o succeed in whatever was the
focus of that love: a very great love of wisdom, or a very great love of self -rule would direct
a very great power toward these thmgs thus one would love eros itself because it promises the.
the grcatest power. Aside from lthis'ki'nd of instrumental love of love, however, there remains
the pOSSlblll[) that prof ound knowledge of somethmg presuymes a Jove of it, thus a profound
knowledge of love would entail a kind of love of love.!* !

Of the passions, then, Socrates finally asks Critias, "have you ever noticed a kind of
fear that f ears‘itself and the other fears, but fears not even one of the terrible things "
(167e-168a)? Critias, c}iaracteristically, ‘has not noticed any, but it would seem that one might
in fact f ezir one's own cowardice, that one would, in this serise, have "a kind of fear of ?ear,"
a fear of being overcome by fear. Indeed, the memoir_s' of soldiers are replete with testimony -
that this was their dominant fear, the fear that they would fail the test of battle and prove a
coward. Moderation itself may entail a recognition of 51'1ch a f ear as the only legitimate fear
one should have. | |

It is becoming obvious, however, that Critias has an understanding neither of the soul
nor of sophrosyne havmg no awareness as to how the motions of the soul are necessarily
self -reflexive. Prodded by the philosopher's questions it has come to light that oné is able to -
become the object of one's own concern, thus beconie able to both study and cultivate one's

own degsires. will, loves, and fears toward a certain order in the soul. If Critias is not aware of

 this, it is most likely that any education in sophrosyne which he may have attempted with

9Socrdtes himself claims to be an expert on erotic matters. Cf Symposium 212bc.
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'nouced such a phenomena, but one is h:aT -pressed to understand the status of his own reply
as anything other than an opinion of opinion. The prot;lem, it would seem, is tiat of
distinguishing knowledge f rom opinion, $0O as to be able.to recognize opinion when we see it.
- We need to replace opmlons about opinion with knowledge of opinions, ;s well as knowlcdg
of knowledge and non-knowledge. The problematic nature of doing $0, however, docs not
prevent us from seeing that an opinion of opinions and thus of it_self is possible. We take this
for granted when we propose te investigate another's opinion; we opine thai it is an opinion, |
and wish to form our own opinion about it:
Having too easily secured Critias' agrg€ment that the strange. and perplexing reflexivity

which he claims characterizes sophrosyne has no counterpart in other things of the soul (and
v_ the things examined would seaems to be the principal means whereby we- gain an awarcness of
both ourselves and our world: perception, inner experiences, and opinions), Socrates
concludes, "But it seems we assert that there is a kind of knowledge such that it is a
. knowledge of nothing learn{é‘d’; bu' 1 a,knonledge of itself and of the other knowledges”
(168a). This should® seem exceedmgly strange to Critias now, f or he clearly does not
comprehend the self -reflexive character of the soul, so he cannot f urther comprchend thc
' reflexive character of its knowing. It would seem, however, that we must have "a k(nd of
| kndwledge"-'that is itself not éomething learn¥d in order to.learn'anything else, that we must

* ."instinctively” 'recbgnize when we've learned, that all modes of learning canriot have been-
‘ '_vlearned sCrmas vushes 1o, say that we can actually have the knowledge that we know

o somethlng He seens 1o meah by this that we can have knowledge of what formally

Gyl L . : !
o b ; #oiv L . .
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- something else and of itself.
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constitutes knowledge:“";Critias, however, cannot provide an_éxplanatiqp of this knowledge
itself ; how we would know or learn that these formal requirements truly constitute a _
definition of knéwledge. Doing so would seem to require a "knowing" which is prior to
knowledge in Critias’ sensé, and this knowing would need to be reflexive; it would have to
know hself as knowing. Critias, however, seems to have .completely forgotten his claim that
knowledge of kn;)WIedge 1s un'iquely dif ferenp from the other knéwledges.'

Socrates does not stop ai“this point; he wishe§ to investigate this strange thing yet
further. H: characterizes this knowledge of knowledée as one-which has 4 kind of power _tb be
of something. Critias agrees emphatically. Nonetheless the philosopher elaborates, using
quantitative examples, such as "the greater,” ;)v}iich he asserts has the power to be greater

q
3 e 2 | . e . .
than something, which would necessarily have to be less. Critias continues 10 agree, perhaps

he feels he is on familiar ground again, ai]d we do seem to be.investigating at this point
Critias' view of knowledge, which it should be noted is mathematical, or quantitativé,

; o . _
throughout. L1 this power to be gre}iter, then, Socrates asks if it is possible for ‘such to be of
itself. If '*ipowledge has the characteristic of having to be greater than its object, thus if i;s
object is itself , then it rﬁust be both gréater than itself and less' than itself. This would seem, .
vwith respect to magnitudes, an impossibility. As Levine points oﬁt, 11 would violate the
principle of non-contradiction.'’

‘Soc‘rates'tums then to multitudes. By speaking of the double, he is turning to the
relationship of discrete én@ies to themselves andr_to‘each other. With respect to such entities
1. wotld seem impossible f or‘them to have their own power ;oWard themselves, thus it cannot
be, by virtue of the fact that the double is a discrete quantity untb it's own, both a ‘doubie, of
Thus, Socrates recapitulates, noting that with respect to substantial things and.

rclaiionships (such as the more to the less, the heavier to the lighter, and the older to

149His .own earlier examples of calculation and geometry may be paradigms of “this
kind of knowledge. v :

41 evine, p. 242. We have just. seen, however, how the human faculties are able to
have their own power toward themselves; they become, that is, their own object.

t

.



{ ' 7 -

younger) we do not allow, that a thing which has a cerrrain power cdn have its own'power
~ toward itself. In further substantiation of this rule, Socrates turns again to hearing and seeing.
He reminds Critias that they had said hearing was not of anything other than of sound suth
that 1f 11 is to hear 1ts<f it must have a sound, and that in th¢ same way, if seeing was to se¢
tself, it would require color. Thus for those things whrch they went lhrough some (sizes,
, quantities and the like) seem impossible, and orhers we would vigorously distrust (a-pisteitai)
-as havmg their own power with regard to themselves.'*? " -

| Socrates does not leave this.as a final conclusion; he elaborares sull f urthcr on certain
possibilities, - H(‘)wever, hearr_r_rg and seeing, -again, and further, a motion \rhovmg itself and a
heat kindling, and again, allnsuch things, might afford diatrust to some, but perhaps not to ‘
certain'“oth;ers“ (168e-169a, my emphasis).'*’ Notic/e the philosopher expréssly and repeatediy
leaves open the possibility of there being some kinds of self -relations, however strange and
perplexing they may at first appear. Is nht motion moving itself and heat kindling
‘. characteristic of the soul?!4 'i‘hose who attend onlr to things outside themsclv'cs. failing to
reflect suff iciently on the self doing the attending, will not recognize the possibility of any of
the reflexive i)ow;.rs of the soul. Ironically, this includes Critias, the very man who ventured
that sophro§#ne is doing one's own things self -consciously, that it is knorvlcdge of oneself,
" that it is knowledge of knowledge -- all of which, rightly understood, may be pertinent to ‘
und,erstanciing sophrosyne. What is needed is to distinguish all of the things that are and “&
investigate their relations both with others and with themselves to see, of each one, if by
nature it has its own power with regard lr) itself . If we should find things in which this is tha “},
case, it is among these that we must look for the knowledge which.we are now asscrrihg is i
fnoderation. |
m) is the term which Socrates uses in the Republic to describe our
attitude toward that part of the realm of opinion which he calls the "originals.”
This is the visible realm in which we trust in the existence of the things which we i
see. This trust would seem to be necessary on the pain of absolute chaos, but it ‘¢
does not constitute knowledge. .
139acrates has repeated here the examples of hearing and seeing, pcrhaps 10 point
to their dual nature, being both of the body and of the mind.

144See Jacob Klein, A Commentary on Plato's "Meno™ (Chapel Hill: Umvcrsrty of
North Carolina Press, 1965), pp. 24-25.
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Socrates says that ‘he does not .. ims.. w dra. -~ necessary distinctions, but
that "some great man” who can d* .o with respect ) every.niny " We can see, however, |
that the philosopher 1s being ir~ -cal, {"at he has in fact made some uch distinctions within
his own soul, suggesting thr~ igu his lading . estions the possipil:ty - our doing so as well.
The philosopher says now  »wever, tiat he does divire (mar.teuorna’) that moderation is

fon of the soul

somelhing‘beneﬁcial and £ ..."** Did he see something 1 nis ¢ vn avestl
which gave rise to this diy '+ Or aid Cridas’ own powerl=s: s to make an investigation
sﬁggesl it." In any case, Socrate. wouid Iike nov 10 vestier  Lhe beneficiality\of the
‘conceptic;n of moderation which Critic, set down o’ < sophrosyne is "a knowledge of '
knowledge and partidularly of non‘tknowledgc. But before doing so, he challenges Critias to
prove his greeiméss by showing "first that it is pdssible for you to deraonstrate what I was just "_}.
saying, and then, in addition to being possible, that it is also beneficial” (1§9b, my ‘
emphasis).

Critias, however, is unable to answer. Hearing what the philosopher has said; and
secing him apparently at a loss, Critias demonstrates‘ a distinct lack of self-mastery: he is
infected by Socrates' perplexity,' "just as'thos‘e who see people yawning right across from
them have the same happen to them" (169c). Critias, however, is not moved or ruled by his
,perplexuy so much as by his pride, feeling "ashamed before those pxesem " Like his young
ward who earlier was left "speechless (alogon) because he did not w1sh to tarnish the others'

opinion about hirh, Critias is u'nwilling to honestly admit his perplexity for fear of tarnishing

his own reputation. However attractive a sense of shame is in youths such as Charmides (cf.

"There seems also to be a certain kind of trust required in one's ability to make
such dnstmcuons Socrates does not say what would constitute the basis of this
trust, but“it would seem to depend on havmg an adequate understanding of how
perception (mlsper"epuon) work, how one's desires and wishes and loves and fears
‘may affect one's judgement, how to assess opinions, etc.

Megethos was earlier used to describe Charmides, and Charmides’ mother's side of
the family. Perhaps the ptulosopher sees the potentxal of the young man to become
such a great man.

14eSocrates conjoins beneficial and good here, perhaps suggesting that rnodgrauon can
be both good for oneselfl and good for others, or both instrumentally and
intrinsically good.

1'We should notice here that he divines only the aess of moderation, and not ‘\\;
also its beauty.
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158c) shame makes Critias unable to speak the truth, and thus to doév'vhat is needed 10 .
‘M_.‘-‘j %

overcome hxs perplemy Socrates provides for our consxderanon then, the example of hmf?’ b

Critias’ lack of self -knowledge works agamsl his own good.'** VR

If it were up to Crmas then, the dlscussmn would be at a standsull At is the soul of

Socrates which sets it in motion agam» gracef ully proposing a concessﬂm Wthh may casc the '

,7»:?
present discomfiture of Critias.!*® Socrates will allow, "so that (i:;r argument may go ' P L

forward,” that it is possible for a knowledge 6 knowledge 1o come 1o be. They will procced:

on this assumption, leaving off its investigation for some gither time. As they are agreed that
,r:;,"a

it 4s possible for one to know that one knows, Socrat w states, "even if this is possible,

how is one any more able to know both what one kffows and what not? For this surely was

what we“;/ere saying was to recognize oneself and to be moderate, weren't we" (169d)?'*
Critias agrees, and he reiterates this conclusion by séying that one who has a
knowledge that itself recognizes itself would be of the sa'me sort as what he has, "much as one
who has swiftness is swift and one who has beauty-is beautiful.” Whether he realizes it or
not, both of his illustrations allude to Charmides. As noted before, the dne who has swiftness
may nonetheless choose to do certain things slowlé(cf 159b), and the one who has beauly
may nonetheless not be "altogether beautiful” (cf 155de) While the philosopher will
apparent]y accept that sameone having that which is cognizant of itself will thereby Tecognize
himself, he does not see how this~w:";{,§i§,necessarily vmean' that the one .who has this cognition - -

will also "know both what he knows and what he does not know" (169¢). Socrates does not

see, that is, how having cognition of oneself on Critias’ terms constitutes a comprehensive

1Critias himself had agreed that it is a common good that "cach thing that exists.
become clearly apparent just as it is" (166d). As revealed before in the discussion
with Charmides, shame sometimes works against what is beneficial; Homer's
Telemachos may be right in co'ﬂtendmg that shame is not good for a needy man,
especially when it prevents his acknowledging his needfulness.

19Critias, after all, has been unable to defend the possibility of there being a
 knowledge of knowledge, making it patently obvious that he doesn't himself have

- knowledge of knowledge, and so isn't sophronos by his own definition.

15%We should note that at the point at which we would have expected 'to investigate
the benefit of such a knowledge, Socrates investigates instead the question of
whether, by virtue of such knowledge, one is able.to know what one knows and
what not. See Bruell, pp.;194-195. '
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knowledge of knowledge such that one would be knowledgeable in a substantwe,
knowing | both what oné knows and what not. Crmas does not see the dlS[lﬂ?f%J’.\ Lﬁu
phllOSOphCT 1is making. Soc:ates tries to explain by saymg that he does notherstangl how

knowmg what one knows oneself would enable one to know what anyone- does ngt know. Not

w

!

surprlsmgly this clarification of the issue does not hélp Crmas much, who ﬂmderstandably

-

replies, "What are you saying?” ' T

-

Critias by now is beside hlmself thh puzzlement sa Socrates slows down and begins

to-explain exactly what he means. The phllosop 1 asks ether a knowledge of knowledge
wouid be able 10 dlstmgulsh anything more“than that somethmg isa knowledge, and another
is not. Crmas replies, "No, but only that much.” Socrates then asks Crmas if "knowledge and
nonknowledge of Lhe healthful and knowledge and nonkno%vledge of the JUS[ are the same
pomung out, upon Critias’ negauve answer that one is, doctormg one politics, and one
(knowledge of knowledge presumably) nothing other than knowledge (l70b).‘“ But if one
has only knowledge of knowledge, and not also knowledge of the healthful and the Just “what
substantially does he know” One with a knowledge of knowledge would be able to recogmze
that he has a knowledge of some[hmg bul apparently would not havea clue as to what it
~ substantially is. 151
As Socrates elumdates ‘the problem
"But how will he know by 1his knowledge lhat.he recognizes? For he recognizes the

healthful by doctoring, not by moderation; Harmonics by music, not by moderation;

-and housebuilding by housebuxldmg not by moderation, and so on in everything” ‘

(170bc) ‘
It seems 1mpossxble given orly an uuerly formal knowledge of what consmutes knowledge to

recognize what any more substantial knowledge, such as that which constitutes the arts, is

'knowledge of, much ess understand the actual principles by which an art is practiced. As

‘“Thls is the only time that politics is explicitly mentioned in the dlalogue"’dT
point made by the contrast to doctoring that a knowledge of politics wg have
a very different ‘character than that of the other more "technical” arts.

192THis would seem to be all that he knows of himself and others, that they do. or
do not' have knowledge. Bizarre as all this sounds, it is perilously close to the

-aspirations of Logical Positivism, a philosophic school which until recently dominated .

_ thinking about science.

v
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Socrates has noted, one would only be able to sa\ of an art that it is a knowledge. This view
presents ‘a double "problem. then, of not being able to recognize either the purpose or the |
practice of any given art. This would only be known b) the practitioner of the art. We are
reminded that this is so by Socraies' apparent "slip- up in saying "housebuilding by
housebuilding' rather than "the well-built house by housebuilding.” For, of cour‘s?, the art of
housebuilding does allow one tov do both, whereas Critias' conception of "knowicdge of
knowledge" allows one to do neither, nor to distinguish it from either medicine or harmonics.
Insofar as moderaltion is simplyz kn'owing‘that one knows, but not what one knows,
then one possessing such a totally abstract facility will not "be able to examine whether
another claiming to have kndwledge of something does have knowledge or doesn't have
knowledge of what he says he has knowledge of.” One cduld only establish that he has “a.
kind of knowledge but would not be able o fecognize "what it is of (170d) Tﬁus Socralc; "
suggests, "he won't be able to judge between one who prctends to be a doctor but is not and
one who truly is.” So Charmides might be moderate in this sense but not be able o see
through the ruse Critias employed in muoducmg h1m to the philosopher (lSSb) Oris it
Critias who cannot recognize a true doctor when he meets one”? In any case, according o
Socrates, the "moderate one” would not be able to distinguish a true craftsman from a
pretender. But isn't this precisely the one thing that he should be able to do: recognize that
someone knows (when he'does), or tpat someone does no* xnow (when he doesn't)? He may
not know what kind of knower someone is, but he should be able to distinguish him from a '
pretender. Why doesn't Ci. ias raise this objection? Perhaps he simply doesn't know what he
is talking aboﬁt. But if one thinks about it some mére, one sees that Socrates is right, after
all. ‘_For, if a knowlcdgéable carpenter were to pose as a doctor, Critias’ "m(;d'cratc" man
could not detect this imposture. Ana since virtually eyef'yone is a knower of sdr‘ﬁc kind cvﬁn
if no more tHan a knower of one's native tongue (cf. 159a), everyone is potentially a
g succcssf ul pretender.
The ;raftsnian, in turn, does not havé k‘powledge of the kina of knowlcdge which the

moderate one possesses, but rather only knowledge of what Socrates now characterizes as "the



,invcstigating "in what is spoken and done in a certalm
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things of his art” ( l7lb).‘The doctor is said to have knowledge of the "healthful and the

‘ diseaseful,” about which only another doctor can question him. Knowledge of the healthful,

l

insofar as l.hlS mcludes knowmg how lo restore health, necessarily includes knowing how to

: recogm/c departurcs from health, d'sease and what causes disease. This is, as Socrates

charactenzes it, what doctormg itself is "invol ed i." One can only investigate this by

< whether what is spoken is truly

spoken and what is done is correctly done™ (171b) It should Jbe noted, however, that
knowledge of disease is something open -ended, mdeed/pz(entlally mfmlte for whereas health
is one thing (the natually best condition), there i§ practically an inf initude of ways to ‘be
un'hcalthy some COmmon, some \;ery rare, perhaps some .still to arise and therefore still

2

unknown He who is truly knowledgeable about nowledge would recognize in what respects,

e, g carpentry haﬂnomcs medicine, geometr) pohtlcs etc., are the same and 1n what

are not enurely the same.

- respects they are different, and why so (e.g., the respective roles of perceptual ev1dence

induction, analysis, etc.)_
/

' . 3 o
Socrates now "reminds” Critias that if, as in the beginning, they were asserting that‘

.
L]

should’ one be able to pOssess a knowledge "both of what he knows and what he does not

know--that he knows the oné and that he doelsn t know the other -and be able to investigate

4
someone- else in this, same state,” that such a moderation would be grandly beneficial to us

(171d). And if such a one or ones. existed and were ruling, he says further, it would be
possxblc to govern a c1ty and even a houschold, 50 as 1o ensure lhat anvthmg to be done
would be done correctly 153 A moderate person, then, "would not attempt to do what he
didn't have knowledge of," but would, fmd those who did and engage them to do it;
moreover, he would not turn over to those he happened to rule any task they weren't capable
of doing conectly, and this would be: what t ey had knowledge of" (171e). If t‘r)ns were the

case, Socrates concdudes, "it is necessary for those so situated to do beauttf ully angl well in-

“every doing, and for those who do well to be happy" (172b). Socrates asks:Critias w_het_her

”’Socrates conjoins city and household without any warrant Critias does not
question him about this, though it seems that ruling a city ‘and ruling a household

i
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this isn't what they were saying early on. It isn't, but it may well be what Critias has been LT

thinking all along. C / '

Critias agrees compféle'ly. Socrales seems to have described Critias’ own version of
Utopia, everything done well and beautifully according 1o knowledge. Unfortunately.
however, this kind of knowledge does not appear to be possible insof ar as it would require
one to have a comprehensive knowledge of knowledge itself, and comprehensive knowledge of
‘each of the kn‘owledges.”‘ Moreover, it~presumes that all the arts are camplete, that llhcrc 15
no guesswork or farlures (as we've been reminded there are: oI. 164c); and that there trs a
diviner's art by means of which one can gam a}nowledge of what is going ﬁ; be” »(17% Li
174a 169b, 164e). Thus whar they have discovered moderation mrght be- - "hgving knowledge
of k_noxyledge and norr-krrowledge"--has only this personal ocnefir: the one who has it is ablc
to "learn more easily whatever he learns” because he is able 10 discern the knowledge in cach ) ‘_,";
thing such that each thing becomes more distinct to him. But having this, ability 1o discern
such knowledge, he is able to examine if others also have learned wtral he has lcarncd' Thus

he can examine others "more beautifully” while those wrthout moderation would do $0 "more

" weakly and poorly What personal advantage there would be to this is hard to see, but lhal n

could have political consequcnces seems clear enough. If one felt obliged for some reason o

acquaint others wrth their 1gnorance as Socrates is doing in this dialoguc, moderation might
enable one to- do so without arousing their. resentment, and thereby avoid the fate of Socrates
(cf. Apology, 22e ff.).

Socrates asks a strange queStion about Lhiﬂs, however: hc‘éays ""arc we looking al
somethi'ng greater and requiring it to be greater than it is” (172¢)? Thus he subtly hearkens
back to the earlier discussicr of "the greater” not having the power 10 be greater than itself
‘ (168bc). He may be suggesting that this understandmg of moderauon as a knowledge that we
know and that vf}efido not know must actually be based on the "greater” knowledge of

knowledge itself which Critias is unable to see. As such, Critias can only assume what he

sWhat Socrates really seems to b¢ saying, however, is that this knowledge itself
cannot even justify itself as knowledge because it cannot do so without recourse 10
some understanding of how knowledge must be reflexive.

»
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believes he knows isgenuine knowledge,-and that he ié'able thus 10 examine the.exienl .of
others' know]edgé.-'SocraLes' ‘poim would be, however, that having a complete unders;anding
of knowlcdgvc itsclf‘ would require, as he 'had‘earlier described, having an understanding 6f the
soul, and of the motions in the soul in regard to themselves and to each other. It would
require self -knowledge in é complete sense. : 4 -
Socrales savs té Critias ’théf certain strange things about moderation are now \
becomin. " icarly apparem" to him if moderation ,1%35 (i;itias sees it. In expianation of these
D W
things, Socrates proposes that they allow a certain ass‘f;rr?i;iion 10 be set down; "let us grant
what we ,yvérc selting down ‘moderation o be from the beginning,” he says, “knox.ving both
what one knows and What one does not know” (l72c).'He proposés, then, that fhey not
"strip away " this assumption, as-they have previously, so that they can investigate whether
such a thing wquld be of profit to us if it were "leading the management of both household
and city” (172d). Socrates thus has dropbed the question of whether this rﬁoderation is

possible in order to argue with another of Critias' opinions: that this moderation is also

beneficial. The philosopher believes that they have not "agreed beautif ully" because they were .

_not "investigating correctly " (172e). Socrates now swears for his fourth and last time. He

swears "by the dog," that peculiar oath characteristic of him (which may, Gorgias

suggests, signify Anubis, the mediator in Egyption theology between the uppey and lower
world).'** | ' J— \\, C

Critias demands that Socrates speak and thus contribute to the common good of their
all knowing ‘what he means. Socrates prefaces what he about to say with the warning that he

may be only babbling, but it is his concern for himself which prompts his investigation: it is
' . 5.
necessary o investigate just what appears and-not to pass by ix}d_if ferently if one is concerned
. k4 g
for oneself even a little” (173a)*** The philosopher explains that what now:appears. to him
‘/ . v .

a

1%Gorgias 482b. Dogs, and their trai;ling, moreover, act in the Republic as an

" cxemplification of how one would train the spirits of the warriors so as to be’

courageous defenders of the city. We do, not, by Critias' account of moderation,
have a very profound understanding’ of the human spirit, that central and most
problematic part of the soul, and how it could be trained. See Republic 375a-376¢.
1**Ag women are tyﬁically Jknown as the consummate babblers, it is fitting that
Socrates should ally his own dream with that of Penelope in the Odyssey. Penelope

~



- have better control against the forces of nature, doctors better expertise in the health of the '

9

“appears as a dream in which Critias' utopian city is realized. All of the arts would be done in

strict accordance with knowledge so as to minimize the chance of error: pilots, thus, would

)

5%
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body, and generals better strategies against enemies in war.'*” All of the arts, furthermore.:

" would be done more artfully, so as to provide us the best equipment which cach art cou‘lAd :

produce.'** The philosopher even atlows, as he must to complete the Utopia, that there is
such a thing as a diviner's art which would give us greater predictive powers. We thus not
only have bgtter control against all of the forces of nature, but we improve our mastery of
chance. On the surface, it is a very attractive Utopia. | .

The philosopher, however, is not satisfied. He says to Critias that there is one thing

that L.hey are not vet able to learn: "that in acting knowledgeably we would do well and be

happy" (173d). Critias, ver 2 entive‘to honor, replies, "You will certainly not casily find~~_
) . N’

some other delimitatior of 'doirg well" if you dishonor 'knowledgeably.'” Perhaps Socrates s
sympathetic with Critiz," droon . he speaks of him as a friend (phile) and acknowledges that ‘
in his own opinion alua "h7p.'y man is defined well as one who lives knowledgeably

(173¢),% but the philosc her suagests that Critias’ understanding of what living

knowledgeably means is miscor ceived. He asks Critias now to teach him a "little thing in

6(cont’d) has beer wondering what is the good or proper thing to do with respect
to her household. She s :.rying to weigh her own obligations to her son and long
away husband agair ' what is beneficial for herself, which might mean lcaving her
house to marry the bee of the suitors who now desire her. Her dreamygis a
speculation about w:a~ might happen should Odysseus come home to kill all of the
suitors. Penelope is nov certain whether she would even be happy should Odysseus
succeed. She may 10 ionger know him as she did. Penelope has been relating her
dream to Odysseus himself who is yet disguised as a beggar. He reassures her that
this dream portends only the best things, to which she replies that there arc two
gateways for ghostly ‘dreams, one of ivory and one of horn. Those drcams which
come through ivory deceive completely, but those which come through horn may be
borne .out "if mortals only know them." The knowledge which -Penelope seeks 1s

.much different from that which Critias characterizes as knowledge. See Odyssey, XIX

564-567.
1The example of generals -is an odd one. One might expect that should knowledge

_be leading the way, we would not have war. As Socrates later suggests, it is only

when there is no possibility of counsel that violence is necessary. Is he pointing
here to the impossibility that all people should be led by common good; he has in
fact prefaced the dream by an appeal to self-interest. : ’ '
159G0crates does not say that they would produce the most beautiful, or the best

things simply. .

For = W2, VINC I S



| addit-_ion,"‘ what he meane'by "knowledgeably. "’

‘Socrates would seem to nave reached the crux of the problem. britias believes the
‘mo< " -ation which he understands as a knowledge of knowledge and non-knowledge is.the
: rnoderallon which can defme Lhe greatest Utopia, but Socrates contends that to justify this,
~ onc would have to show how acung knowledgeably would mean that we would do well and be 3
happy. Socrales thus confronts directly the issue which he had touched only obllquely when
the dialogue began He had sald Lhen that Charmldes father's sxde of the famlly and thus
Critias' side, was "distinguished in beautv and virtue, and in the rest of whal 1s0 called
happiness” (157¢- 158a) Socrates was amblguous there as to what substantlally would
determine such happiness, and he here raises the question again. Since Critias agrees that
artisans "live knowledgeably, " but does not agree that as a consequence they are necessarily
happy, Lhen it would seem thatnol just any knowledge conf ers happiness. So the philosopher
says he is "longing" to know which of the knowledges makes a man happy { l74a) Critias
doee not question the phnosopher $ supposmon Lha; it-would be knowledge Wthh ‘would make.
men happy. He is surrounded, however, by men who mxgh[ beg to differ. And if he is
predominately the lover of honor Socrates alleges him to be, he ought to beg to differ himself.

Thusu Socrates begin$ to questlion Critias as to which of the knowledges in pa}zicular ,

would make men happy. He is prepared for the sake of argument to ‘eonsidet someone as
knowledgealnle as we might imagine (i]od #o be, "ignor f notliing." He ’allows'l)y this that |
such a man would have a comprehenalve and substantlal knowledge of the knowledges,
including knowledge of the future, past, and "what is now ™ (i.¢., the present and the
eternal). But by knowing what, of all that he knows, would make him happy? The
- philosopher, however, does not pause for Critias’ answer, but immediately suggests tne
surprising example of dfaughl-playing. The proposed subject is promptlyvdismissed by Critias,
who doubtless regards the suggestion a?facetious. He is equally adamant against calculation

even though earlier he had likened moderation as a knowledge to it.'*° SQg:rates then asks

9%Socrates used the same expression carlier when he said that Charmides, thh all
of his physical beauty, would be unbeatable should he have "one lxttle thing besides,
good nature in his soul” (154e). a

149Gec 165¢-166a. Draug}n playmg is the Platomc metaphor for dxalectxcs and
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Critias whether the knowledge they are seeking/ is that by which one knows the healthful, an
example of knowledge which Critiﬁs had earligr said was unlike moderation (165ce). Critias bis
now mbre amenable to the possibility. He does not, however, give Socrates a definite answer,
so Socrates questions him again as 1o which knowledge particularly is such as 10 make a'man
happy. Critias answers "that by which he knows the good and and the bad” (1745).

N

4.2.2 Knowledge of the Good .

t
Critias had begun his conversation wi‘th Socrates with a definition of soprosyne, "the

doing of one's own thipgs which, under Socrates’ questic”ing, he soon modified to " the -

doing of good things.” But the new definition served only to make explicil a problem which

was implicit in the original: that it is hard to recognize what one's own.good is, and thus hard
* .

1o recognize "whatever doing one's own things is" (162b). Critias had proposed, then, that

. moderation is self -knowledge. It was at this point that the philosophcf reminded him that

they had been requiring that moderation be both beautiful and good. Socrates wondered, then,

2

what work would be produced for us by such self -knowledge so as to be wotthy of the name

ks

- moderation. Crmas 1gnored the possibility that self -knowledge is requxsue o makmg oneself

beautiful and good (kalso kai agathos, a "gentleman"), and instead suggested that moderation

is "knowledge both of the other knowledges and itself of itself” (166c).'Socratc§ then
interpreted Cri;ias 10 mean vby this that moderation as knowledge of knowledge. would cntail
knowing both what one knows. énd what one does not, as a consequence of which one would
enjoy a certain mas.tcry over gthers through knowledge. On Ciritias’ assent, the philosopher
proceeded,'vto investigate ho‘w such knowlédge was possible. | ' \

Critias’ final version of moderati‘on, knowlcdgc of knowledge anq ‘non-kno_wlcdgc, did
not close the door, then on the quesuon of the good itself, for Crmas ﬁnally realiz¢s that he

‘

identifi 1es knowledge of the gobd with the kmd of comprehensive knowiedge of knowledge by

Q.

Wthh he would order blS utopian city. Socrales on the other hand, a‘ 2 "hcs hlm calling

169(cont’d)- calculation -is the first of the studies the phllosoph g nds for ))
those who seem' to be candxdates for phllosophxc kmgsmp (cf ¢ c 487bd, 522¢ -
ff ). o v A k
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hlm a wretch and accusing Critias of dragging the philosopher around in a circle, "concealing
‘ that it was not living knowledgeabl) that makes one do well and be ‘happy, not even if it be
with all of 1he knowledges Logether but with one alone, of the good and the bad" (174bc) 161
Socrates thus proceeds to mvestlgale this point. He asks Critias that if one were to take away
from the arts knowledge of the good, would Joctoring make one any the less healthy or
piloting any the less prevent one from dying at sea, or generalshlp in war, and Critias rephes,
"no less" ( 174c) l'l is possible, therefore, for'the arts to attain a certain technical perfection-
withoul thivs. knowledge, but &Socrartes insists that without knowledge of the good, "we will be
deprived of ha:vlng each of theee [arts]’done well and benef iclally (174d)," for we would not,
Lhcn be able 1o distinguish good workmanshlp from bad, nor determine when the art is ’
well cmployed and when not.

Socrates’ thus says that this knowledge of the good "whose work is to benef it us,”
cannot be moderation if moderation is, a}s they had defined, simply a knowledge of
knowledges and of non-knowledges. On thls basis, Socrateez.ggg;s‘ 'thet_ moderati_on cannot be
seen as beneficial because it is a craftsman of no benefit, that work having been given away to
the art of the good. This would mean, also, that neither is doctormg the knowledge of
health, a craftsman of benefit, if it is separated from a knowledge of the good. As Tuckey
observes, without knowledge of the good, technical perfection mght exist, bdt there would’
| not be any knowledge b)j which to direet this technology to our henefit; "a doctor, for
instance, might cure a man when in reality it would have been better for him to die.™*

Critias had presumed that knowledge of somelhlng is itself good, and perhaps it is,
but he has given no indieation that he truly knows this. He has, it sdems, an attenuated »
understanding of the e'plgram attributed to Socrates, "Virtue is knowledge." Socrates
demonstrates, however, that there is nol a necessary connection between the "good” of a
" particular art (or what we nllght callrits:technical perfection). and what is benef icial for us.

er
W

Indeed, as Socrates points out in the Republic, a skillfut craftsman is equally .cabable of

119gcrates had called Charmides a wretch when he had repeated--without
understanding it, as was soon made clear--Critias' definition of moderation, the
doing- of one's own things, 16lbc.
11Tyckey, p.79. ak
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employing his art to good or bad purposes.'*’ Thus we are left wuh the conclusion that
moderatwn asa knowledge of kn0wledge and non- knowledge is a craf tsman of no benefit”

. (175¢). And yet without knowledge of knowledge and non- knowledge one cannot dlsunmush
knowledge from mere opinion, and thus one cannot philosophize. Critias is not able to.show

Socrates, then, the connection between knowledge and the good or why knowing itsell s good,v

‘making us good and happy. But does Critias' inability to do so stem fr_om-the fact that he B

finally separates knowledge of knowledge from self -knowledge?

4.2.3 Knowledge of Oneself
Socrates turns his attention to himself to undersland the mqunry He takes the olamc
for the fact that "what is agreed to be most beautiful of all”" now appears to them 1o be
something unbene’ficialz (175ab). The reason he gives for their having reached such a
concusion is that he Himself has not been of "any benef il with regard to inquiring beautifully
" (175b). Thus, he gracefully takes all the blame ;or an apparently unsuecessf ul investigation,

assuaging the honor-loving Critias' wounded pride. Perhaps it is precisely in his denying that

he has inquired beautifully that he reveals his own ability to _"examine others more

¥

beautifully” (cf. 172b). Be_that as it may, the resul of this, he says, is that they finally lack

the power to comprehend what 11 1s on which the law- glver set the pame moderatlon "1¢¢ The

question of the beauty of moderanon thus re-emerges af ter havmg becn apparemly 1gnored in

favor of the question of its good. The moderation which they mvesﬂgated has/“ﬁared

J

however, to be unbenef icial such thét Socrates' fear Lhai he might ever s.ippose hc Kncw
somethmg when he did not (l66d) as well as his fear that they were not investigating
correetly (172e), were both justified. They have discovered nothmg useful about moderalion,

and as one would not expect that the most beautiful should be utterly without benefit. what

they discovered cannot be modgration.

163Gee  Republic, 333d-334b. : :
14The expression "the law-giver,” o nomothetes, is a quazi-hamonym of
“"name-giver” onomothetes. ' »

A
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Socrates, recapitulates, then, the concessjons which they Rad madeto the inquiry.
They had first conceded tha‘t a knowledge of knowledge itself could exist, even though their -
argument did not, at least not obviously, declare it. Then to this knowledge they conceded
that it could recognize the works of lhel other knowledges, although the arguement did not‘
allow [hlS either. And f mally the)&conceded that which- mlght seem most unreasonable of all,
that one could know what one does not at all know. Having generously conceded all of this,
_however, they still could not say how such knowledge woulq be, good for us; the question of
the good, then, yet haunts the inqufry. Socrates. has shown that knowledge of the goqg, is not
'cor;gruent with the knowledge of knowledge and noxlj~knpw1edge as Critias understands it.
How .are we able then to know our own good? , -

Socrates'reminds us that the inquiry was not exclusively his: "we," he says, "are

everywhere onsted"k (175b). There are groux_lds' for suspecting, however, that the conclusions .

‘whichv have emerged are conclusions Which ref’leci the limitations of Critias. Socrates’

"self -reflection” as to why the inquiry had failed is meant to indicate this. Though they
showed themselves to be "simple and unstubborn"' freely making concesSiOns where perhaps
“they should not, they were unable to discover the truth. In fact their sxmpleness and
unstubbornness bespoke a certain lack of shame before the truth; the mquxry conceding all
that it did, laughed at the truth and in its Aubris made it quite apparent that the conception

]

of moderation they were fabricating was unbenef icial.‘“ By not making something beautiful

- and beneficial, they have not been moderate according to Critias' first definition of the virtue.

By saying now, however, that this moderatlon is. actually "unbeneficial " (anopheles) Socrates

s

suggests that it may@in fact work against our benefit to live according to a moderauon which

takes our attention away from ourselves-and our true benefit, and encourages us to rely upon
™

a knowledge which presumes that it is itse'lf good, and that our good is its good.

\

15This is the only time the word hubris appears in’the dialogue. If Socratés is
suggesting that there may -be a kind of shame before the truth, then it is
appropriate that he shouid characterize the inquiry in this way, for the two people
who act as his mterlocutors demonstrate Lhat they feel shame before things other
than the truth.
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Having examined himself and the inquiry, Socrates turns to Charmides, the young
man for whom this inquiry was made. He says he is annoyed for Charniides because if he has

such moderation in his soul, the young man will not himself profit f f_om it npr will it be any

~ benefit to him in his life. Socrates thus reminds us that the inquiry had begun with Socrates

E]

wishing to contemplate Charmides' soul, to see if it had good nature in it. Critias then had

suggested that Socrates act as a physician 1o Charmides' "head weakness." Socrates agreed 0

do s0, saying tnat the cure involved both an i}ncantation and a leaf. He was acting, he said, on
the advice of foreign doctors who had said that one must treat the soul with these
incantations, or beautiful speeches, before the leaf or the drug could be of nn)' benefit, for
"everything skarts from the soul, both bad and good things for the body and for the cntirc
human being"” (156e-157a). The incantations, he said, were to bring moderation into the soul.
It had been suggested in the inquiry with Critias that one could not act moderately without
knowing oneself to be moderate. 'khis would require, it seems, knbwledge of the soul in which
moderation must reside. By his ‘féilure to recognize the soul's reflexive power, however,

Critias in effect denied that such knowledge was possibié‘, even though at that very moment

Socrates';wés making it apparent how such knowledge is possible. On Critias" account,

~ however, self knowledge tame to be understood as 2 knowledge dlrected toward techne and its

power On the other hand, Socrates had suggested by his quesuons that one could only know
what was good for oneself, what one needed, by knowing one's soul. This very activity,
however, of trying to know the soul would seem itself to bring good orde-r to it, for the
inquiry itself necessitates a certain kind of soul. By knowing oneself in this way, one will tkuly
know‘ what is good for one; if moderation is this good order of the soul, it will be supported
by the kRoivledge that it is gdod. It will tnus be enduring. If happiness is doing what is good
for oneself, then one will be truly happy | ‘ | o
Socrates advxses Charmldes to undertake this inquiry, so that the young man will.
benefit from the moderation which may be present in his soul. The phnlosopher suggesls by

this that it i§ p0551ble for a cerLam prehmmary or derivative kind of moderation 10 exist in the

soul w1thout self -knowledge, but it seems ;pgt thls moderation will not necessarily or

-
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automatically be turﬁed to one's true benefit. Sophrosyne in the ullest sense requires such
self -knowledge. Socrates thus makes Charmides look to his own good. Charmides can employ
the moderation which now exists in his soul (based on conventional opinions and supported
by éxtcrnal restraints) in order to gain the self -knowlédge by which he can know for himself
what is good for himself.**¢ If the young man should find that he has moderation, and is not;
in need of the incantation, he will also be that much the happier. If he‘should find that heis
in neéd of the incantation, however, by undertaking this inqﬁiry Charmides will be providing

his own cure: he will be introducing true moderation inte his soul.

 4.3 1763-1’/-'6d Moderation and Charmides

Charmides swears as‘ he did before and again confesses his impotence. He says that as
- Socrates and Critias, his superiors, cannot discover what moderation is then how would he |
kndw if he has it The young man goes on to say, however, that he does not quite believe the
‘philosopher, and Charmides seems to mean by this that he does not believe that the
‘philosopher knows no{hi'rig‘-ab’t;ut mdderation. Surely Socrates has just provided a
de'nonstratioﬁ of his great ability to inquire into such things. Thus Charmides supposes
himself to be in ,ﬁecd of Lhe mcamauon and says that for his part nothmg prevents it from

being chanted by Socrates until Socrates says it is sufficient. Socrates had counselled

P pAl

Charmides - ;!o inquire into himself to see if he is truly in need of moderatlon Charmides

replies that he has already done so; he needs a teacher like Socrates who can give him the

@
14

beaqtif-ui speeches which he needs for moderation. But, has Socrates not just provided such
speeches? Has he not just demonstrated his own moderation.in thé beautiful speeches of the
"dxaloguc" What }%Charmldes finally gamed from the conversatlon" |

‘ Charmides had spoken directly to the philosapher, but Critias replies in his place. He
tells his ward, "it will be eviderice, at least for me, that you are mederate, if you submit to
Socrates to chant and don'f abandon him either innmuch or little” (176b). He thus resumes a

position of authority over his ward which had appeared to be at lcas* shaken by the

'*The point 10 be noted, however, is that this kind of conventional moderation can-
~.give one the power to undertake such’a task. Indwd it may be essential.

¢
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philosopherfé investigation of the profundity of Critias' knowledge. At the same time as k:w
- publicly recognizes Socrates’ own authority with Tespect 1o modera_tibn, he reaff irrr;s hié
confidence in his own opinion. He speaks, that is, as if his ow.n opinioh shoui%’iﬁ;lill carry
weight with his ward even though Socrates has shdwn thié opinion to‘-bc incoherent.. What hg‘s
- Critias finally gained {rom the conversalion'? B

' Chdrfnides replies dutiful_ly to his éuar’dian. He.reassﬁres him that he will do Critias'
bidding, saying that "I would be doing Somethiné terrible if 1 wouldn't obey you, my
' 'guardi‘_gi”n, and do what you bid me" (176¢). Without the }aartiéipation ’of the philosopher. the
two agree that Charmides should becorhe a stvudem of Socrates. It js an odd agrecment, one |
which seems both to ackno‘:wledge Critias' loss of authoriiy on certain matters and yet 1o |
confirm his capacity as guardiah. Socrates' beautiful speeches, then, can only go so far; there "
are ‘.some thingé, perhaps like Cha_rrﬁides' bond to his guardian, which they are-not z.ﬂ;l4c to
undo and still remam beautiful.

The phllosopher thus mterrupts and speakmg as if the other two have been quxctly

-plottmg somethmg asks »Lhem what they are takmg counsel to do (176¢). Charmides will
not tell h1m in keepmg with his’ alleglance to Critias; they have taken counsel, they do not

' ne@ the phllosopher for this. Socrates then reminds us of his earlier concern that Charmi’dcs

~will %’be v1olence and not be open to any sort: ﬁf' pgrsuasmn he thus recognizes the limitations

b

'-”-‘J

wm do whatsver Critias orders him to do, and ht‘? advxsec the man who now is supposed to be
W, N
his teacher to tak%‘eounsel in view of thxs .

Socrates thus con’?fuﬂ"es ?he stgpg v of Charmides' soul. Hc grants that should the
’W’ v
)oung man wish to do anythmg at all but’ espec1ally to do anylhmg by violence, no onc wil!

have the power to oppose him. The phllosopher s observation is’ two faced, praxsmg
Charmides' great abilities; but blaming his ultimate need 1o resort to “violence even though
counsel would be better. Charmides may wish to become Socrates’ studem, he may even use

violence against him to do so, but as Socrates ironically observes in conclusion, the

philosopher cannot teach Lhe‘ young man anything which he is. unwilling or un_@ple to learn.

» . :-’J;a" .
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The problem of violence in political life has been presern throughout the dialogue. The
looming spectre of the Peloponnesion War, near]) three decades of fratricidal strife, provides '
the backdrop for this dialogue on moderauon It began with Socrates' return to the city from
the opening round of that war, the battie of Potidaea. The dialogue now ends on an ominous _
note, Socrates' prophetic remarks about the potential of Charmides, and, by implication, of
~ Critias, for violence. That Criliaé should collaborate with the enemies of his city to impose a
br)dt/al tyranny over it, becoming himself its most extreme tyrant, and that Charmides ohoula
' b;tcomc his lieutenant should no longer entirely perplex us. Socrates, mrhaW
compromised Critias' cluim to rule insofar as his claim to knowl_edge has been called into
qu,estion, and thus the philosopher may have also tempered éharmides' éllegiance to his
guardian, but the. conclusion of the dialoguo starkly portrays the limitations of the
} philosopher's power. We are "forewarned,” then, to expect' violence from such rnen. Socrates
thus 'reveals the ultimate superficiality of these men's sophrosyne, and points to consequences '
such a lack of sophrosyne can lead. The problem for us, then, is to comprehend soph@qsyne in
rts f ullness and despite our possible aporia, we are®ble to note certain significant features of “
Plato's dialogue on the question.

Return first to the iong prologue which introduces the explicit invefrigation of the
virtue. It begins with the rumours of war. We are encouraged in this sense to expect an
account of a fierce and bloody battle perhaps we are even morbidly currous as people

w-"’
BN

gencrally are, as to the number and manner of death of the many who were said to have beerr v
killed. If so, ;&'c are drsappomted. Socrates tells us that he answered all the questions of lhe‘ “

" men in the Paluestra, but unlike these men; %9 are not allowed to share "the gory details.”
»lnstead,‘Socrates quickly turns the narration to the things which interest him, philosophy and
the young: \;Ve must rempe’r, then, our own morbid curiousity if we wish'to continue the
dialogue. Upon the citrance of Charmides our interest is again aroused by the report of all

the erotic activity surrounding this incredibly beautiful young man. Chaereﬁhon broaches th';:.

oo

suggesu'on'thal we shou!d strip him to receive the benefit of a full view of his nakednoss. Ti_;_'e-;- ‘

’
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i)
men-in the Paleastra appear to be emﬁusiastic about the ideal. Socrates acknowledges the
physical beauty" of the youth, but himself proposeé that before we actually stri'p.his body, we
should examine his sopl. It is a rude, and perhaps suitably comic reprimand to our baser
sexual desire. When Charmides comes 1o sit between the philosopher and his guardian, the
many mcn in the Paleastra crowd around them; perhaps if they indulge the philosopher’s
"soul- smppm they can’later indulge their own desires.

But;.if we, as se” -conscious readers, reflect upon our own reactions to the drama,
.chrates may have taught ys something about moderation. His allusio\ns to war and eros havcv
tweaked certain of our lower desires aﬁd passions, but however strongly we may react,
Socrates' silence as to what we might want to hear most, accounts of a bloody battle and
graphic descriptions sf 2 beautiful youtﬁ's nudity, effeclively‘reprir‘r;nds eur own
immoderation. The prologue thus provides us with én opportunity not only to consider what
Socrates may be silently teaching here about the control of our bodily appetites and desircs,'
but also to reflect upon our bwn selves, our own lack of soph‘ros_yne. Indeed, we hear that
Charmides is not well and Socrates suggests that this 'may stem from a lack of | this virtue. If
we have been at all attentive to ourselves, perhaps we will {ecognize the extent of our own
diséase.

Charmides, however, believes himself to have sophrosyne, if we trust that he accepts
his guafda'an's and others' opinions about himself. Thus, Socrates asks the young man to
prove that hc has the virfue by 1ookmg intd himself and tellmg what it is. Charmldcs tries,
but the ;ﬁi"ﬂompher demonstrates how little the voung man really ur.’icrstands of what he is
saymg Soc;ates thus effectively strlps Charmxdes of the opinion thai he has sophrosyne an

\ opinion which seemed Yo be preventing the youth from profoundly investigating thc nature of
his own soul, and the question of sophrosyne itself . He would .not be-open to leain; that is,
what he i)elievéd he alread“y knew, nor to strive for what he believed he,already had. Socrates
thus demonstrates in his treatment of the YOung. man that true moderation may in fact require
recognizing one's ignorance of ones;alf, and thereby beginning a self -conscious investigation

into one's nature. He also demonstrates, however, that shame may frevent such an

SN
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investigation, not only because it mlght make one balk at breaching certain socially accepted
norms, but also because it mxzht make one hesitant to challenge one's own dearly held

opinions about oneself. J)

Thus it is that Socrates' argumerts with Charmides point '&o; \ ity of

V"

understanding, first, that so}zhrosyne is ’something Which;dwells in th o ther than
considering only its superfi¢ial man.festations at the level of the body;and second, that the .
peculiarly human passion of shame (aidos), though ncrmally and rightf ully assooialcd \yilh.
moderation, is not simply good, especially should it impedes one's learning. Socrates, then,
has been acting as a ohysicion to our own souls: he has not only engaged our mind with
arguments about the virtue, but he has tempered our desires and passions. By having been
opened to ieaming by being m\ade aware of our own ignorance with respect (o sophrosyne, and
by the tempering of our desires an\\d passions which may have ix;clincd us toward other
pursuits, we are prepared for the deeper investigation of sophrosyne to which we turn in the
S ) n . C
conversation with Critias. R

" The philosopher's own sophrosyne, moreover, has been on display for our benefit in

the grace and prudence with which he deals with himself and others. If we-have carefully
N\

watched Socrates' handling of the argument, we may sez how the philosopher is ablo to
control the conversation so as finally to draw C;itias into the disous;'ion. By ref oting the
definition of Critias" young ward, Socrates calls i_mo question botlr Critias' cduoation of
Charmides and the immoderate praise wit}; which his gﬁardian had lav;ﬂshed him, Critias, who
un?il his entrance into the conversation had beén keeping a judicious ;ilcnce toward a
discussion which threatened to expose some of his own worst tyrannical tendencies, can no
longer contro! himself; his love of honor compels him to Cpcak Socrates seems o have
recogmzed the strength of this love in Crmas and exploits it successf ully. I-urihcrmorc in
Critias we can see how one's love of honor, w_mch in his case-is.strongly tied to"his love of his .
o;vn beliefs, can also inhibit one's knowing the truth, and in pa\rticular one's knowing the
truth about oneself. Thus Socrates repeatedly directs C_ritias to donsider only logos as the true

persuader, while repeatedly insisting upen his own ignorance about the truth of what is said.
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If we are to take our example(?om Socrates, sophrosyne would seem to be tied to a certain

- *"‘-humxlm before the truth The phllosopher s own sophrosyne is on dlsplay then, both in the
LOﬂer] which he appears to have over those passxons and de51res which, accordmg to his own
.rcpon, constamLy threaten to overwhelm logos, and dn his understa’nding & t‘he soul as | .
manifested in the control which he has over others through understanding each one slpecuhar
constellation of desues w1shes loves, and fears
. , .

The explicit cqgversauon between Critias apd Sacrates about, saphrésyr%;, however, s
very stra;gc, f L‘lrthcr chailénging whatever stubborn opiﬁions we may Tetain about the virtue. »_ -
It may not belaltogether surprising that the discussion ét;ould'iead to the pbssibility that
sophros'yne can somehow be underst'on as self -knowledge,Agiven the dia‘logue's tacit
cncouragcmcnt to its readers to proceedmenr own self -examination. What is more

strangc however. is the context in which this possibility is dlscussed Crmas had at {irst

accepled as his own, the d

; ';jp'n,that sophrosyne is the doing of one's own things, but

when' the philosopher chélféggged him 1o sav pregésely what one's own thinés really are, Critias
in effect claimed as one'é ?c\ﬁﬁ'.anything and eve'y'thing which could redound to one's benefit.
We could see in this how such # belief 'wo. ! , lead to an unrestrained claim to the actyal
posscssions of others. Instead of calling Critias on this poinz, however, Socrates moves the
discussioﬁ in the direction of the arts, apparently wishing to know how one can comﬁrehend
sophrosyne in this context. Critias accepts the épplication- of sophrosyne 1o the practice of the
arts, but only insefar as the results of such are achieved self -consciously. This necessitates, - -
Critias claims, self-knowledge. But he l'a'ter,charameMe‘s Ithis self -knowledge as a kind of
comprchenswc knowledge of the knowledges and non- knowledges, which in effect gives one
*he power to ensure sophrosyne thH\respect to the arts by ensurmg that only the most

\

knowledgeable craftsmen, and thus the \ones least likely to make mistakes, are chosen to
practicc a paricniar art.
Thus, what we would commonsensically understand self -knowledge to be (e.g.,

knowmg one's passions and reason and appemes how they interact, etc.) is never exphculy

1th the nature of the arts, and how sophrosyne

12

investigated. Instead, we become conc;
. 3
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may be understood with respect to r.v‘he actnal good work or efficacy of an art. This leads us
finally to a consideration of the ﬁolitical qvf\leslion, how one would manage moderately or %
"sound-fnindedly" a polis’i!' his was, one might recall, the question upon which Charmides’
attempt to define sophrosyne as the doing of one's own things f oundered

' Having turnéd away from an expllcn 1mes§nganon of sophrosyne as self - knowledgn
then, the greater part of the conversation which leads Socrates and Eritias to this political
question is a con;ideration of the possibiljty of a‘ knowledge of knowledge and

non- knowledge meaning knowledge of what formally constitutes each of the knowlcdges and
what substantially they involve. However in hlS challenge to Crmas 10 prove how such a
reflexive knowledge is truly possible, we have the opportunity both to follow the phllosophcr';
own irnplicit investigation of this Teflexivity, z{nd to reflect ourselves on the vari’ous motion;‘
of the soul which he surveys, Thus we may begin to éee how what we commonly ‘undersland.
to be self-knowledge is possible. We are able to consider, through this underlying investigation
of sophrosyne as self knowledge how one is able to become the object of one's own concern

and how knowledge -of oneself, one 's body and soul, effectively opens up the possibility that

one can order one's soul as one sees fit, pruning certain desires in favour of others,

= . v 0 . . .
strengthening one's will, discarding or avoiding certain loves in preference for others, and

. overcoming certain fears. Given this possibility, then, the question would seem to be what is

the most beautiful and beneficial way to order one's soul. If we are 10 take our cue from
Socrates, from his humility before the truth and from his power to inquire beautifully, we can
. ‘ *

‘perhaps consider how sophrosyne, if it is?o be beneficial and beautiful, should somehow

% !
N

instill both this humility and this power.

o
Socrates would seem to be investigating sophroszne, .hen, at both the level of the city

and at the level of the soul. His doing so finally brings us tc: the question of whether

"moderately " ordering a polis so as to secure the most efficacious workmanship of the arts, a

.

commonly imagined kind of Utopia, would in the f inal analysis make us happy. He thus ends
& .
the dialogue with not only the question as to what sophrosyne is, but,also the question as to %

what makes men happy. The two questions. he seems to suggest, are connected. If we had

e

.
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discovered Lhc idea of sophrosyne which is both beauuf ul and beneficial for us, we would
have come a long way it seems, 1o answenng the quest\on whal makes us happy. Qur aporia,

' however -- ‘our awareness, that is, of our 1gnorance abqut human nature and thus of

y

' oursclves -- shoﬁfd‘ restram any drearns we may have of Utopia, techmcal or otherwme It

« [

® '
should makes us wonder what is beauuful and beneficial for man, what makes us happy, what
is in fact possxble for the mdmdua] and for the city. As we have seen, the dialogue suggests
* the various ways in which we might best procqed to investigate these questions, and thus.
/

provides the. resources by which we can satisfy ourselves as to the possibility of some

.
A

substantial answers, but i't also, most importantly, demonstrates our need of sb};hrosyne, both\
10 restrain oursélves from prematurely believing that we know what we do not 'knpw,‘ namely .~
.what is(bcautif ul and beneficial for the man and for the City, and to‘give us the power to

undcnake an investigation into such questions, an inyestigation which p‘r_omises to be long and

hard, requiring all the sophrosyne one can muster.



N

-

A

W N : ‘ T ?:". ‘
Lo ‘ b Lt - S = N
I " i - B
. Bibliography 7 . .h :
. ,"’,
- Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics. Translated by Terence lrwin. Indianapolis: 'Hackcftl
‘Publishing Company, 1985.

S
P :

Benardete, Seth ;”'fOn Ime’rpreting‘ Plato's Charmides." Graduate F aculty Philosophy Journal .

11 (1986):9-36. - A

° .
’ B I

o

Bruell, Christopher. "Socratic Politics and Self -Khowledge: An Interpretation of Plato's

Charmides." Interpretation 6 (1977):141-203,

Davies, "] K. Athenian Propertied Families 600-300 B.C. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971.
Guihrie, WK.C. 4 History of Greek Philosophy.-Vol. 3:The Fifth Century Enlightenment.

Cambridge: Cambridge Universiiy Press, 1969..

s’

v

5 . .
Hesiod. "Works and Days,” "Theogony,” "The Shield of Heracies". Translated by Richmond

Lattimore. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Pre.s, 1959.
* Homer. The Odyssey. Tra‘nslated by Robert Fitzgerald. New Yé,\k: Anchor Books, 1963.

Hyland, Drew. The Virtue of Philosophy: An Interpretation of Plato's "Charmides". Ohio: -
Ohio University Press, 1981.

a
%

Jaeger, Werner. Paideia: The Ideals of Greek Culture. Vol. 1: Archaic Greece, The Mind of

Athens. Translated by Gilbert Highet. New York: Oxford University Press, 19]6.‘13

94 S o

—



[y

s

Klein, Jacob. 4 Commentary on Platos "*\'pe] Hill: University of North Carolina | ‘7;, _".‘ o

Krenz, Peter. The Thzrt,} ‘#lAthens Ithaca: Cornell Umversny Press, 1982

L E ) "y S _ ) ' " 95

Press, 1965.

3

..v\\f

Nor[h Helen. Sophrosyne Se/ f Knowledge and Self- Res&ramt in Greek Literature. New York:

3 ’

ComelI University ‘Press, 19 6

” W

Plato. Charmides Translated by Thomas G. and Grace'?S. West. Indianapolis: Hackett

Publ‘is_hing Company, 1986.

. ’
4 N -
ﬁ. Voo

----%----- Collected Dtalogues Edited by Edith Hamllton and Hunungton ~airns. %
X

Prmceton Princeton University Press, 1961

v
f

~, ‘
LR Repubhc Translated by Allan Bloom. New York: Basic Books Inc. , 1968.

N ----. Symposium. Translated by Seth Benardete.
\ . t
Thucydides. Complete Warks Edned by T. E Paqge, E. Capps, and W.H.D. Rouse Vol 1:
. History of the Peloponneszan War, Books I and II Translated by Charles Porster Smltli
New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons (Loeb\Class;cal berary). 1929,
/\ _

Tuckey, T.G. Plato's "Charmides" - Cambridge: Cambridge Univcrsity Press, 1951.

Xenophon. Complete Works. Edited “by T.E. Page et al. Vol 1: Hellenica: Books I-1V .

. .
> ’ - -



T %
. I 4 , .
Translated by Carietan L Brownson ‘New York G.P. Putnam's Sons (Lreb Classxud

Library), 1930 Vol 4 Memorabtha and "Symposzum Translatg'd by E.C. Marcham

Cambndge. Mass Harvard University Press (Loeb.Classical Library), 1979

[



