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203al = 20602 

Socrates mects Hippotnales and Ctesipous outside the paleesira of 

Mikkos. 

Socrates is accosted in the street by a group of young men, ons of 

whom, Hippothales, is anxious to get him to come into a new 

palaestra. Socrates guesses at once that Hippothales wants 

to show off sone handsome. boy to hims Ctesinpus, Hipsot! 

companion, exposes the whole affeir, scoffing et Mippothalest 

odes in praise of this boy, Lysis, Socrates agrees to come 

into the palaestra and show Hipoctheles a better wey of 

discoursings with his beloved, 

is lively meeting in the street is only the first nart of the 

elaborate drauatic setting of the dialozue. We are given a oy
 

oieture of the lover Hiopothales, who is going to be present, 

but silent, during the rest of the dislocue. Abt first 

Hippothales is nervously eager to get Socrates to join then, 

but then becomes consumed with enberressnent when Gtesivous 

lets out his secret. Gtesippus is spiritedly malicious and 

gives Hippotnales no mercy, 

Both tne youths are depicted as indulging much more in vigorous 

oernaps than many of Socrates! maturer interlocutors in other 

diaiogues.



203at-206e° 

£7 £ v the erotic aura surrounding young boys at 

symnasia and palaestras, compare the opening pages 

of the "Charmides" and the "Euthydemus", and the 

comic regulations listed by the Arxatdo Adyoc 

at Ar. Clouds 973 sq. (no doubt a parody of the 

"Solonian laws of Aeschines in Tim. 10: see on 

206at). 

Commentators frequently take this mild eroticism 

too seriously and lump it together with other 

manifestations of ancient homosexuality, the 

various forms of which met with different approval 

at different levels. Grube, "rlato's Thought", 

ch. 3 (esp. p. 90), and Marrou, “A History of 

Education in Antiquity", pt. I, ch. 3, have 

sensible general discussions. ) But what is 

depicted in the "Lysis" is no more serious than 

the romanticism surrounding teen-age "crushes" 

today (and evidently had similar gossip-value!): 

Hippotheles' feelings would now be labelled 

"oalf-love", Compare Festugiere's observation 

("Personal Religion among the Greeks" p. 145 n.19),



203at-~206e* (contd.) 

"The strange mixture of friendship and love that 

we find in Plato's blushing boys ... it would be 

rash to label it immediately with the name of 

homosexuality. It could be often enough a sort 

of romantic love, an affair of the heart rather 

than of the senses." 

Hippothales is so shy of being noticed by his 

"beloved" (see 20Tb°) even on a day when the 

rules of the palaestra were relaxed, that his 

love-affair can hardly have consisted of much more 

than staring at Lysis. socrates volunteers to 

give him a lesson in how to talk to the boy; but 

one wonders whether in fact he had yet got the 

length of reciting his "odes" in the presence of 

Lysis himself. On ordinary days in the palaestra 

youths were evidently segregated from the boys 

1-2). 
(see on 2064 and outside the palaestra Lysis 

would be under the eye of his (apparently rather 

fierce) xavsaywydc. WOU Gywyot were in part 

meant as chaperons (cf. Symp. 183c* sq}: and the 

pursuit of young boys by grown men was regarded 

with as much horror in Pleto's Athens as it is



203at-206e* (contd. ) 

today; cf. Aesch. in Tim. 9 sq. But perhaps 

adolescents who conceived passions for young boys 

were regarded merely with amusement; mereiy as 

imitating the interest their elders took in them. 

socrates is both amused by and sympathetic towards 

Hippothales; he probably intends to ateer him 

very gently away from the absurder tendencies of 

his "Love", 



a” 25 "’AxaSnuelac $00 Avueflov3 from one gymnesiun 

directly to another, 

The Academy wes North West of the city, 1500 metres from the 

Dipylon Gate in the direction of Colonus, and by the 

Anz. eRe he % ‘a 4 Gephissos (map in Arch. Az. 4,9 DeL3E)3 the Lyceum hes 

not been identivied, buat wag East of the eit; ane TLigsc 

socrates prosebly wag skirting the ¢lty on the dorth side 

between the wall and Mount Lycabettas, 

These with the Gynosarges were the three oiblie 

5th end 4th contury Athens, end were protected by "Sulonian® 

lews; of. [Ken] Ath. Pol, 11.10 and Dem xxiv, 114. 

(fhe "Old Oligarch" seys the SMuce built itself 

- 3 7 a % ager aflases ee t 5 ROAGCOTOUG KOAMIC, dacduthotra, AovtpSvac; he is 

most likely referring to tie various facilities of the three 

4 gyanasia, not to other seperate oablis establishments; so 

: - . ng. r ott aos Girard, "L'iducation Athenienne" po. 26 sae, Lpace Schneider, 

For the Academy in Sth century cf, (1) Plat. Ginon 13, 

forse 5 Mes oo % oe og Be mag (ftywv) apStoc talc Akeyopévarc LAcvs 
ral a 

gE0CStG RGU



ode 

yAagupate Statorpatc, at pexody Botepov dacocuBc 

Wyaxyonoay, exaharadarce «3 Loty, tAv udv dyoody, 

RRATEVOLG Katagvtetoac, tTAv 6’ 7AxnadAperav EF 

&vbspov unl abxunp&c xatdpovtoy LxobelEac G&AGOC, 

joxunpéevoy ba’ abtod dpducig xadageto xat ovoxfotc 

REOLKRGTOLC 

(2) Aristophanes, Clouds 1002 - 5 sq. (the Suxat é¢ Adyeco 

to his follower) 

GAN? obv Aunapdc ye xat edavdic av youvaclouc 

OLATOLYSLC seses 

aeoee bug "AKadfet av xateadv Bad tate wootatc 

nod péSeu 

GCEPaVWOdUEVOG Kahdug AevxH peta cdqoovoc 

WAL xeatov , 

woraxog Sgwv xatl axpayyootyync nat AEBunc 

@vAACBoAotbonc, 

Aeoc by Spa xatowv Sxdcvay RNGtavog ntTEAEG 

wedupecy. 

Fe
] ss bas eno! mater) ¢ asis on gentlemanly a
e
 Notice in both these passa 

“
3
 

leisure (Scevoeolay &serplhas, Axpuywootyvn. 

Herd training was only part of tae life at the Acacemy.



For the Lyceum in the 5th century evidence outside Plato's own 

picture is slight. Philochorus, 328 F 37 Jac., aseribed 

its foundation to Pericles (perhaps rightly, see Jacoby's 

note; and this may have been whet was in the "Old Oligerchts! 

mind loc, cit.). Diog. Laert. IX 54 mentions it as one 

the Prs aay? 

alleged venue of Pretesores’ reading of (ht Kept OeGv. 

Excavations at the Academy by Aristophron before the 1939=45 

war and by Stavropoullas since 1955 seem (apart from the 

fregnent with the names of Socrates! friends) to have been 

disappointing for the Pletonist; an early enclosure has been 

identified, but the palaestra surviving is Roman. (Good 

photographs in A.J.A. 1933, plate LIY and 1937 p. 141). A 

recent find is announced of schoslboys! sistes with lettering 

of the early 4th or late 5th centuries and “names such as 

Demosthenes and Sophocles" (if of this date then not the 

orator Demosthenes!); bat this can hardly be "dramatic 

evidence for Plato's famous school"; the date would 

probably be too early, and Plato's Academy is not usually 

thought to have been an elementary school! (M.S. F. food, 

J.U.S. larch. Reports] 1952-9.)



Socrates visited gymnasia in the mornings; cf. Xen, Mem. I, 1.10: 

ROS te ydp ete todo axspuxdtove ual td youvdova 

feu, xat nAndotunc dyopic éxet pavepdc Av, xal 

6 AoLKdY del thc huépac Av Sxov AAScCotOLC MEAL 

ovvEdeadat: eat the Lyceum, egain in the morning, Plato 

Symp. 223d; and Euthyphro 2a, Euthydemus 27la, 272e - Ba, 

Aesch. Sphettus fr. 2 (Dittmer.) 

This as it haopens is the only reference in Plato or Xenophon 

to Socrates! visiting the Academy, bub a recent archaeological 

find suggests he is likely to have been there no less than at 

the Lyceum; a4 marble fragment with 5th century letterin Je
 

found in the Academy carries the names 

all of whom were friends of Socrstes, (Axiochus was 

Aleibiades! uncle and the father of the boy Cleinias of the 

"Euthtydemus"). (S.H.G. XIII, No. 28, G. Karo Arch. Atz. 

es ~Y 

L924 De 149 *



(Plato established his school in a garden which scens to have 

been part of the area of the gymnasium at some dete after 

his first visit to Sicily (Diog. Laert. ITI 20; Olympiodoras 

Vita Plat. 6); much later of course than the drazatic date 

of this dialogue, and probably also later than the date of 

its composition.)



203 

at wiv BEw telxovc seclusit Naber; but it adds 

precision and verisimilitude; Socrates is 

describing in detail where the new palaestre was. 

On the deletion of supposed glosses in Flato by 
y n 

Cobet, Naber and others, see Dodds on Gorgias 447a”. 

In the "Lysis" deletions were also suggested ati- 

203a° [xopeby ] Hirschig 

203d" Lxopetouar |] Cobet 

204a°72 [abtoos ] Sechanz, [adtod ] Burnet 

204b° [‘Ianddahkec ] Cobet 

204b° [xopsvéuevoc ]  sehanz 

205° [tod ndnxov tod aatdéce ] Naber 

4 [€3ev] tirschig 20&8¢ 

2lip! [&pa] covet 
200? dpordvte xat ofxetov J Herwerden 

None of these is necessary, most of them are 

unlikely.
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ie
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Q
 

4 

tva uate buc; 

civ xnvitsa 4 A Wdvoxoc xphvn; Hesychius and 

Photius, s.v. fidvoy, have: owe “Attixdc (bv 

tote éxwvéyorg Phot.)* Hot. Se abtod xdt ved 

xat ayatua xat xpfivn. We can only assume from 

this passage that Socrates was passing to the 

north of the city and that the soring came from 

she slopes of Lycabettus. (Judeich, Topog. von 

Athen, p. 4153 nothing else is certain, see 

Judeich's note 2, and Aly in P.W. s.v. Panops.} 

“so that you can see the boys who 

are here"; here the emphatic xat serhaps 

betrays that Hippothales wants Socrates to see 

and admire.



203 
a2 

+7. 

“ERROOGKEL TE saeee HAE Etyoenny; 

names compounded of Yxaxoec were aristoeratic and 

fashionable: see Ar. Clouds 60 sq.; Strepsiades! snobbish 

wife insisted on a Uxxo¢ name for their son, | wév ydo 

Vaxov xnpocet(de. xodc tobvoua, Bdvetxanov q 

Xéoennov F KadAvantdnv, instead of the ancestral 

SetbwvlEnv; the eventual compromise was Gevdenntdny. 

From these names here, and the allegad riches of Lysis? 

family (205c), it sounds as if Mikcos! paleestra was a 

highly fashionable establishment. 

(Education of their sons was a matter on which the wealthy 

lavished their money: cf. Pleto Prot. 3262, 

Xen. Mem. II 2.6, Laced. Polit. ii.1. Conversely the 

Sausage-seller hed aoparently not aitended e paleestra at 

all; see Ar. Anights 1235 - 40. ilo doubt there was some 

social cachet about sending one's sons to psleestres end 

about which palaestres one sent them to! Of. Demosth. 

de Gorona paragraph 257, td apoofuovta Stéacxahela. )



oS 

a® ROE Si xopsty uat addev; 

"Where have you been and where are you off to?" 

Evidently not regarded as an unduly inquisitive, though 

a familiar, greeting; cf. Phaedrus 227a', 72 othe 

@atdpe, xot Sh ual add6v; Protag. 309at, KOGEY, 

h LOxpatec, gatva; (Horace Sat. I 9,62, "unde 

venis et quo tendis?" rogat et respondet; see Fraenkel, 

Horace, De 117.) 

(Hirschig deleted xope$y in the question, Cobet also 

mopetvouat in the answer, b* 3 but cf. Phaedrus’ answer, 

a a # 4 » A . a , 
llapd AVOCOV .eeee ,» ROMEGOMAL SE KOdG REPtAGTOYV 

ESw telxyovc, 227a273, ) 

b? Aedpo 6h; 

perhaps a little abrupt; as are od xapapdAketc and 

&Evov pwévtor. For the ellipse cf, Rep. Aria’, 

Aetpo Sh xddruv, & Apvove; Denniston (p. 218) 

includes 64 here under 64 following imperatives.



203 
Semmens 

be 

«Fe 

; ' ‘ a4 2 os 
e865 is followed by an eresure in both Band W: T has svGUc. 

a Phrynichus (Rutherford CXIX) says: EGU" AoAAOL dytt 

tod ebGtc. Girapéper GE* td Lev ydp téxov 

booty, 6300 "AdnvOv, td Gé xpdvov xual Aéyetas 

avy tH g. 

Photius, under e3OU Avxerdv and ebovc uat ebdéuc, 

kecepts this distinction and observes: xal Evpunt dnc 

ob% &8p9Gc* tAv ebddc “Apyouc ual 'Havoavolac 

O666v  (Hippolytus 1197.) 

Rutherford quotes passages to confirm Phrynichus! distinction 

from Aristophanes and eccepts it for other Attic poets with 

the exception of Hipp. 1197, which he allows to stend as an 

imitetion of older usage, which did not maxe the distinction; 

but he recommends the removal of any deviations from the 

rule from toe text of prose authors. 

(The correction in B and W may be due to the influence of 

Photius.)



21d. 

203 

b2 od AGOGBEAREL SG Naren't you joining us?" 

for KapapaGAkeuv ef, Symp. 2l4c’, (Alcibiades), weOdoyta 

58 &vSpa aaod vyneévtwy Ad6youc KapabdAretv wt 

obu 28 Toov 4. Perheps colloquial and a nautical 

metaphor, "out elong side® (so Jowett-Campbell on 

Rep. 554c.) 

Hirschigis o8 xapabadketc, “won't you join us?" would 

represent a more formal request; but the present tense 

perhaps indicates that Hippothales is presuming Socrates 

will join tacm rather then requesting him to.  Sinilarly 

at Symp. 172a° $3 xeptuéverc; (FW) need not be 

reaccented as a future. 

{See X.G. I paragraph 387 ann. 3 [but Ar. Birds 1212 and 

Wasps 458 ere much more perenptory than this. 1) 

pb? BEsov udvtos; 

for emphatic péytcot {almost entirely confined to 

dialogue) ef. Rep. 329¢°, Theaet. 152b¢ (Denniston 399.)



ell. 

20 

b? naod tlvac to8c Syac; "Whom do you mean by 'us!?" 

MTho are the tus! I save to join?" 

vob butc bedemtet ..... “die von dir ‘wir! genannten; 

der Ausdruck ist, kiihn, der Artikel aber gengz korrekt," 

Weexernszel, Vorles. tiber Syntax II 138. 

af, Philebus lie Stay tic éné of Lpdtooxov, 

éva yeySvita gidet, KOMAGVE stvay aéhiv todc 

2 A aed & f es 44 LO thyhe “yh f oes EUE Rb SVGVTLCUG GNATIACLS y when anyone says - there 

eve many me! ig contrary to each other." 

de Gorona XVIII &8 shows a different usage: 

coeee Dust C, EvEpec *AONVaTot. td 6" Syst Stay 

rEyu thy aAGAtY AEyo, Cf. Plate Prot. 33lc¢°.)



Ll2, 

ew t ’ qh 5 by tS uatavtexpd toO tefxovcg, “on the opposite side if 

of the road to the city wall", 

meotpordy té tieva nat sboav dvewyuévny, 

"a walled enclosure of some kind with an open door", 

b’ SvatolBowey udtéar, "We spend our time here", 

ef, Ar. Clouds 1002, Plato Symp. 223d 

at ato ¥ Suatoupy, "In what do you ssend your time?" 

ef. Phaedrus 227b°, Symp. 177¢e? yévouto av futy év 

ASyours Exavy Gtratough, “We could pass our time quite 

. ; . a ; aad 
adequately in talking", (cf. Burnet on Apology 33e*.) 

b? tueto te abtot ual Grou advv axokdold uat ucrot, 

twe ourselves and many very handsome boys as well"; for GAAot 

ef. Gorg. 47307 tHy RoAvtGy ual tOv Brrav Cévav 

wa
e 

* 

Hippothales is not trying tc include himself among the xaAot, 

bat mentions them archly to hint at the reason for his own 

presence,



a 4 
is “eotey 68 SY wi tobto; tAnd what is this place?* 

oy
 A ‘surprised! gucstion: see Denniston on 6é 6&4, 

p. 254 and cf. “sotev S82 OF DOl sesee ThE FH Stun, 

Suthyohro 3e7. 

(But 66 S&F in 204b% is sl ightly diiferent. There &6 64 

tout 
gbregses the oreceding word 201 in particular; here 

7. : * . R 2 5 ge 
eGttv is not specially emphetie, but is serhaps sat first 

to avoid either en echo of the vhrase tl 5é& 6&4; or 

the undue emphasis on toto which Podto S62 SA te fotiv 

would give.)



old. 

204 

aX Hakatotpa; 

a privete wrestling-ground kept by a Aat dSototene 

where he taught children and others who wanted exercises in 

physical training; cf. Gorg. 456d? sq, Aeschines in 

Timarch, 10. 

To be distinguished from the public gymnasia, waich of 

course hed wrestling-grounds as an essential facility, but 

in addition hed running-tracks and axepuadtou (see Plutarch 

Cimon 13 quoted on 203e1). See Gardiner, "Greek Athletic 

Sports and Festivals", pp. 469 - 70, Girard op. cit. pe. 28, 

Bub aoparently private paleestras were used es general meeting- 

places just as the gymnasia were. Socrates visits a 

palaestra in 'Charmides', cf. 153a~, dcuévwc fa éxt 

ude ovvAGerc StatpiBdc. xwat SA wad elc thy 

Tavoéov xnahalotoayv sesee SLOMAGOV, xae abtdéde 

uatéxagov Kdvv BOAAOTS coeee TOUS KACCotOVGS 

yywptyovc; there were not only younger men at Taureas! 

palaestra but also Chaerephon and Crities. (This use of 

cr
 

;Laes a“
) oO
 ras is ocerhaps surorising in view of the strict 

regulations for the sesregetion of young boys (see on 20604) 

put no doubt other sersons were freely sedmitied outside the = 

set hours for the boys' classes.)



oL5. 

204 

a4 KBADC YE eseee KOLODVTES, seil, wetadtbote: 

"That's very kind of you (te invite me to join you)": 

ef, Ar, Achernians 1050, (Not, es Pernice, "I approve 

of your diseissions",) 

For Ye, W, ef. Schang Plat. Op. VJ, op. vi - vii, 

Denniston p. 136. 

= * Q 2 a e ae Stddoxe. Sé tlc abtdot; 

e aN 

tWho runs his school here?" does not refer to the mata sy 

c
e
 éy ASyotc but to the normal function of 2 palaes 

5 i.e. physical training; see on a. 

Ta, 

a adc &tetpoc Ye3 cN
 

ve though added above the line seems to be in the first hend 

in Par, and go is a correction eitner by the seribe of Per 

himself or deriving from a ms, intermediery between T and 

Par3; see introduction on mss... It is more lively and 

idiomatic than TE (BIW, kept by Stallb$aum), cf. Denniston 

p. 133, on Y& “in answers to questions which give the 

answerer no lead ..... Slightly eclioquial in tone", and 

pe 150 wuere he sugsests thet here Y& gives coual euohasis 

to both odc and &talpoc.



204 
6 § on # 

a oo oaBAdg Ye} 

o} gaviocg make one unit followed by ye, (Denniston 

p. 148, cf. Parmn, 149et9 un Svie ye). 

éviio Schang perhaps rightly, if co@totic is the 

oredicate rather than dv4p; ef. tdv Svéoa, 

Prot. 3lle4.



ol 7a 

204 

a? AE HROG ceeee BO Exavdg Soyrot qe: 

te considerable expert" (in matters of physique, wrestling.) 

& 3 + 5 7 a3 on Cuavéc, which is frequently used in litotes, see Dodds 

ON UOrgs iaset, L80a*. 

Mikkos is otherwise unkaowne Hlpsothales mentions him « 

tae proprietor of the salacstra end the teacher of 

wrestling (Stallbaum); he is probably to be identificc 

with the savdotpline of 20 o7a, unless this is one of 

Tavofov xakalotoav, his assistants. cf, tiv 

Gherm. 153ea3; Taurees alse is otherwise unknown to us. 

Groiset (es also Grote, Girard and Gardiner) distinguished 

uéuxog from the xaLcotplencs because they took the 

apsellation SC@tOt¢ to sean "Sophist® as (in Croiset's 

a F * ho " : 4 words) "un ds cea sophistes qui, des le V° siecle, vont 

enselgner dans les palestres les sciences diverses'; and 

Ca
 

Grolget compared tne Socrates of the ‘Clouds"® and the two 

logicians of the "Zuthydems", But the foovteotyoloy 

was not a palaestre, nor indend was 

iatter wes serely one place the logiciens hasoened to come



into while Sosretes wes there, 'Soohists® are not known 

to have uad orofessionsl attachments to particular 

palasstres. (If Mikxos had been a "Sophist" Socrates 

hardly have entered his palaestra witanout having a 

discussion with him.) 

oontothc originally means an "expert" in eny art or sxill 

Sog,otig is here weant as ac 

(L.S.d. s.v.). Protazoras includes enong the unavowed 

practitioners of oogtaotiexy téxvy t= Homer and the poets; 

totc 58 ab tehetic te nat Konupweulc icl8e- nodSax nua 

ROLOVUSVOVG)eeese Bvlave bé F oe
 

Ke
 

co
 

eN
 

po
n Qi
 

Co
 

wi
 

=
 QO
 

o
 

» 
HOt YVEVAOTLXNY, otov “Ixxoc ts & Tapavtt voc 

nat & vfv Ete Sv obdevdc Attav cog otic 

“Hp6Oeucc 2.02. povorniy 62 VAyadouNc ...-. wéyag 

Sy cogsatic, (Plato Prot, exsie). 

Protagores is able to claim this oedizree for his profession 

be sceuse these men could already be called goquotal os fas 

Mes rea
 sters of taeir own erts, ef. Meno s5p4, “MaRODGLY 

5é ye tabthy Seduetoov of coprotal, where sogiotal 

meens "the experts in geometry", 

YLiment ta 

gymast whe hes brougnut his skill to nigh refinenent.



fo
 

fa
 | 

o 

m4 . ~ ? . me ¥ 
{ tor epee Hora x Om 2 aed yi beg ark «a @o a ha} 

couc Bytac abvSon 3 "who's here", i.e. in the 

palaestra: ef. Charm. 153a° ele tiv Tavoéov 

KARUCCTPAV pee ElUNhdov, ude abtd0L naTtTEhasov 

Age ROAAOTC. 

‘Here where we are now, before I move, I'd like 

to be told ... " 

So Schleiermacher, Hirschig, Apelt. «vod 

meaning “here on the spot" might seem to follow 

awkwardly after Hippothales' adt6ut meaning 

"inside the palaestra"; but in lively conversation 

the change of reference is easily permitted by 

the change of speaker; Socrates says adtod 

emphatically at the beginning of his reply, and 

perhaps we should envisage him as actually not 

budging to follow Hippothales till he gets his 

answer. For this emphatic early position of adbcof 

ef. iur. Ion 1026, 

abdtod vey abidy «tetve, 

HF. 1397, 

3 
Fal 

avtod yevoluny aétpoc a ee He



204 
a? (contd.) 

Many interpreters have failed to see that the 

change of speaker here makes all the difference. 

Most of their remedies are unlikely:- 

1. Burnet thought aitod a variant or gloss 

on attvé6de and deleted it. But this 

leaves Socrates' opening xo%tov very weak; 

we would expect a particle, e.g. ‘AAG 

aottov Or apfiivoy uév, 

Heusde, followed by Heindorf (on Sophist 

265e) took abtod = abvod cod, “I should 

like to hear from you yourself"; but 

there seem not to be examples of aitéc = 

u'téc cu in the oblique cases, except for 

the subject of the verb in indirect speech. 

Heindorf earlier, aid Stallbaum at one 

tine, took advct as neuter object of 

&xotuat, 3 but this would have to be giad, 

which Ast in fact suggested. Ast’s obté 

is the most plausible emendation; "I should 

like first to be told the crucial fact, 

namely, etc. ..." cf, Charm. 1660!, Reo.



hh
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p | 

a? (eontd.) 

362a?, ABTA eee abu ekontas 6 
as UGA LOTSA cy 

BSe. AneMvat. This would be an attractive 

reading; but the change would be 

gratuitous.



pt xd wh ual elosturs; tthe object of ay entrance!; 

ent t% is perhaps played upon as ambiguously neater or 

masculine, "for what purpose" or "to see whom", 

a 

3 
cf. 214e", Cowuev tf ual baonvedu; the stress is on 

For xat emphasising cuestions see Denniston 312-3; 

the interrogetive oronoun in both cases. 

wat tic & uardc; "that is to say, who is the handsoue 

one?" Hinpothales'? nints at 203b° and 2040 have not been 

lost on Socrates, 

For “xaA6¢ of boys who attract erotic ettention ef. Meno 

76d, Kav Kataxexa.vupsvoc tic yvoln see. Ott 

wards ef wat Epactaf cot Bt. elo.v, Xen. Mem. I 3, 

8-13, Plato Pasedrus 25707, Symp. 2130; ond § nate 

KGAGG on vases. 

4 seek wd sd f . pt Sow be oF tle; 

Gé ch here stresses Zot, “who is your favourite?"; but 

see on 204a*,



204 

vo & nat ‘Leowvdpov ‘Ilanddakec; 

Gobet (Novae Lectiones 641) deleted ‘Iuxé0arec, and 

made similar deletions in the parallel cases at Crat. 3840 

and Herodotus VII 10. But see Thnuc. VII 69, where Nicias 

invokes his men xatpé0ev te éxovondgZuv xual abtod< 

2 oe a ‘ + 4 at . 

OVOLGGITL MAL PVATV. Here of course the occasion 

is only mock-solemn, and the full form of 

address is merely humorous: see Thompson on Meno 168°. 
e 3 

f 

pb? unxéte. elajco; you need not now tell me", 

p° xdppw Aon ef xopevdpuevog toB Epwtoc; 

"you have by now reached en advanced point in love". 

Schenz's deletion of xopsudusvoc is wrong; cf. Meno Be, 

’uyvostc ad od Zotuv On saSlZov SSe tod 

dvautuy{joxecdat, and (in a literal sense though 

humorous) Ar. Frogs 35, uat ydo dyytc tio Obpag HoH 

GablZuy etue tiode: cf, also Plato Crat. Aloe? 

_ .. ¥y 
ié6pew Hdn ofuat galvouat cogfac éravveuv.
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b? =2 ett 6° éyd td pay Gra oadhog xTAG 

Socrstes often cleimed to have no special knowledge except 

of td Zomtexd: ef. espec. Symp. 177d, Byd ....+ Se 

obSév ont Gdro éxflotacdan A td owt nd; 

(elso Symp. 20405 212b, Phaedrus 227c, 257a, Theages 128b, 

Theaet. 210d, Xen. Mem. IIT 6.28); but the nearest claim 

to this one Gaxd of t’ slvar yrGvar spHvtd te 

nat &pcdyevov) is perhaps at Xen. Symp. 3.10, where 

Socrates jestingly observes that he wéya gpovel BxC 

ucaotponetat 

eo” dotetéy ye St. Epvdptac, "it is amusing that you 

should blush"; 

ef. Phacdr. 2/2e 4 edvjoeva (tofy Adyotv) 

xdvv doteta: end of « person, doterog ual 

evo, Rede 349b. 

(But of dotefot at Rep. 452d are "the wits, comedians"). 

co cvvitatptyg cou; 

for the dative ef, Symp. 17209, Xen. Mem. I 2.3.
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eo xapatadtoeta, dad god dxodwv, he will be wearied to 

death with hearing you sey it so often": 

ef. Xen. Gyrop. I P41, fue xapatefvatpr todtov 

Bonep odtoc gus napatetver dad cod wardov, 

Plato Euthpyd. 303b° HPOTOUVEES oocen GALYOV KRapstdanoay, 

"elmost wore themselves out applauding". 

(In a literal sense, TH Atuh Rapatervopevas, Symp. 207d). 

ef éxxexdouxe ta Ota 

éxxwg-6H and -é# are both found, and a similar doubt 

arises at Eur. Or. 1287". 

For épxéeiyxe AbotSoc, "has filled our ears with the 

name "Lysis", ef. Apology 23e, éuxexdixaciy dud ta 

Ota SLABEMAOVTES. 

+ The anonymous grammarian from a Darnstadt ms. quoted by 
Seheefer in Add, to Gregory of Corinth p. 909, cites Eur. 
Or. 1287 to illustrate EXKEXHONTAL » and this passage of 
the Lysis to illustrate éxxexdpwxe, and asserts the 
existence of the simple xwy-d6W.



aos. Boe 2. ape ® BE Bocasnay fare Syn an 
sbudoera Atty ote, “nat €& Unvov eypouevours utA. 

"it can eesily haopen that we start up out of 

our sleep thinking we hear the name of Lysis." 

Perhaps Hippothales made a practice of toasting 

his beloved, naming him as he did sco; cf. 

Theocritus XIV 18-20: 

2g Be wwe 3, BY pe SS fae NY Os 
Hdyn && xpofovtog Ebon’ SBxixetodat Exoatoy 

7 . ke 
wtavoc Gen” Exacvog Been pOvov otivoc sinetve 

{S
e dusc ev gavedvtec balvouec .oees 

cf. Callimachus Epigr. 29, Meleager A.P.V. 136; 

. . -, fe te- POF oe “aycer “ual néXuv elné, aGALY, AGALY, “HALO! Soa. 

# 

For cbucdoeva ef. Soph. Philoct. 283-4; 

nbproxov obbéey aitv dvetavat naody 

# » ts « 2 ¢ _ x a 
tobtov S& nodktv evudoetav, o tTExvov, 

where it similarly refers to the likelihood of 

an unwanted exnerience,



RS
 

oS
 

a
 

aime (contd. ) 

(ebudopeta is the form always required by the 

metre in Sophocles, and is found in fT here, in W 

at Prot. 321A", and in all mss. at Laws 738a°. ) 

ebuovota, Where, might perhaps mean, ironically, 

“we have the good fortune to ..."; but the noun 

is not found before Dion. Halicarnassi. (The 

adjective ebpo.pog occurs at Symp. 1974", but in 

a highly rhetorical context.) 

bypowsvotic does not necessarily mean “on waking 

in the morning" as Apelt trenslates; the eorist 

tense seems more likely to indicate that the 

auditory illusion.is actually what suddenly 

rouses them. "Perseverative imagery" is apparently 

quite common in the "hypnagogic" state of going to 

sleep at night, though "hypnopompic" illusions 

on awakening are equally well known; see McKellar, 

"Imagination and Thinking”, chap. 3.



at wav wév ot: 

Denniston (G.P. pe 393) took wév Gy] here to be 

progressive, in which case the mss. reading would be the 

only instance of simple progressive yéy 67 in a positive 

statement; Denniston therefore suggested x&y udy 6&7 

(cf. e.g. 206b* and frequently). Moreover if there is a 

"progression" from Hippotnales sober to Hippothales tipsy, 

this is an addition to, rather than an instantiation of, 

the previous statement, and xat is prefereble to 

asyndeton. 

ag wav uataroyddny Sunyettar, “what he expounds to us 

in conversation"; (Croiset, Robin, Heindorf add oeyypduuata). 

The root idea in xatadAoyadny seems to be tas one would 

speak it"; this often means "in prose (compositions) as 

opposed to verse", (ef. Symp. 177b’, Hipp. Min. 68a) 

but here @& wév xatard. Stenyettar is opposed to 

KRoyata “nal ovyypduuata, “written compositions in 

verse and prose’, so must refer to spoken discourses,



204 al 3 cent, 

There is a precisely similar ambiguity in WtA@c3 contrast 

Menexenus 239c, where AOyw yurAG is used of written 

prose as opposed to verse, with Laws Slle, where there is 

a threefold distinction: xount&y te Kovfpata sse5.0. Kal 

yeypaupéva xatahkoyadéryy (here = “Sn prose) A xat 

YLrraBo obtwo Uvev tod yeypdedar A€youwEevaA, "poet's 

verses and writings in prose, or even what is quite simply 

spoken without having been written down", wnere yu Ac 

means "unwritten", 

a4 ROLAMATAS 

ef. Eurip. Stheneboea, fr. 663 Natick”, 

nounciy 6’ Boa 

- 
“Bowe Suddcxnst, xbv Eucvcoc } td aptly, 

quoted by Plato at Symp. 196e* nhc yooy nountic 

ylyvetat, "xdv Sovcoc 4 td xply", od Av "Bows Eyntar. 

Aristotle gives a matter-of-fact explanation, Rhet. 137001? ,. 

wat of EpGvtec uat Stakeydumevor ude yodqovtec ude 

Rovodviss te det axept tod gpwugvov xalpovory’ 

3 % . 4 an f . ~ r . ay . ae oe 
év axast ydo tots tovostorc peuvryuévot otov aloddvecdat 

ofovtat to8 gpuévou, xT.
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a> xatavtiety, "drench us with his poems", Jowett. 

ef, Rep. 3440" @pacbuaxocg ..... Sone Baravedc fudy 

XatayvtrAfoac xatd tv Stwv BGpdov ual nzordv tdv 

AYO. 

a : s 2 > 
a4 ~~ 6 Ctesippus is in a great hurry to produce his 

denunciation of Hippothales, and leaves out the end of one 

sentence in order to go on to the next, of which he then 

leaves out the middle, (Asemi~colon is probably better 

than Burnet's full stop after ovyyoduuata. } 

The ellipses are in fact very slight; after &xetr&dv sesee 

ovyypduuota we can mentally supply e.g. tadta 64 

Scuve gotty (Stallbaum); and then uat 8 Bt, todtwv 

<éctt) Servdtepov, (dxetvé Botuv,) StL xat 

GSeu cosy CL, Rep. 49lb’, 

(But Luise Reinhard regarded the second sentence as a case of 

anecolonthon, as though where after S ..... Seuvdtepoy 

sg Gtesippus should have continued simply ESEbvoee! » ne 

thought he had said simply xat todtay Sevvdtepoyv 

and continue’ with a $y clause. [Die Anakoluthe bei 

ee, aN 

Platoa, p. 12, mn 2.]).
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a? Bt. tobtwv dSetvdtEpoy ,y 

Naber, is perhags especially appropriate to the third term 

of a series of increasing horrors; (it is used even of the 
, 

second term at 205¢e°), 

3 2” Ben natoddev brovopdyetas3 

is mentionsd as the son of his father, by naming his father; 

ef. Euthydemis ant, ed "AZLSxov perpdxtov (where 

Cleinies is nob given his own name until 273a°); Gorg. 48le- 

adv jivpsiduaovc veavlay (though Demos! neme has been 

indicated by a pun); also Prot. 309e89 «=& Kaeuviow Béc, 

, 6 , shang 
GOree 482a° fs) Kislvbesrosg obtoc, (Alcibiades). 

(The fact thet the boy is still referred te simply as 

& Anuoxpdtove 6c is different from his being 

at * ¥ addressed as & nat Anuoxpétove (e.g. at 2092"); 

5 nat Swepovlsxov 

supra).
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e? fete BW: for the personal construction cf. Phacdrus 22887, 

FOAAOD ve Séws bla. 

@ tO E6600 eee. TOD Ravddce 

emphatic word~order, "the child's beauty" (Kilhner-Gerth I 

paragraph 464 [p. 618]). 

ef. Ion 53007, tov yao dayoddy sounvéa Sef tod Rotntod 

tc Suavolacg ylyvessat tots duotovot, where 

wig Stavotag is specially emphatic. 

f * » 

9 fuavdcg yao xal dad udvov todtov yeyvdoxecdat, e 

‘he is handsome enough to be known to you by this alone", 

for dad ef. Phacdr, 230° fepdv and tOv xopdv te 

nat Gyakpdtwwy Zouxev elvar.
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e® Anwoxpdtovc tod AtEwvéwc; 

that our Lysis! deme was Aixone makes it almost certain 

that in I.G, II - ITI“ 7045 we have a reference to him or 

(8
 % least to his femily; this is a funerary stele from the 

Dipylon bearing, among other names, ‘IcOuovlxn AdouSoc 

AtkwvEuc. The first editor, Oikouomos (Ath. 

Mitteilungen ?’, 1912 p. 226sq.) took Isthuonixe's father 

to be our Lysis! grandfather; Wileamowitz Platen IT 69 
ie
) 

ne Ll and <irchner in I.G. {I - ITI” think Isthmonike's 

father is our Lysis himself. In view of the complete 

uncertainty of the dramatic date of our dialogue we cannot 

hope to guess when our Lysis was born; similarly we can 

ouly date Isthuonike's death in the first half of the 

Yourta century and we do not know how old she was when she 

died; so either identification is possible. 

An Isthnonikos owned a bath south west of the city, 

~ 2 4 Qe in.,, fw . 
I.G. I* 943 end an IcOptcvexoc (sie) suore to the 

treaty of Niclas, Touc. ¥ 19, This man or one of these 

may Le related to Lysis; but, pace Wilamowitz loc. cit., 

is uot Lysis! £ather unless he changed his name!
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9 £ * a ’ a. a e”? Sc yevv@eov xal veavexdy todtov tdév Eouta ..... Gvrydpec, 

‘whet an admirable and splendid passion to have 

conceived!" (because for so handsome a boy). 

Both yevvatog (originally “well-born") and veavixdg 

(originally "vigorous") are common in Plato meaning 

Little more than "excellent, admirable"; perhaps thes 

were colloquialisms. of. (e.g.) Theaet. 183e 6dd0¢ 

tL yevvablov, "magnificent depth of mind", (Campbell); 

Reo. 3720 pdZacg yevvatacg "firet-rate bread", and 

Rep. 563e h dox wad xal veavexty Bdev tyoavulc 

ae Q@bEtut, ef, 333,



f
e
 

La
e Pod
 

er
 yw oa . we 

RODLEOOVY ovnee TO ENGVY SGAOVOS Eby aoe - 

( BEapvec ety.) wh novetyv, “tA. 

for %eupvec elvat ef, Gharm. 15808, éxdovy 

stvat t’ éoutlueva. ‘Notice that Hippothales 

puts in the idiomatic »% to strengthen his denial, 

which Socrates in asking a question had omitted. 

Cf, Ar. Plutus 241, 85aevéc gout un ’ tdetv pe nwnotve 
. ~7 
(K.G. II p. 204). 

Hippothales! embarrassment drives him to a blatant 

fib, but Socrates continues to press him, excusing 

nis poetic technique from scrutiny but not his 

material.
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a? tobctww BE Te seeee GTAOUR “THY "are you. 

attaching 

things he 

any weight to, taking any notice of, any of the 

says?" 

Stagudooat means usually "to weigh, measure" here 

fto take account of*, L.3.J. quote Theophrastus, 

Historia Plantarum IX 4.9, ef ts Sel otasuaoSat 

sovto, “if we are to tace this into account at all’, 

b+ oS th tov UETOWY weoee O8S2 LEdOC, 

not your 

ef. Symp. 

ub Os
 

TPOLC} 

metre but o 

VErSGS seeee Nor indeed any song", 

18743 totc nexounuévouic uérkcol te ude 

wETtTOAG ere here evidently compositions with 

witnout musics 

of. Laws 669a’ ... uédove xwote, AGyoud Prrove 

elc uéton twWoévtec.
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b* thc ovavotacg (sell. tHy xounudtov), 

"the matter, drift, general sense, of your 

aompositions" - this is what Ctesippus proceeds to 

describe, psa. 

ef. Ion 530b4%; «thy [‘oufpov ] Sudvovay éxuav0dvery, 

-~ 4 
wh udvov ta Ban, Sykwedv gotev, of, 53007 a 

a ¢ 

Phaedrus 22842; and Stavoetodat, Prot. 341e®, BAT. 

iJ * 

b* téiva todaov xoougépj apdg td vaedixd, 

"net sort of approach you make to your beloved", 

ef. Phasdrus 25204 toUT. TH today Adc Te tode 

, . 6 
EpuuEvore eevee ROOGGEOETAL, CGharmides 165b°, 

2 2 ~ eo, a : 2 2 

po? dxotwv Sratsedpbantat, tdeafened with listening to 

my chatter"; ef. Xen. Mem. I 2.37: Plato Rep. 358c. 

pen7? wat ydo got, uatayéhagta, "the things he says are 

laughable", The neuter plural refers vaguely to 

the -bU¥OLG of the POCKBS «



3 
nh
 

a 5 obyt nav aatc elxnot;: 

D, Tarrant, CQ 1946 p. 113, classing this as e 

'femiliar saying", ‘belonging to current conversatlonal 

usage’, refers to Euthyd. 279a° totte 6&8 uv aatc 

yvotn (where the previous seatence is elso apposite: 

Katayéactoyv 6&4nou, 8 adrat apdnertat, totto 

KEALY ApotTLOEvaL js 

: 1 » . 
(But Symp. 204b", AMAov 8A toBed ye Hdn ual xardl, 

and Euthyd. 301e refer to a enild's understanding, not 

to his knowledge), 

el
 

e & G8 4} atauc Ory GSet, things thet anyone in the 

elty can recite"; this must be just es much a pnrase from 

7 
current conversationel usage as et: ef. fon 534d 

aSy Gé nafwra Ov advtec Bboudt. 

The meaning of Gést here and ddoBauv at a” is not so 

mach "sings" as "repeats, trots out" ("in ore habet", 
ZL 

Ast): cf. Suvetv, e.g. Prot. 317a.



grobtOVE te Kat Exxotpoptag xual vixag lvool HG 

"Tagpot xal Wepég tedpbnnotc Te KGL KEANE; 

Hippothales was highly ambitious as a poet and attempted no 

less then Pinderie odes; no doubt Lysis!’ family, if 

ra] 
nouveau riche, were especially proud of these victories; 

the neme Isthmonike seems to have occurred in the family 

(See on 204e® and 205d). 

For the plurel abstrects g,o$tove te ual ixxnotpogtag 

ef, First Alcib. 12208, RNOBTOVES oovee “aL TOVHAS 

wat go0%tac tuatfayv 0” BAzeug ual wdpwv drorgde 

wal Geoucdytwv KAOOvVG dxokovdtacg thy te GAAnv 

épodtyta why uepadv; the plural usually suggests 

rs 
numerous cases or the frecnuent occurrence of these phenomena 

'7-1Y 
{sce Kilhner-~Gerth I pp. #es#9); perhaps Gtesippus! turn of 

pe
ak
s 

ohrase here is meant to sugeest that Hipsothales recounts 

the grobtoc and fxxnotpogfa of each of Lysis! 

ancestors separetely!}
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e° Koovexdtepa, "even more prehistoric twaddle", 

schol. vet. A ta doxatdtepa xual xarard, A td 

esfen, ~ in fact both these meanings. 

of. Ar. Plutus 51 Kpovexatc Afpato AnuGvtsec tag goévac, 

"blind in mind with prejudices derived from the days of 

va a 2 vv a 4 o re 4 gronos*, Clouds 398 & uBos of xual Koovtav dfwv 

"fool, you suell of the age of Kronos", ef. schol. otoy 

bea - 2 # ee. a q 
Boxatnyc ednsetac 6h6ug sooo. HAL “pPOVlovd TOvG 

Affpove éudovy. 

Strong colloquiel abuse: cf. our "that came out of the Ark". 

Ho doubt it was especially applicable to genealogising 

verses: ef, Timotheus fr. 7 (Diehl) (apud Athen. III 22d) 

véoc & Zede Bactreter, 

to néAaL 8’ Ay Kodvoc &pxwv’ 

anttw potoa azakavd, 

(cf. note on 221d"). 

(ef. use of Kpdvog itself as a name of abuse, “old 

fuddy-duddy", Plato Euthyd. 287b, Ar. Yasos 1480),
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Sc” 8d thy vod ‘Hpaxdkéove cvyyEvetav eosee YEYOVOG 

abtdc &% Atéc: 

Lysis’ aneestor end Jeracles were thus half-brothers, 

according to this story. Heracles! extensive travels 

4o doubt made him a plausible hero to elaim to have 

anberbained.



be 
ie

 
Bo
 

4C
o ry 

tic tod Sfuov doxnvétov Ovyatpdc3 

(as Stellbaun noted, one tod is omitted for euphony.) 

& tof SAucu doxnyétnc, "the founder of the deme": 

of 8@ xAnofo. ybas 

téve"’ tnaxdtyny Kohkuvev ebyovtat ootaiy 

doxnydy etyvat, “al «fpovar tobvoua 

ad totiée nouvev kévvec dvouacuévas 

(where no doubt a statue of "Colonos" is on the stage 3 

see Jebb ad loc.). But of course Colonos was originally 

* 

ub co
 not a man's name but a placenames; aco doubt dpxnyet 

were invented for the demes st the same time as better- 

esteblished heroes were attached as 4oa,ryyéeat to the 

new Gleisthenic tribes. 

We know nothing else of this hero ("Aixon"?); perhaps 

At&avn too was originally a placename. The deme 

lay by the coast just south of Mt. Hymettus.



This oedigree is obviously a highly inflated piece of 

imagination; Lysis! family has the best possible male 

progenitor and a claim to local distinction on its 

smale side. "Noch demselben Schema waren gewiss 

gahlreiche attische Stamabéume fabricirt", E. Moyer, 

Forsch, gur Alten Gesehichte, vol. II p. 521 n, 31. 

(And unless "Aixon" was a genuinely ancient hero, this 

family-tree stressing prominence in the deme is sardly 

likely to have originated before the reforms of Cleisthenes, 

Lysis! family must have had recent wealth to xeep a 

four~horse chariot, but evidently did not have a 

genealogy associating them with the earlier tribal 

epistocracy3; in which case Hippothales! songs 

KEvtayv REOL tOv nooydvwy (205¢7) were exag-erated). 

(See Wade-Gery, Esseys in Greek History, p. 134, who says 

"it was hardly as Demesman of Aixone that Lysis traced 

his ancestry, rather as member of some locally~rooted 

Genos or Phratry"; but why then are we told the opposite 

in the text?)
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a” &xep al ypatat GdSoudiv, “which the old women repeat" 

(on &50v0uv— ef, n. onc) 

yoaiy BOkog became a proverbial expression for 

7 : : "nonsense", ef, Theaet, 176b', and Parocemiographi * 

(cf, Dodds on Gorg. 52%a°)s but here it vas no doubt 

iterally the case that old women were the experts on 

family histories, 

a? KPCv vevexnxévat eeeee BOELCs tare you crowing before 

youlve won?! 

schols vet. and the Paroemiographi duly reccrd this ss 

@ proverb; mapotula, “nod £fig veune d6e.c 73 

éyxwitov"', anu tOv td xpdyuata xpohkausavévtwr. 

But the explanetion of the sayine has to be found in 

Plato's own more elaborate use of it at Theaet. 16404", 

oatvépedd pou drextovdévoc dyemotc Slxnyv xoty 

VEVLUENnKEVaL conndfoavtec &xd to Adyou &euv; 

it tekes its origin fron ecockfighting,. 

6 Be ow + nt 2 - Here Goetv¢, originally of "crowing", is slyly tarned 

a 
aad o suit Hipnothales! soncs.
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a? 3 y 

Ovx OleL YE. 

"You think you aren't. od% ofpat is Like 

of equt; K.G. II p. 180 ann. 3. 

QU” td Ge aAOs Exes; 

"Well then, what is the situation?” 

for +6 56€ see Thompson's note on Meno 97c. 

t
p
 

w
e
 = 8 & a It oceurs in questions at Laws 967a°, 7d 64 

gc Bxov &v etn 3 630a°, 886°.
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1 navi udavota ele o& tefvovory abcar al poal , 

"These songs affect you yourself more than anyone", 

tetvovotyv "affect" rather than "refer to®; 

of, pdt. VI 109, tadta dv advea éo of voBv 

tetver xat &x o80 Aotytas, wiich seems to mean 

"AJL this now affects you as well as depends on you"; 

cetyveby is intransitive here as in Prot, 345b®, but 

¥ oxet K8Snco elc ot talvery tdy Adyov, C
a
 

in & 

Phacdo 63a7, it is transitive. 

e” EAadc "capture" is the first of a set of metaohors 

from hunting applied to amorous pursuit; ef, e* Seaguyy, 

20628 Svoahutétepor. y end the fullesesle comperison 

in 206a9 - b3, which adds OnpevtTic, dvacoBot, Sypay, 

o
r
 

zy eas a7 ne efayouatvety, fhis was eae frequen way of talkings 

ef. Prot. 309e", Gnd xvvqyecfov «od axepe try 

? ¥ 

AhxLBCaSov Spav, snd extensively at Xen, Mem. IL 
58-95 28. 

(But at e4 vevexnxdty is still reminiscent of the 

oo
 proverb acty vevbunxévat &cuyv of a),
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e Pe 5 twhat you xOOUOg Go, Eotat td hexGévea, 

have related will be e eredit to you's 

"y i PHS a a for x60L0¢ in this phrase ef. Thue. I 5 otc xdou0¢ 

Karte todto &pgav (ise, Anotevety), 
7 Cc a 

Ar, Clouds 24 yoy 6 ye “dou0c todt’ gotuv syuot 

(with a pun on the liters] sense of [golden] ornaments), 

and of. ygguoy géose tevt  ‘Hdt. VETE, 142, 

Soph. Ajax 293. 

io) @ oye ythrtis apn, Wha hia: ate a TOGO Te MELZOVOY .wooee KGADY te xat Ex A080 , 

"all the greater orizes"; 

Mand te xat dyaad here is neuter, though perhaps 

not without « suggestion of its sense in the phrase in 

whe masculine, 

(On the thought ef, SYMP. 1828”, 

{
Y
o
n
 

AOvety tS xartdv Soxek 

efvar wat uh &rdvere ataxpéy}.
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a® Ssducde td pédARovy Bxq dxoBhostat: 

a standard phrase like our “what the future will bring" 

or "now things will turn out"; 

ef, Aidt. I 32, Solonts famous advice, axonéeyy 6& yod 

RavtOG Xotwatog thy tertevtty «A dxoBhoetvat; 

VIIL 67 tdv xéAcuov xB &xoStcctas : Plato Euthyphro 3e?. 

Aa. * * zt 2 4 8 a” GAGEYVI) MOL abbey, praise and exalt"; 

abSeuv in this sense seems to be otherwise poetic; 

Soph, 0.T. 1092, Or perhaps nere it means colloquially 

: Z 
Vinflate", cf. xavvodvia at 21de*, 

A” BGG asees LEYGAGVDXSTENOL seoee SUGAAWTSTEPOL; 

for the sllipse of Tooub te ef, Rep. BEGG?



* Me 

c
a
 

29 

‘yy e . + * 

a? notvéc TLE Guy dy @#eeas Goxel eeeee ELYVGEL 

7 ae a 
stvGu3; the seribeg who produced 60x08 &v goes with 

(STN) and OOX%]] (Par here and at 216b°) feiled to 

understand this, but it was put right in Urbinas 31, 

anticipatiag Heindorf. &v is often attracted to 

ef. Prot. 3572979: 
Poe . arn’ Mm Tt mayo H6oxodv dv xat tH Loetaydog 

Smt mare AL &, second place: Cnonoyotseyv av qty 

of dvophxcy 4 of; 

cuokoyety. ("Protagoras too thought they would agree" } a 

ef. Lysis 216b9 odx &y pot Soxst obtwg Exevv. 

’ oe 
a? dy agopsotl, "put ups 

the kind of 971904 implied here is the snering of birds; 

+ _ _ ad Sasi ten 
in Ar. Birds 34, ©O8 SoBoBytog ovdevee ci, Sopety 

atéusoda. 

b* xqdetv, "charms 

@ change of metaphor, but still to one 

2 A a. Pe Fs 
apolicetion; of, &X Cabin Xen. Mem. IT 64Y,



206 

»? ar pe 2? a # 
ROAAA Guovotse, 

"a great deficiency of literary talent." 

9 .. . . . on ef. b? OAV) Groyts, "a great failure in logic". 
4 ¢ 

Also “okay 4uadta, Evora, dxesota ; Meno goers! +2 

Hipp. Maj. 3000°, AOLAA Touch Ar. Frogs 21. 

b? AGG tobvorc Evowov 

"liable on all these charges", cf. Theaet. 14804; 

evidently a legal term also used colloquially.



LT) sceee KOLAOIC; 

It is interesting that the scribe of Ven. 186 should 

ppear to have been observing the "Canon Dawesianus"; 

but the primary mss. do not, and should not be altered. 

where it is suggested that See Kihner-Gerth II p. 385, 

the aorist subjunctive indicates a more immediate danger 

and on the abandonment of Dawes! canon than the future; 

see Dodds, Gorgias, pp. 257 and 343.



Bvapd sevee pAGAtTOVTE dautdy .....Shapepdg av daut> 

Heindorf thought the repetition was meant to hide 

a weak argument. But Socrates is being ironic; 

the argument was only too likely to teke in any 

Greek, as it does Hippothales (and Thrasymachus 

thought precisely this about excellence in 

shepherds end rulers). Socrates is being 

emphatic precisely to underline the weakness and 

flippancy of his argument. 

The repetition is an example of what Burnet and 

Dodds have called "a b a" or "ring structure"; 

ef. (e.g.) Gorg. 507¢7=a° “wdv Bovrdpwevoy 

om CS
 ebiatpova elvat ..cccy Sb LEAREC chdatuuv elvar; 

such structures happen frequently in emphatic 

conversation. 

1 rg CU GOL asses Avaxorvoduat, "I put my problem to you": 

ef. Prot. 314b/, Laches 178».
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ete et tie Gio Breve ( seid, Gu~Bovrstetv) guusodheve 

ttva av. TOC AGYOV we veet 

"give me advice, if you can, on this point above 

all, what words ..." 

ef. Phaedo 630° elaeo th EARkO tOv tovobtuv, 

Susoxvoroatuny av “ual tofto, 

The idioms with @\kog are peculiarly difficult; 

but this seems to be the meaning here rather than 

"Tf you have anything further" or “better to advise” 

(seil. "than singing odes.") (Jowett and Avelt.) 

A fuller paraphrase might be “If you can give me 

advice on anything else, give it me on this." 

i 

; z _ BR oe — von By pug 2 py on ‘ ® e- 6 toug dy ovvatuny cor BatSevSan, “the: 

ef, Xen. Mem. r16°°, Toxe 8° Sv tl oot xdyw 

Guhiagety ele tiv tv uardv te adyaty Stpav 
BAR a y t x , EXO (bd TO Eputexds sivas; but in Xenophon (TI) 

socrates surprisingly volunteers this as a sequel 

to a discussion, not of époc, but of <csurta: 

CII) there is no oractical demonstration sugeeated, 

Oe e dramatic plausibility and interest are much aR 

higher in Plato; sliso the kind of sid Socrates
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Df , 
e- (eonta.) 

offers is very different - in Xenophon Scorates 

)romises merely to praise the épactyc in the 

presence of his xard&sxéd, 

6 = 
ce” obtoe ..... gast: “Bene ott, guanquam unus dixerat 

Gte tp
 ippus; ipso enim silentio ceteri illa 

comprobaverant" Heindorf; but most of all obtot 

serves Plato's scene~setting by reminding us that 

there are others present (as did Ctesispus' hudic 

and yaevy at 2040!, 205a*), 

Exn*’ ob8év, Bon, xarexdv. Hippothales has got 

over some of his embarrassment and is eager that 

socrates should talk to Lysis; which might indeed 

have been difficult (1) on other days, when the 

boys would have been segregated in the palsaestra: 

(2) if Lysis had not through Wenexenus known 

l-2 
Ctesippus. see notes on d and a.



Oo “Epuata G@ovotv; a special festival held in 

Athenian palaestras; cf. Aesch. in Tim. 10. 

For Hermes as the patron of athletics cf. his 

title (éyv-) dyévioc, I. G. 1°. 5, Pindar Pyth. 

2.10, Nem. 1.60, Ar. Plutus 1161-3; 

for statues of Hermes in palaestras cf. Anth. Pal. 

Vi. 100, 143, 144, App. Plan, 186, 188: 

(188) Hivoofgvaroy Boog Kelitvuov al-nd Aekolnwc, 

~ yf . ne ; » saan Be s16’ Both’ 2petod youvacfov pe éov, 

oa - a » - RORAGME “al Ourkspodc Gtuav twv ovecdvouc. 

At the festival it appears that the boys then- 

selves took part in offering the sacrifices 

(206e°, 207d"); also that wine was lisble to reach 

the waiting paidagogoi (2230+). There may perhaps 

have been athletic contests or displays not 

mentioned here; the ephebes in the 2nd century 

held a torch-race at the Hermaea (1.G. II-III, 

2980). 

Aeschines refers to the existence of, but does 

not give details of, "Solenian" laws for the conduct 

of the festival. (In Timarch. 10) (But for the 

‘p
S eat
 irporved "law" at In fimarch. 12, see next note, }



dvausueryuévot ..... of te veavloxou. xat of xafSec* 

er. 207at éy toto katot te xdu VEGVEOKOLS. 

ef. Aeschines in Timarch. 9-10: 4 ydo vouodétnc ... 

d&aodeluvvcr ..... todc vedvicuove todc 
, Coots ly 

ELGOOL TE tac OnaaKA OT elbvat xat GOTL VGC 

Frauxtac Sxovtac® taking this sentence in conjunc- 

tion with Hippothales'! remark here, we can infer 

that Aeschines by veavfoxcvc does not mean the 

Same as he does by gofSac a few lines earlier. 

The "Solonian" laws evidently made separate 

provisions about the use of palaestras by youths 

ag Opposed to boys, cf. earlier, in Tim. 7; from 

Hippothales' remark we can infer that Mikhos held 

separate classes for xatéec and for veavfcxo., 

who on ordinary days were not allowed to mix; but 

for the Hermaea this rule was evidently relaxed. 

(Note elso Aeschines’ allusion to a rule xeot 

wg GuucoLttigsuc thy aafGayv, "the companionshios I*> i } = 3 

the boys may form at school" (Adams)). (The 

age at which a nate became 2 veuvcwog we are 

not told by Aeschines, who earlier (8 7) has 

mentioned the distinction of aatdeec Trom



wevrodues, @nd af Bikar 2eeltc Nvuxtae; 

1 
whereas Socrates at 205b” referred to lysis as a 

yeavtoxoc, The usual guess is that e division 

would be made round about the age of fourteen or 

fifteen: see Freeman, "Schools of Hellas" pp. 

33=4. Solon fr. 19 perhaps confirms this.) 

(fhe purported quotation of the actual law, at 

in Timarch. 12, is an obvious forgery: see Drerup, 

"Uber die bei den Attischen Rednern eingelesten 

Urkunden", po. 305-6. It provides reasonably 

enough that adults shall not take part in the 

contests (ovyxaduévat) at the Hermaea; but its 

implication that adults had to be completely 

excluded from the gymnasium may be ignored in view 

of this passage of the "Lysis"). 

there might seem to be a problem about the 

situation in the palaestra depicted in the 

"Charmides"; there are aafsec present who stare 

ras! 4 7 . re 
at Cnarmides, who is 60 udu 40y EL OGL OV 

(Charm. 154b°c). But it sounds even so as if the 

ae yee 7 ay a a 5 2 
aAgpGe¢ @re in a group together, and there is no 

mention of their being engaged by anyone in 

conversation.



206 
sromacminesacey 

ae? a apdustcuv obv souyr ef Sd wh ...eeg Ody 

is perhaps both inferential and resumptive; the 

statement is repeated after reason has been given 

for believing it. 

og in a? jumps back over the repetition to answer 

the ofyar pév of oc”, which a less voluble 

speaker might have left "solitarium" (Denniston 

p+ 382); but Hippothales is anxiously emploring 

all possibilities (see on a’). 

Ktnotxan ovvieng gotty éta tdv tobtov dveyidy 

Mevéevove "he's well acquainted with Ctesipous 

through Ctesippus' cousin Menexenus". With these 

careful arrangements for approaching the boy Lysis 

compare Socrates' remark to Critias 4 propos of 

Charnides at Charm. 155a°7°, GARG TE obn 

baévsr cho wou tév veavlav xahfScac depo; 0868 

yap Gv nov et Bt écbyxave vedtepce dv, aloxpdy 

ay Av abt Svakéyeovat Auty évavefloy ye ood, 

éxetodnov te Gua xat éveyiot bytOC. Athenian 

ooys were evidently warned “not to talk to strange 

men"? (ef. Symp. 18304 sq.)



206 
cans omsaet 

at Wevetéyv udév yao 6A: wey is solitarium with f 

Mevecévy, and is probably similar to Denniston's 

tugy with personal and demonstrative pronouns 

implicitly contrasted with other persons and 

things" (G.2. p. 387): here Lysis! friendship 

with Menedenus is implicitly contrasted with his 

friendship with everyone else (xdvtwy udAvota). 

ydo ot is merely emphatic for ydp (G.P. p. 243). 

a? édv Goa wt noouty abtdc "If, that is, by any 

chance he doesn't come himself." apa here 

indicates a slight reluctance to admit that the 

possibility need be allowed for, or suggests that 

the speaker would be surprised if this possibility 

did arise. Cf. Symp. 1s5e", where Eryximachus 

suggests a third alternative cure: <«f ©’ &pu 

Kavu toxvpd gotiv, ..6 ATEDS; implying that 

this should not be necessary. (Some of Denniston's 

examples at G.P. pp. 37-38 are like these, but his 

description of the "possibility as having only just 

been realized” coes not quite cover the case in 

the "Lysis", where édv &oa nA is a repetition of 

% ef of uh in a),
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206e°=2lla 

aco. "a (0F xo9009' ) see Schanz, Platonis Opera, 

Vil p. xiii; «apoctjesy in the secondary mss. is 

a correction introducing a form never found in 

the primary mss. of Plato, xeosher TW is 

perhaps due to dittography of «po007’ etc. 
® 

1 

The scene changes to the interior of the paleestra; 

we see the boy Lysis and his friend Menexenus. 

Hippothales hides himself in the throng while 

Socrates gently catechises Lysis about the 

extent of his knowledge and thus of his claim to 

heve friends. 

Not only the scene but also the speakers change here. 

socrates fulfils his promise of talking to Lysis, 

and we have ea miniature Socratic dialogue 

speciaily adjusted to a young boy, quieter than 

the earlier knockabout banter of the older youths - 

but equally amusing to the reader, while at the 

same time showing Socrates at his gentlest.



1 
206e°~2lla (contd. ) 

Socrates starts from the paradox obvious to any child 

that though his parents love him there are many 

things they do not allow him to do, and works 

round to the lesson that unless one has knowledge 

one will have no friends. This Socrates describes 

as "humbling anc restraining" Lysis, who certainly 

shows occasional touches of boyish arrogance; 

but perhaps especially Socrates wishes to prevent 

Lysis from thinking he deserves to win friends by 

his beauty alone, as he might think after the 

attentions of Hippothales. | 

Thus Socrates manages to suggest the dangers of the 

present situation, while stressing even here the 

value of knowledge, which he of course often 

elaborated on in wider contexts. 

This section and the ensuing interlude to 211a° are as 

far as Plato allows us a real picture of the young 

boys: in the main discussion following they say 

very little thet shows us anything about themselves 

(little in fact except ‘yes' end 'no'); ‘but here 

we are given some idea of the life of an Athenian 

boy, and what he thought of it.



ory 3 
1 206e"=211sa (contd.) 

Lysis is rather given to emphatic and aorupt replies; 

note his frequent Md A€a:> H&c yap; and 

AK a «wf 4 * q ay & . Na Ata ONAL Ch ELT 5 he is even still saying & 

at tae climax of his "humbling" at 210a!. 

206 
faa 

e” NEKO yuévoug, dressed in white for the festival 

and Lysis at least has a garland ( éoteqgavupévoc, 

2o7e") cf. Theophr. Characters ZXI ll, Aesch. in 

7 SF 1-2 ay rt Pa é 
Ctesiphoutem 77, Plato Rep. 328c ’ MG TOTO © 

Pstsecy uévo>o (8 Ké¢ako peae TEHUMDG Yap étbYKavEV, 

e& ~ roan wo, BE 2. m - # zy wy ata .... Eu, of &€ 2... tod axodvinptov 

év yovic; we can probably picture the palaestra 

ag an open-air courtyard with a covered portico 

. : Bo a st rf 
at one side serving as the “iccutnptov. 

Nenexenus'! game (207v") could lead him from the 

one to the other (in pursuit of an d0tpdyahog ) 

Where the sacrifices took place we are not told; 

perhaps in front of a statue in the 
aes 

Gea e



for these as children's toys see Pirst Alc. 

110b*, Asclepiades A.P. VI 308, Leonidas A.?. 

VI 3093 

LotpayGAug To sere. 
* swap aeuia * Pons so 

ROVAGOY VQ AGLYVE , SVE XPORUOSY,. u
s
 

The Arethan scholiast has a huge ‘note on dotoay Gi 

sometimes they were marked as four-sided dice, 

but for other games such as “pti xcuég here they 

were used in quantities as an alternative to 

stones, coins, nuts or beans. Aselepviades loc. 

cit. mentions a school-prize consisting of eighty 

AOTOGY ALL. Some were evidently available in 

the gymnasium where the "TPheaetetus” is set, 

since Socrates uses them as counters; i54et, « 

dotow aktieveie te si 3 this jumps back over 

uct TA ee, REAOL NEVA to tole xatbace TE 

means "and"; gee Denniston p. 500 on Té 

ngantroducing the last item of a series", 

éotpayant i avta¢ ; "playing games with knucklebones" e



pon Bh ese a oe sa feiss LUGO AOLS, OX POGULO Rwy 

suv xooarpotuevor, “were playing 'odd-or-even' 

with a great quantity of knucklebones, picking 

them out of some baskets that were there." 

See the scholiasts here and on Ar. Plutus 816 

and 1057; especially schol. Ar. Plut. 816, 

sdv duucatatopd Bpwttuev* Apwd stouv A xeorttd 

& tH veto wou “xakdnta; wav udyv eladv tixg, 
i 

a wat oe # a ® ae 2 Ban 

earpatiat abté&* ef &' dxoviyg, xatapddrer toodde, io
w 

For continuous playing of this, considerable 

numbers of dotoayéhot would be needed for each 

gide to compete in accumulating. ROWAL POOMEVOL 

here thus refers to the picking up by each side 

in turn of the mystery handfuls. 

Aristotle remarks that guessing odd or even was 

an easier form of the game than guessing the 

exact number hidden in the hand; Rkhet. 1407*, 

et Ea m 3 
y Gote Boteaaguct¢ ao tea e

e
 

tb z,0b do bytes ULAAGY 

A wepeodd, elady p&AAov A udoa Exet. Aristotle's 

phrasing probably indicates that the second form 

of the game could be called 4p%tecudc $003; se 

either form could be being played here in the 

"Lysis",



e’ (contd.) 

(Vat. 1029 hag dotpayékouc xauxddkove, which confirms 

that this is what W had before correction; but 

the point is not that they picked up *auadA\AOuC, 

but thet they took advantage of the great store 

to play dGovtagudc. 

Pollux's xatsswuévor (if he is not merely paraphrasing) 

was perhanos at some time read along with d-ovc 

aGuRSAKOVE to mean "pouring a great quantity 

onto the floor"; but this is rather less likely 

to be what they did; while x«poaspovustot seems 

to be in context as describing the actual playing 

of the game). 

ae "Junge $: ob udvov fice Anotoar td xardco slver," 

Stallbaum. For dxodoar «3 xarkdc efvat, "to 

have the neme of 'handsome'" cf. Symp. 173427 

Taovyy Thy rovuulay Srapec TA wavexd xarelodar, 

dxotcct uarde etvat would have sufficed but the 

<d indicates $8. is referring to other people's 

statements. the construction is then changed



207 
Seeemnacin: 

aX“ (contd. ) 

from 4xodcat 6 .....t9 dxotoar Sti ....6: 

"to have it said of him that he has all the 

excellences"; the change is from the description 

socrates is quoting to the one he himself endorses. 

xGAdE te udyadée: “as excellent in mind as in body": 

by looking at Lysis one can not only see his 

beauty, but also guess that he will think and act 

to equel it. 

Me The senses of xadrdc HEY GIEE cause much cconfusion:~ 

(1) The social sense imported by the revisers of 

Jowett, who allude to Lysis! "look of gentle 

breeding", though common elsewhere, is out of 

place here because all the youths in the palaestra 

were probably the sons of xaiot xdyavol in this 

sense (see on 20387) and in any case it would 

be unlikely that Socrates was self-confessedly a 

"tuft-hunter", 

(2) Adam on Rep, 489e* ang Dodds on Gorgias A7T0e? 

have pointed out that the term xaddc “dy ard 

is “transvalued" by Socrates and Plato "to exoress 

their ideal of what a man shoulda bet (i.e. in



207 

a (contd. ) 

particular @uidcogog.) But Socrates would not 

commit himself to saying on grounds of looks alone 

that a young boy came up to his ideal of 

philosophical integrity; and such exalted 

notions would in any case be out of place at this 

point in the dialogue. 

The meaning here is simpler than either of these 

senses. Two similar passages can be considered: 

Prot. 3154", ustpduiov O¢ way SyGuae «xarkdv 

ts udyadev wiv obctiv, oA’ obv tééav 

RAVY UGAGS» Here similarly Socrates guesses 

cautiously that a young man (Agathon) has 

qualities of ¢0ot¢ pesides those of ti&a. 

Cherm. 154d-e, esp. et; Critias is showing off 

Chermides, who is obviously adc; Socrates 
2 2 ce 9 ¥, * 

asks if he is also “Tv Youxrv ev Reqgumuwe; 

to which Critias replies “AhAa .. .. mdvv 

RUADG “ual Gyaude Bovey uat tadetc. When 

Charmides' ox is referred to Critias slips 
far ad 4, in the term “YS°C in addition to *eos-



I
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a? (contd, ) 

When xcaidcis offset against dyaséc a distinction 

between body and mind is implied: ef Xen. Mem. 

II 6.30, where Critobulus is interested in friend- 

ship both with tolc éyadovc tdc puxde and with 

toUG uaACUG td GSpata: ef. also Xen. Symp. 8.26. 

The one quality is easilyvisible, the other less 

immediately identified. This is already said 

by Sappho (fr. 49 Diehl, 59 Lobel-Page); 

é udy ydp “draco Soouv Pony néretat ¢ x6drog ) : 

& 62 xbyasoc abtixe “nat uddoc Bosetas. 

Sappho probably meant to say that excellence of 

character, when discovered, would constitute 

nobility (xdkog Eucetur) better than handsomenes:: 

which is found only to be nobility of appearance 

(Sagoyv tiny xérXoc) , that is to say, dpeth 

constitutes a kind of xéAkoc superior to the 

physical kind, Socrates says this at Theaet. 

185e7; Theaetetus is not handsome; but KORGc 

yin et, 2 & Bealinte, xt oby, dc Breve @con WIPES, 

ala,06¢" & yao “akGe A€yav xaddc te ned d&yaoée,
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a? (eontd., ) 

Thus in this simplest use of the term xardc 

alyaude it is dyasdéc wiich defines the sense 

of xarkdc; in fact the term is meant to mark a 

contrast with the ordinary physical sense of 

UAC. In brief, xaarde when contrasted with 

éyndde suggests qualities of apovearance, when 

conjoined with dyasdc suggests cualities of 

character; which is why Socrates can contrast 

the two senses here, saying that Lysis is not 

only obviously xaidc in appearance, but also 

probably xardc in cheracter. 

a elo td uaccverxod, "to the other part of the 

éxocvtnatov", away from the players of odds-or- 

evens, but still "inside": ef. elo&pxetat in vt, 

z ? . . a oby, al obv, » ody, bt oa : the steos in the 

Wi
 

narrative are certainly in temporal sequence, but 

since each event is also the consequence of an 

earlier one, they might be said to be in logical 

order also. This illustrates very well the use 

¥ e . . of oby and 6 in narrative; "almost ourely
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im
] | 
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 A?

! 

, al, v°, v* (conta.) 

temporal” (Denniston p. 425), but here not 

altogether; especially as this sequence of events 

has been more or less planned, On the other 

hand while at 207@+ 6* might be "logical", in 

a= oty is not, but quite exclusively temporal. 

a’ for udy ..,.. Zaseca regularly with/ éé@ see 

Denniston p. 376; cf. also foc ywév ..... bt 

Ar. Clouds 66, Xen. Hell. II 2.17, tu wav wecce 

Baeante Plato Prog. 3100! 

of &haot, the others who had been with Hippothales 

and Ctesippus outside end had heard the plan being 

mode. Richards was wrong to delete of. 

> P 4 
b° gobtoug &andvyroduevoc, "using them as a sereen"; 

ef. Ar. Hist. An, 613", Soewyec aoa e @ 

éandvyaoduevot Exavady teva vat Banv .., éavaZovaty 

Eur. Cyclops 680-1, 

~ i stig ahy cheesey Be Gdtou Siw oly abcoayv danrkvya 

w
l
 : - 2 ney ae 

BGOOVEEC EGTHMLIL.
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b? (contd. ) 

ax. Ach. 684, tho Slxnc thy AdSynv, looks as if 

it means "the smoke~screen of the Law", the 

pettifoggery used to hide the truth (see Starkie 

ad loc.) 

Oy
 - f 5 . 65 

c iétepoc buGv xoeaetepoc; VAuguasntotuey, Een. O
 

Socrates chooses the more confident Menexenus 

and asks a question which is bound to break down 

the boys' shyness. The reply seems very strange 

to us; nowadays children know their ages to the 

day, because of the annual celebration of their 

birthdays. But:=- 

(1) the earliest traceable mention in Greece of 

a private person's birthday celebration seems to 

have been in New Comedy, in the Greek source of 

Plautus' "Pseudolus"; see Schmidt in PW s.v. 

Tevéorroc Awéoa, Rose in OCD s.v, Birthday. 

This passage of the "Lysis" tells against Schmidt's 

assumption that importance must nevertheless have 

been attached to birthdays as such at an earlier 

date. (Pindar (fr. 193 schréder) knew his 

birthday because he had been born on the day of 

the Pythian festival; Wilamowitz, Pindaros, p60.)



207 
oin@ (contd. ) 

(2) a child was enrolled in the list of its 

father's Phratry not at the time of its birth, 

but at the next occasion of the festival of the 

Apatouria in the month Pyanopsiey (in autumn); 

see Deubner, Abtische Feste, p. 234, Thus doubt 

could obviously arise about the precise seniority 

of children enrolled at the same year's Apatouria. 

This may very likely be the situation in the 

"Lysis"; the two boys had been enrolled in the 

same autumn, but no one was clear which of them 

had been born earlier in the preceding year, 

(On the other hand even more serious doubt 

about @ person's age within years apparently could 

arise; cf. Ath. Pol. got, where provision is made 

for the demesmen to take a vote on youths to be 

enrolled to judge ef S0x00c. yeyovévat tiv 

hasxtay thy &x tot vduou (i.e. 18 years); cf. 

Ar. Wasps 578. This may have been to prevent 

deliberate deceit, but at least it¢ suggests that 

no records were aveilable. (This perhaps means 

the Phratry lists did not date enrolments?)
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207 

oi? (contd. ) 

as 

In Demosthenes xxxix, in Boeotum, 827, a guestion 

of seniority is not gone into on the ground that 

this would be gfnoec; but nothing can be 

inferred from this, because the speaker may have 

had something to hide.) 

oe wat WAV .eee. YE, Progressive: 

ef. o!, negeting what might have ed uty 2... YE 

seemed to be the next stage in the progression. 

These two cases point very clearly to the origin 

of uty as purely emphatic; the progressive and 

adversative forces respectively are largely given 

by xugat and of, ye is rarely absent in these 

uses: see Denniston G.P. 335, 352, 

oxdtepic ye xarkiov, doastac,  "Byehkacdtny obv Kuqw. 

Do the boys laugh because Socrates is wrong this 

time (as he knew himself), and Lysis was conspicu- 

ously the more handsome? Or, if they nevertheless 

io
n it viv with each other about beauty, did each 

think Socrates had detected the jealousy of the 

other?



207 
Damen 

8 
c” oefto yéo 2otov; it looks as if Socrates was already 

steering the conversation round to the topic of 

friendship, intending to show Hippothales (and 

weis) what friendship should be, with the 

friendship of Lysis and Menexenus es an example. 

But this is interrupted almost at once by the 

summons for Menexenus. 

ara, 

CY vonyd th ye ofhuv héyetar, "the proverb says, 

friends have all in common", 

Plato quotes this again at Rep. 42hat Cuatd way 

gapouulay “xtrh,) and at Laws 7390"; Suripides 

at Androm. 376 hasi- 

othoa- ydp ob. dy Tduov, oftsvec ofhou 

éo0@c xegtuag’ €hAd xoevd x<otuata. 

Buy it is also quoted of common interests rather 

than possessions; cf. Eur. Or. 735, Phoen. 243, 

Plato Phaedr. 279°, 

mh his and three other proverbs about friendship, all 

quoted (out not abtributed to anyone) by Aristotle, 

are ascribed by Later writers to Pythagoras;



et? (contd. ) 

nouvad td otrav by Timaeus (506 Jacoby F 13) 

vtiéane tadtnc by Diog. L. ViTI 10 

ofhor Bxso0g oftoc by Philo, Quaest. in Gen. 

1.17 

uta yoxh by Cicero de Off. I 56. 

They perhavs show a slightly less self-directed 

and utilitarian attitude than many Greek sayings 

about friendship; on the other hand i+ is perhaps 

dangerous to make any definite ascription of 

utterances which can easily have arisen as 

proverbs, 

On xotvsvta see Gorg. 507c-508c, where Dodds 

argues that Plato is quoting Pythagoreans. 

Timaeus (loc. cit.) derived yoy ca ot hwy 

from Pythagoras' practice of taking over for the 

sect the property of those who joined him. But 

the other sense of "common interests" shows that 

the proverb was given wider application. 

nt f 4 A A 4 ~ if " A P jn _ bl yy! et i N a Fg Boo Viyedy xg 
g I w d 

ibin, x inden, oi Oe Bim es J ¥d LGA. hyp Mae 6 AP UA LGA ' a Sa f on gt. 33 } 

TA RMT al We ay 4 Wl ernie. 
; Moy 4 4 Gd 

ery. ae m A onude Ao. ; 
hi | pe . AVA Tin an )



£0t 
gt OKOtEpCE SrxKasdtedog ual dosktepoc Was S. 

perhaps going to suggest that in these matters 

neither could be allowed to admit to veing outdone? 

. 

a* OVY¥ gee on 207a>. 

et ésdo0xet yp pow LepoxnotGv twyxyiverv 

"I assumed that he was taking some part in the 

rites", Lamb. fhe actual sacrifice was already 

over; see 206e°*, 
cy 

4 
aa) 

a’ ROV eecee GVS50G gLerdet ce b xotho uad 4A wAtnp; 

<
3
 

Now that Menexenus has gone Socrates has to work 

roung to the topic of how to deserve friends by a 

new tack, and to think of another situation through 

which to lead to his point. 

xoUv means "I am sure that ..." without the hint 

of irony it often carries. But Stallbaum was 

wrong to remove the questionmark, since Lysis 

answers.
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at 

a) 
a 

& 

e 

Aoxet 6€ cow sddatuav afvar .... 5 unddv &Zeln novelty: 

see Goodwin, G.i.T. 8555 under "mixed conditional 

constructions", who says “an optative in the 

relative clause sometimes depends on a verb of 

obligation, propriety, possibility, ete., with 

an infinitive, the two forming an expression 

nearly equivalent to an optative with ty. 

Here after Soxet gow sbtalusy efvar there is 

the same sequence as might happen after sgyatat 

ed atuwov elvar. MadWig's ay (which would 

have come after cbsufuay, not after efyar) 

is thus unnecessary. 

Sy bavpQuuct: the optative is due to attraction 

by the conditional éfs¢: en
 

ny 

4-5 onto nuvet todKy Stroy St, noodvyctvtat, Sxwe 

dv ed-atpovérnc, “they are clearly eager in 

every way to promote this, that is to say eager 

for any means by which you misht be happy.”



(contd. ) 

kavtt toéna is emphatic and goes with xpodvuctvtat 

Shaov ots is a “virtual adverb", see Dodds on 

Gorg. 4874! (where similarly it follows on the 

emphatic adverb oftwst); tofto is proleptic 

of 6xws Ev eddoaruovdinc; so Heindorf. 

This way of reading the sentence gives a clear 

step in the argument; ~- from etéatuovd ce 

EXLOvELODGL yevéodat to xavee tedAg LOOGvUOCBYTAL 

Sawcg bv ebdacuovetnc; if Lysis! parents will the 

end (his happiness), they also will every possible 

means to it; and letting him do what he liked 

would seem to be a necessary condition (et), 

this is why it is paradoxical that they don't let 

him do what he likes, 

ef. Theset. 148at APCGvPAIATL SE Ravel todxq 2. 

Aasety Adyov; and Hdt. VIII 13, &axovéertd te 

Rov bxd Tod Geo Buwc Av EXrgwGeln ..... Td 

Hepotxov, ef. I 91,
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et79 (contd. ) 

Sauc ®y with optative in primary sequence marks 

clearly (1) the origin of Banc 88 a relative 

adverb, “the means by which", (2) a potential, 

not final, sense in the optative. ef. Plato 

O
R
 Symp. 190¢", AOND UOL .eooee EXELV BNXAVTY, de 

ay elev te Kvasuno, wat nafoury-to tic duokaciac 
3 ? : GUgevestepo, yovSuevor, "a scheme by which men 

could continue to exist while ceasing to be wicked", 

and Hdt. loce. cit. 

nt See Kupner-Gerth II pp. 374-5, Goodwin G.M.7. 

88349-3511. 

(The other possible reading of the sentence, with a 

comma after cmhoy and taking gayce tolay with 

SFRoy , weakens the step in the thought and makes 

the potential force in %eo- Ay etdatwovotne 

less easily perceptible.)
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Nat pa Afe gné ye, 2 a’xpatec, wat wdha ys “coAAd 

xwrtovotv, “Oh but they do, Socrates; they stop 

me doing lots of things" (But one clause only 

in the Greek.) 

(1) for the double accusative with wusk\tw ef. 

Epist. III, 315a*, t0«’ Kon of udv tote dvextdvea. 

(2) ve and xal... ye are both purely emphatic 

(wae meaning "actually"; see Denniston p. 158 

5-6 phip. 360°, ) and and cf. esp. Theaet. 144¢ 

both within one clause (unlike Meno B2b°, iidve 

ye agoécoa, olxovyevic ve, which is two clenses. ) 

Denniston p. 144 seems to doubt the duplication 

of emphatic Ye; but it mist easily have happened 

in conversation, and no doubt is put here to 

represent the vehemence of Lysis' reply. 

AAG wiva wiv; "Well, who do they let drive the 

chariot if not you?"; 4rrd ... wav implying 

considerable surprise at the denial of the speaker's 

previous suggestion, or at least pugslement over 

what can be the case now it has been denied. 

4 . . ; . 
Compare e°. Socrates is of course only pretending
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a? (contd. ) 

not to understand, in order to make the paradox 

clearer to Lysis; he asks this question (who 

does drive the chariot?) for the sake of the next 

remark it allows him (do they pay someone to drive 

it rather than letting you?) 

(Richards ingeniously accepted Schanz's otherwise 

pointless change to diac qf ufv: and attributed ¢ 

the words to Lysis, pointins out that this is a 

favourite phrase of his. This makes Lysis 

himself volunteer the information that there is a 

charioteer, "They don't let me drive: but why 

should you think they would? we've got a chari- 

1 oteer," It is true that at b™ and ot Lysis says } 

AY AAG € ufv: to express his surprise at Socrates! C
y
 

apparent ignorance of domestic arrangements. But 

it is unlikely that Lysis would not have been 

highly eager to drive the chariot even though 

there was a charioteer (or Socrstes would not have 

tried to make his point with this example); he 

wouldn't have admitted that it was unnecessary 

for him to drive it.)



ae
 

b AAKC 
Lc uty; "Of course they pay him" (i.e. "Did 

; i & 

you think they wouldn't be able to afford a 

charioteer?" ) 

Lysis doesn't yet quite see Socrates’ point; compare 

is a of, where he says “Of course my ROL SAYWYOE 

e 3 a . @ slave; he's one of our own, fuétepéc ye." 

7, he is still Compare too his laughter eat 2084 

surprised at Socrates' feigned ignorance of the 

treatment he gets, and has not hegun to be puzzled 

in the way that Socrates is trying to suggest to 

hin, 

Denniston p. 332 remarks "from meaning ‘Well, if not 

that, then what?', elliptical s,,8 ct uty: 

comes to be virtually an emphatic affirmative 

answer ... 'Of course.'" There is (often) 

also an implication of surprise that the preceding 

question should have been asked. 

(This is different from cases where @yx¢ <¢ uty; is 

a real question (e.g. Symp. 292a?, 206e°) where 

3 - ra 

Anaad thya uty ty 

it has the same implications as



sod Caunot 2stveuc; the family no doubt had a 

mule-team for travelling (ef. Aesch. in Ctes. 76), 

since the horses would be kept for racing? 

(fhe primary mss. have 604x003, not dperxot; see 

Ammann, ~bx“coc¢ bei Platon, pp. 148-9, 229-31.) 

Bthey "Let me? Of course not", or "hat 

makes you think they'd let me?": compare °° 

lic §88 S.tpE.ovstY: "OF course they don't 

allow me": in both cases Lysis echoes Socrates' 

question in scornful denial. of. Cratylus 398e°7 

A od Ensue efunerv 5 bédev, oyaué, &xu; 

(Hirschig and Cobet were thus wrong to delete Sev; 

exclamatory A60év; and 4c ydo; seem usually 

not to stand alone, but to follow or precede fuller 

statements of the speaker's objection. nee 

Denniston p. 86 on #%& yio; and the cases of 

a00ev; in L.S.d.) 

(Neither is there any need here to debate whether av 

need be added to optatives in questions. av 

was present in the previous sentence, from which 

ae : . 4 . euev is quoted, and can easily be understood here; 

6, 
$
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v4 (contd. ) 

furthermore this is perhaps an exclamation rather 

than a question; see Thompson's summary of 

Jebb's findings (Thompson, Meno, App. on tert, 

97¢c) “this construction (i.e. optative wkhout dv) 

even in verse, is limited to places which are 

exclamations rather than interrogations.") 

pt one 8é, Av 0? By, uddvoca: "Well then just what is 

the situation?" W adds pdAvota which is 

perhaps more lively than Bi's perfectly correct 

te 6é; ef. Gorg. 4464", 

b? Inscriptions give the form as 48scsuxéuoc, which is 

also necessary in Ar. Thesm. 491 (see Meisterhans, 

Grammatik der Artischen Inschriften, 1888, p. 20.) 

6 Se: , b Kat co0nov, “even a slave"; the fvloxroc was ee 

WLGGuToc, but not a slave. 

: 4 eC RBc ydo Bavtpéxovoev: see on b',



ARM? Solse t€¢ cov; Phis is a livelier question if 

tfc ais interrogative. The papyrus has cov tec 

(it omits almost all accents) but perhaps the mss. 

order should be retained in view of the "wildness" 

of this papyrus (see introduction). 

“Ohis Hasceyny6o "Phat caecayayitc over there"; 

Sos is deictic, and the omission of the article 

carries s flavour of off-handedness and contempt; 

my ey , as . 
ef. Symp. 213b°, where Alcibiades asks peevishly, 

pay aos * & oe woe oy fry ~ res foe. . GQAAGL ThE TREY OCS THEVOG Gusacing: also Gorg. 

521e!, Compare the contemptuous use of obtoc 

GYD s see Kihner-Gerth I, p. 629, and Dodds on 

Anwet os wt Gorgies 467)". 

The absence of the article puzzled the scribes (as 

it has puzzled editors); BY misdivided 5c as 

6 6€; many editors have punctuated % «, 

aAgvoaywyGg very awkwardly. These editors might 

Cx
 

have seized on W's Sie 6 but it is more likely 

that % in Wf is an addition than thet there was 

a double corruption in BT; a seribe faced with 

the misdivision 4 cé 6 would have been able 

to correct it without recourse to deletion.
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3 ary + . 2 ¥ yo ? 
cu Soe: fiat dayoySo .eeee GODAOG OV .eoeee GYWV ELC 

&t Saoxndrov 

KR xapaxnpovémeda , 

AG’ Oy 

Children of the wealthy were put under the care 

of daywyot from an early age (éxevddv 

SatTTOV GuyLT] TES tad ASyouéva, 

pec. Pol. 

vrot. 325¢°, Xen. 

2.1.) until adolescence («6 

wetoaxrofodat, Xen. Lac. Pol. 3,.1.), and seem 

60 have been continuously under their eye. 

Demosthenes had to persuade his saréaywoydédc to 

teke him to hear speeches in the courts; Plut. 

Den.3, It is not clear to what extent t1 

Raveaywyéc 

be 

Was nstruct 

perhaos very Litt 

the child; 

"y ttle (note on 223b); his main 

job was to diseipline (and chaveron) 

(Prot. 325¢° sq., Symp. 183¢*) 

"where we are being thrown off 

cal 4 7 x a 1 a * i balance” cf. Theeet. 1084 TE OGGAMATG G sesec 

> ey 
sey oe Bop ee a ity wy ees Sone, hee BOF gun how & ay ie 
AQUE KEN DIB OTO GF aise OGrite 47a", metaphor 

“rom wrestling (Louis, “etaphores, o. 214): 
“= 

gee note on 21G6a~,



208 _ 
> The papyrus’ Te after Svt4 would be misplaced 

and should be ignored;s should ite*«! before 

‘G 

me icv ud, which would take the foree away from us: 

Similarly in @¥oou ve would be: pointléss, ats 

Fouvev after Gp xysviug 4H a2 is plausible 

enough; but it might if anything weaken the force 

of Socrates ' exclamation, and perhaps should be 

ignored along with the other variations in this”
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6. adv pt) nal obiot cou dpxovdtvy Stallbaum's note 

here is the locus classicus for the explanation 

of »Cv u) 3 and.should be read in full. He 

explains tha the element of ofvin ucveame to 

predominate, and weakened the force of the pT) 

element, which in more forceful questions therefore 

eame to be strengthened by the use of #°V 2". 

Soerates here, therefore, is making pretence of 

being even more shocked by these extra schoomaster- 

tyrants. than he was about the Jutoeyor's being 

a slave at ef, where he merely used uty sum plectey 

m MGv So8A0g Ev3 : : 

Stallbaum also points out acutely that Socrates 

is not strictly here "expecting the answer nope 

“observari oportet, saepenumero eam interrogandi 

formam eum quadam simulations ext dissimulatione 

ab loquentibus adhiberi, ideoque ab eis ita iva 

interrogari, ae si quid esse nolug, cum tamen— 

eontrarium locum habere praevideant. ' Socrates 

here well knows that the answers to his questions 

will be affirmative, but wishes to eencent his 

horror at these facts. And even in many unifonic 

contexts the text-book description of the force 

of iv should be altered to "fearing the answer yes";



Ege 

Stallbaun explained -°v by saying "accessit oy 

atque cum }‘ljecoaluit, ubi id, quod interroganti 
metuendum videretur, ex quapian re vel aieto : 

alterius colligi posset." haw a : 

On the other hand in “. “Hpdadets uly phate fet- 
uNKag Te Vv Hatépa tiv Mm qtépas is ironie 

only in that Sevntne resiet he has not really 

been given any ground for fearing an affirmative 

answer here. Insofar as he expresses his hope for 

& negative mswer here, this hope can be genuine,
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a sconbtas xat Lexovras, ef. Pseudo-Platonic Axiochus, 

366 a2, bn rotav S& els thy Extuetlay dgtuntar(se.td 

cisidatin Core mardayeyot xat Ypouuartoral nat 

TG  Seaptpat TOPAVVOBVTES? avEUVouevoDN be upitinot, 

YEUPETS 58 5 g FL Tiel, 7 TOAD MAVGGS beunordy, 5 alge 

Cia Yoy oe. 

a* tv’ abt] paxdptos Bs “so that you ean be happy 

for her"; “dative of the person interested," 

compare the way younger children are nowadays 

told to "smile for daddy."  Stallbaum aptly 

cited Rep. 343 a®, 3s YE, GUI) (sc.79, 71187). 0658 xpd- 

Buta ovdsé ee ci cudcenkc., "zou won't 

for your nurse show you know the sheep from 

the shepherd,"
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a® Gane oréone f tic xepxtdoc: 

“her batten or her shuttle"; 

the ox60y was a batten for "striking the threads 

of the woof home, so as to make the web close", 

LeSed. (9th ed.); see Ar. Physics 243b°. 

Much confusion has arisen over the meaning of 

nxeoxtc because of the entry in early editions by 

L.S., which has been modified in the 9th edition. 

Blumner, "Technologie der Gewerbe bei Griechen 

und Romern" 1875, Vol. I p. 133 sq., cautiously 

identifies the xepxtc as "the instrument used 

for inserting the woof-threads"; he perhaps means 

that xspxfc could be a darning-needle as well as 

a@ more advanced type of shuttle. 

(The attempt of Miss G. M. Crowfoot in B.S.A. 

Annual 1936-7 pp. 44-6, to deny that xeoxtc means 

"shuttle" is obviously vitiated by her ignorance 

of Greek and failure to consider Plato, Cratylus 

388 and Politicus 282.n. These rather elaborate 

comparisons, describing Le pxrotiat as 7 év 

Otipoot Gvaxpttexh, at the very least must imply



6 
a” (contd. ) 

the passing of a needle in and out of ‘the warp- 

threads, if ‘not of a shuttle; and compare Eur. 

I.?, 209-4 where the "‘uaontc dis used ‘in embroidery, 

sn, 9 

and ‘Leonidas ‘a.P. VP 288 where (as in Plato) ‘the 

neon | ‘te dy aie xpuvouévay age ea



a® GAAOU wai eae nept cbhacvoopytay dpydvev. 

Here Jowett's “any other of her spinning 

implements" is wrong; either Yaicv tov is 

"idiomatic" as in 203 v’, and the meaning is “any | 

other of her implements, one of her spinning ones", 

or more likely tuAuctovupyla means in general 

"wool-working" , not merely “spinning”; so Lamb, 

and this seems to be what is meant at Politicus 

282 a®, MavtG...,.74 nepl tiv xo 
esr ae 

eo. Seeing 2 , ; 2 £00705 iS Afyopow pipynypla tig, gore téyvy t2v bud 

AGVTeV ASyopevev,) tTadactoupyix.



uy, see on 2080! 2 

AKRG oo. uty, see on 20887, 

yoo; not merely "Why?" but “What can you 

have done to deserve oy be 
eos Ff!



eos <i, “to one after anothers" 

KEL ody Cigh ts wae: Bbw 

ef, Laws 832 ¢ 

4g) “rules with one 

manifestation of force after another," 

& 

Evt Adve “in brief" "to gum it up" : ef. Gorg. 

524 d", Theakt, 194 2°, 

3) ty¥you @aanee, .o0Sey 

obbév H 

“yirtueally none" for dityou &ety 

whole clauses. 

often with <%< but also with 

(Buthyd. 279 cl, Symp. 198 °¢) as 
at 210 e* below. 

@tOv Xoyuctev todobteyv évtev $ strictly his 

fpaily’s possessions: his father's chariot, of 

which Lysis no doubt is very proud.
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I uw 2 h 4 8 wv oh wre ang thawa nhayve at seyvbes)  aweat og BR ae xovUtLVY Phayes Cnarese OL, CoOMmMero. aver’: SEX ELV 

is 9 kev-yword in this 

feel that he is at pres 

(208 e°) and 2oxdpevos 

oboEeves (209 a 

: ? . PNA. oe. 2 yeveuesu .e..utdacl te eacuGepur éodueGu ev abro&ks 
wot CAnav Up ovies(s16 6 1-5), 

~KL~ . 
av daaog Torndvet xul Gepumeder "some one else acts 

99
 2S shepnerd to look after it* the murootolBens, N

e
e
 

probably, is meant; or just 

yeyss wno restricts Lysis! movements Like 

a shepherd his sheep's wanderings; but this 

seems less suitable to @esuneder, 

. ~ Ale a90 For the metaphor inmoilLpvet ef. Prot, 320"... 
wv 3 . 

GUIE GUIc, Muidedet(se.stids Veuvlouors) of8fte + 

of
 

ww now, < - : ihy Mapublowotvyaas’ubicl weperdvres vepovitat 

iv. ww 

wexee dperce 

{ But at Laws 808 4 NN 

: -. oa... ® Soy — Gayeyol Who ore 
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ob ydp me fauntiv Eu 3 the corrector of 
wes elmost certainly right. Stellbeaun 

but Lyvais = even at e 

% hesitant statements 

Xe © 
GAAG eeeercaeases HOV 

wo ye tocdsvoe arnticipates 

7 au ay yop pupa gPavtat xivain 2 

ThVe GVGyVWUEAVEL » seil, Vy pdpuata y of, 

yeuppdtey Badhem's as 4, to preduce 2 sincular, 

Lliterate! o2 ... wpdtov... thrtovudtiv anows 

iberately givine nim practice) 

tt Zou & BETS BuUkAE EvS3 

socrates teases Lysis by putting to him the 

proverbial exception to all rules, the Persian _
 

Ce 

King, whose autocracy raised him shore everyone 

else; but Tysis vith a touch of chil@like 

confidence thinks 

(for the Fersian Kine 

see note on 211 e!), 
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uw OM M ; La. ae ~ Sau av penny MPOtOV TOV Ypupuctev yrdgetyv 

tins spell a word 

you yourself decide’ 
5 

. ro) , oe 
guptcy avetvat 3 

iysis is allowed to 

bout spelling ané lyre-tuning. Ott dv Bobag 

does not imply that he will do these thincs 

es
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to decide for Himself sbout then. 

» my . rz eg ‘ “ep oe: $ : A cy aa pe whe ud af KPOVELVY Ty Tut pw 9 ° ne “ , 
ow 

4 ws - Are , * verlant tbsct was originally a gloss: of. & o4 

Venuvohnius «.¢ baal ae et nm wO44 HEeSyvenLlus 8.47. Wiphuk, PUARE LVS Lié Puy Ly 

ratinus fr. 296 would not justify us in essuming 

j
w
 t was an everyday Sth c. term such as eonlAa be 

vead here,
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eFaUIG BEV extotuput, exetva &’oB. Efev..... 

Socrates' ufev, "Yell now", indicates 

has now seen tne point that will enable Secrates 

to maxe his next move. People only let His do 

vice versa if he knows best how to do sometuing, 

ct
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for thems not only nis 

2 : i 
establishment of a point ef. 216 2° (preparntory 

passase hos been very vatient and skilful in 

he key word éxtotuanat fron the 

, 8 e. s - ba € * 2 ~ om Bowe ge QU..THV HALALLV COU HEPLLEVEL G RMutijo entrpeicty 

REVUES 

Stallvaum, perhaps rightly, said "hoc est cre 

- _ 5 R 2 Gub EXLTPETELYV civvarMote. Repe 375 07,08 nept- 

o.. w. - . 

BEVOULY GAncuy ogdy BicKeout, 

tt : 
pi oay aa © ~ a aL 1] j “ - f% a ; ExwUTES (EV ASyev) eee GiotEAEGET Val Stuv Muly 



at 
A very remarkeble echo of the next vase of this 

discussion is to be found in Rep, VI, 494 ae a 

or the dangers surround an intelligent child 

woo misht be mde a, Gogog * There it is 

suggested that if a child seems outstandiue, 

Pouatvovtut ON ofput adag XPT Obut,éterdsdv apecss— 

tepos ylyvytarsént vd abtdv «apdyputa of te colnet 
Coe le (p8 - 20) 

Ob KAGE OL KOAL TUL. ; 

He will therefore be subjected to a svreot dea 

of flattery; then «tf ofy offer (adtdv)s.er? 
\ He ee wey’ 2S *. &- a4 : MCUYCELV GARGS TE KUL Eav TOxD peyann¢e ndreus 

cA 
f ev xual év tubty maodotds ve nul yevvutos,nal Bri 

. * ’ - cme ecvevdis xual usyuss bp’od Tayoudhcesar dunydvou 

h
e
 

v
r
 

os fvctuevev wut th rity “BAAtvev “al th Gy 

Bappdpuv txuvdv Evsotut apiuretvs 

oe
 and so he will become arrogant, and not reali a ct

s 

that he needs to labour to pursue genuine wisdon., 

There are almost verbsl parallels between *'Reoublie” 

and "Lysis “here; but the slant of the two vassares 

be sble to run the ray
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led into senseless srrogance, ( «@~ Oxqputtopo® ral 

Toyentoe weyett 2 ee , PpoViiRuteS xeveB dvev vol euatptibievov)s 
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element common to both rvassages is 

geyehology of the boys! imaginations 

voth are very ready to believe 

entrust everything to them 

will be able to rule mighty empires. = 

iv "Lysis" is shown plaving on these ehildish 

hopes with «reat skill to srouse Lysist Aesire 
af 



ubiESS Spas a te be ee nepl cobs 

"does your next-door neighbour not use the 

sane criterion sbout what to let vou do? 

in the Game wey ag our recent colloquisl 

i 

ae ah 3 a” aurey ab 1 “addisire ust spay 
&3 bh “y HoAAOTS Guvécuet VtE tly doely, etvut? 

tultov o’Spug éuttv Tpu,dg Uv mreTorveyv dpySpuov 

Sf hetiwuse whan 2 eles ser see Of. BSELNS wise Tor one’s orn ends 

fe + sare x + nn oa ¢ ot ohe 5 soes by whoever makes most money.
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209 

ton vetow? often ...teeee* obx EMLTPeVELV uTAS 

that the Athenian democracy was only too 

likely not to listen to expert advice where 

appropriate was one of Plato's criticisms of 

Se 456 e*, 

But Protagoras argues that they will, though 

it; see Dodds on Gorg. 455 4 

not tept tig moAttixns dpetice Prot. 322° ar 

- Here, of course, Socrates is only serious 

about the principle that knowledge should _ 

command respect; we are merely being shown 

Lysis' delightful naiveté when it is suggested 

that this respect will in fact be forthcoming 

from the Athenians or from the Persian King, 

bas ute m 209 do Pn rn 209 a 7)
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e” old "Lv outxpdy "not the least little bit: 
: . 5 2 ef. Phaedrus 268 a, Theaet. 150 a%, 
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. TIT 13 (ads wvbus) Spadcdvevos 
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1 
a pi lutpixdv fyobuevos ; “Waless he thought he had 

medical skill" ~ the seribe of Coislinianus 

here readfurpiudy of the king's son and in 

the next line ‘utpods of Socrates and Lysis; 

the primary mss, have the reverse of this. The 

seribe of Coisl. no doubt reasoned that the king 

would know that his son was not actually a 

doctor, but might be persuaded that Socrates 

and lysis were. He was probably right to change 

tutpdy in al, but there is no need to change 

futptxots in a°, The relevant point in both 

places is the possession of medical skill rather 

than following of the medical profession, so 

Plato no doubt used his favourite ~-txds 

termination in both places. 

(The corruption, or at least variant, futeds for 

tatpixds is frequent: ef. Ammann, = ids 

Platon, pp. 94-5.)
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3 
&” btavotyovtes tds CpGurpods eundtsar afis t8epas, 

“open his eyes wide and scatter ashes on them"; 

Hye-diseases in Mediterranean and Middle-Eastern 

countries must often have been caused by dust, 

so that this would have seemed the least likely 

renedy. (The use of f) tégpu h Spuyta 

for the eyes was a "Mirabilis Ausultatio": (Ar.) 

Mir. Aug, 834 b 30).



210 
277 

emitpénet Uv ...eeeeemept Souv Av odeupev 3 
2 “— ’ % % , ef. 208 a , Ay. envevptons. . «ote Gv é@ év oe; 

Richards was wrong to want to change uy BdEupEV 

to ah ddgutuev - the subjunctives in these two 

"false sequences" convey vividness and a sense 

of reality to the imagined situations. 

al "avéyxn, fon : ? Bysis has throughout been 

completely confident about the success of his 

imagined encounter with the Persian king; 

2 Ld Sina] iid 6 = ef. 209 e"HLTy bfaov ott, & nGs yap of;
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2” oStws Upa Byer should be accepted from Priscian. 

The corruption to Exet ean be explained as 

itacism; and Stallbaum's oftus dp’&v Fyot 

would not follow very happily after the 

hypothetical optatives just preceding.
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be 7? 

ovdelts eee épnodtet, dar’ o--** drxedeepot te 

Eodue@a seers xal Caauv Epxovetes: 

this will be in contrast to Lysis' situation 

as described in 208-9 above : see note on 

1 
209 2, ndvtes piAAovgdpxovdiv fF 6b. 

v? fpevepd te tata Botar ~ dSvysdueea yap dn’ 

avuTtoy "the things people entrust to us will 

become our own possessions, because we shall 

have the use of them"; this again is in 

contrast to Lysis’ position as regards his 

father's chariot, which as far as Lysis is 

concerned might as well not belong to the 

ie. 7+ 8 
fanily; ef. 208 S ) 6urirer? <Cy 

8 oh pn ’ 5 * " Xpypaiwv tocostav vtuv cbsév Seerog. |
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ef? ef ti tobtuv olnerdtepdév gutiv, Nanyone even who 

is more closely related to us than they are" : 

for the neuter ef. 222 e* ~ 5 nite of Spotou xta, 

mee pate tah CAAd Goa SreayaAboupevs 
Socrates is generalising about degrees of 

relationship rather than envisaging actual 

persons, just as at 222 e he is considering 

types, not individuals. 

Here he can hardly in fact have had in mind any 

class of persons "closer" than parents, but. 

was merely speaking in hyperbole to enforce 

the paradox that even one's olxerdtatov, 

one's closest olxeTot (relatives), will not be 

plact in these matters : ef. 4° 7 4.



216 

4. 
cnt v Eotut daAriptatodbév yap dn’ adrtay dvq6d- 

86 (se.*,2 Sa oom 8. peda ahd todtuv els & Ev vobv ph 
A) ry - At NOOLEGa, ) 

"things we do not know how to use will be 

someone else's possessions; for we shall 

derive no advantage from them", 

daadtpidn ef is the precise counterpart bot at epa 

in bs even what is not ours becomes ours if 

we have the skill to use it, whereas (it is 

implied) even what is ours passes out of our 

hands if we cannot use it. So Socrates implies 

in saying "even our relatives will stop us? 

i.e., from using the family property - lysis 

and his father's chariot again: see note on 

vb. 

In talking in terms of possession and use of property 

as a result of people's trust in one,Socrates is 

echoing one sense of the proverb xotvd ti £#2¥ otauy 

(see note on 207 et), ef. Xen. Mem. II 6 23 
4 

Sad ~ (ol cyuGot otarot vevdpevor)td pay &dedv dyasd tote 
% 9 = 

PtAOLS olxEeta ("to look on as their own") 
Td 

TupEXOVTES, /d8 tiv plauv buvtov voplZovtes.
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e -~ a® ag ‘ 8 to" . 2 Ap'’otyv ty etact écdpeda Kathes fds puanoer év 

todtots év ofs Ev Quev dvogerets; 

"Will any one regard us as friends or be friendly 

towards us in matters in which we are useless? “ 

- This seems to have been a warning which the 

historiaal Socrates gave ,but which was perverted 

by his opponents and detractors; see Ken. Mem. 

Tid, 52, eo, ga (se. g xathyocos ) xat nept tdv 

plauv abtdv( (Sees x pdan Jadyerv bs ofbav 

Syeros ebvous efvirzel pi xul dperetv buvdsovtut. 
What Socrates meant was that we should not expect 

men to be ¢¥\., towards us if we cannot help them, 

not that we should be ¢%,,, towards them only if 

they can help us. Xenophon replies to this attack 

in very much the terms we have here in the "Lysis"; 

ef. especially T 411 55, asisc uvduv act té Lepov 

Ettndv €6tt Mupexcrct éxtuercToOur toB &¢ gpovipd- 

tatov efvut xul deedtpdtutov,dmus,éiv ve bad ta- 

tpds €dv te bud déerpod Etv te br’ farov tivds Bot- 

AyTut ThyGocuryph tT olnetos elvat weoteduv Gueag, 

CAAG metpdrat,be’Sv kv Bobanras TiLTOSuL to8toOLs 
&e pbatpos efvar.



210 re 

7 hind * a Y ? Co NDV c++ obdE G8 & Muthp 0888 Erros Larov cbdéva 

puaret, 

"In the present case then not even does your 

father love you ~ nor indeed does anyone else 

love anyone ..... ". 

Richards! conjécture here, as in 210 a8, is wrong 

but serves to call attention to the true meaning 

of the text.o8&& .. eb 8b is never used by 

any Greek author to mean "neither .... nor" 

(Denniston p. !93 ) - which should be ofae oes 

otve , Wnich Richards suggested here. but here vv 

adds emphasis to =$82 6a, which means "not even 

you."ob8& daaraos Earov obdéva is added to give 

further emphasis to the general principle, but is 

not coordinate with o$s3 ga and is not covered 

by nOy which means "in this particular situation" *
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1-4 
a "Edv pév Upu ooeds yévyn,....mdavtes dot placn 

xal mivteg cot olxetot Eoovtat.....et 8 ut, 

Got obte daaros obbets plros... sss. 

obteotnetor. — 

"If you acquire knowledge, all men will be friends 

and relatives to you, but if you don't, not even 

your relatives will be your friends." 

This seems to be the force of this sentence; it 

is best to take ayyces cot olxetot Eoovrtat 

to mean "they will all-behave as you would expect 

relatives to behave to you" to keep the contrast 

with:- (1) lLysis' belief (induced by Socrates) 

at 208-9 that his parents didn't behave to him 

in the way one would expect parents to, :- 

(2) the second unit of the sentence saying 

"not even of olxeTo. 7 your relatives - will 

be friends.* 

This second unit of the sentence of course in 

itself derives an air of paradox from the other 

meaning of namely "friendly" - "even otxetot 

Will not be go not ol ctxeTou @trot olxeTot*s 

but to take olxeTot in the first unit in this way 

and translate morely "all men will be gtrot xat 

rae 

o
e
 

weton friendly and familiar to you" weakens



the greater paradox of sentence as a whole, 

i.e., that knowledge or ignorance can gain you 

or lose you "relatives". (Compare Jowett's 

ané Croiset's correct versions; lamb here is 

wrong, ) 

(Many writers have wished to link ndvtes sot olxetot 

Esovtzy, Bere with Socrates! later suggestion 

in 22le = 2224 that 7 - pthov is +3 olxetovs 

but (1) at that point Socrates fails to explain 

what tS otxefoy i8, so that the later passage 

ean throw no light on this one; (2) the whole 

context here is especially concerned with lysis? 

treatment by his relativess olxerstepov referred to 

this at 21007 of olxefoy oes so again at a‘, 

it would spoil the consistency of the passage to 

take olxeto, Gifferently in a°},
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at - 8 

olév te ses peyu ppovetvyév ofs tis pine epovet, uta” 

Socrates has already shown Lysis that he will have 

no friends if he has no knowledge, contrary to 

what Lysis perhaps thought as a result of 

receiving the attentions of Hippothales; now 

Socrates goes on to try to remove the pride 

induced in lysis by Hippothales' odes in his 

praise. 

Socrates employs two forms of this verbal play on 

@povety and -gpwy perhaps in order to soften 

the impact of this point on Lysis by making its 

formulation amusing. (Socrates was probably 

fond of etymologising arguments: but he would 

not have thought this point any less valid if 

he had not been able to formulate it in this 

way.) See note on a!.
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a? peya w~povety "display pride" 

wT Te ppevel, "has no knowledge" 

# 

Some reader in order to explain the sense of ppovet 

in pate wpovet added the gloss ppdvipos, 

which appears in the text in BW; but this eould 

not be the right reading, since it would remove 

the specious, but intentionally playful, 

appearance of a fortiori argument from 653 ppovel 

to of péyu epove§®l.
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a” 80 teu peyardopuv etyetnep Egouv bra. 

"Then it follows that you are not proud if you 

are still ignorant". But in English we cannot 

render the play on peyaadsepuy = of great mind, 

i.e., proud, and Zepwy = of no "mind", i.e., 

ignorant; “you cannot have great epéves if you 

still have no gpéves. 

For igpwy meaning not "foolish" but merely 

“ignorant, uninformed" cf. Rep. 349e3 <3y yay 

HovdLudv dintov epdvepov,tdv 88 Lovcov ppovas, 

and at Prot. 332a — 333b two opposites are 

suggested to dppoodvy » first gogty and then 

cepposivy ; this is used there to identify gogtg 

and Sappaddyvy , but in fact it shows the two 

meanings of dppoobvy.
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QP oBe pot dbonet "No ,»vocrates, that seems to be true." 

Professor Dodds points out to me that the | 

impersonal ggxe? assents to the whole 

proposition oJo'pu ..s*+ etnep Bepuy Ett j 
Lysis accepts the inference. Richards! conjecture 

So0xG Would make him say "I am not BPETEAS @DWY 

assenting only, or particularly, to ovb "dpa BEyO— 

ASpouv ef,
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e* eninge yap pot elmefv, “it occurred to me to 

say to him"; ef. Symp. 197¢°, Enepyetat be pot tt 

wal Euuetpov etnety, Gorg. 485 e. 

cxtyoy éeduaptov $ see note on 208 e® 

e? tanervoSvia xat GveteaAacvtag “humbling him and 

taking in his sails a bit"s 6yorteharcuy was 

perhaps originally a metaphor from reefing sail, 

ef. Ar. Frogs 999; ef. also Isotr. de Pace 85, 
..” ¥.. . 

Tobs GAhovg ul Gupwopul Gvotdadousr xal movcBurvy 
EuPpovedtepouvs, 

su 345 
See Dodds' note on Gorg. 5$1 4 ? POOLS TUupu avn 

"unassuming"; “the term applies properly to one 

who compresses himself into the smallest possible 

gpace, in contrast with the dy uddng¢ or %aBvos 

who "spreads himself". Dodds cites also Meno 

0 al ta 
9 , xGbptog wal EVOTLANS dviip.
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ef yavvetviw xa dtud, betuvta, 

“puffing him up and giving him airs"; 

cf. Theatt. 175 b° X4UVETHIL dvo\tow ports, 
which refers back. to Sépvevorevey in 175 a®, 

Also Bur. Andrem. 931 €xebvuddv (pe) ees, 

937 genvepdenv peptyFor s:uspdntw ef. Laws 778 a? 
(tubs &obAous) Opdstevtes '» which refers back 

to 777 e4 KokaZetveres bobAous SeTyxal pA vouGe- 

tolviug by éAeuSipous O@pbatedeur morety, 

"Punish slaves, and do not make them put on airs 

by admonishing them in the way you would a free 

man," 

Etymologically Gpdxt is related to tpden 3 

the shift of meaning was perhaps "crush" ~ "soften" — 

"softness (metaphorical)."
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e° 2 6 : ayeVvievtTa xual tedopypyLtvor. 

"struggling with himself in confusion"; 

in Charm. 162 ¢* and Prot. 333 ©? +. in 
is said of persons "worked up" by the 

discussion and anxious to raise objections; 

here Hippothales no doubt would have raised 

objections but was desperately anxious not 

to be noticed; Socrates considerately does 

not provoke him into an outburst. 

7 © ivéauBov «sseduuurdy "TI checked myself"; 

6 
ef. Laws 7 Ol ¢ y5%dy nep Emnov wSv AdyoV eee 

*  . 8 
UVGAGLPUVELV,
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a? poAG MaLdexiso ual warns, “very boyishly and 

intimately"; Lysis, despite the mila reproof 

he has just received, tries to win Socrates 

to put Menexenus through the same homily. 

In Cratylus 406 ot netounte is opposed to 

OnmavoatS> 3 but Ast rightly saw that in the 

“Lysis"the adverb retains its simple meaning 

"“puerorum modo." The whole of the conversation 

"aside" between Socrates and Lysis, from here 

to 211 c?°, nas a delightfully comic effect: 
but the comedy derives precisely from the 

naiveté, not the conscious humour, of Lysis, 

the little boy trying to induce Socrates to 
face up to his "eristical” boy~comrade,
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a* Gutxpdy mis pe adyuv “speaking to me in a low 

voice"; cf. Phaedo 84 o4 and see Burtiet's note 

ad loc., confirmed by Lorimer C.R. (u.s.) X 1960 

p> 73 add also Prot. 356 ef, at guvat Cul) Tour 

éyybuev piv pelgous,adppwoev 82 Gplxpdtepats 

and for Heya Abyetv ef, Rep. 449 v ~ 7, 

4 
a Guep wal épot abyersyetmée xual Mevegévas; val re? nat 

are corresponsive even though in non-parallel 

clauses; translated in English only by some 

such paraphrase as “what you have already said 

to me you must also say to Menexenus." See Dodds 

on Gorg, 458 al, Denniston G.P. p.324: Stallbaum 

quoted Phaedo 76 e” ~ > ana 64 tO (where pe's Enep 

xul got 18 probably right; read 23,, ipa nat 

ool cuvdcxng Enep nul épol.)
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a ob se of PETS "Future in place of imperative"; 

but here perhaps rather 2s we might say "You 

will be able to tell him"or "You can tell him." 

ef. Prot, 338 a! &s ofv Hovmoyte, xual weleeces por. 

~ This move by Socrates saves audience and readers 

from a repetition of what Menexenus missed. 

py? ubéis we adveptdéout: this has an apparent echo 

at Theatt. 143 a’, where Euclides deseribes the 

way in which he compiled a written copy of | 

Socrates! dialogue with Theactetus, which 

Socrates had related to hims Sotepov 8% xutd dyoe 

hey dvaptpvadudpevos Eypuguvyxal Godxnig adtvuze 

douxnclyqv,etuvypdtev tév Luexpdtqv & ps éuepvtyny. 

Certainly the historical Socrates 

might have invited Lysis to ask to be reminded 

of advice = but would he really have done this 

for adults who wanted to write down his philosophy? 

His "ignorance" might have prevented this.
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b fog ee fuubvurd “time to go" ef. Buthyph. 15 e4; 
this ordinary colloquial expression is brilliantly 

put into Socrates! mouth at the end of the 

"Apology" (42 8°)5 daad yap fox Spa tmvvat,éuol 
pev Lnoduvountve,buTv 62 Biedopevots. 

6 " 
bo imevdy ye xut od verederg , “I must do that, then, 

since you order me to"; Socrates agrees and 

pretends to regard himself as under orders; &&& 

ye Strengthens éxerot and emphasises the whole 

clause; ,.} goes not with .3 but with G KEAEDELS , 

"at's an order you give me." 

vb! B54 Sxoo is perhaps a little more emphatic than 

simple xc ; certainly there is no need to 

follow Cobet in deleting 7 
Opa.
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v? épidtixndg “a lover of contentiousness": this is 

followed at c4 by betvds yap e+ Kenotanov paéy- 

TS. 

On Ctesippus as égpicrixds and LvTLROTLXdS , 

and on the relation between these two tendencies, 

see note on 214 al,



ell 

0° ¢ ny + ne + {ve ees xutuyédaotas yevepars Ou Want Me to 

be made a fool of, do you?" like Gorg. 505 et 

cbu dv bbvate woe... eet, 
Xdppow yevntat,xta. 

Abiss &8 a A ww 

- Ive pot Td Tob 

"Ete 

Cidéev ; "How can I?" Not quite the same use of ysgey 

. 4 a8 in xdtev igev; at 208 db.
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1 - 

C x4 Tt bets 

you two hogging it all to yourselves?" 

oo. " wee ee abt pdve Lot Godovs Why are 

For the metaphor cf. Rep. 352 v’, where 

fhrasymachus sys to Socrates Ebuxo’ tod adyou, 

"You can have the argument to yourself"; Socrates 

then replies eeexut tl aAourd pot ts botidveus 
* af 7 2 : . * STIRAVPLOOCV UMoxptVvdpevos Coxep xual vBv.
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ae a Y ? * * be yop Te dv Abyw ob puvddvers 

this is a Pib to involve Menexenus, who may 

think he can outdo Lysis and so enter the 

discussion. On the other hand, it may perhaps 

have a second implication that Lysis has not 

quite grasped the view of friendship which 

Socrates hes been putting to him, and that 

further investigation of friendship is necessary.
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a 5} oty otk Epuriss Ctesippus is anxious to 

show off the skill he has imparted to his boy~ 

pupil. Previously he mocked Hippothales; now 

his own loyalties are involved.
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T ésiGuetv ntiuatds tou 2 oe ‘ a cule pee Vo PET we lO U ef. 212a°, totto 14 9 

UTTLG, 1.6, Gliov. It was not uncommon to 

liken friends to valuable possessions; ef. 

Hgdt.V 24.3, xtquctav wevtev dort tepid vutoy 
] 

> 4 Ne . Lan ~ > re 2 . CVIP GLACS OLVETOS TE AUl EUVCOS; this is 

repeated by Xenophon at Mem II 4.1 and used 

as the basis of Mem. II 4 - 5, 

& ira a® S pwév ylp tes Tamous éniOapel UTEGEAL UTA. He
 

ef. Xen. Mem. I. 6.14, where Socrates is made 

To, rae OF as a 
BW BBA gwOTE DP ft

 to say éyo B’otv xul alads, 

"Ee 

ow w 4 By an _& tis WY fang ayaed fo xovl % Spvisi foerce,ch 
. its i a Ett plaacv Teopart otacis tyusets. 

a 

Wik



2il 

+ a sf * @™  dpdss pév tultu mpdes Exuyepds 68 atv iv etauv 

RTIOLY TALVY Eputixis | "TI am indifferent 

about these things, but passionately eager 

about the acquisition of friends," 

For "4¢S ef, Crito 43 b 8, ... t9 vOv napectdug 

SoppopG Lg bytlus adeyv nuul apdes pbpecs, 

Ld pa Me pes 

EP ee bRWS Exeuy here means merely “be very 

2 ont 
eager for" as *P“V often. Socrates is 

eundturcpos (e%), not veadmuts.



211 

ef pproya | Gaextpvdva; ef. Hipp. Major 295 oe! S84. 

Reyopev xnuddw elval ..receeee xual a8 th gta 
a tt ~ _* 9. . _* . 8 vo. ha RUVTUG gb RTOV RGACV Kul GAEXIPUOVE Kal Cptuy.e. 

Cocks were kept for fighting: ef. Laws 789 b 7 Sq. 

There was a game calledépivyoxcala or 6tLgoKoRle | 

alluded to by Aristophanes at "Birds 1298-9 

and described by Pollux, IX 107; this too seems 

to have consisted of making the birds fight by 

pricking them to rouse them ap, (or alternatively 

simply "filliping" a single bird on the head or 

plucking feathers from it to try to make it 

retreat, (Pollux IX 109).
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6 & svi tév xbve; mention of dogs has reminded 

Socrates of a favourite oath of his (though 

not one peculiar to him); on this oath see 

Dodds on Gorgias 482 b 5.
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e° moaaoy Rotd dupetov xpuutev RUOUGoGLS 

the Bersian King was the proverbial figure of 
great fortune and riches. For his happiness 

ef. Apol. 40 d 8, Gorg. 470 e+; for his 

possessions cf. Euthyd. 274 a 6, punuptge fp? 

bute Eywye tol atypatos moad uwlaaov A utyav 

Buctaéu tis ipxfc; Democritus fr. 118; and 

Theaet. 175 ¢ 4, "el Bistretc avdatuuv 

xnextyréves t’ub (%) word xevetov."” For the 

name Darius, see next note. 

Compare also Phaedrus 228 a 4, ... Epoukdayy 

bd en ., A . a8 xy agian Se. vwevegt ue YE UV PGAACHV Tp plo k BoA xeuGleVv yevedeu 

(without mention of Darius),



HW 3 

talpcvy,q vaAROV i BULLY Auge lov "T would rather 

have a friend, even if it had to be Darius 

himself"; "sei es nun sonst irgend wer oder 

gar Dareias selbst" Apelt. 

"Jocose Socrates* hunc ipsum (Darium) se 

accepturum aguicum dicit"; so says Medvis, 

whose} “Akov for .fvAvacy seems practically 

certain. There was evidently a colloquial 

phrase "anyone at all, not excepting even the 

King of Persia"; cf. Sophist 230 43, ,., 

CveAcyutov ab Voptetéavyiv xual tuyydvy gudtheds 

GC péyus dvytd plyedtu dxdeaptoyv Aytus 

and ef. the movement in the earlier passage of the 

"Lysis" at 200 c¢c 6-46 (see note). 

There was perhaps also some other proverb 

suggesting that it was unusual to be a friend 

of the Persian king; cf. ( Aristotile,} 

Magna Moralia 1212 ay ot yuo ef tis By Aupetk bg 

é 

etvou, év Hepours Sviiseciep Lous Av evetas 

wal cearta dy were meds Aupetov, on which Kapp 

observes (Gnomon 3, 1927, p. 79) “der Perserkénig 

ist gur illustration gewahlt ..... weil die 

Vorstellung eines Freundschaftsverh&ltnisses gu 

ihm etwas absurdes hat." (But it may merely be 

that Darius was remote in distance from Greece, )



211 e! (conta. 4 

Much argument has gone on A propos of the passage 

in Magna Moralia attempting to diseover when the 

MM. was written according to when Darius TIT 

was on the throne of Persia; it is worth 

observing that this is misplaced; the proverbial 

Darius was Darius I ¢ ‘Yoilonoy, Cf. Avistides 

loc, cit. infra. Here in the Lysis Socrates' 

reference to Darius does not tie the dramatic 

date. to the period of Darius II's reign 

(424~406 B.C.)
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e 
7 

(Buttmann's pTaacv Cot) % 

(contd. ) 

 abityv Aupetov (seil. 

utiuuovat) adopted by Burnet, for all Buttmann 

says still does not escape Heindorf's question 

' "Darium possidere" quid est?! 

Buttmann's other suggestion, which he himself 

rejected, was icirov Coty 4 udvds Aupetos 

(viveovat), for which he cited Aristides 

Orat. XLVI, Vol. TI, p. 182 (Dindorf.)ikc eye 

beguluyqv dv bvaveat Abyetve ss eeee EDAAOV 

H pupecues Aupefos & “Yothorqu yivedout. 

But this involves far more alteration of the MSS. . 

than Madvig's reading, and hardly produces a 

strong enough climax to follow a fourth 

successive ,Gaacv; “AupeTcs yéevedGat, would 

hardly progress sufficiently beyond Aupetcoy xpvdtov 

RUAGUOGwL, Whereas Mad¥ig's reading 

wittily brings in Darius again, but to make a 

different point by a different turn of phrase, )



2i2a_~ end 

For summaries of the argument for the rest of 

the dialogue, see "critieal analysis" in the 

introduction.



212 

Gvttva ipcmov ylyvetit lacs bre pos étepov 
"how one man becomes the etros of another." 

This is the first form of the main question of the 

"Lysis"; it is adapted to lead directly into 

8 Socrates' trick question in a”, érerédv vec 

Thva YLAT, ROtEpos wotépcy place ylyvetut xth. 
By phrasing his question in terms of the "ways 

: " = of becoming plaog » YTathrr than simply asking 

"who is" glacs, Socrates enables himself to 

introduce references to the pugzling variety of 

circumstances under which men qualify in some 

way or other for the name wlace in one of its senses, 

But by 213 ce? ~ 8 tne question at issue has 
wecome closer to the direct at gurev tS etacy 

attacked in the rest of the dialogue. R, Robinson, 
34,4 ‘ : aed. A. 4), 
in Plato's Earlier Dialectic)/ is a little over- 

scrupulous in saying that the "Lysis" begins 

with a question different from the "what is x" 

question.



212 

pdtv .... dvxeT Stugépery Menexenus is no doubt 

a little taken aback by Socrates! riddle, and 

chooses the easy alternative as an answer. But 

the answer is plausible enough; 

1. if Menexenus did not take special note of 

Exetbiv ats Tivu GLA}, but was expecting 

a question about elavt = friends (who had 

been under discussion in 2lle ~ 212a), then 

he may simply have answered here meaning 

that vtaot = friends always come in pairs; 

2. alternatively if Menexenus did notice that 

Socrates had only specified a one~directional 

relationship, then sincevlics can be 

equivalent either toPtiCv or to viicbuevos 
ss \ % es then each is in some sense #fAcs. 

It seems probable that Menexenus answered as for 

alternative l, i.e., thinking of friends in pairs; 

Since when Socrates goes on to emphasise that 

one~dbrectional affection can occur, he then 

denies that vlios is an appropriate term for 

either party. Down to a? Socrates has not yet 

upset Menexenus' conviction that %tics means 

"a friend" and that if either of &@ pair is in this 

sense glace, to the other, then both are,



lv peves & Evepog tév Erepcy giag; this must 

not be altered. It is an emphatic supposition 

that only one party shows active affection; 

Richards" {ky pevov would mean "so long as 

at least one likes the other" without excluding 

return of affection; Sehmidtts égty yivos pdvov 

would introduce a quite irrelevant question 

about whether the one liked other persons 

outside the relationship under discussion. The 

emendations required by the logic of this passage 

(212b - 213d) had all been made by the end of 

the 15th century; more recent attempts to 

tamper with it have been unhelpful and 

unnecessary.



212 

»° "PROLYe Goxet : Menexenus is sticking to his 

former answer still without seeing the point 

of Socrates" giv pdves § ELePES oi... LAG. 

This appears from the way in which Socrates 

has to explain the possibility of unreturned 

affection.



A oy Pf "ey . . s BEV GbLoViuls Heindorf restored this for 

all mss', ete pevey utoviut,: a characteristically 

brilliant emendation in which the renaissance 

scribes seem not to have anticipated him.



212 cag 

oe éivie ual Gvererafvur gdvte xa PeGTrar , { 

"it being indifferent whether in return he is 

loved or heated." 

H. Miller altered this to édvte ph dvtipiatrue 

fivte xual HLOWNIL, which would have to mean 

"even if he is not loved in return, or indeed 

even if he is hated in return" (which should 

bey ty a ce This would insert an 

extra back~reference to b and of, but reference 

to those intermediate steps is unnecessary here. 

A parallel alteration was mde by Schanz, at 

e!, where he read @aivie Cut) ovag éivive xl wes 

but there too the Change is unnecessary and 

probably mistakes the force of 3 a , ta 
EWUVTE gegaee EAVTE, 

The two passages as they stand in the mss, support 

each other strongly and should not be altered,



212 

at ute Ady piv yap: at p* and ° where Menexenus had 

not yet understood Socrates! question and thought 

he was being asked about pairs of friends. Now 

he has understood the question, he still maintains 

his (correct) view that etact = friends must 

come in pairs and return each. other's affeetion. 

He adnits the possibility of unreturned affection 

but does not think either party to this if a 
~ yam 
WLADS.



212 

a edu fpu futty placvyxta, Socrates generalises oO
 

the position now reached by stating it in the 

neuter, This is the first occurrence of glove 

neuter to creep in, and its significance is very 

Soon seen. Except in generalising statements 

etacv = friend does not occur in the neuter 

(since it is persons who are friends); but 

gtiov = etactueveyg is of course common in 

the neuter.



212 

a? BlAutsCE sees PL ACpLyES.... EuAdnoves 

take up the examples used earlier in a different 

In 

context, as objects of acquisitive instincts, 

at 211 4 8 sq3_ but PLAC EVUL, OLAGyURVUUTAl, 

diicvo~ot,are new, and introduce lifeless and 

abstract objects of eladous, excluding the 

possible plea that horses and dogs (and also 

quails?) can and do return affection. 

yitc. compounds the @iaA- element is usually 

active, and often denotes pursuit or approval 

of the objects or persons named in general or 

as classes. Thus by introducing these compounds 

here Socrates turns to a sense of ginety 

different from that used so far; up to now it 

has always been a matter of affection between 

persons.



212 As _ 

oy staot Lt oa ot Exuotot,o8 pavrot vlau &vrta Tye GeAGe L ee Vo ToT. Pe tly GS gO a VEO . Le . 

"Or is it possible"(hinting of course it is 

not) that all these persons like these objects 

without the objects being etau?, 

Menexenus has denied that one-way affection makes 

persons g‘tict. Socrates now points out that if 

one has a one-way "love" of wine or wisdom one 

is called glie-oives or gtad-covcs, one gure 
these objects, and surely the objects are vliu ? 

Menexenus is prepared to admit this; in the case 

of one-way liking for objects, the objects are 

qtau. He admits this with objects, though not 

with persons, because in the neuter ¢t\cv was 

much more commonly passive, whereas in the 

masculine ptaug had been introduced in, and 

commonly kept, its reciprocal sense. 

Menexenus' answers are at all points those that 

would have sounded most obvious to any Greek who 

was not deliberately watching for Soerates! 

exploitation of ambiguities. He chooses the 

answer that suits the sense of elacs that would 

seem to be meant in ordimry Greek in Socrates! 

latest question in the form in which it is put.



A? 
212 (contd.) 

Menexenus makes no gratuitous mistakes, but 

only falls where Socrates ws set his traps. 

On the other hand he does not avoid any of 

the traps. Plato makes him a "man of strawtt 

in that he does not contribute objections to 

Socrates’ arguments; but he does not show him 

making things unreasonably easy for Socrates.



N
 a fh
 | 

BABeoc, ) Raldéc te glrot “tr. 

In Solon (fr. 13) this most likely meant "Happy 

is he who has dear children and horses and dogs 

and a guest in his house"; but Plato twists it 

to mean "Happy is he who loves boys, horses, etc." 

Plato's meaning however is already conveyed in 

the version of this couplet in Theognis 1255-6: 

“Qottc p Ratddc te osret xal udvexac tmoug 

nat “bvac, obxoté of BBu0c ev ebgpootyy. 

(But in the Theognid corpus there are 

perversions as well as imitations of earlier 

couplets, so there is no need to use this in 

establishing Solon's meaning. )



2i2 

6 a ee en ass : { @bacbwevoy Wh 2. eee PLAGYV, This conclusion 

‘
a
e
 fr
 

is at its most plausible in the neuter; but by 

means of new-born babies Socrates gets it back 

into the masculine at 213 a 4-5, 

7 e AVLE @LAg €dvre aul prog "equally whether 

om
 
Ch
e 

it loves or hates in return". See note on 

212 ¢°,



213 

a @lav.iu Is especially applicable to members of 

the family : 12 ¢laiuwia frequently meant 

"one's nearest and dearest." 

at 7 5 

& oradv .... & wtactpevcs The masculine creeps 

in again because © giaty in the example was 

& natip.'G ptrodpeves then appears in the 

masculine to balance the sentence (and the 

child may have been male.) 

6 2 . 2, wr.’ods & prodv. Par“'s correction is of course 

certain, giving the logically necessary sense 

and antithesis. It is almost surprising that 

the mss. have not more often reversed ;.LO0Etv ete, 

anG g.acty ete. in this passage; but the only 
U3 4 

other example is at 28@ c*,



213 _ 
a6 Ronudt Epa Sad wSv exepatv ecnoBvrce .. ne et

d e O:
 

~-
3 

w”
 

La Liv éx€pats gtaot dotv: 

this and its converse do follow from the 

equations, gticg = giribucves and 

éxOpeds = ploobeeves | coupled with the 

established possibility of unreturnead affection. 

But Socrates has worked round to this formulation 

only in order to seize on it as a paradox and 

reject it. (See next note.) 

mi 

e
f
?
 

« we 7
 o
e
 

> 

of
 wubtst tonat TAoyta woes wal Lddvutcy iG 

extpdv wnat 19 éxopg etacv evar, 

Socrates has just proved that affection can be 

unreciprocated; why then does he say there is 

Ss wéa.d dacylu here? He is able to do this 
n because the opposition of etarcs and éxépds 

in the masculine would bring back to Menexenus! 

and any ordinary Greek's mind the senses "friend" 

and "enemy"; and it is true that friends and 

enemies come in pairs, and that friendship and 

enmity are mutual and symmetrical relationships 

such that one cannot be "friends with", or the 

friend of, one's enemy, and vice versa,



a3 7 
ff (contd. ) 

Socrates has been exploiting the one-way 

passive senses of glaos, and gy gad , but 

on reaching the point where these senses make 

it possible to talk of being iG €xEpG glaos 

Socrates pretends to find this too great a 

paradox, and rejects the equation giace 

PlAcbuives,



~ g3 

5 ria & hd ne. FS ego = ” a se bd YVORKCUV Et TOOTS WOUVATOV TC BLAGUY UV Eq Btacv 

Tob YLracopeven. 
‘ 

"If that is impossible, then it must be that which 

loves which is the 'friend' of that which is 

loved.” 

Socrates earlier rejected the notion that the term 

vbaos only applies in cases of reciprocated 

affection; he has now rejected the suggestion 

that in cases of unreturned affection it is the 

recipient of affection who iselics 3 so that the 

only remaining possibility is that it is the 

Siver of affection who is ¢!Acs,-He does not 

quote any examples to make this sense plausible; 

it might have taken him some ingenuity to do so 

while still excluding the likelihood of returned 

affection, since lacs ~ active must be said of 

& personal subject and is rarely used of affection 

towards impersonal objects; (he might perhaps 

have had to work through the Ot» element in 

PLASPILYES ete, avain?) He contents himself with 

arriving at this sense by elimination; he states 

it first,rather surprisingly, in the "generalising" 

neuter; but the maseulines creep back in of Sq. 

With guy % pi @bAGGV Tes @LAR uta.



212 3 

* rv? wutta eecsdzeg eal thy  drecuy Le@e, at p74 

The one-way senses of ¢lacy = piadyv and 

éxépts = peoSy could lead to the possibility 

of being tod éxépct ylacs and vice versa jwt 

as correctly as the one-way passive senses led 

to the possibility of being 1g éxéeG vlacs and 

vice versa. Socrates treats this as the same 

paradox and rejects it again for exactly the 

Same reason; the commonest sense of the words 

gtacs and éxupis makes such an expression 

nonsense, because one cannot be the friend of 

one's enemy, (see note on b°.) -~ nor indeed the 

friend of anyone who is not also one's friend. 

(This last point about the strangeness of being 

piiov pt etacew was not made earlier.)



213 

et 
& av A Cut> pecoSv tis ples 

in the primary mss. at this point ..\ had been 

lost by haplography (auqutcovy had been reduced 

to qtscov )3 and then .tdj had perhaps 

deliberately been altered to GLA to produce 

the unwanted antithesis Stuv 4 ywtiootyv rac QLAG 

2 either made or discovered 
4) wat gtrdobv prog. Par 

@ correction of this based on more careful study 

of the sense of the passage, and wrote yc. Kal 

Civ pt) peoobyv tee pt69, which reintroduced 

the correct antithesis with e* Stuv % ph gidoby 

TLS MLA. The corrector of Flor. gives Par’ 'g 

correction improved by the restoration now of i 

before 4, also confirmed by the antithesis 
: 2 

with e*.



4 . - fn Oe oSv Sh xpqodpebus What are we to make of this?; 
1 _ 

Gof. 222 @ oat ody tw Rat sejoutueda te asyy; 
"What more can we make of the argument?" : Gorg. 

465 e ~ 466 a. 

wie ot giactvees ylaut vovtur whee ot 
“ a oo. AY a *, PLACUpEVOR pite ol GLACBV ves te xul werctievors 

the three senses of which have <been ptacs 

suggested are summarised in the reverse order 

to that in which they were rejected:— 

1. the symmetrical sense - ol piactviss ve 

xal gtrobevct | was shown not to explain 

the use of ethos «in its passive sense 

at 212 a? ~ e4; 

2. the passive sense ~ o{ praobsevc. 7 was 

rejected on the appearance of the paradox 

ug éxOpg vtaog at 213 pv, 

3. the active sense = of giacdvies = was 

rejected by the same manoeuvre at 

213 b! ~ of,



215 
7 ’ Fyn _} a a. Mo, * pas AGL Hula Tera WHACUS KT. 

AR 

c 

" — but shall we perhaps be able to suggest 

other kims of men besides these who do become 

vtact with each other?" 

Socrates had been treating his previous 

classification as exhaustive; then the 

possibility that it might not be exhaustive 

occurred to him, which is why he broke into 

his next sentence with»... This sentence hea « 

is nonetheless a question; we would express 

the Aad in English by putting a dash before 

the question, 

(Cornarius' pu for 2aadh would lose force; 

if an interrogative particle seems necessary 

. yn oO perhaps we should read wai’Zpu..... 3).



213 

e? rae aivu evmupe Eyoye "I'm not exactly full 

of suggestions"; 

x “ 

ef. Phaedr. 235 at ob tivu edcopdy TB toARS 
3 « & s bed ? —_ - 4 4 

AEVELV REPL POU LvVTUY, Ton 532 e* ci oy



213 

8 

1 
. 

G° Vaca pho crre id mupdtav . 8x CpeSs égatobpevs b 
_
 

"It can't be the case, can it, that our 

method of enquiry has been wrong all along?" 

This question is given emphasis by the way Lysis 

interrupts to answer it; Socrates then endorses 

Lysis' answer at e 1 7 3, It seems probable that 

Plato wished us to take these hints to indicate 

that he saw no point in this kind of enquiry; 

he may have begun with this set of puzzles 

merely to forestall any interjections based on 

them at any later point by the "eristical" 

Menexenus. (See introduction} pj, 92-99. ) 

( Vrooom om Uting RY oF WV org ly as 

Meus an * ovo * Guertin ; wk be 
ure oon oho? Rod fu hire 

AVA — Stans) ru clryeg B~ nab 
if oo d WAL: 4, * i. Bk wwe Yen wet aM trom 

* take bition uy br Wuey uy * ) 
5
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a® Go] ye Lexgutes,d Abuus: 

the primary mss. omit ¢,., heres; Vat, 1029 

added it after ¢ “uxputes,in the more common 

position; but Heindorf may well have been 

right in putting it before * LLUupatess this 

might better explain its omission; and it is 

perhaps not accidental that Heindorf's parallels 

for his position are both places where a 

different speaker breaks in, not the previous 

and expected respondent; viz. Euthyd. 287 v2, 

293 e!, The broken structure perhaps gives 

emphasis to the answerer's name. 

(Heindorf's observation "sic sexcenties" seems not 

to be true; examples of this broken structure 

Ld 
seem not to be as frequent as might be expected 

and perhaps are reserved for special points.)



213 ~- 216 

a® ~ »9 - 
Earlier versions of each of the views Plato discusses 

will be quoted in separate notes as they occur. 

One parallel discussion, however, of friendship 

between fyavot and xuxotg needs special consideration, 

since it raises an interesting case of the 

"Socratic question." 

In Xenophon's Memorabilia, II 6, 14-20, Critabulus 

puts to Socrates precisely the paradox that 

Socrates himself produces in the course of this 

section of the "Lysis", that neither dyudot nor 

xaxot can be friends either among themselves or 

with each other. Critobulus adduces the same 

arguments as Socrates does here, except that 

instead of adducing the attipweta of dya@olt he 

alleges simply that JUyuéol are often seen to 

quarrel. Xenophon's Socrates thereupon (21-27) 

offers a solution to the paradox by suggesting 

that the rivalry natural even between dyubot 

could be advantageously turned into co-operation. 

Plato's SocratéS™however does not overthrow any 

part of his own paradox, but argues that therefore 

piitay Must involve intermediates. 



213 ~- 2b 
a® _ »9 

0. Gigon (Kommentar zu Mem. II, pp. 168-9) 

“Wt 

argues that these passages of Plato and Xenophon 

are independent of each other, but are derived from 

Some common written source in "Socratic" literature 

(which was, in Gigon's view, unhistorical.) 

Against this Kerferd in his review of Gigon (C.R. 

VII (u.s.), 1957, p. 215) says : "But both Plato 

and Xenophon must have heard innumerable discussions 

in which friendship figured as a major topic, and 

there may be no more to it than that." But to gZ0 

rather further than Kerferd, why should there not 

have taken place a discussion where Socrates 

himself took part and in which this paradox was 

propounded? This much at least is common to Plato 

and Xenophon's accounts. Plato shows Socrates 

setting the paradox, Xenophon shows hin solving it. 

But Xenophon understood "Socratic ignorance" much 

less well than Plato did, and might tend to stress 

What he thought would have been Socrates’ solution 

* to: any given pugzle; so his version of this 

discussion for dramatic purposes gives the setting 

of the puzzle to Critobulus. Plato however may 

well have a historically more accurate version



213 ~ 216 

a® . v9 
in showing Socrates setting the puzzle rather 

than answering it (though leading on to the 

notion of "intermediates", which may also have 

been genuinely "Socratic"). 

This of course is dangerously conjectural; it is . 

at least safe to point out that Xenophon does not 

link his version of this discussion with any 

discussion of Gpotot or evuvttot as otaor. 

Lt does not follow that these points cannot have 

been considered by Socrates on another occasion, 

but it is perhaps likely that Xenophon did not 

know of an interweaving of all these views by 

Socrates in the manner of the "Lysis", or he would 

surely have been tempted to show Socrates tackling 

these further pugzles as well.



213 

6 rm a & ? Send n G° tdv te bevéeevov dvarabout, give Menexenus 

2 
a rest", ef. Euthyd. 277 ay vat eyed yvobs Burtt Zdue- 

Vov td petpadxtov,Bovaduevos LvancBout abtd ph Ayty 

&tOSELALAOELE, where Socrates 

interposes between the sophists and Cleinias. 

éxetvov fovets rw] @tacocela, pleased with 

his "taste for philosophy", (Lamb); but, pace 

Lamb and others,éxetvuu is Menexenus, whose 

Strococgla has had much more chance to show itself, 

however good Socrates thought Lysis’ interruption; 

and otherwise Plato would have written tof aboé.sos 

Hobets......apds toltov emotadunv tuds Adyous.



213 

a! oft "in view of this" "accordingly", ewe resumptive 

of the preceding participial phrase Bovacuevos..xtA 

3 e” Emhavere@u "strayed off the track", ef. (exempli 

gratia) Hipp. Maj. 304 c, maAav@par nut dnopt det: 

— one of a large number of metaphors from 

travelling used by Plato to describe the "course" 

of his arguments. Here it leads to tadty poxete 

Vupevs then comes the full comparison in ef, 

LE dacdan, . Xuremy  oubyes Gorep beds , and § ETPURNEV 2? 
tévat ine’. For this metaphor later in the 

dialogue cf.benyettut 217 a’, évretoyhxranev 

218 a7, (Luckovéers 218 e272), fxcnev 219 b, 
Ager 219 c!. Por references to this me taphor in 

Plato see Louis, Les Métaphores de Platon, pp. 45-9.



213 

et 8 d& éipdnmypev..tévat, “proceed in the direction 

in which we turned before", (at 212 e), ef. Ep. 
VII 332 et, py) tabty 62 tpundpevos "if he does 

not take this direction," 

e” oxonoSvius Schla@ermacher's plural is necessary in 

view of the immediately preceding fwpev , e. 

(The singular, kept by Burnet, would no doubt be 

conceivable as a generalising remark, "I think a 

man ought to proceed in the way we took" ~ but not 

in this context where Socrates is being very 

careful to talk to the boys of "our" enquiry: 

ef. 213 eo”, at, e°, e?, and though 4uTv in 214 al 

may be general, ("for us men"), it certainly 

includes Lysis and Menexenus.)



213 

e ( ta J nated tots notntis; Heindorf's deletion of 7 

gives more attractive sense and Greek; “conducting 

our search in the ways suggested by the poets", 

rather than "examining what is said by the poets" 

(which would more likely have been égetadgovids ta 

TOV Towntav or tad bad t&y mount Acydpeva}. 

(The corruption would be due to dittography after 

the mss. reading oxonofvtu. )



214 

1 
@° Ol sotytal ...4ptv dosep mutépes tho coptas 

xat hyepdves "the authors of our knowledge 

and our guides in it", the standard 5t4 century 

view, to which Plato showed a somewhat double-~ 

edged allegiance : as in the discussion of 

Simonides' poem in the "Protagoras; waere Socrates 

mis-construes it to support his own views (note 

also on Lysis 212 23) | Here avery slight irony 

comes out in the next line, Afyoudt 82% BAstov 

(see note.); ef. also Rep. 331 eo 7 Fe 

For nattoes ef. Symp. 209a 3-5 epdvaotv re nat 

tiv GAAqv dpetiv dv 64 elow wut of «ounqiat advres 

YEVVITOPES, Pindar Pyth. IV, 176, Plato, 

Phaedrus 275 a! nuthp GV YPuppltev, 

("inventor of the alphabet".)



214. 

a 
2 

nh rn | es ,. 
OV FuPpaus US Publ VOLe VOt "giving a by no means 

unimpressive account" of friendship; this 

anticipates gard tdv @edv atdidv eauiv novety 

ALLS UlTODSS for a moment Socrates pretends 

to attach great weight to Homer's fyet Gedy in 

~*~ 

nis quotation; 

sutaorship of friendship at any point in the 

dialogue, and even this quotation is really 

introduced only to su} pport Suctes dupotw etaos. ‘ S 

s This may be a serious point thrown up in pessing p Pp 

and left for the reader to meditate ons; but 

more likely Plato is guyinge the practice of 

quoting the poets by a momentary touch of mock- 

solemnity. It is not obvious in ordinary life 

hat friends are those whon God hath joined - 

nor is that what Melantheus originally meant. 

(He was saying ~ profanely - "We are always 

blessed with beggars in pairs"; see note ae), 

but we hear no more of the divine



21 

so
r 

of tvyxdveudiv Svies = “who they really are"; 

for wvoyxaver Sv meaning "really is" ses idan 
™ 

b 
< on sep. I. 337°, where he cites also Rex. 379 By 

513 e, Suthyphro 4 a, Here it is again ironic, 

to guy what the poets are alleged to sar, 

Rass... Gdt (not to be taken together), 

"hey say | omething like this, I think, in the 

following verse,"
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6 ~ a . ; r : @ ulet we tév polov xii.; in Odyssey XVII, 217, this 

is said (beginning Gg ulet tdv Spolov) by 

Melantheus when BSumaeus brinss in Odysseus af 

disguised as a beggar; it immediately follows 
“w

y < C3
 

< y Ch
e 

< o x
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~<
 

pes c £ od
 

C ta
 

Where Aristotle quotes this verse (3.8. 1235 a’, 

s aM, 1155a°4) ne links it with the saying ual 

yop woactts magh xoraotdv and (in ® 

veg rE GSpu,xul Absiog Abnov. . This may 

indicate that in literary contexts Gpctov ..dg dv 

SuOLOV tended to be more common of associations 

in crime. But @uripides at least applied it more 

: ws 2 . . widely (fr. 296 Nauek*): dvip 88 xpnotés xpquidyv ob 

pLUEL MOVE, 

HuwidS Kung 66 ouvitiquev 

€. ~ 

yoovye 

an x, 9. a re a. | PrAEL O€ MOULLPOAGV UVULE RULES wYELV. | 
ES &. 4 Plato often refers to Cyotus SHOW ag @ Mihuicg ASyos; 

ef, Symp. 195 w, Gorgias 510 v*, and compore his 

& the similar proverb Atg tatu vw’ 7 

S xpansion o!



Soy, > oS 2 ee 

at Phaedrus 240 c3 APeVveu LOOT |S EF 
had 3 oy *8 Mayercy ots » or so pe- BYOCUCR Gh GPOELGTATa Gtot.v TEP€Xeiae, 

Sages 

(For some further special cases of the Gporgs 

theory see note on 214° 1 -) f )., Opn bay 

The saying was given a particular use in yolitical 

contexts: ef, (Ken Ath. Pol. III 10, ef piv yto 
- e " a voi, ny 
Beattoug,hpotvto Lv obdut tots rabid er

r ee coh 
PUUVEOG TOU “

 “ 

» 3 Cia e a 

UBLULV BUTE LS oe CE YGUPs eetae 

Gpotut tots Epetors eBvol efor. CF. Plato Gore. 

6 

YY VO. KOVT US 

510 d, Laws 773 b 

Hippias took over ductog-tpcly and incorporated it 

in his ebo.s-theory: ef. Plato Prot. 337 ¢° s1., 
e > 4 . - » 2 e. Sena ® HYOURML EYH GUTYEVELS TE xual OlvEtous “wat Fore 

ee. a” ~ . = Cmuvius elvat-gdvet ,ob vipg'td yop Gpctov +@ 

tcuctag gboer o¥@yyeves edt. 

(So far all the cases cited have been in contexts of 

association between men; examples of this 

principle in physical theory are discussed on 

214 b*.)



b ea= 5 

TE Ts tév Gogutdatuv ovr e Swuau tv eee ee eee 

ol aept ybveds te nut toB Saou Staderdpevut Kul yode 

bertstary Lysis could have seen the books of 

eorlier physicists; the works of Anaxagoras 

cost a drachma at most, Plato Apol. 26 @ 8s". 

But Socrates may well merely be flattering ni 

and Plato inserting a learned reference to fob 

off the academics among nis readers. Tysis would 

heve been taught Homer in his junior school, but 

hardly cosmology (or his parents might well nave 

renoved him to a more reputable establishment.) 

BY 2 : 2 > fhe superlative goguctvuy is sarcastic (as 

V
e
 

oo
d Cy
 

-
 = 

is in Plato); see Socrates on cubtns THs vcogtusg fy 

by wukobot wept ebveug Lorestay , Phaedo 

96 ao ~ 7 ang 96 ~ 100 | Plato often refers to 

his predece sors with elaborate flippency, which 

probably covers a justifiable bitterness at their 

failure to answer Plato's questions ever on matters 

of cosmology.



nept pbve.g was certainly a frequent booktitle 

among the Presocraties, but Gigon (Koma. gu Xen. 

Mem. II, p. 166 n.) is wrong to ask who entitled 

his book wept toB faov ; Plato is neither quoting 

titles nor alluding to specific individuals, and 
ae, : wy * ae “ in Pact ze CAGV = KGOPOCS (ef. Plate Gorg., 508 a? 

tO Chev tobts xtopow xuroSor) 18 not cited by L.S.d. 
before Plato, nor from "Bt fragments in Krang's 

Index to Vorsokratiker,



- elBta  ubtd aeyovutv "saying precisely this"; 

suspecting tattu ubid on grounds of worké-order, 

Heindorf wrote wtiu tutid which Richards improved 

on with quad tuStu but no change is necesgary; 

ef. tudtu dt udtd at 212 a®s also Prot. 329 °°, 

end the singular totic ubté very frequently 

(e.g., Phaedo 107 vb’, Rep. 471 e°, and especially 

at Philebus 60 a’, where, as here, the meaning 

is very nearly the same as tudts rvodtc.) 

% “a 
4 2 ~ Note also éxefvo abid below at 220 b*, and 

toltov avtéy in Dem. de Cor. xviii, 224.
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If we wish to try to identify among early physicists 

re £ ook wehte any who originated the view @HKObGV Choly Yliov 

we must first meke an important distinction: 

1. Aristotle and Theophrastus attempted to 

Classify the views of their predecessors ¥y if 

concerning meny kinds of interaction, and 

indeed concerning interaction in seneral, 

according to whether it was held to take place 

between likes or between opposites. Cf. Ar. 

de Gen. et Corr. 323 #71? on interaction in 

general ( govetv nat xhoxetv): ae alleges 

that everyone thought only unlikes could act 

upon each other, except for Democritus who said 

only likes could affect each other (thoven 

Ar, elsewhere mentions Smpedocles! view of 

sense-~perception as due to the interaction of 

likes: de Anima 404 b 10, 409 b 23 sa.); ana 

on a particular kind of interaction, Theophrastus 

begins his aeot ulottoecuvin this way:- 

z 

e el a 

at pév wodaat xat 
? 

* i Guo by 
@ 4 + ed 

Gh peV Yup Te 

rm @-
 

c ce
 

c a < 

-
_
 

* 9 & fe
 5 3 

bd
 

fo
 rnenides =mpedocles and 

«f BS «pm fz ip fa, Plato), Ub O& TY EVavIty (Anexazoreans and 

Heracliteans).



2 

It mey be that Plato had in mind some of 

these various theories of interaction when he 

referred to those who held Gyo lovedpcly or 

évdvttov-évuvily wiacy 3 but not all the 

kinds of interaction which can be traced were 

strictly cases of attraction: Sometimes no 

doubt an interaction leading to a favourable 

result might seem to be not wnlike a form of 

gtata, out this would often have been a 

rather strained metaphor. (See note on, 

Heraclitus below Yat &/5e3-*) 

In contrast.to the many theories of "interaction", 

the only philosopher who specifically discussed 

a physical force called pricing was Empedocles; 

but to ask whether Empedocles believed that 

6pota OP gvavilu were ptay is to require 

an answer in terms which Empedocles himself 

did not use. (See following note, ) 

ve can say, therefore, with reasonsble confidence 

that Plato in this section had in mind : 

1. early physicists who employed 

various notions of the interaction 

of likes ond opposites . 

2. Ympedocles, who introduced a 

cosmic force called g.irdins,



On the other hand in referring to any carly 

physicists the specific view Suc bovedpoty pedoy 

Plato is probably (unless we have lost all 

trace of some historical holder of this view) 

by the standards of professional scholership 

guilty of a vague and unhistorical conflation 

or confusion; though since Plato was not. 

primarily concerned with eons, nding the 

history of philosophy, it would be more 

accurate to say that he was producing an 

adaptation of earlier views for his own use 

in this discussion. (Presentday philosphers 

miehnt understand this better than conten porary 

classicists do; it is not uncommon to find a 

modern philosophical argument usefully 

illustrated by reference e.g., to a so-called 

"Kantian" or “Ldbnizient position where the 

writer openly disclaims any interest in 

whether Kant or Leibniz in fact stated this 

position. Strict historical aceuracy is not 

necessarily relevant for progress in thinking, 

a fact which should be bormin mina by those 

who attempt to extract the history of philosophy 

from Plato and Aristotle.)
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TS Gpotov tw] hpoty ....glrov. 

Perhaps the nearest instance of this type of 

view in physics - if one must be found - is 

Democritus, fr. 164, on the flockine of birds 

and the sensration of seeds in a sieve and of 

stones on the sea Shore, f¢ My 6vveiywyay te 

2 Seles ee = ae, Meee hod te hap . ¢ 7 . EXQVGNS TEV Tpuypctuv tis €v vobtots Gpotdratos. es O
e
 

But whether Plato knew of the work of Democritus 

& uncertain; end in any case he is more likely 

to be drawing on more gensral, even if less close, 

antecedents, in so far as he is not making vn 

5 

this view for his own ends. (See previous note.)
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pt = 9 

7d Gpotov t] dpety glacyv 5 Aristotle in 

B.E. 1235a 10°" ana =.N.115° AS
 bo iloss. classe 

“mupedocles among those who held this view. But 

tais is at the very least a dangerous helf-truth. 

For Empedocles pradctns is one of the six elencnts; 

iy
 

it causes the combining of the four clements earth, 

air, fire and water in the physical world, just as 

it causes concord between men; fr. 17, 2=#35. 

In Strife, all things are Otcpop@ubléexovety 

V6Gotv 5 in eLactyns they are “ponta and. 
ee 

vaathece ZOtEpPKRTuL Luotwedve Apa: ‘iby (ssp. 7=8), 

22 (esp. 5-10). 

It may be than that Empedocles! pLadtiys imposes 

"likeness" on the elements; but the attraction due 

: ao ae tan 4 
to pLAacans is not caused by likeness, since it 

consists of the combining of the four different 

elements (cf. fr. 35,1.6, G@anped Guveotimey’ 

CAAC otev “AAG, ) 

Led 

On the other hand, to quote Burnet, £.G.P.° pe233, 

“we must carefully distinguish between the love of 

Empedocles and thet tattraction of like for like? 

to which he also attributed an importent vart in the 

formation of the world. The latter is not an 

elenent distinct from others; it depends on the



proper nature of each element, and is only able 

to take effect where Strife divides the sphere. 

hove, on the contrary, produces an attraction of 

unlikes." Burnet is referring to fr. 621.6 and 

fr. 1101.9: the tendency of esch element to 

join its like is part of the disintegrstion due 

to NeTucs. 

Thus impedocles believed both that during NeTtxcs 

like attracted like, and that Pradctys Was a 

force which joined unlikes, though in the face 

(presumebly) of basic repulsion between unlikes. 

Of the attraction of like for like he do«s not 

seem to heve used the word OlAoV. It would 

therefore be difficult to know whether to class 

“mpedocles among those Plato was referrins to as 

believing in Cuctoy bpoly etkov OF évavitoy 

bvuvety glaovs in fact it would be nisrenresenting 
5 

Se to put him in either class. 

fhe fact that Aristotle, in recapitulating dectrines 

of friendship within the framework Plato here 

provides, put “mpedocles amonz those who believed 

Y 
we aG lov Suu ba glrcy (5.5. 1235 a 10 Ses “eM, 

1155 b 1 sq.), is only evidence that Aristotle,



anticipetine modern scholars, assumed too easily 

that Plato's categories would be made to fit all 

previous thinkers. It is certainly not evidence 

that Pleto himself head wondered hov to cl-ssify 

Empedocles. It has the look of a peesage whore 

Aristotle was trying to fill ont a framework which 

Plato may heve been better aware was Lorrely of 

his own devising. 

propos of tmpedocles, it is worth noting thet 

Empedocles himself made use of quite seperate 

notions of interaction between likes in bis 

theory of nutrition, tpden , see fr. 90 (often 

wrongly quoted as though about gracing , but see 

the context in Flutarch}, and in his theory of 

sense~perception, fr. 109 (cf. Theovhrastiue £ $ = 

rm 

sept alvé\ceov cited in last note.) ‘These 

uses of this notion have nothing te do with his 

general theory of ¢tAcczijs))



ad fprov aditod A are richt 
(se. gy AeyovurV ), they are right 

in half of what they say": wttot is the vague 

neuter, "the matter" (cf. 218 b?) expanded 

, 4 
into toS Aeyopevou Bt c'- 

It is precisely this exclusive classifiestion of 

the world into the contraries good and bad which 

Socrates is going to overthrow to find 3 way out 

of the puzzle at 216 4. But for the sone 

* bland assumption that the only "likes" sre good 

men and bad men serves to concentrate cur attention 

on the use of this suggestion in the field of ca 

ethics.



214 

~ v® ¢g ye wownpss vw] sovipG.....egutav ylyvesear. 

€btxet yp. 

Theognis gives warnings at some length asainst 

making friends with xuuxct; e.g. ll. 35-72, 

101-114; but note, especially, in the course of 

this, @, 59-60: 

(se. e 2 
; 

* 2 cAatacusg 8 dmurGouv ol Setace) e7 
& . 

A 
Ba 

aA NAotGE yErovies | 

alte xuxlv yvduas elddtes obt"dyabey, 

(i.e., "heaving no moral sense", Muuly being 

neuter). 

Kenophon Mem. IT 6.19 perhaps suggests that Socrates 

had stressed this point afresh: aig yap dv ff 
. 8 * : uxcpedtot t dpernets 4 wrAecvaxrut WoXwrotct F 
~~ 

et Le 3 * at cuouvets Uvepenct dbvatvte tace yevevGuts 

(This is put in the mouth of Critobulus; but see 
note on 213 dé _ 16 b9.) Plato treats the 

point at length in Rep. I 349 b - 352 4, to the 
extent of arguing thet any common action achieved 

by Gotxo. must reveal in them a remnant of 

Otxutcobyy , Since cl versus “&cxce tenduc 

eltut xual apdirery dédvurce (352 of 7 By) Cf. also 

Forse. 507 e, Phaedr, 255 » + 7 2 and see note on 3 

ota ec? ~ al,
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8 AAAG pot Soxobotv veyerv wa. Socrates here 

pretends to make a loophole by means of which 

the suggestérs of 8 ciow-ptacy could maintain 

the whole of their view: he surgests that by 

Euvoto, they meant "those of stable character" 

ieee, dyugct, But he is going to go on to refute 

this too; at this point he is falling over 

backwards in sophisticated courtesy, mainly for the 

Sake of getting in an extra argument to show that 

xuzot are not tao... (See note on 214 ai ~ 2.)



: : ‘ a Xs 48 en) . Sods GE nurchs,otep nul .oyoctae wect MUTEV, 

+ 9 gs *& “es t ‘ * co. .? + e. . ™, . . Jey PYpOOUSTES Cy toug BO BUTOUG Guteesg etvat,ara 

x UL. ae me ny Vo MD . 
SHUM ATETOUG TE pant WOTUU ETE ous, 

"but bad men - so it is said of then = ere at 

no time even like themselves,but are ihpulsive 

and unpredictable", 

For Guotos of consistent behaviour see 1.5.0. s.v. 

He. 
GORGES 

&, (segautg) .” Tt is perhaps worth 

5 » bo? 2 4 at er ge ye _o ~ ‘ insisting that the contrast with @ysayqxtos wut 
La . 4 : * . - : GUIGGINTLS reinforces the indication contained in 

pyditure that it is "being the same" over a period 

? of time that is meant here bydpotos adits ufs 
Aa w

e
 

not as e.g., in Tim. 3306 "the same in all parts," 

(of a sphere). 

Whether there was a saying that waxot in general 

Were Epxanutot is not clear; but certainly 

inconsistency of behaviour was condemnedy cf. 

Theognis 1049-1054, esp. 1053=4, 20 yLlp 

wt VOpEeVaVv ZeTErLL 

la ® aa 
PUECS TE VOGS Thy 

nD > 3 . BueaT) B els uyaugv wat vey 

eObAGY Gyets



Pindar 01. VIII 61, Rougerésde Fie daciuphtev: dpive eo
 

Oe
 

p 
mr 3 

Ar. Birds 167-70, esp. 169-170, 

w 5 4 | rn et . -- > _A : - / UVEPLTOS UPVlS Lotdenytcs werdueves, 

v ot&baor t
e
 mn Say A 585; WEE Kw Pp boG gud 

Por Epuayxtes “liable to impulses" cf, Bur. Tro.1204-6, 

4 «tt ce - e Lae ae a 7.9%, “ \ ERT ARTS wy UVOPUNUG SLAACT GARCOE 

en, a ame - . ee re A 2 Ud For udtuGunics ef. Harpocration, s.v. mépt cB oltets By 
g r 9 at . 7 bbvutta texwtpuubut obo? GisSpyoudeutsal move 

“ ¢ 
© Ls ‘ a - are, ® a 1 re OCbLuaVCELTEL TL pPuUseblARcduevyAg ev Te 

eee vaya. ® ~ « t hed . ve Fat _™ RaPuTOb GPE lus (S136, Ate s SOTOBL Qt CTuTOV 
ke 

tplyua .) Gf. note on GtuGylobar 205 a above.



1 2 a 

~ oAA Ver wed Soocoy Bratim ¥ 6 68 abid biG dvdpevcyv ely vat Sikeopov,Gxohf ye 

ty “Any fucecw 4 ptaov yavour hy. 

"what is unlike and different from itself could 

hardly be like or the friend of anything else." 

There is some danger thet this may be merely a play 

on words; Plato has been saying that xuxcl are 

Spotot in the sense of "stable in behaviour’, 

but this does not show that they are not still 

Spotcot in the sense of "alike in being “waxole, 

or even "alike in being unstable;" and of course 

it was "likeness" that the original sucrestion 

talked of. 

0 the other hand this rather sophistical formulation 

may be a humorous presentation of the serious point 

that instability of character prevents the formation 

of regular common interests such as might lead to 

friendship. This would then become, not so much a 
ny *® mere subterfuge to pretend that *o%el easgnnot have 

2 ct 
beer. included among Yevlol, as a second argument 

to show that xuxcl cannot be friends. This second 

argument appears to be present, as well as the first 

argument, in Rep. I 349-352 (see note on 214 v?)s 

cf. Rep. 351 e? ~ 352 a®, esp. 6 Boy



d&exta) i 

(adv Cdexdv)....mutsoee (se.f 
: so 3 e 20 tos ~ OT.OLagcvtu xal ody OpovevEvtw adt3v Euutg, 

7 ‘ > 2 ~ s 
AUps s . ee 7 a Vo RE EGUIG KUL ToLS Sktuutoec, 

4 
fa
st
 

o
 

ea
l 

fe
 

it
he
 

Adam observes, probably rightly, that this passage 

"foreshadows the full psychological theory of 

Rep. IV"; ef. Rep. 443 qr8i- of the blu stos avap 

who is said (spitietv)..... th olveTu ( (se.th a
 

nr 
a ~ ~ . ev tH yoxd yévya)6d Gdsevov xual Zpeuvta atady 

a
 ed x * A ~~ UOTOW Kul Kou, jOuvtTe “wal @laov yevdcevoy Euvtg 

Cd
 

Mul OOVUPpStuvTa tolu Uvin,xta. Cf. also Foliticus 

309 et sq, Laws 626 c sq., Ep. VII 332 ao 7 >, 

But it is to be noted that if the instability of 

character described in Rep. I as being éxépcc Et 

and as leading to being exteds Gul cots Suxutoug 

assumes the "three parts" of the soul, then tnis is 

not quite perallel to the passage in the "Lysis" s 

was seen that in the "Lysis" pnttwote Suctoe 2 

a) { referred merdy to fickleness manifested 

at different times; whereas olx dpnovolyv udids OTE 

in the "Republic" presumably refers to discord 

between parts of the soul at one time. Plato's 

theory of instability of character has been 

deepened by the time of the "Republic": the "parts 

of the soul" cannot be said to he assuz ned or 

foreshadowed in the "Lysis",
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a° Bekker printed °xch] 1’"V without indicating it 
aS a conjectures; he seems to imply that he thought 

it was the reading of Par 2, and it is more likely 

2 intended than the that this was what Par 

superfluous ov which later scribes heve at this 

bd z 5 ae a point. The addition of “Vv in this sentences is 

almost certainly necessary, and Par “is quite 

likely to have realised this. (See introd. on miss.) 

(Bekker may have been right in thinking Par had 

originally had "SU (sup.lin.) here; but more 

likely “OU arose out of a misresding of Par aoe 

addition.) 

Adam on Rep. 437 b cites a long list of omissions of 

py in the mgss. of Plato; but &.G.I. p. 226 deny 

that “vean be omitted with & potential optative. 

Where to put the inserted “VY seens to be impossible to 

settle; Par 2 (or Bekker) pvut it early, Madviec 

put it after %tacv no doubt for the sake of a 

transcriptional cround for its omission, Burnet 

felt it should follow the verb,
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a 
jiotrve ....eutvitiovint "This is the meaning 

they express in a ridéling way;" Plato is much 

given to foisting his own views on to poets with 

the plea that this was what they meant thougt 

they talked in givtycia; ef. Rep. 332 09, 

“Hevigaio...& Lipuvilon, covqrinds, 

Theaet. 194 el; and similarly of other sarings 

he hus reinterpreted, cf. Ghar. 162 al”, 

This is of course always ironic; Plato ean 

herdly ever not have realised that he was doing 

violence to the poets' meanings.
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do yote Gyueg obte xuxng, friendship between a good man 

and a bad man was never suggested by the holders 

of fyouot gtact, but it was excluded by implication 

inal - 3, 

al gis 2Ay07 gritavs; pace von Arnim, Plato is herdly 

here implying that there are higher and lower forms 

of friendship. The distinction between v@actu @rata 

and other forms is Aristotle's own, and is not 

foreshadowed here; danet is superfluous to the 

sense and is merely added for emphasis.
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8 ane 
Qo ¥uvo.ew tpu Ban xh. "We've now got the answer, 

then, to who friends are", 

7. 
Lb Abhay 

‘ me # * ep ee! 
ef. Luavus eee ERG EV POuUTE gu 

Phaedo 71 a7, Rep. 477 a*; this is part of the 
"hunting* metaphor Plato applies to his enquiries, 

f SO GpEUs EV, ef. below, 218 oF Moy byutq tas Or
y 

Cl
ie
 

and note there, 

8 7 > 
dO” § yap Mbyos ftv Gupulver “the course of our 

argument shows us". Socrates does not say "we 

have discovered", but attributes the conclusion 

to the sheer force of the points brousht up by the 

Fan, 
course of the discussion. Compare 217 a, pre os 

s t - ct om . « ...% . 
KUALG OYIYYELTGE TAlv TO Vv AEYSLEVOVS



rs ah aA _f M v., 7 wnt 
MAG L .. elk GV weiv uyugel 

This great doctrine became the centre of Aristotle's 

theory friendsh £ . 5 . theory of friendship, and etata be ipesty Of ginty 

; manent fvexa toB xvaod retained a permanent 

piace in later Greek philosophy. It 

originated by Socrates; it presented “iffieulties 

to Plato, but he almost certainly would heve liked 

to believe in it even at the time of writins the 

"Lysis". (See introduction fy. 97- (00. ) int
 

Rarlisr Greek moralists had always recommended 

choosing tv ugg} as one's friends: in (for 

exemple) Theognis this no doubt is a mart of 

aristperatic arrogance; but even in Theornis 

the recommendation is supported by reference to 

the honesty and generosity which should result 

Theogsnis 32 sq. shows both sides of the picture :- 

3 fs - . tov ayusev Exectxal ped toloiv xtve «ul Zoere, 
7 S a 

Kuk PET TOLOLY 
. a fe ee FF - & 

teeyxal avbuve tult,y QV uweychn advunt 2. 

bid 7 .’ ? ? f. boon. . REV BEV Pus a BUGAG pat eedRut ca
) 

{t
e 
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a’ 
& ia ae BORGEOLY 
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Svuub oy qs 5 Gatokels Ewes
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foe
 

2l4 ea” contd. 

Compare also Theog. 111-112; 

. >a AY DS» 4S re 2 a . cl 8’ 2yudes PG peyLOTOV EnNuuctducvGs MLGSVTES, 

tt ey PB rn ere aa a >. s. BV OG ROO 2YUURY Kal KuUpiV Efamton, 

+ 

(On the other hand this last quotation echoes D 

another strons strain in Theognis! thourht, 

namely "Avoid being swindled"; his moral and 

prudential recommendations are oddly mixed.) 

Suripides perhaps recommends friendship with » bal 

more out of ethical motives; 

of. frr. (Nattek *) 609, 812, 7, 759; 

@eg. fr. 609 (from "Peliades") 

SpYee guvdy xuxdte pty Hy coxg yeres,tovobose 

toads Luvavias éxmatdebertutlyeyutubs be 

GARG tds bueatas 2oerde Sicdervyd veo, 

Grovbdcete, 

Theognis at one point makes the complementary 

recommendation that one should expect tpewt 

even in a friend, cf. 1079-80 :- 

Gtéev wy evans’ : ‘ ~ dyed 3 N a. yeot Ww Ticv EXUPuYV peasy COMEL ESE LY eovia, 

Cc.
 Lae s _* ¢ 

uvbes rev Biv be OEY eévta etrov,



214 et contd, 

None of these recommendations, however, amount to 

statements of a theory that friendship depends 

on or is created by, dpeth. That this theory 

is due to Socrates is suggested (in addition to 

its exalted ethical character) by Xen. Mem. II 6, 

2im27. I have already suzzested thet Plato's 

account of Socrates' views on this soint may be 

nieve accurate than Xenophon'ts (see introductory 

note to 213 @ = 216 b); but Socrates may vell 

have put forward the case for friendshin between 

. , dtiedrd ; 
oy aaet in somewnet the terms weed by Xenophon wy 

before bringing up agaimt it the “selfsurficiency" 

argunent. That Plato shows Socrates resening 

this view by a process of elimination does not 

suggest that he did not know of Socrates? nsr7itive 

arguments for it; these in fact are more or less 

implied in the arguments against the friendshir 

of RuxOL, 

Several passages of Plato (many already or again to 

be cited) contain either the statement ov the 

implication that friendship can be «Sy 
é i’ ci CET mV ) 

Cad Fan — 56 TL ie cone oe? 1=2 CoS. Rep. 351-2, 387 4 » rheedr., 255 b 2 

LO, ‘ Lod 

(where osondv toficvis LRger bShaw y 
roliticus 309 e 

. ‘ 2 nee ME 
REPl Upeths), On Plato's attaciment 

© this view see introduction, Ma 47-10



214 et conta. 

Also to be noted are passages where the theory of 

friendship between dyaccl is combined with the 

theory of J.crot (though not by the device used 

Saotos 8S "stable oy
 in the "Lysis" of interpretin 

: _ L im cheracter."); see Thuc. ITI 107, ofse wratuv 

?. 8 ye. 4 AA. ee ere . 
ES AAT ORS % t Y¥VOLVTS 

ba are c ays ~ ors El pM PET GPETHS OoxCvs4, e
r
 

. gee, e a _F¥ © ope 3 wal TAAKG Gpotctgemcs efevg Flato Lave 837 a”, C
%
 

aL ” € 93 8 G7 - VEAOV CpOtOV Spioly xut'apetAv xal Toow Poy 

s , am 74 2 glaov 8’ ub ...td ook, éEvavitovy Laws 716 e“ Adyov. 

4  . a= .. a & Mee Bee ees ee bP XULOV, TE TE LEV CROW TO C.ObkOV VVtby 

+ _* ae id a oes a ee Pen Bane He om WEL ELGG GLAGV wv EL! bi G GLETOG CUTE wit TAOS CUTE e ad 9 r t i 

toly Eppusiputs, The point in these pa 

likeness in apetiis a particularly 

effective kind of épovdiny for producing feiondship.



214 

2 
3 > ww bene 

dvéxeputve tl ye év udid...... 

Me, z. } +? wee} GT. t x bOwR EV TR HUE OF, te ju. has 

Heré and again at 218 ¢ Socrates/ xno sooner found 

a solution than he launches into the objection to 

it. Since he is represented as himself providing 

all the ideas discussed in this dialogue, we tend 

to feel he must have sis tongue in his each 

time he builds up an answer only to knock it dowm 

again. Certdnly Plato himself must heve been 

planning the course of what he wrote: but did 

Plisto mean us to find Socrates disinsennous here? 

Perhaps not to the extent it would now annenrs 

ne wished to portray what Socrates! opponents 

called his gipuvet but in such a way as to show that 

it was a serious end philosophically honest 

Wignorance". Socrates put his utmost effort both 

into his positive suggestions and into his 

h criticisms of them; in this dialogue we ers meant 

to see a man who never shirks the task of ree 

examining his own theories; wo can fully feee 

the possibility that he "knows nothing", an? that 

s 
he can never avoid all nossible objeetions.



The extent of Plato's "irony" too is usually 

In 

exagerated. In the negative early dialosues, 

ang again in the "Parmenides" nd "Thesetetus", 

Plato is displaving with tremendous power “is 

conviction that philosophical vositions mist be 

based on watertight and rigorous arguments ~ 

ry the mystic Plato who threw off a cloud of ironic 

4 of argumentation as a smokescreen to give his "real 

views" greater solemnity is a long-established, 

but in the end a very dull, myth. 

the early dialogues we must guard especially 
afifpenArars ir ween 

against /the’nyth of "irony" because we now often 
" nw 

find the argumentation shallow and superficial. 

fo
n t was never so for Flato; the "Lysis" in 

particulezr is too difficult, too packed with its 

own peculiar kind of rigour to be a gutyvicy,



e" yt ye “there is something I dont like in 

it ..... let us see ii xual bromtedu dust wiat 

it is I'm suspicious of." 

Richards wanted to write ;y? i1, evidently not seeing 
3 

that ye qualifies wt not oudxepalve, 

On tt uit, see note on 204 vt, 

For voxepulva(with accemm), “object to", 

ef. Meno 89 47, Politicus 294 at.



3 an a) ~ t N 17, te nm GUE Spctas tE Spoty nue’ Goov Euctog, wtaz.... 72 

aq 

FOLOUTE YS 

*Is it in virtue of his likeness that like is 

the friend of like? Gan such men be useful to 

each other by reason of their likeness?" 

ye. e qualifies both clauses, and is the 
Aue’ fcov Sores 

emphatic point. Socrates is not yet questioning 

that @.c, may be friends, but is only asking 
¢ rN . . 

whether it can be their#0l- TS which makes 

them friends.



frie bv Guctov btyoly Solty thva dedacuuv Uxeuv % 

itve BAdpiv dv novfuur Ebvo, pA xul uddd wbTE 5 

ott lv nusetv 2 ph xat by’ abiod adeces 

This apparently is an echo in part of physicists't 

controversies: see Aristotle, de Gen. et Corr. 

323 b 1-15 on interaction 

CSP. 5 84+ sf Liv ydp theTotot toBtd ve Suovententis 

=, 8 Ls we . , * ape Oe BHSEV LGAAGY Mobgtiexiv & TLOGT b= 

kev tv t dtepov catépou(wivta yap Spotus balpyetv 
3 t * tTaVtd tols Spctotvg.) 

aa howeve7 The words vudircvuy 4 badeqy, HOWEVER 

sound more sdapted to the present context of human 

relationships; they anticipate @stxcupluy 

in 215 a“, which in turn anticipates the clearly 

"human" sense of éxixuvotu in 215 a®, Solmsen, 

in "Aristotle's Physical Yorld," p. 354 n.5, 

points out that these terms occur in a physical 

context in Diogenes of Apollonia (Diels-Kranz 

F.W.S. 64 fr. 2), who is arguing all thi nes must be 

modifications of one basis substance: Hi... po 2d 

avtd €dv peilrante ROR UKS nul Etepotabto, 

obbupy olre ployecbut GAANKOLS 

od a on ne Woovato,cbre Sesinurs wG@ brit Cyebyvecsut Ed toB 
Etipovpobrie ene 

of
 

; Kirk and Raven, on 
the other hand, think Diogenes probably took these



Poee a 

terms from physiology (Presocratic Philosophers, 

pp. 431 - 2). 

Plato makes Timaeus take the side of those w.o did 

not believe in interaction of #, 

x rf x 7? * - Te Yop Spotev ual tuoidv abi yivec cute 
a Ba pe ea B® ree 2 ape Oe Boasvpover * 7 . OULE ThY¥a PETUPCANY Ee MOLL OUVATOV GLTE thi < 

— bid @ 
ma@ety ome 

Sd 4 oon N yw ' . TUU RG TALTE Sprites te Excvias, 

where Taylor has a long note ("Timaeus", wv. 389.) ne



215 

1 3 v ‘ 8 

ns G SE ui Ba wyarjeely * aa 
+ ~ banal ‘ 

AAT AT EA iy MES GlLALVG 
1 eo. fk yf) on ts. Fw s o- cf. DU, © CE py Gyutaqycus “Ov PLAGL; 

a!, also 220 4%; 

A. ¥5 
See introduc tion for oyu cy as related to etrety. ' 

? : a® Exexouptuy, ef. a? whe Exaxcuptus venus 
- 

see note on 214 e°,



a} 5” a. N a . an yon oe” & Zk GEsGuxN & wyuwObOs wwe Suoyv GY aGoS, BULL 9 ”~ > 3 

. 3 0} tn oO ee ote Be per’ 3 web UPR wae RTT weOVLEG HOB EUVEL 

rn oe An ge were ge a &_# Woe WARTOLG 222 RTPLE PRL OVO ES MPEbGv Geleyvy ExG BULVS 

the selfsufficienecy of good men prevent 

Seiendsnip. Plato recalls thespoint in 
5 ee . deco dg at 222 2°77, ana it seers likely 

BP eG Lb os 

thoucht it was a real difficulty, Arist: 

it (43.5. VII 12 en@ B.N. IX 9.) Ar. im [156 

cites God as the outstanding example of selt- 

ficiency, and Plato would have dono tis same: 

® oy * : Y 9 ~ ( tov Gecv) bi" opetiy 6... adedy alte bevduevey 
cana ae Mya ly, weep ease Bee BM meygy ae a ne GOYYEIVESULUE nab GUdbEeVas STE Puy “Ccobeoueverv 

At Republic 387 é* however, Plato deseribes the 

; 4 Ns See. py pee * on and we eer ane mem BO ENLELX “ ¢ WA20 LS patALOTE Gutag aut r WOVE AYG “EOS 

s 4 * " 4 y Ag fe ee Soe, ad Be. ud g A. VO ef GYY Kable OLOAESGOVIRS Tav GAALY TROT ETEDOD 

mpovdetrutsbut he does this precisely to show tha 
a Lon A ~ 2 > “ s theeatern\: will display least grief when deorived 

s > ty fad 2 La S of Bis friend, another évreun\c. Adam se oO
 

wy
 

jo
te

 

m3
 

et
 7 

a)
 

mn
 BS 

2 hint thet only écacvudfscan be friends. The o #



truth is probably that Plato inclined to believe 

both that good men wer: self-sufficient end that 

2 LJ Pros 
aed shared pursuit of upetiwas a ground of 

see introduction, MM. ?7- “0, 7]
 

The notion that the dyuitchecane auto wysbecauge 

of his dpct*, must be distinguished from the belief 
” 3 “ = . . ets that wutuprétuwes in itself a virtue. ke Latter 

beliefwas held in a drastic form by tre sovhist 

2 2 * Hippias; (See Plato, Hipp. Miner, init.): ina 

milder form of the belief ,utirpuetu often morged 

with LUG poutVy, ef, Bur. Phoen. 554, 16 y doxatve’ 

txuva tots ys OLHEOULY, ef. fr. 893, and Denocritus 

ReQlO, TeXEgav NoAwtErtu piv thyy TMiputlequiv, 

ubtapubu 68 ongpoodva. The converse view whieh 

Plato uses here is prebably due in the main to 

Socrates; Xenophon refers to his abtipxetu at 

I 2 14 and (in a different sense) at IV gil, 

but its strongest exponent was probably Antisthenes, 

XY who said (Diog. Laert. VI 11) abidpun sé tiv 
apm x. Shire dea pe Rey = ey , BPE TY RPS evbu PROV ERY, RT CEVOS MpoOGEopewyyv aonb 

‘ vo a hind U % ? ee eae ft ee wong fan. rere - » Rey ; * 
wey Dee got bugs PO CUCL ew ee ULL Se | ety ut "oN 

; mn. _) _ / (G12) |eedy Le pop Seat ebvce id 
, to .. @ 4 _ uvugulpetoyv Tanuy f apes... (4 13) tetyos 

TOV GP OMT; je e¥ gn ta, 



(But Antisthenes too also said (D.L. VI 12) 

i - ~ and o . *. Ot otovbaTot ethers, _ apetticv €ort pet Satya 
, ~ - . . ky . f . nm erattv igds dxuviug tobe scacds 4 pecd moaaly 
~~ a 

nig Gatyous Lyutods pdxecdut~ the latter a 

neat blend of both principles.) 

(See also Professor Dodds! note at Gorg, 492 e°.)



pe 

5. & 

ET wh Gyamtayyot& ly qined. 

This probably need not be altered: on the other 

nand if it is kept, it should be noted that 8 

is sccusative; a chance from a masculine to a 

neuter subject and back in three sentences is 

hardly likely even in this dialogue. “That he 

does not welcome he does not like ei ther," 

"(not) anything. If this seems 
ek 

1e€,, ovbi wt, 

implausibly "Irish", then Sahidermecher's 
t G seesscdyuxiy should be accepted, to five a 

complete parallelism with the next remerk. 

C& pt eeacy yes ye goes with the whole of what 

6 precedes; see note on 204 a



215 

v? he theory that the selfsufficient will not be 

friends provides an amusinz contrast to the 

recommendation of Xenophon to choose self~ 

sufficient friends so as not to lose by the 

friendship (Mem. II 6.2.). But Xenophon is 

thinking purely of financial solvency.



( Sow Aint wr om dS 03 se of tor neti my x00 (8 

215 

a) “ # tf rd ne ’ Bay tevt ecatatipesa, Are we making some comple te 

misteke?" "Is our mistake a total one?" 

# a y + 

“referendum ad tous id fitcu udtoB.......06uq Be 

cal aty , (214 0"); Heindorf. Cf, also Phaedrus 
Ay Paw 4 

235 @? 3 : ed ET ’ £ x. copes 

TUG SUVTSS PRGPTI NEV, 

fF Cy + e ~ a wf . (Por the dative CAy without the article, cf. Ci 

, . s rn “ish Havth GLUGESEL, Rep. 469 °° et meee 

~ iM. wi ayer} ~ Se re Cay nal mavel 6totoer Rep. 527 o', al).



on 

Me Wak REY VTSS3 not necessarily any historial 

fisure known either to Socrates or to Plato, 

Whoever produced this super-universal hotch-potch 

of poetic quotation, practical observation of 

ms
 

uman relations, cosmology and medicine, all 

flung haphazardly together, eertainly would heve 

deserved to be called "smart" (:couyts 216 at); 

but if he meant it seriously he was an extraordinarily 

tad philosopher, even amid the confusions of the 

late 5th century. Plato no doubt invented him to 

jut
e father on him his own conflation of gy oyetoy 

theories for satirical purposes. 

(See note ONnop.yes 216 al, and introductory 

note on 21% a® ~ 216 v2.) 

the other hand even satire must bear some relation 

to its object, or its point will be unrecognisable. 

It is perhaps likely that early attenpts at ethical 

and political speculation borrowed a good deal 

from physics and medicine; vice versa it is elear 

tant cosmolocists and doctors attempted to make cat 
pM 

their knowledge extend to paychology and sociology.



“ryximachus! speech in the "Symposium" is again 

a burlesque; it achieves, its grandiose effect 
; dntur panadheds jew 

by proceeding from me@icine to eoqwmantron 

eaericulture, meteorology, music and prophecy 

in order to eulogise».. _ sarts of this 
aie > eo 

renarkeable farrago are not unlike the reported 

arguments of the |. .., in the "Lysis™s 
KHORYUS 

perhaps Plato was aiming in particular at the 

less restrained among contemporary medical exrerts; 

the same men as the "Ancient Medicine’ erthicises 

seriously end pungently. 

(The "Ancient Medicine" of course is our best evidence 

that nonsense like that of oryximachus could be 

recognised as such at the end of the 5th century; 

it absolves us from making undue allowances for 

any primitiveness in ancient science. There is 

no need to think Socrates and Plato were alone in 

ridiculing the "science" of many of their 

contemporaries. }



215 

7 
c bry Sootoney ~edwer Seg SV eGo ENT YETO Lupkupa, 

see Yorks and Days 25-6; but Hesiod seems 

to have regarded the rivalry of followers of 

the seme ernft as ayuch Uorg, see 1.24, 

for this rivalry cf. also fur. Androm. 476 sq; 

there it is bad,



aL 

o! peyey QS dpe "he quoted Hesiod and said that 

it would seem that 'pot ter quarrels with votter' 

ete," 

tow reminds us that we are listening to a 

quotation of a quotation, i.e., a quotation at 

second-hand: cf. Gorg. 49% a’, o! where Socrates 

reports what the udeos told him the nopdds dvi 

had said (Dodds, Comm. p. 297).



215 

a? Cilpés> GAAGAG POSVov xta. This addition by corr. 

Coidiniam is confirmed by Symp. 188 a’, éxerbdy pev 

» 

rods MAAWAG toB xocdutou thyy Eputos. 
y



215 

a? = 7 

gtnov evr, and ixtxcuglus Uvexrwenind us of 
~ mg up cam Be 

215 at 2) where mutual ©°'X-Uplec was a 

q re . rr re requirement for mutual <)*""i'S. But the es bucvptu 

specified here is in all cases one-way only; the 

oF
 rich man can help the poor but obviously not the 

poor the rich, or at least, not in terms of 

wealth: and so on. Strictly speakine, therefore, 

no explanation is given here of how a fully 

reciprocated relationship could arise hetween 

these kinds of men: and strictly speaking etioy 

efyv.yp in 215 a° cannot mean "be friends with", 

but only either "be well disposed to" ov "set 

himself liked by". This is hardly more here than 

& weak step on the part of the nopyos, Who returns 

to reciprocal, though non-hunan, relationships at 

once; but when the example of sick man and Aoctor 

is used by Socrates at 217 a* sq. it will he 

important to notice that their relationshiv is 

not thought of as mutual.



Pay ccd gfe de Fe a, WS ~ Pe Doe BPOCV BT ELOGTA oystav tov erhdtu, 

This echoes the little homily delivered by 

Socrates to ysis, where the econclugion is that 

he should become wise in order to acquire friends; 

210 b- 4d. 

this echo, and the echoes and anticivations in 

the preceding line at the mention of étinoupte 

suggest that this part of the "speee: of tre 

uo."oy ~ the section to do with human reiationships - 

is almost certainly Plato's own contribution to the 

material here conflated. Repeatedly in this section 

there are siens that Pleto's main interest here is 

in ethics, despite the more general fromevork,



mee be af a Me ee ee eee “Ee gyee ti ROY pe yPsaAGHGe TED LEPOV, 

his thesis in a more grandiose manner": 

of sarcasm on Socrates! part. 

2 . iG ~~ * a4 ? 
For €tecépxecdut TH ASYS see Dedds on 

8 
and ef. Rex. 266 e, Philebus 23 pe ome ; 

: : roe ae _ is object of execgépxevout, "follow up th: 

argument." 

"he developed 

a touch



Wo yip évavarotctey 1G évavitutdty...etaov. 
Aristotle's attempt to add history to Platots 

conceptual framework was commented on in the note 

on smpedocles at 214 v4 ~ Ds here with equal 

inaccuracy he names Heraclitus as holding the 

View #03 en coe See 1235 @ 25 sq. 

demonstrated by Kirk, whose edition of Heraclitus! 

fragments concerned with cosmology I svall cite 

repeatedly. 

The relevant genuine fragments are fr. 51 and fr. 80 

(Kirk's text and translation); Diels’ A 22 and 

& 8, from Aristotle, are to be ruled out as 

misleading paraphrases, 

Fr. 51 is es follows :- 

ob guvedoev fxus bbuge pepe voy ture 

Bigs _® — © we yf _ # . - . CUP YE LPET AL PUALVEGVGS GPRaV LT GOneotep 

®, . \ a *& oo 

TORGL Kut AUP YS. 

"They do not apprehend how being at 

variance it agrees with itself; there 

is a connexion working in both directions, 

Hy)
 28 in the bow and the lyre."



215 @? ~ 4 contd, 

This stresses "the dynamic nature of the apparent 

stability or tension between opposites" (Kirk, 

pe 202.) Plato has this fragment in mind in 

symp. 186 d = 187 ¢c, where aryximachus starting 
“ 4-4 Pot 

4 from the premiss that fore oo. exG@tot th 

uotes Heraclitus to show that q ? +. ver. 

EVUEVTELTaTS , 

and are achieved &g * ¥ 
. SRO SL ippovla, 6up@uvls VRORS 

B he one hand fx dStevaveypevev apdtecuv. ut on the one han 
Sryzimachus is misinterpreting Heraclitus? sense 

of Lepovly (see Kirk DP +204 y Hawk), and on the other Pov b4 / 

he does not go so far as to SAY, that therefore 
. : . 5 a . papal r Heraclitus believed that gvavity Were really etigu. 

In fact Heraclitus, though he thought interaction 

between opposites the normal and perhaps the 

optimum course of events, clearly called it Pots, 

not oiaty. See fr. 80, 

A Lay . nai ® jeloéiven yeh tdv cdvcuov ébvira cevdv 

5 % B s om oo. an. imal Ebwyv Epev «xual yevdpeva movie xur 
it Us at Bou nut yodev. One must know that war 

is common an right is strife and that all 

things are happening by strife and 

necessity."



215 e° ~ 4 conta. 

Thus fr. 126, +c yuxrd Gbperut, Ge pedv ylxevat, 

by edy ububvetit, xupgeursov vert getut, Waiech 

mentions some of the standard opposites also 

present in Lysis 215 e 5 sq.,illustrates a 

process which Heraclitus would himself have 

called Epis. 

Aristotle was perhaps deceived into thinking of this 

process aS gtatumerely because of the great 

importance Heraclitus attached to this kind of 

interaction; constructive interaction, so to 

speak, might seem more naturally to be called 

gintathan &p1¢g; but not by Heraclitus, 

Again (as over Zmpedocles) there is no need to think 

that Plato must have been anticipating Aristotle's 

mistake. The xuyydég from whom he heard the Evavile 

ov évavity olarov view was not necessarily 

a Heraclitean, but is probably a deliberate ghost 

for Plato himself, whose scheme required the 

introduction of this view to balance a ie . é . 

OO boOVRO. bu.



e 

fe > 4 of! ‘ ” € “of 
pokeupety Ysp TOU Totoetcy Exucry \beGey - 

2 s x. DY 3 

EVaVLELD) FT GAA OU TLE Lachuuyura, 

The Tortooiient actually instanced at this point 

begin with pairs waich could be taken fron very 

general cosmology: for Eqedvebypdv, yuxpdve 

Geppdv ef, (exempli gratia) Heraclitus fr, 126, 

cited in the last note. But *ixpev-yauxnd suvgests 

a medical context: and in fact in Alemnaeon fr. 4 

tnese first three pairs occur together in 

application to medicine: 

ae 
4 

ae, a. ee ee . elas re FAS pev bywelus efvur vovertendy viv 

youve, tay t2y sev Vybypod pat, yoxpob . . i cae E bs ype 95% Po YUXPOU., 

ier Yer - seh pia eee s Ee) & o GeppoUyNeupot pAuxsus xual «a2v hounlv..... 
aS x 
1 VG M

e
 

~e
 

bytetuv wiv clupetpov aly coily APUG. 

WeH.S. Jones attributes the word Kp aes to Alemaeon 

himself (Phil. Med. Anc. Greece p.4 u.13, J: could 

xpGols have been reasonably paraphrased as giity 

in fact the concept of giits. seems not to oceur in 

medical writers: but theories following Alemaeon's 

view off£d0ts were common enouga: ef, "On Ancient 

Medicine” ch. 14-16,



Of the further sets of opvosites REVOVETMANCES Bb be 

is again medical: ef. especially necpt odcics 

Lvépasuy Che 9, 

{Oa RAOpevel ("repletion") «turer VOOM LUT ig 

nivectc ('evacuation”) tiiae fou 6& dnd 

‘ ‘ . ee we 98) 
RKREVWOLOS YPUVET WL, RAUOPOVY, UTTab. 

But visedugis is perhaps a touch of motkery 

on Flato's part; in medical contexts 3ES8 can mean 

AY "acid", where its opposite seems to be YADRKD 

w
e
 

4 
x but yaund as served here as opposite to TLRPOV, 

so Plato humourously slips in the completely 

unenedical Le BAL applicable principally to 

wits or instruments. 

These pairs of opposites, except for Ebel snd | 

all occur in Uryximachus’ speech in "fhe Symposium" s 

ef. 186 a® ~ 7, also o! ON s.ydpovay xual xéveurv. 

fhese ake examples from medicine; but later ti i¢ 

fa »% * , * we ans . x com wa ® © oe ps hn 

VE. a ROE Lu YUuUNpw Zal ES Kuakh OY CU 

and their &ppoviluyv xual xeluev at 138 a? ~ 4, are 

taken from meteorology. On bryximachus' speech 
-~ 5 

see note on 215 of _



215 

e® 
Hpoeiv ...10 évavilov UE évawitys 

Ypuet> “nourishment", again has a medical ring 

about it; but the curious Heraclitisiny work. 

with the title «zeg? teoens has nothing of this 

theory in it. 2xcaufocr in 216 at eoula fit a 
medical context concerneé with nutrition: cf. 

Ancient Medicine ch. 11; on the other hand it is 

equally reminiscent of the 2eeatuy Fxeuv...4 

aaQ@eTy at 214 Pe ~ 7, (See note there.)
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1 ; w ‘ & ful péviot .o.enud wopgds Ebouel evi alta Layev 

"One cannot deny his argument sounded very clever." 

"Plerisque .. locis apud Platonem vox hab >t 

ju
dy
 

aliou yu ironiae Socraticae, ut non tam de vera et 

naturali, quam de wmimie et adscititia venustate 

capienda videatur. Sophistae imprimis, etiam cum 

Ridenturs;xouyc¢ appellantur", Runaken, Timsei 

Lexicon, SeVexonyds Acyos; Where Timacus says 

mul G dyuhts b8yxul & miGuverqre Ste8vdpeves 
’ 

thy Jit¢evav. Ruhnken quotes many passages: & 

ef. especially Cratylus 399 a? ~ >, &s wat vSy 

~” , 4% Y 
Hpi ye Gg EVN EVITRMEVGL g MAGE Pa

d 
oO
 ve JOE pity spit 

o
n
 © . _”é “ ~ ~ bh’ ~ ‘ ree th. REVOOVELOW. ...G09nTEpOgS TOD Sbuvtcs yevesoue K Y 

3-4 : a . ‘ Rep. 495 a Copevet ....éunyoldev ets Av 

eee Me gy ce Sa ee Me ae ect aren? PbAGOUyhov Ch OV Mopyotutol GVVTES TeyKavacl TEC 

‘ cw . ‘ 
TO UVTUV TEXVLEV.
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judge at first hoating"; 

Burnet's note. Menexenus 

has his own suspicions or 

socrates' sarcasm. 

an outrageous, yververse 

5 2 
e~, Rep. 487 a“, where 

eo . 
wish RETO . But here 

a ( 
tvdyToV = ig perhans especially 

he refutation of this view is done by 

making it seem to support a self-contradiction. 

a? os ye obtwdt dxutout RtOo 

ef. Buthy: tors 3 bl ana 

is cautious; either he 

hag caught the hints of 

a? gox G.idnercys "is this not 

view?” cf. “uthyd. 306 

philosophers are called 

Photius! paraphrase 

in point: 

are still in the neuter 

a oe 
WAAG EO probable that 

correct Bfts mistake 

was 

The lezme and paraphrase of the "scholia vetera" 

even in Par; it seems 

was an attempt to 

hare yt hey an Jae * or ee 
GaAAGROTAOV OUR GAACHMGOTOV 

. | ; 
(se. 6x1 wutio; J seems simpler than otx 
2 AY noe 9 va - GAAGKETLS (ge, Ooopev et oStu gdsopevg)
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[a
an
g 

Vv evcdc.. ETE MHSACIVTSt 5 almost exactly our 

"jump on us" - catch us as soon as we have given 

them the chance. Apparently {ice Aeydnevev in 

Plato in this metaphorical sense; but imitated 
de Gorrulitele, 

by Plutarch,)2 512 4. 

53m 4 
Compare Rep. 495 4 » “wewevotr....é% tay 

cexvivy éxmydSduv els atv gerccdcyluyv, "rush to 

take up philosophy."
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ch 
7 

For Ctesippus! belief in the possibility of ; 

iA picca cf niodcpot Uvépesyct ivtideyixcl "these 

excessively clever men, the contradiction-nongers," 

Plato often uses ahucugus ironically, ef. Euthyd. 

237 ¢ 10 (of Dionrsodorus), Rep. 598 a‘, 

Sophist 251 of, 

oktot is probably said with ea glance at Ctesippus. 

From 213 a’ to 216 a? it has been Lysis who has 

been answering; but at 216 a Socrates asked a 

question of both boys ( buty be a), which 

Henexenus answered. Socrates now puts the question 

C
t
e
 

% Akacxotevys specifically to Menexenus. The 

point of drawing Msnexenus back into the discussion 

is Goubtless that, as Ktyolaaoy pusathc (21 oe?) 

and geirottnds (211 bd 8) himself, he will be familiar 

wit h the kind of attack citot ....cl Lvitacyenat . 

will make, i.e., "men like Ctesipnpus here." 

aVELAEYE LY 
ef, Suthydemus 285 de. 

rave in the "Lysis" these shafts aimed at Ctesippus 

hinting both that he isdpectixds and dvtenoyends 

(211 be and here at 216 al); these terns sre linked 

et Rep. 454 ab, and at Sophist 225 ¢ the éniciixds 

is classified as a subspecies of the dvatncyends



wa 

216 a! contd, 

Prof. GB. Kerferd, however, (in a lecture + 

Here in the 

Jimaaany Aha } 

Hellenic Society PpaAnyeny hes pointed cu 

o the 

t thet 

elsewhere Plato does not link épiétixat and 

EVTLACY KOT | and he suggests that whereas 

were merely "those out to win any argume 

any means", Jyttrxoytxciseem to have heen 

serious arguers wno believed that contradi 

could be revealed systematically behind e 

statement; he points especially to Phae 

a 2 
end also observes that at Rep. 454 ab it 

i
 uplied that Jvitacyiuclalways use their 

Kb for purely ‘erisic" purposes. At the ve 

ct
 ne terns mve different meanings, and do 

3 esch other. 

ageribes to "these UVE LEY ERG EM sinee at 

+ TA en 3 ee oa on 2 » son nt shows that evavttoiis in its widest form 

a sufficient condition of friendship. Ve 

ls
 

not attempt to attribute this argument to 

épectexncl 

nt by 

more 

ctions 

Very 

o 101 de, 

is not 

method 

ry least 

not inply 

"Lysis" Socrates accepts the argwnent he 

least it 

is not 

any author 

but Plato, who being about to use an argument which 

might sound “antilocical" inserted a touch 

colouring by mekins: Socrates mock Ctesivpous, who no Be 

doubt often made "eristical" use of "Yonti



216 a! conta, 

Plato's real point in bringing in this particular 

plece of "antilogic" was to move back to the 

ethical point that there is no friendship 

between ty t and xxl, ef. 216 vt 7 5,
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a a wo gupad ™ se eS ky be ag Ty: AP GUM weer bo CRAVE GY Tis vba WhACYV KXTA. 

i 

We have heard this argument before, at 213 yp? - 4 

and ct 7 4, it was not there aseribed to 

Avttacytxot, but see introduction, fA. 2beuw A 95 

Lotug 3 ruled out at 214 c¢ 7 >, 

Glercav TY ERCAGOT 8 not necessarily a specific 

reference to the discussion of fucistng = 

"stability"; pérhaps merely another case leading 

up to the general dismissal of friendship between 

dyuceés and xands , Waich had been ruled out at 

aia a®,
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vl! Pt 
a 

3 

N 
L Ly [etry glncv t we should perhaps accept 

Cornarius' deletion, on the assumetion that T's 

reading tG wlrev glacv reveals the dittocraphy 

weich began the corruption, and that B¥'s 71 

gin, @takcv is a correction of this. But it 

remains possible that T's readins is a corruption 

of BW's; and it is also possible that Bi's reading 

is right, since anythin: which is gl.ov = 9 frienat 

must bet@ wtay elaov, “ag friend of its friend." 

2. 
( odaeo ig vt éotiv ytacv at 216 e“ is not a 

parallel, since there the emphasis is different; 

TR there means not just "a thing" but "anything at 

at all"; Ty adds to this generality: and it is 

not clear that there ¢tauy is used of a reciprocal 

relationship.)
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A 
be 

aa
c)
 

[e
td
 

Beige OG mad Seep oe By, 
BILE wy er Ov pee Kn E . 

Socrates will explaix this at 216 a’. 

? + badd 

OM wee YUP Spevev tol Vyatods 

it will become clear after 217 a? that the 

relationshic between tne intermediate ent the 

good is not one of friendshiv; but for the 

moment Flato gives us nothing to indicste 3 or
 

pl
e 

a >
 

1 ; . 6 = 
except for the hint,in ec 7 {see note), and 

1 og ,d he ; i 
at e and e°,.w7A appeals to points which where 

made previously were clearly about friendsnrin. 

His readers therefore must have gone on 

understanding «tac.vin its recivrocal sense until 

6 : . . . 
217 a =-— without however being given any 47 

equivalent term to support this, and hevine seen 

a faint hint of something different in the joke 

at co 7 7. At best this transition veassase is 

awkward; most likely Plato himself did not notice 

Ae. BG 
what he was doing (see introduction] Mah. oe



. ? x % ® ® . ae -~2 

jee vf GW popte wireie GEAGY pen Sarena omer 

, ar) 
Wlyvevevev te8 byaged 

Probably "It is the neither-good-nor-bad which 

is the friend of the good ~ this is how a thing 

ean sometimes be giicve”™ 

Otiu in this sentence appears to be slightly 

pleonastic, but is probably equivalent to “its 

demum", and adds emphasis to the new sossibility 

introduced with the notion of the "intermediate". 

Lamb translates "(the intermediate) ....see. 

will prove after all to be what we call friend 

of the good"; this is probably right (so long 

as he intends "after all" to render... rather 
ree One ee 

than aui?.) 

(The alternative is to assume that ctiy anticipates 

a further explanation which Socrates breaks off 

before giving, "in the following way - nat way 

do you mean? —~ I don't know, ete.” Larly editors 

compared ofty, 0 premee M
e
 

on Agam. 713); but that seems hardly anposite 

nere.) 

in fables (on which see Brome
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5 C 
oe 5 "y - — 

Cee ypyen oko Thy TWh 
¢ y we ve a 7 a 

ee rlpob ator! j= DE bly 

"I am digzy with the difficulty of the argument." 

ef. Prot. 339 ee xual 2y2 42 cay baad < art . 

wT EN ARTO WOVESE e
s
 

Souk OF, nn a : 
DAC wpevGd HURT AAGPELS WAGE YY UL Hae 

a, _? 7 cy we 

EtAbLyybuow (BP) etvtog ads Wa gett ka rst 
Re ae he a A 

Again a metaphor of struggling with the argument 
a r as 

as thoush with a wrestler or a boxers: ef. oe! 

and 215 °°.
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8 
x 

* 
. LY 3 * - . s nm Wivovvedst wath wiv Coyutiv soporitav ads xcady 

etacw evar. 

The Muses at the wedding of Cadmus and Harmonia Sang? - 

thn . 4 OB a ; a oF ae _, ® _ CELE B2GAUVgGEAGV EUTESTG OG ou eandwv aod 
. . ® 

¢tacy éoit, 

So Theognis no doubt read in Hesiod, and he quotes 

the line with approval (15-18). @uripides puts 

it into the mouth of the chorus in the "Bacchae" 

Cote xcncv yticv tet 881, 901) to mean 

"Honour is precious" (so Dodds ad loc.). That was 

no doubt the original meaning of the proverb; 

but Plato here puns on xu.cy to mean "hesutiful"s 

ef. of Pec sae Kut KE by nal Sbtaga, (Comnere the 

two sen$es of WLACHUACS, "Lover of beauty" at 

Plato Phaedrus 248° (ana Cf. Gi humuncdeey pen 

eoneselagthue. II. 40), and "Lover of virtue" at 

Ay, BLN. 1099 a 13.) But after his pun on beauty, 

Smoothness and elusivenees Plato returns to the 

ethical sense of x ....vto move back from id 

fundv ytaov to ad Lyusdy otacyv (216 a), 

Perhaps the most important result of ¢#his 

otherwise merely humorous awh de to the argument 

is that we have been reminded of an everyday 
A 

~ 4 ie A . 4 “hrase about *¢? oy in which ¢t.rcveecurs



216 of (cont'd) 

in a different sense from that of "friend" 

used since 213 d ~ namely "precious" or "pursued," 

not of a person but of an abstraction. This is 

the sense of getacy Waieh predominates in the 

dialogue from here onwards; and only in this 

sense can Plato continue to maintain thet 

acyeyucdy 1S ytacy ("pursued") after he hes 

denied that of dysect are oti f("frienés"). y 

(It is worth stressing, in view of sone 

interpretations of the dialogue put forward, 

that 2. yo ady as the object of gtin. p@ppears 

nowhere else in the dialogue, and thet in this 

passage it is introduced for the sake of the 

joke , sy ~aAvicoSvPlato in a° returns to his 

main thread of argument by saying adyuvde 

7 3 = Po yucey KuACY etvue, but this of course does 

mot equate 27% y cc amdad yoity , end this step 

is not used again anywhere in the dislogue, 

For Plato's notion of ~: xwacy in a work perhaps 

contemporary with the "Lygis" see the "Hiprias Ma- 

jor.)
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prey vo) pete ved teed hid vod ee byte 
Cc MM EBR Kat ELLY Mask eM iy Obe Keb ORG Pauley 

* 5 : Y . Ss oe. oN . t 7 
OlLIALUCWEVER Kut Glhudoueiwt judy, "it seems to 

be soft and snooth and slippery - which is 

perhaps why it easily slips away from us and 

eludes our grip." Again a wrestling metaphor; 

see Louis, Métaphores, p. 214, and ef. | 

sap aupoudneGa, 215 °°, 

For tiséder.ef. Suphist 231 e4 ~ ©, esp, 
ce, gt me SM y pee eS 4” 

we mete Ett Bt eGuce tit TOV AGYOYV.,
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. 5 a? Ae ye tatvuv Ligpavteucueves we... G° pte 2 ook 
a2, , aan 
PEYUV pUVTEV OE, 

"IT suggest as a hunch I have ..... The reasons 

in view of which I utter my guess" 
parthinada 

Socrates) not to be certain whether his latest 

suggestion will be demonstrable; at present 

he merely guesses that it may be right: he 

foes through the arguments in 216 a? ~ 217 ae oo 

4 
to convince himself as much as his hearers, 

Compare Rep. 431 e! where after a proof 
? meneame aed . 

Socrates says bc@s ofv fit derevets Bue. 66a 

rr 8 secee vibes fo.) Me PE ky wppovly tel yy Uwe PLU bop G EET Aat 

-
F
 

(referring to 430 e?, where note dco ve évreleey 

toetvs)s and ef. the similar use of Shuey 

wiumeCuut at 443 v!, It seers unlikely that 

Socrates when he used puvtetop.t in this way 

wished to imply that his guesses had any one 

special kind of backing; but for a diseussion 

of this possibility and a collection of examples 

see R.J. Collin, "Plato's Use of the Yore 

+ . ’ Lf VIER Ruts = C.2, IT (nes.)- 1952, np. 93 ~96.



at 
. ~*, #8 wx 2d, , wee : 

fap we S BF UE AB Ywev pre VEC Gah § 

probably w¢is © means "the evidence in view 

of which", and wcyuv puvirbcoput is merely a 

"variatio" for ALY. seve Stopuvteucpevogbove. 

But Richards, against Heindorf, denied this 

meaning of spdés wt Atyeiv, and alleged that 

SG ..ee 22. ALyev would mean "the pearing, 

application I intend"; he therefore wished to 

revive the conjecture apes © 6h pa é TEV, 

This would be excellent if it were certain that 

it was necessary; but if not necessary, it 

deprives us of a plausible "variatio."



t .. 4 on a . 
WURECCL TOL UTE 2... ee YovrT, 

"three races, as it were, of things" : 

it is tempting to wonder whether this is the 

first use of yéves in its logical sense of 

"class"; it is still evidently felt as 

metaphorical to speak of yévn of objects in 

general, as mposed to creatures or men, and 

Plato apologises for this with fecteret. 

Campbell thought that this use of ,fv.cwas 

peculiar to the later dialogues ("as a 

metaphysical term, Parm. Soph. Polit. Phil. 

TiwL. Lege. and onee in Phaedr." intro. to 

Soph. p. xxvii); Ast mentions no cases at all 

in earlier dialogues, but precisely his omission 

of this case prevents us from being sure there 

are no others.



a a a 

For the introduction of this class which it is 

convenient to call the "intermediate" (ef. \ 

weT.gt Gorge. 467 e - 468 as but in the "hysis" wd 

Plate never abbreviates the full formula), 

compare what Socrates says he was taught by 

Diotima, Symp. 201 e& ~ 202 bv. Sury the: ny 2 

comments "Socrates renresents himself 

(ironically) as unversed in the rules of Logie 

and habitually confusing contradictory with 

contrary notions". But it is worth remembering 

that Socrates had never seen a text-book of logic, 

and that this distinction had sat some @ate to 

be made for the first time. Presoerstic thought 

operated a great deal with pairs of "onrosites" 

waieh were trested as exhaustive although they 

were not strictly speaking contradictorics: 

Flato's frequent use of "intermediates" may have 

been a real advance in logic. (It renuaines doubtful 

how soon Plato fully distinguished eontreries and 

contradictories, since his most famous



216 a° (eont'a) 

"intermediate" is one between contradictories, 

nbiugt vw Uviug wt pt. In fact it could be ais 
ane 

said of Rep. 477-8 that Plato there arsued fron 

the non-exhaustiveness of contraries to the 

non-exhaustiveness cf contradictories, in spite 

of his alleged statement of the "law of the 

excluded middle" at Rep. 436.) 

For other uses by Plato of ethical intermediates 

in the earlier dislogues cf.:- 

Gorg. 467 € sq t= we desire intermediates 

only as means to ends; only ends are good: 

Meno 88 a~eé: many things in themselves 

are neither hermful nor beneficial, but 

become the one or the other when used 

wisely or unwisely: 

Euthyd. 280 e = 281 d: after arguments like 

those in the "Meno" it is eonelnuded thet 

only duytw is Jyuetv, only loustais 

Xwulv, everything else is intermediate. 

In the "Lysis" however it is not aims or actions 

wiiech are "intermediate", but the persons who have 

aims, who must be "intermediate" or would not



aie a° (cont'a) 

have these aims. For this compsre Symp. 201 e + 

204 c, where in saying that “©S 4s "intermediate" 

Plato implies that épcvies are also internediate 

(ef. 204 c”). 

(Nestlé suggested in his commentary on Frot. 

351 a® that "intermediates" arose as an cslenent 

in Protagorean "relativism". Kerferd, in Durham 

Tiv. Journal, XI (n.s.) 1949 pp 20-21, seens to 

indicate that Protagoras might have used the 

formula wut xan wut wiucd3 but surely a 

thorough~-going relativist would have said this 

of all objects. A division of objects into 

three classes is hardly "relativist" even though 

it is put into Protagoras' mouth at Prot. 351 d.)
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et weLtetuL ON "By elimination then the remaining 

possibility is that eeenvnerte " 

ef. 218 a, Phaedrus 235 °°, andais Getasetuy 

Rep. 427 et), 

Heindorf rightly observed "rescripsi 8% pro } 

sensu flagitante."
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4 Boy 

re no ~ 
GU Yup uM Uy Fee Hig v e bacw Tv rd yiveutos 

: nN, 
"For surely nothing could become #tAcv te 

the bad." 

Schang's (ofcvufor %y Hub may well be right; 

Denniston, pe 268, calls attention to the 

"common Platonic use «..0. ot yop biytwu eee. ye 

supporting a positive statement by an anneal to 

the impossibility of its ovposite." This would 

be appropriate here; and the substitution of aN 

for 4: was a common uncial error. Gobet made 

exactly this emendation with some plausibility 

at Symp. 199 ae (not accepted by Robin). On the 

other hand, oJ yip “cu seens unexceptionzble, 

(Suthyphro 2 a, 13 a’)s and for %y vepented in 

a short sentence cf. G org. 507 et (biW, kept by 

Do Qu
 és.) fo gain i\ "cu we should lose this 

a o * ” 

idiom with uv.



a 4 hind . % 

a” Fag by wal wuts vee Benyetrut ftv iA viv veyduew 

"Is this latest sugsestion giving us the right 

lead?" 

For the metarhor of "taking a direction" in the 

argument compere 213 e? ~ 214 a’ and see notes 

there. For , “ vwSvu ne 1 ae excy Of. 219 v? ry wo 

Npas €gututjoy tS vOv Aeyluevov, and see notes 5 

oo 

on the personified 3, , at 218 a3, a4 a”.
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4 

2 teonsider as an t ~ we Bw ~ 
EVVGRU ME TO UPL WE UG iy 

example, envisage, the healthy body"; 

for this sense of évvctelver. Charm, 167 °°, 

bd x ‘ ae re ar - : a ter” EVVGCELR Yul Bb Ui GUKEL webb Bey ety yh BG 8



i)
 

a |
 

Ww
 

c.. . ? . 5 nn, or . 

LY LUCVeV GDGELS Latpy GEAos i ; perhaps best rendered 

here "no healthy man befriends a doctor", The 

relationship under discussion would be a one-way 

affairs; the patient needs the doctor because 

of his sickness; if the doctor needed the patient, 

it would be on other srounds, and Plato never 

4 
considers the pocsibility. But by b? 7 

UR a eae Pet fix Ay oem OL WEL whe Ones Way 

relationship under discussion has ceased to be 

@ personal one, and so is not even 3 matter of 

"befriending", let alone of reciprocal friendshis. S93 is Pp



Ola etvat obte 2yutdy 

"The body in respect of being a body, insofar 

as it is simply a body"; i.e., apart from 

whether it is healthy or ill.



CI en ‘ ~~ FF oS ~ 9 “ ar ~ - rs aut 
ig EVb ww POV Aw to Vos yg To Pov TOG EOE EL Rib r 

. : Ea 
wet eves be ot, 

Strictly "some things themselves have the 

characteristic which that which is present to 

them has, and some have not." In the following 

example it is true th rat bmdstev is white, has 

woiteness, but of course not true that woiteness 

is white or has whiteness. H ere as often Plato 

is a prey to the "self-predication" assum=tion 

thet a quality has the quality whieh it is. 

1 
Compare Charm 69 « * 
Ont harm. 169 ¢ eo POUERTOS Lv GkTeS 

oe Tey pm fee dy, #£ Fi 2,0 we Fg 8 ~ & bey oly se CVTIEV GO fF AEL GOTES GTN VT weoOG TES 

Lae x. a oo —S wo 
GRE i UG g tivb MDM YA ag Ke his ROG 9: Me at wba 

, also 7 nad 
YVRUELV STE Y VE CRE gat A, See also note on a", 

(There hes been much discussion of selft=-predication 

as an element in the theory of Forms ;: cf. (e.g.) 

£.T. Geach and G, Vlastos in Philogph. Zeview . 

1956 p. 72 sq., and references there cites 

But there is nothing about Forms here in the 

"Lysis" : see next note).



Sxéyacss Sy 6 rey 

but there is considerable difficulty in estimating 

exactly what Plato does mean. He seems to want 

to use this example to make two points: 

1. that a quality may affect a thing without 

that thing actually having the quality; 

2. that being affected by qualities can 

sometimes be remedied, whereas having 

them sometimes cannot be remedied. 

It is clear how the example of white lead and the 

hair illustrates point (2); the whiteness of old 

age is irremediable, whereas white lead only 

makes the hair seem white. But the sense of 

"affect" implied in point (1) as used of goodness 

and badness is different from white lead's making 

the hair seem white; we are not told that badness 

makes the intermediate seem bad, but that it as 

it were "threatens it" and mekes it desire the 

g00d; whilst there is no suggestion that white 

lead makes the hair desire to be washed:
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oe? (contd.) 

Plato seems to be suggesting that "threatening", 

"making to seem", and "making to be" are all 

different senses of the notion of zapovola 

"being present to". Plato makes play again with 

the ambiguities of this notion at Euthydemus 30la‘ 

Sq.) where Socrates says xdGpcotiy .... éxdote 

ate@y (seil. tov uaiay ) uG..0G th % Whereupon 

Dionysodorus replies *s3y ofy ..... xapayévyntaty 

sot fotc, Bote ef, nat Sti vov dyd sou napewn, 

Arovvsséispoc ef; This is of course frivolous; 

but it would probably be right to see traces in 

both "Euthydemus" and "Lysis" of a concern with 

the notion of predication over which Plato, at 

least until he wrote the "Sophist", was to remain 

in difficulties. 

It may be helpful to set out here the quasi- 

logical points which Plato seems to be making in 

this passage (2164 sq.) as a whole, so that 

comparison with later theories can begin unconfused:-
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eo? (contd. ) 

1. 

2. 

3 

4, 

Plato's 

that he 

further 

an object which has a predicate in the 

full sense of sapovolu, i.e. "making to 

be", cannot lose the quality so predicated 

of it; 

so the bad cannot desire to become good; 

but there are "intermediates" which do | 

not have either of a pair of contrary 

predicates; 

there can be qualities "present to" these 

intermediates in a sense of Rapovela 

which does not imply predication; 

the neither—good-nor-bad when faced by the 

latter kind of presence of the bad desires 

the good, 

arguments in the "Lysis" give no evidence 

had generalised any of these points any 

than I have tried to indicate. 

It is of course the case that at Phaedo 1004? 

Plato suggests <xapovefa as one possible name for 

the relation of Forms to particulars; but it is
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o? (contd, ) 

difficult to see how Plato would have applied the 

theory of Forms to some of his points in the 

"Lysis"; for instance, surely according to the 

Porm-theory even in old age the hair is not really 

white, since only /%8 hevxdy can be that. 

(Compare Professor Dodds' note on Aapovota at 

Gorg. 497e".) 

It seems probable also that many of the points 

adumbrated in the rather perplexing section of 

the Phaedo" at 102-5 would entail some modifications 

of Plato's views here; there apparently some 

objects can acquire opposite predicates while 

others cannot; but whatever is being said there 

in the "Phaedo" has to be regarded in the light 

of the Form-theory, which is absent here. 

Finally, Thurston Davies, S.J., in "Mélanges 

Joseph Maréchal" (Brussels 1950) Vol. II pp. 235-244, 

offers the suggestion, attractive at first sight, 

that by linking Plato's notion of "intermediates" 

in the "Lysis" and also of sy eva at Lysis 2214!~e"



L 

e (eontd. ) 

mh
 

with these two notions in Symp. 203d-204a, we can 

see "Platonic sources of Aristotelian "otéonoicg"; 

see Ar. Phys. I 9, esp. 19291622, _ 

Syvtceg ydp tevocg defov xat dyado0d xat épetsd, td 

uév Evavelov abt$ oauev elvar, td 6é€ 8 néguxev 

éefeodar xdu dpéyecuar abtvod xatd tay abtot 

eborv. tots Se Guupatver to 2vavetov dpé;ecdan 

tc abtod go0phc. xaltor obte abcd abtod of éy 

. : ¥ « ; ¥ a te Sgleciat td eldoc Ord wd uth elvar bvoege, 

yo a as an er ee obte té évavelov (goapteud ydo GAkfaay td évavela) id
 

a
e
 

=
 

ot
 

Ch
e 

Se. 

toBto (td oréuevov vod elsotc) gotev 4 
h 

o ‘ 
a
 

ow
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But Aristotle's theory is a much more general 

account than Plato's here, and sets out to explain 

all physical change, not merely human desires; 

and the notion of tan is the product of a long 

train of metaphysical thinking which sets it a 

far cry from the "intermediates" of the "Lysis".
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e? (contd. ) 

Davies may be right to point to this passage as 

@ very minor anticipation of more developed theories, 

but the "Timaeus" is much nearer to Aristotle's 

level of thought, even though he expresses 

disagreement with it.
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e »* ~~? . Y ied .. te 
Avi pew bh TE Colt ouy whEk Yat y 

"smear some object with a pigment" 

ef. Ar. de Gen. An. 743 b 24, bxoypdyuvies 

a / ~ & 28 _ ~~ 
PALS YP ope eb Obes bh yrc Got TE c 

("picture"!); and at Gorg. 465 b 

6 ’ ee , L te Pee yet a A Pee whe Me Se 

-f
s 

A 
BE Gs pe ee i¥ 

refers to make-up (see note on, a, | 
Yb pe LieWy
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ei
 

c ben one fog. t,o,” a. Le 
Spee bh Ve ot ku WAGE gab y 

Shorey, "What Plato Said", p. 490, cites 

several passages where Aristotle discusses 

ve rs re 
colour; e.g@., Met. ag 1022 a 16-17, ©VY 4% The ty 

he aa eo one be om T- a ed } M2 eye ® 
TEYORE YLY Ve Ult OlOV To Conia EV wy BE TEGUVE bin, 

But none of Shoreys passages show Aristotle 

remembering this part of the "ysis", since 

none of them deals with false colour; nor do 

any of Aristotle's distinctions seem to help 

us with this point of Plato's. 

~ Aristotle at =.%. 1096 b 21-23 also makes 

; e . ~ 7 of 
use of wip.ttov in an example; atvidyubod 

sae 2 et.al een Me ‘ yin 3 , se me 
AV YOV EV wha hv GeTGbg Tov 2utov os walvVeGuat 

eee wo eer 2 XA en re va _ * 
&: FOE HUGGED EV KEV Hal Blue de TOV Tye 

A€vxliytesg but all this shows is that Aristotle 

AS we should expect was quite clerr about the 

s ye difference between yiptGisv and Acuxdangs



.* a > ? Soe me 
OTP ke GLb Be YE LEV 

Waite lead was used by women as 

the complexion: cf. Lysias T 

? - “ r ~ 

eytipugit.uut, Ken, Geeon. 10.2 

« ‘ a. og : 

T.b. Shear, " yt.tetov, in less 

Tt ? ane z 7 . . . 4 

presented to “dward Canrs,™ Prineston 1936 rei
 

poe 314-318, where the discovery is ree 

white lead in vanity bores in 

with artists' colours (fe Lari 

but archseolosical evidence of 

painting is acvecantly Laekine 

on Stones,” text 

J.0.P. Richerds, 

wnether there was any regular _— 

meicemunr for 

‘plication of 

waite lead to the hair reusins uneertein: avine 

+ ne hair was practised [ 

with a white 

by artists for white heir in 

statucs?® But there seams to 

_Mainasus a , ) Shad} — but 

or it used 



9 
217 a” (cont'a) 

this; and the example here of course requires 

a wnite pigment principally because the 

contrasted notural change of colouring is to 

white. All we ean conclude is that Lysis eould 

have seen ¥lpdSGtov in the YovaixwvE tint home 

if nowhere else.
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; mp Seg a BE, J. rae or ee 
a Waupe ty ¥ hy wut Lbs AERTS 

Strictly “whiteness would be present to them." 

Plato's terminology here and in similar contexts 

is a logician'ts nightmare. White lead is 

somethines white, not "whiteness" or even "a 

3 whi "se wheress x “ ; whiteness"; whereas in 4d” (.euyoe nupovoly 

Acuval) the whiteness brought by old is 

-~ The "self-predication" assumption mentioned above 

{on et) from passages like this can be seen to be 

almost unavoidable to a Greek: not only can 

‘woiteness" be denoted by the same words as 

tthe", or "a" white thing", but also "a woite 

ning" can be denoted by what makhit heve seemed 

to be the unmistakeable abstract noun for 

"whiteness." 

On "Abstracta pro Coneretis" see K.G. 1 10-12.



Fe oy Woe peas . ee LS . 9. 
a® OouUtTEe Th AEbtel ofie weActval ELULY 

"they would not be white any more than black,” 

Jowett. But this emphatic idiom is perhaps 
a as obee 

meant to remind us of the notion of ts ebtTe 

s 

WE AUG VY CONE AUACY which is being illustreted. 
att



‘ od * wow VUV Og 

gpuetey Suggests that we should read the 54
 * 

en
 

» 

imperfect and take yoy »* to mean "Just now", 

referring to 217 °° - at where Menexenus (or 

. 
Lysis - at this point we cannot tell) 

ot puivodiva, Heindorf's sinilar emendat 

at 218 2? is virtually certain. bind _*& ‘ Pld 

viv GY Evuev 

viv of With a present is possible; cf. sep. 

353 a yviv oh clyur Zucivev Uv phvousg & Lpre 

HOOT S but Ast's examples all show it occurring 

early in the sentence and suggest thot sis 

rendering "nune igitur" is necessary; here this 

would be excluded by talvuv.



5 or * . 
€ {. ‘| TOLLE TOY YUYEVEV 3 

Lamb's deletion of .* as dittography produces 

clearer as well as simpler sense; it is 

preferable that ysycvey should mean "has 

become" picking up fysverg in a®, rather than 

"has happened." Also the reference of 

metctrey to dy is much easier to ses than 

the reference of a8 sopimicy to the "real" 

change described in a® -~ Ge



Ste a ered rd ca, dow OF 5 * - LUNE Sok UL Lip, TE EF Ske ba au Ru LPs 

mwretas 28 “yuo "deprives it of its 

desire for and friendship with the good." 

t ” 
At 221 et we find the coupling of terms © te 

” Se Le LY Pe} athawn a 
Bos. Kook VP GRAAL Kuk “) EN LU, tuners we ere Bley 

words for unreciprocated desires in order to 

for nis sudden violent chanre of topic 

interpret this vassogse similarly: Flato is’ not 

anxious to admit (even if he realised it) that he 

was making a transition to the concideretion of 

unreciprocated attraction, and so talked as 

though his account of the attraction of 

intermediate to so0d was also concerned with 

their friendship. 

(See introduction -° git. never denotes 

one-way affection outside the context of a 

reciprocal attachment.)
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3 
the meaning for this formula strictly justified 

by the preceding argument is "the good cannot be 

pursued by the bad" (that is to sav, wbeoy 

here is logically correct if passive in sense.) 

Reindorf found this puagling after what he had 

taken to be the use of g:i:ty in an active 

sense in the line before, and conjectured 

2 
wpukG xuncdvy3 but even if it were certain that 

Plato had there meant,,,.} to be active, it ae 

would be dangerous to start trying to tidy up 

the senses of ,i.cg in the "Lysis’ by 

alterations of the text?



ad ud > M. Bs >. 
Gublov Gav -ab TOUS Por, voyous A 

” mal} Wo Re. yo 
BELGE UE ELTE AVON ElOLY 

"we would say that the 

pursue wisdom, whe ther 

or meng" 

this would have surprised 

already 

these beings 

Theognis; 

wise no longer 

are gods 

tr a & _ oan ns — ve . 3 9 a 7 _3 

PeAGUtSs Ruwit Voy VV LO tie Mile CL A TOY wubb, 

a # ae Bay cet ey hee fe ‘ 
GULTE Yup uv NAGUUGU UTULCY 

o a Os OCG os 
» > ” a A 

S BUTKS GOPltV © 

a en ayn By, ee? LP 
A gf ue wb goby us wh de be oa he aby 

Flato however repeats this at 

7. a + ’ ? 

Gey cobbely SircucyeT ob 

¥ 
+ 

a, oy wo a ar rr om . 
FEVEVGULKEOCTE Pup web ey tbs 

? 4 Le ene Oe rk oe 
GU Sha sucyPebl Gus wb wk 

mo ~ 

wie ne UE L 

bore be “, : if ‘ 4 wa 
LOUP,PGSeEV Coll YEvouLG 

2 Do pee Sy? af a oH 
EO b KisN Ee GM aanlaute weg te ep UWE 

a nee * wows Foon Fe 
boy GE GPovbuoyv COREY wete EEN 

> . co N mA > a 
STROUP EL CO pep CbCL eve, Evicis 

sens 

eh Cab 

Fe ne mens 4 Ss, led 
UE EEL DE OGes 

Be Be pp ee 
GUAR GU YEDTE ws 

a; 
LE: Buck ® 

Symp. 203 « ~ 204 b 

My : Mg 
ELEGY Le bow Gis 

” ne 
ee ek VL Sg 

eo fa thes gly te, eT 
cer OL CLC SE Se Ay 

. > ..% « Aad 
Roe EO Yup bolts 

“ a - a oe : fy % ‘ 

oe Bae aa paw 

t x. ut . 
Le hecavu Wel bn U¥ 

w
e



218 a (eont'a) 
y as Mw > eo Mee ran 

pe eval u& WwW pip WRTPT OR ER LOCELOUWUL ea eee 

2 ~ rn _ ¥ Lo: 
ceeee wVAYPRAEGOW Pha cOaoyvuGiv oe GVUu 

: J . hid + - - petugt efvat Gowotd xual uucoBs. 

In the "Symposium" Plato adds the point that 

gods are necessarily wise : in the ‘'Thaedrus" 

(278 d 1) he adds that only gods are wise, 

and that to be giadccecc is as much as a man 

can acnieve. Whether either of these soints 

a 
y 

“ was in his mind when in the "Lysis" he sx 3 oe 

° . cee ’ * we cannot elve Gecd etre Cviputal eloav obror 
. 2 6 be certain. If at 215 a” Plato was prenared 

to envisage self-sufficient fy.vcol he may have 

been prepared here to admit the possibility of 

completely wise men.
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GETUE wyPVobuwyv E4UVTAS we TO EaokoUg EO vik 

“having ignorance in such a way as to se bad" 

‘ 

Valckenaer (on Fhoenissae 364) wanted to write 

® 

4 : rs pt F * MAaAeaentow Here Jyyvotug Weleh would give the meaning 

"having ignorance to such an extent’; bot in 
- 
Oo os 

a” just below we meet #xycuves piv Spvotuy “ 

ava G& wva. Which probably excludes 

Valckenaer's suggestion.



8, 

y re ay * fs *, moka Zurn de LES meV TO BRAKOV VToute ed awe 

’ > fle Fw OH Oe eh ae P pe Te SBE UN Got ob oOVIieES wy Valin, Eg ge TOO LG & LS, 

. ¢ e 8 eto€ ; “ae yo 
LAA oon yt PPUEURE VG L PR } BLGe vat ye ty i 

"naving this evil of ignorance, but not yet being 

senseless or stupid because of it, but still 

aware of not knowing the things they dont know." 

~ Socrates complained more bitterly of men's unswareness 

of their ignorance than of their ignorance itself; 

awareness of his own ignorance was the 

respect in which he claimed to be les: 

than others: see Apology 21b -— 23b 

hd
 

Socrates is anxious to show that “is own 

ignorance is not in the least "ironic", but less 

than other men's precisely because it is 

recognised by Socrates himself. Cf, Philebus 

o 48e = 498 on Sagcuuula gevbis , and Mens 34 a -e, 

4-6 we ¥ . ba , _ é 4 esp. c wet ctv Uv avady ipdtepuy @tleue 
Fe fay re # : #4 ~ — a. E40ab ontety Tf ouwvedvery tofao & GET. etgfe 

3 * ? ? 

wh OM CEL, “five €ty umoptuy var’: 
. # Weapevesg pl eloévat, eat



SF
 

(S
 a® (cont'd). 

(At Republic 477 a sq. it is suesested thet 

3) the Ler. hon ea rr c-r, Foe 
« re bw Che we ep VE buy eG Kish € R&A UT iy 

’ 

igs 44 put (quite apart from the absence 
) 

Here of the claborate metaphysical exnlanstions 

of the *"Republic") the "intermediste" state 

= 
the gunlccgeg in the "Tiveis" is ta

 mb we
di
 

‘
a
d
 

having, not of opinions, but of no opinions. 

Being giadcscogog is a lower state than being 

winlouves ef, Rep. 480 a. }
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pe - el 
4 s * s ao oa cog net Nt a Waugh 

PapBV PLP GUUS, cece eg tO BYTE RekOV BATE -) 
oo , & 5 ete, eg Pun 

But waxoB wugcuctuv toB Lyusob etacyv efvar. 

There is a slight anacolouthon here, but ® 

emendation seens gratuitous. The anseolouthon 

perhaps even hes a slight significance. 

s wae cmt 
atid refers to to PlAov , but Socrates cannot 

> 8 

simply proceed by saving @upiv yap Gord «eu. 

ws pave auxdv pire "yeddv efvat, because his 

suggestion in the last section has to be stated 

more precisely, in order to show that he means 

that the "intermediste" is actively vtiov under 

certain specificd conditions. As a result he 

7 4 » a * Be * has to abandon the @4,2V Yo =U! egneatriction 

Lae 
and proceed as though he had said simply “-rtY> 

% 

“ts ag thoush he was & ti
e 2 *. «S&S 

He began with @pev yup 

» & 

going to sive a simple equivalent term to ¥b"~¥ 

ot
 which would be its definition, but it is not 

possible for his new definition, which is of a 

Slightly different kind, to be stated to easily. 

Consciously or unconsciously the anacoloutnon 

4 tend’s to @issuise this new complexity. 4 

roughly equivalent but harsher anacoloutnon in



218 et (cont'd) 

“nglish misht be "Ye define it as, in respect 

of ..... etce., that the intermediate pursues 

he good because of the presence of the bad." 

Por guév utis meaning “we define it", ef. Meno 

73 of . 9 s 5 Prot Pry & pat cuted wyder..etvtg be 393 ay 
. 3 re a - , at bets atevd wate efvir; here of course Efvi1 

; : ~ 6 completes the sense, but compare Rep, 454 bo, 

Fg : ” 7 8 en s ; alg of Abyuvtes Uy abidytegspeurtus ab LLEV, 
7 | 1 583 08, yg. Ltaag ual atveesy Maonet. 146 al, 

- where ~¥F., Zot ty ut Syupew neyerv udeds where efvir 
cannot be supplied, but Atyervy must in all cases 

mean "define." 

Frofessor fo@ds suzsests vatie for wwoil, waieh 

pernaps would give a slishtly unexpected enphasis 

tO got auth tty vugdvyxia, See his note on 

Gorge. 483 at, where he emends away another 

anacolouthon involving an apparently superfluous 

mS 
wT,
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pe - 9 
wy Sey wag hy ee ee a 
Rub Hub. Vyv YeayV kubk Kota To chug 

this was demonstrated in relation to the go. 

by the example of @tac.o¢tu, 218 a, and in 

relation to the of.u by the exanple of the 

body's desire for medical treatment, 217 »b.



WEA mv 
3 

4 boxep Oypevtis tes Exov lyaayqile £ doupewd 

Ylike a hunter having satisfactorily caught 

my prey": 

for Plato's comparison of philosophical enquiry 

to "hunting," ef. the elaborste simile at Hep. 

432 v! $q., and many places throughout the 

oy 235 at sae (See note on 

). 

"Sophist":; e, 0g
 

69
) 

t] * . 4, « 4 ayas,t%5 ean imply either (1) that as much as 

possible or (2) that as much as necessary has 

been to solve a difficulty; one either must or 

ean be content; for (1) ef. Crat. 439 h, 

Prot. 328 a°, for (2) ef. Hipp. Maj. 302 », 

Egupnet, Lyawtyes yl aul aabtu. Here the sense 

is (2). (Stallbaun's"vix, aegre" scems strained; 

even sense (1) hardly amounts to that.)



: - > &. ud. 2 3M: , She bTaty Th UR yte BeonAGev 

"a most absurd suspicion struck me" 

* 
t ] . 
7b OT bt Tj perhaps merely implies thet it seemed 

perticularly absurd and perverse of socrates to 

develop 2 suspicion of his result quite so soon. 

See note on=Zl4 oe”, 

Bor efovacey ef. Rep. 330 a®, tal o*
 

~ w
r
 

on
y 

pa
t Ch
 

el
 

& o
n
 . C
e
 

ot
 

ef
} 

. . % 7 ‘A 

elas Hwee Gp uVTbsS, 

Bufats the sense of puful here is probably 

shown by dgwevbelss it is not merely “exclamatio 

admirantis" (Ast) but shows exasperation as well 

as surprise: ef. Hipp. Mai. 294 e!,
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°° Evap HETLGUT | XEVut "to have struck gold only 

in our dreams"; cf. Theaet. 208 pet, where 

the context again is one of mistaken definition.



Laugdotvgncyots techy totetrars 

weocsorv dvretuxsncpev. 

"just as one meets with men who tell tall 

stories, so we haves struck on arguments of a 

similarly false character. 

ef, Ren. 560 e 
an 2. zs S . . a. a ®, ~ 

aYEUOELG OF) Kuk UAMEOVES. a ee 

8 pf » x) yg. Sn ce meee BAe em ACYSt TE Reb GGoguk ce ee bVUbP GLOVES KRETEOKOV 

(thy yuotv) to toredit)s. 

Heindorf at one time deleted wevstiiv as a 

gloss on iciobtots3; but it is perhaps added to 

a elucidate the metaphor in daucdciv strc oo
 

oa) 
4 

see Dodds on Georg. 447 a* for Plato's habit of 

putting metaphor and interpretation side by side 

{as in Rep. 560 ¢ here cited.) 

(At Gorg. 493 v° and Phaedr. 250 €°? tataSrev 

is explained by a repetition of the same adjective 

as nad preceded it; this if anything might seen 

more rather than less harsh than the addition of 

yevééutv here). But at Gorg. 4903 p° tere? ve 

has been doubted, thouch kept by Dodds.)
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a® # 
wtaus Us Uv ety, “anyone who, could be described 

as a friend"; perhars slightly wider than the 

usual gtsoy Sy Uv %; probably not to be emended, 

put described as rotential. 

From here as far as e° we are back in the 

masculine, and at e° we nigit seem to be talking 

of frisendshin agains. but it continues to be a 

one~way relationship, and abstract objects 

reappear with byleiu at e°. robably it would 

do Plato more credit if we assumed thet he was 

uneonscious of the difficulties reise” by his 

usage of el.us than if we took hin to be 

consciously tryins to cover up the s orteomings 

of his argument. 

(Stallbaum at this point commented on the 

ambiguity of ¢i.o.; "hie et in sequenti dis- 

putatione tenendum est vlasy lusu quodam arguto 

ita dici, ut modo activa, modo passiva 

Significatione accipiendun sit. Ite mox img “is 

. ¥ a 
q toov @vtos S bxetycuggtuon est “earun, “

 

o
e
r
 

CVEeg av 4 #4
 

quod a nobis ametur et masni sestiastort: ssa 

Stati. post est “samicum". Sader anbicuLltas est 

senses alone could be used systenatically without 

causing confusion; it is when sny “int of 

"friendship" enters in that we shoulda suavect 
a muddle.)
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b ‘ , a Be FA oy (fttepev guilty iy etacg 4 Lo; 

( idveptv .....obbevis Evexu vat dv'odetys 

These questions are desisned to elicit affirmative 

enswers. An affirmative answer to the first is 

probably logically necessary, in any sense of 

gtaog 3; but it is much less certain that the 

Second necessitates an affirmative answers 

friendships can surely be unselfish 2nd so not 

Evexl Tu¥ 4 ana Frichard would mve said that 

wome objects oucht to be tau ("pursued") 

obbevis Evinu, (e.2., aorad duties.) Sonpar 

the dubious means of proving that every event 

mast have a cause by arguing that no event can 

be caused by nothing, commented on in "The Nature 

of Metaphysics," ed. DF, Pears, 1957, me 151-2. 

For this means of displaying the relational powers 

of words cf. Symp. 199 a, SQ. 68D. eT, & Epes 

4 He . Ww - s. a“ * . s.. v7, Bove te Epug €ortv sboevds | vavdss-Rlvyw pty ofv feaivys 

” ae t Rep. 476 e! f yurvicuev yryvdcuer tt 4 aBBEVS 

* ps - ~ — ., &; --Bhilebus 35 vf ye eoreGe dy aevds Pf orlulelye gh 

reed 4, Se din cy yak Le 3



els 2 

Proust sAxokcveyoEers gs 

both said of "following the argument"; ef. ody 

Biuuot tot, Aeyopivors, Buthyphro 12 a’. 

Di? this still have any metaphorical flsvour 

for the Greeks? See note on 213 es and 

consider the different use of dx sAOvENGEL 

at 219 ¢. 

3 roy &® ous e? vov bi Evupevs i.e, at 217 ab. 
ca . . 

Heindorf's tUu.€vis necessary after vuvils 

see note on 217 et, 

{At 219 v! ane et, however, #4.€V can stand 

meanings “we maintain". ) 

@? t_6 
ae ae re a or . 6 Lut PUD PFLALS ef, tT LGtPy LAUT, 217 av: 

j 
both cases are¥t.os (active)



218 
an 
Ae 9 > 

eG ayadév Fo nuxtv F oobobiena; 
. a here it is only the plural in ovbéirvepu that we 

2 z S ms find surprising; but ef. Rep. 349 4°, & Stuctos 

odbetepu . . 
EE 9 1G eg Obte Gpivinss Glare Jyutdhe a 

9 

where the neuter seems to us surprisine. 

(K.G.1. pp. 317-8 (0.21) may be trying to suggest 

that the use descends from a neuter accusative 

of respect (7); but it need not; note the (to 

us) unexpected neuters at 210 °° {see note) and 

222 e* ~ ae and even we mizht say "Is he good 

or wise or neither of these thines?")
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a? tutpixt) -Heindorf added the article, but general 

abstract nouns do occur without the article; 

see K.G.I. p,. 606-3; and especially names 

of téxvuts (Dodds on Gorg. 451 a‘); and only 

2 oo *s ze ae a 

four lines above we heve tl cé byleca (218 e°).



TAY Yeatuv fodan.e od lvieniues 

strictly all that the context allows this to 

mean should be "medicine has become sought after, 

an object of pursuit.” At Phaedr. 233 0b oun 

avVutPubueveg seers to mean "conceivins a hatred"; 

put here gintav dvijpytae. must be passive. No 

Goubt it would normally mean "has becone a 

partner in a friendship": but Flato at least 

ought not to have been trying to make it mean 

that here, 

(W's ésuvipiaat ( also introduced by B° and +) 

seems to be post-classical; unless conceivably 

éz=— implicd "as a consequence of bE tesu’s already 

being sought after"; but this seems too involved mes 

to be plausible.)
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5 > a 
et 

& ¢ s 
Vee Tp UPR ba lA, 

Note that this is mide to follow from the fact 

that bytevais ly .cdyv. The definition at 218 b 

stated that t¢ phve lyuedy pte vuaudv was 

gtucy (active) but implied that + Jyusdy was 

gticy (passive). This saved Plato from heving to 

explain that in this sense +3 dyacdv éortv etacv 

is not inconsistent with his previous proof that 

ot dyagot are not tac, (215 b.) - if, that is, 

Plato realised that this would need explaining.
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b? <G wt th. vy? ythow ¢ bhovs 

Schleiermacher apparently was the first to see 

that this addition is required in view of 

~ Je red 
Socrates’ joke at p® T Stt...eliov two 

a
l
 ” eticu td otaev yéyevev, egg gulpcuvyxtas$ 7 of. 

Hermann wrote 12 ¢liov €to0 ylhov} classy, 

but Burnet's position would aceount for the 

omission on the ground of haplography. 

- For the meaning . of this mouthful, see note on 

6 = ah 29 b 7 The context requires "Phe pursuer 

pursues the pursued for the sake of the (further) 

object of pursuit on account of the object of 

aohorrence,' 

OQ
 

| a re cs 2 ee 13 4 ° exerot EVER TROREV "now that we have got 

.
 to this point"; again see note on 213 e:
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»® - 8 
Sat pev yap vtacv vob etiuw ve etaov yiyovev, 

? y . 
P Zab ELV RTH gy cara tv 

"T pass over the fact that,” ete. But it is 

alarming enough thet Soerates should have thought 

s it worth recalling 214-15 here, even as a joke. 
a b 3 g 3 

(1} : even at 214-15, where it was rroved 

that Gpotst could not be tact, it 

was presumably not meant that friends 

were not even alike in being friends 

(or can Plato still have been senuinely 

muddled over the "incompleteness" of 

such notions as likeness? Pernans: 

see below.) 

(2): what 219 db? ousht to mean by tol etacy 

ai utaov etaov ig "2° clacvilactive) is 
S » - gtacy (active) offostacv (passive)" - 

the pursuer pursues the object of nursuit." 

This is all the context justifies. 

Whereas what was denied of Cuct ot was 

: . 
that they coulf be vlaut, friends,® a 

7 

(3) : ac etucy (setive) and wf ot. ¢passive) 

here of course are not alike because the 

first is 2.4. dyaty utwe ody, 
> a 

while the second ig #ydDov.



(cont'd). 

Of course it may be that Plato saw all of this 

and was pulling the legs of his commentators; 

if so this is the only place where nis desgd-pan 

pretence of seriousness relaxes. I would 

prefer to think his real reason for cutting in 

this aside was that he had grasped or half 

grasped point (1) about the "ineompleteness" 

of poOloS 5 and he thought it relevant to hint 

at this here precisely because he had not 

grasped point (2) about the various senses of 

etacs. 

For a comparable humorous aside based on the 

appearance of paradox see Charm. 179 etd wie |
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"3 

0 i nul to8 Epoluy ye; after ye Madvig added a 

second {it 3; but this is probably unnecessary; 

the construction of the first &v.tcontinues 

easily after the almost parenthetically placed 

s 
"main clause" 22 y.tpeuvs this is conversation, 

not rhetoric. (There are not in any case two 

separate propositions being coupled by a 

conjunction, but one implying the second; xual 

here is “inferential.” é& ,utpetv is perhaps 

so placed to give a delay for the punech-inference 

to be anticipated.) 

s égututtug 1 vOv Acyopevevy 

= ad 3 see notes on 215 ce”, 217 a’.
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eo? efnep dxchoudiuet Ty Tpldsew bpcrcyty 

"if it is to follow the principle we agreed on 

before"; perhaps the subject of duciceddcet 

2 +, z.. Le . = 

ought granmatically to be byleta, but it could 

fe almost equally well be the new wliuv tt. At 

ey - 4 4, * « - 

Rep. 332 a” the subject of ducacuGetv...tals 

a cre ys Ae + 44 . . 
ERTCCOLEV Elpypevotsuay be either (xiv wixvqv) i me. a . 
or personal (jpes.) This of course is 2 

different metaphor of "following" from thet at 

2 
218 e°; here it means "be led by" rather than 

merely "keep up with."
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WV PRI, BNE RNERV Tp MEAS Riek AOUXEE OGL 

,.,* ., * _* 
GNt tChVa uP aipVe 

"is it not necessary that we should sto. going on 

in this wey and reach some origin ......." 

Plsto is arguins that an infinite rezress of 

objects pursued as meens is légically impossible, 

and that we must discover some object pursued 

eas an end. 

fhe terminology of this passazce aust all points be 

carefully compared with the terminology of the 

"infinite resress" argument used et Gratylus 

421 a” sq; various mistakes can thereby be 

avoided, 

Schang wished to write Unepaety flo ......008 

Kgixiveut, meaning "we must either get tired of 

Th, = : » et 
such a progress or arrive at some origin. This 

is a possible sense of {xeineTy With &@ perticiple: 

6 . 
cf. Phaedo 86 cs; but it somewhat weskens Flato's 

point, which is not tt an infinite reeress is merol: 

wearyins, but thet it is l@sically unsound The 

mss. reading ual should be kept; the correct 
4 

sense of LievseTy is shown by Crat. 421 e° sae}



219 5 °! (cont'd) 

= . Xpiody tvdiyxny te.eutivia Usernetv tov 

dmoupiveyevevg ~"Buceye SoneT.-iive ofv daeundy 

& dtsyopebuv Gexutus mitoita Tv 3 "Must not the 

answerer finally refuse to go on? =~ Yes -~- 

Well then, at wast point would he be justified 

in making Sis refusal and stopoing?” In the 

"Lysis" passage dnerxeTv xual Lyrubocue 

constitute one notion, Nat is necess sary to 

arrive at a point at wnich we can stop resressing.'! 

The metaphor involved in fivut and 2orxiccatis 

absent in the "Cratylus" passage, but see note 

on 213 e’, Absent also is the worddp;}, perhaps 

because in the "Cratylus" passage there is on 

the whole for Plato remarkably little metaphor. 

dext) somewhat surprises us here in the “Iweis" 

partly because it follows cxetsetv , pertly 

because of our habitual associstion of means with 

"ends": butte} is in line witnxp&tov in at 

(see note.) px) may perhaps indicate a "source 

waich is the case of" other things being ebiu ; 

on the other hand it would be more tm reer owing with 

the metaphor of travelling to translate it as a 

"starting-point which will not send us on to 

another point" but from whieh we shall be able to 

start, or perhaps restart, a correct investigation 
s - 4 : PY ofv¥tn.w. - which will subordinate means to ends.
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ras ’ a e a ee 
@ “pxiy ty cbxit emveloer és" Cane glacvy tan’ feet 

> +9 wo. . ex'éxetve € Eutev aptcv etacv. 

* starting-point which will no lonzer send us 

further back to another object of pursuit, but 

will constitute an arrival et that which is a 

primary object of pursuit." 

3 émavcloet seil.futs; just as we can speak of 

"referring persons back to" e.g., other sources 

of information, as well as of "referring questions 

back to", other answers, so here éxuvetuey has 

@ personal object, without prejudice from the 

fact that it has (probably) an impersonal object 

at Crat. 422 v7, Btxutus uv wutpev ent vtoLyely 

ve Toy elvur ant odudts tuSto (seit. td Fvcpu) 

feds befv els Mada dvdpura dvugipetv, 

(Ast and L.5.d.'s "intransitive" sense of 

éexuvelcet, invented solely for this vressage, 

is unnecessary.) After loidiour els teveg 
5 - id a 3, 8/2 ; - ° dextv, ff Vvubst Yemavetoer(Tpts) we might heve 

expected either lia éadcer(4uts) bs’? loetve 
%.. oe 2 93 vo * 3 

OY UAE Heee tv &7 ExEtVS; ln fact we heave the 

ve 2 nal 3 Sa *,. 5 i ae] 
Slightly anacolouthts sAaricets the subject 

$7 

of {4+ can probably quite well be“, less



219 ¢ 6 
(cont'd) 

compare Phaedrus 249 a‘ sq, driv oA oSv beSpo 

t red a MG. - O MGS hwy Acyus tepl the tetiprys povlus..... 

@. &pa abty....dploiy ve xta, Or alternatively 

a, . . 
6b could be impersonal, cf. Pheaet. 196 v, 

Suoty elo tahe andacn . ouxcdv ets toby apdrvcuy tity dvaxet tyouss 
3 ia 2 “ a 

Or if uvijxet (gcil. ! Adycs) is to be understood 

there, then Méet(scil. & acyes)is a possible 

explanation here. 

Apelt ingeniously suggested “Aad Adee," zu 

einem Anfang ... die .... seinen Stillstand 

finden wird"; but this is probably unnecessary 

ted teheuticert fe)
 (and would we not have expe 

ef. 220 v, a® ?). If any emendation is necessary, 

surely TECHEV would be simplest.



Co énetve @ Evttv iphtcy wlacv cB Evena xe * 

fe
 

Sone F
a
t
 al

 

oo
) 

t
i
 

fot
 

° g
 

gupév advia gtaw efvie, 

"that which is a primary object of pursuit, as 

means to which we call all the other things 

objects of pursuit" 

for ap%icy Of logiesl priority, compare Crat. 

(I 

422 ¢ ~ d, where some words are distinguished 

a8 npGvu (or once, at a’, npovepa) dvepute, 

while other words are §yrecu oF Setute; that 

of course is not 2 statement of the mesns-end 

distinetion, but serie tre result of a "resress" 

argument. 

know of no other cases in Plato of apfics of 

logical priority of any kind; but since Ast 

omits even these in the "Lysis" and "Cratylus", 

there may be more. But at Symp. 210 e° neliov 

pey is certainly adverbial; Symp. 197 ot is a 

rhetorical flourish by Agathon; at Phaedo 

107 v? td, apGtus is almost certainly purely 

temporal.) 

(A warning should perhaps be put here thot 

thy
 i tle! 30 of -.3. i Aristotle's use Of gpday, 0 Rodis, gt.ta. is 

quite different from Fletots use of it here;



219 ¢! {cont'd} 

ses Aristotle's explanation of what Ac m: 

"priority" in this case at 5.5, 1236 4 

wnat is more, of course, Aristotle is tak 

friendships, not mo 

See G.%.L. Owen, 
in Aristotle", "Aristotle and Plate in elé-fourth 

ree 
Century" ed, Diring-Owen, Gbtebors 106°, ear. 

pe. 182=33; Owen says of the "Lysis" snesare - e ‘F Aa i 

+ 
"the relstionship between these orders of 

Godse ves is not logical but psycholocieal" 

tris is no doubt very largely true of the mat 

motivation of the distinction, but ween 220 

Plato suggeats that other gla are only celled 

so by us fiputte pyuvtey adil perhans an attempt 

at a logical distinction is errerins in. See 

introduction, S4 549.)



for the means-end distinction, stated in this 

passage by Plato with exaggerated force, compare 

Gorgias 467 °° ~ 468 e°, where it is again part 

of the proof of a somewh:t violent paradox. 

See Professor Dodds! note at that point: 

especially p. 236, "The perilous distinction 

between means and ends ~- wnese lone and shocking 

uistory begins here and «t Lysis 219 4 + is 

treated as absolute, whereas it is at best 

relative." But of cource a quite new distinction, 

as for philosophical purposes tris no doubt was, 

is extremely liable to overstatement; and for 

some attempt to examine Plato's further motives 

in this passage besides that of stating this 

distinetion, see introduction, M. S& sy. 

Another case of an exaggeration of the means~end 

distinction can perhaps be seen at Laches 185 a>, 

>. e s y we ; af. roe, . + % . ~_ VRE OCUW EVE AL je gt EEG 6 it Th OVER. TOD wR “3 . , es ~ ara | 
a s £ . oY 7 PP - 

ere cele pow kop ey Vib obo. ob Pou 

? J on) r ve pe? iv " e * Cu Et, . WG Gy tow Le ae a es a Oa 

fis is only said in passine: but woile of course 

one need only look for the means after estoblishing 

the end thet docs not entirely supers#de 

consideration of the means,



Be aS res, "all the other objects of 

at this point it micht be possible to take this 

merely to refer ts the chain of objects already 

3 mentioned, torgausd byte etes, all of which 

are yt,.. for the sake of some one ends this 

would not exclude the possibility of other chains. 

of means pursued for other ends. But by the time 

we reach 220 a& , (though perhans not errlier) it 

has become virtually certain that by <dvie a* 

*,aq Plato means "all objects of pursuit exeent 

& 
a the one and only one end of all chains of pursuit" 

and «3 ethuyv éxctve there means not "all objects 

which are cla: ae as ends" but “the object which is 

gtacy a8 the end," This postulation of a 

unigue "end" is of course not supported by the 

regress argument, nor by the meaning of the tern 

apitcy (there is more than one apSicy Svopu 

in Crat. 421-3.) For its motivation see 

introduction; Mr. F. T. Geach reminds me that 

Aristotle made the similer, more famous, error 

of assuming that it must be possible to talk of 

etéu.rtcvl., ima single sense as the one 

ultimate end of all human action.



e Ld ~ . fe . ., a 
peek & A ae WLR kw eet ore eee reke 4, WO 

a J 3 x a 3 Od . ee er 

Bi Tk Bet “ore yf £ & & ve * fasboV © 

, o " . 
we ES BE Glave 

"lest all the other objects ..... deceive us by 

being as it were reflections of it, walle it is 

that primary object which is truly an object of 

pursuit." 

Wheat is meant by this of course must be 

investigated by attending to Plato's parallel 

example immediately following: note especially 

what is said in 220 ab ~ bv: we say that we 

value the means to an end ( cept Keane t totebp ola) 

but this is not true: what we value above all 

Caept suvads scicdue oa) 18 the end itself, 

whatever it is. Similarly, Plato srgues, when 

we call objects pursued as means vio. ther 

PpTt Futvdwecu A@yovtee adi’ Whereas it is 

the end which is really pursued, (ofpuy of oc 

Gvit nxevouveder éueTvi ata etvityuti.) 

Plato here is exaggeratins; it is just es correct 

to say that we pursue, value, want, means as it 

is that we pursue, value, want ends. (If Plato 

were right how would we talk of our attitude



219 4° ~ 3 (cont'd) 

toward means?) Plato attempts to make exactly 

this same "linguistic revision" at Gorg. 467 bec, 

with considerable lack of clarity; compere 468 v? 

e : aa: v .? see ge Me as s 2.4%,.. 
whe ets vias © Vo ne a VEG fom ge SD NGLGbL ev ge CRE VAL 

. 2% 2 8s . wy ML, tccliut With 468 e- gky EV wicb ARLE % EU a, 

s : on * 
Bou b li, SPALL ERY aut first he argues that 

Un Nbcidhs un urd fern 
we do not want “means / if they are ’.3:.icu, He 

is striving in both "Gorgias" and "Lysis" to 

sharpen the means~end distinction as much as 

possible (for motives which will be discussed 

in note at 220 b' )3 his leads him into 

difficulties with "ordinary language", which in 

the "Lysis" he attempts to evade by the device 

of saying thet some of whet we say is merely a 

turn of phrase and docs not represent the "truth". 

Por efouaav, "reflections," opposed to "truth", cf. 

Gorg. 463 aé, Rep. 443 e*, Theaet. 150 °? 

mitepov etehov wal vebbeog Juvtbenet tov vice 7 

Selves Foyévecdv te ual La jGtco, and of course 

often in contexts of the contrast between Forms 

and the world. But thst eontrast is not in wind 

here; see introduction, K. 5F Sy,
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5 “ : 
a- Stephanus! ©. . is perhars more likely than 

: . 6 
Bekker's /\, in view of 3.)..,in @. ‘T's a) rn 

4 

ei ” *, is clearly already a conjectural 

attempt to correct * ™; 
wave 

oo - ‘ind a rn, Se ee 
al CVE Nia “Lis wee wwe PED Ha VEGES VYEbCU uty 

we here have to translate this "because of 

treasuring his son;” ut in view of Flato's 

verbal confusion at 220 d®*%see note) it is 

worth pointing out that the Greek expresses this 

by the same word fy-.. as hos been in use to 

mean "for the purpose, to the end, of." But 

at this point (though not later) it may be that 

fvexn.,, expresses a shade of meaning slichtly 

blunted by our "because of."



— Al * tep tctay (se.ofy V) Spo tac vty boy ofcetv. 

the ancients apparently did think that wine 

was a possible antidote to hemlock (though 

modern pharmacologists assure me it could be 

no tiore than a palliative); see Nicander, 

Alexipharimaca 186 sa., esp. 195, 198, who 

at one point suggests wine would cause vomiting 

(in which case of course it might be effective), 

later that it would cause hent to counterset the 

cold of hemlock: but on this last point there 

seems to have been doth; see Plut. Quaest. 

Conviv. III 5 fin, 653 a. (Pepper was also 

supposed to be useful because cenpuvitndy , 

see Nicander loc. cit. and Theophrastus Hist. 

Plant. IZ 20.1.)



4 4 . =n 11 hoe 

Compare Geek its  Suthyph. 14 2°", Laat «ct efer 

Hipp. Maj. 296 a 

"A mark of lively assent; a surprised question 

expressing the inconceivability of any other 

answer", Ritter, Hormes 70, 1935 p. 2, (wetuy Wbbdeige) 

% .S ef, the rhetorical use of Lat at cays; at 

208 bt, e*, 

if .,\v3 in this rhetorical sense is said by 

Ritter not to be found elsewhere in Plato before 

the "Revublic"” and "Phaedrus", but is common in 

later works. Wilamowitg's alleged counter example 

(Flaton If p. 6¥ ) at Ion S3id* is in fact
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A rm, 
e ~fTEtLCV Yeontainer" 3 

8 cf. Politicus 287 @ eeaic & bd 
N x 

oy LTUpore . 
a Sd oY ee etic, ecyaurtéyv 

og ty Loe we me ci he wen * 
bbe RATER BOCUPo ey Pupecw,



3 3 4 a % * . Ld Ae 
aah eeuane L V & t Et Veo fs on non arenes WAL AA 

. y % es ~~» e. > . e aye ® KEP baw Tp Lov Gly F wD gL ER NPE RC HLT 

wo ‘ 4, 

L¥o& ee V3 

"Is it therefae the case that he makes no 

distinction of value between an carthenware 

cup and his own son, or between a pint of wine 

and his son?” 

This sentence puzzled editors, because the order 

in which the objects compared are mentioned seems 

to be the reverse of what would be expected; we 

would expect either "values his son no more 

vighly than a cup" or "valucs a cup no less than 

his son"; we can only keep the Greek order by 

the expedient of translating ctaey rset metivic 

as "making no distinction between", But the 

solution is not Buttmann's extremely awkward one 

of taking (sty as object of -o pee uy and 

renderiny % as "or" (this would heve needed 

otéitepcey Surely? and becomes very awkward in we 

the next vhrase.) The correct observation was 

made by Jneser in "“mendationen gur Aristetelischm 

lletaphysik," Hermes 52, 1917, pp. 486-8, where he 

adduced several instances in Aristotle where the
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ba Mey, 
Ge sé sofedue VY 

"wrongs" order seens to follow 

c
e
 

(e.g., Met. 985 b 4, Meteor. 356 a 15); 

Jaeser probably rightly calls this "die 

Abschleifuns des vielgebrauchten Adverbiuss 

gur Bedeutung “in gsleicher Weise wie® (sit 

Genetivus oder #4" The same has happened 

(in whieh - Cans 
< UDEV 

here With of-ty ce tb ocetow 

must surely be adverbial) 3; it remains an 

s 
idiom hard for us to appreciate, but Jacser's 

parallels undoubtedly prove the text 

{§o doubt Jaecer is right to suggest it occurs 

* 3 unstilisirter Rede"; it was probabil: 

) conversational a
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% 

~ ra * obx StL ROMAGHLG REYOUEV oeeee GAAG wees 

"not that we do not often say that ... but ..." 

K.G. II p. 260 say of this, "“obdx StL, wiewohl, 

nur bei Plato, und gwar selten; es wird gebraucht, 

wenn der Redende einen vorangehenden Ausdruck 

berichtigen .«... will"; here however the statement 

most strongly intended to be qualified is the 

cautious suggestion which is about to follow. 

K.G. cite Gorg. 450e°, Prot. 336d%; and at 

Theaet. L57b" Campbell well translates aby Sts 

"though, as I need not observe". 

a &AG uh obSév te phirov oftu té6 ye GAnaéc Exg 

"but I suspect that may not make this any more 

the fact of the matter." 

ur) here introduces a "cautious assertion"; 

ovdéy tt is vart of the assertion, tusat is to 

say this is a "cautious negative assertion". 

Compare this with 21344, “Apa uf .... obx dpadc 

2entotiev; which is different in being a question; 

that cuestion amounts to "I suspect (reluctantly) 

that ..."3; this assertion to "I suspect (with
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aé (contd. ) 

caution rather than reluctance) that ..." For 

assertions beginning with see Dodds on Gorg. uh 

siea®; perhaps where the subjunctive is used 

(as here) the assertion is rather more cautious 

than where the indicative appears; for at} 

questions see notes on 208e0!, 213at, 

D A&fuat. garvducda ANéyovtec adté 

‘when we say that it seems to be just a turn of 

phrase"; 

ef. Rep. 3404? 
5 

Réyousy tH bhuate, 

Gorg. 450e", 48ger, 

Would Plato then have said that gfjg- as - 

means were dtuats otra ? Or just Or ob ofira ? 
+. £a Fy SS 3 perhaps Reyoueva gfia, See bv. 

’ xy ~ etg § nfoat adtar al Aeydusvar curfat. terevtarv 

"which is the ultimate aim, end, cf all these 

otner so-called pursuits"; 

for see note on 217e®; but here it is OLAC GL 

difficult to see how Plato can have wanted it to
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pv? (contd. ) 

mean any more than (active) "pursuits", It is 

difficult to see what would be meant by calling 

a friendship “only a friendship insofar as it 

is a means to another", 

etc 8 tekeviGcty here and elc 8 &teredta advoo 

td AdAa at 22048 are as near as we get to the 

word we would expect to find throughout this 

passage, namely ténoc; the absence of tédoc 

is no doubt merely due to the way Plato's "regress" 

argument had led him to christen the oti\ov-as-an- 

end an d&oxn and a go%tov opfhov. Dodds calls— 

téoc at Gorg. 499e° "perhaps the earliest clear 

instance of té\o0c in the sense of ‘ourpose', 

‘end of action'", There are candidates for this 

title at Prot. 354b-d, where we also meet 

dnotehevta, p°; there however perhaps "result" 

would be the best translation. But in the 

"lysis" el¢ 8 tedevt@oty af ctdtat can surely 

not be very far from § tékog éotuv tTOv gLerALOV.
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»° (contd. ) 

(Readers who are reminded here of tedevtata 

H tod Gyadgod tea should look that phrase up 

in its context (Rep. 517b°) and remind themselves 

that tedrsevtata there is temporal; so is téhoc 

at Reo. 5044; the péy.otov udonua is the 

last to be learnt. But see note on 220b!,) 

6 bb daa” dpa té dyaddéy gotty ofrov; 

At 219b4, where the digression about means and 

ends began, the position appeared to be that 

té dyaddv was pfrov (passive) (though not 

ptiov (active) or as "a friend"), This position 

is now resumed; after the independent argument 

that only what is an end is really ofhov, Plato 

asks again whether +té dyaddév is fdrov in this 

new sense ~ or rather, as we see from 2204", 

whether +6 dyadév is 76 xpStov pfiov. This 

is again very like Gorg. 467c-468c, where Plato 

argues not merely thet we only desire ends, but 

also that we only desire good things, since only 

good things are ends. But there are at the same
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»v® (contd. ) 

time differences from the "Gorgias" here; (1) 

in the "Gorgias" the means-end distinction is 

used as &@ means of proving that we only desire 

good things, whereas in the "Lysis" it was 

probably already regarded as established before 

219b that the good was @fhov (passive); (2) 

various dyasé in the "Lysis" seem to have been 

shown now not to be @¢Aa; namely at least 

fatpexh because it was %vexa tig byfetac glrov, 

and perheps elso SYfeL®, unless it can now be 

seen to be wrong to insist that Syte.a was 

Evexé tov efhov; put if so Syteta must be (or 

be in some way part of?) the xpe&tov ¢larov. 

So apparently not all 4yadd can be otha; 

what then is 76 éyadév which is ¢lrow 

Perhaps here we must see Plato beginning to 

think of "goodness" as distinct from "the good", 

which at most other points, can be paraphrased as 

Well zood things", This abstraction of "goodness" 

from "the good" may or may not be present in the 

"Gorgias"; one might try to discern its appearance
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at 499e; but again we are up against the 

exasperating terminological difficulties noted 

at 217a*. (I must. add that even if Plato was 

here groping after or had grasped the notion of 

goodness as a quality, this would not in itself 

amount to the "theory of Forms"; it might be a 

step towards Forms; but the full story of the 

genesis of the Forms remains a mystery.) 

It would be unwise to try to guess the priority 

of "Lysis" or "Gorgias" from the similarities 

and differences just described; both clearly 

are operating in the general direction of, 

reinforcing the Socratic paradox obéstc¢ Bobrotat 

wa uaxds For a good discussion of this see J.P. 

Gould, "Plato's Ethics", chap. 3, or the slightly 

inflated but sometimes percipient account by 

J, Moreau in "Le Construction de 1'Iidéalisme 

Platonicien", chap. 3%. The main point of 

establishing that there is only one real object 

of pursuit is that if this one object can be shown 

to be "the good", then it follows that all "real"
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pursuit is of the good (thus objection (1) mentioned 

above is perhaps illusory; even if it was already 

thought that the good was filov, the postulation 

of a single end is an argument that it is the 

sole g¢fhov), 

I have emphasised the similarity of this passage 

with the "Gorgias" passage about good things as 

ends because it seems likely that the "Gorgias" 

is chronologically the nearest source of possible 

parallels to the "Lysis", and because the under- 

and over~tones, assumptions and implications of 

the "Lysis" are likely to be connected with the 

interests shown by Plato's earlier works, But 

many readers will probably wish to see in the 

"Lysis" the seeds of the famous "ascent towards. 

the Beautiful" in Symposium 211? sq: Stav 84 

tic GKS tOvde Sta td S9080c RaLdSepactety exavedy 

éxetvo té xaidv Boxncas xagooh%y, oveddy Av te 

GAtouTs to¥ téovg.  todto ydo Sh dort td Spd 

get te Sputexnd tévar @ Sa? Brrov Sycodas, dox6nev0v 

dad tivbe tv uarav Exelvou Svexa tod xahod Ber
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he (contd. ) 

éxaveévat, donep éxavaBacpotc yodwevov seeee 

Ex’ &xetvo td udOnua tékevtioas. 8 gativ obx 

Brrov 4 adtvod sxelvov tod xahod udenua xal yvG 

abtd terevtéy & Eott naddv, Here it is maintained 

that each "step" in ggiseouctfa and subsequently 

udenorc is a step which ideally should be taken 

for the sake of, as a means to, the next step, 

each step studying an ascending order of yard, 

The "final" step is the knowledge of 44.4 <6 

waréy; and certainly it is the ¢é,oc not only 

as the "culmination" (qe, evr 08) but also as 

the "final goal" (<énroc v! explained by ftxeftvov 

$yvexaq in °°) of pederasty and philosophy. 

Similarly, though the senses of terevtata, and 

cféhog are different (see note on 220b°), in the 

Republic it is said that the ysviotoy udonua 

is § &} Sudxew udv Baaoa pox) xat todtov Evexa 

ndvta apdtre, (Rep. so5ett), Plato woulé thus 

have said that there was "one ultimate end" of 

Eoug 8nd ydganopc a8 well as that there was one 

KpBtov othrov, But the metaphysical basis given
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(contd. ) 

to these statements in the "Symposium" and 

"Republic" is quite absent in the “Lysis"; each 

ascending step of Epwo and uddnOLC §=6gtudies a 

xahkév or an dya06v which has a higher degree 

of reality in its own right (not merely because 

it is next in the order of éptpeva or pasntd ); 

these "degrees of reality" are distinguished on 

metaphysical grounds quite distinct from their 

placing on the scale of knowledge; in fact their 

placing on the scale of knowledge is intended to 

be determined by the "degrees of reality". (It 

is worth noticing in Symp. 2lla that avd7téd +d 

“xaAGY is not said to be obsévog SAkov Evexa UEROVE 5 

though presumably cbdévog Grou Evexa épaotéy. ), 

In the "Lysis" however there is no distinction 

between the "degrees of reality" of the dyaod 

pursued as means and as ends, only between the 

extent to which they are (¢fiaq ‘The seale of ofra 

in the "Lysis" is only said to affect the "truth" 

of the otha , not of the dyaud, (This remains 

true even if at 2200! t6 dyaddv means "goodness"; 
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»p® (contd. ) 

no metaphysics is yet attached to abstract 

notions. ) So in the "Lysis" it can perhaps be 

Said that we have teleological, but not ontological, 

arguments; whereas in "Symposium" and "Republic" 

though teleological points are not absent, the 

predominant arguments seem to be ontological.
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todto péy St éxfrhaxtat, ut “Tr. 

“the notion has been dismissed, that, etc. ..." 

note «uf as after verbs of preventing; this is 

not just the disproof but the prevention of a 

mistake,
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et 

56d td xaxdy td dyaddv ovrettas; 

this was said at 219vi, and is untouched by the 

argument for the xp@tov ofhiov. 

tovOv Sytwy dv vuvdr érSyouey; 

ise. at 216a? and following.
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cy 6d 88 uaxndy Exnoddv dxérdou nual undevac Evdantorto, xuTr. 

"if the bad were to absent itself and not lay 

hands on either the body or the mind or any of 

the other things which we maintain in themselves 

are intermediate.” 

Loantéoout reminds us of the sense of xapovola 

as meaning "threatening"; see note on 21Te, 

and the example of vécoc at 217ab (where it was 

first said that o@ua is “intermediate"); ef. 

Rep. 5744? (in a literal sense) sy dyetat 

tolxov FR ..e.6 tuatlov, 

At Theaet. 176a°, somewhat in passing, the 

possibility of abolishing evil is denied; dar’ 

ofte dnokécoarn td xaxd dSvvatév, & @eddwpe = 

Sxevavtlov yao te tH dyadH det elvar dvapm; see 

Campbell's note there. But the supposition that 

evil might disappear could be instructive even 

though contrary-to-fact; the reason why later 

at 221a' Pleto asks if perhaps it ig yehotov to 
ask about the absence of evil could be the 

difficulty of imagining it rather than the 

actual impossibility.



220 
qo76 mn x ’ bd Sud ta uandy ..... abto & Aauvod évexa 

"because of the bad" as opposed to "for its own 

sake" 

"for its own sake" is correct enough if it means 

no _ more than "in the absence of a prior cause"; 

Shorey (C.P. 1930) defended Plato's argument here; 

but Groté@ was right to quarrel with Plato's 

terminology, which confusingly reintroduces évexa 

in a different sense from that which it had in 

application to the xofStov o Pi
et
 

AOV,. 

(Was Plato trying to suggest that if he had 

established the xpgtoy efrkov as gfrov obSevoc 

Hrkov Bvexa this ought to imply both that it was 

an end in itself and that it was gftrov without 

a prior cause? This may have been in the back 

of his mind when he wrote this passage; but this 

is not what he says; he allows it to be established 

that the dyasdvy is only cfiov because of a - 

prior cause, and then goes on to establish another 

prior cause of gudta, namely éxwovpla. His
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arn~6 (contd. ) 

final view on whether pursuit must have a prior 

cause is difficult to establish; equally it is 

difficult to guess whether he really accepted that 

the good was e¢fhov only <td 16 xaxdv,. Perhaps 

we should not try too hard to pin him down; his 

, 
hes O fat were very likely genuine.)



“8 &pa ofrov tty éxetvo, xTr, 

I shall argue that the fact that the mss. text 

could be made to construe, though very awkwardly, 

tends to suggest that it represents both a 

corruption and a false attempt to heal the 

corruption:~ 

The scribes who wrote the mss. text may have 

thought they had here three "main clauses"; 

(1) <3 Boa ofrov tury éxetvo (scil. fy ) 
sic & éveredta advta td Gra? 

(2) Bvexa Etépov glrov ofra Eqauev elvat 
éuetva® 

(3) odeév 62 toBtorc Bouxev. 

But the awkwardness of this is that in (1) and 

(2) éxetvo and &xetva have different 

references; and rather worse, that we have to 

g0 back to éxetvo in (1) to supply the subject 

of (3) and to realise that toftotc in (3) 

refers to the éxetva of (2). Even in conversa- 

tional style this will hardly do. 

Luise Reinhard, in "Die Anakoluthe bei Platon", 

p. 43, suggested that there was anacelouthon here,
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and printed a dash after 4A\a, leaving +6 @thov 

éxetvo without a verb, but to be picked up at 

ovdév 52 tobStotc Borxsy, The anacolouthon is 

plausible enough, but does little to remove the 

awkwardness of the pronouns. 

Burnet's device of making (2) a parenthesis and 

removing 6& after odSéy similarly leaves the 

pronouns (and breaks the back of the single 

"main clause" now made out of (1) and (3).) 

Cornarius rightly attended both to the sentence 

structure and to the pronouns, adding & after 

dana to make (2) a subordinate clause, and 

accordingly removing && from (3), and also 

deleting éxetva completely from (2). I would 

be inclined to follow Cornarius except that I 

would change éxetva to éxetvo and keep it 

reattached to (3), punctuating before it. éxsetvo 

would thus resume the original subject td @frov 

éxetvo after the intervening double subordinate 

clause.
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ee ceed 

a&-e* (contd. ) 
purhaba 

What happened in the mss. was manrdeukt:- first 

the loss of €, then the attachment of éxetvo as 

ductva to (2), then the insertion of 6é in (3). 

For a pleonastic pronoun inserted to resume 

Ta? and Dodds! note; earlier words see Gorg. 482ce 

but close at hand there are "resumptive" pleonasms 

at 219e%, gat tobtouc wees Ont tole ... and at 

2210°, ofx Sy, .... odx ay .. These can be 

described as "conversational" without also 

postulating carelessness over pronouns! In 

general see Denniston, Greek Prose Style, op. 

96-8, and note especially his citation of Gorg. 

4564.
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at? @ verotov té gpienia ..... the yap oldev; 

Plate is not here necessarily hinting that the 

disappearance of evil is impossible, but merely 

that the consequences would be such that it is 

impossible to imagine them. (See note on 220c?.) 

One is tempted to observe "yedtotov td épatyua " 

of modern enquiries such as "Can the effect ever 

precede the cause?" But the reply that such 

enquiries serve to illuminate which elements in 

our conceptual apparatus are or are not indispensable 

may perhaps throw light on Plato's motives in 

this passage; he perhaps on the one hand wished 

to believe that the good would be pursued in the 

absence of evil, and on the other found it 

difficult to be sure that he could imagine good 

without evil.
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5 
a” 666 y’ Uouev, Ste xal vOv Eotiy xe,vOvea 

Grdntesdat, Sutiv 64 nal dgerelooar. 

"We can be sure of this at least, that even as 

things are, hunger can be harmful, but can also 

be good for us." 

Compare Gorg, 499e-d on the pleasures of eating 

anc drinking; dpa todtwy (scil. tay dv wo 

Boolesy ual alvery tSovay dat wav fyfevav 

norodoar éy tO otuat, A loxdv A aaany teva 

&petiy tod oduatoc, adtar pdv dyadal, af 6é 

tévavtta tobtwr xaxal: - Hdvu ye. 

Here we seem only to have two classes of hunger, 

good and bad; but at 221b°"? we have three classes 

of thirst and desires in general, good, bad, and 

intermediate (gyfote 62 unoétepa )} the establish- 

ment of the intermediate class is important to 

the argument (see note on 221b°), and it is 

perhaps a little surprising that Plato omits it a 

propos of hunger.
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v? *Roovtat Goa af pite dyadat uftte xaxat éxeguular 

wat &dv &xérntas ta nuaxd. 

"Intermediate desires will therefore remain even | 

if evil disappears." 

Note that Plato is continuing to allow for the 

possibility that the disappearance of evil will 

imply the disappearance also of the good, and so 

of good desires. 

vo! § xoftov of éxrOvuet ual ep ut ovrety 

(for the "inverse attraction" see K.G. II p. 413, 

Thompson on Meno 960°.) 

There is no difficulty about making the verb ¢lAety 

logically parallel to &atOvuetvy ana spay ; but 

see note on 221e4.. 

c+ dadvatéy nov ‘WV, 

“we said it was impossible"; this is a generalised 

statement of what was said at 220873 AV means 

“is, as we agreed", see Thompson's note on Heno 

834°.
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eed 

0? plrov Evepov étépy; 

8 has been every use of pfiov since 219b°7 

passive; but tepov étéom begins to suggest 

"friendship" again, though strictly friendship 

ought not to be meant until its alarming reintro- 

duction at 22le. 

°° Gpordynta. td ofrov oerety te ual 6u4 ThE 

this recalls 218a'; in this sentence @fhov must 
be active. 

6 6 
CC” @fenusey tots ye +: 219a ~b*, 

gi-2 toU gudety te xatl grrAstodar 

gee note on gtrov Etepoyv étépy at °°, All 

this can mean here is "of one thing's liking and 

another's being liked", but it sounds as if it 

should mean "of the same thing's liking and being 

liked", which might suggest "being friends".
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a? THe gtaAgac 3; the same applies here; g.ia¢a normally 

only applies to mutual friendship, but in strict 

logic Plato ought only to mean "pursuit" here. 

a? cobtw od Bxudvust xatl téte Stay éxrovutl 

von Arnim detected here a slighting reference to 

the extreme subjectivism sometimes ascribed to 

Aristippus, But Plato's formulation here may be 

purely a trick of verbal emphasis; and there is 

some doubt about the origin of Cyrenaic subjectiv- 

ism; see Marnnebach, Aristippi et Cyrenaicorum 

Fragmenta, frag. 212 and pp. 114~16. 

S 6é uat apdtepov érSyouey; 

it is perhaps worth accepting i's xat here for 

BI's «6; it gives idiomatic emphasis to the 

whole relative clause (not merely to -xpétepov )3 

"as for what we actually allowed ourselves to say 

before"; see Denniston G.P. pp. 321-2.
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“6 Berog ttc Av, boxep nolnyya KpovexBs ovyxeluevov 

Ww
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“was a piece of nonsense, like a poem in an 

antediluvian style." 

the mss. reading xolnua waxuody ovyxefusvov igs 

doubtful sense (could xofnys simpliciter mean 

"fiction" ?e could waxody | be predicative? (if 

not, we need ovyxetyevog )), Madvig was almost 

certainly right in detecting here an echo of 

205e°, where Ctesippus refers to Hippothales' 

poems as Kpovtexd (see note there). Socrates is 

here getting Lysis himself to assent to the notion 

that Kpovexd notfuata are b9A0¢ 3; Hippothales 

is meant to notice this and find a better manner 

of StarSyecdat totc xardexotcs, (ef, 2060°), 

Naber's xkpovix®c is perhaps a clearer reminder 

of the earlier passage than Madvig's Kpdévy. 

For ovyxefusvoy ef. Hipp. Min. 368d", xatahoyddrny 

RGAAOVSG Adyoug xal xnavtodanxove avyxetpévovc, 

Eipo. Maj. 286a7 Rayxdawe AGyoo avyxeluevoc.
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e  6t6é ye Savovuoty, od av bvSeéc 4, tod tov 

ExrOvpet , 

"that which desires, desires what it lecks." 

This is the step used at Symp. 200={4 to prove 

that Epwo is an "intermediate"; cf. Symp. 204a°, 

obxovy éxtevust & uy olduevoc gvderc elfvat od 

dv ph olfntay éxvdetasat. Compare also Meno T70', 

where the slightly weaker definition is given, 

wt &xvOvusty Aéyetc; H yévecday abt@ 3 which 

is a part of the analysis given in the "Symposium". 

e° évSernc 68 ylyvetar od Sy tec doatphitas 

"A man lacks that which is taken away from hin, 

stolen from, Aus” 

Stephanus here observed "vel évéerg ... tee vel 

potius évdedc ... tH, no doubt deciding on the 

latter because of td évéedc in the previous 

sentence. But évdeic ... the is perhaps 

palaeographically easier, and Socrates is very 

likely to have moved back into the masculine here 

in anticipation of his application of his point 

to Menexenus and Lysis in e°,
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3 cr al 
ate and x oe e“ tod obxelovy Of jdo Eouusv, & ve Epwc, “tr. 

"Love and pursuit and desire, then, turn out, as 

it seems, to be for what is one's own, apparently." 

Socrates may very well repeat io Bouxev eee de 

gatvetat here. He has argued that:- 

i. one desires what one lacks: 

2. one lacks what has been stolen from one: 

3. what has been stolen from one is one's own: 

this would appear to be leading to a denial that 

one can covet what is not one's own (at which 

&¢ gafvetat might well need saying); in fact the 

next step is to say that therefore friends are 

"akin to each other? This fully justifies the 

double "apparently": There is no possible way 

of interpreting tod ofxefov here any more 

sympathetically than as "one's own", or such 

cogency as the preceding step has (from of ay 

dyarp%tat) will be lost. 

On «tata in this collocation see notes on 217e?, 

2214,



by inee er hos ae Be - Yueto apa st glaow butdy di Athosc, ghoes ny 

olxetot goo’ Buty abtotc. 

"Therefore if you two are friends of each other, 

you are in some way by nature "akin" to each other." 

This recalls Lysis and Menexenus' avowal of their 

friendship at 207e89; ¢thot there and here 

undoubtedly means "friends". Mutual friendship 

has not been under discussion since 216b; but 

here it is suddenly reintroduced in a swift 

return of the argument to its dramatic context. 

yose. .n obxelor can hardly be interpreted in 

the same sense of olfxetoc as has preceded; the 

boys are not being said by Socrates to be each 

other's possessions, such that they could be stolen 

from each other; they themselves answer so 

positively (xoMti% ) that probably they are thinking 

of the loose sense of  f{xetoc in which commonly 

it is practically a synonym of @£\°t, *associates", 

"close to each other", “on intimate terms". 

socrates however perhaps means a little more than 

this; see next note,
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a et ur obxetéc xy tO Bowudve dtbyxavey Ov A xatd 

vy oxy A xatd th The Wuxtic HjIeg tp 

"if he were not in some way ‘akin' to his beloved 

in his soul or in some disposition or character 

or aspect of his soul." 

ox} here of course means "mental", or "psycholo- 

gical make-up"; for the fgoc and to6xo, a8 

parts of the "soul" ef. Symp. 207e°; and at 

Rep. 435d? Plato sets out to demonstrate that the 

individual is <2 adid tavtd ston dv 1% abtod 

Wor E,ovta eee TH AGAEL 3 see Adam's note 

there: ef. also Rep. 435e°, td eee gy Exdotw + 

AuGv efbyn te xal fon. 

obxetog xatd thy woxfv must be rather more than 

a near-synonym of gfio- (see last note); perhaps 

Socrates’ use of the term gdoe, in edoer 

6. . x olxeto, at e is a clue to this sense.
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A brief classification of the various meanings of 

ofxefoc is perhaps necessary:- 

in origin it means "belonging to the house" 

in two senses: 

1. of persons who both "belong" to the same 

household; i.e. who are related to each 

other (symmetrically). 

2. of persons or possessions belonging to 

the household; non-symmetrically (i.e. 

the household does not belong to them). 

from sense (1) is derived (3) the common 

sense of "associates", "friends". 

from sense (2) is derived (4) the common 

sense of "one's own", "belonging to! 

individual persons. 

These four senses probably account for all uses 

of ofxetoc down to the end of the 5the.: 

(there are very frequent uses of (4) in 

“hucydides of "one's own" allies, territory, 

affairs, concerns, in which "possession" 

becomes a very widely extended notion; but 

the"possessor" or "possessors" always remain 

persons or cities.)
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At the end of the 5th c. various metaphorical 

uses of  olusfoc seem to arise in two ways: 

5. from sense (1) of blood-relationship 

between persons arises a sense of "kinship 

in character" between persons and between 

things. 

6. from sense (4) of possession of things by 

persons arises a sense of things as 

“appropriate to", "suitable to" persons 

or to other things. 

The cistinetion between (5) and (6) is sometimes 

not immediately apparent; but it can usually 

be decided according to whether the relationship 

intended is symmetrical (sense 5) or asymmetrical 

(sense 6). 

(At Herodotus III 81, g¢ ofa? govcd,an obte ele 

xakdv otdédv Lodo’) ofxyov Vabekenaer's deletion 
of of 2@ should be accepted in view of the 

parallels at Thuc. I 138°, otxeta yap Evvéver 
* x. 4 > . ae a. _M ? Ld com tM MGb OVTE ApouGdoyv Eg ety obaly out’? Bavuaddy, 

Hesiod, Erga 296; 2.S.J. and Friedlander, Platon
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2 
Ii" p. 290, are wrong to quote this passage for 

the later sense of “fitting".) 

The earliest case of an outright metaphorical 

use of ofxefoc seems, perhaps significantly, to 

occur in Antiphon ("the Sophist"), Diels F.V.S. 

87 fr. 44: Botiy obv ofédy e§ Gioe, guAuhtepa 

ob" obxerdteoa ag’? By §  véuct dxotpéxovor 

’ , oe tods dvepdnovc § be’ & nootphacvoty; 

the coupling with o.iredteoa, "on more friendly 

terms", suggests that olxe.avepe here is used in 

sense (5), "more closely akin to"; so perhavos we 

can translate:- "The acts from which the laws 

deter men are no closer or more akin to what is 

natural than those towards which the laws encourage 

men", 

Perhaps the notion of +0 ofxetov arose as a 

particularly appropriate metaphor in contexts of 

the recommendation of @uc.c and ta nated baby ; 

"Kinship in Nature" was perhaps part of a biological 

model or metaphor. This may be somewhat borne
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ae (contd. ) 

To 

out by Plato's phrase here at e®, gvcet Ki 

oluetot, ef, tO. .. Gocer obxefov, n99,5 (though 

this of course means “akin by nature" not "to 

nature"), Plato was hostile to the supporters 

of gbots , but it may be to them that he owes his 

freedom to use the term °!%eT°¢ in its new and 

more extended senses. 

sum up, then, olxetocg xatd «iv VOxAY pore perhaps 

refers to a "natural kinship" or "congeniality of 

character", This was perhaps a novel reinterpre- 

tation of the long established near-synonymity of 

gthot ena olxetot.
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6 6& Abouc olynoev: 

Menexenus' love of reasoning makes him assent 

warmly to a convincing argument; but Lysis is 

quicker to see the coming application of this. 

Menexenus shares his reluctance to agree when the 

next step is actually made; cf, 222", The boys 

are wary of showing any enthusiasm for "Lovers"; 

they found Hippothales and his like no more than 

&® nuisance.



? ~ " avayxatoyv Boa tH yynols nasty xual py 

ROGLOv htm prrdetavat bad tv navdexdv. 

"Tt is inevitable then that the lover whose love 

is genuine and unfeigned should meet with friend- 

liness on the part of his beloved." 

This, though Hippothales does not realise it, is 

double-edged; the lover who does not meet with 

favour is thereby showd& to be bogus and no true 

iover. 

This is the only remark in the whole of the work 

where Socrates expresses a specific view on the 

subject of Hippothales' - Ep.q and even here, 

+6 olxvetov as the basis of mutual gtAla is to 

be rejected after all. A warning should perhaps 

also be given, that gtreTucub here is not ép&icdar; 

nor does appeal to Phaedrus 255et7@ alter this; 

there Plato says the beloved will feel dvivépuc 

but think it is qtAtas but here there is nothing 

to indicate that ¢gtrefooas ig not the right word. 

vrobably Socrates here is hinting to Hippothales 

that what he ought to establishé with Lysis is a
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go-7 (contd.) 

mutual friendship, and neither force on him a 

one-way passion nor expect from him an answering 

passion. (See introduction, 5-9. )
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2 b© xavtodand Apler xoduata 

"turned all manner of colours with joy"; 

compare Ep. VII, 349a!, 

6 8é duotoag dvegaéxan 

ts “ual Kavtobana xpdueta jxev, of? ay 

dvpotuevoc dgety.
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b? , / Tov Adyov emia Pdc Bde 

/ 
perhaps "review our discussion" (cf. me Tal ECU 

} n 

CU twv, Xen. Anab. II 3.2.); Socrates proceeds 

to recall earlier points made at 214—15. 

f »f 
AéYoimey dv 7 

"there might be something in what we are saying"; 

\ tl / v4 
ef. Prot. 3390°, Kdi dd MEV TOL Epoforuy 

\ \ f \ 
/hY T Acyor ; Reef. 329 € ‘ Wd Acyova 

{ ’ f a Mey Tt, OU Mev TOL Ye & ov OlovTd!.



Tepl pidov 9 Cmny. 

for the absence of the article cf. Charmides 169°, 

Tel Cappo vys 8 e ony, For the omission of 

the article with abstract nouns see note on 2198’, 

(Or is the article here omitted because in the 

full form Tepl Tot Tov ‘ é ctv p idov it is possible 

to take ¢rdov as the predicate?)



. 

TOY mpbobev Aoyov 

"our previous argument", at 214e°=215a°,
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/ 4 ? 5 ed / °* Bourc ed’ ou cme Iy Womp mePvomev 

vm Te) Adyov, sbYyupyoumey KTA. 

"Are you willing then, since we are fuddled with 

too much argument, that we should agree on the 

statement that "kinship" is something different 

from "likeness"?# 

pedvoev appears only in the margin of T (though 

in the first hand); this is e warning never to 

neglect the variants in BTW. We might otherwise 

not have realised that Lucian was imitating this 

passage. Cf. Rep. 407c7, ed dd vfs TVLC wet 

fiardeers Wd Ceypovs UMTTEvov ewe WAY ditiumevy 

be fidowogius eyyiyver Bae (sci. if vosoraogud ). 
(But iAdyyor of course are not always due to meb, ; 

see note on 2l6c°. For a metaphorical use of yey 

ef. Laws 639v°, erdog WV oe, om moby ¢ > 

Popov vind .) 
© 

This request that the non-identity of olicgfoy and 

oo (ov should be accepted without discussion covers 

up a shift to a different sense of olgctov ; in 

the sense of otweeloy ag "akin" it might have been 

difficult to show that OMold Ty ¢ was not at least 

included in olicerd Ti § . See following notes. 
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Wétepov ovy xat cayaidy olxefov dfcouev navel, 

to 68 uaxdv AdA6tOLOV shvae; 

"Shall we then posit that the good is "appropriate" 

to everything, the bad “inappropriate"?" 

socrates allows the boys to decide against this 

suggestion without discussing it; but Pohlenz 

and Praechter suggest that it has great importance. 

It may be significant that Plato leaves it 

unrefuted (though of course it could be that he 

thought it absurd at a glance). 

navel is neuter, and means "to all three classes, 

the good, the bad and the intermediate". The 

otaevrétye of the good to the bad (or to the 

intermediate) cannot be any kind of "kinship", or 

any symmetrical relationship (because it is not 

reversible; the bad is é\\étoLvoy to everything, 

including the good: the intermediate presumably 

is treated as indifferent by the good.) Here 

then we must have a metaphorical use of ofxetoc 

in sense (6), (see note on 222a°), derived from 

sense (4), "one's own",
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¢? (contd. ) 

Plato perhaps wished to revert here to the topic 

of +3 ofroy as the "object of pursuit"; in 

which case he could here be meaning to suggest 

that all things pursued the good because it was 

"appropriate to them", "fitting for them", 

"complementary to them"; in partieular this 

theory would be attractive for explaining the 

pursuit of the good by the intermediate without 

requiring the bed as a prior cause.
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Plato at two other points seems to hint at a 

belief that +16 dyadév may be ofxefov ; in both 

cases merely in passing and without explanation:- 

(1) at Symp. 205e Diotima is rejecting Aristo- 

phanes' theory that ot &v <d fusrov égavitady 

Znvouv, obto. BpSctv ¢ men will cut off their 

own feet and hands, she says, édv adtof>¢ S0xq 

td gavtSy covyjpd elvat. o} ydp td davtdv ofpat 

Exaotot doxdZovtar, ef uh ef tec td wédv dyaddy 

ofxetov xaret xat davtod, td 68 xaxdv &AR6TOLOV; 

de obSév ye dro dutty od Eptstiv Gvoowaot A 

to dyasos. Thus Diotima agrees that men would 
i Cw UAE a cecl , tk dum Kak they pura, wh Cdv tov 

pursue +6 olxelovfli= mm electev ) for its own sake. 

(2) at Rep. 5860! Plato argues that the baser 

desires, if and only if they are lea by reason, 

tag drngcotdtac ta Afwovtat (Aoovdc )eeeee xae 

tag éavutGy ofxelac, elaep té BEATLGTOY EXGOTW 

todto uat olxen’tatov 3; they will obtain the 

pleasures most appropriate to them, "if it is true 

that what is best for each thing is also what is 

most appropriate to it".
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The most likely explanation of these passing 

remarks is that Plato was attracted by the notion 

that +6 dyasdy was "aporopriate to", “should 

naturally be desired by" any object, i.e. that 

<6 dyadéy was olfxetov 3; but he was probably 

anxious not to admit the converse that +6 olxetov 

was dyaddy, See Charmides 1634°, where Socrates 

attacks Critias; 72 Kputta, xal eboedo doxopévov 

sov axe. dv budvdavov tov A6yov, Ste tA of neta 

te xat t& adtod dyad uakoéne , "I guessed you 

were going to say that whatever is appropriate to 

oneself or is one's own is good": this view Plato 

accuses Critias of subscribing to clearly was 

meant to justify selfish pursuit of one's own 

ends (and may have originated with gvo.c~theorists? 

But this is a different sense of olxstoc from 

that noted in Antiphon (see note on 2228°)), 

Plato thus had reason to be very guarded about 

any theory that might seem to define +d éya3dv 

in terms of td olxetov, but might have been
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prepared to allow that <td dyavdv was ofxetov, 

A F ne es a3 or even to define td otxetovin terms of tO dya3dyv. 

(These passages have been studied by Brink, 

in Harvard Stud. Class. Phil. 1958; but he seems 

not to have grasped Plato's hostility to the 

naturalism (or plain immoralism) that might have 

been involved in identifying éd dyaudv with 

+6 ofxetovin such a way as to define it as "one's 

own", )
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oto wey naxndy tH xax® olxelov, xt. 

Rather disappointingly, after what might have 

been a promising possibility, Socrates reverts 

to a suggestion which the boys accept probably 

because it keeps in view the symmetrical force 

of ofxetoc in some variety of sense (5); this 

sense is the one which has been predominant since 

221e°, But this new shot at defining symmetrical 

otxerding still runs into all the difficulties 

that arose when we attempted to find alternative 

interpretations of the duovdtno suggestion. 

Friendship between symmetrically related pairs 

has already been explored fairly fully and rejected; 

Socrates simply quotes earlier arguments, But 

see note on 222a!,
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1 
a odo td npMtov Adyouc éxnesardueda. 

at 214b-c.
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a 5 8 & o % 3 in) rT tS dyaddv xual td olxetov av tabtov gfuev efvar, 

GAO te AS dyagde tH dyads pdvov ¢froc; 

"If we say that the good and the "kindred" are 

the same, will it not follow that the good is 

only the friend of the good?" 

This is true if cté clxetov here is taken in a 

symmetrical sense, but would not be true if <4 

ofxefov meant (asymmetrically) "appropriate". 

In fact the protasis of this sentence on its own 

could be understood as resuming the suggestion of 

2220, and defining "the appropriate" as "the 

good"; the good could then be appropriate to 

other things besides itself, and pursued by them. 

Is the ambiguity here another deliberate hint by 

Plato? Or was he unconscious of it?



222 

a’ pana uty xat toBtTé ye Hoped. EekSyEay tac abtodc; 

"But we thought that we had proved ourselves 

wrong on this point too." 

See 215at—ot, But it has been suspected that 

odue9u is ironic, and that Plato was hinting that 

he did not think we need any longer accept that 

refutation. But would he not then have written 

xat vodto géyedd ye? 

Friendship between the good was rejected because 

of their self-sufficiency. But might some kind 

of olxevétnc nevertheless allow them to be 

friends even though of no use to each other? 

This perhaps would be some "congeniality of mind" 

such as that apparently suggested at 222a!, 

Plato surely would have been inclined to believe 

this? But perhaps he was still not satisfied 

with the notion of ofxerdcnc, which he clearly 

tried to understand in different ways. (See 

introduction. )



2224! 

General note on ‘td olxsetoyv as afhov 34> 

(See previous notes on 221e, e®, 2220, e?, a, a!) 

Plato's notion of 16 ofxefov in the "Lysis" 

remains vague and ambiguous; but perhaps two 

possibilities in particular were in his mind: 

1. that friends were attracted to each other 

by some form of (mental?) "kinship"; 

2. that the good was pursued because of its 

"appropriateness", 

(1) does not reappear in the thought of Plato or 

Aristotle; Aristotle would no doubt have thought 

olxerdtnc too general to give much explanation 

of the various kinds of friendship. (See Brink, 

Phronesis 1955, pp. 123-145, who nevertheless 

finds traces of olxsevétync in Aristotle. From 

Brink I derive much of the rest of this note.) 

There seems to be adequate evidence that Theophrastus 

believed in an ofxstdtn¢ linking all men with 

each other, starting from family and city groups 

but eventually embracing the whole of mankind; 

but he also seems to have thought of a biological



2224! (contd. ) 

ofxerdenc between men and animals (and even 

plants). It is not clear how Theophrastus used 

these theories in his lost books on friendship. 

Did he allow his postulation of a universal 

olustdtno to override Aristotle's classification 

in terms of gtAnvé ? Arius Didymus' summary of 

peripatetic ethics has an attempt to conflate 

(1) Aristotle's o:ancd (though not his clin 

ctratac)y (2) a theory of progressively extending 

olxerdenc, (3) an attempt to blend Aristotle's 

etata adtod with Stoie olxetacic. (Stobaeus 
( bh. UE sy. 143, W.-H.) 
TI) It is difficult to decide how much of this 

to attribute to Theophrastus. 

(2) Other appearances of +6 dyasdév as olxefoy 

in Plato have been discussed in note on 2220, 

(The term gfrov does not reappear in these 

passages.) 

lafter 
This} theory might be canvassed as an anticipation 

to some extent of Stoic olxefioic, the ethical 

and psychological theory that by gradual stages 

men feel olxef cots node tdv Aéyow (the life of



22ca! (contd. ) 

reason); but it seems to be extremely difficult 

to establish the precise sense that olxefov has 

in Stoic thought; do men "feel a kinship with" 

reason or "discover the appropriateness to them 

selves of" reason? Compare Brink's comment (p.140), 

"the Stoic principle of ofxsefwosco does not, 

strictly, refer to mutual relationships as does 

the Peripatetic principle of olxe.étnc ". Does 

it refer to a symmetrical relationship between 

men and things, or not even that? In any case 

the underlying "naturalism" of Stoic ethics was 

probably never intended to be suggested by Plato. 

We should perhaps conclude, then, that Plato's 

suggestions here in the "Lysis" about +d ofxetoy 

were not taken further by Plato himself, no doubt 

because of the vagueness and the "naturalistic" 

implications of the term; and the impetus to 

later theories of clxesdince and ofxefworc can 

hardly have arisen merely from a reading and re- 

interpretation by later philosophers of this 

passage alone.



a
 

fo
 

© 

— om \ / 
KR ody av em Xe edipne Del te Aoyw ; 

"What more can we make of the argument?" 

See note on 2130. 

; v4 ( , \ ? Nn 
donee ove W ae Ot 66 pos 6V Tore 

, / tf 
cd Fring ong, Td Cp ypleVvd LTV TL 

y f WV el Te PL Td mk Bt 

"T beg you to allow me, as the clever pleaders 

say in the law-courts, to tot up all that has 

been said," 

d Comet ov is perhaps pompous; and compare Isocr. 

Nicocles, III 62, Kep dAdiov Tuv clpy mews but 

dydteu re Se ofc means "to count on one's fingers" 

and originated in the school-room rather than the 

law-courts,. Plato would normally have said 

avuroyiSecbdi (cf. Prot. 332¢"), but here he makes 
an ironic joke for his schoolboy interlocutors 

(especially as,in contrast with emphatic pleaders, 

he has no positive conclusion to come +o’)



N
 

i
 

LS
] 

e@ (contd. ) 

? 
(Lamb's "perpend" for dV Tem Tl KG CA is 

certainly comic because pompous, but it is not 

this word which is pompous in the Greek.)
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\ Wy / / 
My Te re Ad OK biedydv Tduev 

"nor the other suggestions we explored." 

The neuter surprises us a little; but ef. °°, 

7 f 7 ’ 
(next clause), add» Gi my dev TOU TAIV gAov 6 Sy , 

the neuter indicates that the discussion is of 

types, not individuals; see note on 210¢°,
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3) éy vi é Voy wAdov ady ive Tv 

TPespuripwv KiV Civ | 

"I had it in mind at this stage to stir up one 

of the older ones"; presumably Ctesippus, or 

Hippothales himself if he now felt confident enough 

to join in. But did Socrates expect to get any 

further with the eristical Ctesippus? Or is this 

merely something of an apology for having got 

above the heads of the younger boys? 

For Kwey ef. Rep. 329e1, where Socrates puts 

a leading question to Cephalus.
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Ad Tl WOT Jdiépov é Wi VEC Taoctca b Y gt emp Wineris pu ares ppowrdbires 
ot Tdid you y ot 

"coming upon us like an evil apparition", Jowett, 

surely rightly; the noisy barbarian Td fdpayer 

appear unexpectedly from nowhere and terrify not 

so much Socrates as their charges Lysis and 

Menexenus. Compare the Empusa of Ar. Frogs 288 sq., 

or the Mormo used to frighten younger children, 

Xen. Hell. IV 4.17. Lamachus' helmet is called 

a poppe at Ar. Ach. 582, Peace 474. See Rohde, 

Psyche, App. VI. 

(The revisers of Jowett say "like tutelary 

genii"; but this is perhaps too complimentary to 

/ 
the mdi dyuyot 3 and did one ever see one's 

§dipwy ?)



ae
) 

fo
 

WN
 | 

2 DTopdnpidp Sov res "falling into broken Greek," 

/ 
Aristides echoes this passage; - et Tad dyuyor 

x ; >! _ € f 
vee Trop apfaarSovces wees (OE TAA Oe, 

orat. XLV, Vol. II p. 127 (Dindorf) and Plutarch 
y 

perhaps had it in mind when he complained, o67t §? 
> v 4 f Y, 7 \ Aiyvev 
dy 6upu FV dv dadqodov owody Tov Wat ) 

\ n / } Df 

pos Ted —TaKkyMaTOV KV Lyn 4 COV, %U Ty 2 yowre; 
& 7 H \ m € / 

PTfi dddover TOV S Vives | (De lib. educand. 7, 4a). 

It no doubt indicates at least that Td ddYwyo if 

were not intended to teach their charges grammar.
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vt Kad — Cdoicody 

This conjecture (recorded by Wilamowitz, Platon‘ 

Vol. II p. 369) is a great improvement on the mss.' 

/ 
YAAd (which might be right if this were meant to 

ap’ a > f 

correct 6 obey 4 TRV 6KdAovv; but in fact it adds 
\ 

to it).  Heindorf hed already suggested ‘dt.
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2 7 > / 
be. C7 po COV Tipo Pepesbc , 

"they seemed impossible to make any approach to" 

ye { 

Stallbaum well compared Thuc. IV 32, ot WodAgmroy 
So Tar 1 / 

ween o¢ L Top w7K7o1, TRU MLE... , GXKOV MS KAHY. 

Lb’ . 2 For TPP per di ef. 205d°. 

2 poo BS ; vb uTTyVivtes uy 

Apodotic obv without any resumptive force seems 

to be relatively infrequent; most of Denniston's 

examples (G.P. p. 428, section (3)) involve slight 

anaphora, But after a long émetby clause this 

oBV sounds perfectly natural, if perhaps a little 

conversational.
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> field , b (chu cduev TYV SUVOVEIKY 

et de 
aA > \ / p ( VuV GvKe THY SUVGum dy ddA CW MOV, 

"we broke up the group": ef. Laches 20lc 

b? y (pev dvi p 

fo boys of twelve Soerates might have described 

himself as yeu dv p at any age over forty: 

this is no help for giving a dramatic date to the 

dialogue.
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ol dme bg N Mer Ady d wy bi'dor CiVdt  ., OUTW Ve 
™ 

om Cray § gidoe sod te éyevducbd ePevperv. 

"We think we are each other's friends ... but we 

have not been able to discover what "a friend" is." 

Was Plato really not clear that it is perfectly 

possible to recognise instances of one's 

definiendum without being able to make a general 

analysis of it? Hardly; but he may well have 

still found this puzzling; is this perhaps one 

of the points behind the "paradox of analysis" 

at Meno 80e? 

The same negative conclusion to a search for 

definition is reached in the "Charmides" (175a), 

"Laches" (199e), "Euthyphro" (15b), "Hippias 

Major" (304d); lack of a definition is alleged 

to be responsible for failure in the "Protagoras" 

(360e) and "Meno" (100b), and for the difficulties 

of Republic I (354c). Plate's longest and most 

thorough search for a definition also ends with 

the observation that all the theories brought 

forth have been still-born; see "Theaetetus" 210b.
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»® (contd. ) 

Success in definition on the other hand is claimed 

at Republic IV, 444a, Phaedrus 265a-266b, Sophist 

286c, Politicus 3lle; and is the end of the 

"Philebus" perhaps a claim to partial success?



” « ; 

br bom @ doc 

"what ’a friend' is"; Plato leaves us with a 

parting problem; we can understand that he did 

not need to say aaks éomy 6 pidog but is it 

perhaps significant in this context that he did 

vy ¥ \ fi ? 
not say o% COTW 7% bidov
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