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SOl OBSZRVATIONS CONCERNING PLATO'S LYSIS®

Donald Normam Levin
Rice Unilversity

Let us concede thet the Lysis is not some alien intrusion into
the Platonic Corpus--so Ast and Socher claimed long agol-—but
a genulne work of Plato. Even in the Aiineteenth century those
who thought this dialogue spurious were only an embattled few.2

But, though the majority were agreed that Plato himself had
penned the Lysis, they could arrive at no consensus regarding
the date of composition. The rise of the science--or pseudo-
science-—-—of"Spr'achstatistik"3 did not eliminate controversy.
Recurrence or non-recurrence of T{ piv; and nig d o0, apparent-
ly meant one thing to one scholar; sémething else to another,
Soberer spirits tried to find some way of harmonizing their
stylometric researches with what could be deduced from analysis
of the content of the various dialogues. Did scholarly agree-

ment result? Hardly. The lateness of the Parmenides, Sophist,

Politicus, snd Laws (which had hardly been open to doubt even
¥ Presented at a meeting of the Socliety for Ancilient Greek
Philosophy, Amherst, Massachusetts, August 17, 1964,

1. F. Ast, Platons Leben und Schriften (Leipzig 1816) 428-34;
J. Socher, Uber Platons Schriften (liunich 1820) 137-44.

2. 5. Cholava's denial of Platonic authorship on the grounds of
inexact or erroneous dlalectic, uncharacteristic modes of thought
and speech, vnusual behavior of the interlocutors, and unsatisfac-
tory composition of the whole ("Uber die Unechtheit des Dialogs
Lysis," 20G 9 (1858) 793-802 (Cholave I)) was promptly attacked by
J. Kvigala, "Uber Platons Lysis," ibid. 10 (1859) 275-84 (Kvicdala I)
(H, Bonitz appended a sympathetic "Anmerkung zu dem vorstehenden Auf-
satze," pp. 285-88). Cholava's reply, "Bemerkuns zu dem Aufsatze
von I. Kvicala liber Platons Lysis," ibid. 589-91 (Cholava II),
stimulated a "Gegenbemerkung" from Kvicala, pp. 591f (Kvicala II).

3. L. Campbell and W. Dittenberger are among the pioneers. 3See,
in particular, the former's editions of various Platonic dialogues
(published at Oxford from the 1860's onwards) and the latter's
"Sprachliche Kriterien fiir die Chronologie der platonischen Dialoge,"
Hermes 16 (1881) 321-45,



in the pre-statistical era) continued to be acknowledged.4 Yet in
the case of the Lysis there was such greet dlvergency of opinion
that Verdam, von Arnim, and Wileamowitz could call the dialogue
respectively fourth, fifth, or sixth in order of composition
(making it thereby more or less contemporeaneous with its com-
panions from Tetralogy V, the Charmides 2nd ngggg),B whereas

Ritter and Raeder placed it fourteenth or fifteenth, directly

ahead of the §Ymposium,6 and Pohlenz went so far as to claim
thet 1ts publication not only directly preceded that of the

Symposium, but also postdated the appearance of the Phaedrus

7

among Plato's works.

4, Sir D. Ross, Plato's Theory of Idess?® (Oxford 1953) 2, per-
forms a most useful service in placing side by side the chronological
sequences proposed by H. von Arnim (cf. p. 234 of his "Sprachliche
Forschunsen zur Chronologie der platonischen Dialoge," SBiien 169
(1911-12) 1-235 (von Arnim II: von =rnim I is a Programm--s pro=-
curable copy of which has thus far eluded my search~-entitled De
Platonis disloaxis quaestiones chronoloasicase (Rostock 1896)), W.
Lutoslawski (The Origin and Growth of Plato's Lozic (London 1897),

H. Roeder (Platons philosophische sntwickelung? (Leipzig 1920), C.
Ritter (see not the earlier (Ritter I, II, and III respectively:
Untersuchungen Uber Platon (Stuttgart 1888); Neue Untersuchuncen

Uber Platon (Munich 1210); Pleton: sein Leben, seine Schriften, seine
Lehre (2 vols., ibid. 1910-23)), but the much later Die Kernmedenken
der platonischen Philosophie (ibid. 1931)(Ritter IV); cf. not Platon-
ische Liebe (Tibingen 1931)(Ritter V), but the still later "Unter-
abteilung innerhalb der zeitlich ersten Gruppe platonischer Schriften,"
Hermes 70 (1935) 1-30 (Ritter VI)), and U. von Jilamowitz-lMoellendo#If.
(Platon (2 vols., Berlin 1909-19: IS ibid. 1959, IIJ ibid. 1962)).

5. 8o far as I am aware, there has been very little inclination
to vouch for the authenticity of the Theages, the "black sheep" of
the tetralogy.

6., See the comparative table assembled by Ross (sbove, n. 4}
Lutosiawskl could bring himself nelther to confirm nor to deny that
the Lysis was Plato's own) as well as H.D. Verdem, "De ordine quo
Platonis dialogi inter se succedent,""Mnemosyne N.S. 44 (1916) 255-94
(which includes ad fin. a comparison of the schemes of Verdam, Ritter,
and Raeder). Verdam dates the Lysis c¢c. 397 B.C., but 4. +irth, AJE
16 (1895) 211-16, insists on 39% B.C. 2s terminus post quem.

7. M. Pohlenz, Aus Platos Werdezeit (Berlin 1913)(Fohlenz I) 367.
This chronology, along with other of Pohlenz' proposals (see the dis-
cussion below end accompanying nn.), was vigorously assailed by H. von
Arnim, Platos Jugenddialoge und die Entstehun~szeit des Phaidros




Quot eruditi, tot ordines dislosorum, Rather than inflict

yvet another chronological scheme on the scholarly community

I shall teake my cue from kionsieur Robin., Restricting his con-
cern to those dislozues in which Plato's formulations regarding
love and friendship are expounded, playing down stylometrics,
moreover, in favor of other forms of comparison, he arrives at
the following progression--one which ousht to have been obvious

generations before his time:

Lysis (eerly)
Symposium (middle)

Phaedrus (1ate)?

So much for chronology. Having granted not only that the
Lysis is genuine, but also that 1t antedates both the Phaedrus

and the Symposium--whether it precedes or follows the Charmides,

(Leipzig and Berlin 1914)(von #rmim III). Pohlenz defended himself
first in o review of von Arnim's book, GGA 178 (1916)(5) 241-72
(Pohlenz II)(on the relationship of the Lysis to the Symposium end
Phaedrus see pp. 251-60), again (von Arnim having attacked anew,
TPlatos Lysis," RhM N.F. 71 (1916) 364-87 (von arnim IV), even as
Pohlenz was warding off the initial onslaught) in an artlcle wearily
entitled "Nochmals Platos Lysis," NGG 1917 560-88 (Pohlenz III).

8. Jithout committing myself necessarily thereto, I should like
to call attention to the arrancgement set forth by G. Vliastos when I
studied under him at Cornell University in the early 1950's:

Group I (Socrates utilizes €leyyo¢ in his professedly
agnostic ré8le): Ion, Laches, Lysis, Charmides, Buthyphro,
Hipplas Maior

A group unto themselves: Apology, Crito

Group II (Theory of Ideas given mature expression):
Gormiasg, Protagoras, lieno, Cratvlus, Phaedo

Grouvp III (after 388 B.C.): Republic, Symposium, Fhaedrus

Group IV: Parmenides, Politicus, Theaetetus, Sophist

Group V: Timaeus, Philebus, Laws

new9éd IO§3§1nclLa ?Pﬁg?lssplaLQn101enne de 1'amour (Paris 19083:




0O
its Ytwin bwother," according to some,1 or the Protasmoras, or

any of the other allegedly early "aporetic'" dialogues need not

concern usll--let us turn now to questions of more than ancillary

interest.
Alas! Among those who move beyond such considerations in order
)12

to grapple with "what Plato said" (pace Paul Shorey there is

little agreement concerning the import of the Lysis. Pohlenz,

for example, declares that the scope of this work, like that of

the Phaedrus, is restricted to watdixds €pwg.l” Frankly I think

that this statement does disservice to both dialogues. Von Arnim
10. E.g. H., Mutschmann, "Zur Datierung des platonischen Lysis,"

WKP 35 (1918) 428-31 (see especially 430). Cf. von Arnim II (above,

n. 4), who accords priority to the Lysis. His list of "Zwillingbriider"
includes Gorgias and Meno, Symposium and Phaedo, Sophigt and Politicus.

11, That the Lysis could have been written during Socrates' life-
time 1s no longer seriously entertained, since hardly snyone allows
much credence to the anecdote recorded by Diogenes Laertius (3.35):

@OGL 3¢ nal Awupawnv auoodavma TOV Moty GVGYLYVMGMOVTOC
Wkamwvog, e Hpa%ketc," LﬂSLVz wq Tokka pLov %ama¢806€9
S VEGVLU%OQ. ol okLya Yip Gv odxn elpnue Lw,pamng

véypapev aviip.

Possibly the final statement is true, however, not only of the Lysis,
but of the Platonic dialogues in general. Cf. Pohlenz II (above, n.
252, My own surmise is that the anecdote itself grew out of the pre-
occupatlon of the rhetorical schools with what this or that celebriiy
"might have said" on this or that occasion (i.e. "How would Socratpa
have reacted, had he been present at a recitation of one of Plato's
works?")., Cf. Wilamowitz' suggested explanation of how an anti-
Callimachean epigram (AP 11.275) came to be ascribed to Apollonius
(Hellenistische Dichtung (Berlin 1924) II 97, cited with qualified
approval in the course of my own discussion of the poem in question,

TAPA 93 (1962) 162, n. 24).

L 74

12. Shorey's book of the same name (Chicago 1933)(Shorey III) is
useful, so far as it goes. But to find out "#hat Shorey said" about
Plato and Platonism one must repair also to other of his works, notably
"The Unity of Plato's Thought," University of Chicago Decennial. Publi--
cations 6 (1903) 129-214 (Shorey I), a most salutary piece of writing.
in my estimation. Shorey II, for our purposes (much that is relevant
to Plato intervenes), is ”The Alleged Fallacy in Plato's Lysis 220m,"
CP 25 (1930) 380-83.

13. Pohlenz I (above, m. 7) 370, See also n. 36 below.




thought likewise, and was so forceful in denunciation14 as to
cause Pohlenz to back away from his original position.15

Radically different, but not much more satisfying, is the sug-
gestion put forth by Grote a century ago. "To multiply defective
explanations," he avers, "snd to indicate why each is defective,
is the whole business of the dialogue."

I shall not add any further examples--at least for the moment.
Actually not a few explorers of the thought conveyed in the Lysis,
despairing, no doubt, of any satisfactory overall categorization,
reduce their own contribution to running restatement of and com-
mentary on the content of the several conversations which consti-
tute the dialogue. This technique=-if technique be the right name
(and I do not mean to imply that scholars who attempt a summation
invariably neglect to avail themselves of it)--has been iterated
S0 often17 that my choosing to resurrect it now would hardly arouse
much excitement, let alone interest, had I not chosen also to com-
bine sparing use with an innovation or two. Instead of doggedly
citing or paraphrasing every significant proposition or diaslectical
link from Lysig 20321 to 223P8 I shall start at the end of the
dialogue before even considering the beginning. A pause for clari-

fication or for mulling over some possible deeper significance will

be inserted wherever necessary. By placing the last first and the

14. Von Arnim III (above, n. 7) 60.

15. See Pohlenz II (above, n. 7) 258 and n. 2, who meekly replies
that he had meant only to attract notice to the extension of the con-
cept of 8pwg which may be observed in the Phaedrus and Lysis. I
remain unconvinced,

16. G. Grote, Plato and Other Companions of Socrates (London 1865
and seversl subsequent editions) I 516.

17 Tedium increases rapi?lg after the first few encounters,
o)

Robinfs exposition, op. cit . -8, stands out, however
thanks, to P8 wondérfﬁlly 351173 Thenca posgibiy somewhat Un-Platonic)

lucidity.



first later and by ranging freely through the whole18 I hope not
only to shed more light on the conduct of the argument in the Lysis,
but also to demonstrate that the structure is closely interwoven
and that the cleavage alleged by some between a "protreptic" intro-
duction (up through the first conversation between Socrates and
Lysis)(203%1-211%8) and a "philosophical" main body of the dialogue

(211a9ff)19 is much less pronounced than would appear at first

glance.go

Let us begin, then, with the aftermath to dmopla. Socrates,
always alive to the humor of a difficult situatioﬁ, observes that he,
old man that he is, and Lysis and Menexenus have all three made
themselves ridiculous in their inability to complete a simple
definition, when it is so manifest that their mutual relation-
ship provides in itself an illustration of that which was to be
defined (223b3-8). After a whole series of complex discussions
the speakers find themselves back whence they began: they can point
to 1solated examples, but so far2l no general principle has been

18. To my knowledge, no previous scholar has proceeded in exactly
this way. However, F. Horn, Platonstudien (Vienna 1893), after having
recapitulated the argumentation of the dialogue in detail (pp. 103-8)

commences his several pages "Zur ErlButerung (109-19) with a reexamina~
tion of the last of the three large sections into which he thinks the

Lysis to be divided.

19, See, for example, von Arnim III (above, n. 7) 70.

20, Von Arnim took issue with those who assumed that the first psxri
had been written for the sake of the second. I myself think that thers
are right. Still, there may be some merit in von Arnim's assertion
that Plato has constructed the conversation with Hippothales and the
initial interrogation of Lysis in such a way as to disprove the old
slander that Socrates was gullty of corrupting the youth of Athens.
Cf, Wilamowitz (abdve, n. 4) T 141, who believes the rehabilitation o7
Socrates as educator to have been a common aim of the Lyslis and
Charmides. Although he claims to detect signs of friction between ths
author's philosophical and artistic aims, Wilamowitz urges that they
not be studied in isolation from one another,

21. The fact that Socratgs has grefixed ofmw rather than od to tha
clause which terminates in olo{ Te éyevopeba €fevpetv (223 7f) may in-
dicate that he retains some glimmer of hope for an eventual solutlon.



enunciated to their satisfactiom.

Just before this, as a pair of slaves was arriving to zuilde
his teen-aged interlocutors home from the gymnasium, Socrates
reconsidered all the blind alleys into which their joint endeavor
had strayed (222€3ff). The term awaiting explication, he notes,
can be identified neither with "the beloved" (ol pLlobpewvoy ) nor
with "the loving" (ol @LhoVvteg), Both equivalences ﬁere ruled
out in the course of Socrates' first talk with Menexenus (21196ff),
Nor can it be equated either with "likes" (ol dpotot) or with
"unlikes" (ol dvwduwoitor). The one possibility was disproved
during the second conversation between Socrates and Lysis (2139%rr),
the other in an ensuing discussion (215C3ff) into which Menexenus
found himself drawn. Not even equation with "the good" (ol &Ya60£),
which would have so gladdened the soul of Socrates, could it only
have been upheld, turns out to be valid. Invalidity was an inevi-
table consequence of the previous determingtion that, contrary to
the supposition of many, "like is no friend to like" (21534ff).

This catalogue of failure reaches a sort of climax with Socrates'
mention of "those akin by nature" (of olxelor),2° unhappily dis-
missed from consideration only a short time before (once again the
incompatibility of similars turned out to be the stumbling block),
despite what had seemed a promising start (221°3rf),

Lest he try everyone's patience by extending the list further,
Socrates classifies other discarded possibilities as & &Aha doa

dLeAn\U0apev: "all else that we have discussed" (22295), Undoubted’y

g2, _FBkilg expression originally denoted members of the same houss-
hold (OL%OQ or OL%LG), and was applied both to family and to retainers,
Cf, below, p.23. Extension beyond the confines of the household to in-
clude all who share some affinity is clearly indicated in the sugges-
tlon of Soorates that Lysis and Menexenus might be ¢ ¥ ¢ € L @t
olxeilot vis*a~vis one another, ,



he has in mind "the evil" (oi naxo(), no sooner mentioned than
rejected out of hand (214b8—d7),23‘as well as ¥the morally neutral,"
"those who are neither good nor evil" (ol pfhte ayabol phte wanol),
initially brought into the discussion duriné Socrates' éecond iﬁter~
view with Menexenus (216°1ff).

Up to now I have refrained from acknowledging just what it was
that Socrates and hig companionsg were so anxious to define., I have
done so deliberately in the hope that a few misconceptions might be
cleared up in the interim. The Lysis, like a number of apparently
early dialogues, poses a crucial question which may be reduced to
the formula "What is X?" "What is courage?' (&vdpela) Socrates asks
in the Laches. In the Charmides he raises a similar query regarding
temperance @m@poaévn).ES

There exists, however, another type formulasically expressible as

"Is X Y?" One rather noteworthy instance is shared between the

Protagoras and the Meno:

dpa duLdanTdv fi dperi;

23, However, "evil" in another sense (1d xaxdv as a causative
agent) figures very prominently in later discussion (21723ff; see also
below, pp. 24 and 28) before being eliminated altogether from con-

sideration,

24, T, Becker, "Zur Erklérung von Platos Lysis," Philologus 41
(1882) 284 308, who translates TO pfite ayadov L TE ®anlV as Tdas Indif-
ferente" (p. 299), expresses astonishment that A. ”estermayer (I have
not yet been able to lay hands on a copy of the latter's Der Lysis des
Plato zur Einfihrung in das Verstindnis der sokratischen Disloge
(Erlangen 1875) )-~apparently his favorite whipping-boy, as Pohlenz was
von Arnim's (cf. above, n. 7 and pp. 4f with nn.)=--would have the
temerity to regard "das relativ Gute" as an accurate interpretation
of the original.

25. R. Robinson, Plato's Earlier Dlalect102 (Oxford 1953) 49,
would add the Buthyphro, where 'the Holy (> boiLov) and the Hippias
Maior, where "the Beautiful"! (td xaldv) is to be defined., He disjoins,
however, the Gorglas, leno., and Republic I (he too, like so many pre-
vious SChO]HlS, prefers to classify the last as a separable "early
dialogue") on the ground that all three "abandon the question 'What is
X?' for the question 'Is X Y?'" (concerning which katten see below),




Is virtue [X-term] teachable?
[Y-term; not predicate adjective,
really, but quasi-substantive:

"s teachable thing" 20

In the latter dialogue, as a matter of fact, the formula undergoes
several modifications at the outset. "Is virtue teachable?" leno'
initial question to Socrates, may be codified as "Is X Yi?” Ime-
mediately Yy gives way to Y, as lieno asks, "Or is it not teachable,
but to be acquired through practive?' (§ od didantdvs &M’ dountdvs).
Still further questioning on Meno's part introduces the possibility
that Y, and Y, must both be rejected in favor of Yz or Y,. "Or is
it neither to be acquired through practice nor to be learned?" (%
obte donntdv olte pabntdév;), Socrates' interlocutor would like to
know, "Is it inborn instead or imparted to mankind in some other
fashion?" (&\A& ¢doel mapaylyveTtatr Toig av@pwnoLg N &Nwe Tivl Tpd-
Twl ), 27 |

Obviously the same sort of inquiry occurs in the Lysis, with ol
@Ek@épavot as Yl, ot @onﬁvxgg as Yg... We need not go through
the rest of the list. It is time now to consider the other term
which remains constant, If we interpret the "#What is X?" and "Is X

Y?" of this dialogue simply as "Waht is friendship?" and "Is friend-

ship such and such?" we shall be considerably in error., To put it

succinctly, the X which awaits both some sort of definition and

26, Robinson recognizes the presence of the "Is X Y?" question in
the Meno (cf. n. 25 above), yet strangely groups the Protanoras with
Ion, E;gpies Minor, Apology, and Crito, which dialogues, he avers,
Mever raise the gquestion at all.™ Or have I misunderstood his not en-
tirely clear language? Does he mean to say ?t -some works of Plato
start with "What is X?" then shift to "Is X Y?" while others either
dispense with both or bring up the latter without considering the former?

27. Cf, Aristotle, Nicomacheap Lthicg where the problem is ac-
%owl gdpgd (A9 1099 9’11; OUEY, uag anopeffqt nomepov g%wn 10N TYY 1

L0TQV %ol ) AOUNTOV HATA
5d moxnv ﬂapaqumﬁi§%§ an Arlsfotelian g&f&tiqugr&ﬁga goLPav narl
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identification with some Y is not "friendship" (ouiic), but "friend"

®{hOC), This is made clear throughout the discussion. Note Socrates'

final words, which I now cite in full:

2 o Y J ’ ~ ’

epovTL yap olde amiévreg bg oidpeda fueis IAAAAwvY
’ 4 Y 2 a ~ ’ )

¢ (Aot elvar=-xal &ut ydp &v Oplv wiOnwL~--

I ’ (7] 3/ [ ’ . T ’
Obmw %€, O T L €0 T LYV 6 ¢ (ANog olol Te
2 ’ 2 ~ ‘
eyevopeba EEevpeiv,

They will say in taking thelr departure that we
think ourselves to be friends to one another--

indeed, I count myself in your number--but that
we were incapable of ascertaining what a friend

. . 28

1S.

Confession of inability to deal with this question of the type
"What is X?" is, of course, preceded by the admission that, no mat-
ter which Y was brought under consideration in the series of "Is X
Y?" questions which dominate the dialogue, a satisfactory equivalent

for X could not be found. AN’ el undév vodtwv o L Nowv Eogziv:

resignedly comments Socrates, &yl pdv oduéti Evw Tl Néyw? "But if
none of thse fi.e. the several Y's] is friend, for my‘part I have
nothing more to say." Socrates will speak again, to be sure--with

possibly even a hint that all' is not lost.2” But as things stand

28, Cf. above, pp. 6f., "The explicit question of the Lysis,"
Robinson contends, loc. cit, (above, n. 25), giving precedence to the
"Is X Y?" question, "is not what friendship is, but what its condition
is." I should prefer that he had said '"not what friendship is, but
the conditions under which one becomes a friend." Just before the
first interromation of Menexenus (21288ff) Socrates himself, having
noted the astonishing ease and speed with which Lysis and lMenexenus
have taken to one another (211€8-21224), admits that he is at a loss
to explain this or anything of the sort (21235f):

J J (74
o0Q", OV Tyl YU T,POT,0 Vv Y LY VeETOOL
@ L Ao G¢g ETepogc ETEPOV OLda, .

29. Bee n. 21 above,



L

now, meaningful discourse has ceased.

Heving attempted to translate Socrates' words, I am conscious of
an ambiguity which ought not to be passed over without comment. In
the protasis of the condition should I have taken ToUTwv not as
partitive genitive with undév, but as some other typé of genitive
(possessive, or possibly objective) with ¢i{lov? If so, that latter
adjective~-or 1s it really a Substantive?Bo——would have to play a
new réle also., It is one thing to say "if none of these is friend,"
quite.another to say either "if nothing is their friend" or "if
nothing is friend to them."

This apparently minor grammatical difficulty 1s linked with much
larger problems which beset the whole., Had Plato chosen to allow
Socrates and his followers to essay a definition of ¢LA{a rather than
of‘mfk@g ,31 perhaps the discussion would have proceeded} if not with-
out difficulty, then at least with somewhat less tendancy for the
dialectics of the inquiry to prove abortive, What is ¢thia, really,

but a relationship between ¢iloL?

Of course Socrates himself, though he might have extracted from
an interlocutor an admission of its correctness, would hardly be
likely to take much satisfaction in so simple, not to say tautologous,
an explanation as this, It has been alleged, for example, that @Lkia
lies at the very center of the political thinking expressed in the

Platonic dialogues and epistles.32 Fosgssibly toa, had this been the

30, Cf, didaxtdy in the "Is X ¥¢" question cited above, p. 8. Ob-
serve, however, that dudaxtdy in predicate position, is clearly a Y-
term, whereas QLkov, though apparently in predicate position also, was
always X, so far as the preceding discussion in the Lysls was concernec

31, I count some seven occurrences of the former in the Lysis:
207C11; 214d7; 216P1; 2192a4; 200b3; 201d3; 221€4, Though its appear-
ance 1ls never w1thout 51gn1f10ance (most of the passages in which the
noun ogcurs will be discussed below), there can be no mistaking the
fact that ¢tA{a is not the term to be defined.

32. See W. Jaeger, Paideia (tr. G. Highet) II (Oxford 1943) 174f.




term to be defined in the Lysis, Socrates would have taken up the

questions posed for him by latter-day expositors:

Is gtAfa quite distinct from Epuwg ?
Are they really one and the same?

Does the former subsume the latter?

The expositor's owm response may depend upon which dislogue he
has been lately reading--or even upon which part of a given dialoguec.
Casting a glance at Phaedrus 255°1f (xahel d& adtdv xal oleTat
oduw Epuwrta &AAd 9o v A{av elvar), but leaving Lauws
8372~P 33 conveniently out of account, Wilsmowitz finds Plato to
share in what he takes to have been a more or less universal opinion
in antiquity: friendship and love are two basically different re-
lationships ("zweli grundverschiedene Vter‘h'ailtnisse”)'}4 For this
reason too he argues--wrongly, I thinke—that the Liysis is much less
closely connected with the Symposium than most Platonic scholars are
willing to admit.>?

Grube, however, not only reaffirms the kinship of the Symposium
and the Lygisg, despite what Wilamowitz has said, but justifies his
reaffirmation with a claim that in both works Epwg, the species, is

subsumed under the genus kafa.36 In his eagerness to demonstrate

that the generic term must include the "passionate love" of the

33, Concerning this passage see n, 36 below.

34, Op. cit. (above, n, 4) I 143, Cf. II 68, where Wilamowitz
again cites a belief in basic difference, but ascribes it to "griech-
isches Empfinden" rather than to the ancients in general.

35. He prefers to see a tight bond between the Lysis and the
Charmides. Cf. above, n. 20,

36. G.M.A. Grube, Plato's Thousmht (London 1935; repr. Boston 1958)
92, n. 1. Cf. J.J. Verbrugh, Uber platonische Freundschaft (Diss.,
ziirich 1930) 22, who views the Lysis as a preparation for the Sym-
posium and who consequently thinks it quite wrong to assume s sharp




older Hippothales for Lysis as well as Lysis' more normal Iriendzhip

with his contemporary Menexenus-~'or else," he warns, '"the wholo
introduction is singularly irrelevant'--Grube defines the gpenial
term much too narrowly., In view of the behavior of Hippotnalcsz, the
would-be pederesi par excelience, 'sexual desire" might be an adequate
translation for Epwc in the Lysiz~-at least at the outset. Eut in o
later passage ecquivalence with qnwLaseems almost to be as sune;'57
Neverthel®ass Grube hinself, if I am not being overcharitable, ap=-
parently realizzs that Enwc so conceived does not suit the Svirvcosium,

except (here I ain carrying charity even further, since he suys nothing

of the sort) as a preliminary error to be corrected through the re-

(o]
(o] = .
marks of the sevoral speakers,3 "We are therefore justifind"--i7 I

may quote Grube directly--"in tracing the development [emrhwesis mine)

boundary between the two concepts. Without claiming, as did 2ohlienz
before he had been rebuked by voan Arnim (above, p. 2 and nn. 13-15),
that in the Lysig it serves as sole subject, P, Friedlander, 2laton II<
(Ber;ln 1957), 9%, nevertheless claims that an atmosphere of Attic wats.
%0C EPWC can be sensed from the beginning of ,the dlaloguc to the ead.
Behind the ¢lAia overtly presented he finds £pwg to be constantly Lar::
ing. Cf. Laws 837%f, which Friedlander translates as '"Wenn Freund-
schaft heftig wird, so nennen wir sice Liebe." But is not Plato "*mply
talking of genug ond species, as Grube suggested (though he <id nct

cite this passage)?

37, I.e, at 22.C J 5 (cited in part by Friedlander, loc. cit. (above
n, 36),p. 95, along with Bocrates' statement at 21192f H0Sc BE THh
TV @ (A w v %TndLv dV0 € P W T L % @G [sc.&w | to show the
close connection between .the two concepts throuwhouﬁ the dialeogue):

o0 olxelou, 4G Eolpev, O Te Epwg xnal @L%La xatl 9
E510vpuia Toyydvel obOa, O galveTals o wevELevé Te nal

/\ucw . .
K. Glaser, "Gang und rrebnls des platonlschen Ly81s, Hﬁ 53 (1935) 47-
67, thinks 8 gL (o to be fubsumed under ﬁteop a (p. 58).7Cr, the sug-
gestion o on Arnim IIL (above, n. 7) 40 that EpwC in the broudes®
gsense = Ovpfe Without rererence Lo pederasty. 1T Glager 1s righs

\9ﬁLGULLG, at'eanv rztbe, 1s_shown in the dialogue to function o o gor®
of effilcient cuu,rw ui, 2 0P. 24 and 28), “perheps we shouic . -
pret this passnge 4e an adica ticn not of interchangesbility oi the
three terms, pucC or prosyes sion f'rom the less to the more iaciusivae

1 a

38,. Note puv‘ LG Pavsenias’ dlotlnctlon"between e vulpgar (rcy -
NG and a nea’ Ly (OOPFgLa? Aphrodite and concomitantly betuwesn a
vulgair and a ucavenly mros (18 )|1) The Lysig and the o 7

}{

diverge also in enother not unimperiant respect. 1In the
1obue epwg 1s PlQOuOd with a p€PSOﬂnL1Ly from_ the outget;
the case ever ior cilther epwgor DPLALL in the Lysig.
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of Eros through the Lysis to the Symposium, as is usually done...”39

Levi is one of those who follow this "usual" procedure, His asser-
tion that the theory of £pwg set forth in the Sympogium resolves many
of the difficulties left unresolved in the Lysis with respect to @LA£G4C
could hardly be labeled revolutionary., Yet note his willingness to (
consider ¥pwg identifiable with @iAla~=provided that it signify a love
which 1s pure and not an egotisticai‘and sensual passion.41

However, what Levi has just rejected describes exactly the emotion
experienced by Hippothales. And im the Lysig it 1s called not quAias
but %puc; = The former term does not even enter the picture until‘the
conversation with Hippothales has been terminated and Socrates turmrs
his attention' to the two comrades-—¢ { A w ydp ¢otov, he says to
them (207€8)-~Lysis and Menexenus, Addressing.iﬁgm, not Hippothales,
he cites the old proverb to the effect that community of property is
the rule among friends (xowvd Td¢ ye @{Awv AéyeTat) and deduces there-
from that Menexenus and Lysis will differ 1itt1e from one another, "if
the two of you,'" he remarks, "are telling the truth about friendship"
(eluep B mept TR e @t h{acg Nyerov)(207°10f), Evenw im
replying to Socrates' good naturéd bénter thé two boys react in unisom,

I cite three successive responses:

Wherefore the two of them laughed.

({yeraodany odv Gpew) (207°6),

39. Loc. cit. (above, n, 36). I have broken off at the point
where Grube takes lssue w1th ”11amow1tz denial of close kinship be-
tween the two dialogues.,

Levi, "La toorla dell a wG nel Simposio di Platone," GM 4
(19495 290 97 {Tevi I). See p. especial V, well as p. ?f
"La teoria della glAf{a nel L1s1de,' ibid. 5 503 285-96 (LCVl II
41. Levi II (above, n. 40) 293,
42, BSee especially 204b7f:

...otba Yap?omL ot povov ¢ PaL
wéppw Non et mopeuopevor FOL  E P
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"Quite so'" the pair responded.

(ndwo v, €opdtny) (207°9)

The two assented.

(%UVEQquv)(QO7CI2)43

The contrasting manner of the two interviews, that with Hippothales
enamored of Lysis, yet unable to establish a relationship, and that
with Lysis and Menexenus, bound so closely to each other that they
speak as one, not only serves to indicate that Epug ig not identical
withfwth{a~-that the latter is the genus, the former the species
would not be ruled out44~—but also paves the way dramatically for the
ensuing discussion of whether "opposites attract" or "like cleaves to

like" as well as for the puzzlement over the necessity or non-necessity

45

of reciprocation.,

It ought to be clear by now that. Epwg 1s something more than "pas-
sionate love." 1In the Symposium and Phsedrus itsdwscope will be be in-
creased to the point where Epwg will take over most or all of the réle
assigned to gi\{a in the Lysis, as well as new functions not mentioﬁed
or perhaps only hinted before., But in the Lysis already ¢tAfla too

seems to Be considerably more inclusive than "friendship" as we con-

43, Though it may have been already obsolescent in his lifetime,
Plato rarely neglects an opportunity to emplog the dual. Its uge with
reference to Lysis and Menexenus is both deliberate and appropriate.

44, Hence I discern no real disharmony between Laws 83728f and
Lysis 221©3-5 (see above, nm. 36f), if the latter be interpreted as I
suggested at the end of n, 37 above.

45, The thesis that careful characterization of the several speak-
ers is not mere "dramatische Einkleidung" (I forget whether it is von
Arnim who introduces this expression; yet the viewpoint that the Lysis
does not hang together is certainly his: see above, p. 6 and nn,. 19f),
but an essential feature closely linked with the philosophical tenets
gset forth in the dialogue receives vigorous affirmation from R.G, Hoere--
ber, See his "Character Portraysl in Plato's Lysis," CJ 41 (1945-46),
271-73 (Hoerber I), and (with most of the same material incorporated,
pp. 24f) the subsequent "Plato's Lysis," Phronesis 4 (1959), 15-28
(Hoerber II).
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ceive it. "The Greek word is ambiguous," Shorey remarks, "being used
also for what we should speak of as love" | emphasis mine ],

Larlier I begged the question by defining kafa tentatively as a
relationship between ©{hot, Now I propose to beé the question furthe:r
by classifying as @fkoL those whose conduct can be described via the
verb @ihetv. But if the noun wiNf{a 1s ambiguous, meaning normally
"friendship," though in extenso "love" of every sort, the verb ¢uleiv
is ambiguous in just the opposite way. Normally it means '"to 10ve”;44
but "be a friend to," the equivalent of g{hog elvaL, an expression
employed regularly in the argumentation of the Lysis, is another pos-~
sibility.

Unfortunately ¢flog elvar Dproves no less fraught with ambiguity
tham were othia and @thtv.48 First of all, @{lNog could be a noun.

46, BShorey III (above, n., 12), 115, I have deliberately suppressed
phe remaineder of the sentence: .

though passionate love is usually eros

inasmuch as our previous discussion ought to have clear that Flato, at
least, goes well beyond the usual.

47, A.E. Taylor, Plato, the Man and his ‘:\'or'k4 (New York n.d.) 65,
n. 2, while admitting the multiplicity of possible meanings for @Lkﬁa
(see also below, p. <0 and ni 61), insists that otAelv "can only be.
rendered 'to-love.'" In certaim contexts, however (outside the Lysisg.
as it happens), the verb can carry a specialized meaning akin to that
of the Latin osgculari. Similarly the noun @tAdtng, though etymological-
1y related to wiAf{a, may convey connotations of passion. See, for
example, Mimnermus 1.1.3ff:

npoTedin @ L A6 T n ¢ ual peiliya ddpa xal edvd,
ol” fpng avbea ylyvetar dpnaléa :
dvdpdoiy NdE yovatiiv.,,
However, o \4vng has quite a different significance (= todTng, especial-
ly where good men are concerned) for Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics
®5.1157P36f. _Algo, of course, guNétng is the preferred term in Em-
pqgocles‘HepL pU0ewg , appearing regularly as the counterforce to

velxog , whereas .gtA{a recurs there only rarely,

48, On the prevalence of "Vieldeutigkeit" throughout the Lysis
(Practically every important term turns out to be ambiguous, as will be
shown in the discussion below). see 3. Ranulf, Der eleatische Satz vom
Widerspruch (Diss., Copenhagen 1924) 26-40, A catalogue of ambiguous
exp{essions to be found in t?e various dialogues is inserted at pp. 184
ff (for the Lysis see p. 185),
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"Friend" is the most obvious translation. One is hardly likely to
render the Greek word as "lover'": that is the meaning attached rather

to the noun épacmﬁg, the very term which Plato employs in the Lysis

to denote persons‘such as Hippothales, just as he indicates their ac-
customed behavior through the use of the verb £pav., This verb, like

pLAETvV, can mean "to love." But it often has connotations quite dis-

tinct from those with which'@Lkgtv 1s regularly assoclated.

Plato, however, is no respecter of vulgar norms, Just as the ¥puqg
of the Symposium comes more and more, in the course of the several
speaeches, to resemble what is called ¢@LA{e in the Lysis, so the
épadmﬁg of the larger dialogue (actually‘the personified %pwg himself,
as Soérates demonstrates when it is his turn to speak )(199°3fr),

1

shows progressively less resemblance to Hippothales, Lysis''aspirant

lover, while taking on lineaments already familiar from the discussion
of the réle of the g{Aog undertaken by Socrates, Lysis, and Menexenus.
Similarlj in the Ebgégggg there 1s a movement toward a truer concep-
tion of the lover's rdle, once the false eroticism of the speech

ascribed to the orator Lysias (2306-234C5). has been effectively dis-

pelled;49

But an- épQGTﬁg be he sensualist or sage, must direct his emotions
toward some objebt. The beloved of a pederast like Hippothales may
be called & maig--literally "boy," but here no doubt "darling" or

=
"eavorite: 20 a meaning shared not only with the relatively unambigu-

49, Even apart, however, from preoccupation with rhetoric and
style, the Phaedrus ventures into new territory not really explored ln
the other two & dlalogues. €., pavaa . The notion that love was a sor
of madness already seems to have become a cliché. Consider %herqbblrg

which Hippothales is subjected (Lysig 20527f: ody Oyiaivel, Eon 6
KTHOLTﬂOg aANa Anpetl Te xna'l pao i veETaLL). Nevertheless, there
is no effort here to evolve a theory of pavla as concomitant of love
on a more exalted plane,

50. Were it not for the article (N.B. f} malg = "girl"), not even
the sex of the beloved would be clear. But even with the article re-
stored malg remains an ambiguous term, since in some contexts it can
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. - 5
ous T4 ﬁ@LbL%dSl (comparable, it would seem, to Latin deliciae), but

also, apparenfly, with 6 xahdg. In fact it is the question Tig O »ahdg;

(204b1T),which inaugurates Socrates' probe into the love-life of Hip-

pothales,
Now it happens that ualdég (translated most frequently as "beautiful,"

but also as "handsome," "noble," "brave," "fine," "good," "excellent,"
and much mor’e).53 is one of the widest ranging terms in the Greek vocab-
ulary, But out of this seeming chaos 1s evolved the philosophical
hierarchy central to Plato's Symposium (21084-21191): from beautiful
bodies (& naAd odpate) through a series of ever more exalted imperson-
al and intangible.%akd stepwise all the way to the Idea of the Beauti-
ful” (adTd Td nahdv). |

In the Lysis, however, where a comparable progress to the Good (o

54

dya0dv--which, if conceived already as the Idea of the Good, would

mean "servant" or "slave," whether or not the individusl in question is
still an adolescent. Consider too the fact that pederasty smacks often
of exploitation. But these ambiguities apparently are not important
enough to merit attention in Ranulf's catalogue (see above, n. 48).

T L R g g W °CE
ar _more O en _1n e 1niterview wl 1 ales,an LeS L us
58522378 B35 es 455726683 than does. & mate (204G ; 505587,

52, Pueri delicati (note the etymological connection) constitute
almost a professional class of male courlesans, But pederasty was
never so much in vogue among the Romans_(who deemed it an alien vice
28 among the Greeks. Hence the term deliciae ig applied more often to

emales, as arg expressions such as meg Urta and mea lux (llterally.
"my 1ife" and "my light"), utilized §6 frequently by Tatullus and his
fellow poets. Concerning the not inconsiderable erotic vocabulary
which_developed at Rome see especially R. Pichon; De, sermone amatorio
apud latinos elegiarum gscriptores ?Diss., Paris f902).

5%, Consider too the combination xnaldg u&ya@&? which supposed1¥_
1—

a technical term. Accordingly 1t occuyrs
) o (2oﬁ86;

characterizes the true gentleman, There may be a pley on this signi
cance also in Socrates' admonition to Hippothales (205€4-7) to avoid
fruitlegs pursuit of a beloved who shuns.him: else he. will render him-
qelf ridiculous by becoming To0OUTWL WPELLOVWVWW, ¥ O N WV T € % 0

ay a6 @wv (Probably neuter here, but the genitive is conveniently
ambiguousl orepnpévog. Note that Lysis himself is called xalég Te
xdya0dg at 20783 _

54, A.C. Pacheco, Plato's Conception of Love (Diss., Notre Dame
1942) 7, is not alone in detecting "germs of the Theory of Ideas"
already in the Lysis. Concerning the significance in the dialogue
also of mapovota and of the mprtov @iAov see below.
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subsume even: td uakév55-~is not sketched out until long after the ter--
mination of Soorateé' talk with Hippothales, whatever ambiguity of
language lurked in that interview could have been minimized still fur-
ther, had Socrates been content to prune his vocabulary of expressions
like & naldc and refer to the beloved, the passive partner in the re-
lationship, always as & épdpeveg, the lover, the active partner, always
as 6 ép&v.56 Early in the conversation (in fact, immediately after
having proclaimed his awareness that Hippothales i1s in 1OVe)57 Socrates
employs this very terminology to imdicate his own divinely bestowed
power quickly to recognize one who loves and ome who is loved (yvavat
EpOvtd wenal &pdpevow )(204%2),

Analogous distinctions-are imported into Socrates' first conversa-
tion with Menexenus. But, whereas it was quite clear earlier that 6
dpaozfic, "the lover," was identical with & 3plv, "one who 1oves,"58
it is not at all clear that & g{log must be the same as & gLiiv, the
active partner in a friendship. We noted earlier that ¢{xog could be
& noun and that "friend" was how it ought to be translated usually.->
However, p{hog can also-"be an adjective exhibiting the same amphibilous
nature as the Latin word amicus. The same distinctions occur in both
tongues: the noun is construed with the genitive case, the adjective
with the dative. But amicus, whether it means "friend of" or "friend-
1y to," seems tdvbgsactive always, comparable to smans, "one who loves,"

) 55, .This iﬁ made c%ear, at ﬁqy-rate, in-the Repub}ic; Seeralsg the
discussion of "Le Beau" and of "L'idée du Bien" contributed by Robin
(above, n, 9) 226%F. :

56, Actually Zpaotiics invariably active in meaning, is just about
synonymous with the latter,

57. GCited above, n. 42,
58, Cf, n., 56 above,

59, S3ee sbove, pp., 16T,
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. 7 s
"one who ig 1oved."6 Such

never-~so far as I can discern--to amatus,
is not the case where @CKog is concerned, Whatever the status of the
noun, that of the adjective is ambiguous: it can meam not only "frieni-

1y to" (active), but also "dear to" (passive).6l

The latter significance was apparent toward the close of Socrates'
first discussion with Lysis, Having beem advised alkeady that it is
not his youth, but his lack of training whick renders him ineligibi s

to engage in certaln activities, no matter what hlis personal wishes

may be, the boy is now questioned pointedly (210°5f).:

¥ 5 , bl ’ ¢ o~
ap” ovv Twt © N o L EodpeBa nal Tig Apag

4 3 4 3 7 ¥ 3 ~
® LA 0 et EV TOUTOLG, EV OLG WREV AVWOENELGS

Shall we then be dear to anyone and will anyone

. i 6
love us insofar as we are useless? 2

Mow’ then," adds Socrates, once Lysis has responded in the negative,
"neither does your father love you nor, insofar as he is useless [%aO’
(%4 n ? » y . s . )

QO0V aV 7L aXpPNOoTOoS in the originalj, does anyone love anyone else"

(oD% &hog &\hov oddéva o v A e T )(210°7f),

60, Perhaps it is possible to translate amans and amatug respec--
tively as "he who acts the part of a friend" and "he who is befrlended'f
but normally amare, like gLAetlv, is rendered "to love," whereas amicug
like @ﬂkog (let us restrict our attention to the nominal use for the
moment) is usually "friend." Cf, above, p., 16 and m, 47.

61, '"Frlendly, " explains Taylor, loc; cit, (above, n, 47), "means
definitely 'a person feeling affection' and 'dear' a 'person. toward
whom affection is felt,'" W. Eckert, Dialektiker Scherz in den friiher-

en Gesprachen Platons (Progr., bchwabach 1906~7)) in: the course of hig
discussion of the Lysis (pp. 85~98) neatly distinguishes between: olhog
with genitive (fiominal and active) and ¢{log with dative (adjectival

and passive), He cites this as a dlffloulty. The real difficulty, how-
ever, so far as Plato conceives it, 1s not that ong can be either

noun or adjective, but that both the adjective and the nounr seem suscep:-
tible to eilther active or passive interpretation.

62a Tn the 1nterest of 1glomatlc expression I have translated the
combination &v TodToig, &v olg as if it were really a8’ boov (which "
appears, as a matter of fact, directly afterwards at 210°8 (cited bellow)
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If, indeed, the notion put forth here and constantly reiterated
throughout the dialogue, namely that friendship must be based omn:
utility, is one of the rocks onm which the whole discussion'founders63
-=for it is on this account that Socrates disallows the pairing of like
with like, despite evidence to the contrary from life itself, and
denies that the good man (& &Yaeég)d self-gsufficient as he is, carr be
anyone's friend65-~ambiguous terminology constitutes not another rock
merely, but a congeries of vicious shoals.

True, there are occasions where Socrates i1s allowed to engage im

clever word-play without damagimg the main line of the argument. In

the course of the exchange with Lysis to which we have been giving

63. L. Stefanini in his chapter on the Lysis (Platone® (Padua 1949)
I 180-86), has effectively put his finger om the problem, But there are
other problems too inm the Lysis. Hence I cannot accept fully the con-
clusion which Stefanini draws at p, 185:

Svarisndo di motivo-in motivo il Liside illuistra 1"unico
argomento: in-una concezione utilitaristica della vita
morale non esistono ragioni dell'amicizia.

Thig doctrine is finally rejected by the Stoics., See)Diogenes Laertius
7.124 (cited by C. Huit, Séances et Travaux de 1'Académie des Sciences

Morsles et Politiques N.,S. 41 (1894) 636, n. 2, who notes, on the.other

hand, that Socrates is credited with such views not only in the Lysis,
but also im Xenophon's Memorabilia).

64, Not only the poets (with only slight modification Homer, Odys-
ggﬁ p218,.0¢ alel Tov duotov Gyel Bedg bhg Tov Bporov, is cited at
21426)), but also the natural philosophers, nota ly Empedocles and
Democritus (for a listing of relevant fragments see Diels' Index (V87
III 309f) s,v. "$potog Substantiv"), stress the mutual attraction of
similars. Those who~assert that like is hostile to like (see Hesiod,
Works and Days 25f, somewhat garblied in quotation at Lysis 215°8~d1)
and that attraction- occurs rather between opposites (Wwhich notiom is
overthrown: in turn-by Socrates and his interlocutors), appear to have
been in- the minority, though the eminent Heraclitus is included among
them, However, I sense a paradox im Empedocles'' formulations: what
brings "likes" together (air with air, fire with fire, etc.), is the
ascendancy of Btrife; whereas the ascendancy of Love causes g redis-
tribution of such a sort that dissimilar entities are brought into
juxtaposgition,

65, Aristotle, be it noted, makes room in his Nicomachean Ethics
both for friendships geared to convenience or mutual advaentage, though

he finds them impermaneunt and not very exalted, and for ¢tlia Tav
dyabwv, something quite distinct to which he accords high honor. That
Plato does not conceive of utility in the common fashion is quite
credibly argued by Horm (sbove, n'. 18), 111.
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attention he deftly brings together a series of etymologically related
expressions (gpovelv, péya opovelv, peyaldppwv elvai, dopwv eivat)
whose ambiguity, already noticeable when they were isolated from one

another, is enhanced by their interrelationship in the present con-

text.66

But the ambiguity of ¢f{Aog 1s a much more serious matter., Perhaps
it 1s only after the rest of the dialogue has become familiar to us
that we recognize a foreshadowing of trouble already in the supposediy
simple and non=technical first interrogation: of Lysis by Socrates.,
"Ir, acoordingly, you become wise, my boy," Socrates avers, "all will
be friendly to you" Epfkot with dative, take note: the adjective, but
ih an active sense‘}67 hand to you," he continues, "all will be oixelot
~=~for you will be useful [ypfotpog ) and good" [Gyabég }(210%1-3),

Once again utility seems to be the sine gua non ef friendship.68

Not until later will Lysis' or anyone else's being good as well as use-

ful turn into a stumbling block on the paradoxical ground that no

other person can be of any use to the good mana69 For the moment, at

least, it is asserted that, should Lysis fail to become wise and useful

66, Ranulf (above, n, 48), takes jnote of this combination in his
cgtalogue, p. 185. He translates péyae gpovetv (with whlch'peYakoepwv
elvat may be equated) both as "srosse Einsicht besitzen" and as "edel~
mitig und hochsinnig seim. One.wolild have supposed that the objective
of this byplay was to show that pride in oneself must be conjoined with
knowledge and understanding. However, im his more: detailed discussion
of the passage (p. 29) Ranulf indicates some dissatisfaction with
Socrates' 'procedure., Leaving Ranulf's obgectlons aside, I thlnk the
1nterp1ay between the two meanings of HSYQ @povstv to be most a propos
in view of the earlier conversation in whlch Socrates advised H1ppo~
thales against continuing to sing Lysis' praises, lest he render the
boy 1nsufferably proud. The present interview with Lysis came about,
after all, in order that Socrates might demonstrate to Hippothales the
proper way for an #pactig to address an epwpavog (i.e. with gentle re-
proof rather than witli conceit-~inspiring laudatlonb‘

67. Cf. above, p, 20 and mw, 61,
68, Cf., above, p. 21 and n, 63, But see also n, 65,

69. Cf. p. 21 aAboVe'.
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and good, no other persom will be friemdly to him (@ikog agalilmw, and
once agaim active), neither parents nor gixeiot (210937),

Twice over I have deliberately left this last term untrawmslated.
Already in these first two appearances what will later mean "akin by
namure”7o is included in the same context with @fkog in the active

sense. Clearly obte 6 matrp...obte f udTnp obTe ol olnelol signifies
n7l

"

"not father nor mother nor members of the household, whereas "and

all will be on familiar terms with you" seems to be the meaning of wxul
ndvreg oot oinelol Eooviatl,

. Thus in this initial encounter of Socrates and Lysis the way has
been prepared for concentrated inquiry, beginning with the questiom of
whether o(ihog actually designates the active or the passive party to
the relationship (21298ff); and terminating with the attempt to demon-
strate that the basis of friendly relations is & oilmxelovs the fact of
a "natural affinity" (22193ff), 2

I promised earlier to avoid a dogged itinerary through the dialogue
from 20381 to fhe end. Nor shall I attempt anything of the sort for
any of the individual conversatioms, Instead I should like to consider
what of value remains after the shipwreck of every effort to explain
who is friend to whom and why.

En route it might be worthwhile to scrutinize yet another rock or
set of shoals. The argument, or rather, the several arguments in the
Lysis foundered not only on ambiguities of language and on the insist-

ence that a friend be useful, but also on Plato's refusal to acknowlecge

70, Cf, above, pP.. T.
7. Cf, above, 1, 22.

72, Lysis 221€3-5 ig cited above, n, 37. The opposition between
otnelov and dA\AStoLov is noted several times over in the dialogues:
e.g, Charmides 163°4-6, At Lygis 222C3ff and Symposium 20566f the
former term is paired with o ayabov, the latter with TO %AXOV, See
Glaser (above, n. 37) 60; von Arnim III (above, n, 7) 59; A.:Guzzo,
GCFI 9 (1928);391.
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gradations., This problem is closely related to the other two, of
course. Y“Opotog means "similar," yet need not imply total equality;
&vdpotog means "dissimilar," yet need not be synonymous with Zygysioc:
Heﬁce it would be possible for two individuals to resemble one anoﬁhe?
(to be bpotor, that is) and yet differ enough (that is, be dwdporo:)
to allow each to complement the other's deficiencies. Such being the
case, it would be possible to justify both seemingly contradictory
propositions: "like goes with like" and "opposites attract."
Furthermore, by avoiding mutual exclusiveness Plato could have ef-
fected a successful rapprochement with his conception of T& olxmelove
Affinity does not preclude mutual need. In fact, it was in explanatiom
of how &miOvpla ob dv Evdedg fu("desire for what is lacking"), operates
as a cause of friendship (replacing the previously discredited supposi-
tion that the presence of evil, xaxol mapovois was responsible),(?
that €& olxelov was brought into the discussion, For T& oilxelov here
means not only "that which is akin by nature," but also, if the im-
plications of possible synonymity with To Evdeég may be included,
"that which is one's own but of which one has been up to now bereft," T

The analogy with the formulations assidgned to Aristophanes im Mlato's

73. Here is the language, at least, of the Theory of Ideas. Cf.
JW Noreau, La construction deg 1' 1deallsme platonicien (FParis 1939)
153f7 But two oddities_ ought to be noted In view of 1its negative
nature, the status of T& saudv as a "form" is somewhat questionable.
Moreover, a distinction is drawn (217C3ff), between a "presence'" whose
influence 1s permanent and that which produces only a temporary or
apparent change.

T4. lMuch unnecessary controversy has arisen over the interpreta-
tlon- 6T 2281 921

,' + oS 3 T w 3 ~
Evdetg de yilyweTal ov GV TL APALPTTAL

The text too 1s disputed. Codd. give Tig, Steghanus withh whom_ Eurnet
gseemg to_be greement,. grefers TL eindo would change e£vdegéc to
gvdetic ; Eckert abQVe sNe 116, ap roves. No one, so far as
I know, has ose %o replace agpa L p LTOLWL gsomet ﬁﬁg el se, But
some are anno e he suggegtion’ thal To OLuetov which will be men-
tioned before the end of 22163, could be equated with that whlch has
been snatched away., The best cours I think, is to take verb

not too 11terall% ¥ hat, 6 ls lacking can"then be understood as tha
which 1s at least potentlally one' s owni,
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It is indeed fortunate that later dialogues have salvaged concep-
tions such as this out of the shambles occasioned in part by too rigid
insistence that ©d olxelowv is simply o opotov (already jettisoned,
thanks to a refusal to rcecognize distinctions and gradations), under
another name;76 The Symposium is, of course, the chief beneficilary

of this salvage operation. Not the speech of Aristophanes alone, but
other speeches as well owe something to the Lysis.

Nowhere is this indebtedness more manifest than inm Socrates''con-~
futation of Agathon (199C€3~201¢9); and subsequent report (201d1-212C3)
of an alleged conversation witl”’rDiotima.77 That %pu@ which is personi-
fied and portrayed by Socrates, in contrast to what Agathon had assert-

ed, as bereft of TO %uAé¥ and of the several &petati, yet eager to
possess them all, as being in' a state midway (pewatd) between wisdom
and l1lgnorance, yet desirous of attalning the former?-which, of course,
means that he is @Lxéao¢og in the truest sense--corresponds very
closely %o the sctive Wrrienal depicted in the latter part of the

Lysig. He too happens\to be not GO@ég, but @Lhéaowog.78 He can be

75. Considerable insight into the significance of this speech
(which he deems a "capolavoro") is shown by Levi I (above, n. 40) 294-
97. Also worthy of notice is Levi's sympathetic evaluatiom (pp. 292f),
of the doctrines set forth in the speech of the physicilam Bryximachus
( Symposium 185€6--1886%4 ),

76. It is left for posterity, e.g. Glaser (above, n, 37) 64, to
observe that "dhnlich" and "verwandt" are not identical,

77. Some scholars argue that the lady from Mantinaea serves as a
convenient mouthpiece for the expression of Platonic doctrines alien
to the thinking of the historical Socrates.

78. The samo distinciion bgtween M"wige!' and "loving wisdom" (note
the use of the neuters =0 TOPOV gng TO QLAOTOPOV ) 19171 be found at
Phaedrus 278936, Whether or not this belongs &ppng the "purely wverbal
quinbies" to whichH Shorey I (above, n. 12) 141, n. 77, makes passing
reference, there can be no doubt that the theory of reciprocity betweem
friends (either of' wnhom could then be @LAOG both actively and passively"
i.e. at once ©lAdv and ©LhoUpevog) not only seems to be contradicted

by those numerous instances -in which affection s answered by hostili-
ty, but 1¢ algo dealt & body blow by Socrates’ ' insistence that con=-
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classified neither as evil nor as good: he is "monalliyneutral"™ (obte

dyabds ofte nomdg).T”

The object of his affections, on the other hand, is not morally
neutral, and certainly not evil, but desirable (p{\o¢ in a passive
sense). and good (&ya0dg). No, that is not quite right. We must take
cognizance of a most éignificant shift in gender, When one person
cares for another, the real love-object, according to Socrates' formu-
lations, is not the latter individual, but that for the sake of which
(ob %vema) he is loved. Hence there exists the hierarchy tersely put

into words by Glaser:

Primidr ist das ¢{Aov, sekundir der @CA@Q;SO

Glaser is right too in stating that this order of precedence does
not contradict the &tepwise progress which Diotima purportedly set
forth for Socrates' benefit.81 I should have preferred a more positive

declaration, however. The movement from lesser to more lofty nald s

and finally to adtd T0 waAdw~I have already noted it in passing82—~

clearly is derived from the Lysis and should be seen as a development

sideration Db iven to a series of compounds EALTTOL 5 -0 LAOPTUYES s
@thuoveg, @?h%Lvou, @onyopvuowa%, evgn kaéé%@ot)(Qle%ff?Pap 1%Cab1‘
onl¥ to the active partner in an obviously one-sided relationship,

%1& o has been_ s¢cuged, moreover, of misconstruing the Solonian couple
=22, 13 Bien13) cited at slzest:

k3 ~e ol N »
oNBlogy wt maldéc Tte @ (A 9 L yal udvyyeg tmmor
el wdveg aypevtal ual Lévog aAhodandg.

Actually the status of the crucial adjective is ambiguous. ¢tLhoi
could be predicate adjective iniagreement with geveral subjectg (as
Plato seems to have interpreted) or simply an attributive modifying
naideg (as Plato's critics think Solon mednt to indicate), in which
latter case the quotation would not really be relevant to the problem
with which Socrates and Menexenus are grappling,

.cite

79, See also above, p. 8 and ni, 24.

80, Loc, cit. (above, n, 3{).63; "Primay ist das Eidos," Glasger
adds (p. 65), explaining himgelf more fully {be it noted that Plato
does not ﬁet use the term e1d0oG itself in this_sense; see below, p, 27).

und die Verwandtschaft mit ihm, sekundar die Freundschaft mit Mensch~
en, die es gemeinsam haben,

81, Ibid;i n. 20, With regard to the relationship between "soul"

and "thing" Glaseér recommends consultation of the Phaedrus.

82, See p. 18,
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of the theory therein expounded to combat an infinite regress, If
the passive o@ilog is "dear" to the active (and, conversely, if the
active is ”friendly” to the passive) for the sake of something else
which is deemed Wesirable"( gihov wt),s and that latter in turn has
been sought for the sake of jet another o{lov Ti, the seemingly end-
less chain of subordinate and superior @iku.will terminate in a
nputov @lhov ("prime love-object" or ”prime desirable") whose close
correspoﬁdence with ad%d & naldv of the Symposium is undeniable,
just as it is undeniable that bdth may be equated with the Good ( %o
&ya06v),87 the ultimate goal of all endeavors.S”

That in the Lysis, as in the Symposium, Plato has already conjured
up the world of "eternal, immutable forms"S> can there, then, be any
doubt? Granted, the terms aibog and id€a have not yet joined the
technical vocabulary of Platonism. It Qould be a mistake, surely,
to draw any inferences regarding the Theory of Ideas from Lysis 204¢e5¢
(moAhol delg ©0 & 1 8 o ¢ dyvoeiv Tod maidég) or from the sequence
xatd TL Thg Yo¥fe f0oc A Tedmovg | e 1 5 o ¢ at 22283, where the
1as£ word seems to be merely a reinforcement of the two nouns pre-
ceding. On the other hand, the noun mapovofa and the verb mapeivat,

whether it be "whiteness" or "evil" which makes its "presence" 1"e1t,8f3

83, Cf, above, PR, 18 and m. 55. ©On the introduction of a_transcen
dental summum bonum - lbng before Republic VI" see H. Gauss, Philosoph-
ischer Handkommentar zu den Dialogen Platos III ii (Rern 1954) 108,

84, Cf. Arigtotle's refeyence at the beginning of the Nicomacheon
Ethics to 14yvaddvs ot ndvt eoieTal

85. See above, n. 54, Frankly I am surprised at the dearth of in-

terest in the Lysis manlfeqt?% b% most authors of b?oks or monographsg
a

on "Platonische Iaeenlehr? torp not excepted Some mentlcn_ tae
Lysis not at all, others (to ¢one_or two_of whom I have made or shall

make reference in these notes) allow only a passing nod.

86. (Cf. Charmides loOdG{ Evvonoag §moidy Tryd oe,moiel f owppoadvy
¢ R O 3 ¢ a J.and 16138f TWPP QI VI 68 ve.ayaOdv, elmnep ayabodg moLel
LG moap i L s oxaxode o wij ) . 8 L obe of the passages in the

Lysi s (the other is 2182~P, where the dlstlnctlon between 00®Og and
P KbiQOQ (cf. above, p. 25.and n.,78) is_demonstrated) to catch the
attention of P. Brommer, LEidcg et "Idea FDlSS., Utrecht 19407 2%

T
@)
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indubitably foreshadow not only the language, but also the substance
of the mature "Ideenlehre" to be found in the middle dialogues.87

A hint of what is to come may be discerned also in the designation
of the "prime desirable" as ®ihov...TOL dvEL (220P1f; b4) and &g
&dAndag, . .ofhov (21994F), whereas the great mass of ¢{la, which turn
out to be ﬁdesirable” only for its sake, turn out also to pose a
danger of deceiving us (219d2f), inasmuch as they are little better
than "imeges" (eldwha) of that which is truly to be sought.oo

Lest we be deceived, nevertheless, though from a different quartszr,
let us not take our leave of the Lysis without dispelling the impres-
sion that the argument yields up only negative results. The theory of
reciprocity is abandoned, to be sure, as is the widely held view that
similarity or the not quite so widely held view that dissimilarity
forms the basis of friendly relations, not to mention the apparently
original doctrine of Td oinelov, Of course, it is hardly surprising
that evil should be eliminated not only as a final, but even as an
efficient cause--if terminology usurped from Aristotle may be allowed
this once-~and that its place should be taken by a more acceptable
and morally untainted émiBupia o6 &v Zvsetg fu .

And what is it that 1s lacking and is thus become the prime object

of desire (mpiTov @fAov)? It is the Good (g3 §ya®év)s the ultimate

87. I should agree with those whose chronology of the Platonic
Corpus places the Phaedo in close proximity té'both the Symposium
(whic? it probably follows) and the Republic (which it probably pre-
cedes).

88. Cf. F. Susemihl, Die menetische Entwickelung der platonischen
Philosophie I (Leipzig 1855),20, Yet a note of caution (excessive

caution, in my opinion) is sounded in the very next paragraph:
Das hGchste Gut ist keineswegs der Begriff des Guten.

Had he been discussing Aristotle rather than Plato, Susemihl's comment
might have been more to the point.

89. Cf, above, p., 24.
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goal which remains always in view to Plato and Platonists, no matter

how much else must be abandoned as dialectically unacceptable.9o

90, '"Das wichstigste Ergebnis des Lysis," observes Horn (above,
n. 18) 118, "ist mithin die Feststellung des absoluten Werthes des
Guten..." He adds, and I should agree, that the Lysgis does not de-
serve the subordinate rdle usually assigned it, In view of the status
of the Good as the cornerstone of Plato's ethics and in view of the
frequency with which this dialogue is echoed in later Platonic works,
there may be considerable justification for Horn's claim that the
Lysis lays the groundwork for the whole Platonic @orpus., Huit (above,
n. 63) 641, however, scales down the positive content of the dialogue
to a view of friendship as "la tendance commune de deux ames semblables
et différents vers le bien souverain." .
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