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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 guestion 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 "mno", We are told once that Lysis was
vehement, égg'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 friemdship being perhaps a
more attractive topic than owgpoodvn or doiédinc.

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 lemgthy 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 21Od1, where Socrates says to Lysis ’Edv uév

&pa cogdc vévi, & mat, mdvteg ool gflot xal ®EvTec OOl
olxeto. Boovrtai. This coupling of the terms ¢lhot
and olxetot .at first sight suggests Socrates' later
attempt to define 16 ¢lhov as 6 olxetov (221e-2224);
but on inspection of the context it is clear that
olxetor throughout 210c-d means "members of the family",
whereas in the later passage Socrates confesses himself
puzzled about the meaning of oilxetoc¢ , and clearly
could get no help from the restricted sense he had
used earlier. + Socrates' later rather puzzling
introduction of an unclear notion of oilxei.éding 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 210at"3"
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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 207-2107

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-d8, ’ Y
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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 Socrates' own approach to a boy who is evidently
still very young - about twelve years o0ld? + The
importance of careful handling of a lively young boy
is stressed at Rep.Vi, 494 I--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 4 &pwtuxb ? 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; mnor in the "Socratic"
works is that explained away in terms of the sublimation
of Epw¢ taught by DiotiMa. ++ The claim to be <d
gpwtuxd cbeoc 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 éua@@épé OV véwv.

We could infer this with high probability from the

+ Lysis certainly, and Menexenus too in view of
207el=2, cannot be as 0ld 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.

++ Thé& is surely Plato's own conception arising out
of the Theory of Forms.
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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 spreal about Socrates. Much in
Xenophon is about Socrates and Epw¢; 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 50 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 "Symposiun”
as an intermediate step in the Platonic theory of
Epwg, + This however flies directly in the face of
the greater part of the text; those looking for
Socrates' pronouncements on &pwg, 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 Epwg 1s recalled. Some of the general
remarks on friendship, it is true, might be applied to
Epweg ; some of them are repeated at points in the
"Symposium" and "Phaedrus". But g¢utAf{a is not only
wider than, but also essentially a different phenomenon
from Epwg. Wilamowitz remarked "Freundschaft und
Liebe sind fur griechisches Empfinden zwei grundver-
schiedene Seelenstimmungen und Beziehungen 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.4. 1921 Pohlenz
abandoned this.

++ Platon®, Vol. IT p. 68.
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that friendship (and ¢uic ) is mutual and a two-way
relationship between two persons who must both
contribute whatever feelings or actions the particular
friendship requires. “Epuwcg 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 Epug 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 83738 we
find Plato saying %tav & &xdmepov (scil. <8 ¢lrov )
ylyvntatr ocoodpdv, Bpwtoa &xovoudZomevy 3 this certainly
means that violent affection is called #pw¢, and
could also mean that reciprocal &€ow¢ was a strong
form of friendship; but it does not mean that
unreciprocated Epw¢ 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 Epwg and ¢@uif{a; how could the
guestion of whether the good are selfsufficient have
any bearing on their possible EZpw¢ for each other?
how could the assistance the doctor can afford the
sick man lead to a matter of Epwc? But it is most
significant of all that Aristotle in Nicomachean Ethics
VIII and IX treats Epwg merely as an unreliable basis
of guAla duvd T 169 (1157&6 8q.); this is in part
due to his classifying the relationship of husband and
wife elsewhere, but mainly because Epw¢ is hardly
part of the subject of guifa.

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 (20708-9 recalled at 212&1_6). But
where does the lurking Hippothales fit into Socrates!
plans?  Why does Socrates choose to talk of g¢uir{a,
not of Epwg ? The whole origin of the meeting was
Hippothales® Epuw¢; 1s 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 epwg; he steers the conversation
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round to a discussion of gtAfa. Pirst, indeed, he
demonstrates to the "lover" how to talk to the
"beloved"; +this turns out to be a miniature catechising

of Lysis intended to meke 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 1o 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 HMadvig's conjecture at 221d6 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.
otAf{a 1is a safer, more worthwhile relationship than
Epwg ; this is the advice we are meant to note Socrates

giving. (That g¢uAfa 1s 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 Epwg it is a general
description of hunger and thirst (221b); Hippothales'
kind of Epwg gets almost no mention.)

These conclusions will be disappointing to admirers
of Plato's later work. They perhaps need only be
reminded that in the "Republic" physical Epwg 1is
drevpoxarfa, 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 2nd 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 éua@aﬁpé Ty vEwy,

Note on the characters
and dramatic date of the dialogue

The appearance of Lysis' family in a near-contempo-
rary monumental record (see note on 204e8) is an
additional ground for doubting whether we need ever
believe that Plato's characters were imaginary.
Nothiﬁ%fﬁghﬁhown about the other characters of the
dialogue, eneﬁpxuxhaﬁfgkesippus reappears, still
eristical, in the "Euthydemus", Menexenus now a little
older and grown ;Pt of phi%zggahy, in the short work
named after him;L'EE? They sew, and| Hippothales no less,
mav~wall~hwv&UVv&mLpersons known to Socrates in real 1life.

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 guestion which
never occurred to Plato and need not trouble us either.

+ See now Dodds, Gorgias, p. 17-¢8§.
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1. The meanings of the words ¢uAietv, ¢lAog
and ¢tAifa.

2. Critical analysis of the "ILysis" as a
search for definition.
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Since the main philosophical question of the "Lysis"
asks ©{ &ty 18 plhov; and since the discussion
which attempts to answer this gquestion is carried on
with remarkably frequent use of the word ¢iAoc itself,
it is necessary to attend very carefully to the meanings
and uses of this word. giho¢ 1is puszzling to the
lexicographer, let alone to the philosopher; so are
several other of the words naming concepts about which
Plato asked tf &cTuv; 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 t( &otiv;
questions, 1if 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 varistions in the strength and
weakness of the force of elroc, 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 gl{hoc may perhaps be possible (I
shall mske 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 ¢(roc¢ 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 ¢liog, 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 ¢{hoc¢, to a failure to distinguish quite

dissimilar senses of a word.

oLAely

It will be useful to begin by examining the verb

cthrelv:~-

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

l. strong affection;
cf. Achilles of Briseis, I1.IX 341,
eeees B¢ TLe dvAp dyatde xal ExBopwy
Ty adTol guider xal xfHdetatr, ¢ xal &yd Ty
&3 dvuol glheov, SovpLxtnthy =mep &ofoav,
and in tragedy ouvietv téxva, &vépa,
Bur. Her, 280, Tro. 668 and very frequently.
In Homer it appears occasionally in erotic
contexts; e.g., O0d. XVIII 325; compare the
Homeric sense of ¢uAd1nc.

2. but later it is distinguished from passiocnate
desire; (see on ¢iAla, p.23.) _
cf. Xen. Hiero 11,11, Hote od pbvov Qé}gco &v
aANd wal -Bppo, 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 g friend"; c¢f., I1.XIV,

491, eglher xat xntfioty dxacoev, and I1.VI
14, 0d. I 123; and compare also Theognis 101
and 113, where in 101 ¢tAelyv 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 ¢f{hog; Ellendt's "Lexicon
sophocleum” 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 2lso 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. delnvwy Tépytac Pind, Pyth. 9. 9, ®oToV
Bur. Cycl. 529, 4&Bpoctvav, Sappho 58 L.-P.,
1.25.

2. oxéthia Epya 0d. XIV 83, &o0loveg v dndtac
Te ®mohv-mAroxnlag T &¢linuav, Theognis 67.
Td Slxata @urelvtec, Theognis 385, 739.
atoyponépdetav @tisl, Soph. Ant. 1056,

o0 ... 68l 10 xnepdalverv “oLAel Soph. Ant. 312,
t&dL ety §ORN. 4Ant. 1059.
In these examples ¢Liely means not merely

"to like", but "to do, make a practice ofM
these kinds of activity or behaviour.

5. with infinitive; the meaning here varies, cf.:-
dv deapidlely ouiel
SpBaiudg 8Gvdog Soph. Trach., 548-9;
here ¢thel means "delights in";
¢’ olg ydp un gpovd GLydy QLAR,

Soph. 0.T. 569, meaning "I prefer to";

¢uhet &7 O HUESE .... PPTCOGL XhoReUC,
Sophi. Ant. 493, indicates no pleasure, but
nmeans "is usually caught ocut'.

the impersonal ¢iLiel, in ola @Liel
vlyvecdaL, etc.,, means simply "asg usually
happens",

(c) to give general approval to classes or types of
persons or things;
od @uhéw péyav otpatnydy 0068
Sroreriyuévoy
ovde pootplyotct yalpov ovd’
dreEvonuévov”®
GANG pot oulupde Tuve etn ...,

Archilochus fr., 60 D.

&’ émaivnui ®al gLiéw,
T E00q undsy atoypov.
Simonides fr., 4 D, 19-20.

(Here notice Plgto's quotation of this phrase
at Prot. 3354 -et, dst pév Eywyéd cov Thv
gLrocoglav Gyopat, &Tdp xal vOVY xal ERaLvd
®et ¢LAB - before the occurrence of the poen
of Simonides, but obviously with it in mind.
Even here Enatv® %ol oA = 4indicates

Socrates' general spproval of Hipponicus'
love of wisdom.

i

006" ad Torabtny yA®oowy &v waxolc oLAD,
Soph. Ajax 1118,
ogahepd &7 o0 QLA® GTPATNYRY %pdTn,
Bur. (%) Rhesus 132.
(But Teleclides fr. 1.6, otholev 1dc revxoTdTag
pézac  follows a personification of the ledj
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(d) P0381b1z we should distinguish a special sense
GLA®  with certain particular things as
ooJect "to attach great emotional value to';
probably an occasional transference from sense
(a) of persons;
plotov gfv, ¢dg Boph. 0.T. 612, 0C. 995,
Eur. Her. G0.
But @uA® wd¢ &rnidac, Eur, Her. 91, is used
in sense (b), or perhaps (¢); and ZAv ¢u\®
is likewise 1tse1f perhaps nearer (c).

Liel]l o¢u\@is not said of what we would call "liking"
for partlcular objects; "I like that statue
Would be apecxsc uot thde T8 Gyaiua or
qéouun THo6e TH Gydipatt . If oL A® 185s8 10
&yahua occurred it would probsbly imply
devotion to the flgure represented. This is
perhaps the most marked point of difference
between ¢uiety and our uses of "to like",

II. ¢lrog.

The connection between ¢Liety and ¢floc is
strongest in the case of the passive use of ¢{hoc.

1. ¢{roc (passive)

The uses of this sense of ¢iiog can be clagsified
in categories parallel to the uses of oiAelv; in fact
piro¢ (passive) could often be replaced without change
of meaning by o¢uioluevoc,

(a) of persons, "dear", "held in affection";
® @lha yovaux®y Eur. Alc. 460.
natde ¢fiw  Il. VII 279;
very common in this sense uhroughout Homer and
tragedy of frlends and family also e.g.
I1. XX 347 e@tioc c@@vamoaoc Geotouy,
"favoured by the gods".

The vocative is_common; unote especially Plato
Symp. 19903 and 20108 where Socrates begins
the discussion with ® @oire ‘Avadwv and ends
with ® @Lhclueve "AY&3wv;  for the latter
compare Theocr. III 3, TiTvp’, €Uty 16 xardy
REQLANULEVE,

Certain tragic periphrases show the same sense
of ¢idrog, e.s5.
:”xmopog @LKov mooa, Eur. Tro. 661,
® ¢ihov wpbomTVvYL® Epov, Eur. Or. 1049,
(Orestes of Electra.)

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

1. abet &7 Aulv dulc Te @lAn xidapic Te
. Xopol Te
elpatd ©° &&nuoLpd ROSTpaﬁu Gepud
ot ebval,
Odyssey VITI 248-9
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2. ater vdp 1ot EpLg Te @fin néheuol Te
wéxaL Te, I1. Vv 891.

e s s 00 CJL/.\—-CLTG’/(.QV
HoOwy Te xhorfwv, ol ot wedddev ¢ihoL sloiv,
Od. XIII 294-5.

3. We can see in some caseg of 2:-
€.8. alel oL Td %A~ E0Tl @ila @peot
povteveodatr Il, I 107:-
the growth of the frequent use of ol{iov éoTi
(potr) eand 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 ¢uhrelv; here ¢i{rov

is used of "what is approved of, pursued as a
general aim";

bt nardv, ¢lrov &oti, T8 &’ ov
waddy ob glrov dotlv,
Theognis 17,
"Honour 1is precious'"; see Dodds on Bacchae

ototy &’ Bowov xal TS Slxatov

gihov év BLdTy Euripides El. 1351-2.

Here "those who in their life pursue holiness
and uprightness" are opposed to the pvodpou,
the "defiled, impious"; there is a clear
implication that T0 &({xatov is to be
practised, not merely "loved",

2. S5till of general gualities but meaning "valued"
rather than "approved" are:-
& vedtag pou girov atel, 16 68
yfpac &xbo¢, Eur. Her. 637-8.

P P A 2 - .
aaxé Te ydp &v waxole¢ obv =%
3 rd I
evtuxiatg olroy, Bur., Ion. 481-2.

Notice also Eur. Or. 229~30, ¢lrov ToL TH
vooolbvTL depviov &viapdy 8y 1o wifin’, dvayxalov
& Buwg. "The sick man prefers his bed, which though
not pleasant is necessary".

3. 10 ¢lhov occurs occasionally as an abstract noun; .
Téhpa Selvog &nl Zévac, ‘
G TAEuwY, 8TL nat wéhig
Tétpogey GeLiov drocTuYETY,
xdt TO ¢lhov céBecdar,

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 znd Jebb stress the "settled"
attitude indicated by <étpogev; but in
themselves &othov  and ¢ilov “probably
imply settled general disapproval and
epproval rather than merely "dislike" or even
"love"™; compare 1. above.
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Taud ydp onebderg ¢fra,  Eur. Her, 1409
TO TH¢ 9eo0l QLAOV ..... E£Zsvropfowy,

Eur. I.4. 747
refer simply "the course of action I approve",
"the will of the goddess", and are close to
@Chov &owy pot  with infinitive (b.3).

() ¢lhoc (passive) in tragedy is fairly frequent of
barticular 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); ¢{ro¢ said
of things implies that the speaker has a
reason for strong emotional attachment to them.

. e Q0 P )
Hecuba refers to "bxgpog efiov oéxoc,

Bur. Tro. 1222;

Philoctetes to his <6Zov ¢lAov and even to
its ¢liin vevod, Soph. Phil, 1128, 1004.
plAn ®xdTpLg, olhat 2NPoL. dur In. ASE #F 28,
¢lratoly drodoxalc &S6uwy, Bur, I.A4. 1229.

plrov T8 ¢é€yyog TolUto To¥ Heo?l,
Bur., Alc. 722, (ef. g¢thelv
(d).), ef. Her. 563%-4,
9lhag edQPOVAUC weaee i TBYV Ev elVy
PLATETWY AYORGOUETOY
Eur. Hec. 828-9 (slightly doubtful sense?)

plrov Vavov 9éhynTpov  Eur. Or. 211,
sald by Orestes in illness,

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

At this point before considering the second main
sense of g{roc¢ 1t may be as well to comment on the
Homeric use of ¢l{hrog frequently to mean no more than
"one's own", especially of parts of the body., The

2 . o & o A iy ‘
scholiast on Iliad I 569 comments @{hoy 5& 7d quv,
and Kretschmer + suggested that ¢lhoc was in origin
a possessive adjective, It is possible to conjecture

how this might underlie the meanings of ¢thelv gng

+ in Indog. Forsch, 1927 pp. 267-T72, "Glottah,

1930, pp. 238-9, Cf. Buck "Selected Indo-European
Synonyms, . 1110,
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¢¢ho¢ (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 o¢iioc (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 ¢{)oc.
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 ¢{roc,
that in which it means "a friend".

2. othog ("a friend")

On grounds of logic and of usage, and perhaps
also of etymology, this sense must be kept quite separate
from sense 1., oi{io¢ (passive). + ¢lroCuevoc cannot
be substituted for this sense; when Xenophon says
(at Mem. II 4) xdviwy RINLATOY KPETLOTOY ov... QLAOC
obdeng ndtv dyaddg, 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 mutual benevolence and intimacy". If A and
B are friends then A is B's friend and B is A's friend;

if A is a friend of B then it follows that B is 5 friend

+ Liddell and Scott confuse these senses and treat
them as one.
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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 ¢{ho¢ 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 ¢{iho¢ may perhaps have been more directly
derived from the old "possessive" sense of @elAog than
was the passive sense. Persons who were "one's own",
¢irov, were no doubt principally family and kin, but
also one's friends; and they no doubt were prepared
to call one "their own", o¢{l0C. ++ (But this kind
of metaphorical "possession" of persons is of course
reciprocal, which the possession of property is not.)
This relatively direct derivation of ¢{hiocg ("a friend)
from a possessive adjective might help to show why the
link between ¢{N\oc¢ ("a friend") and the verb ¢LAely
seems in ordinary Greek to be much looser than might
have been expected; ¢LAelyv and ¢lhog (passive)
perhaps represent a different and more complex line
of development of the original possessive force. I
repeat that I am not g philologist, but this account
seems better than deriving ¢fro¢ ("a friend") from
¢Cho¢ (passive), as Iiddell and Sco?grdo; it is very
striking to contrast the parallelism already noted

between ¢f{ho¢ (passive) and ¢iurely  with the surprising

+ except in certain abnormal idioms - see below p. &

++  See Dirlmeier, "¢ilog¢ and 9tiia", Diss. Munich
19310
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fact that Xenophon discusses ¢{hot ("friends") at
length in Mem. II 4-6 without using the verb oiLAsely
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 piNoc 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;-

1. One of the most notorious Greek views is
expressed by Theognis at 869-872; . v
&Mmﬁmm(wh¢Manywhe%w veabey... .
¢y drd molqy Ml émp tow o e guledlsy,

B ‘ o e & _
(the conbrast WALy iy, el pépy T Eoima

ot ue ¢urelovvy here by poetic usage means

"my friends", cf. Theognis 101-4, where ¢uATCAL
means "to meke a ¢lAOC of", 113, +)

2. The emphasis on mutual service as the basis
of friendship is strong in Xenophon as well
as Theognis; e.g.:- =OMdxLg & npd adTol

P2 - Pa J é
Tig f) odx éZevpydoato §) odx agésv 3 odx
b rd r LY
fixovoev §| odw SuAvuce, Tabta & ¢lhog wpd ToOl
N H 2 . e - r
¢liov egnpxecev, Xen, Mem. II 4, 7.

5. Affection or emotion between friends (as
oppcsed to family) tends to be in the background;
Aristotle's observation about ordinary language
Tovg 6 Bovhopévoveg o¥tw Tdyadd efvovc
AéyovoLy_.... ebvoray ydp &v dvTirenovedor
gLAlav etvar, (E.N. 11550 32), shows that
the ordinary word for the attitude of mind of
one friend to another is edvoira; this is
confirmed by Euripides, Ion 730-732; Plato R
337bl; Uenander Dyscolos 720.

+ This sense of gLAetly (a.4 above) is poetic and
compargtively rare, Etymologically it should
perhaps be explained as showing the influence of
9lhog  ("a friend") on ¢Lhrely rather than vice
versa.,

XTAT e g o Mhory # bty ouly wisms ok efeinnts

X¥  dn sud 2 ranw su %MW@ otragertifion (7(?!7«,) Wbl koo am
tworioun  erflechion ff refeviacis, !
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Two other meanings of the reciprocal sense of

¢lAo¢ must be mentioned:-

1. In Homer and tragedy ¢{Ao¢ is very often
equivalent to ovyyeviic (indeed this may be
etymologically a more basic sense; see p./7
above). This leads to involved play on the
word ¢tio¢ in many passages in tragedy; e.g.

Soph. Ant. 517-522;
"AvT. ceeos GOENPSC YheTo,
Kp. obftor %08’ odyBpéc, o0ds’
btav 84vy, ¢lroc,
(cf. Rober¥, Oidipus II 121 n. 11.)
Eur. Phoen, 1446, , s e
¢thog ydp ExGpoc évyévet’, AN
duwe ¢iroc.
Aesch. Agam. 1272 ¢{iwv 0=’ &yopdv,
"by my own people who became my enemies",
see Fraenkel.
In all these cases the implied opposition
between &x9p6¢ =and ¢{hog is played on at
the same time as the sense of ¢{ioc meaning
"a kinsman".

2. ¢lho¢ meaning "an ally" is of course szlso
reciprocal in sense, cf. Xen. Hell. VI 5.48.

4 final observation on ¢lhog ("a friend") must
be that since only persons can be friends, in this
sense of the word the neuter is unusual; except e.g.;~-

®&Y ydo &v ¢lrov 188e .Eur. Or. 1192, which .
means "all of us here are in league together,

¢{ra dv Téuoitg, Eur. Her. 301, "found 2
friendship".

3. oiroc  (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 olhog, "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 ¢{Aog
of persons where the emphasis is on their active
participation in friendship; and so there comes

eventually to be a sense of ¢lho¢ 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 ¢{lroc
(active) must be treated as a separate sense, but
etymologically perhaps it represents a specisl sense
of ¢@lho¢ ("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 Lysias XIII 92,

et tolvuv T, &xelvor dyaddv w1y ®bALy
i ©d ®ARBoc¢ 7o 6@é¢§p9v @ayepof’sisn .
?Sﬂ?bﬂKéTeg, ceves GYAYAN TUAC €0TL wéVTAG
exefvotg @lhovg xat Exvtnielove elval
("and so you must avenge them" ) ;

active benefit has been done by one party,
80 the other must be ¢(%oL to them and return
the sgervice,

Compare:- Soph. Ant. 543,

Ayoug &7 &y wiroloav o otdpyw ¢iiny,
"I do not like a 'friend' whose friendship is
shown only in words."

, - E'l;ll". Or. 4249

aindne e¢ ¢lrove ¢lroc, "truly a friend
towards your friends"; also Soph. Ant. 99,
Eur, I. T. 609,

tolg eirowe v dpdd¢ ¢lny, "towards her
friends a friend rightly so called", see
Campbell on Ant. 99, Wilamowitz on Eur. Her. 56.
In all these cases ¢{)No¢ means "a true friend
because an active friend".

2. The developed active sense is seen ing-

+eos Ppototory 8¢ xadéotruev véuog
urcety 18 oeuvdy xal T3 uy "doLy ¢lhov,
Bur. Hipp. 91-93.
"Men are bound to hate unfriendliness.™"
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Yovatxeg Gvophv, w&dv,  ob walduy ¢lhal,
Eur. El. 265, "Women love their
husbands, not their children" (said
by Electra of Clytemnestra).

elrovs yiyveosdur Tol¢ dpcotale,
Plato, Symp. 183c4, said by Pa#sanias,
is & euphemism for xapl{Zecdal.

toxel Tug TOY 08wy olhog Aubv vovon yeyovéval
Phileb. 25bll, means "a god has
assisted our argument".

Much rarer than ¢(A0¢ (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
mutusl friendship; it is obviously felt as eguivalent
to  ¢uABv  and occurs with the same kind of objects

as follow gthelv.

Bur. Hel, 1263, means '"he was

(b) Fv ¢iroc sopl,
Fighting".

9
fond of

(‘ZS,‘;)G,(_,{?;SDI:(‘I: eeee 9lhog, Eur. Tro. 788-9, "given to
snamelessness",

ot wovouxfic elAoL Bur. fr., 580 NaMck?, is
reminiscent of the secondary use of "friends
of the arts, ete." in EBnglish,

(olrhoc Te nal ouyyevig dandelac, duxaLooBvne  %Th.
Plato Rep. 487a%72, is obviously metaphorical.)

¢lhot TGV elo®y, Plato Soph. 248a%, are the

supporters of a philcsophical doctrine;

(but Eudoxus was said to be not merely ¢l{hrog THc

néovfc, ‘"overfond of pleasure", but genuinely
filled with philosophical conviction, Ar. E. N,
1172 b 17.)

This final sense of ¢(ho¢ (active) is however
very uncommon indeed,

This concludes the review of the senses of LAelv
and ¢ihoc; it only remains to state that certsin
related uses are conspicuously absent from Greek prose
usage (outside the "Lysis" and Aristotle, E. E. VIT

and E. N, VIII-I%). These are:-

guiety (b) (c) and (d), of impersonal objects,
except (c.3), ouAelv and infinitive.
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all senses of g¢{hoc (passive) except & gile
and ¢Chov eott {(Uov) and infinitive.

It will be seen to follow that o¢tietv and ¢lhoc in
prose are always to do with
(1) affection (or "support") for persons (peretv)
(1i) friendship between oersons (9trog)
except for weak impersonal uses 1o do with
(1) the habitual occurrence of certain events
(ii) the approval of particular courses of action.
The strong senses of "love of" certain objects and
pursult or approval of general ideals are confined to

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

¢uAla. (in Homer g¢uiéing; ++ but see below.)

A very brief note on the noun ¢tifa should
perhaps be added. This is the noun from ¢fhog ("a
friend"), and not from the verb ourely (which is
plinovg, first in Aristotle E. N.) It follows that
ptAfa 1is 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 oui{o; but at Thue. I 91,
dta @uAfav adtol means "because of friendship with
(not for) him", as is proved by Democritus fﬂ 98,
evdg @uiin Evvetod xpboowv dEvvétuv v, 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 ¢({hoc
in all senses can be followed by either the
genitive or the dative; for addiTional evidence
of ¢lhoc (passive) and gen. see Soph. El. 1145-6.

++ On ¢uLAdtnc see Page on Sappho fr. 1, 19.



at Plato Rep. 58la, where #Hdoviy xatl ¢uifav .... TOD
x€ploveg are attributed to the part of the soul which
Plato wishes to call 76 ¢Lhoxepdéc.

A very few cases of an active sense of ¢uiia
occur, but, like many cases of ¢l{ro¢ (active), in
bassages where the meaning is "the affection shown by
& partner in a friendship", in a context involving
mutual affection; see Plato Phaedr. 25591-2, where
the beloved is becoming infected with the emotion of
his lover; xatd Todtd ob %xoBetl xal =odelral,
elowroy Epwtoc dvtépwta Exwv® xoret 68 adtdv ol
cletatr odx Epwta dANd @urlav slvar. + (This quotation
incidentally helps to show that the Homeric sense of
¢LA0Tnc meaning "sexual passion" is not present in the

later term @LKC&.)

PLAC = GOQOc, = 00QeElV etc.

Compound words beginning ¢tio- are of course
very common throughout Greek literature, and indicate
general pursuit of kinds of object; compare g¢irslv
(b) and (c). These compounds thus admit to prose
usage a sense of pLhelv  otherwise absent; this
perhaps makes the absence of the simple verb even more

remarkable,

The bearing of this linguistic enquiry into ¢froc,
9thetv and related words will, I hope, be obvious from

almost any page of the philosophical analysis of the

+ Ong might contrast passages where €pwg, normally
quite clearly a one-way Passion, is coupled with
mitual relationships; éxihfttovTol @uiig Te xai
otxeL6TnTL xal Epwti, Symp. 192be, where Epuwc
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 ¢i{ro¢ and girety 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 g¢i{ro¢c ("a friend")
and other senses of ¢ithetv and ¢lroc 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 innovetions 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 gquestions will be deferred till the final
conclusions (many secondary historical guestions 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 saidj;
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,
ig deferred to the concluding section.
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The direct discussion of friendship opens with the surprisingly slick and
bewildering argument with “lenexenus. Commentators have described this as

Plato at his most feristic' and 'antilogical', and have even agsumed it to

have no other purpose than to parody contemporary 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 intemtion of the "Euthydemus'"; but even there

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

by Plato very seriously (for exesmple those about falsc statement); and here

in the "Lysis" one lesson which c:uld be learnt from these paradoxes about who

is ¢{ho¢ would have a very important 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 ¢{ic¢ is used both in

the active sense of 'friend' and in the passive sense of 'deart®, This is not

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

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

the Lake District" or "frieands of humanity"; but on the other ham 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 ©{N0C, has various idiomatic uses which can be confusing.

(We Bave scen 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 ¢{io¢ in Greek, and certainly found a passive

sense and noted a common active implicetion. These two senses of @({\oc

may be whaet make Mene®enus agree so easily with Socrates' leading questions

5

at 2128 -b 3 if one man likes another then one is actively ¢{no¢ and the

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

his" where 'friend! might be active,
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and the other passively ¢{7.0¢ so both are ¢{ho¢. 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 wss the only one

2-,
5_d3 , 213b and

involved then the refutations put up by Socretes at 212b
213b7--<:5 need not :ave been accepted by Menexenus. If at 212587

Menexenus accepted Socrates!' suggestion because he saw that ¢({io¢ could
have either an active or passive sense, then at (for examole) 213a6-b2 he
would have seen that the result obtained exclusively fros the passive use of
glhog = grholuevog has nothing%dd about it, sny more than the similar
result obteined exclusively from the active sense in 213b7-04, and he would
not have given in to Socrates' suggestion that here was woAAY é}\oyi O

If this were all that Plato was playing on in this passage his antilogicality
would be as trensparent as the worst examoles of Buthydemus and Dionyscdowus,
and Menexenus would be unduly & men of straw,

Von Arnim suggested thaet in addition to the ambiguity between sctive and

passive senses of the adjective cptf?zog) there was a wider and a narrower sense

of the verb ¢LXalLvV which caused confusion throughout the dialogue. In its

wider‘sense ¢uLAelY could have a neuter object, in its narrower sense it had
a personal object., With this distinction of the senses of - thelv goes a
distinction in the senses of ¢{.0c¢, according to whether it is being used

in discussion of the relation betwesen tiwo persons or between a person and a
thing., This means, von Arnim suggested, that Plato should heve discussed
these two different levels of friendship separately, and not in the same
pascage talzed of the relationsiip between men at 2129.8--6.3 and between men
and things at 212:514—2133.3 » This last point at lecast may be sound; the

relationship of the ¢tidSogoc to Goola could be expected to be different

+  Platos Jugenddialoge p. 41, sq.

27
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from the relation between two men who are ¢{ho¢. But Plato in fact produces
one of nis refutations by considering both the philosopher's love of wisdom and
the love of parents for a ctild too young to love them back, either of which
orovides an equally good case of 70 ¢t .0Juevov being ¢ {iov without being
2L aly (212d5-213a5). In discussing the normal Greek usaze of ¢L.sTv 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 howev:r was not entirely wrong in diagnosing trouble here of
which neuters are one of the symptoms, as we shall see. The othe7émbiguity
~esides that of the active and paszive senses of (({hoc¢ which causes the
antilogicality of this passage is due to the third sense of «iho¢ noted

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

should have seen that these ambiguities in ¢{ A0  glone would explain this
set of paradoxes, wihout recourse to the ambiguities of gurely. It was
correct, however, to point out that three and not merely two senses of :{ioc

ey
must be involved.

The adjective ¢lhoc, 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 ¢ thoc of B
then B is ac{.cc of A+. That is to say ¢(hcgan sometimes be translated
tfriendly towards" or "liking!, sometimes "dear to" or "likedj but most
commonly mesns "a friend of" or "friendly with" in the most ordinary sense of

matual 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 M"object"; but included in this reciprocal relation-
ship is, in purely logical terms, a "symmetricel" relationship. Even if
no theory of reciprocity whether of service or af ection were being put
forward to explain ffiendship the logical force of symmetry normally
implied in 'friend' and in the corresponding sense of <« {iocwould k

remain and woild 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 othur senses of
"friend" in English were noted earlier,but this at—eest logica'ly symmetrical
sense is the most usual. Similarly «{’cc in Greek has an equivalent sense
implying symmetry: and it is this sense which Plato pleys on in order to
produce the denials that one-sided relationships can involve <{M0cC at

3 2136%~4, and 213b7-c5.

212b5—d

The first part of the argument, at 212aé—d4, is built up to prove that
the relation between ¢ (.0t is reciprocal (perhaps indeed Menexemus is taken
in at 212b2.-3 precisely because he assumes a symmetry in the relation Socrates
wishes to describe; he jumps from meniion of one man liking enother to the
assumption that both are friends, as though at this point &ig.Cdv Tic
TLyo LA (212&8) meant "when one men is friends with another",) The

R a dwetinig a
subsequent destruction of this explanation of ¢{hog¢ a—a——%erms—%f— symtetrical
relationg has to be done by the introduction of a one-way relationship. The
i

most obvious one-way relationshigﬁ(pl arlyZEEEfcasesbof 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. ¢({h0OLVvog
and the thing, here ofvcx;, as -~ {%cg 1in the passive sense. (Use of
the verb civielv with an impersonal object was subject to certain restrictions
as seen before; so in 21248 ¢Laofor el Te  would sound a little unusual if
it had not been prepared for by ¢{.i17 .ctete.) But this is where confusion
due to neuters creeps in. Normally the occurrence of ¢ {i.v 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 is dso used

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

at 212d%4 the result of the previous establishment of the symmetrical implication
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of 6{A0g  is rephrased in the neuter prevaratory to refutation: 003 &oc
Win & mtand B Soumd WMW “'d‘“{ f‘
2otlv oy ol guhobute obdey u odm dv ol L:»/\, Thie-already doch Hemacae

¢ i

tempts the reader to think of ¢{ ¢v = svicbuevoev, which is the sense to

h

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 nouter
noun AGLLLOV, On the other hand at 212e® we have ©0 guicluevoy oo

ok Soumdly okt )

Tiv, [ in the neuter, but at 213a4-9 this is stated
in the masculine, o’% &oa & gLidY ¢{hOC.en . .. GLRT O cLioluevog,
and so a suggestion of the normal masculine sense of reciprocated friendship is
introduced again, and the paradox “CRA0C,...u... #.0 17V ¢{Awy %mfa’o‘:;wm
is rejected because ¢(ho¢ in ths sense of "friend" does not allow this.

i »

This is then generalised as 400VGTUV....... TF €.0p0 ¢lhov elva

¥

. . ER o - 1 . ~ T . Py -
which is indeed GOVVCTOV when the reciproczl sense of ¢UAo¢  is in mind

e E T LA P N S N O
but not where L ACV = CLaludovoy and T SoEAUPR SLADY = gag
ToU Lo ouuévor ¢uihodusvoy,

The argument so far has shown that to be ¢ui%v te xal ¢Lrodusvoc
is not, as at first appesred, a necessary condition for having the sdjective

O (:vr“*..C‘( .

o applied to one, since it also has the one-way sence = ciroluevog;
and then that to be ¢i1.CU.evog is not a sufficient condition of being
$4h0¢  in its full semse of "friend". Socrates now tries the other one-way
sense snd performs exzctly the same manceuvre, At 2131)5"6 TO QLAOTY &y
cln ¢lihov 100 @uioumévovp  is taken to be the remeining alternative; this
is again rejected because it would seem to lezd %o the possibility of being

the friend of an enemy.

(Thi’s4 time the paradox is not even put into the masculine but kept in
the neuter). So that %o be ¢L™&V 1is shown to be not a sufficient
condition of being ¢{r0¢ in its full sense, &nd the disastrous-seeming
summing-up is done at 213¢%. i ofv 67 Lpaodueia & uhte of cunobvtec

GO 3 e AT ¢ Y 2~ < G e A »
GL L o)JV L BTTE OV @LOUVLEVCL UNTE of CLATUVTEL TE LG (1’.3(;/\@5}41.811‘3(1;
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What has happened is "antilogical! in the extreme. In fact all the
suggested definitions of @{Ao¢ are correct for one or other of its senses,
but each is rejected by being opoosed 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 misguideds 00x dp08¢ 2% Tofusv. What was
Plato trying to show by this? The neat arrangement of these "antilogiesth
into a r-futation of all the senses of ¢{o¢ might seem to be deliberate
and artificisl. Perhaps Plato, not having any terminology for Hambiguity"
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 awzre of all the ambiguities in : (hog¢
we should expect him to observe them very carefully and avoid any confusion in
the rest of the dialogue.

Ly 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 smbiguities he thought them unimportant or unnecessary to
comment on must be discussed later)but for th= moment it will be mos% convenient
to discuss solely in view of the passeze in hand whether Plato may conceivably

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

+ 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 ¢(Aog
in all its senses. So that if Socrates here is being represented as
looking not for a partial but for a single complete and exact synonym by way
of a definition of ¢( . o0g he can be excused for being dissatisfied with all
the cendidates. 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 ¢(A0¢ in part though not completely is never
mentioned; the discussion is apparently written off as a total failure.

Is this dissatisfection sophisticated and ironical on Plato's part?
This may have seemed to him the neabest way available with his vocabulary
of showing that ¢{A0O¢ is not a simple word but has more than one serse, and

fIWV‘L E{a.é% A

so cannot be given a single “synonym. This mayz benjche‘ipoint esﬁ“i rejecting
suggestions which have avaiu?{well realisedWof providing definitions

of different single senses. On the other hand, if we have zny 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 ¢:&ifi and
émomﬁ;m are rejected because they do not illustrscte what dpet?) or
&xtuthun  itself is, or why the cases are what they are. In these dialogues
the definienda are taken to have one meaning in many casesj if this is correct
then Plato is right to concentrste attention on this mesning in itself.

Would he in the 'Lysis! have maintained that to list the various senses of
@(lhoc does not explain what ¢lhog itself reslly means, what the uniting
sense is behind the other three? This demand for a2 uniting basic meaning

is mistaken in the case of ¢{N0¢, which has various logically distinct senses
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linked in & more complicated way, not as cases derived from a single root
sense. Concentration on the basic meaning of the verb gwihelyv might be
more in point, once ¢{hoc had been established as mesning either o AGYV
or ¢Licluevoc OF GLABY Te %al GLhoBuevoc; in g,nety (as indeed
in &peTf  or éxioufun) a different kind of ambiguity might arise over the
force of the word in different contexts; but over . {hog definition without
reccghnition of the ambiguity is impossible, unless a word with an exactly
similar set of logically distinct semses 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 steted in later
dialogues in perhpps more appropriate applications, 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 oﬁﬁr
more general tendencies evident in Plato's earlier 'definition-hunting'
dialogues may have misled him. These tendenﬁ?s, 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 appears to argue
fallacicusly from "All x is y" to"All y is x"; this avparent fallacy can
however be made into a correct inference if we understand "x is y" in Plato
to be a statement of identity or eguivalence, 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 identificstions 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 csrsful to

ar Aoyl i€ sepmuted urimsnal .
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 c(2o¢ in terms of equivalence.

The second tendency which mey 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 Flato'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 eerly 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 @C?usg, then it would
hardly be surprising if he did not see the value in his own analysis of ¢{ioc
but thought his method of enqiiry must have been misguided. Attempts at
definition are frequently over-simple at all stiges in philosophy. Plato
had perhaps not reslised 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

dis AT M enem,
its correct uses, or muparent) snares in its definitio%é have several distinct

iteanings 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 asbiguity in his definienda, and thought that
'what ié x?' had one answer only; that "x is y" was made to seem an
implausible answer if it could be szid also that "x is z"; that if x is
both y and z then there must be & 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 ¢{o¢; he
may not have seen any use in these suggestions as definitions of different
senses of ¢{Aoc., We must exemine the rest of the dialogue in the hope
of discovering whether he was clearly comsciois of the differences of sense

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

passage,
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Ivsis is susgpicious of the method of engquiry which has been used in
N3d-21hc  212b-213d snd blurts out that it must have been wrong; this delights
Socrates, who resumes the comnversation now with Lysis, and suggests enother
anproach by way of noting the words of the poets, NMen are mede friends by

God, who brings together like to 1ike, Socrates here still has his firs%

;Q

gtion in mird; how does one man become the friend of another?  The
answer of the voets is confirmed by the writinsgs of the rhiloscphers, who
confirm thet there iz & necesssry sttraction between like and like, The
philosophers probably used this sttracticn ss an element in cosmolegy; cf.

?IJ.E :_35a ;s Plato uses it here as sn explanaticn of friendshin in its

ordinsry senge, that is to say, belween men. Friendship between men who
are alike is first taken to mesn thet cood men will be the friends of other
good men and bad men friends of bad men, Bvt this is then se=n tc be omly
half true: bad men cannot be friends wi*h esch other becsuse they will do
each other wrong, which is clearly impossible between friendss :ZXM@@?V;?’C
¢ dfinovmevosc  Uivamy wov }z’sz’)(o?Jc drat.
So, in this wsey, like csnﬁot be frierdes with like, zod the poets and
thilogsophers whe said so were wrong. PBut the voets and philosorhers ave
excused, becsuss thev cannot have meant to include bad men ss likes, since
a bad men has no stability of character so is not even consistently like
himgelf, let alone like snyone else. S0 the poets must have meant that only
the good could be friends, while 2 bad men could not be friends with either
a goed or a2 bed man.

2lhe~215¢c Socrates has a querrel even with this reading of the "likeness"
explanation, What could one men do for enother who ig like him excerpt
what the second men 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? 7‘:( Ji;
/auz/n T qy 17 «M gA av ayauv;ﬁ’c/ M 7fc~fmay (Wlfafﬁl«)/ Mrwmc

(&) Y

e)(ovf R TR M7 a)/a( ,/,Jrg ,mc gDMcV)' Ouda(ﬁ(wc, iﬁl/?/l« 37 a,my
o,u.oloL u./ O,waw/ o quvt
Se f‘rlendshwp will not result from likeness, and if it is true that good

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

likeness./
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But this in fact will not do either; good men(/are .ipecause of their goodness,
self-sufficient, so will want nothing and welcome nothing; | sd good men will
not need each other, so will not value each other and so will not be friends,
7!? é’/f&iy’fe‘ 7235“(‘;&/02 a;'dzi 17/40;(-’ __,-_,M‘y'n m(ﬂovzu( /rJ(zqy o(?/fdv
%wr‘ 0 6‘7 Wod v ,017)( 4!/7 Tuz AoV 10((.(,0’&)41 «/H’y, oV
Dddemd ¢”“” 4 re oix “)P’ tlov M ul’/t qedday ,(OIﬂJﬂel/Ol (av(wc
15¢-21€b 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@ also aé:ié»that like is like's own grestest enemy; the poets have
said this, and Socrates has heard it developed by a skilful and impressive
arguer, 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

-

ignorant the nelp of the expert. *oV )/4// 773:1/1,7 W /«’/’C’Vﬁw’ XV%)’K« o€ (“6/;(,‘

praoy wya Tije tf/fl»fog;fu.a c-‘/w{g( o Kxl aayix 57 By ,{A; 4o 7 aVa(ua(V
RS P \ oy

70\/ ?CJ@ & Hay ihery.,

This can be extended ass a wide general principle; dry desires wet, cold hot,

on : .
empty fullness, and so #8; opposite is nourished by opposite, whereas like

. . —t e \ \ »’\ . "\ )= gl N ’ g f/
gets nothing out of like: f,gvdpxﬂ/ )/q// tevdtr 0 eValV oy ‘w eVay (w
B L I 20\ s} > -~
© Y47 Omowy @y omolsy oudey (v NN T
But there sre some oppesites who cannot conceivebly be friends; the experts in
paradox-hunting will swiftly point out thet friends and enemies are opposites
but not friends, and that oppositeness does not meke good men the friends of bad

men, 5o that oppositeness is not better than likeness as an explanation ¢f how

friendship comes about.

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

the discussion is still W"and leads to no positive conclusion. The princirle

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

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

about to refute the principle in one instance Socrates suggests that the

. . ™ P 7 9, N
general statement is only half true ; (¢ /lC-,/o VY . (o ?Z} 97{;;4/6’?2/ 4“?5'76@_
The second half of the principle, friendship between m:n 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 hsve been put earlier and

rendered/



37
rendered unnecessary the considerstion of particular instances; but Plato
also takes into account an alternative interpretstion of the statement that
like is friend of like which might 2llow this to be true without the friendship
being based or the mere fact of likeness, but rather on the quality in respect
of which there is likeness, The bed cannot be the friends of the bad at 211,
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 becanse 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 steting this
explanation of friendship, has been removed by the sovhistic 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; 1o us it seems surprising that only two respects of likeness are
considered as instances; but the instances are refuted separately as well ss
the genersl principle, The refutations of these instances will turm 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 beceuse of
their use in refuting the general statement sbout likeness between friends,

The refutation of the principle of oppositeness is much less comphete.
Many cases of oppositeness are suggested to back up the principle; 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 velidly
refute a principle that all opposites are friends, though not a principle that
2ll friends are eopprosites, since they do not show that no opposites are friends
but only that some are not, That is to say, Plato has shown that oppositeness
is not a sufficient condition of friendship but not that it may nct 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,Plsto seems to have taken trouble to show that likeness wes
a sufficient condition for inferring the absence of friendship, which would be
a refutation whether he was proposing likemess as a sufficient or merely as a

necessary condition of friendship. Most probebly 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
equivealence, A search for this kind of condition or definition of friendship
is much more difficult to setisfy than a search for either merely a sufficient
or merely a necessary condition. If this is the object of enguiry then
elenchus or refutation of all positive suggestions is mede very much easier.

Is Plato's hunt for equivalences merely e device to meke the construction of
his elenchus easier?  Surely Plato must have realised the unlikelihood of
obtaining equivalences, and the usefulness of finding verious contributory
though not completely binding conditions? Or does he meen to reject altogether
anything but a defirition in terms of equivalence because of a\éiﬁé;féiy held
ideal view of definition? Ve might todsy 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 necesssry or
sufficient; have we witnessed here Plato's way of showing just this, that
neither theory is complete in itself but thet both are useful? MNany modern
interpreters would be quite sure Plato was aiming to show this; but if we
attend carefully to Plato's actual methods of argumenﬁ)ané imagine the state
of thinking about definition before Aristotle}it is far from impossible to
think that Plato wished to be taken as meaning just what he said; he may even
have seen the demand for definition in terms of equivalence as an advance in
precision of thought due to himself or to Socrates.

Seme further mores straightforward but sexhaps not less necessary comments
require to be made on this part of the argument. The cuestion SQ?EVK @Hﬁnbv
Yt,yi/é?’o(( di'dog Oc'/’*?do«, G(-r?fmaf
posed by Socrates at 212a, had been postponed in favour of another ( /Mi?ﬁg(
””é/av’ o /1;/( (i o by 2) %f/w,myo/ . o 212 fr-)
which was not successfully answered; but now the original question is taken
up againe. 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 attrsction they have, especially

their sttraction 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;
hd ) o = 3

there/
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there is a brief mention st 2lha of the notion thst it is God who brings them
together, but this is not discussed, Xenorhon on friendship discusses in
detail the services friends can do esch other in order to maintain their
friendship; Plato appears often to be thinking in terms of friends doing each

what Wm ore
other services) but does not discussLthe services | themaslves, merely the qualities
which will lead men to do the services, ?Iii/?'mca will lead to active disservice
oY 7oy . ¢ (,‘ /
(s(dum() and make friendship impossible; MO0 L0311 Tead to inability to do each
!
other necessary as opposed to superf‘],cus services; Nt’ 47 will meke mutual service
[

¢ w)/‘(m‘fldt
unnecessary altogether, — will sometimes make service possible; a rich man

A
can help a ppor man, a doctor a sick man; and the atiraction that the pairs of
opprosite elements have for each other in general is explained on the ground
that each represents 7270?77 for the other, In other cases . w:ll mean that

' A
men have guslities incompatible with each other, temperance being incompatible
with profligacy, goodness with badness. Here, however, these incompatibilites
. . : o

are not apparently connected with absence of mutual service, but mer-e—l«‘ due to

7 WQA«: A ewlweiy on el

the reciprocal unattractiveness of these qualities, ,, /7 ﬁwM ‘7 AL 4/ witd ‘d,,mg-
[tacs 85ty
A second point to notice about the substance as against the method of this
argunent is that there is very little deviation from discussion sbout friendship
in its normal sense between msn and man. The principle of likeness may have
been taken over from cosmology, and some of the examples of the attrection of
opposites perhaps have a medicel origin; but the ap pplication seems to be
principally to persons as friends. Furthermore by friendship here is meant for
the most part a reciprocal or mutual attachment, Pairs of z?w@;/gm will wrong
Li » \ 2 J
each other, each becoming v i« c(&mOVZLLGYO() which will make friendship
4 ]
impossible, So it must be the good who are Guota e’(AA/Amc ;{l\l ¢l;10l .
But men who cannot dgeach other services will not be friends, and it is this
{quﬁﬁ(IMﬂ. ¢ ({Vd\/’tv 1‘?«]‘-

that rules out the good, And in general the suggestions of Qﬂmo?};c or

St wdond & £

L ¥ttt explain reciprocal attachments; if both men are alike in having the quality
which creates friendship, each will have the same reagon for attachment to the
other, Similarly each of a pair of opposites will find the atiraction of
oppositeness in the other, But a few of the cases cited +o support opoositeness
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 explanatirm of one side of the attachment is not
in oppositeness but in superiority, and this is not a symmetrical relation and
so does not explein a reciprocal friendship, unless as a reason why a POOY 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. Questions 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 exXamination 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'e‘n 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 resch 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 unimportenty 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

mach less clear, if it does not guite drdpzout,in most of the rest of the

dialogue,
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Socrates returns to the fray and at once mekes a new suggestion, which
**enexenus invites him to explain: but now Socrates confesses to being

perplexed himself, and jestingly refers to the proverb Uawi a.Ov gl{iov

e
(@
ﬂ

LA .
I

v0 ¢laov  is always slipoing from our grasp; 1t must be something smooth
and lithe, like the body of a beautiful boy: so perhaps it is Td xaidy
itself, And pernaps this may be borne out by the answer Socrates is just

suggesting on his latest hunch - &.opavteyduevoc = becaus

o)

it is
orecisely ©0 uaidv we xat &yaddv  that he now sees as the object that
is @lhov.
So far the exploreticn of the possibility of friendship has concentrat
on the relations between members of one or other of two classes of men, the
good end 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
friendship nor even to allow it to be possible. 'So if there is to be any
friendship enywhere, it must ilnvolve men outside these twe classes,  Socrates
suggests that there is a third class, the neither good :or bad, or intermediste.
There can be no friencship including & bad mant ; ncr can like be friends with
like; so the intermediate cannot be friends with the bad nor with another
intsrmediate; therefors if friendship is to exist aanywhere it must be between
the intermediste and tie good; = Eyadn

& apa v0 uAte dyaddy phite xaxdy

wovy wdvow ovusalver yiyveosar olhov - “avdvkn, OS¢ Eouxev.

Socrates then looks for examples to substantiste this position reached so

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

+  This 1s not proved nere and has ot been proved earlier; previocusly

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 & bad man
could have no friends at all,

| ‘ E;
ated [
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oRe
turn, The examples given of a relationship between the intermediate and the
good are the desire of the body for medicel skill when threatened by siciness,
and the de:ire of the man who is ignorant but not stupid for wisdom. To
teelthy man will be the friend of = doctor, since he will have no need of himj
only the sick man will welcome medical aid ({cipuxiy dordZeodat xat guielv),
The body itself is neither good nor bad, but when threatened by the evil of
sickness it decsires the good in the shape of medical skill. A careful
sxolanation is given of how the bad can threaten and e present to the intermediate
vithout msking the intermediate bad itself; since if the sick body were alresdy
vad it would -obt be able to desire the good: we have seen tnat good and bad
cannot be friends. The example of love of wisdom ( gL Aocog{ ) works in the
seme way. # san who is elready wise will not love wisdom any nore then will a
man who has been made bad already by stupidity. But a men wio is ignorant but
aot corrunted by senselessness will pursue the good in the form of wisdom. So
in both soul and jody and everywherec else, the intermediate'fs—Hhe—friesd-of the
gomiwhen'MHeate;éd by bthe bad. xal xnotd TV Yuxy xal wetd T olHa xatb

KAV Te o0 10 uhite dyaody uAte xaxdv &Ll xuxo¥ wapovolay Tol dyaiow

Toere sre two new fectors in this latest turn of the discussion. One 1s
tHa% extension of the scope of the discussion veyond friendship between zen to
all forms of desire Hr the good, At 217 a® the concern is with friendship
setween a man snd a doctor; this is put more generally later in terms of the desire of
body for medical skill. The pursuit of wisdom is nowhere presented in terms of
friendship with wise menj perheps it should be taken to include this, but the
object of attraction is presented as the ebstrzct cogla I1tself.

With this extension of scooe the seccnd new factor in the turn of the

dislogue is closely connected. We noted that up to 216 b the main diczcussion,

“esides having friendship between men principelly in mind, had usually orovided
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explanations of friendship which allowed for recziprocation of attachment
between friends. “rom now on, however, the pursuit of the good by the
intermediate is discussed only as a one-way attachment. EBxplanation is clesr
of why the intermediate should pursue the good, but there is no discussion of
the motive the good might have for maintaining friendship with the intermediate.
It would often in the very generslised contexts now discussed be odd to speak
of the good as capable of feelings of attachment, when "the godd" in question

f N . L .., . .
is LOTELHUN or 0OGla, ¢ en'abstract concept; but neither is any explenation

i

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

engage in friendsnip with the sick san or the ignorant men. lotives of pure

benevolence are perhaps not e%ﬁuded by Plato, but to infer their introduction
n

here would be a 1ittle inconsistent with the restricted approaca by which the

earlier discussion considers only utilitarian motives. (Benevolence would
never be extended by Plato's good man to a bad man, and sresusably would be
withheld ss superfluous from ancther good mani)  Without going considerebly
beyond what is actuelly szid in this passage, we cannob regard Platc as here
being concerned with reciprocastion of attechment; 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 phrssed in almost the same
way as previous suggested solutions: 0 wive uaxcv uite dveodv.... oD
dyasol QLAY S 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
3¢ vivyvetar glhog Evspog ETépov; "How does one man become another's
friend?" At least it is presented as an answer to t.e more direct cuestion
Socrates now seems to have in mind, the outright T( BuTiv 8 ¢{Acv} (218 ©v7).

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 hers this solutiocn is first suggested
by a process of elimination, and then supported by a limited kind of example.

If 26 pfiie waxdy pfive dyaddy vevvees. TO0U dyadol olrov

merely ueans "the intermediate pursues the good!, then support for this has been
orovided; but if a solution to the cuestion about mutual friendship is

intended the problem of recinrocation of attachment is left oven. On the other
hand, TO uiite xaxdv wige dyalidv....... 700 dvaiol gliov

out of context could equally well mean "the intermediate participates in
iriendship with the good", but this would be more than had been proved here,

So either the original question about mutual friendship has nct been completely
answered, or thne answer has not been completely oroved., Has the more direct

»

question, T{ E07TLV

I
&

(,"
<

¥e3Y) been more adecuatel r dealt with? We cean
LYTYN

at least be sure Plato intended to answer this here. Butxihe edecquacy of the
answer depends on the me.ning of the question. If the cuestion is to e

interprete

i

1. 1

es mesning "What is the rslationsaip which constitutes friendship?",

<

¢

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

and the good's  But this, to repeat, has not been :ully demonstrated. I
N ) 3 .

TCRAUOY UhTe uswe Vessensess TOD Cyvasol @lhov

is to be an adequately demonstrated answer to T £57: T3 ¢l oy then

»

w0 20y T8 ¢lhov must mean either "™hat is it thet likes?" in which case
the answer is "The intermediste, which likes the good!, or "Jhat is it that is

1liked?" in which case the answer is "The good, which is liked by the intermedizte',

am S, :
We h&ve—seeﬁ tkﬂt Platol's interest seems to have clm nved. frret-those b ﬂé%if’

difficulties arise because his voecsbulary nas not changed. The word ©{AOC
)

wnich can mean "liking", "liked" or "a friend* {(i.e, liked and liking, mutually
) -

llnked)‘rezalns useful to Plato despite the spparent shift in his interest,

©00 9lacu TS ¢ihov ¢lhov, as at 219 b (to enticipate & little) could mean

friendh, These

"The liking likes the liked" or "Friend is friends with
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be Bk wnlibody, b~
ambiguities mey oe“nawiéhave given st trouble to Plato, but they will certeinly
trouble the English reader, andymoede enalysig of the dizcussion, unless & check
is made for the sense meant in any context by a careful examination of the
arguments and examples being used at that point. Occasionally exsuples may,
as here, seem to be being used to answer wider cuestions then in fect they meets
in these cases we may have to re-interpret the questions in the light of the
answers given to them, On the other hand, if despite 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 way have to wonder whether perh weps Plato had not himself

seen, or had seen)but was meking illegitimate nlay with, the ambiguities in the

As we go on, we shall in faet find our°elves forced —ven further by this
kwwﬂinyz% :
new turn of the ilscu531on[as showing a QWfLeﬂeﬂt approacs to tae cuestion at

issue, or indeed as attacking & somewhat different question. Less confusion
will be ceaused by calling the subject of the rest of +he dialogue "the pursuit
of the good” or "the nature of the desirable! than by continuing, at least in
Bnglish, to talk of"Triends“and"friendshipf‘ Plato is able to contime the
discussion without change of vocabulary because of the richness of ; reaning of
¢lihoc and ¢lhelv in Greek; to find equivelents which will stand
unstreined throughout the dialogue is not possible in ®nglish, and artificial
attempts to make the words "friend" and "friendship" do duty throughout only
lead to confusion. He shall, of course, have to return to the oroblem of how
these esrlier and later parts of the discussion are related, and we shell then
have to give due emphasis to the fact that in Greek both parts of tae discussion
use largely the same vocabulary. = But the second part cen be much more lucidly
exoounded in Eaglish if the termi inology of‘frlendsq1p is dropped; thers is no

unfaitnfulness to tre Greek involved, as no translator would seintsin that ¢lrog

in Greek should always be rendered as "friend!, There is perhaps no conbext

= s
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from (for example) 219 o' to 222 be where the most natural English rendering
would include the word "friend" until 221 e5; if translators of the 'Lysis!
have used the word 'friend' more often, it has been with the conscious nurpose
of keeping one word only in use, as fer as possible, to render ®{AOG  in

the 'Lysis\ Whether this purpose is justifiable or realisable we shell discuss

later.
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Lifr 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 & Zotiv o ¢lrov. Atonce,
however, somewhat to his annoyance, he is overtaken by an awkward suspicion that

the truth has not yet been reached. A relatiohship, says Socrates, must heve s
purpose and a causej it must be for the sske of scmething and because of something,
£.oena Tov %ol OLd TL. This can be seen in the case of the sick man'\s
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
Phe body, which is intermediate, pursuing medical skill which is good, pecause of
sickness, which is evil, for the sske of health, which is goods the intermedizte
oursues tiae good because of evil and for the sake of good. The more immediate

aim is medical skill, which is »ursued (cpihov) for the sake of the aeslth it

brings, which is also pursued. { w{hov),

T

. 1 .

Here avain it must be emphasised that the relationship being used as an

exsmdsle is not a case of friendship, but of pursuit of the good.‘
imuediate good in view is medical skill, but it is suggested that pursuit of

this must be seen as caused by evil and itself %;2fvéd at another good, namely
neelth, which is & further object of pursuit,zg Plaﬁo is still using the word @i{rov
to express his meaning, to the extent of prod;;ing the monstrous formuls £vexa Tol
¢frov ToD ¢lhov T¢ elhov oliov oud <o 2yo0bv,

3ut the nature of the example given does not allow us to translate this as "The
friend is a friend of the friend for the szke of the friend because of the enemy",
or even as "A relationship of frieandship is due to an ennity end for the sske of

&

a further friendship". The instence discussed tends to support the conclusion
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-

"That which desires, desirss what is desirsd for the stke of what is desired end

because of whet is disliked", or Min object is oursued for the seke of a further

object of pursuit and vecause of an object which is being avoided". Health
is an object of pursuit rather tuaA a participent in a friendship.
2
.
kﬁ;— Socrates now permits himself a smell logicsl joke nefore continuing, the

roriala tob ¢liov T8 @lhov ¢l{roy looks as if it has involved us in seying
taat like 1s tae friend of like, which we hau esrlier denied to be possible.
But Socrates passes over this, rightly, since he had never, presumably, mesnt to

deny that frisnds were alike in being friends, even if in nsbhing else.+ He

[N
jos

that

returns to explain the suspicion he hed mentioned at 218 ¢. We nave sa

what 1s oursued is pursued for the szke of something else which is mursued, as}{

<)

medical skill is pursued for the sske of health. But if this is so, end if

1

health is pursued, then there aust be some further thing for the gake of which
aeelth is pursued. This further thing must be pursued oo, and if so, must be

oursued for tne seke of yet another thing which is pursued.  Thie regress will go
hovima &

on until we reach that thing which is the}£é%s%-object of alt pursuit, whi-h is
A

oursued first of all, wofitoy ¢lhov, and which will not send us looking further

or the s:ke of

1y

back for any still earlier object of pursuit, but is itself that
waich 21l the other objects of pursuit were pursued. This shows us where we
18y neve been wroag in Jdefinlng our previoug objects of pursuit; we szid they

Were alweys pursused for the sake of sonething else; bubt there must be a first

i

s /

object pursuit which is not pursued tor the seke of any otherobject of nursuit
R/ WAL 2L Iﬁ“‘fm),a “.fr,*!' i

bat ie Jae/ source, or. wkbimate aim, o?“aioursulu of all those other objects, and

s\ A, 5
tils would seem to be the real object of pursuit, whercas the othe ol

. . ‘ i : il ;
desire whici are only pursued for the sake of further objects are only 'ix (etc

of the reel obje:t of pursuit (T w¢ Cndwg, T3 10 &uTi ¢lho

+ ?;This seems to

i key 4 seme whether 700 @lhov
53 wiroy ¢lhov at 219 b3 is meent of @1tua1 friendship or is
equivelent to <d vnobv 02 b oy y cLhel; tue form of words is
what gives rise Lo tne appecrsnce of contrediction, not the seuse intended.

xnale

LU?‘\.CL)
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© Bvie ofhov od ¢{hov tuvdg Evena ¢liov
PtV
To illustrste this distinction between primary and secondary objects of
oursuit Socrates tak s an analogy in cases of prizing or valuing objedts
(nepl ROANOD R@Lelouay ). A4 father may value his son above all his other
oossessions; and this may seem to lead him for his son's sake to velue other
ek o ymod”
things. If he knows his son has drunk hemlock, then he will appear tofvalue
A
vine es an antidote; will this mesn that he vzlues a wine-cask or a cup no less
than he values his son? 4ot really; his urgency to obtain these objects 1s not

devoted to these cbjects themselves, but to that for the sake of which these objscts

ritth

ot

ere being obtained. We often say that we velue _.old and silver; but the
is that® what is ebsolutely valued is that objsct, whatever it may be, for the sake
of which we obtein gold. The szme account must be given for pursuing as for

ve

luing; the one object really velued or oursued must be distinguished from thos

velued or pursued only for the sake of tne first.

j 3

This, or & similar distinction about witat one BAETGL ) in

Gergies 407c - 8¢, may be the first introduction of a systemaetic distinction

among our gims betweén neans and ends.  The argument in the Gergias aiss interesting
similarities with this passage. J:here a man is sald, when he is doing sometbhing

Ao
for the sake of sometniug ¢lse, not to want what ‘e is doing, but,that for the sake

s%d tov, od TofTo

o™
[QL
@]

of which he is doing it - €av Tl¢ Tt wpdtty Ev

e s U T - s ; -
sodhetar & mpditet, GART éxetvo ol %vexa mpditer. (o7 &52%.
This 1s a more extreme siatement then might be made of the conventionsl distinetion

novedgys; we might diectinguish between waabing an end and wanting the means to the

end, but of ¢ man actually acting towards sn end we would herdly say that he did

10t will his present action but only its end, unless in some cases to indicate that
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e cnose this meens only with reluctance; but Plato seems to wish to deny that we
ever "will the means".+ Similarly in the "L#Sis" at this point Plato denies

;ﬁln{)

that anything is reallj Dursued as a means, and holds that the only true object

of pursuit is that which 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 wmeans"; but though paradoxicsl we need not deny

that it sharpens the means -~ end distinction. Our choices of ends are certainly

Jrior to our choices of means.

+ The means to amy end is something we simply "dot, 7EpdT"7348¥’ or ®OLOUWEV,
apparently without WQnulng to do it - unless oV povidueda adTo
of an actinn means in some way that we do not "want it" for itself without
3xkﬁacludlng our "wanting to do" it, Examnles of what we do not"want, include
AgVELY QUOUAXOV and ®adTCHGL KAt oo LZ;aw and M. uovg KM‘ EVAQ
exemples of what we do"want“include <o uytauvstl, coglav, tylevav, AAOOTOV.
ﬁhq&%ﬁahe ‘e takes both actions end things as its objects in & slightly puzzling way.i
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Some comment is necessary on the infinite regress argument. Firstly, it
starts from the introduction of the notion that objects of pursuit are only means
to fuarther 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
neans to a further object, the pursuit of the first cobject is purposeless. A
thing cannot be pursued oldéevdc %vaxa S0 mustifmrsued Yvesnd Tov. (218 d7°9)
Tnis leaps over the possibility that the pursuit of an object can be purposeful
without being & means to a furtaer object precisely because the first object is
being pursued for its own saket, or for znotner purpose not stateeble in terms of
e further object. The fact thet I am doing something without & further purpose
does not mean thet my behaviour is necessarily aimless. A thing may be ¢{iov

‘18 adtob Evexa, or the cuestion Tob eVena; may not arise about it.
Plato is probably right to insist that the cuestion $10) ¢C?u)§; logically
further

. . . v ¥ o oay s o
requires an answer; but the cuestion ToU Zvena ¢lhog;if it implies

ey

0

object as an end, may on cccasion not be appliceble.,  Howsver, responsible action
is at least often exolicable in terms of further purposcs, so the notion of cbjects
of pursuit as means to further objects is often useful, even if not universally
epplicable.

Granted the n@tion thaﬁobjects of pursuiltv are me:ns to further objects of
wrsuit, it cen be demonstrated that there must be a'% least one object of parsuit
which is not merely a means to a further object, but 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 zource which explains this train of oursuit without

referring us back to yet snotherobject of pursuit, but which will constitute our

}M . . - iy,
1 . - . . . . . 4 R
4+t Thet this must sometimos be the case is going to be proved, and this &
proof will leave the premise even weaker. i

f A’;@hngwW
$ i %““ﬁ# ?jmav 24

R
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errival at a orimary object of pursuit for the sske of which we sey the other
3 s’ ;A . ~ (4 . & 3 - PR | A
objects are pursued, AQVAYHN GAelLRETY TIUWE 0D Ww¢ LovTag ol GULHed Gl

B

a G.xAv H odxnét’ dnavoloer &’ &rho oliov, dAN HBier &%
lietvo 8 20TLy Ap®TOV PLAOV, 00 Evexa xal Td &A\a cawdyv wdv.a i
vat. Otherwise the explenation of our pursuit of these objects will never be
complete; our full purvose will never become clear, since for any object
zentioned a further object will have to be mentioned to explain the pursuit of the
earlier,Aeven if the earlier is itself the latest of a long train of yet earlier
objects. If we nave the notion of a means we must have the notion of an end, and
if we have objects which are means we must have an object which constitutes an
end., | )

What the regress proves is that there must be at least one end. It does
not preclude there being more than one end., The assumption which leads to
vostulating only one end, as Plato appears to be doing here, is unconnected
vith the regress argument. ‘An instance of a regress argument carried on without
such an essumption can be found in the "Cratylus", at 421d-422d, Taere it is

shown thet we cannot explain the meaning of 21l words by reference to other words

of which m made up, but that this process must stop at a point when we reach
those words which are the M"elements" (dGriepsl oTouyela) of the other words,

Sy . o ® 1 - N ~
whicn must be explained in some other way. These words are cslled Td 7®olTa

Joa

2

VOUATA, as opposed to Td Yotepo or Vo.wtaF "orimary! as

P

)

or %pdTepa
opposed to "secondery words"., Plato adds very carefully that priuery and
secondery words do not <differ in respect of bzing wards, and in neving the function

of "showing what each thing is"; the difference is in the way in which = word

+ wplta 42R¢R, 8, 45, all, wpbdrepa 49

L .
Yoveon @b, 48, botata  c8
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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 mors limited conclusion then is
apoarently drawn from the regress in the "Lysis", 1In the "Cratylus" two sets
of words requiring different explanations are distinguished; in the "Lysis" a
distinction is made among objects of pursuit from which it is concluded that
there is only one true object of pursuit, the other objects not being truly so.
The inference to the uniqueness of the Woltov ¢(Aovrequires some further
assumption over and above the regress argument. What this assumption may have
been is a point of some interest and will require considersble discussion.
This discussion of the uniqueness of the wodtov ¢flAov will lead us into

1,

wider problems of what the 7%pP&TOV ¢{AhoV should be taken to be.
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A first tendency in favour oi"[e si nple RpGTOV @lAov might oe[ tension
between the oremiss of the regress argument snd its conclusion. ‘the nremiss

is thet @LAOV  always mesns Svex i TOv @CAOV;  but it is shown that this

cannot be true universally, bui there must be ot least one ¢g{Aov which is

en end.  But the premiss, though formally refuted, nay still be operating to

the extent that it is still believs? to be not nunivers ally but neverthelzss generally
true, so thet it is combined with the minimum remuirement of the con wlugion, znd

the total statement made that all elha are £€vexd tov @l\a except one.

This satisfies the reouirement of the regre.s argument while keeping as much as
possible of the former position, But this sort of tension is not a~varent in

the regress in the 'Cratylus', where when it is seen that not sll names are of

1

one kind, no attempt is made to say that all nemes bubt e linited rmmber must be
of the original kind., #nd of course fhere might well be ssversl or any mumber
of objects pursued as separate ends, either directly or esch thron weh its own

ciein of means to which it indiv vidnaelly is ‘primeryi+ For instance iristotle

neld that there were two ultimete objects of @lAnoic; PtAnTd &v etn

Tayaddy Te xal O K6V de 'cs/xﬁ{ B0, 1155 b 20, He wes
adnit that ¢80 xpfictpov wes not & separate end, beczuse it wes ultimately
& means either to dyaddv or to ASovH; but he would not reduce these two +o
one. Once it has been shown that there must be the concept of an end if we heve
the concept of & means, there is no need to ¢li ing so closely to a notion of the
oravalence of ¢{Aq as means thct vwe restrict the number of ¢{Aa sg snds to
one, except for some svecial motive,

What then is Plato's motive in trying to restrict the number of ¢lia
as ends to one? Motives of different kinds seem possible, both vsychological

and linguistic. Firstly let us consider = psychclogical motive. Plato nay

+ That ApATOV need not imply j."llO’)L’l S5 Wwe saw Irom usege in the 'Oratvlus’?.
mach end could be szid to be the 'fir st! in respect to its own serie
mneans.,
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have thought that the kind of pursuit whose objects are called ¢l Aa wes &
matter in vhich men were entirely consistent, and always had one aim only in
view. This on the face of it would be an implausible opinion, if ¢@({ro
normelly epolies to all the various objects which attract men on different
occasions. But Plato may have believed that behind the apparent objects of
attraction lay some special feature which was what all men ultimately desired;
or that only some of the avparent objects of attrection were reslly ¢f XCL,
and that men were misteken in thinking that they were attrzcted to the others.
Plato takes up this sort of ‘Qosition about the objects of BovAecHat and
gxLovuelty  at Meno 77b - 78b, where he argues that asparent desire for evil
is based on a misteke, 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 thougnt that similarly all pursuit of ¢{Aa was more consistent than it
appeared, and would in the end be found to have one aim only. One anigque
ultimate aim of @{AnCLg would be the simplest explanation of the phenomenon;
Aristotle found so simple a view too sweeping, and recuired two aims; Plato's
psychological theory perhaps was more daring.

The motive of finding a simple psychological explanation of elAncuc
mist undoubtedly have entered into Plato's vostulation of a single Rp®tov ¢l{lov,
3ut linguistic motives may also have entered in, simed not so much at. simplifying
explanation of the phenomenon of ¢(ANCLC as at simplifying definition of the
word @lAov, If the word ¢CAov is to he defined, there will be a
temptation to think that this will be most successfully done if one prissry 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 ¢{Aov primerily annlied,
The applicetion which ¢(AOV  had to this object would explain ali the

subsgidiary senses of the word; so that the definition of ¢lMov would consist
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in or be bound up with the discovery of this object. in object of pursuit

which was an end and not a means might be @{AOV in a stronger sense than objects
which were ¢{Aa as means, and if there were only one :=uch object, this would
meke cleer the primary sense of ¢{Aov, To promote one's search for the

meaning of & word by postulating a single cbject to which it is most strongls

Q.;:

applicable might sound a neive move; but it could be paralleled from leter

shilosopners than Plato.

ot

But there is also a second stage among the nossible lingaistic moves that
may have led chto to a single ®mp®Tov ¢@{Aov, This stege is more subtle
end comnected with points which notoriously influenced Plato elsquhere. The
seerch for a single object to which @{hov orimerily apnrlied nmight of course be
misguided if @{Aov turned out to be a word normally apoclied in an egually

strong sanse to each of seversl object o8, vhere none of these objects wes one to
which @{Aov could be said to have a[pfiﬁary ennlication.  If there were

several objects of pursuit which were ends, we should not obtain z orimer: sense
of ¢lhov solely by the use of the means-end distinction. On the other 7end &
possible, though again not necessaril- a successful, mpbave in these circumstances
would be to lock for a comron fector between all the objects vhich were ¢{Aia

a5 ends. There might be an underlying quality which avveared to be what made
these objects @lAa, and so this commoﬁ quality might help us to see what édxw
orimerily meent. But if there is a common cuzlity between all objects nursued

as ends which shows why they are pursued as snds, then will it not really be the

N

cese that they are pursued orecisely for the sske of that cuality? Which is to

sey that it will be the common quelity that will really be the end to which the

other apparent ends are only means. So that ultimetely there will only be one
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end, despite the previous sppearance of separate ends; since if there is a
common cuality which mekes these Yends! objects of pursuit, that quality itself
must ultimately be the one and only @C{Aov as an end.
Now to assume that between a number of ¢{Aa as ends there must be a
further common quality which is why they are ¢l{Aa, is very like a general
assumption Pleto seems often to hzve mede. Pleto seems often to have thought
taat definition was possible in very simple ways, by statements either of identity
or of class-inclusion; many of his suggested definitions are of the form "x is .y",
. . 1 . e .
meaning either that all x's are y s and all y's a,zd' x's, or at least that all x's
ere y's if not vice versa. Plato may have been hankering after estsblisiing this

5

he discovery of some cuslity which all
{wdshom b Aemipling )
@f{Aa had; and the postulation of this quality Would lead to thPZcoaleSLon, as

ot

sort of definition of 76 ¢@{Aov  through

we saw, thet it was this ocuelity itself which was the unique Kol TOV 9LAOV.

We must now turn back to the possibility of a psychologicil motive for the

assumed unicueness of the =p&tov ¢lAov. de suggested before that to nostilate
& single aim behind 21l cas-s of @{ANCL¢ would orovide a simple wa sy of explairing

the phenomenon. Sli-htly different from this at first sight would be the postulstio

thaet in all cases of @{Anoct 6% a certain special cuality was present in the

objects thet were @{Na which was the cause of ¢(ANGLC. The presence of
this quality would be *the sufficient condition of an objectt!s becoming ¢lhov,

end would bhe all the exvlenation of {ANCLC reaquired, Compere thae nossibility
of sostulating that all objects of desire possess "desirebility", not only in

he sense that this ig what makes

i

the sense that they cen be desgired, but also in

D

them desired; Mdesirability" being taken in a strong sense as not merely a
nzcessary but also a sufficient condition of desire. Postulation of a varallel
cuality in the cace of objects waich were (A0  would provide an attractively
simpls psychological explanstion of @({Anoic. It would also, if the mesns-

I d

end distinction were apnlied, tend to coalesce with the notion Shet all eLANOL G
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nad one end, since this special cuelity making things which had it @{Aa

might seem ultimately to be thaabt for the seke of which each objzct was @l{Aov.,

MWMWMA unicue KpOTOV @Cloiv/;c&%é_\?be the result not

ol ]

nmerely of the direct and perhsps naive postulation of one aim of a1l ¢{Anouc¢

end one strong sense of the word ¢@CfAov, but also of the more subtly tempting
essumption that all @{Aa are ¢{Aa because they have a particular cuslity which
is what mekes them @({Aa and by which they may be defined. FRach of these

assumptions is tempting both to & searcher for ngychological explanations and to

a seeker after linguistic definitions; the second essumntion is less obviously

hoaaile

and recembles moves mede by Plato elselthere.
A parallel for Plato's assumption of & common quality between a series of

ends of one kind of pursuit migat be found at Gorgiss 467b - 468e, in the passage

* )

mentioned before B8 introdzz.ééiégy the means-end distinction. Various ends of
action have been mentioned, nhealth riches, wisdom; end it has been argued that
these are all good, that we do T4 peTaEY Evexa TV GyadRdv.

This is generalised in the statements 10 dyaddyv &pa Suvdxoviec xal Badl{Zouev..
xat &otapev, and “REvex’® &pa tod dyadof &ravia Talta movof&iv of
RoLo0Vteglt is difficult here to be sure that the singular Bvexa T0d dyadol

has eny difference in meaning from Evexa T®v dyad®v, especislly as et

468 ¢5 we are back to the plural with td dyadd Bovhdueda; and Plato is not

here making any special point of the uniocueness of §ur ultimete end beyond

seying that all our ends are of one kind; but if, es is possible, £vexo Tol
dyadol does here mean something like "for the sske of the ouslity of goodness! +
this passage would show us not only Plato meintaining the belief that 2ll ends

are of one kind, bubt also how this belief might slide into the belief that there

is only one end.

+ and not merely "the good in general'i.
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This provides a parallel for the psychological element in the motivation

of the ®p®TOV @(Aov oostulate; parallels for the linguistic motivation will

o

recuire careful discussion. 1t was suggested by Grube + thet we have in this

B>

passage a foreshedowing of the theory of Forms; this seems to be wrong.

e

Plato's assumption thet definition must be possible by statements of the

N

form of "ell x's are y", by the discovery, thet is, of o defining quality
common to 2ll % s, is occesionally backed up by him with the argument that there

: x's ’

must be one thing about all x's which is what nakes them swhat they are . In
the Buthyphro at 6d - 7a Socrates says MuLQ ﬁéé%. ... td bofiasbora, snd
demands to be given one distinguishing characteristic by which to know when
something is &otov. ilow when Euthyphro reacts to this demand with the

statement “EOTL Tolvuv T8 uév tol¢ 066oT¢ RpoopLAég 6GLov, Td §¢ Ry

xpoogLAdc dvdorov,  this is meant to stete sn equivalence;

o e

f something

is 7Tolg Yeolg RPOUGLAEG that is a sign that it is 010V,  and nothing

. . | W fovn o
else is OCLOV. fow Socrates is perfectly satisfied with Ahis defi nition, end &
,,g;.

seys dayxdiwg, & EV8V@pwv, xal O¢ Eyd 2FAtovy dmoxplvacoal ae, obtw

vOv dunekplve.

ot
H -
D

The search for this Rind of definition is what we have suspected may in part J
behind the postulation of a single mp®tov ¢{Aov, and also perhaps pehind
esrlier menoeuvres in the "Lysis". In the "Buthyphro" it seems to be being
acked up by the premise that all bova must have something in common Just
because they are a1l ot a. This of course is merely teutologicel in so fer

28 1t weans simply that all éava are $ouaj it has no tendency to show that
all %ot ay mist have some{ffurther common cuslity such as being 8eofl¢ TPOCPLAES,
though Plsto because of his naive view of definition in the "Buthyphro! argues

as though it had.
a m/ﬁr www

Cn the other ﬂondz&&%:%ﬁlﬁﬂ premise is used by Plato elsewhere ss a sterting-

point for arguments leading to the theory of Ferms. At Phaedo 100 de it is sseid

+ WPlato's Thought', », &

T
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that we can at least meintein thet besuty is common to 211 heautiful things;
HiAL
AOGANEC « .o dmOUP{VACOAL ETL TH ARG TA w.a}»é;(, teses Ol peyd0et
Ttd ueydho peydia. In this form, this premise at least among the srguments for
the Forms is probably rigatly described by Ross es a "conscious recognition of
universels"., +  lNecesserily 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 important for attempts et definition snd founded s
metavhysical theory partly on just this recognition.
Hed this recognition consciously occurred to Plato when he wrote the "Lysis"?
Can any argument from the recosrnition of universals have been in Pleto'!s mind
when he postulated a uniocue wpliov ofAiov ? It might seem to give grounds
for gaying that there must be a cuality common to all ¢@{ha as ends; and
this might be thought to oroduce the conclusion that the common quality was
the real end.
But if Plato argued in this wey, he was meking an obvious mistake, The
recognition of universals shows us that between @CAQ there is the commen
nelity of "being ¢{Aov", But the guality of "being ¢{Aov" is not a

common quality for the sake of which ¢{\sre ¢{Aa. "The quality of being

objects of pursuit" is not that for the sske of which objects of nursuit are
cursued.  So though it is undenizble that objects of pursult have this in
common, it ®uld not be thig common quality whkh was the real end. So the
xp®toy @lAoy 1is not the universel of which the other @{A\a are instances.

The recognition of universals could only be a contributory factor underlying

the postulation of the unicue =wpdTov @{Aov if it operated in the following

fallacious way:~ if it mede Pleto argue from the indis;utable »remise that all
®{Aa have in common the "quality of being @(AOV™ to the conclusion thet all
¢lAa  have some farther cuelity in common for the sake of which they are

+  Ross, "Plato's Thoo”y of Ideash,
the 'essence! of the theory of Fo
. of otner aspechts of the theory,

D. 225, But in sayi g
rms Ross verhsps gives a faleelimpression

-
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plra. Can Plato have made this fallscious inference?

In the "Suthyphro" we have seen that Plato thougiht &1l things heving the
seme name must have some further common cuality. But this is not a case of the
recognition of universals. Plato is not arguing thet it is Tq3<5qu> that
td dova are boita,  but is satisfied when it is suggested that it is the

quality of being 7Tol¢ Oeol¢ f\pooq:t.?\ég, that is common to all 60«.@.

This apparently naive assumoption tdat’81nule ﬁeflnlnm 01@lltwes can always be

found, that definition can be done in this simple way, is perhaps an earlier
stage in Pleto’s thought than the conscious recognition of universsls. This
“assumption probebly arose first out of & recognition of the need for compreien-
siveness in definition, and only later out of the seeing of & significance in the
common name of all members of a class. And even when significsnce is seen in

& common name, it is a mistaken inference to argue that any further ouality must
be common to the objzets so named apart from the universal to whth the common
namne refers,

In the "Lysis" then the linguistic motivation of the postulation of a unicue

xp®Toy @liovy is sufficiently given by the assumption that definition can

be done in terms of ecuivalence. ‘here is no need to appeal to = fellacious
inference from the recognition of universals. Also, we must remember tnmou chout
that the motive of promoting psychological explenation is at least as strong as

any linguistic motive tnet mey be operating here.

Sufficient discussion should by now have been given to sihow thst it is

aed wred  amaliduan |
unnecessarytto find the recognition of universels underlying the =p®TOV elAov
/.4

and it may be stated that this element of the theory of Forms was probably not
pres=nt 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 nere. Grube quotes the opnosition of <8 6 Byt
eirov to TaAho névta 8 elmouev Exelvov Lvexa olra elvar, &,’%ﬁsp et dwia

F L ] ' . s
atta dvta adtol, which sounds at least verbally reminiscent of the opposition
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Plato states elsewhere between Form and perticilars; Grube calls these "pregnant
Bhreses".  This poses the direct ouestion whether the mp®Tov ¢f{rov in the
"Lysis" is & Form; we hsve seen that it is not the universal "being efAov",

. F
figeo¥ ~

and that no recoganition of universzls underl%gs its vostulation; but does it
have any other of the attributes commonly possessed by Forms, and do the motives
for postulating it resemble eny of the other arguments for the Forms? This may
be difficult to answer, since a consicderable variety of cheiscteristics are
attributed to Forms by Plato and by modern critics, and neither does Plato state
nor do critics azree 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 =np&tov ¢@f{Aov. The ideal xardy in the "Symposium"
1s Gel 8y wal ofite YLYAVéusvov ofte drnoAnSuevov,
wherees the other AaAd chsnge and are destroyed. But in the "Lysis" there is
a0 mention of the "two worlds". The argument from the necessity of permenence to
ensure the certainty of knowledge, & ang discussion of wéO@ELg or plpnouc
in the relation between the =p@Tov ¢@fhownd other QCAQj==zny of the more
developed apparatus of the classical doctrine of the Forms is completely absent
here,

It might be replied that & short dialogue such as the "Lysis" is no plece

to expect a full exposition of any of the arguments towards the Formg, but that

¥]

Plato is content here to allude to a theory he hed expounded or was going to

o

sxoound elsewhere, This sort of allusion »rob: to be adamitted in Pleto's

arguments merely alluded to; he was not of so dogmatic = tempersment as to

& 2 by
allow himself simply to appeal to & body of standing doctrine. But it might
1.

be that he wished not to appeal to tne Form doctrine for suoport, so much es to

sugzest that the argument he gives here could be viewed as another contribution
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to the collection which seen to indicate the necessity of postulating Forms.,

If there is to be this sort of allusion, there amust be phraseoclogy which
mexes the ellusion plain enough to be recoznised anmistakeebly. This in the
"lysis' there is not. The Y"pregnent phrzses" noted by Grube are not sufficiently

. s . » 4 - 4 A s
cheracteristic to establich en allusion. O T Bvti xaArd¢ xdyadée
at Reo. 396 b means simply "the man who is truly roble and zood" , and carriec no

- : 3 v b¢ dAnedg Latpby ;

allusion to Forms; and at Rep. 345 ¢ ¢ GAMDWE LATPOV ig a character

. 4 m 4 ¥ ~ P - Iy . . o .

defined by Thrasymaschus. eLOWAOV  night seem a more distinctively Platonic

word; it 1g sometimes counled with H{Mnua, as at Rep. 382 b9; ut everﬂ‘bere it
has nothing to do with Forms’ and it is too commonly a more or less vague counter-—

(ﬁ' < . S e S Ly, N . £ vale 2 R - L
part to TdANGec in comnection with emy kind of subject-matter to cerry the
weight of en allusion to Forms. The contrast between what is "truly! or "really®

wihet it is called, an¢ what is not, is a move sused by anyone aiming at the

-~

definition, or more often revision, of any terminology; it is often used by
cambe wads -
Plato in arguing for Forms; but it is much vaguer and wider andAcover,f many
more points of contrast than those between Forms and verticulars. +t is highly
likely to be brought into play by anyone who wants to sharpen the means-end
contrast on one of its ezpr%éest introductions in philosophy. Finelly, f_‘)ﬁp,q,q;t
kéyov"aegimeﬁsé%nevéxz used to contrast what we say about particulars with the
appliicstion of predicetes to Fomms; whereas it is used at Gorgias 490 8, where
Socrates insists oD PAnaTL Oneedw and Cellicles then announces his definition
of 10 d{xatov ¢doct, And ®pOtovsald 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 wp&tov olhoy

does share with the forms. It is a uniaue object to which the adjsctive

. . . o . L0
applies in an ungualified sense; TO vye TH Bvte cpmlv

od @lrov TLVOC
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Evexa @lroy éofu’v; . to 8ll other ¢{Aa, if they may be called ¢{ia
. s s . {
at all, the apnlication of the adjective is qualified ....... =®dvTa Td &AKG.(’&’)
, 7
Evexa £Tépov @ihov ¢lAa Egapev elvar (220 g8),
This is similer to one of the differences hetween Forms snd particulers mentioned
in the "Symposium®, where the finsl vision of besuty is seid to be of something
] e ” Ve
ob T MEV. xahbv, T 68 aloxpdV ..... 000& wpdc wev TS xardv,
PR 2 A 2 bo) s s . . . 2
kP0G 8€ TO aLOXPSV,  these and other cualificetions being absent from aUTO

b 3

TO  xaAdv which is abtd %ad’ adwd, povoeldéc. The obtaining
of an object which is & fully clear example of the application of a ovredicate
ig one aim of the nostuletion of Forms, and a similar motlve may well heve been
present behind the postulation of one object which is unouslifiedly o{Aov.
The absence of the cuszlification of being merely & means and not an end is

wwhere specificelly mentioned as a merk of 2 Form, but might perhaps be assured
as a resnect in which Fomms could be superior to perticulars. On the other hand

the method of obtaining by the use of the means-end distinction out of the series of

objects that are @({ng one which is @lAov in anmaﬁéual1flea‘wev is very different
from the metaphysical hypostetising of a Form which is orfologically superior

to its instancss as well as naving their charscieristic ian e suparior sense. We
heve already admitted thet Pleto may have been influenced by the wish to find a

orime instance of en object that is @{Aov, but he did not go about this in

the way he did in developning

GG

the theory of Forms.

We have zlso already noticed whal may be an indication that finding a
st.ongest sense of @(AOVmay not be the only motive for the linguistic revision
of contrasting the =p®Tov ¢l{Aovith the PAuate Aeydueva ¢lia.

In the "Gorgias" (467 b - 468 ¢) the means-end distinetion cerried with it the

naradoxical sltatement that we did not will the ameans but only the end, This

distinction between what is snd what is not an object of BoVAncuc ig sxactly

allel to the distinction between what is and is not @{Aov  and cannot

notiveted by the desire to provide & strong case of a predicate but only oy a
wish to sheroeu the means-end distiaction. ( M i w, T sk

“) i ! i’ . f
kﬁ%ﬁ”‘ﬁﬁ?‘imvﬁ f’ > vﬂ/ﬂ- m jdi (')/ﬂxka gvy%ﬂ GRAL s /;
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This review of the more defineble chearac eristics & Forms should .ave
saown that there are many of these which ere not shared by the wpSitov ¢{Aov ’
znd that those which are are too general to establish any imdsriant resemblance.
“lato hes here tried to sharpen the means-end distinetion in certain ways which
ne also used as minor accessories to the Form-particulars distinction. And as

to the brosder aspects of the Form theory, there is no reason to think thet in

i
9
y

the esrlier dislogues, or even at all vpoints in the middle di ogues,[xlm\ﬁer-

Plato talked of cualities he meanf Forms, or that by truth he Lizﬁplied ontological

o

. . 5 : i " a” / . .
oriority, or that by goodness helmeant the puéyitotov padAue which is
irexeLva Thi¢ oﬁofag, The earlier dialogues discuss gemeral moral cuelities
end assess true and false statements without any reliance on or spoeal to the

period, and they show certain logical

complex metaphysics of the middle

EY
4

predilectiong’of which by no means 21l cen be seen as steps in the generation of

the Form theory.
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220b - 222b

The #APBTOV ¢IAOV, then, is unique because it is postulated that
there must be one explanation and one ultimate aim of all pursuit. Such
an explenation is most easily given if there is one quality which is the
sufficient ca%ge Of’%éfsuit; and if there is such a quality, tﬁen this
quality will ;isg{be the primary object of ?ursuit and the ultimate aim of
the pursuit of all other objects. °5 mach can be postulated on the basis
of the means-end distinction and a desire for simplicity in exvlanation and
deiinition. But now that we have postulated such 2z 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 gualities we already know?

Before the argument lesading to the postulation of a wplitov ¢liov
started, Socrates was discussing his suggestion that the objects of pursuit
were good. Examples of this were medicasl skill and health, Lt was shown |
however that these were only pursued as means,and so were not really ¢{ha.
But now that Socrates returns to the problem of the identification of the
rLp®Tov ¢liov, he resumes discussion with the apparently recspitulatory
question &xn’ dpa T8 dyaddy dotuy ¢lhov; (22007); Bmew this
presumably cannot now mean "Are all good things objects of purszuit?® since
that has just been refuted; so it may perhaps mean "Is goodness an cbject
of pursuit?” Moreover it evidently also means that goodness is the
xpltoy glhov itself, not merely one among other objects of pursuit, since

discoveries sbout TO dyadd8v lead to the comment at 22038 t3¥8&pa @lrov

2 3

Aty Exetvo, slc 6 Eteledta wdvta Td &Ma,.... 0B5y O ToBTOLC Eouxe,
referring to the wp®dTov ¢lAiov 3 and probably any further suggestions in

the dialogue sbout what is ¢{Aov will be meant to show what is the KolTOV
olrov, since 1t nes apparently been shown that this alone is truly ctAov.

So the que stion dpa T8 dyadéy éotuv ¢lhov; at 22007 is probeably to
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be teken as suzgesting tnat the primary object of pursuit is the cuality 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 goocdness.

But with the notion that ©td Zyaddy was an object of pursuit as put
forward earlier, at 219&6-b2, was Pound up the condition that the cause
of this pursuit was the threat of evil: cf. 217a=218c. Goodness is pursued
as a protection agszinst evil. But if this is the situation, what would havpen
in a world in which there was no evil? Clearly in such a world it would be

unnecessary o protect oneself Sg& inst evil, so that goodness would not be

by

Ui et

m i
pursued; in chtﬁnere wo:ﬁd ‘be no obgects "»f pursuit at all, since we
have postulated that there is only one rezl object of pursuit and are at
present working on the hypothesis that goodmess is this one object. This

hypothesis, then, makes the pursuit of the sole ¢{Aov dependent on the

~N

existence of evil, because pursuit is caused by evil: <o T Bvtd ¢lhoOV..
(3

L4

¢{hove. ... dvecdyn 3y £%0p00 Bvexa, (22082-3)+

+ As Grotelobser rved, the phrasing of this part of the argument leads
to a fallablods conurast At 218b/ Plato introduced the notion that a
thing was ¢ {hov Evexd Tov xat Ofc TL, meaning different things by
these two Gu&llilCathnS, but in 2204 he has dropped the distinction
between £vexd TOV and OL4 Tu, and S1d TS %audV gt 22045
becomes EXOPOT €vexa at eb, This engbles him to present a contrast
between the secondary qt?ul which were(~bnOU Evend ¢{ig and the ,hp YTOV
plhoy, whlch if it is ©d a\adqus‘SAupbﬁ eveus ¢l Xov) but oded
adtol Evexa ovdeculav pelav Giet. qulmawhy}ﬂatovmntaito
produce this contrast is not clesr; perhaps he wished to use it as a
reductio ad ais u?dam for the JGime belng at least, of the identification
of the xplicy ¢7 wv with T0 Cwadov by s:lggestlng that the "oTvvglhov
ought to be awdto adiol Evexo glhov; though in fact he seems so far
only to have said that the wWowTuv @lAovis 00 ¢{Aov TLYOG EVEXA
glhov  (220b4).

But Shorey (C. Phil. 25,1930, pp. 380-3) is quite right to point out
that this is a verbal fal}cy not affecting the main course of the argument,
which continunes to dlﬁcasq the cause as dﬂstlnct,from the purpose of,
¢iAnocLg, ef. 221c2 U ve 1o xaxdv czt,"cuou v 10D glhoy T Elval,
ed 5ud 1o ®0x0v, and a &AAn <tuve alwla ol ¢LAETY TE xal
GLAeTO0GL »

1. "Plato", chap. ZVIIT note Y,
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The identification of the #P®Tov ¢{AoV with T6 &yaJov then
will only be correct if it is true that in e world without evil nothing would
be ¢ilov. But this is not the case; ordinary desires such 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 therec are desires there will
still be @iN’ &TTa, some objects of pursuit. But since the disappearance’
of the ceuse would be expected to lead to the disappezrance of the effect,
this means that evil cannot te the cause of «(Ancuc¢.

However in the course of excluding TO XOxOV as the cause of ¢lANCLC
we have brought another cause to light. Is it perhaps really the case

. . 2 . 7 ? + ~ \ L ¥ o
that desire is the cause of pursuit? Ap’ olv Tw vtv, Goxep Gprt

2

ENéyouev, W &utdvula thc ¢uXlag altla, xal ¢ &itdvpoby ¢lhov

(2v 2% )

gotey todTy od Emigvpnél xal téTe Ywav  ERLOUWT

“we

But what is the object of desire? One desires what one lacks; one lacks
what has been teken away from one, that is to say what is one's own, TOD
olxelov. So love and pursuit and desire are for what is one's own;
t00 olxelov &1, &¢ é/&}cav, 6 ve Epyg nal ) guila xal A
gxtovula oy dvEL ovga, &¢ ealvetal. 522/‘53'4‘)

The steps in this pascage of the 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
intfoducirg the notion of TO olxetovwithout orolonging the dislogue
unduly. But before examining Plato's use of the notion of <Td olx=tTov
we must comment on the significance of his introduction of £&#i19V%uf{a  as
the cause of the pursuit of 10 ¢{iov, gxvavula covers a 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

o <
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drink certeinly end oue's

-) - N B R - - , . s g 3 ) >
one's desire for them. So if €xtdvula  is to explain ¢LALQ directly in
1 . i L LA - N l ORI e
the sense thel objects of €nitovulia are ¢lAa (ef 22lc™), then by ¢-Ala
here muet still e meant tie one-directional sense of the word which we have

5

rendered as "pursuit" sad whica has been under discussion since 216c. +

[}

In fzet ¢uAla in 221e4 eppesrs to be waougint of as parellel in kiad to, if it

is not. elmost eguated with, Epug and S.tuvpla; objects of €.wW¢  and
vovpla  are ¢@lha in tae sense of being "objects of pursuitt,

The senge of GLALQ in which it is being made de: sendent on Enitdvula

up to this point needs careful stress, since in 22le” Pleto suddenly reverts

t> the dren

reletionships in walch lenexenas, Lysis and the lurking Hipoothales stend

4
[

to one another. This constitutes & reversion to the

discussion, relationsnips between versons.,  Addreszing Menexenus snd Lysis,
Socretes says, "Then if you two are friends o esch otrer (wlAot dAANTAOLC,
s 3 1 ; o 8 s 4 ] ] -
recalling the boys' evowel at 207c¢®), you are in some wey naburally olxstol
o ) Y o
B 31 e o LI PSP B S. [k o
to each other (¢¥ost wy otxelol £09° Oulv avTolg 221e

¢LAOV was foun

T -—.~ 2 ~t - 1 L* LI ] - LA i) - Wl - . 4
be TOU OLUBLOYV, therafore it 1ls inferred thel ol

are olLxelol. #nd

: o~ 1 - 4 . 3 PN
Lysis. But furthermore if one verson Jdesires ner (€nuoouet A & 2oy
M [ ';}u,wt.{,g,g, é" Q/Vi{f';e"’éf‘; 3
. . 2 ~ 2 Pd . e . 5
tnen/ 1€ 1s 1n some way olxelog Tl epwuevy; sand 1f this is the cese

then his affection must be returned, since the verson loved sust aisvselfd

- N . . - . . : SR SV SN
like what is olxeTow to him. The true lover zhen [0 yvhAoLog £oadtnc
AAL WY} ROCOROL ATOY mist necessorily be Liked (guheloBol) by the boy

he loves (Hnd T®V oL LBy ;o This finel formulation of the conclusion is of

fJ

*  Thig seens thet we cin only
xal oLietodat, 221al,
pursued”; the words might s
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course weant for amdlicetion to the relation betwesn Hinoothalez and Lysis;

denexocnue and Lysis are reluctent to agree that e lover's sffection must be retarned,

out Hippothales is trznsporited with delight.

The application of the >revious conclusion)that pursuit was of what one
lacked)to a oroof that true love must necesssrily be reci Drozeted involves not
only a shift in the senses of @uAla and ¢fA0¢ under 4i lscussion, but also the
use of a sense of OLXeVOC which had not been hinted at cerlier, if indeed it

is not inconsistent with the sencse used esrlier. To assert that friends were

o(xelol to each other would have been a normel enough conclusion in Greek,

70

X . ; H
but would not be based on any notion that one "possessed" the other;+ otxetou,

if it was teken to be much more than z synonym cf ¢l%ot, would mesn gomething
£

more like "kindred spirits®, Mhaving affinities of cheracisr or taste".,  And

it 1s somye such necessarily symmetrical relationshiz which must be introduced
s e mao LR

to enable Socrates to argue thet gince z man loves what he finds o{xetov

L) . 1.8 - 7 - 4.2 LY
to himself, he muséln turn himself be OULUEVOC 4o the object of his love,

~
This step is mede without gpecific explenstion in 22le! - 22&2, where Socrates
must be relying on of{xetou being taken naturelly in a symmetricsl sense

s p A Y .- Y 3 ~ TS 1
in 221e5‘°. It is still 79 oiLxelovy which srouses the

wL3vulba  of

(G

Y -~ A -~ F s L3 3 2 3 T 1 12
the Epaotic, but not 7o 0{xetov in an object which he lacks but,is his
own, but in some perscn who stands in the ssme reletion to him as he to them.

Some such notion of common interests orzan affinity of cherseter or even of

jol

common possession of degirsble cualities would
of many friend sripsﬁéccountkﬁg for the necessary element of reciorocztion of

of course provide san explenatio

of attechment; but it is nerhaps a little strained in Socrates' tonicsal

n

. i - s boNit A 2 M
aonlication of it to the relations of €PUCTNC  and RALOLXG, winich in so
*  Aristochanes ' spsech in the "Symposium" is 2 builesoue of the notion of
C KELOTNG, walch would normslly mean some non-possessive af finity,
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fer as based on &xiuvula in the usuel sense cen only have been one-sided.

The friendship between rienexenus and Lysis is a much clearer csse of

8 > . - . .
OLXELOTNg  than the as yet unreciorocated love of Hippothales for Lysis.

The dialogue as a whole is more concerned with friendship then with Tl &L xOg

k.

EPWG; this point is verheps a concession to the dremetic situation, or

oossibly Plato wished to hint that tie best result of Hionothales! Epuwc
for Lysis would be the sctablishment of & non-erotic mutual friendship.+
It is in this extended a olicstion of the argument, however, that Socrates
brings out the usefulness of the symzetricezl force which cen be contained

in 76 olxetov for the explanction of mutusl friendsnin, This force of

Lo
.

olxetbing , even though 6 oixeloV is rather oddly introduced and then

not originally in this sense, nevertieless might seem to have the ma:ings of

the most coavineing sclution so far to the question <{ é&otiv T ¢l{Aov;

in so iar as thnls means "hat is friendship?!

iy

+  The zm:mctz.on of Epw¢ into the basis of z joint pursuit of the
ideal }ta,m)v is not hinted at here. The cffC‘CE"‘ on of RCLOLXA
for YvNioLo¢ &paoTng  is merked by ¢LAhetodal, 222z »
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222b ~_end
Any hope that a conclusion has been resched is swiftly dashed. Socrates

oroceeds relentlessly to scrutinise this notion of T6 otxetov, Maffinity".

[SET |

is able tofs tress therdifficulties that lie ‘in it merely by recalling some

e
[

of the erguments used earlier in the dislogue. Is Maffinity" the same thing

as likeness? But if so it will not explein friendship, since as we saw

earlier men who are like each other esre useless to each other. So if "affinity®

is to explein friendshin it must be something different from likeness. Can

ve then explain affinity in terms of goodness and badness? There are two
sossible ways of doing this; we might say that the good hes an affinity to

everytining wnile the bad is alien to everything, or we might ssy thet the bad

has an affinity to the bad, the good to the good and the intermediate to the

intermediste, But we seid before that the bad, could not be frleﬁds of the bad,
ervadi - "

MWM
)N But

so the lattexz ould;
L
if we identify affinity with good-ness, then there will be friendship only between
~ 3 - ~ ~ rd Y 7
good men end good man (& dyadoc¢ T3 &yadd udvov g lrog, 2224°), and we

thought we hed denied the possibility of tni

A ]
"What can we do with the argument now93 ﬁ]ecrly notblnvf. ( ©¢{ ody &v

i

£ty gonouluesa TH AéY B ofrov B1TL 0d8dy; 222el).  Socretes

3

gives up investigating TS oixelov at this point, end sums up his whole
discussion with Menexenus end Lysis since 212 in despair. He had, he says,

1

meent to teke up the discussion with one of the older nersons present, but the

slave-guardians of the boys descended upon them at that moment, so all/he could

o

say was that though he and Lysis and Menexenus thought they were friends)they

had not been able to discover what a friend was.
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Précater + suggested thet thers must be here a hint to anyolder®
readers to observe an omission emong the finsl set ol refutations., The
identificetion of goodness and effinity was rejected oa tae ground that it had led

: =
only to good beinz friends with good (22287 9); but the original sugzestion wes

fel

b
[8v)

ct thelt tae good hed en affinity to everything else, not ozly to the good:

n
74Tesoy 0DV Hab Loy olwetoy shoousy savtl, 10 &8 xaxdy

2 z - 7 oy £y o . o 0 - s . o
CAROTPLCY ELYAL (228c3-5). Supposing that the bad is sxcluded from
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the g
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had been sug
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oursuit to tnose 0t slresdy good becauss of

siown that evil could not be tne cause ol thils pursuity is Plato now hinting

et this pursuit is really besed on sore xind of ngiturel affinity of goodness
o its pursuers?
Préchter's suggestion is tempbting becsuse even allowing for he swiftness

=
€l
oy
-
ey
}..
¢
i
av)
];.__
)
cF
]
f.J.
w
<
[
}..l
[}

(38}

on the finel epverrances of puzzlement, we perhaps

scussion of TO 0(xeloVv  as the ground of

)

retiher & surorl

2 SR N, o 1 R I Ny Dy - 4 . »
w4 olxelov &v wadwdv ¢fuevy slvat, 222d°7°), wiil lesd to
friends:ip only betwesn one zood man and another. sow if the seaning of

L J -~ . . .
TO 0LHetov 1s to be explained by ecustin
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Vol, I of Ueberves,

Pnilosophie d
: ", 12th ed., 1926, onp. 227-8.
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will indeed uean thet a neir of ¢ {w=Toy both must be Jdyadcl.
A reletionshivp between the nteriediate and the good would be unsymmetrical;

F 4 ~ .
txetoV  to it as

if the good were to attract tae iater:sdiate because
1 : > - . 2 - 1 1

being good, this could not be & symunetrical OLxelowvg because the
intermediate is by definition itself not good. But Plato has been using

olxetog 1in a symuetrical seanse in order Lo orove the need for recip-

t is this sense which he is setting out to

[N

rocation in true friendship; so
refute, and which he does refute completely.

On the other nand since 216 b most of the discussion has not been

concerned with symmetricel relationships, but with the grounds of one-

o
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it wes apparvently as the ground of such pursult thetl
78 otxetov was first introduced, at which point its symmetrical sense was
not stressed. In fact the relationsnips of wnossession, or of lacwking,
whichever wes more essentizl to the first introduction of 0LxeLdTNG,

pozgible that Zla

rejecting the use of 7o olxetor in gense as a ground of
mitual friendship was nevertheless not rejzcting it z¢ a suggestion about

the cause of pursuit. This wsy veriaaps ve why he hinted at this oossicility
o s A 3=5 - - e ae o caq . R
in 222 ¢~ 7. He mey have wilshed “o indlicate that he still kept in mind
a gense in wnich the good attracted pursuit by thas intermediste by veling

olxetow to it, nernsos as being something la-xing to and naturall

needed by it. This might constituie an unemplif

unreiuted finel suggestion about one at lsest of th
dialogue,
Agein nowever, if Pleto was principally concerned with friendship

rataer tran witia oursuit, his refutatio

-
o]
o
H
ct
¥
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grometrical szense glone of
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ndicsne no more then lacik of

I._l.

olxetog nay

sense, and the "hint!" at 222 e?5 nay

irrelevant coseibility

v

put in to empnesise
relationshing thet ae is con

21

2 to

[o]

iegree of sonhisticstion witn which ne did
thoight he had

=

dislogue as & whole.

olution will be very diff
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interest in its one~directional

formal mention of en

that it is only symnstricsl
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4 . 5 S - . N Han 2 pyem A - oy i
word ¢{lAo¢g in Greek that ¢{iA0g  not oaly nesns #friend! gs & person wao
is a nertner in & mubusl relationsain, bul zlso hes an occeslonal one-way

active sense of "li:ing%, "well disvoged Lowerds, and a Ifrecuent nassive

ing, aoprovalt.,  The

N buﬁ?nurLally survives only in certsin

the "Lyeis', at

w on the main

i ! . L v 7 [y _ e 2 N
i, wrs then sesn to be an atbempt to explein the notion of ¢640%

in terzs of the verb guLielv; three ideatifications of ¢{MOL were

. + o - s ~ 3 a o - R . .
can in Greek be said to be C€LAOY in the nassive ssnse of the word.
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The exzuvles cited of this generel pursuit more often have impersonsl than
versonal objects. Plezo uses the seme terminology to discuss both these
tooles; how this is poscible in Greek will be clesr from our linguistic

cemination of the word ¢{\og, though it should verhaps e noted that

found elsewhere 1ﬂ nrose. dore important,

Q.
=

Plato is freely using seases no

the linguistic account of ¢{A0OC shonld iave shown how the cuestion TL

oty T glhov could suggest both these topics to a Greek. +
Plato nownere from 213d to the end zives gny exvlicit indicstion that
he thinks of hiuself as changing at any point from one tonic to anothsr or

even es discussing more than one tonic in the seme dislos e, He shtarts

oo

quite clearly with friendshin; but only the exsmnlss given ab 217z b
end 218 a reveal taet the sugzestion veing developed since 216¢ is not
neant any longer to cover mutual friendship between men; and the return

to the topic of Iriendship at 222e2 is e extrexnely shrunt. Could Plsto

rely on Greek resders following these umoves more eesily than meny of hais

e s 1[
modern intervreters have done? ?73erna; s3 butdven to a Greek the continued
L : .

use of the saue vocabulary for both topics st hsve been confuging; end
a Greek resder did not ! one zavantage of the modern interpreter, who
nabitually thinks in a langiege in which the wrrious senses of ¢fAroc
must de rendered by different words snd so ere mede essier to kzep evart.
But let us grant for the oresent tnss Platol!s Greex resders would
neve followed his moves from one tonic to the other withont difficulty.,

We must next ask why Plato incorporuted a discuission of genersl sims or

et as ©f &onuv T gfkav,
he topic of friendsaip 1 it is t&k
oru of w{vec elowy of ¢{hov;
friends, but the neuter ©d& «{Aov
verscnal @{hot. Pleto varies
freely during the dislozue: cf. 213c
22263, 223b7.

the cuestion suggests
e ised or ahsirict
are not

e nerelise about
der ‘n tae cuestion
1.48,21657, ¢2, 21807

\.x}
m )
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puzzles which various theories of friendship have generated. (The "Lysis™
must alresdy 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 - wétepov TS 100

L] ¥ e 2

TO0 ayabdy €ott 16 guroluevov. (el u2v yip @LroBuev ol
hd .

o 2

gxtovuobuev, 1 &’ &xiovula vob Hddoc, Tadty wev T ¢Lroluevov Td
H66, el 6& & povioueda, 6 dyasdv.)
This in E.N. (1155b 17) is presented directly as the beginning of the

o 3

exposition: <Tdyxao &° &v yvévoito wepl wlt®v gaveody yvwpLodéviog Tob

o

gLanTol*  doxel ydp oV wAY ¢iretoldal dard T cuinTov, Ttovtd &
etvar dyaddy § A6 K (pfiorpov. 066EZeve &’ &v ypficupov slvatr &’
ob yivetatr dyaddv Ti § foovh, Hote ¢uAntd &v eln tdyaddy Te xal
0 MOy we TEAT.
Investigation of the object of ¢LAelv is considered to be relevant to the
explanation of friendship; this is called ©d guAcly evov + in E.E. and
70 @LANTSy  in EW.N.;  ¢uantdg is an adjective not found before Aristotle;
it was probably coined by him from the verb ¢.A&etVv  to avoid need for the
passive sense of the ambiguous cgsf',’xog.§

The fect that Aristotle investigates 7T< ¢uAobuevov  in the course
of discussing friendship may suggest how Plato may have found discussion of
@lAov (Passive) relevant to his enquiry about ¢(70C = "a friend". We
must go on tc see the use to which Aristotle puts his results. + + This he

oes at B.E bal +++3 &nel obv wd dvadd mreovarlc (1O udy v4
. a Enel_ovy \

+  Translation of ©d ¢uhobuevov 1is extremely difficult here: affection
is out of the cuestion: the sense is clearly one of extremely general choice
or favour or approvsl; '"desire’in English can cover both the pleasant and
the good, but hes often to be used for £&iibuvue v which A_. here restricts

to to H69. Perhaps "choose" or "prefer", cf. &ipelodat E.E.1235b 11,
*+  The discussions which follow of T0 &xAl¢ dyaddv, Hod) eN
A A4 ~ KA o2 Lo A oy -~ - A <Y
(o adTole 4vaddv, 130 at B.2. 1235024 - 1236a’ and (more briefly) et
not relevant for our present purpose, Uss ¢ .

+++  Text mainly according to Rackham (Loeb series): Rackhanm gives a more
readable text than Susemihl, (Teubner), who often prints impsssible
grammar from the mss. where emendation is difficult: but Rackham prints
many demonstrebly false emendations producing impdssible sense.  (of.
notes to Solomon, Oxf. Trens. Arist, Vol. IX.)

§ '$° (Aro'(womlj‘ f’ldwz?[ AT, fd&'.t&u-, Sustin qu done Ybodpan, . Prterbore (4o,
h wdody wragp v a‘twfzw« gy w i wudd dowe yeverfed pudeg su{va:r A{ZM z/w{ttqnﬂ'
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TH ToLdvoT elvar Méyouev dqausy, 10 68 <0 OeErLuoy ol LpHaLkov ),
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¥ .} 2 S - o ey 2, N N
STl &e 1O HEY 1S pev &be ol dyaddy &inGc, T8 &2 Tuvl wol

Cw

s ? - - L7}

o £ 4 : i AU P P R . - - o 2 — 04
PaLvoLevoy ayaudv, Lonso xal a0 BV Aylirwv &1 $xactov TobToy

3\‘;\_11__[ L 4 L&, 5 " 0y N ~ a s .
EVOCLETUL MuGg atoetoial e xal Grietyv, obtw wat &vdownov

TOv uév ydp 8TL 101808 ual O doetfv, Tiv &7 BTu GeERLUog xal
xpfioipog, Tov &7 81 HeUc wal 51 HoovAv.

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
ToLBY &7 Bytwy &1’ & gLhofoLv, "there being three things which

make men desire/like what they desire/like", (1155b 27) without meking the
distinction and comparison specifically until the next voint is reached.
But on the next point E.¥. is fuller than the corresponding plsce in K.E,:

.

ér’r‘ 1oy ™~ ""a} 2 b vt R B PR Bonr o . s 2 ' 2
AL eV T TV ATDXwY gLAficer ob Aéyvetal cuhio oV Yy4&o £07TLV

o

GvTugiinguc. "In the case of liking inanimate objects we do not telk of
friendship, since there is no reciprocal liking". (¢{Anovc, the verbal
noun from ¢LAeTv, appears to be an Aristotelian coinage to distinguish

the active feeling marked by the verb from the state of gtAfa, though

Plato appeared to use $1A{c %o denote this occasionallys; o{Anocic¢

is not in E.E.) This is more‘ obscurely put in E.E. (1236a 14) ¢{hoc &4
vévetar Btav g¢Lrodusvoc VLAY, wal tobto 1 havodvy mwe b Tolc.
"A men becomes a friend when he is liked and likes in return, and both
parties are aware of their mutusl feelings". (cf. Rhetoric IT 4, 138ls 1-3

« ? “

- LA A » . R . e
hog &7 Loty O ¢UABY xal dvTigoiioluevoc®  olovital &8 ¢lhor elvar

-3
L ¥

Laiel

Mo }:;,/ 3 » , . o A . .
OL OVTwg exewy oitduevol npdcg (ilk*ﬁ?xoug. The point sbout the awareness



6.

of the positién is more fully developed in E.N. 1155b 34 - 1156a5 and
E.E. 1239 33.) The passage in E.E. which specifically notes that
reciprocity is not possible in the case of liking inenimate objects is
corrupt, but in view of the passages just cited should probably be emended

with Fritazsche + and read (1236b 2=3) ..... ¥ wpdtn ¢uala ) TOY dyaddv

i

7

gotiy dvtiotnia wal avr%pum oeotc npdc darfiovc. elhov udv yvip
70 ¢LAoGUEVOY T @uAoDVTL, ¢lhoc 22 & QLhotuevog %al GVTLELAOY.
"Primery friendship is the mutual friendship end approval of purpose
towards each other of good men. A thing qualifies as ¢{Aov because ¢LAOV
to the man who desires it if it is desired, but a man qualifies as ¢{AOC
if he both is liked and likes in return". Aristotle is distinguishing
here between the usual sense of «(i0v in the neuter and the usual sense of
in the masculine: !dear! or 'desired! and ! a}friend’ respectively; and
between the logical implications of these uses: as they cen be explained in
terms of the verb ¢ilelv. This corresponds to the way in which in E.N.
the usual sense of ¢uA{a as & relational state is explained in terms of the
verbal nouns from ¢iielv (i.e. ¢{AnCiL¢ and dviiglinoig).

A scheme thus emerges which uses the active notion expressed by ¢Lhelv
to explain the relational state of frisndship; we "like" men for the same
reason that we "like" things, because they have certain qualities. But
things cennot return our "liking" for them, whereas it is precisely this
mutual and returned "liking" which constitutes friendship between men. So
to explain the wey 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, " u, xugand WL ,»w" Manich 1931, D.77: v..... @LhOC 82

S ouroldevoc T QLASUVTL Xl CVTLE LABY but this involves a
more conolicated chenge of the mss., which heve ¢@{A0¢ Oc T3 ¢LAOLUEVY
wel AVTLELRDV. (Foss's emendet tion scems to be wrong; see next foot-

note.) (cf. also Zeller, glhog &8 ) cuholvty & dviieuady,
Archiv fur Gesch. der Phil, N. F. I 1896, Do 54535 buk Ho oa lie !‘wwM
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for "liking" the first + and both men reslise 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, E.H. 1158b3). Aristotle develops an elaborate
casuistry of justice between friends to cover cases where one varty does not
"like" the other as much as the other "likes" him. But there must alweys
be «{AnoL¢ on both sides.

Two more points must be made before we exemine the relation of Aristotle’s
scheme to Plato's. The first is thet Xenophon does not use the feeling
expressed by @LAelv and ¢{ANGLE o explain friendship: his discussion
at Mem. II 4~6 is adnittedly not an attempt to give a theoretical basis of
¢LA{a, but more a series of practical recommendstions about how to treat
friends; however in so far as a view of the nature of friendship can be
extracted from these recommendstions, it is that friendship is bzsed on
matual utility and service (e.g. II 47 todta O efhog wpd TOU ¢lAov

o - o A 2o Ty
A Tl SELVTC '7»@\'3;"7182\}, 65 31} ENNeElREeCIaL €D
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NEO*ECED , 61
Y 2 ~ ey L2 ’ v, O ~ “25
ToLBv Tovg evepyesTelviag obTdY, Lote AvouTterstv Tolg Lowuwévoig, 6
-~ ’ ~ N A o PR A ~ 5
To%g @wlhorg w8 Olxara Bondely ......, Tol¢ ¢lrove dgehelv ).

¢LAeTY ig only mentioned in connectionwith 7 TOV %aidv Te udyaddv Ifoa,

. 3 i K, WP S AN S & Iy
Socrates says 0&uvi¢ ydp, Ov v &udvafiow dvaipdiwy, Bhoc Hounuat

- 2N
S,

+ This ig why Ross's emendation ab 1236b° is wrong: ¢LAOC S T ¢uAovuévy
xal odtdg & CLABY ; "a man liking snother man is al%o himself liked
by the men he likes". But Aristotle insists that such mutusl feelings
are not automestic, as Plsto had pointed out at Lysis 212b, df., T.H.

11550 32-34. (Also it is verhaos implausible fto emend zway aVTwchkmv).
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Exl TO GLADY te adiovg dvTieuletodal UK’ adT®v xal KoB®Y
dvTiiofetosal xal ERLOUUBY Evvelval xal dvientdvpetodar Tfig Zwous fag .
It could be that Xenophon assumed that friends would naturally be ¢LAODvTe(g
te wal ¢@uASSuevor and thought that more interesting things needed to be
seid; more probably as he was not looking for a concept to provide a
theoretical basis of ¢uA{q he contented himself with the conventional
vocabulary and views as to how @{AoL regarded each other, and so his

writing betrays to us that@{Aog = "a friend" in Greek is not so closely

bound up with the verb @Lhelv as Plato's and Aristotle's theoretical systems
might lead us to suppose. (We must however allow for the possibility that
Xenophon's outlook was exceptionally "utilitarian®,) At least Xenophon does
not seem at any point to have had in mind any comparison between ¢{inoci¢ TOV

dydxwy and feelings between friends, such as Aristotle specifically draws;; in
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The second point before considering the "Lysis" concerns precisely this
comparison between ¢@LAelV as applied to things and 9LAlQ  as between men.
Aristotle in E.N¥. but not in E.E. gualifies the comparison somewhat; to take
up again the passage cited earlier, 1155b 27 sge. <wot®dv & Svtwv 6u° &

3

X 2 ~ ~ » N £ Fd — ’ e 2
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5 whyadd efvovg Néyowswy .... The sort of
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 crestes friendship is by itself called
EVVOL G, This makes a distinction between the sort of ¢{ nJt¢ found
with things as its objects and with men. On the other hand the comparison
between these ¢ AATsi¢ is not overthrown in an important respect, since
both $LAAiGeL¢ have the same causes (i.e. T&gcxaév, T3 Hov, T6

Qoéiiuov ):  of. 1156a% 5el &oa edvoely dAAAAouLc %ol BodAsodny

o

o~ H

Tadyadd il havadvovzas 51 v v v slonuévov,

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
observationf which is on a completely different level from anything Plato
was aiming at in the short compass of the "Lysis".,  But throushout 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 merked by the verb p1XcsTv,
There is @(Anoci ¢ both of objects and of men caused by the same qualities
both in objects and in men; when «{Anci¢ due to these qualities arises
reciprocally between two men who are both conscious of the position, then
otil{a, 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 @{No¢ and g¢uA{c. 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 ¢{7N0C and OLACQ can be linked with what
is marked by the verb <¢iAslv. pLAetv  1is used in the "Lysis" very
mueh less frequently than the adjective wl{hog 1in its various senses; but
at several points they are linked in different ways; e.g. at 215132 o &€
4y pLABVYE0D ofhocg and by contrast at .220b'7-8 6 Ayaddy E0TLY
GLAOY eeveeee T3 Avaddv oriaTTal; ef. also 215457, 21’7b3'6,
220&2'8, 221‘08-01, e5-6, ourfa is linked with ¢uAiely at 22141-3,
seer gafvetar BAnn Tug altfa To0 @uhely Te %ol ©LheToBal  eeesss
A davovula T ouvilac alsia (ef. note to p.é? 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 d-finitory identification
of ¢{novwith ¢iLAoDvteg or one of the other suggestions; +the kind of
link implied in these later passages is perhaps rather looger. @tAafTy
is only one of several verbs merking the relations of men with friends or
objects of pursuit; ef. Adyguav 215al-3, xeol worrof woLelodat
215¢l, Znuovuetv 215472, londZeodat 217b4, dodv  221b8; but these
are often closely coupled with and paftly overlap in sense with ¢ Aglyv
itself. Plato thus seems to adopt an approsch nearer to Aristotle's than
to Xenophon's; even where Plato does consider utility as an element in
friendship, at 214e-215c¢, he regards utility not directly as a cause of friend-
ship but as what would make men dyamvor wept ROAAOD noteLodal GANAAOVLC.

Aristotle links o{Ao¢with ¢uhelvin order to be able to hold a =
general investigation of tiae objects of QLANILC, thya 8 &y yévoito
seees Gavendy YVwpLodéviog TO0 ¢LANTOD.  The qualities which are

@uanud 1n general will help to show how ¢({incic arises in the cases where
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it legds to friendship. @{AnowW 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 ¢ {Ancic
of men and of things, thinking that ¢({Anou¢ between men at least in the
highest kinds of friendship should be unselfish, but even with this
qualification he retains the view that ¢(Anouc¢ is caused by the same
qualities in men as in things.

Aristotle's investigation of 10 ¢iuAantdy may perhaps be due to
Plato's discussion of T3 ¢({Aov 1in the sense we have rendered as "the
object of pursuit". Again Plato gives no explicit statement of his presupposition
but he links <d ¢{Aov in this sense with the verbs PpLAETY, &“{mzﬁ,v,
Zivdvuety ++ just as readily as he links ¢l Ao¢ = "friend" with these verbs.
Plato's implicit belief appears to be that 16 ¢{iov as the object of pursuit
attracts the same kind of feeling that gives rise to friendship.,

Aristotle might be said to have believed that ¢(ho., friends were¢tLAntol
as attracting «¢LAncl(g. Plato'!s nearest word for To Ch/:cov is the

A

passive sense of 0 ¢@{iov, 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 ¢{hotv, friends, were ¢f{Aoi (passive)
as attracting pursuit., Plato's enguiry into ©{ Zouviv 18 ¢lrov,
what is the object of pursuit, would then serve the same purpose as
Aristotle's enguiry into «d ¢LAnTOv to discover tngqualities in objects
and in men which attract pursuit and méke objeets<95h§, and men g¢({AoL
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 22042, 221b7 with 222al,
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obvious and fundamental link between the two senses of the word Q{AoCG,

or rather reducing the two senses to one by treating friends as being ¢({iot
in precisely the same seinse of tae word as objects of pursuit in general.
Why else should friends be called ¢fA0L?  Such etymological connections
were perhads a basic assumption in the mind of any Greek reader at the
time;ﬁ'any word must have one fundamental sense which shows the resson

for its use in all its other senses. Even if much of the "Cratylus! is
burlesque it betrays a strong tendency of the Greeks to think in this way. +

So far then Platols basic assumptions in the "Lysis! seem to bhe
similar to those which are explicitly stated by Aristotle; but Plato
perhans inclines to link genersl objects of pursuit more directly with
friends by taking ¢{Ao¢ as apnplied to both in the same sense, whereas
Aristotle mskes this same connection slightly more circuitously, but in
terminology less likely to confuse, by 1inking~¢tkdl with otAcsty
and TO @LANTOV.

But Aristotle is not content to identify ¢lAot as @LAnTOl without
gualification, Friendship is a2 symmetrical relationship between pairs of
men both of whom are ¢{AroL. Both therefore must be @uATiTOL as
Aristotle holdsj if the basis of friendship is to be the feeling mearked
by ¢t Anot¢, then the attraction causing this feeling must be mutual and
felt by both parties. The encquiry into ©d ¢LinTdy will show us what
qualities cause ¢({AnNCLC; but these cuslities in one man alone will not
lead to friendship.

Was Plato aware of the reguirement 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 then the "Lysis",
since ityhas<gg}losophical affinities%with the "Thesetetus',

(VP 7 oy .
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Is this present as one of his tacit presuppositions when he digresses from
friendship to disecuss <g ¢lhoy 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 mutual. loreover when at 22le Plato returns to the topie
of friendship it is precisely to use the symmetrical semse of ol{xetloc
to prove that affection if based on natural affinity must be reciprocated.
Also it is the symmetrical sense of o({wxeto; wWhich perhaps is foremost in
Plato's mind while he sets the final &qroplati in 222b to d, in so far as it
is this sense which is given a 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 cculd not be used to explain reciprocal friend-
ship. After he has excluded the possibility that the good (dyadol)
are friends (¢ (Aot ), Plato makes the suggestion that nevertheless & Ayaddv
is @fAov, an object of vursuit, to the intermediate. 16 dyaddy
is not attractive to a person who is slready himself Ci’xm,ac‘)é; but the
man who 1s neither already f’wa;)c‘)g nor yet so corrupted by the threat of
TS uandv as to be unaware of his deficiency‘will still have a motive

for pursuing & &vadov, 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 ngoovola reguired 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 dyaddc¢ can attract
@LANULG on the part of a men who is intermediate. But the intermediate
men by definitién is not good, so he will not attract the good man in turn,
and there will not be mutusl 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 & dyu:dy
is the quality attreciting pursuit; but he does not do so on the ground
that it will not exvlain friendship. Instead, ne offers the apparently
serious refutation thet thils 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 <o }“ymdy) , and from this proceeds to discuss natursl oursuit
of objects of need. If Plato was discussing pursult with a view to
exovlaining friendship as besed on reciprocal pursuit, it was more than
usually "ironical" of him to lay this lengthgy 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 snowlng a concern
with pursait in general ouite apart from its relevance to friendship,

It could be argued thet Plato must nevertheless have known of the need
to explain reciprocity in friendsnip because ne satered for it in introducing
78 olx<Tov as the object of pursuit, But in this case we should have

expected a rather more careful introduction of the symmetrical sense of OLxelTor

el

A

. 3 * 4 . - 3 .,,,,F"
by wey of giving its value for this enouiry due emphasis. In fact TC¢ oinstoy
is brought into the dialogue in a nonsymmetrical sense as the object of desire
which is desired as bsing one's own but lacking to one., The symnetricel

sense of the word is not formelly introduced or given sny explsnation 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 =z ooint made

1)

in passing to remind the reader of the drematic context and to recommend
that ®pw¢ such as that of Hippothales should be moderated into something
that can be mutual.

Finally if discussion of t¢ ¢fioy  is being consciously linked by
Plato with matuel friendship, and the oriacipal interest in 222 b - & is
concentrated on the symmetricel sense of Oi?iatog, it is impossibls to
accept Préchter's suggestion that 222 ¢3=5 contains a hint of a revised theory
thet the intermediate nursues the good not becaise 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
eny reeson wny 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 independently 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 topics of his dialogue, since though ae treats friendship
as closely linked with pursuit, he also discusses kinds of oarsult which
could not be reciorocsted. He certainly touches on the notion of
recinrocity of affection at one point, and telks of friendship as a mutual
phenomenon at others; but he also digresses into discussions of one-way

relationships of nursuit which cannot illuminate friendshin, unlike
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Aristotle who elways maxes allowance for reciprocation. +

Was Plato aware that the two topics of his discussion fell apsrt in
this way? If he was fully conscious of the recuirement of reciprocity in
friendship, he must have realised that much of his discussion of pursuit,
including his snalysis of the wpltov ¢liov in this connection, was
not strictly relevant to the ouestion with which he began the dialogue.
In discussing this form of pursuit he was going beyond what would enswer
the question t{vgec sluiwv of ¢l{ioL, even granted that he believed that
¢lhot 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" consciously
passed from discussing friendship to discussing pursuit in a wider sense than
could be related to friendship, or that if he regdraed the whole dialogue

/Vq/\”d\ﬁ‘! r”‘iﬂdz_;ﬁ(, .
a8 relevant to friendship he was unavare of the reacuirement of reciorocity

in explanetions of friendship based on pursuit.

The first of these alternatives is perfectly possible. The zbsence
of a rigid framework such as that constructed by Aristotle, or the perhaos
deliberately casual switch from one aspect of the Tf{ Zo7tiy 70 @uAdY
qusstion to another, need not be surorising in a Platonic dialogue cast in
the dramatic form of an unpremediteted discussion. It is guite 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 heve required

him to explein with some minuteness how mich his sugzestions on each topni

+ It is perhaps worth noting that any account of friendship based on a
notion of attraction or wursalt must contain an allowance for reciprocation
as a logical necessity, since "friend" (and the corresponding sense of
9{rog ) is a logically symmetrical term and fris ndship is essoltvallv a
mutual phenomenon.,
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overlapoed or diverged.

* On the other nand such outer framework of the discussion as there is
sets the main cuestion 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 oursuit, and so may indeed have thought that in discussing
oursuit he was coniributing 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 exnected of Plato despite his appgrent informality; he is
usnally careful to signal both the beginning andfénd of his conscious
digressions and to provide some statement of their relevance, To attribute

to Plato an intention of unity in the "Lysis" does mean, however, that he

- must have been unconscious of the need to explain reciprocity in friendship.

P

3

It should be noted that if he assimilated the sense in which friends

are ¢{AOL to the passive sense of @{hov applicable to objects of vursuit,
Plato is very likely to have become somewhat blind to the original implication
of (ot = ¥friends”, He is likely to have thought of himself as
attempting to arrive at a single basic sense of the notion of & ¢lAiov,

and in doing so to have ignored ﬁhe important difference represented by

the symmetricel force of {Ac¢ when used of friendship., It is precisely
his philosophical ideal of comorehensiveness of definition by the discovery

of a2 single ecuivalent 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 perhaos be argued that this initial
discussion is a deliberste snslysis by Plato of the distinct senses of the

word ¢(ho¢, 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 @({AoL as ¢tAulviédc Te %ol gLhobuevol
Plato was showing himself conscious of the symmetrical sense of ¢{Ao¢ and
the reciprocity of friendship. The rest of the dialogue would then be
intended for tihe careful reazder 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 avpears to have been Aristotle. If thiscwere
Platols intentioné, many learned comrentators have missed the point completely;
only a few have reslised the full extent of the ambiguity of ¢{Ao¢ and
few, even if they saw some of the elements of ambiguity illuminated in
212b ~ 213d, have applied what they lesrnt there to distinguishing the topics
of the rest of the dialogue. Those scholaers who have succeeded in discovering
the different senses of @¢{MNo¢ undetlying 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, thems surely (to ouote Mr. R. Robinson's comment on this
kind of view of Plato's early dislogues ++) "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 contemporsry Greek reader would

have been much more sensitive to Plato's usage of ¢{\o¢ than a modern

+ Von Armim's discussion of the "Lysis" shows the unacknowledged and perhaps
unconscious influence of E.i, VIII - IX at many pointsai asdodlibind . sk
[ bl ol othath o 4 pskandecsof
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interpreter can be, against that must be weighed the sdvantage to a modern
interpreter of being forced to face the difficulties of translating ¢{Aroc
into different words in his own language corresponding to its various
sensess furthermore modern interpreters should be in general much more
conscious of the existence of dangers to langusge and philosophy lying in
ambiguity. The difficulties of disentangling the strends of the "Lysig!
would have been much greater to the average Greek resder than to us todey,
even subposing the aversze Greek rezder was likely in the first plsace to
think of words as eble to have more than one sense. Finally, if Plato
was being ironical in first distinguisning the senses of ¢{Aocand then
leaving it to the resder to follow the thresd of the dialogue without
further signposting, it must be ssid that he coustructed as teasing a maze
s possible for tie purpose of this exercise. In crdinary non-philosophical
Greek contexts anytning so elaborately puzzling as the "Lysis!" must have been
exceedingly rare.

The elternstive interpretstion of the connection between 212b - 213d
and the rest of the dislogue is that Plato genuinely thought his first

abtempt puzzling and unhelpful and rejected all the suggestions contained

fodo
-

OV

n it; he then procesded to diccuss the guestion <f &otiv o «f

o

with more attention to the facts of the matter and less to what he suspected

”

were ourely verbasl quirks. Even if Plato had seen that 212b - 213d was an
analysis of thq@mbiguity of the word g{loc, he might have thought it of no
importence; in the "Euthydemus" when the am-iguity of wavodvw has

first been played upon by the two sophists and then explained by Socrates,

Socrates goes on to observe (278b2) salta &N Thv dastpdtwy (geil, ®ept
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Discussion of the applicetion of words is merely an entertainment, RaLOLa,
and does not show us td wmpdyuata =7 Elet, how things are.

Plato may similerly here have ruled out the possibility of getting any

help from verbal enquiry and proceeded at 213e to the serious task of
finding out ~«{ Zotiv %8 ¢fhov; 1in the sense of discovering as a

matter of empirical fact what the phenomenon called friendshipé’consists

ines 212b - 213d, ouite apart from the unsatisfactoriness of its
"antilogical® results, was only an attempt at purely verbel definition,

at attaching the name ¢{ho¢ to one or other of three already

recognised classes of menj; Plato may well have thought the resl task

was not to bother about the application of labels to phenomena alresdy

distinguished, but to pursue the "real" definition of the factors which

* . an
]

in practi&é create friendships. If he discriminsted between 212b - 213d
and the rest of the dialogue in this way, it is possible to understand
how he $§§id completely have disregarded the genuinely important results
of the firelt encuiry 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 thet there were two
separate phenomena to be investigated in his subseguent enquiry which could
either be completely separated or given s sysitematic 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 <pixgvfiPlé£5’§yearnest 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 exvlanations
or one complex explanation such as Aristotle's are necessary. Plato's
search for a single simple explanation of ©0 ¢@{Aov has of course as its
ourely linguistic aspect his anxiety to define 70 @CKOV 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 o¢l{lov. His explicit
statement of this requirement of his methodology in the early diaslogues is
found at "Zuthyphrot 64 - 7%, where Socrates insists thet all $ota must
have something in common; pug (&é¢ .... Td boiva bow and accepts
Euthyphro's suggestion that this {6ed is TS Tolc Heolc wpoogliég
only if this gives an equivelence such that Boiov = Tole¢ 9eot¢ RpoogLAéc.
Such e 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 ¢{Ao¢ which has
several senses each having a logically distinet aoplicetion, Plsto in
the "Lysis" was thus led to assimilate the different senses of

and the different topnics under discussion by an ideal of definition which

in this case cannot be satisfied.
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Conclusions: 16 &yaddév in the "Lysis"

After 78 ¢lhov in its various senses, the next
most frequent term to occur in the "Lysis™" 1is probably
3 dyasdv., To what might have seemed to be principally
a psychological cuestion (tf{ &otiv 18 ¢i{Nov; ) answers
are suggested which might seem to be couched in ethical
terms. What Plato was trying to discover or suggest
about & &yaddv in the "Lysis" may well be ultimately
a more important question than what he was trying to
discover or suggest about & ¢lfArov.

Plato's first suggestion that ¢l{iov. are dyavol,
indeed, relies on his own view of the psychology of
doeth. Those who say that Buotot are friends, he
suggests, must mean that only dyadof{ 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). (S commenfary ¥ 7 R

But dpetfj, Plato observes, implies not only
stability of character but also self-sufficiency.

This was perhaps Socrates' extension of the concept

of ocwgpoodvn 3 not only is self-control and self-
contentment a virtue, but true virtue makes self-
sufficiency fully possible. This 1s closest perhaps
to the link Plato seeks to establish between xooutding
and edcatpovia in the "Gorgias", and of course again
anticipates the happiness of the &txotoc dvip of the
"Republic". (M twwmmlin of 215 ab)

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 dpet 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? (f comnndin af i 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. To 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; mnevertheless 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™". of
dyadol{ are not ¢{Aro., because they are selfsufficient;
but 16 dya8dv is e¢lrov 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 <d dyaddv was ¢lrov the more it
appeared that ot dyadol could not be ¢irot.  The
puzzles created by the meaning of ¢{nroy for Plato were
perhaps not merely those of definition, but also this
of its relation with <d 4yaddv. The investigation
of friendship, not least when it began in terms of the
psychology of d&petf, suggested an investigation of ©d
¢frov, 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 d&xopla 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 olxetdtng at the end of the
dialogue. "Kinship" would make d&yasol( friends, if
©d olxetov is <6 dyasdv ;3 but the sense in which Plato
saw most strength in the suggestion that 1d dyadév
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 seunse
olxetbtne too would explain a relationship between the
good and those not already good, and would tend only
to make puzzling the relationship between two persouns
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 <6 dyaddv reappears in the complex argument,
after more than once seeming to have been excluded,
perhaps justifies the guess that it was the connection
between 16 ¢flrov and 16 dyatév that was Plato's
strongest interest in this dialogue.

Note on the relative date
of composition of the dialogue

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 "ILysis"
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 dislogues 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 A&AAG 1 unv ;3 which occurs four times on
one page of the "ILysis" (208), arnd 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 shawing 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 anslysed the matter, it seems

to me that Plato makes more frequent specific statements
about his methods in the "EBEuthyphro" 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. gLAla is
not the same topic as Bpwg ; nor (more significantly)
is the suggestion that ¢ dyas8dvy 1is ¢l{rov necessarily
very close to the suggestion that even the highest
forms of xaAdv are the objects of Epwge. The linguistic
analysis of ¢{A6v will have shown that in poetry, if
not in prose, té &yaddv could always have been called
¢frov 1in a sense which had little to do with and was
not at all analogous to, affection for men. The true
parallel for the =%xp®rtov ¢liov 1is, as I have shown,
the podAnoig Tof dyadod 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, p. 251:
"in (Lewis) Campbell's case the doctrinal analysis
of Plato in terms of this stock topic of the
vhilosophy 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 - ¢tAla and Epwg -
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 =np&Htov ¢l{iov

of the "Lysis" to adtd ©d xardy of the "Symposium"
will be found in the commentary at 220b°.)



(o3

SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

Editions with commentary:

Lud. Pr. Heindorf, Platonis Dialogi Selecti, Vol. I;
Berlin 1802:
revised by Ph. Buttmann, Berlin 1827.

Imm. Bekker, Platonis Opera, Vol. I: ILondon 1826.
(contains notes from earlier editions, including
Heindorf.)

God. Stallbaum, Platonis Opera, Vol. IV; Gotha and
Erfurdt, 183%3: 2nd edition 1857.

Heindorf and Stallbaum's editions are both
excellent; Heindorf did much for the text, Stallbaum
even more for the interpretation of Plato. Bekker
remains the sole source of information about many of
the secondary mss. of Plato.

No full-scale commentary on the "Lysis" has
appeared since Stallbaum. Such school editions as 1
have seen contribute very little; none seems ever to
have been published in England.

Editions with text alone:

M. Schanz, Platonis Opera, Vol. VI fasc. ii, Leipzig 1883.

J. Burnet, Platonis Opera, Vol. III, Oxford 1903
(corrected impression 1909).
(Croiset's Bude edition contributes no new
information dn the text.)

Translations:

B. Jowett, The Dialogues of Plato, Vol. I; 3rd
edition, Oxford 1892 (4th edition,
revised, Oxford 1953).

0. Apelt, Platons Dialoge, Charmides, Lysis, lenexenos
(with notes), Leipzig 1918.

A. Croiset, Platon, (Bude series), Vol. II, Paris 1921.

W. R. M. Lamb, Plato, (Loeb series), Lysis, Symposium,
Gorgias, London 1925.

Works on Plato's language:

D. F. Ast, Lexicon Platonicum, ILeipzig 1835.

J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd edition,
Oxford 1954.

R. Kuhner - B. Gerth, Griechische Grammatik, Satzlehre,
Leipzig 1897-1904.

P. Louis, Les Metaphores de Platon, Paris 1945.

L. Reinhard, Die Anakoluthe bei Platon, Berlin 1920,



lo4

Studies in the interpretation of the "Lysis":

H. von Arnim, Platos Jugenddialoge, Leipzig 1913,
chap. II.

" Platos Lysis, in Rheinisches Museum 71,
1916,

M. Pohlenz, review of von Arnim's "Jugenddialoge", in
Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 178,
1916.

U. von Wilamowitz-lMoellendorff, Platon, Vol. II chap. 6,
(2nd edition, Berlin 1920).

These studies are of immense value. Wilamowitz
draws partly on von Arnim, but contributes many
insights of his own. No other discussion of the
"Lvsig" is of comparable importance with these, but
oceasional points can be gleaned from the summaries
in the general works of Grote, Taylor, Shorey,
Ueberweg~-Praechter and Friedlaender.

Studies in problems relevant to the "Lysis':

R. Robinson, Definition, chap. VI, Oxford 1950,

" Plato's Consciousness of PFallacy, in
Mind 1942,

G. E. Moore, Teleology,in Baldwin's Dictionary of
Philosophy and Psychology.

Other Works:

I have made extensive use of:

R. Walzer, Magna Moralis und Aristotelische Ethik,
chap. B. III, Berlin 1929.

F. Dirlmeier, &{Ao¢ und &itria, diss. Munich 1931.

E. R. Dodds, Plato's Gorgiss, Oxford 1959.



Evidence for the Ta

g

Professor Dodds, to whose discussion of

edition of the 'Gorgias' I saall continuzslly

the manuscripts in his

nave to refer, has emohasised

-

that work on the text of Plato is still far from completed. The genersal

s

excellence of the tradition, and the sound judgment of Burnet as an editor,

nad lulled scholars into comnlacency about ou
The evidence of onrimary manusceripts is still
tne origins of many resdings are reported onl
recentiores).

In trying to remedy this position I have
"Lysis" than Professor Dodds has done for the

not contezined in F, wiich as representing a s

+

r tnowledge of tne manuscripbs.

Lz

inedequately or wrongly report

v as "ser. rece." (scribee

done much less for the
"Gorgias". The "Lysis! is

econd family will when

oroperly collated throw new light on the dialog

T 1. But I aave tried fto give a complete a

for the "Lysis", some of which were unknown %

1.

“rece the sources of interesting readings from the secondary mamiscrip

Primarv ligs,

+
o Burnet;

+a

,..
0
<
M

The osrimery sanuscripts for the "Lysis® ere sll from whiat for the

"Gorglas? Professor Dodds has celled the iirs
Bodleianus Clarlienus 39, (5), written
Mercianus Append. Classs 4. 1., (T), lat

Vindobonensis Su:

t family:=-

in 895 s

A

Tia

and I nave tried to

Liﬁl’i‘ﬁ.aqija

e 11lth or early 12th century {Omont).

7_"10 GI‘&GC. 7, (,‘;)’ Ce 950 - 1050 (i‘f&&S).

. LN 5 L2 : N - -
+ With the exceotion of Dies snd Des Plzc

++ In the "Lysish
Burnet's note
"odicis W
should oprobe
seens bo heve

4n the

few wrong repo

w .
cs anong the Sglde editors.,

ts of W by Burnet,.
lelon of Vol 1,
o

ﬂecond

r
Buale



R

These Mss. cen be shown to be independent of each other znd mush all be
ezted as substantive witnesses, since c:ic: is sometimes the sole carrier
T tae corcect reading; but sll three though independent seem in some way
<o be interreleted, since any two of them are lisble to agree in a worse
or & wrong reading et points wiere tie otier “es a bethar or = rigat resding.+
in eddition, esca ws. occasionally contains verients in the first asdd, and
AR - - PRt L T s e £ - k3 i~ < S
wiese are irecuently 1n agreement with the resding of one or both of tie
, o .
other mss. The exolan Lnese mss. descend from g
hypsrcnetype which carried veariants; Profecsor Dodds however points to
individual unciel ervors in each of have
+ For the "Lysis" alone, it might be difficult
the poseibility thet this hanpened either becs
coincidences in errors or vecause of conjecturs
individual scribes. But bxe frecuency of this
oceurrence of nere conclusive cases in other dis
thet the following ere probsble of thil
= 4 + s . Lot ! 3 = 7 Ny é’ ey, :'
B die rigat ezgeinst the azres: at 216e”, 21747, 21&b”, 22307 :
~ 7
m . 13 P 2z ~ Ly
T sreinst the a a% 4u4aj, Np979, 22207
T i} + : - i ’- o~ !» ) ’2’ ~y oy ::-;
i egelnst toe egreement of BT at 204a%, 208b%, 21%c”, 2214-
# See Kral, Wiener Studien 1892,
7
++ At 222b° W has the different reszdine T as varients,
ol du Yenle 42 Pinky,
o+t Alliye /op. 183 - 186, follo oving Kral, Wiener en AIV, 1892,




+3e

convergad by contanination. +  Bub for ithe editor, wiatever tne
explenation, there are ample cssges to show that the agreement of tw

of these mss, neither recuires nor anthorises him to reject the resding

£y

of the taird; he must make his own choice, ++
An apparatus which by eliminetion renresents o only the hyparchetyne

is impossible; the readings of all three mss. must be cited excent in

tae case of obvious individual mistskes, +++

Jecondary Mss,

Besides 2TW Post lists 28 leter nss. contzining the "Lysis" dating

from the XITI -~ 4V centuries. The complete filistion of =11 parts of
ell these uwss. is fer from being esteblisned; bubt to do tais would

orobably not be worth the labonr reouired., The zeneral dependence of

+ "Gorgias’, Ingrod. pp. 32 =/1. But the uncial errordfy for &v
at Lysis 204a- is found in both 8 We

+ In the "Lysis™, discounting ceses where there sre verients, T W agree
egainet B (in a right or a wrong recding) slmost ss often sg BT ageinst
W3 the agreement of BY st only t 8

g

8 3
nalf ss frequent,
These 1ic-re orove koti 1 s

; ; eness” of these mss,
vo each obher unless we ssgume easch scribe added on v an ecugl nunber

0..
p
o
]

of his own errors. The gcribes of B and W here may merely have been
more cereless than the scribe of T.
Tt I heve attemnted for the "Lysis" to record even these mistekes for all

three mss.; I rely on Burnet for reports of B and T, and on my own
collation for W.
7 "The Vaticen Plato end its Helstions," Connecticut 19343 Post quotes
Scithz's or nis own identifications of the sources of seversl of these
MSSe

—
>
b



® Z!-O

some of them howevsar sre of

PDescendants of B and W

Thege &

H

e few and of

or the "Lysis", Pogt gives
the following

from B for "Lysis"s  Vaticanus 226

from W for "Lysis":s  Vaticenus 1029

Lobcovicianus VI Fu 2. 1.

%

Such rexdings as are sveilable from BekMer for these mss. sccord with these

m

derivetlions. At R0Ge Vaticanus 1029 has what adpears to have been th

Q

-

g

rezdi £ before correction.

O

P

ter number of versions of the "Lysis" derived

-3
oy
)
W
[
o]
]
o
o

Ga
=
M
S‘D

ultimately from T. One group of these are Parisinus 1802 and its

\

Perisinns 1808: 13th c., (celled "Par! by Dodds) wes shown by Schenz

Irom T beceuse it omits complebte lines of T3 ++ but it hss

w0
Hv]
O
S
rz )
(D
,.J
<1
Q
b4y
f‘ﬂ
9
-3
>
(€5
O
£
[0}
o]
-y
ot
)
@)
(63
o
a3
e
(0]
<
02
Le]
i
W
s
Fad
w

very occe

or corre
Lysis 209¢% fjyfiontatr  BT; fiyficetat

- T L4 < O“
210a Sravolyovieg d; Svavoyovte T; OLavvYovVTEC Par,

~3 N AP Ty 3~ PP, T PN P G
aéaS darondTwy BT3; QrhOUOTWE W3 dhhoxudTwy Par.
+ I have collated Par, 1 186, 182, end

&1
exanined Laur. 85.5, 59.
Bekier =znd Stellbaum for uher mss., in Peris, Flo

BRI
CNCe N0 H0Me .

3 o ¥l e o] . . Py
i Schanz, Pletocodem, 8. 47 Sd.



.5'

B 2 - o - P ‘ PN :
At 22227 Par had had <Gv &owpévwy  (BW), but this hes been sltered by

#~

2 »
erssure to O £ PDWLEVR (I‘ ) .

But Per in the "Lysis" also nas a number of divergences from T which have

!

not been taken from B or W :=-

m

v

at 204&5 the scribe of Par having omitted BTJ's leSSJ§pmatlc ¢
has added Y€ gbove the line.
at 217c¢” Per omits 2TW's intruded Tt .

z
(o] y . v » e N L.
at 218d° the scribe of Par after writing xétepbc  (3TW) has himself

Cn

5

corrected this to adtepdv.
These three resdings are all accented by modern editors (the two last are

necessery corrections), Professcer Dodds accepts Schanz's supposition that

Per is descended from T through an intermediary which had been occasionally

corrected from B or Wj; but either the scribe of tae intermediary or the

scribe of Par himself, or both, must zlso have made corrections not

s + 5 5 ,.\/G ® :
derived from B W, perhaps by conjecture; at 206a” and 216b° Par instead

of Sowol (BTYV) and Soxel

respectively has OO,  yhich
UL

pernaps represents a deliberste attennt to oroduce the felse construction

GoxY  (subj.) dv + infinitive. (4t the first point &SoXcl

[

8

usually doubted.)

e

Par is also interesting for the contributions of = later corrector
("Paref); in the "Lysis® these srei=
21326 UL oy for g@uLABv,

Qch4 in marg. Yo. ®al Stav Ul dLooly Tug ULGT.

4
0 (Y i ¢ *
219" 1 for n 8T, 7 W Par (7).



411 these esre necesssryv correctio

3 ns acceoted by ell editors. +
Thus six readings accented in modern texts and attributed to
s . . . 2 ;
"ger. recc.’ probably have their eerliest source in Par and Par”. Those

4 3 ! 3
at 213 2” and 212¢7, if conjectures, are the work of & rsader attending

o

carefully to & complex ergument, who was not confused when 4is mss.
oresented him with the oonosite of whet the author meant; but there is no
reason why a Byzantine resder interested enough in Plato to read the "Lysis™
should not have been capable of this. ++ If these "good resdings" had
recresented sccess to another ancient tradition one might perhaps have
expected them all to come *through one scribe or corrector, wheress they

are ecually divided between both.,  Furthermore, other "good readings"

seem bto make Iirst edpesrsances in vsrlous places elsevhere among the

Py pal

12th - 14th c. mss., 2long with whel are clesrly felse conjectures;

b4
eege "yvp, B 76 alwiov? corr, Ven. 186 at Lysis % 176" , where tae true
correction wes first maede by leindorf; xwutxdHTepa Laur. 85.12 for
+ The only other eppsarance of Par® in tae "Lys
corrections of spelling, is &% ?laa<, where L
Pgr2 hes added s xctﬂln3 alwost illezible, winich might i (v &v
with ¥ deleted: &v  ig uipallc by 5ekﬁ%r, ¢ nd E ‘ ]

N

)3 but
3

Ven. 189 has oxOA] ye ®ov T Grie  which g s it was read
other scribes as %oV, which though idiomatic is otiose, (Bekker!?
epperatus mey imply thet he rsed this ss wov  aliersd to av).

*+  R. Brownlng, "Rec C“tLoris non Deteriores', Bulletin of Inst, Class. Spud.
Univ., London Ho. (1900) 1es CulluCu@ﬂ meny instances where 13th or lith
century scholers had access to early tradition.  But this seems unlikely
to be the explanstion of Mgcod ;ebentlofes” of Plato: see Dodds, "Gorgissh
ppa 52‘3-




ol

KEOVIXDTEPR &t 20*06; also at 4l8b6 Par nad had T's false order ylv
v ve &gdiny dpa, wnich wes et come time improved by the erssure
of vOv  but not by its reinsertion before OPG  where D shows tast it
should goj thls must be conjectnre, not tradition. +
Other secondery mss. of the "Lysis" include seversl which annear to

derive from Par; ++ -

Laurentianug 95,63 written before 1355 (called "Hor by Dodds, and

derived from Par for the ”:i‘*’z“.:;;ie:”); ++t+ of gix certain correchtions

oguoted sbove Par< it nas those at 204a0 (7 er), 217¢2 (Par)

weady  bub
at 213&6 Parlig WL ofly  has deen added by a correcting nand in for.
2t 213c™ Hor wrote Btav A LiLooly TLg LAY Par, but
corrector altered tais to Gzav 7 un LtoolvILg WO, waich

PR
of Per~ls

2

btav U drooly T

¢ WLOT.

self-correction R&étepdv heg been added by the
R I . R e 7 - EX ¥ o FAE S R T 7 1 . e
also, nowever, Hor et 209a’ contrivutes Eyx.ic; aad alb 219¢’ the corrector
+ Another nossible czse

now have other evidenc
have uo‘cho

+

P r\q2 Loyt PN Ay AR .

st 203a EREL for ©Relor) BN

=t 211b4h (},1’)”3{5’) &ANO for HANO (:’;.’f)’f:'{_; BTW
*++  Dodds, "Gorglass", ». 49,




- u 3 - - . - K - - - N - « N Y 4
of Hor ssems to have contributed a "good reading’ by sltering 8Alov  BTWPer

Leurenticnus 85,1 seems to heave | tc derive

> & i T S EF R 1 in 3 . L3 e . ooy 4 A
from Per for the "Lysis®"; it hnos 81l the six custed corrections of Per and

4 o - .
219c¢® whnere Laur. &5.9 hsas wrongly reverted to ﬁ).

+ 1 L 7 : 5 s - Py Al 7 B 3001 KN
Venetus 169 (8) for the "Lysis® seems slso to derive from Per end hes the

corrections in its first hand; 1t also has at 2044° éveLpodévoig, waich
anpesrs &8 a correction in Laur. 85.9.

(Venetus 185 howevsr, desnite Schenz and Post, for the "Lysis" does not derive
from S, nor from Par, though ultinetely from T3 at 222¢-77 it hes the full
text wiere S omits 1O olxelTov ..... elvat ., OF Par and Par<ls

cerrections 1t

21325, c4, 217

has only BTW's ~<e,

AY
aftiv cmwtgdw¢)
Venetus 154 for the "Lysis™ is & copy of Ven. 1556/,
Other ¥"good are ted Jor tie Ylysis" in mss. or

groups of mes. wnlch descend from T but not through Per. Three of these apres

in both Coiglinisnus 155 ++ and Leaurenticous £5.123

209a4 ww corr. Coig L., Laur. 85,12,

210at tatpLudy  Coisl., Leur. 85,12

21567 7"po¢g  add. corr. Coisl., Laur. £5.12

<l

ton. 35

++ Tor this ms. T re

rely on Bel)er, I“r seens aleo ta gaere s nunber of mistakes
with Leyr. 85,12 (e.:. ot 20468 E¢m Anuoxpdrov £ 21082 3
at 2132 pudiioTd oty wdv TWY) waich porh from it




o

Laur, 85,12 nes + eontaainebion

zs acouired sone but not all of the correciions of Per snd Parc: but st
G ¥ B 3 B
210a Gp’ Exetr (Priscien)
210¢°  sLih 2
C oLAfioel Ev
P ) o
217¢% gotuvy 8y TL  (doubtfvl sense)

it has imorovements for which it seewns to be our esrliest source. Arein thne

iz

1 nore likely %o be conjectures %than

3
w3
l ~)
w
2o}
QO
o
[9)
&
sy

ok
&
i
O
]
)
A

ct
o]
et

the "good rssdincg" of lseribse recentiores!

Tor the "Lysis"; DBurnet sccordingly was ~erhans aoh unjustified in hi

<
@
]
ja
l..J
0
®
3
<
(0]
b3
a3
-
[0}
[
)
i)
-—-{
f'“
=
e
0n
Jt
I b
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3
n
(o]
3
ld_
=
o
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o]
O
i
O
D
H
O
[¢]
C_“
Ay
O
3
[
0

observetion: Usci

‘n
neseim wiveniri,

l.

PR ] 3 am e . o va e
cendun edserintas ... ub snum cuioue

memoris niti eiusmodl lecticnes fetendum est.” +  On the other aand since
"recentioras® of Greel authors occur which do seem %o oreserve tradition,

this possibility can be excluded only by careful recordiny of the earliest
discoverable source of each "good reading’] and therefore the blanket-reference

Tscr, rece.! should be avoided, Tt mev seem to some scholers

noesibility will not heve been exclu
secondary mss, of

considering one dialc
7

for clues sbout +the

course nossible

Hrong whenever o

+  Burnet, Pletonis




Pzavrus evidence,

Pap. Oxyrhynchi VI 881, 3rd c. 4.D., has about sizty words of the "Lysigh
(et 2“803~63), ineluding eight verisznts from the text of the medievsl mss.:i-
two verletions in word order, two omlssions, and four nlaces where it has words
not found in tne mss., in three pleces these being particzles. Two of the
eddad varticles are misplsced ( ve &t 208e7 and dl), and The omissions are
glnost certainly rong. Perheps we should thersfore be suspicious of the

sther noveltles of this oepyrus; the other additions verge on redundancy,

an? bne variations in word-order sre unimportant. Wllomow1t %y accepted WL

£
et 258c® and the new order in the same line, znd observed "So Mrnen wir, des

' .
se; +

DE:SU ein Text, an dem wir nicht angtossen, teilneswegs zang ZJVDT£S”° lsti; +

H
out more likely this is to be trested as & "wild papyrus', a careless, cheap

CO0Y e

Testimonia =nd scholiae

the "Lysis! sesm t

e 1an Plutsreh
zorrscet read ﬂy[273a9 The
"scholiasta vetus" ++ pres

+ Platon, II p. 68

L

** I have not exemined T et this noint, but even the lemne survives as
Anndxotoy In t #2nd Ven, 189,



TEXT 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 has been completely rewritten. The line numbers

taroughout are Burnet's.



203al - 20445

2036 ed9y Avxefov; T3 sl¢ AGxsitov,  Photius s.v,
203al, b2 duadnlac 3TW (sed priore loco i: ex emend. B)

b7 evOUVR rasura facta et B et W: ed8U¢ T

b8 adTot W :  adtol A B
20482 Eom t, W2 in rasura, Par : ¢fjv B :

Eonv T et olim W (?) : ¢nov b

8’ &%  T: &%  BY

a’ Ye W 68 BT

ad étalpoc ve Par ffe  supra lineam addito) :

étatpoc Te BTW



» 7 Y
a® - b2 BobAietr obv &rxecdut, £¢n, (vo xat
{63¢ Tov¢ Bvtac adtdi;
A £ L. R LA
AdTo0 mp®tov HGéWc dxcloarpn’ Av ewt
¢ xat eluesipt nal tig & wnardg.
l “ [ & I , .
d e o s s e HACQY MEV (Jn * 0o e 00 BUMCDBLCL
d5 s e 200 %(LC 8 ’éTL ’CO{)"‘CU}V s s 000
204’ - & imitavit Aristaenetus Ep. I 24 .... &xxexdenxac
(—wxac¢ Reiske) TUBY T4 @wTo %Al
Eundiinxag tob AduLSog, Hote xal
dveypoudvove 88 Bavov otecdal tod véow
iy wpounyoplav dxobeuv
AUy ovv, & Sdwoatec, Exxexdowxe T dta %xal
] P Py v
ELRERATIKE AVOLOOC, Grammeticus anonymus apud
Schaefer in Add. ad Gregorium Corinthium p. 909.
20488 dvfip  Schanz : dvAp BIW
a8 Udy¢  Ficinus : eldfg B
bl adtod BT : ad1d Ast + seclusit Burnet
elosuit ™ ¢ slowur B
b4 MOL T ¢ =ov B
c’ Exnendowx BTW Grammaticus Schaeferi :
L S ) . 2 ,F e =
Exnendonne T : -iUxe  Par :
? ’, A - .
exxexdenx( ac) Aristaen. cod.
gl wly Denniston (G.P. p. 393) : &y BT
L] » g 2’
evudpeta T+ edpapla Bt eduotplo
a5 & BzL  Haver : &8 dotTuv B



204e° - 205c4

6 . - .
204e Exavde Y20 oee.. YiLYVHOUECOW imit. Aristsenetus
Ep. II 19, (xavdg 88 xal &nd uévov Tob xdrhovg

YLvOoreSHAL .

204e> Bt T el B: el 7v W
% cebdua TOov T ¢ ogedplToTov B
e? deteg BW (sedfpaene erasum B) : &el oe 13‘l‘
N odTLvoc T : obv. Tivoc B : OWV gf TLVOC
e8 atZwyvéug ™+ &Zwvéwe B
el0 dvebpeg T ¢ 8v elpec B

20523 86e TW : omisit B



5 10

205¢” = 20643

6
205¢ Kpovixdrepa

P
205¢° ef., Hesychium s.v. wpovL uHTEPQ é;p;(_@(, dtepa.
205¢° veuéa TW : vépea B ¢ veudagu Per

cd Néyev ] Hoeu  Naber

b ®pov i dHTepa Td : yooviudhtepa B

e’ Tuve ] ove W, Tive W

a° oavToy BIR ¢ ddy T

g1 70 8¢ T : w68e B (Socrati attrib. W)
206a? 6oxel Urbin. 31 : Heindorf : Soxolr BIW

doxnl  Par.



206bt ~ e

1P ROLACTE
al veee. %al of mafdec. wpbOELOLY OVY GOL *
et 08 Ufy vevns
206b2 xqhetv BT 1 xahely W
b doxet TH : Ooxel vydp B
b ®otNoig BTW ¢ =oLficetc Ven. 185, 18/, Heindorf.
e’ oe T': ye B: $8 W
c® & Br: ob W
a% ¢talpog TH ¢ %%%pog B
as npooflyn T 3 ﬂpocglnu B s m®mpooin W
el KPOCTHa  Schanz : REOO[ELY Leur. 85.12, corr.

Ven, 186, Ven, 189. 184 : =®poocnelL TW :
RPOUELM B

Y Avecav BT : Hecav W



206e5 - 207c8

206e® - 20760

206e6-8 ef. Steohanum in Ar, Rhet. Comm. III 5, p. 316 Rabe
(ad Ar. Bhet. 1407bR) TUXOL +... AQTLQGUOLC ]
dotiaoude xal dowidZery &otl 1o Epafduevov

.

¥ - M .
dotpoydrwy 1 TLvey &AooV ¢EetaZely TOV Opp-
salZovta wdTepov &dptloveg | wepLocole %aTéXEL .
o¥tw xdi IhGtwv &v 1§ dvandyw Tol AboiLdog Aéyel.
Cf. Schol. vet. ad 206e.

Z
206e°~8 resplcit Pollux Onom. IX 1C1 Bethe: =xatl wr %ol

2o

dptidLery dotpavdiove &xeopulonwy xatepwnévovg
gv 1 dnosvinply Todg ®atdug & IAGTwy Egm.

206e7 dovoaydiote mouidAioiLe BT et ex, correctione W :

Cive

otpoydiove  kawidiiovg Vat. 1029, et
habuerst W, legit fortasse Pollux (qui tamen waundAAOVC
omisit).

ropufowwy W

K OOQL POVUEVOL BIW : xaTepduevotl fortasse legit
Pollux (xatatpouédvovg Pollucis cod. A).

Awoltag W

207a% ®oAO¢ B ex correctione, T ¢ udANo¢ W, habuerat

ut vid. B

bt e(oev TW : Udev B

b3 gl{®eto  BW et in marg. T : Eometo T,

Cn
Ms

ph ROOOTADOY O BT : wpoofrdov W, (Laur. 85.12).

5 P4 - P4
b ERTINIYLGAULEVOG BTW éﬁnkvyacdusvogf.



20667 ~ 207¢® i contd.

207b° Ernhvynoduevoc (sic) =apd INGTwve T6
mpoBarduevoc ndt ExtoxiLaoduevoc Photius (Porsen)

s.v. AASYN.  cf. Bust. 809.42 (e Aelio Dionysio)
qui idem refert sed &mnAvyacdpevoc.

207b° RPOCEGTT Stephanus : wpoéoTn BTW
(b77tpooso'tcbg BTY)
B° h W : § B
I fewo (& »  Hirschig
207b6 SedLg BtW : 0edeirde T
po abty BT 3 adtd W
> %At ome W
8

2 K4 3 - . —
e épfioodat ] & exemendatione B.



207¢? - 208p3

L=5
e T007T0 wmavtl npdry Offhov bTL
wpoduuotvtal, bnwc &v eddatpovolne
207¢’ Suaxwiidovaot BT ¢ xwhBovcot W (sed Sidie—
208al, at)
208a° Tlva BIW : T Schanz : &\\d Tl pfy  Lysidi
tribuit Richards
2® MLodbwtd W ¢ puoBwt] B
pl TobdTov Bd ¢ goUto T



2080% ~ 20952

208b% = o©

b4 ceess TC 08, fiv &° Eyw, UENLOTQ; OVOEVL wues.
b’ S pewndiy
3 Y06e waLdaywyde, EBomn.
208e3 égnitperov]owy .. a3 [Exeiv] bav P, Oxy. VI 881.
20804 = b3 ROBEV +.... TORTELV; in textu omissa in mergine
supplevit W
bé Tl 88, v & &yd, udhiota W @ pdihioTa
omigit BT ¢+ < dal bT
b8 o S5 TW ¢ og B, superascr. &g B2
ct wal pov Ewy BW et in marg. T : xat BTy, potv T
3 7l¢ cov B ¢ oov TLg  Pap.
¢’ 6de corr. Ven., 18 (Besssrion?), Laur. 85,12 :
o 68 BT : %6g 6 W : omisit omnino Pep.
ok &\d wl pyy omisit Pap.
c5 6vta BT :  Bvta ve Pap.
@ T 8¢ BTW : Tl 08 xat  Pap.

c OOV post 0VUTOC posuit Pap.



208b% - 20923 :+ contd.

20867 - 20983

2084t so. BT t go, ye Pap.
a2 pyiovtac &xdv BTW ¢ &pyovrag d¢ ebixev &xdv Pap.
a4 Botrg Tv’ adeq W+ BobAnt vaedtn B
a4 he A T: mon B: efmc¢f W
el av T™W : omisit B

? AY r Ay rl *
eb AKX dvel tlvog BT : &and vl tlvoc W



20924 - g 8

209b7 cf. Hesych. s.v. YPAat : UMAGL+ TTAGL.
2093.4 e corr., Coisl. ¢ Wov BTW
al Exag Laur. 85.6 (Flor) : Exovg BT
b7 Yfhat  BTW sed in marg. TCAGL T : vp. %xal TEAQL
in marg. W
el &v ol¢ &8 &prtu ENévouev %wATOVOL  in textu omissa
in margine suoplevit W
4 R 2 L3 K " (4 Y' n,_
¢ nynonTat BT : nyhoetat W i NMyhoetal Par
o6 Tl 88 W T : L Salc TOE  in ras, B2
dl 2. T2 . I ;—31;{1-
ot#ovouely ¢ ouLxodopely BT
ac olwovoufac T : olxodoulac BW
7 ’,4( én . é' 2. .. . . - . .
d entTpEyerev €Youévwy nescio quis orimus; nondum
Stephanug
Exvtpéierey &v &youdvov T et revera W
O rd
(&youévay W);
ErvtpéleLy dveyoudvwy B
48 EupdineLy secl, Heindorf;

2., 2 b DS
euparely  Bekker (secluso &uBairetv 8- el)



209et - 210¢°

at fatpuidy
209e® el Ttolc AQOANLOVE suue. 210at xwiboL &y  Priscien
Instit. XVIIT 99 (Hertz in Keil Gramm. Lat.)
210a% Ap? 0BV see.. a9 oY%vTwc Boa Exet Priscisn eodem loco,
210a% téopac cf. Photium s.v. Téopav, xat CRoESV
Méyovouy TATtuxde xol drdtev etonxev tégpav v
ABGLOL .
2102t LatpL xSy Coisl., Leur. 85.12 : {qtpdy B
Prigcianus
a3 dravolyovtec W Svayaybvitecg B
draviyoviteg T s 6LQV%YOV’C€Q Par
al Eoa Eiet Priscianus, Laur. 85.12 : Hpa Byot BTW
d d in ras. duerum litterarum B
b Mty Exnutpéyer BT ¢+ Hutv voldv é&xitpéyer W
cb oLAficer v Laur. 85.12, Heindorf : g@uAfigetLev
&v BT



210e’ - 211b°
2104 ppovsl T : q)pév(,u'og BW (sed ol supra (uoc W)
211s° elwé BT : elwep W

b2 dvepéobai] & in ras. B



s

2115° - o
211’ ceees Etalpov, B} &ov | adtdv Aapelov
2110lO - at Spete ubvw éotidoscdov, NHutv 88 od uetad{dotov
Proclus in Timaeum I p. 16 Diehl.
211e? Y 68 L.... e’ EpwtLxBe Priscienus Inst. XVIII 277;
respicit Themistius Br. X{IT (Repl ¢uilacg) »p. 324
Dindorf.
.’zllb'7 gniLxovpAcetg T : é'f:t,xcupﬁ,cgg B4 (neo
refictum in ras. sed non videtur €10 fuisse B)
7 n u . 3
e A &oy Madvig : p&rrov BT



211e® - 21245
2118 v BI : vdp W
21.2a3 oV Te Heindorf : ov 0& B
a6 on omisit W
bR Eony omisit W
et ol uév Heindorf : olduevoL BTY
ch ®éTepoc  Hirschig ¢ ONGTEPOC  ATW



212d% - 213¢5

212t yeboead’ W
6
213a uL ol Par< : QLADY BTW
e OTav fj un uLooby Tig pLof corr. Flor. :

btav f) uLoobv TiLg @uAg BTW

YP. xal 6tav ul uiooly Tug pLof in marg. Par®

e’ xonodueda W



6
.213::6 - 214b
2 \2 ¥ - g 2 2 TE
213d COx tporye doxel, Eon, O IwxPATEC,
S AVOLE, veuas
e’ cesn. Léval, oxonofviac %atd ToVc ®oLnTéC
21307 ante AANG signum interrogandi posuere
= (=3 5
iem edd. Bipont; JLpa pro d2Ad conj. Cornarius
? gbrop® BT :  daop® T
42 Bon, & Sdxpatec, & Aborc  Helndorf :  Eg¢n
omiserunt BTW : post Zdxpatec addidit
Vat., 1029, Cornarius
e5 oxonrobvtag Schleiermacher : oxono0vTa BTW
T4 %aTd BTH : T4 secl. Heindorf
214a5 TWC owws O BT (sed 6( ex emend. in ras. B):
4 2 & 7
P0G soeees WONV W
ab bw¢ BT+ &¢ W
4, ? ’ -t 2 ’
b avayxn  Bd ¢ avdyxg T



214p7 - 2152
/
21432 ceeee ChOV{ 8V ) yevorTo., H od .....
2143t Hesych. S.Ve EUAANKTOVC +.... EORETAIETOVC.
21458 oD T : om. B
ct KPOGE T T : Rpooéun BW
e 58  in rasura refinxit B2
a° etn ™ ¢ 8v eln B
¢lrov &v : Av hic add. Medvig, post ye Bekker,
post YEVOLTO Burnet
e EieLy B: Bxev, TW
e’ adtd adTd BIW ¢ adtd adtd 1R

e radetv BT : ®ddn W



21587 - ek

215¢0~7 xal &M xal ..... pEPTULPL super rasuram seripta
inW
a2 oy BT : d¢dvn T
a3 %pdc  add. corr. Coisl., Laur. 85.12

ol
™~
e

X0pag BT : EyGpact W
a’ oLhely Tt @uhety xal @uieiL+s+ B @
PLAeTY xatl @LAetoBatL b

eh gxLovuety T : 3w, Suuset B



21562 - 21642

. - % o ] rd
21622 cf. Photium s.v. dAASxotov; &towov, dvaviiov, etc.
21682 dANSGxoToy  schol., vet. : dAhouéTwy BT

o . g
drioxdtwe W : -wY  Par

ot Ei8pa ouila W

4_ n Y P a 4 2

b 17T T™: 16 B (sed R supraser. B<)

b/ Te @lhov Cornerius : 1§ ¢lhy ¢lAov BtW :

T eliov ¢liov 7T
Et, uBANov TW : om. B

at dvadlbetat BT : SvarndeTal W



216d° - 217¢2

. 2 4 o -~
216e o1 elnep  Heindorf : &’ eluep BTW
&7 wép ut vid, in 6’ elwep nutetum Par
e’ fi To0 &yabol  revera BW
e3 fi To0 TovodTov B : A od To¥ ToiLodTov T
e &v wov BTH :  &fwov Sechanz
2117 l rd o 2~ eV .
a Yiyvesoatr ¢iiov W YiyEooatL B
bt pév &% BT : o8& 8% W
ol Etv &v TL  Salvini ¢+ &oTu dvil B, domiy
dvtl ™+ Eotuv 8 TL Teur. 85.12
1

c oY haud scio quis primus omiserit; habent BTY recc.



217¢° - 21847

21761 ApdTwy VOV 81
217e5 Aon [t8] ~7oiLobTov
2181 elhov 0¢ dyaddy xaxd
5
217¢c &tvoly  Par ¢ &Tvolv TL BT
6 3 - r 2~ » T
c enaheredéy BT ¢ Glheugddy W
Z » -
co Ktdvv yve BW : omisit T
e’/ drhevgoéy  Heindorf é?‘qxam@‘v BTW
e’ endv  Heindorf : Evv &y B : yp., A 10
alTLdv corr, Ven. 186
33 Téte Heindorf : wote BTW
a3 altero loco galvoirt’ &v B
a7 Tofto B i gobto ©6 Ty
1 ) . . . 3 T y -
e NoLTWwY  seripsi;  epwI®v W 1 €pwt® BT
yOy BIW, omisit Par
218at dyaody xaxd  BEH :  dyaddv would T s
dvadd xoxdv  Heindorf
ADD:
21’7e5 T0 seclusit Lamb



218pL - o4

21843 ceees TOLOUTOLG YEVOEOLY EVTETUXANALEY «uws.
218b3 eLAocopoloLy BT t @iiofowy W
b6 Py S 2 » »* B . s
VY yve sgdatnve viv apa * vOv ®mAvv ve
Eodany 8pe  TW Par (sed VvOv postea erasum in Par)
b8 adté BT : todtd Dodds : ofqw  Richards
a3 Yevdéouy  secl. olim Heindorf
a° xKOTepbde  in wéTepdy mutatum Par i wdTepoc B
e3 Eopauey Heindorf : gqgudy B



2180 - 2194°

219¢0 ceess (OvTac xal doun8000l ...,
219a< v  addidit Heindorf
a% aviontat BT (sed suoraser. &x BRt) :

exavipntal W
b3 To0 ¢l{hov  hic addidit Burnet, post TS ¢(hov

Hermann Schleiermacheri versionem secutus

b mpdociwdey T 3 wmopboywuuley  BY

b’ Ye BW : v’ ¥TL Madvig

8 oalLeY BMW : Beauey t

c? f BT : omisit W

e3 &ff W : det BT

c® ®al BId : #  Schang

c® f Par? : 4 BT : A4 W

e’ 8Aro  corr. Flor. : #i\oy BTH

e’ GM fiZsr BTW : 0 &ANG MAZeu Apelt
a2 Audc tdiia T et in marg. vo. W

wdivota 8Aha B ¢ uéiiota dAAG B



21934 - 220¢2

219d%, 2208% - b3 respicit aristoteles, Anal. Post. T, 72a30

évvofiowuey  BY dvvofiow udv T

0

étavy  Stephanus : & 8&v BT : el 85 &v W
HE PULEQY ™M+ xepcopéa B

b wmepl BT ¢ Qoxep W

&tépov Hermann : &1épy BT : &tépw W

AgLedelmn  Heindorf : Augdeln (ut. vid.) B
Anedeln B2TW

.
*



220¢3 - 2214

220d8 - &2

7o 8po elhov AUTY &xetvo, slc &
dteredto wdvia Td Arha (&) Evena

-

tépov ofrov oflia Boauev stval -
xeTvo o0dév [68] Toltoig ebuxev,

(e

M

220¢3 EUROOOY BT ¢ &% modfy W
el & addidit Cornarius ; "fortasse d&AAQ addendum", Dodds

2 - . e @
e#xelyvo  scripsi ®xelve BIW ¢ seclusit Cornarius

5€ seclusit Cornarius : Heindorf
e? wéxintar BT ¢ xéxdnvtatr W
22113 drodidntar BT ¢ dmondntatr W
b4 Toyxdvetr corr, Coisl, Ven. 186, Vat. 1029 :

Ty dvy BIW



221b° - 22234

2219475 cereey O 08 wal wpdTEPOV
22146 ®olnue Kpovixleg ovynelpevoy
2 [ | Y 7] _S P _ ]
221e Bvoene &g yilyvetTalr OV Qv TL¢ Goatpfitat .
22110 drdrantat haud scio quis primus

dndAAntat  revera BTW

4> xal W T3 BT
a6 Kpovixic Naber (Kpbvy prius Medvig)
KaX POV BIW : undTny ast
e? tyel EvOENC +ees TLC vel potius ZvOEEC ..v. TlL,"
Stephanus

Evoedc  (altero 1oco) seeee TLC BT

e AboL T : AGouLc B
2228< TH épw,uév;o T: aiv Epwpbvewy  BE
a? Bv W : 8y B

a3 Tobrovg BTW (sed v erasum in B : 7Tpdroc Vat., 226)



20287 - &3

2220 00 THG NOOVAC +... HPOUQTO  Tesp. Aristeenetus Bo. I 11,
b8 ABCug * T 82 BAPNOTOV e.es TANUUEXRES, Photius,
Suides, s.ve RANLULEAETV,
223c? pedbopey Oxd To¥ Aéyov  imitavit Lucisn, Nigr. 5,
wedbwy dnd Ty Adywv,
&3 dvanesurdoacat ci’. Hesychium s.v. dvareundZecdal
dravaraubdvery Td wpoet onuéva,
sy o 2
Py p i\ KOEE
222bl udyic mwg BT ¢ udfic “HBE W
b3~k el wév TL  BTW : tum Aéyoruev &v 1L bg T,
Aéyoupev 8v wwg B : in marg. Yp. i pév TtoL
T¢ TS olxetov tc¥ duolov Siragépet Aéyouuw’ &v
L 4 2 o
TL WG euot doxetl W
b/ droBaretlv T+ &rohtxely B : dxorety W
Sed in merg. yp. &uorimelv sxal dxoBarew W
e? peddouey in merg. T : pvdedouev BW
a3 .
a6 &\o T ™ : 71 &ro TL B
2 ’ s o
&3 avareurdoacd al BTW (sed & supra at BR)
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223pL ceees Sudhovv, Gua &' 28dxuouv .....
22267 elhov B 1 oliwy T
& .
22382 ®TTQ T: x8ta B: xdta W :elta in merg. T
bt &ua 6’ Kentenich : &iA° BT
bl dnonerwrbTES B (sed 7w refinxit BR), Vat. 226 :
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