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Socrates meots Hippotasz

Mikkos.

Socrates is accosted in the sireet by a

whom, Hippothasles, is saxious to

palaesira,

to show off some handsome boy to
companion, exposes the

odes in praise of this

into the palas

discoursing with

This lively meeting

eleborate dramatic setbing of the dialogzue.

osleture of the lover

stra and

Socrastes guesses at

Ctegipous out

B0

almg

once that

GCtesippus, Hipoot!

side the palassirs of

up of young men, ons of

get him to come into a new

Hippothales wants

whole affair, scoffing st Hippothales?

in the

dippothales,

boy, Lysis.

show Hipopotbhsles

nis beloved,

street is only

wno is

but silent, during the rest of the dia

rates agreas to come

a betier way of

the first nart of the

We are

glven &
going to be preseant,

TS . At first

Hippothales is nervously sager to zet Socrates to join them,

but then becomes cunsuwaned with eab

lets out his secraet.

f}‘

Both the youths are depicted as indulging

nerieps than many of Socretes! maturer interlocators in ¢

diatogues.

Gtesippus is spiritediy

arYres

gives Hippothales no mercy.

snent when Otesinpus

malicious and

muen more in vigorous
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r the erotic aura surrounding young boys at
gymnasia and palaestras, compare the opening pages
of the "Charmides”™ and the "Euthydemus", and the
comic regulations listed by the Auvxawdg Adyoc
at Ar. Clouds 973 sq. (no doudbt & parody of the
"Solonian laws of Aeschines in Tim. 10: see on

2064d1).

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 Warrou, "4 History of
Education in #ntiquity®, 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!l);
iippothales' feelings would now be labelled

Yealf-love", Compare Festugiere's observation

("Personal Religion anong the Greeks" p. 145 n.1l9),



2038 -2066° (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 297b5) even on & day when the
rules of the palaestra were relaxed, that his
love-affair can hardly have consisted of nuch more
than staring at Lysis. Socrates volunteers to
give him a lesson in how %o 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 palsestra
youths were evidently segregated from the boys

1-2)’

(see on 2064 and outside the pslasestra Lysis

would be under the eye of his {apoarently rather

fierce; RaL EaY WS o o sayayol were in part

meznt as chaperons (ef. Symp. 183c¢t

5q.)3 and the
pursult of young boys by grown men was regarded

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



2035+-2066° (contd.)

today; cf. Aesch. in Tim. 9 sq. But perhaps
2dolescents who conceived passions for young boys
were regarded merely with amusement; mereliy as
imitating the interest thelr elders took in them.
Socrates is both amused by and sympathetic towards
Hippothales; he probably intends to steer him

very gently away from the absurder tendencies of

his "love".




8" &z ’axadnuelac 908 Avxelov; from one gymnosium
directly to another,
The Aomdemy wes North Weast of the city, 1500 metres from the
Dipylon Gete in the direction of Colomus, and by the
Cephisgsos (map in Arch. ﬁﬁ 1934, De138)3 the Lyooum has
not been ideatiiled, but was Bast of the oit; the Tlissog

Socretes pro.ebly was skirting the ¢iiy on the Jorth side

between the wall and Mount Lycabebtosg,

These with the Gynosarges weve the three public

Sth end 4th contury Athens, end wers nrotected by "Sulonien®
lews; of. [Xen] Ath, Pol, 11,10 and Dem xxiv, 114.

(The "OLld Oligarch® seye the §fpoe built iiself
rarelotpac roAddc, drodutfipra, Acviplviagy he ig
mogt llkely referving Lo bhe werious feeilities of the &
gymussia, not %o obher sepsrate oablie establishmenis; so

. » . s r _ .
Glrard, "L'Gducetion Athenienne® po. 26 sq., Lpsce Sehneider,

For the Acsdemy in Sth cenitury of, (1) Plat. Gimon 13,

PR » o - = | RS
{ Feuwv ) apBiog wabe asyoplvarg Shevd
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enlole nob



o3
YAagupale dvatpipale, ab pixpdv Botepov duepqulic
hyaxfonoay, &xeiAdriLoe w3 Gowv, v pdv dyoody,
RhaTdvoLg watagutebong, TAv &7 TAxadduerav &F
SvBspov el adyunplc ratdpovtov &nodelZac droog,
Aoxnwévoy da’ adtol &pduotg nadupele xal ovoxlotg

REPLRATOLC .

(2) Aristophenes, Clouds 1002 - 5 sq. (the &t %t d¢ Advoc

to his follower)

&M oy Mmapde ve xal edavddic &v yuuvaolouc
SL0TPLYELE sonsew

seve e ELQ Axaénuauav ®otidy dad wale popfatcg
dropéiey

grepavwoduevog karlpg Aevid petd odepovoc
AL xLhTov ,

pwlhaxog SZwv xal dnpayuooBvne xal Aedunc
guAiopBorobong,

ficoe &y ©pg xalpwy Sndtav RAATOVOE WTeEAéq

Vedvpld g

y.:i

28 the ano

2 y

23i8 on gentlemanly

C'“’
w'

Jotice in both these pases

U)

leisure (Ehevoeplar Svotplial, Anpaydootvn,

Herd training wes only part of the life =t the Acelenmy.



For the Lyceum in the 5th century evidence ocutside Plato's own
picture is slight. Philochorus, 328 F 37 Jac., ascribed
its foundation to Pericles (perhaps rightly, see Jacoby's
note; and this may have been whet was in the 10ld Oligsrch's?®
mind loc, cit.). Diog. Laert. IX 54 nmentions it as one

the Fff' a tag?
alleged venue of Pretesorzs’ reading of[h' KEPL Oelv,
Excavations at the Academy by Aristophron before the 1939~45
war and by Stavropoullos since 1955 seem (apert from the
fragment with the names of Socrstes! friends} to have been
disappointing for the Platonist; an early enclosure has been
identified, but the palaestrs surviving is Roman. (Good
photographs in A.J.A. 1933, plate LIV and 1937 p. 141), &
recent find ig announced of schoslboys?! slates 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 Demosthenesl); but this cen herdly be "drematic
evidence for Plsto's famous school"; the date would
probably be too early, and Plato's Academy is not ususlly
thought to have been an elementary schooll (M. S. F. flood,

J.1.S. [Arch. Reoorts] 1958-9,)



Socrates visited gymnesia in the mornings; cf. Xen, Mem, I, 1.10:
xpd e ydp el¢ todg aspuLadrove ual Td yvuvdoia
Bew, xal mAnodunc dyopdc &xel gavepdc v, wal
%3 Aowvrdy del afjic Auéoag fiv 8xov wxrhelotove uéiros
ovvéoeolat: at the Lyceum, agein in the morning, Plato
Symp. 223d; and Euthyphro 2a, Euthydemus 27la, 272e - 3,

Aesch. Sphetitus fr. 2 (Dittmer.)

This as 1t haoppens is the only reference in Plato or Xenophon
to Socrates! visiting the Acedemy, bub & recent archaeclogical
find suggests he is likely to have been there no less than at

the Lyceum; & amarble fregment with 5th century lettsrin

tated

found in the Academy carries the names

8ll of whom were friends of Scerstes, (Axiochus was
Alecibiades? uncle and the father of the boy Cleinizg of the
"Euthfydemus").  (S.5.G. XI1I, He. 28, G. Karc Arch. iz,

o o ~N
19-:’—4 ?0 1[&‘) L3



(Flato established his school in a garden which scems to have
been part of the area of the gymnasium at some date after
his first visit to Sieily (Diog. Lsert., III 20; Ulympiodorus
Vita Plat. 6); much later of course than the dravatic date
of this dialogue, and probsbly also later than the date of

its composition.)



203

al %Av BEw welyove seclusit Naber; but it adds

precision and verisimilitude; Socrates is

describing in detail where the new palaestra was.

On the deletion of supposed glosses in Flato by

¥

b

Cobet, Naber and others, see Dodds on Gorgias 447a”.
In the "Lysis" deletions were also suggested at:-

203&6

[ropeby ] Hirschig
20302 lxopebfouar ] Cobet
2042579 [adt00s ] Sehanz, [adtod ] Burnet

2041°

[“*Inxnb8arec ] Cobet
2040°  [ropevéusvoc 1  Schanz
20503 [to0 mdnrov To¥ woLdde ]  laber

4 [tpev] tmirschig

208¢

21107 [$pa ] cCobet

2001 ? [Buotdvre xal ofxetov ] Herwerden
None of these is necessary, most of them are

unlikely.
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tva xatl Tone;

Ty wonlda | 1) Hdvoxog xpfvn;

Hesychius and
Photius, s.v. [idvoy,

have: Yowc 'Attixée (&v
ot &rwvbuorg Phot.) ¢ Eotu Se adtof xdi vede
wo.l &yoipa xkal xphvn. We can

only assume fron
this passage that Socrates was

pasgsing to the
north of the city and that the spring canme fronm

the slopes of Lycabettus. (Judeich, Topog. von
Athen, p. 415;

nothing else is certain, see

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

"so that you can gee tiie boys who
are here"; here the emphatic xg! perhaps
betrays that Hippothales wants Socrates 10 see
and admire.
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YINROOANEL TE aae.s XL EINSLRHGS

names compounded of Y®xRo¢ were aristocratic and
fashionable:s see Ar., Clouds 60 sg.; Strepsiades' snobbish
wife insisted on a UAROC name for their son, § wWev ydp
Yrxov npooet{er xod¢g vobvoua, Edveianov
Xbovanov B Kardvan{dnv, instead of the ancestral
Petdwvidny; the eventual compromise was ®€LOLAR{ONV,
From these nsmes here, and the slleged riches of Lysis!
family (R205c), it sounds as if Mikitos' paleesira waes &

highly fashionable :stablishment.

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

lavished their moneys cf, PFlato Prot. 326%'6,

Xen. Mem, II 2.6, Laced. Polit. ii.1l. Conversely the
sausage-seller had soparently not aittended = palasstrs ot
all; see Ar. Hnights 1235 - 40. Ho doubt there was sowme
social cachet aboul sending one's sons to pslaestras and
about which palsesires one sent them to! {f, Demosth.

de Corona parsgraph 257, T4 “pocfinovta &idaoxaiela.)



o8

a8 ®o¥ B71 wopedy xal xEev;
"Where have you been and where are you off to?"
Evidently not regarded as an unduly inguisitive, though
a familiar, greeting; of. Phaedrus 227s%, "2 ¢lh\e
datope, wol 87 xal nédsv; Protag, 309al, x8Gev,
& Zdxpates, ealvy; (Horace Sat. I 9,62, "unde
venis et quo tendis?" rogat et respondet; see Fraeankel,

HQI'&C&, Pe 1170)

(Hirschig deleted wopedy in the question, Cobet also
rnopedouat in the answer, b2 3 but cf. Phaedrus' answer,
- a # » n X § LY »
flopd Avolov ..... 5 ROpetopatl 6& wpd¢ REPLROTOV

Ew Teliove, 227a2=3,)

b3 AeBpo 6f;
perhaps a little abrupt; as are od wmapapdilerc and
Ggvov pévrol, For the ellipse cf, Rep. 4'77&7,
aebpo oM wdriy, & Apivove; Denniston (p. 218)

ineludes &7 here under &f following imperatives.
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—on.

b3

9.

1 : ; 1 2.
€869  is followed by an erssure in both B and W: T has s06V¢.

2

Phrynichus (Rutherford CXIX) says: EO9Y° ®oArol dvil
ol edodc. Graplper 68°  1d usv ydp wdnov
Eoxlv, 080 ‘Aomvav, 1 & xpdvov xal Aéyetar
cuv 1 5.

Photius, under €00V AuxeLdv and ed09d¢ xatl edséduc,
secepts this distinction end observes: xal Edptnidrc
odxn 3pdGc®  ahv ed9l¢ "Apyovg wnel 'Erwoavplag
666y (Hippolytus 1197.)

Rutherford quotes passages to confirm Phrynichas' distinction
from Aristophanes and sccepts it for other Attic posts with
the exception of Hipp. 1197, which he allows to stend as en
imitetion of older usage, which did not meke the distinctiong
but he recommends the removal of any deviations from the
rule from the text of prose suthors.

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

Photius.)
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b3 03 rapaBdiieLg; "aren't you joining us?®

for mapuBdiriewy  ef. Symp. 214c’, (Alcibiades), uedBovia

58 Bvipa nepd vnedviwy ASyYove Ropapdilery un
odxn 22 Toov A, Perheps colloguiul and 2 nautical

metaohor, "oub along side® (so Jowett-Campbell on

Repe 555¢.)

Hirschig's oV wapapareleg, "™on't you join us?h would

represent a more formal requesth; but the prosenl tense
perheps indicates thalt Hippothales is presuming Socrates
will join them rather than reguesting him to. Similarly
st Symp. 172a° &0 wepiuwéveic; (TW) need not be
reaccented as & future.

(See X.G. I peragrach 387 ann. 3 [but Ar. Birds 1212 and

Wesps 458 sre much more peremptory than this.])

b2 BEvov wdvaot

for emphatiz mévtct {almost entirely confined to

dialogue) cf. Rep. 329¢”, Theaet. 152b% (Denniston 399.)



11,

20

b’ maod slvag tod¢ Splc¢; "™Whom do you mean by Tus'?¥

Hiho are the Tug! I nave to join??

ToB¢ Yul bedetttet ove.. Wdie von dir 'wir'! gensanteng
der Ausdruck isb, kilin, der Artikel aber genz korrekt,"

Yaakernsgel, Vorles. dber Syntax II 128,

~f, Philebus lie Bty Tig Eué off ipdtoplov,

2vae vevydvra ¢loer, noAhov( glvar wdhiv Tod¢g

2.8 L0 A £ 1 R AN thahe A e
EUE HOL SVAVTELGUG GARAAOLG, when anyone says - there

sre many 'me? s contrary to each other.t

de Covons XVIIT 88 shows s different usage:

wawee Duete, Bvopec "Admvalor. 18 67 duele Brov

Aivyw v adiey adyw, ¢f. Plato Prot. 331e?,)



912-
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By 15 watavTiupd tob welovg,  'on the opposiie side

52

of the road to the city wall",
weolPordy T Tuva xal 9dpav dvepypévny,

a walled enclosure of some kind with zn open door®,

b’/ StatplBoucy udTdoe, e spend our time here’,
ef, Ar. Clouds 1002, Plato Symp. 223d
al %l¢ N Statoupn, "In what do you spead your time?!
of. Pheedrus 227b0, Symp. 177¢7 yévoito &v Hulv év

ASyoug bxavy) Sratpugf, "We could pass our time cuite

. . . . ) e L,
adeguately in talking", (cf. Burnet on Apology 33e™.)

b’ fuele te adrol xal &xior wdvv worhol xal xarol,
*we ourselves and meny very handsome boys as well®; for GAAGL

ef, Gorg. 4’7361 TEY ROALTHY nal 1@y dihwy Eévav

a8

»

Hippothales is not trying tc include himself among the xahiotl,
but mentions them archly to hint at the reszson for his own

presence.
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Aoty 68 6 af wolio; fhod what is this place?

LT

A tsurprised! gucstion: sgee Demniston on &8¢ &7,

pe 259 and ef. "LoTLy 82 6Y 00l ses.. Tl f OCum,

Suthyohro 3e7.
(But 6& & in 204b% is sl ightly diiferent. There &8 &4

QR

stregses the oreceding word oI in particular; heve

: . - . . L2 5 Py
£U0TLY is not speclally emphesiic, but is perhsps out first
to avoid either en echo of the shrase tf &8 &A; or

the undue emphasis on Tolto which Tofto 62 &0 +f futwy

would give.)
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204
a? Haralotpo;
a privete wrestling-ground kept by a Aot Sotoling
where he taught children and others who wanted exercises in

physical training; cf. Gorg. 45665 89., Aeschines in

Timarch. 10,

To be distinguished from the public gymnasia, which of
course hed wrestling-grounds as an essential facility, but
in addition had running-tracks and wepiadtor (see Plutarch

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

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

But agparently private palzestras were used zs general meeting-
places just as the gymnasia were. Socrates visits a

palaestra in 'Chsrmides', cf. 153a%, doudvwc o &xl

tde ovvABELg dratplBic. xal &1 xal elc v

Tavpéov RaraloToay +.... sLOTAGOV, xal adtdo
watéhapov KEVY KOANOGE csw.. TOUC ®Ael{oTOUC

yvpluove; there were not only younger men at Taureas!

palaestra but also Chaerephon snd Critiss. (This use of

I d

ilzes

e
8]

ras is operhaps surprisiang in view of the stricit

regiletions for the sesregebion of young boys (see on 'Sédl)
but no doubt other persons were {realy sdultted oublside tne

[

set hours for the boys' classas.)
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a4 KOADC YE oesss RwoLOTVTEG, scil, uezalbidote:
"That's very kind of you (to invite me to join you)";
cf, Ar, Acherniens 1050, (Not, &s Pernice, "I approve
of your discussions',)
For Y&, W, cf. Schang Plat. Op. V¥, op. vi - vii,

Denniston p. 136,

oy » o ’ FA &
a% Buddoner &8 wl¢ adtdou;

. N
iWhoe runs his school here?® does not refer to the 5‘*ﬁﬁu5ﬂ

o

vy ASyocig but to the normel function of z palaes
5

1.8, physical training; see on a”.

Ta,

22 3¢ &talpoc YE;

N

ve  though added zbove the line seems to be in the firsi hend
in Par, and so is a corrsction eitaer by the scribe of Per
aimeelf or deriving from a ms. intermedisry between T and

Psr; see introduction on mss,, It is more lively and
idiomatic than T€ (BIW, kept by Stellbfaum), cf, Denniston

pP. 133, on Y& "in answers to questions which give the
answerer no lead ..... slightly eclliomuial in tone®, and

Pe 150 wiere he sugpests thei here Y€ gives cousl euohasis

to both od¢  and &talpoc.
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6 ) ] " 2
a v galAdg ves
oD gaProc make one unit folloved by ve, (Denniston

Pe 148, cf, Psrm, 149910 un) Bvie vej.

&vfip Schanz perhaps rightly, if cogvotfc is the
nredicate rather then &vwfp; eof. 3oy &vdoa,

Prot, 3lle4,



17

204

87 ACHANOC 1eese & Cruawde JogLoThg:

8o sonsidersble expert® (in matters of paysique, wrestling.)

.3 - e 3 Yy a
on twavie, which is frequently used in litobes, see Dodds

Uil BOTE. 5185&1, 4808 .

Mikkos is otherwise uninown. Hippothales mentions him a
tne proprietor of the palasgtre and the iLescher of
wrestling (Stellbaum)s he is probebly to be identifie
with the watdotplPne of 20 7{&3, unless this is one of

Tovpfov waraloToav,

his sssistants, Of, TV

Gherme 15323 Tauress slso is otherwise unknown to us.

Croiset (es also Grote, Girerd snd Gardiner) disbinguished
wlunog from the %ot GoTRiENC s because they took the
apsellation OC¢LOTAC to mean "Sophist? as (in Croiset's

- 3 " » - 2
words) "an de ces sophistes qui, des le V® siscle, vont

enselgner dens les palesires les sclences diverses®y and

<a

GCrolget compavcd tue Scerates of the "Slouds® and Lhe two
logicians of tihe "Euthydemas", But the FPovivotnolov

was not a palaestre, nov indend wos

latter wes cerely one place the logiciens hapcened to cowe



into while Soorstes wrs thers, HBophigts® are not known
to have uad orofessicnsl attachments to particular
palassires, (If Mikxos had been 2 "Sophist" Socrates
hardly have entered his palaestra without having a

discussion with him,)

cowtothc originally meant an "expert® in any art or skill

JogLoTfic  is here wesnt as a ¢

(LoSuds 8470 Protazoras iuncludes gmong the unavowed
practitioners of ocogLovTL iy TEYvn ¢= Homer and the noets;
tode 68 ad Teletde Te ol Konomwiule (3”’£Q5ﬁxﬁu&

ROLOVMEVOVUG e weass BVlOUC 88 T

oo
e
&3

[

o
<
L&)

-

=
[}
ol

¥ .

HOL YURVATTLATY , olov "Iwnoc e & Tapavibvog

wat & vOv Ztv &v oddevdc Hrtwy cogioilc

YEpSOLHCE sases wOVOLHNY 08 TAYGUOUATC e.... pdyog
v coguoTfic. (Plato Prot, 82*;&@).
Protagorss is able fto claim this pedizree for his profession
be

ceuge these men could szlrsady be celled cogrotaf  os

ol

mnas

”'a

sters of their own erts, cof. Meno SSbA, xaroPoL Y

¢ yve wadwny Suduetpov ol cogirotal, where soguotal

megns "the experts in zeometry",

2linent to

gymast who heg brought his skill to nigh refineaent.
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|

W

o . - 7 . [ ¥
[a’?;rr Al AL g < Ok 4 34 e Arte  oa 499 3 !

Tove Bytee odtdstr 3 "who's here™, i.e, in the
palaegtra: c¢f. Charm. 15333 elc v Tavpbov
KAWL TPV pew - ELOTRTOY, xdt wdTOOL HATENGROV

wGve “Carobq,

“ilere where we are now, before I move, I'd like

to be told ... ©

So Schleiermacher, Hirschig, Apelt. witoD
meaning "here on the spot" might seem to follow
awkwardly after Hippothales' adtéut meaning
"inside the palaesgtra'"; but in lively conversation
the change of reference is easily permitted by
the change of speaker; Socrates says abdtol
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 udiol
cef. Iur. Ion 1026,
adtod wov wdedv wielve,
HoF. 1397,

2 *
avtol yevoluny wétpoc

e bt % @
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ag (contd.)

Many interpreters have failed to see that the

change of speaker here mskes all the difference.

Most of their remedies are unlikely:-

1.

Burnet thought odtofs a variant or gloss
on adtdd, and deleted it, But this
leaves Socrates' opening =xpltov very weak;
we would expect 2 particle, e.g. 'ANAG
AoTov O apfvtoy uév,

Heusde, followed by Heindorf {on Sophist
265e) took adtol = ad.op ocot, "I should
like to hear from you yourself”; but
there seem not to be examples oi al1tdc =
¢«'téc wv in the oblique cases, except for
the subject of the verb in indirect speech.
Heindorf earlier, and Stallbaun at one
tice, took olwct as neuter object of
duoboas 3 but this would have $o be glad,
which Ast in fact suggested. Ast's 0076
is the most plausible emendsation; *I should
like first to be %old the crucial fsct,

namely, eftc, ..." c¢f, Charm. 166%7, Rep.



o
()
B

|

a? (contd.)

362d5, A0TE s ODx e¥ontatl 6

E5

HEALOTA

¥

East dnBfvat. This would be an attractive

reading;

but the change would be

gratuitous.



ot &8 23 wal ebosuuy; ‘the object of my entrance!;
£.i0 T is perhaps played upon as ambiguously neater or

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

.

3

cf. 214e”, Uowuev %l ol Vaonvedw; the stress is on

For xatl emphssising cuestions see Denniston 312-3;

the interrogstive oronoun in both cases.

xab tl¢ & wandc; %that is to say, who is the handsome
one?"  Hippotheles! aints atb 203b% and 2@4&18 have not bsen
lost on Socrates,
For #aAd¢ of boys who atiract erotic sttention ef. Meno
’76}35, AEY HATAREXKG DULEVOC TLe YVOlN seees OTL
wardg el wal épactal cov Buv elowv, Xen, Mem. I 3,
8 - 13, Plato Phecdrus 25787, Symp. 2133%; and § xafc

xarbg on vases.
z;. T AA S s .
b* Zov S& U Tl

G€ ¢ here stresses Sof, ™who is your favourite?"; but

see on 204&1.
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b0 & nat ‘Iepwyduov ‘IandOaiec;
Cobet (Novae Lectiones 641) deleted ‘IaxdCuhreg, and
made similar deletions in the parallel cezses 2t Urat. 384;38
and Herodotus VII 10. But see Thue. VII 69, where Hiclas

invokes his men watpdOev T& &rovoudlwy xat adtodc

3 o L) (Y - & 4+ 0 .
OVORGOTL XAl QUATV. Here of course tihe occasion
is only mock-solemn, snd the full form of

address is merely hamorous: see Thompson on Meno ‘7696.
o 3

7z
b° unxéwe eln)g;  “you need not now tell me',

e woppw Adm el xooevduevog to¥ Epwtog;
“you have by now reached su advanced polnt in love®.
Schenz's deletion of wopsuduevoc 1is wrong; cf. Heno 84&3,
*uvvoste ad of Zowuy Aon pabdlfzuv Boe ol
dvauiuyjoxecdatr, eand (in a literal sense though
hamorous) Ar. Frogs 35, wal ydo &yydc¢ <fi¢ 0bpag hdn
saslzwy ettt Thode: cf. algo Plato Crat. 410e3

o o3
iéppe Hen ofmar eulvouar voglac Erauvverv,



204
b9 =e2 glut 87 &yd wd pdv &\ oallog wThe

Socrstes often claimed to have no specisl knowledge except
of 1d &pwtixd: of. espec. Symp. 177d, YD ..... 8¢
od6dv onut &rdo &xlotacdatr B Td Epwrind;

(21lso Symp. 2&413, 212b, Phaedrus 227c¢, 257a, Theages 128b,
Theaet. 210d, Xen. Mem, IT 6.28); but the nearest claim
to this one {raxd ofw ' elvar yvbvar &p@vid Te
wal &pluevov)  is perhaps at Xen. Symp. 3.10, where
Soerates jestingly observes that he uéya g¢povel &g

ucotporelfal

o™ doTetsy ve Bt Epvopuicg, "it is amusing that you
shiould blush®;
cf. Phaedr. 242 % evfidera (Tofy Adyouv)
xdvv dotela:  wnd of & person, GOTELOG %Al
edfOMGc, Rep. 349b.

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

c® cvvotatplyy oo}

for the dative cf., Symp. 1’72(:5, Xen, Mem., I 2.3.



204
e wapatadfoetar 9nd ol &xobwv,  "he will be wearied to
death with hearing you ssy it so often':
of. Xen. Cyrop. I 3, Bwg mapatelvaipr TOTTOV
Yornep obwoc &ud waputelver dnd ool xwhdwyv,
Plato Buthgyd. 3031::3 KPOTODVEEC oa-0» OALYOV ®mapsTdinoav,
Yslmost wore themselves oub apnlaudmg“

(In a literal sense, T§ ALED RAPoTELVOUEVL, Symp. 207b).

¢ Sxxexbowxs i d1a
Exnwep=-6w and -&w are both found, snd a similar doubt
arises at Bur, Or. 1287'.
For &unéninxue AB0L00C, Phas filled our ears with the
name "Lysis®, cf. Apology 23e, &uxenlfixacuy Ju@v Td

STa SLapBdilovTec.

+ The anonymous grammarian from & Darmstadt ms. quoted by
Scheefer in Add, to Gregory of Corinth p. 909, cites Eur.
Or, 1287 to illustrate 8‘*‘%3%‘-‘3@?}’5‘3«‘» s and this passage of
the Lysis to illustrate Ennendewis, and asserts the
existence of the simple %w¢—-8w,



T &~ L mre A Mo mey Aoy &
siudpsia Auby dotuy wal 28 Uivov eypoddvorg wTh.

¥it can easily happen 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 sc; cf.

Theoeritus XIV 18-20:

2 T R S o B Y s oy O
Aen 88 wpofovrog Eion’ éunw efoldar Gxoatov

o . . .
wTuvoe Hoer’ Exastog Erey ubvov Jtuvoc suaelv,

{2

dusc udv guvedvtec Balvoues ..ovew

c¢f. Callimachus Epigr. 29, Meleager A.P.V. 136;

. . . e L PF e
Yiyvicew nal wméhev slnéd, wmdrwv, xdiiv, "Hivo! Dpog.

-,

For cihulpeve ef. Soph. Philoct. 283%-4;
noroxov obsdy wily dveTooar rapdy
& . i kY ] & . ¥ ’
Tobtov 88 moaldy evudpevav, © Téxvov,

where it similarly refers to the likelihood of

an unwanted experience,



N
<
e

al=2 (contd.)
(edudpera  is the form always required by the
metre in Sophocles, and is found in T here, in W

at Prot. 321&4, and in 8ll mss. at Laws 738&6.)

sbuotpla, W here, might perhaps mean, ironically,
"we have the good fortune to ..."; but the noun
is not found before Dion. Halicarnassi. (The
adjective ebpoipog occurs at Symp. 197d6, but in

a highly rhetorical context.)

typoutvorg does not necessarily mean "on waking

in the morning® as Apelt translates; the acrist

tense seems more likely to indicate that the
auditory illusion.ies actually what suddenly

rouses them, "Perseverztive imagery"™ is apparently
guite common in the "hypnagogic" state of going to
sleep at night, though "hypnopompic" illusions

on awakening are equally well known; see HecKellar,

"Imagination and Thinking”, chag. 3,



at w8y wév o1
Denniston (G.P. ps 393) took uev &1 here to be
progressive, in which case the mss. reading would be the
only instance of simple progressive édy 67 in a positive
statement; Denniston therefore suggested %8y usv o1
(cf. e.g. 206b° and frequently). Moreover if there is a
“progression® from Hippothales sober to Hippothales tipsy,
this is an addition to, rather than an instantiation of,
the previous statement, and ual is preferesble to

agyndeton.

@ g wdv xatahroyddny Sunyetwar, 'whal he expounds to us

in conversation'; (Croiset, Robin, Heindorf add ovyypdupato).
The root idea in xaToAoyadrny seems to be as one would

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

opposed to verseY, (ef. Symp. 177b”, Hipp. Min. 368&1);

but here & uév xatai. dSvnyelvar is opposed to

rovfpato xal ocvyypduuate, "written compositions in

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



&Q& :‘i S Cm‘vtx.

There is a precisely similar ambiguity in YLAl¢; contrast
Menexenug 239c, where ?&6*{@;} YL Al is used of written
prose as opposed to verse, with Laws 8lle, where there is
a threefold distinctions~ RCLNTHY T& ROLAUGTE wssse AL
ysypaggéva xatahoydsny (here = "in prosge?) T ot
yLABg oVtwe &vev Tol veypdebat Aéyoueva, ifpoet's
verses and writings in prose, or even whet 1s quite simply
spoken without having been written down®, where VLAl

means “unwritten',

ak KO L AQTAS
of. Eurip. Stheneboea, fr. 663 Hamck?,
rovney & &po

¥

YBpwg 6Lddoxer , unllv Huovoog 4 T8 wplv,

quoted by Plato at Symp. Z‘Lf,]%ée‘2 %8¢ yolby ®oLNTHC

yiyvetatr , "x8v Zuovoog f 16 wplv™, of &v "Epwc &¢nwat.
Aristotle gives a matier-of-fact explanation, Rhet. 137{}131@%

ral ol EpBviec xnal dvaheydupevolr xdt yedeovteg xndi
wovolvide Ty del wnepl To¥ dpwpédvov xalpovouy®

.4 & ] a - e . - 2 . 4 . 2 o i
Ev &raot ydp tobsg tovodrorg pepvruévor otov aloddvecdar

otovtatr Tof &puwiévou, %Th.
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e rotavthelv, f#drench us with his poems¥, Joweltti.
cf. Rep. 3440 BPACTUGKOC sees. DoRcp Balavede HudV
xatavThicac xetd v &Htev Gopbov wal wmoAdy oy

Adyov.

! osa . 2 s >
ah =6 Ctesippus is in a great hurry to produce his
denunciation of Hippothales, and leaves out the end of one
sentence 1n order to go on to the nexi, of which he then

leaves out the middle., (Asemi-colon is probably better

than Burnett!s full stop after ovyyeduuata.)

The ellipses are in fact very slight; after Z7ctdAY oenee
ovyypduuota we can mentally supply e.g. tabto 67
detvéd gotuy  (Stallbaum); and then xal & Btiw Tobtwy
{Ecwi) Sevvéispov, (&xetvéd &utiv,) BTu xal

408t oes 5 Cf4 Rep. 491137.

(But Luise Reinnard regardsd the second sentence as a case of
angeolonthon, as though where after 8 ..... OeLvdTepoy

53 ¥

Ctesippus should have continued simply §oEtL. .0 3 he
thought he had said simoly xafl todwwy dgivdtepov
end conbinued with a gg, clause. [Die Anakoluthe bei

oy hY
Platon, De 12, e 24])e
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4’ Bty woldtwy dewvdiepov,
Naber, is perhapgs especlally approprisie to the third term
of & series of increasing horrors; (it is used even of the

,
second term at 205¢°),

3 .
2’ Eai. natobiev &icovoudletal

is mentionsd as the son of his father, by naming his father;
cf. Buthydemus 2’?1131, 23 "AgLSxov pevplduiov  (where
Cleinies is nob given his own name until 273a7); Corg. 4fle”
Sy iivpLrdurove veavlay  (though Demos' name has been
indicated by & pun)j; also Prot. 309¢10 & Xnewviov dbc,

. £ 3 P
GOTE. 1;828.0 3 Kiewvtbevog O'S‘TOQ, (é}.clblaﬂes).

(The fact that the boy is still referred tc simply as
& anuoxpdiove §8¢  is different from his being

Az 3 kA -
sddressed s8 o nabl AnNLoxpdtove  (e.z. at 20927);

5 wot Zwepovionov

8upTa) .



204
e’ oete BW: for the personal construction of. Phasdrus 228a7,

ZOAROT ve Séw: 2bhak,

eS T8 £080C veuae TOD RaLOSCe

emphatic word-order, Ythe child's beauby" (Kihner-Gerth I
paragraph 464 [p. 618]).

efs Ion 53033, oy vio davwsdv founvéa 88T 1ol RoLNTOD
t%¢ dvavolag ylyvesdatl tofg dxodovor, where
¢ Svovolag is specially emphatic.

& * ”
O {xavdc ydp xal dxd udvov TodTov YLYVAHOKRETIAL ,

e
"he is handsome enough to be known to you by this alonef,
for dnd cf. Phacdr. 230b% {epdv &nd 1OV xcolv Te

xal dyvaipdtwv Bouxev elvau.



204,

68 Anuocxpdtove Tof ALEwvéwg;

that our Lysis! deme was Aixone mekes it almost certain

that in I.G. II = ITI? 7045 we have & reference to him or

&1

4t leasst to his femily; this is a funsrary sitele from the
Dipylon bearing, among other names, ' LoBuovixn Adoubog
Al Ewvéug, The first sditor, Oikonomos (Ath,
Witteilungen =7, 1912 p, 226sq.) ook Isthmonike's father

to be our Lysis? grandfether; Wilamowitsz Platon II 49

2

ns 1 and Xirchner in I,G. I - III" think Isthmonike's
father is our Lysis himself, In view of the complete
uncertainty of the dramatic date of ocur disglogue we cannot
hope to guess when our Lysis was born; similerly we can
only date Isthuwonikels desth in the first half of the

fourth century and we do not kunow how old she was when she

died; so elther identification is possible.

An Isthmonikos owned a bath south west of the eity,
- 2 3 S n o .
LeGe I™ 943 end an  I0Ouiovinog (sie) swore to the

treaty of Nicias, Thuc, V 19, This man or one of these

faxd

may Le related te Lysis; but, pace Wilamowitz loc. cit.,
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9 R -« A y AL SN R,

e’ S¢ vevvBiov xal vesavixdy tobrov 1oy Eputa ..... cvrlpsg,
fuhat an admirsble and sgplendid psssion to have

coneceived! (because for go handsome a boy).

Both ¥evvuio¢ (originally "well-born®) and VEGVLXOG
(originally "vigorous") are common in Plato meaning
little more then "excellent, sdmirable®; perhsps thes
were colloquialisms. OFf. (e.g.) Theaet. 183e (ddo¢

Tt vevvablov,  "magnificent depth of mind®, (Campbell);

H

Reo. 372b wdZag yvevvalag "irst-rate breadt, and

Beo. 553e 1 doxd o h xal veavixf 89ev wvoavvic

-

pletul , of. 353,



e
g
-
jnl

I o '
RNOTEDOY ewro. TG EPDV SHADVOL &Ly see o

{ trepvog et ) Wi souetv, xTh.

for EZupvoc elvat ef. Charn. 15808’ éiépvQ

stvar o &pwtlueva., Notice that Hippothsles

puts in the idiomatic ©f %o strengthen his denial,
wnich Socrates in asking a cuestion had omitted.

Cf., Ar. Plutus 241, %rapvde Eome un ' loetv pe nwxote

A -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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8’ tobwy 58 TL we... OTAORT HTAY fare you

attaching

things he

any weight to, taiking any notice of, any of the

says?®

cTaduicdol means usually "to weigh, measure® here

“to take account of*, L.3.J. quote Theophrastus,

fistorie Planterum IX 4.9, el Tv 6&l oTasudosat

TOVTO, "if we are to taize this into account at all¥,

bl of T wov LETOWY +.see 0002 wérog,

not your

of. SYE’EP.

"

O

TPOLG

mebre but

w

VOrses .e...« 00T indeed any songh,
1873 tob¢ nenoinuévore wéhreo! we xndi
w€Tpa ere here evidently compositions with

without nusics

cf. Laws 66947 ... uélovg xwple, Aoyove Yuhoig

elec udton TLodviec.
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2 wfic ovavolac (seil, TOv wounudwwy ),
“the matter, drift; general sense, of your
sompositions® - this is what Ctesippus proceeds to

describe, bésq.

of. Ton 530b17; v [‘Oufipov ] Sudvorav Exuovidveuy,

-4
wh wévoy 1d Ban, Loiwtdy dotiv,  of, 530::1 Ty

. &
Phaedrus 228d%; and Otavoetodat, Prot. 3416:8, 347a%,

3

e

b 1lva todrov woougdp Apdg 1d wawliud,
Byanst sort of spproach you make to your belovedh,

of. Pheedrus 2523% 1001 1§ Tebdiy wobde e Tolg

, . )
L0uidVOLle ee..e ARPOOGEQETOL , Charmides 165b°,
2 » - L& - » Py 2
b? dxobwy BLaTedpdanTal , fdeafened with listening to

my chatter®: cf, Xen. Mem. I 2.37; Plato Rep. 358c.

27 wal ydp fovr xatayiiaota, “the things he says are
laughable”,  The neuter plursl refers vaguely to

the “LUVCLG  of the poems.



€3 D
-

& odyl #dv walc elnot;
D, Tarrant, 0Q 1946 p. 113, classing this as &
Ufemilisr saying®, 'belonging to current converssitlonal
usage?, refzrs to Buthyd. 27940 Tofto &8 wdv nalg
ywoln (where the previous seatence is zlso apposites
Kovoyéhaotoy 8Axov, 8 wdiatr wpdrettatl, tolTo

KANLY ApoTLO&vaL ).

. ‘ 1 N X
(But Symp. 204b™, Afhov &Y To¥Té ye BOn wual wavdl,
and Euthyd. Bi’)lcl refer to s child's undorstanding, not

to his kanowladge).

g

e? & 08 ) alivg Yy Gbev, things thet snyone in the

2ity csn recitely this must be just es much & phrase from

7

current conversatlonsl usege as et: ef. Ion 53.d
w3y ¢& wmafwva 8v wdvtec Loovou,

The meaning of {6et here and Qoofouv at @® is not so
mach "sings" as Urepeats, trots out® ("in ore habet,

Z
ast): of. duvelv, e.g. Prot. 317a°.



ahodTove te xal {niotpoplac ual vinrag lvdol naL
*Iagpol xal Hepdg Tegplxnoig Te %At XEANCL;

Hippothales was highly ambitious as a poet and atbtempted no
less then Pindariec odes; no doubt Lysis' family, if

o

nouveau riche, were especially proud of these victories;

the neme Isthmonilke seems to have occurred in the family
(See on 2046 snd 205&2},

For the plurel abstrects gyofqovg 78 xal {nrotpoplog
cf, First Alcib, l,"gbg’ ANOTTOVE sewse AL TPUPAC
xal 2o0ftac tuatlwv 8 BAZevg xal wipwy dhouvgdg
xal Oepnidyvtwy mAfdove dxolovdfag wfy te &Ainy
dppbrnta Ty iepolv; the plural usually suggesis

o

numerous cageg or bhe frecuent occurrence of these phenomens

17-1Y
(sce Kihner-Gerth I pp. ¥=2); nperhaps Ctesippus! turn of

sonky

ohrase here is meant to sugpest thest Hippothales recounts
the maoftog and {xnotpogla ©Ff each of Lysis'

ancestors separstely!
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£
¢ Kpovixdtepa, "even more prehistoric

twaddle®,

schol., vet. f Td &pyratdrepe wal waiard, § w8
815‘!‘}63}, =~ in fagt both these meanings.,

of, Ar, Plutus 581 Kpovexale Muatg Anudvieg Tdg ¢pevag,
hlind in mind with prejudices derived from the dsys of
@ 9 ’ e 4 LY 4 # 6 .
Zronos®, Clouds 398 & uBpe o xal Kpoviwy SFwv
fool, you smell of the sge of Kronos®, of. schol. otov
b A . E 4 & L A Y
Epyatafic evndelag SBAOWE sesss Al upoviovg ToVg

Afipove éxdhovy.

Strong colloguiel sbuse: cof. our "that came out of the Ark".
fio doubt it was especielly applicable to geneslogising
verses: cf, Timotheus fr. 7 (Diehl) (apud Athen. III 224)

véoc & Zed¢ Paciireber,
T3 wdratr &' Ry Kpbvoce Bpxwv®
drltw poloa raratd,

(cf. note on 221d5).

(ef. use of Kpdvog itgelf as & name of abuse, Yold

fuddy-duddy®, Plato Euthyd. 287b, Ar. Yosps 1430).
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e 5ud Ty o8 ‘Hparhdovg CUYYEVELGY ses.. YEYOVEG

adtdc &x Avdcg:

Lysis! ancestor znd Heracles were thus half-brothers,
according to this story. Heracles! extensive travels
no doubt made him a plausible hero to elaim to have

anbertained,



o gi\;)
[AOI L]
R

¢ vo¥ dhuov doxnyétov Svyarpdcy

(as Stellbaum noted, one To¥ is omitted for euphouy.)

é o Shucy dognrérng, the founder of the deme™y

of 88 minolotr yius
Téve’ fuadtny Koxwvdy ebyoviar ocofouy
Zoanydy elvar, xal <épover Tobvoua
18 Tolde wouvdv wAvTee Gvouaoiidvol
{where no doubt a status of "Colonos" is on the shage s

see Jebb ad loe.)., But of course Colonos was originally

K

L

~

not & nman's name buit a placename; no doubt <ip@?ygé¢
were invented for the demes st the ssme time as better-
egteblished heroes were attached as dp.miv87at  to the
new Cleisgthenic tribes,

We know nothing else of this hero ("Aixon®?); perhaps
ALEQYn too was originally a placename, The deme

lay by the coast just south of Mt. Hymettus.



This pedigree is obvicusly a highly inflated piece of
imagination; Lysis! family has the best possible umale
progenitor and a claim to local distinction on its

cmale side. "Noch demselben Schemsa waren gewiss
zahlreiche attische Stamab8iume fabricirt®, E. Meyer,
Forsch. zur Alten Geschichte, wvol., II p. 521 n, 31.

(And unless "Aixon" was a gemuinely ancient hero, this
family-tree stressing prominence in the deme is nardly
likely to have originsted before the reforms of Cleisthenes,
Lysis! family must have had recent wealth to keep a
four-horse chariot, but evidently did not have a
genealogy assoclatlng them with the sarlier tribal
sristocracy; in which case Eippothales’ songs

“Gv Ty wéplr TdY mpoySvwy (205¢2) were exag erated).

(See Wade-Gery, Esseys in Greek History, p. 134, who says
"it was hardly as Demesman of Aixone thsat Lysis traced
nis 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? drep al ypalar §OOUOLY, Mwhich the old women repest’
(cn §oovoLy  ef, n, on c®)g
yoa®v U0ho¢  became a proverbisl expressicn for

7 . .
"nonsense", ¢f, Theaet, 176b', and Parcemiographi

»
(cf, Dodds on Gorg. 527&5); but here 1t was no doubt
iterally the cese that old womsn were the experts on

femily histories,

@ KPCY VEVLHNXEVAL ceeee GOELC, mgpe you erowing before

vou'lve won?#

schols vet. and the Parcemiographi duly reccrd this =g
a proverb; rapotula, "mpd ®fg viung deeve o
Evnwutov, dxt Thy Td wpdvuata wpolaufavdvTwy.

But the explanation of the sayins has to be found in

Plato's own more elaborate usge of it at Theset. 164e4"9

oatvSpedd uov drextpudvoc dyewole &Cxny xplv
VEVLUNAEVEL Q& Anéﬁcavmag axd 100 Adyov fodeiv;

it tekes its origin fronm cockfighting.
- ¥ oo 2 2 -
Here Qogtc¢, originally of Ycrowing®, is slyly tuarned

kN
Y

o suit Hippotheles! soncs.



205
dg 3 3
ovx olet ye.
"You think you aren't. odx olpat is like

o gnur;  K.G. II p. 180 anm. 3.

A7 w8 g wlg ExEu;
"Well then, what is the situation??®

for <o 68 see Thompson's note on Meno 97c.

(@]
e

'y - &: .
It oceurs in questions at Laws 967a°, %5 68

70¢ Eiov &v eln 3 630&8, 886b3.



202
b ldvrey pdriote elc o tefvovouy adtar al adal,
"These songs affect you yoursslf more than sayone”,

TtetvovoLy Maffsct® rather than "refer to¥;

ef, Hgdt. VI 109, 7ad7ta wv wdviae &¢ o8 vy
telver %ot &x gdo Hptntal, whilch seems to mean
"A1l this now affects you as well as depends on you'y

TelveLy is intransitive here as in Prot. 345338, but

%

oxet KéBng el¢ od tefvery Tdy Aéyov,

Cn

in

&

Pheedo 63a7, it is trensitive.

e? Enig feapture® is the first of a set of metaphors
from hunting applied Lo amorous pursuit; cf, e® SLagdyy,
206e8  SvoarwtéTEpOL » end the fulle-scule comparison

in 206a? - b3, which adds ©Onpevtic, dvacopol, Yypav,

&«

| N . r
crayovalvery, This wes 2 freouen

way of balkingsg
ef o Prot. 3@9&1, dnd wwvnyeclov <ob mepl Thv

2 .74

Ahxupladov Bpav, and extensively at Xen, Mem, II

4895 28,

(But at % veviunxdty is still reminiscent of the

e

proverb anlv vevexnuévar &8euv  of @:5).



205
92 » \ fwhat you
wSouog oou Eotat Td rex8évia,

have related will be & credit to you's

"y i TEE " . 2
for x6ouoc in this phrase c¢f. Thue, I 5 ot wdouoc

xarfg Tolto SpRdv (.o, Anotedelv ),

> F a
Are Clouds 914 5, s ye xbopog wobt’ dotuv Zuol

{(with 2 pun on the litersl sense of [golden] ornaments),
and ofs y&guoy eéosy Tuvt  Hdt. VITI, 142,
Soph. Ajax 293,

o ‘
e B P ey e .
'Cucsu:v:(ig petZovey ... . x0AEY TE xal éﬂ{&@z’év,

"all the grecter prizes”;
xorhd Te xal dyasdd here is neuter, though perhaps
not without s sugzestion of its sense in the phrass in

the masculine,

(On the thought of. Symp. 182{39,

(Y

Advry 1e xandy Sdoxel

elvar xal ud 8adure aloypév ),
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a2 Ssdudg 8 wEAhov 8xy dnopAcstol;
a stendard phrase like our "what the fubture will bring"
or "how things will turn out’y
ofs Hdt. I 32, Solon's femous edvice, oxoméelv && ypd

#avele xpfuetog Ty weievtiy xh drxoBRoeval;

VIII 67 wdv wéhreuov xf dxoficeTot ; Plato Euthyphro 333.
hoa - > 1 3 4 E
&’ gRALVY Ml @‘525;3], praise and exalt®y

alzeuv in this sense seems to be otherwise poetics

Sophe O.T. 1092,  Or perhaps here i% means colloguially

R A 4
Uinflatel, cf, yavvoDvta at 210e™,

27 B0Q sseos BEYGAUUXSETENOL 44aas OVCAAWTETEQOL ]

For the sllipse of Toooudty e, Rep. 56867,



“
o
(]

20
‘r - . l?' . .
8-9 JLOUéQ TLG vy év LI I ) (JO.I{;EE LI B 84'})(:0{';
5 e .
elValL;  the scribed who produced O0Oxo¥U

&v goes with

(37W) and OORY (Par here and et 215b°) feiled to

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

enticipating Heindorf. &v  is often attracted to

ef. Prot. 357a75:
2 e ) wr oy ¥ ™~ T e PP
Booncty Qv xat P Lpwtaydog

& L ey n L.
sccond places Cuohoyolev av quby
ol dvopdaor ) of;

Suoroyelv.  ("Protagoras too thought they would agreet)

()

ef. Lysis 216b° odx &v potv Soxst obtwg Exevv.

)

a? & acopul,  "put up";
the kind of 91PQ implied here is the snaring of birds:
] P f_."' S I
in Ar. Birds 34, ©V Copolviog ovlevig

o, Uofety

ATiuesda.

b*  ANELV,  foharmiy

& chenge of metaphor, bub still to one
- s L o F .
aprlicetion; cof, €rpcalin Xen, Mem, IT 41Y,
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bB o 2 P
ROMAA auovosic
"a great deficiency of literary talent.”
o . ,. _ . . -
ef. b7  woh) dhoyle, "a great failure in logict.
i 7
Also wonid duadta, &vouo, &ierola ; Meno 90e*’7§§,

Hipp. Haj. 30002, AOLAT Tough Ar. Frogs 21.

b5 AdoL wodvorg Evooov

"liable on all these charges", cf. Theaet. 148%%;

evidently a legal term also used colloquislly.



BT eeees wOLAGYCS
It is interesting that the scribe of Ven. 186 should

ppear to have been ohserving 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 indicstes a more immediste danger
and on the abandonment of Dawes' canon

than the future;
see Dodds, Gorgiss, pp. 257 snd 343,



Avipe sevee pAARTOVTE SauTdV ... .0h0EERdg Qv Sauis
Heindorf thought the repetition was meant to hide
a weak argument. But Socrates is being ironic;
the argument was only too likely to toke in any
Greek, as it does Hippothales (and Thrasymachus
théught precisely this about excellence in
shepherds and 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 "= b a" or "ring structure";

cf. (e.g.) Gorg. 50709—66 v3y PRoviduevov

o

&)

ebcalpova elvar ....., sl péidec edoaluwy elval;
such structures happen freguently in emphatic

conversation,

l 3
¢ oot ..... dvaxovvoduat, "I put my problem to you":

cf. Prot. 314b!, Laches 178b°.
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01"2 el Tv dxio Bieuvg ( seid. gupfoviedewv) guusiobheve
gsiva &y, TLE AOYOV vevaod

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

all, what words ..." .

cf. Phaedo 6393 ebnen 11 Exho a0v Tovoftwy,

Suvoxuotoafuny 8y wal wo¥io,

The idioms with &iiog are peculiarly difficult;

but this seems to be the meaning here rather than

"If you have snything further® or *better to advise®

{scil. "than singing odes.") (Jowett and Anelt.)

& fuller paraphrase might be "If you can give me

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

-

; o . R o . e Aopv g - 3 .
¢’ Houg &y ‘wvalpny oo &avierZal, wTh,:

cf. Xen, Hemn., 125?8, Tooe &° v zf oor wdyw

svhiogety sle Tt T3V %oy Te wdyo &y 9%pav
x A ¥ . ¥ -
€.0vit btd TO Epwtiuds stvas ] but in Xenophon (I)

Socrates surprisingly volunteers this as a sequel

to a discussion, not of #pug, but of <uifa:
{II) shere is no oractical demonstration suggested,
Th

e dramatic plausibility and interest are much

Ainis

higher in Platos; also the kind of aid Socrates
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5 ¢ 3
¢’ {contd,. )
offers is very different - in Xenophon Scorates
sromises merely to praise the {£paotfic in the
presence of his gwaiéuvid.

& <

¢’ oot ... .. gasf; “Bene ou7e, quanguam unus dixerat

Cte

tn

ippus; idpso enim silentio ceteri ills

comprobaverant® Heindorf; but most of all oiroy
serves Plato’s scene~setting by reminding us that
there are others present {as did Ctesippus’ fulc

and Ymwv  at 204@79 205&4}.

Ennt odoév, Bon, rorendv. 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 palaestrs:
(2) if Lysis had not through llenexenus known

1-2

Ctesippus, See notes on d and dg.



Gg 'Bpualae Gyovowv; 2 special festival held in

Athenian palaestras; c¢f. 4desch., in Tim. 10.

For Hermes as the patron of athletics ef. his
title (é&v-) dyvdviocg, I. G. Ig._S, Pindar Pyth.
2.10, Nem. 1,60, Ar. Plutus 1161-3;

for statues of Hermes in palaestras c¢f. Anth. Psl.

VIO 100, l43’ 144, App- ?1&1’1. 186, 1883
(188) Btvooiguihoy Boog Kuiifvioy al-nd Aeholmwe,

-~ LIS S R . s B
1307 Bornu' doctod yupvacolov ue fwv,

. -~ . F N
rnohidur nal Dohepole 6%nav {wv otegdvovg.

At the festival 11 appears that the boys them-
selves took part in offering the sacrifices

(29663, 297&4); also that wine was lisble to reach
the waliting paidagogoi (223b1). 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 (I.G. IIwIIIz,
2980).

Aeschines refers to the existence of, but does

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

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

3
-

irported "law” at In Timarch. 12, see next note, )



dvaupsusiyudvor L .... of Ts veovioxol xal of neldec®
ef. 207&1 gv wolc mowol Te xudL veavioxoug.
cf. Aeschines in Timarch. 9-10: ¢ ydp vouod4tne ...
dxodeluvvol ,.... Tobc vedviouove Todc

. 7 "cab'o’n\(;,‘ e
ELOPOLTIVTOC ouxaméest elvar ol ATTLVAC
fhvulac Eiovrag® taking this sentence in conjunc-
tion with Hippothales' remark here, we can infer
that Aeschines by vesavloxcveg does not mean the
same as he does by gufsee 2@ few lines earlier.
The "Solonian" laws evidently made separate
provisions about the use of palaestras by youths
as opposed %o boys, cf. earlier, in Tim. 7; from
Hippothales' remark we can infer that Mikhos held
separate classes for watéesc and for veavioxol,
who on ordinary days were not allowed to mix; but
for the Hermaea this rule was evidently relaxed.
(Note a2lso Aeschines' zallusion to & rule xeol

The ouvusowthoewg T8y walcuv, "the companionshins
[R5 h i = -4

the boys may form at school™ (4dams)). (The
age at wnich a xat¢ became g veav{oxoe we are

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

mentioned the distinection of raldee Trom



pevpduse  and  of Hniar desinc Hhauxlarg

1

whereas Socrates at 205" referred io Lysis as a

veuvioxoc,  +the usual guess ig that & division
would be made round about the age of fourteen or
fifteens see Freeman, "Schools of Hellas! pp.
53~4. Solon fr. 19 perhaps confirms this.)

(The purported quotation of the actual law, at

in Timarch. 12, is an obvious forgery: see Ersru@;
"Uber die bel den Attischen Rednern eingelegten
Urkunden®, pp. 305-6, It provides reasonably
enough that adults shall not take part in the
contestes (ovyxadiévatr); at the Hermaea; but its
implicetion that zadults had Yo be completely
excluded from the gymnasium may be ignored in view

of this passage of the "ILysis").

There might seem to be & problem about the
situation in the palasestra depicted in the
"Charmides"™; there are .ul’eg present who sizre
sy 3 . s 5
at Charmides, who is D L é’r weL pdut ov
(Charm., 154b"c¢). But it sounds even so as if the
ey AL Y oy . b 5 -
wabieg are 1n a group together, and there is no
mention of their being engaged by anyone in

conversation.
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Pt

&=’

ra

rpdusiouy oby sovyr el S€ uh .....; oDV

is perhaps both inferential and resumptive; the
statement is repeated after reason has been given
Tor bhelieving it.

28 in d5 Jumps back over the repetition to answer
the olpar udy of 09, which a less voluble
speaker might have left *"solitarium" (Denniston
p. 382); but Hippothales is anxiously emploring

all possibilities (see on dS).

Kenoiwwp ouovhdng dotlv &la 1oy todtov dveyidy

Mevézevov; "he's well acquainted with Ctesipous
through Ctesippus' cousin Wenexenus". With these
careful arrangements for approaching the boy Lysis
compare Socrates' remark to Critias & propos of
Charmides at Charm. 155a3“6; dang w¢ odxu

gnésuide woL T8y veavlav xorfoac debpo; oboe

ydp &v wov el Evv &wlyiave vedrepce &v, aloxpdy

Y ﬁv Tl dLaréyestat Auty &vovalov ye ool,
Ervtpdrov Te Gua xel qveyuod svioc., Athenian
ooys were evidently warned "not to talk to strange

nen"! (ef. Symp. 183c% 8q. )
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prev ety

at Weverlv, udv ydp 69: a8y is solitarium with

&

Meves8vy, and is probably similar to Denniston's
"8y with personal and demonstrative pronouns
implicitly contrasted with other persons and
things" (G.?. p. 387): here Lysis' friendship
with Menedenus is implicitly contrasted with his
friendship with everyone else (wdviwv udriota).

vdp o7 is merely emphatic for ydp (G.P. p. 243).

d5 &dv Hpa pd moouln adede "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. 18521, where Eryximachus
suggests a third altermative cure: ={ ¢’ &pu
®évv Luxvpd Eotiy, ... wTdps; implying that
this should not be necessary. (Some of Denniston's
examples at G.P. pp. 37-38 are like these, bui his
description of the "possibility as having only Jjust
been realized” does not quite cover the case in
the "Lysis", where &dv &pa ) is a repetition of

3

gl 2 uh in d3).



r
-
(53}

|

o

206e°-211a

acooa (O spooy’ ) see Schanz, Platonis Opera,

VII p. xiii; apocfesv in the secondary mss. is
a correction introducing a form never found in

the primary mss. of Plato. reoofier  TW is

perhaps due to dittography of wpooy’ elc.

3

1

The scene changes to the interior of the palaestra;

we see the boy Lysis and his friend ienexenus.
Hippothales hides himself in the throng while
Socrates gently catechises Lysis about the
extent of his knowledge and thus of his claim to

have friends.

Not only the scene but also the speakers change here.

Socrates fulfils his promise of talking to ILysis,
and we have a miniature Socratic dialogue

specially 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

2@693-211a (contd.)

Socrates starts from the paradox obvious to any child
that though his parents love him there are nmany
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 and restraining” Lysis, who certainly
shows occasional touches of bhoyish arrogance;
but perhaps especially Socrates wishes to prevent
Lysis from thinking he deserves to win friends by
his beauty albne, 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 21ld6 are as
far as Plato allows us a real picture of the young
boys: 1in the main discussion following they say
very little that shows us anything about themselves
(1ittle in fact except 'yes' and 'no'); but here
we are given some idea of the life of an Athenian

boy, and what he thought of it.



AT ’Z l
206e”~211s" (contd.)

Lysis ie rather given to emphatic and adbrupt replies;
note his frequent ud Afla - I8¢ yvap; and
Amn I 4 o A = : ] eyt ’ };“& ﬂc&
GAAG TH GV he is even still saying

at the climax of his "humbling® at 210&7.

206
fong

e’  wmexo neévovg, dressed in white for the festival
and Lysis at least has a garland (é&otegavuuévocg,
aO?al} ¢f., Theophr. Characters XXI 11, Aesch. in

7 - 1“’2 PYFTE -1 é

Ctesiphountem 77, Plato Rep. 328¢ ’ G TOTO <
Povegoy ubvog (& Kégado ... TEBUNDE YOp &Tbyiavev,

e6

BN PO o B = . >
v wn alny ..., BEw, of &€& .... wof Grolvinpiov

v ywvic; we can probably picture the palaestra
as an open-air courtyard with a covered portico

o . A g
at one side serving as the wiocluinpLov.

ifenexenus' game (207bl) could lead him from the
one to the other (in pursuit of an GoTpdychog )
where the sacrifices took place we are not told;

perhaps in front of a statue in the

3\;‘
GUeATe



for these as children's toys see First Alc,
110b°, isclepiades A.P. VI 308, Leonidas i.P.
¥I 309:

loTpaydhag T wes s

- R L "yl
}{OUE{DC?GU VTG RGLEYVL  p SV HOQBRAOEY .,

/i

The Arethan scholiast has a huge note on fowpay b
sometimes they were marked as four-sided dice,
but for other games such as ’ptii0ud¢ here they
were used in quantities as an alternative to
stones, coins, nuts or beans, Aselepiades loc.
cit. mentions a school-prize consisting of eighty
Aotpevdioy. some were evidently available in

the gymnasium where the "Theaetetus” is set,

since Socrates uses them as counters; 1§4cl.

P

dovou anliovade e off 3 this jumps back over
wat T ... REASLNUEVQ to wolc walioac. Te
means "and"; gee Denniston p. 500 on Te
sintroducing the last item of & series™,
dotoovailiovTal s "oplaying games with knuckleboneg®

%
L



fe AT e 2 o o f s
yGhRoL g, SH @UORLEOXWY

TLvdy mooatpoduevol, "were playing '‘odd-or-even’
with a great quantity of knucklebones, picking
them out of some baskets that were there."

See the scholiasts here =nd on Ar. Plutus 816

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

w3y ouu alotopd dpwtipevt  Kpnid glovy § wmept1td

i

& on veueol wov noOASREO; %8y udvy eladv Ty,

o Y e o B I s
parpetrot abvd® el &' droviyy, wetaBdirer Toodoe.

o

For continuous playing of this, considerable
numbers of dotpeydrot would be needed for each
side to compete in accumulating. RPOAL POBUEVOL
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; FRhet, 1407b2,

o »

. 3
v golo Goreaduetc SpTia

{2

6 o0 ydo &vkbg WAAACY
A weprosd elady wlAAoy A wdoa Filel. Lristotle's
phrasing probably indicates that the second form
of the game could be called Zpwicoudg 003  sO©

either form could be being played here in the

"Lysis".



e' {(contd.)

(Vat, 1029 has dotpeydicue woundhrovg, which confirms
that this is what % had before correction: but
the point is not that they picked up Rauwrbiloug,
but thet they took advantage of the great store
to play dotiaoudc.

Pollux's xgreowudvor (if he is not merely paraphrssing)
was perhans at some time read along with d-ovc
ranrndhiove 1O mean "pouring a great quantity
onto the floor"; but this is rather less likely
to be what they did; while apoaiwpouvusyolL seenms
to be in context as describing the actual playing

of the game).

a® "Junge §: ob Lévov Blics duotoor T8 warde slver "
Stallbaum. For dxodoot <8 wahde elvat, "to
have the nzme of 'handsome'" cf. Symp. 173&97
vadiny THY éﬁwvuu{av Erapec 10 wavind . xarelodol,
drofocy wodde elvat  would have sufficed but the
%d indicates 3§, is referring to other people's

statements. The construction is then changed
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R

a“ (contd.)
from &xo0oot T8 .....tp G000l BTL L....:

"to have it =aid of him that he has all the

excellences"; the change is from the descripiion

Socrates 1s quoting to the one he himself endorses.

®uhbc te udyaddg: "as excellent in mind s in body"¥:

by looking at Lysis one can not only see his

beauty, but also guess that he will think and sct
to equsl it.

The senses of HoAdc¢ %&Yﬁvég cause much cenfusion:-

(1) The social sense imported by the revisers of
Jowett, who allude to Lysis' "look of zentle
breeding", though common elsewhere, is out of

»lace here because gll the youths in the palsestra

- ES I ’ - Ty » »
were probably the sons of xaiol xdvavof in this

sense (gee on 20333); and in any case it would

be unlikely that Socrates was gelf-confessedly a

"tuft-hunter®,

) Adanm on Rep, 489@4 and Dodds on Gorgias 47099

have pointed out that the term nahde ndyadde
is "transvalued™ by Soecrates and Plato "to exoress

their ideal of what = man should be® (i.e, in
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a’ (contd.)
particular ¢LA6C006.)  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 dislogue.
The meaning here is simpler than either of these
senses. Two similar passages can be considered:
Prot. 315d8, et pdrwoy &g udv dvduatl xahdy
te xdyaddv AV ¢doiv, qﬁﬁ%’ obv {oéav
wdvy narde, Here similarly Socrates guesses
cautiously that a young man (Agathon) has
qualities of ¢00L¢  besides those of Lo éxa
Charm. 154d-e, esp. e4; Critias is showing off
Chermides, who is obviously xaAdg; Socrates

s 3 3 . el .
asks if he is aglso TNV Ju Ny €0 REGUALG;

to which Critias replies  AMa .. .. ®&YV

®uhd¢ wal dyaode Eowiy wal tadto. fhen
Charmides' Yuvy is referred to Critias slips

Aoargen A £
in the term “Y%99C 4y adgition to *MUSe



I\)

20T
a” (contd.)
When #aidcis offset against dyasde a distinction
between body and mind is implied: cf Xen. Hen.
II 6.30, where Critobulus is interested in friend-
ship both with xolc dvaoole Tdg Yvyxde and with
To¥¢ naAdvg td oluste:  ef. dlso Xen. Symp. 8.26.
The one guallity is easil§%isible, the other less
immediately identified. Thie is already said
by Sappho (fr. 49 Diehl, 590 Lokel~?age};
& udv yidp xédroc Booov Tony %ékaxas<ﬁx&kog} .
$ ¢ wlyaboc alrine nal wdroc Eoeezoi .
sappho probably meant to say that excellence of
character, when discovered, would constitute
nobility (#drho¢ Eooewal) better than handsomenes:
which 1s found only to be nobility of appearance
(Bogov Tinv xdroc) 5 that is to say, d&peTh
constitutes a kind of udrio¢  superior to the
physical kind. wocrates says this at Thezet.

2

18593; Theaetetus is not handsome; ‘but Karde

yiz el, O Sealwnte, Wil vdy, ¢ Breve Beoo wPoC,

aloipde® & yoap %alde Adywy xardc Te ol dvasde.
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a2’ (contd.)
Thus in this simplest use of the term wxardg
%ﬁY&ﬂdf, it is dyasdc wnich defines ithe sense
of xardg; din fact the term is meant to mark a
contrast with the ordinary physical sense of

narhdg. In brief, xurdc when contrasted with

dvadg suggests qualities of apjrearance, when
conjoined with J~o idc suggests ~ualities of
character; which is why Socrates can contrast
the two senses here, saying that Lysis is not
only obviously xardc 1in appearance, but also

probably xardc in chsaracter.

o> ol wd xatcvrixod, "to the other part of the

drocvannlov?, away from the olayers of oddg-or-

evens, but still "inside": c¢f. eloépietar in bl.

E 5 2 ; .
a“ody, al odbv, D" ody, b4éﬁ ; the steps in the

L%

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

¥ R \ .
of ody and &1 in narrative; "almost purely
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b°

, 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
hend while at 207a° 6% might be "logical, in

a® oiy  is not, but quite exclusively temporal.,

for ,av .... Zisiie regularly withz &8 see
Denniston p. 376; cf. also «<fuc uév ..... el7o
Ar. Clouds 66, Xen., Hell, II 2,17, Eti 48V .esse

twerte  Plato Prcﬁﬁ 31007.

of &iaor, The others who had been with Hippothales
and Ctesippus outside &ndé had heard the plan being
mede.  Richards wae wrong to delete of.

godtovg daruyiodusvoeg, "using them as a screen';

cf. Ar. Hist. An, 613b9, Botursc

LR N

Exmvvaoduevor Exavady Ttiva xolf Bany .. &rwaZovauy

Eur. Cyclops 680-1,

-~

3 S S S
cdtoL Sywa ity wdt ooy dnniuva

—r

. - LAY S
LGEOVAEC EOTHHATL o
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bS {(contd.)
Ar. Ach. 684, ~«fic 6{wnc v ASynv, looks as if
it means "the smoke-screen of the Law", the
pettifoggery used to hide the truth (see Starkie

ad loc.)

o]

. 4 N ) =
c I6tepog dulv wpeo,ttepog; AugLopnTobuey, Egmn.

(V]

Socrates chooses the more confident Menexenus

and asks & 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 o
have been in New Comedy, in the Greek source of
Plautus' "Pseudolus®; see Schmidt in PW s.v.
Tevéiivoc Auéoa, Rose in OCD s.v, Birthday.

This passage of the "Lysis" tells against Schmidi's
assumption that importance must nevertheless have
been attached to birthdays as such at an earlier
date.  (Pindar (fr. 193 Schrdder) knew his
birthday because he had been born on the day of

the Pythian festival; Wilamowitz, Pindaros, 060, )



207
ol=2 (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 Pyanopsien (in autumn);
see Deubner, Aktische 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 situstion 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 doubd
about & person’s age within years apparently could
arise; cf, Ath. Pol. 421, where provision is made
for the demesmen to take = vote on youths to be
enrolled to judge &l SoxoDoL yeyovévar v
Taexfov Ty &% 1ol vduou (i.e. 18 years); cf.
Ar. Wasps 578, This way have been to prevent
deliberate deceit, but at least it suggests thut
no records were available. (This perhaps means

the Phratry lists did not gate enrolments?)



]
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12 (contd.)

AW

In Demosthenes xxxix, in Boeotum, 827, a guestion
of seniority is not gone into on the ground that
this would be gfingec; Dbut nothing can be
inferred from this, because the speaker may have

had sometning to hide.)

e ol gAY ..., YE, Progressive:

cf. c(, negating what might have

00 UV ... YE
seemed to be the next stage in the progression,
These two cases point very clearly to the origin
of uvw as purely emphatic; the progressive and
adversative forces respectively are largely given
by wal and o3, ye 18 rarely sbsent in these

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

dibtepde ve xarlwy, doadtug., ' Byelacdtny obv Eugw.
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

fon

ic vio with each other zbout beauty, did each
think Socrates had detected the jealousy of the

other?



207

Pros it 7%

&

e ofiw vdo dstov; 1t looks as if Socrates was already
steering the conversation round to the topic of
friendship, intending to show Hippothales (and

yeis) what friendship should be, with the

friendship of Lysis and Menexenus as an example.

But this is interrupted almost at once by the

sumnons for Menexenus.

T M
¢ wouvd Th ve ¢liwy réyvewal, "the proverb says,
friends have zll in common®,
Plato guotes this again at Rep. 42431 { xatd Ty
maporwlay wth,) and at Laws 73901; FGuripides
at Androm. 376 hasi-
othws ydp o0 8v Tovov, ofwivee ¢lhou
So0®e Regdnas’ drnd xouvd (oftuaTa.
But it is also quoted of common interests rather
than possessions; c¢f. Bur. Or. 735, Phoen. 243,
Plato Phaedr. 27905.
Th

This and three other proverbts aboutb friendship, all

cuoted {but not atiributed to anvone) by Aristotle,

are ascrived by later writers to Fythagoras;



10 (contd.)
xouvd Td @ hwy by Timaeus (506 Jacoby P 13)
{ndtne Labane 0¥y Dlog. L, VIII 10
cfhos Btepoc ofitoe 0¥ Philo, Quaest. in Gen.
i.17
ula youx® by Cicero de Off. I 56.

They perhaps show a slightly less self-directed

and utilitarian attitude than many Greek sayings

about friendship; on the other hand it is perhaps
dangerous to mske any definite ascription of
utterances which can easily have arisen as
proverbs,

On w®oiwvwvia see Gorg. 507¢-508c, where Dodds

argues that Plato is quoting Pythagoreans.

Timaeus (loc. cit.) derived ,5,,q4 <d o0y
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.

i ‘!“‘; A N ] - < f o / 7 "7v . Al Ay D g
N Jora e AL i ‘P%’: A A
J J v J
A Ak a e A B e s
’ ¥l LB Y&w}‘ M4 ¢ ?”/%«j"‘r-&,@rm , Ha »/:2-' P‘J «;f;t .. ‘)j )-

JAMT Ve A W iyl %ﬁ W g o
; oo ., o ¢
%) BV Z O “ B n e e A .
y ] ¥t .&h ,\9’% o ALY n )
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dl OréTEPOE SunaLdTED0g Hul vogliepog Was S.

perhaps going to suggest that in these matters

neither could be allowed to admit to being outdone?

. A
d2 OVY¥  gee on 207&5.

et &ooxet yvidp pou fepoucidv Tuydvely

"I assumed that he was taking some part in the

rites", Lamb, The zctual sacrifice was already

over; see 20663“4.

N
2
"V'
dSL ROV v.eee 096800 @Lhel o & xothp wual f uBtne;

Poa 13

Now that lMenexenus has gone Socrates has to work
round 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.

"GV  means "I am sure that ..." without the hint
of irony it often carries, But Stallbaum was

wrong to remove the question&ark, since Lysis

answers.
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e

e

soxel &€ cou sboaluwy sfvar ... & uncév 8Zeln wouelv:
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 foruming an expression
nearly equivalent to an optative with ay,"
Here after ocoxet oot edcaluwsy elvar  there is
the same seguence as might happen after s3yatar
gb aluwv elvar. Mad¥ig's Ay (winich would

have come after sdcoufuny, not after efvo)

is thus unnecesgsary.

Sv Exuovuols the optative is due to attraction

by the conditiomal 2#¥:z(-

o

[y

4-5 <opto maved TodRe Ofrhov Buy mooOvuchvtar, Suwg

dv ed ciuovéineg, "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.)
novtl Tpéne 15 emphatic and goes with xpofvuctviat
Ofrov OTr  is a "virtual adverb", see Dodds on
Gorg. 487a' (where similarly it follows on the
emphatic adverb oftwct); wobto is proleptic
of  Buwg &v edoarpovbing: 80 Heindorf.
This way of reading the sentence gives a clear
steg in the argument; -~ from eddalucvd oce

éﬁ&@vﬂaﬂdb vevéodar to waved Tpdinp woobvuolvial

brwe 8y sddaluovolne; 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 =z necessary condition (81"2);
this is why it is paradoxical that they don't let
him do what he likes,

cf. Theset. 148d1 apodupfiigty 6€ Raval TESNE ...
rosetv Abyov; and Hdt. VIII 13, Znoivferd 1e

ROy 0RO To Beof Buwc Bv EZiowleln v.... 70

ilepotxov, cf. I 91,



207
et=o (contd.)
%.iwc By with optative in primary sequence marks

clearly (1) the origin of %nue @8 a relative

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

not finsl, sense in the optative. cf. Plato

%

Symp. 19007, AOHD HUOL suess S48LV unxaviiv, G

v elev Te Bvisuaol ol Ral06L Y -T0 1fc dxohacioc
) » =
GuZevistepot yeviueavor, "a scheme by which men

could continue to exist while ceasing %o be wicked®,
and Hdt. locc. cit.
m

See Kﬁbner-@erth IT pp. 374-5, Goodwin G.M.T.

§8349-351,

(The other possible reading of the sentence, with a
comma after cmoy and taking gyl tplng  with
Ehov weakens the step in the thought and mukes
the potential force in &~ 2y eb S wovolne

less easily perceptible.)
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a

29

Hat pd afo &ué ve, & 2xpatec, nal 4dla vs 20AAL
wwohbBovotry, "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 xidw cf.

Epist. III, 315d%, ©u01’ Goc 0f pdv wéte 6LexiAvoa.
(2) ~s and xal ... ve are both purely emphatic

(¥t meaning "actually"; see Denniston p. 158

5=%  phlb. 360°,) and

and cf. esp. Theaet. l44c
both within one clause (unlike leno 82b5, iiGvu

ve ogeica, olxoyevic ve, which is two clsauses.)
Denniston p. 144 seems to doubt the duplication
of emphatic ve&; but it must easily have happened

in conversation, and no doubt is put here to

represent the vehemence of Lysis' reply.

aaad wlvae pfv;  "Well, who do they let drive the
chariot 1f not you?"; Jdad ... wAv implying
considerable surprise at the demial of the speaker's
previous sugsestion, or at least puzslement over
what can be the case now it has been denied.

v 4 . , . :
Compare e’. Socrates is of course only pretending



208

35 {contd,)

not to understand, in order to make the paradox
clearer toc 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 &innd wf ufv; and attributed

§

the words to Lysis, pointing out that this is =
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 04 Lysis says |

ERN

AkG 50 ufe; to express his surprise at Socrates!

Cre

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 Scecrates would not have

tried to make his point with this example); he

wouldn't have admitted that it was UNNECEeSSary

for him to drive it.)



P

b A}\--;\u(

\ ¢ 2iv; "Of course they pay him" (i.e. "Did

i i

&

you think they wouldn't be able to afford a
charioteer?®)
Lysis doesn't yet quite see Socrates' point; compare
is a

04, where he says "Of course my KoL HOYIYOC

13 k] ol S P
slave; he's one of our own, H.&tepdec ye.!

7. he is still

Compare too his laughter et 2084
surprised at Socrates' feigned ignorance of the
treatment he gets, and has not hegun to be puzzled
in the way thet Socrates is trying to suggest to
him,

Denniston p. 332 remarks "from meaning 'Well, if not
that, then what?', elliptical ;.. IO T
comes to be virtually an emphatic affirmative
answer ... '0f course,'" There is (often)
also an implication of surprise that the preceding
guestion should have been =asked.

(Thie is different from cases where (g ¢ phy ;. is

a real question (e.g. Symp. EOQdIQ, 2@6@4) where

F »
d&rad tlva uhy

b

it has the game implications as



S0l {ouunl Ledvevg; the family no doubt had a
mule-team for travelling (cf. Zesch. in Ctes. 76},
since the horses would be kept for racing?

(The primary mss. have Souvxob, not dpevxnod; see

Ammann, =4%Cg bei Platon, pp. 148-9, 229-31.)

Eoy "Let me?  Of course not", or "what
makes you think they'd let me?": compare 02
wfic e & unp€lovsiy: wof course they don't
allow me": in both cases Lysis echoes Socrates'
guestion in scornful denisl. Cf. Cratylus 398e°"
A oV Zioue el-mely ;o Lbosv, Dvasé, B

(Hirschig and Cobet‘were thus wrong to delete &3ev;
exclamatory xédsv; and & vdp; seem usually
not to stand alone, but to follow or precede fuller
statements of the speaker's objection. See
Denniston p. 86 on “&. vis; and the cases of
A0dev; in L.S.d.)

(Neither is there any need here to debate whether fv
need be added to optatives in cuestions. av
was present in the previous sentence, from which

2 . , | .
epey 1s quoted, and can easily be understood here;

6.

$



208

vt (contd.)
furthermore this is perhaps an exclamation rather
than a question; see Thompson's summary of
Jebb's findings (Thompson, Meno, App. on temt,
97c¢) "this construction (i.e. optative wkthout av)
even in verse, is limited to places which are

exclamations rather than interrogations.™)

p* p¢ cé, Iv o’ Eyé, pdiioto: "well then just what is
the situation?" W adds pdiiota which is
perhaps more lively than B7's perfectly correct
1¢ &&; cf. Gorg. 448a%.

bS Inscriptions give the form as Joswubuoc, which is

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

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

6 . ,
b Katl oobhov, "even a slave®; the Hvlo oc was

Y

HLodwtdg, but not a slave.

. 4
c B¢ vdp ErutpérovoLy: See on b,



TAnrT 7o sv wfc oov; This is a livelier guestion if
©f¢ is interrogative. The papyrus has OOV TL¢

(it omits almost &1l accents) but perhaps the mss.
order should be retained in view of the "wildnesg"

of this papyrus (see introduction).

»

65 QJ ERIR Nl ’;x,‘,;.‘”g{f)g; et WOLIaNV Wy over thereﬁ;

2

o dis ded the omission of the article

Q

tic, an

carries »n flavour of off-handedness and contempt;

cf. oymp. 215b6, where Alcibiades asks peevishly,

arid tle Sutv Boe tpluog ouealing; also Gorg.
521@7. Gompare the contemptuous use of oltog
QD see Kihner-Gerth I, p. 629, and Dodds on
Gorglas 467bl.

The absence of the article puzzled the scribes (as
it has puzzled editors); BT misdivided 5oe  as
b ©€; many editors have punctuated b e,
aatooywyde  very awkwardly. — These editors might
have seized on W's 3¢ &  but it is more likely
that O in ¥ is an addition than thet there was
& double corruption in BT; & scribe faced with

the misdivision ¢ ¢& & would have been able

to correct it without recourse to deletion.
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AT Rapaxpoviueda,

Hot 8oy wYS8C v.e.s 00DAOC OV o.... &ywy elc
&1 daoxrdiov

AGL GOy

Children of the wealthy were put under the care
nf Soywyol

from an early age (&xeuddv
88ttov ouvi( TLg Td Aeyoudva,

Lac. Pol.

prot. 325¢°, Xen.
2.1.) until adolescence (%o
petpaxtobodat, Xen. Lac, Pol. 3.1.), and geen
to have Deen continuously under their eye.
Demosthenes had to persuade his woudaywyle to
teke hnim to hear speeches in the courts: Plub,
Dem,d, It is not clear to what extent the
rovoaywySe  was supposed to imstruct the child;
periape very little (note on 223b):; his main
job was to discipline (and chaperon) the child
{(Prot, 32506

8G., Symp. 183c4)

"where we are being thrown olf
- ) . - ral ?L A 4 i3
balance® c¢cf. Thezet. 108a TE GEAALATE O seose
7y

KrnseNEHnounTo slan Orita 47s° 4 el

AL Nl LO:, D80 GILTO - {g;, 'S S ‘?W';,”G MJ&. or
from wrestling (Louls, vetaphores, 5. @14

%

see note on 216a°

J %



208 "
> The papyrus' T¢ after $viu would be misplaced

and should be ignored;smshould its*al before

e

’Eu vlv w8, which would take the‘faraé_aﬁiy% from ¥
Sfﬁ;mlaﬂy in daltoou YE " would be’ pﬁin‘%lésﬁi &e

Eouwev after iy dvia¢in élg is plausible
enoughs but it might if anything weaken the force
of Socrates' exclamation, and perhaps should be
ignored slong with the other varistions in this

- papyrus.’ '8



ﬁgﬁi
éZ;qu wh rel ofiol vov dprovolvy Stallbaum's note
here is the locus classicus for the-ézyianatien
of plv ul) § and. should be read in full, He
_explains thah the element of olvin vlveame %o
‘gréaaminatef and weakéﬁeé the force ef'tﬁe )
élement, which in more forceful questions therefore
came to be strengthened by the use of IV p7.
Socrates here, thersfare,.is making‘gréténee of
being even more shocked by these extra schoomaster-
tyrants than he was about the 1ui8uvu1lS being

g slave a2t 64

s where he merely used 0V swalliecler

m  MGv dcbrog &vy - |
8tallbaum also pointes out aauﬁely that saerates
is not strictly here "expecting the snswer 39:*'

“ observari oportet, saepenumero ean interrogandi
formam cum quadam simulaxiene‘;g% &13@1&%1&%&&&#
ab logquentibus adhiberi, ideoque ab eis ita o
intsrregari, ac si quid esse ﬁ&lg&%, cum tamen
eentrarium locum habere praevideant. Socrates
here well knows that the answers to his questions
will be affirmative, but wishes to auggés% hie
horror at.these facts. And even in meny univonic
contexts the text-book description of the force

of .lv should be altered to "fearing the answer yes"y



Stallbaum explained OV by saying %accessit odv
atque cum Fﬁeqaluit, ubi id, quod iaﬁﬁrréganti
metuendun videretur, ex qnagiam re vel éi@%s,r
a;teriug_eqlligi posset."

: D rii e N e
. On the other hand in e, ‘Hplxdeig,ulv pd Tu fol-

wirus oV datdpa ’i TV g;-';rs%gu‘, _is ironie
only in.thaﬁ Socrates knows he has not vreally
been given any ground for fearing an affirmative
anéwer here. Insofar as’he exgresaesrhis'hsye for

a negative answer here, this'hepe can be genuine,



208

& soonbras wal Zpxovius, efs Peeudo-Plstomie Axiochus,
365 é9;$ﬁé1uvA&§ els thv Entustlav iﬁikntgL(sc.ié
Viz“}\'f{,tuv),&Ef{éz}‘uf;c;av rutdayeyol xal “f'pa;*?.ap@fﬁtii'tut xal
éwcéquib;i Topavvobyres woiauvoudvon 6e apittxct,

TEwpdTpul, Taxtixol, oAd mAf6os becnorly, ; olge

Lnivs, “Y0y de.

é4 Uv et pandpios B "so that you can be happy
for her"; "dative of the person interested,"
compare the way younger children are nowadays
t01d to "smile for daddy." Stallbaun aptly
cited Rep. 343 38;35 TE adrfi(sc.T T4187) 0068 7pd-
Buta oldE ﬁoapévm,ytyviﬁxszg. "you won't
for your nurse show you know the Maza from
the shepherd."
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# e oxdone A ¢ nepxidocs

"her batten or her shuttle";

the onéOn was a batten for "striking the threads
of the woof home, so as to make the web close",

Lms.é;.(stthé.);aee Ar, Physiecs 243b6.

Much confusion has arisen over the meaning of
xepxlc 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 xepxlc as "the instrument used
for inserting the woof-threads"; he perhaps means
that xegpxl{¢ 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 %epxl¢ means
"shuttle" is obviously vitiated by her ignorance
of Greek and failure to consider Plato, Cratylus
388 and Politicus 282 a. These rather elaborate
comparisons,describing wspuiocixf as T &v

oafipoct Guvaxpituxfl, at the very least must imply



6 ,

d” (contd.)
the passing of a meedle in and out of the warp-
threads, if not of a shuttle; and "eompare‘g‘Eur.
I"T.' ‘22244 \ﬁhere the xepxlc 1s used in embroidery,
and’ Leonidas 'A.P. VI 288 where (as in Platu) the i

mpxtg iﬂ 'td,v &ﬂ:pm xpw:;,uévczv et



4" drhov tov 1dv wepl teraciovpylav Sprdvev,

Efere' 36%’#‘&*5 “’a&y other of her spinning
implements® is wrongs either &\icv 1ov  is
"idiomatic" as in 20% b7, and the meaning is "any 7
other of her implements, one of her spinning ones",
or more lﬁ.kély Tukuliovpyile means in general
”wcel-?erking“’, not merely "spinning"s so Lamb,
and this seems to be what is meant at Politicus

6 b e T
id

5 LS 9 b}
282 &y "vTu ... 14 7epl Ty molnouy 4Ol 1
3 e

S e e s ) B ¢
£0879T08 S Aevopem pEpnupla tig €ove Téxvm tlv Ond

A " 2 5
AAVIWY AETOREVUV, T TaAaCLoupY Lid.



uh, €€ on 20807

@
’ o e .-
AAAG .08 MY, 8€€ Oon 208a7,

vug ; not merely "Why?" but "whal can you
have done to deserve

388
ess



¢€;£; ty - "bo one aftar another3y" of, Laws 832 e?
»?AEt oov: del Tavi pta.. ﬁm}_eg wi'g}; one
maaifestatian of feree after anathsrs

;ﬁ,
Evi advg "in brief", "to sum it up" : ef. Gorg.
524 @%, Thea¥t. 194 2%,
5AEY€§v:£a£mmm.LsééV ®virtually none" for Jdiivcu selv
cdbev ¢ often with «7¢ but also with
3, F
whole clauses. (Euthyd. 279 ¢’ Symp. 198'3) as
at 210 ¢° below,
!?'t&v XPNRATWY TovodTey Svtay s sirictly his

family‘s paeaessians: his father's éhariat, ef
whieh Bysis no doubt is very proud.
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control ovar®z Yo gy
is 8 kev-word

2l that he

“D

o

YEVELETG ou.auwlrLl Te
N .b
wat Zahwv Zpioviec (210 i- 5)

2, *““ 4
a® diics Tuiagvel wul Gepomeded "some one else acts

a8 shevherd to look after it?s  the Kwtbgigtﬁﬂg’

probably, is meant; or just

.

Yeyoe who restricts ILysis' movenents like

2 shepherd his sheep's wanderings; but

sesns less suitable to Becuntedel,

L= .
For the metaphor inmei. ;Vtt c¢f. Prot., 320 = ...

}

o . Y A ~ A ) *»
CUE WOty Tuibebet (8c.to e VEwVLIO®oLL ) obte =

o«

” .

). - L 3 - LI L . " .

CARg TapudlowOlv,wat woiol mepuidvies vinovral
3

Gowep dperon, ef. Rep. 495 & .

{ Put 2t Taws 808 4

)

Lo e ¥ - —~ s - hY
Soaywyost whao are likened *o TOLLEVES, )
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ob ¥ip me hauxiev #xe 1 the correcfor of

T

TLVa s;’;v‘\;‘;vw:@ﬁvﬂ;u » scil, Yp&pgf@“g@ y of,

{For the Persian Kinz

wag slmost certainly risht. Stallbamm

rent nov
i ,

bhut Lvais = even at

%

/

hegitant statements

LI Y
{,i,;)‘\‘}\,g.-, e s a9 s e 2e AGCU

ve rtooovee anticipates

70

Eruv yip bounglvict wiain a

veupuotey  Badhem's 1y to produce 2 sincular,

1literate! g8 ... wplicv... TITTCLOLY shows

iverstely giving him practicel

[ \
upu [ Pﬁiwb Lutln US

Socrates teases Lysis by putting to him the

proverbial exception to all rules, the Porsian

g.:.
*

King, whose autcerocy raised hin shove evervone

else; but Iysis with a toueh of childlike

eonfidence thinks

see note on 211 n7} 3
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ting spell a word

vou yourself decide’

B
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(opEly AveTval g

Lysis is allowed %o
soout spelling =nd lyre-tuning. A AAY BGGKQ

does not imply thet he will do theoe thinss

o
ot
¥
4wl
s
i
€3]
e
et
-
b
by}
<4
{
o
©
e
Ide
bk
il
-
1
<

. 1 U ) LT
arbitrarily, bu

to decide for himself z2bout then.
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voriant tlisl  was oviginally = gloss: of,
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Venvehivs o v - P R T oA
HEBVOAlUS 8.V. YLl PRARE LV e pun An

ratinus fr. 276 would not justify ue in

=i

t was an everyday 5th c. term such a8 e52l1d be

read here,
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JFdalie piv e‘::to?u;ﬁu;tﬁéxsr\lu &'oB. Elev.....

Socrates' Llev, "Well now", indicates

has now seen the point that will enable Secrates

to maxe his next move. People only let hin do

vice versa if he knows best how to do sonmetning,
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Tor themy not only his

s . 2
egtablishment of a point ef. 216 2° (preper-tory

vassage hog been very vatient and skilial in

he key word éEnlctupar  from the
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Stallbaum, perhaps rightly, said "hoe est Cuxe
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A very remarkeble echo of the next page of this

7 % - 5
discuseion is to be found in Rep., VI, 494 v~ - an

&
-
ob
L
o
QJ
7‘?
)
‘—i
a0
o
o
4
k5
o
L«
74
%
jav]
3
bt
=
o
et
ot
ot
o
s
-
=
-t
]

wno might te mde g ploogog » There it is
t

sugzested that if a child seems outstandins,

fovafivoviut o olput wilad XpTObul  EmeLdiy mpetEd-

tepos viyviytardnal 1d abtlv pdypeta of ve olwel-

v .8 10
ot xal ol =orTrul. ( )

He will therefore be subjected to a ovent des

of flattery; then 4} o¥%v ofel (adtdv)s . "

moLoeLv,diiwg e xul &dv oKy perding mdhews

L4

f

wv xal €v tabry maoduids te wul vevvulog,wul Ei

. N 1 L a2 9 - !
EVELDIS Al pEvusy Gplol manpublceobal dunxdvou

.)"

1. 3 Y I
grnldos,fiveluevoy xul 78 18y "Eradvey xal 70 1§V

Bappdpwy Luavdv Eosobul mpltreuvs

o

and so he will become arrozant, and not real

et
6]
[

that he needs to labour to pursue genuine wisdon.

There are almost verbal parsllels between "Republie”
2 . " @, . 2 ) - .
ant Lysis here; but the slani of the +wo nRaNases

thet the clever hoy, whan he Ffinds that evervon

courts his favour and when he imagines e will

be able to run the affairs of nations, is thereby



. - 1
led into senseless arrogance, { g~ GxMRETLuwel %ul

N S T - ;
Ppovipates weved dvev vel dpmipmidpevov),

&y el
) —a

] S em s T
ollowing Dyais

the knowledge

him thet he must not be peyvyoAdepwv whils s is

o]
pors
N’
4
}-.d
[

vpwv (210 a7).
alement common to both rassages is

vayvehology of the boys' imaginstions

hoth are very ready to believe

entrust everything to them

will be able to rule nmighty empires.

-

g "Lyaeig" 1is shown plaving on these childigh

nopes vwith sreat skill to arouse Lysist dAegire

&




g,‘,l_’}'g,:)g SC(JS .« S 2B s 7{&{[\. Uaﬁ;
“does your next-door neighbour not use the

sgme criterion sbout what to let vou do%d

in the same way a8 our recent colloguisl

i )
PR, " qu/u AV % qd’('u?’dl vt ﬁii,@v
83 b Ty ALAAOLS Guvoowel Juu 1uv)uvvv elviL®

toltov o' 8pus oty Lpu,f¢ Uy moeTurev dpydriov

N S T - e Vo ey e s
o1 Deings wise Tor one’ls own snds

s « s2y = - ey ey T p P .
roes by whoever makes most money.
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209
d4' . e i , v
Abqvalovs olet ...etver+ obx Emitpdyeiv uth}

that the Athenian democracy was only teoo
1likely not to listen to expert advice where
appropriate was one of Plato's criticisms of

6 - 456 36§

But Protagoras argues that they will, though

it; see Dodds on Gorg. 455 4

not nepl 1fs moritixfs dpetfisn Prot. 322&5 . e,

- Here, of course, Socrates is only serious
about the principle that knowledge should '
éomménd respect; we are merely being shown
Iysis® delightful naiveté when it is suggested
that this respect will in fact be forthcoming
from the Athenians or from the Persian King,

(gw whe m 200 d° Salflcrw&' o 209 a ?.)
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210

1 , :
27 Y latpixdv frodueves 3 "unless he thought he had

medical skill" -~ +the scribe of Coislinisnus
here read { 75,43y ©Of the king's son and in

the next line (wTpods of Socrates and Lysiss
the primary mss., have the reverse of this. The
scribe 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
letpdy in al; but there is no need to change
lutpixodg in 2. The relevant point in both
Places is the possession of medical skill rather
than following of the medieal profession, so

Plato no doubt used his favourite -txdsg

termination in both places.

(The corruption, or at least variant, latpdg for
tetpinds is frequent : cf. Ammann, - (x8g

Platon, pp. 94-5.)



210
3

8" siavolyuvies T.dg SpBurucds Eumdoal Tﬁg‘1é®pag;
"open his eyes wide and scatter ashes on them":
Eye-diseases in Mediterranean and Middle-Eastern

countries must often have been caused by dust,
80 that this would have seemed the least likely
remedy. (The use of 1 T8ypu § dpuyla

for the eyes was a "Mirabilis Ausultatio": (Ar.)
Mir. Auge. 834 b 30).



210
5 =T
Enttpdnel &v ... ecoeemepl Souv v 3SEuwpev |

2 - 2 ) ’ ‘
cf, 208 a ,Eﬁv,SﬁLGDpnﬁﬂS...nOMw &v &8 év oe;

Richards was wrong to want to change J 3SEwpev
to b9 dSeutpev - the subjunctives in these two
"false sequences" convey vividness and a sense

of reality to the imagined situations.

‘aj 'Aviyxn,fen ¢ ¢ Bysls has throughout been
completely confident about the success of his

imagined encounter with the Persian kingg

2 L. - [ 34 6 b
cf. 209 e "HuTv sfnov ot , € nls ydp ol



- 210

2% s8twe Zou Exel should be accepted from Priscian.
The corruption to £xet can be explained as
itacism; and Stallbaum's o8zug &p'dv ¥xou
would not follow very happily after the

hypothetical optatives Just preceding.
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b3—5

otdelg ses duncbiel, dan’  +++ &nedéepol e
godpeba cr-er xal dArwv dpxovreg:
this will be in contrast to Lysis' situation
as described in 208+9 above : see note on

1
209 27, xdvtec pirrovgldpxovoiy f 6.

v’ fiudvepd te tulta Eotar ~  dvyodusba ydp &’
adtov "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

I 7 -8
fmlly, cfo 208 e ) 60..0‘0' T(:‘V

. £ . < 5 "
Xpnpdtwv tocodtwy Evtwy cbodv Seerog.
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e? el Ti bty olnetdiepdv écfcv;“anycne even who
is more closely related to us than they are" :
for the neuter cf. 222 % = 5 piite ol Spotor xTA.
e pite t& CArd &ou drLeAnAbbupevs
Socrates is generalising about degrees ofl
relationship rafher 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 enforece
the paradox that even one's oixstéiuroﬁ,
one's closest oixelot ‘(relatives))will not be

¢lAct in these matters : of. 4° 4.



210

4, .
¢ AT

v Eotut CAnStpLatoddiy vdp &n’adtlv dvnod-
e (se.r o . o .-
pedd <16 todtwy elg & &v volv pd
Y ~ )
RTTNOQueda, )
“things we do not know how to use will be
someone else's possessions; for we shall

derive no advantage from then".

dxgngL;n_c4 is the precise counterpart teﬁpéTSpa
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 - ILysis

and his father's chariot again: see note on

b°.

In talking in terms of possession and use of property
as a result of people's trust in one, K Socrates is
echoing one sense of the proverbxotvd 13 #@¥ oliwy

(see note on 207 clo); cf. Xen, Mem, II 6 23,

k) B m
(ol drubol olror vevdpevor)td pdv &81dv dyasd ToTe
L3 ] ”»
PiAols olxeta ("to look on as their own")

™
ﬁuF5XOVT€s%§é 18V lawy Eautlv voplZovies,



210
05 - daw LI 4 N \ s » 2
: Ap’olv 1y elhrot dcdpeda xaﬂhtg Nuds @LANGEL év

todtots év ols &v Tuev dvuperels;

"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
historianlSocrates gave ;but which was perverted

by his opponents and detractors; see Xen. ¥en.

I i1, 52, gy, p2 (sc. g xativopos ) wal wegpl v
pliwy adtdv( (sc'zmxpixn Yatverv Oc odbdy

Spercs ebvous elvii,el pf wul Sperelv suvisovtul.
What Socrates meant was that we should not expect

men to be ¥, towards us if we cannot help thenm,
ggzithat we should be ggx,.,, towards them only if

they can help us. ZXenophon replies %o this attack
in very much the terms we have here in the "Lysis";

cf. especially T 11 55,2, 5e i nvbuy &1t ¢ depov

Etipdv €6 mupendiet éﬁapgisfﬁeat 100 05 $poviud-
Tartov elvut wal deeripdtutov,dnus,8dv Te bnd ma-
Tpos €4v 1e bnd deerpol &iv Te bn’dArcv Tivdg Bod-
Atut Tipdodut,pl 1§ olxelos elvatr mioTeduy aperf,
CARG merprat,be '8y dv Bodantut Tipdodut , TodToLg

a

dpditpos elval,



7 i L4 b Y k 4 L]

€ NOv e+ 0008 6& & mutilp obbd &rrog JdAlov cddiva
pLAel.

"In the present case then not even does your

father love you - nor indeed does anyone else

love anyone s.... ".

Richardg? conjécture hefe, as in’210 d8, is wrong
but serves to call attention to the true meaning
of the text.olse ...eodd is never useé by
any Greek author to mean "“neither +... nor"

(Denniston p. 193 ) - which should be ¥ie ses

o¥re , which Richards suggested here., TBut here Moy

adds emphasis to 352 68, which means "not even
you."s088 Lirog Earov oldiva is added to give
further emphasis to the general prineiple, but is

not coordinate with %82 & 2and is not covered

by Koy Wwhich means "in this particular situation®

*



210

1- 4
a "Edv pdv dpu coeds vivy,....mdvies doi @lrct

xal mivieg oot clnelor Eoovrar.....el & uy,

ool q?re AAAOS OBBELS QLAGS..wrn..
oﬁfszgfxefet. A
"If vou aéquire knowledge, all men will be friends
and relatives to you, but if you doﬁ%, not even

your relatives will be your friends,."

This seems to be the force of this sentence; it
1s best o take r3yxec ¢ou olweTor Eoovral
to mean "they will all behave as you would expect
relatives to behave to you" to keep the eontrast
with:i- (1) Lysis' belief (induced by Socrates)
at 208-9 that his parents didn't behave to him
in the way one would expect parents to 1=
(2) the second unit of the sentence saying
"not even ,{ ,lyeToL =~ 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

otxetol

will not be g0 not

ol uinelol elrct eiue?ot”;

but to take olxeTol in the first unit in this way

and translate morely "all men will be ¢lioct xnal

[ ™Y

<

ue?ot) 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
end Croiset's correct versions: Lamb here is

WI'Ongc)

(Many writers have wished to link ndvtes Goi olweTol
¥50ovt.., Dere with Socrates' later suggestion

in 221c - 2224 that . vt?ov is 1 olxeTov

but (1) at that point Socrates fails to explain

what 18 oixetov 18, so that the later passage

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

context here is especially concerned with Lysis!

treatment by his relativesggiusthepgv referred to

this at 21002,01 otrelor @does so again at 64;

it would spoil the consistency of the passage to

take 1. evo. differently in 62}.



210
a% - 8

olév te +oe pdyu ppovelv,ev ols Tig pime epovel , wtd”

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
epovely and _gpuyy 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 d’.



210
a’ pe&ya 9povelv "display pride"
pﬁqw @puvgr’ "has no knowledge"

k4

Some reader in order to explain the sense of ppovel
in phTe gpovel added the gloss @pavtpog,
which appears in the text in BW; but this ecould
not be the right reading, since it would remove
the specious, but inteniionally playful,

appearance of a fortiori argument from o3 epovel

to ot wéyu epovel.



210
d7-u$6'&pa peveacopey el,elnep Jopuv .
"Then it follows that you are not proud if you
are still ignorant". But in English we cannot
render the play on peyardepwy = of great mind,
i.e., proud, and gppwv = of no "mind", i.e.,

ignorant; *you cannot have great epdveg if you

still have no gpgveg.

For fgpwv meaning not "foolish" but merely
"ignorant, uninformed" cf. Rep. 349e; <3y .y
povoLxudv dfow epdvipov,tdv 58 Zuovoov dopovuy,
and at Prot. 332a - 333%b two opposites are
suggested to &@p@ﬁaVﬂ y Tirst guely and then
Owgpotdvy ; this is used there to identify go4lq
and 5m¢paéavn, but in fact it shows the two

meanings of depogdvy.



210

dsoU!_pQL bunetr "No ,Socrates, that seems to be true.
Professor Dodds points out to me that the |
impersonal zg4g?  assents to the whole
Proposition olo 'dpu ..+v+ elmep Zopwv €t g

Lysis accepts the inference. Richards! conjecture

tons Wwould make him say "I am not LETUAS B pwY

assenting only, or particularly, to ovd " dpu HEYU-

Alopwv el



210

e tafase Tdp pot elmelv, "it occurred to me to
say to him"; e¢f. Symp. 19703, Endpyetal bé potl Tt
wul Euuetpov elnely, Gorg. 485 e,

Saiyov ¢eduaprov 3 See note on 208 e§

ed tameLvoBvia ®ul Gvoridiiovra "humbling him and
taking in his sails a bit"s sygotdine Ly was
perhaps originally a metaphor from reefing sail,
ef. Ar. E?on 999; ef. also Iso¢r. de Pace 85,
. Y ¥ s
Tous ikovs al ovpgopul GuoTAioust xal moiloBoiy
€uvpovestdpoug.

su 3 .5

See Dodds' note on Gorg. 531 4 » TPOGE TR v
"unassuming®; “ the term applies properly to one
who compresses himself into the smallest possible
pace, in contrast with the 5YK&éﬂS opr XaBvog

who "spreads himself"." Dodds cites also Meno

0 al >
9 ’ XOOptog %atl 850'&‘:',;}\,*?% e..:’;\)"f\“;ﬁ.



210
et KEUVCOVTL %al bLug; bRTOVIQ,
"puffing him up and giving hin airs™;
¢f. Theatt. 175 b xauvetiie avoltov yuxls,
which refers back to Gepvovopdvey in 175 a®.
Also Tur, Andresm. 931 €xalvwodv (pe) ... .. |
57 eimvepdeny peplyfor siuepdnrw of. Laws 778 8’
(tods dodaoug) 6pdnrevieg » which refers back
to 777 e KOLGLELVe e e Bolhovs SeT,xal ul veube-
tulviug b €aeubipovs Bpdatedtul moLelvy
"Punish slaves, and do not make them put on sirs
by admonishing them in the way you would a free
man,"
Btymologically gpdntw 18 related to 1p0en
the shift of meaning was perhaps "erush" - "soften’ -

"softness (metaphorical).”



210

e’ ¢ - 5 2
aywviecvte xul tedopupnpivov.

"struggling with himself in confusion";

in Charim.162 o' and Prot. 333 e . . =
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
€ IviauBov esecdpuuidy "I checked myself";
6
ef. Laws 7 Ol ¢y o3y nep fmnov vdv Adyov

LR R S

r .\
UVGALRPBUAVE LY,



211

8’ paie matdinls xel guaixls, "very boyishly and
intimately"; 1Lysis, despite the mild reproof
‘he has just received, tries to win Socrstes

to put Menexenus through the same homily.

In Cratylus 406 ClﬂgL@ang is opposed to

omsvoards 3 but Ast rightly saw that in the
"Lysis"”the adverb retains its simple meaning
"puerorum modo.," The whole of the conmversation
"aside" between Socrates and Lysis, from here
to 211 o9, has a delightfully comic effect:
but the comedy derives precisely from the
naiveté, not the conscious humour, of ILysis,
the little boy trying to induce Socrates +o

face up to his "érﬁmical” boy-comrade.



211

a* Optupdy mply ne Adywv 'Speaking to me in a low

voice"; c¢f. Phaedo 84 c4 and see Buruet's note
ad loc., confirmed by Lorimer C.R. (4u.s.) X 1960
Ps 73 add also Prot. 356 c7, al suval (ul) Tour
Eyvdoev pdv peliouvs,ndppubey b2 GptupdTepats

and for meYG Adyetv of, Rep. 449 b5 - 7.

4

& dmep wal épol Alyeig,elnd xul Mevegevwy wal *00 wal
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.3%24; Stallbaum
quoted Phaedo 76 e2 = 3 ang 64 10 (where p2's &nep

¥ul duol 18 probably right; read g, dpae wal

ool ouvbonf &nep nul épol.)



211

a® od .o sbpeETlS "Puture in place of imperative";
but here perhaps rather =2s we might say "You
will be able to tell him'or “You can tell him."

¢f. Prot, 338-&7 d&s ofv ToLONTE, xul TelbeGO8 pot.

- This move by Socrates saves audience and readers

from a repetition of what Menexenus missed,

beLEng .6 Gveplobul: this has an apparent echo
at Theadt. 143 a2, where Buclides describes the
way in which he compiled a written écpy ofr |
Socrates! dialogue with Theaetetus, which
Socrates had related to himj 86tepov B8 wutd dyxo-
&%v Gvapipvaondpevos Evpusov,yral Sodwig "Abfvaze
Q@Lxolunv, etuvnpdiwy 18y Zuwpdinv § uwh duepviunv.

Certainly the historical Soerates

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 hie philosophy?

His "ignorance™ might have prevented this.



211

0% g e+ Zniivaed "time to go" of. Buthyph. 15 e;
this ordinary colloquial expression is brilliantly
put into Socrates! mouth at the end of the
"Apology" (42 8%); sana yap %54 pa Imidval, duol

p&v drobuvouudvy,bulv 62 Blwboutvolg.

6 " S
D laedd ve wul 68 wereders , "I must do that, then,

since you'order me to"; Socrates agrees and
pretends to regard himself as under orders; &&&&
ve Strengthens gneyyyy and emphasises the whole

elause;%“; goes not with 3 but with

v xeAebELG,

"it's an order you give me."

b73pu fxec 18 perhaps a little more emphatic than
simple Snug ; certainly there is no need %o

follow Cobet in deleting

o
GFE'



211

b8 fprgtixdg "a lover of contentiousness®; this is
followed at ot by detvds y&p eee Ktnolwmov pabn-

TS .

On Ctesippus as ¢Epicriixde and vrirorinde

and on the relation between these two tendencies,

see note on 215 a7.



211

2 v ny t me t
¢ fva e wutey@raotos Yéve.ats ou wantv me %o
be made a fool of, do you?" 1like Gorg. 505 et
Abtds 28 o dv ddvatle w........e,

t,-"Ivae ot TS 1ol
"Entxdppov YEvnTul ,NTA.

¢’ ndeev "How can I?" Not quite the same use of .3q,

: 4
28 1in rdgev {Gevy at 208 b7,



211
1 .
€ it Tl buels

you two hogging it all to yourselves?"

- " '
ceed e GUTG pdve ééTLuGGOV; Why are

For the metaphor cf. Rep. 352 b3, where
Thrasymachus sys to Socrates Eduyod 108 rdyou,
"You can have the argument to yourself“; Socrates

then replies  ...xul 18 Aotnd pot 1fg E67idusn

¥ P Y L k4 ‘ - 0
QTURLGpLOCY wroxpivipevos omep xul viv.



211
(12 " LY ) 4 L LY
e yip 16 dv Adyvw b puviiveuy
this is a fib 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 has been putting to him, and that

further investigation of friendship is necessary.



SR

21i

dsgg olfv oix dputlics Ctesippus is anxious to
show offvthe skill he has imparted to his boy-
rupil. Previously he mocked Hippothales; now

his own loyalties are involved.
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T 2avsuely wtinntds Tou 2 o \
4 EWLU PV R WO v ef. 212a%, 1olio 7o

9

WTTuG, 1,84, FlioVv. It was not uncommon to

liken friends to valuable possessionsy cof.

Hodt.V 24.3, xtadtwy advtey 801l Tiptdretoy
9

2 N . A - SN AN > .

SVRE PLAGCS DUVETOSE TE Hul SUVUQS;‘th]_S is

repeated by Xenophon at Mem II 4.1 and used

as the basis of Mem. I 4 - 5,

udv yop tig Umnovug

oy Liag. ay -8 Loy 'w"L':‘. -
L 'VLV“A}ME/L }LT‘«QL’QL»L,;\. /u.,

e

el

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

T o oo
CAVE plw v g wOTED

i

to say évd d'olv wul awlzdg,

T

v 4 £ 2y . ¥
i A Ummg Gywd 1 wovl % Spviol Hoeron, ol

. 7 Y N B
1L pliiaoy fdoput ©lacis Sywbote.

LY
Ak



211

" dpds pdv wulru mpdws Exu,upds 82 1dv 18y eliwv
"AT‘&}Q{.V TLVD épm’t‘t%i—’:g) "T gm indifferent
about these things, but passionately eager
about the acquisition of friends."
3 T OUDY TanE OToo
For M"FGws ef, Crito 43 b 8, ces Y VOV TGpELTwly

Oupeopd Lo Pyblus adrv wul npdes edpeis,

] J\u e
waTtﬂwS Exeuv here means merely "be very

2
eager for" as &¢f%V often. Socrates is

erdtaipos  (eB), not vindmais.



211

e Fprova f daextpodvay ef. Hipp. Major 295 e’ 8-

Atyopev wahdv ETVal ..vssess wol ol T ilu

A 174 Y B ? . . . . N w e
AUVTUL LTTOY RUATY Kl CRAERTPLOVE xal Cpiuve.

Cocks were kept for fighting: ecf. Laws 789 b 7 8q.
There was a game calledpiuyoxcla oOF GTUPCHOT L
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 up, (or alternatively
simply "filliping" a single bird on the head or
plucking feathers from it to try to make it
retreat, (Pollux IX 109).



211

6

€ wd 1tdv xlvey 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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96 miriov i T8 supelov xpuulov KU UUOGaL g
the Rersian King was the proverbial figure of
great fortune and riches. Por his happiness
cf, Apol. 40 d 8, Gorg. 470 e4;i‘for his
possessions c¢f. Euthpd, 274 a 6, ;wauptzurﬁp’
OuZe Eywre 1ol wifpatog mord wlitov 4 Llyav
Buciade 1fg dpyxfe; Democritus fr. 118; and
Theaet. 175 ¢ 4, " ¢! g uinede eddaluwy
wextnrbvog 1wl (?) word (rudlov.  Por the

name Darius, see next note.

Compare also Phaedrus 228 a 4, ... Epouidayv {
4 A > . S5 e Ve »-«-::\,rg-{j;" Wb
Y& AV RGAATY T pll MOAU XPuoloy yeiveliu

{without mention of Darius),



;14 E

Taf;;v,n Taov ﬁ LUTOV AwpeTov "T would rather
have a friend, even if it hnad to be Darius
himself": '"sei es nun sonst irgend wer oder
gar Dareias selbst" Apelt.

"Jocose Socrates® hunc ipsum (Darium) se
accepturum aswicum dicit"; so says Mzdvig,
whose #{ Zaiov for . Iincy Seems practically
certain. There was evidently a colloquial

phrase "anyone at all, not excepting even the
King of Persia"; of. Sophist 230 4°, ..,
CVELEYHTOV al vopiuvteov, iy ral tuygdvy Badiiede
Copdyus Ovynd pdviota Axloaptov Zutag

‘and cf. the movement in the earlier passage of the

"Lysis" at 209 ¢ 6 - 4 6 (see note).

There was perhaps alsc some other prowerd
suggesting that it was unusual to be a friend
of the Persian king; cf. ( Aristotle,]

Magna Moralia 1212 35,QC vip eV tig fv Aupelc

G
&

elvousy &v MEpluig Ivi,dotep fowg fv,editug

Kal Cliilau ﬁv %CIQ nedg Awggfgv, on which Xapp
observes (Gnomon 3, 1927, p. 79) "der Perserkdnig
ist zur illustration gewdhlt ..... weil die
Vorstellung eines Freundschaftsverh8ltnisses zu
ihm etwas absurdes hat." (But it may merely be

that Darius was remote in distance from Greece,)



211 e’ (contd.}

Much argument has gone on & propos of the passage
in Magna Moralia attempting to disecover when the
M.M. was written according to when Darius ITI
was on the throne of Persia; it is worth
observing that this is misplaced; +the proverbial
Darius was Darius I ¢ “Yoilonop, ©f. Aristides
loc., cit. infra. Here in the Lysis Socrates!
reference to Darius does not tie the dramatic

date to the period ovaarius II's reign

(424-406 B.C.)
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e

7

(Buttmann's L3aicv (be) 7

(contd.)

fowbiiv aepeluv  (seil.
wifjuuodet) adopted by Burnet, for all Buttmann
says still does not escape Heindorf's question

' "Darium possidere" quid est?!

Buttmann's other suggesfion, which he himgelf
rejected, was nlidov (o) 4 Wiids Awpelos
(v8veouat), for which he cited Aristides
Orat. XLVI, Vol. II, p. 182 (Dindorf.),&c &y
degulpnv dv 83vavbat AEYELV. ... esee pOALOVY

¥ wepidute Aupetog & ‘YorioTgqu yiveosiut.

But this involves far more alteration of the mss. -
than Madwig's reading, and hér&ly produces a
strong enough climax to follow a fourth

successive pdiicv; “Aupelos vévestuu, would
hardly progress sufficiently beyond acpeicu Lrootoy
R OUOG L . Whereas Mad¥ig's reading
wittily brings in Darius again, but to make g

different point by a different turn of phrase,)



2122 - end

For summeries of the argument for the rest of

the dialogue, see "critieal enslysis® in the

introduction,
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Gviive tplnoy rivyverot vircs Eae pog Erepov
"how one man becomes the elrog of another."
This is the first form of the main question of the

"Lysis"; it is adapted to lead directly into

3

Socrates' trick question in a°, SreLody g

TLve AT, AdTEpus TeT8ply @lace YlYVETuL wTh.
By phrasing his question in terms of the "ways

. # o
of becoming ¢lacvg , ratler than simply asking
"who is"'@;AQg, Socrates enables himself to
introduce references to the puzzling variety of
circumstances under which men qualify in some
way or other for the name wihoe in one of its senses,
But by 213 ¢ ~ 8 the question at issue has
hecome closer to the direct ity T glacy
attacked in the rest of the dialogue. R, Robinson,
) ' . ZM“?' "#?‘
in"Plato's Tarlier Dialectlc?[ls a little over-
scrupulous in saying that the "Lysis® begins
with a question different from the "what is X"

question.
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pUdev ... bdoxel du.pbpewv  Menexenus is no doubt
a little taken aback by Socrates! riddle, and
chooses the easy alternative as an snswer. But

the answer is plausible enoughs

1. 1if Menexenus did not také special note of
éf&;b&v'mtg Tivi @UAT, but was expecting

a question about %lAut = friends (who had

been under discussion in 21le - 212a), then

he may simply have answered here meaning

that vlhot = 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 to®tilv or to viiuduevog

e \ 3 n
then each is in some sense “iAcs.

It seems probable that Menexenus answered as for
alternative 1, i.e., thinking of friends in pairs;
since when Socrates goes on to emphasise that
one~directional affection can occur, he then
denies that ¢licy is an appropriate term for
either party. Down to d5 Socrates has not yet
upset Menexenus' conviction that%1A¢$ means

"a friend" and that if el ther of a pair is in this

sense wtzcgl to the other, then both are.



v pivos & Erepos 1dv Erepov punf; this must
not be altered. It is an emphatic supposition
that only one party shows active affection
Richards' {3y ulvev would mean "so long as

at _least one likes the other" without exeluding

return of affection; Sehmidt's 2%y .lvos wdvov
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 %o

tamper with it have been unhelpful and

unnecessary.
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b° "Brotve boxel ¢ Menexenus is sticking to his
former answer still without seeing the point
of Socrates' {iv udvos & frepog ... QL.
This appears from the way in which Socrates
has to explain the possibility of unreturned

affection.



& f‘vw i . ) x
pEV CGloviatlg Heindorf restored this for

all mss'. gf:?gv@& Uf;vqﬁ;,- a characteristically
brilliant emendation in which the renaissance

scribes seem not to have anticipated him.



212 s
e? Livie wal Gvitotafiial €dvte wal pLGTTGL
i
"it being indifferent whether in return he is

loved or hoted.®

H. Miller altered this to €dvte pf dvtigudfitul
ddvie wul wLUfTuLly which would have to mean
"even if he is not loved in return, or indeed
even if he is hated in return" (which should

be(, ¥, Bowdv o...). - This would ingsert an

extra back-reference %o b5 and cl; but reference
to those intermediste steps is unnecessary here,

A parallel alteration was mde by Schanz, at

37, where he read c4vVie (ﬁﬁ)wthﬁ glvie vl pLUfs

but there too the change is unnecessary and

probably mistakes the force of

3

[y . LY .
ELVLIE 44 rme. EAVIE,

The two passages as they stand in the mss, support

each other strongly and should not be altered.



212

at TiE Aty wiv y&p: at b2 and b% 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 gtill maintains
khis (correct) view that olicy = friends must
come in pairs and return each other's affection.
He admits the possibility of unreturned affection

but does not think either party to this i§ 2

. N -y g
WL;\.U\,,.
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a 5061 Spw dumiv wlx-v,uwh, Socrates generalises

("‘\

the position now reached by stating it in the
neuter, This is the first occurrence of ¢liova
neuter to creep in, and its significance is very
soon seen, Except in generalising statements
gilacvy = friend does not occur in the neuter
(since it is persons who are friends); but
pliov = giiclugvey 18 of course common in

the neuter.



212

65 Qihtwﬁgc ceen @Lhép%uvﬁs....itxdxuveg

take up the examples used earlier in a different

In

context, as objects of acquisitive instinects,
at 211 4 8 sq; but PlALLVOL, ALY VSUTGl,
$Lidvo¥0o L are new, and introduce lifeless and
abstract objects of @i‘.'i\“:;otg, excluding the
possible plea that horses and dogs (and also

quails?) can and do return affection.

piics  compounds the ¢Li- element is usually
active, and often denotes rursuit or approval

of the objects or persons named in Zeneral or

28 classes. Thus by introducing these compounds

here Sccrates turns to a sense of ¢iielv
different from that used so far; wup to now it
has always been a matter of affection between

persons.



212 dg
ﬁz/? LAOD L L 0 Evuotot ,0b pdviol elrc dvig
'éii GLAGU L - VOTOUTW AN AV} ,\.)U 25 VL O © =~ .
"Or is it possible“(hinting of course it is
not) "that 2ll these persons like these objects

without the objects being ¢lau?,

Menexenus has denied that one-way affection makes
rersons ¢'iict. Soerates now points out that if
one has a one-way "love" of wine or wisdom one

is called ¢lde~oLvcs or 9LAS-G0TGS, one GLiel
these objécts,and surely the objects are vliu ?
Henexenus is prepared to admit this; in the case
of one-way liking for objects, the objects are
Cihw,. He admits this with objects, though not
with~persons,“éécause in the neuter ¢l’uv was
much more commonly passive, whereas in the
masculine glicg had been introduced in, and

commonly kept, its reciprocal sense.

Menexenus' answers are at all points those that
would have sounded mést obvious to any Greek who
was not deliberately wgtching for Soerateg!
exploitation of ambiguities. He chooses the
answer that suits the sense of ¢lict that would
seem to be meant in ordirry Greek in Socrates!

latest question in the form in whieh it is put.



d¥
212 (conta.)

Menexenus makes no gratuitous mistakes, but
only falls where Socrates ms set his traps.
On the other hand he does not avoid any of

the traps. Plato makes him a2 "man of straw"
in that he does not contribute objections to
Socrates' arguments; but he does not show him

making things unreasonably easy for Soerates.



N
-
N

|

BABLoc, § maldéc Te @lrot uwh,

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, ete."

Plato's meaning however 1s already conveyed in

the version of this couplet in Theognis 1255-6:
YOotie uf matdéde te gihel xal ydvuxag Ynoug
xal wdvac, obroté ol 8%uoc &v edgposidvy.

(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.)



212
&6 o T T RSN .
CRLALLREVOY WP eese PLAUV, This conclusion

o 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 vte @uaf] Edvie wal puof "equally whe ther

-

it loves or hates in return". See note on

212 ¢?,



213

g

6

@lrtete 1s especially applicable to members of
the family : T& ¢liteia frequently meant

"one's nearest and dearest."

Soewadv Lo.. & eiaclpeves The masculine ereeps
in again because - $iAllv in the example was
O Tatdp. G eLroducveg then appears in the

masculine to balance the sentence (and the

child may haove been male, )

' 2

Sho by & pwu@v. 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 L0ELV ete,
ané gy actv ete. in this passage; but the only

U3,
other example is at 280 c“.



213 o

o6 Tenadt Spa 88 18v {0palV lrolviot .. v

a4

)
oo
-3
[7a)

- L
Liv ExC0putle wlaor dolvs

this and its converse do follow from the
equations, ¢lice = gii.lu.veg and

gx0pls = phﬁeﬁgéVuS) coupled with the
established possibility of unreturned 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.)

b2

82
-
o
<7
4
>

of

valtol Tohat Lhoyla case wul d&dvuroy 1§ n
€xbpdv wul 13 €x6p% elncv elvan,
Socrates has just proved that affection can be
unreciprocated; why then does he say there is

b

#éand Ghcyle  here? He is able to do this

~

because the opposition of ®iros and &x6pdc

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.



213 I*

} (contd.)
Socrates has been exploiting the one-way
passive senses of glage and .50 ; but
on reaching the point where these senses make
it possible to talk of being 1@ €SP eliog
Socrates pretends to find this too great a
paradox,_and rejects the equationmi&cg

PLALDLL VUG,



g3

5 ity M P U TN Cine e o ee ” ” , .
k) VUOXLUV €L TQUTO ‘\#()UV“~T14V"LL QLAGUY WV E’-l‘!‘} GLACY

108 pLacLpdvew,
i

"If that is impossible, then it must be that which
loves which is the "friend' of that which is

loved.,"”

Socrates earlier rejected the nbtion that the term

ﬁii@g only applies in cases of reciprocated
affection; he has now rejecfed 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
giver of affection who is ®¢lAc¢, — 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
a personal subject and is rarely used of éffecticn
towards impersonal objects; (he might perhaps
have had to work through the %tie element in
YLASPIUYES ate, azain?) He contents himself with
arriving at this sense by elimination; he states
it first, rather surprisingly, in the "generalising"
neuter; bdbut the masculines creep back in e sq.

with g .y 4 Pl @Lacly Tig @uif wTh.
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L3

b5 TulTd eeee Sagg 7l wlv 1 Sreruyv ilee., at v2, ~ 4
The one-way senses of ¢lic, = piillv and
€x6pds = puolyv could lead to the possibility
of being 10T é.6pcl vilivg and vice versa jwt
as correctly as the one-way passive senses led
to the possibility of being 1§ £;6cf wlicg and
vice versa. BSocrates treats this as the same
pargdox and rejects it again for exactly the
same reason; the commonest sense of the words
vlavs and € upls makes such an expression
nonsense, because one cannot be the friend of
one's enemy, (see note on b2.) - nor indeed the
friend of anyone who is not also one's friend.

(This last point about the strangeness of being

pliov oy ¢licv was not made earlier.)
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ot

&

wv f ut ) sreolv g pLOTs

in the primary mss. at this point .7 had been
lost by haplography (unuiiouy had been reduced
to nuiscuv )3 and then .iof had perhaps
deliberately been altered to eLry to produce

the unwanted antithesis Jtuv % wicolv 11i¢ QLA

2 either made or discovered

i %al ¢urodv pLof. Par
a correction of this based on more carefui study
of the sense of the passage, and wrote v¢. wial
iy pf) pruolv Tis w6, which reintroduced
the correct antithesis with ¢2 Stuv f o7 ¢iroBy
LS QLAY, The corrector of Flor. gives Par®'s
correction improved by the restoration now of i

before .7, also confirmed by the sntithesis

. 2
with e*,



Y ; . n L4 %
ofv 5% wpyaduetug What are we to make of this?%;
7 -
c.f. 222 e 1y (v Ay Z senvalpeda 1§ adygg
"What more can we make of the argument?" : Gorg.

465 e -~ 466 g,

whie ol ginclvees ¢liavt Elovrul wime ob

- A o L B -
FLAGUREVOL wile ol gricBvies 1e wul gLacluevols

the three senses of which have ‘been

glAcg
suggested are summarised in the reverse order
to that in which they were rejected:-

1. the symmetrical sense - ol ¢iiclvicg e
wol @uiodpevet | was shown not to explain
the use of ®1A0% 4in its passive sense
at 212 a° - et;

2, the pgssive sense - | PLaoduevoLr —~ wWas
rejected on the appearance of the paradox
1§ £36p% wiacg 8t 213 b43

3. the active sense - ol gLiulviey = was

rejected by the same manoeuvre =t

213 b/ - o%,



213
7 s

R Ly L L -
-.(N.j,:‘u‘s.\. Kb Hufu TULTa u.r..n.CJUi,,K'Eh,.

g e

c
" -~ but shall we perhaps be able to suggest
other kinds of men besides these who do become

vlAict with each other?"

Socrates had been treating his previous
classification as exhaustive; +then the
possibility that it mighf not be exhaustive
occurred to him, which is why he broke into

his next sentence with 2 . s This sentence

ABL
is nonetheless a question; we would express
the il in English by putting a dash before

the question.

(Cornarius' Jpu for Jird would lose forces
if an interrogative particle seems necessary

- TSR 4
perhaps we should read il Jpu..... 3).



213
e? 95 alvu edmopd Eyeye "I'm not exactly full

of suggestions®™;

* .

cf. Phaedr. 235 at ¥ wivv eltoply Tl woind

3

o B b ”» * — - g .
AEYELV TEPL POU QUTLD, Ton 532 %, ct v
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l N
7 Yape g Lrre 2 muepdTaev o dpele Eiqtobievs

)

-

"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 © = 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

then at any later point by the "eristical®

Menexenus. (See introduction})ﬁ_?Z-?S.)

( jz“%%ham on W, §9 ¢35 Mﬂﬁnfféy ca
M am 1 oromge %Mm K ik Lo
Wy T 7 ";;?/00( pof i

Wﬂ"sz’/s Jﬁtﬂm) M((;(‘Ma 5- wltee i~
- T

¢ A 4 7, m A )

W sy ?‘“ wt  am v

“gq%kaébfﬁa ?ﬁ 5%# b wreyr g u/)

h ]
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a2 &, & LIREUTES,9 ADGLG
the primary mss. omit ¥, here; Vat. 1029
added it after & Laxpuieg,in the more common
position; but Heindorf may well have been
right in putting if before ZiupuTeg; this
might better explain its omission; and it is
perhaps not accidental that Heindorf's parallels
for his position are both places where s
different speaker breaks in, not the previous
and expected respondent; viz. Buthyd. 287 32,

293 e7. 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
14

seem not to be as frequeut as might be expected

and perhaps are reserved for special points,)



213~ b

a8 - 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 lyqvol and xuwo lg needs special consideration,
gince it raises an interesting case of the

"Socratic question."

In Xenophon's Memofabilia, 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 mnor
xaxot can be friends either among themselves or
with each other. Critobulus adduces the sanme
arguments as Socrates does here, except that
instead of adducing the adtdprete of Syubol he
alleges simply that Jyuecl 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 dyubol
could be advantageously turned into co-operstion.
Plato's Socraté¥ tHowever does not overthrow any
part of his own paradox, but argues that therefore

piite Must involve intermediates.




213 - Uk
a® - 9
0. Gigon (Kommentar zu Mem. II, pp. 168=9)

i

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 (ua.s.), 1957, p. 215) says : "But both Plato
end Xenophon must have heard innumerable discussions
in which friendship figured as a major topiec, and
there may be no more to it than that." But to go
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 golving it.
But Xenophon understood "Socratic ignorance® much
less well than Plato did, and might tend to stress
what he thoughtwould have been Socrates' solution

" ﬁbvany given puzzle; so his version of this
diséu%sion 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 "Socratie").

This of course is dangerously conjecturals it is ‘
at least safe to poipt out that Xenophon does not
link his version of %his discussion with any
discussion of Suoiot or &vuvilol as gplio .
1t 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 puzzles as well.
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6 b o b3 $ ] ol n
4" 1dv Te mevicevov avuraboct , give Menexenus
' 2
a2 rest", cf. Euthvd. 2717 d) Wt é*{& YVOES SLIW'I&ZC‘J;LE--
VoV 18 pelpluilov,Bovidueves ovaneloat adtd,ut futyv
atodetatdoe e, where Socrates

interposes between the sophists and Clenias.

exelvov fovels 1 @iacocola, pleased with
his "taste for philosophy", (Lamb); but, pace
Lamb and others,ixelvouv  is Menexenus, whose
rrovople has had much more chance to show itself,
however good Socrates thought Lysis' interruption;
and otherwise Plato would have written %ol AD6Lbog

n60elg. ... ..pds 1ultov énuieluny T.8s Adyous.



213
al ot "in view of this" "accordingly", #me resumptive

of the preceding participial phrase BouvAlueves..xTa

3

e” émiavi,ebu

"strayed off the track", cf. (exempli

gratia) Hipp. Maj. 304 ¢, mAavduat wul drnopld dels

—

one of a large number of metaphors from

travelling used by Plato to describe the "ecourse"

of his arguments. Here it leads o Tadty prudte

fugav; then comes the full comparison in 94,

1 X 20 edmn .
xuhent § ondyig Somep &cdg andAﬁ ETpUTNpEY  **
téval in e?. Por this metaphor later in the

dialogue cf.benyeltar 217 aB,éVTSTUKﬁxugsv
218 4%, (Ixchcvbloers 218 e29), fixopev 219 b7,
feer 219 ¢!, TPor references to this m® taphor in

¥lato see Louis, Les Métaphores de Platon, pp. 45-9.
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645 b &ipdmnpev..l&vel, "proceed in the direction
in which we turned before", (at 212 el) of. Tp.
VII 332 el, pi Tadty 88 Tpundpevog "if he does

not take this direction.”

eSGXOﬂOBVTug Schlelermacher's plural is necessary in
view of the immediately precedingprgvj e3.
(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:
cf., 213 07,7d1, 92, e3, and though f.Tv in 214 al
may be general, ("for us men"), it certainly

includes Lysis and Menexenus.)
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¢’ { Td J retd wols mountds; Heindorf's deletion of 7w
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 égetddovids td

T8V WoLlnTIdv or td Und 1dv nmoinrilly Aeydueval.

(The corruption would be due to dittography sfter

the mss., reading oxonolvra.)
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1

a” 0l wotgral .. fply Go7ep mutdpes tfig oogplag

xal fyeudveg "the authorsg of our knowledge

and our guides in it", the standard 5%h century
view, ﬁo which Plato showed a somewhat double-
edged allegiance : as in the discussion of
Simonides' poem in the"Protagoras; wnere Socrates
mis-construes it to support his own views (note
also on Lysis 212 83). Here a very slight irony
comes out in the next linme, Alycuvor 82 dYucv

(see note.); cf. also Rep. 331 g2 = 9e

For ngrdpeg cf. Symp. 209a 3-5 gpdvnoly e wul
TV GrAnv Gpetdv,dv 8% elol wul ol woumial ndviec
YEVVHTOPES, Pindar Pyth. IV, 176, Plato,
Phaedrus 275 alﬂurﬂp GV Ypeppdtev,

("inventor of the alphabet",)
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a

2

LA R | L W
QU ¢ uLAlg GAOPULVOLEVOL

"giving a by no means
unimpressive account" of friendship; this
anticipates dand 1dv 6cdv  wlidv eaoiv moLedy

hevs wiTodsy for a moment Socrates pretends

to attach great weight to Homer's Zver Bede  in

«

nis gquotation:
authorship of friendship at any point in the
dialogue, and even this quotation is really

introduced only to su; pport fuciog Spole elrog.
. S

s

This may be a serious point thrown up in passing
p P

gnd left for the reader to meditate on; but
more likely Plato is guying the practice of
quoting the poets by a momentary touch of mock-
solemnity. It is not obvious in ordinary life
hat friends ars thoss whon God hath jeined -
nor is that what Melantheus originally mernt,
{He was saying - profanely - "We ars always

blessed with beggars in pairs'; see note a63

cut we hear no more of the divine



21

W

ol wuygdvouvdiy Evies  "who they really are;

for oy dver v meaning "really is" ses fdanm
-~ .b L4

on Rep. I. 337", where he cites also Ren. 379 8,

518 e, ZSuthyparo 4 eg, flere it is again iroaie,

to guy what the poets are alleged to sav,

RWS. ... &bt (not %o be taken together),

"hey say

0]

omething like this, I think, in the

following verse,
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5 - - . - - .
a’ wlel ror 1dv Spolov vk, in Odyssey XVII, 217, this

is said (beginning &g wlel 1dv Spolov) by
Melantheus when Fumaeus brinss in Odvsseus

B

disguised as a beggar; it immediatelv follows

[a]
<
[of ]
<«
T
e
<
¢
-+
&
&
A
£
-
b

c
£
P
C
Al

Where Aristotle quotes this verse (7.%. 1235 as,

>

TN, 1155&34) ne links it with the saving wul

Ydp woRotls Mupd xoAoitdv  and (in @
wéﬁ 1€ glpu,nul ADxncg Aduov. . This may
indicate that in literary contexts Juciov ..&g 1dv
Suotov tended to be more common of associations
in crime. But Furipides at lesst apnlied it more

. w 2 ; }
widely (fr. 296 Hauck™): dviip 82 xpnotls xpnuidv ob
RLUET ToTE,
*u-0§ nenly 88 ouvidanuev

e - ~
noovi®

e T s g . U B S S .. .
PLAiEL D& .A?QUQL\,JCPU,;L‘Q\/\d.vd;h.u:{'ubg w‘{ELV.‘
k3 N -
Plato often refers to Cuotug OpUly as g MARGLLS ADYOGS;
ef, Symp. 195 bs, Gorgias 510 b4, and comparea his

A

the similar proverb fats fMitiw T

)

facd

¥pansion o



N ’,s\,,_,, ,r:'
at Phredrus 240 c¢j APUVOU LOOTHE &7

ke . s ¥ Mg o N oy . S
LTCLOW Ob GRULGTHTUW Plat.y TUpEXETLL,

i

(For some further special cases of the Suorog

theory see note on 214 @ e o)

4‘., ‘t‘»
\)!u\.!.v“

The saying was given a particular use in political

contexts: éf.{kenj Ath. Pol. III 10, €l pdv yip

- e ” LI S LI
peatlovs,gpoelvio dv ol il 1oty 1ddrd

[7a]

I S Y
L LUVLG ToU

o
=l

N 2 -~ 14 LY
sPLULY &U’LL’LB.acOL "]ﬁi‘;pn.samn

Spotut tole dpolows edvol elov. Cf. Plato Gorg.

6

YLYVO ROVT WS

510 4, Laws 773 b
Hipplas took over {uvios-Cpcly and incorporated it

in his gdoiug~-theory: ef, Plato Prot. 337 c° si.,

L] LY . ” N ] L O, §
TYOULOL €7Ww OUYYEVELS TE %ul OLXELGUE Xul Tort

* . o . . .
dmuviag elvat-gduet yob viug'1d v3ip Suctov 1l

ucty gloel o¥yveviy £oTuv,

(So far all the cases cited have been in contexts of

association between men; examples of this

rrinciple in physical theory are discussed on

214 vt.)
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2 -5
TG

T 10V GUpuTdTwy c“;fpigpautv et e

ol zepl ¢dueds 1e wul 108 Shovu Grureydpevor - Yo~
ﬁer%ainly Lysis could have seen the books of

earlier physicists; the works of Anaxagoras

cost a drachma at most, Plato Apol. 26 4 8s-,

But Socrates may well merely be flattering ni

and Plato inserting a learned reference to fob

off the academics among his resders. Tiysis would
have been taught Homer in his junior school, but
hardly cosmology (or his parents misht well héve

removed him to a more reputable establishment,)

7Y > » L] >
The superlative ;.. 137,y 1S sarcastic (as

i
<
Cr
P
:

is in Plato); see Socrates on Tadtng 18y voolug Hv

5% wuirobol wepl eboews lontupluv Fhaedo
96 2 = 7 ang 96 - 100, Plato often refers to

his preé sors with elaborate flippancy, which
probably covers a justifiable bitterness st their
failure to answer Flato's questions ever on matters

of cosmology.



nepl $OUELS was certainly a frequent book-title
among the Presocratics, but Gigon (Komm. zu Xen.

Mem, II, p. 166 n.,) is wrong to ask who entitled

his book mepl el fhowu 3 Plato is neither quoting
titles nor alluding to specific individuals, and

&

- w ¥ s -
in fact %é CADY = KOUPOS {(ef. Plato Gorg. 508 33

o Ehev 1olto xlopov wuaolor) 18 not eited by L.S.J.
before Plato, nor from "Bt fragments in ¥Kranz's

Index to Vorsokratiker.



2 1l8ta adad idyouely "saying precisely thisY:
suspecting tu.btu i1l on grounds of workd-order,
Heindorf wrote wulri. wwinld which Richards improved
on with 1,018 7u¥iw but no change is necessary;
ef. tulre 07 w1l  at 212 36; also Prot. 329 06,
and the singular 1olic «itd very freguently

(e.g., Phaedo 107 b9, Rep. 471 e3, and especially
at Philebus 60 ag, where, as here, the nmeaning

is very nearly the same as 1. 34+d Tu8ta. )

by

T 7, 2
- Note also é€xelve wdrd below at 220 b*, and

1oltov adtdv  in Dem. de Cor. xviii, 224.
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If we wish to try +to identify among early physicists

#oy L T L
any who originated the view @HOLUV Cpoly gliov
we must first meke an important distinction:

1., Aristotle and Theophrastus attenpted %o

classify the views of their predecessors
y j¢

concerning meny kinds of interaction, and

indeed concerning interaction in general,
according to whether it was held 4o take vlace
between likes ér between opposites. OF. Ar.

de Gen, et Corr. 323 B~1° on interaction in
general ( goiely wal wdoxswv): ne alleges

that everyone thought only unlikes could act
upon each other, except for Demoecritus who said
only likes could affect each other (thaugh

Ar., elsewhere mentions Zmpedocles! view of
sense-perception as due to the interaction of
likes: de Anima 404 b 10, 409 b 23 s0.); and
on a particular kind of interaction, Theophrastus

begins his tepl wlotfoewv in this way:-

2

€ - L 3
at Lév morral wal
¥ *
{ Suoli

2 4 * ~
GibomeY YO T

I
-
¢
fot ]
P
-
<
o~~~
)
o
I
b
£
§
A%,
)

rnenides Empedoclss and
5 A A~ 2 P S :
Plato), Cb 0& 1§ evavily (Ansxagzoreans and

Heracliteans).



2.

It may be that Blato had in mind some of
these various theories of interaction when he
referred to those who held gpgggv-épgtw or
évivtiov-€vuvtiy gitagy 3 but not all the
kinds of interaction which can be traced were

strictly cases of attraction: sometimes no

doubt an interaction leading to & favourable
result mizght seem to be not unlike a form of
guita, but this would often have been 2
rather strained metaphor. (See note on,

Heraclitus below Yol &/5e3%)

In contrast.to the many theories of "interaction",
the only philosopher who specifically discussed
a physical force called puLiding was Empedocles;
but to ask whether Empedocles believed that
Spota O dvuvala were goliag is to require
an answer in terms which ETmpedocles himself

did not use. (See following note,)

#e can say, therefore, with reasonsble confidence

that Plato in this section had in mind 3
1. early physicists who employed
various notions of the interaction
of likes =nd opposites :
2. TAmpedocles, who introduced s

cosmic force called gunduns,



On the other hand in referring to any early
physicists the gspecific view gngtav_opa,“, ptdoy
Plato is probably (unless we have lost all
trace of some historicsl holder of this view)
by the standards of professional scholsrship
guilty of a vague and unhistorical conflation
or confusion; though since Flato was not
primaerily concerned with mm;%ﬁg nding the
history of philosophy, it would be more
accurate to say that he was producing an
adaptation of carlier views for his own use
in this discussion., (Presentday philosyphers
might understand this better than contennorary
classicists do; it is not uncommon 40 Find s
modern philosophical argument usefully
illustrated by reference e.g., to o so-called
"Kantian" or "Idbnizisn® position whare the
writer openly disclaims any interest in
whether Kant or Leibniz in fact stated this
vosition. Striect historical acecuracy is not
necessarily relevant for progress in thinking,
a fact which should be borrwein mingd by those
wno atitenpt to exitract the history of philosophy

from Plato and Aristotle,)
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S Spotov 1§ lpoly ... ogliov,
Perhaps the nearest instance of this tvpe of
view in physics - if one must be found - is
Democritus, fr. 164, on the flocking of birds
and the separation of seeds in a sieve and of
stones on the sea shore, . x, Soviyuydv e

L T N P o N . .
EALQUOHS TRV BRUYRLTEV T1E év TOLTOLE GuoleTalus.,.

L

e

But whether Plato knew of the work of DNemocritus
B uncertain; s=nd 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 »n

£y

this view for his own ends. (See previous note.)
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10 Juorov 1§ Spoly wliev Aristotle in

E,B., 12%5a 107" and Z.N.1155 b 1 s5. classe
Zmpedocles among those who held this view. But
tris is at the very least a dangerous ha2lf-truth.

For Zmpedocles yLAdtng 1s one of the six eleuments;

Ky

it causes the combining of the four clements ecarth,

air, fire and watcr in the physical worid, just as
it causes concord betwesn meny; fr. 17, 1=35,
In Strife, 2ll things are 6L&ﬁop@%&téx@u6tv

(8§Ctv 3 in viadins  they are Epepta and

ey

Qkhﬁkang Eotepntul ép@LW@éVT’A@pd4 Y1 (sp. 7-8),
722 {esr. 5-10).
It may be than that Empedocles' gLidtis imposes

"likeness" on the elements; but the atiraciion due

. v s ot s
to @th&mng is not caused by likeness, since it

consists of the combining of the four different
elements (cf. fr. 35 1.6, 6fanud ouviotigev’
Ernc clev Shiw. )

frd

On the other hand, to quote Burnet, E.@.P.f pe233,
"we must carefully distinguish between the Love of
Empedocles and that 'attraction of like For like!
to which he also attributed an inportant vart in the
formation of the world. The latter is not an

elenment distinct from others; it depends on the



proper nature of sach element, and is only able
to take effect where Strife divides the sphere.
—Love)en the contrary, produces an attraction of

unlikes." Burnet is referring to fr. 62 1.6 and

fr., 110 1.9: the tendency of esach el at to

Join its like is part of the disintegrstion due
o NeTuos.

Thus Impedocles believed both that during NeTHog
like attracted like, and that pLadTyg Was a
force which joined unlikes, though in the fTace
{presumably) of basic repulsion between unlikes.
Of the attraction of like for liks he do=s not
seem to have used the word @(Aav. It would
therefore be difficult to know whethsr 4o clags
smpedocles among those Plato was referrinc to as
believing in Cuctoy 5#Giw plicv O g¢voviiov
évuvﬁg% glaovs in fact it would be nisrenresenting

<

Ye to put him in either class.

The fact that Aristotle, in recapitulating decirines
of friendship within the framework Plzto here
provides, put Tmpedocles amonz those wio believed
o

NIVEVE RUAY "E:é.l.(,-iﬂ:‘ QJEI;QV (T”T;‘ 1235 g 10 Siies SWN.

1155 b 1 sq9.), is only evidence that Aristotle,



anticipatinsg modern seholars, assumed too easily
that I'lato's categories would be made to Tit all
previous thinkers. It is certainly not evidence
that Plato nimself had wondered how to clraseify
Zmpedocles. It has the look of a pusssge where
Aristotle was trying to fill out a framework: which
Plato may hove been better aware was lorgely of

his own devising.

propos of Empedocles, it is worth noting that
Empedocles himself made use of quite separate
notions of interaction between likes in his
theory of nutrition, 1¢den , see fr. 90 (often
wrongly quoted as though about giidting , but see
the context in Plutarch}, and in nis theory of

sense-perception, fr. 109 (cf. Theovhrastnus
ks 4 i

T

wepl alugdiewy cited in last note.)  These

uses of this notion have nothing to do with his

general theory of §iilzi3))



2 fplow adtol

"4 are richt
(sc. ¥ Adyovoiy ), they are right

in half of what they say': is the vague

wd1os
3 ~ 8 -
neuter, "the matter" (cf. 218 b7) expanded

. 4
1nto 108 Aeyopdvou BF O

It is precisely this exclusive classific-tion of
the world intc the contraries good and bad wiich

Socrates is going to overthrow to find s way out

of the puzzle at 216 4, But for the =woae

*

bland assumption that the only "likes® =re zood

men and bad men serves to concentrate our attention

on the use of this suggestion in the Field of

[ Rain}

ethics.
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~

v8 ¢ Ye movnpdy g Rovipd i ... Eg8twy YiyveGhal.
Coinel vdp.
Theognis gives warnings st some length ssainst
wmaking friends with wiwcl; e.g. 11. 35-72,
101-114; ©but note, especially, in the caﬁrée of
tnis, #. 59-60:

(sc. .

2
5 - 2
Jaadacug 8 dmuadoly ol deliot) &7

N
A
;N
GA Actut }LAWV1SS

olre wurlv yvluag elodtes 081 "drablv,

(i.e., "having no moral sense", iy being

neuter).

Xenophon Mem. II 6.19 perhaps suggests that Socrates

had stressed this point afresh: nls vip dv 4

- * .
ixlprotor 1 duenels & mhecvixaat f Zmiotor f
-
et

L4 N " A
Inpunely Avopunot ddvaivie elhot Yeveobulg

(This is put in the mouth of Critobulus; but see
note on 213 a6 _ 216 b9.) Plato treats the

point at length in Rep. I 349 b - 352 d, to the
extent of arguing thot any common action achieved
by Soiwwor must reveal in them a remnant of
bixutcobvy ,  8ince ¢l weigug Zdixet tentue

glul ®ul apdttery dedvator (352 ol = So} Cf. also
Forz. 507 e4, Phaedr, 255 p + = 2 and sse note on

$
214 ¢ - at.
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c6'

£ard pot duxolouv adyelv win, Socrates here
pretends to make a loophole by means of which
the suggestérs of & cioi-plac, CoOuld maintain
the whole of their view: he surgests that by
fuoior they meant "those of stable charvacter!
l.esy &yubetl. 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

xuxol are not glio.. (See note on 214 at - 2.)



: . \ & N . o N L.
A00t 68 wuncls,dtep wul adyetal weod WOTOV,

3 ?

P . t \ . Cw ! A £, ™ : ) R
FIOETRSTE Cpu QU ML ULy QUL &EV\_LL,GJ’LIL

. e e N o M -
EUARATHT IV TE  wald LOTWY LT oL,
"but bad men - so it is said of then - sre ot

no time even like themselves, but are impulsive

and unpredictable”.

Por ucivg  of consistent behaviour see L.S.J. s.v.

e
UL LOG

4, (sqgaumg),” 1t is perhaps worth

2 2 1, s 9 -4 P S Y - - N
insisting that the contrast with Euwinxiog %l

» § . N . . . o .
@01ibunios  reinforces the indication contained in

pndtLTe that it is "being the szme® over a period

?

of time that is meant here byduoicy winle win

-

Yy

not as e.g., in Tim. 33 b € "the sane in a1l parts,"

(of = sphere).

Wnether there was a saying that wexot in general
were {uianuiol  is not clear; but certainly
inconsistency of benaviour was condemnedy  cof.

Theognis 1049-1054, esp. 105%=4, 1ov 1 ip
pelVopEvey ndterat

¢ k) b3

TUOLLS TE VOGS TE,

r y 9 .

Joul B el wyaudv o wll viow

E06AlY yeus



Pindar 01. VIII 61, Houdluépin $30 dmdipdtev: ¢pdve
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H

Ar, Birds 167-70, esp. 169-170,

14 \ 1 . ~ . - . .} g -
J dvBpetos Orvig Lutdluntes werdpev. ¢,

v olEdaca

(4474

. ~ s
mt&xﬁupupg,qu

Por EpsAinies "liable to impulses! cf. Hur. Tro.1204-6,

4 - - . LI ¥~ e LI .’r_’"‘._‘ . \
Epiagries wy uvlplnioug,uAACT LR OE

LIV YN e - N N TN 4
For wotailunros cof, Harpocration, s.v. mepl o8 oliels Zv
g P k4 e - .

OVULTO TEr Nputlut odod lebpfonobut il e

b :

« e A e . - e, % o 1 ~
CLuUVCELTUL T Tl PuLEl Anucllievng v Tl

~ . one cpr o N ~ . ¢ hrd . L. 73 . S
TLPUTDEGPE L WS (5 136,0 Bijp s “OTabunioTetov
L)

Tpdvuse  .) CFf. note on Crubulstar 205 a° mbove.
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vipciov ely wal Buloopov, 600 ve
; . 7 » e N

T Lang Jpoitev o eliov vEveur Ty,

"what is unlike and different from itself could

hardly be like or the friend of anything else

There is some danger th-t this may be merely a play

on words; Plato has been saying that Kk L are wef

Jrotet in the sense of "stable in behaviour?,
but this does not show that they are not still
fuoicr in the sense of “"alike in being ?ﬁmﬁit",
or even "alike in being unstable;" and of course
it was "likeness" that the original succeation
talked of.

n the other hand this rather sophistical formulation
may be a humorous pfesentation of the serious point
that inetability of character prevents the Tormation
of regular common interests such as might lead to
friendship. This would then become, not so much a
mere subterfuge to pretend that *uuil eannot have
beei. included among Sputut, ag a second argument
to show that »uicl cannot be friends. This second
argument appears to bhe present, ss well as the first
argument, in Rep. I 349-352 (see note on 214 b8);

cf. Rep. 351 e9 - 352 as, esyp. a6,
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Adam observes, probably rightly, that this passage
"foreshadows the full psychological theory of
Rep. IV"s of, Rep. 443 a3s1- of the gingamg dvnp

who is said (npdriewv)..... 1) oluetlu ( (se.1d

{‘Y‘;

®

3 ~ —~ N
ev T yoxf vivnled 62.evov xul Jpiuvte wldadv

]

P

b b A g
WOTOW Rul “ilpfouvia wal olaoy vevi.evov Euutd

L4

tul oovupuoLuvtd Tplu Svia,wti. COFf. also Toliticus
309 el 89, Laws €26 ¢ sqg., Ep. VII 332 a - 3,

But it is to be noted that if the instability of
character described in Rep. I as being £36pdc £L0TE
and as leadinz to being bnu§ig'ﬁwi’ﬁg?g BUruloly
assumes the "three parts" of the soul, then tnis is
not quite perallel to the passage in +he "Lyaishs

was seen that in the "ILysis" undinote Suciol 2

3 5 referred merdy to fickleness manifested
at differsnt times; whereas olyx Spovolv uwiadg L an

in the "Republic® presumably refers to discord

betwesn parts of the soul a2t one time. Plato's

theory of instability of character hne heen
deepened by the time of the "Republic ?; +the "parts
of the soul" cannot ve s2id to he assun ned or

foreshadowed in the "Lysig",
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4 Bekker printed OxoAJ 1’7V without indicating it
a8 a conjecture; he seems to imply that he thought
it was the reading of Par 2; and it ie more likely

2 intended than the

that this was what Par

superfluous 70V which later scribes hove st this
4 d - & -

point. The addition of 4V in this sentence is

almost certainly necessary, and Par 2 ig quit e

likely to have realised this. (See introd. on MSS. )

(Bekker may have heen right in thinking Par had
originally had 7%V (sup.lin.) here; but more
likely %OV grose out of a misresding of FPar 2’5
addition.)

Adam on Rep. 437 b cites a long list of omissions of
}V in the mgss. of Plato; dut X.G.I. p. 226 deny

that &Vean be omitted with g potential optative.

Where to put the inserted <V seens to be inmpossible to
settle; Par 2 (or Bekker) put it early, Madvig
rut it after %iAoV no doubt for the sake of a
transcriptional ground for ite omission, Burnst

felt it should follow the verb,
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a’ =

LoTUL e eewlviTiovi et "This is the nsaning

they express in a2 riddling way;" Flato is mueh
given to foisting his own views on to poets with
the plea that this was what they meant though
they talked in . {yly,.ie; of. Rep. 332 b7,
Hpvitwio. ol Zupevions, rovqrinde,

Theaet. 194 07; and similarly of other sarings
he h=g reinterpreted, c¢f. Char . 162 alﬁ.

This is of course always ironic: Plato can
hardly ever not have realised that he was doing

violence to the poets' meanings.
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d" ylte dyubf olte nuxgy friendship between a good man

and a bad msn was never suggested by the holders

of Juuwor glict, but it was excluded b+ implication

in al - 3.

al

gls danof ¢uilavy pace von Arnim, Plato is herdly
here implying that there are higher and lower forms
of frisndship. The distinction between <&iciv euily
and other forms is Aristotle's own, =nd is not
foreshadowed here; LinGT ig superfluous to the

sense and is merely added for emphasis.

-«
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a8 e
A" "g o ev Jpa Ton wun. "We've now got the answer,

then, to who friends are",

O
(AN ﬂ?iz,

¢ el .. - e P
cf. IiJng e ee ERGLLV Lubap,v

Phaedo 71 a’, Rep. 477 a¥; this is part of the

"hunting" metaphor Plato applies to his enguiries,

4

Chpeudanv,

cf, below, 218 cg,ggtv SywagTis

O
fw

angd note there.

8 . .
a7 & vl nlyog feTv Gnpulver  "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

?:154
course of the discussion. Compare 217 aﬁ, Hhtbe o

)

. " € L t se ~» “ N .
RGeS DEYTELTLL ulV T3 VOV AETILEVOVS
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This zreat doctrine became the centre of Aristotle's

i g mnA ol e . = i -

theory of friendship and eirtu o1 'lpeidv O gunta
mansnt

Evenay told vroiod retained a permancnt

place in later Greek philosophy. It

originated by Socrates; it presented #iflTiculties
to Plato, but he almost certainly would have liked
to believe in it even at the time of writins the
"Tysis"., (See introduetion/%.9z—m“)

farlizr Greek moralists had always recormended
choosing . .g,) Aas one's friends; in (for

example) Th@ognis this no doubt is =z =mark of
aristperatic arrogance; but even in Theognis
the recommendation is supported by referesnce to

the honesty and generosity which s’euld result

Theognis 32 sq. shows both sides of the picture 1=
TV &"1’&@@\) /‘\.E'L' wi pST\:‘. TC}?GLV T‘C?\)E ‘sta:,t g()ﬁtﬁ,

N A Y .
Kivdh RETL ToLluLv
. L) o w0 ) 5
Tga,nuz avbuve Tutiy, &V gET&An GﬁVu;L

S

haed b \ ¥ * -~
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ALV LEV Tul @l ELUAG Ll f gL

c“*

e

G
oA
&

4 )

rw*.vaLV

-

' e LA L4 ) \ s
u09%£uxﬂg,um@neLg AGL TOV £C0VTL VOOV,



"]

e

214 e contd.

Conpare also Theog. 111-1123
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(On the other hand this last quotation schoes

D

another stronz strain in Theognis' thou~ht,
namely "Avoid being swindled"; his moral =nd

vrudential recommendations are oddly mixed,)

Zuripides perhaps recommends friendship with S0l
mere out of ethical motivesy
of. frr. (Vamek 2) 609, 812, 7, 759;

eZe fr. €09 (from "Peliades®)

Srde quviv wewle plv v tixy vevds,toicbobe
1oy Luvdviag éﬁﬁuaéaﬁe%utgx;qgmuﬁg &
ARG s Spralag Nusndc biiiewv,& vioe,
Groudldlete.,
Theognis at one point makes the complementary
recommendation that one should expect lﬁﬁTﬁ

even in a friend, cof. 1079-80 2=

r:\”?"}\} SV oEvans . h ~°MJ\ 3 a L3R
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214 el contd,

None of these recommsggétions, however, amount to
statements of a theory that friendship depends
on or isg created by, lpewd,, That this theory
is due to Socrates is suggested (in addition to
its exalted ethical character) by Xen. lean, II 6,
21=27. I have already suzgested that Flatols
account of Socrates' views on this wnoint may be
nove accurate than Xenophon's {(see introductory
note to 21% 4 - 216 b); but Socrates nay vell

have put forward the case for friendship between

. . dvacr ) )
4y .20l in somewnat the terms wsest by Xernophon

before bringing up agaimt it the “selfsufficiency"
argument, That Plato shiows Socrates vesching

this view by a process of elimination do=s not
suggest that he did not know of Socrates? na-itive
argunents for it; these in fact are more or less
implied in the arguments against the friendship

E :

Of mml‘-o“'.
Several passages of Flato (many already or again to

e cited) contain either the statement or the

implication that friendship can be 5 wXy,
‘ u. CET i Vo)

- 5 A "6 T Lo 3ol enll: S ].“?
e.,8, Rep., 351-2, 337 4 , Thaedr, 255 b .

10,

* Lid

(where teuodv 10liovis ﬂ‘ibg By

¥

voliticus %09 e
N b Y ,"'r‘~y~.-'
TEPL URETNS ), On Plato's attachment

0 this view see introduction, Fh 47~ o



214 ! conta.
4lso to be noted are passages where the theory of
friendship between iyweul is combined with +he
theory of Z.ciov (though not by the device used

Suciog 28 "gtable

e

iy the "Lysis" of interprstin

. R 1
in character."); see Thuc. ITIT 107, ol¥ve puilev

? - b}
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Toly €updipouts, The point in these pa

likeness in Lpertiis a particularly

effective kind of Spoidine for producing Yricndship.
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Hereé and again at 218 ¢ Socratesino sooner fTound

a solution than he launches into the objsction to

it. ©Since he is represented as himself wroviding
all the ideas discussed in this dialozue, we tend
to feel he must have uis tongue in his esch

time he builds up an answer only to knoeck it dowm
again. Certdnly Plato himself must hove been
vlanning the course of what he wrote: hut did

Plato mean us to find Socrates disincennous here?
Perhaps not to the extent it would now annarrs

he wished to portray what Socrates' opponenis

called his g¢p yetdbut in such a way as to show that
it was a serious =and philosophically honest
Wignorance". Socrates put his utmost effort both

into his positive suggestions and into hisg

§

criticisms of them; in this dialogue we =ve meant
to see a man who never shirks the task of re-
examining his own theories; wro can fully fece

the possibility that he "knows nothing", snd that

s

he can never avoid all nossible obisetions.



The extent of Plato's "irony" too is usually

In

exagerated, In the nggative early dialogues,
and again in the "Parmenides" -nd "Thesetetua",
Plato is displaving with tremendous powser is
conviction that philosophical positions mmet be
based on watertight and rigorous arsguments -
the mystic Plato who threw off a cloud of iroaic

“ &

argumentation as a smokescreen to zive his "real
views" greater solemnity is a long-established,

but in the end a very dull, mytna.

the early/dialogues we must gusrd especially
W&M‘WQ h M«éf'/“vé’\v“
againstlthe‘myth of "irony" because we now often
i N

find the argumentation shallow =nd superiicial.

fod

% was never so for Flatosy; the "ILysis® in
particular is too difficult, too packed with its

own peculiar kind of rigour to be a g lyvicw.



e” 3! g  "there is gomething I dont like in

it s.... let us see 1l ual &ﬁgnmg&w)jﬁgﬁ wiat
it is I'm suspicious of."

Richards wanted to write yi 1., evidently aot seeing

9
that ve qualifies i pot cuigepalve,
On tl wul, see note on 204 bl.

For 2vogepulvi(with accemw), "object tov,

cf. Meno 89 41, Politicus 294 at.
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& 8 fucwes ¢ Spoly wa8'8oov fpciog, wtha.. . il
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"Is it in virtue of his likeness that like is

the friend of 1like? Can such men be usef:l +o

each other by reason of their likeness?®

P o qualifies both clauses, and is the
Aee78cov Suoes
emphatic point. Bocrates is not yet questioning
that @g,.,,may be friends, but is only asking
[3 N R .
whether it can be theireOl INS  which nmakes

then friends.,



freBv Suviov drgely Suile 1lva dodaciuay Peewy 7
tlve grdsav v sotfout ddverte, & ud val wdnd wOTH;
Gt v nubelv &l val Ge'abrol ndBouy

This apparently is an echo in part of physicists!
controversies; see Aristotle, de Gen. et Corr.
%2% b 1-15 on interaction
esp. 3 8q. ;1 v v&p theTotor Toltd ve Suoventinllg

-~

A . R Lo F O
BOEV LUAROV Mol yTLRIY TUOTTL-

ovoelv ot Bdtepoy satdpou(niviu vdp Spolus balpyewv
3 ¢ A
TLOTL Toly Gputotg.)
v o MoWweTeT
The words (2iei .y N oBdEnv, nowever,

sound more sdapted to the present context of human
relationships; they anticipate €mincupluv

in 215 a2, which in turn anticipates the clearly
"human® sense of €aiwcuplu in 215 d6. Solmsen,
in "Aristotle's Physical World," p. 354 n,5,
points out that these terms occur in 2 physical
context in Diogenes of Apollonia (Diels-Kranz
F.N.5. 64 fr. 2), who is arguing all thi nes must be
modifications of one basis substance: Hi... ) 2
WOt €OV penlmuwte ROA KOS Rul éTSpﬁL@ETc’

oUbup wlie Lluveobul &ﬁhﬁkotg

hd PN ~
M00vato,otie Ldhneis 1§ Eadp

Crlyvedsan &1d tob
éTépOQ)Osis h&&ﬁﬂ,

of”

: Kirk and Raven, on
the other hand, think Diogenes probably took these



Ny

terms from physiology (Presocratic Pnilosopaers,

pr. 431 - 2).

Plato mokes Timaeus take the side of those w.o did

not believe in interaction of #

\ 4

A / ) .-
T YL Cpotev el twdidv wbtd yivee €ncotov

D . ¥ PR X Y a2 Foyuag over X . '
GUTE TLve pEvapuiny ELTIOLMGU L OUVRTLVY GURE T

<

£

b @
naBely vngd

~ 4 DO A [ ) .
TOU RGTL Telld upolug Te Exovang,

vhere Taylor has a long note ("Timaeus’, v, 389,)

.
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\
- G SE u
& dyawreely 2 i

+ o~ -~ g
TWTo# =i, LS GLALVS

1 ©® N y 0 N IR N ”
cf. b7, © C& pi wyunyn,oud Ly PLAGL,

a7, also 220 a2,

IRE)
See introduc tionz for lyvom

Sv as related 4o giielv,

i

? .
a‘?cm:;scgi@v, cf. @° iy Erucuplar fvewag

-
see note on 214 e”’.



JEY C N 2 e L . FPR A LA A}
db 00U O WYwBog il Juoy WY LG Uy RS
9 >~ L 2

. I > T R« TP
3 SLouYRYCl L., TR WEOVTEG TOBELVLL
LIS M J N ST S t_ s W
WAATIAULS ... RGLE ARLUNTLES P ELLY AvTY Yo vouivg

the selfsufficiency of zood men prevent

Triendship. Plato recalls thespoint in

S .
taot. at 222 8777 ana it seems likely
LS RN Th S

thouzht it was a real difficulty. Arioh:

it (2.5, VII 12 =2nd BN, IX 9.) Av, dn 7,0,
cites God as the outstandinz exanmple of gelf-

ficiency, and Plato would have done the somes

LS Py LY L ] 1] ~
(tiv @elv) 1 Zpendv ... wdtdv wltd Buvdievov

TV S - P, AP e N
GUYTLVEGLUL wutb cudoviyg STELUY TELUEECL £ oV

At Republic 387 5? however, Plato describes the

; $ b e e oy yten N PO S e N e e N

EXLE L “ S W20 18 LwaALOTE QUTLg G o QUL TEoK
> P i " > 5 PR Yo - oo & 4 b

T8 83 STV Wt OLALTLOVIWLSG Ty GAALV NHLUTWL ETEDOV

npoudbeliutsbut he does this precisely +o show tha

1 »',- . - 2 - o *
thecrievw’. will display least ?rief when deprived

N

> T 2 lod . 3. .
of his friend, another é7iciwc. Adam se

M
o2
%«h
3
ot
T
)
n

B

2 hint that only €=tevxdiscan be friends. The

oF +



truth is probably that Plato inclined to believe

both that good men wer: self-sufficient snd that
e ,< o e}

shared pursuit of udpetiwas a ground of

see introduction, M. 97- lo.

0]

The notion that the &vulidgbecame altor wnchecanse

of his Ciet? must be distinguished from the belief

- 3 Y - s . g
that wutugréluwns in itself a virtue. The lotter
Peliefwas held in a drastic form by the sorhist

2 . Ky

Hippias; (See Flato, Hipp. Miner, init.): in a
milder form of the belief,udilrveiu often mé?ged
with Uh@puu&Vﬁ)cf. Bur. Phoen. 554, i y'ipxogvﬁ'
trovd t.lg ve wa’GDLV cf. fr. 89%, =nd Denocritus
Re210, TpliEeav Noawtenlu L8y Tdyy Tupuwilbyuiv,
wCrupiia 08 vuypuodvn. The converse view which
Plato uses here is probably due in the main to
Socratesy Xenophon refers to his wltlpxeio at

I2 14, and (in a different sense) =t IV 811;

but its strongest exponent was probably Antisthenes,

N

who said (Diog. Laert. VI 11) adidpwn &8 THv

PR LY T TV . . L .
eV "'pg\d evbi L‘r.’.,L;\’LL..V,;;.»iiCtVug ?{p()()(“,;&f;;;:fi'{"(\lﬁ_,!‘f‘é\; S0 b

b - . o L4 \ ?
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! R . e
;(\§12fLu$ TLT e Toap 200 € TV
» " ¢ \
wvagulpetoy Ty | w;€1,...(e 13) Tetyosg

ToV q) UVl ..:’wg;‘.T.f‘-.,




(But Antisthenes too 2lso eaid (D.L. VI 12)

§ - and - » ',

ol omovdalor wlrcu, AEECTAOV E0TtL pEeT Salywy
2 - . . . S . 4 . .

aredly apde dnuviag 1obs nevede f perd moialv

Ea A

iy Galvove Iywfods pdxewtur ~ the latter a

neat blend of both principles.)

(See also Professor Dodds! note at Gors, 492 e3.)



b

3. ] =
% ¥ 1

wh Ay engn, ot iy ¢Lrot.
This rprobably need not be altered: on the other
hand if it is kept, it should be noted +that §
is nccusative; a change from g maseuline 4o o
neuter subject and back in three sentences is
hardly likely even in this dialogue. "7hat he
does not welcome he does not like eithen!
"(not) anything.) If this seenms

LEPSE Y
leesy, olLE 71,

implausibly "Irish", then Shhldermscher's

i3

G eesesdyunlyv should be accepted, to give a

complete parallelism with the next remerhk,

& uf euAldv vey ye goes with the whole of what

€

precedes; see note on 204 a



215

bg he theory that the selfsufficient will not be
friends provides an amusing contrast to the
reconmendation of Xenophon to choose self~
sufficient friends so =s not to lose by the
friendship (Mem., II 6.2.). But Xenovhon is

thinking purely of financial solvency.
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215

0o

B " % *ing Y
Eiy Tivl doutatpeta, Are we making some complete

mistake?" Is our mistake a total one?"

W ] Y 3
“referendum ad lowe 1d flurov wdtol....... owe e

ol oy . (214 97) ) Heindorf. Of. also Pheedrus
= A 9
235 &

£ : '3 L w2 > ,! L PR,
TOU FUVTLS MuGpTiiey,

f e . kY s - R -
(Por the dative Chy without the article, of. Siy

\ . \ Wl
cub o tavil biugepelr,  Rep. 469 03 et al;ialsﬂ

PN v ) e 3 s N
1§ iy wal mavrl ouolcer  Rep. 52? o, al).



On

Hesvoa REy _viosy not necessarily any historial
fizure known either to Socrates or +o Plato.

Whoever produced this super-universal hotch-potch

of poetic quotation, practical observation of

b

uman relations, cosmology and medicine, 21l
flung haphazardly together, certainly would have

deserved to be called "smart" (cu;le¢ 216 ai);

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

father on him &

fto

s own conflation of &y valov

theories for satirical purnoses.

(See note Onyopycy 216 ai, and introductory

note on 21% d6 - 216 bg.)

the other hand even satire must besr some relation
to its object, or its point will be unrecognisable,
It is perhaps likely that early attenpts a2t ethical
and political speculation borrowed a good éeal

from physics snd medicines vice versa it is clear

that cosmologists and doctors ettempted 4o make

thelr knowledge extend to peychology and sociology.



Zryximachus® speech in the "Symposium” is again
a burlesques it achieves its grandiose effact

) dwear parrodleis frove
by proceeding from medicine to conmarvkran

o

agriculture, meteorology, music and provhecy

ond
[ A
A

in order to eulogise,.  _ rarts of this
E 3 S
renarkable farrago are not unlike the reported
arguments of the .+ in the "Lysis"g
HOLyls
perhaps Plato was siming in particular at the
less restrained among contemporary madical =xverts;

the same men as the "Ancient Medicine® cribicises

seriously and pungently.

(The "incient Medicine" of course is our best evidence
that nonsense like that of sSryximachus could be
recognised as such at the end of the 5tk century;
it absolves us from making undue allowasnces for
any primitiveness in ancient science. There is
no need to think Socrates and Plato were slone in
ridiculing the "science" of many of their

contemporaries, )



215
7

c LNy ot by Rt S
SV LUlUGLY BRTYETY pUplipa,
see Works and Days 25-63; but Hesiod seems

to have regarded the rivalry of followers of
the sane craft as Srued) ¥oug, See 1.24,

for this rivalry cf. also Zur. Androm. 476 sq;

there it is bad,



25
ci }?wi IS ﬁpu "he quoted Hesiod and said that
it would seem that 'pot ter quarrels with potter!

ete. v

Zow reminds us that we are listening to a
guotation of a quotation, i.e., a gquotation at

second-hand; cf., Gorg. 493 ag, b7 where Soerates
reports what the ¢deug t0ld him the rCP UGS v

had said (Dodds, Comm. p. 297).



215
d3 Kﬁpég) daanias 96dvou wta. This addition by corr.
Cokiinia@ is confirmed by Symp. 188 ag,éwsté;v pev

»

wpd¢ YArnie 1ol wocnivv tdyy Eputog.

b



215
d5_7

), o ga M e 4 g 1
§t}1gv 5?\;%&’ and EHLRGUELLE evedyrenind us of
. 1 -2 N
215 a sy Where mutugl ¢¥iX-VPLY was g
TN e . L .
requir ement for mutual ~T=7vis . But the €7iLxucuplu

specified here is in all cases one-way only; the

o+

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 speakinz, therefore,
no explanation is given here of how 2 fully
reciprocated relationship could arise hetween
these kinds of men; and strictly speaking ¢} oy
e¥v., in 215 a° cannot mean "be friends with",
but only either "be well disposed to" or 'get
himself liked by". This is hardly more here than
a8 weak step on the part of the nopydy, Who returns
to reciprocal, though non-hunan, relationships at
once; but when the example of sick man a2nrnd Agetor
is used by Socrates at 217 a4 sgq. it will he

important to notice that their relationship is

not thought of as mutual.



Ty, e o rR N Y ey S P
OV LT ELOOTA LWYSITWY UoV ELDoTw,

This echoes the little homily delivered by
Socrates to Lysis,.ﬁhﬁre the eoncluglion iz that
he should hecome wise in order to acquire friendsy
210 b - 4.

This echo, =nd the schoes and anticipatioans in
the precedings line at the mention of Erioupla
suggest that this part of the "speee: of +he
vopyde = the section to do with human reistionships -
is almost certainly Plaoto's own contribution to the

materinl here conflated. Repeatedly in %this section

there are sicns that Pl-to's nmain interest here is
in ethics, despite the more general Fronmewnryh,



_— e N el S N T
-,\-:;_,;JEL 3% l\u](:s: pETWUAGHNDETLU e,&p()\)’

nis thesis in a more grandiose manner®:

of sarcasm on Socrates! part.

2 ;. o et - n g
For €wecdpyectul T aéyg gsee Dodds on

8

and Cfu Re‘g. 366 e, Phil@bus :x-s 1)3 o ;

. . 1 o
is object of eweglpreviui, "Ffollow up th

argunent.”

"he developed

a touch



M ydp €veviidtutey 1§ dvaviietdtg. . etrov.
Aristotle's attempt to 2dd history to Platols

conceptual framework was commented on in the note
on Zmpedocles at 214 b4 - 5; here with equal
inaccuracy he names Heraclitus as holding the

view o .y N Fet, 1235 a 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
B 8, from Aristotle, are to be ruled out =s
misleading paraphrases.
Fr, 51 is =8 follows :-

ob tuvidoly &xog Liwge plpevov ilung
S . - L | B “ 1S >{;‘ R
CUpGEQEL L TUALVICVUS wpp@y LTy onLimen
N . b ) P ) -
TLLOUL Rut AUpLS.
"They do not apprehend how being at
variance it agrees with itself; there

is a connexion working in both directions,

o

28 in the bow and the lyre,"



215 &7

-4 contd,

This stresses "the d}namic nature of the apparent
stability or tension between opposites™ (Kirk,
p. 202.) Plato has this fragment in mind in
Symp. 186 4 - 187 ¢, where Zryximachus starting

- 47 . o .
from the premiss that Zovw L. ¥xGLote 1k

notes Heraclitus to show Hhiat
q

? \‘N e
EVAVT LGt

and are aschieved

2 o >
. CROASYTLR
&gpﬁvau,cbrﬁuvtu Mok

B he onz hand

£v brevaveyudvuv mpdiesuv. ut on the one han

Zryzimachus is misinterpreting Heraclitus?! sense

of Ceuovin (see Kirk pp¢2047?&&),aﬁé on the other
ULPoV LY A

he does not go so far as to say,y that therefore

R . : _— . e 1 -
Heraclitus believed that duivily Were really sl .

In fact Heraclitus, though he thought interaction
between opposites the normasl and perhaps the

optimum course of events, clearly called it g;ti,

not oiity. 8ee fr, 80,

. k] . o N
igtodver eh tdv daewov &dvra Luvov

: V F'd L) U T e ?
Mul Sluqv EpLv mul Yivipeve TAVIW %ur

it 7 at
gp;v wal xodwv. One must know that war

is common an

right is strife and that all
things are happening by strife and

necessity."



215 e2 = 4 contd.

Thus fr. 126, 3 yug}&ééépﬂwat,ée;pév ylyerat,
5gg&v wWOoulvetut, wupeuilov verilgetal, walch
mentions some of the standard opposites also
present in Lysis 215 e 5 sg.,illustrates a
process which Heraclitus would himself have
called £pig.

Aristotle was perhaps deceived into thinking of this
process as ¢, lumerely because of the grest
importance Heraclitus attached to this kind of
interaction; constructive interactioan, so %o

speak, might seem more naturally to be called

giiluthan Epug;  but not by Heraclitus,

Again (as over ZEmpedocles) there is no need +o think
that Plato must have been anticipating Aristotle's

mistake. The yuuyd¢ from whom he heard fhe Avaval—

ov dvavily olrov view was not necessarily
a Heraclitean, but is probably a deliberate ghost
for Flato himself, whose scheme requiired the

introduction of this view to balance

A

114 N e 3
Orobov=0n . L,
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The “o@posites“ actually instanced at this point
begin with pairs wiich could be taken from very
general cosmology: for £00SV=0ypdv, yuipdve

tepudv of. (exempli gratia) Heraclitus fr, 126,

cited in the last note. But Tixpdv-yauxd suzgests

a medical context: and in fact in Alcmaeon fr. 4

tiiese first three pairs occur together in

application to medicine:

L.
]

el .3 . S . N -

pus pev bveles elvae Govertindy aty

joove, tav 13V Loy vy bypel LU, YU PO
. . o \,et‘.,ﬂ.r\..: '},)v ’ﬁ L] LA{JUU,

L s N - T S [ “» -

GeppcUyminpol TAundos wal 10v hounlv. .. ..

P Y R
LGV oL

e
~

ovleluv vdv Clppcapov 20y molly RELOLV.
WeilleS+ Jones attkibutes the word 5p2&3 to Alcemaeon
hinself (Phil. Med, Anc. Greece p.4 u.l3. Y3  could
%pG0Ls  have been reasonably paraphresed as ¢,ilu
In fact the concept of viil. seems not to oceur in
medical writers; but theories following Alcnmaeon's
view of*fdOLS  yere common enouga: ef, "On Ancieht

tledicine” ch, 14-16.



Of the further sets of oprosites LEVOV=TAT C ¢

By
is again medical: ef. especially =egpl odovicg

veplace Che 9,

{0a TATOROVE ("repletion") ivtet VO OT LU Ly

wtvwerg ("evacuation”) tiine ,dou 88 Al

. |3 3 U 5.
KEVWULOE TUIVETwL g BAT ULV LTl
But 2 s-lipnd is perhaps a touch of moekery

on Flato's part; in medical contexts SES  can mean

A

"acid", where its opposite seems to be TROKU

[V

" A

but YRURS a8 served here as opposite ©o TLRPOV,
so Plato humourously slips in the completely
un-nedical LnBAD applicable principally *o
wits or instruments.

These pairs of opposites, except for Sel=lunnd
all occur in tryximachus' speech in "The Syrposium®
cf. 186 d6 - 7; also o ON 7 qonaviv nul xdvauiy,

These afe examples from medicine; but later <& ¢

ra LY “ Y . - . \ "Mr—‘-z X (w‘,f.’ A
UE wd UL Le JULPW Ral gifd idt urYed

and their Spuoevioev vul xpluwy at 138 as - 4; are

taken from meteorology. On Bryximachus' speech

-5
see note on 215 04 -
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Lpoenv ...t Evevil v TG évwvﬁigz

Gpowt » "nourishment", again has a medical ring
about it; but the curious Heraclitising work
with the title u¢pl Tioeng has nothing of this
theory in it. lwcauBocy  in 216 al could fit a
medical context concerned with nutrition: cf.
Ancient Medicine ch. 11; on the other hand itis
equally reminiscent of the leenlov ¥yeiv...d

aeBelv at 214 06 - 7. (See note there,)
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Fub LEVIOL c..onut %opyls ebonel eVl tulTa Adywey

"One cannot deny his argument sounded very clever.,"

"Plerisque .. loecis apud Platonem vox hab %

b
jo 1

aliou

ironiae Socraticae, ut non tam de vera et
naturali, quanm de wimia et adscititia vendstate
capienda videatur. Sophistae imprimis, etism cum
ridentur,xouyd¢ appellantur", Ruhuken, Timaei
Lexicon, SeVexouyds Alyosy Wwhere Timaeus says
wul & dyadly b8 ,wul & miBavdinil Sucbudievos

thv Jiféeiwv, Ruinken quotes many passages:

Z85%

cf. especially Cratylus 399 a’ 5, &g el wiy

» ] . M)
JERA L OEVY 6‘%;.-7‘;%5\}»{.1. . KLl

P4
&2

Té ROL @u{v;gmL

o

S . . N PO bid
HEVOUVELOW, .. .COVRTELCS TUU

Rep. 495 a2 ~ 425 suey

b 3 b QPRI
SEQGVTUS YEVEOTLL
» 3 L
se s s EXTTOWOLY ELE THV
e e e M B -3 ,\' -, I - Zl : gr o - ,‘.‘,‘ YR s ,ﬁ\
PLAVOLELLY Gl WV Moy UTuTol GVAIES TuYXweVeOlL TEL

¢ wbtlv texviov,
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Judge at first heaping®;

Burnet's note. Menexenus

nas his own suspicions or

Socrates' sarcasm.

an outrageous, yververse

5 2
e”, Rep. 487 4&°, where

L .
winhL RLAL W

. But hmere

2 14
evdrToov s perhaps especially

ne refutation of this view is done by

making it seem to support a self-contradiction.

8.3 ;, TE clrwol Suulouwr Lk s
cf. Euthy;%hrs 3 bl and
is ecautious; either he
hag caught the hiﬁts of

a’ ¢Bx Liilnerov vis this not
view?" c¢f, dSuthyd., 306
philosophers are called
Photius' paraphrase
in point:

are still in the neuter

L
WAAG WL

probable that

correct BT's mistake

[RSAN

The lemma and paraphrase of the "scholia vetera"

even in Par; it seens

was an attenpt to

,!k’s, .;'§»~ ~‘?A -?"g' * P
GaalUrlGULVY OO QAALHETOV

. | ,
(sc. &g tulioy ) seems simpler than oix

? A

~ e » 74 N
whionitus (ge. $hoopey el odtw efsopevy)
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N

v elilc. L ETLIRbROLVTLL 5 a1most exaetly our
"jump on us" - cateh us as soon as we have given
them the chance. Apparently Jicg neyd.evov in
Plato in this metjghbrical sense; but imitated

de Goaruditels,
by Plutarch,;2 512 d.

3 - 4
Compare Rep. 495 4 ;o dopevor. .. g 1lv
ey vy Ewnndlowy elg afv guncdoeeivy, "rush to

take up philosophy."
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7

- For Ctesippus' belief in the possibility of

r

plict ot nicdepotr dvepeg,cl dvrideyixel "these

excessively clever men, the contradiction-mongers,™
Plato often uses wlucupus ironically, of. HButhyd.
287 ¢ 10 (of Dionrsodorus), Rep. 598 dé,

Sophist 251 cF.

GEron is probably said with a glance at Ctesivppus.
Prom 213 d? to 216 a3 it has been Lysis who has
been answering: but at 216 a3 Socrates asked a
gquestion of both boys ( butv be 32), which

lenexenus answered. Socrates now nuts the guestion

é‘

% oiadxetovy  specifically to Menexenus. The
point of drawing Msnexenus back into +the discussion
is doubtless that, as Kinolanou pubnite (281 05)
and doiornoe (211 b ) himself, he will be familiar
wit h the %ind of attack olvci ....0l Ivitiorinod

.

will make, i.e., "men like Ctesippus here."

LAY ELY
ctf, Buthydenus 285 de,

feve in the "Lysis" these shafts aimed at Ctesippus
hinting both that he isépictindy and Jviiioyirde
(211 be and here at 216 37); these 4ermg ~re linked
2t Rep. 454 2b, and at Sophist 225 ¢ the épienivnde

is classified as a subspecies of the dvriincyirdg



7
216 a' contd.

Prof. G.B., Kerferd, however, (in a lecture to the
Jumnan, @he )

Hellenic Society Apuwddt#l heos pointed ocut thet
elsewhere Plato does not link épi6tixci and
dvtireyixneol, and he suggests that whereas épictinol
were merely "those out to win any argument by
any means", Jytiioyinclseen to have heen nore
serious arguers who belisved that contradiciions
could be revealed systematically behind every
statement; he points especially to Phsedo 101 de,

. 2

and also obgerves that at Rep. 454 2b it is not

;.:.

iplied that ’vaticyinclalways use their method

H

"oy purely “erigic" purposes. At the very least

o

ne terms mve different meanings, snd do not inply

0

esch other,

Here in the "Lysis" Socrates accepts the argument he
ascribes to "these ;VRLLLTtﬁua;' gince =2t least it
shows that £vwviitding in its widest form is not

g sufficient condition of friendship. de

G)
0m
iw».J
o
=
3

not attempt to attribute this argument to any author
tut Plato, who being about to use

might sound "antilosical' inserted

colouring by makins Soerates wmock

doubt often made "eristical use of "ontilozies".,



216 a! contd,
PLato's real point in bringing in this particular
piece of "antilogic” was to move back to ths
ethical point that there is no friendship

between 'y ¢ 1 and y.x.l, of. 216 b4 = 5,
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.l'i? CGUV e s e Lo L,g'u;_"\év T'v‘; Y""”"(‘;‘ wl Ay ATa,

1

We have heard this argument before, at 213 b3 - 4

and et ~ 4; it was not there aseribed to

Iviiicyivol, but see introduction, A. 26w A 45

lolug g ruled out at 214 ¢ ~ 7,

6lorov g LRCALUTG S not necessarily a specific
reference to the discussion of { o tns =
“étability”; pé€rhaps merely another case leading
up to the general dismissal of friendship between
Syubds  and wawdg , Waich had bean ruled out at

214 4°.
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£

\
L

Ty [$£A§ ¢lnov 1 we should perhaps accept
Cornarius! delefion, on the assumption that T's
reading 1§ ¢ligv ¢lisV  peveals the dittosraphy
wrich began the corruption, and that BW's 1§

¢liy wlhcv  is a correction of this. But it
remaing 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 ¢liov = ny fpiend"

must be1d vlny ¢liov, M"g friend of its Friend."

2

(e?hec 1% T doTLV wLAGY at 216 e“ is not g

parallel, since there the emphasis is different;

T3 there means not just "a thing" but "anything at
at all®; Ty adds to this generality: and it is
not clear that there ¢li.yv is used of a reciprocal

relationship.)
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Socrates will explair this at 216 4°.

» - -

GVoweel s Spevey ol Lialely

it will become clser aftar 217 2° that the
relationship hetween the intermediate and the
good is not one of friendship; but for the

moment Plato gives us nothing to indicate

Vix
g
e
0
e

, . . £ -
except for the hint,in o 7 (see note), =nd
1 . .5 _he : .
at e and e’ b apoeals to points which where
made previously were clearly about frisndshin,
His readers therefore must have zone on

understanding (l..v in its recizrocal sense until

6 . ; . .
217 a~ - without however beinzg given any

S

equivalent term to support this, =nd haoving seen
a faint hint of something different in the joke
at c® - 7. At best this trangition passase is

awkward; moet likely Plato himself 4id not notice

Mo - k6
what he was doing (see 1ntroduct10nL}4}\ m‘?(s;{;)
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gryvdeevey ol Lyabod
Probably "It is the neither-good-nor-vad which
is the friend of the good -~ this is how =z thing

can sometimes be ¢licve"

0Unw 1in this sentence appears to be slizntly
vleonastic, but is probably equivalent to "its
dernun”, and adds emphasis to the new possibility
introduced with the notion of the "intermediate™,
Lamb translates "(the intermediate) .uveeees.

will prove after all to be what we c¢2ll friend

of the good"; +this is probably richt (82 long

28 he intends "zafter all" to render . #.  rather

[

than =42 .)

(The alternative is to assume that e anticipates
a furthsr explanation which Socrates breaks off

before giving, "in the following way - nst way
do you mean? - I don't know, etc.,” Zarly editors

compared o, -

RS

fard

on Agam. 718); but that seems hardly arposite

here, )

in fables (on which see FPromisl
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"I am dizzy with the difficulty of the argument.n

cf. Prot. 339 e wul &y 4t LA

briad < e -
wo Tl BV ARLTLY wo e E

=™

NI T N s T N ey w e N L]
UAC Wi« TLXIGEL TAGTELS &

wrettwiogy vl val

%, s ) [ o
gratyylauae  (BT) eidvicg win T

Hh] 131
ok WS [PRRERE & i N P

Again a metaphor of sitruggling with th-o argument
" 3 <2

as thouch with a wrestler or a boxer: ecf. 07

and 215 03.
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WIVouveSe L %ual wlv Sogutay depotalav 18 ety

S RURVINPE SVIN O

The Muses at the wedding of Cadmus and Harmonis sap: -

AL . . LN . Yoo N Ly o ¥ L .
CLIL AWAOV, ALY BV L G D DU wwa sy ol

. L LY
glacy €lat.

S0 Theognis no doubt read in Hesiod, and he quotes
the line with approval (15-18). UBuripides puts

it into the mouth of the chorus in the "Bacchae"
(ati «nlv ¢liov lel 881, 901) to mean

"Honour is precious" (so Dodds ad loc.). That was
no doubt the original meaning of the vroverb;

but Plato here puns on x.. v to mean Thesutifulny
cf, G? ﬁu/tu!\:‘: Hiwl ?‘-»&‘.tag Rt ;".,L’zh,,;,:.';. (C{)?ﬁ?%ﬁre the
two sep§es of @Lﬁahwgcg’ "lover of beauty" at

Plato Phaedrus 248é3(and efevinenancloey Len
cvienelagThues IT. 40), and "lover of virtue" at
A¥, B.H. 1099 a 13.) But after his pun on beauty,
smoothness and elusiveness Flato returns o the
ethical sease of « ..l vto move back from ¢

fwrv o wlnov to 1l LyLidv otioev (216 dz).
Perhaps the most important result of 4nis
otherwise merely humorous aégde to the argument

is that we have been reminded of an everyday

Ay
g HA . 1
Thrase about“étﬂov in which ¢l.cvoceurs



216 06

(cont'd)

in a different sense from that of "friend®

used since 213 4 - namely "precious" or "pursued,”
not of a person but of an abstraction. This is
the sense of @thQV'Which predominates in the
dialogue from here onwards; and only in this
sense can Plato continue to maintain thet
wWplynedy 1S Lliov ("pursued") after he hes

denied that { ., .ccl are bt {"friends").

%
(It is worth stressing, in view of some
interpretations of the dialogue put forward,
that > , .8, as the object of g1, @Ppears
nowhere else in the dialogue, and thst in this
passage it is introduced for the sake of the
joke , . 2y ~hiupSvglato in d returns to his

main thread of argument by saying e v

7 3 -

LT LE OV RGACY EZVQ‘, but this of course does

not equate -’y . dand g o, oty , and this gtep

is not used azain anywhere in the dislogue,

For Plato's notion of - wicy 1N 2 work perhaps
contemporary with the "Tygis" see the "Hirrias Ma-

jor.")
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C A L Ltt% Kot uhau?%,blx Xaob L0wd Jubied
. N . A ) [ N N ¢ e .
Olohtivaivil sxul bludueint o.dy , "it seems to

be soft and smooth 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 cf, |
Suefangeudaeta, 215 ED

For tiubds1.cf. Saphist 231 ¢ = 8, esp.

P P 3 N P .
vk? wote ETL SLabuosT o LoV ALTCV,
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"T suggest as a hunch I have ..... The reasons
in view of which I utter ny guess®
/uH,bMoM
SoeratesLnot to be certain whe ther his latest
suggestion will be demonstrable; at present

he merely guesses that it may be right: he

goes through the argumsnts in 216 d5 - 217 a2

[

.

to convince himself as much as his hearers,
Compare Rep. 431 e7 where after s proof

4 Snintpasaiiamma—— -
Socrates says {pds ofv Tt Smieunly vt ety

o [ o TNUTUVEL R T
S AR »&@;U\}hﬂ.n ’LL”?. VW SLULVY L-.«'}.“LQLL,LKLL)

-

(referring to 430 63, where note ¢ ve dvtelicv
toeTvy)s and of. the similar use of Liultv
vivtelont at 443 b7. It seews unlikely that
Socrates when he used puviedcpsat in this way
wished to imply that his guesses had any one
special kind of backing; %but for a discussion
of this possibility and a collection of examples
see R.J. Collin, "Plato's Use of the Word

A ‘,. ’ Ve
LWVLELrat ' G4y IT {n.s.) 1952 pp 93 =06,
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i & vb l\.é";;m‘\i ,,.u.‘v’i—ch;:MwL;

probably gy I means "the evidence in view
of which", and «iywv puviedip.t is merely a
"variatio" for Afy.  .... Jicpevieudpevogsbove,
But Richards, against Heindorf, denied this
meaning of +“pds v A€yriv, and alleged that

& & vvee wu. Afywev  would mean "the bearing,
application I intend"; he therefore wished to

revive the conjecture wpdy 2 62

N g RETAVENR
This would be excellent if it wers certain that
it was necessary; but if not necessary, it

deprives us of a plausible "variatio."



LI oy N . SO A .
WORELOL 0Ld UTTW .. e YLV
"three races, as it were, of things" :

it is tempting to wonder whether this is the
first use of yiveg in its logical sense of
"elass™; it is still évidently felt ag
metaphorical to speak of +évy of objects in
general, as qposed to creatures or men, and
Plato apologises for this with Soxenel .
Campbell thought that this use of y8vicwas
peculiar to the later dialogues (Yas a
metaphysical term, Parm. Soph. Polit. Thil.
T . Legg. and once in Pnaedr.! intro. %o
Soph. p. xxvii); Ast mentions no cases =2t all
in earlier dialogues, but precisely his omission
of this case prevents us from being sure there

are no others,
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For the introduction of this class which it is

convenient to call the "intermediate! (cf,+)

wetwil Gorg. 467 e - 468 a; but in the “iysis"

=

Flato never abubreviates the full formula),

compare what Socrates says he was tavght by

Diotima, Symp. 201 68 - 202 bsa Bury +the;

=

=
comments "Socrates revresents himself
(ironically) as unversed in the rules of logice

and habitually confusing contradictory with
contrary notions". But it is worth remembhering
that Socrates hzd never seen a text=book of logic,
and that this distinction had st some date to

be made for the first time. Presoecrstice thought
operated a great deal with pairs of "ownrosites®
vilch were trected as exhaustive although they
were not strictly speaking contradictories:
Flato's frequent use of "intermeéiaﬁés“ may have
been a real advance in logic., (It »emine doubtful
how soon Flato fully distinguished controvies and

contradictories, since his most famous



216 a® (cont'd)

"intermediate" is one between‘contradictcries,

¢ 1ot Jving %t 7. In fact it could be

r,\é,g,i

said of Rep. 477-8 that Plato there arcued from

the non-exhaustiveness of contraries o the
non-exhaustiveness of contradictories, in spite

o

of his allegzed statement of the "law of the

xf}

excluded middle" at Rep. 43%6,)

For other uses by Plato of ethical inlermsdiates

in the earlier dialogues cf.:=-

Gorg. 467 e sq - we desire intermediates
only as means to ends; only ends ave good:

Meno 83 a = e : many thinge in themselves
are neither hoarmful 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 ig eonclnded thot
only ¢opiuw is Zyaslv, only liuotais
WiV, everything else is intermedinte,

In the "Lysis" however it is not aims or sctions
which are "intermediate", but the persons who have

aimaz, who must be Mintermediste® or would not



21¢ 4% (cont'd)
have these aims. For this compare Symp. 201 e -
204 ¢, where in éaﬁing that &F«S ig "intermediate"
Plato implies that €pCvies are also intermediste

(ef. 204 c?).

(Vestlé suggested in nis commentary on Frot.

351 66 that "intermediates" arose as an slenent
in Protagorean "relativism". EKerferd, in Durhanm
Univ. Journal, XI (n.s.) 1949 pp 20-21, seens to
indicate that Protagoras misht have used the
Pormula wal wand wol Lreldy but surely a
thorough-going relativist would have said +this
of all objects. A division of objects inin

three classes is hardly "relativist" even though

it is put into Protagoras' mouth at Pro%., 351 4.)



216

e1 veL 2 tul o9 "By elimination then the remaining
pos%ibili’f}y iS 'th?i.'b LRI Y 'Y "

cef, 218 ab, Phaedrus 235 09, and 1t Gdiouroy
Hep. 427 elg.

Heindorf rightly observed "rescripsi &2 vro &

sensu flagitante."
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"For surely nothing could become “ividv ¢

the bad."

Schanz's _bﬂduUfor 19 Auyv  may well be right;
Denniston, pe 268, calls attention to the
"cormon Flatonic use ...es <0 3p L0700 ssee yE
supporting a positive statem=snt by an anpeal to
the impossibility of its orposite.” This would
te appropriate here; and the substitution of Al
for 0L was a common uncial error. Oohet made
exactly this emendation with some plansibility
at Symp. 199 a? (not accepted by Robin). On the
other nand, ~¢ yYilp =“uu seems unexceptionszhle,
Cﬁuthyphro 2 33, 13 ag); and for Xv repented in

g short sentence c¢f. & org. 507 et (b1¥, Eept by

Do

2

as. ) To gain ¢ 7oL we should lose this

» o L3 ”
idiom with «v .



Ead L ) bad . A

8% Va8 ol wnly ces Beqretiar futv 1d wOv Levduew
"Is this latest suggestion giving us the right
lead?"

For the metarhor of "taking a dirsction® in the
argument compare 2173 93 - 214 32 and see notes
there. For - Y By ng 1 :\d eveo v cfs 219 bg s 1.,‘,

feds fowtitoy 18 vOv Aey lievov, 2nd see notes

H

“~
on the personified ,Yy., at 218 &g, 214 a-,
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8 "eonsider as an
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example, envisage, the healthy body";

for this sense of €vvielvef, Chorm, 167 08,

¥ A Al IR N e o M - . 4 e
EVVLEL Yuolr EL UL LUREL Syl TR &2‘\;»\,&,:} KL .
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t ; verhaps best rendered

here "no healthy man befriends a doector™, 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 grounds, and ¥Plato never
A

considers the possibility. But by b° =
Ug:%" @ es s C-\_."L gLn Z"]V sey Gy ;’»{3::‘-.) ’the Gl’l@n‘*f—‘f&fr

relationship under discussion has ceased %o be
2 personal one, sand so is not even s matter of

"befriending®, let alone of reciprocal friendshiuv,
79 T S



0Tiw elval obre Lyoudv

"The body in respect of being a body, insofar

as it is simply a body"; i.e., apart from

whether it is healthy or 1il1l,
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Wetd, Eview 08 ol

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 that @VuéﬁmVis whnite, has
whiteness, but of course not true thet waiteness
is white or has whiteness. H ers s often Plato
is a prey to the "gelf-predication” assumntion
that a quality has the guality whieh it is,

Comprre Charm., 160 ei coss .. " CJNEN

~
TOVCUT L vV Wt g
¥ T"A e AN 2 e o S -
Er7y oloV ep 0TV o & AEL WLTEL GTLWV Tuyls Ty
o - A A L L . P » o w_
Crhe b LU PROLT IRV TN U U R g Hrail§ s % VAT

s b E S £ 3 = 7 A 4
TVEOLV Y LT v vkt A, See also note on 47,

(There has been much discussion of seif-predication

F.T. Geach and G, Vliastos in Philosph. Zeview

<

1956 p. 72 sq., and references thnere cited,
But there is nothing about Porus here in 1he

"lysis" : see next note).
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but there is considerable difficulty in estimasting
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 gualities can
sometimes be remedied, whereas having

them sometimes cannot be remedied.

It is clear how the example of white lead &nd the
hair illustrates point (2); +the whiteness of old
age is irremediable, whereas white lead only
makes the hair geem 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
good; whilst there is no suggestion that white

lead makes the hair desire 1o be washed !
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¢ (contd.)
Plato seems to be suggesting that "threatening",
"making to seem", and "making to be'" are all
different senses of the notion of rapovola
"being present to". Plato makes play again with
the ambiguities of this notion at Euthydemus 30la’
8Q., where Socrates says wdpsutiy .... &xdoT
adaeay (seil. oy xaray ) wd...o¢ %L 3 whereupon
Dionysodorus replies ’:udv ofiv ..... mapayfviraly
ool BoBc, Bobc el, ual Btu viov &yl ooL RapeiLul,
frvoveosdcupoe et; 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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c? (contd.)
1.

2.
3.

4,

Plato's
that he

further

an object which has a predicate in the
full sense of wapovcefa, i.e. "making to
be", caﬁnot lose the quality so predicated
of it;

80 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 rapovaia
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 100d5

Plato suggests rapovsla as one possible name for

the relation of Porms to particulars; but it is
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e’ {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
FPorm-theory even in’cld age the hair is not really
white, since only‘;%gﬁhauuév can be that,.

(Compare Professor Dodds' note on =Rapovola at

Gorg. 497et.)

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 acguire 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.

Finelly, 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 "intermediatesg"

in the "Lysis" and also of iy ¢y at Lysis 221@7-e2



i

e (eontd.)

Y

with these two notions in Symp. 203d4~204a, we can
see "Platonic sources of Aristotelian " o1épnough;
see Ar. Phys. I 9, esp, 192al6°22:-

vtoe yvdp tivog 9sfov xal dyadod xal &getub, T8
uév Bvavtlov adth panev elvar, T8 8¢ & néguxev
teleonar x4t dpéyecsuat wdiob xatd Ty adrtol
gboLv.  Tol¢ 0 ovupalver 70 Evavwlov dpéd:esdal
thc adtol ¢doplc. waltor obte adtd adTol otév

. . ¥ . . ¥ .
e S¢leciar 10 eldor ovd w8 ) elvar &vioede,

. “ o oan LR SN,
oBre ¢ Evavalov (goaptind vdp &AAAAy wd Evaviia)

o

pe )
>
7
o

Scn.
woBto (J1d Eovéuevov wob sliobe) Eotuv A
A

-
~

>.,,
3
&

But Aristotle's theory is a much more general
account than Plato's here, and sets out to explain
all physiecal change, not merely human desires;

and the notion of %an is the product of a long
train of metaphysical thinking which sets it a

far cry from the "intermediates" of the "iyasdish,



o
ol
-3

|

e (contd.)
Davies may be right to peint to this passage as
a very minor anticipation of more developed theories,
but the "Timaeus" is much nearer to Aristotle's
level of thought, even thaugh he expresses

disagreement with it.



217

I+ N s . ] e Y. _we
ATl Uy vt guy wWhEL YL,

"smeanr gome object with a pilgment®

cf. Ar. de Gen, An. 743 b 24, ¢ _

L o gm
CY Ll vieg

rr-ur N . ~ 1 L - . B L a0 oo .
LAl VP wprpwlby Olistlbywlbob To

T
("picture"!); and st Gorg. 465 b

Lo oL Te Yo
v ._,'F,v-‘f.-, i R S L

e

A
;{pb;},:.wu LAY

refers to make-up (see note on ., s, .
',‘,wLé,«.L"\. ie(;\i,
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Wt

c LR SN SR S 4 LA
AplepdTE NG TTRLUY WAE L, by

Shorey, "What Plato Said", p. 490, cites

several passages where Aristotle dicscusses

r 2., ¥
colours e.g., Met., p 1022 a 16-17, &V 4
TRupre A - 7. D L T TR
TEYLHLE TLYVEUUWE ULV Ll {fhas BV Ty b PLOAVE Ly,

But none of Shoreys passages show Aristotle
remenbering this part of the "ILysis", since
nonzs of thenm deals with false colour:; nor do
any of Aristotle's distinctions seem o help

us with this point of Plato's.

~ Arigtotle at #.77, 1006 b 21-2% slso makes

) . . ~ 3 . e
use of Yu.tliov in an example; 1 vidyutod

I 2 e, L RS A S LN N
ACYLV BV WTTuU LY UL ToV LUTONY Lo ealvEDUut
I S wo b Ve r 2y A U Loy . ™~
& GLEL gHUULHED V. LL_oVviE Wal Yluudley TOY T

rgvnliigicsy  but all this shows is that Aristotle

as we should expect was guite clenr ahout the

¥ SR

difference between yipdliov and reunding



e i lgns weouily deelyeiey

fhite lead was used by women as make-ur for
the complexiony cof. Lysias I 14 0 apdaooov
Eylpuitloint, Zen, Oecon. 10.2, And ges

T.Le. Shear, " yi.bviuv, in "Claessical Studies

-t F e B . - . . -
prresented to Tdward Canpe," Prineston 10%6

[

tp. 314-313, wh=re the discovery is rev

white lesd in vanity boxes in

with artists' colourz {(fe Lapi

but archaenlozical evidence of ite usne in sneient

painting is auporently lacking., (Sen *Thasophrastus

on Stones,” text ant

He Culew,
J.0F. Richovds, Ohin 1996, pr. 187-191,)
‘hether there was any regular siplicaition of

wiite leoad 15 the hair reusins uncertein: dving

Mitmasus T
AR )"s‘hzd} - but

+1

ne hair was practised (

with a white

Or it used

by srtists Tor white hair in cnlnting or on

statues? But there sszems to he 1o evitanes on



)
217 487

(conta)

this; and the example here of course requires
a white pigment principally because the
contrasted n-otural change of colouring is to
white. All we ecan conclude is that Iysis eould
have seen ¥ipdUioVv in the Yovaixevitiist home

if nowhere elze.
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¢ P N R - e
d ftape ey g Sv SUT LG /‘.I:»u’:-(':'lﬁ";b

Strictly "whiteness would be present to them,"

Plato's terminology here and in similar contexts
is a loglcian's nightmare. White lead is
somethins white, not "whiteness" or even %a

. 3
whi (LN hereas ¥ . )
whiteness™; whereas in 47 (.. ..p Rupoutiy

Aevul) the whiteness brought by old 153

- The "gelf-predication" assumption men above
(on cl) from passages like this can be seea to be
almost unavoidable to a Greek: not ounly can
“wniteness" be denoted by the same words as
the®, or "a'" white thing", but also ¥a wiite
hing" can be denoted by what aiht hove scemed

to be the uwnmiztakeable abstract noun fox

#whiteness,”

On "Abstrazcta pro Concretis" see K.G. 1 10-12.



P N g ne CH . R .Y
66 Gute Tl e‘m&-U,w\_.;.z u’g'\-& _;,i.{u\ml‘v'q.{ ELuby

"they would not be white any more than black,®

Jowett., But this emphatic idiom is perhaps

#

S
neant to remind us of the notion of o wiTE

.

whoAMeV oLty AvrcY which is being illustrated,

a?



LY fd s
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Epwtlv  suggests that we should read the

=
[{a]
-

imperfect and take Ty 5 to mean "Just aow",

referring to 217 06 - at where Menexenus (or

Tysis = at this point we cannot tell)
o guvidve, Heindorf's sinilar emendsation to

at 218 63 is virtually certsin.

Lol )

K F 4
Vv G, 8’\:‘1"\,;.,'.@8\"
viv oy WwWith a present is possible; c¢i. Rep.
353 87 ,viv o oluwt Joeuvew dv L liorg & Lpr

Q;QT;V; but Ast's examples all show it occurring

early in the sentence and suggest Thet wis
rendering "nunc igitur" is necessaryv; here this

would be excluded by ~1colvuv.



Lamb's deletion of as dittography produces

o Y
L
clearer as well as simpler sense; it is
o 3 o E T
preferable that }y.y.\ should me an hes

become" picking up 2+ in da, rather than

FevELG

"has happened,® Also the reference of

“~cteiacy Yo .8y is much easier to ses than

F

the reference of -} ~ .y BOo the "real"

Lol e
R N e

change described in d6 - el.
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Lt 1L G iTuQ;E; "deprives it of its

or and friendship with the zood,.®

o
D
1]
e
3
B
i)

the word for reciprocated friendshin hetween two
words for unreciprocated desires in ordsr to
prepare Tor ais sudden violent change of topic

in the next remsrk of Socrates: he +talks ther

interpret this vassnoge sinmilarlys Flatn ggdnot
anxious to admit (even if he realised it) that he
was making a transition to the concideration of
unreciprocated attraction, and so t2iked as
though his account of the attraction of
intermedinte to so0od was also concerned with
their friendship.

(See introduction - . i, never Aenntes

one-way affection outside the context of a

reciprocal attachment.,)



N
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-

the meaning for this formula strictly justified
by the preceding argumsant ig "the good cannot be

pursued by the bad" (that is to sav, .}

IS SRy

here is logically correect if passive in sonse.)

Heindorf found this puzzling after what he had

taken to be the use of ¢,-}, in an active

gense in the line before, and conjectured

?

GTwbd waadvy but even if it were certain that

Plato had there meanty, } to be active, it

1o

would be dangerous to start trying to tidy up

the senses of (!, . in the "Lysis® by

alterations of the text!



"we would say that the already wise no longer
pursue wisdom, whe ther these beings are zods

or meng"

this would have surprised Theognis: sgsee " 1L.1157-60 3
e & ;

i . A e N Ciangaam o - ;- A PR LoD
drnowtos, wul COEAT IVIHIU LD wad(Lin oy e L

¥ N M e M L R . S,
CUTE Vg WV HAQUILGU YLRLOY LILRULpelniy

24 NI - 3 ¢ B L ORI R SN
GE D QUTWS OOGLnY L OB InL CUHE %wg@&b(b&,

| I ] B A . 7 T b
LA e E‘;,::Z;u"{. b ”E}U}w;,‘a’ o Ll BUVLA L LE s Bt

(B AN

Plato however repeats this at Symp. 20% =2 - 204 b

. W ? . * . . s . . LA ?'V . o . ,.»A\.-
Goev LCUBELLY BLLLuLPEL LLO EbilbuEl woBoL
s I E LR L A . A
yeveudui—eLat Jupteud €l Tey Liauy Lot
R - g s ? LI A S A U . o e
LU ElA U0l eube Wl Wb wpmn VB LY, L EATLLROLLLY

AL APUR . S -, , D B L P N
CLe ETLLbQu LY Colint TBEVOULUL Wule Yap Vot
P e . P U P ¥ T S 2 A A S I
EON L AoV it wvg b w DV Haea Ly Y wr LV
N » L ¢ .o .
[SRTICRIE 2 Loy CovEey wahw &N, TR VR VAN R VI RS DAY

e
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(cont'ad)

? - t v A e . -~ . .! - b3 ,-;c £
PSbval LU AV Gy Clijleeh EHLOELOLUL easee

? » Y R |4 .
s s e s VAT HRVOY Ple 0GPy » e GVT
. R f o . hnd . 1 S -
BéTluglb Blval OuglU wul wpatoby,
In the "Symposium" Plato adds the point that
zods are necessarily wise : in the "Thaedrus"
(278 4 1) he adds that only gods are wise,
and that to be wisducecg is as much as a wman
can achieve. Whether eithsr of thcse points

was in his mind when in the "Lysis" he ss=id

i3

we cannot

L . 5 A3 Y ”ﬁ . W i om I 4 K ‘@" .
ELTE LECL LU QVUPWiIul ELLby CUTuL

be certain., IT at 215 a6 Plato was

to envisage self-sufficient Jy..itol

been prepared here to admit the possib:

completely wise nen.
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GLTwL Yo Lbady Buviiag Lot E e ns Elval

"having ignorance in such a way as to e bad®

~

Valckenaer (on Thoenissae 364) wanted to write

[0

3 * s d Y ) 4 oy o, oy S
here vy olug,wWilch would give the meaning

"having ignorance to such an extent®: but in

.
[# I
2" just below we meet Evovier wiv Ewvwolayv

~

o e 08 waa. which probably excludes

e

Valckenasr's suggestion,



g
e C a N s =, P
L E wEV OTU RV TouG g LV %SVULW\’,
’ - T U S SR SN ST A e Y Y o ne?
pe € U LUToL LVLIEDS LN AELSTEES £G P ER ST R g 2 LS,

. 'c ’ N *a,‘r‘ ) 'x'if)‘ w o
\;;‘&.;:i T ]“\JLJT.LE A28 L ;.4 } ElLuEval &J‘.L ty L

"having this evil of ignorance, but not yet being
senseless or stupid because of it, but suill
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 - 23%b

3

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, TPhilebhus

(e

48c = 492 on suicuowia geudis , and Mens B4 a - ¢,
4 - 6 3 X'y

3 4 ¥ o , .
€sp. ¢ sler wdv Dv o wdndv plaepuy €00 s-
- Sy e # T - - ¥,
CRUGL CTELY 4] pavolvELy Tobro & gsmy elhia
1] - kl 2
el DU Lzévg, TELV €y wroplay woads

L4
NUCpREVos wij glodvian, sl
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a® {cont'a).

(4t Republic 477 a sq. it is sugcested thet

3]

-t}}e P T L G PN L.
- [ \nka:(r',L Lt..c;\u[\/'\z‘,\.«;&, [AR N G A CR IR S S A )

’

i Yviuw put (quite apart from the absence
)

here of the claborate metaphysical exnlanstions

of the "Republice") the "intermediste’ astate

s

the gi..looyee  in the "Tysis" dis

1

4
ot
Yal

having, not of opiniong, but of no orinions,
Being ¢iilicrug 18 a lower state than heing

Yinliuvis of, Rep. 480 a.
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b3 - ol

: > * » P S ST «\ Lo 5 Nt
FuapldV YLD GUTC,y cae ey 1O pHTE KRGV WfTE

o ] LI

IR LR
By ool Tureuotay 1ol Jjwboel wilacy elvar,

There is a slight anacoloutlhion here, but

o

emendation seems gratuitous. The anscolouthon

nerhape even hes a slight significance,

A R I T~
s refers to 1o wlLALV , but Socrates cannot

L.}

simply proceed by saving PupiV vip oUid ...
Y phe waxdv opite Tywidv 8!\&;!., because his
susgestion in the last section has to he stated
more precisely, in order 1o show that he means
that the "intermedinte®™ is actively wliov ynder

certain specifiad conditions. As a result he

1 % hJ A ""‘:‘ ‘.
has to abandon the @uptV Tuf «wUio gonatruction

.
and proceed as though he had szid simply Y-tV

b3

¥t oam thoush he was

£
e

40 . U
He began with @wptv 1up

N 5
going to give a simple equivalent term to ¥l»-VY

o

which would be its definition, but it is not
possible for his nsw definition, which is of a
slightly different ¥ind, to be stated 1o easily.
Conseciously or unconsciously the anacolouthon

3

tends 4o disguise this new complexity. &

roughly equivalent but harsher anacoloutnon in



218 1°

cl (cont'd)

English mizht be "ie define it as, in respect

of ..... etec., that the intermediate pursues

he good because of the presence of the bad."

For g.udv .00 meaning "we define it*, ef. Meno
73 07 » ' b3 - PTO+ b4 6
vl WOt enot. . Lelvog te 303 a,
- 3 F B - 3 )
il 0Ty wdrd vute elviy here of course ETy. .,

; : , 6
completes the sense, but compare Rem, 434 b,

’i

. » r . FE Y 3 )
7l oy advuvies v wbid Beg,piirteg Ak LLEV,
. 1
593 o, ¥ 0. Lfrug el nlyes; Theaet. 146 ol

. whevrs -7,
Lot Ov ol Bioeev m8iewv wbady where ¢y,
cannot be surpli=d, but abyerv must in all cases

mean "define, "

Frofessor Nodds suscests 1edad for WUty whieh
perhaps would give a slizhtly unexpected emphasis
B0 Ll vl ady vuifv,rai, vee his note on
Gorg. 483% dl, where he emends away another

anacolouthon involving an apparently superfluous

LI
WUTG,
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T T N VIR TVOE Yogay oy m
Bub WwTe OV LAV kUl Halld T dlipdg

this was demonstrated in relation to the wu.°

by the example of ®irv. uglu, 218 a, asnd in
relation to the oliu by the exanmple of the

body's desire for medical treatment, 217 b,



ESR ¥
5V,

H

& Borep Orpevtne Tis Ixuv lyemnlo € Ehypend
"like a hunter having satisfactorily causht
my prey":
for Plato's comparison of philosophical enquiry
to "hunting," cf. the elaborate simile at Hep.
432 ! 8., and meny places throughout the

.y 235 a0 sq. {See note on
Y.

"Sophist"; e,

]

»

14 . . Y . 4
LY wii1ls can imply either (1) that as much as

possible or (2} that as much as n=cessary has

been to solve a difficulty; one either must or
can be content; for (1) cf, Crat. 439 b,

Prot. 328 &%, for (2) cf. Hipp. Maj. 302 b,
é&',u.p%é;?,fl"fz;;‘?‘;'i,’hl 1‘; At TalTw. Here +the sense
is (2). (Stallbaum's"vix, aegre" secems strained:

even sense (1) hardly amounts to that.)



5 . - <. B O S 7 .
GHLTWT T, vAugia sronaley

"a most absurd suspicion struck met

e

] L
UL O :.\..L';

perhaps merely implies that it seemed

perticularly absurd and perverse of

Socrates 1o
develop =2 suspicion of his result quite so soon.

See note on i 62.

For glofiiiev cf. Rep. 330 d6, ~f;n

o
-~
e

-y
pS
on
]
=
o
&
Cw
o}
2

. ) L) . \'4
ug&s Aiad i aVLLS .

Bufpaly the sense of puful here is probably

shown by anac@gtg; it is not merely “exclamatio

adnirantis® (Ast) but shows exasperation as well

as suryprise; cf. Hipp. Mai., 294 87.
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c® GVuF e TLout x8val  "to have struek gold only
in our dreams®; c¢f. Theaet. 208 bll, where

the context again is one of mistaken definition.



lawgduivyadyotsy 1ol tototrots

PEVLLEOLV LVIETUYL Kot Ve

"just as one meets with men who t211 tall
stories, so we havs sitruck on argumenis of a
similarly false character,

Cfo Fﬁep. 560 32

o g . B N . \ ?. o W .
IWEUOELY O Kl wiAddOVES .. v
8 - Yo L LRV T S
ACYotb TE rul LUgul caeeaVUdpuovies ®utedyov

(v yu. Mv) 1ol 1ocdiown.

Heindorf at one time deleted yeuvt2i v as a
gloss on wowuldtotyy  but it is perhaps added to

*

elucidate the metaphor in Jaaidowv ~3ye

pr

Ex )

4
see Dodds on Gorg. 447 a” for Plato’s habit of
putting metaphor and interpretation side by side

{2s in Rep. 560 ¢ here cited,)

(At Gorg. 493 b6 and Phaedr. 250 4~ toialiov

is explained by a repetition of the game adjective
as nad preceded it; this if anything might seen
more rather than less harsh than the addition of
jevbeuily  here). But at Gorg. 49% ° TETE Nl Ve

has been doubted, thoush kept by Dodds,)
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£

¥tovs g Gy ely, "anyone who, could be described

as a friend"s; perhars slightly wider than the
usual ¢lroy Yo Zv &3 probably not to be emended,

but described as votential.

Prom here as far as e5 we are baeck in the
masculine, and at e2 we aitt seem to be talking
of frisndshin again;‘ but it continums 0 bhe g
one-way relationship, and bstrﬂct objects
reappear with byleiw at ef. robably it would
do Plato more credit if we assumed thot he was
unconscious of the difficulties rsised by his
usage of ¢l.oy than if we took him to be
consciously tryino to cover up the ¢ oricomings
of his argunment.

(Stallbaum at this point commented on the

anbiguity of ¢l vuy "hic et in sequenti dis-

putatione tenendum est .lxiuv lusu quodam arguto

ita dici, ut modo activa, modo passivas

significatione sccipiendun sit. Ite mox ing “is

. J

. 5]
toovw Jvtog &%etv;q,@?agv st "esrun,

£
o~

Srepiv g

]

quod a nobis amatur et magni sestiqstarts  sad

8tatl post est Yamicum". Zadern anbicuitas est

senses alone could be used systematically without
causing confusion; it is when sny “int of

"friendship" enters in that we should suspect
a muddle,)
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¥ s ' LN ¥ ,117.
( Wrepov €onlv ay wing § 8

(advepdv ... . 0bbevis Ovinu wol wi'edelvs
These questions are desizned to elieit affirmative
enswers, An affirmative answer to the fivst ie
probably logically necessary, in any sengs of
ylaog 3 but it is much less certain that the
second necessitates an affirmative answers
friendships can surely he unselfish 2nd so not
Evinl 1uv 4 ang Frichard would mve said that
some objects ousht to be @liu (“pursuedn)
obbevic Evinu, (e.z., morad duties,) Compar
the dubious means of proving that every event
must have a cause by arguing that no eovent can
be caused by nothing, comuented on in "The Nature
of Metaphysics," ed. D.7, Pears, 1957, »z 151-2.

For this means of displaying the relational DoOwers

of words ef. Symp. 199 4, SQ. ©8p. e6"7, 5 Epog

k ¥ e . i . h N R . b, I ?\ ”.? s .
Epws dunlv sbievds f Tivdey-Tlve plv ofv Fonuvg

- L. )
Rep. 476‘87 Eovviviowey yuyveower 1t ¥ s0OEVS

Y # - - LN
- Bhilebus 35 pt & e by v v et e By

o PO
FITIS Yoo IR H



ety 2
Eropat ydnohoviloets

both said of "following the argument"; ef. .0y
Eavpey weTy Reyopivors, Zuthyphrs 12 as.
DiA tnis still have any metaphorical flsvour
for the Greeks? Ses note on 213 63; and
congider the different use of &xgg@ueﬁast
at 219 .

3

oy 6 oo ‘
e’ vuv &i Evupevy  i.e, at 217 ab.
» . N
Heindorf's t¥uw€V is necessary after vividy
see note on 217 el

(At 219 o' and cl, however, $u.tv can stand

meaning "we maintain".)

e3 1.0

| PR, S R LR | o~ N, . 6
LATPOU @LADG cf, Ty baipy whaoy, 217 a”:

.
both cases arevl..wi (active)
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o~
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& Gywidv ) wuxdv § obudieag
. 1o
here it is only the plural in Ovté€repu that we
Py 14 s N
find surprising; but cf. Rep. 349 42, ¢ dlucics
ovbETEpu ; "
EEE Ly olne grdvieaos ofte lvaildc

he ] S b A

9
where the neuter seems to us surprising.

(K.G.I. pp. 317-8 (n.21) nay be trying to susgest
that the use descends from a nsuter =cecusative
of respect (?); but it need not; note the (to
us) unexpected neuters =t 210 ¢? (see note) and
222 &% = 5; and even we mizht say "Is he good

or wise or neither of these things?")
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a’ i&?ptx%;ﬂeindorf added the article, but general
abstract nouns do occur without the article;
see K.G.I. p, 606-3; and especially names
of 1é€xvuty (Dodds on Gorg. 451 34); and only

3 - '.“4 * -
four lines above we hove 11 € byleta (218 95).



TV gealev o Lo v vfipaiang
strictly all that the context allows this %o
mean should be "medicine has become sought after,
an object of pursuit.” At Phaedr. 233 égégtpuv

AVutp,buivoy seens to mean "concelvin: a hatred™;

bul here ¢i.tay gvﬁpqmwlmugt be passive. Ho

oubt it wonuld normally mean "has beconme a

vartner in a friendship": but Tlato at leasst

ought not to have boen trying to make it mean

that here,

(W's éxuvipiie ( also introduced by B2 2nd )

seems 1o he post-classical; unless conceivably
¢ implied "as a2 consequence of U, lowws already
being sought after®; but this sceems too involved

el

to be plausible.)
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a-

el

£ L3 by

UV LW T B R by FLAG.

Note that this is made to follow from the fact
that (ylewals 2y .idv. The definition at 218 b
stated that & pdme 2y.6lv @fne wendv was

glucyv (active) but implied that -+ ’,usdv was
wt.ov (passive). ©This saved Plato from hoving to
explain that in this semse <} Jyatdv oty olicv
is not inconsistent with his previous proof that
ol Sywtol are not ¢lact (215 b.) - if, that is,

Floto realised that this would need explaining.



219

b3 (:L P S U)’L‘: ylicv & 't‘.'!:.{,»\’;
Bchleiermacher apparently was the first to see
that this addition is required in view of

- & . I -
Socrates' Jjoke at b6, T &nuoiwliov el

\l
v

elicu 18 vlaov rdyuvev, epl gulpowvywtin, 7T

Hermann wrote 12 gliov <aol wlrov) clioy,
but Burnet's position would aceount for the
omission on the ground of haplography.

- For the meaning of this mouthful, see noie on

é - T4 '
b 7, The contlext requires "Phe pursuer
pursues the pu%sueu for the sake of the (further)
object of pursuit on account of the object of

avhorrence .

48]

L SR T S & " 1
55 e:atb% EViWDYw ﬁxgg&v "now that we have got

ul

to this point"; again sce note on 213 e



2159
bﬁ -8

Zor pdv vdp wliov vl wlawe v elaov yiyovev,

2 . » .
D Aub L ELY RT A,
@% St L,

"T nass over the fact that," ete, But it is

2larning enough that Soecrates should have fthought

s

it worth recalling 214-15 here, even as a joke.
g s [

03

(1Y 2 even at 214-17%, where it was nroved
that Suoiot could not be wlact, it
wag presumably not mecant that friends
were not even alike in being friends
(or can Flato still have been genuinely
muddled over the "incompleteness" of
such notions as likeness? Perhangs
see helow,)

(2) + waat 219 b> ousht to mean by Tobl viicu

18 claov glauv is " ad elroviactive) is
s . .
gtaiov (active) offCilnov (passive)" -

the pursuer pursues the object of rursuit."
This is 211 the context Jjustifies.
Fhereas what was denied of Cocl. b was

X »
that they could be laui, friends,?

-

LY
(3) ¢+ 40 <l.ov (active) and 2l wl . fpassive)
here of course are not alike becaunse the
first is 1 N Sye tv wfne o vy

b 7/
while the second is «y«Dov,



(conttd).

0f course it may be that Plato saw all of this
and was pulling the legs of his commentators;
if so this is the pnly place Whe?ebhis degd-pan
rretence of seriousness relaxes, I would
prefer to think his real reason for putting in
this aside was that he had grasped or half-
grasped point (1) about the "incomploteness®
oFPOLSS 5 and he thought it relevant to hint
at this here precisely because he had not

grasped point (2) about the various senses of

RLAGS

For a comparsble humorous aside based on the

appesarance of paradox see Charm, 170 elg _12.
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~7

'b i

Kol ol lpcileu vey . after ye Madvig added a

second f1t 3 but this is probably unnecessary;
the cons truction of the first &1icontinues
easily after the almost parenthetically placed

3

*main clause" ¢ yx.lpeivy this is eonversation,
not rhetoric. (Thers are not in any case iwo
separate propositions being coupled by 2o
conjunction, but one implying the second; xul
here is "inferential." &&  ulpeitv 1is perhaps

so placed to give a delay for the punch-inference

to be anticipated,)

g €owtwifuy 13 VOV Aeydpevevy
= 3 3
gee notes on 215 ¢, 217 a”.
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c? elnep dxcicubivet Ty Tplosey Sporeyly
"if it is to follow the principle we agreed on
before"; perhaps the subject of licicvifoel

: 1, 'n‘, ” . ~
ought grammatically to be byleiw, but it could

=

ilmost equally well be the new elicv Ti, At

P - i@'« > E L

Rep. 33%2 47 the subject of &ucrcuBetv...1oly

. S LA Y P . .

EpTELOLEY  EBlphpEVolsmay be either (wfv wlivyv)
, . o o _

or personal (Hpis.) This of course is 2

different metaphor of "following" from theot at

2

218 73 here it means "be led dby" rather than

merely "keep up with."
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)

o

Wl

A A Y . . * - L. - (R _ LY

WVYLY R LRELTIEAY T SMRRE Kb J«L\i 30wt
L 2 3 . * A

L N A

is it not necessary that we should sto going on

in this way and reach s me orizin .eeees.”

Plato is arguing that an infinite regress of
objects pursued as means is ldgically impossible,
and that we must discovar some object pursued

28 an end.

The terminology of this passaze must all points be
carefully compared with the terminoiogy of the
"infinite regress" argument used &1 Cratylus
421 §° sq; various nmistakes can thereby be

avoided.

Schang wished to write ... .7y Yt Y

Lgixduvet, meaning "we nmust either get tired of

Tl £

. . .t

such a progress or arrive at some origin . This

is a possible sense of xgineglv With & porticiple:
6 . :

¢ef. Phaedo 85 ¢ 3 but it somewhat weskens Flato's

point which is not thet an infinite regress is merecl:

wearying, but that it is l@gically unsound The

ass. reading w.l should be kept; +the correct

z
sense of ligytelv 1is shown by Crat. 421 ¢’ sg.3
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5
o

{cont'd)

- L)

Yp'todw dviywy teieuvtlvac lusumelv 1y
dmonpivdpevuvy ="ELcive bunel.-Id1e olfv dneundy
& lauyopedev duxaluwe wulowte v j "Must not the
answerer finally refuse to go on%? =~ Yes -~

Well then, at what point would he be justified
in making his refusal and stopzing?? In the
"Lysis" passage lueiwelv nul Seundoial

constitute one notion, "1t is necess sary o

arrive at a point at which we can stop regressing.!

The metaphor involved in {2vutr and Jeouxdcful is

absent in the "Cratylus" passage, but sees note
on 213 e°, Absent also is the wordlp:), perhaps
Egcause in the "Cratylus" passage there is on
the whole for Flato remarkably little metaphor.
dpy?) somewhat surprises us here in the "Iyais"
partly because it follows Lizizelv , partly
because of our habitual assoei-tion of meens with
"ends®; but lpid is in line wituZp®i.v  in a>
(see note.) lpxY nay perhaps indicate a "source
which is the c%%e of" other things being eli.i
on the other hand it would be wmore in koo wing with
the metaphor of travellins to translate it as a
"storting-point which will not send us oz to
another point" but from which we shall be able to
start, or perhaps restart, s correct investigation

N - £ * -
of ¥t ruw = whieh will subordinate mesns to ends.
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£ ’ \ o 3 v B9
e wpxfiv 1§ cbninenaveloel €1 ke elaov, A fre

’ s ¢ W .
v enelve & Eunuv mpliuv wlaov.

" starting-proint which will no longer send us
further back to another object of pursuit, dbut
will constitute an arrival =2t that whieh is a
primary object of pursuit.®

3

grnavetoer seil, fiulsy just as we can speak of
"referring persons back to" e.g., other sources

of information, as well as of "referrins questions
back to", other answers, so here gx.vcluei has

a personal object, without prejudice from the

fact that it has (probably) an imperssﬂallobject
at Crat. 422 bz,&tnwiug Iv guliev éni vtoLgely
te fioy elvur aul clxdte tolte (seill. 18 Zvou)

fieds selv ely Zaie dviputa dvagdpely,
(Ast and L.S.J.'s "intransitive" sense of
Enuvoloel, invented solely for this rassege,
is unnecessary.) After lJgixdicun elc Tive,

* ” LI Y 15 | ] . ;
dpxdv, “uﬂe;ganuvciust(ﬁgag)we might heove

expected eitherlin’éalict (f.%¢) &1°2-eTve
L Y : 93 o . 7
2 wsl Lt Vot ekEvoy in fact we hove fhe

’«'I

2 L - LY r, . = o e A
slightly anacolouthic Jiixiceiy the subject

§7
of “jt€v can probably quite well be ! L33
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(cont'd)
compars Phaedrus 249 d4 8q, Loty o ov belpo

< - . u o N -
C &y duwy Alvos mepl Ty tetipins peviug. ...,

G. &pa wlry.. . dplons, e wrn, Or alternatively
7, . . .
15€t  could be impersonsl, c¢f. Theaet. 196 ha,

Loly elc male aaSe . - : _
ouxolv els Tolds wpdicuy wlitv Svler Llvovgs
‘ , < & - »
Oor if Sviixer (geil. ¢ 2dycs) is 4o be understood
there, then feetlscil. & idycg)is & possible

explanation here,

Apelt ingeniously suzgested IArl 2fcelr,"zu
ginem Anfang ... die .... seinen Stillstand
finden wird"; but this is probably vnnecessary

ted zereutiiied

Q

(and would we not have expe
cf. 220 bg, 68 ?). If any emendation is necessary,

surely f6Chmev would be simplest,



' éuelve g &.vuv ipltev eliov of Bvewa wo

3

pd

e

-
~)
f
£
B
=

pupdv advia elaw elvae,

®that which is a primary obisct of pursuit, as

means to which we call all the other things

objeets of pursuit®

for gpltcv of logiesl priority, compare Crat.

(1

422 ¢ - d, where some words are distinguished
a8 npgtu (or once, at a?, wpdrepa) dvipity,
Whlle other words are §yiegoq OF 86TuTu; that
of course is not =z statement of the mesns-end
distinetion, but y@~mq/§he result of a "resress"

argument.

know of no other cases in FPlato of wplice OoF
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® aeliov
w8y 1is certainly adverbial; Symp. 197 cl is a
rhetorical flourish by Agathon; st FPhaedo

107 b 1d¢ npltug 1S almost certainly purely

tenporal.)

(& warning snould perhaps be put heve th %

h

i +le!? 58 0T oo do A : i
Aristotle's uss of gpday, 0 mpdar, @it 18

guite different from Flato's use of it heres
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(cont'd)

ge= Aristotle's explanation of what ho m by

&
[

fpriority” in this cage at S.h. 12%6 g 1F

Wnat is nore, of course, iristotle is talinz of

friendships, not ma:

See §.7.L. Owen,

in

Aristotle", "aristotle and Plato in =ild-fourth

e

Century" ed, Diring-Owen, G8tebors 1980, eap,

rr. 182=33 Owen says of th

2 "Lysis® onsuage

-

#the relationship between these orders of

glideo..s 18 not logical but psyehnlosieal®

this is no doubt very largely true of the =ai

notivation of the distinetion, but

ER A 220
Flato suggests that other gli. are only onlled
so by us fleuwtt ¥yoviey o{v) perhers mn attempt
at 2 logical distinctiorn is ereeping in. See

1ntrmductian,y_54 q¢.)



for the means-end distinction, stated in this
passage by Plato with exaggerated force, compare
Gorgias 467 05 - 463 e5, where it is again part
of the proof of a somewhnt violent paradox.

See Professor Todds' note at that points
especially p. 236, "The perilous distinction
between méams and ends - whose lonz =2nd shocking
uistory bvegins here and =2t Lysis 219 4 - is
treated =s absolute, whereas it is =t best
relative." But of cource a quite new dirtinction,
as for philosophical purposes this no dourt was,
is extremely liable to gverstatenanty and for
some attempt to examine Plato's furiher motives
in this passage besides that of gtatine this

distinction, see introduction, M. ¥ sy,.

Another case of an exaggeration of the means-end

distinction can perhaps be seen at Laches 185 ds,

~ i

LT ¢ \ . . 7 L [T : =t Y . -

SLHCDLY TN ALy Ly TR o T TV €VEna ToL unouwT
5] b ’ o ~ R |
N 3 ® . ) A (A ? wu
- b . 5 .
[SIPOIE SR S A R ¥ SR R R PR TGS SV S CEEE S U e
? \' ) - e 124 R W % *

[N &L, L LU [ S R RS B U et (CRE SR M

Pris is only said in passing: but while of eourse
one n=ed only look for the means afier sstablishing
the end thot does not entirely superssde

consideration of the means,



AT "all the other objects of

at this point it =ight be possible to take this
merely to refer t: the chain of objects already
\

mentionsd, { ay v, Uy i

etcs.y, 211 of which
are ¢l,... for the sake of some one ends; This
would not exclude the possibility of other chains
of means pursued for othsr ends. But by the time
we reach 220 a° , (thousgh perhaps not esrlier) it
has becone virtually certain that by ~dvr. 1t
Xiiw Plato means "all objects of »urenit except

£
2

the one and only one end of all chains of pursuit”
and ) ¢lrov fxcive there means not "all objects

which are ¢,

-

as ends” but "the objesct which is
gtacy @8 the end,"®  This postulation of a
unique "end" is of course not supported by the
regress argumsnt, nor by the meaning of the tern
npltcy (there is more than one wp@icv Hvopw

in Crat. 421-3.,) PFor its motivation see
introduction; MNr., P, T. Geach reminds me th=t
Aristotle made the similer, more famousz, error
of assuming that it nmust be possible to talk of
¢0buticvie 1n a single sense as the one

ultimate end of all human action.
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eSS Ll o Y5k e e e {.‘v L oo VTG
2 o 3 h 4 3 ¥ - LY L [
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’ ~ - .

e S g bk Glasva.

tlest all the other objects ..... deceive us by
being as it were reflections of it, while it is
that primary object which is truly an object of

pursuit.”

What is nmecant by this of course mu=t be
investigated by attending to Plato's parallel
example immedistely followingy; notbe especially
what is said in 220 a® - b5; we sayvy that we
value the means to an end (:agi G tote i)
but this is not true: what we value above all
(repl wavads wcicdpco.) 18 the end itself,
whatever it is. S8imilarly, Plato =rgues, when
we call objects pursued as means li. they
PRLTL gaviiEia AdiovTee whad Wiereas it is
the end which is really pursued, (gl .v of ~o
vit nuvbuveder &uelv. .l elv .t win.)

Plato here is exaggeraotings it is just szs correet
to say that we ypursue, value, want, means as it

is that we pursue, value, want ends. (If Plato

were rizht how would we talk of our atiitude



219 82 = % (cont'd)
toward means?) Plato attempts to make exactly
this same "linguistic revision" at Gorg. 467 b-c,

with considerable lack of clarity; compare 468 v?

* - LA B4 ! R ST L AR L

o i ‘--v.,“i""zl' au§ Yoo $< WVE “‘»,5 W HGLLGLULE Y ,{r’lv’;i CHRE BV
. 3 A X LI TN . e
S ooy with 468 ¢7 ¢y SR VRRNCEIRS v S % P UL,

A . A

G tha TRWRTELY "%Iw; first he argues that
i Aol v vramd Uz
we do not want "means?[if they are ' ;... 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’ s his leads him into
difficulties with "ordinary language", which in
the "Lysis" ne attempts to evade by the device
of sayinz that some of what we say is merely a
turn of phrase and dozs not represent the "truih®.
Fcrgt@maavs“reflections," opposed to "truth', cf,
Gorg. 463 dz, Rep. 443 04, Theaet, 150 c?
MOTERCY ELowhoy wal $edbey ooalunel vou vicu °
dietvora 7 yOviodv te wal LGy and of course
often in contexts of the contrast between Forms

and the world. But that eontrasst is net in =ind

here; see introduction, H. Y?.g?
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5 . . .
4 GStephanus' 7. | is perhars more likely than

. . 6 .
Bekker's !y in view of p2,; .. in & ., s

3

-

<

el 7 ¥, 1is clearly already a conjectural

attempt to correct #

¥ e

o . oo P TR, IV SUNDN P
(37 CEVE i Wil s e e wwe TEOL LAVILE ‘;yg‘(‘;gwt;

we hcre have to translate this "because of
treasuring his sonj” 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 ¢#,... as has beex in uze to
mean "for the purpose, %o the end, of " TBut

at this point (though not later) it may be that
fye .. expresses a shade of meaning slishtly

blunted by our "because of."



- b N
vep T (sce 7y v Srotie vty Gy sdosuv,

the ancients apparently did think that wine

was & possible antidote to hemlock (though
modern pharmacologists assure me it could be

no nore than a palliative); see Hicander,
Alexipharinaca 186 sqg., esp. 195, 198, who

at one point suggestis wine would cause vomiting
(in which case of course it might be effective),
later that it would caume hent to counterset the
cold of hemlock:; but ch this last point there
seems to have been dodh; see Plut. Quaest,
Conviv, III 5 fin, €53 a, (Pepper was also
supposed to be useful because Lo wLviladv

see Nicander loc. cit. and Theophrastus Hist,

Plant. IX 20.1,.)



1 A . oy 11 oo
Compare w.~d wly  Tuthyph. 14 @77, Ll 2l elfer

H ipp. Maj. 296 o%

"A mark of lively assent; a surprised guestion

expressing the inconceivability of auy other

answer", Ritter, Hormes 70, 1935 p. 2, (mefiy Dilantripe)
’ A\

cf. the rhetorical use of il <l .dvy; atb

208 vt, ot.

£ +vy in this rhetorical sense is said by
Ritter not to be found elsewhere in Plato befare
the "Republic® and "Phaedrus', but is common in

later works. Wilamowitz's alleged counter example

(¥laton II¥ p. ¢¥ ) at Ton $3/d¥  is in fact
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4 v w
e ~TreteN fogntainer®;

8

cf. Politicus 287 e qopic & o9

N\ 9,
s dTYpoi .
el CRTdEOLs [ Ryt o wady eloey épyanidy

Ly ™ N A w0 g .
Bty RaTLEL ToUOECEYTuE Uk,



3 3 ¥ LY * * - frd > -
F o s % a s L W & i [ Voot S I U R N [ 4
¥ 1; 3 RS . Y & e ? ., = P
AR A SR Y R A VY NN S R T 2 S SRR
Lo . A
LVl HERCEER ™ \;;

"Is it thsrefa e tke case that he nmakes no
distinction of value hetween an caritnenware
cup and his own son, or between a piat of wine

and hig sont®

This sentence puzzled editors, because the order
in which the objects compared ars mentionsd seems
to be the reverse of what would be expected; we
would exp=ct either "valuss his son no nore
1ighly than a cup" or "valuss a cup no less than
nis son®; we can only keep the Greek order by
the expedient of translating sy op! elov.c
as "making no distinction between®., PBut the
solution is not Buttmann's extremely awkward one
of taking lsdy a8 gbject of o eTny and

renderiny ¥ as "or" (this would have needed

cebitepeyv  surely? anéd becomes veory awkwerd in

j

the next phrase.) The corrsct obgervaticn was
made by Jdosger in "Imendationen szur Aristotelischm
Uetaphysik," Hermes 52, 1917, pp. 486=8, where he

adduced seVera* instances in Aristotle where the



219 e (cont'd)

X .. L
Loy S8 (R VO Y

twrongs® order seens to follow

Lt

(e.ge, Met, 985 b 4, Meteor. 356 a 15);
Jaeger probably rightly calls this "die
Abschleifuns des vielgebrauchten Adverbiums
zur Bedeutung “in gleicher Weise wie® {(mit
Genetivus odar 4,)," The samne has happencd

(in whieh

U
< UHLy

here with 2.y .} sl

must surely be adverbial) ;3 it remains an

©

idionm hard for us to appreciate, but Jasger's

narallels undoubtedly prove the text
{FHo dount Jaeger is rizght to suzgsst it ocours

. 3

unstilisirter Rede"; 1% was probably

)

ennveraational

L]
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- & A’
o¥x 6TL ROAAAKLE NEYOUEV suees OGARD cueee

"not that we do not often say that ... but ..."

%.G. II p. 260 say of this, "obx %%., wiewohl,
nur bei Plato, und zwar 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. lSTbl Campbell well translates ody e

"though, as I need not observe®,

a &and uf oboév v wlihov obftw 16 ve dandéc Exg
"but 1 suspect that may not make this any more

the fact of the matter.®

u) here introduces a "cautious assertion;

ovdéy T is part of the assertion, tuat is to

say this is a "cautious negative assertion®.
Compare this with 213al, “Acc pfl .... odx dpodc
¢intolucv; which is different in being a guestion;
that cuestion amounts to "I suspect (reluctantly)

that ..."; this assertion to "I suspect (with
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a® (contd.)
caution rather than reluctance) that ..." For

asgertions beginning with see Dodds on Gorg.

wh
512&8; perhaps where the subjunctive is usged
{(as here) the assertion is rather more cautious
than where the indicative appears; for A

guestions see notes on 20807, 213&1.

D Auatt garvéueda Aéyovtec adté

"when we say that it seems to be just & turn of
phrase®;

ef. Rep. 3403°
5

Aéyopev tH Phuate,

Gorg. 45Ce”, 48901.

Would Plato then have said that  gepq- as -

means were bhuaty oiha ? Or Jjust Or

od ¢lra ?

¥ 2y L% 3
perhaps reyduevoa ¢lha, S€€ b7

] v ~
etg 8 wx8oat avtor al Aeydusvor cihfor TersviBouy

"which is the ultimate aim, end, ¢f all these

otner so-called pursuite’;

for see note on 21798; but here it is

ot Afat

difficult to see how Plato can have wanted it to
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b2 (contd. )
mean any more than (active) "pursuits®, It is
difficult to see what would be meant by calling

& friendship "only a friendship insofar as it

is a means to another®,

elc & tenevtliowy here and el¢ 8 &teredta ndvia
T3 &aia at 220d8 are as near as we get to the
word we would expect to find throughout this
passage, namely rtéloc; the absence of 1éhlog
is no doubt merely due to the way Plato's "regress"
argument had led him to christen the ¢urov-as-an-
end an &pxn and a gwpBtov @llov., Dodds calls\
t&oc at Gorg. 49968 "perhaps the earliest clear
instance of <é\o¢ in the sense of 'purpose’,
‘end of action'". There are candidates for this
title at Prot. 354b-d, where we also meet
droterevy, b6; there however perhaps "result"
would be the best translation. But in the
nLysis"  elg 8 Tedrevitouy ol ¢unlar  can surely

not be very far from § ©éhog EoTLy TV QLALGYV.



>

20

B2 (contd.)
(Readers who are reminded here of Tehreuvtala
B 100 dyadol 1686 should look that phrase up
in its context (Rep. 517b8) and remind themselves
that <ehevtalo there is temporal; so is wéhog
at Rep. 504d2; the uéyirovov udodnua is the

last to be learnt. But see note on 220b7.)

6

b” AT dpa ©d dyaddv dotiv olrov;

At 219b4, where the digression about means and
ends began, the position appeared to be that

©$ dyaddv was g¢l{lov (passive) (though not
pfroy (active) or as "a friend"), This position
is now resumed; after the independent argument
that only what is an end is really ¢f{lov, Plato
asks again whether <8 dyoddv is ¢fhov in this
new sense -~ or rather, as we gsee from 220&8,
whether 6 dyaddy is 16 np®tov 9lhov. This
is again very like Gorg. 467c-468c, where Plato
argues not merely that 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 a 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 ¢f{dov (passive); (2)
various dya6d in the "Lysis" seem to have been
shown now not to ve ¢flia; namely at least
fatpunf because it was ¥vexnc wfi¢ dyfeiag glhov,
and perhsps slso UYLELS, wupless it can now be
seen to be wrong to insist that Oyvleia was
Evexd tov @fhov; bput if so S¥leva must be (or
be in some way part of?) the =%pdtov gllov,
So apparently not all 4&yadd can be ¢fAa;
what then is ¢ &yaddv which is ¢lhow
Perhaps here we must see Plato beginning to
think of "goodness" as distinct from "the good",
which at most other pagntsxcan be paraphrased as
"all 500& 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 21744, (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 obddelg Bodrotal

©d naxd. 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'Iddalisme
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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b6 (contd.)
pursuit is of the good (thus objection (1) mentioned
above is perhaps illusory; even if it was already
thought that the good was pidov, the postulation
of a single end is an argument that it is the

sole g¢lhov),

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 211p° sg: Brav o4
TLg Grd 1Ovoe Sla 18 SpBOC waLbepacTely Exavidy
Exetvo 18 xardy Epxnrat xadopliv, oxeddy &v Ty
Gntorte ol Télove.,  1o0To ydo oA Ao 1o Spodc
gnt vd fowtind lévar A dx’ &iow 8yzooat, GpxSuevoy

&id tmvoe Oy wardv Bxelvou %vexa tob xalol Het
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Eraviéval, dorep ERAVABACUOTE XODUEVOY csees

Ex' Exetvo 1d pdonua térevifoor 8 Eotiy odx

Erhov § advod Exelvov ol xarof uddnpa xal Yve
adtd werevidy & Bote xalbv, Here it is maintained
that each "step" in gg,6e000tfa &nd subsequently
pudonore 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,grg.

The "final" step is the knowledge of ;3.8 18
xaAdy; and certainly it is the o not only
as the "culmination" (gexrgpity c8} but also as
the "final goal" (<éhroc b7 explained by 2yefvov
fyexa in 02) of pederasty and philosophy.
Similarly, though the senses of terevtala, and
tého¢ are different (see note on 220b2}, in the
Republic it is said that the ygyi gm0y Ladnua

is 5 &1 ouduer pév Ymaoca Pvxd xal Todtov ELvexa
xévrto wpdtte,  (Rep. 505611). Plato would thus
have said that there was "one ultimate end" of
Bowg and yganoiLc as well as that there was one

xptov ¢liov, 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 &pw¢  and MAEONMOL¢ studies a
xaAév  or an dyed6vy which has a higher degree

of reality in its own right (not merely because

it is next in the order of &ofueva or wpadnid );
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. 211z that oad1d 1d

xaAévy  is not said to be olcdvoc Erhov Evexa wdRovy
though presumably c¢b&éveg &ov Bvexa épuotéy. ),

In the "Lysis" however there is no distinction
between the "degrees of reality" of the d&yadd
pursued as means and as ends, only between the
extent to which they are _¢(ia  The scale of ¢l{ha
in the "Lysis® is only said to affect tre "truth"

of tie ¢{Aa , not of the dvaid. (This remains

true even if at 220b7 ¢ dyaidy  means "goodness"
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no metaphysics is yet attached to zbstract
notions.) S0 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 pdv 67 dxflhaxtal, uwld wTh.
“the notion has been dismissed, that, etc. ..."

note .t as after verbs of preventing; this is
not just the disproof but the prevention of a

mistake,
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6td. ©6 xaxdv T3 dyaddv gLhelTas;

this was said at 219bl, and is untouched by the

argument for the =wp®tov ¢flov.
TPL®Y Bviwy dv voven Erdyouev:

i.e6, at 216&5 and following.
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¢’ 13 08 xandv &xnoddv dxérdor xual undevde dedrtoLTo, ATA,

"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."

é@&%ﬁéoﬁas reminds us of the sense of xapovala
as neaning "threatening®; see note on 217c3,
and the example of yéooc at 217ab (where it was
first said that o@uo is "intermediate"); ecf.

Rep. 574d3 (in a literal semse) 2ydystar

Tolyov B ..., tuazfov,

At Theszet. 176a6, somewhat in passing, the
possibility of abolishing evil is denied; 4an’
ofite dnoréobar Td xaxd Svvatdv, & @cbddwpe -
dxevavilov yép Tv 8 &yaod del elvar dvéypm; 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 is yerotov o
ask about the zbsence of evil could be the
difficulty of imagining it rsther than the

actual impossibility.
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. 5 ] L4
drd 13 wandy ... . avTo &% dautod Evexa

"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. 1936) defended Plato's argument here;
but Groteé was right to quarrel with Plato's
terminology, which confusingly reintroduces &vexc
in a different sense from that which it had in

application to the xnpRvtov o

[y

AoV,

(Was Plato trying to suggest that if he had
established the w,m3vov ¢lioy as glrov oddevoc
Eanov Evexa  this ought to imply both that it was
an end in itself and that it was glhov 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 dyaidy is only «fisy because of a

prior cause, and then goes on to establish another

prior cause of gvila, namely Zuigovulc. His
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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 ¢{)ov only -td 15 xaxdv. Perhaps

we should not try too hard to pin him down; his

L

e

~fot  were very likely genuine.)



©d &pa ¢lrov Aulv &xetvo, n1n,

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) 28 Zpa gfrov Auly &xetvo (scil. Fv )

slc 6 &venedta xndvte 4 EAra®

(2) Byexa Etépov ¢lrov glha Egauev elvat
Exetva®

(3) odsdv 68 toBroie Boyxev.
But the awkwardness of this is that in (1) and
(2) &xetvo and 2&xetva have different
references; and rather worse, that we have to
£0 back to 4xetvo in (1) to supply the subject
of (3) and to realise that woftolc in (3)
refers to the &xetva of (2). Even in conversa-

tional style this will hardly do.

Luise Reinhard, in "Die Anskoluthe bei Platon”,

Pe. 43, suggested that there was anacalouthon here,
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and printed a dash after #A\a, leaving <6 ollov
éxetvo without a verb, but to be picked up at
0068y 52 todtoug Boivxev,  The anacolouthon is
plausible enocugh, but does little to remove the

awkwardness of the pronouns.

Burnet's device of making (2) a parenthesis and
removing o6& after o388y 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
daha  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 é&xetva to &ietvo and keep it
reattached to (3), punctuating before it. &xelvo
would thus resume the original subject 13 §{hov

¢xetve after the intervening double subordinate

clause.
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/ﬁfﬂ“&
What happened in the mss. was matdeubt:~ first
the loss of &, then the attachment of &xetvo as

2yetva to (2), then the insertion of g& in (3).

Por a pleonastic pronoun inserted to resume

7_4% and Dodds' note;

earlier words see Gorg. 482c
but close at hand there are "resumptive" pleonasms
at 21968, ¢l ToBTOLE vaee B TOLC ... &nd at
22102, odx 8v, .... odx & .. These can be
described as "conversational" without also
postulating carelessness over pronouns! in
general see Denniston, Greek Prose Style, pp.
96-8, znd note especially his citation of Gorg.

4564.
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at=> A verotov 16 &pHTrna ..... Tl¢ Ydp oloev;

Plato 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 themn. (See note on 220c°.)
One is tempted to observe "yerotov %6 &pdinua
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” x86e vy’ touev, &1v xal vOv Eotiv xeLvdvia

grdntestas, Butiy 88 wal deerelodar.

"We can be sure of this at least, that even as
things are, hunger can be harmful, but can also

ve good for us."

Compare Gofg. 499¢~d on the pleasures of eating
and drinking; {pa todtwy (scil. gav &v 13

8o0leiy xal nlvery HSovHY ) at udy fylevav
rovofoat &v ) ofpate & {odv ) Ay Tuvd
&pethy 100 oduatoc, adwtul udv dyadal, ol &8

tdvavtla wobtwy xaxal; - Hévu yve.

Here we seem only to have two classes of hunger,
good and bad; but at 221b°"7 we have three classes
of thirst and desires in general, good, bad, and
intermediate (&vfote 68 ubétepa )3 the establish-
ment of the intermediate class is important to

the argument (see note on 221b5), and it is

perhaps a little surprising that Plato omits it a

propos of hunger.
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bs *Boovtar Gpa al phite dvasal ufte xaxal &xiovulat

xal &dv &xbAntat wd xaxd.

"Intermediate desires will therefore remain even

if evil disappears."

Note that Plato ieg continuing to allow for the
possibility that the disappearance of evil will
imply the disappearance also of the good, and so

of good desires.

b cobtov of gxvovpet xnal Epd pf Quiety
(for the *"inverse attraction" see K.G. II p. 413,

Thompson on Meno 9603.)

There is no difficulty about making the verb ¢LAelvy
logically parallel to &avOvuetv ang &pdv ; but

see note on 22194,

et dodvatéy mov v,

"we said it was impossible"; this is a generalised
statement of what was said at 22095; v means
"ig, as we agreed", see Thompson's note on Heno

8347,
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e’ pthov Evepov &tépy;

8 has been

every use of ¢fhov  since 219b°~
passive; but Etepov &18py begins to suggest
"friendship" again, though strictly friendship
ought not to be meant until its alarming reintro-

duction at 221le”.

c? opordynral T8 @lrov guAely 1L xal 6ud T

this recalls 218d'; in this sentence ¢liov must
be active,

6 6
¢ of9nuev w8te ye : 21%a -b2,

at=2 To¥ guhely T xal @uistodal

see note on glrov Biespoy tépp  at 03. 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'e liking and being

liked", which might suggest "being friends™.



221
a’ ¢ ovAfag ; the same applies here; ¢uif{a normally
only applies to mutual friendship, but in strict

logic Plato ought only to mean "pursuit" here.

d3 oty o Bniovuel xal tbte Stav ErLOvuy

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 M&ﬁnébach, Arietippi et Cyrensicorum

Fragmenta, frag. 212 and pp. 114-16.

0 8¢ wnal wpbdtepov ENyouev;

it is perhaps worth accepting %'s xal here for
BT's g3 it gives idiomatic emphasis to the
whole relative clause (ggﬁ merely 1o -xpévepov )3
"as for what we actually allowed ourselves to say

before"; see Denniston G.P. pp. 321-2.
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4 =6 Borog TLc Av, Domep molnpa Xpovixle cvyxeluevov

"waes a piece of nonsense, like a poem in an

antediluvian style."

the mss, reading mwoflnua paxpedy ovyxelusvov is
doubtful sense (could wnolnua simpliciter mean
"fiction"%?e¢f could ua%pévzbg% predicative? (if
not, we need ovyxelusvog )), Madvig was almost
certainly right in detecting here an echo of
205c6,>where Ctesippus refers to Hippothales!
poems as Kpovtxd (see note there). Socrates is
here getting Lysis himself to assent to the notion
that Kpovixd motfiuata  are ¥9%o¢ ; Hippothales
is meant to notice this and find & better manner

of OSwrauréyecdar wolg ratdixolc, (ef. 205c6)_

Naber's <gpoviu®¢ 1is perhaps a clearer reminder

of the earlier passage than Madvig's Kpbvw.

For guvyxeluevoy c¢f. Hipp. Hin, 368d1, xataroydony
®éAAovg MSyove xal naviodarol¢ ovyxe.wévovc,

Eipp. Maj. 286&5 royxdAwe Adyoc cvyxeluevoc,
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€& 18 ye &xiovpolv, ob 8v Evbedc 7, Todwov

ExLBvpet,

"that which desires, desires what it lacks."

This is the step used at Symp. 200=4 to prove
that Epwg is an "intermediate"; cof, Symp. 204&6,
ofixovy &xitBupet 6 uf olducvoc &véenc elvatr of

v ut olntar dxidetobal . Compare also HMeno 77c7,
where the slightly weaker definition is given,

w0 &xubuuety Méyevg; 1 yéveodar adtp ; which

is & part of the analysis given in the "Symposium".

e? Evoede 68 ylyvetar o &v Tic doatphtal

"4 man lacks that which is taken away from him,

stolen from,fium”

Stephanus here observed "vel &véedg ... TLg vel
potius &vdeéc ... T¢', no doubt deciding on the
latter because of ©d &vdedc in the previous
sentence.  But Evdeng ... TLc 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 lenexenus and Lysis in es.
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o R g g, o4 .
e’ wob olnslovy ¢fi d¢ Bovxev, & va Epwg, xTh,

"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 be Bouxevy  ees dg
ealvetotr here, He has argued that:-

1. 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 denisl that
one can covet what is not one's own (at which
% galvevar 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 <ol olxel{ov here any more
sympathetically than as "one's own", or such
cogency as the preceding step has (from od &v

diatpftar) will be lost.

On ¢uvifa din this collocation see notes on 217e9,

20147,
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Yuete apa st glaor Sutdy & nfthove, ¢fver w7

olretol 808’ duty adrole.

"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 207c8“9; ¢{hot 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.

¢doer . olxetot can hardly be interpreted in
the same sense of olxeloc as has preceded; the
boys are not being said by Socrates to be each

other's possessiong, such that they could be stolen

from each other; they themselves answer so
positively (%Outifl ) that probably they are thinking
of the loose sense of :{xctu¢ in which commonly

it is practically a synonym of ¢{At  wagsociates®,

"close to each other", "on intimate terms™.

Socrates however perhaps means a little more than

this; see next note.
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el ul olxetdg ny 3 Eowpdvy &tdyxavev Ov A xatd
v oy ) xotd T Ths Yuxfic Aaoe § wp

"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."

Yoxh here of course means "mental", or "psycholo-
gical make-up"; for the fvoc &and gobro, as

parts of the "soul" c¢f. Symp. 20792; and at

Rep. 455b9 Plato sets out to demonstrate that the
individual is g adad vovtd elon &v 1Y adtod

yuiy Elovie ... % ®éiev 3 see Adam's note
there: c¢f. also Rep. 435e2, T eee &y Exdoty e

sy elon e xal %67,

olxetoc xatd ThY o AV must be rather more than
a near-synonym of g{io- (see last note); perhaps
Socrates' use of the term ¢foe, in g¢doe,

6 . .
%~ olnetor @t e is a clue to this sense,



22

N

|

a (contd.)
A brief classification of the various meanings of
ofxetoc 18 perhaps necessary:-
in origin it means "belonging to the house"
in two senses:
1l. 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 Yone's own", "belonging to"
individual persons.
These four senses probably account for all uses
of olxetoc down to the end of the 5th c.:
(there are very frequent uses of (4) in
Thucydides 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 lyspoc seem o 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 possecsion of things by
persons arises a sense of things as
"appropriate to", "suitable to" persons

or to other things.

The c¢istinction 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, &, of+° &i1id,9n obte elcs
xeidv odedv  lodi’l olufoy  Valckenaer's deletion
of o3 ¢ should be accepted in view of the
perallels at Thuc. I 1387, ,fvcfq vdp Zovéoet

Al o . 4 kP R N 4 N A
AL OVIE Apoueddv e¢  uTTy odLlv ovut’ Evuaddy,

Hesiod, Erga 296; IL.S.J. and Friedl&nder, 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 o{yefoc oeems, perhaps significantly, to
occur in Antiphon ("the Sophist"), Diels F.V.S.
87 fr. 44: Zowiy ody olcdy % ¢foer ¢uiidtepa
oo’ ofxevdrenn d¢® v L véucy diowpérovos

H . -
tolg dvopdrove B 2o’ & moovplicvouy;

the coupling with guhidtepe, "on more friendly
terns"”, suggests that olxeidvepe here is used in
sense (5], "more closely akin to"; so perhaps 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 «<¢ olxctov arose ss a
particularly appropriate metaphor in contexts of

the recommendation of @voL: and =6 wxatd 604y 3
"kinship in Nature" was perhaps part of a biological

model or metaphor. This may be somewhat borne
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To

out by Plato's phrase here at e, ®50el %)

olxetol, gf, 6 . .. ¢icer olxnetov, 5555 (though
this of course means "akin by nature® not "to
nature™), Plato was hostile to the supporters
of ¢dotg , but it may be to them that he owes his
freedom to use the term ©{%eT9C in its new and

more extended senses,

sum up, then, ©Olxetoc xwtd wiv YOAV pere perhaps
refers to a "natural kinship! or "congeniality}of
charactery, This was perhaps a novel reinterpre-

tation of the long established near-synonymity of

¢lhov anda olzetou.
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é o Abovg &olynoev:

HMenexenus' love of reasoning makes him assent
warmly to a convineing 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, 222b1. The boys
are wary of showing any enthusiasm for "lovers®;

they found Hippothales and his like no more than

2 nuisance.



2 o~ @
avayxatov &pa 9 yvnolo &naost? xal wd

"P00LOL AT @uAeTauat Yud BV naldLxdv.

"It is inevitable then that the lover whose love
is genulne 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.g and even here,

o olxetov as the basis of mutual ¢ui{a is to

be rejected after all. A warning should perhaps
elso be given, that g¢urefusul here is not £plodal;

nor does agppeal to Phaedrus 255e1°2

alter this;
there Platc says the beloved will feel &vuépuc
but think it is ¢uvifa; but here there is nothing
to indicate that ¢wheludar is not the right word.

Probably Socrates here is hinting to Hippothales

that what he ought to establishé with Lysis is a
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mutual friendship, and neither force on him a
One-way passion nor expect from him an answering

passion.  (See imtroduction,Jd. §-9.)
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be  wovtodand Apler ipduata

"turned all manner of colours with Jjoy";

compare Ep. VII, 349&7,

é o8& dxodoag dvegnéion
16 xal wovicbara ypduate 4xev, ot 8y

gvpoduevog dgeln,
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b3

; /
Tov  Adpov  émaict g ucbu

/
perhaps "review our discussion" (cf. 7:}( 'Ta(g’ea(’
7 -
¢TtéicoTwy, Xen. Anab., II 3.2.); Socrates proceeds

to recall earlier points made at 214~15.

/ »/
AeYoipmery ov T

"there might be something in what we are saying";
\ t/ / - /
cf. Prot. 339(:8, Kt dpud  pMevToL €7¢¢;/30’U/447y
\ \ / \
/1447 T /lcht ; /2&/ 32? € ‘) Wdi /{(-/Vofl/ﬁ
/ 1

/ 2/
MEV T 0¥ mMOVToL ¢ oy Clov7er.
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for the absence of the article cf. Charmides 16902,
?/’C/n\ rmﬁ/aoﬁ//vm § {6’71\/. For the omission of

the article with abstract nouns see note on 2198.3,

(Or is the article here omitted because in the

full form 7@/1\ To«:fﬂm 3‘ é’o‘nv ;é(/lov it is possible
to take ¢Ulov as the predicate?)



8

7oy 7766196v Adyov

"our previous argument", at 214e3~215a3.
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/ 2 ) . < /
c? powicfﬁ’ oW evre(la} urm-/a /IAG&VO/MGV

um 9 Abpev, sUyyupgsuper .

"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 "likenegs®9®

,u.eﬁéa,ucv appears only in the margin of T (though
in the first hand); this is = warning never to
neglect the variants in BTW. We might otherwise
not have realised that Lucian was imitating this
passage. Cf. Rep. 46}701, Keg‘dﬁj TV 2(6(\
ftdf/ﬁrtg t(.(} ?/{L/}'yovg ’1;71’017'61)/01/({: ;(,(\, ,([-nw/“rv_‘]
be fhosodlss dpiyvecta (soil. vos7oodid ).
(But Z/l{yyol of course are not always due to M(’EB_’L’;
see note on 216¢°. TFor a metaphorical use of Méf&?
cf. Laws 639‘06, f(!/lgj oo, '257?'3 ,1.45(9«7( %D
;60’/30’0 vivgd )

|8

This request that the non-identity of oljglovy and
o\/,uo(ev should be accepted without discussion covers
up a shift to a different semse of olweiov ; in
the sense of oligloy as "akin" it might have been
difficult to show that S,uotof'm,g was not at least

included in ol’(eLJTz,c . See following notes.
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Iétepov ovy xat Tdvaidy olxetov dfvouey mavel,

T 68 naxdy dANETOLOY Elval;

"Shall we then posit that the good is "appropriate

to everything, the bad "inappropriatem?®

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).

xavtl is neuter, and means "to all three classes,
the good, the bad and the intermediate”. The
olgerdtne 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 &MStpiov  to everything,
including the good: +the intermediate presumably
is treated as indifferent by the good.) Here
then we must have a metaphorical use of of{xetoc

in sense (6), (see note on 222a2); derived from

sense (4), "one's own".
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33 (contd.)

Plato perhaps wished to revert here to the topic
of ~3 ¢frov as the "objeect 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 bad as a prior cause.
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e’ (contd.)

Plato at two other points seems to hint at a
belief that <0 dya8dv may be olxetov ; 4in both
cases merely in passing and without explanation:-
@) at Symp. 205e Diotima is rejecting Aristo-
phanes' theory that ot &v 3 Huiov éavidv
ZnticoLy, obwor &pMoty 3 men will cut off their
own feet and hands, she says, £dv adtolg Soxy
td &avt®v wovnpd elva. od yvdp TS Eavidy oluat
Exactor dordZoviar, =0 un el Tug w0 wdv dyaddv
olxetov uaietl xal Savtod, T8 68 xaxdv &AAbTpLov;
wg 008y ve Bnho fuclv ob dpmsiv &vopwior A
100 dyalol. Thus Diotima agrees that men would

i & w4 goud, bh ot Yok thuy faraue ™ Eivrigy
pursue 10 oitxelovf{= 7 elicctov ) for its own sake.
(Q) at Rep. 586d7 Plato argues that the basger
desires, if and only if they are led by reason,
td¢ danseotdtac T8 Kﬁwsvmab(ﬁéuv&g)..... *a 0
tdg Eavadv olxelag, elnep 46 Bértiatov Exéowﬁ,
to¥%o ual olxew’Tatov ;  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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e’ (contd,)
The most likely explanation of these passing
renarks is that Plato was attracted by the notion
that 16 dyaudv was "aporopriate to", "should
naturally be desired by" any object, i.e. that
©0 dyaddy was olxeftov ; but he was probably
anxious not to admit the converse that 76 olxstov
was dyaodv., See Charmides 163&2, where Socrates
attacks Critiaé; 72 Xovtla, xal edode doiouévou
ooV oxe Sy éuavaavcv wdv ANévov, BTL T4 olxetd
te xal 28 adtol dyasd xaholng . "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 fo justify selfish pursuit of one's own
ends (and may have originated with g0ouc~theorists?
But this is a different sense of olwuetoc from

that noted in Antiphon (see note on 222a2}).

Flato thus had reason to be very guarded about
any theory that might seem to define «d &vasdv

in terms of ¢ olxetov, but might have been
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¢ (eontd.)
prepared to allow that =d dyaudv was olxetlov,

. ¥ on ’ L%
or even to define TS otxelov in terms of T8 dyasdv.

(These passages have been studied by Brink,
in Harvard Stud. Class. Phil. 1958; but he seenms
not to have grasped Plato'’s hostility to the
naturalism (or plain immoralism) that might have
been involved in identifying < dyaodv with
%8 olxefovin such a way as to define it as "one's

own'".)
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i 10 uev naxndy TH xaxd olxstov, xth,

Rather disappointingly, after what might have
been & promising possibility, Socrates reverts

to a suggestion which the boys accept probably
because it keeps in view the symmetrical force

of olxcToq in some variety of sense (5); this
sense is the one which has been predominant since
22196. But this new shot at defining symmetrical
olnevbding 8till runs into all the difficulties
that arose when we attempted to find alternative
interpretations of the dpuuéing suggestion.
Friendship between symmetrically related pairs

has already been explored fairly fully and rejected;
Socrates simply quotes earlier arguments, But

see note on 222d7.
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d odg T8 npRtov Adyoucg éﬁeﬁalégsaa;

at 214b-c.
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a 5 Y &‘ o~ Y 2 . ¥
T3 dyaddv xnal 18 olxetov &v taltov ¢luev efval,

GAho w1 B & &dya8dg 1 dveod udvov ¢lrog;

"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 <& «<{xetov here is tsken in a
symmetrical sense, but would not be true if g
olxetov meant (asymmetrically) "appropriate".

In fact the protasis of this sentence on its own

could be understood as resuming the suggestion of
22203, 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 delibverate hint by

Plato? Or was he unconscious of it?



222

il 'annd puty xatl ToBTs ye O6uede EZehéyEor Muldg adtolc;

"But we thought that we had proved ourselves

wrong on this point too."

See 215a4~c1. But it has been suspected that
@éuecde 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

xatl 1o0to déuedd ye?

Friendship between the good was rejected because
of their self-sufficiency. But might some kind
of oluevéing nevertheless allow them to be
friends even though of no use to each other?

This perhaps would be some "congeniality of ming"
such as that apparently suggested at 22231.
Plato surely would have been inclingd to believe
this? But perhaps he was still not satisfied
with the notion of olxei6inc, which he clearly

tried to understand in different ways. (See

introduction.)



2224/

General note on «d olxstov as ¢lhrov :3

(See previous notes on 221e3, e6, 222c3, 05, d5, d7)

Plato's notion of 6 olxelov 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
olxerdanec too genefal to give much explanation
of the various kinds of friendship. (See Brink,
Phronesis 1955, pp. 123-145, who nevertheless
finds traces of olxsiétne in Aristotle, From
Brink I derive much of the rest of this note.)
There seems to be adequate evidence that Theophrastus
believed in an olxstdtng linking 211 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



ggggz (contd.)
olxevdtnc 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
olxuevbinc to override Aristotle's classification
in terms of guAntd ?  Arius Didymus’' summary of
peripatetic ethics has an attempt to conflate
(1) Aristetle's guantd (though not his glen
cuila:)s (2) a theory of progressively extending
olxevdunc, (3) an attempt to blend Aristotle's
cutrAia adtol with Stoie ofxslwoic. (stobaeus
(Mp-NEsy. 3 w.~H.)
II{) It is difficult to decide how much of this
to attribute to Theophrastus.

(2) Other appearances of 13 &yasdv as ofxelov
in Plato have been discussed in note on 22203.
(The term ¢f{hov does not reappear in these

passages. )

lafter
This[theory might be canvassed as an anticipation

to some extent of Stoie oluciuoic, the ethical
and psychological theory that by gradual stages

men feel olxzf ot wode tdv A&yov  (the life of



ggggz (contd.)
reason); but it seems to be extremely difficult
to establish the precise sense that olxetov has
in Stoic thought; do men "feel a kinship with"
reason or “discover the appropriateness to them-
gselves of" reason? Compare Brink's comment (p.140),
"the Stoic prineiple of ofxefwoug does not,
strictly, refer to mutual relationships as does
the Peripatetic principle of ofxsulanc ".  Does

it refer to a gymmetrical 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 1d olxsetow
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 c¢fxeiéinc and olxs{woic can
hardly have arisen merely from a reading and re-
interpretation by later philosophers of this

passage alone,
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I olv oAV 7 X/yﬁaiuc-&a( w /(0/)/(4‘/5

"What more can we make of the argument?"

See note on 21395.

. ¢ ( .\ ? n
Jéfo/uaa oz?v’ Wf?{’(f ot 6’0}501 6V T

¢ / 74
{tkif’/’o]/(mf) 7’«}( Gﬂay/uc-‘w( LT 7L
! /
KV Te L T o TR

"I beg you to allow me, as the clever pleaders
say in the law-courts, to tot up sll that has

been said,"

dhl':fo/uaf( Dy is perhaps pompous; and compare Isocr.
Nicocles, III 62, K€¢o£)\a((ov 7wV Gt)/)iymcfi/wv; but
:(Viﬁ'c/uﬂ‘éfcfgaa means "to count on one's fingers"
and originated in the school-room rather than the
law-courts. Plato would normslly have said
avidopiSecbdt  (of. Prot. 332al), but here he makes
an ironic joke for his schoolboy interlocutors
(especizlly as,in contrast with emphatic pleaders,

he has no positive conclusion to come toY)



N
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e2 (contd.)
)
(Lamb's "perpend" for KV«(ﬁlu?Fjr,((ﬁZ; is
certainly comic because pompous, but it is not

this word which is pompous in the Greek.)
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\ 2/ / /
/uv/'n- 7( {(Md oy ftcflyxiv (570(/451/'
"nor the other suggestions we explored."

The neuter surprises us a little; but cf. 96,

1 / P )
(next clause), a(/M' 6l /J'L/JGV AN ¢//iov 6Ty
the neuter indicates that the discussion is of

types, not individuals; see note on 21002.
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G Vo G?Xoy U)oy v;/aﬁ; Tl Tov
7(7c:r/31/-rg/’,wv )Kive

"I had it in mind at this stage to stir up one

of the older ones"; presumably Ctesippus, or

Hippothales himgelf 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 wwely ef. Rep. 329e1, where Socrates puts

a leading question to Cephalus.



m‘m
SRS
(NY

id 74 u‘:’ﬁ' Ja(c?uov e} Y TVEC 72068764 ¢ ':,
I e deorts e vt ot bivns
ot ’ﬁ'a(idx’ywroc

"coming upon us like an evil apparition", Jowett,
surely rightly; the noisy barbarian T« ’f-(}/wrot/
appear unexpectedly from nowhere and terrify not

80 much Socrates as their charges Lysis and
Henexenus. Compare the Empusa of Ar. Progs 288 sq.,
or the Hormo used to frighten younger cvhildren,

Xen. Hell. IV 4.17. Lamachus' helmet is called

a /u_f;)/‘m at Ar. Ach. 582, Peace 474. See Rohde,
Psyche, App. VI.

(The revieers of Jowett say "like tutelary
genii"; ©but this is perhaps too complimentary to
/
the W(lf«(ywyot 3 &and did one ever see one's

Sl(,va ?)
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éﬁ/jv‘ﬂd/c/ﬁwﬁj "falling into broken Greek,”

/
Aristides echoes this passage; - 6(‘ Tdfcfa(ywrot
< ) »/ . [ r
N %To/ﬁxfﬂx/ﬂfav(c-y R + 14 7(6/{//0!}
orat. XLV, Vol. II p. 127 (Dindorf) and Plutarch
y
perhaps had it in mind when he complained, o7t 5ﬁ,
2\ v4 9 / \ \ I‘\(X’Va\/
Ky CUpu v a(vcf/a(%JoV otvoz{y'frﬁv Kl )
\ ~ / J C o
pos TLy  TpLyMATE oY o/X/n,fTovl ??w’ng ﬁ&/wn;
< rz H \ n < /
z’ﬁ/g‘(,’“w(‘ Tovy Vivs , (De 1ib. educand. 7, 4a).
It no doubt indicates at least that T‘/‘J‘(Y“Y" L/

were not intended to teach their charges grammar.
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bl a(,u{ $ gJOiCouv

This conjecture (recorded by Wilamowitz, Platon?

Vol. II p. 369) is a great improvement on the mss.'
/
YAAL (which might be right if this were meant to
LAY Q T |
correct c'uf(?v v;T'rbv 6i¢Aovv;  but in fact it adds

\
to it). Heindorf hed already suggested  «d(.
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2 Y 3 /
b (//0/0( vt 7(70(;'&6/6(&(4,
"they seemed impossible to make any approach to"
S {f 3
Stallbaum well compared Thuc. IV 32, ot Zodsmioy
A v ) /
..... ¢ iH%W!ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%MKﬁv.m. GOV Ty WWWK
FAP : 2
For 7730(}5670(-(' {( ef. 205b°.
2 g B 2
S Ty Uivres  svy

Apodotice ogv 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 s long 6’%‘(‘-(&; clauée this
or3v sounds perfectly natural, if perhaps a little

conversational.
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b (Gz{v(c(,ucv ™V §UvoVEIRV

2 7

~ > \ / P ’
VUV Gl YV VetV AV €W meV,

"we broke up the group"; ef. Laches 20lc

b5 YC-/pwV 3(’\/1;/0

To boys of twelve Socrates might have described
himself as Yc?wv 3(1/47//2 at any age over forty:
this is no help for giving a dramatic date to the

dialogue.
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1 N 1/ \
ozg/uc (9( 11(/ue‘?g n(/(/h//(wy b1do CiVde ... oVTw {e

()
in Eeav 5 gidor olol T cpevduela §Seupey.

"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 it7? Hardly; but he may well have
8till found this puzzling; is this perhaps one
of the points behind the "paradox of analysis"

at Veno 8Qe?

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). Plato's longest and mosi
thorough search for a definition also ends with
the observation that all the theories brought

forth have been still-born; see "Theaetetus" 210b.



223

b6 (contd.)
Success in definition on the other hand is claimed
at Republic IV, 444a, Phaedrus 265a-266b, Sophist
286¢c, Politicus 31lc; and is the end of the

"Philebus" perhaps a claim to partial success?



» < p

fre v 6 ¢ Aog

"what 'a friend' is"; Plato leaves us with a
parting problem; we can understand that he diad
not need to say 3/('7:3 Zan o cﬁlf;{og) but is it
perhaps significant in this context that he did

v v \ /4 2
not say o7 C€Tiv 7o éviov -
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