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No Platonic dialogue is without its hard core of 

philosophical argument; and this in the "Lysis" is 

the second part of the dialogue, from 212a to the end. 

But the "Lysis" opens with an unusually elaborate and 

particularly charming dramatic introduction. This is 

worth consideration for its own sake. 

Care must be taken when we try to assess the 

importance of the dramatic introductions to Plato's 

dialogues. Plato sometimes virtually dispenses with 

any introduction (and not only in later works; neither 

the "Gorgias" nor the "Meno" make much concession to 

scene-setting); and even where there is a dramatic 

setting of some complexity, the strictly philosophical 

arguments of the dialogue remain theoretical and self- 

contained, and draw nothing of importance from the 

envisaged circumstances of their utterance. What 

then was Plato trying to add in the dialogues where 

he provided dramatic introductions? The "Lysis" 

poses this question very sharply, since its introductory 

sections approach almost half the total length of the 

work (nine pages, 203 to 211, out of a total of twenty 

one). 

The dramatic introductions are too often thought 

of as the main source of the literary appeal of Plato's 

works. But their literary appeal is not conferred 

by the dramatic introductions alone. The "Gorgias" 

is a literary masterpiece by virtue of the brilliance 

with which its characters are portrayed solely through 

their contributions to the philosophical debate. 

Where Plato wished to sugar the philosophical pill, 

he did not need to rely only on dramatic interludes. 

In the "Lysis", however, it has to be admitted that 

much of the philosophical section of the dialogue has 

a degree of aridity for which it may be part of the 

purpose of the introduction to compensate. One of 

the results of using boy interlocutors was to throw 

the steering of the discussion even more than usual 

into the hands of Socrates. Plato may have desired 

this in order to be able to show Socrates proceeding 

unimpeded with a close and novel chain of argument. 

No strenuous objections are raised by Lysis or Menexenus; 

they do not even venture to claim not to understand 

Socrates, in the way that for instance Meno does.
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The dramatic interest of the second half of the dialogue 
is therefore slight, since the boys say little more 

than "yes" or "no", We are told once that Lysis was 

vehement, end that he was reluctant, in saying "yes"; 

more perhaps was not to be expected from boys of his 

age. This dramatic disadvantage in the choice of 

characters, however, was offset by the delightful 

picture of the young boys which could be given in the 

introduction, especially of Lysis in the separate 

discussion Socrates has with him to "humble" him. 

Plato perhaps saw in the use of boy characters the 

dramatic means to achieve this double purpose of an 

uninterrupted exposition by Socrates preceded by 

particularly charming opening scenes in the palaestra. 

The introductory sections of the "Lysis" thus perhaps 

contribute more than usual to the total dramatic appeal 

of the dialogue. 

But would Plato have felt that the "Lysis" 

required an especially strong injection of dramatic 

appeal? It is certainly true that if he intended 

his earlier dialogues to attract readers who were not 

yet greatly interested in philosophy, he may have 

thought that the rigorous argument of the "Lysis" was 

in more danger of repelling them than some of the 

other short dialogues. On the other hand he might 

have been able to rely on friendship being perhaps a 

more attractive topic than owpoctvn or dsorétnc. 
The length and elaborateness of the setting of the 

"Lysis" are probably due to other than simply literary 

or publicising motives. 

We must recall that part of the lengthy introduction 

to the "Lysis" is in fact a miniature dialogue within 

the dialogue; Socrates complies with Hippothales' 

request in no merely perfunctory manner, and his 

conversation with Lysis (207-210) is quite long enough 
to contain echoes of central Socratic tenets stressing 
the importance of knowledge. + A discussion within a 
discussion is of course not without parallel in Plato's 

+ Compare the valuable use Mr. J. P. Gould makes of 
this section of the "Lysis" in his book "Plato's 
Ethics", pp. 26-7 and 48-9,



works; the famous digression in the "Theaetetus" 

(172-177) goes off at a tangent from the main topic; 

more like this section of the "Lysis" is perhaps 

socrates'! initial discussion of "Sophists" with 

Hippocrates in the "Protagoras" (311-314). An obvious 

suggestion in all such places is that the topic of 

secondary discussion may after all have a bearing on 

the main philosophical question of the dialogue, even 

though Plato does not specifically underline this. 

Two places have been suggested at which what 

Socrates says to Lysis might possibly be linked to 

points occurring in the later discussion of friendship. 

One is at o10at, where Socrates says to Lysis ’Edv pév 

&oa cogéc yévi, b nat, advtec dou frou xal aévtEc cou 
otxetou Boovtat. This coupling of the terms gfrot 

and otxetow .at first sight suggests Socrates' later 

attempt to define td gfrov as 6 ofxetov (221e-222d); 

but on inspection of the context it is clear that 

otxseto, throughout 210c-d means "members of the family", 

whereas in the later passage Socrates confesses himself 

puzzled about the meaning of olxstoc , and clearly 

could get no help from the restricted sense he had 

used earlier. + Socrates' later rather puzzling 

introduction of an unclear notion of olxe.détnc can 

hardly be said to be prepared for by his mention of 

ordinary family relationships to Lysis. 

A more significant connection between the 

introductory and the later discussions is seen by 

those who suggest that Socrates first proves to Lysis 

that friendship is based on "utility", and that this 

is then an underlying premise of the whole of the 

subsequent discussion. As a first objection to this, 

we must remember that Plato is normally conscientious 

or even insistent in calling attention to his procedure 

at points where he makes use of earlier conclusions - 

not least in the "Lysis" (e.g. at 220c, 222b-d). At 

2l4e, for instance, where the "utilitarian" view of 

friendship may perhaps seem especially prominent, if 

Plato thought of himself as relying on the earlier 

discussion for this point, we would have expected a 

+ See commentary at 210a17>>
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specific reference. But more radically, though some 

connections are occasionally suggested between goodness 

and utility, it is doubtful how far Plato can really 

have wished to commit himself to a "utilitarian" 

viewpoint; the puzzles of the main discussion will be 

examined later; but even in the little conversation 

with lysis, how seriously has the alleged "utilitarian- 

ism" to be taken? Is it not mainly intended as an 

"improving" paradox to correct Lysis' false impressions 

of friendship? "You will only win friends if you 

acquire knowledge", says Socrates, "since only then 

will you be useful to them;" but is it really true 

that Lysis' parents do not love him because he is 

still useless to them? Is it really true that the 

Persian King will yield his empire to Lysis, however 

wise he becomes? We must be careful not to over- 

interpret this kind of passage. That Socrates wished 

very seriously to emphasise the value of knowledge we 

can believe; that he was also putting forward a serious 

theory of utility as the basis of friendship is doubtful. 

Xenophon protested vigorously against opponents who 

criticised Socrates for such a view; + we can allow 

Socrates to have meant that knowledge will bring friends 

without making him say that friendship is wholly based 

on utility. 

The idea of a close formal connection between the 

introductory discussion with Lysis and the philosophical 

material of the later part of the dialogue must be 

abandoned. The later discussion would lose nothing 

of its force if it stood alone without more introduction 

than Socrates' speech at 21ld-e. What other motives 

then can Plato have had for writing the "baby dialogue" 

of 207-210? 

Socrates! elementary but delightful demonstration 

of "how to talk to" Lysis is a most endearing picture 

of Socrates as a man and as a teacher. surely this 

is exactly what Plato meant it to be. The religious 

charge against Socrates was trumped-up nonsense, a 

powerful weapon used for political ends; but the charge 

of “corrupting the youth" probably represented something 

many Athenians believed of Socrates. It need not refer 

+ at Mem. I ii, 52-55, quoted in commentary on 210c5-48, "
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solely to his association with Critias and Alcibiades. 

Plato clearly wished to answer this charge along with 

the other charges against Socrates; he repeatedly 

depicts Socrates befriending and advising young men - 

Hippocrates in the "Protagoras", Hippothales here in 

the "Lysis". In the "Laches" Socrates is consulted 

on the education of younger boys; in his first discus- 

sion with Lysis alone we have a unique demonstration 

of Secrates' own approach to a boy who is evidently 

still very young - about twelve years old? + The 

importance of careful handling of a lively young boy 

is stressed at Rep. Vi, 47k --d ; “x here we see how 

Socrates turned his skill to this use. Perhaps few 

philosophers would have Socrates' patience in this task. 

But is Socrates’ only concern with the "beloved" 

and not with the "lover"? The demonstration with 

Lysis is said to be a pattern for Hippothales to 

follow. Is this all we are meant to learn of 

Socrates' attitude to his "one positive skill", that 

in td &pwtexd ? Perhaps not. Hippothales hears not 

only the demonstration lesson with Lysis, but we are 

reminded that he is still listening at the end of the 

main discussion of friendship at 222b°. What has 
this been intended to convey to him? 

Here again it seems probable that Plato is speaking 

in Socrates' defence, on a different and more scandalous 

undertone of the charge of "corruption of the youth". 

Plato and Xenophon make no attempt to hide Socrates' 

claim to "erotic" knowledge; nor in the "Socratic" 

works is that explained away in terms of the sublimation 

of Epwo taught by Diotitla. ++ The claim to be ta 

go0wttxd o6e0c¢ must be one which the historical 

Socrates was well known to have made; if so, his 

opponents can hardly not have intended to refer to 

this in framing their charge of 5bagd5pa TOy véwv. 

We could infer this with high probability from the 

+ lysis certainly, and Menexenus too in view of 
207el-2, cannot be as old as for instance 
Charmides; considering how elementary Socrates 
makes his first talk to Lysis, we have to assume 
he realised that much of the rest of the dialogue 
was above the heads of the two boys, even the 
eristical Menexenus; this perhaps is what is 
implied at 223al. But Charmides,and Cleinias 
in the "Euthydemus", follow much more of what 
Socrates says without any of the concessions made 
to Lysis. 

++ Tha6 is surely Plato's own conception arising out 
of the Theory of Forms. 

“ied us tommetin wf 209¢5



speech given to Alcibiades in the "Symposium"; 

brilliantly funny as it is, this must also be a denial 

by Plato of one of the most sinister impressions his 

opponents tried to spreaw about Socrates. Much in 

Xenophon is about Socrates and Bpowc; much of it no 

doubt is there because of intrinsic interest, but it 

seems likely also to have some connection with the 

charges Xenophon is answering. This charge is not 

answered in the "Apology"; but this in court was 

perhaps the best way of dealing with what was no doubt 

implied rather than specified by the accusers. 

In the "Lysis" Socrates is depicted as amused by, 

but sympathetic to, the adolescent "lover" Hippothales, 

whose "calf-love"¥for the boy Lysis is causing much 

amusement to his friends. This first awakening, or 

premature imitation, of the passion of his elders in 

Hippothales has been hailed by many interpreters as 

the key to the whole dialogue; Pohlenz at one time 

put the "Lysis" between the "Phaedrus" and "Symposium" 

as an intermediate step in the Platonic theory of 

Bows. + This however flies directly in the face of 

the greater part of the text; those looking for 

Socrates' pronouncements on &pwco, once the introduction 

is over - indeed from 206c onwards with the exception 

of one remark at 210e - have to wait until 222a before 

the context of Eopwc is recalled. Some of the general 

remarks on friendship, it is true, might be applied to 

Zowc 3; some of them are repeated at points in the 

"Symposium" and "Phaedrus", But gtrta is not only 

wider than, but also essentially a different phenomenon 

from pwc. Wilamowitz remarked "Freundschaft und 

Liebe sind fur griechisches Empfinden gwei grundver- 

schiedene Seelenstimmungen und Bezgiehungen zwischen 

Menschen." ++ The two most considerable differences 

are perhaps firstly, that friendship for the Greeks 

was not necessarily based on passion, nor even on 

affection; it was often for the Greeks a matter of 

mutual service or common interests; secondly, simply 

+ In "Aus Platos Werdezeit", 1913: but reviewing 
Wilamowitz's "Platon" in G.G.A. 1921 Pohlenz 
abandoned this. 

++ Platon®, Vol. II p. 68. 

¥ ku Com , oA- 203 a!



that friendship (and gtrACa ) is mutual and a two-way 

relationship between two persons who must both 

contribute whatever feelings or actions the particular 

friendship requires. “Epwe on the other hand, much 

more perhaps than "love" in English, denotes a single 

passion, the desire of one person for another regardless 

of whether that desire is reciprocated. Hippothales' 

Epwg is pwc even though Lysis does not return it, 

whereas if it were a matter of friendship, it would 

end when it ceased to be mutual. At Laws 8372a° we 

find Plato saying %tav && &xdtepow (scil. td frov ) 

ylyvntat ceodpév, Epwta &xovoudZouev 3; this certainly 

means that violent affection is called &Epwc, and 

could also mean that reciprocal &ow¢ was a strong 

form of friendship; but it does not mean that 

unreciprocated Eopwo is friendship, nor even that all 

friendship is based on stronger or weaker forms of 

affection. A moment's thought about many of the 

arguments of the "Lysis" will serve to point the 

difference between Epwco and gtrAta; how could the 

question of whether the good are selfsufficient have 

any bearing on their possible gpowc for each other? 

how could the assistance the doctor can afford the 

sick man lead to a matter of pwc? But it is most 

significant of all that Aristotle in Nicomachean Ethics 

VIII and IX treats &8pwco merely as an unreliable basis 

of gtarAta Sud td HOO (1157a° sq.); this is in part 

due to his classifying the relationship of husband and 

wife elsewhere, but mainly because pwc is hardly 

part of the subject of guata. 

In the dramatic setting of the "Lysis" the 

question of friendship is first made to arise from 

Socrates' analysis of Lysis' usefulness to other 

people; then the larger discussion takes its cue from 

the avowal of Lysis and his boy-comrade Menexenus that 

they are friends (207¢8-9 recalled at o12al-®), But 

where does the lurking Hippothales fit into Socrates! 

plans? Why does Socrates choose to talk of g.rtfa, 

not of Epws ? The whole origin of the meeting was 

Hippothales‘ pwc; is some consideration of his 

problems not still due to him? 

Here Plato's motive of defending Socrates surely 

becomes plain, Socrates is consulted by a young man 

on the subject of epwo; he steers the conversation
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round to a discussion of otAta. First, indeed, he 

demonstrates to the "lover" how to talk to the 

"beloved"; this turns out to be a miniature catechising 

of Lysis intended to make him realise that he must 

learn his lessons in order to be useful to other 

people; otherwise he will have no friends. Hippothales 

is upset by this; Lysis, he almost bursts out, will 

have a "friend" in him. But this is exactly what 

Socrates wishes to prevent Lysis from thinking; the 

boy has been "puffed up" by the attentions of lovers; 

he must be "humbled" and prevented from expecting 

these attentions undeservedly. (And no doubt also 

he must be gently made to wonder what "use" these 

lovers can see in him, if friendship is based on use.) 

This is certainly not what Hippothales had hoped for. 

Worse still, the discussion proceeds on the topic of 

friendship, and only mentions unrequited love in 

passing (212b); there then follows much about the 

friendship of the good or of equals, the pursuit of 

health and wisdom. Only towards the end (222a) does 

Socrates suddenly apply his present argument to the 

situation around him, to overjoy Hippothales by observing 

that on this theory true lovers will meet with the 

friendship of their beloved. But even this is double- 

edged; where a mutual friendship cannot be established 

there can have been no true love, may well be Socrates' 

implication. Certainly it looks as if what Socrates 

intends is to recommend Hippothales to think about 

friendship, to try to be useful to Lysis by urging him 

to learn his lessons, to hope to establish mutual 

affection, but not to expect any return of the more 

desperate excesses of his passion. Even his poems 

are not appreciated, it would seem. + 

This then is Plato's point in showing us the 

elaborate picture of the youthful lover and the boy 

who is the object of his passion. If Socrates' claim 

to "erotic" knowledge had a deeper significance than 

this (namely that he tried to find out about youthful 

passions in order to use gentle means of directing 

them to higher ends), we are not shown it here. The 

+ If Madvig's conjecture at 2214° is right - as 
surely it must be.



elaborate analogy between erotic passion and the 

pursuit of the highest ideals, so brilliantly sketched 

in Plato's later works, is not even hinted at here. 

purAta is a safer, more worthwhile relationship than 

Epwo 3; this is the advice we are meant to note Socrates 

giving. (That gtrta is in some way analogous to the 

pursuit of the good may well be one of Socrates’ 

points,but this will be discussed later. In the main 

discussion when Socrates mentions &pwc it is a general 

description of hunger and thirst (221b); Hippothales' 

kind of 8pwo «gets almost no mention.) 

These conclusions will be disapvointing to admirers 

of Plato's later work. They perhaps need only be 

reminded that in the "Republic" physical owe is 

dxevpoxatta, in the "Laws" legislation is made to 

prevent it. The "Lysis" and the speech of Alcibiades 

in the "Symposium" are meant to convince us that 

Socrates too believed this and tried to advise young 

men of this too. 

The Length end elaboration of the dramatic setting 

of the "Lysis" is designed to defend Socrates on the 

charge against him that was perhaps less obviously 

false; we are meant to see that his aim was precisely 

the opposite of  svapdBoed tOv véwv. 

Wote on the characters 
and dramatic date of the dialogue 

The appearance of Lysis' family in a near-contempo- 

rary monumental record (see note on 204e°) is an 

additional ground for doubting whether we need ever 

believe that Plato's characters were imaginary. 

Nothinevts “frown about the other characters of the 

dialogue, ouneninenad, Stesippus reappears, still 

eristical, in the "Euthydemus", Menexenus now a little 

older and grown oe of a ae in the short work 

named after him; { wi They tow, andj Hippothales no less, 

mayuabd reve reem ipersons known to Socrates in real life. 

The dramatic dates of Plato's dialogues, however, 

are (despite Taylor's efforts) impossible to establish 

even where some clues are available. + Nothing in the 

"Lysis" helps us; probably this is a question which 

never occurred to Plato and need not trouble us either. 

+ See now Dodds, Gorgias, p. (7-08. 

© ad Art of hom une ob ME foram om WE Arey fp Seevatea’ death



TE gottv td olrov; 

1. The meanings of the words gtretv, ¢glroc 

and @taAta. 

2. Critical analysis of the "Lysis" as a 

search for definition.
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Since the main philosophical question of the "Lysis" 

asks tt fot +6 gtrov; and since the discussion 

which attempts to answer this question is carried on 

with remarkably frequent use of the word oftdoc itself, 

it is necessary to attend very carefully to the meanings 

and uses of this word. getriog is pugzling to the 

lexicographer, let alone to the philosopher; so are 

several other of the words naming concepts about which 

Plato asked té éotuy; questions, though interpreters 

all too seldom discuss these puzzles. The English 

reader certainly must tackle the lexicography before 

he can begin the philosophy of Plato's tt fowy; 

questions, if only because the texts are in Greek; 

but with the "Lysis" at least, it will become clear 

that what can be learnt from lexicography affects not 

merely the translation, but the whole philosophical 

interpretation of the dialogue. 

I shall attempt to distinguish not merely what 

might be described as variations in the strength and 

weakness of the force of gthoc, but also what are 

its quite separate senses, logically distinct and not 

reducible to a common "root" meaning. Systematic 

explanation of the origins or relationships of the 

various senses of ofioc may perhaps be possible (I 

shall make a very few comments on this, though not as 

a philologist); + but it is impossible to invent any 

+ What I shall principally attempt to do is to 
Classify the meanings of @fr0¢ as it occurs in 
Classical Greek literature; I should willingly 
hand over the problems of the history of the word 
to those who have the requisite philological 
training. Nor am I attempting to discuss all 
the shades and overtones of the various senses of 
the word; for tragedy in particular this would be
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single "basic meaning" of gfioc, which can be 

substituted for it in all its uses. The urge to find 

Single "basic meanings", though pedagogically helpful, 

has often led not only to insensitivity to the range 

of a word's force, but also, worse still, with words 

like @thoc, to a failure to distinguish quite 

dissimilar senses of a word. 

ovrAsty 

It will be useful to begin by examining the verb 

ourAstyvi- 

(a) with persons as object; "to have affection for, 
like", It can denote 

1. strong affection; 
cf. Achilles of Briseis, I1.1X 341, 
woeee OC TEE AvAP dyasdc xal SxFqowy 
tiv abtod purser uat xAdetar, ao xat dyad thy 
x dvuuot gtisov, Sovorutythy nep éoBcav, 
and in tragedy oudvstv téxva, &védpa, 
Hur. Her. 280, Tro. 668 and very frequently. 
In Homer it appears occasionally in erotic 
contexts; e.g. Od. XVIII 325; compare the 
Homeric sense of gtrdtnc. 

2. but later it is distinguished from passionate 
desire; (see on otdAta, p. 23.) 

ef. Xen. Hiero 11.11, &ote od udvow of rQvo ay 
GARG xuatl-Bpwo, and Plato, Laws 837a~ 7. 

3. it need often mean little more than "to favour", 
"be on the side of", e.g. in political contexts 
in the orators. 

4. in a number of passages in Homer it means "to 
entertain" or "treat as a friend"; cf. I1.XIV, 

491, eEgtrer xat xthorv dxaccev, and IL.VI 
14, Od. 1123; and compare also Theognis 101 
and 113, where in 101 @tAretv means "make a 
friend of". 

an enormous task, On the other hand I hope to provide 
a pigeon-hole for every occurrence of the word; 
I hope I have not overlooked any sense which seems 
to require a separate parallel (as opposed to a 
subordinate) classification. Liddell and Scott is 
somewhat confused on ¢faoc; Ellendt's "Lexicon 
Ssophocleum" on the other hand among the individual 
lexica is conspicuously good. Even so, I am much 
indebted to Liddell and Scott, and it contains 
much information which I shall omit here.
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5. it elso means "to kiss" (not necessarily 
erotically; as a greeting, Hdt. I 134.) 

(b) with things as object; "to be fond of, practise 
or pursue" certain kinds of indulgence, 
behaviour or activity; 

1. Setxvwv tépytac Pind. Pyth. 9. 9, otov 

Bur. Cycl. 529, dfoocotvav, Sappho 58 L.-P., 
1.25. 

2. oxéthua Epya Od. XIV 83, Sdrove wt’ dAxdtac 
Te ROhV-RAOKtaG tT’ ElAnvav, Theognis 67. 
ta SCxara grredvtec, Theognis 385, 739. 

ataxpoxépSetav gtrket, Soph. Ant. 1056, 

1)
 

we 
Ce
 

oes 580 TO xepdatvetv “ovrreW Soph. Ant. 312, 
&éuxety Soph. Ant. 1059, 

In these examples gtuXetv means not merely 
"to like", but "to do, make a practice of" 
these kinds of activity or behaviour. 

3. with infinitive; the meaning here varies, cf.:- 
by aganndkeuv ouret 

Ogdarwog Gv8oc , Soph. Trach, 548-9; 
here gthet means "delights in"; 

ée” otc ydop un gpov® cry&y o1a@, 

soph, 0.7. 569, meaning "I prefer to"; 

guret 5° 6 Svupde .... Fpfhoda. xAonevc, 
soph. Ant. 493, indicates no pleasure, but 
means "is usually caught out", 

the impersonal octet, in ota oeret 
vyCyvecdat, etc., means simply "as usually 
naopens", 

(c) to give general approval to classes or types of 
persons or things; 

o 

©) 

b grréw péyav otpatnydy obdé 
SUGRERALYWEVOYV 

BSE BootEBXoLGL yabpov ové6’ 
SKEEvONLEVo’ 

GAAG WOL Gutexpdc tec etn ..... 

Archilochus fr. 60 D. 

8° éxativns “at ovréo, 
T Bo06y undaév atoxooyv. 

Simonides fr. 4 D, 19-20. 
(Here notice Plgto's quotation of this phrase 

at Prot. 335d°-e+, det pav Bywyé cov thy 
gtricoogtav &yauat, dtdo nal vOv wnat énarvO 
Hab O@LA® - before the occurrence of the poem 
of Simonides, but obviously with it in mind. 
Even here €XatvG xat O60 indicates 
Socrates! general approval of Hipponicus'! 
love of wisdom, 

ny
 

086° ab tovatdtny yA@ooay gv xaxotc OLAD, 
soph. Ajax 1118, 

opahkepd &° ob gLA® otpatnyOy xpdtn, 
Eur. (?) Rhesus 132. 

(But Teleclides fr. 1.6, oLrotev tde AevxotTétac 
udéeac follows a personification of the pa Ser)
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(ad) Foes ote we should distinguish a special sense 

¢tA® with certain particular things as 
Spicer, "to attach great emotional value to"; 
probably an occasional transference from sense 
(a) of persons; 

Blotov Sty, eda Soph. 0.7. 612, OC. 995, 
Eur. Her. 90. 

But @La® tac srntdac, Eur. Her. 91, is used 
in sense (b), or perhaps (¢); and ZhHy giAG 
is likewise itself perhaps nearer (c). 

Lie]] ourmM is not said of what we would call "liking" 
for particular objects; "I like that statue" 
would be GpPEOKEL wo, tOdSe TO Byakuya or 
Hoopae tHSEe TH Gyauatr. Tf prrAG téds 1d 
Gy ah yc, occurred, it would probably imply 
devotion to the ficure represented. This is 
perhaps the most marked point of difference 
between Qtdrety and our uses of "to like", 

II. @6rAoc. 

The connection between ¢tretTy and ofioc igs 

strongest in the case of the passive use of @fhoc. 

1. gtihoc (passive) 

The uses of this sense of ¢fioc can be classified 

in categories parallel to the uses of otdXetv; in fact 

etiog (passive) could often be replaced without change 

of meaning by otrotuevoc. 

(a) of persons, "dear", "held in affection"; 
® fra yuvarx®y Eur. Alc. 460. 
natcoe otro Il. VII 279; 
very common in this sense throughout Homer and 
tragedy of friends and family also e.g. 

Il. XX 347) @thoc éS8avétoLoe Qeotouv, 
"favoured by the gods". 

The vocative is,common; note especially Plato 
Symp. 199¢4 and 20108, where socrates begins 
the discussion with ® otis “Ayé0wy and ends 
with ® otrcotueve “AYa30V; for the latter 
compare Theocr. III 3, Tetvp’, éutcyv té xardy 
REGLANUWEVE. 

Certain tragic periphrases show the same sense 
of gthoc, e.8. 
pukTO POG ptrov 2C.00b g Eur. Tro. 661, 
® @fAov xpdoRTtVYL” BLov, Eur. Or. 1049, 

(Orestes of Electra.) 

(bo) of things; "practised", "pursued", "indulged in", 
of kinds of activity: 

1, abet &° tuty bate te @tdn xé9apic te 
fo Gk XOpot te 

etuaté t° éequowpa \Nostpéfre Gepud 
wat edval, 

Odyssey VIII 248-9,
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2. ater ydo tot Spuc te ofan nérASuOE te 
UEXAL TE, Tl. V 891. 

eenee ARGTAWY 

HDOWY TE KAORCWY, OF ToL RESdDEV OtAOL Eloty., 
Od. XIII 294-5. 

3. We can see in some cases of 2:- 

€.8. atet tor td xix’ E070 otra opect 
Wavteveodat Il. I 107:- 

the growth of the frequent use of ofarov éott 
(wot) and infinitive, meaning "it pleases me 
to do", "I like" or "I approve of, doing"; 
this sometimes expresses little more than 
acquiescence. 

(c) This last sense (b.3), is very close to a sense 
parallel to sense (c) of guretv; here otrov 
is used of "what is approved of, pursued as a 
general aim"; 

Sut. “uarkdv, gfrov é0tt, té 8’ ov 
A 5 2 

xarAGy od} etrov gortty, 
Theognis 17. 

"Honour is precious"; see Dodds on Bacchae 

otouv &° Baroy wal td Slxatov 
gethov év Brétw Euripides El. 1351-2, 
Here "those who in their life pursue holiness 

and uprightness" are opposed to the pvodpor, 
the "defiled, impious"; there is a clear 
implication that t6 6fxatov is to be 
practised, not merely "loved", 

2. Still of general qualities but meaning "valued" 
rather than "approved" are:- 
& vedtag You gtrov atel, td 68 

yfoac &x8oc, Eur. Her. 637-8. 

2 a a 2 rd oa 
GNX te yYdo év nanol> ctv + 

3 ra - 

Evtuxtat¢ otov, Hur. Ion. 481-2. 

Notice also Eur. Or. 229-50, ofrov tor tH 
vooodvt, Sepvioyv aveaody Ov to uth’, dvayuatoy 

5’ Suws. "The sick man prefers his bed, which though 
not pleasant is necessary". 

3. tO gfrov occurs oceasionally as an abstract noun; | 
tOAUG Setvog ene Eévac, 2 
© TrAduov, St. “at wédruc 
tEtTPOVEY GPLhov dxootvyely, 
ude tO othov séBecdar, 

Sophocles 0.C. 184-7, 
where the chorus recommend Oedipus not to 
enter the sacred grove, but to respect the 
religious scruples of the Athenians. 
Campbell and Jebb stress the "settled" 
attitude indicated by tétooyev; but in 
themselves GorAcv and gthov probably 
imply settled general disapproval and 
approval rather than merely "dislike" or even 
"Love"; compare 1. above, 
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tad yap oxedSetc otra, Eur. Her. 1409 
TO TNS GDEeod OtrAov ..... ELEVROOHOuY, 

Eur. I.A. 747 
refer simply “the course of action I approve", 
"the will of the goddess", and are close to 
gthov got pot with infinitive (b.3). 

(a) ptroc (passive) in tragedy is fairly frequent of 
particular objects in a very strong sense, 
probably representing a transference from 
sense (a) of persons (just as in English 
"beloved" of objects is a very strong tern, 
where not ironic or conventional); otroc said 
of things implies that the speaker has a 
reason for strong emotional attachment to them. 

a aq 4 er < # Hecuba refers to “BXTG—OG etrov odnoc, 
Eur. Pro. 1222; 

Philoctetes to his 7téfov ofrov and even to 
its othrn vevod, Soph. Phil. 1128, 1004. 

pthyn ndtowc, ofrar O%Bar. Cur. Yn. 4sT HF 128), 
gtratouv bxodoxatc Séuwv, Eur. I.a. 1229, 

gtrkov tO géyyog todto tod Beod, 
Bur. Alc. 722, (ef. ¢trEtv 

(d).), ef. Her. 563-4, 

otiag ebepdvag ..... A tv év stvy 
QLATATGY GPORGOUE THY 

Eur. Hec. 828-9 (slightly doubtful sense?) 

glhov bxvov Oékyntpov Eur. Or. 211, 
said by Orestes in illness. 

[[e]] Precisely as ¢t\S is not said of "liking" 
particular objects, so ¢tho¢ (passive) does 
not occur in a weak sense of particular things. 
Contexts where "beloved", “emotionally prized" 
seems inappropriate of objects will be found 
to indicate general "approval" of objects of 
a certain type. 

At this point before considering the second main 

sense of ofhroc it may be as well to comment on the 

Homeric use of ¢thoc frequently to mean no more than 

"one's own", especially of parts of the body. The 

2 2 Fal ra x of A t scholiast on Iliad I 569 comments o@frov Sé td tgov, 

and Kretschmer + suggested that ofoc was in origin 

@ possessive adjective. It is possible to conjecture 

how this might underlie the meanings of ¢uiety and 

+ in Indog. Forsch. 1927 pp. 267-72, "Glotta", 
1930, pp. 238-9, Cf. Buck "Selected Indo-European 
synonyms, po. 1110,
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gthog (passive) so far described; but it is more 

important to notice how far the development and 

ramification of the meanings of the words has proceeded 

in the classical period. It would seldom be very 

suceessful to try to render of€doc (passive) in 

classical contexts as (e.g.) "valued as though one's 

own", and despite their occasional echoes of Homeric 

usage it is perhaps doubtful whether even the tragedians 

can have been strongly conscious of any "possessive" 

sense clinging to most of their uses of ofroc. 

Attention to etymological origins might here mislead us. 

Philology however perhaps gives us a useful clue 

to the origin of the second main sense of gfdoc, 

that in which it means "qa friend". 

2. otrog ("a friend") 

On grounds of logic and of usage, and perhaps 

also of etymology, this sense must be kept quite separate 

from sense 1., ofrocg (passive). + ¢frotusevoc cannot 

be substituted for this sense; when Xenophon says 

(at Mem. II 4) xdavewv RTNUEGTOV UOATLGTOV 2.2.2.6 GCAOS 

odeng xd dyadéc, he does not intend to say "the best 

of all possessions is a man who is liked (or ‘a man 

one likes') who is unfailing and good". Friendship 

is a mutual and reciprocal (or at least symmetrical) 

relationship. The Oxford English Dictionary quotes 

Johnson for definition of "friend"; "one joined to 

another in mtual benevolence and intimacy". If A and 

B are friends then A is B's friend and B is A's friend; 

if Ais a friend of B then it follows that Bis a friend 

+ Liddell and Scott confuse these senses and treat 
them as one,



(7 

of A. + If friendship is based on affection or 

service then that affection or service must be recip- 

rocal. This was equally true in Greece, and the common 

sense of otrko¢ which is correctly rendered as "a 

friend" is thus neither passive nor active but both 

together, or rather, indicates a relationship which 

in logic is symmetrical and in practice must be mutual. 

It would be possible to conjecture that this 

sense of ofiocg may perhaps have been more directly 

derived from the old "possessive" sense of @etroc than 

was the passive sense. Persons who were "one's own", 

géhovt, were no doubt principally family and kin, but 

also one's friends; and they no doubt were prepared 

to call one "their own", ofioc. +4 (But this kind 

of metaphorical "possession" of persons is of course 

reciprocal, which the possession of property is not.) 

This relatively direct derivation of ofroc ("a friend) 

from a possessive adjective might help to show why the 

link between ofroc ("a friend") and the verb ouasty 

seems in ordinary Greek to be much looser than might 

have been expected; gthetv and otiog (passive) 

perhaps represent a different and more complex line 

of development of the original possessive force. I 

repeat that I am not a philologist, but this account 

seems better than deriving efhoc ("a friend") from 

efiog (passive), ag Liddell ana seott, do; it is very 

striking to contrast the parallelism already noted 

between ofhoc (passive) and gtrefy with the surprising 

+ except in certain abnormal idioms - see below p. 2%. 

++ See Dirlmeier, "ethocg and gtrAta", Diss, Munich 
1931.
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fact that Xenophon discusses thot ("friends") at 

length in Mem. II 4-6 without using the verb otvrety 

except once in an erotic context. ¥ (It will become 

clear that this is not due to any idiosyncrasy of 

Xenophon's outlook.) 

It would be an enormous task to review all that 

could be said on Greek views of friendship; ¥¥ but 

for our present lexicographical purpose the main point 

has already been made, that this sense of gt rhoc is 

for the most part correctly rendered in English as 

"a friend" in the most common, that is to say the 

mutual and reciprocal, sense of the word. 

A few typical Greek comments on friendship from 

non=philosophical writers will perhaps emphasise 

ordinary Greek attitudes;- 

i. One of the most notorious Greek views is 
expressed by Theognis at 869-872; Lov 

Ev mor emeizd wlror moyds eipdvbs etary v ep bev... 
cl my yd yoieiy Mey bra Gow of me PACdEy, 

7? } Ly amen & 
(the combrst MAE Win Med mM’ fare 
ot we ouredorv here by poetic usage means 
"my friends", cf. Theognis 101-4, where @udAtioat 
means "to make a taoc of", 113. +) 

é. The emphasis on mtual service as the basis 
of friendship is strong in Xenophon as well 
as Theognis; e.g.:- KodrAdurg & nod adtod 

ak “ 2 a 2 tLC i) odx SEetpydoato R obx etdev Fob 
? e ra AY hxovcev Toby Sufvuece, tadta & olroc KOS TOD 

ony 2 ¢ _ r r r @liAov eE&npxecev, Xen. Mem. II 4, 7. 

3. Affection or emotion between friends (as 
opposed to family) tends to be in the background; 
Aristotle's observation about ordinary language 
tovc SE Bovroyévovg oftw tayaed ebvovuc 
REvOUGLY_.... ebvotav yao éyv dyvtixexovedot 
ptidtav etvar, (E.N. 1155b 32), shows that 
the ordinary word for the attitude of mind of 
one friend to another ig s8voLta; this igs 
confirmed by Euripides, Ion 730-732; Plato Pat 
337b1; Menander Dyscolos 720. 

+ This sense of gtdretv (a.# above) is poetic and 
comparatively rare. Etymologically it should 
perhaps be explained as showing the influence of gthog ("a friend") on otrety rather than vice 
versa, 

Kb Ts end wn thoy #t ertHy oly items ‘te h afecbiomstt .” 
XK dw suk a ren see ilvasrid ANeastetrkinr (Liz an.) Whirk han pm 

turmows cthichiny ef routines, ; 
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Two other meanings of the reciprocal sense of 

gtrocg must be mentioned:- 

1. In Homer and tragedy gtdog is very often 
equivalent to ovyyvevic (indeed this may be 
etymolosically a more basic sense; see p./7 
above). This leads to involved play on the 
word tog in many passages in tragedy; e.e. 

Soph. Ant. 517-522; 
"Avt. seees GOEKOSS “ETO. 

Kp. obtor x09’ obxdpdc, 036’ 
Stay Gdvia, elroc, 

(cf. Rober’, Oidipus II 121 n. 11.) 
Bur. Phoen, 1446, ; + ane 

gthog ydo Ex8p0c éyévet’, GAA 
Suwse ptroc. 

Aesch. Agam. 1272 otrwv tx’ éexapdy, 
"by my own people who became my enemies", 
see Fraenkel. 

In all these cases the implied opposition 
between éx0pd¢ and othog is played on at 
the same time as the sense of gfidoc meaning 
"a kinsman", 

2. ofhog meaning "an ally" is of course also 
reciprocal in sense, cf. Xen. Hell. VI 5.48. 

A final observation on frog ("a friend") must 

be that since only persons can be friends, in this 

sense of the word the neuter is unusual; except e.g.;- 

nav yao &y gfrkov té56 . Eur. Or. 1192, which a 
means "all of us here are in league together, 

etia dv téyoug, Eur. Her. 301, "found a 
friendship". 

3.  otrhoc (active) 

riendship must always be mutual, and in Greece 

was largely based on service, on the giving of active 

help by men to one another; it results therefore 

naturally enough that there are cases where the title 

of otroc, "a friend", is conferred or denied by one 

party to another according to whether the second is 

actively meeting the obligations of friendship. This 

leads to not infrequent occurrences of the term 9tro¢ 

of persons where the emphasis is on their active 

participation in friendship; and so there comes 

eventually to be a sense of glaog which it is simplest
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to describe as active, meaning "friendly", "well- 

disposed to", "favourable to". This sense is neither 

infrequent nor chiefly poetical, as Liddell and 

Scott suggest; but it is important to notice that it 

occurs mostly in places where the larger context is 

in any case one of friendship between men in its full 

two-way sense, and where the meaning "friendly" is 

being used to focus special attention on one part of 

the implied two-way relationship. Logically ¢troc 

(active) must be treated as a separate sense, but 

etymologically perhaps it represents a special sense 

of gtrog ("a friend") where there is a particular 

limited emphasis. However in a few cases it has to 

be treated as a separate sense even on linguistic 

grounds. 

(a) 1. The growth of the active sense must have 
occurred in contexts such as Ilysias XIII 92, 

el totvuv te Exetvoy dyaddyv tiv «nbAuv 
td KANRBOC TS buétepov pavepot elot . 
REROUNKOTES , reves GYGYHN VC sot. xdytac 
exetvourg glrovg uate Extetncelove etvas 
("and so you must avenge them"); 

active benefit has been done by one party, 
so the other must be ofior to them and return 
the service. 

Compare:~ Soph. Ant. 543, 
A6youg 6” sy etrodoay ob atEpyw eglrnv, 

"I do not like a 'friend' whose friendship is 
shown only in words." 

; - Bur. Or. 424, 
aanang Eg ofrove otroc, “truly a friend 

towards your friends"; also Soph. Ant. 99, 
Hur. I. T. 609, 

tots ptroug tv A00M¢ ofdn, "towards her 
friends a friend rightly so called", see 
Campbell on Ant. 99, Wilamowitz on Eur. Her. 56. 
In all these cases foc means "a true friend 
because an active friend". 

2. The developed active sense is seen in;- 

sees Bpotototy O¢ uadéotnxev vduoc 

UtoEety TS Geuvdy ual td wh a&ouv ethov, 
Eur. Hipp. 91-93. 

"Men are bound to hate unfriendliness."
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yuvatxes dvdpSv, yEEv% ob xaldwy glrat, 
Hur. El. 265, "Women love their 
husbands, not their children" (said 
by Electra of Clytemnestra). 

ethove ylyvscda, totc épactatc, 
Plato, Symp. 183c4, said by Pattganias, 
is @ euphemism for xapfZecdat, 

Soxet tic tHv Séwv frog fuly vovdh yeyovévas 
Phileb. 25b11, means "a god has 
assisted our argument". 

Much rarer than ¢¢Ac0¢ (active) of relations 

between persons is its very occasional use of a person's 

inclination towards something impersonal; this of 

. course goes right outside any possible context of 

mutual friendship; it is obviously felt as equivalent 

to gtkdy and occurs with the same kind of objects 

as follow othrety. 

Bur. Hel, 1263, means "he was (b) Ay ethocg d00t, 
fighting". 

Q 
fond of 

dvareet, sees QCAOC, Eur. Tro. 788-9, "given to 
sSnamelessness", 

of wovoLxfic otro Eur. fr. 580 Nawek?, is 
reminiscent of the secondary use of "friends 
of the arts, ete." in English. 

(othoc te nal ovrrevi érnOelac, Stexartocdync XxXTA,. 
Plato Rep. 487a*-2, is obviously metaphorical.) 

glhot tOHv eldOv, Plato Soph. 248a4, are the 
supporters of a philosophical doctrine; 

(but Hudoxus was said to be not merely olioc thc 
NOoviic, "“overfond of pleasure", but genuinely 
filled with philosophical conviction, Ar. E. N. 
1172 b 17.) 

This final sense of ¢thog (active) is however 

very uncommon indeed, 

This concludes the review of the senses of @tretv 

and @thoc; it only remains to state that certain 

related uses are conspicuously absent from Greek prose 

usage (outside the "Lysis" and Aristotle, E,. EH, VII 

and HE. N. VIII-I¥), These are:- 

gurety (b) (c) and (a), of impersonal objects, except (c.3), trctv and infinitive,
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all senses of ofroc (passive) except & otre 
and @thov €ott (uot) and infinitive. 

It will be seen to follow that ovretv and efhoc in 

prose are always to do with 

(i) affection (or "support") for persons (grrety) 

(ii) friendship between versons ( @troc) 

except for weak impersonal uses to do with 

(i) the habitual occurrence of certain events 

(ii) the approval of particular courses of action. 

fhe strong senses of "love of" certain objects and 

pursuit or approval of general ideals ere confined to 

poetic diction. + (But see below on otr0-compounds. ) 

geata. (in Homer gtrétnco; ++ but see below.) 

A very brief note on the noun ¢qtita should 

perhaps be added. This is the noun from frog (Ng 

friend"), and not from the verb gtretvy (which is 

ptinous, first in Aristotle E. N.) It follows that 

gerxta is almost always used of a mutual relationship, 

either "friendship" between men or "alliance" between 

cities. Liddell and Scott misleadingly talk of "the 

objective genitive" after otita; but at Thuc. I 91, 

Sta ovdAtav aitod means "because of friendship with 

(not for) him", as is proved by Democritus fr 98, 

EvSG gbaAtn Evvetod xpésowy d&Fvuvétuy xdvuw, which can 

only mean "friendship with one wise man is better 

than with many fools", The exception proves the rule 

+ A footnote on a purely grammatical point can be 
added here; the examples cited show that ofroc 
in all senses can be followed by either the 
genitive or the dative; for additional evidence 
of @tho¢ (passive) and gen. see Soph. El. 1145-6, 

++ On oLAdétnc see Page on Sappho fr. 1, 19.



at Plato Rep. 58la, where ‘4Soviv xat guatav .... tod 

xépSovg are attributed to the part of the soul which 

Plato wishes to call tO gtrAoxepdéc. 

A very few cases of an active sense of guita 

occur, but, like many cases of ofioc (active), in 

passages where the meaning is "the affection shown by 

&@ partner in a friendship", in a context involving 

mutual affection; see Plato Phaedr. 255er7*, where 

the beloved is becoming infected with the emotion of 

his lover; xatd tabd<td ad xoGet uat nodeltar, 

eldwrov Eowtoc dyvtépwta Bxywv* xaret 6& adtdv xat 

ctetat odx Epwta dard gtdCav etvar. + (This quotation 

incidentally helps to show that the Homeric sense of 

@LAOtyn¢ Meaning "sexual passion" is not present in the 

later term @urta. } 

@LAO = GOOG, = CogEetY etc. 

Compound words beginning @tAo- are of course 

very common throughout Greek literature, and indicate 

general pursuit of kinds of object; compare ouretv 

(bo) and (c). These compounds thus admit to prose 

usage a sense of ptrety otherwise absent; this 

perhaps makes the absence of the simple verb even more 

remarkable. 

The bearing of this linguistic enquiry into ¢fdoc, 

gurxsty and related words will, I hope, be obvious from 

almost any page of the philosophical analysis of the 

+ One might contrast passages where Epwo, normally 
quite clearly a one-way passion, is coupled with mutual relationships; éxxdjttovtat @urta te xal 
olxeLdtnt. nat Eowtt, Symp. 192bc, where %owc 
felt by both sides is meant.
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"Lysis" or of the commentary. It will suffice to 

say here that in the "Lysis" Plato extends the usage 

of géfroc and ovrety far beyond what was normal 

in Greek prose, for purposes of philosophical 

innovation as well as merely for linguistic expression; 

he seems to establish links between frog ("a friend") 

and other senses of gtAefv and olroc which outside 

philosophy were surprisingly distinct and separate. 

I must repeat once again that we must not let 

etymologising presuppositions obscure our view of 

actual usage; nor must we be so easily seduced by 

philosophical innovations that we do not see them for 

the innovations that they are. A final assessment 

of these innovations must be delayed until the dialogue 

has been analysed.
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2. Critical analysis of the "Lysis" 
as a search for definition 

It will be necessary to summarise the dialogue 

in some detail and to analyse it from what might seem 

to many interpreters of Plato an unsympathetic point 

of view. I hope it will be shown that Aristotle read 

the dialogue from this point of view and was much 

influenced by Plato's suggestions; I hope it will not 

seem that this point of view amounts to anything other 

than taking seriously what Plato said. I hope finally 

that it will begin to seem likely that this is how 

Plato meant what he said to be taken. 

Consideration of historical rather than inter- 

pretative questions will be deferred till the final 

conclusions (many secondary historical questions are 

treated only in the commentary, principally for the 

sake of keeping the thread of thought clear throughout 

the introduction. For instance, to cite the views 

of Plato's predecessors on a given point often only 

distracts attention from what Plato himself said; 

even if he used earlier views he often re-interpreted 

them in his own way.) 

Finally a warning should be given that the analysis 

of the dialogue concerns itself much more with the 

form than with the substance of the argument. 

Consideration of whether Plato may have placed more 

weight on certain of his suggestions or refutations 

than on others,or what his strongest interests were 

in writing the "Lysis" apart from that in definition, 

is deferred to the concluding section.
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The direct discussion of friendship opens with the surprisingly slick and 

bewildering argument with “enexenus. Commentators have described this as 

Plato at his most ‘teristic! and 'antilogical', and have even assumed it to 

have no other purpose than to parody contemporery sophists and to show the 

futility of their contentious argumentation. It is true that when all seems 

futile Socrates suggests that the method of enquiry may have been wrong, and 

Lysis is made to agree. The caricaturing of sophistic arguments is an 

unnistaxeable element in the intention of the "uthydemus"; but even there 

some of the sophistic paradoxes held up to ridicule are ones later taken up 

by Plato very seriously (for example those about false statement); and here 

in the "Lysis" one lesson which could be learnt from these paradoxes about who 

is o{ho¢ would have a very impprtant application to the rest of the dialogue. 

The revisers of the Jowett translation try to help out the difficulty of 

translating this passage by noting: !The Greek word @¢Acc is used both in 

the active sense of ‘friend!’ and in the passive sense of 'dear'!", This is not 

particularly helpful: a clearly active sense of 'friend' in English (as 

opposed to friendly') seems rare; it occurs in phrases such as "friends of 

the Lake District" or "friends of humanity"; ‘but on the other han a phrase 

such as "He is no friend o: mine" would seem to introduce a passive sense 

of "friend'+, In fact the English word "friend", though not as freely 

ahbiguous as COC, has various idiomatic uses which can be confusing. 

(We Rave seen that it is not in its normal use either active or passive.) 

However so far as concerns the Greek of this passage, we have already 

examined the ambiguities of cfAoc in Greek, and certainly found a passive 

sense and noted a common active implicetion. These two senses of oefhoc 

may be what make Menexenus agree so easily with Socrates! leading questions 
5 

at 2l2a -b 3; if one man likes another then one is actively ofAoc and the 

+ The same sentiment, however, could be expressed by "I am no fiend of 

his" where 'friend' might be active.
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and the other passively 9¢:O¢ so both are @thocg. The active-passive 

ambiguity is certainly responsible for some of the trouble in this argument, 

as has been noticed by many interpreters. 

Von Arnim+ on the other hand saw “hat if this ambiguity wes the only one 

involved then the refutations put up by Socretes at 212° “a, 2130” and 

213b" 0° need not ave been accepted by Menexenus. If at 21248? 

Menexenus accepted Socrates! suggestion because he saw that ofioc could 

have either an active or passive sense, then at (for examole) 2132°-p* he 

wuld have seen that the result obtained exclusively fro the passive use of 

elaog = GLAOdUWEVOG has nothingbdd about it, any more than the similar 

result obteined exclusively from the active sense in 2136! -<%, and he would 

not have given in to Socrates' suggestion that here was *OAA7) Grove Ge 

If this were all that Plato was playing on in this passage his antilogicality 

would be as trensparent as the worst examoles of EButhydemus and Dionysccorus, 

and Menexenus would be unduly e man of straw. 

Von Aarnim suggested that in addition to the ambiguity between active and 

passive senses of the adjective @troc , there was a wider and a narrower sense 

of the verb GLASUY which caused confusion throughout the dialogue. In its 

wider sense guretyv could have a neuter object, in its narrower sense it had 

a personal object. With this distinction of the senses of ~LAeEtv goes a 

distinction in the senses of ofoc, according to whether it is being used 

in discussion of the relation between two persons or between a person and a 

thing. This means, von Arnim suggested, that Plato should have discussed 

these two different levels of friendship separately, and not in the same 

passage talxed of the relations:ip between men at 212084? and between men 

and things at 21244-21327 « This last point at least may be sound; the 

relationship of the ¢tidsowoc to dootu could be expected to be different 

+ Platos Jugenddialoge p. 4], sq. 

27
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from the relation between two men who are Gfhoc. But Plato in fact produces 

one of his refutations by considering both the philosopner's love of wisdom and 

the love of parents for a child too young to love them back, either of which 

provides an equally good case of 76 ¢4\otevov being ofiiov without being 

euroty (212d7-213a7). In discussing the normal Greek usaze of @.\ety above 

we attempted to make some distinctions in meening according to application to 

personal or impersonal objects, but these will be more important in the later 

parts of the dialogue than here. 

Von Arnim however was not entirely wrong in diagnosing trouble here of 

whieh neuters are one of the symptoms, as we shall see. The othevambiguity 

sesides that of the active and passive senses of ¢thkoc which causes the 

antilogicality of this passage is due to the third sense of o¢fhkoe noted 

above, the reciprocal sense of "friend". Von Arnim saw this, and pervaps 

should have seen that these ambiguities in ¢%\C¢ alone would explain this 

set of paradoxes, without recourse to the ambiguities of wusxcty. It was 

correct, however, to point out that three and not merely two senses of = Choc 

must be involved. 

The adjective cONCG, besides marking either the agent or the object in 

a case where a person likes a thing or another person, can denote a participant 

in a reciprocal relationship of friendship such that if A is a © C.o¢ of B 

then Bis acincc of At. That is to say ¢(Accan sometimes be translated 

"friendly towards" or "liking", sometimes "dear to" or "liked} but most 

commonly seans "a friend of" or "friendly with" in the most ordinary sense of 

mutual goodwill. Jowett's revisers should have consulted the Oxford English 

Dictionary on the word 'friend', where the article opens by quoting 

"Participant in a reciprocal relationsnip" is terminology of the same 

level as "agent" and "object"; but included in this reciprocal relation- 

ship is, in purely logical terns, a "syemetrical" relationship. Even if 

no theory of reciprocity whether of service or afzection were being put 

forward to explain ffiendship the logical force of symmetry normally 

implied in 'friend' and in the corresponding sense of <{fdocwould : 

remain and would have to be ac-ounted for in any other explanation.
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Johnson's first meaning: "One joined to another in mutual benevolence and 

intimacy". This is either both active and passive, or neither. If I ama 

friend of his then he is a friend of mine and we are friends; in the additional 

English idiom I am "friends with" him and vice-versa. Some other senses of 

"friend" in English were noted earlier, but this et-—teast logically symmetrical 

sense is the most usual. Similarly «fcc in Greek has an equivalent sense 

implying symmetry: and it is this sense which Plato plays on in order to 

produce the denials thet one-sided relationships can involve ©(\0c at 

3 213b2-4, and 213b’#0%. 212b°=d 

The first part of the argument, at 2120°-a4, is built up to prove that 

the relation between ¢f.ot is reciprocal (perhaps indeed Menexenus is taken 

in at ain precisely because he assumes a symmetry in the relation Socrates 

wisnes to describe; he jumps from mention of one man liking enother to the 

assumption that both are friends, as though at this point éxg.édyv tle 

beya cunt (21228) meant "when one man is friends with another".) The 

, at derctinig a 
subsequent destruction of this explanation of ¢¢\0¢ interns Oe. symmetrical 

relationg has to be done by the introduction of a one-way relationship. The if - 

most obvious one-way relationshibs/(1 arly/arefcases of liking impersonal 

things which cannot reciprocate the liking; among the most common of these 

cases are those where in Greek the agent can be described as e.g. of rOLVvOS 

and the thing, here obvoc, as -€.Cq@ in the passive sense. (Use of 

the verb curety with an impersonal object was subject to certain restrictions 

as seen before; so in 21248 GLACBGL tadTa would sound a little unusual if 

it had not been prepared for by ¢f*t7.cuete.) But this is where confusion 

due to neuters creeps in. Normally the occurrence of o(Xcy in the neuter 

will be a case of the passive sense, since impersonal things are not normally 

said to be friends or to display active liking. But the neuter isso used 

in Greek for generalisation, and is much in evidence in this use here. So 

at 21244 the result of the previous establishment of the symnetrical implication
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ofothog is rephrased in the neuter prevaratory to refutation: obx Goo 
Wha a wtouk > Sound inpdouste geluch oP 

gotiy ctrov t errotver otbdy ut of}n dy it. vcty. f Tats-already 4d Meauee ‘ i 

tempts the reader to think of of ov = ctroduevuv, which is the sense to ¢ 

be emphasised in the following examples (though the example of babies which do 

not yet love their parents of course owes nothing to the use of the neuter 

moun AGbUbOv., On the other hand at 212e° we have 70 gukotuevey fon 
th tounels plaudible . 

TOV, r in the neuter, but at 213a4-5 this is stated 

in the masculine, o2x Goa & gLASy olhoc.....06 GA’ SO CLAOULEVUS , 

and so a suggestion of the normal masculine sense of reciproceted friendship is 

introduced again, and the paradox 20.200 ,...4+5,. Od VV oCAwy Mio Tat 

is rejected because ef \0¢ in the sense of "friend" does not allow this. 

> * 

This is then generalised as GO8viutcv....,., 7 €xJpm oihev etva 

w
e
 

2 . * 2 9 4 ape n . ar a are * ny * which is indeed GOUvatov when the reciprocel sense of @€AOC is in mind 

Py ep ees esy ae, Bo AM fhe 2 8 but not where {lAO0V = GLACE Levoyv and To ExU Pup Ge ALY = apac 

TOO BVoGULEVOW OL NOGuEVoY, 

The argument so far has shown that to be guitv te xat orrodmsvec 

is not, as at first appesred, a necessary condition for having the adjective 

fe 

elas applied to one, since it also has the one-way sense = cirobuey 

and then that to be (uUnoOUnevoc is not a sufficient condition of being 

y¢hog in its full sense of "friend", Socrates now tries the other one-way 

sense end performs exectly the same manoeuvre. At 213p>~6 SO Olrody &y 

étn glrov tod evAovuévov is taken to be the remaining alternative; this 

is again rejected because it would seem to lesd to the possibility of being 

the friend of an enemy. 

Boken 
:- 

(This time the paradox is not even put into the masculine but kept in 

the neuter). So that to be @LX&yv is shown to be not a sufficient 

condition of being ¢t0¢ in its full sense, end the disastrous-seeming 

summing-up is done at 213e7. wt oby 54 x~onchyeda ef uhve of «trovvtec 

eth 5 rey LLATE ‘ ween ~ fren ‘ Ser Z 5 GLAOL BOov VhL LATE OL GL CvUUEVoL uve aft QULACUVTES TE wee GLACSUEVOLS
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What has happened is "“antilogical" in the extreme. In fact all the 

suggested definitions of {og are correct for one or other of its senses, 

but each is rejected by being opvosed to one of the other sensds, two as 

insufficient for the symmetrical sense, the symmetrical sense as not necessary 

for the others. So that no positive result has been achieved, and the enquiry 

is apparently abandoned as misguided: o0x d000c é%ytoduev. What was 

Plato trying to show by this? The neat arrangement of these Nantilogies" 

iato a r-futation of all the senses of ¢fX0c might seem to be deliberate 

and artificial. Perhaps Plato, not having any terminology for Nambiguity" 

or "symmetrical relationships" or "sufficient conditions", contrived “his 

exposition of paradoxes precisely as his best means of displaying what nowadays 

can be stated in the conscious and semi-technical terminology now used to 

discuss logical relations. The construction of this passage might seem to 

suggest that its writer had sufficient control over the paradoxes to be able 

to use them when and how he liked, and if need be to invent some new ones 

using the ambiguities he saw lurking in the other paradoxes. We should 

perhaps not judge Plato's "consciousness" of logical points too strictly by 

whether he has words to refer to them.+ 

On the other hand if Pla‘o was fully awere of all the ambiguities in «fhoc 

we should expect him to observe them very carefully and avoid any confusion in 

the rest of the dialogue. 

ty will perhaps be simplest to state now without discussion that he does 

not appear to do this; the possibility that in the rest of the dialogue 

though aware of the embiguities he thought them unimportant or unnecessary to 

comment on must be discussed later, but for the moment it will be most convenient 

to discuss solely in view of the passaze in hand whether Plato may conceivably 

after all not have seen the ambiguities apparently displayed so unmistakeably. 

+ For an excellent discussion of this see R. Robinson, "Plato's 

Consciousness of Fallacy", Mind 1942,
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Plato's summing-up ruling out all suggestions is in one sense justified. 

None of the three suggestions provides an exact equivalent for the word ¢fho¢ 

in all its senses. So that if Socrates here is being represented as 

looking not for a partial but for a single comple:e and exact synonym by way 

of a definition of @CAO¢ he can be excused for being dissatisfied with all 

the candidates. Whatever the consciousness behind it, this is the point which 

is cardinal to the construction of this passaze, and provides the means of 

passing from consideration of one suggestion to the next, and the excuse for 

the aporia in which the passage concludes. The possibility that any of the 

suggestions may illuminate @tho¢ in part though not completely is never 

mentioned; the discussion is apparently written off as a total failure. 

Is this dissatisfaction sophisticated and ironical on Plato's part? 

This may have seemed to him the neabest way available with his vocabulary 

of showing that @¢A’0G is not a simple word but has more than one smse, and 

naa, Rol vA 

so cannot be given a single Synonym. This may) bembhe point of rejecting 

suggestions which have a valusfiell realised (py Pleta) of providing definitions 

of different single senses. On the other hand, if we have any grounds to 

suspect that Plato was not completley clear about what he had done in this 

passage, we are bound to notice other places where he is searching for nothing 

but single exact equivalents by way of definitions. For instance, this is 

consciously his aim in the opening discussions of the ‘Meno! and the 

'Theaetetus!, where collections of cases of the definienda dst and 

EXLOTH LN are rejected because they do not illustrete what doen or 

éxvottun itself is, or why the cases are what they are. In these dialogues 

the definienda are taken to have one meaning in many cases; if this is correct 

then Plato is right to concentrete attention on this meaning in itself. 

Would he in the 'Lysis' have maintained chat to list the various senses of 

ptihoc does not explain what gfhoc itself really means, what the uniting 

sense is behind the other three? This demand for a uniting basic meaning 

is mistaken in the case of (AOC, which has various logically distinct senses
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linked in a more complicated way, not as cases derived from a single root 

Sense. Concentration on the basic meaning of the verb gudetyv might be 

more in point, once ¢tioc had been established as meaning either 1 \Ov 

OF GLACUMEVOE OF GLABY te xal gurodyusvoc; in oirety (as indeed 

in doet} or éxtothun) a different kind of ambiguity might arise over the 

force of the word in different contexts; but over ¢ Croc definition without 

recognition of the ambiguity is impossible, unless a word with an exactly 

similar set of logically distinct senses can be found; otherwise separate 

equivalents for the active passive and symmetrical senses will have to be 

found. Plato however may have been holding to his belief that three 

definitions are not as good as one; this is consciously stated in later 

dialogues in perhpps more appropriate apolications, but may be in Plato's 

mind here too. 

However even if the search in definition for a single root meaning 

rather than many instances is a slightly later stage in Plato's thought, two otllr 

more general tendencies evident in Plato's earlier 'definition-hunting' 

dialogues may have misled him. These tendences, like the notion of 

definition just mentioned, have been discussed by Mr. R. Robinson in his 

articles in Mind 1941 end 1942. Firstly, Plato often avpears to argue 

fallaciously from "All x is y" to"All y is x"; this anparent fallacy can 

however be made into a correct inference if we understand "x is y" in Plato 

to be a statement of identity or equivalence, which must often be what Plato 

took it to be, if his arguments are to be thought correct+. Plato very 

frequently is thinking in terms of equivalences and identifications when 

in search of definitions, and sometimes where he is aware that two concepts 

are not equivalent but are rdated only by class inclusion he is careful to 
wr Mougle  stemat wruduad. 

point this out { It is perhaps just possible that his tendency to think in 

+ Mind 1942 pp. 98 and 100.
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terms of strict equivalence misled him into not seeing the difficulties of 

defining «Choc in terms of equivalence. 

The second tendency which may have misled Plato here is one which might seem 

surprising in a philosopher of Plato's stature, but which is less surprising in 

a philosopher of Plato's day; Mr. Robinson has argued that Plato was often 

unconscious of ambiguities in the words he wished to define. This is 

perhaps especially true in the ezrly dialogues. If Plato when he wrote 

the "Lysis" was not aware from other examples that a word could have separate 

senses linked in as complex a way as the senses of pthoc, then it would 

hardly be surprising if he did not see the value in his own analysis of@f\oc 

but thought his method of enquiry must have been misguided. Attempts at 

definition are frequently over-simple at all st: ges in philosophy. Plato 

had perhaps not realised that the words interesting to philosophers seldom 

have synonyms; it would be unhelpful or uninteresting if they had; nor 

hed he realised that a word may, without there being any uncertainty about 

du A Munn, 
its correct uses, or paonarent snares in its definitions have several distinct 

meanings or senses, perhaps related but not interchangeable. 

If we are to take this passage at its fece-value, it will confirm the 

presence of the tendencies detected by Mr. Robinson in the early dialogues. 

Plato was often unconscious of anbiguity in his definienda, and thought that 

‘what is x?! had one answer only; that "x is y" was made to seem an 

implausible answer if it could be said also that "x is 2"; that if x is 

both y and z then there must be a better answer again. It would therefore 

be possible to believe that Plato intended exactly what he said in this 

passage’ in refuting all suggestions about the meaning of ¢fhoc; he 

may not have seen any use in these suggestions as definitions of different 

senses of @fA0c,. We must exemine the rest of the dialogue in the hope 

of discovering whether he was clearly consciois of the differences of sense 

before we can settle or suggest a settlement of our problems about this 

passage,
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Iysis is suspicious of the method of enquiry which has been used in 

M3d-2l:c 212b=21%d and blurts out that it must have been wrong; this delights 

Socrates, who resumes the conversation now with Lysis, and suggests enother 

aoproach by way of noting the words of the poets, Men are made friends by 

Ged, who brings together like to like. Socrates here still has his first 

ro
 stion in mind; how does one man become the friend of ancther? The 

answer of the poets is confirmed by the writings of the philoscphers, who 

confirm thet there is -» necessary attraction between like and like. The 

philosophers probably used this attraction as an element in cosmolegy; cf. 

aes 2350! 3 Pleto uses it here as an explenation of friendshiv in its 

ordinary sense, that is to say, between men. Friendship between men who 

are alike is first taken to mean thet sood men will be the friends of other 

good men and bad men friends of bed men, But this is then se= te be only 

half trae: bad men cannot be friends with esch other because they will do 

each other wrong, which is clearly impossible between friends: dhinodvine 

be aa Minovmtvouec UvvaTy Tov pldove el Vat, 

So, in this way, like cannot be friends with like, end the poets and 

philosovhers whe said se were wrong. Rut the coets and philosovhers sre 

excused, beceuse they cannot have meant to include bad men es likes, since 

a bad men has no stability of character so is not ever. consistently like 

himself, let alone like anyone else. So the poets must have meant that only 

the good could be friends, while a bad men could not be friends with either 

a good or a bed man, 

2le-215¢ Socrates has a quarrel even with this reading of the "likeness" 

explanation. What could one man do for another who is like him except 

what the second man is already able to do for himself? And if one man cannot 

help another, what reason will they have for welcoming each other's company? 

And if they do not welcome each other how will they be friends? Tol iy 

TO. t Te Win dy tr’ ae GA av ayer Hel; jd qbepatdy Cmcaup tay aa gplou 
qh an 

ours reer OC 4G My aye Tad 70, Toll Pracy ; Dviapu | Adana by o aey 

OjAotor cu Opt od au od Piner, 
50 friendship will not result from likeness, and if it is true that good 

men are friends it must be because of their goodness, not because of their 

likeness. /
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But this in fact will not do either; good men (are ‘because of their goodness, | 

self-sufficient, so will want nothing and welcome nothing; | so good men will 

not need each other, so will not value each other and so will not be friends. 

POT 1062 ToC: Vor and yAotc MGT Tense ret frceay XY Tigv 

que 740 dy Modan Mik wy Tat AAO Cvieds Mil Ove. 
Dade ; E éA0i ie iG on dy Gov i) Tae Ada yg a1oduovor cay Cave. 

15e-216b Socrates now suggests that they have gone off the track by starting from 

completely the wrong supposition, They thought like was the friend of like 3 

but it tv also etd thet like is like's own greatest enemy; the poets have 

said this, and Socrates has heard it developed by a skilful and impressive 

arguere It is really opposites who are friends, Members of the same trade 

are jealous rivals, but the poor man needs the help of the rich man, the weak 

the help of the strong man, the sick man the help of the doctor and the 

ec
 

ignorant the help of the expert. 2Y Yn Tym 7 wy Tow ey Aaynd de So Gu 
prdoy elVar .. THe bnucoy plde CVena Hal avin dy BY wy cide 7x ad TAY arse. Voe. 
TV ade Ck KI (ALY. 
This can be extended as a wide general principle; dry desires wet, cold hot, 

enpty fullness, and so PN 3 opposite is nourished by opposite >» whereas like 

‘ : wets oe ad \ \ > “yg ok > yf 37,. ; ‘ 7, gets nothing out of like: (MODuy yas Giver 6 bVaV troy Ou CVayY a 
oN us an t ff ay s} > a @ Y4f Omowy OY Cuoroy aidcy «KY XO MUTE | 
But there are some oppesités who cannot conceivably be friends; the experts in 

paradox-hunting will swiftly point out thet friends and enemies are opposites 

but not friends, and that Ooppositeness does not make good men the friends of bad 

mene So that oppositeness is not better than likeness as an explanation of how 

friendship comes about. 

By way of general comment on this argument we may perhaps first notice that 

the discussion is still dinckie ond leads to no positive conclusion, The principle 

of likeness as a bond of friendship is considered in two instances only, 

friendship between bad men and friendship between good men, but it is apparently 

taken that these instances together provide a complete examination, since when 

about to refute the principle in one instance Socrates suggests that the 
. . = ,/ 9, ~ general statement is only half true ; «J Aéyo VOIV-~ (Oi 2 Wms AVTHD. 

The second half of' the principle, friendship between men alike in being good is 

given a double examination; first a general refutation of likeness as a bond 

of friendship is presented. This of course could have been put earlier and 

rendered/
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rendered unnecessary the consideration of particular instances; but Plato 

also takes into account an alternative interpretation of the statement that 

like is friend of like which might allow this to be true without the friendship 

being based on the mere fact of likeness, but rather on the quality in respect 

ot which there is likeness, The bad cannot be the friends of the bad at all, 

neither because of likeness nor because of badness, The good cannot be the 

friends of the good because of likeness, because likeness does not provide a 

bond of friendship; may they not however be friends because of the goodness 

which they both have? This is refuted separately. The objection that, even 

if it were not refuted, likeness would be a misleading way of stating this 

explanation of friendship,has been removed by the sophistic denial that any 

but the good are truly alike. The statement that like are friends of like has 

therefore been given in some respects a generous variety of interpretation before 

refutation; to us it seems surprising that only two respects of likeness are 

considered as instances; but the instances are refuted separately as well as 

the general principle. The refutations of these instances will turn out to 

have been important in themselves as showing respectively that good men are not 

friends of good men and bad men not friends of bad men, as well as because of 

their use in refuting the general statement about likeness between friends, 

The refutation of the principle of oppositeness is much less comphete. 

Many cases of oppositeness are suggested to back up the principles these are 

not refuted in themselves, but the principle is taken to be refuted by the 

citation of a number of counterexamples. These counterexamples will validly 

refute a principle that all opposites are friends, though not a principle that 

all friends are epposites, since they do not show that no opposites are friends 

but only that some are not. Theat is to say, Plato has shown that oppositeness 

is not a sufficient condition of friendship but not that it may not be a 

necessary condition of friendship. Since he takes his argument to have shown 

the suggestion of oppositeness to be valueless, we can infer that he was 

looking at least for a sufficient condition of friendship. By contrast, when 

discussing likeness,Plato seems to have taken trouble to show that likeness was 

a sufficient condition for inferring the absence of friendship, which would be 

a refutation whether he was proposing likeness as a sufficient or merely as a 

necessary condition of friendship, Most probably Plato was looking, as he 

often/
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often was elsewhere, for a condition of friendship both necessary and 

sufficient, which could be stated in terms of a principle "All friends are x 

and all x's are friends", which would also give him a definition in terms of 

equivalence, A search for this kind of condition or definition of friendship 

is much more difficult to satisfy than a search for either merely a sufficient 

or merely a necessary condition. If this is the ot ject of enquiry then 

elenchus or refutation of all positive suggestions is made very much easier. 

Is Plato's hunt for equivalences merely e device to make the construction of 

his elenchus easier? Surely Plato must have realised the unlikelihood of 

obtaining equivalences, and the usefulness of finding verious contribiitory 

though not completely binding conditions? Or does he mean to reject altogether 

anything but a definition in terms of equivalence because of a sincerely held 

ideal view of definition? We might today concede that there was some force in 

both these suggestions of likeness and oppositeness as elements contributing to 

friendships, though we might hold neither element to be either necessary or 

sufficient; have we witnessed here Plato's way of showing just this, that 

neither theory is complete in itself but that both are useful? Many modern 

interpreters would be quite sure Plato was aiming to show this; but if we 

attend carefully to Plato's actual methods of argument, end imagine the state 

of thinking about definition before éristotle, it is far from impossible to 

think that Plato wished to be taken as meaning just what he said; he may even 

have seer. the demand for definition in terms of equivalence as an advance in 

precision of thought due to himself or to Socrates. 

seme further more straightforward but pexkhaps not less necessary comments 

require to be made on this part of the argument. The ouestion oveiVe 1Wd OV 

Yiyve TA Pi'Aoc 0/4405 erehou, 

posed by Socrates at 212a, had been postponed in favour of another ( 7 eave 

To reyov Pidox Vive (Ae 0 giuay td Pidoumever , a, A dig -) 

which was not successfully answered; but now the original question is taken 

up again. The answers suggested to the question how men become friends are in 

terms of the qualities or characteristics men have; they share likeness in 

being good or bad, oppositeness in being rich or poor, wise or ignorant. 

These qualities are assessed according to the attraction they have, especially 

their attraction on grounds of usefulness to a friend, Plato does not devote 

any time to explaining how friends meet, how long they must know each other: ” - * . 3 

there/
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there is a brief mention at 2l,a of the notion that it is God whe brings them 

together, but this is not discussed, Xenophon on friendship discusses in 

detail the services friends can do each other in order to maintain their 

friendship; Plato appears often to be thinking in terms of friends doing each 
what Yam ane, 

other services, but does not discuss; the services i themselves, merely the qualities 

which will lead men to do the services. iy we will lead to active disservice 
ry oy t t f 

( dduet¢ ) and meke friendship impossible; oMotorye 541 lead to inability to do each 

} other necessary as opposed to superflous services; e900 y will make mutual service b 

é yay TONE 
unnecessary altogether, § will sometimes make service possible; a rich man 

A 
can help a poor man, a doctor a sick man; and the attraction that the pairs of 

opposite elements have for each other in general is explained on the ground 

that each represents TAD y for the other. In other cases ’ haa. mean that 
4 

men have qualities incompatible with each other, temperance being incompatible 

with profligacy, goodness with badness, Here, however, these incompatibilites 

; ; , ala are not apparently connected with absence of mutual service, but meres! due to _ 
J ices A wily on quatitils the reciprocal unattractiveness of these qualities. gy 4Z fh of UAEAA who. wiih atliruce” 

[tate bite A second point to notice about the substance as against the method of this 

argument is that there is very little deviation from discussion about friendship 

in its normal sense between men and man. The principle of likeness may have 

been taken over from cosmology, and some of the examples of the attraction of 

opposites perhaps have a medicel origin; but the ap pplication seems to be 

principally to persons as friends, Purthermore by friendship here is meant for 

the most part a reciprocal or mutual attachment, Pairs of TOV} por will wrong 
Lian (> each other, each becoming dtimav Kui db ito ucvor which will make friendship 

v Jf, impossible, So it must be the good who are CAA010( dAdtidote eal gidot . 

But men who cannot dgeach other services will not be friends, and it is this 
lipemic 

¢ cvaVigd tage that. rules out the good, And in general the sugrestions of 5M 10724 or 
Stumm mtonk tr k 
L wiit explain reciprocal attachments; if both men are alike in having the quality 

which creates friendship, each will have the same reason for attachment to the 

other. Similarly each of a pair of opposites will find the attraction of 

oppositeness in the other, But a few of the cases cited to support oppositeness 

do not seem to allow for reciprocation of attachment; where one party requires the 

assistance of the other, a motive for friendship is clear on one side but not 

On the other; why will the rich man feel any attachment to the poor man, the 

wise/
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wise to the ignorant? Here the explanation of one side of the attachment is not 

in oppositeness but in superiority, and this is not a symmetrical relation and 

so does not explsin a reciprocal friendship, unless as a reason why a poor man, 

for instance, should attempt to strike up a friendship with a rich man based on 

some other factor that will provide a reciprocal attachment. Guestions at this 

level are raised by Aristotle, whereas Plato admittedly was not working out 

these problems in such detail even if they had occurred to him; but for our 

purpose an examination of Plato's argument which asks some of Aristotle's 

questions will be handy for defining certain aspects of Plato's approach to his 

broader questions, Qn the evidence of this passage by itself, Plato's 

occasional use of illustrations not taken from friendship between men, or not 

explaining reciprocity, hardly allows us to reach any conclusions about whether 

or not he was conscious of any problems these examples must raise, or whether 

if conscious of them he thought these problems important or unimportant; but 

we can perhaps safely diagnose Plato's main concern here as being with persons 

as friends, with reciprocated friendship between men, This concern becomes 

much less clear, if it does not quite drép, out, in most of the rest of the 

dialogue,
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Socrates returns to the fray and at once makes a new suggestion, which 

“snexenus invites him to exphain: but now Socrates confesses to being 

perplexed himself, and jestingly refers to the proverb Sci x ee Ov ot roy Ca
s 

a c
l
 

La : vat vO ¢taov is always slipping from our gresp; it must be something smooth 

and lithe, like the body of a beautiful boy: so perhaps it is tO xuaAddv 

itself. And pernaps this may be borne out by the answer Socrates is just 

suggesting on his latest hunch = aGacuavtsyéguevoc = becaus it)
 it is 

precisely tO xahdv ve nat dyaddyv that he now sees as the object that 

is tov. 

So far the exploretion of the possibility of friendsnip has concentrat 

on the relations between aembers of one or other of two classes of men, the 

good and the bad. All the possible combinations of men of these two kinds - 

good and good, good and bad, bad and bad - have been found neither to explain 

friendsnaip nor even to allow it to be possible. So if there is to be any 

friendship anywhere, it must involve men outside these two classes. Socrates 

suggests that there is a third class, the neither good nor bad, or intermediate. 

There can be no friencship including a bad man+ 3; ncr can like be friends with 

like; so tae intermediate cannot be friends with the bad nor with another 

intsrmediate; therefore if friendship is to exist anywhere it must be between 

the intermediate and tue good; +8 d¢yasm Goa vd ute dvaddy uftce xaxdy 

Uovye pSvov cvboatver yeyvescuat ofhov - “avdyRn, bo Ecunev. 

Socrates then looks for examples to substantiate this position reached so 

far only by elimination. It is at this point that the dialogue takes a new 

+ This is aot proved nere and nas aot oeen proved earlier; previously 
it was found that there would be no friendship between bad men or between a 
good man and a bad man, but it was not specifically concluded that a bad man 
could have no friends at all, 

| } / 
ated ZL
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turn. The examples given of a relationship between the intermediate and the 

good are the desire of the body for medical skill when threatened by sickness, 

and the desire of the man who is ignorant but not stupid for wisdom. No 

malthy man will be the friend of « doctor, since he will have no need of him; 

only the sick man will welcome medical aid (favovxty doxrdSecdsat xat grretyv). 

The body itself is neither good nor bad, but when threatened by the evil of 

sickness it desires the good in the snape of medical skill. A careful 

exolanation is given of how the bad can threaten and ce present to the intermediate 

without making the intermediate bad itself; since if the sick body were already 

bad it would sot be able to desire the good: we have seen tnat good end bad 

cannot be friends. The examole of love of wisdom ( gvrcoogt:.) works in the 

same way. 4 san who is already wise will not love wisdom any more than will a 

man wnao has been made bad already by stupidity. But a man wio is ignorant but 

aot corruoted by seaselessness will pursue the gooc in the form of wisdom. So 

in both soul and yody and everywhere else, the intermediate'fs~+he-triend-of the 

sood wien threetened by the bad. nat xatad thy toxyy xalwtd TSO oBua xae 

KaVTGOD tO wwe Gyaddv pte xaxdv Std xuxo¥ Rapovoltay tod éyasoy 

Toere are two new factors in this latest turn of the discussion. ne is 

thes extension of the scope of the discussion beyond friendship between sen to 

all forms of desire fbr the good, At 217 a® the concern is with friendship 

between a man end a doctor; this is out more generally later in terms of the desire of 

body for medical skill. the oursuit of wisdom is nownere presented in terns of 

friendship with wise men; perhaps it should be saken to include chis, but the 

object of attraction is presented as the abstrect oogta itself. 

With this extension of scove the second new faccor in the turn of the 

dialogue is closely connected. We noted that up to 216 b the sain <iscussion, 

>esides having friendship between men princioally in mind, had usually orovided
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explanations of friendship which allowed for reciprocation of attachment 

between friends. “rom now on, however, the pursuit of the good by the 

intermediate is discussed only as a one-way attachment. Explanation is clear 

of why the intermediate should pursue the good, but there is no discussion of 

tae motive the good might have for maintaining friendship with the intermediate. 

It would often in the very generalised contexts now discussed be odd to speak 

of the good as capable of feelings of attazhment, when "the godd" in question 
, . - 4 eo ea . : is bGTOLXT) or OOGla, gen abstract concept; but neither is any explenation to 

clear for concrets situations of why the doctor or the wise wan should wish to 

engage in friendship with the sick san or the ignorant man. Motives of pure 

benevolence are perhaps not exluded by Plato, but to infer their introduction 
AN 

nere would be a little inconsistent with the restricted approacn by which the 

earlier discussion considers only utilitarian motives. (Benevolence would 

never be extended by Plato's good man to a bad man, and oresisably would bs 

withheld as superfluous from another good mani) Without going considerebly 

beyond what is actually seid in this passage, we cannot regard Plato as tere 

being concerned with reciprocation of attachment; it is simpler to say that he 

is here focusing his attention on one-way attachments. We have noted too that 

the objects of these attachments are not restricted to men, but include "the 

good" in all its forms. 

The solution reached by Socrates at 218 b is phrased in almost the same 

way as previous suggested solutions: 16 ufve xaxdy ute dyacdyv.... tod 

ay asod QLAOVE and looks as if it were .eant to provide the same sort of 

answer as the earlier suggestions attempted to suoply to the original guestion 

ROG yeyvetat othog Evepoc eEtEéEpOV; "How does one man become another's 

friend?" At least it is presented as an answer to tre nore direct question 

Socretes now seems to have in mind, the outright tt Sutuv id «fAov; (218 b7). 

But we must assess the effectiveness of the solution by reference to the arguments
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used to support it, and we have seen that here this solution is first suggested 

by a process of elimination, and then supported by a limited kind of exemple. 

Ip gd pfcs “andy pte dyaddv ....0006.6 TOD dyadod ofrov 

merely neans "the intermediate pursues the good", then support for this has been 

provided; but if a solution to the cuestion about mutual friendship is 

intended the problem of recivrocation of attachzent is left open. On the other 

hand, tO pte xaxdv ujee dyaldyv....... tod dyasod gfhov 

out of context could equally well mean "the intermediate participates in 

friendship with the good", but this would be more than had been proved here. 

So either the original question about mutual friendship has not been completely 

answered, or tne answer has not been completely oroved. Has the more direct 

- 

question, T6 EOTLY foam 
& Ce

 

c OV been more adecuatel, dealt with? We can 
Gove 

at least be sure Plato intended to answer this here. But [the adequacy of the 

answer depends on the mening of the question. Ig the ouestion is to ve 

interprete 

a a Y as neening "Whet is the relationsnip which constitutes friendshiv?", 

ne c 

the answer may be intended to be ‘Friendship occurs between the intermediate 

and the good'., But this, to repeat, has not been vully denonstrated. Te 
- a > 1 

TC RGUMOV LAGE ay aes Ve wecaeeee TOD CYAIOD Ofrov 

is to be an adequately demonstrated answer to wl 4043 tO glrov then 

o 
uf o.uv to @fkov must mean either "What is it thet likes?! in which ease 

the answer is "The intermediate, which likes the good", or "What is it that is 

Liked?" in which case the answer is "The good, which is liked by the intermediete". 
Caan See 

We peveseen, that Plato's interest seems to have cle nged} fett+those, ba Bn 

difficulties arise because his vocabulary nas not changed. The word foc 
) 

wnich can mean "liking", "liked" or "a friend* (i.e. liked and liking, mutually 
: “ 

linked) remains useful to Plato despite the epparent shift in his interest. 

vod ofscu tS Gov @frov, as at 219 b (to anticipate a little) could meen 

friend", These "The liking likes the liked" or "Friend is friends with
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be Bult wnlihely to 
ambiguities mey perheps/ have given asm trouble to Plato, but they will certeinly 

trouble the English reader, andfinpede enalysis of the discussion, unless « check 

is made for the sense meant in any context by a careful examination of the 

arguments and examples being used et that point. Occasionally exauples may, 

as here, seem to be being used to answer wider cuestions then in fect they meet 3 

in these cases we may have to re-interoret the questions in the light of the 

answers given to them. On the other hand, if desosite the change in the kind of 

example he is using, Plato seems still to be Claiming to answer the same cuestions 

as he started with, we say nave to wonder whether perh naps Plato had not himself 

seen, or had seen but was making illegitimate oley with, the ambiguities in the 

As we go on, we shall in fact find ourselves forced ven further by this 
5 iy iW at f oir 

new turn of the discussion /as showing a diftesent anproacs. to tae cuestion at 

issue, or indeed as attacking a somewhat different question. Less confusion 

will be caused by calling the subject of the rest of the dialogue "the pursuit 

of the good" or "the nature of the desirable" than by continuing, at least in 

English, to talk of “friends "and "friendship. Plato is able to continue the 

discussion without change of vocabulary because of the richness of ; neaning of 

gCiocg and ¢fketv in Greeks to find equivalents which will stand 

unstreined throughout the dialogue is not possible in “nglish, and artificial 

actempts to make the words "friend" end "friendship" do duty throughout only 

lead to confusion. We shall, of course, have to return to the problem of how 

these earlier and later parte of the discussion are related, and we shell then 

have to give due emphasis to the fact that in Greek both parts of the discussion 

use largely the same vocabulary. | But the second part can be much more lucidly 

expounded in English if the termi inology of “friendship is dropped3 there is no 

unfaithfulness to tre Greek involved, as no translator would seintein that othoc 

in Greek should always be rendered as "friend", There is perhaps no consext ~~) bed
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from (for example) 219 ec! to 222 be where the most natural English rendering 

would include the word "friend" until 221 e} if translators of the 'Lysis! 

have used the word 'friend' more often, it has been with the conscious purpose 

of keeping one word only in use, as fer as possible, to render 9€AOCG in 

the 'Lysis| Whether this purpose is justifiable or realisable we shall discuss 

later.
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“ifr Socrates has steered his way out of the puzzle that neither good men nor 

bad men can be friends with each other or with their opposites; the recognition 

of a third class of men, the intermediate, has provided him with a formula which 

he claims will answer his ouestion about 6 Zotiv td ofhrov, Atonce, 

however, somewhat to his annoyance, he is overtaken by an awkward suspicion that 

the truth has not yet been reached. A relationship, says Socrates, must heve a 

purpose anid a cause; it must be for the seke of something and because of something , 

EvExa TOV “ual Otd Th. This can be seen in the case of the sick man\4 

relationship with the doctor; this arises because of sickness and for the sake 

of health. Here the cause is evil and the purpose is good. So what we have is 

$he body, which is intermediate, pursuing medical skill which is good, because of 

Sickness, which is evil, for the sake of health, which is good; the intermediate 

Oursues tne good because of evil and for the sake of good. Tue more immediate 

aim is medical skill, which is >-ursued (@frov) for the sake of the health it 

orings, which is also pursued. (@fhov), ry 

: 1 2 Here avain it must be @mohasised that the relationship bein 

exemole is not a case of friendship, but of pursuit of the good, 

imuediate good in view is medical skill, but it is Suggested that oursuit of 

this must be seen as caused by evil and itself apetved at another good, namely 

neelth, which is a further object of pursuit. # Plato is still using the word ofAov 

to express his meaning, to the extent of producing the monstrous formula Evexa tod 

efaoy tod gfiov td ofrov efrov Sud <td Ayd06v. 

But the nature of the example given does not allow us to translate this as "The 

friend is a friend of the friend for the seke of the friend because of the enemy", 

or even as "A relationsnip of friendship is due to an enmity end for the seke of 

a further friendship". The instence discussed tends to suoport the conclusion
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"That which desires, desires what is desired for the seke of what is desired and 

oecause of what is disliked", or "An object is oursued for the sake of a further 

object of pursuit and because of an obi which is being avoided", Health J Je 

is an object of pursuit rather toad a participant in a friendship. 
3 

4 
f-«<g2e Socrates now permits himself a smell logicel joke before continuing, the ake? 
pee 

forula ToD gikov t6 gthov efhovy looks as if it has involved us in saying 

taat like is tae friend of like, which we hac eerlier denied to be possible, 

But Socrates passes over this, rightly, since he had never, presumaoly, meant to 

deny that friends were alike in being friends, even if in nothing else.+ He 

returns to explain the suspicion he had mentioned at 218 ec. We have seid that 

exnaehl wnat is cursued is pursued for the sexe of something else which is pursued, es 

medical skill is pursued for the sake of health. but if this is so, enc if 

health is pursued, then there must be some further thing for tne sake of whieh 

aealth is pursued. This further thing must be oursued too, anc if so, must be 

oursued for the sake of yet another thing which is pursued. This vegress will go 
Actin Bg 

on until we reach that thing which is the Hirst opject of ali pursuit, whi-h is 
x” 

oursued first of all, xo®tov ptChov, and which will not send us looking further 

or tue s:ke of ht
 cack for any still earlier object of pursuit, but is itself that 

waica all the other objects of pursuit were pursued. This shows us where we 

may aave been wrong in defining our previous objecss of pursuit; we said they 

were always pursued for the sake cf sowething else; but there must be a first 
i 

ae 
; object jpursuit which is not pursued for the seke of any otherobject of oursuit 

BE al ev Mad, fe vat ; 
put is the/: source, oY, tktimate aim, of “@epursuit of all those other objects, and 

A y H 

tuis would seem to be the reel object of pursuit, whereas the othe-o} 

. - oy . 5 : he : 3 ~ 4 desire which are only pursued for the sake of further objects are only ‘ix (etowra) 

of the reel obje:t of pursuit (tO we GrynOwo, td TH BytL efro 

+ % Pais seems to i kes i seme whether TOD @fhov GO ofhkov eho at 219 b3 is meent of oabacl friendship or is 
equivelent to 6 ¢toBy o2 sekotuevoy pLNeT; tre form of words is what gives rise to tne adoesrence of concrediction, not the sense "intended.
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7 OTLVe 

To illustrete this distinction between primary and secondary objects of 

pursuit Socrates tak s an analogy in cases of prizing or valuing objedts 

(rept ROAAOD ROvetorsar). A father may value his son above all his other 

coossessions; and this may seem to lead him for his son's sake to velue other 
ri a VAM 

things. If he knows his son hes drunk hemlock, then he will appear to/value A” 
A 

wine as an antidote; will this meen that he velues a wine-cask or a cup no less 

than he values his son? «ot really; his urgency to obtein these oojects is not 

devoted to these cbjects themselves, but to that for the sake of which these objects 

ruth ct are being obtained. We often say that we value sold and silver; but tne 

is that what is eosolutely valued is that object, whatever it may be, for the sake 

of wnich we obtain gold, The gsme account must be given for pursuing as for 

ve iuing; the one object really valued or oursued wast be distinguished from thos 

valued or pursued only for the sake of tne first. 

ett 

This, or ¢ similar distinction about wet one BAEtGL) in 

Gergies 467¢c = 8c, nay be the first introduction of a systematic distinction 

among our eins between means and ends. The argument in the Gergias ass interesting 

similarities with this passage, there @ man is said, when ne is doing something 
AAI 

for the sake of something clse, not to want what ce is doing, out,thet for the sake 

sud vov, 08 TOTO fo
m 

c
e
 

ie)
 of which he is doing it - Sav thc te “nopdttyq Ev 

arr oe ar a re f a , ae podhetaL & Rodttet, GAA’ Sxetvo od Svexa KodttEL. (407 go-8) , 

This is a more extreme statement then might be made of the conventional cistinction 

nowadays; we might distinguish between waating en end and wanting the means to the 

end, but of « man actually acting towards an end we would herdly sey that he did 

aot will his present action but only its end, unless in some cases to indicate that 
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he enose this meens only with reluctance; but Plato seems to wish to deny that we 

ever "will the means".+ Similarly in the "Lysis" at this point Plato denies 

(pide ) 
that anything is really” pursued/ as a imeeans, and holds that the only true object 

of pursuit is that wiich is pursued as an end, and that to talk of other objects 

as "pursued as a means" is merely a way of speaking. This is « similar paradox 

to the denial of "willing a means"; but though paradoxicel we need not deny 

that it sharpens the means - end distinction. Cur choices of ends are certainly 

orior to our choices of means. 

+ The means to any end is something we simply "do", Rpdvcou|ey or RKOLODMEV, 
apparently without wanting to do it - unless od povidpeda adto 
of an actinn means in some way that we do not "want it" for itself without 

Se-tacluding our "wanting to do" it, Examples of what we do not“want,’ include 
RQVELVY OGSUAKOY and xaofjoGat xatr oad tev and At. JOUVE Kat EVAG $ 
exemples of what we do“want“include 76 Sytatvety, sogtav, bylerayv, RAODTOV. 

_ Prvdodherne ‘e takes both actions end things as its objects in a sligntly puzzling ways
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Some comment is necessary on the infinite regress argunent. Firstly, it 

starts from the introduction of the notion that objects of pursuit are only means 

to further objects of pursuit. This notion is introduced by an argument which 

is something of a trick; it is suggested that unless an object of pursuit is a 

means to a further object, the pursuit of the first object is purposeless. A 

thing cannot be pursued oddevdc $vexa 50 mastyeursued Sysxnd tov. (218 q’79) 

This leaps over the possibility that the pursuit of an object can be purposeful 

witnout being a means to a furtsaer object precisely because the first object is 

being pursued for its own saket, or for snotner purpose not stateable in terms of 

e further object. The fact thet I em doing something without a further purpose 

does not mean that my behaviour is necessarily aimless. A thing may be ofhov 

‘td Gdvod Evexa, or the -uestion tod EVEXKG3 may not arise about it. 

Plato is probably right to insist that the cuestion 7H etroy; logically 

further 
. , . on Vo ap th tends 

requires an answers; but the cuestion tod Evexa gfho¥sif it implies 
+ 0

 

object as an end, may on occasion not be applicable. However, responsible action 

is at least often exolicable in terms of further purposes, so the notion of objects 

of pursuit as means to further objects is often useful, even if not universally 

applicable. 

Granted the notion thatobjects of pursuit are mezns to further objects of 

vursuit, it can be demonstrated that there must be at® least one object of pursuit 

which is not merely a means to a further object, out which is itself en end which 

expleins the purpose of the pursuit of other objects. We must sometime be able to 

stop our search and come to some source which explains this train of oursuit without 

referring us back to yet anotherobject of oursuit, but which will constitute our 

> . : * 
“ay, q . ws : 1 : : + 3 : a j* That this must sometimcs be the case is going to be proved, and this ° 

proof will leave the premise even weaker, oP 
. plies la + 4 Hany Pov 2A 

@ Au FT
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arrival at a orimary object of pursuit for the sake of which we sey the otner 

? a. . , ~ ~ L3 . un AS Mw a ae cep ap fe, Ur: 

objects are pursued, GAVGYHH GAELRETY YUGC OV.WGE LOVTAG Kab GCLHeoUIGL 

? 
a duxtivy 4 obnét’ éxavotcer 8x’ Bho efrov, GAA’ Heer ox 

lestvo 8 gotuv xp®tov @Liov, OD Bvexa uat td BAAG gaudy cdvia clara 

vat. Otherwise the explenation of our pursuit of these objects will never be 

complete; our full puroose will never become clear, since for any object 

zentioned a further object will have to be mentioned to explain the pursuit of the 

earlier, even if the earlier is itself the latest of a long train of yet earlier 

objects. If we nave the notion of a means we aust have the notion of an end, end 

if we have objects which are means we must have an object which constitutes an 

end. | ) 

What the regress proves is thet there must be at least one end. It does 

not preclude there being more than one end. The assumption which leads to 

postulating only one end, as Plato appears to be doing here, is unconnected 

with the regress argument. an instance of a regress argument carried on without 

such an assumption can be found in the "Cratylus", at 421d-422d. There it is 

shown that we cannot explain the meaning of all words by reference to other words 

of which Uy made up, but thet this process must stop at a point when we reach 

those words which are the "elewents" (Woxepst otouxeta) of the other words, 

vo. . 5 2 4 * “ ~ whicn must be explained in some other way. These words are called ta noSta 

br
a 2 VOUATA, as opposed to td boreoa or bo.ata~ "primary" as tr

 1 or xOdétEOG 

opposed to "secondary words", Plato adds very carefully that priwary and 

secondary words do not differ in respect of being wards, and in having the funetion 

of "showing what each thing is"; the difference is in the way in which = word 

+ xp&ta 226%, c&, a5, al, Kodétepa as 

wo . Soveoa a6, a8, Botata 8,
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"shows wnat each thing is", which cannot in all cases be by including other words 

in itself but must in some cases be by direct "representation" of the thing. 

The regress in the "Cratylus" leads to a more limited conclusion than is 

apoarently drawn from the regress in the "Lysis", In the "Cratylus" two sets 

of words requiring different explanations are distinguished; in the Lysis" a 

distinction is made among objects of oursuit from which it is concluded that 

taere is only one true object of pursuit, the other objects not being truly so. 

The inference to the uniqueness of the *o5tov of \ovrequires sone further 

assumption over and above the regress argument. What this assumption may have 

been is a point of some interest and will require considerable discussion. 

Tais discussion of the uniqueness of the AODtov ofAov will lead us into 

1 wider problems of what the *p&tov fhov should be taken to be.
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A first tendency in favour of fe si ingle ROGtov ptrov might oye tension 

between the oremiss of the regress argument end its conclusion. ‘he oremiss 

is thet 9fAov always meens Evext tov @fhovy but it is shown that this 

cannot be true universally, but there must be at least one @fAOv which is 

enend. But the premiss, though formally refuted, may still be operating toa 

the extent that it is still believe? to be not univers ally but nevertheless generally 

true, so thet it is combined with the minimum requirement of the con 1wlusion, and 

the total statement made that all otra are Evexd tov otra except one. 

This satisfies the reouirenent of the regre.3 argument while keeping as much as 

possible of the former position. Sut this sort of tension is not acvarent in 

the regress in the ‘Cratylus', where when it is seen that not ell names are of 

4 one kind, no attempt is made to say that all names but e limited mmber must be 

of the original kind. And of course there might well be seversl or any number 

of objects pursued as separate ends, either directly or esch thron ih its own 

cnein of means to which it indiv viduelly is 'primaryt+ For instance Aristotle 

neld that there were two ultimate objects of glAnotc; geanta &y etn 

tayadsy te xatl Td HOD de cou, BU. 1155 b 20. de was 

admit that +6 xpfotwov was not a separate end, because it was ultimately 

ameans either to dya8év or to Noovts but he would not reduce these two to 

one. Once it has been shown thet there must be the concept of an end if we heve 

the concept of a means, there is no need to eli ing so closely to a notion of the 

prevalence of ofda as means thet we restrict the number of @fAa as ends to 

one, except for some svecial motive, 

What then is Plato's motive in trying to restrict the number of fia 

as ends to one? Motives of different kinds seem possible, both psychological 

and linguistic. Firstly let us consider a psychological motive. Plato nay 

+ That ARPEO®tov need not imply uniones SS We seéW from usage in the 'dratvlus!, Zach end could be said to be the 'fir st! in respect to its own seric Means
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have thought that the kind of pursuit whose objects are called otra was 

master in which men were entirely consistent, and always had one aim only in 

view. This on the face of it would be an implausible opinion, if ofira 

normally applies to all the various objects which attract men on different 

occasions. But Plato may have believed that behind the anvarent objects of 

aitraction lay some special feature which was what all men ultimately desired; 

or taat only some of tne avparent objects of attraction were really o¢ ha, 

and that men were mistaken in thinking that they were attrected to the others. 

Plato takes uo this sort of oosition about the objects of BotbAcoOar and 

éxvavuety at Meno 77b = 78b, where he argues that aoparent desire for evil 

is based on a mistake, since no one would wish to be harmed; everyone only 

desires what he thinks to be good, no one knowingly desires evil. Plato may 

nave thought that similarly all pursuit of otha was more consistent than it 

appeared, and would in the end be found to nave one aim only. One unique 

ultimate aim of pCAnotc would be the simplest explanation of the phenomenon; 

Aristotle found so simple a view too sweeping, and required two aims; Plato's 

psychological theory perhaps was more dering. 

The motive of finding a simple psychological exolenation of OtAnouc 

mist undoubtedly have entered into Plato's vostulation of a Single ApPG@tov @froyv, 

But linguistic motives may also have entered in, aimed not so mach at, simolifying 

explanation of the phenomenon of gtAnotc as at simplifying definition of the 

word @tAov. If the word @lAov is to be defined, there will be a 

temptation to think that this will be most successfully done if one orimery and 

strongest sense of theword can be found. Such a sense might be taken to exist 

if there were shown to be one thing to which the word oflhov primarily aoolied, 

The applicetion which @CAOV hed to this object would exolsain all the 

subsidiary senses of tne word; so that the definition of gtrAov would consist
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in or be bound up with the discovery of this object. An object of pursuit 

which was an end end not a means might be @fAoy in a stronger sense than objects 

which were @CAG as means, and if there were only one «uch object, this would 

make cleer the primary sense of ofdov. To promote one's search for the 

meaning of « word by postulating a single cbject to which it is most strongly 

o
g
 

applicable might sound a neive move; but it could be paralleled from leter 

onilosopners then Plato. 

ct
 But there is also a second stage among the cossible linguistic moves that 

may have led Plato to a single np@tov otrov. This stage is more subtle 

end connected with points which notoriously influenced Plato else where. The 

search for a single object to which g@tAov orimarily apolied might of course be 

misguided if gtAov turned out to be a word normally apolied in an equally 

strong sanse to each of several object cS y where none of these objects wes one to 

which @¢Aov could be said to have e (primary ennlication. If there were 

several objects of pursuit which were ends, we should not obtain e orimery sense 

of gfAov solely by the use of the means-end distinction. On the other rend a 

possible, though again not necessaril: a successful, nottve in these circumstances 

would be to lock for a comzon fector between all the objects which were otAa 

as ends. There might be an underlying quality which soveared to be what made 

these objects ota, and so this coinnon quality might help us to see what Ae 

Drimerily meant. But if there is a common cuzlity between all objects oursued 

as ends which shows why they are pursued es ends, then will it not really be the 

4 case that they are pursued orecisely for the sexe of that quality? Which is to 

sey that it will be the common quality that will really be the end to which the 

otner apparent ends are only means. So thet ultimately there will only be one
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end, despite the previous appearance of separate ends; since if there is a 

comnon quality which mekes these "ends" objects of pursuit, that quality itself 

mast ultimately be the one and only gfAov as an end. 

Now to assume that between a number of pC AG as ends there must be a 

furtaer common quality which is why they are ofaAa, is very like a general 

assumption Plato seems often to have made. Plato seems often to have thought 

taat definition was possible in very simple ways, by statements either of identity 

or of class-incluision; many of his suggested definitions are of the form "x is y", 

‘ . i 4 ant , meaning either that all x's are y s and all y's apt x's, or at least that all x's 

ere y's if not vice versa. Plato may have been hankering efter esteblisning this 

5 

he discovery of some ouality which all 

(wwlihen ak Atrfpling ) 
pthAa had; and the postulation of this quality yould lead to the/conclusion, as 

cr
 sort of definition of t6 @fAov through 

we saw, thet it was this ouelity itself which was the unique KowWtov ofrov. 

We must now turn back to the possibility of a psychological motive for the 

assumed unicueness of the no®tov otarov. We suggested before that to vostrlate 

@ Single aim behind all cas-s of gtAnotcg would orovide a simple wa ey of exslaining 

the phenomenon. Sli-htly different from this at first Sight would be the postulstic 

thet in all cases of pfAnot G% a certain special cuality was present in the 

objects that were CAG which was the cause of OCANOLC. The presence of 

this quality would be the sufficient condition of an object's becoming @lAov, 

and would be all the exvlenation of pC ANOLG required. Compare the vossibility 

of sostulating that all objects of desire possess "desirability", not only in 

ne sense that this is what makes ck
 

t43
) tne sense that they can be desired, but also in 

Som desired; "desirability" being taken in a strong sense as not merely a 

necessary but also a sufficient condition of desire. Postulation of a varallel 

quality in the case of objects which were otha would provide an attractively 

simple psychological explanstion of otAnotc. It would also, if the meens- 

ge end distinetion were apolied, tend to coalesce with the notion thet all ptanoris
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had one end, since this special cuality making things which hed it @fAa 

might seem ultimately to be taat for the sake of which each object was @tdov. 

Alinavenewseenvoialy A unicue nO®Otov oC RO / qed be the result not 
an i 

merely of the direct and perhavs naive vostulation of one aim of all @faAnouc 

end one strong sense of the word ofAov, but also of the more subtly temoting 

essumption that all @¢Aa are ofdka because they have a varticular ouality which 

is what makes them @¢Aa and by which they may be defined. Each of these 

assumptions is tempting both to e searcher for psychological explanations and to 

a seeker after linguistic definitions; the second assumption is less obviously 

haste 
and resembles moves mede by Plato elsewhere. 

A parallel for Plato's assumption of a common quality between a series of 

ends of one kind of pursuit migat be found at Gorgias 467b - 468e, in the passage 
* “ 

mentioned before ee introducémey the means-end distinction. Various ends of 

ection have been mentioned, sealth riches, wisdom; and it has been argued that 

these are all good, that we do td HeTazd Evexa tHv dyad@y. 

This is generalised in the statements tO dyaddév Soa Sudnovtec xat PadlZopev.. 

xat Sotauev, and “Kvex’ &poa tod dyas00 Exavta tata xorotaty of 

ROLOUVtagIt is difficult here to be sure that the singular $vexa tod dyasod 

has any difference in meaning from Bvexa tOv dyaddv, esvecially as at 

468 ¢) we are back to the plural with td dyadd BovrAdye0a; end Plato is not 

here making any special point of the unioneness of our ultimete end beyond 

saying thet all our ends are of one kind; but if, es is possible, Evexa tob 

dyad0D does here mean something like "for the sake of the quality of goodness! + 

this passage would show us not only Plato maintaining the belief thet all ends 

ere of one kind, but also now this belief might slide into the belief that there 

is only one end. 

+ and not merely "the good in general",
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This provides a parallel for the psychological element in the motivation 

of the RPOtov ptrAov oostulate; parallels for the linguistic motivation will “oD 

require careful discussion. Jt was suggested by Grube + thet we have in this pe 

passage a foreshedowing of the theory of Forms; this seems to be wrong. 

me Plato's assumption thet definition must be possible by statements of the 

“mt
 form of "all x's are y", by the discovery, thet is, of e defining quelity 

common to all x s, is occesionally backed up by him with the argument that there 

, x5 ° must be one thing about all x's which is what makes them fwhat they are . In 

the Euthyphro at 6d - 7a Socrates says wld bdéq. w+- td Softasgdora, and 

demands to be given one distinguishing characteristic by which to know when 

something is So0tov. Now when Buthyphro reacts to this demand with the 

statement "Hott tofvuv t6 wey tot OG0fo Kpocgerdéc Satov, Td &é uy} 

npoogrrds dvécrov, this is meant to stete un equivalence; 

+ 
p
e
 

f something 

is tote Qeot¢ RpoogLAée that is a sign that it is Sctov, and nothing 
; - | Uhl fen of 

else is OOLOv. Now Socrates is perfectly satisfied with jhis defi nition, end £ 
& 

says ilayxddwo, © BvOdv@owv, xat be dyd 2¥Avovv énoxotvacdat as, obtw 

vOv dxekptvo. 

a
 

t
e
 i

e 

D The search for this Bind of definition is what we have suspected may in part J 

behind the postuletion of a single np®tov pfrov, and also perhaps oehind 

earlier manoeuvres in the "Lysis". In the "Buthyphro" it seems to be being 

acked up by the premise that all bota must have something in common just 

beceuse they are all Sota. This of course is merely tautologicel in so fer 

25 it means simply that all 6a1a are 6o0L1a; it hes no tendency to show that 

all Got Gy mist have sone/ further common cuslity such as being Geo0tc RpoogrrAcs, 

though Pleto because of his naive view of definition in the NRuthyphro" argues 

as though it had. 

a rvfie jada 
On the other hend Hust-taig] Dremise is used by Plato elsewhere ss a sterting- 

point for arguments leading to tae theory of Forms. At Phaedo 100 de it is seid 

+ "Plato's Thought", o. & AES
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that we can at least meintein thet beeuty is common to ell beautiful things; 

Kaad 
LOGGNES «eee Gxonplvacdat St. TH xarG ta i eoeee HAL eyéOEt 

ta pevyadra weyadaraa. In this form, this premise at least among the erguments for 

the Forms is probably rightly described by Ross es a "conscious recognition of 

universels". + Necesserily common to all objects of one kind is precisely 

the quality of being of thet kind, even if they have no other common cuality. 

Plato found this highly importent for attempts et definition snd founded a 

metavhysical theory pertly on just this recognition. 

Hed this recognition consciously occuzred to Plato when he wrote the "Lysis"? 

Gan any argument from the recosnition of universals have been in Pleto's mind 

waen he postulated a unicue apSvov etrov 2 It might seem to give grounds 

for haying that there mist be a cuality common to all ofAa as ends; and 

this might be thought to produce the conclusion that the common quality was 

tne real end, 

But if Plato argued in this way, ne was meking an obvious mistake, The 

recognition of universals shows us that between gCAa there is the common 

uality of "being @frov", But the quality of "being ofAov" is not a 

common quality for tne sake of which othuere ofia. "The quality of being 

objects of pursuit" is not that for the sake of which objects of oursuit are 

oursued. So thougn it is undenicble that objects of pursuit nave this in 

common, it muld not be this common quality whbh was the reel end. So the 

KOStoy pfrov is not the universel of which the other ofAa@ are instances, 

The recognition of universals could only be e contributory factor underlying 

tae postulation of the unique xpitov gthov if it operated in the followiag 

fallacious way:= if it meade Pleto argue from the indiscutable oremise that all 

@tAa have in common the "quality of being @fAov" to the conclusion thet all 

ptAa have some further auelity in common for the sake of which they are 

+ Ross, "Plato's ore of Ideas", 0, 225, But in saying thet this is 
tne lessence! of tne theory of Forms Ross verhaps gives a falselimpression 

{ 

=
 _of otner aspects of the theory.
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ptrae Can Plato have meade this fallacious inference? 

In the "Suthyphro" we have seen that Plato thougnt all things heving the 

same name must have some further common quality. But this is not a case of the 

recognition of universals. Plato is not arguing that it is ah do that 

tad Sota are S0La, but is satisfied when it is suggested thet it is the 

quality of being tot¢ Oe0te RPOGHLAEC that is comnon to all OOL Ge 

This apparently naive assumotion that! single defining ‘qualities can always be 

found, tnat definition can be done in this simple wey, is perhens an earlier 

stage in Plato's thought than the conscious recognition of universsls. This 

“assumotion probably arose first out of e recognition of the need for comorenen= 

siveness in definition, and only leter out of the seeing of a sienificance in the 

common name of all members of a class. And even when significance is seen in 

a common neme, it is a mistaken inference to argue that any further ouelity must 

be common to the objects so named apart from the universel to whth the common 

name refers, 

In the "Lysis" then the linguistic motivation of the postuletion of a unicue 

no®tov pfroy is sufficiently given by the assumption that definition can 

ve done in terms of ecuivalence. ‘here is no need to appeal to = fellacious 

inference from the recognition of universals. Also, we must remember thpoug shout 

chat the motive of promoting psychological explenation is at least as strong as 

any linguistic motive tnet may be operating here. 

Sufficient discussion should by now have been given to snow thst it is 
md voted amulaherr, 

unnecessery/ to find the recognition of universals underlying the xp@tov gtrov 
a4 

and it may be stated that this element of the theory of Forms was probably not 

present in Plato's mind when he wrote the "Lysis". 

There are however other possible elements of the theory of Forms which might 

pe suspected to be present here. Grube quotes the opposition of +6 tH Byte 

ptrov to taAXKG Kévta & elxouev exefvov ’vexa otra elvar, Oerteo et 6wra 
2 2 aos l * 2 atta Syvta adtod, which sounds at least verbally reminiscent of the opposition
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Plato states elsewhere between Form and perticilars; Grube calls these Npregnant 

Bhreses". This poses the direct ouestion whether the xnpdtov ofiov in the 

"Lysis" is a Form; we have seen that it is not the universal "being gtroy", 
_ fl 

paviegty ~ 

and that no recognition of universals anderites its costulation; but does it 

nave any other of the attributes commonly possessed by Forms, and do the motives 

for postulating it resemble any of the other arguments for the Forms? This may 

pe difficult to answer, since a considerable variety of chevacteristics are 

attributed to Forms by Plato and by modern critics, and neither does Plato state 

nor do critics agree which are essential to the theory. 

It is at once clear that there is no discussion in the "Lysis" of the 

metaphysical status of the xap&tov @frov. The ideal xaady in the "Sympdsium" 

is det 8v xat ote ye ySuevov ote dxodtbpevov, 

whereas the other %aAd change and are destroyed. But in the "Lysis! there is 

no mention of the "two worlds", The argument from the necessity of permanence to - 

ensure tne certainty of knowledge,‘ & any discussion of pwé0@Etgor pulunouc 

in the relation between the xp@tov ofrdownd otner pCAasmeany of the more 

ceveloped apparatus of the classical doctrine of the Forms is completely absent 

here. 

It might be replied that a short dialogue such as the "Lysis" is no plece 

to expect a full exposition of any of the arguments towards the Forms, but that 

¥) Plato is content here to allude to a theory he hed expounded or was going to ve
 

exoound elsewhere. This sort of allusion »orob: to be admitted in Pleto's 

arguments merely alluded to; he was not of so dogmatic e temperement as to a 3 t 

allow himself simply to appeal to a body of standing doctrine. But it mignat 

_ be that he wished not to apoeal to tne Form doctrine for sucport, so much es to 

suggest that the argument he gives here could be viewed as another contribution
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to the collection which seem to indicate the necessity of sostulating Forms, 

If there is to be this sort of allusion, there must be phraseology which 

mexes the ellusion plain enough to be recognised anmistakeably. This in the 

"Lysis" there is not. The "pregnent phreses" noted by Grube are not sufficiently 

. * A . 4 . a4 s ¢ cheracteristic to establish en allusion, 6 TH Bvt xard¢ xdyaddc 

at Rep. 396 b means simoly "the man who is truly noble and zood" » end cerries no 

3 tov do &Anodeo ~atody ; allusion to Forms; and at Rep. 345 ¢ G GANOWE LAaTPOV is a character 

. 4 m. + ¥ . . 4 _ > . . ~ e 

cefined by Thrasymachus. ELOWAOV might seein a more distinctively Platonic 

word; it is sometimes counled with Htmnua, as at Rep. 382 b?3 but eventhere it 

has nothing to do witn Forms, and it is too commonly a more or less vague counter- 

aN * ” Ln, + £3 > tetany a) sah + “ a part to tdAnSEC in connection with eny kind of subject-matter to cerry the 

weight of an allusion to Forms. The contrast between what is "truly" or "really" 

vnet it is called, anc what is not, is a move psed “by anyone aiming at the 

o 
definition, or more often revision, of any terminology; it is often used by 

tombe wads b- 
Plato in arguing for Forms; but it is much vaguer anc wider endfcoveré many 

more points of contrast than those between Forms and varticulars. +t is nighly 

likely to be brought into play by anyone who vants to sharoen the means-end 

cantrast on one of its oe introductions in onilosophy. Finelly, bfyate 

MBrov've ¢ sevpomnbed| never used to contrast what we say about particulars with the 

aoplicetion of predicates to Fomms; whereas it is used at Gorgias 490 a, where 

Socrates insists ob Afuace 8npetw and Callicles then announces his definition 

of tO Sfxatov odcet. And xep%tovsaid of the position of a Form at the head 

of a series of particulars, or of any kind of logical or other priority of the 

Forms, seems in fact not to be paralleled. 

There remain however certain characteris“ics which the xpOtoy oCroy 

does share with the Torms. It is a unique object to which the adjective 

. . was ~ ,.? 
apdlies in an unqualified sense; td ye tH Bvt ee Ny o8 ofrov TEVOS
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évexa ofAoy rors . to all other otha, if they may be called pra 

. . a Lia { 
at all, the apolication of the adjective is qualified ....... Kdvta ta Barra Ca ) 

, x Evexa EtEpov @trov otra Epayev elfvar (220 48), 

This is similar to one of the differences between Forms end particulars mentioned 

in the "Symoosium", where the final vision of beauty is said to be of something 

? 2 ’ va 
ov Th wey, uarAdy, TH 62 aloxpdv ..... 0862 KOS HEV TS xardv, 

rad S s ? é ens : . 4 3 
ROdG S6€ TO GLOXPdV, these and other oualificetions being absent from auto 

A 

TO xaddy which is abtd xad’ abtd, povoerdséc. The obtaining 

of an object which is e fully clear exemple of the application of a oredicate 

is one aim of the oostuletion of Forms, and a similar motive may well heve been 

present behind the vostulstion of one object which is unauelifiedly of dov. 

The absence of the ouelification of being merely e« means and not an end is 

1owhere specificelly mentioned as a mark of a Form, but might perhaps be assured 

as a resvect in which Fomms could be sugerior to particulars. On the other hand 

the method of obtaining by the use of the means-end distinction out of the series of 

objects that are {Aq one which is gtrov in to eelified way 4 is very different 

from the metaphysical hypostabising of a Form which is orbolosically superior 

to its instances as well as taving their charecteristic in a superior sense. We 

heve already admitted that Pleto may have been influenced by the wish to find a 

orime instance of ean object that is pfdov, but he did not go about this in 

the wey he did in developing Gy
 the theory of Forms. 

We nave also alreedy noticed whet may be an indication that finding a 

st-ongest sense of tAOvmay not be the only motive for the linguistic revision 

of contrasting the np@tov gfdrowith the Afwatye Acyéuweva ofra. 

In the "Gorgias" (467 b = 468 ¢) the means-end distinction cerried with it the 

paradoxical statement that we did not will the means but only the end. This 

distinction between what is snd whet is not an object of BovAnoic is exactly 

allel to the distinction between what is and is not ofhov— and cannot 

notiveates by the desire to provide e strong case of a oredicate but only by a 

wish to shenpen the means-end distiaction, { Me yard mM UT wre 

ie) cf : f . if 

wot teeprat| he X Mth a Meroe be Mae Git  aehi /; 
até VEGA ty 

rudd “gel we “pt aun od, va vk wv Las tke wd VAfg 
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This review of the more defineble charac’ eristies ¢ Forms should ceve 

snown that there are many of these which ere not sheared by the xp&tov ofroyv ’ 

end that those which are are too general to establish any imoortant resemblance. 

Plato mas here triec to sharpen the means-end distinction in certain ways which 

ne also used as minor accessories to the Form-particulars distinction. And as 

to the broader aspects of the Form theory, there is no reason to think thet in 
zy 

4 
4 the earlier dialogues, or even at all points in the middle di Ogues , /waenever 

Plato talked of qualities he meanf Forms, or thet by truth he jimblied ontological 

wv 

. . x : a - Wy / . A oriority, or that by goodness he jmeent the péytotov wde%ua which is 

enexetva THC obofac. The earlier dialogues discuss general moral quelities 

end assess true and false statements without any reliance on or spoeal to the 

period, and they snow certein logical complex metaohysies of the middle 
A 4 

predilections! of which by no means ell cen be seen as steps in the generation of 

tne Form theory.
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220b - 222b 

The APOStTOv GLAOV, then, is unique because it is postulated that 

there must be one explanation and one ultimate aim of all pursuit. Such 

an explanation is most easily given if there is one quality which is the 

sufficient cause at fe and if there is such a quality, then this 

quality will also/be the primary object of pursuit and the ultimate aim of 

the pursuit of all other objects. °o much can be postulated on the basis 

of the means—-end distinction and a desire for simplicity in exolanetion and 

definition. But now that we have postulated such a quality, what can it 

be? Is it a new discovery, as yet anonymous except that it can be uniquely 

referred to as the primary object of pursuit? Or can it be identified as 

any of the qualities we already know? 

Before the argument leading to the postulation of a “ap&tov gfrov 

started, Socrates was discussing his suggestion that the objects of pursuit 

were good. Examples of this were medical skill and health. ty was shown , 

however that these were only pursued as means,and so were not really otha. 

But now that Socrates returns to the problem of the identification of the 

gRo@tov efhov, he resumes discussion with the apparently recepitulatory 

question GX’ doa td dyaddév dotev glrov; (22007); sew this 

presumably cannot now mean "Are all good things objects of pursuit?" since 

that has just been refuted; so it may perhaps mean "Is goodness an object 

of pursuit?" Moreover it evidently also means that goodness is the 

RKPOStovy ¢elrov itself, not merely one among other objects of pursuit, since 

discoveries about tO dyadév lead to the comment at 22088 td” &00 of hov 

2 5 Auty exetvo, etc 6 ateretta xnévia td GdAa,.... o8SSv 6H TOBTOLG Eouxey, 

referring to the *xp&tov ofrov § and probably any further suggestions in 

the dialogue about what is ¢fAov will be meant to show what is the KoMtoyv 

olrov, since it nas aoparently been shown that this alone is truly ethov. 

So the question dpa <6 éyadév gc7uyv efdov3 at 220b7 is probably to
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be taken as suzgesting that the primary object of pursuit is the cuelity of 

goodness. All other things which are so-called objects of pursuit are good, but 

they are only means to the orimary pursuit of the quality of goodness. 

But with the notion that td dyagdv was an object of pursuit as put 

forward earlier, at 21926-b2, was Bound up the condition that the cause 

of this pursuit was the threet of evil: cf. 21'7a-218c. Goodness is pursued 

as a protection agsinst evil. But if this is the situation, wnat would hazpen 

in a world in which there was no evil? Clearly in such a world it would de 

unnecessary to protect oneself hala inst evil, so that goodness would not be 

es, ue ES. 

fj 

pursued; in “tect tere So att oe be no objects of pursuit at all, since we 

have postulated that there is only one real object of pursuit and are at 

present working on the hypothesis that goodness is this one object. This 

hypothesis, then, makes the pursuit of the sole ¢fAov dependent on the 

“~ existence of evil, because pursuit is caused by evil: «6 TH B8vtd ECAOV.. 
uv 

y 

¢ENOVe. see Gvec dyn dv é&apod Evexa, (220@2-3)+ 

+ As Grote“obser rved, the phrasing of this pert of the argument leads 
to a fallacious contrast. At 218b/ Plato introduced the notion that a 
thing was ¢fhov Evexd tov “nat Oa te, meaning different things by 
these two qualifications; but in 220d he has dropped the distinction 
between Evexd tov and Ob Th, and 64d td xXaxdy at 22005 
becomes EX9POT Evexa at e4, This enables him to present a contrast 
between the secondary gtra, which were @6A0v Evexd ¢fAaend the ROTO 
elroy, which if it is td GyasWis &x5p0d Evexa of Chov | but avd 
abtodD Evexa obdculav xoelav exer. Quite why Plato wanted to 
produce this contrast is not cleer; perhaps he wished to use it as a 
reductio ad abs surdum for the time being at least, of the identification 
of the xpGicv ¢: hOV with tS dyasdy by suggesting that the notwWOCOV 
ought to be adtd abiot Evexa. pthov; though in fact he seems so far 
only to have said that the noWtsV @fAovig 08 glrov TLYOG EVEXG 
gtkov (220b4). 

But Shorey (C. Phil. 25,1930, DP. 380-3) is quite right to point out 
that this is a verbal falley not affecting the main course of the argument, 
which continues to discuss the cause as distinct from the vurpose of, 
otros, ef. 2212 BU ys tS xaxdy at tuoy yw tod othov te (ELVGL y 
2 84d tS xoxOv, and dl GAAn cuc altfa tod @turety te xat 
GULrAETOOGL « 

1. 'Plato", chap. XVIII noze Y,
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The identification of the xo@tov ¢fhov with tO dyaJ6v then 

will only be correct if it is true that in a world without evil nothing would 

be ¢tAOV. But this is not the case; ordinary desires sucn as hunger and 

thirst are not always harmful and so not always evil, so these will not 

disappear in a world without evil; and if tnere ere desires there will 

still be gtr’ &Tta4, some objects of pursuit. But since the disappearance | 

of the cause would be expected to lead to the disappearance of the effect, 

this means that evil cannot be the cause of ot \nGuc. 

However in the course of excluding tO xaxOV as the cause of GlAnoic 

we have brought another cause to light. Is it perhaps really the case 

. ‘ 2 . y ; + ~ . w Aes 
thet desire is the cause of pursuit? Ap’ ovy TH Svtt, Gonep Gore 

? 

éréyouev, Wh éxvdvuta tHe gulag altla, xal rd gardvyuodyv egfrov 

(221 f2-* ) gStev TObtH Od Sxravuése ual téte Sway axvovpy 

Ne
o 

But what is the object of desire? One desires what one lacks; one lacks 

what has been taken away from one, that is to say wnat is one's own, Tod 

olxetov. So love and pursuit and desire are for what is one's own; 

tod olxefov 64, Be GB. xev, & te Epo nat 4 guata nat 4 

éxugvuta teyxévGe obda, Sc oatvetar,. (2a ert ) 

The steps in this passage of tne argument follow each other with 

startling briskness, equating what one lacks with what is one's own by an 

unduly swift manoeuvre and avparently excluding the possibility of coveting 

what is not one's own. Plato was perhaps anxious to find some means of 

intfoduciyg the notion of TO ofxetovwithout orolonging the dialogue 

unduly. But before examining Plato's use of the notion of td ofxefoyv 

we must comment on the significance of his introduction of éav9buta as 

the cause of the pursuit of tO @fhov. éxvavuta covers ea wide range 

of firmly one-directional desires » the instances ziven here being originally 

hunger and thirst, and then desires in general for anything which one lacks 

or which has been taken away from one or which is one's own. Food and Ht ch.
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drink certainly end one's 

one's desire for them. So if é:tdvuta is to exolain gtACa direetly in 

= ne 1 + A ae ra of} a Ly tay th Ro re the sense thet objects of EXtdvEta are GtAG (cf 221lce7), then by GAG 

here must still oe meant tue one-directional sense of the word walch we heve 

4 
rendered as "pursuit" and whiea has been under discission since 2l6c. + isp

) 

In fect GLACG in 22le4 anneers to be cnougnt of as oarellel in kind to, if it 

is not. elmost equated with, Bouc and @xuvupta; objects of Eowo and 

Juuta are ofa in tae sense of being "objects of pursuit". 

The sense of GLACQ inwhich it is being made de sendent on éxvagvula 

uo te this coint needs careful stress, since in 22le’ Pleto suddenly reverts = J 

t: the dren 

reletionshios in waica Menexenus, Lysis and the lurking Hipvotnales stand 

to one another. This constitutes « zeversion to the 

discussion, relationsniops between oersons, Addressing Menexenus end Lysis, 

Socrates says, "Then if you two are friends o esch other (efkou AAAMDOLC, 

: 5 : ar,.8 : 3 
recalling the boys! evowel at 207¢c°), you are in some wey naturally otxetou 

+ jet a a wee a. o~ "7 > 4? a re oe. 
to each other (¢dcet vi] obuetol 600° Buty avo 

a . ~ | . _, 2 mo, 2 ce " GLAOV was found to be TO Ouxetov, therefore i 

are olxetot. This F 
* 

a ite
 

ct
 

By
 

oO
 

o Dlicetion of +t: ion Henexenus end by
 

i
 Lysis. But furthermore if one verson desire: 

ae E53 Uae t amet ; Sa. 

4 . . > ~ ? ¢ . hus . + 
then/: ne is in some way olUxstoc TH CowWuevey and if this is the cese ef + by v3 

io)
 

then his affection must be returned, since the cerson loved sust 

: . 1 . j : , 2 ~ i» 2 eee ae ant is olxeTow to him. The true lover shen (6 yvfovocg goac7%c 

4 

xaU ET) AOOOKOL ATO mast necessarily be liked (¢tketadat) by the boy 

he loves (6a5 tOv nau: LXxDv). This finel formulation of the conelusion is of 

i
 + this meens tnet we cen 

“Mat gLrAEtodar, 
pursued"; the words mi 

i s of f 
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course i:¢ant Yor annlicetion to the relation between Hinootaales and Lysis; 

menexcnus and Lysis are reluetent to agree that e lover's affection must be returned, 

but Hippothales is trensported with delight. 

The application of the »revious conclusion that pursuit was of what one 

lacked, to a oroof thet true love must necesssrily be reed <proceted | involves not 

only a shift in the senses of muAta and otdAoc¢ under discussi on, but also the 

use of a sense of OL x€TOC which had not been hinted at serlier, if indeed it 

is not inconsistent with the sense used eerlier,. To assert that friends were 

otxstou to each other would have been a normal enough conelusion in Greek, 

70 

1 : 5 2 oe 
but would not be based on any notion that one "possessed" the other;+ otxetou, 

if it was taken to be much more than a synonym of ¢tkot, would mean something g 

more like "kindred spirits", "having effinities of cheracter or taste". And 

it is sewye such necessarily symmetrical relationshio which must be introduced 

A ee ee one 
to enable Socrates to argue that since a man loves what he finds otxetov 

cr * we mY ; Qr wo te to himself, he mustfin turn himself be OtKXETOC to the object of his love. 

4 
This steo is made witnout specific exolenstion in 22le! - 2228", where Socrates 

must be relying on ofxetot being taken naturelly in a symmetricel sense 

: £ s “7 s > me mee? 1 

in 221e°, Tt is still tS otxsetoyv which arouses the O
s
 

Reovuuta of 

Y 4 2 ° . + 3 4 7 + 2 the Epaotiyc, but not to otxetov in an object which he lacks but,is his 

own, but in some person who stands in the seme relation to him as he to them. 

Some such notion of common interests orjan affinity of chareeter or even of 

Ou
 common possession of desireble qualities would 

of many friend Hsahps jaccount ag for the necessary element of reciorocetion of 

of attachment; but it is serhaos a little strained in Socrates! topical 

of course orovide en exolenation 

n a] 7 Ls 2 ~ a s + as : aoolication of it to the reletions of EpaoTtig and AaLduxd, Woich in so 

+ Aaristochanes ' speeci in the "Symposium" is a buslesque of the notion of 
ob XELOTIG, Waich would normally mean some non-possessive afvinity.
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far as based on éxudvuta in the usuel sense cen only have been one-sided. 

The friendship between Menexenus and Lysis is a much clearer case of 

oo? » oe . . 
OLXELOTNC than the as yet unreciorocated love of Hippothales for Lysis. 

The dialogue as a whole is more concerned with friendshio then with RALELKOCS 

Ria 

EWC 5 this point is oerheps a concession to the dremetic situation, or 

oossibly Plato wished to hint that tre best result of Hippothales! Bowe 

for Lysis would be the establishment of a non-erotic mutual friendship.+ 

It is in this extended asplicetion of tae argument, however, that Socrates 

brings out the usefulness of the symzetricel force which can be contained 

in td olxstov for the exnlanction of mutual friendsnio. This force of 

La
d . olxevdtnc > even though v6 otxetoV is ratner oddly introduced and then 

not originally in this sense, nevertaeless mignt seem to have the maczings of 

the most convincing solution so far to the question té éotiv td ofrov; 

in so tar as tnis means "What is friendship?" 2 

+ The sublimetion of Bows into the basis of a joint pursuit of the 
ideal HOAOV is not hinted at here. The affecti on of AGLOUKG 
for yvforog Epaotne is marked by @LAETOIAL , 2223»
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ole 

222b_- end 

Any hope that a conclusion has been reached is swiftly dashed. Socrates 

proceecs relentlessly to scrutinise this notion of t6 otxetov, "affinity". 
fev 

is able to ist tress the: difficulties thet lie in it merely by recalling some C oO
 

of the erguments used earlier in the dialogue. Is "affinity! the same thing 

as likeness? But if so it will not explein friendshinv, since as we saw 

earlier men who are like each other exe useless to each other. So if "affinity" 

is to explain friendshio it must be something different from likeness. Gan 

we then explain affinity in terms of goodness and badness? There are two 

3 

sossible ways of doing this; we mignt say that the good has an affinity to 

everytning while tne bac is alien to everything, or we might say thet the bed 

has an affinity to the bad, the good to the good and the intermediate to the 

intermediate. But we seid before that the bed,csuld not be friends, of the bad, 

Aint - comcuait We, 
O But so the Latter eu ould; 

L 

if we identify affinity with good-ness, then there will be friendship only between 

s & ~ ~ ~ s . wo 5. good man and good man (6 dyad0cg TH dyad wdvov ¢fhkoc, 22289), and we 

taought we hed denied the 

"What can we do with the argument now? J @learly nothings. ( c€ obv av 

ue 

Ett Konoulweda TH ASYS FR SHAov Stu obdéy; 222e1), Socrates 

> 

gives up investigeting tO otxetov at this point, and sums up his whole 

discussion with Menexenus end Lysis since 212 in despair. He had, he says, 

1 
meant to teke up the discussion with one of the older versons present, but the 

Slave-guardians of the boys descended uoon them at that moment, so all/he could 
he 

say was thet though he and Lysis and Menexenus thought they were friends they 

hed not been able to discover whet a friend was.
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Précater + suggested thet there aust be here a aint to any "older" 

readers to observe an omission emong the finsl set of refutations. The 

identificetion of goodness and effinity was rejected on tue ground that it had led 

. 5 

only to good being friends with good (222a’ 7); but the original sugszestion wes 
fm) 

be
ty
 

ey
) et taat tae good hed en affinity to everything else, not only to the good: n 

ROTESOVY ODV HAL pedy otxetoyv Jfoo0usy vaavel, td O€ xandy 

a £ o v “at SY es : kd woo a oo CRAOTOLECV ELYGL 22 e275), oupposing that the bec is excluded fron i & 

ell relationsaips nis would ¢ LE } Lo e relationsaip be 

the good's Toils sind of reLationsaip 

tL Ja 

nad been sug 

oursuit to taose not already good because of 

snown that evil could not be tne cause of tuis pursuits; is Plato now nintine 

taat tois pursuit is really based on sone <ind of netural affinity of goodnes 

vo its pursuers? 

Prdéchter's suggestion is teroting because even allowing for ine swiftness 

with walen Plato is piling on tae finel apoerrences of puazlement, we perneps 

seussion of TO ObNETOCV as the ground of a 

rether a surori 

tt ok tho 
suggested. S3ut 1b is auite 

olin thet sich a relationsnip was excluded. 18 

so a a?., ry © a . . * 
vé otueTov Gv tadwdyv pSpsev clyvar, 222°"), will leed to 

friends:io only between one good men and another. sow if the seaning of 

x 2 ow . . : 

TO OLXEtOvV is to be explained by equatin 
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will indeed teen thet e oeir of cbuctot both must be dyagot. 

A relationshnin between the interuediete and the fo od would be unsyametrical 3 

>? 

if the good were to attract the interzediate because OuxetToW to it as 

x 2 2 . . 2 ~ 1 1 
being good, this could not ve a symmetrical olbxetotwj¢g because the 

intermediate is by definition itself not good. 

otxetog ina symnetrical sense in order to orove 

rocation in true friendship; so it is this sense 

refute, and wnich he does refute completely. 

On the other hand since 216 b most of the dis 

concerned with syanetricel relationshiss, 

gy he it we ct
 

fe
 

oO
 

oI
 apparently as the 

. 
>» av which wi 

not stressed, relationsnins of 

ani a 
Go whichever Wes more essen toe first introduc 

c 
= 

at hd ke 
a 

Cal reje rtneless n 

This may overnaps ce why | 

have wisned indicate t 

a sense in wnoich the good attracted oursuit oy tye 

otxetov to it, veraaos as being something lacki 

out with the 

But Plato has been using 

the need for r 

which he is sett: 

sion has not been cus 

grounds of one= 

saqé 
SULUD ground of such purs 

tion of olxerdenc, 

possible that Pleto in 

5 

intermediate by ceing 

ng 

needed by it. This might constituze an wnenol! 

unresuted finel suggestion about one at leest of th 

dialogue, 

Agein nowever, if Pleto was principally concerned with friendship 

ratner tuan witn oursuit, nis refutation of tre syumebrical sense elone of
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ndicate no more then lack of f
s
 

olx Toc may 

sense, and the "hint" at 222 oF ney 

irrelevant scoselbility v put in to emonesise 

75° 

interest in its one-diree 

Pal 
a formal sention of en 

that it =) 

relationshios that ne is concerned with here. 

Pl 2 tO % 

fegree of sophisticetion witn which ne did 

thought he hed a4 

dialogue as 4a whole. 

olution will be very diff 

this end guess 

da te
 

“ult. is fF
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: i Fame . ; Heit nn = "hes 3 NOG in Greek that ¢UACg not only nesans "friend" es a person who 

is a pertner in a mutual relationsain, out slso hes an occasional one-way 

4 

active sense of "lising", "well disoosed towards", end a Precuent vassive 

ing, aooroval". The 

is common in postry batfasruelly survives only in certain 

rleto's first ettacc on the main the "Lysis, at 
std 

1 ‘ . + Les an ft : 

an attempt to explain the action of ¢t*o1b 

GCAOL were 

. * 3 ~ .f 7 ~~ y a we - on . . + 

cen in Greek be seid to be LAGV in the vassive sense of the word.
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The exauples cited of this generel pursuit more often have impersonal than 

personal objects. °laso uses the same terminology to discuss both these 

tosics; how this is possible in Greek will be cleer from our linguistic 

cemination of the word ofhoc, though it should serhaps be noted that 

found elsewhere in prose. “ore Imoortant, oO ct
 Plato is freely using senses no 

tae linguistic account of @fkoc¢ should aeve shown now the auestion Tt 

sorry tO plroy could suggest both these topics to a Greek. + 

Plato nowhere from 213d to the end gives sny exolicit indication that 

he thinks of himself es changing at any point from one tonic to another or 

even as discussing more than one tonic in the seme dielos es He starts 6 

quite cleerly wita friendshio; but only tne exanoles given at 217a b 

and 218 a reveal thet the sugzestion ceing developed since 21Se is not 

meant any longer to cover mutual friendshio between men; and the return 

to the topic of iriendship et 222e9 is e extremely sbruot. Could Plato 

rely on Greek readers following these noves more easily than many of his 
n s ap 

modern interoreters have done? q Perhaps S; out/éven to a Greek the continued L : Mig 

use of the sase vocabulary for coth tooies sust neve been confusing; end 

a Greek reader did not : one advantage of the modern interpreter, who 

aaoitually thinks in a langiege in which the =-rious senses of gthoc 

must oe venderec by different words and so ere meade easier to keep apart. 

But let us grant for the voresent thet Plato's Greek reecers would 

neve followed his moves from one tonie to the other without dirficulty. 

We must next ask why Plato incorporated a discission of general ains or 

et as tl doury cd cihOv, 
he topic of friendsaio if Lt is ta 
orn of tlvec elouv ol glrou; 

friends, but the neuter td e«frov 
cersonal ofhot. Pleto varies 
freely during the dislocue: cf, 213c 
222e7, 223b7, 

the cuestion suggests 
e ised or abstreat 

are not 
e nerelise about 
der in tae cuestion 
1288,21607, c%, 21807 &
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puzzles which various theories of friendship have generated. (The "Lysis" 

must already be one of the texts or discussions which are in Aristotle's 

mind.) The problem which is mentioned last in E.E. (1235b 19) is the one 

which in his further discussion Aristotle takes first - *6ve90v td Hdd 

a td s 2 

tO ayaudy Eott td GtrAobuEVOYV. (et wav yao etrAoBpev od \ " 

of éxvdvuodBuev, 4 6’ éxvdvuta tod hogoc, tatty] psv TO gerotwevov TS 

HO, ef 68 & fovrkousda, td dyaddy.) 

This in E.N. (1155b 17) is presented directly as the beginning of the 

a # 

exposition: tédxa 6° tv yévouto neol abtOv oaveody yywprodévte¢g ToD 

at gurntod* Soxet ydo ob Kav gereToIat dard TA CLANTOY, TOvTS 6 

etvar dyaddv 4 Aé0 A xofuruov. O6Eeve 6’ By xpharpov elvar 6s’ 

od ytvetar dyaddy te fH Adov4h, bate guanta dv etn tdyaody te xat 

tO dy We TERN. 

Investigation of the object of gtretv is considered to be relevant to the 

explanation of friendship; this is called 16 quAcbuecvoy + in E.E, and 

TO @LAntOy in E.N.3; Guantéc is an adjective not found before Aristotle; 

it was probably coined by him from the verb gusty to avoid need for the 

passive sense of the ambiguous otroc.§ 

The fact that Aristotle investigates to @uAObUEVOV in the course 

of discussing friendship may suggest how Plato may have found discussion of 

ptrov (Passive) relevant to his enquiry about¢toc = "a friend", We 

must go on to see the use to which Aristotle puts his results. ++ This he 

oes at ELE bal +++; Bnet obv td dyadd areovaxhc (td udv a . a Exel OVV 

+ Translation of 16 qidkotuevov is extremely difficult here: affection 
is out of the question: the sense is clearly one of extremely general choice 
or favour or approval; ‘"desire“in English cen cover both the pleasant and 
the good, but has often to be used for éxuGupue ty which A. here restricts 
to td ASU. Perhaps "choose" or "prefer", cf. dt peTodat B.2.1235b 11. 

++ The discussions which follow of T6 Gaidco Gyadév, Hdd) EN. 8 < ~ 4 nf oo 8 OTS nt 4 e a. (td adtot¢ ayadév, HOO at BLE. 1235b24 ~ 12368? and (more briefly) at 
not relevant for our present purpose, USS Brg 

+++ Text mainly according to Rackham (Loeb series): Rackham gives a more 
readable text than Susemihl, (Teubner), who often prints imosssible 
grammar from the mss. where emendation is difficult: but Rackham prints many demonstrebly false emendations producing impdssible sense. (cf. 
notes to Solomon, Oxf. Trans. Arist. Vol. IX.) 

§ Ss Nelamownti Plodin 2 A. 7, Sehdeleeye, Midirm qu dim Yibh,.. Prstertorn $466 
a whhetly Wey we hcfiing dy wile ould lowe noverted © ptdeg ftir Al tats tb dard
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cond ’ Fr ; 2 — 2 7 a. c ~ Fd AY ea \ TH TOLOVS” elvar AEyouev Aqgeuov, 1d SA TO WeérAvuov “al Kphaepov), 
4 x s 8 Ss Ss Lyk - Aas ne PM x 3 ‘ ‘ ete CE TS HSV tS pev GarkGc uat ayYGIdy GxAGe, th Sa tuve nat ce

. 

% ae x ir ran) fon 2 i } en en tm : “ ~ * 2 A ~~ 4 PALVOUEVOY aY¥aUdy, Borso nat dat tov GWUXWY CL ExXa0TOV Ttodtay 

DP fay $8 af - —— _ . -, ~ a a ry CVOEAETUL TNMGG aboetovatl te xat guretyv, oftw nat KvdowKxov 
ee 1, 3 ) y 2 a ‘ fe 3 ra ~ an tov Mev Yap OTL Tordode uat dv’ doetiv, tev 6’ Bete deékuwoo xa ty 

APHOLMOS, Tv &” Bry HOdo nal be* Adovay. 

In the same way that certain qualities cause us to desire impersonal objects 

which are characterised by them, so these qualities may cause us to like 

men who possess them. This is not put fully in E.N., which simply says 

toL@ay 6’ Bytwy ot’ & @tLrACBGLV, "there being three things which 

make men desire/like what they desire/like", (1155 27) without making the 

distinction and comparison specifically until the next point is reached. 

But on the next point E.N. is fuller than the corresponding place in E.E.?: 

a Ane * . x ~ 2 cienhins pp Rh nos a aan a . ’ s SRL Wev T:) tay QYUKOV OLATOEL op NEY ETAL cerCG ob} vdo cot y cc 

dvtugéanguc. "In the case of liking inanimate objects we do not telk of 

friendship, since there is no reciprocal liking". (etknouc, the verbal 

noun from ¢lLAcTY, appears to be an Aristctelian coinage to distinguish 

the active feeling marked by the verb from the state of gutta, though 

Plato appeared to use $tACa to denote this occasionally; ofAnotuc 

ra is not in E.E.) This is more obscurely put in E.E. (1236a 14) ¢froc 8é 

yeveta, Btav girobusvec AVTL@LAY, ual toto HT) Aavedva nwo aitotc. 

"A man becomes a friend when he is liked and likes in return, and both 

parties are aware of their mutual feelings". (cf. Rhetoric IT 4, 138le 1-3 
s 3? ‘ _ Jo. N . ; 2 . s Py a , on hog & sutty 6 etAOv xat avytigrrobueyoc ofovtar 6€@ gfrou etvar 

3S
 

om
. 

o
r
 Fe zo, a # ' 7 ae a . 2 Ob OVTMG EXEtLy otdusvou node GANAAOVCG. The point about the awareness
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of the positian is more fully developed in E.N. 1155b 34 = 11562? and 

EE. 12398 33.) The passage in E.E. which specifically notes that 

reciprocity is not possible in the case of liking inanimate objects is 

corrupt, but in view of the passages just cited should probably be emended 

with Fritzsche + and read (1236b 2-5) ..... # 
i 
apoty grrta 4 tOv dyadey 

T 

gotuv dyvtvetrta not av Eypoat oectc KpGE GAKSKAOVC. othov péev ydo 

TO GLACUMEVOY TS gerodvtt, olarocg sé & ourhodievog wav avtrgurdy. 

"Primary friendship is the mutual friendship end approval of purpose 

towards each other of good men. A thing qualifies as ofAov because ¢trov 

to the man who desires it if it is desired, but a man qualifies as gf \oc 

if he both is liked and likes in return". Aristotle is distinguishing 

here between the usual sense of ¢{\ov in the neuter and the usual sense of 

in the masculine: ‘'dear' or ‘desired! and ! dfriend' respectively; and 

between the logical implications of these uses as they can be explained in 

terms of the verb ouihety. This corresponds to the way in which in E.N. 

the usual sense of gtAta as a relational state is explained in terms of the 

verbal nouns from guretv (ise. GlAnoic and dvtretinoic). 

A scheme thus emerges which uses the active notion expressed by ¢uietv 

to explain the relational state of friendship; we "like" men for the same 

reason that we "like" things, because they have certain qualities. But 

things cannot return our "liking" for them, whereas it is precisely this 

mutual and returned "liking" which constitutes friendship between men. So 

to explain the way in which friendships can spring up and be maintained we must 

always investigate whet reason makes each separately of a pair of friends 

"Like" the other; explaining why one man alone "likes" another does not 

show grounds for talking of a friendship, unless the second also has grounds 

+ Or with Dirlmeier, " ot ¢hocand Ob AGan Munich 1931, p.77: ethoc 8 
eoaneaes eo 

5 otrobuevocg t3 orrovvery xuceel EVTLG LAOY y but this involves a 
more coudliceted change of the mss., which have 9fAo0c¢ Sé tH gihovwEevep 
nat dvtreurdy. (Ross's emendet tion seems to be wrong; see next foot- 
note.) (cf. also Zeller, porocg 88 tH ctrodvett & dvireELAdy, 
Archiv ftir Gesch. der Phil. N. FL. I 1896, Pe 54595 inh Ha a lies forfud
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for "liking" the first + and both men realise that the relation is mutual. 

Frequently men are friends because each finds in the other the same ground 

for liking him; both are good men, or each enjoys the other's company, or 

each can help the other; but this is not always the position; one member of 

a pair may like the other because he is pleasant company, the other the first 

because he can help him (cf. #.H. 1158b?). Aristotle develops an elaborate 

casuistry of justice between friends to cover cases where one party does not 

"lice" the other as mach as the other "likes" him. But there must alweys 

be «tlanotg on both sides. 

Two more points must be made before we examine the relation of Aristotle's 

scheme to Plato's. The first is thet Xenophon does not use the feeling 

expressed by @tActvy and glandic to explain friendship: his discussion 

at Mem. II 4-6 is admittedly not an attempt to give a theoretical basis of 

gtata, but more a series of practical recommendations about now to treat 

friends; however in so far as a view of the nature of friendshiv can be 

extracted from these recommendetions, it is that friendship is besed on 

mutual utility and service (e.g. II Af tadta 6 efkog xpd tod olrov 

a - re ar Sri foe are ry A@ thd S8ovte. nodttery, 6? uA EANeCKeGIat ed aa of
; EEnOxecen , él 

-% 48 el wg pe 43 £ LA eo *eaygpore Rh oP v rnd ROLBv Tovg evepyetodviag abtév, Hote AvoLTEkSty TOTS xowEvorsc, 6 

“, ” re os a’ af rae > — ~ ‘, tole wlrorg td Oluara Bondety ......, TODS “lrove dyehetv). 

guAEty is only mentioned in connectionwith } T&v “arGyv te udyasGv Joa, 

fs S ’ 2 Naw te poe Fe A rane y ¥ iwWipec Socrates says SeivGc yap, ov dv sxvavuutow dvasodxwy, Soc Hounyar 

2. a Ss Sk + This is why Ross's emendation a 1236b? is wrong: @bAO¢ SE th Grrovuevyp 
wat abide 6 GUADY 5 "a man liking enother man is also himself liked 
by the man he likes", But Aristotle insists thet such mutual feelings 
are not automatic, as Plato had pointed out at Lysis 212b. df. E.N, 
1155b 32-346 (Also it is perhaos implausible to emend away GVTLGLAGY).
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xt TO GLADBY ve adiode dvtrerrdetaday bn’ adtHy nal nooWy 

évtvnovetodar xuat EXLOLLOY Evvetvat xal d&ytenudvpetodat tho Ewvovolac., 

It could be that Xenophon assumed that friends would naturally be gtdAoDytes 

te “ual ov.rddusvot and thought that more interesting things needed to be 

said; more probably as he was not looking for a concept to provide a 

theoretical basis of otdNtane contented himself with the conventional 

vocabulary and views as to how ofAot regarded each other, and so his 

writing betrays to us thatgtioc = "a friend" in Greek is not so closely 

bound up with the verb @tActyv as Plato's and Aristotle's theoretical systems 

might lead us to suppose. (We must however allow for the possibility that 

Kenophon's outlook was exceptionally “utilitarian".,) At least Xenophon does 

not seen at any point to have had in mind any comparison between ¢tAnoicg THv 

&ybxwv and feelings between friends, such as Aristotle specifically draws; in 
ai 

~~, 
3 y 
Be? ies

) 

aise. 
-_ 

The second point before considering the "Lysis" concerns precisely this 

comparison between otdetv as applied to things and @t\Ca ag between men. 

Aristotle in E.N. but not in E.E. qualifies the comparison somewhat; to take 

up again the passage cited earlier, 1155b 27 saw tovdy 5’ Svtwv bu’ & 

z * a ~ ~ ran 4 Pa a ra e a 

@.AoDoLyv, xe wév TH TOv Gytxwv gLeafocet od AEyetat gurAta ov 
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e ra ae i an -_ . ae ; 
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affection expected between friends is that the one shall wish for the good of 

the other; this would be an absurd "affection" to have for an impersonal 

object such as wine (commentators take the example as coming from Lysis 212d),
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because one does not wish for it to do well, except perhaps that it shall 

keep well and not go sour, which of course is a purely selfish wish. The 

sort of affection which when mutual creates friendsnip is by itself called 

SUVOLG, This makes a distinction between the sort of @f\ 0c found 

with things as its objects and with men. On the other hand the comparison 

between these puAfostg is not overthrown in an important respect, since 

both tAfoseig have the same causes (i.e. TAY AIOY , tS tov, v6 

SoEALLOV )$ cf. 1156a* Set Soa ebvoety AAMAOLS Mal BodAEGONL 

~ ? 
tayaad urn Mavddvovtag Su’ Sv te tHv slonuévey, 

Aristotle in the rest of E.E. VII and E.N. VIII and IX goes on to 

discuss friendship with a wealth of sociological and psychological 

observationg which is on a completely different level from anything Plato 

was aiming at in the short compass of the "Lysis". But throughout his 

further discussion Aristotle works consistently and rigorously within the 

framework of the logical analysis with which he has opened these books. 

The state of friendship is related to the activity marked by the verb 1 X5Tv. 

There is gfAynoutc both of objects and of men caused by the same qualities 

both in objects and in men; when ¢{Anouc due to these qualities arises 

reciprocally between two men who are both conscious of the position, then 

gtAta, friendship, results. Aristotle has been careful to introduce new 

terms and define old terms in order to be able to keep this framework clear 

throughout. 

Plato nowhere in the "Lysis" presents any explicit logical fremework of 

this kind, and gives no definition of his terms but indulges in unlimited 

exploitation of shifting senses of {hoc and girta. Can we perhaps 

nevertheless find underlying Plato's arguments some implicit presuppositions 

similar to the explicit premises stated by Aristotle?
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Aristotle's first premise seems at least sometimes to be 

present in Plato's mind; that @C\oc and otACa can be linked with what 

is marked by the verb ctdety. pudxetv is used in the "Lysis" very 

much less frequently than the adjective oetkog in its variouw senses; but 

at several points they are linked in different ways; e.g. at 215b* 6 8 

dy OuABvyeod ofhoc and by contrast at 220b'78 <6 Ayadeyv SoTL 

QONOY eeveeee TS LyaIdv @LrdeTtass ef, also 215497’, 2177, 

2204278 , 221b8-cl e5~6, our€a is linked with oudety at 22141-3, 

sees oatvetat GAAn tig altla tod gLrdety TE HKALE GLAETODAL seeeee 

H Sxvdvula tic eertac altta (ef. note to p. 69 supra.) This is not at 

first sight consistent with the rejection of such links in 212b-213d; but 

there perhaps an attempt was being made at a strict definitory identification 

of ctrto.with gtrotvtseg or one of the other suggestions; the kind of 

link implied in these later passages is perhaps rather looser. tXeTv 

is only one of several verbs marking the relations of men with friends or 

objects of pursuit; cf. Ayaxty 215al-3, xeot nodrkoD norvetodat 

2l5el, gaudvuety 215e479, CondZecdat 217b4, ody 221b8;_— but: these 

are often closely coupled with and partly overlap in sense with o1,Xetv 

itself. Plato thus seems to adopt an approach nearer to Aristotle's than 

to Xenophon's; even where Plato does consider utility as an element in 

friendship, at 2l4e-215¢, he regards utility not directly as a cause of friend= 

ship but as what would make men dyantvor Rept KOAAOD noLEeLoUaL GAAHAOUG. 

Aristotle links of Acc with ¢vAetvin order to be able to hold a . 

general investigation of tne objects of @QLANUUSs taxa 6’ty yévouto 

eeeee GGVEDOY YvwpLodévtog tod qLantod. The qualities which are 

@vanid in general will help to show how gfinouc arises in the cases where



% 

ell. 

it leads to friendship. @tAnow in general has both personal and 

neuter objects; by the time he put together the "Nicomachean" version of 

his ethical views Aristotle wished to qualify the comparison between cfAnouc 

of men and of things, thinking that gtAnotc between men at least in the 

highest kinds of friendship should be unselfish, but even with this 

qualification he retains the view that ¢CAnouc is caused by the same 

qualities in men as in things. 

Aristotle's investigation of td guAntdy may perhaps be due to 

Plato's discussion of té ¢tXov in the sense we have rendered as "the 

object of pursuit". Again Plato gives no explicit statement of his presupposition 

but he links 75 «ofov in this sense with the verbs grAetyv, dyandyv, 

Zxuduuety ++ just as readily as he links otroc = "friend" with these verbs. 

Plato's implicit belief appears to be that td gfroy as the object of pursuit 

attracts the same kind of feeling tnat gives rise to friendship. 

Aristotle might be said to have believed that gfrAo.t, friends were ¢tAntol 

as attracting ¢LANOtS. Plato's nearest word for td ot hov is the 
KR 

passive sense of tO ofiov, So that if Plato's presupposition on this 

point is similar to Aristotle's, to put it in hiw own terminology one would 

have to say that he believed that ¢fAou., friends, were of rot (passive) 

as attracting pursuit. Plato's enguiry into té éoviv td efrov, 

what is the object of pursuit, would then serve the same purpose as 

Aristotle's enguiry into «6 gukntov to discover thgqualities in objects 

and in men which attract pursuit and nate objects pra and men gfdou 

Plato may have thought it unnecessary to comment on this premise of his 

discussion because in it he was employing what might have been thought an 

++ e.g, compare 215bl-2 with 220d2, 22lb’ with 222al,
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obvious and fundamental link between the two senses of the word QC A0c, 

or rather reducing the two senges to one by treating friends as being oC ot 

in precisely the same sense of tae word as objects of oursuit in general. 

Why else should friends be called @fA0t2? Such etymological connections 

were Derhaos a basic assumption in the mind of any Greek reader at the 

time; any word mist have one fundamental sense which shows the reason 

for its use in all its other senses. ven if much of the "Cratylus" is 

burlesque it betrays a strong tendency of the Greeks to think in this way. + 

So far then Plato's basic assumptions in the "Lysis" seem to be 

similar to those which are explicitly stated by Aristotle; but Plato 

perhaps inclines to link general objects of oursuit more directly with 

friends by taking ofAog as anoplied to both in the same sense, whereas 

Aristotle makes this same connection slightly more circuitously, but in 

terminology less likely to confuse, by linking pf tod with o,Acty 

and tO @LAntoy. 

But Aristotle is not content to identify gCAot as guAnNtot without 

qualification. Friendshiv is a symmetrical relationship between pairs of 

men both of whom are @fAotu. Both therefore must be MvLAnTOLU as 

Aristotle holds; if the basis of friendship is to be the feeling marked 

by gtAno.cg, then the attraction causing this feeling must be mutual and 

felt by both parties. The enquiry into td g@trntdy will show us what 

qualities cause ¢¢A\ynGtic; but these cuelities in one man alone will not 

lead to friendship. 

Was Plato aware of the requirement of reciprocity in friendship? 

+ And even if the "Cratylus" is evidence that Plato himself had by then 
thrown off this way of thinking, it is a much later work than the "Lysis", 
since it, ass ohilosophical alfinities with the "Thesetetus', 

Stowe hoc ° 

Mags it vara 0 remendrired Fam Urnophon Abr dota vt males 
ks by melon ierd tounerlinns oy ita wot Kinile t factiivtyrty 

| | 
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Is this present as one of his tacit presupoositions when he digresses from 

friendship to discuss <6 etroy in general? It is diificult to be sure of 

this. 

It is true that in the section of the dialogue directly concerned with 

friendship between men, from 213d - 216b, Plato clearly was envisaging 

friendship as mitual. Moreover when at 22le Plato returns to the topic 

of friendship it is precisely to use the symmetrical sense of ofxetoc 

to prove that affection if based on natural affinity must be reciprocated. 

Also it is the symmetrical sense of ofxeto>z which perhaps is foremost in 

Plato's mind while he sets the final daxopfat in 222b to d, in so far as it 

is this sense which is given ea formal refutation. 

On the other hand Plato spends a good deal of space in the argument 

(216c ~ 220e; about one third of main discussion) on a suggestion about 

pursuit in general which could not be used to explain reciprocal friend- 

Ship. After he has excluded the vossibility that the good (dyadgot) 

are friends (¢¢A0t)}, Plato makes the suggestion that nevertheless id Ayaddy 

is ofAov, an object of oursuit, to the intermediate. tO éyaddv 

is not attractive to a person who is already himself BY AIOE 5 but the 

man who is neither already dy addc nor yet so corrupted by the threat of 

tO Kady as to be unaware of his deficiency will still have a motive 

for pursuing tS é&yaddv. Thus the quality attracting pursuit is goodness, 

but it is attractive only to the intermediate. Plato gives this suggestion 

much more discussion than any other in the dialogue; he provides instances 

to support it and digresses on the notion of Rg ovela required by it, 

and distinguishes a propos of it between primary and secondary objects of 

pursuit. But it can be a sugzestion only about one-directional pursuit,
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If it is to be applied to men, then a man who is dyadd6c can attract 

QLANOLG on the part of a man who is intermediate. But the intermediate 

man by definitian is not good, so he will not attract the good man in turn, 

and there will not be mutuel friendship. (The good man in fact will be attracted 

by no one at all, since being good already he need not pursue the one object 

of pursuit). 

It is true thet Plato finally rejects this suggestion that td dyutdy 

is the quality attrecting pursuit; but he does not do so on the ground 

that it will not exnlain friendship. Instead, ne offers the anoarently 

serious refutation thet tiis kind of pursuit of the good would be unnecessary 

in a world without evil (since the intermediate would not be subject to the 

threat of +4 “axdy ) ; and from this proceeds to discuss natural pursuit 

of objects of need. If Plato was discussing pursuit with a view to 

exdlaining friendship as besed on reciprocal pursuit, it was more than 

usually "ironical" of him to lay this lengthy false trail and then reject 

it on entirely different grounds from the main difficulty it presents. It 

would be much eesier to take this part of the discussion as saowing a concern 

with pursuit in general auite apart from its relevance to friendship. 

It could be argued that Plato must nevertheless have known of the need 

to exolain reciprocity in friendship because he catered for it in introducing 

tS olxeTov as the object of pursuit. But in this case we should have 

expected a rather more careful introduction of the symmetrical sense of olxefocr ‘D> 

A * s * 4, * * Ee ar Area by wey of giving its value for this enquiry due empnasis. In fact Te OlxeETOV 

is brought into the dialogue in a nonsymuetrical sense as the object of desire 

which is desired as being one's own but lacking to one. The symuetricel 

Sense of the word is not formally introduced or given any explanation but is
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suddenly found to have been used without apology. Reclorocity of affection 

is thereby proved to be necessary in what is not at all obviously a case of 

mutual friendship, and the whole section has rether the air of a coint made as)
 

in passing to remind the reader of the drematic context and to reeommend 

that @owc such as thet of dippothales should be moderated into sometaing 

thet can be mutual. 

Finally if discussion of td ¢¢\ov is being consciously linked by 

Plato with mituel friendsaio, and the orincipal interest in 222 b-@4 is 

4 : a0 . : . * concentrated on the symmetricel sense of Ounetoc, it is impossible to 

90 

accept Préchter's suggestion that 222 e3°*5 contains a hint of a revised theory 

thet the intermediate pursues the good not because of the threat of evil but 

because of a natural need. Such a revised theory, if it were being 

hinted at, would still be oven to the difficulty that it would not give 

any reason way the good should be attrected to the intermediate, so that it 

would not explain mutual friendship. It could only be of interest to 

Plato if he was concerned with theories of pursuit indevendently of theories 

of friendship. 

Aristotle thus links pursuit to friendship by treating friendship as 

reciprocal pursuit; but it is not clear that Plato made this kind of link 

between the two tovics of his dialogue, since though he treats friendship 

as closely linked with pursuit, he also discusses kinds of oursult which 

could not be recioroceted. He certainly touches on the notion of 

recivrocity of affection at one point, and talks of friendship as a mutual 

Ohenomenon at others; but he also digresses into discussions of one-way 

relatianships of oursuit which cannot illuminate friendshio, unlike
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Aristotle who always maxes allowance for reciprocation. + 

Was Plato aware that the two topics of his discussion fell apart in 

this way? If he was fully conscious of the reouirement of reciprocity in 

friendship, he must have realised that much of his discussion of pursuit, 

including his analysis of the npStov «thov in this connection, was 

not strictly relevant to the question with which he begen the dialogue. 

In discussing this form of pursuit he was going beyond what would enswer 

the question tivec story of efhou, even granted that he believed that 

¢gthou were called this because they were pursued in the same sense as 

other objects in general. 

We must believe therefore either that Plato in the "Lysis" consclously 

passed from discussing friendship to discussing pursuit in a wider sense than 

could be related to friendship, or that if he regerded tne wnole dialogue 
VW Ad ALAA te AE et . 

es relevant to friendship he was unaware of the requirement of reciorocity 

in exolanations of friendship based on pursuit. 

Tne first of these alternatives is perfectly possible. The absence 

of a rigid framework such as that constructed by Aristotle, or the perhaos 

deliberately casual switch from one aspect of the tl gocvuv td @vrdv 

question to another, need not be surorising in a Platonic dialogue cast in 

the dramatic form of an unpremeditated discussion. It is quite clear that 

Plato was giving play to his interest not only in friendship but also in 

the pursuit of the good; he may not have thought it necessary to state 

the formal relevance of these topics to each other, which might have required 

him to explain with some minuteness how mich his sugzestions on each topic 

+ It is perhaps worth noting that any account of friendshio based on a 
notion of attraction or pursuit must contain an allowance for reciprocation 
as a logical necessity, since "friend" (and the corresponding sense of 

etrioc ) is a logically synmetrical term and friendship is essentially a 
mutual phenomenon,



72 

ol7. 

overlapoed or diverged. 

* On the other nand such outer framework of the discussion as there is 

sets the main question at the beginning and at the end in the form concerning 

friendship (212ab, 213c, and 222e, 223b). Plato undoubtedly thought friend- 

ship was a case of cursuit, and so may indeed have thought that in discussing 

oursuit he was contributing directly to the solution of his principal question. 

This would give the dialogue at least an intention of unity, which on the 

whole would be exoected of Plato desoite his apparent informality; he is 

usually careful to signal both the beginning and end of his conscious 

digressions and to vrovide some ststement of their relevance. To attribute 

to Plato an intention of unity in the "Lysis" does mean, however, thet he 

“must nave been unconscious of the need to explain reciprocity in friendship. 
nde. 

1 

It should be noted that if he assimilated the sense in which friends 

are @fAOL to the passive sense of @fhov applicable to objects of pursuit, 

Plato is very likely to have become somewhat blind to the original implication 

of oCAOL = "friends", He is likely to have thought of himself as 

attempting to arrive at a single basic sense of the notion of td ofrov, 

and in doing so to have ignored the important difference represented by 

the symmetrical force of @tAcc¢ when used of friendship. It is precisely 

his philosophical ideal of comorehensiveness of definition by the discovery 

of a Single esuivalent term which may have led him to think the two topics 

of the "Lysis" more closely related than they are. 

We must now return to the cuestion raised about the initial section of 

the discussion at 212b ~ 213d. It might pernaos be argued that this initial 

discussion is a deliberate enalysis by Plato of the distinct senses of the 

word g¢i\oc, and that this was meant to act as a clue to the reader by
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which he might follow the changes of topic and interrelations between the 

arguments in the rest of the dialogue. It might even be maintained that 

in suggesting one identification of @fAot as gudodviés te xal gudrobuevor 

Plato was showing himself conscious of the symmetrical sense of gfAoc and 

the reciprocity of friendship. The rest of the dialogue would then be 

intended for the careful reader to sort out for himself; the value of 

the various suggestions in aoplication to different tonics would be clear 

after brief thought. 

In answer to this it can be said that they only reader to have used 

the dialogue in this way aovears to have been Aristotle. If this«were 

Plato's intentions, many learned comzentators have missed the point completely; 

only a few have realised the full extent of tne ambiguity of ¢fAoc and 

few, even if they saw some of the elements of ambiguity illuminated in 

2i2b ~ 213d, have applied wnat they learnt there to distinguishing the topics 

of the rest of the dialogue. Those scholars who have succeeded in discovering 

tne different senses of gthoc undeklying the discussion have very largely 

been following Aristotle. + If Plato did intend the Aristotelian framework 

to be discovered by his readers out of his "ironical" construction of a 

casual conversation, there surely (to ouote Mr. R. Robinson's comment on this 

kind of view of Plato's early dialogues ++) "the degree of irony thus 

attributed to him is superhuman", If this was irony it took an Aristotle 

to see behind it. If it is argued that a contemporary Greek reader would 

have been much more sensitive to Plato's usage of of\oc than a modern 

+ Von Arfin's discussion of the "Lysis" shows the unacknowledged and perhaps 
unconscious influence of E.N, VIII - IX at many pointsam adolition WO. tank 

[Rew ot othath ot a aahemnadeolreg 4 
Sb enonced ++ Mind : 1942 Po 109.



14 
oL9. 

interpreter can be, against that must be weighed the edvantage to a modern 

interpreter of being forced to face the difficulties of translating otioc 

into different words in his own language corresponding to its various 

senses; furthermore modern interpreters should be in general mucn more 

conscious of the existence of dangers to languege and philosophy lying in 

ambiguity. Tne difficulties of disentangling the strends of the "Lysis"! 

would have been much greater to the average Greek reeder than to us today, 

even supposing the average Greek reader was likely in the first vlece to 

think of words as able to have more than one sense. Finally, if Plato 

was being ironical in first distinguisning the senses of ¢fAocand then 

leaving it to the reader to follow the threed of the dialogue without 

further signoosting, it must be said that ne constructed as teasing a maze 

és possible for tue purpose of this exercise. in ordinary non=philosophical 

Greek contexts anytoing so elaborately puzzling as the "Lysis" must have been 

exceedingly rare. 

The alternative interpretetion of the connection between 212b - 213d 

and the rest of tne dialogue is that Plato genuinely thought his first 

attempt puzzling and unhelpful and rejected all the suggestions contained 

fo
e 

od
 

LOV nit; he then procesded to discuss the question ¢f gotiv td ¢¢ 

5 with more attention to the facts of tne matter and less to what he suspected n 

were ourely verbal quirks. Even if Plato had seen thet 212b -~ 213d was an 

analysis of theambiguity of the word otioc, he might have thought it of no 

importence; in the "Euthydemus" when the embiguity of uavodvw has 

first been played upon by the two sophists and then explained by Socrates, 

Socrates goes on to observe (278b*) tadta §) tOv uasnudtwy (geil, neoe
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dvopdtwy S985tntoc (227e4)) navdud Eottv ..... Ravdvav SE 

réEyw Ela tadta, BtL ef “al ROAAG tec A xal ndvta td 

. 8 .. 3s , a” 

toLtatta wddsor, td ev Rodypata cbdév Gv WEAAOV eldetn AZ 

7 Ky ely totc dvdpdnoig bud Bev, RoconatBerv 6& ofd¢ + 

atv tOv dvoudtwv Stavopdy ProoxertBov ual dvatoéauv. 

Discussion of the application of words is merely an entertainment, RALSUG, 

and does not show us td npdyuata a Exe, how things are. 

Plato may similarly here have ruled out the possibility of getting any 

hehp from verbal enquiry and proceeded at 213e to the serious task of 

finding out ¢¢f gotiv td ofrov; in the sense of discovering as a 

matter of empirical fact what the phenomenon called friendshipg consists 

ine 212b - 213d, ouite apart from the unsatisfactoriness of its 

Nentilogical" results, was only an attempt at purely verbel definition, 

at attaching the name gfAoc to one or other of three already 

recognised classes of men; Plato may well have thought the real task 

was not to bother about the application of labels to phenomena already 

distinguished, but to pursue the "real" definition of the factors which 
Fg tt eee 

in practige ereate friendships. Tf he discriminated between 212b = 213d 

and the rest of the dialogue in this way, it is possible to understand 

how he esuld completely have disregarded the genuinely important results 

of the first enauiry in his attack on the second. 

In rejecting his first attempt at definition as purely verbal and 

unimportant, Plato missed what might have shown him that there were two 

separate phenomena to be investigated in his subsequent enquiry which could 

either be completely separated or given ea systematic reletion to each 

other, but could not be completely assimilated. One-way pursuit may be 

taken as a basic element in friendship but is not in itself a sufficient
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description of friendship, and in some cases may be of a kind which does 

not lead to friendship at all. In his search for the one basic element 

making anything pthov: Plato's earnest desire to be satisfied with no 

mere partial explanation led him to miss a difference which exists in the 

paenomena as well as in the words. As a consequence of this difference 

no one simple explanation will be found, but either two separate exolanations 

or one complex explanation such as Aristotle's are necessary. Plato's 

search for a single simple explanation of t6 ofdoy has of course as its 

ourely linguistic aspect his anxiety to define 74 dtov by means of a 

simple statement of equivalence, to find a term which is both a necessary 

and a sufficient condition of anything's being @fhov. His explicit 

statement of this requirement of his methodology in the early dialogues is 

found at "Suthyphro" 6d . 7°, where Socrates insists thet all Sova must 

have something in commons pt@ i6éa .... td Sora bow and accepts 

Euthyphro's suggestion that this f6al is tO tofc Seotc KRooagidéc 

only if this gives an equivalence such that Sctov = TOTS DEeotc ROOTGLAEC. 

Such a requirement is difficult enoughto meet for a word having a wide 

range of strength and weakness of meaning within a single logical sense, 

but quite impossible to satisfy for a word such as ¢tAOc which has 

several senses each having a logically distinct aoplication. Plseto in 

the "Lysis" was thus led to assimilate the different senses of 

and the different topics under discussion by an ideal of definition which 

in this case cannot be satisfied.
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Conclusions: +6 dya96v in the "Lysis" 

After td gfAov in its various senses, the next 

most frequent term to occur in the "Lysis" is probably 

co @yacév. To what might have seemed to be principally 

a psychological cuestion (tf éotiv té glrov; ) answers 

are suggested which might seem to be couched in ethical 

terms. What Plato was trying to discover or suggest 

about +6 dyad6év in the "Lysis" may well be ultimately 

@ more important question than what he was trying to 

discover or suggest about 76d ofrov. 

Plato's first suggestion that gflarot are dyauot, 

indeed, relies on his own view of the psychology of 

d&oeth. Those who say that 6yuotot are friends, he 

suggests, must mean that only dyadot are friends, 

because only they are truly stable and self-consistent 

in character; instability of character is clearly a 

disqualification for friendship. The cardinal point 

of the psychology of the "Republic" may perhaps be here 

faintly anticipated, the earliest form of the notion 

of the "integration of the personality"; (but there 

is as yet no "division of the soul" into parts; and 

the converse observations that the bad were unstable 

and unreliable as friends were commonplaces long before 

Plato). (Se commentary , Ue GF ct At?) 

But dpeti, Plato observes, implies not only 

stability of character but also self-sufficiency. 

This was perhaps Socrates' extension of the concept 

of owepootyn 3; not only is self-control and self- 

contentment a virtue, but true virtue makes self- 

sufficiency fully possible. This is closest perhaps 

to the link Plato seeks to establish between xoopidtnc 

and ebéatyovfa in the "Gorgias", and of course again 

anticipates the happiness of the 6txatoc dye of the 

"Republic", (4 tommudtay of as a6) 
But if stability might tend to promote friendship, 

self-sufficiency will have the opposite result. The 

self-sufficient will not need each other's help or 

even their company. This objection to the suggestion 

of dpeti as the basis of friendship may perhaps seem 

to rest rather heavily on the notion that mutual utility 

is required in friendship; could the good not establish 

a friendship based on sympathy or congeniality, even 

if not on utility? (ty wmmedtiny ab ak e!)
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Any attempt to guess how Plato would have answered 

this question must be based on what he says in the 

rest of the dialogue. fo deal with the dilemma left 

when the simple classification of men into good and 

bad fails to explain friendship, Plato develops a 

theory of a tripartite classification into good, bad 

and intermediate, on the basis of which he argues that 

the good will be pursued by the intermediate. The 

examples offered of this pursuit are all based on the 

need of the intermediate for the good, the need for 

the good to make up the deficiencies of those who are 

not good, where the deficiencies are not yet so great 

as to make this impossible. 

The pursuit of the good is thus based on utility. 

But it is utility in a broad sense; the ignorant 

(though not the stupid) will pursue wisdom, as well 

as the sick man health. Plato is suggesting that 

the good is useful, rather than that the useful is 

good; nevertheless the utility of the good is clearly 

a central point in his arguments recommending the 

pursuit of the good. This form of "utilitarianism" 

(though it is not a form so-called utilitarians would 

always recognise) has to be admitted as a major factor 

in Plato's earlier ethics. Much of the "Gorgias" 

turns on the attempt by Plato to suggest that "good" 

is synonymous with "good for" one; in the "Meno" it 

is conversely argued that the bad is harmful. Instead 

of dismissing these arguments as patently fallacious, 

interpreters would do better to try to analyse Plato's 

skill in suggesting how they might acquire force. 

Plato adds to his argument that the good is pursued 

because of need for it an argument which seems as if 

it were meant to prove that only the good is ever 

pursued (because only the sole end is really pursued, 

and the end is goodness). A corollary of this, clearly 

enough, would be that the good alone is the real object 

of all our needs. The good then, when obtained, 

would satisfy all our requirements. Insofar as we 

need it, we are incomplete; insofar as we have achieved 

it, we have satisfied our needs. 

It must be noted that this argument displaying 

the need to pursue the good not only follows on an 

assertion of the self-sufficiency of the good, but 

itself implies this. Whoever is good has satisfied
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his needs, and so is selfsufficient. Plato has not 

given us an alternative means of establishing that the 

good are friends, but a redoubled proof that goodness 

is such that the good will not need friends. 

Translated into Greek, this can be seen to be the 

underlying paradox of the whole of the "Lysis". ot 

dyadoé are not gfao., because they are selfsufficient; 

but td dyadév is gfrov because it satisfieg our needs. 

To us, granted Plato's conception of goodness, this 

is no puzzle; but in Plato's own terms it is acutely 

paradoxical. The more strongly he pressed his manner 

of arguing that 76 dyadév was ofrov the more it 

appeared that of dyadof could not be gfrot. ‘The 

puzzles created by the meaning of gfrxoy for Plato were 

perhaps not merely those of definition, but also this 

of its relation with té6 dyadév. ‘The investigation 

of friendship, not least when it began in terms of the 

psychology of dpeth, suggested an investigation of 76 

@Crxov, the general object of our various "pursuits"; 

this for Plato was an opportunity to develop his theory 

that all desires are ultimately of the good. But 

this statement of his theory of man's need for the 

good only reinforced the puzzles about friendship. 

The "Lysis" thus is written round an dxopla not 

merely over definition, but also one of substance. 

We all pursue the good; our pursuit of friends is 

an aspect of this pursuit; but how then can the good 

man need friends? This problem was still a live 

issue when Aristotle wrote the "Nicomachean Ethics"; 

it has its origin here in the "Lysis". 

One might, on rather inadequate evidence, conjecture 

that a similar puzzle underlies Plato's curious play 

with the notion of otxerétng at the end of the 

dialogue. "Kinship" would make dyasof friends, if 

tO olxetovy is 76 dyadév 3 but the sense in which Plato 

saw most strength in the suggestion that td dyadéy 

was olxetov was no doubt that it showed the good as 

"fitting", “appropriate to", "naturally needed by" 

those who had not yet achieved it. In this sense 

otxerétnc too would explain a relationship between the 

good and those not already good, and would tend only 

to make puzzling the relationship between two persons 

both of whom had achieved goodness already.
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To focus the issues of the "Lysis" so closely 

upon this one paradox of course invites the charge of 

subjective interpretation. But the frequency with 

which t6 dyadév reappears in the complex argument, 

after more than once seeming to have been excluded, 

perhaos justifies the guess that it was the connection 

between td ofrov and té6 dyasév that was Plato's 

strongest interest in this dialogue. 

Note on the relative date 
of composition of the dialorue 

Controversies over the findings of "Sprachstatistik" 

raged with especial fury over the "Lysis"; von Arnim + 

placed it early in Plato's "first period", and was 

attacked by Pohlenz with some force (though from 

mistaken motives ++); later Ritter in his last article 

(Hermes, 1935, never completed) placed the "Lysis" 

at the end of Plato's earlier period. But many of 

both von Arnim and Ritter's indicators were unique 

occurrences (which are not automatically valueless, 

but in short dialogues give little chance of establishing 

any precise notion of their frequency); and one of 

Ritter's key arguments for the "Lysis" rested on the 

expression dGAAd té uty 3; which occurs four times on 

one page of the "Lysis" (208), and probably should be 

taken as deliberately used there by Plato to indicate 

the naive liveliness of the boy Lysis imitated in 

conversation with him by Socrates. 

"Sprachstatistik" added great weight to the 

general division of Plato's work into three or four 

periods; but perhaps it has so far failed to settle 

more detailed questions. Further progress, if any 

is possible, will perhaps have to be made on the basis 

of comparison between the philosophical content of the 

dialogues; and here of course many prejudices come 

into play. My own feeling would be that clues might 

be found in Plato's treatment of purely logical 

questions more often than in his modifications of his 

+ see refs. in Simeterre, "Introduction a l'etude 
de Platon", chap. II. 

+ In "Aus Platos Werdezeit".
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views on wider matters; + it is perhaps easier to 

see what the order may have been in which he reached 

the various positions his works reveal in matters of 

logic than on matters where (for instance) practical 

problems may have influenced his outlook. 

If this is so, the dialogues sha@ting the most 

similar logical preoccupations with the "Lysis" are 

the other short "definition-seeking" dialogues. 

These all fairly certainly fall within Plato's "early" 

period; they were not necessarily all written together, 

but by taking them as a group perhaps some slight 

differences in Plato's approach to methods of definition 

might be detected. I will merely say here that, 

without having properly analysed the matter, it seems 

to me that Plato makes more frequent specific statements 

about his methods in the "Euthyphro" and "Hippias 

Major" than in "Laches", "Lysis" and "Charmides", 

and this would seem to me to suggest that these two 

were written later than the other three. But the 

work on this remains to be done. 

As for the much-canvassed closeness of the "Lysis" 

to the "Symposium", I hope my treatment of the dialogue 

has shown that this is largely illusory. gurta is 

not the same topic as &owo ; nor (more significantly) 

is the suggestion that «dé dyasév is gfrov necessarily 

very close to the suggestion that even the highest 

forms of xadAdédv are the objects of Eows. The linguistic 

analysis of ¢tAév will have shown that in poetry, if 

not in prose, té6 dyadéy could always have been called 

gtvxoy in a sense which had little to do with and was 

not at all analogous to, affection for men. The true 

parallel for the xp@tov ¢efrov is, as I have shown, 

the pobvanoic tod dyad0d of the "Gorgias". Finally, 

as Professor Dodds suggests to me, even insofar as the 

same kind of analogy between affection for persons and 

pursuit of the good might perhaps be read into the 

+ It is perhaps worth quoting here Dr. George Davie, 
"The Democratic Intellect", Edinburgh 1961, ». 251: 
"in (Lewis) Campbell's case the doctrinal analysis 
of Plato in terms of this stock topic of the 
philosophy class (i.e. "abstract ideas") enabled 
him to place the Theaetetus as a mature work by 
comparison with the Republic and so prepared the 
way for his stylometric investigation of the order 
of composition." This is too often forgotten. 
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"Lysis" as is found in the "Symposium", the fact that 

the analogy is established through the use of 

fundamentally different terms - gtata and Epwo - 

would tend to suggest the lapse of some time between 

Plato's two attempts to establish this analogy. 

(A further note on the relation of the xoStov ofrov 

of the "Lysis" to add td xadédv of the "Symposium" 

will be found in the commentary at 220b°.)
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R. Browning, "Rec eptionts non Deteriores", Bulletin of Inst. Class. Spud. 
Univ. London No. 1 (1960) a atons collected many instances where 13th or 14th 
century scholers nad access to early tracition. But this seems unlikely 
to be the exdlanetion of "sood recentiores!! of Plato: see Dodds, "Gorgias" 
DDe 52-36 
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Paovrus evidence. 

Pap. Oxyrhnynehi VI S&l, 3rd c. 4.D., has about sixty words of the "Lysis" 

(et 208e7~d3) , including eight verients from the text of the medieval mss.:= 

Swo verletions in word order, two omissions, end four olaces where it has words 

not found in tne mss., in three pleces these being particles. Two of the 

added voarticles are misoleced ( ye at 20807 and dt), and the omissions are 

alnost certainly vrong. Perhaps we should therefore te suspicious of the 

other novelties of this papyrus; the other edditions verge on ‘Tedundancy , 

anc tne variations in word-order sre unimportant. Wilamowite ad, accepted Wet 

LZ 

et 208e° and the new order in the same line, and observed "So Mérnen wir, das 

? , Sa! + sepst ein Text, an dem wir nicht angtossen, <eineswegs sang guverdassig ist; + 3 

cut more likely this is to be treated as a "wild papyrus", a careless, cheap 

COOY » 

festimonia and seholia 
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be fon Pluteren 

correct read wth ae Tae 

"scholiasta vetus" ++ ores 

+ Platon, II p. 68 
L 

+t I have not exemined T et this point, mut even the lene survives as 
AnKKGxotoy In P, #and Ven. 1o9.



TEAT and APPARATUS 

At the top of the page I have inserted the alterations 

I would make to Burnet's text. Below follow testimonia, 

in part derived from Schanz's edition. Below that the 

apparatus nas been completely rewritten. The line numbers 

throughout are Burnet's.



203at - 20405 

203b* eb0v Avxefov; td sto AbBxetov, Photius s.v. 

203al, b@ &xaonut ac 3TW (sed priore loco i ex emend. B) 

b? evovk rasura facta et Bet W: etddvc T 

b& abtoe TW: abvtot F B 

204a* Bon t, W* in rasura, Par : Of|[V Bs: 

Kony T et olim W (2?) : anos b 

a? ty ob: 8h BW 

at ve Ws: 68 BT 

a? étatooc ye Par fe supra lineam addito) ; 

étatoog ts BIW



4 x a 

a® ~ be Botast ovv Sxecdat, on, tva xae 

Ugo tovc Bvtac abté5t; 
A car 4. . 2. A¥TOD KOStTOY ASEH dAxnctoaty’ av eat 

TH wat etuerpe xnav tic 6 nardc. 

1 ~ a © i] o 7 

a eesee KAY UEYV Cy eoeoernn EVUG Peta 

@ eerer Ha ) ETL tTOOTOV ooeee 

204e" - d*  — imitavit Aristaenetus Eo. I 24 .... dxxexdonnac 
(-WHaCG Reiske) TUOy Ta Ota xal 

EWKERANKAG tod AdULSoc, Hote xal 

dveyoouévouc 8© bavov oteodat tod véov 

cay xpoonyoptay dxoteyy 

Susy obv, ® Bdxoatec, éxxexdouxe td ata xat 
2 ra a . 
EUKRERANKE AVOLGOS, Grammeticus anonymus apud 

Schaefer in Add. ad Gregorium Corinthium p. 909. 

20428 dvfjo Sehanzg: dv4p BIW 

af USa¢ Ficinus : efS%co BIW 

bt abtodD BIN: abts Ast + seclusit Burnet 

etoeuur TW: etoryr B 

b4 Ob Tw: nov B 

of AxXXxEKaQUX BIW Gramnaticus Schaeferi : 

Zeng rag sh ‘ 2 4 De+ dxxcxdonne Te: -cuxe Par : 

3 va x A 2 

exxexcde nu ac) Aristaen. cod. 

at “aly Denniston (G.P. p. 393) : @&y BT 

2 » ” o evudceta TT: ebuapla Bt ebuotola 

do S tu Naver: 6 gotry BIW



20he7 ~- 205¢4 

6 . a . 
204e Exavog ydo ..... yeyvdoxecOa imit. Aristaenetus 

Ep. IT 19, €xavdc S52 ual dad pévov tod xdrrove 

YL VOCREGOGL. 

20467 Btu. Ts ef B: ct trwW 

ad o9é6saq toy TW: cpodépétatov B 

e? deto BW (sed Spaene erasum B) : Sef os xi 

ef obtivog Tf: obv. thyoc 3: obv et TLVOG 

8 at gwvéuc T : éSavéwo B 

eld dveDpec TW: &v edoec B 

205a2 $86 TW: omisit B



> 10 
205e° = 206a 

6 
205¢ Kpovuxdtepa, 

, 
205¢° cf. Hesychium s.v. xpovixitepas dpxatdéteoa. 

205¢? veuéa TW: véueqa Bt veuéay Par 

8 révyet | Seu Naber 

6 xpovexOtepoa Td $ xoovuxdtena 8B 

e? cove |] ve Wy teve We 

a° oavtdy BT? : adcdy TH 

gid tO 66 T: t65e BY (Socrati attrib. W) 

206a? 6oxef Urbin, 31 : Heindorf : Soxot BIW : 

count Par.



206b+ ~ e4 

pe Rovnoys 

at weeee xat of Katdec. RodceLcLV Ody GOL’ 

et OF Ut, coves 

206b* undety BE: xarety W 

p+ Soxet TW s S0xet yao B 

p® ROLUNOS BIW : noufoet¢ Ven. 186, 184, Heindorf. 

oe! for Tt ye Bs: re W 

c® av oat: ot W 

a4 étalpoc TW os: ScEepoc B 

a? Rpooty Ts: ROOGELNL Bs: xo00tn W 

el KpoGTa Schanz : *o00yeLv Leur. 85.12, corr. 

Ven, 18, Ven. 189. 184: KRpooher TW: 

RoocEtn B 

ee Av.ecav Br: ecav W



2066" - 207¢° 

206e? ~ 207b° 

2066078 ef. Steohanum in Ar, Rhet. Comm. III 5, p. 316 Rabe 

(ad Ar. Bhet. 1407b<) toxor 2... dotracuote | 

&otiracuds wat dotidZeryv gott td SoaFduevov 

ao
 ¥ eT a a 

dotpaydawy no teveyv &rhwov éEetaZeuvy Tov Opy- 

xatSovta Kotep0v Gotloug A xeprooovds uatéxer. 

obtw udu Thdtwv gv TH Stardyw to¥ Adorbocg Aéyet. 

Gf. Schol. vet. ad 206e. 

Zz 

2066°78 respicit Pollux Onom. IX 101 Bethe: xat uh xal 
ey &otpaZeuv dotpayGhovuc syooputoxuwy xatepwévove 

év tH dxodsvtnelw tode natdac 6 UAdtwy Eon. 

206e? dotoayGaotc KauwadAROLG BE et ex, correctione W : 

Ci
ne
 

OtpayhdAOve Kauxdrarove, Vat. 1029, et 

habueret W, legit fortasse Pollux (qui tamen xauwadrAove 

omisit). 

Rooutonwwy wv 

KOOL POVLEVOL BIW : xateodusvot fortasse legit 

Pollux (xatatpouévovg Pollucis cod. A). 

AvVatag W 

2078 XxGACG Bex correctione, T: udAAOG W, habuerat 

ut vid. B 

pt etSev TW: dev B 

b? etaeto BWetinmarg. T: $8oxeto 7, 

[o
r]
 

O
o
 b4 ROOOHABOY SF BI : xpOCOMAGOYV W, (Laur. 85.12). 

5 2 a 2 
b EXQDAIYESAULEVOS BIW sunrvyaodwevoc B.



206e° ~ 207e8 +: contd. 

207b? éxnhvynodwevoc (sic) xaod Ikdtove td 

RooBaréuevocg ude Sxvoxracduevoc Photius (Porsen) 

s.iv. WASYN. cf. Eust. 809.42 (ew Aelio Dionysio) 
qui idem refert sed éxndvyacdwevoc. 

207b® KRpoGéEGtTH Stephanus : xpoéoty BIW 

(b’ xpocsotdc BTW) 

pe i WW: 4 B 

p® eto €& > Hirschig 

207° betas Btw: 6e6e1dc¢ T 

p® abt Br: adtd W 

o? xae ome W 

8 2 2 3 4 : Dp 
¢ épfjcouat |] & exemendatione B.



207¢7 = 2087 

4=5 
e TOBUTO Ravte KodRw SMrAov Ste 

KRoodvnodvtar, Sxwc Av ebSatuovolnce 

207e! SLaGXWrAGovet BI. : xwitovot W (sed Side- 

208al, a4) 

208a° téva BIW: to Schang: GAAG te uty  Lysidd 

tribuit Richards 

26 MLsSOwtTG TW pvodwtt] B 

pt tobtov BY : todto T



208b4 ~ 2097 

208b4 = °° 

v4 coeee TE S58, Hy 8’ Syw, Uddktota; obSéevl ..... 

b? épewxduy 

3 “Ode nardaywyéc, Eon. 

208¢3 émutpenov]ouv .. a? [éxet] dav P. Oxy. VI 8a. 

208b4% = b? ROOEV ..... THRTELV; in textu omissa in margine 

supplevit W 

b4 wt 66, fv 6’ éy&, uddrtota Wt pédrrota 

omisit BT : t¢ 6a¢ obT 

pe oé S&& TW: o¢ 0283, superascr. 6 Be 

ol wat pow Ets BW et inmarg. T: wat Et, por T 

3 tic cov BIN : gov tic Pap. 

o? oSe corr. Ven. 18 (Besserion?), Laur. 85.12 : 

6 6é BI: 666 6 Ws: omisit omnino Pap. 

o4 GAG tC py omisit Pap. 

e? S5vte Bt : Svta vs Pap. 

°° te Sé BIW: te Sé nat Pap. 

fh 4 

°°? SOV post ovTOS posuit Pap.



208b4 =~ 209a2 +: contd. 

208b7 - 2094 

208d cot BIN t go, ye Pap. 

qe &oxovtac &xdv BIW t &oxovtac ac eStxsy Exdv Pap. 

a4 Bobag tv’? adty Tos BobrAne vadtn 8B 

a4 Ac 4 Ts: non Bs: etnic RH W 

el av TW : omisit B 

2 a ” s s a e4 GAR dvttl tivoc Br: rad tl tlyoc W



209a4 ~ qa § 

209b" cf. Hesych. s.v. Was : Ohare toa. 

209a RW eorr. Goisl. ; ov BIW 

al Exuc Laur. $5.6 (Flor) : 8xots By 

b? Wrhat BIW sed in marg. tlAab T: vp. xal toAAaL 

in marg. W 

et év ofc Sé Bott bréyouev xwadovat in textu omissa 

in margine suoplevit W 

4 C3 fo ba Los » & 2 qe 
e THY HONnTtAL Br: Wy Wcetat We hyhoetas Par 

06 aC 88 th TH: te 6at> TOE in ras, Be 
ql 2. pe * a) BTY 

ot xovouety * ovrxodoety BT 

ae olxovoutac FT: olxodoulac BW 

7 2, &y . &1 2, . . . . . a SALTPEYELEY EYOWEvwy nescio quis orimus; nondum 

Stephanus 

éxvtoéwevev év gyoudsvav T et revera W 

Ss) Fa 

(éyapévwv W); 

éxutpévetrv évevouévwv  B 

a8 &upGrReuv seel, Heindorf; 

Lae 7 Qe BupaAETY Bekker (secluso éuScaretv Q&S. et)



209et ~ 210¢° 

al fatouxdy 

209e° et todc dpOahwodc ...0. 2102 xwrdou Sv Priscian 

Instit. XVIII 99 (Hertz in Keil Gramm. Lat.) 

210a? Tao’ obv ..... a% obtwc Hoa Exet Priseian eodem loco. 

210a4 tEDNAC ef. Photium s.v. Ttéppav, xat oxoddy 

NEvyovusrv “Attexde nat HWAdtwov etonxev tég¢pav év 

Abate, 

2107 latpexdy Coisl., Leur. 85.12: latpdy BM 

Priscianus 

as dtavolyovtEec Ws: Stayayévtec Be? 

Stavbyovtec T : 6uayeyovtec Par 

a? toa Sxeu Priscianus, Laur. 85.12 : toa Bxot BIW 

p® a in ras. duerum litterarun B 

be tty sautoéper BI: Fytyv votv éxutpéyeun W 

¢6 gurfioes ov Laur. 85.12, Heindorf : ovathesvev 

év BTW



2100’ = 211b? 

210d poovel T : ppdvepoc BW (sed ot supra tuoc W) 

21la? etxé Br: elxeo W 

be dvepéo6at] s inras. B



cae 

211p° = e! 

aie? seeee EtTaCCOV, A UAdov A adtdv AapeTov 

21101" -a buwetc pdvw &otidccodov, futv S& od petadlSotov 

Proclus in Timaeum I p. 16 Diehl. 

21le* ey 68 ween. e BpwttxGc Priscienus Inst. XVIII 277; 

respicit Themistius Br. XXII fept gtidtac) vo. 324 
Dindorf. 

211b! ERLXOVENOELC T : EKtxovotioys BY (nto 

refictum in ras. sed non videtur €tO fuisse B) 

7 nn, a _ e A &Akovy Madvig : uarov BIN



alie® = 21245 

211e8 éyd BE: yao) OW 

21227 oO te Heindorf : od 68 By 

2° 67 omisit W 

p@ Eon omisit W 

ot ot wév Heindorf : olfé6usvor BIW 

of ROTEPCG Hirschig : OnétEpCC BTW



212° ~ 213¢° 

212et yetSe00’ WW 

6 
213a uUtoBy Par* : QtAGy BIW 

4 Stay i un wecody tis Lot corr. Flor. : 

Stav A uroodv tic HLAr BIW 3 

YP. “al Stay wy proodv tic toh in marg, Paré 

°° XONoWEsGa W



6 
213¢° - 214b 

2 \4 ¥ “ % 3, Dio TE 213d CUx Euouvye Soxet, Eon, © Zweoatec, 

& AVGLC, ...e. 

e? seeee CEvVGL, OxOKODYTAG “ate tTOVC ROUNTEC 

2130! ante GAG signum interrogandi posuere a So z= 

iam edd. Bipont; Soa pro &hid conj. Cornarinus 

oe? edropd BIN: AxooG 7 

ae Bon, & Sdxpatec, & Atctc Heindorf : fon 

omiserunt BIW : post B@xoatec addidit 

Vat. 1029, Cornarius 

e? Oxoxo0vtag Schleiermacher : oxonxodvta BTW: 

td “uatd BY : td secl. Heindorf 

214a? RWG .... OO BI (sed 6€ ex emend. in ras, B): 

a 2 r 2 'T 
RPOG woeces WONV Wi 

a oo BE: g¢ W 

4 2 2 yt 3 2 b avayun BY : avaéyxg T



214p - 215a" 

4 214d* seeee OCAOVE Gv? yevotto. Food ..... 

214at Hesych. s.v. EunrAnxtove ..... stuwetadéetovc. 

21Ab ob TW : om. B 

cl Roost y Ts: noocétun BW 

ek 5é in rasura refinxit B2 

a® etn Ws: &y efy B 

gtrhov av : Gv hic add. Madvig, post ye Bekker, 

post yévotto Burnet 

e° Bveuy B: 8xev TW 

ef adtd adtG BTW: abtdé abté PF 

ef Ragety BI: xé0n W



215a> - e4 

215¢9~7 wat St) nate ..... LGOTVEL super rasuram seripta 

in W 

a2 Eon BW : gedvyn T 

a3 node add. corr, Goisl., Laur. 35.12 

Qs
 ~
 

ox
 

XOpagc Br: Exdopact W 

a? @trety TWot ptrety nal ouretes+ Be 

@tAety xat @trelo6at b 

eo éxuduuety TW: ax.dvuuet 8B



215e? = 216d 

: “ cS _ 3 a 216a? ef. Photium s.v. dAAéxotov; &toxov, 2vaytlov, ete. 

216a? BAROKOTOV schol. vet. : AdAOxéTUV BE? 

a S 
GhAOK6TWS tH : -wWY Par 

pt Ex8oa grata  W 

4 n cy or a 3 2 b 7 tO TW: tO B (sed ® supraser. BX) 

p! ty ofrAov Cornarius : tH ofrw ofdrov Bw : 

tH ofrov olrov Ff 

Ett whAhov TW: om B 

al Suadtetat BE: Sradtdetar W



216d? - 2172 

_ 2 rd ° on 216e Sj efxeo Heindorf ; 6’ etnep BIW 3 

64 «Ep ut vid. in 6’ elxeo  mutatum Par 

e? 4 tod dyado0 = =revera BIW 

e? 4 tod torodtov = B: A ob tod torostovn TW 

oe &y nov BIW : 64xov Sehang 

217 1 e a an eV _. 
a YUYVEGSaL olrov TW: yey eouar B 

bt pév 6h Br: 68 OA W 

ot ete Gv tL Salvini : éote dvte gp, dotuy 

dvte TW: Sotuv Sy te Laur. 85.12 
a c ov haud scio quis primus omiserits; habent BTY rece.



2170" = 218a7 

217el Apitoav vv 6h 

217e5 48n [td] torvottov 

218at gptrov d€ dyaddy xaxd 

5 ae 217¢ étvo0v Par: Stiotv te. BW 

6 2 ~s "1 a4 * z 
¢ enaker@eséy BI: aGrereoésy wW 

L s . 

co gdvv ye BW: omisit T 

ef Gkevpeéy Heindorf : éxarereoéy BIW 

of énév  Heindorf : &8t. Sv BIN: yp. A td 

aftudy corr. Ven. 186 

a3 tote Heindorf : ote BIW 

a3 altero loco gafvoit’ By 8B 

a? tTOUTO Bs: todto tO TW 

1 a ao . . 2 ' 2 _ e TNOwtwov seripsi; epwi@y Wi: EéEpwt® BT 

yoy oStW, omisit Par 

218at Gyasdy xaxh BW: dyaddayv xan Te: 

dya0G uaxdv Heindorf 

ADD: 

217° tO seclusit Lamb



218bt - e4 

218d? eeeee TOLOUTOLSC Wevdéorv dvietuxhxauev ..... 

218b? gvrccogodory Blt @irotcor.v W 

bp? pe a 2 f ¥ B * -_£ AGVe YE egatnve vov Goa * vOv zAdvv ve 

éoétny &oa TW Par (sed vOv postea erasum in Par) 

v& atté Bl: cabcd Dodds: ofgw Richards 

ao wevdéouv  secl. olim Heindorf 

a? nOtEpSG in Kdtepdy mutatum Par : xdtepoc BW 

e3 Eoauev Heindorf : gaudy BIW



218e? - 21942 

219¢6 soese C6vtac xatl teorxEoOar ...e. 

219a2 by addidit Heindorf 

ad dvionta, BT (sed supraser. éx Bt) : 

skavipnta. W 

b3 tod gfhov hic addidit Burnet, post td @fhov 

Hermann Schleiermacheri versionen secutus 

p? Rpdsooxwusv Ts nkodcKuuev BW 

bp? ye BI: y’ &tL Madvig 

b& Qauéy BIN : Beapev +t 

°F *  -BE : omisit W 

oF Sf Ws: Sef BP 

°° “wat BM: #  Schanz 

°°  Par® A Br: A OW 

e? GAXO corr. Flor. : &k\ov BW 

eo? GMM’ HEev BI: AAG AECL Apelt 

a Awao tTUAAa Tet inmars. yo. W: 

UGALOTG GAAGa Bs: uGreota A&AAG Be



21944 = 220¢2 

219a4, 22025 = b3 respicit Aristoteles, Anal. Post. I, 72230 

évvofow.ey BY évyvofiow uév ot eo
 

Stav Stephanus: 6 @v pr: ef & a wW 

XE PAWLsay TW: xsoauéa B 

de xepe BI: &onxeo W 

étEpov Hermann : &tépm Br: &tépw W 

Aev@oetn Heindorf : Avedefn (ut. vid.) B 

Anesetn BTW 

e 
ry



22007 = 221b4 

220a8 ~ e2 ; 

td Hoa oftov tutyv aéxstvo, sic 8 

écteretta kavta ta AAG Ca) Svexa 

we
 

tEpov otrhov otra Boauev styvar - 

xetvo obdév [68] tobtorc ebuxnev. 

We
 

O
w
 

220¢7 éxnoddy Br: &é&x nxod&yv W 

el & addidit Cornarius ; "fortasse dAAG addendum", Dodds 

? . 2 a a 

éexetTyvo seripsi + xetva BIW : seelusit Cornarius 

6é€ seclusit Cornarius : Heinderf 

eX KExANTAL Bl: xéednvtar WwW 

221b3 GRomrtnta, Br: éxortntar W 

b4 toyxXdvet corr. Coisl. Ven. 18, Vat. 1029 ;: 

twyXxdviy BIW



221b? = 222a4 

2a1a4"9 wecee, O O48 KAU KOSTEDOY 

22146 kona Kpovixic suyxetuevov 

2 Ima ad 8 s $ # . a 
a2le By6enso SE YlYveTat OD Gy tig GHatprtar. 

221b° EROANTAL haud scio quis primus ; 

&aOhAntat revera BIW 

a? xnat We td BP 

a6 KpovixO¢ Naber (Kodédvw privs Madvig) : 

ax pdv BIW : UGtHY Ast 

e* Nyel &vderc .... TLC vel potius évdeeéc ...5 TL," 

Stephanus 

éveesc (altero loco) ....6. TLC BT 

e@? Ador Tw: ABouc B 

2222% tH BowwEve Ts: tOv épwuévov BY 

ae dv Ti : dy B 

ao TOOROVG BIW (sed v erasum in Bi: tp6x0c Vat. 226)



2220) - ef 

222b° Bxd tH HOovfic .... XOHuata resp. Aristaenetus k.I ll. 

v& ABowc* td && Baxpnotov ....6 KAnwwEred, Photius, 

Suides, seve RANUUWSASTY, 

2230 westousy bxd tod A6you imitavit Lucian, Nigr. 5, 

westuv bn6 tHv Adyuv. 

e? AvaneLndcacsat ci. Hesychium s.v. dvaneundZccdar : 

éxavahkaubdvery ta npostonuéva, 

% ne a 
2 : iy ROQE 222b1 udyic mug BR: wud¥ec “RBE Ww 

p34 et pév te BIN s tum AEyouuev Ev tr Oo 7, 

AEyouxev Gv awg BH : inmarg. yo. ef yév to 

tC td obxetov tod duolov Stagéper Aéyouw’ ay 

£ 2 4 
TL WG EOL Soxel W 

be &xoBakety Ts: dxokuxety. Bs: deortetv W 

Sed inmarg. yo. dxorunety ual dxoBarkel W 

ek weddouey inmerg. T: pwvdetouey BIW 

ou ~ 

go BAKO Th fT : 4 GAO te B 

? 4 “~ 2 eo BVAREURACAOO AL BIW (sed & supra at Be)



222e4 ~ 22308 

223b1 wees SxGhovv, Gua 6’ Bddxouv ..... 

22267 gthov BH: ofrwv T 
a, 

22382 “ETA Tt xita Bs: x&ta W:elta in merg. T 

pt &ua 6’ Kentenich : Gar’ BIW 

bt BSKORERWUKOTEC B (sed aw refinxit B*), Vat. 226 : 

SRORENRTHXETES TW
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