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PREFACE

Like other great works of Greek literature, the Phaedrus comes to us laden with
established views and previous interpretations. The dialogue has acquired the
additional burden of being considered important, and interpreted accordingly, in
accounts of Plato’s thought, of the intellectual debates of fourth-century Greece,
and of the development of Greek culture and Western metaphysics. There is no
better remedy, it seems to me, than an encounter with the dialogue itself. I have
attempted to loosen up a bit the constraints of received wisdom and to take a
fresh look at what Plato says in this dialogue to his contemporary audience and
how he chooses to say it. Furthermore, in the ongoing process of reading and
interpreting the Plaedrus, an approach that returns to the dialogue itself would
make a timely contribution.

Of the vast secondary literature on the Phaedrus, I cite only those items that
seemn most useful for understanding whatever point is at issue; this is an economy
that should benefit readers of this edition. For questions of syntax, I refer to Guy
Cooper’s Attic Greek prose syntax (AGPS) because it contains a wealth of informa-
tive examples and recognizes significant subtleties that go unremarked in other
reference grammars. A new edition of Hermias’ commentary on the Phaedrus by
C. Lucarini and C. Moreschini (De Gruyter) is still forthcoming as of this writing,
and thus could not be used in this edition.

Doing this work, I have benefited from a great deal of criticism, learning,
advice, and assistance generously bestowed. My debt to Pat Easterling and
Richard Hunter is enormous, and surpassed only by the pleasure I have been
afforded in working with them. I am deeply indebted to Jefferds Huyck, whose
critical reading of various drafts has been instrumental. I am grateful to Christian’
Brockmann, Frédérique Woerther, and Paul Cartledge for criticism and advice
on particular questions; to Helen Van Noorden and Jenny Bryan for including
me in their April 2009 colloquium on the Phaedrus; to the students of Hunter
Rawlings at Cornell University for feedback on a draft of the commentary; to
Michael Sharp, Elizabeth Hanlon, and Elizabeth Davey for their work at the
press; and to Iveta Adams for excellent copy-editing. Finally, it gives me great
pleasure to acknowledge friends and colleagues, old and new, of Jesus College
and the Faculty of Classics of Cambridge University, who made an old student
feel at home and contributed materially to the progress of this project.

Houston, Texas HY
31 July 2010
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INTRODUGTION

1. APPROACHING THE PHAEDRUS

Plato’s dialogues are masterpieces of the literary representation of philosophical
conversations. Yet the Phaedrus stands out even in Plato’s corpus. The dialogue’s
formal structure makes evident the main topics.! After the opening scene estab-
lishes Ph.’s enthusiasm for Lysias’ rhetorical art and S.’s intention to cxamine it,
Ph. reads Lysias’ speech on erds aloud to his companion, whereupon S. delivers
extempore two speeches on erds of his own. Then, just past the halfway point,
the dialogue undergoes its most overt change in style and substance as S. shifts
from the rhetorical presentations on erds to a dialectical inquiry into the nature
of good discourse. The inquiry is concerned mostly with the art of rhetoric, but
concludes with a consideration of written texts and dialectic. Beyond the topics
that are given formal prominencc erds, rhetoric, dialectic, written texts — other
important themes that arise in the conversation include philosophy, beauty, play,
the soul, the gods, the sophists, and the nature of techné.

Beyond the forms of discourse that structure the dialogue — the rhetorical
speeches of the first half, the dialectical inquiry of the second half — S. addresses
Ph. in friendly and ironic conversation, in allegories and myths, in didactic
argument, in studied artificial language. S. prays; he quotes and invents verse;
he mocks sophistic pretenders to rhetorical art, S.’s second speech on erds, his
“palinode” as he calls it in imitation of Stesichorus’ poem of that name (243a2-b6,
257a3), is so imaginative and large that it threatens to dominate the dialogue as
a whole. But it is prevented from dominating because in the following dialectical
inquiry, as an example of thetorical discourse, it is relegated to a status that is
secondary to and less serious than dialectic (265c8-d2n.). To present this complex
web of topics and forms of discourse, Plato adopts the simplest dialogue form,
direct speech between S. and a single interlocutor.® The conversation begins,
proceeds, and ends with captivating, unbroken raturalness, as if the whole thing
were no more than a simple conversation between friends.

Since antiquity readers have sought to artlculate what the dialogue as a
whole is about.? Beyond the intriguing nature of the problem, they have felt
encouraged, or perhaps provoked, to make the attempt by S.’s comment on
the need for design in artistic discourse, which he calls “logographic necessity”
(&vryxnv Aoyoypagikiy, lit. “necessity in the composition of discourse,” 264b7).

' The synopsis in Lthe appendix displays the contents of the dialogue.

? McCabe 2006 on the clialogue forms used by Plato.

% The earliest extant commentary on the Phaedrus, by the Neoplatonist Hermias of
Alexandria (fifth cenhwry ce), opens with a cliscussion of the dialogue’s okémos, “aim,”
which is a way of formulating the question of unity (Hermias 8.15-12.25). On Hermias,
see note 6g below.
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S. makes the comment while criticizing Lysias’ speech in the dialogue, but it is
clearly implied that S.’s point applies to all artistic discourse (264b6—8n.), which
surely includes the Phaedrus. So Plato suggests that the Phaedrus too has design even
though the dialogue is so rich and multifaceted that an account of its thematic
unity continues to be elusive.# Nevertheless, the very act of reading forces us to
believe in, and seek for, some structuring design.5 One approach is to consider
what S. means by “logographic necessity” and how it characterizes the dialogue’s
plot. As it unfolds, the plot shows how Ph., under 8.’s influence, moves away from
Lysias and towards S., away from sophistic rhetoric and towards philosophy.®

2. DESIGN, COMPLEXITY, AND THE PLOT

S. employs the term “logographic necessity” (the only instance in Plato’s corpus)
while he is considering how persuasion can be produced by art (welBev Téxvn,
260d8; 261cg—din.). Only a speaker who has knowledge of the subject matter
of his discourse is in a position to persuade by art; such a speaker persuades
by moving the auditor step by step from the view which he or she holds at the
outset to the view which the speaker wants the auditor to hold at the conclusion
(261e5—262c3). In a discourse that produces this effect by art, the author will have
composed the parts of the discourse and placed them in a particular order so that
as a whole the discourse produces the desired effect on the auditor (264¢3-6n.).
By “parts of the discourse” (T& Tol Adyou, 264b3) S. means not formal elements
such as introduction, narrative, and conclusion, which he disparages (266d7—¢4,
267d2—4), but the steps of the argument that move the auditor from his or her
initial view to the view which the speaker wants the auditor to hold at the end
(262a2—3n., 262b6-8).

In denying that Lysias’ speech possesses design, S. points out that the speech
seems to begin at the end and to have been thrown together at random, and
that there is no reason why any of the parts of the speech should occupy the
place it has rather than any other place (264a5-h8). S. also compares a grave
epigram composed for Midas, in which the four lines that constitute the epigram
can stand in any order, and it makes no difference to the effect of the whole
(264c8—€2). Hence in speeches that possess design there is a compelling reason,
related to the persuasive goal of the speech, for the elements of the discourse to
be what they are and be set out in a particular order. There is also a compelling

+ Werner 2007 is a comprehensive review. It is anachronistic to expect thematic unity,
which is distinct from the question of design, in literary and dramatic works of classical
Greece (Heath 1989).

5 Tor the basis of this natural view of reading, cf. Hitsch 1976.

6 The term “sophistic rhetoric” covers the complete range of rhetorical theories put
forward by the sophists. This usage follows Plato’s (260d1n., d4n.), to whom the differences
among’ the sophists’ rhetorical theories were trivial (266d5-26gdr). ‘What all forms of
sophistic rhetoric have in common and what renders them all futile is the notion that a
speaker can persuade by art without knowledge of the subject of his discourse (Introdl. 4).
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quality to the persuasion that is produced when discourses are composed with
design (271b2—4n.).

Plato, who composed the speech attributed to Lysias in the dialogue (230e6-
234cs5n.), made its lack of design conspicuous. Not only are the parts of the
speech placed in a tedious, interchangeable order (231a7n., d6n.), but as a work
of epideictic rhetoric the speech is not meant to have any effect at all on the young
male auditor to whom it is ostensibly addressed. The young man is addressed
by an older man, who argues that the young man should grant sexual favors to
him, the speaker, even though he does not love him, in preference to an older
man who does love him.” But the deliberative framework is merely formal and
functions rather as a platform for Lysias to address his audience of rhetorical
enthusiasts and impress them with his cleverness and verbal skill (234e4—235a7,
257e1—258d10n.). By contrast, S, refers to both of his speeches, advising the same
young man on his choice of suitor, as examples of true rhetorical art (262c4—
266d4n., 262c8—d2n.). Both speeches — one condemning erds, one praising — take
their respective deliberative tasks seriously. Both are tightly woven compositions
in which every element contributes to the persuasive goal and does so because
of its position in the sequence of elements that make up the whole (237a7-
241d1n., 243e7-257b6n.). S.’s speeches are epideictic only in the sense that they
demonstrate what effective deliberative rhetoric consists in. They are lessons in
rhetorical art (264¢6—265d2), not attempts at impressing an audience that enjoys
verbal games.

The compelling quality of S.’s speeches on erds is apparent in their construc-
tion, but we can only guess what effect they would have on the imaginary young
man to whom they are addressed. The most striking example of design in the
Phaedrus occurs in the plot, in which we see Ph. change as a result of the discourse
that S. addresses to him over the course of the dialogue. When the two encounter
each other at the start, Ph. is utterly taken by the cleverness of Lysias’ epideictic art
(227c3—228a4, 234c6—d4), and he is on his way with text in hand to practice that
art himself (228d6—e4). Ph.’s attraction to Lysias® art reflects his native passion for
what is beautiful and fine (228a4n.). Hence the problem faced by S.: how can this
individual, whose interest in epideictic rhetoric masks an aptitude for philosophy,
be stopped from his current course and moved to adopt philosophical values and
to pursue philosophy instead? By the end of the dialogue Ph. has abandoned
his intention to practice epideictic rhetoric. All his prior enthusiasm for Lysias,

7 Lysias’ and S.’s speeches on erds are based on Greek peclerasty, the set of sexual-social
customs in which an adult male (6 ¢paoTis, “lover”) courted, andl when successful had sex
with, an adolescent male (6 ¢pcopevos, “beloved,” or T& TTaudik&, “darling™). Normally the
erast®s also offered his erdmenos an informal eclucation in the ways of society and adulthood.
Such relationships were a basic part of upper-class Athenian life, existed for the erastés
alongside marriage, were socially approved at least when they observed certain limits, and
are widespread in Athenian culture and art. The best comprehensive account remains
Dover 1989. See also Cantarella 2002: 17-53 for a brief account, Cohen 1g9t1: 171202 on
social regulation, Lear and Cantarella 2008 on iconographical evidence.
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the sophists, their rhetoric, and their texts has vanished. S. has kindled in Ph.
a desire for the transcendent goals of philosophy (in the palinode) and intro-
duced him to the dialectical discussion used by philosophers (in the inquiry into
rhetoric). S. has shown that oral dialectic is much better at advancing knowledge
and understanding than written texts (274b7—278¢3). Ph. has declared (278b4n.)
and confirmed (279csn.) his intention to pursue philosophy. The dialogue ends
on a positive note of joint philosophical endeavor (279¢6n.). To be sure, Ph. has
not yet become a philosopher; and Ph.’s aptitude for philosophy lies more in his
appreciation of beauty than in his skill at dialectic. Yet S. has turned Ph. towards
philosophy and brought him, so to speak, to the threshold. Having come. that
far, Ph. is immeasurably better off than he was at the outset; and the opportunity
to progress towards serious engagement with philosophy now lies before him.
Whether Ph. will, like Lysias’ brother Polemarchus (257b3—4), become a serious
student of philosophy is beyond Plato’s concern in the dialogue.

To move Ph. away from sophistic epideictic rhetoric and towards philosophy is
S.’s goal from the moment he accosts him at the outset, as Plato suggests through
S.’s irony in the scenes leading up to the palinode, and as S. makes explicit in
his prayer to Eros at the end of the palinode (257b4~6). Until Ph. hears S.’s
prayer, Ph. is unaware that S. is seeking to have this effect on him. Hence all of
S.’s utterances until the end of the palinode have a double sense. The superficial
sense, addressed to Ph., is that in which S. responds to Ph.’s utterances and moves
the clialogue with him forward. The underlying or ironic sense, addressed to the
reader, indicates S.’s intent of moving Ph. towards philosophy and reveals how at
each moment S. is leading him towards the goal. S.’s care for Ph. being evident
throughout, his irony is gentle, well-intentioned, and amusing,

In the opening scene, while S. and Ph. banter and meander in the countryside,
S. is maneuvering Ph. into reading him Lysias’ speech in a suitable, isolated spot.
S.’s purpose is to provoke a contest between Lysias and himself with Ph. as judge
and thereby to gain an opportunity to change Ph.’s allegiance. Following the
probing nature of S.’s question that opens the dialogue, “Ph., my friend, where to
and where from?” (227a1n.), the process begins with S.’s second utterance, which
puts the focus on Lysias and dismisses Ph.’s other concerns (227b2n.). As the scene
progresses S. expresses interest in Lysias’ speech for its novelty and cleverness,
which is how Ph. understands him. But repeated irony makes it impossible for
the reader to take S. at his word." S. is actually interested in Lysias’ speech
just because of Phs interest in it, which S. exploits in order to lure Ph. into
reading it aloud. Ph. assents to each stage of this process because S. knows his
interlocutor well enough to know just what to say in order to produce his assent
(228a5n.). The two small-scale set pieces of the opening scene — S.’s rejection of
rationalizing myth (22gc5-230a6) and his rhetorical outburst upon arriving at the
pleasant spot under the plane tree (230b2—c4) — are ironic in that their import for

8 229b6-yn., bg~10n., c8n., dg-s5n., 22ge4n., 230c7-eIn.
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the educational endeavor that lies ahead for Ph. is made apparent to the reader
(229c5—230a6n., 230a3~6n., 230b2-e1n.) while Ph. remains unaware (230c5—d2).
Following the reading of Lysias’ speech, S. declines to share Ph.’s enthusiasm
for it, which brings into the open the underlying difference between their views
of what constitutes good rhetoric (234c6—235d2). S. exploits that difference in
order to manipulate Ph. into urging him to deliver a speech of his own in reply
(235d3—236¢€8). The very success of S.’s speech — the potency of its argument
against erds — provokes the crisis that makes it necessary for S. to deliver a second
speech, his palinode, to make amends for his offense against Eros in the first
speech (241d2—=242bs). The seriousness of the crisis is assured by the appearance
of S.’s divine voice (242b7-8n.), which prevents him from leaving the spot under
the plane tree before he has delivered the palinode (243a2-b6). Ph.’s assistance
as attentive auditor is required as well (243c2—gn., ¢6n.). S. now has Ph. in the
position that he was seeking from the beginning. The palinode is S.’s best effort at
presenting the case for philosophy most effectively to a soul such as Ph. (257a2—4).
Ph. has been prepared, and it is up to him whether he responds positively or
not. By echoing S.’s closing prayer that he give up epideictic rhetoric and devote
himself to philosophy (257b7~c1), Ph. indicates that S.’s effort has not failed, which
is appropriate given the brilliance of the speech that Plato composed for him.
But S.’s task is not complete. Assenting to S.’s prayer that he take up philo-
sophy, Ph. appends a condition ~ “if it is better for us” (i.e. for Lysias as well
as Ph., 257by—c1) — which S. answers in the rest of the dialogue. Now openly
assuming the role of Ph.’s teacher in philosophy (261a3—5), S. no longer pursues
a hidden agenda for Ph. under the guise of irony. But S.’s didactic discourse is
no less strategic, no less a matter of eliciting the right response in order to lead
Ph. towards the goal. Out of Ph.’s chance reference to a politician who criticized
Lysias for being a speechwriter (257c1-6), S. fashions the inquiry that serves as
Ph.’s initiation into dialectical philosophy (257¢c7—258e4): what constitutes good
discourse? When complete, the inquiry will enable Ph. to understand why sophis-
tic rhetoric is fundamentally misguided, why true rhetoric requires philosophy,
and why philosophy is a better, nobler pursuit than sophistic rhetoric. If Ph.
acquires these convictions on the basis of reasoned argument, the attachment to
philosophy that was formed in the palinode will be strengthened. Had Ph. macle
a different remark, S. would have been able to use that remark to fashion the
same inquiry, such being the nature of his expertise in discourse (271cg—272b4n.).
Before launching the inquiry, S. prepares Ph. for its rigors, to which he is unac-
customed, by the parable of the cicadas, which urges perseverance for the sake
of the divine pleasure and honor that dialectical pursuits afford (258e5—259d6n.).
In a short space the inquiry covers much ground (259e2—274b6n.): S. intro-
duces a new theory of rhetoric that includes dialectic as the means of generating
arguments and psychology as the basis for style, while also demonstrating the
failure of sophistic rhetoric as a whole. There is no lack of dense argument and
abstruse detail. To help Ph. through this thicket, S. not only seeks and obtains
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Ph.’s assent at each step, but he relieves abstract argument with examples from
the speeches in the dialogue (262¢4-7), digresses to answer Ph.’s particular con-
cern (261bg—e4), chooses as exemplary experts figures whom Ph. knows and will
accept (268a7-8n., 268csn., 269asn.), and simplifies a difficult argument on physis
by proceeding from general to specific (26gd2—272b6n.). In his interactions with
Ph., S. shows himselfto be a pouoikés, not a cultured gendeman (268d7n.) but an
expert in face-to-face dialectical instruction (268e1—2n.) and a follower of Plato’s
philosophical Muses (248d3, 259d2~5).

Ph.’s success in following the arduous account of rhctonc is evident from the
ease with which, no longer an utter ncophyte, he follows the final stage of the
inquiry devoted to writing (274b7—278e3). Formerly S. addressed Ph. in mythical
discourse because it suited him (230a3-6n., 257a3—4n.); now S. rebukes Ph. for his
impatience with the Egyptian myth (274c4, 275b3—c2). Ph. not only follows S.’s
argument but contributes to it (276a7-8n., e1-3n.). Ph. provokes S.’s comment on
Isocrates, which goes beyond what S. had intended to discuss (278e4—8). At the
end, following Ph.’s confirmation of his intent to pursue philosophy (279¢5), now
without condition, S. and Ph. acknowledge each other as fiiends and partners
in the pursuit of wisdom (279c5n., c6n.). Evidently S. has changed Ph. since he
left the Morychian house, where he spent the morning enthralled by Lysias. To
appreciate the. magnitude of the event, compare the Euthyphro and Jon, dialogues
in which §. also addresses a single interlocutor whose fortuitous encounter with
S. is, like that of Ph., full of potential. Yet unlike S.’s discourse in the Phaedrus,
the Socratic elenchos (“examination,” as S.’s discourse in these dialogues is known)
leads them to aporia, or “impasse.”™ The reader may be instructed, but the
interlocutor departs utterly unchanged. Euthyphro and Ion may seem to have
little aptitude for philosophy, yet S. does not adapt his discourse to their needs
and aptitudes. Ph.’s initial enthusiasm for Lysias’ speech hardly seems to be a
good omen for philosophical endeavors, and his aptitude for philosophy becomes
apparent only under S.’s tutelage.

All of S.’s utterances in their unpredictable variety of form and content belong
to the artfully contrived sequence that moves Ph. forward step by step towards
the goal. The design of the dialogue as a whole consists in the coherence of the
sequence such that the effect — the change that S. produces in Ph. —is convincing,
This cloes not mean that S.’s conversation with Ph. could not (conceivably) have
turned out otherwise. It means that the way it does turn out makes good sense.
If that is the case, then the complexity of the dialogue itself contributes to its
coherence. S. suggests the reason for this convergence of complexity and meaning
when he recalls the part of his rhetorical doctrine according to which the expert
determines the style of his discourse in regard to the nature of the soul being
addressed (271b2-4n.). The rhetorical expert “offers a variegated soul variegated
and all-inclusive discourses” (oiiAm ptv TroikiAous yuxiii kal Travappovious

9 Vlastos 1983 on the Socratic elenchos.
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8180Us Adyous, 277c2-3). The liveliness of S.’s metaphors for complexity, and the
artificiality of his word order and sound play, suggest a boldness in this rhétor’s
art (277¢2—4n.), in which form strictly follows function. Discourse should be as
complex as it needs to be to persuade the soul being addressed. In Ph. S. faces a
complex, “variegated soul” (e.g 228bs—c3, 234d2-6, 242a6—bs). The “variegated,
all-inclusive discourses” that S. addresses to Ph. are no more or less complex than
is needed for the task at hand.

3. PHAEDRUS, LYSIAS, AND THE DRAMATIC DATE

One aspect of the plot that requires scrutiny is Ph.’s age and his status as either
potential erastés or potential ermenos. The question matters for our understanding
of what and how he learns at S.’s hands. It has been claimed that Ph. is a young
man and potential eramenos like the young man atldressed in the speeches on erds,
and that, like the young Alcibiades, Charmides, and other handsome young men
(Trap& Tois kaois, 257b1), Ph. is lured towards philosophy by erotic tension with
S. as his (philosophical) erastés.'® One passage in patticular might seem to support
this reading. Before he begins his palinode, S. seeks the imagined young man he
addressed in his first speechi to make sure he hears the palinode before he acts, to
his detriment, on the advice in that speech (243e4-5). Ph. responds, “here he is
ever right next to you whenever you wish” (243e6), which has been taken to mean
that Ph. reveals himself to be the young man and potential erdmenos addressed in
the speeches on ergs." It is also claimed that S. prepares Ph. for his seduction in
the palinode by :sexual innuendo in the opening scene and by the beauty of the
isolated bower in which their conversation unfolds (230b2—c4)."* In fact, though
Ph. is younger than 8. (236d1), he is not an adolescent but an adult, and far from
being a potential ergmenos to 8., Lysias, or anyone clse, Ph. is a potential erastés.
Ph. son of Pythocles of the deme Myrrhinus (244a1), a well-attested historical
personage, was born no later than 444 and possibly as early as 450."% Though
Plato gives no precise indication of when the dialogue may be supposed to take
place (beyond the terminus ante quem of S.’s death in g9g), he conveys a general,

' Astnis 1986, Nussbaurn 1986: 200—33 arc the most thorough fornulations. The view
is common but not universal (Parmentier 1926, G8rgemanns 1993: 141-2). The idea of Ph.
as an ergmenos was considered in antiquity: Maximus of ‘Tyre, Dialexis 38.4, Hermias 1.10,
11.20-32.

" Three other passages are adcuced in support of the view of Ph. as potential ergmenos,
mistakenly. The vocatives & veavia (257c7), & mai (26%ch) with which S. addresses Ph. do
not mean that he is a youth, but tease him for his ihability to understand the point at
issue. When S. calls Ph. keAAlrauda (261a3), he means not “beautilul boy” but “who has
beautiful children,” which refers to Ph.’s ability to elicit discourses, his “children” (261a3n.).

"2 The beauty of the isolated bower turns out to be less an incentive to seduction than
a stimulus for philosophical discussion (258e5-259d6n.). The sexual innuendo is discussed
below, note 20.

'3 Biographical information in Nails 2002: 232~4. Ph. died in 393.
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imprecise sense of the last ten or fifteen years of the fifth century, at which time
Ph. would be in his thirties or forties. There are four historical indications in the
dialogue.'# Tirst, Lysias’ brother Polemarchus is still alive (257b3~4); his death at
the hands of the Thirty Tyrants in 403 was well known in the fourth century
through Lysias’ account of it (Lys. 12). Second, Isocrates, born in 436, is old
enough to have begun his rhetorical studies (279a4~7) but “still young” (véos &1,
279a1). The reference is sufficiently vague to suit any time after roughly 418,
when Isocrates would be eighteen, until perhaps 403 when he began his career as
a professional prose-writer (279a1—2n., ab—n.). Yet, thirdly, Lysias’ status as the
leading rhetorical writer of the day (228a2, 278c1-2) suggests a time not much; if
at all, before 403. Lysias’ (genuine) surviving speeches all stem from 403 and after,
when Athenian democracy was restored and hi¢ career flourished.'> Finally, a
politician’s supposed attack on Lysias for being a speechwriter also makes sense
at the time of the democratic restoration or shortly thereafter (257c5n.).

Plato chose Lysias to represent the rhetorical culture that Ph. admires and
S. opposes because Lysias was the preeminent rhetorical artist and most pro-
lific speechwriter before Isocrates, Plato’s own rival (278e4—279bsn.).'® Lysias
solidified his reputation by circulating his speeches in written form, which also
anticipated Isocrates and made Lysias an appropriate target for Plato’s critique
of written texts. Further, Lysias was connected to S.’s circle through his brother
Polemarchus and father Gephalus, both of whom have memorable roles in the
Republic (1.327b—336a; Lysias is also present but says nothing, 1.328b). Plato was
interested less in historical precision than in a scehario that from the perspective
of forty or fifty years later was plausible, while allowing him to create the fictional
encounter that served his philosophical purposes:'? Plato evidently expected his
readers to have no trouble imagining a conversation between S. and Ph., undis-
turbed by politics and war, at a time when Polemarchus hact turned to philosophy,
Isocrates had begun his rhetorical studies but was still young, and Lysias was at
the height of his artistry and fame.'®

Beyond the imprecise dramatic date, Ph.’s status as an adult and potential
erastés is evident from Plato’s portrayal of him. S. regards Ph. as the most prolific

4 In addition, the way in which S. refers to Sophocles (d. 406/405) and Euripides
(cl. 407/406) might suggest that they are alive at the tinie of the dialogue (268¢s, 269at).

5 Todd 2007: 12-17. Ancient tradition puts Lysias’ bitth in 459/ 458, inodern scholarship
puts it in the mid 440s (Todd 2007: 10). '

6 Usher 1ggg: 54-118 on Lysias’ artistry and corpus.

"7 Nails 2002: 308-29, Graham 2007 demonstrate Plato’s lack of concern for historical
precision even in dialogues that have specific dramatic dates.

8 Two further issues, regarding the presence of Ph. and Lysias in Athens yet external
to the dialogue, have been debated: Ph. was exiled in 415 for his role in the profanation of
the Eleusinian mysteries (Andoc. 1.15, IG ¥ 422.229, 426.102) and the date of his return to
Athens, possibly not until the amnesty of 403, is unknown; Lysias spent years in Thurii,
but the date of his return to Athens is disputed (412/411 according to Dion. Hal. Lys. 1).
Cf. Dover 1968a: 32-3, 413, Nails 2002: 314, Todd 2007: 6-12. Plato ignored these issues;
forty or fifty years later they were too vague to matter for the scenario in the dialogue.
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facilitator of discourses of his day apart from Simmias of Thebes (242a6-bs),
which would only be possible for an adult and which is consistent with Ph.’s
casy familiarity with affairs and culture in the dialogue (e.g 235c06—c2, 243d5-€2,
261b2-6, 273a3-bg). Ph. has a similar status in the Symposium (177d, 178a—180b),
where, since the Symposium is clearly set in 416, the year of Agathon’s first victory
as a tragic poet (173a), he would be roughly thirty. On the other hand, in the
Protagoras Ph. is one of the numerous young men who have gathered at Callias’
house to attend the sophists (315¢). The status of these young men as potential
eromenoi is emphasized by remarks on the beauty of Alcibiades and Agathon
(309a-b, g15€). The Protagoras is set distinctly eatlier in the Athenian past than
the Symposium and the Phaedrus,'® which accords with the adolescent age of all the
noteworthy young men who are named, Ph. included.

Ph.’s status in the Phaedrus as a potential erastés is emphasized by the three
passages where S. speaks of Ph. as Lysias’ erastés (236bs, 257bg—5, 279b3). S. is
speaking metaphorically, referring to the intensity of Ph.’s enthusiasm for Lysias’
rhetorical skill (236b5n.).*® Yet by means of the erastzs metaphor S. encourages Ph.
to consider his.actions and obligations as a potential erastés. Before the palinode
S. casts mutual shame on himself and Ph. for endorsing the crude and selfish
erastat of the first two speeches (243c1—d1). The restrained and caring erastés of
the palinode is the proper model. At the end of the dialogue, having informed
themselves about what good discourse consists in and how it can be learned,
S. and Ph. agree that they must now convey these insights to their respective
(figurative) eramenoi, Isocrates and Lysias, so that they too might progress towards
philosophy (278e3-8, 279b2—4). Hence, when S. competes with Lysias for Ph.’s
allegiance at the beginning of the dialogue, S. is competing not for a young man
and potential erdmenos, but for an adult disciple of his art of discourse-composition.
S.’s lessons in rhetorical art — with regard to the method of effective persuasion,
the concern for the auditor’s interests, and the orientation towards philosophy —
will allow Ph. to take on the role of erastés properly.*'

It remains to consider 243¢6, Ph.’s response to S.’s request for the imagined
young man who is to listen to the palinode (243e4~5). S.’s task in the palinode is not
merely to advance Ph.’s rhetorical education. He also wants to move Ph. towards
philosophy by engaging him personally in the compelling vision of philosophy’s
transcendlent quest (Introd. 2). To that end, whereas Ph. was a detached spectator
of epideictic when listening to Lysias’ speech (227¢6n., 234c6—235b4) and S.’s first
speech (235¢3—236D4, 242c7-din.), S. seeks to provoke Ph. into listening to the

‘9 Before or towards the beginning of the Peloponnesian War; cf. Nails 2002: 310.

* The sexunal innuendo in the opening scene has a similar import: Ph.’s enthusiasm
for Lysias’ art is so intense that it seems like sexual infatuation (228b6n., cen., c2—3n.,
229b4-5n.; also 234d3—4). Hence these passages too suggest Ph.’s status as potential erastés.

® In the Lysis S. gives Hippothales a clemonstration in how an erastés should acldress
an eromenos (204b-210€). Hippothales, having recently attained the age of aclulthood and
taking his first, uncertain steps as an erastés, is much younger than Ph. in the Phaedrus.
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palinode as an engaged participant (243c2—3n.). Immediately prior to requesting
the boy, S. recalls Ph.’s aptitude for facilitating speeches (243e2n.), which is
the prominent feature of Ph.’s character (242a6-bs, 261a3n.) and which S. also
exploited in regard to his first speech (236b8—237a1). When Ph. responds, “here he
is ever right next to you whenever you wish” (243e6), he obliges S. and facilitates
the palinode by taking on the role of the imagined young man. Yet the role is no
mere role, as S. surely intends, because, like the imagined young man, Ph. faces
a choice regarding the direction and thus the welfare of his soul, and the speech
acldresses that choice for both of them. S. does not lose sight of the young male
auditor as he delivers the palinode (249e2n., 252bin.), but he focuses more on the
erastés’ experience of erds and the value of philosophical erds to him (249d4—254€9)
than on the benefit to the young man (255a1—257a1). He thereby ensures that Ph.,
the potential erastés vight there before him, reaps the full benefit of his eloquence.

4. THE ART OF PSYCHAGOGIC RHETORIC

Plato is commonly regarded as the inveterate opponent of rhetoric in the foun-
dational dispute between philosophy and rhetoric. The common view is crude
because it omits Plato’s own distinction betweén sophistic rhetoric, which he
disparages in the Gorgias and Phaedrus, and the true art of rhetoric, which he
broaches in the Gorgias (26od1n.) and elucidates in the Phaedrus.?* The common
view is misleading because it obscures the nature of Plato’s interest in rhetoric as
a bridge between philosophy and the rest of the world. Philosophy, understood
as the pursuit of wisdom and the realization of that pursuit to the maximum
extent possible, is the natural and proper source of guiclance for human thought
and action in both individuals and communities (Re¢p. 5.473c—d). For philosophy
to influence non-philosophers and thereby to benefit them, philosophers must
persuade non-philosophers to accept philosophical guidance and must instill in
them philosophical values and understanding to the maximum extent possible.
That task falls to rhetoric, as evidenced in S.’s encounter with Ph. and elsewhere
in Plato’s work.*

In the inquiry into good discourse conducted by S. and Ph. (259e2—274b6)
Plato sets forth how rhetoric can be constituted as a technz and how sophistic
rhetoric fails as a techné. He also indicates how the argument on rhetoric in the
Phaedrus differs from and complements that in the Gorgias.*

*® On the consistency of Plato’s view of rhetoric in the Gorgias and Phaedrus, see Black
1958.
* “It is a characteristic Platonic mode of thought to locate the true purpose of some
item not in its most basic daily use, but in the highest good that it can help realise” (Sedley
2003: 62 in regard to Platonic etymologizing). Thus Plato intends rhetorical art not for
mundane uses such as the lawcourt and assembly, but for the aid it can render philosophy.
On Plato’s use of rhetoric for educational purposes in the Republic and Laws, see Yunis
2007a, 2007b.

% Tor a full account of the argument surnmarized in this section, see Yunis 2009.
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To launch the inquiry, S. and Ph. distinguish between two meanings of good
discourse and settle on one as the basis for the inquiry that follows (259¢2-
261a2). The sense on which they settle — discourse that persuades — is the reason
why S. presents an account of rhetoric as the answer to the question about good
discourse. S. beginsby claiming that “good discourse requires the speaker to know
the truth about the subject of his discourse” (259e5-6). Ph. counters that good
discourse depends not on knowledge of what is true but on knowledge of what
the audience at hand believes to be true, for “persuasion (T6 eifev) depends on
the latter and not on the truth” (260a3—4). S. responds with a vignette intended
to demonstrate that good discourse depends on the speaker’s having knowledge
of the subject of his discourse (26ob1-d1). Suppose a speaker tries to persuade
an audience to acquire horses for military purposes; suppose further that both
speaker and audience are ignorant of what horses are, but the speaker knows that
the audience believes a horse to be the tame animal with the largest ears. Praising
such animals for their military usefulness, the speaker persuades the audience to
acquire what are in fact donkeys. “When a skilled speaker, who is ignorant of
good and bad, persuades a city as ignorant as himself,” the consequences can
clearly be disastrous (260c7—d1).

The argument based on the confusion of horses and donkeys recalls the
argument against sophistic rhetoric in the Gorgias. There S. argues that Callicles as
well as all Athenian politicians is unfit to hold the political power he seeks because
he is ignorant of what is good for the polis. The Athenian political audience
(i.e. the démos) is also ignorant of what is good for them, which makes them
parallel to the ignorant audience in the Phaedrus’ horse-and-donkey example.
The model of discourse underlying both the account of sophistic rhetoric in
the Gorgias and the horse-and-donkey vignette in the Phaedrus is that of advising.
Where advice is wanted, the adviser must know whereof he speaks in order
for his advice to be any good and do any good. Good discourse in this sense
supplies the knowledge which the recipient of the discourse needs for his welfare
but otherwise lacks. The sophists’ pseudo-art of rhetoric, used by politicians to
achieve victory in Athens’ mass democratic institutions, is a form of flattery.
In democratic conditions, i.e. where speakers compete in flattering the decision-
making audience, the philosopher, physician, or other expert is unable to transmit
his expertise. Thus he withdraws and his expertise becomes unavailable to those
who need it.*

In the Phaedrus S. turns to the alternative suggested by Ph. (260a3—4). Speaking
for the moment on behalf of the sophists’ art of rhetoric, S. imagines it might
object to his horse-and-donkey argument thus: “Why do you wonderful people
speak so foolishly? I don’t require a person to be ignorant of the truth if he is to
learn to speak. Rather, if my advice counts for anything, I insist that a person first
acquire the truth before he comes to me. In any case my boast is that without

5 Yunis 1996: 11771 on the argument against sophistic rhetoric in the Gorgias.
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me a man who knows the truth will not be any closer to persuading by art”
(260d4-8). Although it is uttered on behalf of sophistic rhetoric, this passage
also responds to philosophy’s need for an art of persuasive discourse if it is to
influence non-philosophers (260d4-8n.). Yet instead of repudiating persuasion
for the reasons laid out in the Gorgias (26oc4n.), S. embraces the challenge posed
by sophistic rhetoric, and he and Ph. undertake to investigate how persuasion
can be implemented by art. Maintaining his claim that knowledge is necessary
for good discourse, S. argues not that a speaker must have -knowledge of his
subject in order to deliver good advice (which was his brief in the Gorgias), but
that a speaker will be most effective at persuading his audience if and only if he
has knowledge of the subject of the discourse (260e4—261as5).

Plato’s account of rhetoric follows from the kind of persuasion he wants
rhetoric. to accomplish. S. defines rhetoric as yuyaywyla Tis §1& Adywv
(261a7-8). The art of “leading the soul through speeches” is the ability to use
discourse to influence human beings to go in a particular direction (261ayn.). If
sophists such as Gorgias, democratic politicians such as Callicles, and speech-
writers such as Lysias want to secure the approval of large audiences, particularly
when competing with others seeking the same, Plato wants to persuade indiviclual
human beings, or in his parlance “souls,” to make certain choices and to pur-
sue certain ends, or, in the sense of psychagdgia, to go in one direction rather than
another. Plato also shifts the focus of the art away from the approval of (irrational)
mass audiences to the form and content of discourse and the receptive properties
of souls, factors that can provide a systematic basis for artistic choices (261e1n.).

S. begins the account of psychagogic rhetoric with a dense, abstract argument
that makes good on his claim that persuasion by art requires knowledge of the sub-
ject of the discourse (261e5~262c3n.). How then is such knowledge to be acquired
and made suitable for rhetorical purposes? S. introduces two disciplines —
dialectic and psychology - that enable rhetoric to be constituted as a proper
techné. Dialectic provides the rhetorical speaker with the requisite knowledge of
his subject matter, which in turn enables the speaker to create the arguments that
constitute the content of his discourse (235a1n., 262c4—266d4n., 265d4—266ban.).
Psychagogic rhetoric requires psychology — the knowledge of the nature and
types of human soul (26g9d2—272b6) — because persuasion takes place in the soul
(270b6—). Psychology enables the rhetorical speaker to cast the content of his
discourse in the particular form that will persuade a particular soul (271b2—4n.),
which is useful for face-to-face encounters like that between S. and Ph. The Phae-
drus contains merely a suggestion of the possible political use of proper rhetorical
techné (257e1—258d10). Since Plato’s expert rhétdr either controls the conditions
in which he issues his discourse or does not speak (272a3—4n.), it is difficult to
envision such rhetoric in democratic political conditions.

Plato was innovating when he based the art of rhetoric on dialectic and psy-
chology. Each of the two disciplines responds to a signal failure in the persuasive
capabilities of sophistic rhetoric. A sophistic speaker, ignorant of the subject of
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his discourse but schooled in his auditor’s beliefs about the subject, can do no
more than persuade the auditor to accept something that, by virtue ofhis existing
beliefs, he is already inclined to accept from the start (as in the horse-and-donkey
vignette). Psychagagia is a more demanding persuasive task. It requires the speaker
to be able to replace the auditor’s current beliefs, which are likely to be con-
ventional, with entirely new ones, for example, beliefs that could be sufficiently
transformative to make possible an attachment to philosophy. Dialectic provides
the speaker with the knowledge to produce arguments with that psychagogic
powetr, as S. illustrates in his analysis of the argument in the palinode (265b2—c3,
265e1—266b2). Further, the techniques and formulae that fill the sophists’ rhetoric
books — emotional appeals, probability arguments, imagistic diction, etc. (2667~
267dg) — are mere stimuli that sophists deploy ad hoc to produce given responses
(268a1—-269d1). Rhetorical psychology allows all formal elements, including the
sophists’ linguistic and argumentative techniques, to be organized to produce
a given persuasive outcore in the auditor’s soul (272a4-5n.). Since the art of
psychagogic rhetoric entails the mastery of dialectic and psychology in addition
to expertise in language and discourse, it is an immense, daunting undertaking.
But there is no short cut to the art (272a6—273¢3).

As the primary method for the pursuit of knowledge, dialectic is so closely
associated with philosophy in Plato as to be almost identical to it (265cl4—266b2n.,
276e5n.). Yet dialectic is introduced into rhetoric for the purely instrumental
reason that it is necessary for persuasion (261a4—4n.). Far from merging rhetoric
and philosophy, the role of dialectic in rhetoric defines rhetoric and philosophy
more clcarly and makes evident the differences between them.? '

The rhetorical speaker uses dialectic for his material (265d4—266b2) and casts
that material in a suitable form (265c¢8-dan.); rhetorical discourse is not the
straightforward presentation of raw dialectical argument (265b2-c3). The psych-
agogia produced by rhetoric treats the auditor’s soul as a passive thing and sends
it in a direction of the speaker’s choosing, This movement may be beneficial
to the auditor, it may lead to engagement with philosophy, but it is at best
preparatory to philosophy and is not in itself philosophy. Dialectic, on the other
hand, the proper discourse of philosophy, is a collaborative process in which
both parties are actively engaged (276e4-277a4, 278a1-b2). Rhetoric does not
entail the erotically charged pursuit of knowledge as does dialectic (266bg—
c1). Dialectic is the appropriate medium for transmitting knowledge, whereas
rhetoric, like written discourse, is not (277e6—278a1n.). Dialectic produces clear
and stable ideas (275c6n., 277d6-7n.). Rhetoric is a kind of deception (&mwén,
261e6; 261e5—262c3n.), and because rhetoric can argue opposing sides of any case
(dvmidoyikn, 261d10) and make a persuasive case for virtually any proposition

6 Plato’s views on the relationship of philosophy, dialectic, and rhetoric were eclipsed
by Avistotle’s, which differed greatly from Plato’s and dominated the rest of antiquity
(Hadot 1980).
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(261e2-3n.), it can produce unstable ideas about good and bad and right and
wrong.*?

By considering rhetoric without regard for any end other than that of the art
itself, viz. persuasion, Plato strengthens his account of the tchné but also raises
the problem of the ends to which rhetoric should be used. Yet Plato refrains from
making an explicit argument or statement to the effect that rhetoric requires
philosophical guidance for its proper use.? Nor can one assume that because
the artistic rhétor acquires dialectical knowledge for use in-rhetoric, dialectic will
somehow confer on him philosophical values.?9 Rather, Plato conveys his view
indirectly. First, to justify the immensity of the effort that would be expended
in acquiring the art of psychagogic rhetoric, S. pointedly states the necessity of
pleasing the gods and spurns the sophists’ pursuit of self-interest (273¢3—274a5).
Second, the aesthetic preeminence of the palinode is itself an argument — a
rhetorical one - for the priority of philosophy. Plato made a strategic decision to
structure the Phaedrusin such a way that he offers not a philosophical or dialectical
defense of the priority of philosophy but merely a rhetorical one. This strategy,
which is unique in the Platonic corpus, may have been occasioned by Plato’s
desire in this dialogue to put the case for philosophy’s priority above all to a class
of readers who, like Ph., were more inclined to rhetoric than to philosophy.3°

5. EROS

The conventional erastés of Lysias® speech and S.’s first speech suffers from a
disturbance that destroys his normal mental processes. It comes upon him from
outside himself and sets him into motion — towards the ergmenos and towards
sexual relations with the erdmenos — that he cannot control. Such a situation is full
of hazards for both parties, those which affect the erdmenos offering the material
for any author who composes a speech on Lysias’ theme (235¢3—236a3). The
disturbance is called erds, and it has always been understood to come from the
god Eros. After his first speech S. denies none of the bad things that arise from the
disturbance of the conventional erastés and make him dangerous for his ergmenos.
S. denies only that the disturbance comes from Eros (266a2—-5). No god can be
the cause of bad things (242e1—4, 246e1n.). The disturbance that is the subject
of the palinode, also called erds, is a different, unconventional phenomenon. It is

7 Thus S.’s first speech on es; also Callicles’ diatlbe against philosophy (Grg. 482c—
480c), Protagoras’ oration on virtue (Prt. 320c—328c), and the speeches of Glaucon and
Adimantus on the futility of justice (Rep 2.358¢—367¢).

# Elsewhere Plato argues or states explicitly that rhetoric must be guided by philosophy
(dp. 17a-18a, Grg. 464b—465e, Plt. 303¢—304€).

% The complex soul of the palinode (as in the Rapublic) allows for the conflict between
knowing right and doing right (253c7—254e9).

¥ Yunis 2005: 103--6. Cf. Ferrari 1987: 54-5: no argument for establishing philosophy’s
priority is possible because a conclition for such an argument (in this case) is the previous
establishment of philosophy’s priority.
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beneficial to both erastzs and ergmenos and is the erds that actually comes from Eros
(266a5-b2).

The palinode is a hymn that celebrates Eros in mythical and poetic language
(257a3—4n.). But the form in which the palinode is cast should not mislead. Its
serious purpose (245b6—c2, 257a2-b6) guarantees that, as far as S. is concerned, it
is true (265b6—c1n.). After demonstrating that souls are immortal (245c5—246a2),
S. explains the nature of the soul and the greater natural order in which souls
exist before and after their embodied life on earth. Souls have their sustenance
in contemplating Being and the Forms (248bs—c2), which they innately desire
(247c4—248c2, 250d5—6).3' Souls are imagined as winged chariots, each with
driver and team of two horses — two good, obedient horses for divine souls, one
good, obedient horse and one bad, disobedient one for human souls (246a3-b4).
Soul-chariots ascend the inside of the vault of heaven towards the pinnacle,
from which point they peer out to the super-heavenly realm beyond where lie
Being and the Forms (246e4—247c3). Divine souls make the ascent easily, human
souls do it with difficulty and barely succeed in glimpsing, to a greater or lesser
extent, the super-heavenly realm (247c4—248¢2). But making the ascent in order
to contemplate Being and the Forms is the essential task of all souls. If; in the
case of human souls, feathers and wings are lost and the bad horse disrupts the
chariot’s progress, the soul is dragged downwards. If feathers and wings grow
and the driver controls his team, the soul moves upwards.

When a soul is born into a life on earth, mere corporeality weighs it down and
drags it away from its goal (248c7-d1). But regrowing wings and moving upwards
towards the goal can also take place in corporeal life. When a human being on
earth acquires knowledge of reality —particularly in the case of dialectical learning
that in its higher stages confers knowledge of the Forms of justice, moderation,
and the other virtues — the soul begins to perceive the Forms, if not with the
directness and clarity that occur in the pure psychic state before birth and after
death. But because all human souls had a direct glimpse, to some extent, of Being
and the I'orms before birth (24gb5—6), when human beings gain knowledge of
Forms during their earthly existence they are recollecting the Forms which they
saw directly when they were pure souls before their corporeal life (249b6—c1n.,
ci—2n.). Recollecting Forms hastens the growth of the soul’s wings and its progress
towards regaining direct contemplation of the Forms.

Among all Forms only the Form of beauty can be recollected on earth without
dialectic and merely by means of visual perception. Only the Form of beauty
has a radiance (péyyos, 250b2) that gives it the capacity to show forth what it
is (i.e. to make its essence apparent) in a corporeal likeness of the Form, that

3t Being and the Forms, the essential elements of Platonic metaphysics, are not mere
concepts that explain reality, but are the only fully real things and are responsible for the
reality of the perceptual world. The theory of Forms as used in the Phaedrus is set out in the
Republic, Phaedo, and Sympostum. On Being, the Forms, and reality in Plato, see Harte 2008.
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is, in a boy who by virtue of his beauty is a likeness of the Form of beauty
(250a5n., 250b1~dy, 251a3—4). Divine erds occurs when a man sees a beautiful
hoy, simultancously begins to see the Form of beauty showing itself forth through
him, and begins thereby to recollect the Form of beauty. Recollecting the Form
distinguishes divine ergs from its non-divine namesake. Yet recollecting the Form
at the sight of a beautiful ergmenos can occur only to a person whose soul had
a sufficiently extensive glimpse of the Form during its prenatal period (250a1-7,
250e1—251a3). This extensive prenatal glimpse of the Form is also what makes a
soul phnlosophlcal (248d2-3). Only philosophers or persons with phxlosophlca.l
potential exper ience divine erds (249c5—d3).

Divine ¢rds is a kind of madness because it brings the erastés the same mental
disturbance, physical distress, and extreme sexual desire that accompany con-
ventional erds (251a4—be2n.). But in addition it regrows the wings of his soul, which
only increases the intensity of his manic state (251b2—dyn.). As erds drives the erastés
towards his erdinenos a crisis erupts. The bad horse wants sex with the ergmenos,
but the charioteer recalls the Form of beauty alongside moderation in the super-
heavenly realm and desires only a chaste proximity to the beauty of the ergmenos
(254b5~7, e8—9). As the eramenos receives the image of his own beauty reflected
back to him from the erastés, he too experiences divine eros and recollects the
Form of beauty (255¢c1—ds); his wings too begin to grow. The charioteers in both
their souls, with the support of their good horses, suppress the bad horses and
take control of their teams. They abstain from sex, and erds is fulfilled through
proximity and conversation. The erastés introduces his ergmenos to philosophy,
and they live oriented towards the gods (252d2-253a7). Both the erastgs and the
eromenos have taken a huge leap forward in their souls’ journey towards lasting
contemplation of the Forms (256a6-b7), the natural goal of their existence.

The palinode shows that philosophy combines reason and divine madness.3*
Far from constituting a contradiction, the combination makes philosophy a more
potent and coherent activity than it would be if either element were lacking.
Dialectic and divine ergs are both means of recollecting Forms, hence both do
philosophical tasks. But erds recollects only the Form of beauty, which dialectic
cannot easily do. The presence of beauty among the Forms, indeed among the
essential ones such as justice, moderation, and wisdom (250b1—4, di—7, 254b6-7),
makes the aesthetic and affective aspects of life as essential as knowledge and
ethics. The account of divine erds recognizes that beauty is understood for what
it is merely by being perceived, that it provokes a (potentially strong) response in
the perceiving person, that the philosophically inclined soul will find meaning in
it beyond the immediate encounter, and that the affective element that is roused
by beauty is not merely the appetite for sex. The divine aspect of divine erds does
not mean that it befalls one by the unpredictable favor of a god. It means, rather,

37 Burnyeat 2011 on reason ancl madness in the Phaedrus.
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that the irrational but beneficial response to beauty is part of human nature in a
world that is divinely ordered to support human well-being (246e1n.).

After the manic encounter subsides, divine erds leads erastes and erdmenos to
become friends (pfAoi, 255a1-b6) and to pursue philosophy together (249a2,
252e1—253a7, 256a6-b7). Divine erds improves their philosophical discourse by
injecting a personal element that is lacking, for example, when dialectic is used in
a purely analytical way to supply the material for rhetorical arguments. Dialectic
is both a mode of reasoning and a form of dialogue (276e5n.), the latter requiring
the participants to care about their common activity. Thus S. describes himself as
“an erastés of divisions and collections” (i.e. the constituent procedures of dialectic)
who pursues a potential partner in dialectic as if he were a god (266bg—c1).
Beyond demonstrating his care in the dialectical inquiry with Ph., S. emphasizes
the human element in dialectic generally (276e5-277a4): “having come upon a
suitable soul, the dialectician plants and sows [in that soul] discourse that is based
on knowledge and that can defend itself and him who planted it, discourse that
is not barren but has a seed . . . and that makes the possessor of the seed flourish
as much as possible for a human being.”

Divine erds explains how an individual forms a commitment to philosophy
and acquires the motivation to pursue it. Neither erastés nor sromenos weighs
options and decides on philosophy as the most expedient choice, as, for exam-
ple, the young male auditor in the two earlier speeches is asked to weigh his
options and make the most expedient choice of suitor. Their prenatal view of
the super-heavenly realm has prepared the erastés and ergmenos to recollect the
Form of beauty, but when the recollection occurs, beauty calls to them and
attracts them to itsclf. At that point they are engaged in philosophy. Ultimately
the erds that attracts a soul to beauty is the same force that draws a soul to all
the Forms and that motivates the individual to pursue wisdom through dialectic
and any other means (250d5—-6): “wisdom would arouse terrible desire (dewous
tpwTa) if it furnished such a vivid image of itself that was visible to the eyes,
and likewise the other desirable things (EpaoTd),” i.c. the other Forms, such as
justice and moderation, that are “valuable to souls” (250b1). The regrowth of
wings that occurs in divine erds lifts the soul towards the contemplation of all
the Forms.

In the palinode S. assumes the task of conveying a palpable sense of just
how desirable beauty is and what the attraction of philosophy feels like (243e7-
257b6n.). At one point S. recalls the moment, before his birth into this current life,
when he stood as a pure soul in the divine chorus and peered directly at all the
Forms, beauty conspicuous among them (250bg—c5). S. does not describe beauty
but demonstrates its compelling power by the bliss that is evident in his remi-
niscence of it. To stress this aspect of philosophy is appropriate in the encounter
with Ph., who has the capacity for being affected by aesthetic experience (22824,
259bg) and who, like S., is keen for erotic discourse. No wonder Ph. converts so
readily once S. introduces him to divine erds in the palinode.
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6. PLATO'S LIVELY STYLE

One of the hallmarks of his work, the liveliness of Plato’s writing is essential
for creating and. maintaining the reader’s interest. Among the clements that
contribute to this effect are the stylistic and verbal devices that surprise and give
pleasure upon recognition. The following paragraphs present a selection of such
devices as used in the Phaedrus to enhance the play of form and content.

(1) Variation: As S. adopts different forms of discourse to advance Ph.’s progress
towards philosophy (Introd. 2), Plato stylizes S.’s discourse in accord with generic
expectations. For instance, S. uses studied, artificial language to describe the spot
under the plane trce, creating an ekphrasis, a formal rhetorical display (230b2—
c4n.). S. opens his first speech by mimicking the grandeur of traditional invoca-
tions of the Muses, then undercuts it with irony (237a7-8n., a8—gn.). Defining erds
in his first speech, S. creates a condensed dialectical argument that concludes with
a display of asyndetic clauses and an etymological play on erds (237d4—238c4n.,
238b6-cq4n., c4n.).

S.’s palinode is replete with poetic diction and usage (257a3—4n.), but it con-
tains other styles: the proof of the soul’s immortality is expressed in the gnomic,
oracular style of fifth-century Ionian philosophical prose (245c5—246az2n.); S.’s
account of his prenatal glimpse of the super-heavenly realm is colored by the
language of ecstatic mystery cult and strives for sublimity (250bg—csn., c1—2n.);
the crisis in the erastés’ soul is described with a narrative that evokes the violence
of racing and crashing chariots (253e5—254€9).

S. mocks craven democratic politicians with comic compatisons of emotional,
self-absorbed poets and august, legendary lawgivers (257e1—258c4). S. mocks the
sophists’ rhetoric books with a heavily ironic survey of their achievements (266d5—
267dg). To help Ph. through the difficulties of the dialectical inquiry into rhetoric,
S. uses a gentle didactic style that quotes the (fictive) advice of reputable experts
for Ph.’s benefit (268a1—269din.). The densest technical passages of the inquiry
(270d1—7, 271c9-272b1) are delivered by S. uninterrupted in a dry style that uses
parallel clauses and pronouns that refer to abstract categories (e.g. ol utv olv
TolofBe UTrd TV To1dVde Adywv Sid TvSe THY alTiav & T& ToidBe elrreibeis,
ol &t Tolol8e Si&x T&Be SuomeBels, 271d4—6). Since both the cicada myth and
the Egyptian myth impart timely lessons for Ph., S. tells them with narrative
economy and explicit, didactic conclusions (258e5-259d6n., 274c5-275b2n.). S.’s
concluding prayer recalls traditional pious language while including a riddle
based on S.’s particular form of piety (27gb8-c3).

Beyond the stylistic variety of S.’s utterances, Plato mimics Lysias’ style so
well in the speech attributed to him in the dialogue that scholars have consid-
ered whether Plato may have inserted a genuine Lysianic composition (230e6—
234c5n.). The repartee in which S. and Ph. engage, especially in the opening
scene (227a1-230e5) and the first interlude (234c6—237a6), is swift, lively, and
entertaining while moving S.’s philosophical agenda forward.
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(2) Verse: In the opening exchange, responding to Ph.’s request for leisure
(oxoA1, 227b8) to discuss Lysias® speech, S. saysi “Do you not believe that I will
regard listening to how you and Lysias spent the time as an affair, in Pindar’s
words, ‘above even business’ (kal &oxoAias UrrépTepov)?” (227bg—-10). The quo-
tation along with the mention of the poet creates mock grandeur, which suggests
rony in 8.’s claim about leisure. When the suggestion is soon confirmed (229¢4n.),
the reacler begins to understand S.’s educational agenda for Ph. (Introd. 2) and
S.’s view of how leisure is best spent (229c5—23046, 258e5n.).

S. refers to Sappho and Anacreon as authotities on erds (235¢c3). He quotes
Ibycus (242c7-d1) and Stesichorus (243a2—b6) to explain his need to deliver the
palinode. In the palinode he alludes to Sappho’s poem @alvetal poi (frag 31
Voigt, 251a4-b2n.). The reference, quotations, and allusion palpably connect S.’s
philosophical erds with the divine, mad erds of the archaic poets, and thus suggest
that philosophical erds is not a Platonic inventlon but an inherited feature of
Greek experience and self-understanding.

S. interjects bits of Homeric verse, verse that sounds Homeric, and prose
formulations of Homeric phrasing: the charioteer “gives [the bad horse] over
to pains” (68Uvans EBcoxev), which at sentence-énd mimics Homer’s 65Uvnigw
5wokev at verse-end and concludes the bad horse’s rebellion against the chari-
oteer (254e5n.); when S, declares that he “follows in the footsteps [of a partner
in dialectic] as if he were a god” (karémode pet’ Txviov doTe Becio, 266b7),
the Homeric-sounding partial hexameter verse draws attention to a rare self-
revelation on S.’s part; S. mocks Thrasymachus by referring to him with the
Homeric construction “the might of the Chalcedonian” (16 Tol XaAkndoviou
abévos, 267c7y).

S. introduces verse to combine serious points with parody: the hexameter
verse that ends his first speech (cbs AUkor &pv’ &yamddo’, dds waida erAoloiy
tpaotal, 241d1) indicates the onset of nympholepsy that S. feared (238d1n.) and
completes his stratagem to limit his speech to part of Lysias’ plea (237a7—241d1n.);
S.’s unmetrical, hitherto unknown, Homeric verses, which are patently Plato’s
invention, poke fun at his own argument about erds’ capacity for growing the
sow’s wings (252b1—c3); the verse epigram for Midas makes the tecliousness of
Lysias’ speech comically, pairifully evident (264e1n.).

(3) Word order: Plato departs from normal wotd order for effect: anacoluthon
betrays S.’s excitement as he is about to describe divine érds in the palinode
(249d4—e1n.); hyperbaton stresses the word or words that are out of place (1) Toin-
o15 UTrd Tiis TGOV pavopévea [se. Troroews] 1 ToU cwepovoivtos Hpaviodn,
245a6—7; oUk &mrolelTreTon oUdE Tiva Tol kAo Tepl TTAefovos TroleiTal, 252a1—
2; &vdykn eldévan wuxh doa eldn Exel, 271d1); word order with ambiguous
meaning gains clarity from the context (252d6-8n., 266c1~2n.).

Ostentatiously artificial word order is rare and conspicuous when it occurs:
a hyper-chiasmus (ABC—-CBA) presents the psychic dichotomy of wild—gentle,
disordered—orderly, monsttous—divine (230a3—6n.); antithetical chiasmus with
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anaphora (oUte cw@poaUvn &vBpwrivn oUTe Befax pavia) announces the conclu-
sive point of the palinode (256b5—7n.); an intricate combination of interlacing,
polyptaton, and homoioptoton along with sound play (TroikiAnt uév woikiAous yuy it
kal Travappovious 518oUs Adyous, &rAols 8¢ &rAijt) describes the manner in
which the artistic 7kétor stylizes his discourse (277c2—3n.); a four-fold play on the
root TeA- (Tehéous &el TeAeTds TeAoUpevos, Téheo§ SuTws udvos ylyverar) antic-
ipates the metaphor of ecstatic initiation for the prenatal glimpse of the Forms,
while also suggesting the superiority of philosophical “initiation” to that of Eleusis
(249c6—dr).

Plato uses jingling sound play for ridicule: mpoofpiov ptv oluat Trpddrov
mocks sophistic doctrine on the prooemium (266d7-e1); excessive repetition of
&v (232¢2—3) and showy Gorgianic phrasing (233c1—4) mock Lysias; jingles inten-
tionally mar S.’s pseudo-Homeric verses (252b6—c1n.); markedly rhythmical prose
mocks Thrasymachus (267c5-7n.).

(4) Wordplay and metaphor: Etymological techné; which uncovers the edifying
information that was encoded in the Greek language in its pristine state, is a seri-
ous endeavor (244b6-dgn.), but S. uses it to create rhetorical arguments: inspired
prophecy (uavTikt)) is a form of divine, beneficial madness (uaviky), a crucial first
step in the palinode (244c1-5); so too the etymologies of 2pss (238c4n.), EpacTiis
(249€e3n.), uepos (251c5~6n.) advance S.’s rhetorical arguments. S. demonstrates
the humorous possibilities of such etymologies in the pseudo-Homeric verses that
speak of “Epcos as TTrépws (“Wingederos,” 252ct1).

Plato uses ambiguity to suggest two different meanings at once: T& Séovra
(234€e5n.), prhooopia (23gbgn.), dofjuavTol (250c4—5n.), Temadodeo (278bgn.). He
returns to literal meanings of key concepts to redefine them: Aoyoypapla (257¢1—
2n.), yuxaywyla (261a7n.). The solution to the riddle in S.’s concluding prayer
lies in understanding the word XpuooU figuratively as “wisdom” (279c2—3n.). S.
uses a semblance of prayer diction (aTis 84 ot &v TUyX&ve kal dTrdBev Xodpet
bvopagbuevos) ironically to express disdain for precise knowledge of the lineage
of mistaken sophistic doctrines (273c7—-dn.). He uses Aristophanic diction (&
poxOnpé, uehary xoAdis) to illustrate a crude way of speaking (drypicws) that should
be avoided in dialectic (268e1n.). The bluntness is comic, as is the parodic usage
of povoeia, also borrowed from Aristophanes (269c1—3n.).

T6 EpwTikdV Spua, a poetic usage meaning “the delight that inspires erds,”
refers to the beautiful young man (253e5n.). Stesichorus’ Palinode is itself an
“ancient purification” (kaBapuds &pxodos), which brings ritual and moral ideas
of purification together and presents Stesichorus’ poem in a new light (243a2—4n.).
Lysias’ speech is “the drug (p&puakov) for [S.’s] going out [of the city],” to which
S. compares the effect of leading around dumb animals by hanging bits of food in
front of them, hence an ironic usage (230d5-e1). Theuth claims that writing is “a
drug (p&puaxov) for [enhancing] memory and wisdom,” which in itslack of irony
suggests the speciousness of the claim, as Thamus and S. go on to demonstrate
(274e4-5n.). Dialectical discourse “is written (yp&peTat) along with knowledge in
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the soul of the learner,” in which the metaphor for dialectic — writing, in respect
to its durability — is the very activity to which dialectic is opposed (276a4n.).
Metaphor and simile combined: “like bacchant women they [i.e. erastai] pour
[their divine traits] onto the soul of the beloved” (253a5-7); “every speech must
be composed like a living creature. . . so that it is neither headless nor footless”
(264c3~6); describing the dialectical process of division: “to cut up [a form] into
its sub-classes at joints. ..and...not to shatter any part [of it] by performing
like an incompetent butcher” (265e1—3).

(5) Dramatization: Plato turns mythical and historical characters into active
participants in the conversation. Nestor, Odysseus, and Palamedes are authors of
rhetorical technai, the first two representing unspecified sophists (261b7—c3), the
third representing the philosopher Zeno of Elea (“the Eleatic Palamedes,” 261d6),
whose contribution helps S. define psychagogic rhetoric (261d6—e4). Pericles,
the most accomplished practitioner of rhetorical techné (26ge1—2), is cast as a
proponent of psychagogic Platonic rhetoric avant la lettre, schooled by Anaxagoras
in the scientific foundations of the discipline (270a1-6). Pericles instructs S. and
Ph. on the correct method of teaching the art, and chides them for failing to
understand the errors of sophistic rhetoric teachers (26gb4—c4). S. addresses
Tisias directly, reproaching him for failing to understand both the argument on
rhetoric in the dialogue and the need to use rhetoric for divine rather than self-
serving ends (273d3—274a5). As S. and Ph. first consider how to proceed in the
inquiry into good discourse, Plato sharpens the sophistic challenge by having S.
personify sophistic rhetoric and verbalize the stern rebuke that sophistic rhetoric
would utter (260d3-8). In response, S. introduces “the Laconian,” who represents
unassailable wisdom (260e5n.), and calls forth the “noble creatures” (6pépporra
yewaia) - viz. the arguments on behalf of philosophical rhetoric — whose task it
is to instruct Ph. (261a3-5).

(6) Particles: Plato uses particles more freely and with greater variety than any
of his literary contemporaries. For example, 51 adds a note of insistence in the
opening line (227a1). It gives S.’s insight into Ph.’s rhetorical aspirations in the
opening scene a triumphant tone (228c2). It is used six times in a half page to
show 8.’s derisive attitude towards Tisias’ probability arguments (272e4, 273bgn.).

Following the abrupt end to S.’s first speech, when S. asks Ph. &p’ olo®’ 6T
Utrd Tév Nupeddv. . . capdds tvBouoidow; (241€3—4), the interrogative particle
&pa suggests that the answer to this question, posed in answer to a preceding
question, is not in doubt. When S. and Ph. reach the plane tree towards which
they have been walking and S. asks &p’ ob T68¢ fjv TO Sévdpov Eq’ dmrep Fyes
uds; (230a6—7), &p’ o¥ with the imperfect indicative conveys the lively manner
in which S. at once sees the tree and recalls their decision to seck it out.

In long sentences S. uses pév/ 8¢ in multiple iterations to differentiate syntac-
tical elements that stand in coordination with each other, e.g. the sentence that

43. See GP, des Places 1929 on Plato’s use of particles.
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describes the differences in the extent to which different souls succeed in glimps-
ing the super-heavenly realm (structured at the first level by pév. .. 5¢. . . 5¢): kad
oUros ptv Beddv Plos ol 8t &AAan yuxad, 1) pév &pioTa Beddr Eroptvn kal elkao-
uévn Utreptipev els Tov EEw Térov THY ToU fvidxou kepotv kal ouptrepinuéxbn
Thv Tepigopdv . . . ) Bt ToTE pbv fpev, ToTt §' €y, Pradopéveov Bt TGV Ty
T& ptv €l8ev, T& 8’ 00. al 5t 8% &AAan yArxdpevan ptv &racan Tob Gvw ErovTan,
&SuvaToloat 8¢ UoPpUxicn auutrepipépovtal (248a1-6; cf. 256a6-b7, 270d1-7).
uév/5¢ adds punch to short phrases (256a1, 277¢2—3). In conversational passages
pév is answered by e (266cq), ptv 8% (266¢6), unv (268e3), okolv o (278d8),
kal (279¢5). An unusual usage occurs when T6 pév 8Aov (261a7) introduces the
inquiry into rhetoric “as a whole.” It hangs unanswered until the first stage of
the inquiry is complete and S. opens the inquiry into written discourse in par-
ticular (td &' ebmpemelas 8% ypagfis mépt kal &mpetrelas, 274b7-8n.). Apodotic
8¢ (initiating the apodosis or main clause) maintains clarity in long conditional
sentences (25525, 272a3).

Adverbial xaf adds feeling: when Ph. refers to the artistry of Lysias’ speech —
aUTd 8% ToUTo Kal Kekdpyeutan (227¢6) — the kal makes evident Ph.’s delight
as well as Plato’s gentle mockery; when S. inquires about how the sophists have
treated dialectic in their rhetorical technai (which they have not done) — Aextéov
5t Tl pbvrol kal EaTt TS Aerrdpevov Tiis PrTopikiis (266d4) — the kal suggests a
touch of exasperation on S.’s part.

S. uses oUrot ptv oUv as a forceful corrective to the sophists’ failure to appreci-
ate rhetoric’s need for psychology (271b6). Plato uses the drab connective particles
11 8¢ (231a7n.) and kad pév 81) (231d6n.) several times in Lysias’ speech to string
points together and suggest the tediousness of the whole speech. Asyndeton is
used sparingly but with effect, e.g. to convey Ph.’s disappointment when S. pre-
vents him from delivering his own version of Lysias’ speech (228e3); to suggest
the erdmenos’ rising sexual tension towards the erastés (fmiBupei . . . dp&v, &rrecdo,
PIAely, guykaTakeiohal, 255e2-3).

7. THE PHAEDRUS’ DATE OF COMPOSITION AND
PLACE IN THE PLATONIC CORPUS

We should presume that as a matter of clecorum Plato (c. 425—348/347) would
not have written the Phaedrus while Lysias was alive. The date of his death is
unknown, but it is unlikely to have been long after 380.3¢ By having S. criticize
Isocrates (436-438) explicitly, Plato alludes to his contemporary world, not by
anachronism but strategically embedding his point in the dialogue’s structure
(278e4—279b3n.). Beyond the criticism itself, Plato indicates that he views Isocrates
as the chief contemporary proponent of the sophistic rhetorical culture to which
Ph. is attached at the outset and against which S. argues over the course of

% The dlate of his last speech (Dion. Hal. Lys. 12; Todd 2007: 7).
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the dialogue. Isocrates would only take on this role in Plato’s eyes and become
worthy of an explicit (though decorously phrased) critique when his career and
especially his writings had made him sufficiently well known. One could only
guess when Isocrates first reached that point. But he had clearly done so by the
360s (279a6—7n.), which makes that decade or the following one the likeliest for
the composition of the dialogue.

This meager evidence for dating the Phaedrus is greater than exists for most
other Platonic dialogues, which generally do not make even vaguely datable
references to the contemporary world.35 Allusions from one dialogue to another
can help establish a relative chronology, but such allusions are few and often
subjective. Beyond these bare facts the evidence does not exist to place the
dialogues in the order of their composition or to fix the date of composition of any
of them. In the face of this situation scholars have sought to discover the dialogues’
order of composition by examining certain similarities and differences among
them and thereby also to estimate dates of composition. Since the nineteenth
century a large body of scholarship has refined a hypothesis that explains Plato’s
development. as writer and thinker by assigning the dialogues to early, middle,
and late periods.3® On the basis of this hypothesis there is a consensus that the
Phaedrus was composed late in Plato’s middle period, that is, in the mid 360s.57 The
developmental hypothesis is nowadays so widespread as to be invoked without
argument, but it is also controversial and warrants consideration.

The developmental hypothesis classifies the dialogues according to their
resemblance to each other in respect to length, style of dramatization and argu-
ment, establishment of positive claims, and the treatment of the theory of Forms.
Plato is thereby held to have progressed over his career from writing one kind of
dialogue (“early” or “Socratic”) to the second kind (“middle”) and thence to the
third kind (“late”).3® The developmental hypothesis finds support in stylometric
studies of Plato’s corpus that also establish three groups of dialogues — also called
early, middle, late — that share stylistic traits whose incidence can be counted (e.g:
particular diction and particle combinations, avoidance of hiatus). The statisti-
cal evidence that divides the dialogues into three groups based on measurable
stylistic affinities is striking, but only the late stylometric group matches the
late developmental group closely while there is a much looser correspondence
between the early and middle stylometric and developmental groups.3? Further,
the arguments that would link the three stylometric groups to chronologically

%5 Except by occasional anachronism: e.g. Menex. 245¢ establishes a lerminus post quem of
386; Sinp. 193a establishes a Lerminus post quem of 385,

%% Taylor 2002 on the origins of the developmental hypothesis.

3 De Vries 196g: 7-11, Heitsch 1gg3a: 232—3.

8% Irwin 2008: 77-84 explains and defends the developmental hypothesis and lists the
dialogues that belong to each of the periods. The developmental hypothesis integrates the
small amount of external evidence that exists for the dialogues’ composition.

49 Kahn 2002: 96—7. Kahn 2002 reviews the stylometric studies and makes a case for
Platonic chronology based on stylometry.
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ordered periods of composition are extremely weak. It remains as likely as not
that the dialogues of any stylometric group were composed within a particular
period and that Plato progressed chronologically from one stylometric group
to the next.t® There exists no external evidence to support the notion that the
diversity evident in the corpus reflects a linear development over Plato’s career.
In the absence of such evidence it is just as likely that the diversity in the corpus
is the result of Plato’s using a variety of styles and exploring a variety of concerns,
possibly aiming at different audiences, over the course of his career.#'

Thus the developmental hypothesis does not provide a secure basis for assign-
ing the Phaedrus to the mid 360s. But the reference to Isocrates, which offers a
likely date of composition in the period 370-450, is sufficient for understand-
ing and interpreting the dialogue with regard to its original context. No points
of interpretation in the dialogue hinge on a date more specific than those two
decades. As for the place of the Phaedrus in Plato’s corpus, insofar as one is con-
cerned not with Plato’s overall development but just with understanding and
interpreting this dialogue, it is useful to recognize where the dialogue itself invites
reference to other dialogues or requires it for the sake of coherence.

The argument against sophistic rhetoric in the Phaedrus is formulated to com-
plement the argument against sophistic rhetoric in the Gorgias (Introd. 4). Plato
alerts the reader to this fact by a striking verbal allusion to the Gorgias just as S.
begins the argument in the Phaedrus (260e4n.). When 8. introduces an analogy
between medicine and psychagogic rhetoric, Plato again alludes to the Gorgias
in order to make clear how his current point differs from a similar one in the
Gorgias (2;70bg—5n.). Clearly the Goygias precedes the Phaedrus and belongs to the
background which the reader will want to consider in reading the Phaedrus. It
is likely that the Republic precedes, too. In the discussion of writing, Plato com-
ments indirectly on his own writings (276d1—e3). Ph. gives high praise to one
who, having knowledge of justice (276c3—4) and using writing properly, i.e. as
play, “tells stories about justice” (SikatooUvns. . . Tép1 puBoAoyoivTa, 276e2-3),
which seems to allude to the Republic (276e1—3n.). Further, when Plato refers to his
own writings, in a sclf-deprecating way, as reminders for the forgetfulness of old
age (276d2-3n.), he seems to imply that he has already produced a large body of
written work. But such an implication, even if it were certain, leaves open exactly
how far along in his career Plato was when he wrote that passage. The palinode’s
image of the human soul as constituted by a reasoning chariotecr and mixed
team of good spirited horse and bad appetitive horse resembles in essentials the
tripartite psychology of the Republic, but it does not require knowledge of the
Republic to be understood (246b1—4n.).

# Griswold 2002; cf. also Denyer 2001: 17—20.

+ Denyer 2001: 20-4. Annas 2002 rejects the developmental hypothesis and offers an
alternative. Wieland 1982: 83—94 criticizes the developmental hypothesis for its philosoph-
ical inadequacy.
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The myth in 8.’s palinode dramatizes Plato’s theory of recollection and utilizes
the theory of Forms (Introd. 5). Yet S. invokes recollection and the Forms abruptly
and forgoes a formal introduction or justification of them even though they are
abstruse, non-intuitive ideas (249c1—2n., 250a5n.). By contrast, S. troubles to
establish the immortality of the soul with a formal proof (245c5—246a2). The
theory of recollection is introduced in a dialectical manner along with the theory
of Forms in the Phaedo and without the Forms in the Meno. The theory of Forms is
also introduced dialectically in the Sympositm and Republic books 5—9. One is not
forced to conclude that these dialogues precede the Phaedrus. But Plato’s reader
would be better able-to understand the palinode’s myth if he or she already
understands recollection and the Forms or can at least find out about them in
those other dialogues.

S. briefly explains dialectic with regard to its constituent procedures of col-
lection and division because rhetoric needs dialectic to be constituted as a techné
(Introd. 4). In an even briefer comment S. reveals his passion for collection
and division with regard to philosophical pursuits (266b4—7). From the Phae-
drus alone, one could not anticipate how collection and division are used in the
Sophist, Statesman, and Philebus, where they are put to philosophical work and bring
philosophical reasoning to a new level of clarity and power (265d4—266b2n.).

8. RECEPTION

Plato’s corpus of written dialogues shaped and influenced a great number of
individual philosophers and writers as well as schools and movements in many
spheres of human endeavor from the fourth century Bce until today.# Since the
Phaedrus was always recognized as a genuine Platonic dialogue and contains the
lessons on erds and the soul presented in the palinode, it attracted its share of
attention within the larger schemes of Platonism and Platonic influence. The
following paragraphs offer a selection of instances where writers and thinkers
can be seen reacting to the Phaedrus in particular.

(1) Fourth century BCE: The Phaedrus fundamentally influenced Aristotle’s Rhetoric,
though Aristotle does not mention Plato in this regard.*® First, Aristotle follows
Plato in rejecting the sophistic view that persuasion itself is the focus of the art.
For both Plato and Aristotle rhetorical art lies in the rAgtor's choices of content
and style; these factors aim at persuasion and are the only factors which the
thétor can control (235b2n., 261e1n.). Second, Aristotle follows the Phaedrus with
respect to two of his three kinds of artistic rhetorical proof (wioTis, Rk 1.2.2—10).
Aristotle’s first rhetorical proof is argument (Adyos) and requires the speaker

4 For an outline of this long complex story, see Horn ¢t al. 2009: 387-522.
¥ Rh. 3.1408b20 mentions irony in the Phaedrus (237a7—241dm.). Metaph. A.1072a1-3,
Top. 6.140by4 refer to the argument on the immmortality of soul (245c5-246a2).
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to be knowledgeable about the topics related to the subject matter of the dis-
course (Rh. 1.4-14, 2.18-26).# Aristotle’s second rhetorical proof, manipulating
the audience’s emotions (&Bos), adapts Plato’s use of psychology to fashion dis-
course in response to the qualities of the auditot’s soul (Rh. 2.1-17). Aristotle’s
third rhetorical proof, imparting the view that the speaker has a good character
(%60s), has no parallel in Plato, for whom the speaker’s authority and trustwor-
thiness are best established outside the discourse. Aristotle was also influenced
by Plato’s arguments on design in discourse (Introd. 2), evident in Rhetoric 3.13,
17 on arrangement and in Poetics 23 on the organic unity of tragic action.

The Phaedrus has no visible influence on the Rhetoric to Alexander except perhiaps
insofar as the latter treatise approves and elaborates the probability arguments
that Plato rejects.#> The erotic speech preserved in the Demosthenic corpus
([Dem.] 61) is eclectic, but signals its indebtedness to the Phaedrus by the name
of its addressee, Epicrates, the host of the rhetorical gathering where Ph. spent
his morning listening to Lysias (227b4).#> Two fragments of a comedy entitled
Phaedrus by the poet Alexis (PCG 247-8) perhaps indicate that Plato’s dialogue
was popular enough in the mid to late fourth certury for this poet to use Ph. as
a comic figure interested in erds and philosophy.+?

(2) Postclassical literature, rhetoric, and philosophy: Plato was a rich source for post-
classical ancient writers who made allusion to the classical canon an art in itself
and a means of articulating one’s message. The Phaedrus was exploited for this
purpose by Hellenistic poets (3rd c. B¢E), Cicero in his rhetorical and philosoph-
ical dialogues (1st c. B:E), and the rhetorically sophisticated prose-writers of the
Second Sophistic (late 1st c.—mid 3rd c. cE). Among the latter were not only clas-
sicizing writers such as Plutarch, Lucian, Aristides, and Philostratus, rhetorical
theorists such as Hermogenes and Menander Rhetor, and epideictic writers such
as Dio of Prusa and Maximus of Tyre, but also the physician Galen and the
Christian apologist Clement of Alexandria.#*

The extramural, sacred grove where S. and Ph. find relief from the summer
heat and talk of erds became a touchstone for the locis amoenus in Hellenistic
pastoral poetry (230b2—c4n.). Theocritus’ Idyll 7 uses the Phaedrus as a model
for its pastoral competition of love songs.#) Callimachus includes the Phaedrus’

4 Aristotle did not retain Plato’s view of dialectic (Rh. 1.1.1, 14; note 26 above) but
introcluced his own account of rhetorical argument. Schutrumpf 1994: gg—104 on the
Phaedrus and Aristotle’s Rhetoni.

4 Chiron 2002: LVII, LXXI-LXXIV.

46 Clavaud 1974: 69-83 on [Dem.] 61, including Platonic influences.

47 Cf. Amott 1996: 691~704. On Plato’s treatinent by fourth~century comic poets, cf.
Diog. Laert. 3.26-8; Webster 1g53: 50-5.

4+ See Trapp 1990 for a survey of allusions to the Phaedrus in these Second Sophistic
authors. Trapp 1990: 170-3 is an eclectic list of allusions to and citations of the Phaedrus from
the Second Sophistic. The superior apparatus in Moreschini 1985 cites ancient testimonia
that quote or paraphrase the Phaedrus.

4 Hunter 1999: 145-6, 2003: 233—4.
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cicadas in his programmatic statement of poetic values (detia frag, 1.29-34). Of
the Hellenistic epigrams falsely attributed to Plato, three may have been inspired
by the Phaedrus (FGLE, “Plato” v1, x, xvy; 252¢e1n.). In De oratore Cicero refers to
Plato’s plane tree at the outset (1.28) and builds up a series of allusions to connect
his argument on rhetoric with Plato’s argument in the Phaedrus.5°

Plutarch’s Amatorius (EpowoTikés), which discusses erds in pederasty and mar-
riage, begins with an apparent rejection of the Phaedrus’ locus amoenus (74g9a) but
then includes a series of allusions to the Phaedrus and considers erds as divine
madness (758d—759d) and as an influence on the soul (765a766b).5' Philostratus’
Heroicus establishes the allusive, playful nature of its protagonists’ discourses with
allusions to play (rcu814) in the Phaedrus.5* The Phaedrus is invoked at the begin-
ning of Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon (1.2.3) and by Longus in Daphnis and
Chloe to deepen the portrayal of erds and the use of myth.53 Aristides (Or. 2, 3) uses
the Phaedrus’ argument on rhetoric and its exemplary treatment of Pericles to
rebut the argument on rhetoric and the bad treatment of Pericles in the Gorgias.3*
Galen is interested in the Phaedrus’ argument on rhetoric in his work On the opinions
of Hippocrates and Plato. In the fifth or sixth century cr the Phaedrus’ account of
divine erds, strongly colored by Neoplatonist interpretation, served Musaeus as a
model for ers in his verse rendering of Hero and Leander.5® Three passages from
the Phaedrus belonged to a tradition of reflection on the fate and nature of the
soul, conducted chiefly by Neoplatonists and Christians, that extends into-the
high Middle Ages: 250c4—5 on the body as the tomb of the soul; 246a3-249d3 on
the soul’s flight upwards towards the super-heavenly realm; 248h6 on “the plain
of truth.”%

The Phaedrus takes issue with fourth-century BGE approaches to style and
diction (227¢6n., 234e5-6n.), but its famous passages were enshrined as models in
later stylistic theory. Dionysius of Halicarnassus (mid 1st c. BcE—early 1st c. CE) cites
the dialogue to illustrate both Plato’s plain style (ioyvév), which he admires, and
his elevated style (iymAdv), which he dislikes (Dem. 5—7; 238b6—c4n.). Hermogenes
(2nd c. cE) illustrated his view of Plato’s “sweetness” (yAuxUtns) with several
passages from the Phaedrus, including the opening of S.’s first speech: (237a7—-
br) that Dionysius finds artificial (/d. 3308 Rabe).5® To judge from fragments
preserved in the work of Philodemus of Gadara, the Stoic philosopher Diogenes
of Babylon (mid 2nd c. Bce—mid 1st c. BGE) pursued the Platonic goal of a
philosophical rhetoric based on the Gorgias and Phaedrus.5® The Phaedrus’ account

5 Goiler 1988: 215~23. Cf. also Brut. 24 (plane trec), Leg. 1.3 (Boreas-Oreithyia), 2.6
(Ilissus). Cicero translated Phdr. 245¢5-246a2 (Rap. 6.27-8, Tisc. 1.53—4), 279a1-b2 (Orat.
41). ’

5' Trapp 1ggo0: 15761,

3 Hodkinson 2011. On o1& in the Phaedrus, cf. 274b7-278e3n.

5 Hunter 1997. ™ Trapp 1990: 166—. % Rocca 2006.

50 Gelzer 1975: 310~11,316—22. 7 Courcelle 1974: 394—414, 562—624, 655~6o0.

 Walsdorff 1927 on ancient judgments on Plato’s style. 5 Aubert 200g.
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of philosophical rhetoric also influenced the church father Gregory of Nazianzus
(320—389 ) in his account of the ideal Christian preacher.*® However, beyond
the Phaedrus’ fundamental influence on Aristotle and Cicero and through them to
later rhetorical theory, the dialogue was often misunderstood when it was cited as
an authority for rhetorical precepts in the rhetorical treatises of late antiquity.”'
Presumably it was too complex and ironic to be integrated into this reductive
tradition.

Among philosophers, the Stoic Posidonius (1st c. BcE) commented on the
Phaedrus (frags. 24, 31, 290 Kidd). Apuleius (2nd c. cE) joined Plutarch (On the
generation of the soul in the Timaeus) and other Middle Platonists (1st c. BcE—2nd
c. ce) in seeking to reconcile the generated world-soul of the Timaeus with the
immortal soul of the Phaedrus.” The Middle Platonist Harpocration of Argos (late
2nd c. cE) compiled a Commentary on Plato, from which two fragments concerning
the Phaedrus are preserved.’ The dialogue finds echoes in many Neoplatonic
texts and contexts (3rd c. ce—6th c. c), especially in passages regarding the
soul, erds, and beauty.% For instance, the depiction of divine erds in the Phaedrus
shaped the accounts of divine erds of both Plotinus (205—269/70 cx) and Proclus
(¢c. 410~485 cE)." The dialogue’s account of the soul and the super-heavenly
realm of true Being helped shape Plotinus® account of the soul.% Plotinus’ essay
On the intelligible beauty (Enn. 5.8) quotes and reworks several passages from the
Phaedrus.9 Proclus critiques Plotinus’ account of evil in light of the descent of
the soul in the dialogue.®® The commentary compiled by Hermias of Alexandria
(5th c. cE), the student of Syrianus (¢. 360—c. 435 cE) and fellow student of
Proclus, is the only extant Neoplatonic commentary on the Phaedrus and contains
within it much of the inherited Neoplatonic -tradition on the dialogue up to
that point.% '

O Kennedy 1980: 192-6.

5 Even Quintilian, Jnst. 3.10.11 (on the “Eleatic Palamedes,” 261d6n.), who otherwise
cites the Phaedrus infrequently but correctly. Examples of typical misunderstandings of the
Phaedrus in late rhetorical treatises: Anonymous Seguerianus, Art of political discourse §207;
Rabe 1931 (Prolagomenon sylloge): 281, 320.

% On the use of the Phaedrus by Middle Platonists generally, see Moreschini 1992; on
Apuleius and the Phaedrus, see Finamore 2006: 41—2. The extent to which the Phaedrus influ-
enced Apuleius’ story of Cupid and Psyche (Met. 4.28-6.24) is controversial (Moreschini
1992: 195-8).

4 Dillon 1971.

& Cf. 137 references to the Phaedrus in the index fontion in the Henry and Schwyzer
(1964-82) edition of Plotinus. For an overview of Neoplatonic interest in the Phaedrus, see
Bielmeier 1930. N

65 Armsuong 1961, % Rist 1967, Taran 1969.  # Corrigan 2005: 189—227.

6 Phillips 2007: 238-58. On Proclus’ use of the Phaedrus generally, see Buckley 2006.

9 On Hermias and the sources of his comnmentary, see Bernard 1997: 1—74, Moreschini
2009. See Dillon 1973: 92-9, 24850 on the extant fragments of the Plaedrus commentary
by Iamblichus (¢. 245~525 CE).
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(3) Medieval and modern reception: There is no evidence that the Phaedrus was
translated into Arabic, but the contents of the dialogue were known to Al-Farabi
(c. 870950 GE; Philosoply of Plato §§25-8). Medieval Arabs knew the Phaedrus’
account of love as divine madness, transposed to love for woman; and the doc-
trine of the soul’s self-movement (245c5—246a2) was known to the Arabic tradition
in garbled fashion through Neoplatonic sources.” Michael Psellus, the eleventh-
century Byzantine scholar, composed an exegetical work on the Phaedrus, much
of which is drawn from Hermias.” In the Italian Renaissance Leonardo Bruni
(c- 1370-1444) translated the Phasdrusinto Latin in a bowdlerized version that omit-
ted references to pederasty. Marsilio Ficino (1433-1499), the Florentine Chris-
tian Platonist and student of Neoplatonism, made a complete translation into
Latin and published a commentary on the entire dialogue.” In France Frangois
Rabelais (¢. 1494-1553) alludes to the Phaedrus’ account of divine possession, the
“plain of truth” (248b6), and the critique of writing.’3

In England Edmund Spenser (1552—99) alludes extensively to the Phaedran
charioteer in the Faerie Queene.” Benjamin Whichcote (1609-83), one of the
Cambridge Platonists, made use of the Phaedrus’ account of the descent and ascent
of the soul.” Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1772-1834) studied the Phaedrus’ doctrine
of divine inspiration in relation to poetic creation.”® William Wordsworth (1770~
1850) used the Phaedrus’ doctrine of recollection and the soul’s prenatal existence
in his Ode on mtimations of tmmortality.” In the nineteenth century the role of
pederasty in the Phaedrus and Symposium was at the center of controversy over
Benjamin Jowett’s influential but bowdlerized translation of Plato.” In the novel
Jacob’s room (1922) by Virginia Woolf (1882—1941) the protagonist’s reading of the
Phaedrus is a central element of the plot.” '

Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834), the German translator of Plato and
founder of the modern field of hermeneutics, viewed the Phaedrus as Plato’s
first dialogue and the origin of Plato’s systematically organized corpus.” In the
twentieth century, readings of the Phaedrus by Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) and
Jacques Derrida (1930—2004) have made the dialogue prominent in continental
philosophy. In his 1924/5 lectures on Plato’s Sophist, Heidegger examines the
secondl, dialectical, part of the Phaedrus in search of a logos that can “see the

7° Rosenthal 1940: 419—20, Wakelnig 2006: 368—9. 7' Jahn 1899.

7 On Bruni’s Phaedrus, see Hankins 1ggo: 66—~2. Allen 2008 contains Ficino’s com-
mentary and his translation of S.’s palinode. Allen 1984 is a study of Ficino’s work on the
Phaedrus. .

3 Menini 2009. ™ Gray 2006: xviii-xx. 7 Scott 1904: 142, 149.

6 Vigus 2009: 76-81. 77 Price 1994: 219-21.

7 Cruzalegui Sotelo 2006: 589—706. On English translations of Plato from the seven-
teenth through the twentieth centuries, see the introductions to the relevant section (by
century) in Baldwin and Hutton 1994.

™ Lyons 1994: 293~7. )

o Asmuth 2006: 187-218 on the role of the Phaedrus in Schleiermacher’s translation
project. Lafrance 1990 on the Phaedrus and Schieiermacher’s hermeneutics.
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truth.”® In his 1936/7 lectures on “Nietzsche: the will to power as art,” Heidegger
considers the relationship between truth and beauty in S.’s palinode.” In both
cases Heidegger is concerned with the way Being shows itself, a problem common
to Plato’s epistemology (Phdr. 249d4—250d7) and Heidegger’s phenomenology.
Derrida’s essay “Plato’s pharmacy” (1968), now a canonical part of the reception
of the Phaedrus, presents a deconstructive reading of the dialogue; that is, artfully
avoiding the pursuit of Plato’s meanings, Derrida demonstrates his own freedom
(which belongs to any reader) to discover significance in any aspect of the text in
relation to any other aspect of the text or indeed of the world." Derrida’s baroque
reading seeks to overturn the Phaedrus’ conception of design in artistic discourse;
the dialogue’s complexity no longer reflects authorial control but enables the
reader’s interpretive autonomy. Gone not only is Plato the author, but along with
him the possibility of receiving his messages, of understanding his arguments,
and of appreciating his irony.%

Partly as a result of its connection to contemporary philosophy, the modern
study of rhetoric has regained its ancient sophistication, and the Phaedrus is
again significant for rhetorical theorists concerned with argumentation, design
in discourse, and the nature and purpose of the art.%

9. THE TEXT AND APPARATUS IN THIS EDITION

The text printed here represents the editor’s judgment of what Plato most likely
wrote, based on the available evidence and the generations of scholarly acumen
brought to bear on the question. Information about the readings in the medieval
manuscripts and scholarly emendations was drawn from the critical editions of
Moreschini 1966, 1985 and Robin 1933. All published papyri containing portions
of the Phaedrus have been consulted.”?

B Heidegger 1992: 308--52 (Plato’s Sophist §§50—5).

" Heidegger 1985: 23148 (Metzsche: the will to power as art §26).

% Derricda 1968. Derrida emerges from the same Heideggerian background as Hans-
Georg Gadamer (1g00—2002), for whom the Phaedrus is also a fundamental text; cf.
Gadamer 1989: 362—9, 48091, Schmid 2003.

% On Derrida’s reading of the Phaedrus, cf. Griswold 1986: 230~41, Rinon 1992, 1993.

% Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969, Hunter 1984, Stewart 1984, Sloane 1997.

U6 On the manuscript traclition of the Phaedrus and the ancient tradition as evidenced
in the papyri and testimonia, sce Moreschini 1985: cavi~cexxim. On the ancient and
meclieval transmission of Plato generally, see Carlini 1972: 3—141. The medlieval manuscripts
containing the Phaedrus ave listed in Brumbaugh and Wells 1968: 106—9. On the ancient
Plato lexica, see Dyck 1985,

8 Eight papyri containing portions of the Phaedrus have been published (all ce, CPF
80.48—54): P Oxy. 1016 (3¢l c., 227a1—230¢4); RTurner 7 + ROxy. 2102 (2nd c., 233¢2—-234b2,
242d4—244e1); P Oxp. 1017 (2nd-3rd c., 238c5—240d5, 245a3—251bq); P2 Ant. 77 (2nd—3rd c.,
257cl2~e1); P Col. 203 (2nc—3rd c., 266b1--6, 266d2—e3); £ Mil. Vogl. g (2nd—3xd c., 267b3—
d1, 268b8-c7); POxy. 3677 (2nd c., 267c3-6). Two papyri quote the Phaedrus (both ce, CPF
80.110T-1117T): P Berl. 8 (= BKT 2.52-3, 2nd c., 265c8—l6); £ Oxy. 3543 (2nd c., 279a1~4).
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The purpose of the brief textual apparatus is to alert the readler to those
problems of the text that require consideration for understanding Plato’s meaning,
Superficial errors and discrepancies among the primary sources are ignored. The
apparatus reports only two kinds of cases: (1) the acopted reading is one of two or
more variants in the primary manuscripts (i.e. the medieval manuscripts BTW
and the papyri), none of the variants is obviously correct, and a decision among
the variants affects what Plato means; (2) the adopted reading departs from all the
primary manuscripts, i.c. it is.either an editorial emendation or a reading found
only in a secondary manusctipt or ancient testimonium. Except for problems
discussed in the commentary, all other textual variants, proposed emendations,
and editorial decisions have been passed over in silence. To check the provenance
of all readings that are adopted in the text but not reported in the apparatus, the
reader is referred to the apparalus criticus in Moreschini 1985. In order to facilitate
fluent reading, editorial brackets have been excluded from the text and confined
to the apparatus. The marginal page numbers and section letters (a—e), used
everywhere to refer to Plato’s text, stem from and have been checked against the
Plato edition of Henri Estienne (Stephanus), Geneva 1578.

Abbreviations used in the apparatus

Oxford, codex Bodleianus, MS E. D. Clarke 39, 895 ¢

Venice, codex Marcianus graecus appendix classis 1v, 1 (collocazione

542), 10th c. cE

Vienna, codex Vindobonensis supplementum graecum 7, 11th c. ce®

btw  additional hands in BTW without regard for date of inscription or loca-
tion in the MS

rec.  one or more secondary MSS (codices recentiores), either the original

hand or that of a corrector

T A%

T papyrus
p2 scholion ‘
[text] either (1) text absent in primary MSS or (2) text found in primary MSS

but absent in an ancient source or deleted by a modern editor; in context
there is no ambiguity

Abbreviations of papyri follow Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic and Coptic Papyri,
Ostraca and Tablets, available at: http:/ /scriptorium.lib.dluke.edu/papyrus/texts/ clist. html,

% The line numbers within the lettered sections vary from one edlition of Plato to
another.

% The relationship between B and codex Venetus Marcianus graecus 185, known as
D, is controversial. This edition follows the judgment of Brockmann 1992: 49-60, based
mainly on the Symposiuen, that D is an apograph of B; it is thus not inclucded amnong the
primary MSS. In six places in the Phaedrus D cleparts from B by a single letter and joins
TW for the correct reading (Moreschini 1985: caxi).

% Codex Vaticanus Palatinus graccus 173, known as B, is extant for the Phaedrus only in
extracts and follows W (Moreschini 1985: coxn—-coxiu).
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¢oTIv, oUtwol Siavooy mepi Epol, s Eyd oe Téwu piv QIAG, TrapdvTos
8t kal Auoiou, EpauTdy oot upereTdy Tapéxelv oU Trévu SESokTa. GAN
101, Seikvue.

DAL TTale. Exkékpourds pe EATriSos, & Zcokpares, fijv elyov &v gol g
€y yumvaoduevos. &AA& ToU &) BoUder kaBiZdpevor dvoryviduey;

2.  Aclp’ tTparrédpevol kot ToV TAiodv Twpev, elta dmou &v 56En:
&v fouyiai kaBiinobpueda.

®AI.  Els kaipdv, ds Eoikev, dvumdSnTos ddv ETuyov: ol ptv ydp 81
&el. pdoTov olv fuiv katd Td UB&TIOV Ppéyouot Tous TréBas tévan, kal
oUk &ndés, &AAws Te kal Trvde THY Hdpav ToU ETous Te kal Tijs uépas.

20). TTpbdaye 81, kal okdtrer &pa dtwou kabiinodueda.

®AIl. Opdus olv &kelvny THY OynAoT&TnY TA&TAVOV;

2. Tipdy;

DAL Exel ok 7 toiv kal rvelpa pétpiov, kal wéa kabigeaboan fj &v
BouAcueda kaTakAiBfjvan.

20). TTpodyors &v.

DAl Elré por, & Sdoxpartes, oUk dvBEvSe pévror obév &md ToU Thiool
Aéyetan & Bopéas v Wpeibuiav dpméoat;

20). Aéyeton yap.

228e1 &t kal Auoiov B: 8¢ Auclou TWII
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DAl "Ap’ olv évBévde; \aplevta yolUv kal kabapd kai Siagaviy T&
UB4TIa padveTan, kal mITHBEIX Kdpas TraiGelV TTap T

2. Ok, &AM kdTwlev doov B i Tpla oTddia, fii Tpds TO
tv Aypas SiaPaivopev: kal Tou Tis 0Tt Peopds abTé6t Bopéov.

DAL OU whvu vevdnka: AN eltre wpds Aids, & Zkpartes, oU ToUTO
76 puboAdynua Trelfer dAnbis elvan;

Z0). AN el &miotoiny, SoTrep ol cogol, oUk &v &ToTros einv: elta
copiGbdpevos palnv auTthy Trvedpa Boptou katd Tév Anclov weTpdov
ouv Qapuakelon Tralfovoay daat, kal oUTw &f) TeAeuTHoaoav AexBfjvat
Urd ToU Bopéou &vépmracTov yeyovévar — fj £§ Apelou Trdryou: AéyeTtan
Yap aU kal oUrtos & Adyos, s exeibev GAN oUk EvBévde fpmrdobn. ¢y
8¢, & Daidpe, EAAwS ptv T& ToraUTa Xapievta fyoUpa, AMav 5t Sewvol
kol EmiTrévou kal o Tévu edTuyoUs duBpds, kat &AAo piv oUdy, 5Ti &
arTéd &vdrykn peTd ToUTo Td TGV TTrTokevTadpwy eldos dravoplolofat
kad o615 16 Tis Xipalpas, kai Emppel 8¢ SxAos TotoUTwv Mopydvwy kal
Mnyd&owv kal &AAwv &unydvwv TTAMON Te kad droTrian Tepatoddywv
TG QUoewy' ofs el Tis &mtioTév TpooPiPdn kaTd TO elkds EaoTov
&te &ypoikwi Tivi coplan xpdpevos, TOAATs aUTEL oXoAfis Serfiael. Euol
8t mwpds TA TolalTa oUBaudys EaTi oXoAn TO 8t aiTiov, & @lAe, ToU-
Tou Té8e. oU BUvapal Tw katd TO AeA@ikdv Yypbupa yvévar tuautdby:
yeAoiov 8 pot padvetan ToUTo ET1 &dyvoolvTta & GAASTpIa oKOTIEV. BBev
&% yalpev tédoas TaUTa, TrelBdpEvos Bt TG voumGouével Trepl alTéddv, &
vOv 87 EAeyov, okotrdd ov Talta &AN EuauTdv, eite T1 Bnplov Tuydvew
Tugdvos TToAuTtAokwTEpOV Kal udAAov EmriteBuppévov, eiTe fuepwTepov

Te kol &mmAoUoTepov Eédiov, Belas TIvds kal &rugou poipas QUoE peTé- ¢

xov. &tép, & Etaipe, uerafy TéV Adywv, &p' o T68e fiv TO évSpov g
&trep fyes fuds;

DAl Tolto ptv olv alrd.

SW. N# 1w "Hpav, kaAn ye 1y kataywy. f| Te yap mA&Tavos avtn
BN &pprAagns Te kai UyhATy, ToU Te &yvou 1o Uyos kal Td alokiov
méykoov, kal 65 &kpiv Exer Tiis &vbns, dos &v eUwStoTaTov Taptyol
Tév TéTOV f Te aU Tyt YXapieoTdTn UTd Tiis TAGTAvoU PEl pdAa
yuypoU UdaTos, ¢ ye Té1 odl Tekpripachar. vupeddv TE Tvwv kal
AxeAdiou lepdv &mo TGV Kopddv Te Kal dyaAudTeov goiev elvad, €l 8 al
Boulel, T ebrvouy ToU TéTroU (s &y atrnTov kal opodpa #HdU- Bepivdy Te
ko Atyupdv UTrnxel Tédn Tdv TeTTly v Xopdl. TavTwy 8t KopydTaTow
& Tiis woas, &1 &v Apépa TTpocdvTel kavr) TrEQUKE KOTaKAIVEVTI TV
KegoAV Traryk&Aws Exev. (oTe GpioTd ool EevaynTan, & ¢ie Daidpe.

22gc2 &v Aypas Z: Tiis Aypas BTWI  22ge4 T& toialra IT: TaUra TW: aldrd B
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DAL, ZU 8¢ ye, & Baupdaie, dTomdTaTds Tis Palvel. &Texvdds y&p,
& Méyers, Eevayoupéveor Tvl kal oUk émixwplet toikas oUTws &k Tou
&oTecos ol els THY Urepoplav &roBnuels o0t EEwo Telxous Euotye Sokeis
TO Tapdmav EGiévan,

S0, Suyylyvwoké pol, & &pioTe. graouadns yép elw T& pév olv
yowpla kal T& BévBpa oUdév | E0EAel Bid&okely, ol & &v Tdd1 &doTer &vbp-
wTrol. oU pévTtol Sokels por Tiis éufls EE68ou TO pdpuoxov nUpnkévar:
&otrep y&p of T& TEwdvTa Opfupata BaAddv i Tva kapTdv Trpo-
oelovTes &youotv, oU éuol Adyous oUTw TpoTelvewv Ev PipAfols THv Te
ATk alvel rep1a§ev dmacav kal &1ro1 v &Aoot BoUAn. viv § olv
v T TapovTi Selip’ &ikdpevos Eycd pév poi Sokdd katakeloeohan, oU &
&v érolwr oxnpaTt ofel pdioTa dvayvidoeoBa, ToUF EAdpevos dvayty-
VOOOKE.

DAl Axoue &1).

TTepl ptv TGV Epddv Trparypdrev EioTaca, kad ¢ voulZw oupeépev
UiV ToUTwv yevouévwy &xrkoas: &E16d 8¢ ut 8id ToUTo &Tuyfican. &v
Stoman, 611 00k EpaoThs Cov gou TUYX&vw. 636 Ekelvors pév TOTE peTapéher
Qv 8v el Tro1fjowoty, Eraiddv Tiis Emibuplas TradowvTan: Tois St ok EoTi
Xpbévos tv &1 ueTaryvédvar Tpookel, ol y&p UTC &vérykns AN ExbuTes,
o5 &v &proTa Tepl TV olkefwv PoudeloaivTo, Pds THY SUvapiv THY
aUTGdV €U TroloUaoiv.

"ET1 6t of piv EpddvTes okomolov & Te kaxdds SitBevro TV alrTddv
Bi1&x 1oV EpwTa kal & TreTroifkacty €Y, kal dv elyov mdvov TpooTIBévTes
NyoUvtar dAan THv &€lav &rroSedwkévan x&ptv Tols épwpévols: Tois 5t
1) Epddotv oUre v TV olkelwv &uéheiav Si& ToUTo EoTi TTpopacifecdan,
oUTe ToUs TapeAnAubdTas rdvous UtrohoyiGesBa, oUTe Tds Tpds Tous
TpootikovTas Siagopds alTidoacbal GaTe TEPIMIpNUéVLOV TOTOUTWY
KoKV oUSEv UtroAeiTreTan &AN fj Troiglv rpobupws 8 T1 &v alrois ofwvTal
Tp&EavTes Xapteloda.

“ET1 8¢ el 51& ToUTo &§1ov TOUS EpddvTas trepl TOAAOU ToreloBan, ST
ToUTOUSs PdAoTd paotv piAelv v &v Epddov kal EToipof elol kal &k Tédv
Aodywv kal &k Tév Epywv Tois &AAois &réxBavéuevorl Tols Epwuévols
xopiteadan, p&adiov yvéivay, el &Anéf Aéyouoiv, &1 dowv &v UoTepov
¢pacbioy, Exelvous arTédv Trept TrAsiovos TroifjoovTal, Kal Stidov &1,
& Exefvors Sokdji, kal ToUToUs KaKES TOIf|COUaIV.

KalTor réds elkds doTi ToloUTov pdypa Trpoéofar Toiawtnv éxovTt
oupgopdv, fiv oud &v Emixepnoeiey oUBels Eutrelpos v droTpémey;
kal y&p adrol dpohoyolot vooeiv pdAAov 1} ocoppoveiv, kal eidévon &1
Kakds ppovolo, AN ob Buvaohon auTdy KpaTeiv: doTe Tdds dv €D
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ppovricavTes TaUTa kahdds Exev fyfioaivto Trepl dv obTw Siakeiuevor
BouAevovTat;

Kai pév 81 €l pév &k TV Epcovtov TdV BéATIoTOV aipoio, €6 SAlycwv
&v oot 7 &Aeis gin’ el 8 & TV EAAwv TOV caUTI EmTNnSEIdTaTOVY,
&K TTOAAGV" oTe TOAU TrAsicov EATrls &v ToTs TTOAAOTS SvTar TUXETV TOV
&€iov Tiis ofis grAias.

Ei Toivuv TOV vdpov TOV kabeornkdTa 8ESoikas, uly TubBopéveov
TV &vbpTrewv Overdds ool yévnTal, elkds EoTi TOUS pEv EpddvTas, oUTwS
&v olopévous kai UTrd TV EAAwv {nAolcbon HoTrep aliTous U auTddv,
gmapbfjvar Téd1 Aéyev kal prdoTipoupévous émideikvuobar pos drrav-
Tas &1 oUk EAAWS aUrTois TreTdvnTal” Tous 8t piy EpddvTas, KpelTTOUS
aUTédv dvtas, TO BEATIoTOV &vTl TS 86ENns THs Tapd Tdv &dvbBpromreov
alpeioBon.

"Emi 8¢ ToUs piv Epddvtas ToAAoUs &vdykn Truféobar kol 18eiv
&xoAouBolvtas Tols Epwpbvols kai Epyov ToUTOo Troloupévous, WaTe,
dtav 6¢B&01  SioAeydpevor SAARAols, TéHTE abToUs ofovtan 1
yeyevnpéuns ) peAdovons EoeoBon Tiis émibuplas ouveivar: Tous S&
un Epdvtas oUd almidobon ik THv ouvouciav émixeipolUoty, elddTes
4m &uaykaiov éoTiv §) Six giAiav Twi SiaAéyeobar fi & GAANY Tiva
1 Soviv.

Kal ptv 87 €l oo1 éos rapéoTnkey fiyoupévwr xoAemov elvail giAiav
ouppéve, kal EAAw! ptv TpdTTL Siapopds yevopévns kowvnyv &ugoTépols
KaTaoTijval THy ocupgopdv, Trpoepévou 8¢ cou & Trepl TAeioTou TrOIf)I
peydAnv &v ool PA&GBNY &v yevéoba, elkdTws &Gv ToUs EpddvTas n&AAoV
&v @oPoio’ MOAX yé&p alrtous éoTi T& AutrolvTa, kol TavT &l Tij
aUTédY PA&GBNI vopifouot yiyvesOal. S1dmep kal Tas pds Tous &AAous
TQV Epwpévwy ouvouaias &rroTpémroustv, poPouuevol Tous uév oUaiav
KEKTNVOUS Ty XpTiuaatv alTous UtrepPéAwvTal, Tous 8t erandeupé-
VOUS i) CUVECEL KPEITTOUS YéveovTan® TEV 8¢ &AAO Ti kekTNHévaov &yaBdv
TV SUvapv ékdoTou puAGTTOVTAL. TreloavTes pev olv &rexBéofan oe
TouTols els épnuiav @idwv kabioTdolv, Edv 88 TO oeauToU okOTIGV
&uevov xeivoov ppovijis, fifers alrols els Siapopdy: door 8¢ ur) Epdov-
Tes ETuxov GAAK 81’ &peTiyv Emrpaav v E8éovTo, oUk &v Tols guvolal
Bovoiev GAAX Tous pry E0EAovTas wiooiey, fyyoUpevor UT’ Ekelveov ptv
UtrepopdaBal, Umd TEV ocuvdvTwy Bt deereiolal, doTe TOAU TAelwov
énris @iMav aUTols ik Tou pdrypartos 1) ExBpav yevéoha.

231d5 BouvAelovTtan Stephanus: Povdovran BTW
232c2 &v yevéoOBon B: yevéaBou TW  232c3 &v goPoio B: popoio TW
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Kai pév 81 Tédv pév Epadvtwy roAol TpdTeEpoV ToU oloparTos ETreBUpn-
gav fi TOV TpoTTOV Eyvwoav kal Tév &AAwv olkelwy EuTreipor EyévovTo,
woTe &SnAov auTols el ET1 TéTe BouAfiocovTan iAol elvan, Emaddv Tis
¢émbuplas TavowvTal Tois 8¢ pry épddotv, ol kal TpdTepov &AAfAOIS
@iAo1 GvTes TaUTa Empagav, oUk E§ dv v e réBwot ToUTo elkds EAGTTW
v @Aiav adTois Toifican, &AA& TaUTa pvnueia kaTaAeapbijval TV
peAASVTWY EoecBal. ,

Kad pév 81 BeAtiovi ool rpootikel yevéoBan Epol Treiopéveot ) EpaoTi.
Ekefvol ptv yap kal Tapd 16 BéATIoTOV T& TE Aeydpeva kal T TTpaT-
Topeva Eronvoloty, T ptv 8eBidTes pf) &méyOwvran, T& 88 kal auTol
Xeipov S1&x Thv Embuplav yryvdokovTes. TolalTa yap & Epeos Emidelkvu-
Ton* SuoTuyolvTas pév, & piy AuTrny Tois SAAois Trapéxel, &viopd Trolel
voplZev: euTuyolvTas 8¢, kal T& pf) fiSoviis &fla Tap’ ékelveov Emratvou
AvayK&Gel Tuy Xavelv: Qo Te TTOAU péAAov EAeeiv Tois Epwpévors ) EnAolv
aUToUs Trpootikel. Edv 8¢ por Teldn, TpddTov piv o¥ THv TapolUoav
NSoviyv Bepatrelwv ouvioopai ool dAAG kal THv péAhouvcav GpéAeiav
oeoBan, oUy UT EpwTos HTTOpEVOs GAN EuauTol kpaTdv, oudt S
omikp& loyupdv ExBpav dvaipotpevos GAAL Bik peydAa Bpadéws SAlynv
SpyTv TroloUpevas, TGV ptv drouoiwy ouyyvopny Exwv, Té 5 tkovoia
TEIPOUEVOS ATTOTPETTEIV* TAUTA Y&p £0T1 PIAfas TTOAUY X pbvov Egopévns
Tekpnpia. €l § &pa ool ToUTo TrapéaTnkey, dos oUy olév Te ioyupdv giAfav
yevéaBon Edv pf) Tis Epddv Tuyxavn, évBupeioBar xph 6T oUT &v Tous
Uels Trepi TToAAoU ErroroUpeba oUT &v Tous Tratépas kal s punTépas, oUT
&v moTous plAous EkekTripeda, of oUk £§ Embuplas To1aUTns Yeydvaov
&N &€ ETépaov ETriTnSeupdToov.

“ET1 8¢ el ¥pt) Tois Seouévors pdhioTa xapieoban, Tpootikel kal Tois
&Aots ut) Tous PeATioTous GAAG Tous &dTropwTdTous €U roleiv: peyloTwv
yap &rodAaytvTes Kakddy TAeioTnY X&ptv auTois eiloovTan. kal pév &)
kol &v Tads 18ians Sarrévans oU Tous pfAous &Eiov TTapaxoAely, &AA Tous
TpocanToUVTAs Kal Tous Seopévous TTAnouovils ekeivol ydap kal &yorr-
oouolv kal dxoAoudficouatv kal étrl Tds 8Upas fi§ovoi kal pdioTa fiobn-
oovTai Kal oUk Ehaylotnv x&pw eloovTtan kal TToAAK &yabd airTois eU§-
ovTal. &AX Tows TTpootikel oU Tols opbdSpa Seopévors xapileobal, dAAK
Tois pdAioTa drodolvan X&piv Suvapévols: oUdt Tols épddot udvov, dAAK
Tois ToU pdrynaros &Eiols: oUdE dool Tiis afis dpas droAaugovTat, GAN
oiTives TrpecPuTépw! Yevouévwl TV opeTépwov &yabdv peTadooouaiv:
oUdt of Siamrpafduevor pds Tous GAAous prhoTipfoovTal, GAN oiTives
adoyuvdpevol pds &ravtas olwTicovTal oudt Tois dAlyov xpdvov
oTrouddgouciv, GAAY Tois duoiws 31 TTavTos ToU Blou piAois toopévors:
oU8t oiTives Taudpevor Ths Embuplas ExBpas Tpdeaciv nTricouay,
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AN of Travoapévou Tiis pas TOTE THY aUTdv &pettiv Emdel§ovtal. ol
olv Tév Te elpnuéveov péuvnoo xal éxeivo évBupol, 311 ToUs uev Epdov-
tas ol pfAor voubetoUowv s dvTos kKakoU Tol &miTndeluaros, Tois 5¢
uf pddoiv oUdels TdToTE TAOV olkeloov EudppaTo dos 81 ToUTo KaKdds
Poulevopévors Trepi EauTdov.

"lows &v olv Epo1é ue el Graaiv ool Tapovéd Tols pi épddat Xapifeadan.
&y oo pv olpa oUd &v TV EpAVTA TrPdS ATTaVTAS o€ KEAEUEIV TOUS EpadVTaS
TaUTny Exewv THY Sidvolav: olTe yap T AauPdvovTt xdprtos ions
&Eiov, oUTe ool Pouhopéveot Tous &AAous AavBavelv dpofws BuvaTov: Bet
B¢ PA&GPNV ptv &1 aToU undeplav, weéAeiav 8¢ &ugoiv ylyvesba.

Eycd ptv olv Ikavd pot vouilw T elpnuévar el 8¢ T1 oU wobels, fyyoU-
pevos TrapoAeAeipbal, EpcoTa.

Ti oo1 palveTal, & ZeokpaTes, & Adyos; oUy Utreppudds Té& Te AN Kal
tois dvopaaoy elpfiobau; .

20). Acupoviws ptv olv, & ETaipe, GoTe pe EkmAayfjvar. kai ToUTo
kyo Emwabov 81k of, & Doidpe, TTpds ot &roPAémrwv, &Ti pol EBOKels
Yéwucban Urd 1ol Adyou peTady dvayyvidokwy: fyoupevos yap ot
pdAdov A pt Ematav Tepl TV ToloUTwWY ool elTépny, kol ErOpevos
ouveBdryevoa peTd ool Tfis Oeias kepafis.

DAL  Elev' oUtw 81 Soxel railev;

20). Aok ydp oo allev kal oUyl Eomroudakéval;

DAL Mnbapdds, & ZaxrpaTes, AN cs &AnBGs eitre wpds Ads PrAfov,
ofel &v Tva Exew ehmelv &Ahov Tédv EAMjvewv Etepar ToUTwov peffow kai
TAelo Tepi ToU alToU TTpdy paTos;

ZM. Tidé; kad TaTni 86T U Epol Te kad ooU TOV Adyov Erauvedijval,
s T& SéovTa elpnrdTos Tol ToinToU, &AN oUk Exelvnt pévov, 6T1 cagi
xal oTpoyyUAa kal &kpiPdds EkaoTa TV dvoudTwv dTroTeTdpveuTal;
el y&p B¢el, ouyywpnTéov X&pv ofv, Emrel dué ye EAaBev Umrd TS Epfis
oUBevias: TG ydp pnTopixd alTol pdvwi TdV volv Trpoceiyov, ToUTo
8t oUS alrdv drumy Auaiav ofeaBan tkavdv elvai, kai olv pot Edoev,
®aiidpe, € un T oU &ANo Adyels, Bls kail Tpls T& alTd elpnréva, ws o¥
vy ebropddov Tol TOAA Aéyew Tepl ToU alToU, | iows oUdtv aUTdd
péAov ToU ToloUTou' Kai EpalveTo 81y pot veavieUesBon EmiBeIkVUPEVOS
o5 olbs Te Qv TaUTd ETépws Te kol ETépws Abywv &ugoTépws elTreiv
&proTa.

234b1 wavoapévou G. Hermann: ravoapévol BTW: mauoauévngs rec.
ag4c1 Td1 AapBdvovTi T: Téh Adywt AapPdvovti BW

234c4 TOBETS rec.: UTrobeis T: Ymobijis BW

ag5a2 kal olv C. Fr. Hermann: Sikouolv B: Sikcuov olv TW
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DAL OUbkv Méyels, & ZOKPATES' abtd yap ToUTo kal pdhioTa &
ASYyos Exel. Tév y&p EvovTtwv &lews pnbfivan bv &I Trpdyua'fl oUbty
TrapaéhoiTrey, GOTE Troapd T dkelveot eipn uéva pndév’ &v oTe Buvacha
elTreiv EAAa TAelw kad TAelovos &6

S0, Tolro tyd ot oUkéT olds T Eooucn miléoBan’ mahaiol y&p
kol cogol &vSpes Te kal yuvdikes Trepl aiTédv elpnréTes kal YeYpo@oTeS
EEeAéyoual ue, Eav oo1 XOPILOUEVOS TUY X eopEd.

®AIl. Tives oUTot; kat ol oU PeATiw ToUTwy &knikoas;

S0).  NOv ptv oUTes oUk Exw eltreiv: 8fjAov 8t &11 T dkfkoq, 1
rov ZarreoUs Tiis KaATS fj AvaxpéovTtos Tol copou A kal ouyypagéwy
Ty, Tlev 8N Tekuaipdpevos Aéyco; TATipés Trows, & Scapdvie, TO
oTfiBos Exeov odobdvonar Toapd TalTa &v Exew eleiv ETepa ph Xelpow.
&T1 pév oUv TTapd& Ye EuauTol oSty alrrédv dvvevdnia, U olba, cuveldos
tpouTddt &dpadiav: AeitreTon 87) olpan £§ dAAoTpiwv Tobtv vapdTwy Sid
Ths &kotis wemAnpddodal ue Sikny &yyefou. Utrd 5t vwbelas ol kal alTd
ToUTo EmAéAnoual, dTres Te kal GvTiveov fikouca.

QAI. ANN, & yevwaidtaTe, kKEAMoTA eipnKas. oU ydp Euol dvTiveoy
uev kal d1reos fikouoas pnd &v keAevw eltmis, ToUto 82 alTd 8 Aéyels
Trolnoov: Tév v Té PiPAiwr PeATieo Te kad pfy EA&TTw ETEpa UTréoX IO
elrelv ToUTov dmmex duevos, kal gol ty, daTrep of tvvéa &pyovTes, Urio-
Xvouuan xpuafiv eikéva loopétpntov els AeApous dvabrioetv, oU uévov
gnauToU dAAG kal ohjv. _

20,  OfNtaTos el kal dos &AnBdds puools, & Daidpe, €l pe ofel Abyev
o5 Auclas Tol mavrds fudpTnkev kal ofdv Te &7 Topd ThvTa TalTa
&AAa el Treiv ToUTo Bt oluat oU8’ &v TV pavAdTaTov Tabelv Uy ypagea.
avTika Trepl ol & Adyos, Tiva ofer AéyovTa dos xpty puty EpddvTi pGAAov
f £pddvmi Yoplleobat, Trapévta ToU ptv TO epdvipov Eykwuidlewv, Tol
5t 1O &ppov yéyew, dvaykaia yolv Svta, €T &AN &Tra E§ev Aéyev;
AN ofpan T& ptv Tolalita tatéx kal ouyyvwoTéa Aéyovtis kad TGV
ptv To10UTwWV 0¥ THY elpeotv dAAK THv BikBeciv EmanveTéov, TGV B¢ pfy
&vaykalewv Te kad XOAeTEoV eUpelv rpds T SiaBéaer kad THY edpeaiv.

DAl Suyxwpdd 8 Myers: uetpicws yap poi Sokels elpniévon. woifow
olv xai Eyc oUTws: T utv TOV Epddvra ToT u| EpddvTos paAdov vooeiv
80w ool UtroTifeoBan, TV 8t Aortréov ETepa TAelw kal mAelovos &fix
elrcov TOVSE Tapd T6 KuyeAidddv dvabnua oguphiAaros év OAvutriat
oTddnTL.

235b3 und&V & editio Aldina: unBtva BTW: und’ &v tva Hermias
2g5ds Erepa Utréoxnoat Jackson: trépau Umrooytael BTW  236bg véwde [Auoiou]
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20). EomoUdaxas, @& Paidpe, 6T1 cou TV Tadikddyv EmeAaBduny
EpeaxnAQV o€, kal ofel 1) ue s &Anbids Emiyelprioewv eltelv Tapd THY
ékelvou coplav ETepdv T1 TroIKIAGDTEPOVY;

DAl Tlepl ptv ToUuToU, & i, els Tds dpolas AaPs EArAvbas. pnTéov
utv ydp ool Tavtds pdAAov olTws dtres ofds Te el fva 8¢ pf) TO THV
KOHWIBOV popTikdy TPdyna &vaykabwpeda Trolelv qvTamodidoves
&AAHAoIS, eVAAPHONTI, Kol pf) Boudou e dvaryk&oan Aéyetv ékeivo Td “el
By, & Zwkpates, Zwkpdtny &yvod, kal tnauToU EmAéAnoua,” kad 11
“treBUper pev Adyew, EpUTTETO 86 SAAX Siravorifn T 31 évTelBev olk
&mipev Tpiv &v oU eitrmis & Epnoda v T oThBer Exev. topéy St pdvew
&v tpnplan, loxupdTepos & Eydd kal veddtepos, &k 8¢ dmdvTwy ToUTwY
“oUves & Tol Aéyw,” kai pndapdds Tpods Plav PouAndijts udAAov i kdov
Aéyew. '

20). AN, & poaxdpie Qaidpe, yeAolos Ecopan Tap dyaBov TTOINTHY
181c0TNs aUTooKEBIAG OV TrEPT TRV AUTOV.

DAl Olo® ds Exer; oo Tpds pe KAAAwILSuEvos: oxeddv ydp
Exw 6 elraov dvaykdow ok Aéye.

20. Mndapdds Tolvuv eitrnis.

DAl OUk, dAAG kal &7) Abyw: & B¢ pot Adyos dpkos EaTal. Suvupl
Y&p oo1 — Tlva pévrol, ‘tiva Beddv; § PoUAér THY TTA&Tavov TauTtnvi; —
1} ufv, &&v por pry eiTTmis TV Adyov EvavTtiov aUTiis TaUTns, undétroTé
ool Etepov Abyov undéva undevds pryTe Emidel§ev urTe Eary yeheiv.

200. BaPai, & wape, ts ed &vnipes THY dvdryknv &vdpl prAoAdywi
Tro1€iv 8 &v keAeUns.

DAl Ti dfita Exwv oTpéper;

30). Oudtv &1, Ererdn) oU ye TaUTa dpcdpokas. TS y&p &v olds T

einv ToloTns Bolvns &mréxeobon;

QAL Aéye 81.
Z0. Olof olv ds Toifjow;
DAL ToU mépy;

20). EykoAuypdpevos Epdd, fva 611 TéyioTa Siadpduw TOV Adyov
kal piy PAémreov pds ot U aloyuvns Siaropdpar.

DAL Aéye pdvov, Té & &AAa &meos PoUder Trofel.

20). Ayete 81}, @ MoUoa, elTe 51" 1575 eldos Alyeicn eite 51 yévos
pouotkdv 16 Arytwv TauTnv EoxeT Emrcovuplav, §Up por AdPecBe ToU
nUBou, dv pe &vaykdder b PéATioTos oUTool Aéye, fva 6 ETaipos auToU,
kal TTpSTepov Sok&dv TouTw cogds elvan, viv ET1 ucAAov S4En.

236d2 6 Toi Schanz: 6 oot BTW
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"Hv oUTteo 8% Tads, udAAov 8t peipakiokos, udha kaAds' ToUTwl Ot
fioav tpaoTal vy oMol €ls 8¢ Tis alTédv aipudos fiv, S oUBevds
frrov Epidv Ememeixer TOV TAISA G5 oUk Epcdin. kad ToTE AUTOV adTdOv
Ereifev ToUT aUTd, dos piy EpdvTi TTPd ToU épddvTos Géor xapigeaban,
#Aeyty Te QB¢

Tepl TravTds, & mal, pla &pyn Tois wéAAouot kaAds BovAevoesbai:
eldévau Sei repl o &v At 1) Poudry, ) TravTds &uapTtdvev dvdykr. ToUs
8¢ TroAAoUs AéAnBev 41 oUk Toaot THv oUoiav ékdoTou. ts olv eldéTes
oU SiopoAoyoivTen év &px il Tiis okéyews, TTpoeABOVTES BE T eikds &ro-
B18oagv* oUte yap EauTois olte dAAHAoIs SpoAoyolaoiv. Eyd olv kai
ou pf T&Boopev 8 EANols EiTipddpey, AAN Eraidty ool kai ol & Adyos
TPOKEITAl TOTEPa EpddvTt 1) uf) p&AAov els @idfav itéov, mepl EpTos
olév T #oti kal fjv Exer SUvauv, dpoloyfon Béuevor dpov, els TolTo
&mropAémovTes kal dvapépovTes THY okéyy troicopeda eite dpAeiav eiTe
BA&GPnV Tropéyer.

‘Om pév olv 81y Embupia Tis & Epwos, &mavTi SfjAov: 6T § ol kal pry
EpdovTes EmBupoUon TAV KaAGY, Topev. TEd1 51) TOV EpQVTE Te kal p) KpI-
voUpev; 8eT aU vofioan &1 fiuddv év EkdoTwi BUo Tivé EoTov 18éa &pyovTe
kai &yovte, olv Ewdpeda fi &v &ynTov, ) uév EupuTos oloa Embupia
18ovddv, &AAN Bt EmikTnTos 86Ea Epiepévn ToU dpioTou. ToUTw Bt &v
Huiv ToTE pév OpovoeiTov, Eom Bt &Te oTaci&leTov: kal ToTE pEv 1
ETépa, SANoTe Bt 1) ETépa kpaTel. 86ENS piv olv &l T &proTov Adyw!
&yovuons kal kpaToUons TG Kpd&Tel cwepoouvn Svopar émbupias &t
dAbyws EAxouons &l NBovds kal &pf&ons év Auiv T dpxim UPpis
Ercovopdodrn. UPBpis Bt 81 TroAucvupov — TToAupepts yp kal TToAue1Bés —
kal ToUTwv TGOV {8eddv kmperrts § &v TUxm yevouévn, Thv abTiis
¢rwovuplav dvopagduevov ToV Exovta TapéxeTal, olTe TIvd KAy oUT
Emratiov kextiioBo. Tepl ptv y&p E8wdtv kpatoloa ToU Adyou Te Tol
&pioTou Kai TGV &AAwY EmibBupmddv Embupfa yaoTpipapyia Te kal Tov
gyovta TaUTOV ToUTo KekKAnuévoy TapégeTan: Tepl & aU péBas Tupav-
veuoaoa, TOV kektnuévov TauTnt &youvoqa, Sfidov oU TeU§eTan Trpoo-
pripatos: kal TEAAa 81) T& ToUTwv &BeApd kai &SeAgdv EmiBumdov
dvbpata Tiis &el SuvaoTeuovons, fit Tpoonikel koAeioBan TTpddnAov.

"Hg & tvexa Tévta T& Tpbdobev elpnTan, oxedov ptv 1181 pavepdv,
AexOtv 8t A ufy AexBtv TavTws oagéaTepov 1 ydp &vev Adyou B6Eng
gl 16 opBdy dppwons kpathoaca émbupla, Tpds HBoviy &ybeica
kéAhous kal UTrd ol TV tauTiis ouyyevdv EmBupddy ém cwpdTwy

237¢3 TrPoeAOOVTES t: TpooeN8ovTes BTW  238a3 TroAupepts TW: ToAuperts B
238a6 kexrijobon B: kexAfiobn TW  238b6 mévrws rec. Stobaeus: &v wes BTW
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k&AAos Eppuwpbvas pwodeioa, vikhoaoa &ywyft, & alTfis Tis poouns
grwvupiav Aapoloa, Epws ékAnon.

Atép, & pfAe Daidpe, Sokd T1 oof, dotep Euautddi, Beiov Tabos
Temovléval;

DAL TTaw ptv olv, & ZdokpaTes, Topd TO elwbos edpor& Tis o€
elAnQev.

2W. Zryfii Tofvu pou &xoue. TEN BvTi y&p Belos Eoikev & ToTOS elva,
@oTe E&v &pa TTOAAGKIS VURPOANTITOS TrPOidvTos ToU Adyou yévwual,
pt) Baupdonis: T& viv yap olxéTt oppw S18upduPuv ¢BEyyopat.

DAL AAnbéoTaTa Aéyers.

20). TouUTwv pévtol oU aiTios. AN T& Aoird &xove: Tows yap K&v
&rotpdrrorto T6 Emodv. TalTa ptv oUv Bed pehiost, Huiv ¢ pos TOV
TaiSa wéAW TEN Adyw iTéov.

Efev, & géprote & ptv &%) Tuyxdvel Bv repi oU BoueuTéov, eipnTad Te
kal doploTan, PAéTovTes 5t 81) TTpds alTO T Aot Aéyopev Tis OPEAaI
i PAGPN &1ré Te EpddvTos kal pf) T XapiGopévor EE eikdTos oupPriceTal.

Téd 81y Umd Embuplas &pyopéven SouAetovT! Te H)Soviji dvéykn TTou
TV Epdopevov & f810Tov EauTd! TTapaoKeudselv: vooouvTi 5t Tawv HdU
7O pn &vmiTeivov, kpeiTTov B¢ Kai ioov ExBpdv. oUte &) KpelTTw OUTE
looupevov ékdov EpaoTis TTaudikd &vé§eTal, fTTw St kal UrodeéoTepov
&el &mepydletan: fiTrwv 8t duabhs cool, deidds &vdpelou, &8Uvaros
elTrelv pnTopikoU, Bpadus &yxlvou. TogoUTwy Kakdv kai &1 TAE1dVeV
KaTd THv Sidvoiav EpaoThv épwuévetl &vdykn yryvopévewv Te Kai pUoel
EvovTwy pev f18ecbal, T& 8t Trapaokevdseav, | otépeoban ToU TrapauTika
f\5éos. pBovepdv 81| dvdykn elvay, kal TOAAGY piv &AAwY cuvouaIGV
&meipyovta kol w@eApwy SBev &v pdAioT &vip ylyvorTto, peydins
aitiov elvon PAGPRNS, peyloTns 8¢ THis 88ev &v ppovipdTaTos ein. ToUTo
5t 1) Belax prAocogia Tuyx&ver Ov, fis EpaoThv TTaiSikd dvdykn TTéppwbev
eipyew, TepigoPov Svta ToU karappovnBijvar’ T& Te EAAa pnxavdcba
dmos &v M1 wévta &yvoddv kai wavta &oPAéwv els ToV EpaoTiy,
ofos Qv TG pév HBloToS, EauTdl &8 PAaPepcdTarTos ein. T& pév olv
kot Siavotav EriTpotds Te kai kotvwvos oUSautit AuciTehns &vtip Exwv
EpwTa ’

THv 8¢ ToU owpaTtos E§1v Te kail Oeparrefav ofav Te kal s Beparmrey-
o€l oU &v yévnTon KUplos, 8s 48U pd &yabol fvdykaoTon Sicokelv, el
peTd TaUTa 18eiv. SefnoeTon 8t paABoaxdv Tiva kai ov oTepedy Sicokwy,
oUd’ &v HAlw! kabopd TeBpappévov dAAK UTTd ouppryel okidl, Tdvewv
ptv &vbpelcov kai 18pdTwv Enpddv ameipov, Eutreipov 8& &mrofis kai

23026 tvévTeov [Tév] ptv Nutzhorn
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&vévdpou Sialtns, dAAoTpiols xpwuaat kal kdouors xATel olkefwv koo-
poupevov, doa Te EAAa TouTols EeTal TévTa EmiTndevovta, & SfAa,
Kkal ok &Erov TrepanTépod TrpoPalvelv dAAG Bv kepdAauov dpioapévous e
&\o iévanr 1O y&p ToloUTov odpa tv TroAéuwt Te kal GAAais X pelais
doau peydAau ol ptv éxBpol Bappolotv, ol 8t iAol kal atrrol ol épaoTal
popolvTal.

ToUTto ptv olv s SfjAov Eatéov, 16 & Epegiis pnTéov, Tiva Huiv
oeéAeiav fi Tlva BAGPNY Trepl T kTiiow 1) ToU épdovTos SmiAla Te kal
tmTpomela wapefeTal. oages 81 ToUTd ye wavTi pév, pdhioTa 8t T
épaoTiil, 0TI TV PIATETWY Te Kal elvovoTaTwy Kal Bel0TdTWY KTN-
udTwv dppavov Tpd Tavtds eUfont &v elvan TOV Epcopevov: TraTpds
yép kal punTpds kal ovyyevidv kal plAwv oTépeshal &v alrdv BEE-
arto, SiakwAuTas kal EmiTipnTds fyoupevos Tis §8loTtns Tpds attdv
SdpiMas. AA& piv olotav y* Exovta xpuool # Tivos EAANS KTHoEWS
oUTe eUdAcTOV dpofws olTe dAdvTa edpeTayelpioTov fynoeTan &§ v
Tdoa dvaykn tpao Ty Toudikois phoveiv ptv oUoiav kekTnpévors, &ToA-
Aupévns 8t xalpew. &1 Tofvuv &yauov, &rauda, otkov 811 TAEloTOV
Xpovov Toudixa paoths eG§out’ &v yevéoBa, Td ool YAUKU s TrAEiT-
Tov Xpdvov kapmoUodai EriBuudov.

“Eom pv &) kad EAAa kakd, dAA& Tis Sadpcov Epei€e Tois wAeloTols &v
T TTapauTika i8oviv, ofov kdAakt, Setvén Bnpiwt kal PAGPN1 ueydin,
Sucws EmépearSev ) puats HSoviv Tiva olk &uouoov, kal Tis Etalpav dos
BAaPepov weEeiev &v, kal &AAa TTOAA TéOV ToloUTOTPOTIWV BpeppdTeov
Te kol miTndevpdrreov, ofs 16 ye kab fuépav AdloTorowv elvan Urdpyer:
Tand1Kkois 5 épaa s TTpds TAI PAaPepddn kal els TO cuvnuepeUelv TTavTwVY

¢ dndéoTaTov. HAka ydp kol & TwoAaids Adyos TépTrelv TOV AAKA — 1)

yép oluat xpbvou laétns &' foas #i5ovds &youoa 81 bpoidTnTa prafav

Tapéxetal — &AN Spews kdpov ye kal 1) TouTwy cuvouala Exel.

Kad ptyv 16 ye dvaykaiov ab Bapt ravrl repl wav Aéyetanr 8 81 wpos
Tl &vopoidTNTI pdAioTa EpaaThs TPds Taidikd Exel. vewTépwl ydp
TpeoPUTeEpos cuvcov ol fuépas olUTe vukTOs dkcov &mroeltreTtan, GAN
Ut &vdykns Te Kal olotpou EAavetan, &5 Ekefvoor piv H8ovds &el 8180
&yel, SpddovTi, drovovTl, drrTouévat, Kal rdoav aiodnaiv alobavouéveor
ToU épwpévou, GoTe ped H8oviis dpapdTws aUTddr UTrnpeTeiv: Tén Bt
&1 &powpéveor Toiov TapapUbiov i Tivas fiSovds S18ous Toimae ToV
loov ypdvov ouvdvTa pry ouxl & Eoxartov ENBeiv dmblas, dpdovTi utv
Sy rpeoPuTépay kal oUk &v dpat, Eropéveov Bt TV &AAwvY TauTnl, &
kal Adyet dolv &kolUev oUk EmitepTrés, pty &1 &) Epyaor &vdykns &ei
Trpookelpévns uetaxeplfeoon, puiards Te 87 kayuToTéTTOUS PUACT-
Topbvoor Si&k TrawTds kal Tpods &mavTas, dkafpous Te Emadvous kai
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UmrepPaAAovTas &rovovT, (s 8 alTws Wwoyous viigovTos ptv oUk Gvek-
Tovs, els St uébny 16vtos Tpds TA pn) &vextdn Eanoyels, Tappnoion
kaTokopel kal dvaTeTTapév Ypwpévou;

Kal épddv pév PAaPepds Te kal &ndis, AfEas 8¢ TolU Epwrtos eis TOV
gerTa Xpovov &mioTos, els &V TOAAG kal petd TOAAGY Spkwv Te Kal
Benoewv UTro voupevos podyis kateixe THY y’ &v T TéTE ouvouoiav,
gtrirovov oUoav @éperv, &1 EATriSa &yaBddv. TéTe 81y Séov EkTivev, peta-
Bacov &ANov &pyovta dv alTdd kal TTpooTdTny, volv kal cwepoodvnv
&vt EpwTos kal povics, &AAos yeyovoos AéAnfe T& mandikd. kai 6
ptv abTov Y&pw &monTel TEV TOTE, Uopipviiokwy T& Tpayfivta
kod AexBévra, cos T aUTdd SiroAeydpevos: & Bt U aloyxuvng olte
elTrelv ToAuca T &AAoS yéyovev, ol dtrews T& Tiis TTpoTépas &vorjTou
&pxfis bpkwpdoik Te kal UTrooyéoers Eptredcoon Exet, vouv 1)5n Eoynkos
kal oecwppovnkas, va pfy TpdTTwv TalTd T TPdebey dupoids Te
éxefvaor kal & abTos WEAv yévnTan. Quyds & ylyverar &k ToUTwv,
kal &rreoTepnkeds U’ ézvd'ykns 6 Tplv EpaoTis, doTpdKou PETATTETOV-
Tos, feTan puy i peTaBodcov: 6 Bt dvaykdgeTan Bicokelv dyavakTdv Kal
¢mbe&loov, fiyvonkas To &mav &€ &pyiis, 6T1 oUk &pa E8e1 TroTE EpdovT
kal U &vdyxns dvofiTeo xopiGeotal, &AA& oAU pdAAov pry EpddvTi
kal voUv ExovTi el 8& pfy, &vaykaiov ein tvoUvan tautdv &rioTeol,
BuokbAwi, pbovepddl, dndei, PAaPepin piv Tpds obolav, PAaPepdd bt
Tpds THY ToU owpaTos &, oAU 8t PAaPepwTdTwi Tpds THV THS
yuxiis maddeuov, fis oUte dvbpudrrors oUTe Beois T dAnBeica TiMICTEPOV
oUte EoTv oUte ot EoTON.

Tabrd Te oUv Xpt, & Twai, cuvvoeiv, kal eldévar THv épaoTol piifav
&1 oU pet’ elvolas ylyvetal, &AAG o1tlou Tpémov, Xdpiv TATopovis,

@5 AUkot &pv &y atréddo’, ds aida prhototv épaoTal.

ToUT &keivo, & Daidpe. oUkET &v T Trépa drovoals épol AéyovTos,
&AN 81 oo1 TéAos ExéTw & AdYos.

DAl Kaltor dipnv ot pecolv abtoU kal épeiv T& foa Trepi ToU py
gpdovTos, s Sl Ekeivaor xapileoBar pdAhov, Aéywv doa ab Exer dyobd:
viv 8¢ 81, & ZdokparTes, T dromronUel;

2. Ok fjicBov, & paxdpie, &1 7180 & POEyyouan &AN oUkéTt
Sifup&upPous, kat Tabra Weywv; Eav & Eraiveiv Tov ETepov &pwpm, Ti
pe ofer Toifoet; &p olo® & Umd eV Nupgddv, ols pe oU TpoUPaies
€k Trpovolas, ca@dds tvboucidow; Adyw olv vl Adywr 8T doa TOV

240e5 taoxeis Heindorf: &1’ aloyet BTW
241dv &pV &yoméde’ Hermias: &pvas &yoamédoww BTW  241d4 oe C. Fi. Hermann: ye
BTW
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éTepov AeAoiBoprikapey, T ETépeol TdvavTia TouTwy &yabd Tpdoeo-
Tiv. kad T Bel pakpol Adyou; Tepl y&p &pgoiv ikavdds eipnTan. kal
oUtw 81y 6 uibos, & TI TAoYEW TPoofKel aUTdl, ToUTo TeloeTAN:
K&y TOV ToTapov ToUTov SiaPds &rrépyouar Tplv UTrd ool T peiGov
qvaykaodfjvan.

DAl MAmw ye, & ZokpaTes, Tplv &v TO kaUpa TTopéAdnL. 1) oUy
bpdus s oxedov 1)8n peonupPpla foTarar; AN TrepipelvavTes kal &pa
Tepl TGOV elpnuévaov SiadexBévTes, Taya Eraiddv droyuyiit Tpev.

20, ©eids y’el Trepl ToUs Adyous, & Paidpe, kai &Texvéds Bauvudaios.
ofpat ydp ¢y Tév i ToU ool Biou yeyovdTwv Adywv undéva TrAelous
1| ot memomkévan yeyevijoBan fiTol altdv Aéyovta i &AAous évi yé Twl
TpdTTw! TpocavaykdiovTa — Zippiav OnPaiov E§aupd Adyou: TdV 5t
GAAwv Tédutrodu kpaTels — kal viv al Sokels afTids por yeyevijoBou
Adywr vl pnbijvean.

DAL OU woAeudv ye &y yéMers. AAK Tréds 8t kal Tivi ToUTwr;

20). - HviK EueAdov, dyadé, Tév roTaudv diaPaivev, Td Soapdvidv
Te Kal TO elwbds onpeidy por ylyveoBon tyéveto — &el B¢ pe Emloxer 8
&v uéMw TpdTTEIv — Kai TIva peoviyy Edofa aiTéBev &koloau, 1) pe oUk’
&dn &midvan plv &v dgooicdowpat, ¢s T1 fuapTnkéTa els TO Belov. elpi
&7 oUv pdvTis pév, o vy 8t oroudaios, &AN daTrep ol T& ypdupaTa
gaillol, doov pév EpauTd!l pdvov tkavds: ocagdds olv 118N pavldvew To
apapTnua. ws 81 To1, & ETaipe, pavtikdy yé T1 kal 7 yuxn: tut yap
£0page pév T kad wEAon AdyovTa TV Adyov, kal Tws Educwrouun kaT
“IBukov, pr T Tap Beols

' &upAaxcv Tipdv Tpds &vbpddTrav duelyow.
viv & fjiobnpar 16 &dudpTnua.

DAl Aéyers Bt 1) Ti;

2. Aewdy, & Paidpe, Sewdv Adyov aitds Te Ekdpioas Eué Te
fnvdykaoas elTeiv.

DAL TIds &1;

2. Eunn kal Uréd 11 doePiy: ob Tls &v ein SaivdTepos;

DAL OUbeis, €1 ye cU &AnBH Aéyers.

2. Tiolv; Tov "EpwTa ok Agpoditns kal Bedv Tva fyyfi;

DAL Aéyetai ye 81.

2. OU m Umd ye Auciou, oUdt Umd ToU ool Adyov, &s dik ToU
Epol oTépaTOs KaTapapuakeudévTos Utrd ool EAéxOn. el & EaTiv, daoTrep

242a4 fovoran [1) 81) xaAoupévn orabepd]; dAA& Ruhnken
242b1 yeyovéTew Adywv T: yeyovdtwv BW
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olv o, Beds f T BeTov & "Epews, oUdtv &v kakov €in, T 58 Adyw T
vov 87 Trepl aUtol elréThy cos ToloUTou SvTos: TaUTn! TE oUv Huap-
Tavétny Tepl ToV “Epwta, ET1 Te 1) ednBaa adTolv vy doTeia, TO
undtv Uyits Aéyovte undt dAnois oepviveoBan s i 8vTe, €l &pa dvBpw-
miokous Tvds EaraThoavTe elSokipfioeTov v alTols. ol pEv olv, @
@ile, kaBfpacBar &vdykn: EaTi ¢ Tois dpapTtdvouot Tepl puboroyiav
kaBappods dpxaios, dv “Opnpos utv ouk fliobeTo, ZTnoiyopos 8€ Tdv yap
dupdrwv oTepnBels 81& THY EAéuns kaknyopiav olk fyvéncev domep
‘Ounpos, AN &e pouoikds dv Eyvew Thv altiav kal ol ebbis:

oUK o1’ ETupos Adyos oUTos,

oU8 #Pas &v vnuolv edoéApors,

oUd Tkeo Mépyapa Tpolos.

Kai roimoas &% waoav v kahoupéviv ToAwwidlav Tapaypfipa
&véPAeyev. Eydd olv copcTepos Ekelvwv yeviioopal kot aTd ye ToUTo!
Tplv y&p T TaBeiv Sik THv ToU “EpwTos kaknyopiav Teipdoopat aUTd!
&modouvan THv raAvandiav, yupvijt Tij Kepoddjt kal oUy oTrep TOTE
UT’ aloybvns EykekaAuppévos.

DAL Toutwvi, & ZwkpaTes, oUk EoTiv &TT &v Epoi elres 731w,

ZW. Kalydp, dyabt Daibpe, Evvoels s dvanbéds elpnobov Téo Adyw,
oUTtds Te kol 6 &k ToU PiPMou pnbels. el y&p &kovwv Tis TUxO!l Tjuddv
yevwddas kal Trpdios o fifos, ETépou 8t ToloUTou Epddv 1) kai TTpdTEPSY
woTe épacbeis, AeydvTwy s Sik ouikpd peydias ExBpas ol épaoTal
qvanpolvTan kal Exouat Ttpds Ta Tandikd pBovepdds Te kai PAaPepdds,
Tr6ds oUK &v ofel alrov fyelobat dxoveiv &v valrans Trou TeBpappéveov kal
oUBtva EAeubepov EpwTa EpokdTwY, TOAACD & &v Seiv fpiv dporoyeiv
& Weyouev 1OV "EpwTa;

DAL “lows vi Af, & ScxpaTes.

20). ToUTtév ye Tofvuy Eywye aloyuvduevos kal alrrdv Tév “Epwota
Bedicds, EmBUP TroTlpwr Adywi ofov &Apupdy dxotv &mrokAUoaoBa
oupPouledw 8t kal Aucion 81 Téy1oTa Y pdyan dos Xpt Epao-Tiit pdAAov
1) uty EpdovT ik TGV dpolwv YapiZeodan.

DAL AN €U 1061 o1 E§e1 ToUE oUTwr* ool y&p elmdvTos TOV TolU
¢paoTol Erauvov, Téoa dvdykn Avoiav Ut épol dvaykaodijvar ypdyen
aU mepl ToU auTol Adyov,

20. ToUTo ptv moTelw, EwoTrep &v fis S el,

DAL Aéye Tolvyv Bappdov.

2. TToU 81 poi 6 Ttals wpds Sv EAeyov; fva kad ToUTo dkoUant kai
1) &vikoos Qv 8o Xapioduevos T piy 2pddvTi,

®AIl. OUros rapd oot udAa wAnciov &el répeoTiv, dTav oU PoUAn!.
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2. Ovrwol Toivuy, & Tad kalé, twwdnoov, s & putv TPOTEPOS AV
Aoyos PaiSpou ToU TTubokAéous, Muppivouaiou &vdpds: dv B uEAAw
Adyewv, ZTnoixdpou Tol EVgeripouv, luepalou. AexTéos 8¢ OS¢, OT1 oUk
EoT ETupos Adyos &s &v TapdvTos EpaaTol TAL uf) Ep&uTI PGAAOV @it
Selv xapiGeoban, 16T &) 6 piv palvetal, & 8¢ cwepovel. € ptv yap fiv
&mAov Td paviav kaxdv elval, kaAéds &v EAéyeTor viv 8 T& péyloTa
TéV &yabddov fuiv ylyvetan Six paviag Belon pévtor 8doer BiSopévns.

"H Te yap 81 tv AeAgois TpogfiTis of T &v AwBdvn tépeion paveioo
WEV TTOAAG &) Kad koA 1Blon Te ki Snpooicn THv EMGSa fpydoavTo,
cwepovoucal 8t Bpaxéa 1) oUdév: kol E&v 81y Abywpev ZIPUAA&GY Te
kad &AAous, ool pavTikijt Xpdopevol EvBéwr TTOAG 87) TToAAoTs TTpoAé-
yovTes els TO péAdov Spbwoav, pnkivoiuey &v 5fida avTtl AéyovTes.
T68¢ pyv &Siov EmipopTUpacha, 811 kad TRV ARGy ol T& dvduaTa
TiBéuevor oUk adoyxpdv fyolvto oubt SveiBos pnaviav: oU ydp &v T
koAAloTn TéxVn1, fi1 TO péAAoV kpiveTan, alTd ToUTO ToUvOuD pTrAéKov-
Tes pavIkNV éxdAeoaw. AN s kaAoU dvtos dtav Belar pofpan ylyvntat,
oUTw voploavTes EBevTo, of 8t viv &mreipokdAws TO Tau EmepPaAAovTes
navTikhy éxdAeoav. &mrel kal THY ye TGOV Euppdvwv EHTnotv ToU péAov-
T0s, 51& Te SpviBeov TTortoupéveov kal TéY EAAwv onpelwv, &1 &k Siavolas
TopiGoptvaov GvlpwTrivm olfjoel volv Te kai loToplav, olovoioTikiv
Erwvopacav, fiv viv olwviaTikiy Tédt w sepvivovTes ol véor koAoU-
ow* dowl 81 oUv TeAewTepov Kal EvTindTepov PavTIkY olwvioTikiis TO
Te Svopa Tol dvduaTos Epyov T Epyou, Tdow!t K&AAIOV papTupoUoiv
ol aharol paviav cwepooUvns THv k Beol Tiis Top’ &vBpddTTeov Yiy-
vopévns.

AM& piiv véowv ye kol Trovev Tév peyloTwy, & 8 ToAaidv
ék pnvipdTwy Tobtv v Tiol TV yevdv, 1) pavia Eyyevopévn kal
TpopnTeUcaoa ofs &8e1 draAAayniv nUpeto, kaTaguyoloa Trpds Beddv
eUx&s Tekal Aatpelas: 86ev 81 kabopuddv Te kal TeAeTY TuoUoa EE&vTn
Eroinoe TOV éauTiis ExovTa TTpds Te TOV TrapdvTa Kai TOV ErelTa X pdvov,
AUoIY T&I SpBES pavévTl Te kal KATAoKOMEV! TRV TTAPSVTWY KAKDY
gupopévn.

TplTn 8¢ &d Mouodv kaTokwy 1) Te kai gavia, AaBoloa drraitv kal
&PaTov Yuxy, Eyelpouoa kal éxPakyevousa KaTd Te @18&s Kal KaTd
THv &AAnV Troinow, pupla TéY oAy Epya koogpoUoa Tous rryty-
voptvous Troudever’ &s 8 av &vev pavias Movoddv &l roinTikds 8Upas
&olknTon, Treiobels dos &pa ik TEXVNs Ikavdg TToinThs Eadpevos, &TeANs

244bg5 &pBwoav rec. Aristides: pBdds BTW
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aUtés Te kal ) Toinais UTrd Tiis TV paopévev 1 Tol cwepovolvTos
fipaviodn.

Tooalta pév cor kal &11 wAelw Exw povias yryvopévns &mrd Bedov
Myew kadd dpya. HoTe ToUTO Ye aitd phy poPoopeda, pndé Tis Huds
Adyos BopuPelTw SeBiTTOPEVOS G5 PO TOU KeKIVTUEVOU TOV TwPpova
Bei TpoaipeioBan pihov: &AA& TEBe Trpods eketvaol Belfas pepéobw Ta
VIKNTApIa, @5 oUk &1 copeAeian & Epaos T EpddvTi kal Téd Epwopéveot ik
Beddv EmimépmeTon. fuiv 8¢ &dodeikTéov al TobvavTiov, ds & eTUyian
Tijt peyloTm mapd Beddv % ToraUTn pavia 8doTan: 1) 8¢ 81y &wodeiSis
oron Bewois ptv &motos, cogols 8¢ moTH. Bel oUv pddTov YuXils
PUoews Tép1 Belas Te kai &vBpwivns, 186vTa Tl Te kal Epya, T&ANBES
vofjoar &pyt) 8¢ &rodeifecos 1i5¢.

Yuyxt) mdoa &BdvaTos. Td y&p &exivnTtov &BdvaTov: T6 & &AAo
kivoUv kai U’ &AAou KivoUpevov, TTaUAav Exov Kivioews, TTaUAav Exel
Lootis. wdvov &%) Td aUTd Kivolv, &Te oUk &troAeiTrov tauTd, oUtroTe
Afyel Kivoupevov, dA& kald Tois &AAois Soa kiveiTanl ToUTo TrNyny Kal
dpxn kivfjoews. &px1) 8t &yévnTov. &€ &pyfis ydp &vdrykn v T yryvéd-
pevov yiyveoBon, alriiv 8t und’ &€ évos: el yap &k Tou dpx yiyvorTo,
oUk &v € &pxiis ylyvorto. Emeidsy &t &yévntév tomv, kal &Bi&pbopov
aUTd &uérykn elvan. dpyfis ydp &) &molopévns oUTe alTn ToTE & TOU
oUTe Ao &€ Ekefvns yeviioeTa, eiep E§ dpyiis Bl T& rdvra yiyveotan.
oUTw 81) Kiviioews pév &pxn T6 alTd aUTd Kivolv. ToUTo 8¢ oUT &TrdA-
AvoBan oUTe ylyveoBon SuvaTéy, fi mhvTa Te oUpavov TEodv Te Yéveotv
oupTesoUoav oTiival kol pfyroTe albs Exev 36ev kivnBévTa yeviioeTa.
&Bavdrou 8t Trepaopévou Tol U EauTol Kivoupévou, Yuxiis oloiav Te
kai Adyov ToUTov artdv Tis Abywv oUk aloyuveital. TTdv y&p cidua, Q!
ptv E§wBev TO Kiveioon, &yuyov, 1 8t BvBoBev auTdd €§ aiTol, Euyu-
Xov, s TauTns olons puoews Wuxiis: el & o TolTo 0UTws £xov, ui
&AAo T1 elvar TO aTd EauTd Kivolv i) Yux 1y, E§ &vdykns &yévnTov Te
kal &bdvaTov Wuxi) av in.

TMepl pév olv dBavacias auTiis ikavdds: Tepl 88 T1is idéas abTiis dde
AexTéov olov pév Eom1, wévTn TrévTeos Belas elvon kal poxpds Simyroews,
o1 8t toikev, &vBpwTrivns Te kal EA&TTOVOS TAUTNI OOV Aéywouey. EoikéTw
31 oupUTw! Suvdpel UroTrTépou LeUyous Te kal fjvidyou. Beddv ptv olv
iTrrol Te kal fvioxor w&vTes arof Te &yabol kal &€ &yabddv, TO Bt TédV
&AAwv pépeikTal. kal TPGToV ptv Hudy & &pywy cuvwplBos Hvioyel,
elTar TV Trrmev 6 pév aUTédl Kahds Te kal dyabds kal ék ToloUTwy, 6
& &€ tvavTiwv Te kad dvavTios: yoAemn 81 kal BUokolos &6 dvdykns 1

245¢5 deikivntov BTW: altokivnTov T 245e2 Exew I Stobaeus: Exew otfivan BTW
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mepl Huds fvidxnois. wij 81 olv BunTév Te kai dBdvarTov {@diov EkAnen,
TelpaTéov elTeiv.

Yuxh oo ravTods émipeAsitan ToU dyiyou, TévTa 8¢ oUpavdv
Trep1Tolel, &AAoT v &AAois €ibeot yryvopévn. TeAéa pév olv olUoa
Kai ETTTepoopévn peTecwpoTropel Te Kal TTévTta TOV KOopov Sloikel, 7 Bt
TTEPOpPUTIcATT PépeTan Ews &v oTePeoT TIvos &vTIAdBnTal, oU KaTol-
kiofeloa, oddpa ynivov AaPoloa aUTd abTd Sokolv. Kiveiv Sia T
Ekefvns SUvapiy, {édiov T §Uumav &kAnln — yuxn kal odpa Tayév —
BunTév T Eoxev Ercovupiav, &B&vaTov Bt oUd’ EE Evos Abyou AeAoyropé-
vou, &AA& A& TTOpEY, oUTe i8dvTEs oUTe Ikawdds voricavTes, Oedv &H4&-
vaetdv T1 Gédlov, Exov ptv Wuy v, Exov Bt odua, Tov &el 5t xpdvov TalTa
oupTrepukdTa. SAAK TaUTa pév 81), STt TG Bedh pidov, TauTn Exétw
Te kal AeyéoBw’ Ty 8¢ alTiav Tiis TOV TTepddV &roPoAiis, &1’ v yuyis
atroppel, AdPwpev. EoTi 8¢ Tis TO1ASE.

TTépukev 1) TTepol SUvais T EpPpiBis &yew Gvw peTewplfovoa i
TS TGV Beddv Yévos olkel, kexkovavnke 8¢ Trn1 pdAioTa TGOV Trepl Td odua
ToU fBefou, Td 8¢ Belov kaAdy, codv, &yabBdv, kal Tav & T1 ToroUTov: ToU-
To15 87 TpépeTal Te kKal alfeTal pdAioTd ye TO Tiis WYuyiis TTépwua,
adoypdédn Bt kal kakéd kal Tois vavTiols pBlver Te kal SidAAUTAL.

'O pdv 81 péyas fiyepcov &v oUpavédt Zeus, EAauvewv TTnvdv &pua,
Tp@TOS TropeveTa, Siakoopddv TdvTa kal iueAoUuevos: Tén & EmeTan
oTpaTid Beddv Te Kal Sanpudvov, KaTd EvBeKa uépn Kekoounuévn® pével
yé&p EoTla &v Beddv ofkewt pdvn. Tév 8¢ &AAwv So0o1 &v Té TGV Sodeka
&p1Budd TeTayuévor Beol &pxovTes fyolvran katd TéEiv fjv EkaoTos
E1éyOn. TToAAGl pév oUv kal uokdpian Béan e kad S1€§odol EvTds oUpavol,
&s Oecdv yévos eUBSaupdveov ETIOTPEPETAl TTPATTWY EKATTOS QUTRV TO
abToU, &metan 5t & &ei E06Awv Te kal Suvduevos: @BOvos yap EEw Belou
xopoU fotaTan. &rav 8¢ &7 mpods SaiTa kai &l Boivny fwow, dxpav
¢l Ty Umroupduiov dyida TropevovTan Trpds GvavTes, fi 81 TG piv
Beddov dxApaTa looppdTrws ebnvia Svta paiBics TopeveTal, T& 5¢ GAAa
udyis: Ppier y&p 6 iis kbkns Irriros petéxwv, Emrl Ty yijv pémwv Te kal
Bapuvwv &1 pf) kaAdds Hit TeBpappévos TV Hvidywv. evla 81y Tévos Te
kai &yov EoxaTos yuxit TpdkearTal. of ptv ydp dddvaTtor kaAoUpevar,
WIK &v pds &xpwr yévwvTal, E§w Topeubeioan EoTnoav émrl Téd1 Tol
oUpavol verTwl, otdoas 8¢ aUTds Tepidyel 1) Tepi1popd, ai. 8¢ Bewpoliot
T& £§w TOU oUpavou.

246b6 yuy# Téoa M Plotinus Hermias Simplicius: wdoa 4 yuyn B: ) yuxd) néoa TW
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Tov 8¢ Umrepoupdviov TOTTOV oUTE Tis Upvnoé TTw TGOV Tijide oInThs
oUte ToTt Uuvroe kot &Elav. Exel 8¢ Ge — ToAunTéov ydp olv TS ye
&An6ts elreiv, EAAws Te kal Trepl dAnBelas Aéyovta — 1) y&p dypodouaTds
Te Kal &oxnudTioTos kai dvaens obola dvtws oloa, Wuxis kuPBepviiTn
pévwt Beath) véd, mepl fiv 16 Tiis &AnBoUs émoThiung yévos, ToUTov
Exel TOV TéTrOV. &T 00V Be0U Bidvoia védt Te kal EmioTHun &knpdTwi
Tpeopévn, kai &rdons yuyfis don &v uéAANI T Trpootikov Sé€aabai,
iSoUoa Bi&x xpovou Td dv &yard Te kai Becwpoloa T&ANGT TpépeTan
kal ebTradel, Ews &v kUKAwWI 1) TrepIpopd els TaUTOV Treplevéyknl. év Bt
it Tep168wi kaBopdt ptv auTnv Sikaroouvny, kaBopdi 5t cwepoaivny,
kaBopdi 8¢ EmoTiuny, oy M yéveois TpdoeoTv, ob8 f EoTiv TTou
éTépa v ETépoor oUoa v fuels vOv SvTwv koAoTuev, SAAK Thv &v Téd &
goTiv Ov bvTws EmioTAuNY oUoav' Kal TEAAQ doaUTws T& SvTa dvTws
fesacapévn kai éoTiabeioa, SUoa A els TO glow Tol oUpavol, ofkade
ABev. EABoUons 8¢ alTiis & Hvioxos Tpds THY @dTvnu TOUS TTrTrous
oThoas TapéPoiev duPpooiav Te kal &’ abTiil vékTop EmdTioEy.

Kai oTtos ptv Becov Plos: al 58 ANt yuyai, 1) ptv &proTa Beddr Eropévn
kol elkaopévn UTreptipev els TOV E§w TOTTOV THY TOU fividxou KepaAfv kai
oupTepinvEXOn THY Trep1popdy, BopuPoupévn UTrd T Irrev kal pdyis
kaBopddoa T& dvtar 1) 8¢ ToTE pev fipev, ToTE & Edv, Pradopévov Bt TGV
frmreov T& ptv elBev, T& 8 0U. al 8t 51 &Aa1 yAixduevan pév &raoan Tou
dvew Erovtal, &duvaTtoloai 8¢ UTroPpuUyial CUNTIEPIPEPOVTAL, TTaTOUCA
&A\AAas kal EmP&ANovoan, ETépa TTpd TS ETépas Trelpwpévn yevéoBal.
06puPos olv kal EuAAa kal 18pcxs EoxaTos ylyvetan, ol &% kakion
TWidxwv TToAAal ptv xwAevovTal, ToAAal 8 TOAAK TrTepd BpavovTat,
mé&oan 8¢ oAUV Exouoan Trévov &TeAels Tiis ToU dvTos Béas &TrépyovTan,
kol &mreABoloan Tpogiit So§aoTiit xpdvTtan. ob 81 Evey 1) TOAAT oTroudi)
16 dAnBeias 18eiv Tedlov oU EoTiv, f| Te &7 wpootfkovoa Yuxiis TL
&ploToor vopt) & ToU &kel Aetuddvos TuyXavel oloa, fi Te ToU TrTepol
QUOIS, 1 Yuy) KouplleTan, ToUTw! TPEPETA.

Oeopds Te AdpaoTelas 88e. fiTis &v Yux Bedt ouvoTradds yevopévn
katidm T TEOV dANBGY, péxpr Te TS ETépas Trep1dSou elvan &Triipova,
k&v &el ToUTo SUvnTon Troielv, &el APAaPT elvan dtav 8t dSuvaThoaca
gEmoéoBan pf) 181, kad Tvi cuvTuyicn xpnoauévn Anens Te kal kokias
wAnofeioa Bapuvbijl, PapuvBeioa 5t TrTepopputiont Te kal éml THY yijv
mréont, TéTe vOpos TaUTNY uf) puteloa els undenloav Brpeiov puov év
11 TP TN Yevéoel, AN Thv ptv AsioTa (SoUoav els yoviv &vdpds
yevnoopévou @ihogdgou i prAokdAou A wouaikol Tivos kal épwTikol,
TV 8t Beutépav els PaciAéws Evwbdpou | oAemikol kad &pxikoU, TpiTnv
gls moAiTikoU 1) Tiwvos olkovouikoU # ypnuaTioTikoU, TeTdpTny Els
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@i1AoTréuoy yuuvaoTikoU fi Trepl cdpartos faclv Tiva toopévou, TréuTrTnY
pavTikdv Biov ) Tva TeheoTikdv E§oucav' EkTni ToImTikds 1) TV Trepl
plunotv Tis GAAos &pudoel, EPBSUNI Bnuioupyikds A yYewpyikds, dydémi
ooQloTIkOS Ty SpokoTiKds, fvdTni Tupavvikds.

Ev 81} ToUTols &mractv & pév &v Sikalews Siaydynt &ueivovos polpas
peTaAauPavel, s & &v &dikes, xelpovos els ptv ydp Td ard 8bev
Ake 1) Yuxt) tkdon olk &eikveiTan ETév puplwv — ol yd&p TrTepoU-
Tal TPd TOoOUTOU Xpovou — ANV 1) ToU gihocogiioavtos &8o6Aws
fy TaudepacTiioavTos peTd @rAocopias, adton 8t TplTnt TEP1OSWI T
XINETel, e&v EAcovTan Tpls Epegtis Tov Plov TolTov, olTw Trrepwleion
TpioX1Aloo Tl ETer &répyovTal ol 8¢ &AAal, dtav Tov TpdTov Blov
TeAeUTHOWwO1Y, Kploews ETuyov, kpiBeioan 8t at pév els T& Umd yis Sikai-
wThpia EABoloan Siknv EkTivouov, al & els Tobpavol Tva TéTov UTrd
T1is Afkns kougioBeioan Sidryouaiv &Elws ob v &vBpdmou elder ERiwoav
Blou. T 8¢ x1AooTd dupdTepan &ikvoupeval ¢l kAfpwaoiv Te kal
alpecv ToU SeuTtépou Plou alpolvton v Gv BEAN1 txdoTn: EvBa kal els
Onplov Biov &vBpeotrivn Wuyt &eixveiTal, kal &k Bnplov 65 woTe &vBpo-
Tros fijv wéAw els GvBpwtrov. ol ydp ) ye priTroTe I8oUoa THv &ArBeiav
els T68¢e fie1 TO oxfua. Bel ydp &vbpwov cuviévan kot €ldos Aeyduevov,
K TTOAAGV 1OV aloBnoewv els Bv Aoyiopdl cuvaipoUpevov: ToUto & toTly
&vdpvnois Ekefveov & o elBev Huddv 1) yuxn oupmropeubeioa Beddr kal
Utrep1doUoa & viv elvad papev, kal dvakiyaoa els 16 dv dvTws. 810 57
Sikadews pévn mrepoUtan 1) Tol grAocoépou Sidvolar Tpds yap Exelvors
&el Eom1 pvrun kaTd Svapiy, Ttpds ofoTrep Beds v Belds toTiv. Tols Bt
&7 ToloUTols &viip Utropviipaciv dpBdds Xpuuevos, TeAéous &ei TeAeTs
TEAOUPEVOS, TEAEOS SvTws Mévos yiyvetal: E§ioTéuevos 8¢ Tédv &vBpw-
Tiveov omoudaoudTwy kal Tpods T Befwr yryvdpevos, voubeTeiTon ptv
UTrd TEV TTOANGVY s Trapakivév, vBouoidluwv 58 AEANBe Tous TToAAous.

"EoT &) olv SeUpo & Tds fikwov Adyos mepl Tiis TeTapTS pavias, Av,
Sraw 1O TH18é TIs dpddv KGAAOS, ToU dANBoUS AVt BVNITKOPEVOS, TITEPG-
Tal Te kai dvamrTepoUpevos Tpofupoluevos dvatrtéobon, &Buvartddv B,
SpviBos Biknv PAéTreov &vew, TV K&Tw 5t duehddv, alTiav Exel ds pavikdds
Srakelpevos - dos &pa aUTn Tagdv TV dvBoucidoewy &ploTn Te xal
&§ &ploTwv T Te ExovTt kal TAI KowwvolvTl aUTiis ylyvera, kai
&1 TaUTNS peTéxwv THs mavias & Epdv TGV kaAdv EpacTis KaheiTal.
kaf&mep ydp elpnTan, w&oo ptv &vbpdtrou Yuxn euoel TebéaTan T
dvta, | oUk &v f{ABev els TOBE TO Lddrov: &vauipviiokeodon St &k TGOVEE
Ekeiva o¥ pdudiov &mdon, oUTe doc Ppayéws eldov TéTE Tékel, ol of
Selipo TregoUoan EBuoTUXnoav, GdoTe U Tiveov oAy il 1o &Sikov
Tparduevan Abnv v TOTe eldov lepdov Exev. SAfyon &1 AelrovTtan ofs



DQAIAPOZ 55

76 Tiis Bvnuns ikavdds T&peoTiv: alTon 8, dTav TI TGOV ékel dpofwpa
18woty, EkAfTToVTCn Kad 0UKED crTédv ylyvovtal, & & EoTi 1o rébos
&yvooiot Si& T piy lkavdds SicioBdvesbai.

Aikaioouvns ptv oV kal cwpooUvns kal doa &AAa Tima Yuyais
oUK EVeoT1 éyyos oUdtv v Tols THiSe dpoidpacty, SAA 81 &uudpddv
dpydvwy pédyis adridv kal dAfyor &l t&s elkdvas 16vTes Bedovtan Td ToU
elkaoBévTos yévos: kK&AAos B¢ T4T fiv i8eiv Aautrpdy, dTe ouv edBaipovt
Xopdn paxapiav Sy Tk kal Béav, émdpevor petd ptv Aids fueis, &AAot
5¢ pet’ &ANou Beddv, €186V Te kai ErehoUvTo TGV TEAETOV fiv Bépis Aéyev
HOKOPIWTATNY, fjv WpYidGopey SASKANpol pev aTol dvTes kal &radels
Kak@V doa fuds &v UoTépwt Xpovwi Utréuevey, OASKANpa Bt kal &TTA&
kal &Tpept] kal ebSalpova popaTa puoupevol Te kal éroTrTedovTes v
atyfit kaBapdi, kabapol Svtes kal dofipavTtol ToUTou & ViV 81y odpa
TepipépovTes dvopdgopsy, doTpéou TpdTTOV BeBeaueupévor,

Talra ptv oUv puviunt kexaploBew, 81’ fiv wdbewr Tédv TéTE ViV
poxpdTepa elpnTan: Tepl 5t k&AAous, datrep elTrouev, peT Ekelvwv Te
EAauTrey 8v, 8elpd T EABSVTES KaTeAfpapey alTo Sik Tijs évapyeoTdTns
aloffioews Tév Huetépwy oTiAPov fvapyéoTaTta. dyis ydp fuiv
SEutdn TOV Sk ToU GdpaTos EpyeTal alobroewy, fi ppdvnols ol
dpdTan: Sewous ydp &v apeixev EpwTas, el 1 ToloUTov dauTiis vapyts
eidwAov TrapeiyeTo eis dyw 1dv, kal T&AAa doa épacTd. viv 5¢ k&AAos
udvov TaUTny éoxEe poipav, Qo EkpavéotaTov elval kal EpaomadTaTov.

0 utv olv un) veoTedn)s i BiepBapptvos ok Ews evBtvSe Ekeloe pépeTa
Tpds aTd T KdAAos, Becduevos alrol Thy THiBe dmwvupiav, GoT o
oéPeTon TTpogopddv, GAN HiBoviji Tapadous TeTp&Trodos véuov Palve
Emiyelpel kal TaBooTropeiv, kal UPpel TrpocopiAdy o Sédoikev oUS
aloxUvetan apd @Uotv fiBoviiv Sicdkwy: 6 &t &pTiTEAfis, & TV TOTE
ToAuBedpwv, dTav Beoaidts TrpdowTtov 181 kK&AAOS €U pewpnpévov
Tva oddpartos 18av, TTpdyTov piv Eppi€e kai T1 TGOV TOTE YTHiABey alTdv
Selp&Twv, elta wpooopdv s Bedv obPetan, kal el pry ESedler THV Tiis
opddpa pavias §6§av, BUor dv ds &ydAuat kal 8eddr Tols andikois.
186vTa 8 alrTdv olov &k T1is ppikns ueTaPoAd Te kal 18pcas kal BepuoTns
&mbns AapPaverr Sefdpsvos yap Tol kéAAous THY &rroppotyy Sid TV
dppdrwv 0eppdvin Mt 1y ToU TTEPol pUois &pdeta, BepuavbévTos Bt
Erdkn & Tepl TV EKQuoty, & TéAq UTrd oKANPOTNTOS TUBLENUKOTO
elpye pfy PAacTavery, Emippueions 8t Tiis Tpopiis Cidnot Te kad dpunoe
QuecBan &md Tiis pikns & ToU TwTepol kavAds UTd Tdv T THis Yuxiis
eldos doa yép fiv 16 WA TTEpwT. Ll olv Ev ToUTwi AN kad

25026 outd crrédv Hermias: ouxér arév BTW  250b6 #v rec.: fit BTW
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&vaknkiet, kad Smep T TV dBovToguolvTwy Trabos Tepl Tols dBdVTas
ylyveten 61av &pTi pUwaty, kvfjols Te kal dyavéxTnols Trepl T& oUAQ,
TalToév 87 Téovlev 1) ToU Trrepogueiv &pyouévou wuyty: el Te kal
&yavaxTel kai yapyatifeTar pUovoa T TrTEpS.

‘Otav ptv olv PAérouca Trpds 1o ToU Ttandos k&AAos, Exeibev pépm
tmoévTa kal péovt — & 81 Bix TaUTta Tuepos koAelTan — Bexouévn &p-
dnrad Te kad BeppalvnTan, Acwdn Te Tiis d8Uvns kal- yéynbev: dtav &t
yowpls yévnran kad aiypnony, T& Tév 51e§d68wv oTéuaTa, fi TO TTEPdY
opudi, ouvauaxivopeva ploavta &trokAniel THy PAGoTnv ToU TrTepol:
1) 8 évTds petd ToU ipépov drokekAnipévny, TTNd®oo olov T& opuiovTy,
T 51666801 Eyxplel ékdoTn TH kb Ty, OoTE RO KevTOUpéVT)
KUKAw!1 1) yuxn oloTpdt kal d8uvaTan, pvfiuny & al éxouvoa ToU kaAou
YéynBev. ek Bt &ugoTépwy peperypéveov &dnpovel Te T &rotrian ToU
mébous xal &rropoloa AuTTdn, Kal Eppavis oUoa oUTte vukTds BuvaTal
kofeUBew olre ped fuépav ol &v i pévew, Bt 8¢ moBoloa dtrou &v
ofnTan dyeoban Tov Exovta TO k&Ahos 18olioa Bt kal EmoyeTeuoapévn
Tuepov BAuoe ptv T& TOTE cupTreppaypéva, &vatrvorv 8t AaPoloa kév-
Tpwv Te kai MSiveov EAnev, fN8oviy & a¥ TauTny YAUKUTETIY &V TédL
TapdvTl kapTroUTal. &8ev 81 tkoUoa elvar bUk droAelmeTan oUdé Tiva
ToU kaAoU Trepl TrAelovos ToleiTan, AAAX pnTépwv Te kal &SeApddov kal
éralpeov dvTwv AéAnoTa, kal oloias &Y duéherav &roAAupévns Tap’
oUBtv TiBeTa, voulpov 8t kal eloynuévewy, ofs Tpd ToU tkaAAwigeTo,
TAVTWV KaTappoviioaoa Soulevelv Etolun kai koipdodan dtrou &v &
115 &y yuTdre ToU éfou: pds yap Té oéBeaban ToOV TO k&AAOS ExovTa
laTpov nUpnKe povov TV peyloTwv Tovwv,

ToUTo 8¢ 16 TéBos, & Tal kaAé, pds dv 81| pot d Adyos, &vpwror piv
EpwTa dvopdiouoy, Beol Bt & kahoUow drovoas eikdTws Sidk vedTnTa
yeAdoel. Aéyouot 8t ofual Tives Opnpi18dv gk Tév &mrobéTwv Emddv So
g els TOV "EpwTa, dv 16 ETepov UPpioTikdY Tévu Kal oU opddpa T
EppeTpov: Upvouo 8t d8e:

Tdv & firo1 BunTol utv EpwTa kadolol ToTnvdy,

&Bévaror 8t TtépwTa Sk TrTepopuTop” dvdyxnv.
ToUTOlS &1) E§eoT1 piv TrelbeoBan, E§eoTiv 8¢ uny Spws 8t A ye altia kal
76 TédBos TAOV EpcovTwy ToUTOo EKETvo Ty Xdver bv.

251c2 wvijols T: kivnols BW  251¢6 Sexoutvn [1dv Tuepov] Stallbaun
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Tév utv olv Aids dtradédv & Angbels uPpiBéoTtepov SUvaTan péperv
76 ToU Trrepwvipou &xBos: ool 8¢ Apecds Te BepareuTtal kad peT Exeivou
meplerdAowy, dtav Ut “Epwtos dAdo1 kal T olnBddotv &Bikeioban Urd
ToU Epeopévou, povikoi kal Etoipol kabiepelev adTous Te Kai T& Tondikdé.
xal oUTw kal ExaoTov Bedv, ol EkacTos fiv XopeuTrs, ékelvov TiuGdY
Te Kal pipoupevos els 16 duvatdv Eiji, s &v fi &8i1agbopos kai THv
TH18€ TNV Yéveow ProTelnt, kal ToUTw! T TPdTI®! TPSS Te TOUs
Epcopévous kal Tous EAAous SpIAET Te kal TTpoopépeTal. TOV Te oUv EpwTa
TGV KaAQV Tpos TpdTToU EkAéyeTan EkaoTos, Kal dos Bedv alrtov ékeivoy
Svta tautddl ofov &yoApa TekTalveTal Te KAl KATAKOOUET, QS Tiujowv
7€ kol dpy1dowv.

Ol piv 81 oUv Aids 81dv Tva elvan nToUot THv Wuxiv ToOV U@ aUTédv
Eppevov: okoTroUotv olv el pIAdoopsds Te Kal fyepovikds THY pUatv, Kai
6Tav auTdv eUpdvTes Epacbidol, Trdv TrololUotv dTrws ToloUTos EoTal.
é&v oUv pt) TpdTEPOV EuPePdO1 TN EmITNBeUpaT, TOTE EMIYEIPTIOQAVTES
navBdvouot Te 88ev &v T1 BUvovTan kal abrol petépyovTa, ixvebovTes 5t
Tap ExuTdV &veupiokelv THv ToU opeTépou Beol puUaiv edTTopolon S1& TO
ouVTOVWS HvaykdoBan TTpds TOV Bedv PAdTrev, kal EpaTrTopevol auTol
T purjpm EvBoucidovTes &€ Ekelvou Aaupévouot & #8n kal T& EmiTnev-
pata, kaf doov SuvaTtdv Beol &vBpdTreol peTaoyeiv: kal ToUTwy 81 ToV
épcopevov alTicopevor €1 Te pdAAov dyatrddot, k&v & Aids &puTtway,
womep al Bakyau, Emi THv ToU Epwpévou Yyuynv EravtAolvTes TToloUotv
s duvaTdv dpoidTaTov T oPeTépwi BedI.

"Oco1 & al ped "Hpas eitrovTto, PaciAikov {nTtolol kai eUpovTes Trepi
ToUTov TévTa §pddotl T& aUTd. ol 88 ATdAAwvds Te kal tk&oTou TGV
Becov 0UTw kaTd TOV Bedv 1dvTes {nToUor Tov opétepov Talda Trepuxé-
vay, kai dTav kTHowvTal, pipoupevor alrof Te kal Té wondike Trelov-
Tes Kal pubuifoves els TO Ekeivou Emdevpa kal 18éav &youotv, dom
Eké&aToot BUvapis, oU pBdvwl oUd’ dveeuBépuot Suopevelan ¥ pudpevol TTpds
T& TTadikd, SAN els buo16TNTA AUTOTS Kai TN BEN SV &V TIPGOL TT&OQV
mévtws &1 pdAioTa Treipwpevol &yev oUTw Tololol. Tpobupia pév
oUv T@V ts dAnBa&s EpcovTaov kal TeAeTr), E&v ye Siampd§oovTat & Trpo-
BupolvTan fi Adyw, oUTw koAt Te kal eUSatpovikty Ud ToU &1 EpwTa
pavévtos gidou T@d1 @IANBévTt yiyveTal, tav alpebiji- dAlokeTon 8t &) &
alpebels To118e TpdTTEL. '

253b1 "Hpas t Hermias: fuépas BTW  253c3 TeheT rec.: Tehevth) BTW
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KabdTrep v &py it ToUde Tol pubou tpixfit Sieldopev yuxnv tkdotny,
Irropdpew ptv Buo Tive ldn, fvioxikov 8t eldos TpiTov, kal viv ETi’
NIV TabTa pevétew. TéOV 8¢ 87 Trrwv & pév, papév, &yabds, & & ol
&peth 8t Tis ToU &yobol i kakoU kokia, oU Sieltropev, viv &t Aek-
Téov. & ptv Tolvuy aUTOIV &v Tiit KaAAlov oTdael v TS Te €ldos pbods
kal 8inpBpwpévos, Uyauyxny, Emlyputros, Aeukds 18€iv, peAavopparros,
Tipfis EpaoThs peTd cwepoouvns Te kal aldoUs kal &Anbiviis 86&ns
¢Taipos, &mANKTOS, KeEAeUTHaTI uévov kal Adywt Hvioxeitarr & & al
OKOAI0S, TTOAUS elkijl CUPTIEQOPTBEVOS, KparTEPAUX NV, BPaXuTp&RNAOS,
O1MOTTPOCWTTOS, MEAGYXPwWS, YAQUKOupaTos, Uatuos, UBpews kal &Aa-
Lovelas ETaipos, Trepl dTa Adaios, kw@ds, pdoTiyt peTd kévTpwv pdy!s
UTrefxcov.

‘Otav & odv & fivioxos i18cov TO EpwTikdV Spua, Taoav olobn-
oel diabepunvas THV Yuxhy, yapyoAiouoU Te kol wolou kévtpwv
UttommAnodfjl, & piv eUmreifns TL Huidxer TV Iy, el Te kal
T6Te addol Pragdpevos, tauTdv katéxel pry Emimndav Téd! Epwpéveor &
5t oUTe kévTpwv fvioXik@dV oUTe pdoTiyos €Tt vTpémeTal, oKIpTOdV
8t Pion @épetan, kal TavTa TRdypaTa Tapéxwy TOL aUiuyl Te ko
Auidxwt dvaykdder lévar Te Tpds T& Toaudikd kol pvelav Toigicbar TS
TV dppodioiwv X&p1Tos. T 8t kT &py&s utv &dvmiTelveTov &yavax-
TOUVTE, &5 Sevd kal Trapdvopa &vaykalopévw: TeAeuTdVTE 8¢, dTAV
undév M1 wépas kakoU, TropeveaBov &yopévw, elfavTe kal duoAoynoavTe
TrOI\OEIV TO KEAEUOUEVOV.

Kal mpds atédr T EyévovTo kal elSov ThHv Syiv THv TGV TTondikddv
&oTpdmrroucav. 186vTos 8t ToU fvidxov 1| uvfiun TPds THY ToU KAA-
Aous uotv fivéxln, kal TTéAV eldev aTiv pETG cwpooUvns &v &ryvdd
Bd&bpwr BePiooav: 18oloa B¢ Edeiot Te kal oepbeioa &vémeoev UTrTia,
kal Gua fjvayxdodn els ToUmiow koo Tas fvias olTw o@odpa,
GoT el T& loyla &pew xabloon T Trmrw, ToV piv Ekdvta Sid TO
un &vTitelvely, Tov 8t UPploTHV pdA’ &rovra. &meABévTe Bt &mwTépw,
d ptv U’ aloyxtvns Te kal 8&uPous 18pidT TThoav EBpefe THv yuxry, &
8¢, AM\Eas Tiis d8uvns v UTd ToU YaAvol Te Eoxe kal ToU TTTWONATOS,
pdy1s Egavatveloas Ehoiddpnoev dpyil, TOAAG koklfwv Tév Te fyvio-
¥ov kal Tdv dpdluya ds Seidlon e kal dvavBplat Arrdvte THv T&Swv
kal dporoylav. kal &AW oUk E8éhovTas Tpoctéval &vayk&gwy péyIls
ouvexwpnoe Seopévwv els albis UrepPaiéodon. EAGSVTOS 88 ToU ouv-
TeBévTos Xpdvou &pvnuoveiv TrpooTrolovpéve dvamipviiokwy, Birago-
pevos, XpepetiGeo, EAkwy flvdykaoev alb Tpocedelv Tois oudikois &l

254d4 Xpovou [ol] duvnuovelv Heinclorf
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Tous atTous Adyous, kal éreidt) EyyUs fioav, tykiyas kal éxTelvas Thv
Kképrov, vBaxdov TOV xaAvdy, pet &vondeias kel 6 & fivioyos Tt pédAAov
TtV Tréfos TraBav, waoTep &d UomAnyos dvatreccv, ET1 pdAAov
ToU UPpioTol Trrmou &k Tév 686vTwv Blan dtriow omdoas Tov xaAvédy,
TV Te Kaknyopov YAOTTav Kal Tas yvdBous kabriipagev kai Té& okéAn
Te Kol T& foxia Tpds THY Yiv épefoas d8Uvans EBwkev. dtav &t TauTd
TOMGKIS Trdaywv 6 Trovnpds THs UPpews AHENL, Tamelvwbels EreTan
187 Tt ToU fvidyxou Trpovolal, kai Stav idm TV kaAdv, péPwi S1dA-
AuTan® GoTe aupBaivel TOT 181 THY ToU EpaoTol Wuy v Tois Troudikois
alBoupévnv Te kal Sediviav Emecba.

ATe oUv Trdoav Bepareiav ds iodBeos BepaTreudpevos oly UTrd oxnua-
TiGopévou ToU EpddvTos AAN &AnBGs ToUTo TreTovBéTOoS, Kai alTds dv
Uoel plhos T BeparmrevovT, Edv &pa xal &v TAdN TPbdabev YT cup-
porT TV 1 Tivewv dAAwv SiaPePAnuévos N1, AeydvTwv s aloypdv
EpddvTt TANo1&EEY, kal Bk ToUTo &bt ToOV EpddvTa, TpoidvTos bt
181 ToU ¥ pdvou fi Te Hikia kal T6 Ypecov fyayev els 76 Trpoctodon alTodv
els oA lav: oU yap dnTroTe eipapTan kakdy Kokl @iAov oUd dyabov
unh ¢lAov &yabddn elval. pooepévou Bt kal Adyov kal duiMav Se§aué-
vov, tyyubev ) edvoia yryvouévn ToU EpidvTos EKTTA TTE TOV Epcdpevoy
SiongBavépevov 811 0Ud ol aupTravTes &AAo1 pfAor Te kal oikeior poipav
P1Alas oUBepiav TapéxovTan pds TOV EvBeov gfdov. &Tav Bt xpovign
ToUTo Spddv kal TANCIASN1 peTY ToU &mrreabon év Te yupvaoiols kai év
Tads EAAans dpiAlaus, TOT §idn %) ToU PeUpaTos ékelvou Ty, 6v Tpepov
ZeUs MavupnhBous Epddv dvdpacs, TTOAM) pepopéun Trpds TOV EpacTnyv, 1
uév els aUrtdv €8v, 1y 8 &rropeoToupévou E§w &mroppel: kal ofov TTvelpa 1
115 oo &rd Aeicov Te kal oTepeddv dANopévn TTaAY G8ev dopundn eépe-
Tat, 0UTw TO ToU KEAAoUs Pedpa TéAL els TOV KaAdv Bi& TV OppdTwy
1év, M1 Tépukev &mri THY Yuxhv bvan &pikduevov kal &vatrTepidoav,
&5 51680us TGV TTepidv &pder Te kal Ddppnoe TTeEPOPUElV Kal THY ToU
Epoopévou ol Wuy v EpwTos tvéTrAnoev. Epdi ptv obv, dTou 8t &ropel” kal
008" &1 TréTrovfev olBev ol Exer ppdoan, AN olov &’ &AAou dpbapiag
&rroheAaukcds TTpdPacy elTreiv oUk Exel, doTrep St &v kaTpdTrTw!L &V TAL
EpddvTI EauTOV OpddOv AéANOev.

Kai 8tav ptv keivos apfil, AMjyer kard Tautd Ekeiveor THis 680vns,
dtav 8t &y, kard TaUTd aU Tobel kad TroBeiTan, eldwAov EpwTos
&vtépuwTa EXwv' kaAel 8t auTdv Kal ofeTan oUk EpeoTa dAAG grAlav elvan.
Emm10upel 8t Ekefveol TTapaTrAnaies pév, doBeveoTépaos 8¢, 6pdv, &trreafan,

25525 tpdvtat: BpwTa BTW  255b1 mwpootoba rec.: rpotofon BT: opeleson W
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PIAely, ouykaTakeioBar' kai 81}, ofov eikds, Tolel TO ueTa ToUTO TAYY
TaUTA. v 0OV THj1 ouykolpfioel ToU ptv EpacToUu & drkdAacTos frrros
Exer 611 Aéym1 pds ToV fvioxov, kal &§1oT &l TTOAAGDY TTéVwV ouikpd
&moAaUoar® 6 8¢ TV TS IKGV ExEl v oudev elrelv, orapydv St kal
&rropddv TepIPdAAel TOV Epao Ty Kal QIAEL, s opdSp eUvouv doald-
Hevos, STav Te cuyKaTakéwvTal, o16s ot pry &v &rapvnfijvar 16 abTol
pépos xaploaoBon Tén EpddvTy, el Senbeln Tuyeiv: 6 &t Spdu§ ol peTd
ToU fividxou mpods TaUTta peT aidols kal Adyou &vtiTelver.

Eav piv 81 ov els TeTayuévny Te Sloutav kol @iAocogiav vikiion
T& PeATiw Tiis Bravolas &dyaydvra, poakdpiov ptv kal duovonTikdy TOV
8vB&Be Plov Bidyouotv — EykpaTels alTdv kal kbopior dvres, Souwod-
pevol pev @1 kakla Wuyiis éveylyveto, EheubepcooavTes S o1 &petn) —
TeheuThHoovTes Bt B1) UdTTEpol kol EAagpol yEYOVOTES TGOV TPIGY
TraAaiopdTwv TV s dANBGs DAvpmiakdy &v veviknikaoty, ol peifov
&yabdv oUTe cwepoouvn &vlpwTrivn obTe Beia navia Suvarrdy mopl-
oar &vBpcdmat. v &t &) diadtn opTikwTépar Te kai &PrAocdpowl,
p1AoTiuwr 8¢ xpricwvTal, T&Y &v Trou tv péBaus 1 Tvi GAAM &ueAelocn
T &KOA&OTW aUTOTV UTroduyiw AapdvTe Tds Wuxds dppoUpous, ouva-
yorydvTe els TaGTéV, THY UTTd TGV TTOAAGY pakapioThv alpeotv elAétnv
Te kai Siemwpd§avTo: kol Srampalouévey TO AorTrdv AN YpddvTal pev
aUT, omavion 6¢, &te ol Tdom SeSoypéva TH Siavolon wpskTTOV-
Tes. piAw pev olv kal ToUTw, fiTTOoV B Exelvwov, dAAMYAov Bi& Te ToU
EpwTos Kal Ew yevouévw Sidyouoi, mrioTeis Tas peyloTas fyoupévw
&AMAov BeBuwkévan Te kal BedéyxBon, & oU BepTov elvan AVoavTtag
els ExBpav moTE EABeiv. &v 8¢ TH TeAeuTHt &TTEPOL pPéV, OPUNKOTES
5t rTepoucfan éxPaivouat ToU cwpaTos, GoTe oU ouikpdy &BAov Tiis
EpawTIKTjs pavias pépovTar els ydp okdTov kal THY UTd yijs Tropelav ol
vépos Eotlv 11 EABEiV Tois kaTnpypévors 1481 Ths Uroupaviou Tropefas,
&AAK pavdv Blov SidyovTas elBaipovelv pet AATAWY TTopeuopévous kal
SpoTrTépous EpwTos Xdpiv, dTav yévwvTal, yevéola,

TabTa TooaUTa, @ Tai, kai Beia oUTw ool dwpnoeTtan A TapP
tpacToU iAo 1) 8t &md ToU uf Epddvros olkeidTns, owepocuvnt
BunTi kekpauévn, BunTd Tekal PE1BwAL oikovopoUaa, dvereubeplav Utrd
TATBous Eraivoupévny s dpeThv T piAn1 Yux i EvTekoUoa, évvéa YIA-
1&8ag Etéov Tepl yijv kuAivSoupévny adTiv kal UTro yiis &vouv Tapéter.

AUTn oo, & piAe"Epas, els yueTépav SUvapv §Ti kaAA o kad &ploTn
SéBoTal Te kal EkTéTeioTon TTaAveIbia, “T& Te &AAQ Kai Tols dvduaoiv”
fivaykacuévn TroimTikois Tioww Sik Paidpov elpfioBon. A& TGOV

255e5 Aéym Bekker: Abyet BTW
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TPOTEPWV TE GUY YVAMNY Kai TEOVSE X&piv Exwv, edpevis kai TAews THY
EpwTIKAY pol Téxvny fjv Edewkas piTe dQEATN unTe TIMpos 81’ dpy iy,
5{8ou 7" €11 &AooV i viv rapd Tois kaAois Tiuov elval. &v Téh Tpdodev
& el T Adywn oor &mrnvis eiropev Paidpds Te kal Eyw, Ausiav Tév ToU
Adyou TraTépa alTidpevos Trale TAOV ToloUTwY Adywv, Emri pidocopiav
8¢, Qomep &BeA@ds auTolU TToAépapyos TéTpamTal, Tpéyov, fva kai &
tpaoThs 88e alTol pnkért EmapgoTepint kabdTrep viv, AN &AdS
Tpds EpwdTa petd @idocdpwv Adywv Todv Plov Torfitat.

DAl Zuvedyopai oo, & ZwkparTes, elttep &uetvov TaUl Nuiv elvar,
ToUTa ylyveoBat, Tov Adyov 8 gou TéAat Bavpdoas Exw, dowi kaAMw
ToU TwpoTépou &Trnpy&dw, DoTe dKkvdd pry pot & Auctas Tatrevds pavii,
v &pa kal E0eAfiont TTpds alTdY EANov dvTirapaTeival. kad yép Tis
auTév, & Baupdoie, Evayyxos TGOV TOMITIKGY ToUT auTd Aoidopdov
wveldiZe kai Six mdons s Aodoplas éxdAet Aoyoypaeov: Téy olv
&v Umd prhomiplas Erioyor fuiv &v ToU ypdeew.

20). TeAoidv y’, & veavia, TO 56y ua Aéyets, kal ToU éTalpou ouyvdy
SiapapTdavels, el abTov olTws Nyfit Tiva yoeoded. Tows 8¢ kal Tov
Ao18opoupevov aiTid ofer dveldifovta Aéyev & EAeyev.

DAl Egaiveto ydp, & ZdkpaTes: kal gUvoiohd Trou kal alTds &1
ol puéyroTov Suv&pevol Te kal cepvdTaTol &v Tais TOAeoIv alayivov-
T Adyous Te ypagev kal kataleltely ouyypdupaTa tautdv, 86Eav
poPovpevol ToU ETreITa ¥pdvou ut) coPlaTai KAAGVTAL.

200. “TAukis &ykaw,” & Daidpe, AéAnBEv o &T1 &md ToU paxpoU
dryréovos ToU kaTd Nethov éxAn0n kal wpds Téd &ykddvi AavBver ot 11
ol péyioTov gpovolvTes TGOV TOAITIKOY pdAioTa épidat Aoyoypagias
Te kal kaTaAelyews ouyypaupdTy, of vt kal Eraddv Tiva yp&ewaot
Adyov, oUtws &yamddal Tous EmouvéTas, WOTE TPOCTIAPAYpAPOUs!
TpwTOUS of &v ékaoTayoU Ematvédov aUTaus.

DAL TIdds Aéyers ToUTo; ol yap pavBdve.

SW. OU pavBdvers &1 dv dvBpds ToAItIKOU oUYYpaMpaTI TIPEITOS
6 ErouvéTns yéypatrTal,

DAl Tiés;

20). ‘““EBogt” oy enow, “rijt PouAfit” f “tér dMpw” 1
&ugoTépors, kal “8s kal 8s elmrey,” Toév adrTdv &) Adywv péAa oepvéds kal
tykwmdlev & ouyypagels: EmerTa Abyer 87 peTd ToUTO, EMiSeIKVUpEVOS
Tols EmanvéTais Thy éauToU coglav, dvioTe TTévu pakpdy Troimo&pevos

257d2 verbigovra Postgate: 6velblovra voplbovta B: vopliovra TW Hermias
258a1 &v [dpxiit] &vBpos Madvig  258a5 85 kad 85 Winckelmann: s BTW
25827 uokpov BT: pixpdv W
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oUyypauuar 1§ ool &Aoo T uolveTar TS ToloUtov 1§ Adyos
OUYYEYpPauuévos;

DAl Ok Euorye.

20). Oukolv &&v ptv oUtos gpuévni, yeynboos drépyeTtan &k ToU
BedTpou 6 ToInTH s &&v Bt EEaAe1pBTi1 kal &polpos yévnTan Aoyoypagias
1e kal ToU &Ei0s elval ouyypdeewv, TevBel aUTés Te kal of ETaipo.

®AIl. Kal pdha.

2. ARGy ye 6T oliy s UTtepppovolvTes ToU em-rn&auua'rog AN
s TebaupakdTES.

QAIl. TT&vy pév olv.

2. Ti & dtav ikavds yévntan ;SnToop ) Baoihevs, &ote AaPov
v Aukoupyou f ZéAwvos f Aapelou SUvauv &b&vatos yevéoho
Aoyoypéeos tv ToAel, &p' oUk lobBeov fyeiTon ciTds Te ciTdv ET1 GGdv
kal of &rerta yryvéuevol Taltd TaUTa epl auTol vopigouo, Becopevol
aUTOU T& OUYYpAMPOTY;

OAl. Kai pda.

20). Ofel Tivé oUv TV ToloUTwy, doTis kal dTwaTioly SUovous
Avoia, dveidigelv altd ToUTo 11 ouyypdgst;

®Al. Outkouv eikds ye &6 v oU Méyeis: kal yap &v T EauTol
¢mbuplan, dos Boikev, dveldilol.

2. ToUTo piv &pa TavTl 8fjdov, &T1 ok aloxpdv aUrd ye T
Yp&oeiv Adyous.

DAI. Tiydp;

3. AMX ixeivo ofpar aloyxpdv fidn, T uf) KaAds Aéyew Te kal
YPA&@etv SN aloypdds Te kal Kakéds.

DAl Afjdov 81).

20. Tis olv & Tpdmwos ToU kaAdds Te kol un ypdeeiv; Sedpedd T,
@ Daidpe, Auoiav Te Trepl ToUTwy EeTdoar kal &AMov doTis TrdomoTé
T Yéypagev 1) ypdyel, eite ToMTIKOV oUyypappa eite 1BioTikdy, Ev
METPWI GO TToINTAS 1) &veu péTpou dos 1816dTHS;

®AI. Epwtdus el Sedueba; Tivos ptv olv Eveka kv Tis dos elmeiv
Goon &AN A &V ToloUTwy 1Bovédv Eveka; oU y&p Trou Ekeiveov ye Qv
TrpoAuTrnBfivan Sel 1) undt 1obiivan, & 81 dAlyou oo al Tepi T6 odpa
NGoval Exouot 816 kal Sikalws AvSparroddels kékAnvTa.

20). ZxoAh utv 8n, s Eoke' kal &pa por SokolUoww s &v T
Tviyel Umrép kepais fuddv ol TéTTryes ndoves kal GAANA0IS BioAeyd-
pevor kaBopdv kal fuds. el obv i8olev kai véd kaBdrep Tous TToAAOUS Ev

25922 kaBopdv kal fiuds TW Stobaeus: kaBopdv B
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peonuPplon pry SiaAeyopévous dAAK vuoTddovTas kal knAoupévous Ug’
aUtédv 8 &pylav THs Slavolas, Sikafws &v kaTayeAdiev, 1)youpevol
&vdpdmrod’ &TTa opioiv EAGSVTA Els TO KaTaywylov GaTtrep TpoPdTia
peonuppi&ovra Tepl THY kpfjvny eUBev: v 8¢ dpdat SiaAeyopévous
Kai TTapatAéovTds opas wotep Zelpfivas GknAnTous, & yépas Trapd
Becov Exovatv &vBpaorols Bidovai, Téy’ &v Soiev &yachivTes.

®Al. "Exouoi 8t 81 Tl ToUTo; &vfikoos ydp, s Eoike, TUYxGvw &v.

20). O pev 81 wpéTrel ye rAdpouoov &vdpa TGV ToloUTwv &viikoov
elvan. Aéyetar & @s mwoT floav oftor &vbpwol T Tplv Movoas
yeyovéval, yevopévwv 8¢ Moucdv kol @aveions widfis olTws &pa
TvEs TV ToTE EfemAdynoav Ug fSoviis, woTe &idovtes fuéAnoav
olTwv Te kai ToTAV, Kal EAaBov TeAeuThoavTES aUToUs: E§ v TO TeT-
Tlywv yévos et tkeivo pUetal, yépas ToUTo Tapd Moucddv AaPév,
undtv Tpopfis Seiobon yevopevov AN &oiTdv Te kai &roTov eU0Us &idetv
Ews &v TeheuThoNI, Kai PeTd TabTa EABSY TTapd Movoas &rray yéAAewv
Tls Thva aTdv Tiudn TV EvBEBe. Tepyixdpar piv ol Tols &v Tois
XOpOis TETIPNKOTAS aUTHY &trary yéAAovTes Ttololot Tpoa@iAeoTéPOUs,
Tij1 8¢ Epatol ToUs év Tois EpwTikois, kal Tals SAAals 0UTws KaTd TO
eldos ék&oTns Tipfs T 8¢ TrpeaPutdTnt KaAAdTrni kai T pet adTiv
OUpavicn Tous &v prdogogial BidyovTtds Te kai TIu@VTAS THY Ekeiveov
pouoikfyv &yyéAhouoty, of 81 udhiota Tév Mouadv Trepi Te oUpavdv
kad Adyous oloacn Befous Te kal &vBpwrivous 1&atv kaAAioTnv QuwvAv.
TTOAAGV 1) oUv veka AekTéov T1 kal o kaBeudnTéov dv Tt peonuPpia.

@Al Aextéov ydp olv.

20. Ouxolv, omep viv Tpoudépeba aréyacbal, Tév Adyov 6T
KaAGds Exel Aéyeiv Te kal ypaoetv kal dTrn pry, okeTrTéov.

DAL Afjov.

Z0). "Ap’ olv ol Utrdpxelv el Tols el ye kal kahds pnBnoouévols
v ToU AéyovTos Sidvorav elduiav Td &Andes v &v Epeiv épt uéAANL;

DAl OYtwol mepl ToUTou dkrikoa, & @fde SckpaTes, ok elvan
&véyknv Téd1 péNAovTI PriTopl EoeoBan T TG SvTi Sikaia pavBavev
&G T& 868avT &v TANBe oitrep Sik&oouaty, oUSt T dvTws &yabd
1) KGA& AN doax 568e1* &k yap ToUTwvy elvar 1O TrelBeiv AAN ok &k Tiis
&Anbeias.

ZW. “OUY Tor &mwéPAnTOV ETros” elvan Bel, & Paidpe, 6 Gv eiTrwot
cogof, SAA& oxoTrelv un T1 Aéywor’ kal &t kal T vy AexBtv oUx &peTéov.

DAl Opbdds Aéyes.

259d6 olv vexa Schanz: oUv vexev TW: olvexev B: oUvexa Hermias
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20. W8e 81y okotréduey alTd.

DAL TIé&s;

20. EioeTreiBoip tycd rohepfous dulve ktnodpevov itrrov, Gupw
&t Trrov &yvooipev, Toobvde pévtor Tuyydvoru €idds Trepl ool, ot
daiBpos itrmrov fyeiTon 1O TGV fuépwv {wiwv péy1oTa EXoV AT —

DAL Teloidy y’ &v, & SdkparTes, €in.

2. OUrrw ye' &AN dTe 81 omroudfjt oe TelBoiut; ouvTiBels Adyov
gmaivov katd ToU dvou, Tmrmrov érovouddwy kal Adywv s TavTos
&€tov 1O Optppa ofkor Te kekTiioBan kal &l oTpamids, droToAepsiv
Te Xpriorpov kal pds Y’ Eveykeiv Buvartdy okeln Kal GAAX TTOAAG COPEA-
1Hov —

DAL Tlayyérotév ¥’ &v #8n eln.

2. "Ap olv ol kpeiTTOV yeAoiov kal plAov f) Bewdv Te kai ExOpdv
elvau;

DAl daiveTa.

20). "Otav olv 6 PpnTopikds &yvodv &yaBdv kai kakdv, AaPuv
mOAV doalTws Exoucav Teidnl, pfy Tepl Svou okids s TrTou ToV,
gravov Troloupevos GAAG Trepi kakoU s &yaBol, 86§as Bt TAnBous
pepeAeTnKds Trelont kokd Tp&TTElV &VT &y afddv, Troidv Tiva oler peTd
TalTa THY PNTOPIKNY KapTrOV GV Eoreipe Bepileiv;

DAL OU mdwu ye Emeik).

2. "Ap olv, @ &yabé, &ypoikdTepov ToU SéovTos AeAoiSopnka-
pev TV TV Adywv Téxvny; 1) & fows Gv efwor: “Ti moT, & Baupd-
o101, AnpeiTe; Eyw ydp oUdEV &yvooUvTta TdAnBEs &varykddew pavBdvev
Aéyewv, &AX, €l T1 Euf) cupPoOUAT), KTNo&uEVOV EKeTvo oUTwS g AapPavelv
T68€ 8 oUv péya Aéyw, cos &veu Epol T T& Svta eld6T1 0Udév T1 pGAAov
toTon Treifev Téxum.”

DAL Ouxolv 8lkaia Epel, Aéyouoa TalTa;

20). Onui, Edv of ye &midvTes aUTiit Adyor papTupdoiv elvar Téxvn.
@omep y&p dkoUelv Bok®d Tivwv TpoocidvTwy kal SiapapTupopévey
Aoywv, &1 weUBetal kal oUk Eom Téxvn &AXN &rexvos TpiPr: ToU &t
Ayew, pnolv & Adkwv, Etupos Téxvn &veu ToU &Anlelas figban olUT
toTiv oUTe un TroTe UoTEpOV YévnTAl.

DAL ToUtwv Bel TV Adywv, & ZwkpaTtes dAAK SeUpo abTous
Tapdywv Egétade Ti kal TGS Adyouov.

260ct Trpés y’ tveykeiv Thompson: pooeveykeiv BTW

260c4—5 yeholov kal pldov fi Bewdv Te kal ExBpdv elvat Robin: yeAoiov A Bewdv Te kal
tx6pdv elvat ff plhov BTW: [} piAov] Bekker: yeholov kal pihov 7| Sewodv kal Ex8pdv
Hermias

260d6 kTnoduevov rec.: kTnoduevos BTW
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200. Tl&piTe 81, Bpeupara yevvaia, koaAMTond& Te DaiSpov melBeTe
s &av pry lkavdds piAogogrion, oubt ikavés ToTe Aéyev EoToan Trepi
oUdevds. &mokpivécduw 81 O Daidpos.

®AL EpwTdre.

20). "Ap olvouTo ptv dhov 1) pnTopikh) &v eln Téxvn Yyuxaywyia Tig
51 Adywv, oU pdvov év BikaoTnpiols kal dooi dAAor Snudoior cUAAoyot
A& kal dv i8iois, f) aUTh) opikpdv Te kal peydAwv Tépr kad oUSty
tvmipdTepov T ye dpBov Trepl omroudaia 1 Trepl paUAa yryvoupevov; §y
s oU TalT &kfKoas;

DAl OV p& Tov Af o TravTdmraoiv oUtws, dAAS péAioTa pév TS
Tepl T&s Sikas Aéyetal Te kal ypdoeTon Téyvn:, Aéyeton Bt kal mepl
dnunyoplas: &l rAéov Bt olk dkrkoa.

2. AMX A t&s NéoTopos kal O8ucoéws Téxvas pévov mepl Adywv
dxnkoas, & év w1 oxoA&GovTes ouveypoaydTnv, Tév 8t MahaunSous
&vtikoos yéyovas;

®Al. Kal val p& Af tywye Tédv NéoTopos, et pf) Mopyiav NéoTopk
Tva kaTaokeuddets ) Tiva Opacupaxév Te kal Oeddwpov Vduoata.

3. “lows. &AAE y&p TouTous Eduev: oU & eltré, tv SikaoTnpiois of
&vtiBikor Tl pddoiv; oUk &vTiAéyouat pévor; ) Tl pricopev;

DAl Tolt atrrd.

2. Tlepl ToU dikalouv Te kal &Bikou;

QAL  Nal.

3. Oukolv 6 Téxvm ToUTo Spdv TroIfoel pavijvan TO aliTd TOlS
aUTols ToTt ptv dfkatov, dtav 8¢ PouAnTal, &Sikov;

QAL Ti unjy;

2Z0). Kai &v dnunyoplar 81 T wéAer Sokelv T4 aUTd TOTE pév
&yafé&, Tott & aU Tavavria;

DAl O¥roos.

2(). Tov olv EAeatikdv MoAapndny Aéyovta oUk iopev Téxvnl,
®oTe palvesBan Tois dxovouot Té& alTd dpoia kal &vbpoia, kai Bv kad
TTOAAG, pévovTd Te aU Kai gepdpeva;

®Al. M&Aa ye.

20). Ouk &pa pévov Trepl SikaoThpid Té doTv 1) dvTiAoyikh kal
Trepl Snunyoplav, &AN, s Eotke, Trepl TvTa T& Aeydpeva pla Tis Téxvn,
eimep EoTwv, altn &v €in, fi Tis olds T ot W&V AV T dporolv TéV
Buvatddv kal ofs SuvaTdv, kal &Ahou duotolvTos kal &rokpuTrTopévou
sls pdds &ryew.

®AIl. TIdds 81 T ToloUTov Aéyels;

20, Tijide Sokd GnToUotv paveioBar, dmwdrn mwoTEpov v TTOAU
Bragépouat ylyveron péAAov i SAlyov;

5
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®AI. Ev Tols dAiyow.

S0). A ye 51y kot opikpdv peTaPalveov pdAAov Aficers EABcv
gl 16 dvavTiov fi KaTd péya.

DAL Tiéds & ol;

TW. Ad &pa ToV péAdovTa dmaThoelv piv &GAAov, alTov B¢ pry
&marnoecbal, Ty dpoibtnTa TGV SvTwv kal dvopordtta dixpiBdds
Siedévanl.

DAL Avdykn utv olv.

2. "H olv olés Te toTtal, &AhBeiav &yvoddv tkdoTou, THY TOU
&yvooupévou SpodTNTa ouIkpdy Te Kol peydAnv év Tois &AAols
Siayryvwokeiv;

DAIl. AduvaTov.

20). Oukolv Tols rapd T& dvta Sof&Louo kal &rraTwuévols SfAov
s 16 TA&Bos ToUTo 81" dpoioTHTWY TIVGY eloeppun.

DAl Tiyvetan yolv oUTws.

2. “EoTiv olv &reos Texvikds EoTan peTaPiBdgely kard opikpdy Sik
TGV dpoloTNTwv &Trd ToU dvTos EkdoToTe &l TodvavTiov &mdywy, f
aUTds ToUTo S1agelyety, & pf) Eyvapikas 8 EoTiv EkaoTov TAW Svtwy;

DAl OU A TroTe.

2. Adywv &pa Téxvny, & ttaipe, 6 TV dAnBeiav pn elbcds, 8éEas
B¢ 1ebnpeuxcds, yeholav Tivd, s Eoike, kal &Texvov TrapégeTal.

DAl Kivduveler.

3. BoUAel olv &v Tén Aucfou Adywi 8v gépers kal v ols fueis
elropev 18€iv T1 dv papev &téyvwv Te kal vTtéyvewv elvan;

DAl TlavTwv y¢ Tou pdAioTa, ds viv ye WIAGS TTws Aéyouev, oUk
gxovTes lkavd rapadelypata.

2.  Kal phy katd TOxnY yé Tive, @s Eoikev, EppnnTnu Tod Adyw
gxovté T Tapdderypa, s &v O eldds 1O &AnbEs wpoomaifwv év
Abyors Trapdyor Tous dkovovTas. kal Eywye, & Paidpe, alTidduan Tous
vtoTrious Beous: Tows 8¢ kal ol TéV Mouadv TrpogfiTar ol Utrép Kepadis
@180l EmimetveukdTes &v Hpiv elev ToUTo TO Yépas o¥ yép Trou Eywye
TéY VNS TIvds ToU Aéyev pétoyos.

DAIl. "EoTw s Atyers pdvov SnAwaoov S enis.

2. 161 87 por &vdyvewbr T ToU Aucfou Adyou dpxtiv.

QAL “TTepl pdv TéV Euddv TpayudTwy EmrloTaca, kal s voplgw
ouugépely fuiv ToUTwy yevopévwv dkhkoas: &§iéd &t py i TolTo
&ruyfioar dv Séopat, 6T oUK EpaoThs GV gou Tuyydvw. s Ekelvols
ptv TOTE peTapéAel” —

262c5 &réxvav ... tvtéxveov Heindorf: &rexvov ... Bvrexvov BTW
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0. Tlaboa. Ti81) olv oUtos dpapTdvel kal &Texvov Trolel Aektéov
fi vép;
QAL N,

2W. "Ap oUv o TavTl 8fjAov TS ye Ta1dvSe, dos epl pév Evia TV
TOIOUTWY SPOVONTIKGS Exopev, Tepi & Evia oTATIWTIKES;

DAL Aok ptv 8 Aéyers pavBavery, En1 & elmt cagéoTepov.

2W. “Otav TIs dvopa eltrni c1dnipou 1) &pyupou, &p 0¥ T6 alTd
TévTes Sievor)Bnuev;

PAl Kai pda.

2. Ti & otav dikalou fj dyabol; oVk &ANos GAAM pépeTan, kol
&ppioPnToluev dAAHA0IS Te kad fyuiv abTols;

QAL TTdvu ptv olv.

0. Evpev &pa Tofs ounguvolpev, tv 5t Tois ol.

®AL Olro.

2. TloTépwbr olv sUamarnTéTEPOl Eopev, kai 1) pnTopiky) &v
ToTépols Weifov SuvaTa;

DAL Afjdov 871 év ols TTAavapeba.

2. OukoUv TOV péAAovTa TEXVNY PriTopIKTY PETIEVON TTPGITOV pév
Bel TaUrTa 5861 Sinpfiobat, kad elAngévar Tv yapakTiipa tkarépou Tol
elSous, v &1 Te &vdykn T TAfifos TAavdcBan kal Ev &1 pA.

DAL KaAdv yoiv &v, & ZcokparTes, €505 ein kaTavevonkds & ToUTto
AoBaov.

2. “Emertd ye olpen mwpods ékdoTwor yryvduevov pry AavBavelv GAN
b8éws adobdveoon epl o0 &v péAAN Epeiv TToTépoU Sv TUy)&vEl TOU
yévous.

QAL TI pAy; ,

2. TioUv Tov EpwrTar; TdTEPOV PidpEV Elvan TGOV dugioPnTnoipwy
) TV pny;

QAL Tév &peroPnTneipwy 5irou: 1 ofet &v ool cuyxwpfioa elreiv
& viv &1 elTres Trepi aUToU, cos PAGPN Té ko1 TG Epwuéveol kal EpdovTi,
Kol alfis o5 péyroTov TV &yaBddov Tuyydver;

2. ApoTta Aéyers &AX elmt ko TS — Eydd ydp Tol Sk TO
gvBouctacTIKOV o Travu pépvnpan — el dprodunv EpwTta dpybuevos ToU
Adyou.

®AL N Ala, &pnydves ye cos opddpa.

2W. ®el;, dowr Aéyers TexvikwTépas Nupgas Tas AyeAdiov kal
MNé&va tov Eppol Auaiou 1ol Kepdou Trpds Adyous elvan. f oldtv Aéyw,
&N kad 6 Auaias &pxduevos ToU EpwTikol Audykaoey fiuds YroAaPeiv

263b8 TAfi6os TW: elSos B 263dy mava bt: wévia BTW
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ToV EpwTa BV T1 TGOV SvTeov 8 alTds EPouAntn, kal Twpds ToUTo 5
ouvtagduevos TTévTa TOV UoTepov Adyov BiemepdvaTo; BoUAel AV
&uayvédpev THv &px v auToU;

®Al. Ei ool ye Bokel* & pévtor InTels oUk EoT alrrdhi.

200. Atye, va dkoUow auToU éxefvou.

DAl “Tlepl pév TGV Epdv Tpaypdtwy éricTacal, kal ¢ vopifw
oUNQEPElY NIV ToUTwv Yyevopévwy dkfkoas: &6 -8t pf Si&k ToUTo
aruxfioon v Séopan, 8T oUK EpacTis GV oou TuyXdvw. s Ekelvols
pév TOTe peTapéAel v &v U momowoly, émaddv Tis émbupios
TavcwvTal*”’

2. "H ToAAoU Beiv Eoike Toleiv 88 ye & LnToUpev, 8s oUdE &
&pxfis GAX &mod TeAeuTdis E§ UmTias &vdmoAv Siavelv Emiyelpel ToOV
Abyov, kal GpxeTan &g v meraupévos &v 115n & EpacTis Aéyor Tpds T&
Toudikd&. 1) oUStv eltrov, Oaidpe, piAn kepalt;

QAL "EoTiv yt Tor 81, & Zcokpartes, TeheuTd), Trepl oU TdV Adyov
TIOIEITAL.

0. TI 8 T&\Aa; o XUBnv Bokel PePAficBon T& ToU Adyou;
palveTan 16 SeUTepov eipnuévov &k Tivos &véykns SedTepov Seiv TeBfjvon
i T &AAo Tév PnbévTwv; Epol ptv yap ESofev, s unditv eldoTI,
oUk &yevwids TO Emov elpfioBon T yp&eovti oU & Exels Tvd
&véyxnv Aoyoypaikiv fi TaUTta éxeivos oUTws épegiis Tap SAANAQ
E0nKev;

DAl XpnoTos el, 811 pe Nyt ikavdv elvar T éxefvou oUTws dxp1Péds
Suseiv. :

2. AN TOBe ye olpal oe phvan &v, Selv TévTa Adyov doTrep
{10V ouveoTdvan odud Ti EXovTa aUToV aUToU, WoTe uiTe dxépaiov
elvan pfyTe &rouv &ANG péoa Te Exev kai Expa, TrpétrovTa dAATA0IS Kad
T OAw! Yeypappéva.

®AIl. TIds y&p oU;

2. Zxéyon Tolvuv TOV ToU ETaipou Gou Adyov eite oUTws elTe
&AAws Exel, kal eUprioers ToU EmypduuaTos oUdtv Siagépovra, 6 MiSan
1601 Ppuyf paclv Tives Emyeypdgbo.

QAI. Tloiov ToUTo kal Ti TreTovds;

20). “EoTi ptv ToUro TOSE

X0oAKT) TapBévos elpi, Mida & &l ofjpaT kefpan.
opp &v UBwp Te vam xal SévBpea pakpd TebnHANL,
aUToU TH18e pévouca ToAukAautou &l TUpPou,

264a7 tpaoTis rec.: Epaofels BTW
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&yyeréw raprotor Midas 6T THide TéDarmrTan.
611 & oUdtv Siapépel auToU TrpddTOV fi UoTaTéV TI Aéyecban, vvoeis rov,
s Eyddpat.
DAL Zxo1rTels TOV Adyov fuddv, 6 ZWKPATES.
0. ToUTov pév Toivuy, ivap) oU &xbm, Edowuev—kalTol ouyvd ye

#xev pot Bokel Tapadelypata wpds & Tis PAETwY dviveaT &v, pipeicban

arTé Emiyelpddv phy wévu i — els 8¢ Tous ETépous Adyous fwopev. fiv yap
T tv alTols, ds dokd, TrpooTikov i8eiv Tois Poulopévols Tepi Adywv
OKOTTEIV. -

DAl To woiov 81 Adyes;

2. ‘EvavTiw mou flotnv: & pév yap tos T EpddvTi, & § dos TN pr)
Bel xapileaban, EneyETnv.

DAl Kai pdX &vdpixdds.

200. ‘UWipnv oe TéAnOts Epeiv, &1 pavikdds: & pévtor EHTouv €oTiv
aUTd ToUTOo. paviav ydp Tiva Epricapev elvan Tov EpwTtar 1 ydp;

®AIl. Naf.

Z0. Mavias 8¢ ye eidn 8o, THv ptv Urd voonudtwy dvBpwmivev,
THv 8¢ U1ro Oelas é§a7\7\ayﬁ§ TV elwbbTwv vopipwy yryvopévny.

DAL Téw Yye.

200. Tiis 5t Beias TeTTapov Beddov TETTOPA pépT BrEASpEVOL, pavTIKTY
pév Errlrvolav ATréAAwvos Bévtes, Alowoou &t TeAeoTikfv, Moucdwv &
aU ToiTikny, TeTdpTny 8¢ Agpoditns kai “EpwTos, tpwTikiv paviav

tprioapév Te &pioTny elvan kai oUk oI8 dTrm1 16 EpwTikOV TTéBos dreikd-

Lovss, fows ptv &AnBoUs Tivos tpamrTdpevol, Téyxa & &v kol &ANooe
Tapagepopevol, kepdoavTes oU TavTamaciv &mioavov Adyov, pubikév
Tiva Upvov TTpoceTraioapey PeTpiws Te Kai eUPT)HwS TOV EMOV TE kal gov
SeoméTnV Epwota, & PaiSpe, kaAdv Taidwv Epopov. '

DAl Kal pdha Eporye olk énddds &xolioal.

20). Tobde Toivuv atdfev AdPeopev, s &Trd ToU Wéyew Trpods TO
gmanveiv Eoyev & Adyos petapijvan.

DAL Tids 81y olv aliTd Adyels;

20). ’Epol ptv @aiveTan T& ptv EAAa T dvTi raudicn mremaiotan,
TOUTWV 8¢ Ttvewv &k TUXNS pnBévTeov Suoiv eibolv, & alroiv THv Suvauy
TéXvN AaPeiv SUvaité Tis, oUk &xapi.

DAl Tivev 84; '

2W. Els piav Te 18¢av cuvopdvra &yev T& ToAAay i Sicorappéva,
fva &kaoTov OpiGdpevos Sfjdov Toifji mepl o0 &v &el Bid&okew
E0EAM Qdomrep T& VUV B Trepi EpwoTos — & EoTiv dpioBév — el el eite
Kax@s EAéxOn, TO yoUv cagts kai T aUTd ciTéd dpoAoyoupevov ik
TaUTa Eoyev elTreiv 6 Adyos.
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QAI. TO & Erepov 87 eldos Tl Aéyels, & SKPATES;

ZW. T méAw kat €l8n SuvacBan Siatépvev kot &pbpa fi Tépukev,”
Kol py &I elpelv kartay vivan pépos pndtv kakolU paryelpou Tpdel X pd-
pevov' &AN QoTrep &pTi1 T Adyw T piv &ppov Tiis Siavolas &v 1 kowdji
elSos EAaPéTny, doTrep Bt owdpuaTos &€ tvds S1TAG Kal duwvupa Trépuke,
okaud, T& 8¢ Sefik kAnBévTa, oUTw kal Td Ths Topavolas s &v év
fpiv mepukods e18os fynoapéve Téd Adyw, & utv 1O &pIoTEPd TEUVS-
pevos pépos, TéAv ToUTo Téuvwv ok Eravijkev Tplv dv arrols dpeupcov
Sdvopagbpevov okody Tiva EpwTa Ehoiddpnoev udk dv dikm, 6 8 els T Ev
Be€181 Tiis pavias &yaycv fuds, ducovupov piv Exelveol, Beiov & al Tiva
EpwTa Epeupiov kal TrpoTeIv&pevos Emrvecey s peyloTwv aiTiov fipiv
&yafdov.

QAL AMnbéoraTa Aéyels.

2W. Toutwv 8f Eywye abtds Te EpaoTrhs, & Doidpe, TV
Sicupéoewv kal ouvaywydwv, va olds Te & Aéyev Te kad ppoveiv édv
¢ TV GANov fiyflowpan SuvaTdv els v kal &l wOAAG wepukod opdv,
ToUTOV B1doKkw “kaTdTiole pet’ Txviov daTe Beoio.” kal pévTol xal Tous
Suvapévous altd Spav el ptv dpBdds f| uiy Tpocayopelw, Beds olBe, KOAG
8t oUv péxptl ToUde StohekTikovs. T& &¢ viv Tapd ool Te kad Avclou
paBdvras elme T xpt) kadeiv: 4§ ToUTo Ekeivéd EoTiv, 1 Adywv Téxvn M
OpaoUpayds Te kal ol &AAor xpcouevor cogol ptv aUTol Aéyew yeyd-
vaatv, &\Aous Te Trolololy, ol &v Swpogopeiv aUTols ds PaciAelov
tOéwolv;

@Al Baoihikol ptv &vdpes, oU ptv 5 EmioThpovés ye v Epwtdis.
&AAG ToUTo ptv T eld0s HpBcds Eporye Sokels KaAeiv, SioAekTikdY KaAGY"
7O Bt pnTOpPIKOV Bokel poi SiapeUyelv &6 Huds.

2W.  TIdds eriis; koAdv mou 11 &v €in, & ToUTwv dmrohepBiv ducos
Téxv AauPaveTal. TévTws 8 olk dmipaoTéov alTd oof Te kal Epof,
AexTéov Bt Ti pévTol kal EoTt TS AerTrduevov THs P TOpPIKTS.

DA, Kal pdda mou ouyvd, & ZdxpaTes, T& Yy’ év Tois PiPAfois Tois
Tepl AGywv TEXVNS Yeypaupévors.

2. KoAds ye Umrépvnoas. poofutov pév olpcn wpdytov s Sl ol
Abyou AéyecHon dv dpy it Talra Aéyels, §) ydp, T& xopwd Tiis Téxvns;

DAL Nal.

2. Aeurepov &t &1y Bifjynoiv Tva paptuplas T & alrit, TpiTov
TeKUNpIe, TETAPTOV elkdTar Katl TrioTewotv ofuan kol EmimrioTwatv Adyety
Tov ye BEATIoTOV AoyodaiSaiov BuZdvTiov &vdpa.

266a2 T& 5t Stobaeus: v46e f§ BTW ~ 2G6az2 tv &v Heindorf: v BTW
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DAl Tov xpnoTov Aéyels Ceddwpov;

20. Tl uny; kal EAeyxdv ye kal Ere§éheyxov dos TroinTéov dv KaTn-
yopion Te kal &mwoAoylar. Tov 8¢ k&AAioTov MMpiov Elnvov & péoov
oUK Gyopev, &8s UtrodHAwaiv Te TTp&dTOS NUpev Kal Tapemaivous; of &
aUTov Kal Trapaydyous pacly év péTpwi Aéyelv pvfiuns X&piv: gopos
Y&p dvip. Teolav 8¢ Mopyiav Te édoopev eU8elv, ol Tpd TéV dAnddv
T& elkdTa elSov dos TipnTéx pdAAov, T& Te ol opikpd peydAa kai T&
peydha opikpd gafveoBai rorolot Sik paopnv Adyou, kauvd Te &pyxaicos
T& T évavTia katvdds, ouvtoplav Te Adywv kal &mrelpa prikn epl Tév-
Tewv &unUpov; TatTa 5t dxovwv TroTé pou TTpdSikos Eyéhacev, Kai povos
abTds nUpnkévan Epn Hv Bel Adywv- Seiv 8t oUTe pakpddv oUTe Ppayéwv
&AAK peTploov.

DAIl. ZogwrTaTd ye, & MMpddike.

2. Trmiav 8¢ ob Aéyouev; ofuat yap &v oupyngov adTddl kai Tov
HAglov §évov yevéabal.

QAl. Ti'g ol;

200. T& 8t MdAou Téds ppdowpey al pouceia Adywv — s SiTTAao!-
oAoylav kal yvwporoyiav kai eikovodoylav — dvoudTwv Te Aikupvicov
& éxelvon ESwprioarto Trpds Toinov evetreias;

DAl TMpwTaydpeia 8¢, & Zdkparres, oUk fiv pévtol TolalT &TTQ;

2. Opbotmeaid y¢ Tis, & wal, kal &AAx TOAAG kai kaAd, TGV Ye
ufv olkTpoydev i yfipas kai meviav éAkopéveov Adywv kekpaTnkéval
téyvn1 pot gatveran Td ToU XoAkndoviou obévos, dpyloat Te al roAAoUs
&pa Setvds &vip yéyovev kad TEAIY Gpyiouévols ErdiSeov knAeiv, ws Epn:
SraPdAAev Te kal &mroAUoacBon SiaPords OBevdty kpdTioToS. TO Bt 81
TEAOS TAV Adywv Kowijl TTaatv Eoike ouvdeSoyuévov elvai, &t Tives pév
ttr&voBov, &ANor & &AAo TiBevTon Svoua.

DAl T &v kepodaiwr ExaoTa Adyels Utrouviioon &l TeAeuTiis ToUs
akovovTas Trepl TGOV elpnuéveov;

2W. TabTta Aéyw, kai € 11 oU &GAAo Exes elmelv Adywv TéXVns
épL —

DAl Zuikpd ye kal oUk &§la Aéyerv,

2. Eddpev 81y T& ye omkpd TaUTa 88 U alyds uGAAov 18wpev,
Tiva kal o™ Exel THv TS TEXVNS SUvauv.

DAl Kal péra tppwpévny, & ZokpaTes, v ye dn) A 8ous cuvddols.

2. "Exer ydp. &AX, & Scupdvie, 16t kai ov el &pa kal ool galvera
S1eoTnKds AUTEOV T fjTPIoV WoTrep Euof.

267bg Aoywv [Téxvmv] Ast  267c1 s B: & TW: Adywv [ds] Simhagiohoylav
Hackforth
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QAL Aelkvue pbdvov.

2. Eime 81 por el Tis wpooeNBav Téd éralpwt oou Epuiudyeot
A} Té1 Tarpl crTol Axkoupevddt gltror 61 “Eyd EmloTapan TolalT &TTa
opoo! TPooépel, (oTe Bepualvelv T, v PoUAwpal, kal Wuxerv, kal
v ptv 86En) pot, Eueiv Tolely, Eav & al, ké&Twd Siaywpelv, kad GAAx TTap-
ToAAa TolaUTtar Kol EmioTauevos ot &E16 laTpikds elvon kal &AAov
TOIETV A1 &v THY ToUTwY EmoThuny Topad®,” Ti &v-ofel dkovoavras
elreiv;

DAL Ti &8 &A\ho ye 1y Epéoban el TpocetioTaTal kal oUoTivas Sef kal
6rdTE EKaoTA TOUTWVY TroETV Kol -péypl dTrdooV;

Z0). Ei olv elwor 3T “oUdapdds’ &AX &E16d Tov TaUTa Trap Epou
pabévTa aUTov olbv T elvan Troleiv & EpwTdis”;

QAI. Efmoiev &v ofpan 671 paiveran &vbpwTros kai &k PipAfou Tobiv
&kovoas 7| TepITUXWv opuakiols laTpds ofetan yeyovéval, oUdkv
gmmadeov TS Téxvns.

2. Ti & el ZogokAel ol mpooeAfcov kai EUpimidni Tis Adyor cos
trloTaran Tepi opikpol TPy paTos Prioels TappTkels Troleiv kal Trepl
peydAou Tréwu opikpds, 6Tav Te BouAnTal olkTpds kal TobvavTtiov o
poPepds kai &meiAnTikds doa T &AAa TolaUTa, kal S18&okwv alTd
Tpaywibias molnotv ofeTan Tapadidévar;

DAl. Kal olror &v, & ZaxpaTes, olpal katayeAdiev € Tis ofeTan
Tpaywidiav &AAo T1 elvan ) T ToUTwv ocUoTaov TpéTovcav dAANAoIS
T Kal Téd1 OAwl ouvioTapévnv.

20). AAX oUk &v &ypolkws ye oluan Aoidopriceiav, &AN doTrep dv
poucikods évtuycov &vdpl olopéven dppovikén elval, dm1 &%) Tuyyxdver
¢mioTépevos s olév Te duTdTny kal PaputdTnv Yopdiiv Troielv, ouk
&yples elror &v, “@ poxBnpé, ueAayyoAdis,” &AN &Te HOUCIKOS GV
TrpaudTepov &1 “Q &pioTe, Gvaykn piv kal TalT EmioTacton TV péA-
AovTta &ppovikdy EoecBal, oUdty pfiv kwAvel undé opikpdy dpupovias
gmate Tov THY ofy E§Iv EovTar T& yap Tpd dppovias dvarykaia pabr-
pota ErioTaco AN oU T dppovikd.”

DAl OpbodTaTd ye.

2. Oukolv kal & ZogokAfls TOV oiolv Emdeikvipevov T& TTpd
Tpaywidlas &v galn &AN oU T& Tpayikd, kail & Akouuevds T PO
laTpikijs AN oV T& laTpikd.

DAl Tavrdmaot pév olv.

2W. Ti 8t Tov peAfynpuv AdpacTov oldpeba A kod TMMepikAéa, el
&xoUceiav Qv vOv 81y fuels S1fj1pev TV TayKEAWY TEXVNUATWY — Bpary-

268c2 eiroiev Stephanus: elror BTWIT
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vAoyidv Te kal elkovoAoy1év kal doa EAAa S1eAdovTes U alry s Epamev
elvan oxemTéa — TTOTEPOV XOAETIS &v aUrtoUs, OOTrep Eydd Te Kai oV,
U’ &y poixias pipd T1 eleiv &radSeuTov el§ ToUs TalTa yeypagdTas Te
kal 818doKovTas 65 prTopikv Téxvny, §i &Te fpddy dvTas copwTépous
k&v védw EmmARfan eltrévras, “d Paidpé Te kal ZcokpaTes, oU XpN
xoAeraively &AA& ouyylyvaokel, el Tives uty EmioTéuevol Sioadéyeodan
&Buvarol tyévovTo dploasbal Ti ToT EoTv pnTopIKY, Ek Bt ToUToU TOU
wéBous T& TPd THS TEXVNS Gvaykaia pabfiuaTta ExovTes pnTopIKiV
ombnoav nupnkéval, kal Talta &1 8i18&okovTes &AAous #yolvral
opiow Tedéws pnTopikny SediSdybar, T B¢ ExaoTa ToUTwY TBAVEdS
AMyew Te kal 16 dhov cuvioTacBal, oUdtv Epyov v, alrToUs Beiv Tap
tauTdV ToUs padnTds opwv Topitecban év Tols Adyors.”

DAL AN p1yv, 6 ZokpaTes, KIvBuveUel Ye ToloUTOV Ti elvan 1O TS
TéXvns fiv oUtor ol &vpes tos pnTopixtiv Si8&okouatv Te kal ypdgouav,
kal Euotye Sokels &An6T elpnkévar dGAAG 81y THv ToU Téd1 SvTi prnTopikol
7€ Kal T0avol Téxvny Trés kal wélev &v Tis SUvauTo Tropicacda;

0. To6 ptv BUvaobai, & Poidpe, DoTe &ywvioThy TENEOV
yevéoBa, elkds, Tows 8¢ kal dvaykaiov, Exew @omep TEAAar el pév
ool UTrépX el pUoel PnTopikadl elval, Eoel priTap EAASY1H0S, TrpocAaPdov
¢moTHuNY T kKl peAéTnY, dTou & &v EAAel IS ToUTWY, TaUTn &TEAT)S
toer. doov Bt alTol Téyvn, oly fii Aucias Té kal OpaoUpayos TopeUeTan
Sokel por pafveoBau 1y péBobos.

DAL AN i1 B19;

0. Kwduvelel, & &pioTe, elkdTas & TepikAfis T&vTwV TEAEOTATOS
els T pnTopikyv yevéaba.

DAl TI 8n;

2. Tl&oon doar peydAal TV Texvdv Tpoodéovtan &boAeoyias
Kai peTewpoloylas @usews Téplr T y&p iynAdvouv ToUTo kal Tév-
TN TeAeoioupyov Eoikev EvTelBév Trobev elotévar. & kal TTepikAfls Trpos
T eUutys elvan EkTHoTo" TTPpoTTrETCV Yap oluat ToloUTwi vt Avag-
oydpan, petewpoloylas sumrAnadels kal &l uotv voU Te kal dvolas
&pikdpevos, v 81 Trépr TdV ToAUV Adyov érroleiTo Avafaydpas, EvTelbev
eiAkuoey &l THY T&OV Adywv TéXVNY TO TTpdoPopov aUThL.

DAl TIdds ToUTo Aéyers;

2. O auTds Tou TpdTos Texvns laTpikis SoTrep kal pnTopIKis.

DAL Ticds &1;

20). 'Ev &ugoTépais 5ei SieAéoBan pUotv, ocopaTos ptv Ev Ti ETépan,
Wuys 8t év T éTépan, el péAAers, uny TPIPT1 névov kal éptreiplon dAAK

269c3 olbtv 2pyov &v Heindorf: oubtv épyov BTW: dos oSty Epyov &v Hermias
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Téyvn1, T piv dppaka kal Tpognv Tpooeépwy Uyleiav kal popny
turorfoe, T 8¢ Adyous Te kal émiTnSelioels voufuous Treibd fiv v
PouAnt kal &peThv Trapadwoeiv.

DAL To yolv elkds, & ZwKpATES, OUTWS.

2W. Yuxdis olv puow &lws Adyou katavofioat ofer Suvartdv elvan
&veu T1is ToU dAov puoews;

QAL Ei ptv ImrrokpdTer ye Téd1 TGV AckAnadddv Sef T mibéoba,
oUbdt Trepl cwpaTos &veu Tis nebddou TaUTrs.

SW. Kads ydp, & étaips, Ayerr Xph) pévTol Tpds Té1 Trmokpditel
TOV Adyov é§eTdlovTa okoTrelv el ouppuovel.

DAl Pnui.

2W. To Tolvuv Tepl puoews oxémel Tl TwoTe Aéyer Trrwokp&Tns Te
xad 6 &ANO1s Adyos. &p oUy Ge Sel SiavoeicBan epl dTovolv pUaews:
TPATOV pév, &rrAolv i TroAveldés EaTiv ol Trépt PouAnodpeda elvan alrol
Texvikol kad &AAov Suvartol Trolelv, EmerTa 8¢, &v pév darAolv 1, okoTreiv
TV SUvauty autol, Tiva rpds Tl épukev el T Spdv Exov f Tiva els T
ToBelv UTrd Tol, &v 8t TAeiw eldn Exni, TaUTa &p1Bunoauévous, dtrep
¢ tvos, ToUT 8elv &¢ Ek&oTou, TQI Tl ToIETlV aUTO TréQuUKey A TG T
Tabeiv UTrd ToU;

DAL Kivduvedel, & Zcoxparss.

2. H yolv &veu TouTwv péodos Eofkot &v daTrep TuAoU Tropelat.
&AN oU piyv &meikaoTéov TOV Ye TEXVI LETIOVTA OTIoUV TUPAGH oUdE
Kwp®dl, GAA& 8fjdov s, &v Tt Tis TéXvn Adyous 8181, THv ovuclav
Sefer &xp1Pdds Tiis pUoEws ToUToU TPOS & Tous Adyous wpooolasl EoTal
&€ rov Yuyr ToUTo.

QAL Ti uny;

20). Oukolv 1) GuAAa aTddl TéTaTal TPods ToUTo oA TeIf
Y &v ToUTwo! TrolElv Emixepel. § yap;

@Al Nal.

2.  AfAov &pa 671 & OpacUpayos Te xal 85 &v &AAos oroudiil Té-
vnv pnTopikiv 81861, TpddTov Thont dxpiPelar ypdwyel Te kal oI GEL
Yuy v IB€iv, modTepov Bv kad Spolov TrépuKey fj KATA oOPATOS POpPHV
TToAVEIBEs' ToUTo Ydp papev pUoiv elvar Setkvival.

DAl Tlavréamaot uév oUv.

20). AedTepov 8¢ ye, dtoor Tf TOIETY 1) TraBeiv UTrd TOU TréuKev.

270c3 ye Heindorf re BTW
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QAL T pnv;

SW. Tpltov 8t & SiaTabauevos T& Adywv Te kal Wuyfis yévn kal T&
ToUuTwv TradfpaTa Sleiot Tas alTias, TrpocapudTTwy EkaoTov tkdoTw!
kal 818&okwv oila oloa U@ olwv Aoywv 81 fjv altiav & &vdykns 1) ptv
TreifeTan, 1) 8¢ &Treifel.

®AlL  KdAhioTa yolv &v, ws toik, Exor oUTews.

2. OUtor ptv odv, & @lAe, EAAws EvBeikvipevoy | Aeydpevov Téx-
vni rotE Aexfoetan fi ypagricetan olte T1 &AAo oUTe ToUTo. AN
ol viv ypheovTes, v oU dknkoas, Téxvas Adywv mavolpyoi elow
kal &mokputrTovTal, eldoTES Yux s Trépl TTaykdAws: Tplv &v olv TOV
Tpdrrov TolTov Aéywol Te kal ypdewol, pfy TeilBdpeda adTols Téxvn
YPAPEW.

®Al. Tiva ToUTov;

SW. AUTd piv T& pripaTa elreiv ok elmreTés: dos 5t Bel ypdgery, el
péNAE! TEXVIKGS Exev kal doov EvdéxeTal, Aéyev E0¢Aw.

DAL Aéye &7.

2. Ewedd Adyou SUvauls Tuyxavel yuyaywyla oloa, Tov péA-
Aovta pnTopikdy EoeoBan &vdryxn eldévan Wuyh doa efdn Exel. EoTiv
oUv Téoa kai Tdéoa kai Toia kal Toia, 88ev ol ptv Toioide, of 5t To10i8e
yiyvovtan TouTwv 8t 81 oUTw Sinipnuéveov, Adywv ol Téoa kai Tdoo
EoTiv eldn, TO16v8e EkaaTov. of ptv oUv To10i8e UTrd TV TO1GOVEE AdYwv
B1& Tv8e Thv altlav & T& To1&Be eUTreibeis, of 8¢ Torolde Sik T&Se Suo-
Tre1Bels Sel 81 TaUTa Ikavds vofjcavTa, petd TaUTa Becopevov alTd Ev
Tais pdEeotv Svta Te kai TpaTTSueva, déws TH1 alobnoel Suvachon
¢rrakoloubeiv, § undtv elval e TAéov alrrédr v TéTE fikoue Adywv
ouvev, drav Bt elTreiv Te ikavdos Exni olos U@ ofcv TrelbeTan, TTapayyvd-
HevoY Te Suvartds i SiauoBavopevos Eautdd EvdelkvuoBan 61 0UTds EoTi
kal aUTtn 1) puois Tepi fis T6Te fioav of Adyol, viv Epyw! TTapolo of,
1 TpoooiaTéov TOUaSe 8¢ ToUs Adyous &mri THv TAVSe Telfd, TalTa
& f§8n wévTa ExovTl, TPoocAaPovTI Kapous ToU TréTe AekTéov Kal Etrio-
XeTéov, Ppayuloyias Te al kai EAevoroyias kal Belvmdoews EkdoTwy Te
doa &v eidn pdbn Adywv, ToUTwv THY ebkaiplav Te kal dkaiplav Sio-
yvévTI, KaAGS Te Kal TeEAéws EoTiv 1) Téxvn &mreipyaopévn, TpdTepov &
ol &AN & T1 &v aUTddv TS EAAelTT Aéywv fi Bi8dokwv 1) Ypagwvy, ¢t
Ot Téyxvni Aéyewv, & piy TreilBdpevos kpaTel. “l 81y olv,” oroel fows

271b2 145 B: wboas TW ~ 271d6 ok rec.: airov BTW: altd Galen
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6 ouyypagels, “0 Paidpé Te kal ZakpaTes, Sokel 0UTwS 1j EAAWS TTeos
&mrodexTéov Aeyopévns Adywv Téxvns;”

DAl AbdlvaTtdy Trou, & ZawkpaTes, GAAws' kalTol oU opikpov Ye
palveTon épyov.

20). AAnGT Aéyeis. TouTou Tol BVeKka Xpt) TTavTas Tous Adyous &vew
kal k&Tw peTaoTpépovTta EmokoTelv el Tis TTm pducov kal BpoayuTépa
padvetan &’ adTiv 6865, tva pufy paTnv ToAAY &rrinixal Tpayeiav, E§dv
SAlynv Te kal Aelav. AN ef Tiva T PorBerav Exers Emaknkodss Auolou
1} Tivos &AAov, Trelpd Aéyev dvaprinvniokOUEVOS.

DAl "Evexa piv melpas Exoid &v, &AX oUmi viv ¥’ oUrws Exow.

20). BoUler olv &yw TV efmw Adyov 6v TéV mepl TaUTA Tveov
dxrikoq;

QAL Ti pry;

20).  AtyeTan yolv, & Paidpe, Sikatov elvan kad T ToU AUkou elreiv.

®Al Kol oU ye oUTtw moler.

20). QoaolTolvuv oudty oUTe TaUTo Belv oepvivelv o8 dvdryeiv Gvw
poxpdv TepiPaAdopévous' TTavTdmract ydp, 6 kal kaT &pyds elTTopev
ToUBe ToU Adyou, 811 oUdtv dAnBelas petéxev déor Sikalwv 1y &yobdv
Tepi TpaypdTwy 1 kal &vBpdTrwv Ye ToloUTwY PUoE! dvTwv 1) Tpogij
TOV péAdovTa ikawdds pnTopikdv Eoeoban. TO Tapdmav ydp oUdtv év
Tois SikaoTnpiols ToUTwy &AnBelas péhelv oudevi, dAA& ToU mBavol-
ToUTO & €lvon T elkds, 1 Beiv TpooEx eIV TOV pEANoVTa TEY YT EPETV. OUBE
Yé&p oU T& TpaxBévTa Selv Abyelv évioTe, tv ) elkdTws {1 TeTpay-
péva, GAAG T elkdTa, Ev Te kaTnyopion kai &roAoyio, kod TévTas
AéyovTa T 81) elkds ik Téov elvan, TTOAAK elTrovTa Xaipev TG AN BT
ToUTo Yy&p it avTds ToU Adyou yiyvopevov ThHy &magav TEXvnv
Topllew.

DAl AUTd ye, d ZokpaTes, SieAiAuBas & Aéyouaiv ol Trepl Tous
Adyous. Texvikol TrpooTroloUuevor elvanr dvepvioBny yap 8T dv T
Tpodobev Ppaytuws ToU ToloUTou Epnydpeda, Sokel St ToUTo TAupEya
elvon Tois Trepl TaUTa

2. AAA& phy 1oV ye Teoiav aUtov emrdrnras dkptPdds elméTw
Tolvuv kal T68e Npiv 6 Teiolas, pry T1 &AAo Aéyel TO eikds A TO T TTANBel
Sokolv.

DAL Tl yap &\No;

20). ToUTo 81, s Eotke, copdv eUpdov &pa kal TEXVIKOV By panyev cos
Edv Ti1s &obevis kal &vBpikos toxupdy kal Setddov ouykdyas, iudTiov 1

272dy péhewv Ficinus: péAet BTW Hermias ~ 273b1 Adyer rec.: Aéyew BTW
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1 &ANo &@eASpevos, els SikaoTrplov &ynTa, 8¢l 81y T&ANOEs unBéTepov
Adyew, GAAG TOV ptv Seihdv pry Umd:pdvou pdvar ToU &vdpikol ouy-
kexdgbau, TOV 8t ToUTo piv EAdyyev dos pdvw floTny, Ekelveor 8¢ kata-
xpfioaoBan Tédr “méds & &v &y To1608e To1G018€ ErexEeipnoa;” & & olk
gpel 81 THv EauToU kdkny, &AAG T1 &AM WeUdeoBon Emixelpddv Ty &v
Eeyxdv T Tapadoin T dvTiSiket. kal epl TEAAQ 81y ToldUT &TTC
ol T& TéEXVNI Aeydueva. ol yap, & Daidpe;

QAL Ti pry;

20). ®el, dewdds y’ Eowev &rokekpuppévny Téxvny &ueupeiv 6
Teioias f) &AAos doTis 81y TTOT v TUy)dver kai dTrdBev xalpel dvopalé-
uevos. &tdép, & ETaipe, ToUTw! fuels TdTepoV Adywopev ff pr —

DAl Té moiov;

0. Ot “® Teola, wdAon Apels, mwplv kai ot TapeAbeiv,
TUyXavopev AéyovTes ts &pa ToUTo T elkds Tois TTOAAOIS &I Spo1dTNnTA
ToU &AnBous Tuyydvel Eyyryvbpevov: Tds 5t dpoidtnTas &pTi SiAbopev
1 ravTayoU 6 THv &AfBerav elddos k&AMoTa ETioTaTON EUpioKey. OO T
el ptv &ANo T Trepl Téyvns Adywv Aéyels, diovolpev &v- el Bt prj, ofs
viv 81 SifABouev Treiocdueba, s E&v pr) Tis TGV Te dkoucopévwy TaS
pUoels SrapiBunonTon, kal kot €181 Te Siaupeiodan T dvra kal pidn 186
Suvatds fit kal Bv EkaoTov TrepiAauBdveiv, ol o T EoTal TEXVIKOS Ay WV
Tép1 kaf' doov BuvaTdy &vBpdomwi. TaUTa Bt oU uf TOTE KTHONTA!
&veu TTOAMTis TpayuarTefas, fiv ouy Bveka ToU Aéyetv kal Tp&TTEV TTPdS
&vBpcotrous Bel SiarroveioBon TdV odoppova, &AAG ToU Beois kexapiopéva
ptv Aéyew SUvaoHal, xexapiopévws 8¢ TpaTTEIV TO TAV €l SUvapv.
oU ydap &% &pa, & Teoia, paclv ol copdTepol Nudv, duoSoudols Bel
xaplleabar peretdv TOV volv ExovTa, 6T pry wépepyov, dAA& Seomd-
Tous &ryabois Te kal E§ &yaBdov. doT el paxpd 1) epiodos, ut) Bavpdonis:
ney&Awv yap dveka TepiiTéov, oUy s auU Bokels. EoTan pyv, Gs & Adyos
enolv, &&v Tis 86€An1, kai TaUTa kKEAMoTa E§ Ekelvaov yiyvopeva.”

DAl TlaykdAws Euotye Sokel AdyeoBan, & ZoxparTes, elmep olds Té
TIS €in.

200. AM& kal EmixeipoUvTl Tol Tois Kadols kaAdY kai TTaoxew & T
&v Tt oupPi Tabeiv.

DAl Kal pdra. :

3. Olkolv T& ptv Téxuns Te kal &rexvias Adywv Tépr lkavdds
exéTo.

274a1 APV rec.: Hudv i TW: 4 B 27426 olds Té rec.: olés yé TW: olos B
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QAL Ti pqv;

2. To & edmpemelas 1 ypagfis mépt kol &mpemeias, Wi yryvo-
pevov KaAdds &v éyot kal dTrn &mrpetrdds, Aortrov. ) ydp;

®Al. Naf.

2. Olof olv dmrmi pdhioTa Bedn Xopiel Adywv Tépr Tp&TTwY
Abyoov;

DAL OUBaudds ov 8¢;

2W. Axofv y’ Exw Abyetv TéV rpoTépwy, T § &Anbes alrol loacv.
el 8¢ ToUro eUporpev alrol, &pd y’ &v &6 Auiv pélor T TGV &vBpwTriviov
Sofaopdrwv;

DAl Teholov fipou: &AN & phjis dknkobvan Aéye.

2. *Hkovoa Tofvuv Trepl NakpaTiv Tijs Alyutrtou yevéobon TédvV
Exel TaAoGdv Tva Beddv, ol kal Td Spueov T lepdv & 87 kaholUatv B,
aUTédr Bt Svoua Téd Sadpowt elvan ©evd: TolTov 81 TpddTov &p1Budv
T kal Aoylopodv ebpeiv kal yewpetplav kal &oTtpovoplav, £11 8¢ mweT-
Tefas Te kal kuBelas, kal &% kal ypdupata. Baciréws & ab Té6TE dvTos
AlyuTrTou dAns ©apol mepl TV peydAnv oA ToU &vw TéTroU fiv ol
‘EAAnves Alyumrtias ©npas kaholot kad Tév Oapolv Appwve, Tap
ToUTov €ABcov & Oeub Tds Téxvas Emédefev, kal Epn Selv Siadobfjvan
Tois &AAois AlyuTrTios. 6 8t fipeTto fivTiva EkdoTn Exo1 GpéAeiav, Siek-
16vTos 8, & T1 KaAGds B uf) KaAdds Soxol Aéyew, TO ptv Eyeyev, TO &
ETTT)IVEL. TTOAAG ptv 87) Tepl EkdoTns Tiis Téxvns & &updrepa Oapolv
T OB AbyeTon &dmroprivactal, & Adyos ToAUs &v ein SieABelv: Emeidn
5t ¢l Tols ypdupaow fjv, “TolTo 8¢, & PaciAel, To pdlnua,” Epn o
e, “copwTépous AlyutrTious kal pvnuovikwTépous Trapélerr pviuns
Te Yap kal ooglas ppuakov nUptdn.” & & elrev: “d TeyvikwTaTe OeUb,
&AAos pev Texelv SuvaTds T Téxvns, &AAos Bt kpivar TIV Exel poipav
PA&PNS Te kal dgehefas Tois péAAoust xpfioBar kal viv oU, TaThp
v ypapudTtwv, 81 eUvoiav TobvavTiov elres §f dUvaran. ToUto ydp
TGV pabovrwv AMBnv pév bv Wuyals TapéSel uwnuns &ueketnoiol, &te
ik TioTiv ypagfis E§wlev U dAAoTplewov TUTTwV, olk Evdobev alTos
U@ aTédv dvapipvniokopévous' oUkouy pvnipns GAAK UTropvrioews pip-
poxov nupes. coplas 8t Tols pabnTais 86§av, olk dAnBeiav Topiles:
ToAvTikool ydp goi yevduevor &veu 818axiis ToAuyvapoves elval 86E-
ouav, &yvapoves cs Errl T TATiBos dvTes kal xahemol ouveival, So§o-
gogol yeyovoTes &vTl copddv.”

274b10 Bedt Stobaeus: 6ecdoy BTW  274c6 51 Stobaeus: 8¢ BTW
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274e4 Taptge rec. Stobaeus: Topé€ot B: opt€ev TW



DAIAPOZ 79

DAL "W Zcdrpares, paudies oU Alyutrtious kal dTroSaTrous&v E0EAn s
Adyous Trolels.

2. O1 8y’ & i, tv Téd1 ToU Ads ToU AwSwvaliou tepddt Spuds
AbYous Epnoav pavTikous TpcTous yevéoBat. Tols utv oUv TéTe, &Te oUK
oUo1 cogois aoTrep Upels ol véol, &méxpn Spuds kai TéTpas dkovelv Ut
eUnBelas, el udvov &ANBR Aéyolev: ool & ows Siagéper Tis & Aéywv kai
To8arrds. oU ydp éxeivo pdvov okomrels, eiTe 0UTws elTe EAAws Exel.

DAl Opbcds ErrérrAnEas, kai por Sokel Tepl ypaupdTwv Exelv fiiep
6 ©nPdios Aéyer. . . .

2. Oukolv & Téxvnv oldpevos &v ypdupaot katoAiTey, kal al
O Trapadeyopevos &s T cagts kal BéPaiov ék ypaupdTwy éodusvov,
TToAATis &v eUnBelas yépor kal Tén dvti THY Appovos pavtelav &yvool,
TAéov 1 oldpevos elvan Adyous yey pappévous Tol Tov elddTa Uropvijoat
Tepl Qv av fijit Td yeypappéva.

DAl 'OpbdTaTa.

2.  Aewdv ydp Tou, & Daidpe, ToUT Exel ypaen kal ds dAnBs
Spolov Lwypapian. kal ydp & Ekelvns Exyova EoTnke pv s GidvTa, v
& &vépn 1 T1, oepvéds Tévy orydi. TauTov 8t kal of Adyorr 86Eas ptv &v
& TI ppovolvTas aTous Aéyew, E&v 8¢ T1 Epni TAOV Aeyouévwv Bould-
pevos padeiv, &v 11 onualvel pdvov TauTdy &el. dTav 8t &maf ypaei,
KUAIVSEiTon ptv ravtayol Trés Adyos duofws Tapd Tois Eraiouaiv, s
8 alrws Tap ols oUdtv mpootikel, kol oUk mioTaTon Aéyewv ofs Sel
Te kal pr|. TAnppeAovpevos 8t kal olk év Sikni Aoidopnbels TolU TaTpods
&el Seitan Ponbol: alitos ydp olT duivacbar olte Ponbiioan duvaTds
aUTdI. :

DAl Kal Talrd oo dpbéTaTa elpnTan.

2. Ti B¢ &A\ov dpdduev Adyov TouTou &BeAQOV yvrigiov, T
Tpdmootl Te yiyveton kol dow &pelveov kal SuvaTdoTepos ToUTou PUETAL;

DAL Tiva ToUTov kai Téds Aéyers yiyvduevov;

20). “Og peT EmoTNuNs ypageTal v Tt ToU pavBavovTos Wuxiit,
SuvaTds ptv &ulvan autddn, EmoThpcwy 8t Aéyev Te kal orydv Tepds oUs
el

DAL TovToUeiddTos Adyov Aéyers {dvtakal Eppuyov, ol b yeypau-
pévos eidwAov &v T1 Aéyorro Sikalews.

20. Tavtdmaot pev odv. T68e 81| pot elmé: 6 volv Exwov yewpyds, v
omeppdTwv kN dorto kal Eykapma BoUAoiTo yevéabal, TdTepa oroudi
&v Bépous els ABcoviBos krytrous &pddv X alpol Bewpddv kahoUs év fipépaictv
Okt Yryvopévous, f| TaUTa pev 87 ondids Te kal topTiis X&pv Spaoin

275d3 ypagd b rec.: ypaghy BTW  295e3 Te Hirschig: ye BTW
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&v, 6Te kal Tol0i, &g ofs Bt éorouBakev, TH1 Yewpykijl xpduevos &Gv
Téxvm, omelpas els TO Tpoofikov, dyaTmdin &v év dy8dwi pnvi doa
éomreipev TéAos AapdvTa;

DAl Oftw Tou, & ZdkpaTes, T& puEv omoudiji, T& B s ETépuws &v
A1 Aéyeis olof. ‘

20). Tov &t Bikalwv Te kal kaAQv kal &yaBdv EmioThpas
gxovTa ToU yewpyoU pdpey firrov volv Exetv els T& tauTtol oTréppaty;

DAl “Hxiord ye.

20). Ouk &pa oroudit aUTd &v UBaTi ypdwyel, péhawt aTrelpoov ik
KaAdpou peTd Adywv &BuvdTwv ptv auTols Adywr Bonbeiv, &Suvdwy
Ot Ikavéds TéAndis 515&5a.

®AI. OUkouv &1 76 Y’ elkds.

20. OU vydp &AA& ToUs ptv &v ypdupaot KfTTOUS, G5 EOIKE,
Tau8ids X&piv omepel Te Kal ypdyel, dtav ypdeni, tauTtd Te Umo-
uvipata Bnoaupifduevos, els 6 AMibns yfipas éav fknTal, kad TwavTl
T TaUTOV Tyvos peTiovTl, flobnoeTal Te adToUs Becwopddv puopévous
&mradols: dtav 5t &AAol Trandiads GAAais X pddvTal, cupTroociols Te &pSov-
Tes aUTOoUs ETépols Te doa TOUTwWY ABEAPS, ‘TOT Ekeivos, cos Eoikev, &vTl
ToUTwv ofs Adéyw Traifewv 5i14el.

DAl TlaykdAnv Aéyes Tapd paUuAnv Taudidv, & Zwkporres, ToU &v
Adyots Suvapévou Trallev, Sikatoouvns Te kKal &AAwv v Aéyels Trép
uuBoAoyolvTa.

20. “EoTiydp, & pire Daidpe, oUTw: TOAU & olpat kaAAiwv aTroudi)
Tepl aUTd ylyvetan, dTav Tis T SiaAek Tk TéX VN XpWHEVOS, AaBcov
Yuxtv Tpoofikoucav, euTeEUn! Te Kai omrelpm pet émioThiuns Adyous,
ol éauTols Té Te puTevoavT Ponbeiv ikavoi kal oUyi &raptror dAAK
ExovTes orépua — &0ev GANo1 Ev &AAOIs 1)0eo1 pudpevorl ToUT &el &Bdva-
Tov Trapéyetv ikavol — kal Tov ExovTa eUBaipovelv ololves els doov
&vBprtreor SuvaTov pdAioTa.

®AIl. TIoAU y&p ToUT #11 k&AALoV Aéyers.

Z0. NUv &%) ixeiva §idn, & Paidpe, duvdueda kplvew, ToUTwy
@poAoynuévwy.

QAl. T& moig;

2. Wv 81 Tépr PouAnBévTes 1Belv &oikdpeda els TOBe, Omrods TO
Auciou Te dveidos E€eTdoaupey Tis TOV Adywv ypaeiis Tépt kal alTols
ToUs Adyous ol Téxvni kal &veu Téxuns ypdgovTo. T6 piv olv Evrexvov
kad pr) Sokel por SednAdofan petpicos.

DAl "ESo&E ye 1) TrdAv 8¢ UTrduvnodv pe réds.

276d2 &tav [5¢] ypbeni Bekker  276d5 STav 8¢ &AMot rec.: dtav &AAot BTW
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2W. Tplv &v Tis 16 Te &AnBEs txdoTawv eldf1 epl dv Aéye ) ypdoey,
Kot aUTd TE &V Splfeabon SuvaTods yévnTan, dploduevos Te TAAIY kAT
€181 péyp1 ToU &TunTou Tépver EmioTndf, Tepf Te Yux s pUoews Sudov
KoT& TaUTd, TO TTpocapudTTOV EK&o TN QUTEL elSos dveupiokwy, oUTw
71071 kai Siakoopdi TV Adyov, TroikiAnt pév Toikidous Yux il kai Tav-
appovious 818oUs Adyous, &rrAoUs 8¢ &mrAfjt, oU TpoTEpoV SuvaTdv TéY-
v oeoBan ko Soov Trépuke peTaxelpiodijvan 16 Adywv yévos olte Ti
Tpds Td 518&Ean ole T1 Trpds TO Treloal, (s & EpTrpooBev Tas peprivukey
Tuiv Adyos.

DAl Tlavrtdrao: uév oUv ToUTO Ye 0UTw Trws Epdvn.

ZW. Ti & ab mepl ToU koAov f aloypov elval 76 Adyous Aéyewv Te
kal ypdeetv, kal d1rni yryvépevov v diknt AéyorT v Sverdos i un; &pa
oV BedfiAwkev T& AexBévTa SAiyov Eurpocbev —

QAL Té& Troig;

2. Ws eite Auclas 7 Tis &AAos TTeTOTE Eypoyey A Ypdwyer 18{ai 1y
dnuoacial — vopous TiBeis, oUyypappa TTOAITIKOV YpAa@wv — Kol ueydAny
Tvd &v aTéd BePandTnTa fyyoupevos kal gagnveiav, oUTw uév dverdos
T ypdeovT, eite Tis enoiv eite prr TO ydp &yvoeiv Utrap Te kal
Svap Sikafwv kai &&ikwv Tép1 kal kakddv kal &yaBdov olk EkpeUyer T
&AnBeion pt) ok ErrovelBioTov elvan, oUBE &v 6 Trds Sy Aos arTd Eranvéon!.

DAl OU yap olv.

Z0). O 8¢ ye v ptv TAI Yeypaupévwr Adywi Trepl EkdoTou Traudidv
Te f)yoUpevos TOAAflv &vaykoiov elval, kal oUdéva TrédyToTe Adyov
v pétpowr oUd &veu pétpou peydAns &Elov omoudiis ypagiivan oUdt
AexOfivan s ol payeonrdoupevor Gveu &vokpioews kai Sidayfis eBols
gvekat EAéxOnoav, &AA& T@d1 SvTl aUT@V ToUus PeATioTous elddToov
Uéuvnoiv yeyovévan, év 8¢ Tols Si18ackouévols kal pabfioews x&piv
Aeyopévols kal Téd1 dvTl ypagopévols év yuy it mepl Sikafwv Te kal kaAdv
kal &ryaBddv pdvois 16 Te tvapyts elvar kal TéAeov kai &§lov oroudis,
Seiv 8¢ ToUus TorouTous Adyous auTolU Aéyeafan olov Ueis yvnoious elva,
TPOTOV pév TOV &v auTddl, t&v eUpebels éviji, EmerTa el Tives ToUToOU
ekyovol Te kal &BeAgol &pa tv AAcioty &AAwY Yuyais kot &Elav évépu-
oav, Tous 8¢ &AAous xaipetv v — oUTos 8¢ & ToloUTos &viyp KivBuvelel,
@ DoiBpe, elvan olov &y Te kai oU eU§aiuel &v oé Te kal &ut yevéoba.

QAL Tlavtdrrao uév olv Eywye BouAoual Te kal ebyopan & Aéyes.

20). Oukolv 11dn memaloBw peTpicos NIV T& Tept Adywv' kai oU
Te ENOcov @pdle Auoicn 8T1 véd kaTaPdvTe & 76 Nupedv vapdk Te kai

278a4 &yaBidv [&v] pdvois [#youuevos)té Heindorf: v pdvois fyolpevos TW: tv pévors
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pouaeiov fikoUoapev Adywv, ol EéoTteAdov Aéysv Auclon Te kal ef Tig
&AAos cuvTifnoi Adyous, kal Opnipewr kal € Tis SAAos ol Troinov WiAhv
| &v d187)1 ouvTédnke, TplTov 8¢ TdAwvi kal BoTis Ev TTOAITIKOTS Adyols
vbpous dvopddwv ouyypdunaTa Eypayey: €l putv eldds fit 7O dAnois Exel
ouvédnke Talta, kal Exwv Pondelv, els EAeyyov ldv mepl dv Eypoye, kal
Aéywv abTds Suvatds T& yeypauutva eaUia &rrodei§on, ol 11 TdVSe
Emrcovupiav Exovta Bel AéyecBor ToV ToloUTov, AN &g ofs Eoroubakev
Exefvaov.

DAl Tivas olv Tds Erreovupias aUT! VEUELS;

2. To utv cogdy, & Daidpe, koAeiv Eporye péya elvan Sokel kal
Bedd pdven Tpémev: 1O Bt ) piAdoogov 7 TooUTéY TI PEAASY Te v
aUTd &ppdTTOo!l KAl EppeAecTépes EXOL.

DAl Kal oUdtv ye &md TpdTrou.

S0, OuxoUv al ToV pt ExovTa TIKIKOTEPX GV cuvEBnkev 1) Eypayev
&vod k&Tw oTPépwv Ev xpbdvwl, Trpds EAANAC KOAAGY Te Kal &paipddv,
tv Bikn1 Tou TToINTAY §} Adywv cuyypapéa T} vouoypd@ov TTPOsEpETS;

QAL Ti phy;

ZW. ToadTta Tofvuv T Eralpoot ppdde.

DAl Ti & oU; méds Toifjoels; oudt yd&p olbt Tov odv ETaipov Bel
TrapeABeiv.

20). Tiva TolTov;

DAl Tookpdrn TOV KaAdY: D1 T &rayyelels, & ZwkpaTes; Tiva
auTdV pricouev lva;

ZW. Néos &n, & Daidpe, TookpdTns & vévtol pavrelopcn KaT
aUToU, Aéye E0éAw.

®AIl. To Trolov 81);

Z0). Aokel por &uelveov § katd ToUs wepl Auclav elvon Adyous T&
Tiis pUoews, &1 Te 716l yewvikwTépwl kekpdaban® doTe oUSty &v yévorTo
BavpaoTdv TTpoiovons Tiis HAkias el Tepl alTols Te Tous Adyous, ofs viv
Emyelpel, TTAbov 1) Taldwv Sievéykol TV TwTrOTE dyapévwv Adywv,
tn Te el aUTdd py &moxpnoan TaUTa, Al peldw 8¢ Tis aTdv &yot
bput) BeroTépar pUoer yép, & pfAe, EveoTl Tis prAogogia T Tol &vdpods
Siavofai. Tatra 81y oUv Eyc ptv Trapd TEOVEE TGV Beddv tos Epois Tandikois
lookpdrrel oy yAAw, oU 8 tkelva s oois Auaia.

DAl TalT éotorr &AA& Twpev, Emedn kal TO mviyos fmicdrTepov
ytyovev.

278d6 &pudrror B: kal &pudrror TW  279a8 i 1 TW: elve B
279a8 pelfe rec. Cicero Oralor 41 maiora: pelGeov BT: peffov W
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30). OulkoUv etsSapéves Tpérer Tolode TTopevesdai;

QAL Ti piy;

ZW. W ¢lAe Mdv Te kal &A\or door TTjide Beol, SolnTé por KaAd
yevéoBat T&vSobev- E§wobev 5t doa &y, ToTs fuTds elval pot pidia. TAOU- ¢
o1ov 8t vopifoiul Tov copdv' TO 8t YpuooU TAfifos €in pot doov pfTe
pépev pTe &yew Suvaito &AAos 1 & cwepwv. ET &AAou Tou Sedpeda,
& Daidpe; Epol ptv ydp petpics nlkrai.

DAl. Kai épol Tatra ouvelyou: kowd y&p Té TV pikwv. 5

2. leopev.

279b6 eUfauéve Bekker: ev§apéveo BTW



COMMENTARY

227a1—230e5: PROLOGUE

Two friends, S. and Ph., meet on the street by chance and S. discovers Ph.’s
enthusiasm for a speech by Lysias that he has just heard. After S. good-naturedly
prods Ph. into admitting that he has a copy of the speech in his possession, they
decide to retire to the ncarby countryside whete they will find relief from the
summer heat and Ph. will read the speech to his companion. They converse
easily as they walk and when they find a cool pleasant spot underneath a tall
plane tree, they assume comfortable positions, the one to read, the other to listen.

The lively and realistic narrative constitutes a prime example of Plato’s remark-
able literary art. As in the opening of the Republic, the effect is complex: knowing
that Plato is in control, the reader is nonetheless lulled into accepting the momen-
tous conversation that follows as arising naturally in consequence of a chance,
everyday encounter. All the more remarkable is Plato’s ability to convey simulta-
neously beneath the narrative surface of smooth banter and innocent meandering
another quasi-narrative of potentially transformative drama. Taking the measure
of Ph.’s character, S. feigns enthusiasm for Lysids’ speech in order to entice Ph.
into a dialogue on erds and discourse that will challenge his values and might
possibly change his life. Without his being aware of it, Ph. is maneuvered into a
position where the attractions of philosophy will make themselves felt. S. thereby
enacts the theory of psychagogic rhetoric that he later puts forward in argument,
using discourse to move Ph.’s soul in the direction of his choosing (271c9—272b2).
Plato discloses this cdouble-layered narrative through a rich vein of comic irony in
S.’s utterances, informing and amusing the reader while gently mocking Ph., for
instance, when S. effortlessly deflects Ph.’s eagerness to display his own rhetorical
skill and manipulates him into producing the written copy of Lysias’ speech that
he is hiding under his mantle (228a5—e4). Such high spirits prevail from the start
of the dialogue through to the end.

Away from their urban haunts and ensconced under the plane tree, S. and
Ph. have exposed themselves to an unfamiliar, unpredictable environment. The
consequences will become cléar in due course but are hinted at in the prologue.
For Ph., the tastes, conventions, and values of Athens’ city life, to which he is
devoted, will be put in question (229c3—230a6). S., the paradigm of self-control,
begins to experience unexpected influences at the hands of the local, unfamiliar
divinities (230b2-c4). On the prologue and its relationship to the rest of the
dialogue, see Gérgemanns 1993.

227a1"W ¢iAe Oaibpe, Toi &Y kal mwbev; Ph. is well known to S. (228as,
242a6-b3), hence the friendly intervention. The question, ostensibly a formulaic
greeting, suggests the dialogue’s central concern — in which direction should the
soul go and what moves it there? — and lures Ph. into the conversation that

85
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follows. Cf. Burnyeat 1997 on the way Plato’s opening lines suggest the dia-
logues’ central themes. The verb of motion is omitted (AGPS 62.3.1); the particle
&1, emphasizing the interrogative, adds a hint of insistence (GP 210-11). az
Avalou, & Idxpartes, ToU Kepddou: Plato wastes no time introducing Lysias and
making him into S.’s foil. ag-5 1O 5t ad1 ral tudd tralpeor. . . woloUpat
Tous mepirérous: Ph. follows recognized experts, the speechwriter Lysias and
the physician Acumenus, and politely includes S. in his circle of sophisticated
friends (Téh 8¢ odd kol uddt Etalpwt). Even before Lysias comes under explicit
examination, Plato suggests his opinion: the innocuousness of Acumenus’ advice
(walking on open roads is more refreshing than walking under porticos) and the
earnestness of Ph.’s regard for it mock them both gently. Ph. and his friend Eryx-
imachus (268a7-8), son of Acumenus, receive similar treatment at Prt. gis5c,
Smp. 176d. a5 &koTmrwTépous “more invigorating,” a medical term (Laws
7.789d, Hippoc. Aph. 2.48, Acut. 66), naturally borrowed from the physician
Acumenus.  ag-brx Tév v Tols Spdpois: se. TepirdTeov. The “portico” (Spd-
pot), where people might walk while having a discussion, especially in summer,
was attached to a gymnasium (Euthd. 273a).

227b2 Kahéds ydp, & Etaipe, Aéyeir polite dismissal of Acumenus in order to
focus on Lysias; cf. 270cs5, polite dismissal of Hippocrates.  b2—3 tv &GoTe:
as opposed to Piraeus, where Lysias lived with his brother Polemarchus in the
house of their father, Cephalus (Rep. 1.328b, Lys. 12.8-16). b4 Emikpdrrer: an
Athenian politician active in the late fifth and early fourth centuries, and likely the
Epicrates prosecuted by the speaker of Lysias 27 (Nails 2002: 139—40). bg-5
Tij1be i) wAnolov ToU *OAuvptriov olkiau: sc. fepol. A conspicuous landmark,
the temple of Olympian Zeus was located at the southeastern edge of the city
just within the city wall and a short walk from the Ilissus. The deictic pronoun
(T1}18€) puts S. and Ph. at a specific starting point well known to contemporary
Athenians, and as they walk Plato indicates their movements by referring to
landmarks and scenic details (Wycherley 1963, Travlos 1971: 289-91); see Map 1
(based on Travlos). Having exited the city (227a3) by the gate near the Morychian
house on the north side of the Olympieum (227bg), they walk eastward along
a path until they turn off the path and go south towards the Ilissus (229ai).
They then walk back along the riverbed downstream (229a4). At that point they
identify as their destination a tall plane tree nearby (229a7) and S. speaks of the
altar of Boreas and the crossing point towards Agra as about two or three stades
(300-500 meters) further downstream (22gc1—2). After walking a bit more (229c3-
230a6) they reach the plane tree (230a6—7) which stands on the south side of the
river (242ar1) beside a sanctuary of nymphs, Achelous, and Pan (230b6-7, 278b6,
279b8).  bjg Tijit Mopuxlau: Epicrates’ “Morychian house” acquired its name
from its former owner or occupant, Morychus, notorious for gluttony and high
living (Ar. Ach. 887, Pax 1008—g, Vesp. 506).  B6—7 TGV Adywv Upuds Avolas
eloTlx “feasted you on his speeches.” The metaphor, common in Plato (Grg. 447a,
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Rep. 1.354a-b, 9.571d, Ti. 27b), relies on the parallel between food for the body
and discourse for the soul (270b5—7, Prt. 313¢—314b, Grg. 462c—465¢; cf. 248bs—c2
on the soul’s proper food). Here Plato suggests that Lysias’ speeches nourished
base desire as did the actual feasts of Morychus just alluded to. By contrast, the
conversation to be played out in the Plaedrus will not be an urban symposium
but will take place in the countryside and, like the cicadas they later take as their
model (259c1—s), the participants will abstain from food and drink while they
pursue their inquiry.  bg-10 oUk &v ofer pe korrd TTivBapov. . . SiaTpiPyy
&xoUoai; “do you not believe that I would — in Pindar’s words — that I will regard
listening to how you and Lysias spent the time as an affair ‘above even business’?”
&v anticipates that S. will say moifjoacfai (potential optative in indirect speech).
But the quotation from Pindar ({sthm. 1.2, word order changed) postpones the
infinitive, and S. changes his construction to Toifjoec8cu, which, representing
the future indicative in indirect speech, is not modified by &v (AGPS 64.2.2). Cf.
Ap. 29c for a similar anacoluthon. The Pindaric quotation lends mock grandeur
to this pledge of leisure (oxoA®) and thus suggests that the pledge contains an
irony, which is revealed shortly (229e4n.).

227cx lMpoaye 1) “lead on then,” picking up TpoidvTi (227b8) and initiating
a play, while they walk, on who is leading whom (228c1, 229a6, b3, 230ay,
ds—er). c3—4 wpooikouoa Yt ool ) &koty' & ydp Tort Adyos fjv. . . EpwTikds:
the erotic subject matter makes the speech pertinent to S. because S. is an expert in
erds (257a6) and, as Ph. attests, is known as such (Smp. 177d, 198c—d (ironic denial),
Lys. 204b—c; Rynearson 2006). Cf. the account of Alcibiades’ experience (Smp.
215a—222b), which is a touchstone of S.’s erotic expertise, as well as mention of
this expertise in other Socratic authors (Aeschines Socraticus SSR 53, Xen. Mem.
2.6.28, 4.1.2, Smp. 8, [PL.] Theages 128b). S.’s erotic expertise has two facets: he is
able to instill in young men whose sexuality has been awakened a desire for, or at
least an openness to, philosophy (257b1n.); and he is able to advise others on where
their true erotic interests lie (Introd. 8). By introducing S.’s erotic expertise early
in the dialogue, Plato ensures that we are aware from the outset that S.’s speeches
on erds are delivered by one who is an expert in the-subject matter (confirmed
below, 262d1—2), and that S.’s interactions with Ph. are themselves shaped by this
expertise. Though clearly‘aware of S.’s reputation, Ph. does not perceive that S.
may be using this expertise on him. c4 oUk ol’ dvTiva Tpbémrov: adverbial
(lit. “in I don’t know what sort of way”), referring to the paradoxical quality of the
erds described in Lysias® speech (227c5—), but also, in reference to the dialogue
as a whole, suggesting an openness to considering erds afresh.  ¢5 weipdpevo
“being propositioned,” as Thuc. 6.54.3 Treipabels 5¢ & Appoddios Umd ‘lrépyou
ToU [MeioioTp&Tov. €6 ard 61 ToUTo Kal KexdpypeuTan “precisely (57) this
very point (cUtd ToUTo) has truly (kaf) been cleverly done.” The elaboration
of the paradox in Lysias’ speech — that the young man “should bestow his
favor on one who does not love him rather than on one who does love him”
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(c6~7) — is precisely where the artistry is meant to lie. From Ph. kexdpyeuran is
sincere praise, from Plato ironic (230c2, Lach. 197d, Rep. 6.495d; de Vries 1984:
441). xapiotéov: sexually (Smp. 182a; LSJ s.v. 1.3). c8 ") yevvaios: an
exclamation referring to Lysias and ironic in intent: S. immediately surmises
the sort of witty, useless argument put forward by Lysias (cf. 242e4—243a2). The
nominative in exclamation is absolute (AGPS 45.2.4), though here it furnishes the
subject of the following sentence. & is an outburst of emotion, like @&l (263d6,
273¢6). c8-d2 elBe yplyetev. . . &oTtelol kal Snuweeleis elev of Adyor: an
argument that the handsome young man should offer his favors (sc. xapi¢ea®an
with xpt}) to a poor old man would be equally paradoxical; thus it would serve
Lysias’ purpose while also benefiting common citizens, like S., who lack the
attractions of wealth, power, and physical beauty. But the combination of “witty
and useful for common people” is inherently unlikely and anyway irrelevant to a
speechwriter like Lysias, whose interest lics solely in being witty. The joke looks
forward to S.’s later assertion of benefit for the audience as the appropriate norm
of rhetoric (260b1—d2). The joke is also ironic, as if S. needed any help in securing
the attention of young men (not for sex, but for discourse).

227d3—5 oUtws tmiTebupnka. . . &roAeipBdd: irony, not in S.’s professed desire
for discaurse or even in the distance he says he will go to hear it, but in the
notion that Lysias’ speech is the enticement and that it is Ph. who is leading S.
(229e4n., 230d7-e1n.). dg4 Mtyapdde: about forty kilometers from Athens,
too far for a leisurely stroll. katd HpbBikov TrpooPds Téd Telyer “in accord
with Herodicus you walk [right up] to the wall [of Megara].” Plato is poking fun
again at the sort of expert favored by Ph. (227a4—5n.). Originally from Megara,
Herodicus was a physical trainer whom Plato disparaged for his misguided
efforts in prolonging mere life (Rep. 3.406a-b, Prt. 316¢; cf. Hippoc. Epid. 6.3.18).
In explanation of this passage but without citing an authority, Hermias 24.25—30
describes an exercise supposedly devised by Herodicus: running up to a wall
from a moderate distance away and doing so again many times. S. would then
be combining into one incongruous image the notion of walking all the way to
Megara and in addition performing there one of Herodicus’ exercises. d4-5
ol pf) cov &moAeipBéd: oU wr| with the subjunctive for emphatic denial (AGPS
53.7.6), here a rare instance following &bore (AGPS 65.2.0.E).

228a2-3 SevdtaTtos dv TGOV viv ypleev, TalTta 181cdTny SvTta: the superlative
and partitive genitive (Tév viv), “most skillful of this generation,” augment the
standard distinction between expert and non-expert (236ds, 258dg—10; LS] s.v.
i81coTns nr1). yp&eew, specifying the technz in which Lysias has his expertise,
refers to speechwriting (Aoyoypagla) in particular (257c5n.). But the ambiguity
inherent in referring to speechwriting by the simple verb ypdgew is later exploited
to expand the inquiry to writing in general (257e1-2n.). a3 &mwopvnuoveloev
“shall be able to relate from memory.” a4 tPouddpny y' &v ndidov 1| pot
oAU ¥puolov yevtoBan: Ph.’s priority — pursuit of beauty in preference to
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wealth — puts him in fundamental alignment with S. (279c2—3n.), a fact that
shapes the dialogue as a whole. What Ph. stands in need of, and what S. will
offer, is not a change in this priority but enlightenment about what true beauty
is and where it is to be sought. Contrast the Gorgias, where S.’s interlocutor
Callicles, who desires only wealth and power (Grg. 491d—492c), stands in need
of a change in priorities but he is ultimately immune to S.’s influence (Grg.
505d, 506¢c, passim). a5 W Daibpe, el tyd Daidpov &yvod, xal tpouTtol
tmAéAnopan: addressing Ph. while referring to him in the third person is typical
of the role-playing that goes on in the dialogue (236c1-d3, 243e4~6, 261a3-5;
Griswold 1986: 29—30). The third-person address is maintained throughout this
utterance (txefvos, 228a7) and caps it at the end (228c3). The knowledge of Ph.’s
character that S. claims is crucial for his ability to put his discourse into the form
that will make it most compelling to Ph. (257a3—4n., 271b2~4n.). a6 &AA&
yép oUbttepk tott ToUTwWV, €U olba &T1 “but (SAAK), since (y&p) neither of these
things is the case, I know well that. . .” (“complex” use of dAA& y&p, GP 98-¢).

228b1 podUpws: a dig at Lysias, implying vanity. bz 1o BipAlov: a “book”
consisted of rectangular sheets of prepared papyrus (BipAos), glued together one
after the other to form a roll (Bulow-Jacobsen 2009: 18—23, Johnson 2009: 256—
65). Given the length of Lysias’ speech, the whole thing would fit on a very short
roll or else Lysias’ speech occupied part of alongerroll. b3 8pdv £§ twfivol
kaBfipevos &mreimrdov: the participles without conjunctions speed the narrative
(AGPS 56.15.0). £€ £wBivol kabrjuevos echoes Ph. with gentle mockery (227a3—4).
bg v Tov kOvas referring to the Egyptian jackal-headed god Anubis, this
oath is frequent in S.’s mouth but not unique to him (Ar. Vesp. 83, Cratinus
PCG 249; Dodds 1959: 262 ad Grg. 482b). Here it contributes to S.’s banter-
ing tone. temoTdpevos “knowing by heart.”  bg~c2 Té vooolvTi Trepl
Adywv &xofiv. .. TOV ouykopuBavTidvTa. . . ToU TGOV Adywv EpaoTol: the
terms of S.s self-description anticipate the divine madness and desire of the
lover in S.’s palinode. “Sick [i.e. with desire] for hearing discourses” suggests the
extreme desire that torments the lover (251a2—252a7). “Fellow celebrant of the
Corybantes” is metaphorical for companion in ecstasy, as S.’s later self-description
ouvePdxyxevoa (234d6). The ecstatic mystery rites of the Corybantes suggest both
the ecstatic initiation that is the primary metaphor for S.’s vision of true Being
in the palinode (249c5—d1, 250bg—c5n.) and the initiatory madness of Dionysus
that is akin to divine erds as one of the types of divine madness (265b3). On the
Corybantes, attendants of the Mother goddess, cf. Dodds 1951: 77-80. “Lover of
discourses” suggests the lover of S.’s palinode in his philosophical aspect (248d2—
3, 249b6—d3) and anticipates S.’s later self-description — a “lover of divisions and
collections” — that explicitly brings together the pursuit of knowledge and the
(erotic) pursuit of a partner in dialectic (266bg—c1). b6 15cv pév, [5cv flobn:
the doubling conveys, and gently mocks, the excitement that Ph. tries in vain
to suppress; on this figure and Plato’s use of it, cf. Denniston 1952: go—1. The
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connection of sight and desire, which will be exploited in the palinode (251a2—-
b3, 253e5), goes back to Homer, when Zeus sees Hera, intent on seducing him-
(M. 14.203—4; note the repetition of 15¢): 15e 5t vepeAnyepéta ZeUs. | &ds & 18ev, dos
HIV Epads TTUKIVES PpEvas SUPEKGAUEY.

228c2 tBpUTrTeTo “he was coy .” The language of flirtation (Xen. Smp. 8.4) and
ironic 81y (GP 229-30) show that S. sees right through Ph.’s feigned reluctance
to speak, another indication of S.’s erotic skill. .c2=3 kal el pfy Tis txcow
&xovot PBlat “even by force if someone were unwilling to listen.” In view of the
erotic context the humor includes the mock threat of rape (229b4-5n., 236c6—
ds). c3 oU olv, & Daidpe, auTol SefinTiz on the form of expression, see
228asn. cq4 Téya whvTes “presently in any case.” ¢ Tavu yép oot
&Anbf Sokd = v y&p &AnbTj toTiv & cor Bokd Torfioev (Stallbaum 1857:
12).

228dr-2 Tavtds uéAAov...oUx “absolutely not” (AGPS 47.27.3). d2—4
THv uévrol Sidvorav . . . Epeijs Slen: ExaoTov introduces a slight anacoluthon,
as if &mravTa stood in place of THv Sidwolav &mdvTeov: “as for the thought of
nearly all the passages in which he said the lover’s case differs from that of the
non-lover, I will summarize each one and go through them in order.” Invoking
the distinction hetween the words (pfipara) of Lysias’ speech and its thought
(81&vora), Ph. reveals that he aims not to recite Lysias’ speech from memory, as
S. may have supposed (228bg), but to deliver his own version of the argument
contained in the speech (and thereby to practice his rhetorical skill, 228e4). S.
uses a similar clistinction to characterize Ion’s practice of reciting Homex’s verses
(87rn) and explaining their meaning (51&vota) (Ion 530b—d). Ph.’s dependence ona
written text to formulate his own discourse (as Ion’s dependence on a memorized
text) exemplifies S.’s later claim that written texts promote spurious wisdom by
causing individuals to neglect their own resources for learning (275a2-b2).  djs
Ael€as ye mpddTov “sure (yé), when you have first shown...” (GP135). &
@1A&Tns “love,” addressing Ph. This abstract noun in the nominative as a form of
addvess is striking, much livelier than ¢{Ae (AGPS 43.4.15), and unique in surviving
Attic prose. d5—6 i &pa tv Tij1 &proTepdn Exers Urd T Iparricors the mantle
was worn draped around the right side, its ends gathered on the left and covering
the left shoulder, arm, and, sometimes, hand (Bieber 1967: 32—3, Plates 15-16).
Some have suggested that S. jokingly refers to Ph.’s erect penis, similar in shape
uncler the mantle to a papyrus roll. Plato would be establishing erotic by-play
between the interlocutors as a prelude to their discussion of erds; Chrm. 155d is
mentioned as a parallel. The suggestion is unlikely. Unlike Charmides, Ph. is
not a youth and potential ergimenos (Introd. 3); and S. reports the erotic moment
at Chrm. 155d explicitly while experiencing it privately. Further, the autoerotic
implications of the suggested interpretation would make no sense. On the sexual
innuendo in the opening conversation, see Introd. note 20. d7-ex TapévTos
8t kal . . . oU w&vu StdokTan “but since Lysias too is present it is certainly not my
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intention to furnish myself to you to practice on.”” The practice that Ph. intends
(lso 228e3—4 v gol. . . tyyupvaoduevos) is to deliver his own version of Lysias’
argument to S. (228d2-4) and determine his success by observing S.’s reaction.
Learning to compose speeches by imitating models was a staple of contemporary
rhetorical education (Cole 19g1a: 71—94). S. later rejects that practice in favor of
his new theory of rhetorical education (273b3—274a6). Though S. prevents Ph.
from recasting Lysias’ speech as a rhetorical exercise, that is essentially what
S. himself does, at Ph.’s urglng, in his first speech. By insisting that Ph. read
out Lysias’ speech, S. keeps the focus on Lysias, the contemporary standard of
rhetorical excellence, and sets up the encounter between Lysias and himself that
will force Ph. to choose between them as models. Lysias’ “presence” by means
of the written text of his speech is ironic in view of S.’s later distinction between
written texts and oral dialectic on the basis of the author’s ability to respond to
objections in person (275d3—€6). '

228e3 [Tave “stop”; intransitive, absolute (LSJ s.v. ). Exiékpoukds pe EATri-
Soss the asyndeton palpably conveys Ph.’s disappointment.

229ar Extpamdpevor kard TéV ‘IAiodv: 227bg—4n. ag—4 oV uiv ydp 8
&els it was S.’s distinctive habit to go unshod (Smp. 174a, 220b, Ar. Nu. 103, 363,
Xen. Mem. 1.6.2). yép, emphasized by &1, explains why Ph. referred only to
himself in the preceding clause (GP 60—1). pév stands on its own because &yco
&’ oV is suppressed. a4 kard 16 Ub&Tiov “downstream” (AGPS 68.25.1.A on
the preposition); the dimirutive because in sumimer the flow of the Ilissus was
reduced. a5 T\vde TV bpav Tol Etous Te kal Tiis fuépas: midday in the
heat of summer (242a4, 25921, d6, 27gbg).

229b1~2 Téakabileoban f}. . . kaTakMBfjval “grasstositonor. . . lieon” (epex-
egetic infinitives).  bg~3 Elmé pot. .. Ty Wpelbuiav dpméoai; Boreas, god
of the north wind, seized Oreithyia, daughter of Erechtheus, the Athenian king
and progenitor of Athens’ royal line, and took her to his home in Thrace (Hdt.
7.189, Aesch. TrGF 281; Simon 1967: 107—-23). The abduction for sexual pur-
poses suggests erds, which Ibycus (PMG 286) also associates with Boreas. This
chance remark reveals Ph.’s interest in the gods, which S. exploits in his second
speech. pévTon is interrogative, expecting an affirmative answer (GP403). b7~
8 yaplevra yoUv kal kaBapd kal Sixpavii T& Ud&ria: a late fifth-century decree
forbad the tanning of hides at the Ilissus (Lind 1987). If it was enforced, it would
have maintained the purity of the water. In any case, the water is clean and
pleasant to suit the mood of the conversation to follow.

229cx-2 k&Twdev . . . Tpds 1o v Aypas Siapalvopev “downstream about two
or three stades [300—500 meters], where there is a crossing [lit. we (Atheni-
ans) cross] over [the Ilissus] to the [sanctuary] in Agra”; cf. 227bq-5n. on the
topography and Map 1. Agra (or Agrai) — a locality, not a deme - extended
from the south bank of the Ilissus up the hills towards Helicon and contained
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two notable shrines, that of Artemis Agrotera (Paus. 1.19.6) and the Metroon,
where the Lesser Mysteries were celebrated (Parker 2005: 56, 344). T tv
"Aypas: sc. lepbv. "Aypas is an archaic genitive of place and follows the prepo-
sition &v because of its locative force. The locution &v*Aypas, preserved by the
conservative force of religious usage, is found in contemporary inscriptions in
connection with the Lesser Mysteries (IG 13 369.91, SEG 21.541.A39; restored in
IG 13 234.5, 483.50), and it attracted the attention of ancient lexicographers who
found it im the comic poet Pherecrates (PCG 40) and the fourth-century Attic
historian Cleidemus (FGrH 323 F1) (Chantraine 1956, 1966: 37-9; pace Simms
2002/3). c2 Pwuds: built after Boreas, the Athenians’ “son-in-law” through
Oreithyia (229bg—5n.), responded to their prayer and destroyed the Persian fleet
in a storm off'the coast of Thessaly in 480 (Hdt. 7.18g). c3 Tpds Aids suggests
Ph.’s incredulity that S. may not share his sense of intellectual superiority and his
confidence in recognized experts who.rationalize the Boreas myth; cf. ol oogol
in 8.’s reply (229c5—d1n.) and 227a4-5n.

229c5~230a6 Rejecting Ph.’s intellectual pretense with good humor, S. has
no time for learned, rationalizing approaches to traditional myths because they
would distract him from his primary task, the pursuit of self-knowledge. (S. rejects
allegorical interpretation of myth in Rep. 2.378d~c for a different reason: children,
to whom the myths are directed, cannot understand allegory.) He mentions the
mythical monster Typho in a manner that suggests the usefulness of myth for
the project of self-knowledge. Plato’s extensive use of his own, non-traditional,
myths, in the Phaedrus and elsewhere, indicates that he was fully cognizant of the
power of myth to communicate, and that he sought to use that power for his
own purposes (255c1-2n.; Partenie 2009). By warning Ph. away from analyzing
myth and reducing it to what is “probable” (16 €lkds), S. encourages Ph., and the
reader, to maintain an openness to myth and its imaginative power that he will
exploit in his palinode. Plato’s rhetorical art can be seen not only in the mythical
passages themselves but also in the preparation for those passages that goes on
here.

229c5~dx AN’ el &migTolnv. .. &vdpTagTov yeyovévau: interpretation of
myth goes back to Homer (Ford 2002: 68-80), but rationalizing and allegorical
interpretations with the aim of removing supernatural or morally objectionable
actions on the part of gods became a trend among natural scientists, sophists,
historians, and literary men of the fifth and fourth centuries (Pépin 1958, Morgan
2000: 62—, 98-105). The terms ot cogof (“the intellectuals”) and coifdpevos
(“cleverly” or “in the manner of an intellectual”) cover this broad group by
their very vagueness (Ferrari 1987: 234-5). cg oUk &v &toTros elnv: the first
strike against the rationalizers: there would be nothing odd in disbelieving this
myth because the proffered interpretation (not stolen away by the god Boreas,
but blown away by the north wind Boreas) is an obvious one.  ¢6 galnv:
sc. v from the preceding clause (AGPS 54.3.11).  ¢7 ®apuakelas otherwise
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unknown, Pharmacea must have belonged to the story in Plato’s day as a play-
mate of Oreithyia; cf. 229b8 tmiTndeia kopaus Tallev.

229d1-2 f| & 'Apelov m&you. .. fpwdedn: by including another version of
the story, S. indicates both his knowledge of details and his lack of concern for
historical precision. The wording is compact and vivid; a0 quickly “turns the
thought . . . around and faces it in a different direction” (AGPS 69.12.0). d3-
e3 Alav 8t SewoU kal mimévou. .. xUTd oxoAfis Sefjoet: the tedium, and
therefore the misfortune, of the excessively clever interpreter of myth is made
keenly evident: there is always more material to interpret (ueTa ToUTo, Kai alB1s,
kol Emippel 8t &xAos, GAAwv &unydveov TANON); the objects of scrutiny are
inhuman monstrosities (‘ITrwoxevTavpowv, Xipalpas, Mopydvwv, TTny&owv) and
bizarre freaks of nature (&romion TepaToAdywv TIVGV pUoewv); the interpreter’s
crude reasoning (&ypolkew! Tivi cogfar) addresses one item at a time (Tpoo-
pipaut. . . E&kaoTov) in spite of the obvious sameness of the material. S.’s point
is well illustrated in the work On incredible things (TTepi &rrioTeov) of Palaephatus,
a (probable) contemporary of Aristotle and rationalizer of the fantastic char-
acters and events of Greek myth (Stern 1996, 1999). For example, regarding
the Centaurs, patently impossible creatures with a horse body and a human
head, Palaephatus recounts that some young men killed wild bulls with javelins
and from pricking the bulls with the javelins received the name Centaurs (T
ptv Svopa tvrelifev EAaPov ol Kévtaupot, 811 Tols Talpous karekevTdvvuoav).
Later, after a fight at a wedding feast among the Lapiths, the Centaurs raided
the Lapiths and as they were riding off all that could be seen by those watching
from a distance were the backs of the horses and the heads of the human riders.
From this visible shape came the unbelievable myth of the Centaurs (On incredible
things 1). d4 xot’ &A\Ao piv oUbtv, 811 8% lit. “for no other reason, but since”;
i.e. “if only because.”  d5 tmwavopBolodal “to rectify ,” which in this case is
to replace the marvelous with the mundane.

22g9ex—2 &AAwv &unydveov TANEN Te kal &roTrion TeparToAdywv TIvéY pUoEwY
“masses of other monstrosities and curiosities that consist of assorted fantastic
creatures.” The word order is chiastic. The latter genitive shows the material of
which the noun it depends on is composed (AGPS 47.8.0). e2 TTpooPipdt kaTd
1o elkds EkaaTov “he will bring each item into line with the probable.” The prob-
able (T €lxés), which figures in the critique of sophistic rhetoric (259¢7—260d1,
272d2-274a5), is what the masses believe (273a7-b2). Insofar as the probable is
the norm for which mythical interpretation strives, mythical interpretation is
doomed to be a vain, unproductive pursuit. e4 oUSapdds toTt axoAr: this
definitive rejection of leisure for mythical interpretation makes evident the irony
in S.’s earlier readiness to spend his leisure (oXoA1) on Lysias’ speech (227bg-10).
S. is actually interested not in the speech itself, which is utterly predictable (227¢8~
d2) and as useless to him as mythical interpretation, but in the opportunity to
cooperate with Ph. on evaluating the speech, which will be instructive to Ph.
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and will raise the prospect of evaluating discourse as a whole (261a7-b2).  e5
katd TS AeAgikdy ypduua yvédvai tuautdv: in its context in the forecourt of
Apollo’s temple in Delphi (Prt. 343b, Paus. 10.24.1), the “inscription” (yp&upa)
yv&d01 oauTtdy meant “know your limits,” i.e. as a human being. As is the norm
with such maxims, individuals construed it difterently according to circumstances
(Chrin. 164c—-165a; Denyer 2001: 191 ad Ale. 124b1, Courcelle 1974: 11—291), as S.
is about to do (230a3—6). Yet in common with Delphi, S. understands the self-
knowledge in question as knowledge not about himself qua unique individual,
but about himself gua human being, hence applicable to all human beings. The
(rational, truthful, beautiful) god of Delphi contrasts with the monstrosities of
mythical interpretation (229ds—e2, 246er).

230arx yehoiov 81 pot palverous the inference — “thus it seems ridiculous. .. ” -
is based on the starkness of the contrast between the pointless tedium of mythical
interpretation (229ds—e3n.) and the evident pertinence of the pursuit of self-
knowledge. a2 Tén vomGouéver: “the conventional practice” was to forgo
the intellectuals’ rationalizing approach (Thuc. 1.20-1; Veyne 1988). In following
convention on this matter, S. is not so much affirming the literal truth of myth
as professing a lack of interest in the question. 236 elTe Tt 6nplov. . . pUoe
petéxov “whether I happen to be some kind of beast (1 8nplov), more twisted and
furious than Typho, or a gentler, simpler creature, whom nature has endowed
with a kind of divine (8efas Tvés), un-Typhonic portion.” Tuyydvw without
a supplementary nominative participle functions as a copula; cf. AGPS 56.4.3,
Dodds 1959: 324 ad Grg. 502b for examples. Appropriately for Ph., the lover of
artistic discourse (257a3—4n.), S. explains his pursuit of self-knowledge in terms
that are metaphorical and etymologically playful (see below) and embedded
in an ABC--CBA pattern (from the center outwards): udAAov EmiTeduppévor-
fuepcdTepov, ToAUTTAOKTEpoV—&TrAoUaTEpoy, Tugddvos—Belas TIvds kal &TU-
gov polpas. These dichotomies (wild—gentle, disordered—orderly, monstrous—
divine) are used elsewhere by Plato to suggest fundamental qualities of the soul
or self (Gig. 516a—d, Rep. 2.361b, 3.410€, 9.588b—58gb). The nature of the soul
and the need to understand it will be expanded into a central focus of both S.’s
palinode and the theory of rhetoric (Griswold 1986). a4 Tupdvos: a monster
born of the earth with a hundred fiery snake heads atop his shoulders, Typho (or
Typhoeus) challenged Zeus and was defeated (Hes. Tegg. 820-80; West 1966:
379-83 ad loc.). Having just rejected the tendency to rationalize away the mar-
velous features of mythical monsters (229ds—e2), S. mentions Typho in a manner
that focuses precisely on his traditional, marvelous qualities, for it is that sense
of Typho which contributes to the contrast of monstrous and divine. By extend-
ing the contrast with etymological puns on Typho (¢miTeBuppévov, &ripou), S.
implies that the qualities represented by Typho and the un-Typhonic alterna-
tive are basic oncs that need to be scrutinized, not explained away.  woAu-
TAoK®TEPOV “more twisted” (in a figurative sense) than Typho, whose hundred



COMMENTARY: 230a-c 95

writhing heads were akin to plaited hair (cf. wAdko). tmiTeupuévoy “furi-
ous,” metaphorical from &mrTU@opan (“to be burning up,” from simple verb
TUpw), whence the etymological pun with Tugdv. It is uncertain whether Tupddv
and TU¢w actually share a common root (West 1966: 252, 381). a5 &rUgov
“un-Typhonic” (Hackforth 1952); lit. “not puffed up,” as with pride. a6 &p’
oV 165¢ fiv Td SévBpov: &p’ o¥ and the imperfect suggest the lively manner in
which S. at once sees the tree and recalls their decision to seek it out (229a7-b3).

230b2-ex Arriving at their destination, S. breaks out into a highly stylized,
formal utterance (230b2—c4) that makes a startling departure from the natural,
conversational style so far. It is the first sign of S.’s possibly losing control in the
presence of the beautiful under divine influence (238c5-d6). S.’s enthusiasm is
conspicuous and calls for explanation. Mundanely, Ph. attributes it to the nov-
elty of his being in the countryside (230c5-dz2). S. reveals the true cause, which
accounts for both his normal abode in the city and his exceptional presence
outside the city now: the desire for instruction (regarding the nature of the soul,
229c5-230a6), which normally keeps him in the city in conversation with other
men, has on this occasion been inflamed by the promise of hearing Lysias’ speech
(230d3—e1). By characterizing his own movements as the result of the manipula-
tion of desire (230d6-e1), S. anticipates the theory of rhetoric as psychagagia.

230b2 N7} Tiv ‘Hpav: suggesting the immediacy, and thus the sincerity, of S.’s
reaction to the beauty of the spot, the oath heightens the jarring effect of the
stylized utterance that follows. S. swears by Hera because she is ¢path (“lovely”)
to Zeus (Cra. 404b). Alluding to Hera’s seduction of Zeus (. 14, cf. 228b6n.),
Hermias (31.29—32.1) calls her the “gencrative and organizing production of
beauty” (yewnTikijs kal koounTikiis ToU k&AAovs Tiis Snuioupylas). S. swears
by Hera elsewhere (dp. 24e, Grg. 449d, Tht. 154d; Xen. Mem. 4.2.9), in each
case to express approbation.  b2-c4 ko) ye 1) kaTaywyt|. . . TaykdAws
Exetv: S.’s first show of rhetorical brilliance, suggesting more to follow. kerrary-
wy" (“stopping-place”) is formal in place of the usual karaydyiov (259as).
Parataxis with Te inventories the physical components of the scene (plane tree,
chaste tree, flowers, stream, shrine, breeze, cicadas, grass) and the corresponding
pleasant sense perceptions (the sight of the trees, the smell of the flowers, the
coolness of the stream, the sound of the cicadas, the comfort of the grass). A
moderate tempo is produced by doublets (&ugiAagtis Te kad UynAn, T Oyos
kal 10 olokiov, vupgdv Té. .. kal ‘AxeAdiou, TGOV KopdV Te kol &yoAudTwy,
&yamnTov kal. . . )8V, Bepivédv Te kal Aryupdv) and the spondaic (~-) and cretic
(~~~) rhythms that close the clauses (OymAt), w&ykatov, Tév TéToV, elvan, 115U,
1eTTycv Xopdd, TaykdAws Exew). The style and diction suggest studied artifice:
neuter substantives (1o oUokiov, T elrvouv, T Tis das), poetic words (A,
&upragis, Miyupov), a polite potential optative (&v. . . Tapéyot), small detail (s
ye Tén wodl Texunpacan), affectation (el 8’ U PoUAel, Ty Teov 8t kopwdTorTov);
cf. Thesleff 1967 on the artificial style. S. has produced a formal display piece (an
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ekphrasis as discussed by Webb 2009), which constitutes a locus amoenus, a literary
depiction of a beautiful natural setting that fosters erds and discourse (Murley
1940). Plato’s locus ainoenus has antecedents in Homer (Haf3 1998); and it became
a programmatic reference-point for Hellenistic poets and postclassical authors
generally to reflect on discourse and love (Fantuzzi and Hunter 2004: 14352,
Introd. 8). The striking qualities of this passage imprint in the reader’s mind a
vivid sense of the setting in which the dialogue unfolds (Ferrari 1987). The local
divinities (238c5—d6, 279b8-c4) and the cicadas (258e5—259d6) receive conspicu-
ous treatment later. bg-~5 s &xunv Exer . . . Tapéxor TéV TdTTOV “since [the
chaste tree] is in full flower, it would make the spot as fragrant as possible.” The
chaste tree (&yvos), which can grow to six meters, reaches full bloom in.mid
summer with aromatic violet flowers.  b5~6 pei. . . yuxpoU USarros “flows
with cold water”; the genitive as with verbs of filling (AGPS 47.16.0.B).  b6-y
vupgdv Té Tvev kol "AxeAdiou: later, as S.’s discourse more overtly exceeds his
control, he will deflect responsibility onto these local divinities (238d1, 241634,
262d2-5, 263d6—). Achelous, from the major river of that name in Acarna-
nia, was the god of freshwater streams and the father of the nymphs (263d6;
Henderson 1987: 116 ad Ar: Lys. 381). b7y &mrd 1év kopdv Te kal &yaApdTeov
“[judging] from the figurines and statuettes,” i.e. that were set up as votive offer-
ings; cf. AGPS 68.16.8.E on this use of the preposition. A fourth-century inscribed
votive relief depicting Achelous, nymphs, and Pan (263d6-7, 279b8) was discov-
ered in the vicinity, attesting to this cult (Travlos 1g71: Plate 382, IG * 2934;
27g9b2—3n.).

230c2 UTIXET TQL TAOV TeTTlywv Xopddi: se. § Témos. The metaphor in Tén Téwv
TeTTiywv xopdi combines elevated (xopddt) and humble (teTT{ycov), producing
mock grandeur. The effect is reproduced and extended in the myth of the cicadas
(258e5—259d6), which focuses on their chirping, anticipated by trnyei.  cz2—4
TavTwv 5t KopwdTaTov. . . TayK&Aws EXew “most exquisite of all is a feature
of the grass [lit. thc matter of the grass], that it has grown on a gentle incline so
that a person lying down on it has his head [positioned] just right.” kopyéTaTov
plays on Ph.’s use of kexouyeuTan in reference to the refinement of Lysias’ speech
(227¢6n.), as if the spot was cleverly designed for the present purpose. ¢4
&pioTé oot EevéynTan “you have done an excellent job as guide.”  c6~d2
oUTws ik Tol doTews. . . TO wapdmav Eibvans the Phaedrus is the only instance
in Plato or Xenophon that emphasizes S.’s presence in a non-urban setting.
When Plato otherwise portrays S. outside the city proper, it is nevertheless in an
urban setting in the company of other men (Cri. 52b, Lys. 203b, Smp. 223d). Yet
Ph.’s supposition that S. is an utter stranger to the countryside is belied by S.’s
knowledge about the altar of Boreas (229c1—=2).

230d3 @ihopadris: for Plato virtually an equivalent of @iAécogos (Rep. 2.376b,
5.475¢C, Phd. 66b—67b).  dg oUbtv y' EBéAer Bi5&okew “do not wish to teach
me anything,” evident from the fact that country places and trees do not speak.
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Later S. discovers the divine, articulate presence in this place (258e5—259d6,
263d6—7, 278b6—1); cf. also 275b5—6 on Zeus’s prophetic oak in Dodona. At
Phd. gba—ggc S. explains his interest in ethics over natural science.  dg Tfis
tuiis £6650u Td @dpuarov “the drug for my going out [of the city]”; cf. 274e4—
sn. on the metaphor. Here the metaphor is invoked with irony, as indicated in
the next line by S.’s comparison of leading around dumb animals by hanging
bits of food in front of them (d6—7). In S.’s later analogy between medicine and
rhetoric (270b3—), drugs are analogous to discourse as the means of implement-
ing psychagagia. d6 ol T& wewdvra OptppaTa: sc. &yovtes (AGPS 56.16.0
on the ellipse of participles)) ~ 8oAAOv fj Tva kapmédv “a twig or perhaps
a fruit.”  dy-ex oU tuol Adyous...dmor & &Mooe PoUAni: itony in the
notion that S. can be enticed by speeches in books and that it is Ph. who is
leading S. (227¢c1n., d3—5n.).

230ex ¢pafvet mepi&Eev “you will clearly be able to lead me round.”  viv &
oUv “but in any case”; combihing viv 8¢ and & 6Uv (des Places 1929: 212).

230e6-234¢c5: LYSIAS’ SPEECH

A man propositions a young man, arguing that the young man should offer
sexual favors not to a man who loves him, but to the speaker precisely because
he does not love him. To appreciate the virtues of the speech one must imagine
it in the context for which it was originally written, or rather for which Plato
pretends that it was written. The speech adopts the form of a Aéyas &pcoTixds
(227c3—4; Lasserre 1944), int which a speaker woos, praises, or advises the object
of his desire, as discussed, for instance, at the beginning of the Lysis (204d~
206¢). But this spcech was never intended for actual wooing. Designed rather
for rhetorical enthusiasts like those whom Ph. leaves behind when he runs into
S. at the outset of the dialogue, Lysias’ speech makes a display of the author’s
wit and verbal skill, entertaining the cognoscenti and serving as a model for
this kind of display piece. This audience would have been pleased not only
with the theme of Lysias’ speech, which cleveily reverses the conventions of
Athenian pederasty (227c5—7), but also with its verbal patterning (e.g. 233c1—4)
and its studied indifference to common sense in deference to the “probable”
(e.g 231d6—9, 232e2—233a4). Gorgias’ Helen, called a wadyviov at its conclusion,
became the prototype of paradoxical epideictic speeches (234c5n.; Nightingale
1995: 100—2). Plato’s contemporary Polycrates macde a career of such speeches
(AS B 21, Livingstone 2001: 28—40).

Yet what might have been appropriate as a rhetorical bagatelle is out of place,
and egregiously exposed, in Plato’s world. Even the haphazard arrangement
(2g0e6—231a1n., 231a7n.) arid lack of coherence (233bs—cin.) might be considered
stylistic refinements among rhetorical enthusiasts (Alcid. Soph. 13), but they are
glaring faults in a context where, as it will turn out, it matters what erds is
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and how the nature of erds can be effectively communicated to a young man.
There is a serious idea in the speech (Ferrari 1987: 88—g5) — that the young
man should offer sex to the person who will benefit him most, and since erds
warps the mind and makes the lover unstable, not the lover, but the sane, stable
non-lover will most likely bestow that benefit on the young man — but the
speaker is oblivious to the seriousness of this idea and how it might effectively
be advanced (231a4~6n., 232bs—e1n.). The candid pursuit of self-interest (230e6—
231a1n.) and the destructive power of erds (231d2n.) are put forward for reasons no
more compelling than their immecliate rhetorical usefulness. Such ideas receive
serious treatment in S.’s first speech, but then 8. rejects the rhetorical games
pursued by Lysias and promoted by Ph. and the dialogue takes its decisive turn
(242b7-243a3).

Scholars have considered whether Plato may have inserted a genuine Lysianic
composition. The speech is not preserved in the corpus of Lysias’ speeches that
has come down from antiquity. References to the speech by ancient writers add
nothing on the question (Dion. Hal. Pomp. 1, Fronto, Eroticus 1 = 250 van den
Hout, Hermog. Id. 297 Rabe, Maximus of Tyre, Dialexis 18.7, Diog. Laert. 3.25,
Hermias g5.19-23). Apart from the possible case of Lysias 24 (For the invalid),
which seems to be rather epideictic than logographic (Usher 1999: 106-10), no
other Talyvix by Lysias have been preserved, though some were apparently
among the numerous speeches attached to his corpus in antiquity (Dion. Hal.
Lys. 3, [Plut.] X orat. 836a—b). Lysias cannot be ruled out as the author on stylistic
grounds (Dover 1968a: 69—71, Dopp 1983), but Lysianic features suggest rather
imitation (231d6n.), of which Plato was a master. The set speeches delivered by
historical figures in his dialogues are scamlessly incorporated into the overall
presentation of those figures; e.g. Protagoras’ myth (Pr.. 320c—328d), the speeches
in the Symposium, and S.’s dpology itself. Lysias’ speech is no different because
he speaks not in propria persona but from a written text; compare S.’s delivery of
the memorized funeral oration he ascribes to Aspasia (Menex. 236d—249d). The
verbatim quotation of Lysias’ speech, which has given rise to modern anxiety
about authorship, is essential for Plato’s purposes: it sets up the competition
between S. and the expert rhetorician; it stresses Lysias’ status as the author of
written texts (228a2, 257¢5, 278c1—2); and it allows for the contrast between Ph.’s
dependence on written texts and dialectical learning (228d7—-em.}.

That Plato should compose the speech that makes his rhetorical opponent look
inept is appropriate. As elsewhere in Plato’s work (Prt. 339d—347a, Ion, Euthd.),
so in the Phaedrus parody works towards the same goal as argument and is an
instrument in the creation of a literary fiction that serves Plato’s philosophical
objectives (Dalfen 1985-6). The speech exhibits precisely the cynical attitudes
on love and discourse that Plato ascribes to Athens’ cultural elite and that he
seeks to revise in the course of the dialogue. And in its artfully inept way the
speech broaches the dichotomy of erds that Plato will exploit in S.’s two formal
speeches.
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230e6-23xax TMepl ptv TV Eudv . . . &kfixoas: the opening suggests a discourse
already underway, but also introduces the main contention: it is in the young
man’s interest to offer the speaker sexual favors. By opening with this point the
speech seems to S. to assume what needs to be demonstrated (264a5-8). oup-
pépewv Auiv: the speech will focus on the advantages that will accrue to the young
man (231a4—6n.), but in admitting his own self-interested motives too, a sophistic
commonplace (Kerferd 1981: 111—-30), the speaker implicitly solicits praise for his
honesty and imputes hypocrisy to traditional erastai, it being inconceivable that
an erasizs would seek his ergmenos’ best interests out of erds.

231a1 ToUTwv yevoptvev: sex is referred to discreetly here and throughout the
speech: &v Stopan (231a1—2), ToloUTov Tpdyua wpoboban (231¢7), THis Embuulas
(232b1), Trpoeptvou . . . & Trepl AeloTOU TTOI1 (232¢1), GV EBéovTo (232d4), TaUT
(2332, 3), ToU wp&yuaTos (232e1, 234a1), Siamwpafipevol (234a3), auTol (234¢3).
This is the norm in formal speech (Dover 1989: 44—5). The pleasure aris-
ing from the sex is precisely what will advance the speaker’s interests. As the
passive partner, the young man is treated as though he will derive no plea-
sure from the sex (240d3—e2; Dover 1989: 52—3), so he is due favor of another
kind (231a4-6n.). a2 ds “because,” following in thought from the previous
sentence. txelvois pévs lovers. a3 €U Tojowaiv: sc. Tous Epwpévous, as
also €U TroloUav (231a6), wemottikaotv el (231b1). Tis fmbuplas walowv-
Tau: the lover’s erds is mere physical desire, which naturally wanes after it is
satisfied. ag—4 Tois 8¢. . . wpoohkel “for non-lovers (Tois &) there is no time
at which it is to be expected they will change their minds [about treating their
ergmenot well]” because they were not in love in the first place. aq4—6 ov
yép Un’ &vdykns., . . €0 Totoliow “not under constraint but willingly, as they
would best look after their own affairs, they treat [their eramenoi] well to the
full extent of their ability.” Erds, a form of constraint, prevents lovers from act-
ing in the interests of their erdmenoi, while non-lovers, not under this constraint,
choose to devote themselves as much to the welfare of their erdmenot as to their
own. But why? Beyond a vague sense of social advancement (232bs-ern.), how
the young man benefits from the relationship with the non-lover is a matter
of generalities and never specified: €U Toi€iv (passim), xapiGeaOau (passim), PiAeiv
(231c2), TO PéATIOTOV (23224), iMlav (232bs, e1), BeATiow. . . yevéaBa (233a5),
16OV oPeETEPWY &y BV HETASWOOUTIV (234a2). a7 “Emi 5¢: this colorless con-
nective (also 231c1, 232a6, 233d4), as well as the equally drab kai pév 81 (231d6n.),
allows the speaker to tick off new points one after the other, but it also evokes the
serial tedium of the entire speech (censured by S., 264bg—e2): one point follows
another for no discernible reason and the various points could be reordered
without making a difference. ‘

231b3 oUTte Tiv 16V olxelwv &uéAeiav. . . Tpogacifeobau: non-lovers cannot
plead neglect of their own affairs (as an excuse to withhold favor from their
eromenod) because, not being in love, they do not neglect their affairs. §1& ToUTto =
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Bi& v Epeota(231bi). b4 Tous wopeAnAuBdTas TTdvous: there have not been
any “previous exertions.”  bg-5 T&s wpds ToUs TpoarkovTas Siagopds: not
being in love, non-lovers are too sensiblc to quarrel with their relatives. b6

alTois: i.e. Tols tpwutvols.

231c2 ToUTous UGAICTS pactv idelv &v &v Epddow “[lovers] say that they
especially care for those with whom they are in love.” c4—-6 p&idiov yvio-
vai .+ . . Kok Toroouotv “it is easy to understand that, if [lovers] speak the
truth, they will esteem those with whom they have recently fallen in love (6owv
&v UaTtepov tpacbiioly, éxelvous) more than the previous ones (aTéov), and it is
clear that, if the recent ones (txelvois) wish it, [lovers] will treat the previous ones
(ToUTous) badly.” ¢ ToroUTov Tpdypa pokoBan: “such a thing” which the
young man would “give away” is his good name, which he would do by offer-
ing sexual favors (231a1n., 232b6—c2n.). c7-d1 Tolx TNV, . . CUNPOPAV: ViZ,
being in love.

231dr fjv oU8’ &v Emixeipfioeiev oUbels Eutreipos v &roTpémev “which no one
who had experience [of it] would eventrytowardoff”  dz adrol dpodoyoion
Vootiv: erds was traditionally viewed, especially in poetry, as a kind of destructive
madness or sickness (Calame 19g99: 14-19, 148—g). arrof = ol Epddoves. d3—5
QDoTe TS &v €U ppoviioavTes . . . 00Tw Sraxelpevol PoudevovTans “so how, when
they are in their right mind [i.e. no longer in love], could they suppose that the
decisions they macle when they were in that condition [i.e. in love and thus not
in their right mind] were good ones?”  d6 Kad ptv 81: this connective, which
serves merely to add another item (231ayn.), is more common in Lysias than
other contemporary writers (GP 395~7). Its frequency in this short speech seems
to be a sign of Platonic parody (Shorey 1933). d8 whelwov tATris: equivalent
to elxds [tom].

231e1 TOV vduov Tév kabeoTnkdras not statute law, which indeed regulated
certain aspects of homoerotic and pederastic conduct (Cohen 1991: 175-82), but
the social norms that would affect both erastés and erdmenos when their relations
became public knowledge (TruBopéveov Tév dvBpddTewv). Pederastic “courtship
was an elaborate and public game of honor, a ‘zero-sum’ game in which the erastés
won honor by conquering, the boy by attracting much attention but not submit-
ting. . . In this dynamic the erastés is shamed by his failure to conquer, the boy
by his submission” (Cohen 1991: 196—7). Pausanias in the Symposium (182d—185¢)
reflects the combination of admiration and anxiety surrounding pederasty in
Athens. ex—2 pi) . . . dveldds oot yévnrans underlying the scorn that could be
directed at the erdmenos was the stigma of being used sexually as a woman (Cohen
1991: 183-93), an unhappy prospect for an Athenian male. e2—-232a3 elkds
o1 ToUs utv EpddvTas. . . alrrols emdvnTan “it is likely that lovers, believing
that others admire them just as they do themselves, get excited in talking [about
the conquest] and triumphantly show everyone that they have not labored in
vain.”
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232a4 T4 BéATIoTOV &Vl TS 86ENS Tiis Tapd TV &vBpddTev: though what is
“best” would include the satisfaction of the speaker’s sexual desire, that satisfac-
tion would be kept secret, which makes it best for the young man too. For “fame
among men,” see 231e1n. a6—, ToUs utv ¢pddvras. . . ToUTo ToroUNévOUS
“many people necessarily find out about lovers and see them following their
eromenoi and making this [i.e. following the eromenoi] their business.” For young
men trailed by suitors, cf, Euthd. 273a, Chrin. 154a, Lys. 207b. ToUs pév EpdovTas in
primary position, juxtaposed with TToAAoUs, is an awkward attempt to secure a
formal opposition with ToUs 8¢ u) épdovTas (232b1—2). a8 aUToUs ofovTan: sc.
roAAoi. aUToUs = Tous EpddvTas kal Tous Epwuévous. a8-bx f) yeyevnuévng
i neAdovons EoeoBon s dmibunlass lit. “because their craving has either just
come about or is about to”’; another euphemism for sex (231a1n.). Hence, because
they have either just had sex or are about to have it.

232b2 o008 alTi&oba. . . kmixeipoUow “[people] do not even attempt to
cast any blame on...” b3—4 A 8’ &\Anv Twvd f8oviiv: ie. apart from
sex. bs—exr Kal ptv 81 el coi Béos...ExBpav yevioBau: the nature of
the stable friendship (piAlav oupuévew, bs—6) that is preferable to unstable,
unpredictable erds is not explained (231a4-6n.), but the easygoing social life
that results from friendship with the non-lover (232d3—c1) suggests a smooth
introduction into elite Athenian society. In this sense Lysias’ speech appeals to
and reinforces conventional Athenian upper-class values.  b6—c2 &\Awi ptv
TpbTwI . . . poepévou b€ cou...&v yevtoBau: the accusative—infinitive con-
structions in the pév and 8¢ clauses, each with genitive absolute, depend on
flyouptvan (232bs): “[supposing] that if a dispute arises under other circum-
stances the trouble would be common to both, but if you gave away what you
value most you would incur serious harm.” What the young man values most
is his good name, which would be seriously damaged if he allowed an erastés to
have sex with him (231c7n., e1n,, er—2n.).

232cI KoTaoTfivai: gnomic aorist (indirect speech for karéon), which indicates
typical, timeless action (AGPS 53.10.2.B).  ¢2—3 peydAnv &v. .. &v goPoio:
repetition of &v, in second position and again next to the verb it modifies, is
not uncommon even after a brief interval (257c6, AGPS 69.7.3). Here, amid the
repetitive structure of the speech as a whole and this paragraph in particular
(232bs—e1), the twotold repetition has an annoying jingling quality. c4—5 TS
Tpds Tous &AAous TV tpwpbveov guvousias “relations which their erdmenot have
with other men.”

232dx-2 TeloavTes ptv olv. . . kaBIoTGW: ot is both subject of &meyBéofon

and object of kaBioTdow.  d3 &uewov Ekelveov ppovijis “you are shrewder
than they.” ékefveov = lovers, as also aUTois (d3).  dg &petfiv: the excellence

that non-lovers rely on to obtain sex (Ewpafav dv E5tovTo) incudes rhetorical
skill, evident in this speech, S.’s first speech (237a7-241d1n.), and the rhetorical
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pretensions of the genre of the Aéyos épwTikés generally.  d5~6 fyoupevor
Um’ tkelvawv . . . dpeAeioBas the subject of the infinitives is the nominative “non-
lovers” referred to in the participle (AGPS 55.2.1). &efveov refers to ToUs pfy
0éAovTas (sc. ouveivan).

232er auTois: the young men. ToU wp&yparos: i.e. sex (231ain.). e2-3
treBlpnoav. . . Eyvwoav. . . bybvovto: gnomic aorists (232cin.). e TGV

&AAwv olkelwv “his other personal traits.”  eq oUTois: lovers.

233ax~-2 ol kal wpdTepov dAAHA0Is plAor SvTes: GAAHAOIs is awkward: the point
is that before they had sex (taUTa, cf. 231a1n.) non-lovers were friends not with
each other (taking &AAfAois literally) but with their erdmenoi (taking &AAAoIS
loosely).  az2—4 oUk £§ &v &v el wdBwot. . . TGOV peAAdvTwv EoeoBa “[for
non-lovers] that from which they benefit [i.e. sex] is likely not to diminish their
frienclship [i.c. with their ergmenoi], but to remain as 2 memorial of that which
is yet to come [i.e. more sex].” The sex that took place is both a memorial of
that sex and a sign of more to come. That the young man can secure continued
friendship with the non-lover by giving him sex comes deliciously close (as Lysias’
urbane audience would perceive it) to encouraging the young man to hehave like
a prostitute, a condition that was unacceptable socially (Ar. Plut. 153-9) and legally
(Cohen 1991: 176), but one that social peers might be prepared to overlook if the
older man was actually in love with the younger one (Aeschin. 1.136—). a5
BeATiovi ool rpoatiker yevtoBau: the improvement or education of the ergmenos
was an incentive for the young man to enter into a pederastic relationship (Dover
1989: 91, 202—3), stressed by Pausanias in the Symposium (esp. 184c-185¢). Again,
no details about what the improvement consists in (231a4-6n.). 1 ¢paoTijis
sc. meifopbveot. a6 Ekeivor: of EpaoTal.

233brx xeipov. .. yryvdoxovTes “judging more poorly”; cf. 231d2.  bz—3
SuaTuyolvras uév. . . woiel voplev: sc. 6 Epws. The participle is conditional,
agreeing with the implied subject of vouiZew, viz. Tous ¢pdovtas.  bg—g evru-
xoUvtas 8¢. . . &vaykdger TuyX&vew: the accusative participle anticipates a con-
struction parallel to the uév clause, but as the new construction unfolds (again s.
& Epws), the participle is left hanging and when successful lovers are mentioned
as the object of wap4, they are referred to by tkelvewov.  bg—5 doTe woAY
HGAAOV . . . aUTols Trpootixel: Tols Epwuévorls goes with wpootikel. orTols (=
Tous épddvTas) is the object of the infinitives. {nAoUv means “emulate” (at 232at
it means “admire”). In the Symposium (178c-180b) Ph. depicts the eramenos’ emu-
lation of his erastés’ virtues as the means by which the eramenos becomes a better
person. That will hardly happenifthe young man pities his older partner. ~ bg-
cx oV v wapooav HBoviy. . . Thv uéAAovoav deéheiav EgeaBa: the speaker
renounces his own immediate pleasure in favor of the young man’s future benefit
(230e6—231a1n.). It is appropriate in this paradoxical epideixis that the speaker
implicitly renounces his only logical motive for wanting sex with the young man
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in the first place. What matters is not the sense, but the impression of producing
an overwhelming amount of argument (235b2n.). kaf = “actually,” emphasizing
the following words (GP 320; pace Dimock 1952: 391-3).

233c1—4 oUSt S1& opkpd. . . TEIpOpEVOs droTpétraivs showy, antithetical, vac-
uous phrasing in the Gorgianic manner (Denniston 1952: 10-12) becomes denser
precisely as the speaker addresses how the non-lover will educate, and thus
improve, the young man. The contrast with S. in the palinode could not be
starker. c1-2z Si& opixpd. . . Bide peydAa “for trivial reasons. . . for impor-
tant reasons.” c3 T&V utv dxovoiwv . . . T& 5t xovoia “unintentional mis-
takes. . . intentional misdeeds.” c5 el 8’ &pa “soif. . . ,” adding a new thought
that follows from what went before (GP 37-8).

233d3 trépwv EFmrndevpdrwv “pursuits of a different kind.”  dg Tois
Seouévols pdhioTa “those who ask most insistently” (cf. Tois opdSpa Seopévols,
233e4), evoking desperate lovers. The proposition that favor should be bestowed
on lovers will be shot down in a reductio ad absurduin (233d6-e4).  dg~5 kad Tois
&\hois: neuter, dative of respect: “in other situations too” (AGPS 46.4.1, 48.15.15;
pace Renehan 1981: 382—4). ds pt) Tous PeAtioTous &AAK Tous dmropwTé-
Tous: the speaker has already spoken of himself and his influence as “best”
(231d6, 232a4, 233a5), but how, implicitly aligning his opponent, the lover, with
“the most needy,” his use of Tous BeATioTous evokes connotations of superior
social class, which he exploits in the next senténce (233d6-e4).  d6 aUTofs
refers to the implicit subject of xapigeabon (233d4) and €U moueiv (233ds), “peo-
ple” or “one.” d7 xal tv Tafs 18{cus Samdvais “even in private feasts,” a
setting dear to the intended audience of this speech, the cultural elite.  dy-
e4 &AA& Tous TrpoccuTolvTas. . . aTois e§ovTaus a concrete depiction of the
excessive gratitude of “beggars and those in need of a filling” who have unex-
pectedly received the bounty of a symposium and supplanted the host’s friends.
TAnopovis is vivid (241c8n.). This passage provides a rare instance of wit and is
the most effective moment in the speech. On the needy at the homes of the rich,
cf. Rep. 2.364b, Smp. 203b, Xen. Smp. 1.11-16.

233e4 &AM fows: understatement. e5 darobolivar xdpiv: returning the favor
in kind as opposed to just acknowledging gratitude in words or gesture (el5éven

Xépv, 233d6, e3).

234ar ToU wp&yuaros: i.e. sex (2g1amn.).  &pas “youth,” with a sense of its
fleetingness (LSJ s.v. B.u). ag—4 oUbt ol Siamrpafipevol. . . crwmicovTa:
on the contrast between vaunting and discretion, cf. 231e1—232a5. On the
advantage of discretion to the young man, cf. 231ein. On Siampagéuevor,
cf. 231atn. The homoioteleuton of the verbs (Srampab&uevor. . . praoTiufcovTal |
adoyuvdpevol . . . oiwTMoovTar) is Gorgianic (233¢1—4n.).
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234b1 Tavoapbvoy Tiis dpas: sc. ooU. b2-3 ToUs ptv tpdvTas, .. ToU
tmiTnBeUparos: the extreme behavior to which a lover can be driven and which
would provoke concern on the part of friends and family is described (and then
excused) by Pausanias (Smp. 183a-b). b6—~c3 “lows &v olv Epoid. . . &ugoiv
ylyveobau: if the young man will benefit from offering sex to one non-lover,
why not maximize the benefit by offering sex to as many non-lovers as possible?
Clearly the young man will not be restrained by affection for one particular
non-lover; and he has been advised to put his own interests first. Still, the harm
that would arise from notoriety will check the impulse and keep the young man
within the bounds of propriety.

234c1—2 oUte y&p Téd AauPdvovti. . . dpolws SuvaTév: sc. xépw (“favor” as
euphemism for sex) after Té Aappdvovti: “for neither would it merit equal
gratitude (x&pi1tos) on the part of one who receives [favor], nor could you main-
tain the secrecy you want in the same way [as if you had bestowed favor on
just one person).”  c3 ®@éAaiav &t &ugoiv: mutual benefit was stressed at
the beginning (230e6-231ar). c4-5 1\ youuevos apodeAeipBon: the rhetor-
ical virtue of exhaustive argument is stressed by Ph. in the immediate sequel
(235b2—4). c5 EpdTa “ask,” puns on €pwTa; EpwTdv and Epws are connected
in a punning ctymology at Cra. 398d—e. This witk to the audience in the final
sentence cmphasizes epideictic wit at the expense of content, not unlike the final
words of Gorgias’ Helen, £uov 5t ralyviov, that stress the epideictic status of that
paradigmatic epideictic speech.

234c6—237a6: FIRST INTERLUDE -

Exploiting Ph.’s passion for discourse and his pride as a purveyor of discourses,
S. maneuvers Ph. into insisting that S. respond to Lysias with a speech of his
own. Ph. provides the opening when he declares his unqualified enthusiasm for
both the style and the argument of Lysias’ speech, which S. cannot share (234c6—
235a1). S. forgoes discussion of Lysias’ style with ironic praise (234¢5-6). But
when S. criticizes the argument in Lysias’ speech as utterly inadequate and then
claims that even he, a rank amateus, could do better off the cuff (235a1—d2), Ph.
seizes the bait. At first incredulous about S.’s prospects (235d3—e2), Ph. perceives
that S. is serious and grows positively excited about a contest between Lysias and
S. (23563—236b4). Reversing the roles of the earlier exchange over Ph.’s reading
of Lysias’ speech (227d2-228e4), S. demurs (236bs—7) as Ph. exercises his wit to
compel S. to make good on his claim and outdo Lysias, if he can, with a better
speech on the same theme. Ph. urges, cajoles, and eventually swears an oath to
withhold from S. all logoi in the future if he does not comply (236b8-€8). S. now
surrenders, having twrned Ph. into the driving force of his own education.

By focusing on the absence of effective argument in Lysias’ speech and chal-
lenging Ph.’s conventional view of what constitutes a good argument (235b2—4,
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235e3—236as) S. looks forward to both the demonstration of effective argument
in his own first speech and the radically innovative theory of rhetorical argument
based on dialectic in the latter part of the dialogue (264e4—266¢4). Even while S,
prepares to offer a rhetorical model of his own, he maintains ambiguity about
his rhetorical expertise by disclaiming credit for his speech in advance (235b5—
d2), which looks forward to the divine inspiration that he cultivates as a rhétor
(237a7-9, 238c5~-d6, 263d6—7).

234c6-dx T& Te &AAx kol Tois dvépaov “especially in its language”; i.e. in its
style.

234dx elpfiobon: sc. alveTan, d2—6 Aacipovicos ptv olv...Tfis 6Belag
kepoAfis: unlike S.’s usual irony which passes Ph. by and is evident only
to the reader, the heavy-handed irony in this comment is meant to be evi-
dent to Ph. (cf. 234d7). In that spirit ydvuoBau (lit. “brighten,” metaphor-
ical for “become ecstatic”) plays on Ph.s name (“bright”).  d5-6 ool
elméunv. . . cuvePdxyevoa: S. is interested less in the speech itself than in Ph.’s
enthusiasm for it (228a5-c3, 234d4 y&vuabau), which enables S. to attract Ph. into
his educational agenda (236a6—b4). S.’s love of discourse is so great as to be poten-
tially ecstatic (228bs—c2n., 250bg—c5), but it is laughable that he should become
ecstatic over Lysias’ speech.  d6 Tijs Belas xepaAfis: kepot is a synecdoche
for “person,” stemming from Homer and common afterwards (LS] s.v. 1.2), here
in apposition with ool (cf. 264a8 @IAn kepahn).

234exr Mndandds: sc. waite.  MiAlous a traditional aspect of Zeus (Parker
1996: 241-2), indicating the earnestness of Ph.'s request (Euthphr. 6b, Grg.
soob).  ez—3 pelw kal wAelw wepl ToU a¥ToU Wpdyuatos: to say “more
important and more abundant things about the same subject” refers to the
speech’sarguments (235b2n.).  e4—6 xal TaUTni 8el. . . &woTeTdpveuTan; fol-
lowing Ph.’s lead, S. divides his consideration of Lysias’ speech into the rubrics
of style and argument. He concedes the speech’s stylistic refinements, though
he does so with irony (234e5-6n.), but contests the notion that Lysias’ speech
deserves praise for the persuasiveness of its argument. e5 T& Stovra: Plato
plays on an ambiguity between two senses of T& déovta: “the things that are
necessary [to do]” and “the things that are necessary [to say, i.e. for persuasive
purposes].” From the dialogue’s ultimate perspective Lysias did not say “the
things that are necessary [to do]” insofar as he advised the young man to offer
sexual favors to a non-lover. But S. knows that Ph. will take T& Séovta in the
other sense, i.e. as a term of rhetorical theory, referring to the arguments that
are needed for persuasive purposes (Thuc. 1.22.1, Gorg. Hel. 2, Funeral Oration
(DK 82 B6), Isoc. 13.8; Gondos 1996: 60—71). It is with respect to the rhetorical
inadequacy of Lysias’ arguments that S. goes on to engage Ph. (235a1n.).  ToU
woinToU: this way of referring to the author suggests that he has artistic pre-
tensions; cf. 236d4, 258bg, Euthd. 305b ToinThs Tédv Adywv, Isoc. 13.15 Adywv
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Tmointds, Alcid. Sopk. 34 TomMTNS Adycov. e5~6 oaQij. .. &roTeTSépveuTn
“every word is clear, well-rounded, and precisely turned.” The overly generous:
quality of this comment suggests irony, but so does the fact that S. conspicuously
adopts criteria that contemporary writers associated with written epideictic com-
position of the type exemplified by Lysias’ speech on erds (Ar. Agh. 685-6, Thesm.
54, Alcid. Soph. 16, 25, Isoc. 5.4, 155; O’Sullivan 1992: 42—62, 139). All four crite-
ria invoked by S. - clarity (cagfjveia), well-roundedness (oTpoyyUAov), precision
(4xplBera), refined craftsmanship (often kouyédv, here implicit in the metaphor-
ical use of &mwoTopveUc, “round off as on a lathe”) — refer to stylistic qualities
that arise from the careful and deliberate choosing, combining, and ordering of
words. Later critics, referring to Lysias’ genuine works, saw the same virtues in
Lysias’ style (Dion. Hal. Lys. 4, 6, 13).  e% ¥Aafev: the subject is “the need to
praise the speech on account of its argument in addition to its style.”

235ax TO! ya&p pnTopikdi: “the rhetorical aspect” of the speech refers to the
argument, whether the speaker “said what he ought” (234es), the aspect of
the speech that S. finds lacking and is about to criticize explicitly. A pervasive
misreading of Plato’s text here is instructive. Evidently influenced by the later,
common association of rhetoric with style (Miller 1981, Calboli 199g), virtually
all commentators and translators (except Bekker 1826: 31 ad loc., Calvo 1992: 54)
have erred in understanding “the rhetorical aspect” as referring to the speech’s
style even though that understanding has two untenable consequences: S. would
be saying that he paid exclusive attention to the style of the speech even though
his criticism here focuses on the argument and (except for the irony of 234¢5-6)
ignores the style; and it would force an unnatural understanding of ToUTo (235a1)
as “that other [or that first] aspect” of the speech, referring all the way back
to the speaker’s saying “what he ought” (234e5). This passage initiates the focus
on argument that Plato develops into one of the two chief concerns of his pro-
posed rhetorical technz (261a7-266d4; the other being psychology, 269d2—272bg).
Aristotle concurred, viewing argument as the most important aspect of rhetoric
(Rh. 1.1—2), and devoted most of the Rhetoric to it.  ax—2 ToUTo Bt. .. lkavdv
efvan “andl I was thinking that not even Lysias himself thought this [the rhetorical
aspect of the specch, i.e. the argument] was adequate.”  ag ToU ToloUToU:
i.e. devising many arguments on this subject. ~ veavieleoBon “to swagger like a
youth.” a5~7 tmbeikvipevos. . . elmrelv &pioTa “demonstrating his ability to
say the same thing now one way, now another, and do it superbly in both cases.”
S. exposes Lysias’ true motive as epideictic speaker: not to make a case for the
non-lover (which would require a better argument), but to impress the audience
with a display of verbal skill.

235b1 aUTd y&p ToUTo: i.e. what S. found lacking, the author’s saying what he
ought (234e5). b2 Tév y&p tvévtow &Elws pndfjven tv Téh wpdyuan “of
the possible arguments belonging to the subject that merit expression.” This is an
effective statement of the traditional goal of rhetorical argument, which is both
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quantitative and qualitative: the inclusion of every important argument that is
entailed by the subject matter. Such argumentation is, in Aristotle’s expression
“the available means of persuasion” (16 tvBexouevov mbavév, Rh. 1.2.1), the aim
of rhetoric. Isocrates expressed a similar view (13.9): “[sophists] promise to make
their students such good orators that they will miss none of the possibilities in their
cases (undtv TV tvévTav dv Tois Tpdyuaot)” (trans. Mirhady). bg TAelewd
kol mAelovos &€rai cf. pelfw kad wAelw (234€2-3).  b5—6 ToAaiol y&p. . . kal
yeypapdTess 235¢3n.

235¢c2-d2 NUv_utv olUrws. ..ovrivwv fikouoo: proposing to outdo Lysias
with a speech of his own, S. uses the self-effacing manner that frequently
accompanies a creative effort beyond his customary mode of discourse (274c1—
3, Ap. 17a—-18a, Cm. 396d, Menex. 235e—236c, Rep. 6.506c—507a). c2 oUTws
“simply .” c3 ZarrgoUs Tiis koAfs fj AvaxpéovTos ToU oogol: just naming
Sappho and Anacreon suggests the power of their erotic compositions (Calame
1999: 13-38), which by contrast makes the weakness of Lysias’ composition pal-
pable. Erotic terms and ideas stemming from both poets surface in S.’s speeches
(246a6n., 25124—b2n., 252b6—cin.; Carson 1986: 12367, Pender 2007). koA is
not a comment on Sappho’s physical appearance, but a response to the connec-
tion between erds and beauty in her poetry. Anacreon’s epithet acknowledges his
expertise in erotic matters. c3~4 ouyypagéwv Tvddv: prose discourses on
erds became fashionable in the late fifth century and proliferated in the fourth
(Lasserre 1944). Apa.rt from speeches contained within the dialogues of Plato and
Xenophon, the earliest preserved example is the erotic speech preserved in the
Demosthenic corpus (late fourth century), which signals its indebtedness to the
Phaedrus by the name of its addressee, Epicrates ([Dem.] 61.1), the host of the
rhetorical gathering from which Ph. has just come (227b4).  ¢6—7 wapd& ye
tpauToU. . . ouverdos tpautédl dpablav: elsewhere S.’s disavowal of knowledge
is an important element in his understanding of the ethics of philosophy (4p.
20d—23b; Vlastos 1994). Here, where S. goes on to admit his erotic expertise
(257a6) and demonstrate it at length, the disavowal is a ploy, luring Ph. fur-
ther into S.’s educational agenda.  ¢7 AelteTan “there remains the possibility
that” + accusative (ue) and infinitive (TrerAnpdofau). c7-dx t dAhoTplawv
Tobtv vapdTwy . . . Siknv &yyelou: the notion that hearing is like liquid filling a
jar may have come from Democritus (DK 68 A126a).

235d4 und’ &v keAevw elmrnis “don’t tell [me] even if I urge [you].” d5-6 Taov
tv 1éd1 PiPAlcor . . . ToUTWY &TrexSpevos: to produce arguments that are different,
better, and more abundant than the ones in the papyrus roll while abstaining
from the ones in the roll (ToUTtwv &mrexdpevos) amounts to an impossible task,
as S. clarifies in a moment (235e3—236a2).  d6 elmeiv: in a promise both the
aorist infinitive and the future infinitive (235e1 &vadfioewv) refer to the future
(AGPS 53.6.10).  db-e2 doTep ol tvvéa &pyovTes. . « &AAK kal o1jv: a dare,
on the order of “I'll eat my hat if...,” expressing Ph.’s utter confidence that S.
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cannot outdo Lysias. The background is the oath taken by the Nine Archons,
Athens’ chief magistrates, not to accept bribes on pain of dedicating a golden
statue ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 7.1, 55.5). Only in this passage (and Plut. Sol. 25.3, probably
dependent) da we hear about the statue being life-size (lit. “equal in measure”)
and dedicated at Delphi. Ph.’s promise to dedicate a statue of S. too is clearly
a supplement to the archons’ oath, defying S. even further by increasing the
extravagance of his dare. See also 236b3—4n.

235e3 w5 &Anbéds xpuools “truly golden,” meaning “truly a fine fellow” (Ver-
cenius 1955: 272) and continuing the play of wit in the talk of gold. There is also
a touch of irony, since (according to the pose he has adopted, 234c6—237a6n.) S.
is feigning reluctance to accede to Ph.’s wishes and deliver a speech. eq—
5 kal ofév Te...&Aa elmeiv “and that it is indeed possible to utter argu-
ments that differ from all those arguments.”  e5 ToUTo: T ToU TavTdS
HuapTnkéva, e6 atrika epl oU & Adyos “for example, with regard to
the theme of the speech.” On aUTika = “for example,” cf. AGPS 66.1.8.C.

236ax—2 ToU utv...Tol 8¢ “of the one [the non-lover]. .. of the other [the
lover].” a2 &vayxoia: praising the non-lover’s sober good sense and con-
demning the lover’s mad folly are “indispensable” (LS] s.v. 11.4) arguments because
they are the main reasons for the young man to expect benefit from the non-lover
and harm from the lover. To omit them would weaken the case irredeemably.
These indispensable arguments constitute Lysias’ only arguments: he merely
repeated them in different words (55 xal Tpis T& ot elpniévan, 235a3). a3
T& piv ToralTas the indispensable arguments just mentioned. ag—4 TV piv
ToloUTwV o¥ THv elpeotv &AAG Thv Bi&Beoiv: because indispensable arguments
(Téov ptv ToloUTwov) are not so much invented by the speaker as given with the
case, their presence in the speech is no cause to praise the speaker’s skill. How-
ever, arranging such arguments to have maximal persuasive effect is a matter
of skill, at which Lysias is later shown to have failed abysmally (264b3—e2). As
rhetoric evolved into an elaborate discipline in later centuries, elpeois (“inven-
tion” of arguments, Lat. inuentio) and 81dfeois (“arrangement” of arguments),
later known as T&€is (Lat. dispositio), were identified as the first two of an orator’s
five basic tasks, along with wording (Aé€s, elocuti), memory (uvi\un, memoria),
and delivery (Urékpiots, acto), in the composition and presentation of a speech
(Vickers 1988: 62—). aq—5 TV 5t pfy) dvaykalwv. . . kad THY epeov: skill
in argument lies in discovering compelling arguments that are not indispensable
(and thus not given with the case), especially clever ones (xoAeTév ebpeiv), and
in arranging those arguments in the speech.

236b2 TV 5t Aoirédv “as for the remaining [arguments]”; cf. AGPS 47.3.1 on
the genitive to introduce a thought.  wAelw kad wAelovos &ia: cf. 234e2—
3 uelfw kol mAelw, 235b4 TAelw kad TAeiovos &€, b3 TdvBe: the argu-
ments in Lysias’ speech.  bg—4 wap& 16 Kuyehiddv &vébnua opuptidaTos
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tv'OAupTricn orédnTi: lit. “be stood up [1 aor. pass. impera.] as a wrought-metal
statue in Olympia next to the declication of the Gypselids.” Whereas Ph.’s pre-
vious offer emphasized his incredulity that S. could outdo Lysias (235d6-e2n.),
Ph. now warms to the idea of a real contest between S. and Lysias and makes
(in jest) a gesture intended to encourage S. actually to try to outdo Lysias. The
Cypselid dedication, by either Cypselus himself or his son Periander, tyrants
of Corinth ¢. 657—587, was a kohooods of Zeus of wrought gold in the temple
of Hera in Olympia (Phot. Lexicon s.v. Kuyehididv &védnpe; Servais 1965). (A
Kohooods was a statue of an upright figure with legs joined, this one probably
life-size.) Thus Ph. is offering to commemorate S., if he can outdo Lysias, with
the grandeur of an archaic tyrant in the very heart of the Hellenic competitive
world. This is the first stage of Ph.’s effort to cajole and push S. into delivering
a speech in response to Lysias (236a6—237a1), an effort that is itself encouraged
by S. (236bs~3). This effort on Ph.’s part would be enhanced if Plato was also
alluding to a statue of Gorgias that was erected ih Olympia to commemorate his
skill in rhetorical competition (Paus. 6.17.7-8, CEG 830.6—7). But the allusion is
uncertain since the dedication cannot be dated more exactly than sometime in
the fourth century and thus may have postdated the dialogue. bs~7 Eomwou-
Bakas. + . kal ofer 81) pe. . . 3 “did you take my attack on your darling seriously,
though I was just teasing you, and do you really believe thatI...?”  bs Tév
waudikédv: Lysias. This is the first of three instances where S. uses the language
of pederasty metaphorically to characterize the intensity of Ph.’s enthusiasm for
Lysias as a rhetorical artist (257b4~5, 27gb3). Cf. the same usage in regard to
the (purported) admiration of S. and others for Protagoras as a rhetorical artist
(Prt. 317d): “[Protagoras] wanted to make a display before Prodicus and Hippias
and show off that we had come as his lovers” (T ¢paoTal alrol &eiyuévor
eTpev); likewise, Gorgias made the leading men of the Aleuaclae (of Thessaly) “his
lovers because of his wisdom” (¢paoTds &l coplan, Meno 70b). S.’s metaphorical
use of pederastic terminology also points towards ethical consequences. Insofar
as Ph. is cast as Lysias’ erastés, S. is inviting Ph. to consider the obligations that
are incumbent on an erastés in regard to his erdmenos, a question that arises in
S.’s palinode and is explicitly placed before Ph. at 27gb2—3. That S. intends and
Ph. understands the pederastic terminology metaphorically is clear from Ph.’s
suggestion and S.’s concurrence that S.’s relationship to Isocrates is parallel to
Ph.’s relationship to Lysias (278e7n., 27gb2—3). Like Ph., Lysias is fully adult in
the Plaedrus and well past the age of being an ergmenos to another man (Introd.
3). b7 oA TEpov “more elaborate,” suggesting a greater variety of argu-
ments; ¢f. 277c2—3n. b8 els T&s dpolas AaPs EAfAubas “I’ve got you in the
same hold,” i.e. as you had me when you compelled me to read Lysias’ speech
(227d2—228e4); a common metaphor from wrestling (LS]J s.v. Ao m).

236c2—3 &vtamobibévres &A\AAois “firing back at each other,” instances of
which are common in Old Comedy, e.g. a nice ore at Ar. £g. go4—11.  €3-5
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tkeivo 1O “ef tyw. . . tBpumTeTO 8¢t quoting S.’s words back at him (228as,
cI-2). c6 & tpnoda tv Tén othBer Exew: referring to 235c4—. cb-d3
topdv 5t pévw . . . txov Abyew: threatening physical violence to make S. speak
(in jest, like Polemarchus at Rep. 1.327¢), Ph. recycles S.’s claim that Ph. would
use force to make him listen (228c2—3n.).

236dz2 “oUves & Tor Aéyw”: the quotation from Pindar (frag 105.1 Snell-
Maehler) was well known (Meno 76d, Ar. Av. 945); here it adds to Ph.’s playful
tone. dg-5 Tap’ &yaddv oinThv 1816dTNS aTookeBidbwv: an impromptu
speech by a non-expert (18160Tns) provides the greatest contrast to a speech by
a skilled writer (&yaBbv ToinThv). For the terms of the contrast, cf. 228a2-3,
234e5n., Isoc. 13.9. d6 koAAwTIgopevos “being coy” (cf. Prt. 333d). d6-
7 oxeddv ydp Exw “I think T have” (LS] s.v. axe8dv 1v.2). dg~ez & B¢ po
Abyos dpkos. . . fi unfv: Ph. adopts the form of a solemn oath, reminiscent of
Achilles’ great oath (. 1.239 & 8¢ To1 pbyas EooeTan dpkos), but comically under-
mines it by his choice of the plane tree to swear by. Thus indicating that he does
not take himself seriously, he invites S.’s teasing response (236e4—5) and welcomes
it (236e6). '

236e2-3 undémwoTé o, . . E§ayyeAeiv: Ph.’s threat “never to recite nor to report
one more discourse of any person” relies on his reputation as a leading purveyor
of discourses (242b1--4; Ferrari 1987: 4—-g). The accumulating negatives are a
flourish appropriate to the oath (AGPS 67.12.1). e4 pthoAdyar: cf. 228bs—
c2n. on Tol Tév Adywv tpacTol (228c1—2). e6 Ti 8fjra &xwv oTploel; “why
then do you keep twisting?,” i.e. in an attempt to escape. Cf. AGFS 56.8.4 on
the conative force of participial &xw with the present indicative, frequent in
comedy.  e8 Bolvns: i.e. a feast such as Ph. would provide; 227b6-7n. on the
metaphor.

237a4 EykaAuypapevos: presumably with his himation. a5 aloyUvns: having
taken visible pride in Lysias’ speech (234d3—4) anid encouraged the contest, Ph.
will understand that S. fears he may not, after all, be able to produce a better
speech. That cannot be what S. means: not only is a better speech an easy task
for S., but he does not suffer the conventional fear of humiliation. Rather, S. is
ashamed of both the argument impugning erds that he is for the moment about
to endorse (242c5—243d6) and his involvement in an epideictic competition that
is a distraction from worthier pursuits (230a1, 242¢4—d1).

237a7-241d1: SOCRATES’ FIRST SPEECH

According to the terms of the contest S. advances the same case as Lysias:
persuacle a young man to bestow his favors on a man who does not love
him in preference to one who does; and S. shares with Lysias the “indispens-
able” argument that erds is bad insofar as it is irrational (235e6—236a2). Beyond
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these points, however, the contrast between the two speeches could hardly be
starker, beginning with contrasting purposes. Lysias aimed to entertain Athens’
rhetorical cognoscenti. S. takes seriously the deliberative task that was posed
in Lysias’ speech but never seriously treated there, and he aims to accom-
plish it in a manner that would actually compel a young Athenian man to act
accordingly.

In contrast to Lysias’ lack of structure, inconsequential thinking, tedious style,
and reliance on likelihoods (elxéTa), S. creates an organized, transparent web
of novel, pertinent arguments based on necessity (&véykn) and expressed in
diction and style that are subordinated to clarity and liveliness (Mras 1915: 88—97
for detailed analysis). Beginning with a statement on the nature of deliberation
(237b7—d3), S. uses condensed dialectical reasoning to produce a definition of erds
(237d4—238c4). Since this is a piece of deliberative rhetoric, not a philosophical
discourse, dialectic is used not for the sake of the truth, but for the sake of
persuasion (as discussed later, 264e4—266d4). After a brief interruption (238c5-
d6) that separates this introductory material from the body of the speech, S. uses
the definition of erds to demonstrate the inevitable harm inflicted by the erastés on
the erdmenos (238e3—4n.; Solmsen 1929: 272—82 on the rigor of the demonstration).
In contrast to the merely troublesome erds depicted in Lysias’ speech, the picture
of erds that emerges from S.’s speech is horrific. S. shows how the desiring erastés
destroys the eromenos’ mind (238e3-239c2) and body (239c3-d6), deprives the
ergmenos of family and possessions (239d7—240a7), imposes a regime of stultifying
boredom (240a8—c3) and outright revulsion (240c4—€6), and betrays him in the
end (240e7—241c6). The lesson for the young man is stunningly clear (241c7—
dr): “as wolves love lambs, so erastai love their boy.” S.’s serious pursuit of the
persuasive task and his potent combination of form and content result in a speech
that would seem, indeed, to create in a young male auditor an urgent motive
to flee for his life from an erastés who desires him. It is the very success of this
endeavor that makes the palinode necessary.

This highly polished, tightly knit speech is conceived and delivered by S. off
the cuff (235c2-d2) — and thus with the aid of the gods. S. invokes the Muses at
the outset (237a7—-b1), interrupts the speech as his rhetoric takes flight to remark
that local nymphs may be about to inspire him (238c5-d6), and breaks into verse
at the end, which confirms, so to speak, that they have inspired him (241d2-€4).
But Plato drapes the talk of divine influence with irony (noticed by Aristotle,
Rh. 3.1408b17—20); and the outbreak of verse that halts the speech is an evident
device to maintain S.’s larger'scheme to censure bad erds in this speech and praise
good erds in the next one (265c5—266b2). As horrific as is the picture of erds in this
speech, it is not so much a false account of erds as a partial one. By concluding
where he does, S. completes his account of the ravages truly inflicted by the
self-seeking erastai who are to be found, and shunned, in Athenian society, while
he avoids having to praise the openly self-aggrandizing non-lover and recom-
mend that young Athenian men trade sex for social advancement a la Lysias
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(241e4—242a2n.). S.'s underlying values inspire this speech as much as they do his
second speech, as he himself suggests (239b3—4, 241c4~6; Calvo 1992).

Whereas Lysias’ speech was a bare, unadorned entity and the speaker’s motives
are transparent to his imagined auditor (230e6—231a1, 233b5-c1), S. sets his
speech in a narrative frame, whereby a wily erastés delivers it as a means of
seduction (237b2—6). The considerable rhetorical skill that went into this speech,
in particular its unwavering focus on the young man’s best interests, is the tool
for this erastés to deceive the young man and realize his own desires at the young
man’s expense, precisely the scenario which he is ostensibly warning the young
man to avoid. The narrative frame indicates nicely the depth of cynicismi in play;
and it pinpoints the problem of the speaker’s motive, a vital issue that takes center
stage in the immediate aftermath (242c7-d).

237a7-8 "AyeTe 8. . . TaTnV EoxeT’ Emeovuplav: invoking the Muses is dra-
matically apt since 8. disclaims skill, is improvising on the spot (236d5), and relies
on inspiration (235c4—d2). Yet the traditional poetic gesture (Hom. II. 2.484,
Hes. Op. 1; Chapot and Laurot 2001: 64-5) is given a parodic turn, as indi-
cated by poetic diction (“clear-voiced” Muses already in Od. 24.62; next note),
by the pious expansiveness of formal prayer diction (Pulleyn 1997: 105-6 on
efte. . . €iTe), and by the fanciful etymological play on Ligurians as the source of
the Muses’ epithet. In Plato’s day the Ligurians were an exotic, distant people
northwest of Italy with no connection to the Muses or music; later attempts to
connect them with the Muses (Brisson 2004: 201—2) stem from this passage. In
spite of the parody the nod towards the Muses, and thus towards the pursuit
of beauty and pleasure which they represent (258e5—259ds), suggests the erotic
mode of discourse that becomes S.’s concern later and contrasts with the cold-
ness of Lysias’ plea for sex in return for advancement. The appeal for divine aid
also accords with the orientation towards the gods that characterizes S.’s values
(249c1—-d3, 273e3—274a3) in contrast with the purely human frame of reference
of Lysias’ speech., a8-g §Uu poit A&PeoBe ToU pubou: S. mimics poetic style:
archaizing § for o, euphonic change v to u before u, tmesis (from cuAauBéve)
(AGPS 68.2.3). On piBov, cf. 241din.  ag-br 8v pe dvayxdder. . . péAAov
56§mi: S. lays full responsibility for his epideictic effort on Ph. (& PéATioTos
ovUToof).

237b2 oUTw “once upon a time” (Fraenkel 1950: 3389 ad Aesch. 4g. 718),
appropriate for a utfos (237ag). ueipoxiokos: since an ergmenos could be called
Tais no matter his age, S. is making clear that the ergmenos is an adolescent, older
than a mere boy (Rep. 6.498a).  b3—4 aduVAos fiv. . . ok Epcdin: by means of
this detail, which creates a plausible scenario for the following speech, S. removes
the paradox inherent in Lysias’ speech and thus shuns the pursuit of rhetorical
brilliance through paradoxical praise (227c6n., 230e6—234c5n.). He will seek to
win the rhetorical contest by putting forward a compelling argument.  bg—5
tmemelxer . . . Eweifev: some time after he succeeded in persuading the young
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man that he did not desire him, he tried to persuade him... b4 altéov:
absolute: “pressing his case.”  by—cx Tlepl TavTés. . . &naprévew &vdykn:
this deliberative speech begins by considering what constitutes good deliberation
(xoAdds PouAeUaeoBan) in general (Trepl wovTSs); contrast Lysias’ abrupt opening
(230e6—231a1n.). Pouln) = “deliberation,” picking up BouAeUceoBan; cf. Arist.
Eth. Me. g.1112a19 T&v BoudeuTtdv toTiv §i mepl dvlwv ok Eom Pould; (“Is
everything a possible subject of deliberation or is deliberation impossible about
some things?”).

237cx eldévans the asyndeton is strongly emphatic. c2 Tv oUofav tkdoTou:
lit. “the reality of each thing”; hence “what each thing really is.”  cs oUv
€i8dTes “in the belief that they [already] know.”  c¢3—4 wpoeA@SvTes B¢ T
elxds &mwodi8daaw “and when they have gone further [in their deliberations],
they pay the expected price.”.  ¢6—dx wepl EpcoTos. . . Bépevor dpov “having
agreed on a definition of erds, what sort of thing it is and what power it has.” The
rhetorical usefulness of the definition of erds depends not on its truth but on the
clarity with which it is stated (238b6); and it determines the course of the rest of
the argument in the speech (237d1-3, 263d8-e2).

237dx ToUTo: i.e. the substance of the definition of erds. d2-3 elte dpéAeiav
elte PA&PnV axpéyer: sc. Epws. The question of benefit and harm is the essential
one to be decided in a deliberative speech (Arist. Rk. 1.3.5).

237d4-238c4 This demonstration of a simple version of dialectical reasoning,
consisting of collection and division, anticipates S.’s later argument that dialectic
is necessary for rhetorical persuasion (265c8-266bs). S. collects the kinds of psy-
chological motivation, the rational kind that aims at the good and the irrational
kind that aims at pleasure. S. then divides the class of irrational motivations into
its specific kinds, which results in the definition of erds as the irrational, pleasure-
seeking appetite for physical beauty. The argument is Platonic in form, but relies
for its content on commonplace notions, not on Platonic psychology (237d6-8).
The argument is colored by terms with strong moral connotations (oTao1dge-
Tov, dwepocuvT, UPpIs, Tupavveloaoa) and proceeds swiftly but for a strategic
pause (238b5-6) before the climax. Verbal patterning is used not for display, as
in Lysias’ speech, but for clarity (237¢2-238a3, 238b6—c4). S.’s amazement at his
own formal eloquence (238c5-d6) is well founded.

237d5 T®v «kaAdv: neuter: at this stage S. is speaking of general
principles.  d6~7 8Uo Tivé toTov {8 &pyovTe xad &yovte “there are two
types of ruling, leading principles.” The masculine dual participles are com-
mon gender with the feminine dual noun (AGPS 58.1.3).  d7-8 ¥ utv Eugu-
Tos. . . Epiepévn ToU dploTou: the psychology resting on two fundamental,
apposed tendencies is popular, not Platonic (246b1—4n.; Hackforth 1952: 41—2).
Opinion (548a), acquired (EmwikTnTos) from an external source (tradition, elders,
education, etc.), was commonly viewed as the basis of successful deliberation
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and was notably utilized for that purpose by Isocrates (12.30, 15.271; T. Poulakos
2004).

238ax T kp&Tel cwepoouvn Svopa “the name for the power is modera-
tion.” The entity being named is expressed in the dative, the name itself is
a predicate nominative, here cwgpooUvn (AGPS 48.3.6). az-3 Tij dpxi
Upp1s Erreovopdodn “hubris was given as the name for this domination.” a3
ToAvpepts y&p kal ToAveibés: appropriate terms for the division of irrational
appetites that is about to take place (238a4—b4). TroAupepés — “having many parts”
— anticipates the metaphor of division as a cutting off of the parts (uépn) of a whole
at natural articulations (265e1—266b2). The forms that are implied in TroAveibés —
“having many forms” — are the classes that belong to each level of the taxonomy
(265d4—266b2n.). a4~6 ToUTwv TOV 18edv . . . Emalav kexTHioBat “of these
kinds [of hubris], whichever turns out to be prominent causes the person who
has [it] to be named after its own name, one that is neither pretty nor worth
having.” txwpets is properly part of the relative clause, but placed before it for
empbhasis (AGPS 54.19.0).

238br—3 epl §' a¥ uébas. . . wpooprparost the nominatives Tupavvedoaoa,
&yovoa (sc. tmbuula) are left hanging as S. changes construction abruptly;
with TeUEeTon se. & KexTnpévos. b3—4 kal T&\Ax 81) . . . kaAeioBon TpbSSnAov
“and so with respect to the rest of the names that are related to these and
that belong to whichever of the related desires is dominant at any time, it is
clear how it is fitting [for the person] to be called.” T&\A«. . . Tiis &el Suvao-
Tewouons = T& SAAx dvdpora T& TouTwy &BeAed kal T& Tis &el SuvaoTevoUons
T6v &BeApdv EmBumdv. &el in attributive position with the participle = “in
each case” (AGPS 50.8.5.B). “The names that are related to these” are names
like glutton or drunkard that describe persons ruled by a particular irrational
appetite.  bg Hs: sc. Embuplas. b6 capéoTepov: 265d6-8 on clarity as a
rhetorical virtue. ~ b6—c4 1) y&p &veu Adyou. . . Epeos EkA1On: the anticipated
definition of erds (237c6—d1) is presented with a flourish: the striking, weighty accu-
mulation of participles without conjunctions is countered by the punchy, punning
conclusion (Denniston 1952: 68—70). Dionysius of Halicarnassus finds this sen-
tence bombastic (Dem. 7) but he misses the irony of S.’s solemnity (237a7-8n.).
1) yé&p &veu Adyov. .. Embunla = 1) y&p tmbupla ) &vev Adyou kpaTfhoaoa
56Ens tmrl T 6pBSV Spucoons. '

238c3 vikfioaoa aywydit “having taken control by virtue of its leading
position.”  c4 Epws EkAfifn: the etymological play — Epws from ¢ppwuéveos
pwaobeioa, recapitulated in pcouns — is not on a par with the naming pattern
just established (238a4—b4) since the etymology concerns only the name of the
appetite itself and does not link the name of the appetite and the affected person.
This etymology is like those of S.’s palinode in that it reveals a layer of meaning
about the activity in question (244b6—dsn.). ¢5-6 Belov wéBos TemovBévan
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“to be subject to divine influence.” S. is referring to the exhibition of concentrated
argument that just came out of his mouth. c7 Tap& 16 elwbds eUpork Tise
because S. normally refrains from speechmaking in favor of posing questions,
which is his customary form of discourse (16 elw86s) (Grg. 449b—c, Prt. 3352),
his fluency here is surprising, though it is a mere hint, of course, of what lies
in store. cg Zryii1 Tofvuv. . . elvan: ritual silence in the presence of the local
divinities, whom S. noticed previously (Té &vTi ydp) in the midst of his first
rhetorical outburst (230b6-7).

238d1 TwoAAdkis “perhaps” (AGPS 66.1.8.B). wupéAnTITos: to be “seized
by nymphs” was a recognized condition in Plato’s day in which nymphs of a
particular location, in Attica always in the company of Pan (Parker 1996: 163-8),
took possession of a person arid endowed him with extraordinary powers such as
prophecy or poetic composition (Connor 1988, Gérgemanns 1993: 137—40). S.’s
warning of impending nympholepsy, though ironic, indicates the intensity and
unexpectedness of his extraordinary rhetorical effort (241e1—4); and it suggests
the divine source of effective discourse that goes somehow beyond teding (245a1—
7,263d6—n).  dz 518up&uPeov: the sense that S.’s verbal display is about to
reach a higher level of intensity by turning into verse is itself the sign ofimpending
nympholepsy. But dithyrambic verse is particularly apt. As the cult song in honor
of Dionysus, dithyramb suits the atmosphere of divinely inspired ecstasy (228b6—
c1, 234d6; Zimmermann 1gg2). Because from the late fifth century on dithyramb
began to incorporate ostentatious sound play and novel word formations (Ar. Av.
1372—-1409; Csapo 2004), S. self-mockingly suggests a bombastic quality in his own
rhetorical composition. Cf. Cra. 4ogc for a similar comment on dithyramb and
bombast. dg—5 Tows y&p k&v &motpdtolto T Emév “perhaps the threat
(6 Em6v) would even turn away.” &roTpdrrorto (middle) is intransitive, as Smp.
206d [T kuolv] &moTptmeTen. What threatens is nympholepsy, the consequent
loss of control, and the switch to verse. Beyond the basic irony in the talk of
nympbholepsy is the deeper irony, which becomes clear in S.’s second speech, that
divine intervention is a bad thing and should be avoided.

238e3~4 Tédt 8% Umwd Emibuplas. . . Tapaokevddetv: the constraint upon the
erastés to pursue pleasure (&pyopévw SouAelovTl Te), which follows from the
definition of erds (238b6—c4), gives rise to the constraint (&véykn) in his (self-
interested) treatment of the ergmenos (also 239a5, b1, 4, c4, 240a4, d1, 241bg).

239ar kpeiTTov 68 kal loov “stronger or equal” (GP 2g2). ai-
2 xkpelTTw. .. looUpevov. . . Taudikd. . . fTTew. . . UroBetoTepov: agreement
according to sense since TraiSik& is here equivalent to Taida. a4 pnTopikoU:
26oc7-din.  ag~bx TodoUTwY KAKGW . . . Tol TapauTika f|8éos “with regard
to so many faults, and even more [of them], in the mental capacity of the ergmenos,
the erasiés is compelled either (uév) to take pleasure [in them] when they develop
or if they are present [in him] by nature, or (5¢) to bring them about [i.c. if the
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mental faults have not developed in the erdmenos or are not present in him by
nature], or else (f}) to forfeit his momentary pleasure.” The word order can be
rearranged less elegantly — &v&ykn épaaTiv, ToooUTov kakdV kad ETt TTAEIOV@WY
kot TV Sidwoiav Epwoptvon yryvopbvey pév e kal guoer tvovTeov i8ecban, T&
5t rapaogkeudlew ~ which makes evident that Plato postponed pév to avoid an
awkward juxtaposition with te (GP 373). The manuscript reading fvévTawv Tév
uév arose either from dittography or from an attempt to create a simpler Tév
pév/Té 8¢ complex. ' '

239b2 &vfp: i.e. a grown man; cf. 233a5n. on the expectation that the erastés
contributes towards the erdmenos’ passage into aculthood. b3 peyloTns &t
Tfis 86ev &v ppovindTaTos eln = peylons 5t PAAPNs altiov elvan &melpyovta
Tiis auvouolas 68ev &v ppovipTorTos €. by 4 Bela prAocoglas philosoplia
originally meant a general, useful, admirable interest in intellectual pursuits (Hdt.
1.30.2, Thuc. 2.40.1; Burkert 1960). Both Plato and Isocrates adopted the term
to designate their particular (and mutually incompatible) views of the values,
knowledge, and education that are essential for human prosperity (Nightingale
1995: 13—59). Isocrates’ philosophia encompassed facility in political and rhetorical
pursuits as well as cultural sophistication in support of traditional Athenian
values (4.10, 15.170-323; Eucken 1983: 14-18). As S. utters the term philosophia
in this passage without content and in support of conventional values, it has
an Isocratean resonance. But Plato also undercuts that sense at the same time.
The emphasis on the extraordinary value of philosophia — its absence constitutes
the greatest harm to the ergmenos — and the epithet “divine” also suggest S.’s
underlying adherence to his own values (237a5n., 241c5-6n.) and Plato’s sense
of philosophy as the pursuit of knowledge of true reality (248d3, 278d4-6). The
highest justification of erds in S.’s second speech is precisely the erastzs’ ability to
nurture (Platonic) philosophia in the eromenos (252e2—253a7, 256a6-by). b7 eln:
potential optative without &v (AGES 54.3.11).

239c3—4 olav Te kal s Bepareloer oU &v yévnTal KUplos = ola Te 1) ToU
oouaTos s otan kal dos Beparrevoer & EpacTh)s TO gdua ToU Epopévou ol
&v yévnTal kUplos. kUptos is used informally, like &mlTpotros (239c1). ¢4
35 48U . . Bidkeivs 238e3—4n. cb—dx oU8’ &v HAfwn. . . &v&vBpou BialTns:
two chiastic clauses, varied by oV . . . &AA& surrounding TeBpappévov and pév/ 8¢
surrounding &mreipov, EuTreipov. €6 oupmyel rkicn “mottled shade,” opposed
to the “pure sun.” c7 I8pddTav Enpddv: “dry sweats” are (perhaps) produced
by exercise as opposed to the bath (so Hermias 57.28—32 and Suda though they
cite no evidence); cf. Ar. Ach. 696 &vSpikdv [8péd>Ta. The plurals wévwv (239¢6)
and 18pdd>Teov are distributive, i.e. they indicate sweats and labors that took place
on numerous occasions (AGPS 44.3.5).

239dx—2 &\AoTplois Xpdouaot . . « koouoUpevovs this eromenos, pale from lack of
sun, uses cosmetics to make himselflook darker and thus more manly, the opposite
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of the traditional female use of cosmetics (Grillet 1975). Pale skin in men could
be associated with effeminacy (Rep. 8.556d, Eur. Bacch. 457-8). d2 doa Te
&\Aa. . . & 5fjAa: a discreet suggestion that the sexual reproach which potentially
threatened any ergmenos is particularly apt in the case of the effeminate ergmenos
(231e1—2n.).  d3 Opioauévous: sc. juds as subject of the infinitives following
&Gov. dq4—6 16 y&p ToloUTtov. ..ol tpacTal goPolvrai: the accusative
object with the verbs of emotion is vivid and hard to translate into English
directly (AGPS 46.10.0): “a body like that. .. gives heart to enemies and strikes
fear in friends and even lovers.” The lack of valor disrupts one of the traditional
justifications for the bond of erastés and ergmenos, viz. their steadfastness in war
and times of peril (Smp. 178e-179a, 182c; Ogden 1996).

239e5-240a1 &v aUTdv 8€§cito “he would have him,” i.e. prefer him.

240a1—2 S1akwAvUTdS . . . OptAlas: the family of an adolescent son might take
protective measures against an erastés such as discouraging the courtship and
hiring guardians (Smp. 183c—d; Cohen 1991: 195-6). a3 ouofws: as in the
case where the ergmenos has no wealth. a4 m&oa &véykn “it is completely
necessary” (AGPS 50.11.8.A). a5 &yapov, &maba, &oikov: the asyndeton
and assonance sound impressive but mask an exaggeration: by the time an
Athenian male was ready to marry and have children and a household of his
own, he was well past the point of being an ergmenos to another man. a8 &\
xakd: apart from those caused by the erasts.

240bx-2 kbAaxi. . . ETadpav: flatterers (also referred to as parasites) and cour-
tesans were permanent features of upper-class Athenian society, hence became
stock characters in Athenian comedy. Flattery was particularly grievous (BA&Pm
ueydAmi) for Plato because in addition to deceiving the person at whom it is
aimed, it increases that person’s appetite for pleasure at the expense of enlight-
ened self-interest (Grg. 463a—465€). b2 1) gUols: equivalent, for the sake of
the argument, to Tis dadpwv (240a8).  H8oviv Tiva oUk &uouoov: the plea-
sure that is “not without the Muses” is pleasure that is not lacking in culture
(268dyn.). The flatterer’s (deceptive) charm is essential for his success. b3—4
T&V TolouToTpdTwv Bpeppdreov Te kal EmiTndevpdreov “such creatures and
their practices”; the tone is disparaging.

240cx fAika y&p kal 8 Trahonds Adyos Tépmrew TV fiAika “for also the old
saying [has it] that peer enjoys peer.” Cephalus alludes to this proverb at Rep.
1.320a. c2 foas #\8ovds “the same pleasures.”

240d1—-2 U’ &vérykns. . . 818oUs &yer “but he [the erastés] is driven by a com-
pelling frenzy, which [6s], constantly giving him [Ekefveor = the erastés] pleasure,
drives him [sc. cTév].” The words &véyxns Te kad oioTpou form a hendiadys,
but the relative pronoun &g picks up oloTpou. EAadvetan suggests that the cattle
metaphor in oloTpos (“gadfly”) is still felt, as also Rep. 9.577€ [# yuxn] Umd &t



118 COMMENTARY: 240d-241b

oloTpou &el tAkopévn.  d3g Hote peb’ HBoviis &popdTes aliTd UTrnpeTEiv “so
that it is his pleasure to press close (&papéTas) while waiting on him [i.e. the:
eromenos).” d3-ez2 T 8t 5y Epwpéveot . . . perayeiplieodan “but what com-
fort or what pleasure does [that frenzy] give the erdmenos so as to prevent him,
as he consorts with [the erastés] for the same amount of time, from reaching the
height of revulsion when he looks on a form that is older and past its prime and
along with that follow the other things which one would not enjoy even hearing
described, much less actually engaging in under unremitting pressure.” Forced to
engage repeatedly in certain sexual acts, referred to discreetly as Tév &AAcwov (cf.
239d2), with an old, physically repulsive partner is so distasteful as to constitute
a compelling reason for the erdimenos to abstain from the relationship. There is
no question of the eramenos deriving any pleasure from the sex (231ain., 231e1—~
2n.).  d4 8150Us Tomaoel: the subject is still &5 (240d1): the same “compelling
frenzy” (240d1), although it is experienced just by the erastss, drives the erasiés
towards pleasure and the erdmenos towards disgust. ~ dg uty oUxi: the negative
for an infinitive following a negative idea (AGPS 67.12.6), here that there is no
comfort or pleasure. d6 dyv: not the erastés’ face, but his entire appearance
(Xen. Oec. 6.16, [Dem.] 61.8; Oguse 1976).

240ex pfy &n “much less.” ez petayepleoBat “engage in”; for the
sense, cf. Isoc. 5.105, 12.87; Oguse 1976. The object is & (240d6), which
refers to Tév &AAwv. e2—3 uAakds Te 51 kaxuTroTéHTOUS PUAGTTOpEVCDL:
lit. “[the erdmenos] is watched with suspicious watches [from @uAaxd]”;
cognate accusative (AGPS 46.5.1) modifying the passive participle @uAaT-
Touével, which, along with &xoUovTi (240€4), has T Epwpéveor (240d3—4)
as antecedent and resumes the construction of &pddvT (240ds). eq-6
vfipovTos. . . 1évros, . . Xpwubvou: sc. ToU EpaoTol.  e6 kaTaxopel kal
dvamemrrapévn “boorish and unrestrained.” e8 ¢ls dv: 1.e. “the future time”
(Tov EmreiTar Xpbvov) when the erasiss’ promises are to come due.

241a1~2 PoYyI15 KaTelXe. « . 81" EATT{Ba &yaBddv “he scarcely kept the relation-
ship at that time in check, it being difficult [for the eromenos] to endure,
through the hope of [future] benefits” a2 TéTet when the erastas’ desire
has ceased.  Ix7ivew: ie. what he promised.  a2~3 ueraBaidov &Ahov
&pyovTa &v aUrdn kol wpoaTdTny “having adopted a new ruler and leader
inside himself.” &\ov indicates the consequence of the action of the verb (pro-
leptic, AGPS 57.4.2). The metaphor for the change from mad desire to intelligent
moderation recalls the opening of the speech, where the two basic psychological
conditions were defined (237d4—238a3) and metaphorically described as quarrel-
ing and governing the soul in turn (237e1—2). Because of the circumstances in
which this change in the erastés takes place — TéTe 8% Séov Exrivew ~ there is an
insinuation that the erast&s discards his erds, and the promises thereby incurred,
when they become inconvenient. a4 EpwTos kal pavias: the first mention of
erds as pavia, though here pavia is understood as a bad thing. ~ ag-b3g &AAos
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YeEYOVAs. . . & alitds v yévunTou: the erastss’ desire having ceased, S. can
speak of him as “having become another person” (&\Aos yeyovc) and as seeking
to avoid becoming “the same person again” (6 aUTds &) because the change
in the ruling psychological principle affects his very nature. S. demonstrated that
point in his discussion of the irrational appetites and the corresponding names
applied to the persons who have them (238a4-b4). The erastés’ reluctance to fol-
low through on his former promises because doing so would put his new self (i.e.
his new state of moderation) at risk (241a7-b3) looks forward to S.’s conclusion
(241c7—-d1): the erastés’ self-interest trumps his obligation to, and the interests of, the
eromenos. a4 AAnBe T& Trandixd: because the change in the erasts is internal
(&v oiTédn). ag—5 & pév: the ergmenos. a7-bx o0’ dtres. . . tumreScdant
Exet “nor does [the erastzs] know how he could endorse the oaths and promises of
his former foolish regime.”

241b3 txelvai: the man he was before, in love. bgq &meoTepnkos U
&vdyxns “having defaulted [on his promises to the erdmenos] by necessity.” The
erastés’ behavior is still a matter of constraint though now it is his self-interest
(24124-bgn.), not his passion (238e3—4n.), that drives him.  bg~5 doTpérou
petameodvros: as S. himself explains, “the shard having fallen on the other side”
means that the erastés switches roles (ueTaPadcv, intransitive) and takes flight
(feton puyii). The allusion is to the children’s game of daTpakivSea in which a
shard, black on one side, white on the other, was thrown in the air between two
groups. As the shard landed, the resulting color sent one group running off and
the other in hot pursuit (Plato comicus PCG 168, quoted by Hermias 59—60 ad
loc.). b5-6 &yavaktdv xal Embedfev: the erdmenos pursues the erastés not
out of desire for him but out of anger at his bad treatment.  b6~c2 oUk &pa
E5e1. . . volv EyovTi: &pa with the imperfect expresses the realization of some-
thing that was true all along (cf. 237b4—5), hence also “rhetorical irony such as
the feigned discovery of propositions which were never seriously doubted” (AGPS
53.2.6).

241c2 eln: indirect discourse following 811 (241b6). c2-5 &mloTwt. .. THY
s yuxiis Taldevaiv: a compact summary of the speech, appropriately at the
end. c5-6 fis o0Te &vBpdrois. . . oUTe ToTt EoTan “and a more valuable
thing than that [i.e. the education of the soul] in truth neither exists nor ever will
exist either for men or for gods.” This assertion of S.’s underlying values (237a5n.,
239b4n., 279b8—c4) at the close of the speech anticipates the palinode, not least
in the hymnic character of the absolute perspective (oUte.&v8pdtrors otiTe Beois
111 dAnBelau) and pleonastic diction (oUTe éoTiv olte ToTt doTa)). €8 GiTlov
Tpdmov, X&ptv wAnopoviis: this chiastic phrase modifies piAoUov (241d1). The
adverbial accusative Tpémov functions like a preposition when accompanied by
a genitive (“in the manner of”’), parallel to X&pv (“for the sake of”) (AGPS 46.3.5).
TAnouoviis suggests the satisfaction of raw physical need, whether for food or
sex (233e1, Laws 831e).
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241dx &5 AUkor &pv' &yamwddo’, ds waida giholiow tpacTal: a concluding
display of skill that far surpasses the trivial pun at the end of Lysias’ speech
(234c5n.). S. follows the form of the traditional didactic fable by closing with a
proverb — the moral of the story — thereby completing the frame of the opening
uUbos (237ag9, be; cf. Phd. 6ob-61b; Adrados 1999: 367-409). By reciting the
proverb likening erastai to wolves in the form of a dactylic hexameter verse (cited
in prose in the scholia to Il 22.263), S. enacts the loss of control under divine
influence that he anticipated (238c5—d6), and thus provides an apt excuse for
ending the speech here (241d2-e4). The verse is no mere epideictic gimmick,
but a vivid statement of the point of S.’s argument. It is certain from S.'s next
utterance (241e1 37 &rn g6y yopucn) that Plato composed a hexameter verse for
this spot. The metrical reading &pv’ &yamdda’, found in Hermias (61.26), must
have given rise to the unmetrical reading &pvas &yaméoow in the MSS.

241d2—243e6: SECOND INTERLUDE

When S. agreed to deliver a speech on the same theme as Lysias’, he was uneasy
(23724—5) because the theme of Lysias’ speech was not something he could
endorse. Yet S. went ahead because the opportunity to engage Ph. on the subject
of erds and dliscourse was compelling, and his divine sign did not intervene to stop
him. S. did his best to skirt the objectionable part of Lysias’ plea: restricting himself
‘to a condemnation of the erastés — that is, the conventional erastés who exploits
the eromenos for his own gratification — S. said nothing explicitly to encourage
the young man to bestow his favors on a man who does not love him. Since
S.’s stratagem affects the contest he proposed and is judging, Ph. notices that S.
omitted a crucial aspect of the case and complains (241d4-6), which inflames S.’s
unease and provokes a crisis. S. admits that a plea on behalf of the non-lover is
implied by what he has already said, insists he will say no more, and rises to go
back to the city in order to avoid being forced by Ph. to do something even worse
than what he has already done (241e1—242a2). Though S. delivered his speech
as part of an epideictic contest, and thus was merely demonstrating rhetorical
skill and not actually advising a young man, his standing commitment to the
ethical consequences of discourse prevents him from espousing Lysias’ message
even just for epideictic purposes. Epideictic discourse in itself violates S.’s moral
principles (242c4~d1), since it is not merely indifferent to content, but places a
premium on casting morally outrageous content in the most persuasive form.
As he moves to leave, S.’s divine sign intervenes, preventing his return to the
city and shifting him into explicit control of the rest of the dialogue. Recalling
the god Eros and the invariable goodness of all things divine, S. understands
that he must deliver another speech in order to appease the god and repair the
damage caused by the first one. Citing Stesichorus’ Palinode as his model, S. will
recant the speech that portrayed erds as bad by delivering a new speech that
will portray erds as good (243a2-b6). Able to speak freely anc with no unease
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(243b5-6), S. will address the same imagined young man who was addressed pre-
viously so that he will be saved from harm and given the advice that truly serves his
interests (243e¢4—6). A concern for the ethical consequences of discourse has now
been explicitly introduced into the heart of S.’s and Ph.’s discussion of rhetorical
skill.

Before beginning his palinode, S. prepares Ph. to listen to it in the proper frame
of mind. He shames Ph. into discarding the vulgar tastes of Lysias’ audience of
rhetorical cognoscenti and adopting instead the clevated erotic aspirations of a
nobler, gentler soul (243c1-d6).

241d2 ToUT’ tkeivo: “this” (ToUTo) — the eruption of verse — is “that” (¢keivo) —
the nympholepsy which caused the verse (238d1—2).  d4-5 o€ pecalv. . . &xel
&yabé: Ph.’s failure to see the moralizing line of verse as the apt conclusion to
S.’s story is typical of his limited discernment; he also does not perceive that S.
might be averse to advising the young male auditor to offer the non-lover sex
in return for advancement. But Ph. is right that S. omitted the second half of
Lysias’ plea, which leaves the epideictic contest inconclusive. Té& foa = “the same
amount.” Aycwv refers to S., as if Ph. reverted to direct speech, in place of an
accusative agreeing with ot (AGPS 56.9.4.L).

241ex1—2 OUk flioBou. . . kol TaUTa Whywvs S.’s verse was a dactylic hexameter
(241d1), the verse of Homer. Hence S. speaks of his “epic poetry” (€mn), a more
exalted form than the dithyrambs he mentioned when the intensity of his rhetoric
first gave him a premonition of divine influence (238d2). In view of Homer’s
task to glorify the great deeds of men, epic verse is unsuited for censuring a
sclf-seeking erastés. Iambic wds the traditional medium for blame.  e3—4 &p’
olo®'. . . tvBouoidow; &pa suggests that the answer to this question, posed in
answer to the preceding question, is not in doubt (AGPS 69.9.1.C): S. will be
thoroughly possessed by the niymphs if he continues, and Ph. has every reason to
be aware of that fact. Ph.’s responsibility for the hympholepsy (as 238d4) belongs
to his overall responsibility for S.’s speech.  e4—242a2 Aéyw olv. . . Ti peiov
&voarykaodijva: S.’s brusque tone and wish to leave immediately arise from the
unease that has bothered him since he agreed to deliver the speech (237a4—
5, 242c§—6). The unease blossoms here as Ph. provokes the admission that,
notwithstanding S.’s decision to end the speech where he did and thus avoid
having to plead the advantages of sex with the non-lover (237a7—241cin.), such a
plea is implied in the rhetorical situation he agreed to address: 8o Tov ETepov
AehoiBoprikapev, TG ETépwl TvavTtia TouTwv &yadd TpdoeaTiv. Although it
was not his intention, S. has placed the imagined young male auditor in jeopardy,
as he indicates when he hastens to deliver his palinode before the imagined young
man might go ahead and yield to the non-lover (243e4—5).  e7 oUTtw &% &
u0Bos. . . wefoeTon: the fate that is appropriate for the “story” (237ag) to suffer,
the fate that it will suffer, is for it to be over. That at least will prevent any further
harm.



122 COMMENTARY: 242a-b

242a1—2 Tplv Urd 0ol 1 peifov &vaykaobiivat “before I am compelled by you
to something worse.” T1 ueiGov is the accusative of the thing that one is forced
to do, a regular construction with &varyxdgw in active and passive (254b1, Rep.
5.473a, Smp. 181¢). The potential culpability for further harm that S. ascribes
to Ph. (Umd ool) arises from Ph.’s responsibility for the harm that has already
been done by S.’s first speech. a3z—5 Mo ye. . . treidav &mowuy it Tuev:
a comic touch: S. faces a crisis and Ph. is concerned with his physical comfort
(227a4-5n.). But Ph.’s desire to continue the conversation, roused by S., propels it
forward. In the MSS fororran is followed by the phirase 1) 81 kahoupévn oTadepd,
which adds nothing and in its didactic tone would distract from Ph.’s complaint.
It looks like a marginal gloss on peonuPpla that was later interpolated into
the text. a6 ©¢ids. . . Baupdoios: the adjectives indicate S.’s gently mocking
tone. Ph. performs his service of occasioning another speech from S. inadvertently
(242a3-5), but S. will give him credit nonetheless. Earlier Ph. himself treated his
reputation as a purveyor of discourses ironically (236e2-3).

242bx—-2 T twl ToU ool Blov . . . yeyevijoba “of the speeches that have come
into existence during your lifetime no one has caused more to come into existence
than you have.” b2—3 fiTor aUTdv AéyovTa. . . Tpooavaykélovra: Ph.’s
modest efforts at rhetorical composition are evident in this dialogue (228d1—4)
and the Symposium (178a—180b). The generosity of Eryximachus in crediting Ph.
as the “father of the discussion” in the Symposium (orri\p ToU Adyov, 177d) is on
a par with S. here (also 261a3 keAATTa1Sa). tvl y€ T TPOTTWI — “in some way or
another” —indicates Ph.’s inadvertence in bringing about S.’s nextspeech. b3
Zipplav: one of S.’s two main interlocutors in the Phaedo, Simmias pushes S. at
one point to revise his argument on the immortality of the soul (85¢c-d).  bg~5
almids. . . Adycot Tvl pnbfivan “responsible for a speech being uttered.” b6
OU éAepudv ye &yyEAAeis: a colloquial phrase meaning “good news” (2 ad loc.,
Laws g.702d).  b7-8 16 Saupdvidv e kol T elwbds onueidv por ylyveadam
tytvero “the sign that is divine and wont to occur to me occurred.” Saipdviov
is not a substantive but an adjective with the noun onpeiov. A well-known and
crucial feature of S.’s characterization in Plato, the divine sign expresses S.’s pious
attitude towards the divine while remaining distinct from the traditional gods of
myth and cult; and it provides him with a (virtually absolute) safeguard against
doing wrong while allowing him to maintain the stance of uncertainty regarding
moral truths (Destrée and Smith 2005). Usually S. or other characters merely
speak about or refer to the divine sign (4p. 31c—d, 40a—c, 41d, Euthphr. 3b, Rep.
6.496c, Tht. 151a). Here it is integrated into the plot: without the intervention of
the sign there would be no palinode or dialectical inquiry into discourse. Yet the
occurrence of the sign here is consistent with S.’s fundamental account of it in
the Apology: the sign comes to S. as a voice from an unspecified god in a mundane
situation; its utterance is equivalent to a simple uf} — “do not [i.e. do what you
are about to do]” — in order to prevent him from doing something bad or wrong;
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and S. trusts the sign implicitly so that when it occurs he stops what he is doing —
in this case, crossing the stream, going back to town, and missing the chance to
expiate his flawed and harmful characterization of ergs. Other than the command
of prohibition the divine sign gives S. no information about what is wrong in his
intended action. S. is responsible for figuring out that himself (242c2—4). b8
&el = ékdoToTe (AGPS 50.10.5.0).

242c2 plv &v &pooidowual, ws T HpapTNKOTa €ls T Befov “before 1 purify
myself for having committed some wrong against the divine.” This information
is not included in the sign, but is S.’s inference from it (242c2~5). On purification,

cf. 243a2—4n. c3 oV wdwu 8t oroubaios “but not a very good one.” c3—4
ol T& ypaupata gatlor “those who can barely read and write.” c5 o5 81
To1 “for in fact.” c5-6 tut y&p Ebpate. . . BSuowtroluny: on S.’s unease,

cf. 237a5n., 241e4—242a2n. c7—dx un 11 Tapd Beols &uPAaxcv Tipdv Tpds
&vBpdotraow &uelwow “lest I commit some sin before the gods in exchange for honor
among men.” The honor among men pursued by S. was victory in the contest
with Lysias, which would garner esteem in the eyes of Ph., symbolized by the
latter’s gesture at immortalizing S. in Olympia (236b2—4). Beyond the question of
techné that occupies much of the dialogue, on the question of values S. later insists
that the true rhétor use his techné to secure the approval of the gods rather than
that of men, the two being often opposed (273e4—274a3). Quoting verse to express
the thought gives it prominence; Ibycus has already been suggested as an erotic
authority (229bg—5n.). Plutarch quotes Plato’s line of Ibycus with the preceding
line intact (Quaest. conv. 748c = PMG 310): 5¢5oika puf) T1 ép Beois | dpPAakdov
Tipdv Tpds dvBpdTreov duelyew (Jambic dimeter, trochaic trimeter).

242d4-5 Aewdv, & Qaidpe Sewdv. . . elmeiv: the doubling for pathetic effect
(Denniston 1952: 91) suits S.’s attempt to impress on Ph. the gravity of the
situation. As conveyor of Lysias’ speech and cause of S.’s, Ph. is implicated and
must cooperate. dg-10 1OV "EpwTa. . . Abyetal ye 51y: the genealogy and
divine status of Eros, like that of other entities of myth, were subject to variation,
as in the Symposium (178a-b, 202b—203c). Here S. broaches Eros’ divine status in
the simplest way. Ph.’s lukewarm response avoids commitment while allowing S.
to proceed.

242e2 xatagappaxeudévtos: the metaphor (as 230ds) maintains the pose that
Ph. compelled S. to deliver the speech against his will. e3 f§ T Befov: not
pressing the point about Eros’ precise divine status (242dg—10); all 8. requires for
his argument is that Eros is divine in some sense. ~ oU8tv &v kaxdv eln “[Eros]
can’t be something bad.” On the goodness of the gods, cf. 246em. e4 ToloU-
Tou: 1.e, KakoU. e5-243a2 1) eUnfeia aUTolv, . . elBokipfioeTov v aTols:
the nominative articular infinitive (16 oeuvUveoaou) is in apposition to 1) eUnfeia:
“the fatuousness of the two speeches was quite refined, the fact that while they
said nothing beneficial or true they put on airs as if they amounted to something
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[lit. as being something], if only they could mislead some chaps and [thereby)
gain credit in their eyes.” S. treats the two speeches together because of their
common offense against Eros but the combination of fatuousness (eimbeiq, cf.
275¢7n.) and self-importance (ceuvivesfon) applies particularly to Lysias’ speech
(230e6—234c5n.) and underlay S.’s ironic tone in regard to it (227¢8-ds, 234d2-6).
The sarcasm in calling this achievement vy &oTela is also apt in regard to
Lysias’ aspirations (227d2).

243a2~4 tpol ptv olv. . . xabapuods dpyaios: S. explained the need to purify
himself at 242c1-2. Purification (kaBappds), which is the eradication of pollution
and is necessary for continued social interaction, is normally accomplished by
water, fire, fumigation, sacrificial blood, or other ritual means (Thesaurus cultis
et rituum antiquorum 2.19-34, Parker 1983). S. is viewing Stesichorus’ Palinode in a
new light when he casts it as an example of an “ancient purification” (xafapuds
&pyxaios) that is available to him too as one who, like Stesichorus, offended a
god in mythical discourse (woAoyiav). 8.’s speech was a uGbos (237a9, 241d1n.).
The purifying act that S. will imitate is the formal, explicit retraction of the
offending idea in another mythical discourse (243a7-b1). In the background lies
Empedocles’ poem Kafappoi, which added a moral dimension to the notions
of pollution and purification (Osborne 1987). a5 Tv ‘EAtvns xaxnyoplav:
Helen’s presence in Troy and her adulterous relationship with Paris are salient
features of the Homeric tradition (e.g. Jl. 3), which Stesichorus (early 6th c.) fol-
lowed in composing his Helen (PMGF 187—91). According to tradition Homer was
blind; Plato makes his “slander” of Helen into the cause of his blindness. a6
&te pouoikds Qv Eyvw THv altlavs to speak of Stesichorus as pouaikds in prefer-
ence to Homer, traditionally the first and greatest follower of the Muses, slights
Homer. But S. gives pouoixés a philosophical cast by connecting it with knowing
causes; thus he turns his model of rhetorical expiation into a follower, like himself,
«of the philosophical Muses (248d3, 259d2-5). Referring to Stesichorus’ Palinode
in his Helen (10.64), Isocrates used the phrase yvoUs THv aiTiav, but with none of
the connotations evident in Plato’s use. a7-b1 ol o1’ ETupocs. . . Mépyana
Tpolas: Plato quotes the lines from Stesichorus’ Palinode that concisely and unam-
biguously retract the point that originally gave offense. The account (Aéyos) that
is not true is that Helen went to Troy: she is the subject of the verbs in the
second and third lines. Hence she was not adulterous. Stesichorus said that it
was a phantom (el8coAov) that Paris took to Troy in her place (Regp. 9.586¢); cf.
PMGF 192—3, Page 1963: 35-6 for the other sources for the Palinode including
evidence that Stesichorus may have composed two Palinodes. The first and third
lines are anapaestic paroemiac (x—v—uv—-); the second line (—+——-v—~-) can
be understood as either trochaic dimeter + — or lekythion + —— (West 1982: 49,

53)-
243b4 T\ Tol “EpwyTos kaknyoplav: viz. the claim that erds causes the erastés

to exploit the erdmenos for his own gratification and thereby to harm him
greatly. b5~6 yupvijs Tt kepadii . . . ykekaAuppévos: 237a5n.
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243c2—3 €l yap dkolUwv Tis TUY01 udv yevwddas kal Twpdios T fjBos: shame
(243c1, dg) requires an observer and an imagined one serves as well as a real
one (Dem. 18.201; Williams 1993: 75—102). The gentle spectator imagined by S.
replaces the rhetorical cognoscenti who “overheard” Lysias’ speech and inspired
in Lysias not shame, but pride. S. is implicitly asking Ph., as he listens to S.’s next
speech, to drop the standards of Lysias’ audience, to which he recently belonged,
and adopt S.’s standards instead, the very ones that inspired S.’s earlier unease
(242c5—d1). The implied contrast between the character of Lysias’ spectators and
that of S.’s imagined spectator corresponds to the contrast between wildness and
gentleness drawn by -S. in regard to the monster Typho (230ag—s5). yevw&Bas
= “a gentleman” (Dover 1993: 46). c4-5 S1& opikp. . . PAaPepdds: both
speeches attributed utterly selfish behavior to the lover, which would offend S.’s
gentle spectator. But in this phrase S. also signals that he will be challenging
the notion, taken for granted in Lysias’ specch, that the lover acts only out of
base self-interest (230e6—231a1n., 231a4-6n.). ¢6 vaUTaus: rough, crude, and
not likely to have any interest in love other than sex. c7 tAevBepov EpowoTas
generous, not constrained by appetites, and possessed of the attributes that foster
a desire for refined, non-physical forms of beauty.

243d3—4 ToUtév ye Tolvuv...Tdév "Epwta Bedicds: S.’s moral standards,
expressed as a matter of shame, and his religious standards, expressed as a fear
of divine retribution, coalesce as motivation for delivering the palinode. ~ d4
woTipen Adywt ofov &Apupdv &rxofv &rokAUcaobat “to wash off, as it were,
the bitter things heard [i.e. S.s first speech] with a fresh speech.” The metaphor
of fresh cleansing water is an extension of the purification that S. must perform
(243a2—4n.).  ds—er oupPouleVw 8t kal Auclai. . . Tepl Tol crToU Abyov:
Lysias continues as a presence in the dialogue because S. treats him as a touch-
stone for the aspiring rhetorician (257b2—258d10, 278bs—e3). Clearly Lysias has
the same burden to recant as does S., for the burden arises from moral and
religious obligations that are not specific to S. but apply to anyone who deliv-
ers a speech based on Lysias’ theme. Ph. does not understand that, since he is
concerned just with Lysias’ next («U) contribution to an ongoing epideictic com-
petition with S. d6 ik Tédv dpofwv “on the basis of reciprocity” (cf. Fraenkel
1950: 669 ad Aesch. Ag. 1423). S. explains this reciprocity towards the end of his
speech (245b5-6, 255a1—-256b7).

243e2 85 el: a purveyor of discourses (242a6-bs). eq-5 ol 51) por. . . 16
uf) pddvTi: S. summons the imagined young man he addressed earlier (237b2,
7) in order to save him, as it were, from the harm that would ensue if he was
persuaded by that speech (241€4—242a2n.) and to redirect him to the right kind
of erastés. €6 OUtos map& ool . . . dTav oU BoUAni: consonant with his status
as facilitator of discourses (236dg—e3, 242a6-bs, 243¢2), Ph. offers to stand in as
the young male auditor whom S. will acldress. He thereby responds to S.’s call for
the auditor who is needed if the palinode is to go forward and acknowledges S.’s
premise that the young man who heard the previous speech and was endangered
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by it is the auditor of this speech too. Taking on this role, Ph. starts to move away
from being a disinterested spectator of an epideictic competition and towards
becoming an interested party in a rhetorical situation that puts a critical choice
before him too, which S. makes explicit at the close of the speech (257b4—6).
In this sense Ph.’s own situation parallels that of the young man and potential
erdmenos who is addressed in the speech (Introd. 3).

243e7—257b6: SOCRATES’ PALINODE

To make amends to Eros for the blasphemous account of erds in his first speech, S.
argues that a young man will receive the greatest benefit from attaching himself
to an older man who loves him rather than to one who does not love him. From
the previous speeches S. retains the traditional notion that erds is madness, but
now he argues that madness, when it comes from the gods, is entirely good.
This position is a paradox, which S, embraces not for epideictic purposes in the
Lysianic manner but because it reflects reality. S. thereby assumes the burden of
depicting reality in such a way that the paradoxical position on madness makes
perfect sense. The burden is considerable, but it affords Plato the opportunity,
which of course is his design, of injecting into the dialogue a picture of reality
that reflects his philosophical priorities and his understanding of the cosmos and
the place of human beings in it.

Within the dialogue the speech has three audiences. The epideictic contest
having been abandoned for the sake of higher priorities, S. addresses the same
imagined young man as before and aims to give him the advice he truly needs
to hear. Since his life, so to speak, depends on whether he heeds this advice,
Plato turns S.’s account of divine erds into a deliberative speech for which the
psychagogic outcome matters, in this case, moving the young man towards form-
ing an attachment with a man who loves him. Ph. is S.’s auditor in a different
sense. S. treats Ph. no longer as the epideictic connoisseur he wished to be at
the outset, but as a serious student of serious discourse (243c1—d6, 245c1-2), i.e.
one who genuinely wants to understand how discourse can be used to affect its
audience. S.’s task with regard to Ph. is not only to provide him with an effective
display of true psychagogic discourse, but to use that display to move Ph. towards
philosophy. This aspect of S.’s task becomes explicit in his prayer at the end of
the speech, that Ph. lead his life engaged in philosophical discourse (257b4—6),
and in the direction the dialogue takes after the speech, as S. involves Ph. in
a philosophical inquiry into the nature of persuasive discourse. The prayer is
directed to Eros, the third audience of the speech. By fashioning the speech as
the “finest and best” offering to the god that he can produce and praying for his
own erotic success as well as that of Ph. (257a2-b1), S. ensures that, in contrast to
his previous speech, the threat of irony is removed and the speech is meant as a
serious clisplay of philosophically informed psychagogic rhetoric.
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S.’s argument on the benefit of divine erds can be stripped of its rhetorical
clothing and summarized thus. The soul is immortal and has a life of its own
apart from the body before birth and after death. The fate of the soul determines
each individual’s happiness. In the soul’s existence apart from the body it acquires
godlike characteristics, including an understanding, to some extent, of true Being
and the Forms. But when the soul is born into a life on earth, corporeal existence
itself makes it lose its divine characteristics and forget what it knew of true Being
and the Forms. The soul’s proper task and natural desire is to regain its prior
knowledge of true Being and the Forms, to approach the gods and live like them
to the extent possible, and after death to live a higher, better, purer form of
existence than anything possible in life on earth.

During its embodied existence on earth the soul has means of recollecting its
prior knowledge of true Being and regaining its divine characteristics. Leading
a virtuous life makes the task easier. Acquiring knowledge is itself a means of
recollecting the Forms. (Plato introduces his theory of Forms and recollection
abruptly and without argument, having argued fot the theory at length in other
dialogues; cf. 249c1—2n., 250a5n.) In addition, there is divine erds, which is none
other than recollection of the Form of beauty, a unique kind of recollection
because only the Form of bieauty can be recollected just at the sight of one of its
earthly images, viz. that of a beautiful young man. Erds is madness because, when
the soul sees the beautiful boy and begins thereby to recall the Form of beauty,
it experiences a shock and loses its bearings, because the soul’s desire for the
object that gives rise to the recollection (the beautiful boy) becomes so intense as
to drive the lover to pursue his beloved ceaselessly and relentlessly, and because
there erupts within the soul a vicious battle hetween the impulse to possess the
beloved carnally and the effort to refrain from carnality and imbibe the beloved’s
beauty through sight and conversation alone.

As the means of prompting recollection of the Form of beauty, &ds benefits
the lover, but from the lover’s erds benefit flows to the young man too. The lover
forms a genuine and lasting friendship (philia) with his beloved, educates him in
philosophy, and helps him to model his life on the gods to the extent possible.
Further, the lover’s ergs-inspiring vision of his beautiful beloved overflows and is
reflected back to the beloved, which inspires in him a reciprocal erds and gives
him also both the turmoil and the benefit of recollecting the Form of beauty. Erds
bestows its ultimate prize on lover and beloved together: insofar as they succeed in
restraining their carnal impulses and refrain from sex, they have taken a crucial,
concrete step towards regaining their souls’ pure, nearly divine state, which they
will fully enjoy after death. Nothing could compare with that reward, least of
all the vague promises of social advancement and worldly lessons offered by the
sober, calculating non-lovet in return for sex. -

Thus the benefit which divine erds brings the young male auditor is intangible,
affects the soul, occurs mainly after death, involves the acquisition of abstract
knowledge, and results in the perfection of character according to Plato’s highly
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idiosyncratic views of morality and divinity. It would be impossible to exaggerate
the degree to which this set of benefits departs from the conventional values of a
young Athenian man, as Plato is well aware. Needing to impress on this auditor
a palpable sense of what is so good about these benefits and thus to persuade
him to pursue them, Plato forgoes an argument based on expediency such as
that which S. deployed in his first speech in support of conventional goods. Such
an argument, no matter how cogent, would fail to convince, because from the
perspective of this auditor the conclusion is so radical that no argument could
convince. (Cf. Plato’s handling of the same rhetorical problem with regard to
philosopher-kings in the Republic, Yunis 2007a: 19~24.) Instead, Plato utilizes the
affective properties of mimeltic art to excite desire in the soul of the auditor (Rep.
10; Ferrari 198g). He casts the argument on the benefits of divine erds in the
form of a narrative that portrays those benefits irt such a way that the imagined
auditor will come to desire them on his own (Yunis 2005). The narrative likewise
instills in Ph. a desire for erotic philosophy because of the way it is portrayed.
The narrative accomplishes these objectives by making the soul the protagonist
of a heroic story of cosmic struggle and sublime victory and by engaging the
imagination with the vividness, fullness, and detail with which the story is pre-
sented. The narrative seizes the imagination, fills it to overflowing, and forces it to
pay heed.
First, an overview, which reveals the simplicity of the underlying structure:

(1) 243e7—245¢c4: introduction: traditional examniples of beneficial divine mad-
ness (inspired prophecy, ritual healing, poetry)
(2) 245c5—257ar1: erds as beneficial divine madness
(2a) 245c5—249d3: the mythical setting
245c5—246a2: formal proof of the immortality of the soul
246a3-eg: the image of the soul as winged chariot
246e4—247c3: the heavenly procession of divine and human souls
247c4—e4: the divine view of the super-heavenly realm
248a1—c2: the struggle of huran souls to see true Being
248c3—249d3: the law of Adrastea, the incarnation and reincarnation
of souls, recollecting the Forms
(2b) 249d4—=257ar: the heroic struggle and sublime victory of divine erds
249d4—250d7: the recollection of beauty and the arousal of erds in the
soul
250e1—252¢3: the lover’s maddening experience of erds in his soul
252c4—253¢6: the lover educates his beloved whereby both become
like their leading god
253c7—254¢€9: the conflict in the lover’s soul when he approaches his
beloved
255a1—257a1: conclusion: the triumph and benefits of divine erds

(3) 257a2-b6: postscript: S. prays to Eros for himself, Lysias, and Ph.
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“In fact, we get the greatest goods from madness, so long as it is given as a
gift from the gods™ (244a5-6). Picking up Ph.’s interest in the gods (22gbq~5), S.
shifts the focus from the manifest world of affairs, which was the setting for the
previous speeches, to a level of reality that is normally hidden but is brought to
light in this speech. He starts with traditional practices that suggest an older world
where divinely imposed madness benefited human beings as part of the fabric
of life. Socratic etymology, revealing that prophecy (mantiZ) is madness (manike)
(244b6—ds), puts beneficial divine madness at the very origin of human language
and civilization. With this background established, S. opens the account of divine
erds with a formal proof of the immortality of the soul. The proof establishes that
the soul exists before birth and after death, when the crucial benefits of divine
erds will be shown to occur. Even apart from the coherence of the proof, the
oracular style of this passage conveys the importance of soul and its essential
property: as the single self-moving entity, it is responsible for the cosmos itself
and all movement in it.

From cosmic soul to the protagonist of the narrative, the individual soul of any
and every human being, which is likened to a winged chariot with charioteer and
team of one good, obedient horse and one bad, disobedient one. The chariot
image reveals the individual soul’s essential task as movement; the wings suggest
the natural direction upwards; the mixed team gives rise to the charioteer’s
struggle to control the chariot and move it in the direction of his choosing. The
myth opens with a primordial scene. Before and after their corporeal lives on
earth, human chariot-souls struggle to follow along with their divine counterparts
in a stately, dance-like procession upwards within the vault of heaven to reach
the pinnacle. From that vantage point they struggle to gain a view of the super-
heavenly realm beyond where lie true Being and the Forms. This view, attained
by the godls with ease, is the natural goal of all human striving, since it provides
the soul with its proper nourishment and thus enables the soul to live as it is
meant to live. This mythical scene incorporates the traditional Olympian gods
with Zeus as leader. The cosmos functions in a natural orderly way. Human souls
thrive insofar as they join in the cosmic order.

Eros belongs to the beneficent divine cosmic order. As the vehicle for recollect-
ing the Form of beauty, the madness caused by erds offers the soul the opportunity
to accelerate its movement upwards, but the opportunity must be seized. S.
recalls the moment when as a pure soul in the company of the gods he attained
his primordial glimpse of the Form of beauty. The utter bliss of that moment —
its sublimity arising from the contrast between the purity of transcendence and
the inevitability of human striving — inspires in the auditor a desire to attain such
bliss himself. Even before this reminiscence S. had been using initiation into the
Eleusinian mystery cult as a metaphor of the soul’s glimpse of true Being: the
oneness with deity that mystery cult offered its participants conveys the extreme
emotion of the soul’s transcendent arrival in the world of true Being. S.’s bliss
when he seés the Form of beauty brings this metaphor to a climax with a densely
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woven description of the cult’s ritual drama, its shattering burst of light upon thc
dark, and its promise of spiritual purity and salvation (250b4—c5n.).

This bliss then propels the narrative to its most complex and heated moment
as it plays out simultaneously in the world and within the soul (first of the lover,
then of the beloved too). The lover’s maddening experience of erds at the sight of
the beautiful boy is described vividly in physical terms: a Sapphic catalogue of
symptoms (251a4-b2) is followed by an account of the regrowth of the soul’s wings
in language that is suggestive of mounting sexual tension (251b2—d7). Erds drives
the lover towards his beloved and precipitates a crisis: they seek consummation
either in sexual gratification (as the bad horse desires) or (as the charioteer
desires) in the chaste, mutual pursuit of virtue, godly habits, and, in the case
of suitably equipped souls, philosophical discussion. At that moment a violent
struggle erupts within the soul as the charioteer, supported by the good horse,
attempts to restrain the bad horse and control the chariot’s course. In profuse,
vivid, concrete detail Plato depicts the bloody, straining efforts of charioteer and
horses and the physical suppression of the bad horse, alluding to the violence of
racing and crashing chariots (253e5-254€9). The crisis, experienced by lover and
beloved together, is resolved by both together. If the charioteers in their souls win
control, their erotic attachment leads to the mutual pursuit of philosophy in this’
world (the earthly goal of divine erotic striving) and bestows concrete progress
towards the ultimate goal of rejoining the divine procession and regaining the
view of true Being and the Forms after death.

"When the narrative is complete, the imagined young male auditor is in a
position to appreciate the epic nature of divine erds: the normally hidden but
utterly real world to which it belongs, its cosmic role, the heroic striving it
requires, and the divine reward it offers when the opportunity is seized. In the
erastés’ striving Ph. can see the true pursuit of beauty (228a4n.) and a model for
a noble soul like his own to emulate in addressing potential erdmenoi (Introd. ).
Ph. has also been introduced to philosophy, in particular to its understanding of
the cosmos and the place of human beings in it and to its captivating, defining
pursuit of knowledge and the care of the soul.

243e7-245¢c4 Introduction: traditional examples of beneficial divine madness:
inspired prophecy (244b1—ds), ritual healing (244d6-es), poetry (245a1—7).

243e7 kaét the key attribute of the young man who is being addressed (237b2).

244ax Qaldpov Tol MubBokAéous, Muppivouolou: Ph. is the author of S.’s first
speech because he compelled S. to deliver it (236b8—237a1, 237a9-b1). The
mock formality of naming Ph. with his patronymic (“son of Pythocles”) and
demotic (“of [the deme] Myrrhinus”) sets up the coming witticism regard-
ing Stesichorus. a2z ZTnoixépov ToU Ebgripov, pepalou: Stesichorus is
the author of this speech because he is S.’s model in composing the palinode
(243b2-6). Stesichorus as the son of Fuphemus (“auspicious speech”) from
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Himera (a Sicilian city; cf. ipepos, “desire”) is likely Plato’s invention because
the artifice is so evident. From here Euphemus and Himera found their way into
Stesichorus’ biographical tradition (Suda). However, an already existing tradition
to this effect, convenient for Plato, cannot be ruled out. Cf. West 1971: 302-6
on the evidence for Stesichorus’ life. ~ a2~3 oUk &o7" ETupos Adyos: quoting
Stesichorus (243a7). a3 &8s &v. . . @fji: present general condition: any speech
that argues for the non-lover over the lover is not true. a4 5161 81 & piv
ualveTan, & 5t ocw@povel: these are the “indispensable” arguments of both Lysias’
speech and S.’s first speech (236a1—2), but 81 is ironic (GP 231), suggesting now
that those arguments are inadequate.  ag &mwAoUv “straightforward.” a6
Oelan pévror Séaer Hidoptvns “so long as it [i.e. madness] is given as a gift from the
gods.” This phrase anticipates S.’s argument because for Plato whatever comes
from the gods must be good (246e1n.).

244br—s “H e y&p 81 tv Aehgois poeiiTis. . . SfiAa wavTl AbyovTes: institu-
tionally ensconced prophets, such as the Pythia at Apollo’s oracle in Delphi and
the priestesses at Zeus’s oracle in Dodona, as well as individual diviners used
ritual preparation and autosuggestion to attain a physically altered, ecstatic state
in which they channeled the divine and thus performed their prophetic service
(Dodds 1951: 68—75, Johnston 2008: 33—7s). It is this “inspirecd prophecy” (nav-
TIKijt . . . BvBécot, bg), distinguished below from rationalistic divination (244c5-d2),
that Plato views as a form of divine madness (cf. a similar distinction at 7. 71e—
72b). The twofold typology of divination, followed by Cicero (Div.), reflects Plato’s
priorities and obscures phenomena that do not fit his categories neatly (Flower
2008: 84—91). b2 {8l Te kal Snpooiais both individuals and poleis consulted
the oracles at Delphi and Dodona. b3 ocwgpovoloat 5t Ppayéa 1| oUbtv:
when the Pythia and the priestesses were in a sober state, they did not proph-
esy and thus performed no service.  ZIPuAAav: a legendary figure, by the
fourth century Sibylla was being treated as the source of prophetic utterances
from a number of places in Greece (Parke 1988: 23—). bg &\Aovs: indi-
vidual diviners known as xpnouoAdyot, Xpnouwidol, or pdvTels, operating on
their own, prophesied after attaining an ecstatic state (dp. 22c, Meno ggc, lon
534c—d; Dillery 2005). bp els 16 péAdov dpbwoav “set [them] on the right
path into the future.” b6 piv “however.”  b6—d5 xal TGV TwaAcGV ol
T& dvdépaTa TiBéuevotl. . . Ths Tap' &vBpdTrwvY yiryvouévns: to the argument
based on familiar phenomena is added this strikingly original one: mantikz, the
prophetic art, whose value is obvious, was originally called and really is manikz,
the mad art; etymology further reveals this mad prophetic art to be superior to
rationalistic techniques of divination. As practiced by S. here and at length in the
Cratylus (390e—427d), etymology is useful for the following reasons (Sedley 2003:
25-74): the ancients who first created words in Greek had an understanding of
the things to which the words were designed to refer; for educational purposes the
word-makers encoded in words information about the things to which the words
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referred (“pronounceable strings of sound hinting with a suitable obliqueness
at the true essences of their nominata,” Sedley 2003: 63—4); phonetic changes
introduced by later generations have obscured the encoded information, but that
information can be recovered and the word’s original educational purpose can
be restored by means of etymology. Like word-making, etymology is an inexact
art and effective only insofar as it is guided by dialectic (Cra. 390a—d, 435d~
440¢). Yet Socratic etymology is particularly useful in rhetorical contexts like the
present one. The effectiveness of a word resides in the extent to which the word
resembles the thing to which it refers (Cra. 423a—435¢). Bringing this resemblance
to light by means of etymology constitutes a weapon in the rhetor’s arsenal of
resemblances that he uses to manipulate his audiences (dpo1dTnTes, 262a5-b8;
cf. Cra. 423a dpordTare, Cra. 434a—b dpoiov). S. uses etymologies of this kind for
rhetorical purposes elsewhere in the dialogue (238c4, 249¢3, 251c6). b6-cx
ol T& dvdpata T10épevor: those who “instituted” the words.

244c1—3 oV ydp &v Tt kaAM ot TéYVNL . .« pavIKY Ek&Aecav “for they would
not have connected precisely this word [i.e. mania] with the most noble art, by
means of which the future is determined, and called it manic art.” The generous
characterization of prophecy, based on its intended efficacy and implicit through-
out this paragraph, is essential for the argument that god-given mania is beneficial.
The actual efficacy of prophecy is blithely ignored (cf. Chrm. 173¢). The notion of
an art of madness (pavikd) Téxvn) is paradoxical since a Téxvn is precisely an activ-
ity that is carried out by rational means. This paradox parallels the paradox of
erds as the product of both god-given pavia and Epwtikd Téxvn (25726, 227c3—4n.,
Introd. 5). ¢3 kaAoU dvTos: sc. pavias. c4-5 &TetpokdAws . « . HAVTIKAY
tk&Aeoav: the insertion of the tau is vulgar (&mreipokdAws, as opposed to the
word-makers’ ability to recognize what is kaAdv, c3) because it obscures the edi-
fying connection between prophecy and madness. pévTis and related words may
in fact be related etymologically to the root that gives rise to pavia, naivopal,
etc. (Chantraine 1968-80: 665), but Plato connected these words in ignorance
of the historical-linguistic information that is utilized by modern etymological
science. Euripides’ Teiresias already utilized the verbal similarity to point out
the connection between madness and prophecy without drawing an explicit ety-
mology: Td paviiddes pavTikhv ToAAYV Exel (Bacch. 299). c5-6 THv ye TéV
tuppdvaov . . . TV &\Awv onuelcwov “the inquiry into the future made by the
sober-minded, who conduct [their inquiry] through birds and other signs”; pos-
sessive genitive (TGV tuppdvev) and objective genitive (ToU pé\hovros) depend
on the same noun (§fyTnow) (AGPS 47.9.6). Any occurrence could serve as a sign
of divinc intention, but bird flight (along with dreams and the entrails of vicﬁms)
was one of the chief domains believed to be used by the gods to reveal their inten-
tions cryptically. Interpreting divine signs is the work of sober-minded diviners
because like a techné it is a deliberate, ratiocinative process that operates according
to established principles (Burkert 2005). c6—7 &7’ & Sravolas Topiioptveov
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&vlpcorivn olfjoer voUv Te kal loToplav “inasmuch as they intellectually pro-
vide understanding and information for human thinking” €7 olovoloTuciv:
Plato’s ihvention from olfjoet voUv (cf. uncontracted véov) Te kal loTopiav.

244dx Té w oepvUvoves: a dig (like &meipokdes, 244c4): lengthening the
vowel from o to w may ihdeed have created an emotive effect (Hermog. Id.
247 Rabe), but from Plato’s perspective it is a laughable way to lend the word
greater dignity, especially since it obscures the true and informative sense of the
word. dz TeAecdTepov kal dvTindTepov pavTikf olwvioTikiis: the superiority
of inspired prophecy .over rationalistic divination is evident from the preemi-
nence of Delphi, Dodona, and Sibylla (244b1, 3).  d2—3 T6 Te bvopax ToU
bvéparos Epyov T’ Epyou: Te. .. Te (“both. . . and”) emphasizes the close con-
nection between word and thing (244b6-dsn.).  d3 x&AAiov: predicate of
uaviowv. d6-e5 'AAM& pfiv véowv ye. . . TOV TapdVTwV Kok evpouévn
“next point: for the worst illnesses and troubles, which indeed somehow [were]
in some of the families due to ancient wraths, the madness, when it arose [in
those families] and prophesied to the proper perdons, discovered a cure by taking
refuge in prayers and service to the gods. Thus it [i.e. the madness] hit upon
purifications and initiatory rites and brought the person who had a share of the
madness out of danger for the present and future time, since it discovered for the
person who was truly mad and possessed a release from his current evils.” As the
second example of divine beneficial madness, telestic madness (244€2, 265b3) dis-
closes purificatory rites that cure a person who is a member of a legendary family
plagued by an ancient curse and whose illness is ltself a form of the very madness
that brings relief (244€3n.). This situation has parallels in common Greek beliefs
and practices (244e2n.; Parker 1983: 198—234), but poetic details (244d6—, e3)
and the striking personification of the healing madness that structures the entire
passage also suggest the imaginary archaic world of tragic poetry, though no
particular drama is called to mind. d6 &: the neuter refers to véowv and
TOVWY as a group. d6-7 waAaddy ik unviddrewv: the preposition between
adjective and noun is poetic (AGPS 68.4.2); cf. Eur. Phoen. 934 TaAoudv “Apeos ik
unvipdereov. d7y Tév yevddv: tragic plots often focused on divine anger and
the multi-generational tribulations of particular families, such as the houses of
Atreus and Labdacus.

244e1-2 KaTaguyoUoa Trpds Beddv ebyds Te kal AaTpelas: the metaphor in the
participle — “taking refuge in,” meaning “havirig recourse to” — maintains the
focus on the gods as the source of salvation. 8ecov is objective genitive, “prayers and
service tothegods.”  e2 keBapuddv e kal TeAeTd: these purifying rites might
consist of particular sacrifices conducted in a particular order, cleansing by lustral
water, the use of torches and sulfurous smoke, and homoeopathic scourings by
vegetal and animal matter (Parker 1983: 224-34; 243a2—4n.). e3 1oV tauTfis
Exovra: lit. “the person who has [something] of itself [i.e. the madness].” The
verb, normally transitive, here takes a partitive genitive, a construction that
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“implies an ellipse that may be represented by ... " (AGPS 47.15.4); cf. Grg.
5142 Tp&EovTes TGV TOMTIKGV TpayudTwv, Rep. 6.485b Snhoi ikelvng Tiis
oUotas (AGPS 47.15.3). The masculine participle used as a substantive with a
dependent genitive is poetic (AGPS 47.10.1). The reflexive pronoun, referring to 1)
pavia, the subject of troinoe, shows that the madness which afflicts the suffering
person (Téxn 6pbds uovévt Te kal kaTaoyopévwi, e4) is the same as the divine
healing madness. e4 kataoxoutvwi: aorist middle with passive sense (LS]
s.v. A.m.10). ‘

245axr &wd Movodwv karokwyn Te kad pavia: Plato modifies the traditional
linkage between divine inspiration and poetry’s authority (Hes. Theog. 1—35) by
emphasizing madness as the key to the poet’s success (Ford 2002: 167-g). Plato is
well aware of poetry’s ability to captivate and he often concedes divine inspira-
tion (fon 533d—534¢€, Rep. 10.607c—d), but he consistently rejects poetry’s claim of
authority regardless of its origins (4p. 22a—c; Ferrari 1989). The absence of such
a rejection here hardly signals a change of heart. There is evident irony (as with
the previous two forms of beneficial divine madness) in allowing poetry its tradi-
tional due before it is eclipsed by S.’s divinely inspired, philosophically informed
crotic thetoric.  ar—-2 &moedfjv xal &Patov Wuyhv: ie. young, because a
young soul is most impressionable; cf. Rep. 2.3772-b, Laws 2.664b—c in regard
to poetry’s ability to shape young souls. &Bortov; lit. “untrodden,” here means
“pristine.” a2z ixPakyevovoa: bacchic stimulation of the poet’s soul empha-
sizes even more his lack of rationality. a2—3 katd Te OI1d&s kal kaTd THY
&\Any moinow “with songs and with the other kind of poetry,” i.e. poetry not
set to music (278c2—gn.). ag—4 wupla 10V ooy Epya koopolica Tous
tmiyryvouévous Trandever: the notion that poetry was a proper source of moral
instruction became fashionable in the fifth century (Prt. 338e—339a; Ford 2002:
197—208) and was categorically rejected by Plato (Rep. 2—3, 10). aq—5 858 &v
&vev pavias. . . Ikavds ToinThs todpevos: the disparagement of poetic fchné in
favor of poetic inspiration preciscly parallels the case of technical divination vs.
inspired prophecy (244c5—6n.). When S. shifts his focus away from divine madness
and towards fechnZ in the second, dialectical, part of the dialogue, he cites Sopho-
cles and Euripides as exemplary experts in poetic techné (268csn.). The distinction
between poetic inspiration and techné helped shape the way poets in the Hel-

lenistic period understood their task (Fantuzzi and Hunter 2004: 1-17).  #ml
o Tikds BUpas &pfknTou: the image suggests that composing inspired poetry
is akin to being granted admission into a locked and privileged domain.  ag

&teAvis: both “uninitiated,” i.e. excluded from the privileged company of the
Muses and their inspired poets, and “unsuccessful,” i.e. at poetry.  a6-7 1)
molnots Umd Ths Tédv pavopbvawv 1) ToU cwepovolivros fipavicdn: beyond
the basic contrast between good poetry and bad, the hyperbaton highlights
the contrast of madness and sobriety, as 244d3—5. The verb is gnomic aorist

(232c1n.).
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245b2—cq doTe ToUTé Ye. . . &p)X1) bt &mrobelecos fiBe: as S. is about to move
into the body of his speech, he not only reminds us of the difference between
Lysias’ position on erds and his own, but he draws a contrast between the bom-
bastic quality of Lysias’ speech (BopuPelTco SeSiTTdpevos) and the substantive
demonstration that he is about to present (&mwoSeixtéov, #| 8¢ 5) &mwédeifls,
apxn 6t drrodelews). b2 &ove here introduces a main clause and is vir-
tually equivalent to oiv (AGPS 65.2.1).  bg ToU kekiwnuévou: metaphorical
(“the one who is disturbed,” i.e. by ergs), but the verb anticipates the emphasis
on the soul’s movement in the upcoming proof (245c5~246a2). bg~6 T8¢
wpds Ekelveor . « « Bk Bedv EmimrépreTon: merely asserting the Lysianic position
on love (kelveor = wpd ToU kexivnuévou Tdv coppova Sel Tpoanpeiohat plAov),
with however much bluster (BopuPelteo SeS1TTépevos, bg), proves nothing, but a
successful defense of Lysias’ position (pepéofco T& viknTripia) would require an
argument (T63¢. . , Sef€as) establishing that divine erds is not beneficial.  bg
Té EpdovTi kad TG Epwuéveor: S. anticipates a crucial theme of his speech by
including the erastés along with the ergmenos as a beneficiary of divine erds even
though it is only the welfare of the latter that is officially under consideration.
The benefit that accrues to the ergmenos does so only when both erastés and eromenos
benefit and are animated by divine erds (256a6—b?).

245¢x 1| Toia¥Tn pavia: i.e. madness that “comes from the gods” (245b1, cf.
244a6). c2 Sewois ptv &mioTos, cogois 8¢ wioTh: those interested in rhetor-
ical display vs. those interested in the truth. The contrast reflects the different val-
ues held by Lysias and his audience and by S. and his preferred audience (227b6—
7, 228a2, 243¢c1—d6; cf. 4p. 17a-18a).  c2—4 Wuxiis pUoews Tépt. . . TEANOES
vofican “to understand the truth about the nature of the soul, human and divine,
observing what it experiences as well as what it does.” The conjunction of human
and divine anticipates S.’s emphasis throughout the palinode on the human soul’s
transcendent striving and imitation of the divine. The focus on the soul’s active
and passive capacities anticipates S.’s dialectical account of the soul (270d1—
7). cq &pxh St &wobel€ecos fBe: this formal introductory statement prepares
for the formal style in the next passage (245c5~246a2). The &mwédeifis (demonstra-
tion) spoken of here and throughout this paragraph (245b2-c4n.) refers not just
to the immediately following passage but to the entire speech with its myth about
the soul. The next passage is just the beginning, or first part, of the &mwései§is.

245c5—-246a2 Prior to narrating the experiences of the soul in heaven before
and after its embodied life on earth, S. naturally seeks to establish that the
soul lives on its own apart from the body. The argument for the immortality of
soul accomplishes this task with a grandeur that sets the tone for the drama of
transcendence in the rest of the speech. The argument depends on the evident
connection between movement and life, presented as a permanent one: T6 y&p
&eikivnTov &BdvaTov (245¢5). Only what is self-moving is always moving (245¢5—
di); as the beginning of all that comes into existence in the universe, what is
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self-moving neither comes into existence nor ceases to exist but always exists
(245d1-e2); the sel-moving is soul; therefore, since the self-moving is always
moving and the always moving always exists, the soul always exists (2453~
246a2). The argument is highly condensed, which jeopardizes its coherence; for
analysis cf. Bett 1986, Blyth 1997: 194-8. The idea that soul is immortal because
it is always moving was proposed by Alcmaeon of Croton (5th c., DK 24 A12 =
Avrist. De an. 405a29-b1). The reliance on movement to prove the soul’s immortal
existence (also Laws 10.894b-896c), as opposed to other possible proofs (explored
in the Phaedo), is appropriate because the coming myth focuses on the movement
of souls towards Being and because both divine erds and psychagogic rhetoric
entail moving human souls in a particular direction.

Plato casts the argument in a form that recalls the gnomic, oracular qualities
of fifth-century Ionian philosophical prose. Denniston 1952: 1—5 aptly compares
Anaxagoras DK 59 Biz2, the first part of which runs as follows:

T& ptv SAAa TravTds poipav ueTéyel, vols 8¢ EoTiv &Treipov kol alrToxpartis
ki pépeictal oUbevl ypfipaT, SAAK pdvos ctds Ep’ dauTol toTv. el i
yop tp’ tautol fiy, dAA& Tewr tpépeikTo EAA, pETETXEY &v &avTwv
Xpnudreov, el Eutueiktd Tewr: . . . kal Gv EkdAvey aiTdv T cuppepely péva,
®oTe unSevds X prinartos kparTeiv duoleos €5 kal pévov Edvtate’ tauTol. T
Y&p AerTédTaTéY TE WAV TV XpndTwy kol kafaphTaTov, kal yvouny ye
Tepi Tavtds whoav Toxe kal loxlea péyioTov: kal doa ye wuynv Exer kal
T& pellod kad T& EAdoow, évtwy voUs kpartel. kal Tiis Tepixwphiatos THs
ouptrdons vols fkpdTnaey, HoTe Tepiwpiioon THY &pxtiv.

The other things have a share of everything but nous is unlimited and self-
ruling and has been mixed with no thing, but is alone itself by itself. For if
it were not by itself, but had been mixed with anything else, then it would
partake of all things, if it had been mixed with anything; . .. and the things
mixed together with it would thwart it, so that it would control none of
the things in the way that it in fact does, being alone by itself. For it is the
finest of all things and the purest, and indeed it maintains all discernment
about everything and has the greatest strength. And nous has control over all
things that have soul, both the larger and the smaller. And nous controlled
the whole revolution, so that it started to revolve in the beginning. (trans.
Curd)

The fundamental element voUs is treated with a majestic confidence similar to
the treatment of yuyf| in the Phaedrus passage. Like Anaxagoras, Plato avoids
emotional coloring, omits the article with key terms (yuxf, &px), repeats basic
terms (kivéw, yiyvouat), and makes use of wordplay and sound play (245¢c5-7,
246a1-2). Cf. Thesleff 1966: go—4 on the style of this genre.

245¢c5 Yux méoa &BdvaTos: the conclusion of the argument, placed first for
clarity, emphasis, and grandeur. yux? w&oa = “all soul,” not “every soul,”
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because the argument treats soul as a single undifferentiated entity that possesses
certain properties (self-movement, immortality). But there is an ambiguity that
remains unresolved between the immortal “all soul” of the proof and the immor-
tal soul that individual human beings possess and that forms the subject of the
myth (246c1n.). T ydp &eiklvnTov &B&vatov: this point, the major premise
of the entire argument, is axiomatic. The reading &eiivntov (medieval MSS;
cf. quod semper movetur in Cicero’s translation, Rep. 6.27, Tusc. 1.53) is superior to
atrokivnTov (POxy. 1017.20.5-6, 2nd—grd c. cE, with [&e)kivnTov recorded in
the margin). errokfvnTov probably arose from and would make redundant S.’s
immediately following argument that only what is self-moving never ceases mov-
ing (245c5—d1) (Decleva Caizzi 1970). c5—7 16 § &A\Ao kivolv. . . TaUAav
Exet Loofist highly stylized: the antithetical statement about movement is followed
by anaphora on TaUAav, the absence of movement.  ¢7 &te oUx &woAeiTov
tauTtd: lit. “inasmuch as it does not abandon itself”; i.e. inasmuch as it remains
what it is, viz. an entity that moves itself.

245dx &py M) xivfioews: &pxt) should be translated throughout this passage as
“the beginning” because there is a specific beginning at issue, viz. the one and
only beginning of motion in the universe. By omitting the article Plato treats
this entity like a proper name, which lends grandeur, as with BaoiAels for
the Persian king or with salient natural phenomena; e.g. Grg. 451c epl THv Tév
&oTtpwv gopdv kal HAlou kal oeAfivns (AGPS 50.2.12, 18). d2 pnb’tE tvbs =tk
undevds. d2-3 el y&p & Tou &px1 ylyvoiTo, oUk &v E§ &pXfis ylyvorTo: se.
wav T yryvépevov (di1—2) as the subject of the main clause: “for if the beginning
came into existence from something, [everything that comes into existence] would
not come into existence from the beginning” (which per hypothesim is impossible).
Cf. the similar point at 245ds eltrep ¢§ &pxiis dei T& wavTa ylyvesban. If &pxn
is understood as the subject of the main clause, the resulting sentence — “if the
beginning came into existence from something, [the beginning] would not come
into existence from the beginning” — makes no sense. The commonly accepted
emendation oUk &v &11 &py Yiyvorto (based on a reference to this passage in
Tamblichus, In Nicomachi Arithmeticam introductionem 111) is unsatisfactory because
it would require that yfyvoito be taken as equivalent to €in (“the beginning
would no longer be a beginning”), but throughout this passage ylyvouai has
the meaning “come into existence.”  dg—4 tmedf) 5 &ytvnTdv. .. &vdykn
elvau: the subject of toTiv is &py1), which is the antecedent of alté.

245e1—-2 f) whvta Te olpavdv . . . kivnBévTa yeviioeTou: sc. &véryxn, oUpavos =
universe (cf. 7i. 28b), yéveois = & yryvépeva (cf. Ti. 29e): “otherwise the entire
universe and all that has come into existence [must] collapse and come to a halt
and never again have an occasion whereby they will be moved and come into
existence.” e3—4 Yuxiis ovolav Te xal Adyov ToUTov alrrév Tis Aéywv ol
aloyuveiTar “a person will not hesitate to speak of the essence and account of soul
as precisely this,” viz. self-moving. ToUTov atrTév is attracted from neuter to the



138 COMMENTARY: 245¢-246b

gender of Adyov. e & &t EvBoBev ciTéd E§ alTols se. 1O kiveicBon. €6
TaUTnss i.e. selffmovement.  e6-246a1 €l 5 &omi ToUT0. . . ) Yuxfv “and if
that is the case, that that which moves itself is none other than soul, . ..”

246a1-2 EE &véykns &yévnTév Te kal &BdvaTtov Wuxt &v eln: the conclusion,
marked with assonance on o, recalls the opening (245¢5).

246a3-e3 The image of the soul as winged chariot with charioteer and team of
one good horse and one bad one.

246a3 Tiis I5éas aTiis: “the 15¢ax [of the soul] is the form in which the nature
(pUois) of the soul manifests itself; so the words are practically synonymous”
(Verdenius 1955: 277; cf. 245c2—3).  a4~5 olov pév ko, . . &vBpoomivns Te kal
tEA&TTovos “[to say] what sort of thing [the soul] is requires an utterly completely
divine and lengthy explanation, but [to say] what it resembles [requires] a human
and briefer one.” The genitives are predicative, expressing characteristics of the
subject; e.g: Grg. 507b gwppovos &vpds taTiv oUTe Sicdkelv obte pevyev (AGPS
47.6.8). The infinitive elvau is due to the influence of Aextéov. S. suggests that
the divine, lengthy account which he forgoes is inappropriate in the present
context for being too rigorous, as in the Republic S. forgoes a “longer and fuller”
account of the three parts of the soul (4.435d) and also substitutes the image of
the sun in place of the account of the good that is not possible at the moment
(6.506d-€). a6 oupeUTw: lit. “grown together”; the word stresses the unity
of the soul in spite of the conflict that becomes apparent in the account of erds
(250e1—252C3). Urromrtépou goes with both gelyous and fwidyov, the entire
soul being winged (251b7). The winged soul anticipates the connection with Eros,
the winged god (252b6—cin.).  ZeUyous: Plato follows a venerable tradition
in using the chariot — for the Greeks the most powerful engine of movement
(Crouwel 1992) - for literary purposes (. 5.364—9, Anacreon PMG 360 in regard
to erds, Parmenides DK 28 B1.1—10; Romilly 1982, Slaveva-Griffin 2003: 231—9).

246b1—4 kol Wp&TOV PtV NGV, . . 1) Tepl Huds fvidxnois: by specifying that
for non-divine souls (1o 8¢ Tév &AAwv, a7-bi) the team of horses ({evyous, ab)
consists strictly of a pair (ouvewpi8os), S. immediately establishes the problem
treated in the myth: one driver (6 &pxcwv) unavoidably (8§ &véyxns) struggling to
guide the mixed (uépeicrar) team of one good horse and one bad one. The chariot
image is compatible with the tripartite soul of the Republic: charioteer equivalent
to reason, good horse equivalent to the spirited part of the soul (253d6—n.), bad
horse equivalent to the appetitive part of the soul. But far from serving as an
analytical account of the soul, the chariot image is designed to meet the needs
of the palinode, viz. to put the psychological experience of erds into narrative
form (253c7—254€9). ivioxel governs the genitive ouvwpidos as with verbs of
ruling (AGPS 47.20.0). 1} epl fuds Hnidxnois = “the driving in our case” (279a4—-
5n.). bq it 8% olv BvnTév Te xal &BdvaTov {édiov ExAHEN: the question
arises because it was just proved that all soul is immortal. The subject is {é&iov
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(“a living creature,” i.c. one endowed with a soul), the predicate is BvnTév Te
kol &Bdvatov. b6 Yuyt) mioa mavrds Emipedeitanr ToU &yiyou “all soul
[245¢5n.] has charge of all that is soulless” because soul, the self-mover, imparts
movement to the rest of the (soulless) universe (245c7-d1, d6-e2).

246¢c1 &\AoT' tv &AAois eldeot yiyvopbvn “taking different forms at different
times.” This clause makes the transition, and helps to cover the ambiguity
(245¢c5n.), between “all soul” of the proof and the individual soul that is likened
to the winged chariot in the myth that is about to unfold. cr—d2 TeAfx piv
olv. .. TalTa oupmepukdTa: this long sentence is based on coordinate main
clauses (TeAéa pév [sc. yuxty] . . . peTewpoTropei Tekal. . . S1oikel, 1y BE. . . pépeTan),
on which depends a temporal clause (s &v . . . &vTiA&BnTau) followed by a loca-
tive clause (0U. . . ) that contaihs a string of participles and loosely connected finite
verbs (A0n. .. BunTév T Eoyev. . ., &AA& TA&TTOUEY). Details are treated in
the following notes. ~ cx "reAéat: soul is “perfect” insofar as it has its wings intact
and no admixture of body. c3 pépeTan Ewos &v oTepeol Tvos dvTiAdPnTa:
i.e. falling to the earth, which is the “something solid.”  ¢3—6 oU xarroik-
100eloa. . . BunTéy T Eoxev Emwvuplav: the subject shifts from uxd to T
Euptrav, with which yuyty kol odpa Taydy are in apposition: “where [soul],
having settled and taken on earthly body that itself scems to move itself because
of soul’s power, the whole thing together, soul and body fixed [to it], is called a
living creature and has mortal as its name.” c6—7 &B&varov 5t oUb’ E tvdg
Adyou Aehoyioptvou: sc. Eoev Emwvuplav from the previous clause; d8&voartov
is accusative: “but immortal it [i.e. the combined entity of soul and body] has
as its name on the basis of no reasoned argument.”  cy—-d2 &AA& TWAGT-
TOMEV . . . TAUTQ cupTrepUKSTa “rather we fashion god, without having seen or
sufficiently apprehended it, as a kind of immortal living creature that has both
soul and body, and [we fashion] these things [i.e. soul and body] as naturally
joined for all time.” Thus S. accounts for the traditional anthropomorphic gods,
who are given a central role in this mythic discourse but who are also assimi-
lated to the idea of beneficent divinity that is basic and idiosyncratic to Plato
(246e1n.).

246d3~-4 51’ fiv yuyiis &roppel “through which [cause] they [i.e. the wings] fall
away from the soul.” d6—ex kexowdvnke 8¢ 111 péAioTa TGOV Tepl TS odpa
ToU Belov “and [the wing], in a sense, partakes of the divine most of the things
associated with the body.” Although the wings are part of the soul, they can be
considered in relation to the body since mortal beings are conglomerations of
soul and body (246c2—6). On Trepf with the accusative in attributive position, cf.

279a4-5n.
246ex 1o 5t Befov kahdv, Gopdv, &yabdv, kal av 8 T1 ToloUTov; it was a funda-

mental principle for Plato that what is divine is necessarily good (242¢3, 274a2-3,
Rep. 2.379a—c, Ti. 2ge—30a). Divine goodness entails no particular concern for
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human welfare or individual human beings, but is the impersonal consequence
of the just and orderly nature of the divine cosmos; which allows human beings to
thrive insofar as we adapt ourselves to it (Verdenius 1954, Carone 2005).  er—3
ToUTols 81 TpégeTad. . . B1GAAUTAN: because the wings that lift ensouled crea-
tures to the lofty divine realm are strengthened by the virtues and destroyed by
the vices, the acquisition of the virtues or vices will be the key development in
the life of a human soul (250a3—4).

246e4-247c3 The heavenly procession of divine and human souls. Order and
grace among the gods contrast with the struggle and turmoil of human souls.

246e4—5 ‘O ptv 87 péyas fyepcov. . . kal EmipeAoUpevos: grand style, abruptly
following mundane descriptive style (246a3~€3), grabs the attention as the myth
proper begins. e5—247a4 T 8 Ewetan oTpamid. . . fiv EaoTos ErdyOn:
the “host” is composed of eleven contingents, each headed by one of the twelve
gods except Hestia. Zeus stands at the head of both the entire host and his own
contingent (250bs, 252¢4). Twelve main gods were canonical (Long 1987), Hestia
among them (Heitsch 19ggb: 174-8). Hestia stays at home because there, at the
hearth, is her proper place (Hom. Hymn Aphrodite 30), just as the other leading
gods assume their proper places (xoré T&Ev v EkaoTos Etéyn). Hestia was
also associated with the earth (Soph. TrGF 615, Eur. T7GF 944, Anaxagoras DK
59 Azob), which would prevent her ascent to the top of heaven. Pythagorean
influence was formerly supposed in order to explain the mention of Hestia, but
the supposition is mistaken Burkert 1972: 317). The 8edov Te kal Sctudveov who
make up the host include the innumerable local gods and lesser divinities who
inhabit all corners of the Greek world. The presence of human souls is not
indicated until 247a6.

247a2—4 TGV 5t &AAwv. . . fiv ExaoTos EréyBn “all the other gods in the num-
ber of the twelve, having been stationed (TeTocypévor) [as] chiefs (&pyovTes),
lead (fyoUvtan) at the station to which each was stationed.” agq ptv olv:
picked up by 8t 57 (247a7).  a5—6 wp&TTwV EkaoTos abTdY TO aUTol: this
expression recalls the principle of justice in the idéal polis of the Republic (4.433a—
434d). a6 Ewetan 5t & &el E0EAcOV Te kal Buvépevos: i.e. the human souls in
the procession, opposed to the Bedov yévos edBanudveov (247a5); cf. T& 8¢ dAa
HOYIS (247b2—3).  a6—7 pBdvos yap EEw Belov opoU ToTaran: only in Plato’s
world do the gods not envy human achievement (246e1n.). a7 mpds SaiTa
xal ¢l Golvny: the gods’ banquet, as at the end of lliad 1, further suggests the
ease with which they carry on their affairs, here the ascent. The feast consists
simply of the view of true Being, the soul’s proper nourishment (247d1-2, 3, 2,
248bs—c2).  ay-bx &xpav ¢l T Uroupdviov &yiba: heaven is imagined as
the inside space of a sphere or perhaps the top half of a sphere (247ci-3n.). The
top of the heavenly “vault” (&yi8a), which supports heaven from the inside and
below (Ur-), is at the highest point of the inside of the heavenly sphere.
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247b3 Pplber y&p & Tiis k&xns Irros petéycov: the wicked horse “weighs down”
the chariot to which it belongs because vice (Tfjs k&xns) prevents the soul’s ascent
(246e1—3n.). bg & pty kaAdds fit TeBpauptvos TéV fvidxwv “for whichever
charioteer has [a wicked horse] that is not well trained.” Omission of &v with
the subjunctive in a general relative clause is poctic (AGPS 54.15.1). bs ol ptv
yép &d8&varor kadoUpeva: se. yuxal, the souls of the gods (246bg—5). of wév is
answered by al 58 &AAan Wuyal (248a1).

247c1~3 iK' & pds &xpoot . . . T& Ew ToU oUpavol: having proceeded in
the interior of the heavenly sphere (247a4) up to the topmost point on the inside
(247b1), the divine souls take a position on the outer surface (lit. “on the back”) of
the sphere at the same topmost point. Looking outward from that point, which
lies at the top of the axis around which the heavenly sphere revolves, they can see
what lies beyond the heavenly sphere.  cx Eornoav: gnomic aorist for typical
actions in the narrative (also 247e4~5, 248a2-5, 254bg—e5) (AGPS 53.10.2).

247c4—e4 The divine view of the super-heavenly realm.

247¢4-6 Tdv 5t Umepoupdviov Témov. . . Tepl &AnBeloas Aéyovta: S. warns that
the topics he is about to broach, true Being and the Forms (which could be treated
more rigorously in a dialectical setting), can hardly receive apt treatment (kat’
&€iav) in the poetic, hymnic genre in which he is speaking, Unlike the image of
the soul as winged chariot that substitutes for a full account of the soul (246a4—
5), here S. offers not an image but simply an abbreviated account. But S. does
not fail both to maintain the hymnic character of the speech and to summarize
effectively the nature of true Being and the Forms (265b6-c3). c4 TH1Be:
here on earth.  ¢6 &AnBelas: the pun with Té ye &Anbés (“the truth”) does
not translate clirectly: &Anelas is not “truth” (epistemological sense), but “the
true nature of things” (metaphysical sense; also 247d3 TéAN67, 248b6 &Anbelas,
248c4 TGV SANBGVY, 249bs &ATBe1av).  ¢6-8 1) ydp &y pddpartds. . . Beortt) ViDL
“the colorless, shapeless, intangible Being that truly is, perceptible only to the
soul’s pilot, intelligence.” Forms, which never change, lack attributes of physical
existence, but there is a sense in which they can be seen (250b4—4). c8
wepl v 1o Tiis &AnBols EmioThuns yévos: lit. “about which is the class of true
knowledge” = “which is the object of the class of true knowledge.”

247dx—2 &° olv 6eol Sidvoia...Tpegopbvn = 1 oOv Beol Bi&voia,
&te. .. Tpegopéun, kTA.  d2 kol &wdons yuxiis 8on &v péAAN TS TpooTikov
8¢§acfan “and [the mind] of every soul that is going to receive what is
fitting”  d3—4 18oUoa Bi& xpévov. . . kal elrradei: the vision of true Being
provides delight in addition to nourishment, as is fitting in a feast (247a7).
This delight is a crucial aspect of philosophical erds (266bg—). TéAN6H = “true
reality” (247c6n.).  dg Ews & xUkAwi ) Tepipopd els TaUTOV TEpIevEyknt:
a single complete revolution of the heavenly sphere (247c1—3n.); the dura-
tion is unspecified. d5—6 xafop& ptv alrrijv SikatooUvny. . . kaBopdn Bt



142 COMMENTARY: 247d-248b

tmoThunv: Plato uses the intensifying pronoun abtés with an abstract noun to
refer in a technical sense to the pertinent Form (des Places 1962); hence “justice
itself” means the Form of justice, as e.g. Rep. 7.517¢ avtiv SikenooUvny. The
usage with SikanooUvny here extends to the two other nouns. The anaphora
with kaBopéi and the mention of three of the most important Forms suggest
the complete understanding that is appropriate for the gods. Beauty, conspic-
uous by its absence, awaits special consideration (250bg). d6—ex oU8’ 1)
toviv. .. tmoTthuny olioav “nor, surely, [the knowledge] that is different in
different circumstances, being [knowledge] of things that we on earth call real,
but the knowledge that is real in the circumstance of what is truly Being” The
predicate 8vTev is attracted to the case of its subject &v, which is a compression
of ToUTwv &

247e3—4 Tpds THY p&TynV. . . vékTap EréTIGEVE 2 reminiscence of Homer adds
to the feel of myth: Il. 5.368~9 (~ 13.34-5) &6’ Irrous €oTnoe Todtivepos doxéa
Tlpis | AWoao’ &€ dxéwv, TTapk & &uppdaiov PéAev eldap. In Homer ambrosia is
food for gods as well as divine horses; nectar is drunk by gods.

248arx—c2 The struggle of human souls to see true Being,

248ax al 5t &\Acu uyal: human souls (cf. 247bs ol ptv ydp &8évaTor), who
follow, insofar as they can, one or another of the divine contingents that con-
stitute the procession up towards the top of heaven (246e5-247a6).  ar—2 1)
putv &pioTa Beéd Emopévn kol elkaonévn: the first category of human souls, those
who keep up with the divine leader of their contingent (&pioTa 8edo1 Eroutvn)
and succeed in glimpsing the super-heavenly realm in spite of the difficulty (uéy1s
kaBopdoa T& SvTa, 248a3—4). These human souls are “most like a god” (&proTa
8eéd1 also with elkaapévn) in the strength of their wings and the charioteers’ ability
to control both horses (247b3—4, 248b2—3), which according to the allegory means
that the souls are well ordered and virtuous. Later S. stresses a different sense
in which human beings become like the god whose contingent they attended
during the procession of souls (252c4—253c2, esp. 253a4n.).  ag GUUTEPIN-
véxBn T Treprpopdv “it is carried round in the revolution” (247c1—3n.); cognate
accusative modifying the passive verb (AGPS 46.5.1), which is gnomic aorist
(247cIn.). aq—5 f) 5t otk ptv... & & ol: the second category of human
souls, those who because of the jostling (BraGoptveov 8¢ Téwv Tmrweov) attain only
a partial view of the super-heavenly realm (T& pév €ldev, T& & o). Transitive
fipev is parallel to intransitive &v (ToTt ptv fipev, ToTt &' €5v). With fpev se
els v ESw TéTOV TAY TOU iVidYoU KePoAT|v (248a2). The simple verb repeats
the sense of the compound Utepfipev (248a2), but more forcefully, which is a
poetic usage (AGPS 68.46.20). ag-bs ol 5t &) &\Aai. . . Tpogfjt SoaaTii
xp®dvTau: the third category of human souls, those who attain no glimpse of
the super-heavenly realm in spite of their desire to see it and their strenuous
efforts. The next incarnation of these souls will not be in human form because
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they had no glimpse of the super-heavenly realm (249b5—6n.). a6 tmwovTan
“try to follow” (273d7n. on the present tense). UmoPpuyiat: i.e. on the lower,
interior side of the membrane of the heavenly sphere through which the souls
must emerge to see the super-heavenly realm (247¢1-3n.). a6-b2 warolow
&AMAas . . . [Bpdos EoxaTos ylyveran: contrast the order and grace of the divine
procession (246e4—247¢3).

248bx tmP&AAovoan “shoving”; intransitive (AGPS 52.2.%). b2-3 kaklo
fiviéxeovs the charioteers’ inability to manage their teams.  bg woAUv Exou-
oar wévovs pathetic: “in spite of their great toil.” &TeAels Tis ToU Svros
Otas “uninitiated in the spectacle of Being”; a brief anticipation of the full-blown
comparison to mystery cult initiation (249c6-d1, 250bg—csn.).  bsg Tpogfj
8oaoTiji “the food of opinion,” which is based on the world of appearance
(this earthly world) and is opposed to knowledge. The latter, based on the
Forms and true Being, constitutes the soul’s proper nourishment (247d1—4, next
note).  bg—c2 oJ 51 Bvey'. . . ToUTwn TpépeTau “the reason why there is great
eagerness to see where the plain of truth lies is that the proper pasturage for the
best part of the soul comes from the meadow there, and the natural power of the
wing, which makes the soul lighter, is nourished by it.” The inborn appetite for
knowledge that belongs to the “best part of the soul” (reason, 247d1-2) is part of
the soul’s natural erotic disposition that will be exploited by the skilled rhetorician
(271c9—272b4). The locutions 1o dAnbefas Tedlov and ToU éxel Aeiuddvos draw
on a vocabulary of cosmological mythological discourse used by Plato elsewhere
in accounts of the afterlife (Rep. 10.621a T6 Tijs Aifns Tedlov, 10.614¢ els TOV
Aeipddva, Grg. 5242 Ev Téd Aeipdovi).

248c3-249d3 The law of Adrastea, the incarnation and reincarnation of souls,
and how human beings recollect the Forms which they saw in their original,
prenatal glimpse of true Being. Plato’s doctrine of metempsychosis and the soul’s
quest for purity joins a tradition that goes back through Empedocles (Inwood
2001: 55-68) to the Orphics (Casadio 1991) and Pythagoreans (Burkert 1972:
120~-65, Huffman 200g), but his borrowing is selective.

248c3 Oceopds Te 'ABpaoTelas: the law of Adrastea (“she from whom one cannot
run away”) is unavoidable. Identified with’Avdrykn in an orphic theogony (DK
1 Big; West 1983: 194-6), Adrastea was also a' name of Nemesis, the divine
enforcer ([Eur.] Rhes. 342, Antimachus frag. 131 Matthews). She was enshrined
in the pithy saying Tpookuveiv 'ABpdoTeiav, “submit to the inevitable” (Rep.
5.451a, [Aesch.] PV 936, [Dem.] 25.37). c4 TV dAnBGV “the true nature of
things” (247c6n.).  péxpr e Tijs ETépas Tep1dSous the duration is unspecified.
On the nature of the revolution, cf. 247c1—3n.  c4-5 &mwfpova. . . &BAaPij
this soul remains in the heavenly realm and is not born into a corporeal form.
The accusative—infinitive construction follows the law of Adrastea.  ¢6 T
ouvtuyloa: in the chaos among human souls struggling to keep up with the gods
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(248a5-Db3).  Affns: this “forgetfulness,” i.e. of the Forms and true Being,
begins as soon as the soul fails to attain sight of the super-hcavenly realm in its
latest attempt to do so. It can be remedied by the process of recollection (249ct—
3) that ultimately returns the soul to the heavenly procession. In describing
ignorance of truth as A#6n Plato exploits a common Greek conception that
understood Anfn in opposition to &AfiBeix and regarded both in relation to the
condition of being seen (Afj0n as concealment vs. &-Af@eicx as un-concealment)
(248b6) (Heitsch 1962). kaklas: the “deficiency” which afflicts this soul refers
both to the charioteer’s inability to manage his team and to the defects of
character that damage the wings, encumber the soul, and send it downward

(246€2-3, 247b3—4, 248b2-3, 25023—4).

248d1 TtV pfy puTelom els pndeplav Bfipelov @Uov “not to implant this
[soul] into any animal creature.” d2 Tfit TpdTN yevéoer: the soul can be
born as an animal after its first life as a human being (249b3—s5). dz—-ej3
TV pdv mAdioTa iSolocav. . . tvdrni Tupavvikds: the hierarchy of human lives
illustrates that the more a soul has seen of the super-heavenly realm, i.e. the
more it understands of the Forms and true Being, the better and more virtu-
ous its life on earth. The hierarchy also anticipates the typology of souls that
underlies the use of style in proper rhetorical practice (271b1—272bg).  daz-
3 THv ptv wAdioTa 18oloav. .. kal tpeTikoUs supply guteloon (from di) to
govern the feminine accusative (sc. Wuxnv); supply Tév éAn6év (from cq) with
TAeioTa, yoviv &vBpbs = “the engendering of a man” (objective genitive).
Lover of wisdom, lover of beauty, follower of the Muses, and follower of Eros
are all aspects of the philosophical life (278d4~6, Phd. 61a, Rep. 3.403c, 8.548b).
Such a life is the best one for an individual and includes as well the ability to
transform other individuals and whole communities permanently for the good.
“Follower of the Muses” does not include poets per se, who come sixth (248e1),
since they are not necessarily philosophical (278b6—d6). Stesichorus would be an
exception because of his philosophical status (243a6). On Plato’s philosophical
Muses, cf. 258e5—259d6n., 268e1—2n.  dg-5 THv Bt Seurépav. . . f} xpnua-
TioTikoU: supply yoviv &vBpds yevnoopévou with els in dg, 5. Lawful king and
military leader benefit the community. The political man, estate holder, and
businessman achieve practical benefits on a lesser scale. d5-6 TeTdpTnV Els
@iAoTévou . . . toopévous supply yoviy &vdpds with els. . . éoopévou, The lives
in the fourth rank contribute towards physical well-being, yet Tiva is disparaging:
this healer is more an empirical physician than a scientific one. On the differ-
ence between the two types of physician, cf. Laws 4.720a—¢, 9.857c-e.  d6-e2
TépmrTny pavTikdv Blov., . . Tis &AAos &puboei: supply Blos with ToinTikés and
T15 &AAos. Prophet, ritual expert, and poet are not high on the list because, despite
the beneficial divine inspiration that is the source of their activities (244b1—245a7),
they are mere vehicles for such inspiration and as individuals they make no dis-
tinctive contribution (Meno ggc—d). This view of inspiration leads S. to regard his
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eloquence as inspired for the sake of self-deprecation (262d2—s, d4—5n.). Painter
and sculptor are primary among others “concerned with imitation.”

248e2-3 EPS6uNI Enuioupyikds ., . . Tupavvikds: sc. Blos. The lives of craftsman
and farmer are menial but honest. The lives of sophist and demagogue are
dishonest and destructive (Grg. 461b—466a, 515b--521a). The life of a tyrant is
the worst and most destructive of all (Rep. 9.571a~578c). eq4—249bs "Ev 51
ToUTOls &Tracv. .. wéAtv els &vBpwrov: once born into human form souls
cannot regain wings and rejoin the heavenly procession for at least ten thousand
years. Each life- followed by its postmortem punishment or reward lasts one
thousand years, at which time the soul is reincarnated and chooses the form of its
next life. The philosopher is an exception: he can regain his wings, and thus rejoin
the heavenly procession, after three thousand years if he leads three philosophical
lives in succession (256b1—gm.). eq-5 &uelvovos polpas. . . Xelpovos: after
death, as elaborated in 249a4-b2.  e5—6 Td alrrd 6ev fkels the top part of
the heavenly sphere where the procession upward to the super-heavenly realm
takes place. ‘

249ar-2 ToU @lAogopfioavtos &BdAws f TadepacThoavros peTd
thocoglas: two respects in which the philosopher’s soul merits the
speedier return to heaven. First, &86Aws, “honestly,” is a reminder, ever apt in
Plato’s world, of the confusion between the true philosopher, who subordinates
all concerns to the pursuit of knowledge, and the sham one who uses intellectual
expertise to advance persohal ends; cf. Rep. 10.61ge Ury1éds prAocogoi, Sph. 253e
Téd KaBapdds Te kal Sikalios prAogopolvTi. Plato represents this confusion as
afflicting S. in the Apology (18b—20c) and the establishment of the just city in
the Republic (6.490a—500c). Second, the virtuous nature of the erotic pursuits of
the philosopher (256a6-b?7) is diametrically opposed to the self-serving pursuit
of sex undertaken by the conventional erastzs of Lysias’ speech and S.’s first
speech. a4 &mépyovTals i.e. away from this world and back to the heavenly
sphere. a5-b2 xplaews Bruyov. . . tplwoav Plov: in myths elsewhere Plato
gives an extended treatment of postmortem judgment, punishment under the
earth, and reward in heaven (Rep. 10.614c-616b, Grg. 523b-524a). a6-bx
els ToUpavol Tva Téov Umd Tiis Alkns kougiobeloar “lifted up by Justice
into some region of heaven”; i.e. not the upper region of heaven where the
procession towards the super-heavenly realm takes place (for which they must
await the renewal of their wings), but a lower part of heaven (tfis Umroupaviou
wopelas, 256d6) where they await their next reinicarnation. '

249b1~2 Si&yovov &Efews ol v &vBpddmrou eldet Eplwoav Blov “they lead a life
worthy of the one they lived ih human form.” b2-3 il kKAjpwoiv. . . O8Am
txkoTn: in the myth of Er the souls about to be reborn select lots for the order in
which they will choose their new lives (Rep. 10.617d-620d).  b5-6 ol y&p 1 ye
phmroTe Ioloa Ty &AfiBerav els TdBe fifer 1o oxfjua: dARBe1av = “true reality”
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(247¢6n.); “this shape” = human shape. The fact that all human souls have
seen true reality (to some extent) explains the restriction on birth into human
form (248d1—2, 249bg-—5). This fact (repeated for emphasis, 249e4-250a1) also
complements the hierarchy of human lives that is determined by the differences
in the souls’ vision of true reality (248d2—egn.). The art of discourse that is sct
forth later in the dialogue is designed to respond both to the differences among
human souls (as reflected in the hierarchy) and to the capacity for instruction
that is common to all human beings by virtue of their common primordial vision
of true Being, however brief that vision may have been (271d1-6).  b6—cx B¢l
y&p &vBpwrov. . . Aoyioué ouvalpoUpevov: a vexed passage, often emended
(Hoffmann and Rashed 2008}, but best left as received. The object of auvidven is
Aeydpevov (neuter acc. sing pass.), used substantively without the article, “a thing
saicl.” For this usage cf. 271e3—4 Tapayiyvéuevov (“a nearby person”), Lys. 213¢
&tav f uty piAolv Tis @IAT 1) kad pioolv @iAfy, Meno 82c; further examples at
Kihner and Gerth 1898: 1.608—9. xort’ eldos modifies Aey dpevov, [6v agrees with
Aeydpevov, ouvaipoupevov agrees with €v. First, a literal translation: “a human
being must understand what is said with respect to form, as it [i.e. what is said with
respect to form] goes from many perceptions to a unity brought together through
reasoning.” “What is said with respect to form” is a discourse conducted on a
higher, more abstract level than concrete instances or individual perceptions, as
is evident in the use of “form” (150, 15éc) in the account of dialectical reasoning
Jater in the dialogue (265d1—266b2). The way in which reason is here said to
perceive unity within multiplicity (i ToAAGV ldv aloBficewy els v Aoyiopddn
ouvaipoUpevov) anticipates collection in particular, the synoptic movement of
dialectic (265d4-5). Hence a more comprehensible translation: “a human being
must understand a discourse conducted on an abstract level as that discourse
proceeds from many perceptions to a unity brought together through reasoning.”
This is a highly condensed statement of the underlying process of reasoning by
means of which a human being in this world acquires knowledge. It follows
the preceding statement about the human soul’s prenatal vision of true Being
{249b5—6) because for Plato a human being must recall that vision if he or she is
to acquire knowledge during this earthly life (next note).

249c1—2 ToUro & Eorly &vépunois Ekelvwv & ot elbev fiudv A wuxh: to
account for the ability of human beings to learn complex, high-level truths and
especially to progress to the knowledge of Forms Plato proposed the theory
that learning of this kind is based on recollection (&vépvnois) of the original,
prenatal, vision of the Forms (Meno 81c-85d, Phd. 72e—77a); cf. Scott 1995: 3-85,
Kahn 2006 on this theory and its difficulties. In the Plaedrus the theory is neither
explained nor justified by argument; rather, it is dramatized in the soul’s prenatal
journey upward to glimpse the super-heavenly realm of the Forms. Following
this reference to the theory in terms that suggest its applicability to human
beings generally (249bs—c1), S. is concerned just with the philosopher’s earthly
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experience of beauty and erds as the spur to his recollection of the Form of beauty
and to his engagement in erotic philosophical pursuits. c3 & viv elvad papev
“which we on earth say are real” (cf. 247d6-7). c4 névn TrepoUTal f ToU
pthoodpou Brdvota: ie. in three thousand years as opposed to the minimum
ten thousand that holds for ordinary human souls (248e5-249a4). The following
sentences (249c4—dg) illustrate the exceptional position of the philosopher vis-a-
vis the rest of humanity. S1évoia refers to the whole soul (256b1, c5).  c4~5
wpds ydp txefvors . . . Beids EoTv “for to the extent that he can [the philosopher] is
through memory always in close proximity to those things whose close proximity
to a god makes him a god.” “Those things” (Eeivois) are the Forms and true
Being  c5~6 Tois 5t &f) ToloUTols dvihp UTropviipaaiv SpBdds xpdouevos:
“such reminders” (Tois TotoUrols Uropviipacty) are not the Forms (Ekeivors, c4)
but things in this world that spur recollection of the Forms, as e.g. the sight of
the beloved spurs recollection of the Form of beauty. By “using such reminders
correctly” (5p8&ds xpwuevos) a person makes the transition from perception
to recollected Form, as anticipated in 249ct &k ToAAGV 1dv aloBricewv s dv
Aoytouédn auvaupoupevov. Cf. Phd. 73c—75¢ for an account of this process. Cf.
276d2—3n. on “reminders” in S.’s argument on writing.  c6-dx Tehéous &el
TeAeTds TeAoUpevos, TéAeos BvTas povos yiyvetan “being continually initiated
into perfect mystery rites, he alone becomes truly perfect/initiated”; cf. 250bgq—
csn. on the ritual terminology. The philosopher’s perfect and continual initiation,
which is the process of recollection, is by implication superior to initiation in the
Eleusinian cult, which is open to everyone and occurs but once; cf. 250b6—cin.
The point is hammered home by the four-fold play on the root TeA-.

249dx—2 E§1oTépevos Bt. . . wpds Té Belwt yryvdpevos: the philosopher’s ori-
entation towards the divine, visible in his conduct in the world, is inseparable from
his pursuit of knowledge; cf. 273e3—274a3.  d3 tvBouci&iewv: an understand-
ing of how the soul comes to be divinely possessed, and that it is the philosopher
in particular whose soul is thus possessed, is the point that S. has been driving
towards since he began the account of the soul at 245c5. After specifying this
clivine madness as erds (249d4~e3), he will be in a position to undertake the main
task of the speech: to show what is so good about erds (249e4-257a1).

249d4-250d7 The recollection of beauty and the arousal of erds in the soul.

249d4 Tiis TeT&pTns pavias: following prophecy, ritual healing, poetry (244b1—
245a7).  d4-ex fiv, STav...pavikéds Siokelpevos: vigorous anacoluthon
betrays S.’s excitement as he nears the depiction of erds: the relative pronoun
fijv (s¢. paviay) is left hanging; in the dTav clause TrTepdTan never receives a bal-
ancing finite verb following Te kaf; participles pile up.  dg T T#Hi5¢ Tis dpéov
ké&AAos, ToU &AnBols &vapipvniokdpevos: “earthly (T718¢) beauty” will turn
out to be physical human beauty seen face-to-face (251a2—4); “true [beauty]” is
beauty itself, the Form of beauty. Though previously S. spoke generally of earthly
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perceptious as remindlers of the Forms and true Being, now he silently introduces
beauty as the paradigm case. But there was a hint: the lover of beauty and the
follower of Eros were placed in the top-ranked life along with the philosopher
(248d3, 249a2). d6 &vatrrepoUpevos pobupoUpevos dvarrtéaBon: the first
participle is explained by the second one, which takes a complementary infinitive.
Only when 'the philosopher has succeeded in remembering the Form of beauty
is his attention drawn upward (cf. 254b5-6). When the philosopher begins to be
attracted to the young man who embodies “earthly beauty,” the philosopher is
focused on him (251a2—-252a7). d7-ex odtlav Exe ds pavikdds Sionelpevos
“he is accused of being mad”; cf. 249d2-3. '

249e1-3 &s &pax oUTn...LtpaoThs kaAeitan: following the anacoluthon
(249d4-e1), the clauses introduced by ¢s &pa and kal 871 resume the train
of thought regarding the fourth kind of madness that was abandoned at fjv
(249d4). er—2 dploTn Te kol & dploTwv “best and from the best stock”; i.e.
absolutely best (274a1-3n.). e2 T Te ExovTi kal TE KowewvolvTl aUTis:
erastés and erdmenos respectively. By mentioning the latter, whose share in erdsis dis-
cussed towards the end of the speech (255a1—257a1), S. keeps in view the imagined
young man who is his auditor (243¢4~6). e3 TaUTns peTéywy Tiis pavias &
tpdov TV koA EpaoThs koAl Tan: since TaUTNS Tis pavias is &ploTn (249¢1),
tpaoTis is formed from &péov and &plaTn (244b6-dsn.). Tév kaAGv is evidently
masculine because of the context. eq xafdwep y&p elpnTou: referring to
249bs—6.

250ax—2 Ek TV tkeiva: from earthly things, Forms (dkeiva = T& dvTa, 249€4—
250a1).  az doo Ppaytws elov TéTe TaKel: before these souls were born into
human form (248a4-5). az2-4 of SeUpo weooloat. .. lepddv Exewv: lepddv,
referring to Forms, maintains the metaphor of religious awe (248b4, 249c6—-d1)
that is about to reach its climax (250b4—cs5). This forgetting of the Forms due
to injustice occurs after the souls are born into human form (SeUpo TrecoUoau),
though even before birth vice impairs the soul’s ability to stay aloft (246¢3)
and to remember what it saw of the super-heavenly realm (248c6n.). In his
myths, including this one (248e4—249bs, 256a6—e2), Plato emphasizes individual
responsibility for the essential quality ofone’slife, whereby the myths complement
the ethical argument of the dialogues (Dalfen 2002). Attributing injustice vaguely
to “bad luck” ((dvotiynoav) and the influence of “certain associations” (Tiveov
SuIMG) is exceptional for Plato, but the Republic (6.490e—492€) contains an
account of how good persons are corrupted by circumstances. a5 T TGV kel
Suofwpas “a likeness of the things there” is'a particular thing on earth that, by
virtue of a property it possesses, participates in the Form whose name it bears
as a predicate (cf. 250e2 with note). For example, a city that participates in the
Form of justice and is properly called a just city would be a likeness of the Form
of justice. To speak of participation of this kind elsewhere, Plato uses the word
uetéxew (e.g. Phd. 101¢) or peTahappavev (e.g. Phd. 102b). On the complex relation
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between Forms and particulars, which Plato omits in the Phaedrus but considers
in the Philebus and other dialogues, cf. Silverman 2002. a6 kA TTovTAl
Kkal oUxéd” aitédv ylyvovtanr “they are astounded and no longer in control of
themselves.” The possessive genitive (here reflexive) as predicate indicates “a
relationship of complete subordination and domination” (AGPS 47.6.4, 6). What
is disruptive is seeing the earthly thing as a likeness of the Form, i.e. sensing the
higher reality, which is the beginning of recollection. This disruptive experience
anticipates the philosopher’s overwhelmingly disruptive experience of seeing a
young man who, as a likeness of beauty, triggers recollection of that Form (251a2—
252a7). a7 B1& 1o pi) Ikavéds SiaioBdveodan “because their ability to discern
[the underlying Form] is insufficient.”

250bx—4 Aikatoolvns ptv olv, .. Td ToU elkaobévros yévos “there is no radi-
ance of the Forms of] justice, moderation, and the other things that are valuable
to souls [ie. the other moral virtues] in their earthly likenesses, but through
feeble organs with difficulty few indeed, when they approach the images of
them, sce the source [i.e. the Form] of the thing imaged.” elkcov and elkoofév
are here equivalent to dpolwpa (250a5n.). Plato’s basic metaphor of spcaking
about the Forms in terms of perception is intensified to prepare for the extreme
case of beauty. “Radiance” (péyyos) is the capacity of a Form to exhibit its
own nature, either indirectly through an earthly likeness or directly when it is
seen in the super-heavenly realm. In the case of justice, moderation, and the
other virtues, that capacity is not as great as it is with beauty. “Feeble organs”
supports the metaphor of perception in péyyos and 6eédvtar without referring
to a particular organ of perception, but “feeble” sets up the contrast with the
vividness of beauty (250d2—7).  bg—c5 ké&AAos 8¢ TéT'. . . boTplou TpdTTOV
BeSeapevpévor: the unsurpassed radiance of the Form of beauty — perceived not
through a likeness on earth but directly in-the super-heavenly realm — is not
described but demonstrated by the bliss that is evident in S.’s reminiscence of it.
S.’s reminiscence comes from his original encounter with Being before his soul
was born into its material state (16T, 250b4). One of Plato’s sublime passages
(250c1—2n.), this blissful reminiscence advances the rhetorical goal of the speech
by stirring the auditor’s own desire to attain that wondrous moment (Yunis 2005).
The Eleusinian mystery cult provided ordinary Greeks with privileged access to a
hidden world of eternity and involved them in a dramatic ritual that culminated
in ecstatic spiritual salvation. Plato uses the terminology associated with the cult
(anticipated 248bg4, 249c6—d1) to create a complex metaphor for several facets of
S.’s reminiscence at once. Beauty’s radiance and S.’s glimpse of it are likened to
the &morrTela (EroTrTedovTes, 250c3), the Eleusinian cult’s highest grade of initi-
ation, in which the light of sacred torches (aUy i1 kaBapdt, 250c4) breaks upon
the night to put the cult’s hidden, sacred objects suddenly in view (8yv Te kal
Btav, 250bs, pdopaTa, c3). The purification rendered by the rite (copy1&douev,
a250c1) corresponds to the pure state of the soul devoid of the body (250c1-5). The
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ecstasy of the rite and the blessedness of spiritual salvation (paxaplav, 250bs,
pakapiwT&TNY, c1) convey the bliss that is itself the means of extolling beauty’s
radiance. On the Eleusinian mysteries, cf. Burkert 1983: 248—g7, Parker 2005;
342-60; on the terminology used in the cult, cf. Clinton 2003; on Plato’s usc of
such terminology in the Phaedrus and elsewhere, cf. Riedweg 1987: 1-69. The
originality of Plato’s account may be appreciated by comparison with Isocrates’
prosaic encomium of beauty in the Helen (10.54-8). b4~5 eUdalpovi xopdn:
this is the divine chorus (247a6-7), whose orderly movements lead to a clear
view of the super-heavenly realm (246e4-247c3), in contrast to the jostling of
human souls that frustrates the attempt to see it (248a1-bs). by Emépevor
peTd piv Aidg fiuels: S.’s presence in Zeus's contingent instills the pursuit of wis-
dom in S. and his erotic pursuits (252e1—253a7). The first-person plural refers to
S. and others of like philosophical nature; as they shared the original vision, they
are capable, if they find each other, of sharing the recollection. b6é—cx v
Béuis Aéyev pakapiwTérny: while borrowing the epithet of blessedness from the
Eleusinian cult, this phrase eliminates any possible misunderstanding of Plato’s
extended metaphor: it is the philosophical initiation, not that of Eleusis, that “it
is right to deem most blessed” (cf. 249c6-di).

250c1-2 &Trodeis kaxdv doa fuds &v UaTtépun xpdvet Utrépevev: the evils “that
await us in a later time” belong to earthly existence. Recalling the pathos of
the human situation in the midst of 8.’s transcendent vision, this phrase imparts
sublimity. On the sublime in Plato, in particular the way he emulates Homer, cf.
[Longinus], Subl. 13.  c2~3 6ASKAnpa bt kal &TA& kal &rpepf) kal eUSalpuovas
of the four epithets, the first three (perfect, simple, unmoving) are appropriate only
to the Forms, while the last does double duty for the Forms and the metaphor from
Eleusinian cult. c3 popara puoldpevol e kal ErrotrredovTes: S. alludes to
the visual experiences of Eleusinian initiation in accord with the visual metaphor
of apprehending the Forms and beauty’s extraordinary radiance in particular.
On pdouaTe, cf. 250bq—csn. pueiobar and Emotrrevew are the proper terms for
the two stages of Eleusinian initiation, the former being the basic initiation, the
latter being the elite level attained by those who participated a second time a
year later and indicating in its very name a privileged visual experience (Clinton
2003). cq~5 &afpavrol ToUTou 8 viiv 51 oddpa epipépovTes dvopdlouev:
building on the saying Té odp& toTiv fiuiv ofjue, “the body is for us a tomb
[i.e. of the soul]” (Grg. 493a; cf. Cra. 400c, Huffman 1993: 402-6; from ofjux
as the marker of a tomb), Plato gives a double meaning to &ofjuavTor: as pure
souls, we are “unmarked [i.e. not stained] /not entombed by that which we now
carry around and call body.” c5 doTplov TpdTrov Sebeouevpbvor: the stark
image brings the transcendent vision to an abrupt end. Contrast the complex,
expansive image near the close of the Republic (10.611d-612a), where the soul,
likened to the sea god Glaucus and conceived as separating from the material
world, is pictured emerging from the sea and being stripped of the wild mass of
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stones and shell-creatures (SoTpea) that were clinging to it and encumbering it.
On adverbial Tpdtrov cf. 241¢8n.

250dx—2 pet’ Exelveov Te EAapmrev dv “it [i.e. beauty] shone when it was among
those things [i.e. the other Forms],” seen directly in the super-heavenly realm
(250b4—c5). d2—7 BeUpd 7" EABOvVTEs. . . katl EpaomcdTaTov: the thought
moves swiftly over three points (following notes) to prepare for the account
of how the sight of a beautiful young man arouses desire in the soul (250e1—
252c3).  d2-5 8eUpd T ENOSvTes. . . oy dp&Tan: (1) in comparison with wis-
dom (ppévnois) (as well as justice, moderation, etc., cf. next note), beauty is
exceptional on earth (8eUpo) too, i.e. when it is perceived through a likeness, in
that it shines most vividly (3T{ABov tvapyéorara) and the sense through which it
is perceived, sight, is the keenest of the senses. ~ d5~6 Bewous y&p &v. . . dox
tpaoTtd “for [wisdom] would arouse terrible déesire if it furnished such a vivid
image of itself that was visible to the eyes [lit. that went into sight], and [likewise]
the other desirable things [i.e. the other Forms, such as justice and moderation,
that are ‘valuable to souls’ (250b1)].” (2) It having been established that we have an
innate desire for the Forms (247c4—248c2), it is the vividness of our perception of
a Form that determines the intensity of our desire for it. eiScwAov is here another
word for an earthly likeness of a Form, as éuoféopa, elkcdv, elkaaBév (250b2—4).
On the idea of perception underlying eis Sy {év, cf. 251b2—yn.  d6—4 viv
Bt x&ANos. . . kal tpaopidsTarTov: (3) to beauty is reserved the distinction that,
being the most radiant, most vividly perceived Form (ikpavéoTtaTov), it provokes
desire int us to the greatest degree (¢pacuicoTaTov).

250ex—252¢c3 The maddening experience of erds in the lover’s soul and the
regrowth of the soul’s wings.

250ex pf) veoTeAtis: one whose original vision of the super-heavenly realm (his
“initiation,” 250b4—csn.) was long ago, perhaps several lifetimes ago (249a4—
b6).  Biepbaputvos: 250a2—4n.  EvBEvbe Ekeloe: from earth to the world of
Torms. ez v THi18e trcovuplav: beauty’s “namesake here,” i.e. an earthly
thing that bears the predicate beautiful, is an earthly likeness of the Form of beauty
(250a5n., Phd. 102b), which in this case is a beautiful young man and poten-
tial ergmenos. e3—-251a2 f)Sovijl Tapadous TeTpdtodos vépov. . . Soviy
Bicokwv “surrendering (Tap&Sovs, intrans.) to pleasure he tries to mount [his
eromenos] in the manner of a quadruped and beget offspring, and well acquainted
with outrage he is not afraid and not ashamed to pursue his pleasure contrary to
nature.” The depraved erastés, motivated by the hubristic, pleasure-seeking erds
condemned in S.’s first speech (238a1—3, bg—4), is condemned for seeking anal
intercourse with his erdmenos. “Mount in the manner of a quadruped” describes
with derogatory connotations the posture in which the coupling takes place, the
erastés behind the erdinenos who is on all fours. vouov is an adverbial accusative with
dependent genitive (AGPS 46.3.5). For Paivew as transitive, referring especially
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to animal copulation, cf. Arist. Hist. an. 546b7—9, Achaeus TrGI728, Hdlt. 1.192.3.
TonSoomopeiv is a rare word (LSJ s.v.) and its literal meaning — sow, i.e. beget,
children — is evident, but here it indicates not the erastés’ intention, clearly, but
the penetration and ejaculation that belong to the begetting of children. Anal
intercourse, even when the passive participant freely consented, was considered
an act of UBpis (Arist. Eth. Mc. 7.1148b30, Dem. 24.58, Aeschin. 1.185, Xen. Mem.
2.1.30; Cohen 1995: 14951, 155-61). As such it would demean and dishonor the
young man, which is why S. condemns it so strongly. Plato describes anal inter-
course between males as contrary to nature also at Laws 1.636¢ (ap& puo),
8.836¢ (15 phy Uoer ToUTo elvan); cf. also below Bewvd kal Tapdvopa (254b1),
and Cohen 1991: 188 for similar views expressed by other authors. In the face of
widespread misunderstanding of Plato’s condemnation of anal intercourse, this
passage was correctly understood by Plut. Amat. 751d-e; Vlastos 1981: 25. For the
debate on plysis and sex in later Greek literature, cf. Goldhill 1995: 46-111.

251a3—4 Beoerdts TpdowTov, . , cwpaTtos I8tav “he sees a godlike face that
imitates beauty well or perhaps a body shape [thatdoesso].”  ag-bz wpdTov
piv Eppife. . . kal BeppéTns &nBns AauPdver: reminiscence of Sappho’s poem
oadverad por (frag 31 Voigt), which, like S., describes the physical symptoms
of erds at the sight of the beloved (18m, a3; 18w, Sappho): the shudder (Zppige),
sweat (18pcds), and heat (8eppéTns) experienced by Plato’s erastés recall Sappho’s
trembling (Tpduos), sweat (18pws), and slender fire (Aéwrtov Tip); S.’s UmrijABev
recalls Sappho’s Uradebpduaxev. Without departing from his own framework for
describing erds Plato signals that his idea of erds includes the experience described
by Sappho, which would be familiar to readers and perhaps definitive for their
idea of erds; cf. Yatromanolakis 2007 on Sappho’s reception in classical Athens.
The reminiscence was anticipated at 235c3. ag~5 TOV TOTE. . . BErpdTOOV:
“the former fears” that reemerge is the awe felt during the primordial vision
of true beauty in the company of Zeus (250b4—c4). a5—-6 Tpocopdv s
Bedv . . . Tois wanBikofs: the religious awe to which this erds is likened suggests not
only the power of this feeling but also its purity, which checks the erastés’ carnal
impulse (also 252d6-8, 254b4—7). The absence of this awe in the depraved erastés
leads directly to his excessive desire for sex (250€2—3).

251bx 18évta 8 adTédv: 18évTa is the erastés, object of AapPdver. adrdv is the
eromenos, object of 18évTa. olov & THs ppixns “as [happens as] a result of the
shuddering”  ba-dy Se§huevos y&p ToU ké&AAous. . . ToU kaAol yéynBev:
in this description of the lover’s regrowing wings at the sight of the beautiful
beloved, talk of warming (88epudvdn, b3), melting (Erdwn, bg), swelling (&18nce,
bs), gushing (&vaxnxiel, cr), chafing (&yoavokTel, cq), tingling (yopyahiletan,
c4), and throbbing (rn8&aoa, d4) suggests mounting sexual tension, which leads
to a crisis (255d6~256a5).  b2—7 deuevos ydp ToU kK&AAoUs. . . TS A
TTepw T “having received through his eyes the stream of beauty [i.e. emanating
from the eromenos], by which the wing’s natural power is watered, [the erastes]
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grows warm, and when he is warmed the places [on the soul] where the feathers
sprout melt, [places] which long ago closed up from hardness and prevented
sprouting, but when the nourishment flows in [to those places] the quill of the
feather [in each of those places] swells and begins to grow from its root under
the whole shape of the soul, for formerly it was entirely winged.” To the basic
metaphor of feathers and wings is added a botanical metaphor whereby the
feathers are considered like dormant plants that begin to grow anew when they
receive water and warmth. The stream of beauty that comes through the eyes is
a borrowing from Empedocles’ theory of perception, whereby we see things by
virtue of effluences (&iroppoai, Meno 76c) that come forth from things and go into
pores in our eyes (Empedocles DK 31 A86.7, 87, B89, 109a). b7 &v ToUTen
“in this state of things.”

251cx~4 e T TV d8ovTogUOUVTWY. . . pUOVCT T& TTTEPK: in comparison
with the sublime vision of beauty (250b4—c5) and the shattering, Sappho-like,
encounter with a beautiful young man (251a4-b2), the simile of cutting teeth is
homely but equally vivid.  c5~6 tkeldev pépn. .. Sexopbvn: on the effluent
theory of perception, cf. 251b2—n. On the proposed origin of Tpepos, understand
1éven, pépn, pot| on the basis of pépn Emidvta kal péovt’(244b6—dsn. on Platonic
etymology). This etymology is amplified at 255c1—2.

251d2 Ywpls yévntau: sc. ToU woudds. The subject is still ) yuxh).  dz2—3
T& TGOV 51e€68wv oTépaTa. . . THY PA&oTnY ToU TrTepol “the orifices of the
outlets, where the feather [in each case] is starting upward, having dried out
[and thus] closed up, shut off the feather’s shoot.”  dg~7 % &’ tvrds petd ToU
luépou. . . ToU kahoU yeynBev “but the shoot [sc. 1) PA&oTn], closed off inside
along with desire, throbbing like pulsating blood vessels (T& cpuZovTa), in each
case pricks at its own outlet so that in its entirety the soul, stung all over, is frenzied
with pain, but when it recalls the beautiful young man it rejoices.” wn8dw is
used of the heart at Smp. 215¢. In Plato’s day, before arteries and veins were
distinguished and the normal pulsating properties of arteries were recognized,
opUdw, “pulsate,” was used of blood vessels whose pulsations were thought to be
the result of inflammation (Hippoc. Epid. 2.5.16; von Staden 1989: 268). Hermias
185.13 glosses ty xpler as kevTel kad Eutrimrrel (“pricks and attacks”) and compares
the stings and bites of insects.  d7 &k 5t &pugoTépwv peperypéveov “as a result
of the mixture of both feelings,” viz. the torment of the beautiful young man’s
absence and the joy of recollecting his beauty. d7-252ar &8npovel Te T
&romrla . .« &v TN TapdyTi KxpwoUTons the lover’s madness seeks and finds its
release and the lover takes his pleasure solely in beholding (yeofan, 18oloa) the
beautiful young man, nothing more. The subject is still 9 yux.

251e2 ped’ uépav “by day” (AGPS68.27.2). el &t moBoUoa Srou &v “desir-
ing, it runs wherever. ..” e3—4 troxetevoapévn Tuepov EAvoe ptv T& TéTE
cupmeppayméva “it irrigates itself with desire and [thus] loosens the places that
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were previously blocked up.” The places in the soul that were previously blocked
up are the outlets where the feathers that were parched as a result of the beloved’s
absence are now sprouting (251d1—3). The metaphor in royeTeuoapévn is helped
by the idea that desire (Tuepos) consists of the beloved’s beauty that flows (péov’)
to the lover and waters (&pdnvau) his soul (251c6-d1, also &woppotv, &pdetan,

251b2-3).

252a1-2 88ev 81 ékoloa. . . wepl whAelovos olelTans slight hyperbaton in the
postponement of ToU kahoU, which goes with both drohelwetan (passive) and
mepl TAelovos: “wherefore the soul is not willingly apart from the beautiful
young man nor does it value anyone more than him.” The lover of S.’s first
speech also seeks to remain in the presence of the beloved (008’ fjuépas olre
vukTds dkoov dmolelmeTa, 240c6), but he does so for the sake of sex (240d1—
e2). a2—-4 unTépev Te kal &BEAQAY. . . Tap’ oUSEY TIBeTn: in contrast to
this lover, heedless of the loss of his own family, friends, and fortune, lovers in
S.’s first speech seek to deprive their beloveds of their family, friends, and for-
tune (239e4—240a2). The poetic form AéAnoTay, in place of the normal prose
form ¢mAéAnoTal, maintains the elevated style of the speech. Tap’ oUbtv Ti6e-
Tat (“regards as nothing”) is also poetic (Aesch. Ag. 229, Eur. IT 732).  a4—6
voulpcov 8t kal . « . fyyutéTe ToU Tébous the lover’s newfound scorn for con-
ventional values facilitates his adoption of (unconventional) philosophical ones
(256€4—6, 265a11). Tol TréBou is the object of the lover’s desire, the beautiful young
man. a6—7 Tpds y&p Tén otPecbai . . . TGV peyloTwv évwy “in addition to
revering the one who has beauty, [the lover’s soul] has found [him to be] the only
physician of his greatest sufferings.” On the lover’s “reverence” for his beloved,
cf. 251a5-6n.

252bx Tpds 8v 81 ot & Adyos: &1, “indeed,” suggests that S.’s long, apparently
digressive account of the soul’s experience of erds is precisely what the young
auditor needs to hear (24g9e2n.).  br—3 &vlpwmor ptv EpwTa. . . elkdTwS Bick
vedTnTa yeh&oet: the young man is implicitly advised not to laugh at the divine
term for erds because, like S.’s etymologies (244b6—dsn.), the divine terms for
things reveal truths about those things that are obscured by the human terms.
But when S. produces the divine term for erds, the reacler will indeed be inclined
to laugh (252b6—cin.). Indicating the different terms by which men and gods
call things was a poetic trope associated particularly with Homer (Cra. 391d—
392a), e.g. Il. 1.403—4 Sv Bpi&pewv kaAéoua Beol, &vpes 8¢ Te wavTes | Alyalcov’
(list of examples in West 1966: 387); and it structures the (supposedly) Homeric
verses that S. is about to present (252b6—c1). b3 Atyouat “recite” (LSJ s.v.
m.13).  Ounpibév: the Homeridae, literally “descendants of Homer,” were
rhapsodes of privileged status and great skill. In the late sixth century they helped
institute the rhapsodic contests of the lliad and Odyssey at the Panathenaia in
Athens and performed and promoted epic poems ascribed to Homer clsewhere
in Greece. They were not actually descended from Homer (if such a poet existed)
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but were a professional guild connected to Chios (West 1999, Graziosi 2002: 208—
28). S. mentions the Homeridae to buttress the Homeric status of the verses he is
about to introduce. S. is ascribing authorship of the verses to Homer; the Homeri-
dae merely perform them (Aéyouot, bg, Upvolort, bs). TGV &robiTwv Ewddv:
lit. “the stored-away verses,” i.c. “the secret verses.” In relation to texts, books,
or ideas, &mdBeTos refers to items that are unknown to the public because they
are held in reserve or secret (Labarbe 1949: 378-80); cf. Posidonius frag. 253.155
Kidd = Ath. 214¢ ([yfipropa] &mwdetov, “secret document”), Dion. Hal. 4nt.
Rom. 11.62.3 (droBétcov BiPAwv, “secret books”), Plut. Crass. 16.6 (&pds &mrobé-
Tous, “secret curses”), Quaest. conv. 728f (Adyos &mdBeTos, “secret reason”). There
is no evidence that secret Homeric verse existed as a recognized category in
Plato’s day; “the secret verses” is part of Plato’s joke. Only because S.’s verses
are “secret” and recited by only “some Homeridae” (Tives Opnpi8éov) can S.
present them as Homeric even though no one ever heard them before. West
“paraphrases” Tév &wobétwy Emddv as “apocrypha” and assigns S.’s verses to a
humorous poem entitled EmikixAiSes (‘Gigglers’, from xiyAiGeo); whose existence
and Homeric attribution are first attested after Plato (citations and evidence in
West 2003: 224, 229, 254—7). The verses most likely achieved apocryphal sta-
tus by their appearance here.  bg—5 T ETepov. .. Ti EupeTpov: on what is
outrageous and unmetrical, see 252b6—cin.  bg Uuvolai: the verses belong
(according to the conceit) to a hymn to Eros on the model of the canonical
Homeric hymns to the various gods; cf. Guver Hom. Hymn Hermes 1, Guvécov Hom.
Hymn Apollo 178. b6-cx Tdv &' fiTo1 BunTol. . . TTEPOPUTOP’ &véyKknv: Eros
is the winged god, evident in both iconography (LIMC s.v. Eros) and poetry
(Anacreon PMG 378, Eur. Hipp. 1270—5). What is “quite outrageous” (Uppio-
TiKOV Tréwy, bg) in the second verse and likely to provoke laughter (b3) is the
audacity of unmetrical, non-canonical, hitherto secret Homeric verses that con-
tain the punning neologism IMtépcoTa (“Wingederos,” from TTepév and Epwa)
that just happens to confirm S.’s story about how erds grows the soul’s wings; cf.
Cra. 426b, where S. refers to some of his etymologies as UPpiloTik& kal yehoia,
The verses are transparently Plato’s invention, as even Hermias 188.15 noticed;
S. essentially admits as much in his immediately following words, ToUTots 8%
#Eeom pév TelBeodon, EEeaiv B¢ un (c2). The second hexameter is “not especially
metrical” (b4—5) insofar as 5¢ is not lengthened before T, whereas the second
syllable of 81& is. Other idiosyncrasies make evident Plato’s satiric intent: the first
hexameter breaks Hermann’s bridge (barring word end after a trochee in the
fourth foot, —viv), a rare occurrence in Homer; jingling combinations jar: fjto1
fvnol. .. &&vaTol, *Epwra. . . TTtépwTa. . . wTEpopUTOp’.

252cx Si1& rTepo@uTop’ dvdyxnv “because he [Eros/Pteros] compels the growth
of wings.” c2—3 ToUTols 5ty &eoTi. . . ToUTo EkeEivo Tuyy&ver Sv: one need
not believe the verses (= Tourtols) because their authority is less than unimpeach-
able (252b6-c1n.). But what the verses say about erds should be accepted because
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that is what S. himself has been saying since he began his account (at 250e1) of
what the lover experiences in his soul.

252c4—253¢6 Lovers seek a beloved of like character, as determined by the god
to whose contingent they belonged in the prenatal heavenly procession (246e4—
2476, 250b5—6). Through erds lovers educate their beloved in such a way that
both approach the divine and become like their leading god to the extent possible.

252c4 Anglels: sc. UM EpwTos (LS] sv. AauBévw A.2.a). tupp16éo-
Tepov. . . pépew “to bear with some steadfastness.” This modicum of control
in the face of erds is attained by members of Zeus’s contingent (S. among them,
250bs) because of their philosophical nature (252e1--253a7). €5 TTTEPLOVUHOUL
Eros, because of his name MépwTa (252c1). c5-dx oot 5t "Apews. . . xal
T& andixé: Ares’ followers are at the opposite extreme in erds-management to
Zeus’s. Their murderous nature and readiness to “sacrifice” (kaBiepevev) them-
selves along with the beloved, aroused at the mere perception of a slight (1
oinBdo1v &dikeiodau), reveal the god of war. kabiepeUelv maintains, now in a dark
sense, the metaphor of religious awe that suggests the intensity of erds (251a5-6,
252d6-8).

252d2 xopeuTfis: the heavenly procession was described as a divine chorus
(24727, 250b5).  d3—4 Ews & i &Br&gdopos. . . PloTeUni: a person retains
the benefit of his soul’s prenatal vision of true Being in the company of the gods
insofar as the person avoids corrupting influences (250a2—4, 1-2); and that benefit
remains effective in a person’s first incarnation (248e4—249b6, 251a2-3). ds-
6 Tév Te ol EpwTax TV KA Trpds Tpdmou EkAbyeTan EkaoTos “each [lover]
selects his love from the beautiful boys in accord with his character,” the latter
being determined by the god of his prenatal heavenly contingent. The genitive
TV KaAdV lacks a preposition under the influence of ék- in the compound
verb (AGPS 47.23.0.B). d6-8 cbs Bedv . . . Tiujowv Te kal dpyrdowv: tauTdl
goes not with Textadverad Te kai karakoopel, which would run counter to S.’s
emphasis on the benefit that accrues to the beloved, but with ¢ 8edv. . . dvra:
“as if that very one (artov Ekeivov) [i.e. the boy selected as his love] were a god in
his eyes, [the lover] molds and adorns him like a divine statue (&yaAua) so as to
honor and celebrate him with orgiastic rites.” The lover’s divine regard for the
beloved is no mere metaphor, but the boy is a vehicle for the lover’s reminiscence
of the original god (252e5-253a4). dpy1&owv recalls the ecstatic nature of the
soul’s primordial vision of the Form of beauty (py1&Gouev, 250ct; 250bg--cn.)
and reflects the intensity of the lover’s feeling, but the metaphor of religious awe
and the lover’s agalmatophilia also suggest the sublimation of this erds (251a5-6n.;
Steiner 2001: 198—204).

252ex Siov: lit. “brilliant,” but the play based on the juxtaposition with Aiés
adds the sense “Zeus-like,” which is S.’s point in the following lines. An allu-
sion to Dion (Aicwv) of Syracuse, Plato’s student and friend who involved him in
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Syracusan affairs (Epist. 7; Nails 2002: 129-32), has been supposed (Nussbaum
1986: 228—32) but is unlikely. An allusion in this passage would advertise a ped-
erastic relationship, or at least an erotic attachment, between Plato and Dion.
But the only evidence for such a relationship or attachment is the erotic epigram
commemorating Dion’s death (in 354) that is attributed to Plato (Diog. Laert.
3.30 = Anth. Pal. 7.99) but is a post-Platonic forgery (FGE 125-7, 169—71). Further,
for Plato to introduce an allusion to his private life would reek of melodrama and
disrupt the elevated tone that is an essential aspect of S.’s message.  {nToUot
“seek that” + accusative (Tdv Epadpevov) and infinitive (eTvan). e2 piAdoopds
Te kal fyyepovixds: these traits, united in Zeus (246e4-5), reflect the natural con-
junction of philosophical knowledge and ruling, exemplified by the philosopher-
kings of the Republic (Sedley 2007).  e3 w&v TroloUciv 8Twews ToroUTos EoTan:
the propensity of the Zeus-like lover to do his utmost to turn his Zeus-like beloved
into a philosopher and poténtial ruler (= To10UTos) is to convey the ultimate ben-
efit, which gives the young male auditor the best possible reason to choose such
a lover. In contrast, the conventional lover of S.’s first speech keeps his beloved
away from philosophy (239b1-5). e4-253a7 t&v olv uf wpdrepov EuPe-
p&dG1. . . SporbraTov T opeTépwl Beddis the subject of the verbs throughout is
the lovers who belonged to Zeus’s contingent (ol pév 3% olv Aids, 252e1). Their
endeavor to turn their beloved into a philosopher (252e3) is described not as
an educational process but as a spontaneous effect of erds: seeking the divine
in the beloved, lovers are brought close to the divine themselves (252¢4—25324),
and then they miraculously pour their exalted condition over onto the beloved
(ETravTAoUvTES, 253a6), affecting him likewise. Explicit educational measures are
mentioned in the parallel case of lovers from other divine contingents (253b4—5)
and in the Symposium (20gb—c).  e4 Tén EmiThBelpom: “the practice” which
the lovers embark upon is that of making the beloved a philosopher and poten-
tial ruler (252¢3). eq4—2538a2 TéTe EmixepfioavTes . . . TpdS ToV Bedv PAtmelv
“then, having taken up [the practice], they learn from any source they can and
pursue [it] on their own, and hunting with their owh means to discover the nature
of their god they succeed on account of having been forced to gaze intently at
the god.” The lovers seek and then see their god in the beloved, who retains a
trace of the god within him (252d2-8). What “forces” the lovers to gaze is erds.

253a2—4 Eparrrépevor abrol. . . kal T& EmiTndelpara “grasping him [i.e. the
god of their contingent] in memory, becoming possessed, they adopt their
customs and habits from him.” On the participles without conjunction, see
228bsn. ag Beol &vBpdrtent peTaoyeive to participate in the divine or to be
like the divine (253a7) (to the extent possible) is to succeed (to the extent pos-
sible) in the pursuit of wisdom and the proper goal of human life (772 176b;
Sedley 1g9g).  ToUTwws i.e. the divine traits which lovers acquire from loving
their beloved, namely, grasping their god in memory, becoming possessed by the
god, and adopting the god’s customs and habits (253a2—4). a5 i Te. . . k&vs
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Te. . . kad coordinate main verbs (&yorédot, TrololUo), &v. . . &pUrwotv being
subordinate to TroloUc1v. ag~7 k&v tk Aids &pUTwaw. . . dpordTaTov TéI
opetépun Beddi: the object of &putwow and EravtAolvres is supplied from
ToUTwv (aq): “and if they draw [the divine traits] from Zeus, like the bacchant
women they pour them onto the soul of the beloved and make him as much like
their god as they can.” The dense combination of metaphor (&pUTwaotv, dravT-
AoUvTes) and simile (Gomrep ol Bdryan) charactérizes the way in which lovers
acquire their divine traits and transmit them to the beloved as a miraculous
process akin to the experiences of divinely possessed bacchant women. Possessed
by Dionysus, bacchants miraculously draw milk and honey from rivers or wells:
cf. Ion 534a: Gotep al Péryar &pUovTon Ek TEOV TTOTAR®OY PéA1 kal ydAa korex 6-
meva; Aeschines Socraticus SSR 53: al Pxyan Erteidv EvBeor yéveovtan . .. péA
kol ydAa &puovtal; Eur. Bacch. 142, 708~11. The miraculous communication of
divine traits from lover to beloved is not unlike the way in which divine maenadic
possession is communicated from woman to woman under Dionysus’ influence
(Eur. Bacch. 35-6, Apollod. 2.2.2).

253br PaciAikév: in accord with Hera’s status as Zeus'’s queen, but lacking
the philosophical endowment of Zeus’s followers (252e2). Lawful, but non-
philosophical, king was second in the hierarchy of human lives (248¢4). b3—4
oUTw katd ToV Bedv [6vTes {nTolo Tdv opéTtepov TTalda repuktvan “proceeding
in the manner of their god they seek that their boy be of like nature.”  bg-5
Hipovpevor arrol . o « kal 186w &youotv “by imitating [their god] themselves and
by exhorting and training their boy [lovers] lead him to the behavior and likeness
of that god.” These lovers undertake explicit educational measures in contrast
to the spontaneous educational effect of ergs described in the case of lovers from
Zeus’s contingent (252¢4—253a7n.). b6 tk&otwiz each lover.  b6—cx ol
@0dveor. . . wpds T& Tandikd: contrast the lover’s envious behavior towards the
beloved in Lysias’ speech and S.’s first speech (232c3-d3, 238¢3—239b3, 243c4-5).

253c1-2 T&oav WavTws 6Tt pdAioTa: emphasizing the sincerity and strenu-
ousness of the lovers’ efforts to educate their beloved properly. c3 TeAeTH:
“Initiation” is a strong metaphor for the successful efforts of true lovers to educate
their beloved: by means of those efforts both lovers and beloveds approach the
divine. The metaphor recalls the prenatal vision of true Being in the company of
the gods which S. imbued with initiatory terminology (250b4—c5n.) and which is
itself the spur to the lover’s erotically charged education of his beloved (252d2—
8, esp. 252d8 py1&owv). TeAeTH is present in the tradition as a correction in
a secondary MS. TeAeuTs, the unanimous reading of the primary MSS, could
only be construed with the genitive Té&v s &AnBGxs EpdvTtwv dependent on it
as well as on TpoBupia, and that does not give acceptable sense. c3—4 t&v
ye BiamwpdEoovron 8 wpoBupolvran i Abyw “if; that is, they accomplish what
they seek in the manner I relate”; making clear that the lovers’ efforts con-
stitute an “initiation” only if they are successful.  c4—5 eUScapovikdy. . . TGN
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@IAn6évT ylyveTan “turns out to be productive of happiness. . . for the loved
one”; emphasizing the benefit to the young man. cs5 kv olpedijt “if [the
boy] is won over,” i.e. by the lover in his courtship of the boy. For alpeiv as the
proper term for prevailing in a pederastic courtship, cf. Smp. 182¢, Lys. 205¢;
for the passive &AlokeaBan, cf. Simp. 184a.  c5~6 &hlokeron 5t 51y & alpebels
To16018¢ TpdTran “the one who is won over is won over in the following way.” The
action of the aorist participle is coincident with the main verb (AGPS 53.6.8.B,
56.10.1.C).

253c7-254e9 S. resumes the chariot image to portray the violent conflict in
the lover’s soul hetween lust and restraint towards the beloved. The charioteer,
supported by the good horse, and the bad horse engage in all-out, bloody struggle,
the charioteer ultimately forcing the bad horse into submission. Rendered vividly
and with concrete detail (Romilly 1982), the narrative brings the speech to the
verge of climax.

253¢7 v &pxiit ToUBe ToU pibous referring to 246a5-bs.

253dx Itropdpped ptv SUo TivE €lbn, Avioxikdy Bt eldos TplTov: these
accusatives (called accusative of content or internal object) describe the parts
into which S. divided the soul (yuxv, c7), which is the direct or external object
(AGPS546.14.1).  dg Tolvuv “well then”; starting the narrative (GP573). T
kaAAfovt oréost: i.e. the right position of the two positions on the team. d4-
eq 16 Te elbos dpbds. . . pdyrs Umelkeov: the physical attributes in this list of
oppositions reflect aesthetic qualities — straight vs. crooked, white coat vs. black
coat, black eyes vs. blue eyes, long neck vs. short neck — and thus contrast, for
example, with Xenophon’s practical emphasis on the details of equine anatomy
when he considers the attributes of horses to be used in actual ricling (Eg. 1). The
aesthetic qualities mentioned by S. have moral connotations and thus sharpen
the opposition between obedient, helpful horse and disobedient, disruptive horse.
The natural alignment of aesthetic and moral qualities is an ancient trope, evi-
dent in Homer's portrayals of Achilles and Thersites ({l. 2.212-19, 21.108, 24.630).
The black horse’s crooked frame {oxoAi16s) in particular resembles Thersites (2.
2.217-18 T 8¢ ol Gpw | kupTw, Eml oTiifos ouvoxwkdTe), who, like the bad
horse, challenges rightful authority and in the end is physically beaten and forced
into submission (254e4-8, . 2.265—9). S.’s own appearance resembles that of
the bad horse in certain respects (BpoaxuTpdyxnAos, gipompdowmos, Tepl OTa
Adoros; Belfiore 2006: 199—203), but he is a conspicuous exception (279b8n., Sip.
215a—222b).  dp Ewlypumos “with slightly hooked nose”; signitying a more
regal bearing than the “snub-nosed” (o1poTpdowTros, 253e2) look of the bad
horse (cf. Rep. 5.474d). d6 Tipiis paoThs petd owppootvns Te kal alBolss
this characteristic, which is the basis of the good horse’s support for and obedi-
ence to the driver, makes the good horse the counterpart to the “spirited” part
of the soul (T6 Bupoeibés) in the Republic, which is also @iAdTiHOV (9.581b). In the
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soul of the just person (and correspondingly in the just city) the spirited element
is trained to be temperate and to respect the guidance of reason (Rep. 4.439e-
441a). d6-y7 &Anbiis 568ns Evaipos “a friend of true reputation”; i.e. this
horse loves honor but wants no more credit than he deserves, as opposed to the
bad horse, &Aagovelas ¢Taipos (253€2—3). d7y &mAnkTos: i.e. obedient with-
out the application of force, which from the charioteer’s perspective is the ideal
form of obedience. keAeUopormt pévov kad Adywi fvioxeiTon: this point and
the corresponding one for the bad horse (p&oTryt péTé kévrpoov pbyis Umrelkeov,
253e3—4) complete their respective accounts and are the crucial points for the
narrative that follows.

253ex ToAUs elkfji oupmrepopnpévos “a ponderous randomly assembled [crea-
ture]”; in-contrast with 8inp@pwpévos (253ds). For woAUs with the participle, cf.
Dem. 18.136 ToAA péovTi of a speaker “flowing massively,” also 255c2; LS] s.v.
L2.c. e2 yAaukbpparos “blue-eyed”; a sign of cowardice in [Arist.] Physiog-
nomonica 812b3;: ofs 5t ol dpbaApol yAaukol fi Aeukol, eihoi.  Upaupos “blood-
shot,” referring to the horse’s eyes. “Bloodshot eyelids” (PAépopa Upanpa) are
among the “signs of shamelessness” (&vauoUs onueia) in [Arist.] Plign. 8o7b2g~
30. UPpews: the fundamental reason for the trouble caused by this horse
(254¢3, €3) and the opposite of the cwppoouvng Te kal alBoTs of the good horse
(253d6).  e3 xwebds “deaf,” which only adds to the horse’s imperviousness to
verbal commands.  pet& kbvtpwv = xal kévtpors (AGPS 68.26.1.1). e5 T
tpwTikdy Sppa “the delight (Suua) that inspires erds,” viz. the beautiful young
man himself. dppa, a poetic word, is used in a metaphorical sense that occurs
in poetry (“eye” > “source of light” > “source of joy”); e.g. the news that Her-
acles is safe is an GeATrTov Suua for Deianeira (Soph. Trach. 203), Cithaeron is
ApTéubos Supa (Eur. Phoen. 802) (Lloyd-Jones 1993). The striking poetic usage
gives the narrative a strong start. e5-254ax T&oav alodfoer. . . kvTpwy
UmromAnobfit “[the charioteer], having sent warmth through the whole soul by
virtue of perceiving, is filled with tingling and goads of longing.” This partly reca-
pitulates S.’s earlier account of what happens when the lover sees the beloved: the
sight spreads warmth through his soul (251b2—7) and the consequent regrowth of
feathers tingles (251c1—4). Now it is specifically the charioteer who catches sight
of the beloved, which excites desire in all three parts of the soul and, as the nar-
rative is about to relate, causes them to react in different ways. The metaphorical
“goads of longing” (ré8ov kévTpwov, similarly 251ds, e4—5) are juxtaposed with
actual “goads” which the charioteer applies to the bad horse in attempting to
restrain him (kévTpwv fjviox1kdv, 254a3, 253€3).

254a2 Plabbuevos: passive.  az—4 oxipTdV 5t Plou pépeTan “bolts and dashes
violently ahead”; pépeTai is passive but the idiom translates better into an intran-
sitive active verb in English. Cf. Blcn pépouotv (Soph. El. 725, Eur. Higp. 1224)
of horses taking a chariot out of control. a4 wévra wpdyuara “all kinds of
trouble” (AGPS 50.11.8.C).  a5-6 &vayxdse lévai. .. Tiis TGV &ppodiolwv
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X&pitos “[the bad horse] forces [them, i.e. his yoke-fellow and the charioteer]
to go towards the boy and to recall the joy of sex.” uvelav Toigiohon = dvapp-
vijiokeofon (the uncompounded form being rare in prose). Wishing to have his
yoke-fellow and driver share his desire for sex, which would unite the entire
soul in pursuit of sex, the bad horse tries to force them to recall the joy of sex
simply by getting near the beloved. The memory of sexual pleasure which the
bad horse intends is the base, corporeal opposite of the memory of the Form of
heauty which in fact is aroused in the charioteer and motivates his fierce struggle
against the bad horse when the soul comes near the boy (254b4—c3). Though it is
grammatically possible to understand pvefav Trol€ioBat as equivalent to dvapip-
vijiokev, the resulting translation — “[the bad horse] forces [them] to go towards
the boy and remind [him, i.e. the boy] of the joy of sex,” which is the sense
one finds in most translations — is wrong because it does not fit the context. In
the next sentence S. describes the (negative) reaction of the driver and the good
horse (= Td> 8¢) to the prospect of sex, the narrative being focused strictly on
the conflict within the lover’s soul and not yet on the boy. Further, in pederastic
relationships of the kind under discussion, when the erdmenos engages in sex with
the erastés, he does so as a favor to the erastés, not for the sake of his own pleasure
(231a1n., 231€1-2n., 240d3-c2n.). Finally, how could this young man, new to sex
(255d2—256a4), be reminded of sexual pleasure? '

254br Sewvd kal Tapdvopa dvayxaiouéve: the moral objection contained in
these words suggests anal intercourse in particular (250e3—251a2n.). On the
accusatives, see 242a1-2n. b2—3 duoroyfioavTe Toifjoely Td keAeudpevov:
tired of the bad horse’s importuning, the charioteer and good horse con-
sent to approach the boy, not to pursue sex with him.  bg tyévovto xal
elSov: the switch to aorist indicative (until 254e5 #5wkev) enlivens the narrative
(247cn.). bs &orpémrrovoav: the “flashing” of the boy’s face (&y1v) suggests
the unique power of sight to trigger recollection of the Form of beauty (250b1—4,
di—). b=y 1 piun... v &yvén Péddpon Bepdoav: the Form of beauty
(= Ty 1ol kéAAous @Uow) is recalled in its divine, pure setting (250b4—-csn.).
Among the other Forms (250b1-4) sgphrosynzis mentioned because of its relevance
to the events being nairated. b7 18oUo« 5t E5e10¢ Te kal oegBeloa &vémeoey
Umrria: at the same moment that the beautiful beloved is seen and the Form of
beauty is recalled, the charioteer experiences the awe and reverence inspired by
this erds (251a5-6n.) and recoils. This moment and its attendant impulses are the
source of the charioteer’s strength and perseverance in the following narrative
(to 254e9). The feminine nominatives agree with 1) pvfiun, but the charioteer is
functionally the subject.

254cr-2 fjvaykdodn els Toumiow. . . kabloon Té Iwmwe: a violent and pow-
erful move. kaBioau is better taken as transitive, making the charioteer’s action
more aggressive and parallel to the similar action described below, Té& oxéAn
Te kal T& loxla wpds THY yiiv Epeicas (254e4—5). Hippolytus makes a similar
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move — fiprac’ fvias xepoiv EAxet . . . ludov els TolmioBev &pTiioas Sépas — but
cannot control his horses (Eur. Hipp. 1220—2).

254d3 Seopbvav els alfis UepParéodan “when they beg to postpone it until
later.” dg &pvnpoveiv pooTrolovpéve &vaupvijiokwv “reminding them
[i.c. the charioteer and good horse] when they pretend to forget.”  dg-5
Biagdpevos: middie. ds-er EAkowv. .. EAkei: what the bad horse achieved
previously through importuning (25484—b3) with just a suggestion of force (254a3—
4) now becomes a test of sheer strength. &Axer repeats EAkwv to stress this main
action on the part of the bad horse among all the details crowded into this
sentence. The posture described in &ykiwas kal txtelvas T Képkov shows the
horse’s straining. Since képkos was also a colloquial term for penis (Ar. Thesm.
239), tkTelvas THv képkov also suggests the horse’s erect phallus at the prospect of
sex with the young man; cf. 256a1-2n. for a similar suggestion. Biting down on the
bit (EvBaxdov Tov XaAwév) is an attempt to resist the charioteer’s efforts to exert
control, as also Hippolytus’ mares: ¢vSoxoUocn otéuia. . . yvédors (Eur. Hipp.
1223).  d§=6 &ml ToUs atrous Adyous “for the same reasons,” i.e. as before,
viz. to have the charioteer and good horse recall sexual pleasure (254a5-6).

254e1—3 i1 pdAAov. .. Tabv, ... ETt p&AAov...owdoas: the charioteer’s
resistance consists of the same actions as before (254b7—c3) except that they are
carried out with even greater intensity (11 pddAAov). ez TabToév wabos: viz.
18oUca Bt Ede10t Te kal oepbeioa &vémreoev Umrtla (254b7); described as a wébos
because this first part of the charioteer’s reaction is virtually an involuntary reflex
as the lover approaches the beloved and sees him.  &owep &mwd YomwAnyos
&vamreodv: UoAnE or UoTAny§ was obscure already in antiquity ( ad loc,;
Hesychius, Suda, LS] s.v.). Among the possible meanings the one most apt in
this context is “turning-post,” i.e. in a race course (cf. PoABfs, one of Hesychius’
glosses): the charioteer leans back (cf. &vémeoev Umrtia, 254b7) and reins in the
horses as if to avoid crashing into the turning-post in a race. At Soph. El. 743-8
a racing charioteer fails to rein in the horses at the post (called oTAn), crashes,
anddies.  e3 & TGV 854vTwv Blat dTrlow ow&oas TdV xoAwéy: drawing the.
bit out of the horse’s teeth and back into the soft part of its mouth reestablishes
control. e4 THv Te kaknydpov yA&OTTav: because of his earlier reproaches
against the charioteer and good horse (254c6-d1).  e5 48Uvous €5cokev: a
Homeric phrase (650vniow &wkev, Il. 5.397, Od. 17.567, at line-end), which gives
a feel of conclusiveness to the charioteer’s victory over the bad horse.  e7-8
PPt Bi16AAUTaL: i.e. the beast is tamed, physical pain (254¢5) being the only
language it understands.

255a1-257a1 Conclusion. Now able to approach the beloved with discretion,
the lover stirs the beloved to philia, then to a reciprocal erds, which leads to a conflict
in the beloved’s soul between lust and restraint similar to that experienced by
the lover. The pair that abstain from sex and pursue philosophy achieve for
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themselves the first of the three philosophical lives that is their short route back
towards regrowing their wings and rejoining the heavenly procession. The pair
that love honor and indulge in sex occasionally have made progress towards
eventually regrowing their wings. For the beloved who would go with Lysias’ non-
lover life is bad, punishment follows after death, and progress towards regrowing
wings is postponed indefinitely.

255a1-b2 “ATe olv T&oav . . . els SpiMav: the ergmenos is the subject of the sub-
ordinate clause (&te. . . Beportreudpevos. . kad. .. Gdv. .., tv. .. SiaPePAnuévos
... kal...&mwdit., . .). 8€ (“then,” GP 181) signals the start of the main clause
(... A 7efhikiakal TO xpedov fiyayev.. . ). ar w&oav Bepatrelav dos ladBeos
Beparrevdpevos: not merely figurative: the lover’s divine regard for and devoted
attencance on the beloved enable him to attain a godlike condition (252d6—
8n., 253a5—). a2 TolTo: i.e. &pwTa, from ToU EpddvTos. a3 ¢Uoet plAos
161 BeparreVovt “naturally friendly to whoever attends on [him)”; generic arti-
cle with the substantivized participle, as in the Athenian political expression &
PouAdpevos (AGPS 50.4.0). t&v &pa kal “if then too.” a4 SiaPePAnpévos
“misled.” For this meaning of 5iaB&AAw, cf. Hdt. 8.110.1 OepioTokAéns utv Talta
Ayoov BitPadAe, ABnvaior St emelfovto; Chadwick 19g6: g2. agq-5 aloypdv
tpddvT TAnoi&lev: 231e1m., e1—2n.

255bx 1) Te HAkla kol TS Xpecdv: the beloved’s “age” (i.e. his youth) renders
him naturally responsive to the lover’s interest. The beloved’s “need” is exactly
for the friendship and education which the lover can offer him.  b2~3 oV
y&p SfimoTe. . . &yaBéd elven: the diction of timelessness (eluapTan), the pat-
terned phrasing, and the sentiment make this sound like a proverb, which S.
uses to stress the natural attraction between lover and beloved. For proverbs of
similar intent cf. Hom. Od. 14.218 alef To1 Tév duoiov &yer Beds cds TOV dpoiov
(quoted by S. at Lys. 214a), Eur. T1GF 296. b3 mpoceutvou: 2 aorist middle
patticiple of Tpoainum, picking up wpoctobau (b1); sc. Tdv Epdovta. bg—6
tyyUBev 1 ebvoia. . . EvBeov @fAov: the beloved undergoes an experience that
astounds (¢kTA®jTTel) complementary to that of the lover (qwAf TTOVTC, 250a6),
but whereas the latter is astounded at the sight of the beloved’s beauty, the for-
mer is astounded at the extent and sincerity of the lover’s desire to help him
(ebvoia). By a coincidence rooted in nature, what begins in (divine) erds leads
to philia (and then to erds again, 255c1—d5). b6 Twpds TOV EvBeov glAov “in
comparison with his divinely possessed friend”; on the lover’s divine posses-
sion, cf. tvBouc16oVTES (253a3). b6—7 xpovign TolTo Spddvs the subject is the
erastés. ToUTo = displaying his ebvola towards the beloved.  bg-cr perd Tol
&mrreoBai . . . by Tals &AAcus SwAlaus: the incidental physical contact of sport
and exercise undertaken in the nude stimulates erds (cf. Smp. 217c), as would have
been obvious to Plato’s contemporaries. Athens’ gymnasia were among the chief
places where pederastic relationships were pursued and consummated (literary,
epigraphic, iconographic evidence in Scanlon 2002: 19g—273). Plato illustrates the
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tension of the gymnasium’s pederastic culture in the opening of Lysts (203a—207b)
and Charmides (154a—c). Other occasions for non-sexual but erotically stimulating
physical contact (¢v Tals &AAaus duiAiais) would not have been rare in Athens’
male society.

255ct-dg 761’ fin N ToU PelpaTos Ekelvou. .. tautdv Spddv AéAnBev: the
lover’s sight of the beautiful beloved, which caused the lover to fall in love (251a2—
252c3), is not fully absorbed in the lover but in part spills over and is reflected
back to the beloved. Seeing himself in the lover’s gaze, though unaware that it is
himself, the beloved receives an image of beauty into his soul, and then-he too
falls in love and his soul too begins to regrow its wings. cr—2 1) ToU pedpo-
T0S. . » QVpaTE: dv, referring to ToU peUparros tkefvov, is attracted to the gender
of Tpepov. The origin of the word Tuepos based on particles of beauty flowing to
the lover was proposed at 251c5—6. Zeus has already been recast as the philosoph-
ical god (250bs, 252e1-253a7); now the traditional rape of Ganymede (Hom. Hymn
Aphrodite 202—17) is recast as the model of divine erds. Plato’s seamless interweav-
ing of traditional myth into his own, new myth is a more compelling revision of
traditional myth than the tedious, rationalizing approach to the rape of Oreithyia
proposed by Ph. and rejected by S. (229bg—230a6 with notes, 246c7—dz2n.). Plato
censures the traditional Zeus-Ganymede story at Laws 1.636c—d because it was
used to justify the sexual practices that he finds abhorrent and that in the Phaedrus

he attributes to the bad, pleasure-seeking erds (250e3—251a2n.). c2 TOAAT) gep-
opévn: on TroAUs with the participle, cf. 253e1n. c3 &mopeoToupévou “when
he [i.e. the erasts] is filled up to overflowing.” c5-6 T ToU kdAAous Pelpa

AW elg TEV koA Bik TGV dppdTeov 16v: the stream of beauty that goes back
to the beloved via the lover’s gaze originated in the beloved himself (251b2-3);
but the beauty which thereby enters the beloved’s soul arouses erds in him just
by virtue of being a likeness of the Form of beauty, not because of the particu-
lar origin or nature of that likeness. On the underlying theory of perception, cf.
251b2—n.  ¢6 fi wépukev Eml THY Yuxnv lévon &eikdpevov kal dvarrepddoav
“where [i.e. €l TOV kaAdv] it [i.e. T ToU k&AAous PeUpa] naturally goes towards
the soul, reaches it, and sets it aflutter.” The metaphor in &vamrrepdoav is stan-
dard (LS]J s.v. 1.2) but apt in view of the regrowth of wings in the soul of the
beloved.

255dr~2 T&s 81680us. . . EpwTos tvErAnaev: the same process as that described
in the soul of the lover (251b2—252a1); hence a¥ (“in turn”). dz tpdn ptv olv,
8Tou Bt &mopei: the subject is the erdmenos; with &tou (neuter) sc. ¢pda. d3
006’ 11 Témovlev oldev oUd’ Exel pp&oat “neither does he know nor yet can
he tell what has happened to him” (GP 193 on oUte. .. oUdé). d3—4 &’
&Aov dgBodplas &roAeAaukeds: ophthalmia was known in the ancient world
for being extremely contagious (Plut. Mor. 681d), so one could easily catch it
without knowing how, which is the point of comparison with falling in love.
Further, this ailment travels from eye to eye, as does the reflected vision of the
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young man’s beauty. (Porphyry, Abst. 1.28.2 says that ophthalmia was transmitted
by looking at someone with the ailment, perhaps implied in this passage.) The
irony in éroAeAawkads — “having the enjoyment of ophthalmia” — expresses the
young man’s bewilderment at finding himsclf in distress suddenly and for no
apparent reason. d4 KaTpOTTWI KATPOTITOV, NOt KATOTTPOV, is the proper
spelling of the word for “mirror” in Plato (West 2002). Ak. 132e—133b compares
seeing oneselfin a mirror to seeing oneself in the pupil of another. ds touTdv
S6pidv AéAnBev: EauTdy with both verbs. d7—erx el6wAov EpwTos &vTépwTa
Exoov “since his reciprocal erds is a reflection of [the lover’s] er6s”; the manner in
which the reflection comes about was described in 255¢3-6, d4—5.

255e1 koAel 5t aiTdv kal oleTan olk Epwta &AM giAlav elven “but he calls it
[i.e. &vTépwTa] and believes it to be not erds but philia.” Philia is a kind of love,
but is much broader than sexual desire (255b4—6). Amidst his confusion about
what he is feeling (255d2—5), the young man instinctively follows convention
in thinking that his feelings for the erastés are a matter of philia (Smp. 182c;
Xen. Mem. 2.6.28, Smp. 8.16, Hiero 1.35; Dover 198g: 53). It was an innovation
on Plato’s part to view the erdmenos as capable of experiencing a reciprocal
ergs, including feelings of sexual desire, though Plato restricts this possibility
to interaction with a philosophical erastés (Halperin 1986).  e2 Exefvcor: the
erastés, dative dependent on TaparAnoiews. e2—3 4pav, &mTeobal, PiAeiv,
ovykaTokeioBo: the asyndeton with terins rising in degree of intimacy focuses
attention on the rising sexual tension. @Aeiv = “kiss.”  e3 T perd TolUTo
TaxV “quickly (TaxV) afterwards (T peT& ToUTo).” e Exer 51 Abym “knows
what to say.” The subjunctive is used by analogy from the construction in which
the deliberative subjunctive is retained in an indirect uestion, as oUx &ye1 &mi
Aéynt “he does not know what to say”; cf. Jon 536b &ropeis dT1 Aéynis. . . elrwopeis
611 Mynis (Goodwin 1912: 217, 411).

256ar~5 & 5t TGOV TaAdikGV . . . Adyou &vTiTelver: since the beloved too expe-
riences erds, conflict between lust (bad horse) and restraint (charioteer and good
horse) arises in his soul too, although as his erds is weaker (efdwhAov EpwTos,
255d7, &obeveoTépaws, 255€2), so the conflict in his soul is more tentative than
that which takes place in the lover’s soul. The mixture of desire, confusion,
physical intimacy, and willingness to offer sexual gratification recalls Alcibiades’
account of his youthful experience with S. (Smp. 217e—219d). ar—z 6 5t TGv
TaSIKGV . . . kal PIAET “but the boy’s [licentious horse] (8€) [responding to Tol
v EpaoTol 6 &xdAaaTos ITrros, 255e4] on the one hand (uév) has no idea what
to say, on the other hand (5¢) swelling and confused embraces the lover and kisses
him.” &xe1 oUbv elTrelv is the opposite of Exel dT1 Aéyni (255€e5). owapydw has
sexual connotations; cf. orapydis Bupdv &ravta wéois, addressed to Priapus
(Erucius, Anth. Plan. 242.4 = Gow-Page, GP 2285). az-3 &s ocpdbp’ evouv
&omalbpevos: referring to 255b3—6.  ag—5 6 Bt SpoLUE. . . &vmiTelvers the
beloved’s good horse and charioteer step in to resist at the point where kissing and
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non-sexual contact are about to lead to genital stimulation and gratification. per’
alSoUs kai Adyov = “in accord with shame and reason”; cf. TuSepacTrioavTos
ueTS prhocoplas, 249a2. a6-bx'Edv ptv 51| olv . . . Tijs Biavolas &yaydvra
“so then, if the better elements of the mind triumph by leading [the erastés and
eromenos) towards an ordered way of life and philosophy.” &&v uév looks forward
to t&v 8¢ (256b7).

256b1—5 pakdptov ptv kal dpovonTikdy...2v vemkfikaotv: coordinate main
clauses (uakd&piov pv. . . Sidyouoiv/TeAeuThicavTes Bt . . . VEVIKAKAG V) structure
the apodosis; the subjects are the philosophical erastés and erginenos: “on.the one
hand, blessed (uaxépiov pév) and harmonious is the earthly life they lead ~ in
control of themselves and well-behaved, having enslaved (SouAwaduevor pév) [the
part] of the soul through which badness was arising [i.e. the bad horse] and freed
(EAeuBepdoavTes B€) [the part] through which excellence [was arising] [i.e. the
charioteer and good horse] — on the other hand, when they die (TeAeuTficavTes 5¢)
and become winged and light they have triumphed in one of the three wrestling-
throws that are truly Olympian.” In the Olympic games (dedicated to Zeus) a
wrestler won the match by throwing his opponent three times (An#h. Pal. 11.316),
which became synonymous for victory generally (Aesch. 4g. 171 Tpiaktiip, Eum.
589, Pl. Rep. 9.583b, Euthd. 277d). Hence, the suppression of the bad horse in
both erastés and erdimenos and their abstention from sex while under the pressure
of erds is portrayed as the first (252d3—4) of the three successive philosophical
lives which these followers of the philosophical Zeus (252e1—253a7) must attain
in the “truly Olympian” struggle to regain their wings and rejoin the heavenly
procession (248e5-249a4). The chaste &pett| achieved in this victory is opposed to
the &peTr of sexual conquest pursued by the erastés of Lysias’ speech and S.’s first
speech (232d4).  bs—7 oU peifov &yabdv. . . wopioon &vbpdtren: the stately
diction — centered on antithetical chiasmus (ccwppoouvn &vBpwrivn/Beia pavia)
combined with anaphora (oU7e. . . oUTe) — announces the conclusive point: S.’s
purpose was to show that divinely inspired erds brings unsurpassed benefit (244a5—
6, 245b6—c1). Mental soundness (cwppoouvn) was the plea of Lysias’ non-lover
(236a2n., 244a4). Placed in the chiasmus with the adjective “human,” it allows
S. to reaffirm that the soul’s transcendent journey to contemplate the Forms in
the pure, heavenly realm constitutes a far greater benefit than any worldly good,
even one attained through rational considerations. The latter point is reiterated
and a layer of contempt is added in the formal conclusion following in a moment

(256€3—257a1).

256¢x groTipwis love of honor (characteristic of the good horse, 253d6) raises
a person above the materialism and hedonism of the masses, though it remains
well below the philosopher’s pursuit of knowledge and the welfare of his soul
(Rep. 8.547c—550b, 9.581a—€, Smp. 208c~d). Plato viewed love of honor as a dis-
tinctive mark of the contemporary wealthy class, as in the case of his brother
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Glaucon (Rep. 2.368a, 5.474d-€, 8.548d), and this class provided the chief and
most visible participants in Athens’ pederastic culture (Hubbard 1998). Hence the
inferior but still beneficial type of erotic relationship described here (256b7—2)
applies particularly to members of this class, who formed a major part of Plato’s
contemporary audience. c1—4 &Y &v. . . elAéTnV TE kal SemrpdavTo: fol-
lowing the present general condition (8w . . . xpfiowvTai) and further conditions
specified in the participles (AaPbvre, cuvaryaydvTe), &v with the aorist indicative
suggests iterated or intermittent action (AGPS 53.10.3); the active elAéTny is vivid:
[in these conditions] “it may be that [from time to time) they seize and consum-
mate the choice which the masses consider most blessed.” Ty U1d TV TOAAGDY
uokapioThv alpeow is a euphemism for sex, but derogatory in its reference to
the hedonistic masses. Since the sex act that Plato condones in the case of the
honor-loving erastés and erdmenos can hardly be anal intercourse (250e3—251a2n.),
it is likely to be intercrural intercourse, which was felt to avoid demeaning the
younger participant (Dover 1989: 98-109, Lear and Cantarella 2008: 106—38).
The combination of dual and plural is unremarkable (AGPS 63.3.0).  ¢5 oV
wéom Seboypbva Tiji Siavola: sex is sought only by the bad horse in each of
them, the charioteer and good horse being opposed but not able to resist when
they are taken off guard. c6-d3 ¢iAw ptv olv. . . tv B T TeheuTiii: lasting
friendship during life on earth (pév, c6-d3), progress towards regaining wings
after death (8¢, d3—e2).  c6-dx @lAw pitv olv...Ew yevoptve Si&yovot
“also these two [i.c. honor-loving erastés and ergmenos] lead their lives as friends of
each other, though less so than those [i.e. philosophical erastés and erdmenos], both
during their erds and when they have gone beyond it.” The lasting friendship
sought and attained by the honor-loving erastés and ergmenos distinguishes them
from the purely sexual encounter sought by the erastés of Lysias’ speech and S.’s
first speech.

256d3—4 dpunkdres 8t Twrepoloben “but starting to become winged.” ds-
e2 els y&p oxdTov. .. dtav ylvwvTtal, yevéoBo “for it is established for those
who have once started on the journey in lower heaven [i.e. as their reward)]
that they not thereafter go to the darkness and the underworld journey [i.e.
for punishment], but that they happily lead their [postmortem] life in the light
journeying together and become winged together, whenever they do, thanks to
eros.” This passage reflects what happens to souls when they are judged at the
end of their earthly life: they are either punished and sent to the underworld
or rewarded in a lower region of heaven (249a6-bin.), in both cases awaiting
their next reincarnation at the end of their thousand-year cycle (249a4-b2).
Contrasts in diction — okdTov/@avév, Thy UTd yiis wopelav/Tfis Utroupaviou
mopefas — highlight the postmortem benefit that accrues to the honor-loving
erastés and erdmenos. The last clause (dpomTépous. . . yevéoban) expands the idea
expressed in opunkoTes 8¢ wTepoUobon (256d3—4), holding forth the expectation
that eventually the honor-loving erestés and erdmenos will become winged and
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rejoin the heavenly procession, though not via the shortcut reserved for the
philosophical erastés and erdmenos (248e5—249a4, 256bg—5).

256e3 & Tai: the formal conclusion to the argument of the speech is appropri-
ately addressed to the imagined auditor (243€7), but thus also to Ph., who agrecd
to stand in for the boy (243e6n.). e3—4 1) wap’ tpaoTol @iAla: referring
to 255b4-6. eq 1) 5t &wd ToU pny EpdovTos olkerdTng “but the relationship
that originates with the non-lover.”  e4~6 ow@pootvni-BvnTiii.. . Tf ¢lAm
wuxijt vtexoloa “mixed with worldly prudence, dispensing meager, worldly
things, having produced in his friend’s soul a lack of freedom which the masses
praise as a mark of excellence.” S. refers with disdain to the conventional goods
which Lysias’ non-lover claimed to provide (231a4—6, 232bs—ein.) based on
his sanity (236a2n., 244a4, 256b6), and to Lysias’ conventional, but perverse,
view of sexual hedonism as freedom (cf. 256b2—3). The disdain applies par-
ticularly to Lysias’ speech because S. ended his first speech, by design, before
praising the non-lover (237a7-241d1n.). e6-257a1 twta y1A&Bas. . . UTTO
yfis &vouv: nine thousand years “wallowing senselessly around the earth and
under the earth” represents nine successive thousand-year periods of incarna-
tion (Trepl yfjv) and postmortem subterranean punishment (U1 y1is) which the
soul of an eromenos who has joined with a non-lover will endure before he even
has a chance to regrow his wings and rejoin the heavenly procession (248e4—
24gbsn.). Nine such periods must be counted following the first thousand-year
period of incarnation and punishment (249a4~5), ten thousand years being the
minimum (248e5—249ar1). The contrast not only with the philosophical ergmenos
(regrowth after three thousand-year periods, 256a6-b7) but even with the honor-
loving eramenos (progress towards eventual regrowth, 256c6-e2) is stark: for this
young man life on earth and after death is unrelievedly bad and the prospect of
his soul’s regrowing wings and rejoining the heavenly procession is postponed
indefinitely.

257a2-b6 As a postscript to the speech proper, S. prays to Eros for his own
continued efficacy as an erotic expert and for Ph.’s conversion to philosophy.

257a2-3 AUTn gol. . . tktéteioTon TaAhvendla: S. took Stesichorus’ Palinode as
his model because his purpose was to make amends for offending Eros in his first
speech (242b7-243d4), as ékTéTeioTon (perfect passive of éktivw) recalls. The com-
plex superlative emphasizes the scrupulousness of S.’s piety. The invocation makes
the hymnic character of the speech, recalled by S. later (265c2), explicit. az-
4 “1& 1e &AM kal Tols dvépaotv? . . . elpficBau: when Ph. praised the style of
Lysias’ speech (234c6-d1), S. gave ironic approval in terms that suggested the
pointlessness of display for its own sake (234e5-6n.). Here S. recalls verbatim
Ph.’s manner of referring to Lysias’ style in order to contrast his own functional
use of style: it was necessary to deliver the palinode “in somewhat poetic lan-
guage on account of Ph.”; that is, S. used such language in order to make the
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speech compelling to Ph. (228ag5n.). S.’s purpose therein, viz. to convert Ph. to
philosophy, is revealed momentarily (257b4-6); and he anticipates his general
claim that style in rhetoric Is properly determined by what compels the intended
auditor, and thus is strictly functional (271b2—¢h.). In addition to the mythical
framework (uuBik6v Tva Uuvov, 265c1—2), the chariot image (246a3-6), and the
dramatic conflict between the charioteer and the bad horse, the palinode is
permeated with poetic style: see notes at 244d6—, e3, 247bg, c4—6, 248a4—5,
251a4-b2, 252a2-4, bi—3, 253e5. Mras 1915: 104—16, Dover 1997: 103-6 survey
poetic diction and usage in the speech. a5~6 v tpwTikhv pot Téyviv. . . B’
dpynv: while maintaining the piety that motivates the speech as a whole and
belongs to his persona, S. dispenses with irony and explicitly claims the erotic
expertise that is demonstratecl in the speech itself and gives the speech its author-
ity. Cf. 227¢3—4n. on S.’s erotic expertise.

257bx 8{5ov T ¥ u&AAOY f} viiv apd Tols Kohois Timov elvaus this part of
S.’s prayer — that he become even more prized in the eyes of beautiful boys —
is to be understood as attaching importance to his erotic expertise to the extent
that, in common with the theme of the speech, he advances the interests of those
who are affected by it. bz &wnvés “harsh” (Dover 1968b: 216 ad Ar. Mub.
974).  bz—3 Tbv Tol Adyou Tratépar Lysias is “the father of the discussion”
in the sense that he started it; S. no longer holds Ph. responsible (244a1n.). Cf.
275¢e3n. on the father metaphor. b3 TGV tolouTwv Abywv: i.e. speeches
that blaspheme the god and endanger young men. b3-4 twl ¢ihocopiav
5t... Tptyov: 243d5—e1n. on S.’s interest in Lysias. But the main purpose in
praying for Lysias to turn to philosophy is to set the stage for Ph., “his lover,”
to do so (257bg—5). Polemarchus’ turn to philosophy, evident in the Republic
(1.327b-328b, 331€—-336a, 5.449b), demonstrates that such a turn is genuinely
possible. b4-6 va kal & tpaoTis. .. Tov Plov woifitan “in order that also
this lover of his [viz. Ph.] hot waver any longer as he does now, but orient his
life completely towards Eros with philosophical discourse.” Having drawn for
the first time an explicit distinction between Lysianic discourse and philosophic
discourse (257b1-6), S. uses the prayer to put his priorities for Ph. into the open,
viz. that Ph. realize his potential for an erotic, philosophical life of the first rank
(248d2-3, 259bgn.). S. characterized such a life carlier as woudepaoTiioavTos
peT& prhoocoolas (249a2). On Ph. as Lysias® erastés, cf. 236bgn. &wAds answers
ErapgoTepiin. '

257b7—259e1: THIRD INTERLUDE

The transition from the speeches on erds to the dialectical inquiry into discourse
takes place in two stages. It response to Ph.’s effort to excuse Lysias from further
competition, which involves the subject of speechwriting, S. reveals the need to
address the question of what constitutes good and bad discourse (257b7—258e4).
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To prepare Ph. to undertake a dialectical inquiry into that question, S. tells an
allegory about the cicadas, who are chirping above them (258e5—259d6).

257b%y-cx Zuvelyopal got. . . TalTa ylyveoBaut by joining S.’s prayer, Ph. has
moved considerably from his initial enthusiasm for Lysianic rhetoric, but the
condition expressed in the subordinate clause — “if it is better for us” ~ indicates
the need for fuller consideration, which the following inquiry provides. Auiv refers
to Ph. and Lysias, S. having prayed for both of them to turn to philosophy.

257¢x wéhat aupdoas Exew “I have long marveled at [your speech] and still
do.” Whereas the adverb is regularly construed with the present indicative (cf. Cri.
43b TéAa Bowpédw), here the periphrastic form (aorist participle with present
indicative #yw) explicitly distributes the action (AGES 56.3.6).  c2 Tamewvés
“humbled.” Since Tomeivés was a critical term for low or banal style (Alcid.
Soph. 19, Arist. Rh. 3.1404br—4), Plato may also be suggesting a more trenchant
view of Lysias’ style than the fulsome, ironic praise offered by S. earlier (234e5-
6n.). c3 t&v &pa kal E0eAfiont Trpds alTdv EAAov dvmitrapaTeiven “if indeed
[Lysias] really should wish to put forward another [speech] in opposition to
it.” Ph. is no longer eager to have Lysias continue the competition (cf. 243d5--
e1). c4 Bauuéote: pointed and picks up 8aupdoas (257c1). ToUT o
“this very thing,” for which one of the politicians reproached Lysias, is the writing
of speeches, implied in c3. c5 Aoyoypdgov: i.e. forensic speechwriter, one
who, in return for a fee, wrote speeches for litigants to deliver in court on their
own behalf; cf. Lavency 1964, Wolff 1968 on this practice. Since speechwriters
were unaccountable to the démos and could be suspected of using their com-
positional skills to manipulate the legal process for profit, Athenian politicians
could exploit a popular prejudice against them by using the term Aoyoypdgos
as a reproach against opponents (Aeschin. 3.173, Dem. 19.250; more examples
and discussion at Yunis 1996: 174-5). The episode to which Ph. refers is more
likely a convenient fabrication than an actual attack on Lysias. Though Lysias
was indeed a speechwriter, as a metic (resident alien) in Athens and thus not
able to participate in politics directly he was not susceptible to attacks that were
effective against politicians. A late report that Lysifis was the intended beneficiary
of a citizenship grant following the restoration of democracy in 403 might, if it
were true, provide a context for the political attack mentioned by Ph.; but the
report was invented for biographical literary purposes ([Plut.] x orat. 835{-836a;
Todd 2007: 6). Further, as S.’s response implies (c7-d1), it is implausible that an
attack on Lysias for being a forensic speechwriter would affect his willingness to
compose an epideictic discourse of the kind at issue in the dialogue; it clearly did
not prevent him (in Plato’s representation) from writing the first speech. Rather,
Ph. seizes on the popular prejudice against speechwriters as an excuse to spare
Lysias any further competition with the obviously superior S. He does not even
contemplate the possibility that Lysias, whose skill lies in writing speeches (228a2),
might extemporize a response.  ¢€5-6 Téy' olv & Umwd prhomiplas Emioyol
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Nuiv &v ToU yp&eew “perhaps then we can see that he might refrain from writ-
ing for the sake of his reputation.” fuiv is ethical dative, expressing the person
from whose point of view the statement holds (AGPS 48.6.5). The second &v
repeats the first (232c2—4n.). ¢ veavia: pointed and suggests teasing (Introd.
note 11). 7o 88ypa: viz. Ph.’s belief that Lysias will refrain from writing just
because a politician reproached him for being a speechwriter.

257d1—2 lows 52 kad . . . Abyew & EAeyev “but perhaps you really think that the
man who was attacking him said what he said by way of reproach.” S. goes straight
to the question whether there is any merit in reproaching someone just for being
a speechwriter. The possibility of further epideictic competition is ignored and
forgotten.  dg ol uéyioTov Suvdpevol. . . kv Tads wéAeqv: Ph. refers archly
to Athens’ leading politicians.  dg—6 aloyivovtar Adyous. . . uf) copioTal
xaA&GvTai: Athenian politicians did not normally engage in forensic speech-
writing or publish texts (xatadelmev, “leave them behind”) until Demosthenes
changed the practice in the mid fourth century (Yunis 1996: 175, 241-). oogio-
Tal refers not to a specific group of sophists (Protagoras, Gorgias, et al.) but to a
broader group of intellectuals (229c5-din.), who, like speechwriters, were often
held in suspicion by the démos. Written texts were associated with this group
because they were among the first to produce written texts that came to the
attention of the broader public (Alcid. Soph. 1; Thomas 2003).  d7-8 “IMukUs
&yxaw,” . . . ikAi0n: the proverb “sweet bend,” originating, as S. says, from a
big (and therefore difficult) bend in the Nile, means that words should be under-
stood in the sense opposite to their literal meaning. So S. is telling Ph. that he
has made the mistake of taking the politicians at their word. Bothered by the
explanation of the proverb which looks like a gloss, editors have deleted the clause
oT1. .. &kAiOn (De Vries 1969: 184—7), but S.’s didactic tone towards Ph. suits this
passage. The clause is present in P 4nt. 77 (2nd-3rd c. cE) as well as the three
primary medieval MSS.

257e1-258d1o0 In a passage of intensifying ridicule S. makes the paradoxical
claim that politicians are eager to write speeches and leave compositions behind
and defends it by pointing out that politicians compete to have their propos-
als adopted by the dénos and publicly inscribed. The confusion evident in the
politicians’ self-contradictory reproach of speechwriting makes clear the need to
consider what constitutes good and bad speaking and writing in general without
regard for genre or occasion (258d7-10). This passage not only creates a bridge to
the following inquiry, but also makes clear that deliberative rhetoric turned into
epideictic display by craven politicians in the democratic assembly is a travesty
that parallels Lysias’ epideictic deliberative speech addressed to a young man.
This parallel between forms of discourse that are ostensibly quite different illus-
trates the appropriateness of examining all forms of persuasive discourse in one
inquiry (261a7-bg, dio—e4). Cf. Yunis 1996: 181~93 on the argument and derisive
humor in this passage.
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257e1—2 ol pkyioTov ppovolvTEs . . . kaTaelyews ouyypanpdTawy: the claim
that “the proudest politicians love most of all speechwriting and leaving written
compositions behind” is a paradox, as Ph.’s puzzlement (257¢5), likely to be shared
by the reader, implies. S.’s argument in dlefense of the paradox hinges on the terms
Aoyoypagia and oUyypauuc. With regard to Aoyoypagia S. shifts from the
conventional sense “forensic speechwriting,” as used by Ph. (257c5), to a literal
sense “composing speeches,” i.e. of any kind (257¢1, 258b4, c1—2, 264b7). He is
helped by Ph.’s attempt to conflate forensic and epideictic speechwriting (257c5n.),
by Ph.’s locution Adyous ypdeew (257d5) with the ambiguity of Adyos referring
to discourse of any kind and yp&gew referring to inscribing as well as writing,
and by the fact that Aoyoyp&eos could mean simply “prose-writer” in contrast
to a poet (Thuc. 1.21.1, Arist. Rh. 2.1388b21, 3.1413b13). The term oUyypaupa
commonly referred to any prose document that was composed in writing and
used, published, or circulated in written form, as both actual forensic speeches
of the kind written by Lysias and the epideictic speech attributed to him in the
dialogue; thus Ph.’s usage in 257d5. But S. expands oUyypauua (and cognates)
here and below (258a1, a6, a8, b1, bs, c4) to include politicians’ speeches delivered
before the assembly even though the proposals contained in those speeches may
not have been written up until they were approved by the dénos and made ready
for inscription. In the Platonic corpus it is not unusual for S. “to understand words
and phrases contrary to all convention if they seem to him ambiguous or if his own
interpretation leads him to a new significance” (Classen 1959: 178), as happens
again with yuxaywyia (261a7), ptAdoogos (278ds); further examples at Classen
1959: 99—164. e1 udAioTa Epddat: the intensity of the desire anticipates the
abjectness of the politicians’ pursuit of popular favor (258b3-5). ez ol ye
kol “because it is they who.” e3 ToUs Erranvéras “his admirers,” ironic for a
politician’s supporters (258a6—7n.). e3—4 Tpoowapaypdpoust wpwToVs of
&v EkaoTayol Eauvddoiv abtovs “they write in as an addition at the beginning
whoever admires them on any occasion.”

258a4—5 “"ESot,” ol gnotv. .. “8¢ kal 8 elwev?’: at the beginning (1rpeo-
Tous, 257e4, TPATOS, 258a1) of inscribed Athenian decrees stood the formula
of enactment: “resolved by the council,” “resolved by the people,” or “resolved
by the council and the people” (Henry 1977). Having approved the politician’s
proposal, the people constitute his “admirers” (257e4, 258a2). The people’s for-
mal approval of the politician’s proposal (#50§e Té Sfjucor) precisely mirrors the
persuasive goal of sophistic rhetoric, viz. T& 86§t &v A1 01 (260a2), TS TN
A€ SokoUv (273b1-2). The name of the proposing politician, recorded in the
form “so-and-so said” (s kal 8s elmev), immediately followed the formula of
enactment in the inscription.  a5~6 Tév aUTdV 51 Abywv péda oepvéds kal
Eyrkwpmdiwv b ouyypagels “the writer naturally mentioning his own self with
great solemnity and praise.” The irony, beginning with the reflexive pronoun
used with the article (Tév abrédv) and &4, is blatant. a6—7 tmbaxvipevos
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Tols trawéTals THv tautol goglav: more irony. The politician, properly an
adviser (oUpPoudas), is reduced to epideictic performer (¢miBeikvipevos). The
copla he displays is less “his [political] wisdom” than “his [epideictic] skill.”
The political audience, properly autonomous listeners deciding their own inter-
ests, are reduced to admirers. Thucydides’ Cleon (3.38.4~7) vividly describes the
degradation of the Athenian assembly into epideictic competition.  ay wéwu
nokpdv: another dig. a8-brx ) co1 &\Ao T1 palveTan TS ToloUTov ) Abdyos
suyyeypanpévos; this amounts to asking Ph. whether he accepts S.’s expansion
of the term oUyypappa (257e1—=2n.) as legitimate.

258b3 v utv oUrtos tupévmiz se. & Adyos: “if this speech [ie. the politician’s
proposal] should stand,” i.e. be approved by the assembly so as to become
an official decree. b3—4 yeynfdos &mrépyetan ik ToU Bedrpou & ToinTis:
the poet (= politician) departs the theater (= assembly) rejoicing for having
won the dramatic (= political) competition. Democratic political rhetoric and
democratic poetic competition are equally forms of flattery (Grg. s01e-502€, Rep.
6.492b—493d). On woinTis cf. 234e5n. bg—5 tav 5t Eahagbij. .. xal ol
traipor: if the politician’s proposal (subject of Eé§aheipiiy, parallel to Eupévm) fails
to pass in the assembly, as a written cdocument it is literally erased (cf. Andoc.
1.76 ESoeiyan T& yneiopoTa) and the politician (subject of yévnTau) thereby
loses his chance to have his speech written/inscribed. mevlel is mocking, like
yeynlcs (bg). ol éradpor is the term for political associates.  bzo~c4 8Tav
Ikavds yevnTar pfiTwp. . . alrol Té& ouyypdupara; “when he [the aspiring
political ovyypageis] becomes a good enough politician or king so as to acquire
the power of Lycurgus or Solon or Darius and become an immortal speech-
writer in his city, does he not consider himself equal to the gods while he is still
alive and do not later generations have the same opinion of him as they gaze
on his writings?” The delusion of the aspiring political ouyypagels is comically
excessive. Whereas the quasi-divine fame of the legendary statesmen rests on
real political achievements and they were not ones to have flattered the démos in
competition with opponents, the aspiring cuyypageUs is nothing more than an
ill-tempered, self-seeking epideictic speechwriter whose celestial aspirations and
immortal fame rest not on the content of his discourse and the public benefits
of his policies but solely on the durability of the medium on which his flattering
speech is inscribed. PagiAels anticipates Darius, but also indicates the extent
of the politician’s ambition, as seen e.g. in Alcibiades or Callicles. The “later
generations” who exalt the successful politician merely because of his inscribed
decrees (atTol T& ouyypduuaTa) are equally foolish, like Plato’s contemporary
Athenians who exalt the great Athenian politicians of the preceding generations
(Grg. 502d—503¢). The Spartan Lycurgus, the Athenian Solon, and the Persian
Darius form a natural group as representatives of the fundamental types of con-
stitution (oligarchy, democracy, monarchy; Laws 3) and traditional great powers
(Laws 3.695c-d, Epist. 7.332a-b on Darius; Smp. 209d—e on Lycurgus and Solon).
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258¢6 Tév ToloUTwy: politicians (257¢c4). c6—7 o115 kal dmrewaTiolv SUo-
vous Auclai “whoever is hostile to Lysias to any extent whatsoever.” c8—9g
Otixouv elxds ye. . . dverbifor: of course politicians did make such reproaches
(257c5n.), which exposes their confusion about what they were doing. Such expo-
sure is the invariable outcome of S.’s investigations into the practices of demo-
cratic politicians (dp. 21b—22a, 24c—27€).

258d1—5 oUx aloxpdv aUTé ye. . . aloypds Te kal koxéds: from Ph.’s claim that
a politician criticized Lysias for being a speechwriter (257¢3—5) S. retains the
interest in criticism; but there being nothing to criticize in the mere act of writing
speeches, he directs critical judgment towards the way in which speeches are
written: since speeches can be written well or badly, they can be evaluated as such.
Further, there being nothing disgraceful just in writing speeches, evaluation of the
production of speeches will naturally include the two means of proclucing them,
orally (Aéyew) and in writing (yp&epev). Socratic discourse will thus be included
alongside Lysianic discourse in the following inquiry.  d%7 Tis olv & Tpémos
ToU KaAdds Te kal pf) ypdeev; “what then is the nature of writing [speeches]
in an admirable way and in a way that is not [admirable]?” The question is
further specified in the next sentence. Composing discourse kaAés is exemplified
by S.’s palinode (keAMoTn, 257a2), soon to be taken as a model of rhetorical art
(262c8-d2n)).  d7-x0 Bedued& T1, B Daidpe, . . . &veu pérpou s 181CTNSS
S.'s request to pursue the investigation marks the transition to the second half
of the dialogue. Lysias warrants scrutiny because he is (obviously) a producer of
discourse (243d5-e1n.), but he warrants no special scrutiny: the inquiry is to be
a general one, applying to all writers of speeches at any time (kad &AAov GoTig
TWTOTE TI yéypagev 1) ypdet), without regard for the status of the speech as
public or privzitc (efTe TTOMITIKOV GUYYpappa el T 1810TIKGVY) or its form in verse
or prose (Bv pétpw! s woINTHS 1) dveu pétpou s 1816oTngs). Public/private and
verse/prose are basic and exhaustive dichotornies. Orally produced speeches are
also to be included along with written ones (258d4, 259¢3). 18iwTiKéV (dg), in
opposition to the specialized domain ToAITikév (dg), here means non-political,
hence private. {81c0tns (d10), in opposition to the specialized woinTHs who writes
in verse (d10), here means non-poet, hence prose-writer. The comprehensiveness
of the inquiry is stressed again at its conclusion (277d1-e1, 278c1-d6).

258ex EpwTdis el Sedpebay Tivos piv olv Bvexa: repeating the question and
utv odv express lively agreement (GP 478).  e2—3 oU yd&p wou Exefvwv ye
v wpoAutnbijven Bl fj undt fobfiveus dv is attracted from &s to the case of
its antecedent Ekelvwov: “for surely [one would] not [live for the sake of] those
[pleasures] with respect to which one must experience pain beforehand or else
not even have pleasure.” The notion that physical pleasures result from the
cessation of pain is raised elsewhere by Plato (Phd. 6ob, Rep. 9.583c—d). eq
Bikalws &vBpamodmdels kékAnvTai: Ph.’s satisfaction in the superior quality of
his pleasures mocks him gently and prompts S. to reply with the cicada story. Yet
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Ph.’s instinctive desire for pleasure in discourse rather than for physical pleasure
makes him a suitable candidate for philosophical endeavors (228a4n., 25gbgn.,

276d1-).

258e5-259d6 S.’s mention of the cicadas overhead recalls the beautiful spot that
fostered S.’s first rhetorical outburst (230b2--c4) as well as his speeches on erds.
Now, however, as S. and Ph. are about to commeénce their dialectical inquiry, the
combination of the cicadas’ chirping and the heat threatens to derail it right at
the start. To Ph. —and to readlers who, like him, are intrigued more by rhetorical
performances than by dialectical inquiries — the cicada story functions as both
a warning and a stimulus (Goérgemanns 1993: 142—4). The cicadas’ chirping was
traditionally portrayed as singing (Hom. Ii. 3.152, Hes. Op. 583), which enabled
cicadas to be associated with poetry and the Muses (Davies and Kathirithamby
1986: 117-18). Plato makes the cicadas’ chirping into a combination of singing
and conversing (&8ovres kal dAAAo1s Brodeyduevol, 259a1-2), the latter activity
representing the dialectical inquiry that S. is about to launch (25923, 6). Yet like
the Sirens’ sang (259b1), the cicadas’ chirping is captivating while constituting
an obstacle to be overcome. The base reaction, typical of sheep (259a5), is to
succumb to the physical inducement ancl be charmed into sleep, which is the
effect that dialectical inquiry is liable to have on Ph. and readers with similar
tastes. The nobler reaction is to resist the physical inducement to sleep, recognize
the Muses as the inspiration of the cicadas’ chitping, and emulate the cicadas’
service to the Muses by pursuing the very activities which the Muses sponsor.
The most eminent Muses, whose utterances are most beautiful, are the Muses
of philosophy (259d2-5, anticipated 248d3). Thus in this isolated spot under
the watchful eye of the cicadas, S. and Ph. have the privilege and obligation of
pursuing philosophy as a way of honoring the goddesses, and thereby reaping
pleasure too, in the tireless manner of the cicadas (259¢4). The cicadas are both
a reminder of philosophy’s status as a divine, pleasurable pursuit and a spur to
engage in that pursuit.

258e5 £xoAMi: S.’s assurarice of leisure is a sure sign that the proposed exami-
nation is important to him (227b8-10, 22ge3—230a6). e5-259a1 s tv T
wvlyer “as [happens] in the heat.”

9«

259a1-2 &iSovTes kal &AA)A01s SiaAeydpevor: the cicadas’ “singing” represents
the first, rhetorical-performative, part of the dialogue (230c2, 238dz2, 241e1-2,
265c1—4); their “discussing with each other” represents the upcoming, dialectical,
part (SichexTikt, 276e5). a2 xaBopdv xal fpds: in the isolated rural setting
the pressures of human society that ordinarily necessitate philosophy (Rep. 2.369c—
g76¢) are absent, but even here, where undisturbed, sheep-like sleep is available,
the gods (through their agents, the cicadas) are watching and provide an incentive
to philosophy, as S. goes on to explain. ag~5 Sikalws &v kaTayeddiev,
flyoUnevol &vBpdmod’ &rra: the words in which Ph. revealed his complacent
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superiority (Sikafws &vBpaTrobdets, 258e4) are turned around by S. to exhort
him to greater effort and a higher standard. '

259b1 TapawAtovTds ogas domep Zeipfivas &knAfyTous “[if they see us] sail
past them, as if they were Sirens, without falling under their spell.” Odysseus
allowed himself to fall under the Sirens’ spell while managing to avoid death by
a ruse (Od. 12.153—200). S. and Ph. are to resist the spell of the cicadas’ sleep-
inducing song by sheer determination, though S. holds out the hope of pleasure
and a reward if they are successful. b4 pAdpouoov: to encourage Ph. in the
task ahead, S. suggests that Ph. is himself a lover of the Muses, which is consistent
with Ph.’s own aspirations (228a4, 258e4n.). S. described the highest human life
in the hierarchy of lives of the palinode thus (248d2—3): &v8pds yevnaopévou
P1Aogdou | prAokéAou 1) pouaikol Tivos kal EpwTikoU. Ph.’s designation as
“lover of the Muses” puts him at this level (nouatkoU Tivos) and thus suggests
that he has the potential to become a philosopher (piAoaégou) and erotic expert
(tpwTiKoU); cf. 257b4-6, Introd. 2,3.  b5—6 o floav olTo1 &vpwTol TGV
wplv MoUoas yeyovévar “once upon a time these [cicadas] were men who
belonged to the generations before the Muses wete born.”

259c1 EgemA&ynoav U’ )8oviis: unlike Ph. (258e1-4), the proto-cicada men do
not intellectualize pleasure but experience it purely, and this way of experiencing
pleasure (of a divine kind) is exemplary for S. (251a2—c4). c1-2 fpéAnocav
olrov Te kal ToTdV: on the cicadas’ abstinence as a model for S. and Ph,, cf.
227b6—m.  c2—6 E§ dv T TeTTlywy yévos. . TIG TEV vB&Se: AaPov is
nominative in agreement with 16 yévos and has as its object y¢pas ToUro, which is
then explained in the accusative—infinitive construction that follows: “from those
men the race of cicadas is aftérwards born [historical present] and they accepted
this gift from the Muses: that once born they have no need of nourishment but
straightaway sing without food or drink until they die, and then they go to the
Muses and report to them who among men here honors which of them.” ¢4
&otTév Te kal &woTov: Aristotle reports that cicadas lack a mouth and ingest
only dew (Hist. an. 532b1o-17). c6 Tepyrxdpan: Plato borrows from Hesiod
the names of the Muses (7 eog. 77—9) and the idea of connecting their names with
the activities they supervise (Thegg. 63—74), though Plato adapts to his purposes
what those activities are. Terpsichore’s dances recall the dance-like procession of
souls upward within' the vault of heaven (247a7, 250b5).

259d1 Tois EpwTikois: the erotic activities that occupy those who are reported
to Erato must, in this context, go beyond the traditional erotic activities such as
those described by erotic poets (235¢3) to include the divine erds of the palinode
(248d3).  d2—3 Tij1 5t wpeoPuTrdrni KaAMdmrni kal Tij1 pet’ crriyy OVpavion:
as “the most eminent of all [the Muses], she who accompanies kings” (Hes. Theog.
79-80), here “the eldest,” Calliope is properly the chief philosophical Muse.
Her name (“beautiful voice”) allows Plato to treat her as the Muse of discourse



COMMENTARY: 259d-274b 177

(repi . . . Adyous. . . Belous Te kai dvBpeotrivous, 259d4~—5), which in its most beau-
tiful and pleasurable form is philosophy. Urania, placed by Hesiod next to last
before Calliope (T/eog. 78), is the second philosophical Muse because heaven is
both a subject of philosophical discourse (Trepl Te oUpavév, 259d4) and the place
of the procession of souls upward towards the Forms.  d3—4 Thv Ekefvoov
uouotkfivs sc. TExvnv: “the art that belongs to these Muses,” viz. philosophy (as
Phd. 612, Rep. 8.548b). d4—5 mepl Te oUpavdy kal Adyous olUoat Belous Te kal
&vBpewrivous “are concerned with heaven and discourses about gods and men.”
This subject matter and these discourses pertain to philosophy generally, but the
palinode inevitably springs to mind. The three categories (heaven, gods, men)
recall Hesiod’s enumeration of the Muses’ songs as concerning Uranus, Zeus,
and men (T heog. 44-52). d5 1&ow kaAAloTnv pwviiv: a final reminiscence of
Hesiod: the Muses trfiparov dooav leioan (Theog. 67, cf. also 43, 65). The “most
beautiful voice” signifies the form in which the philosophical subject matter is
cast.

259ex Aextéoy y&p oliv: prepared by the cicada story, Ph. is now ready to be
initiated under S.’s. guidance into dialectical philosophy. He has the advantage
that the inquiry concerns a subject that is dear to him.

259e2—274b6: WHAT CONSTITUTES GOOD AND BAD
DISCOURSE: THE ART OF RHETORIC

Having decided to examine the question what constitutes good and bad discourse
without regard for the form or occasion of the discourse (258d4—10), S. and
Ph. agree that they will investigate good discourse in the sense of discourse
that persuades (259e2—261a6). Hence their attempt to consider what the art of
rhetoric consists in (261a7-e4). S. argues that rhetorical art requires dialectic
and psychology. Dialectic is needed to construct effective rhetorical arguments.
Because the auditor’s receptive properties are determined by the nature of his
or her soul, psychology is needed to discover the form in which the discourse
should be cast in order to make it most effective in persuading the auditor. S. also
shows how the sophists’ attempts to discover and teach rhetorical art have been
woefully inadequate.
The argument proceeds through the following stages:

(1) 259e2—261a6: preparing the ground: S. undertakes to demonstrate that the
skilled speaker, i.e. one who persuades by art, must have knowledge of the
subject matter of his discourse

(2) 261a7-€4: definition: rhetoric is a kind of psychagdgia and is applicable to
discourse in all its forms

(3) 261e5—-262c3: demonstration: the skilled speaker has knowledge of his subject
matter
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(4) 262c4—266d4: examination of Lysias’ and S.’s speeches for the presence or
absence of rhetorical art )
(42) 262c7-264€6: Lysias’ specch lacks an argument, comparison to Miclas
epigram
(4b) 264c6—266c1: S.’s speeches are based on dialectic, consisting of collec-
tion and division
(5) 266d5-26gdi: criticism of sophistic techné rhétoriké
(52) 266cl5—267dg: the sophists’ rhetoric books |
(5b) 268a1—-269d1: the sophists’ notion of techné
(6) 269d2—272b6: psychology
(6a) 26gd2—271c4: the skilled speaker needs to understand the nature of the
soul
(6b) 271c9—272b4: the skilled speaker’s psychological training
(7) 272by—274b6: conclusion of the account of the art of rhetoric: no short cut
(7a) 272d2—273€3: Tisias’ probability arguments rejected
(7b) 273e3—274a5: the proper use of rhetoric.

The manner in which S. leads Ph. through the stages of this inquiry and
persuades him to accept the conclusions they reach is itself a tour de force of
psychagogia and as impressive as the palinode. Details are presented in the notes.

259e2-261a26 From the start S. focuses on the relation of the skilled speaker to
the subject matter of his discourse, asserting that a speaker must have knowledge
of his subject matter. In response Ph. reports a view he has heard: a speaker must
have knowlecdlge not of the subject matter but of the audience’s beliefs about the
subject matter, since knowledge of the latter kind is the key to persuasion (259e5—
260a4). S. easily demonstrates that if a speaker is to benefit his audience, he must
have knowledge of his subject matter (26ob1—d2). But in response to Ph.’s interest
in persuasion, S. undertakes to demonstrate that if a speaker is to persuacle his
audience (i.e. by art), he must also have knowledge of his subject matter (260d3—
261a6). This undertaking puts S. squarely in opposition to sophistic rhetoric and
determines the course of the rest of the inquiry.

259e2—3 OUkolv, &mrep viv Tpoubéueda. . . axemrtéov: S. restates the question
under consideration (cf. 258d7—10) just before he hegins the attempt to answer
it. &xe1 is impersonal with koAds. TOv Adyov (= “a speech,” generic article) is
object of Atyewv Te kal ypagew. e5 Tols. . . pnénoopévors: neuter. eb
ToU Aéyovtos: when S. or Ph. mentions “the speaker” (& Adycov, & pr\Tewp),
he means a skilled speaker (Texvikds, pnTopikés), one who procluces good dis-
course by art (téxvm). v, .. épt = Trepl ToUTWV & e7-260a3 oUx
elvan &vdyknv. .. AN doa 568t “[I have heard] that it is necessary for the
would-be speaker to learn not the actually just things but whatever things seem
[just] to the masses who will be giving judgment, and not the actually good or
noble things but whatever will seem [good or noble to the masses].” T& 86§av’
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&v = Talta & 568e1e &v (AGPS 54.6.6.D on participles in indirect speech with
&v). Just, good, and noble things constitute the subject matter of the discourse in
the city’s judicial, deliberative, and epideictic institutions. What the “masses” (1o
TAf}005) believe about these things is pertinent because in Athenian democracy
they constitute the decision-making audiences. The emphasis on the beliefs of
the masses and persuasion (260a3) suggests that the view which Ph. “has heard”
(258e7) is a typical sophistic view of discourse (260oc7-d1n., 272d2—273¢c4), which
is appropriate given his characterization as a devotee of sophistic and rhetorical
circles (227a4—5n., 242a6—bs, 266d5-6, 272c3—4, 273a7).

260a5-6 “O0 To1 &wéPAnToV Eros” . . . 8 &v elTrwot gogof: a quotation, then
adaptation of Nestor’s comment o0 Tot &répAnTov Erros éooeTat, STTI Kev elTrw
(1. 2.361), with which he introduces his plan to distinguish good soldiers from
bad. cogof is polite and the following recommendation to examine their view is
sincere, but cogol is also ironic: S. goes on to demolish the view that is attributed
to them (266c2—5), and he is ultimately unwilling to use the term cogds for any
human being (278d4—s5); let alone for the sophists who hold the view summarized
by Ph. a6 pfj 11 Abywor “whether there may not be something in what they
say” (AGPS §1.16.13 on the idiom with T1).

260bs OUtre ye: ie. S. has not yet completed the case that reveals the absur-
dity of a speaker who lacks knowledge of his subject matter. ~ bg5=6 ouvTibels
Adyov Emaivov katd 1ol Svou: lit. “composing a praise speech regarding the
ass,” as if this politician’s speech was a rhetorical wafyviov perversely delivered
in a deliberative assembly. The parallel with Lysias’ erotic walyviov and its delib-
erative framework is evident (257¢1—258d10n.). &rcuvov is used attributively of
Adyov, as Smp. 177d Adyov elmrelv Eratvov “EpaoTos. b7-260c1 &roTroAeueiv
Te Xpriotpov “and [that the creature] is useful to fight from,” as if from horseback;
cf. Prt. 350a &mwd 1@V Twweov Tolepelv.

260c4—5 ol kpeiTTOV yehoiov kol pldov i Bewdv Te kal ExBpov elva; the com-
ment operates on two levels. First, S.’s example may indeed be ridiculous, as Ph.
Jjust said (260c3), but S. presented it with the friendly purpose of advancing their
inquiry, and clearly, as Ph. agrees (260c6), that is better than a clever example
that (in addition to demonstrating S.’s cleverness) might be advanced by S. with
the hostile purpose of tricking his interlocutor and thwarting his progress in the
inquiry. Second, a public speaker so ridiculous as to confuse horses and asses but
harboring good intentions is better, in the sense of less harmful to the audience,
than a speaker who cleverly exploits the audience’s ignorance for hostile purposes,
as S. makes clear in his next utterance. c7—-dx"OTav ol é pnTopikds . . . OV
tomeipe Gepllevy S. generalizes from his horse-and-ass example and reformu-
lates Ph.’s position (259¢7—260a4) in order to demonstrate the harm inflicted
by speakers who lack knowledge of their subject matter yet possess knowledge
of the audience’s beliefs about the subject matter and use that knowledge to
persuade the audience. The sophistic lineage of this view of discourse, already
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suggested by Ph. (259e7—260a3n.), is made conspicuous in two ways. First, the
terms & pnTopikds (“one skilled in rhetoric”; cf. Ammann 1953: 176-7) and T
pnTopiknv (260d1n.) suggest the formal training in persuasive speaking that is
associated with sophists in this dialogue (266d2—267clg, 273bg—c4) and elsewhere
in Plato (Gig. 449a—453a, Prt. 310d—319a). Second, S.’s utterance amounts to a
summary of the argument against sophistic rhetoric put forward in the Gorgias
regarding the persuasion that arises from manipulating the beliefs of the igno-
rant masses (Grg. 454e—459¢) and the harm that is inflicted by politicians who
use such rhetoric (Grg. 463c—465¢e, 502d—520b). Underlying both the argument
in the Gorgias and S.’s point here is the model of discourse as a form of advising;
according to this model good discourse supplies the knowlecdge which the recip-
ient of the discourse needs for his welfare but otherwise lacks. c8 doaUTws
Exovoav: i.e. like the speaker, ignorant ofgoodandbad.  8vov oxidis: “an ass’s
shadow” was proverbial for something worthless (Ar. Vesp. 191, PCG 199; Corpus
paroemiographorum graecorum 1.16g Leutsch—Schneidewin). The utter worthlessness
conveyed by the expression heightens the contrast with the real damage done by
thisspeaker.  cxo~dx Twoldv Tiva ofel peTd Talra THY PnTopIKiY KapTTdY GV
Eomeipe Bepllevs “what kind of fruit do you think the art of rhetoric reaps after
that from the seeds it sowed?” The idea “you reap what you sow” was proverbial:
Hes. frag. 286 Merkelbach-West, Gorg. DK 82 Bi16.

26o0dx Thv pnTopikfv: sc. Téxvny. Plato employs the term pnTopikt| in the
Phaedrus to refer to both the sophistic teachings about persuasion that S. rejects
(here, 26gb3, 269c6) and the true art of discourse that S. proposes and defends
(261a7, 263b3, b6, 266d4, 269b6, b7, c2, e2, 270bi1, 271a5). Context makes the
reference clear. In the Gorgias Plato used the term pnropikn to refer to the
sophists’ techniques of persuasive speaking at the same time as he undermined
the claim that their rhetoric attains the status of a true lechné (Grg. 448d—465¢);
and he used the term “true rhetoric” (fy &An6ivty pnTopik) for an ideal, but
as yet unrealized, political discourse that would benefit its recipients (Grg. 517a,
cf. 462e, 504d). Cf. next note, 261by—cin. on related terms. dg ThY TéOV
Adywv Téxvnv “the art of discourse,” used in the Phaedrus as a synonym for
| pnTopik Téxvn (260din.) in reference to both sophistic techné (here, 262c1,
266c2, d6, 267d7) and the true Platonic techné (270a6, 272bg, 273d7, 274Db4). CE.
also Téxvn ToU Abyew (262d5). d4-8 1l woT, & avudoirol, Anpeie., . . EoTan
elBewv Téxvnu: personified, sophistic rhetoric denies that it requires a speaker
to be ignorant of his subject matter (and thus likely to harm his audience, as
S. showed), but affirms that even a speaker who has knowledge of his subject
matter (and thus is in a position to benefit his audience) needs rhetoric if he is
to persuade his audience. This position too is familiar from the Gorgias (456a-b),
where Gorgias recalls the aid he renders his brother, a physician, who despite
his medical expertise cannot persuade his patients to undergo the beneficial, but
painful, medical treatment he prescribes. Gorgias claims that he can persuade
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them to undergo the treatment even though he kriows nothing about medicine.
The need for persuasive ability over and above an expert’s knowledge of his
subject matter is a basic requirement for Plato’s conception of philosophy too if
philosophy is to have any effect in the world, where it is forced to communicate
with the ignorant masses if it is to bring them any benefit (Yunis 2007a, 2007b). The
lively polemical manner in which sophistic rhetoric speaks in its own behalf — i
7oT), & Baupdaiot, AnpeiTe, el T1 duf) oupPouiny, 165e 8 olv ptyaAéyw - palpably
conveys the tension of the Platonic challenge to sophistic rhetoric. ~ d6 &AN)
el 71 &ud) oupPoulny, kTnoduevoy Ekeivo oUTws tut Aaupdvev “but, if my advice
counts for anything [lit. is anything], [I urge] that a person [sc. Tiva from oU8éva,
ds] first acquire that (tkeivo) [i.e. TéAn6és] and [only] in that condition (0UTws)
[i.e. in possession of the truth] seize hold of me [i.e. rhetoric].”  d7 T68e &' olv
uéya Aéyo: lit. “in any case 1 say this [i.e. the following point] boastfully”; i.e. 1
make this my boast. ptya is adverbial in the phrase péya Atyewv (“to boast,” e.g.
Phd. g5b, Laws 2.653a) as it is in the phrase péya ppoveiv (“to be presumptuous”)
(AGPS 46.5.6). For 8'olv, “in any case,” cf. GP461—2.  oU8év 1 péAAov “nota
whit more.” .~ d8 melew Téxvmiz how “to persuade by means of art” becomes
the point of the investigation.

260e2 Onul, v ol ye tmidvTes abriji Adyor papTupddow elvan Téxvnt “yes,
if, that is, the arguments that are advancing upon it [i.e. upon the sophistic
art of discourse, 260dy4] testify that [in fact] it is an art.” Téxvni, the predicate,
is attracted from the accusative to the case of abTfi (AGPS 55.2.5). tmbvres
implies hostile intent (LS] s.v. 1.1.b), so even before S. reveals the force of these
arguments in the next sentence, he sheds doubt on the possibility that these
arguments will support the sophistic art of discourse in its claim to be an art. The
personified Adyor respond to the personified art of discourse in S.’s preceding
utterance. e3 QdoTep “as it were,” softening the harshness of the extended
personification. SiapapTupoptvey “protesting vigorously.” eq yeudeTan
kal oUk EoTi Téyvn &AN &texvos TpiP1: the subject is ) TGV Adywv Téxvn (=
aUtijt, e2). The second part of this utterance is a striking reminiscence of Grg.
463b oUk EoTv Téyxvn &AN’ Eurreipla kad Tp1P1 and thus of the entire argument in
the Gorgias that sophistic rhetoric is not a Téxvn but a Tpipr (Grg. 462b—465€). The
TpIP (“practice”) to which S. refers is a knack for flattery, the appetites to which
flattery caters being irrational and thus not susceptible to manipulation by art.
The reminiscence not only confirms that S. has been alluding to the argument
against sophistic rhetoric put forward in the Gorgias (26oc7-d1n., 260d4-8n.), but
also alerts the reader to the manner in which the argument that S. is about to
bring forward departs from the Gorgias. In the earlier dialogue Plato demonstrated
that sophistic rhetoric fails to benefit its auditors and in fact harms them. Here he
demonstrates that sophistic rhetoric fails to persuade its auditors, and he will also
demonstrate what a truc teeiné of persuasion consists in. e5 pnoiv & Adkoov:
“the Laconian” is not a particular Spartan but a generic representative of the
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Spartans. He is an appropriately witty source of support for S.’s philosophical
view of rhetoric insofar as a playful inversion of traditional Laconian reticence
makes Laconians into a repository of unassailable wisdom. This Laconian type is
given comic treatment at Prt. 342a~343b and belongs to the tradition of Spartan
wisdom represented by Plutarch’s collection of &iro@@éyuorra Aaxewviké, which
incorporated the present passage (Mor. 233b). ETupos: a poetic word (24337,
LSJ s.v.), which lends the Laconian’s wisdom the sanction of tradition. &veu
To¥ dAnBelas Aigdan “without a grasp of truth.” figbou is perfect middle infini-
tive of &mrrow. e6 olre pfy...yévnTan: 227d4—5n. on oU pf with the
subjunctive. A

26123 koA lTroudd e aidpov “Ph., who has beautiful children,” in reference
to Ph. as begetter of discourses, his “children” (242a6-bs; cf. Smp. 177d Ph. as
morthp ToU Adyou). In tragedy, its original context, kaAAfrous means “having
beautiful children” (Aesch. Ag. 762 [pace Fraenkel 1950: 349 ad loc.], Eur. HF
839, TrGF Adespota 178) except for a unique case where it means “beautiful
daughter” (Eur. Or. 964). Prose authors after Plato use the term in the sense
“having beautiful children,” following Plato’s lead in the present passage; cf. Plut.
Quaest. Plat. 1000f-1001a in specific reference to this passage, Aristid. Or. 17.20
with a reference to rhetorical production. S. appropriately recalls Ph.’s talent
for engendering discourses as Ph. helps him launch the dialectical investigation
(261a1—2, 257b7—c1), just as he recalled that aspect of Ph.’s character before
the palinode (242a6-bs) and also had Ph.’s help (243e4~6). The jingle Tond-
/®cub- teases and signals the same gentle mocking of Ph.’s actual contribution
as that displayed throughout the earlier scene (24226, e1—2). Yet, as Hermias
(223.18) notes, kaAAfTTanda also suggests the sense kaAos wais, “beautiful boy.”
That suggestion recalls the fact that Ph. is like the young man addressed in the
speeches (Trai kaAé, 243¢e7) insofar as he too is propelled by S. towards philosophy
and facesa critical choice (257b4-6).  ag~5 t&v uf) Ikavéds prAocogtion:, oUdt
Ikavés roTe Abye EoTan epl oUBevds: in his coming argument on rhetorical art
S. will show that the knowledge available only to a philosopher is a prerequisite
for good discourse in two respects: dialectic provides knowledge of the subject
matter of a speech, which is essential for constructing rhetorical arguments
(261e5—266d3); psychology provides knowledge of the types of souls that a speaker
addresses, which is essential for casting argumerits in persuasive form (269d2—
272b6). Philosophy, understood as the pursuit of wisdom, is also essential for
enabling a discourse-composer to make proper use of both oral and written
forms of discourse (278c4—d6). Using his insight into Ph.’s desire to become an
expert speaker, S. recommends philosophy not as valuable in itself or for how it
benefits the soul, but for its instrumental value in producing expertise in discourse.
S. addresses Ph. in the third person, as when he previously revealed his insight
into Ph.’s desire (228a5—c4), as if he is inviting Ph. to take a look at himself.
The play Ikavéds/Ikavés makes S.’s advice pointed. a6 Epwrdre: the plural
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is addressed to the “worthy creatures” (261a3), that is, the arguments that Ph.
wants to hear.

261a%-eq S. puts forward a definition of rhetoric that involves two novel claims:;
rhetoric is a kind of psychagdgia (261a7), and rhetoric deals with any topic in any
setting (261a8-b2). The former claim is taken up later (269d2—272b6). To justify
the latter claim S. notices that skilled speakers in private as well as public forums
have the ability to convince their audiences of both a thing and its opposite
(&vTidoyikn) (261c5—d8). S. infers that the art that deals with all discourse is
the art that enables a speaker to make a case that (virtually) anything resembles
(virtually) anything else (261d10-e4).

26xa7-bz Ap’ olv o T& ptv 8Aov. .. mepl palAa yiyvépevov; “then must
not the art of rhetoric, as a whole, be a kind of leading of the soul through
speeches, not only in lawcourts and all other meetings of the démos but also
in private ones, [it being] the same [art] in regard to small issues and great
ones and a thing deserving of no more respect, at least in its proper use, when
it concerns serious issues than when it concerns trivial ones?” a7 1o piv
dMov: adverbial accusative. Rhetoric “as a whole” concerns the production of
discourse in all forms (257e1—2n., 258d7—10n., 261a8-bin.). The implied & —~
rhetoric in a particular sense — is ignored until the account of rhetoric as a whole
is complete and S. considers the propriety of written discourse in particular
(274b7; Heitsch 1g93a: 131).  wuxaywyla is no mere synonym or metaphor
for persuasion (Tei8c) but refers in a literal sense to the particular kind of
persuasion that Plato is interested in. The original sense of yuxaywyla (and
cognates) was “raising (dead) souls,” i.e. by ritual or magic (Laws 10.gogb, Aesch.
Pers. 687, TrGF 273a in reference to yuyaywyol, Soph. TrGF 327a, Ar. du. 1555
in comic reference to S.), whence arose the metaphorical sense “beguilement”-
(Laws 10.90gb, Ti. 714, Isoc. 2.49, 9.10, Xen. Mem. 3.10.6, Lycurg, Leoc. 33, Arist.
Poet. 1450a33). Plato exploits the literal meaning of the term while discarding any
connotation of religious ritual or magic. The art of “leading the soul through
speeches” means the ability to use discourse to influence human beings (“souls”)
to go in one direction rather than another, that is, to make certain choices
and pursue certain ends (271c9—272bg). Defining rhetoric by its influence on
the soul’s movement recalls the palinode and makes rhetoric, like erds, into a
potentially life-changing force. The indefinite article Tis cushions the unexpected,
literal sense of yuyaywyla. Cf. 257e1—2n. on Plato’s use of unconventional
literal meanings.  a8-bx o¥ uévov tv SikaoTnplors. . . kal &v 18lois: private
discourse is a crucial addition to the judicial and political domains of rhetoric that
were the norm for the sophists (261b3-6, 272d6—7, Grg. 452¢€): it makes rhetoric a
force for addressing individuals (271e3—272a1n.), as the palinode addressed both
the young male auditor and Ph. Most conspicuous among the meetings of the
démos is the assembly (Snunyopias, 261b6), though also included in this category
are the theater and the state funeral oration. A similar threefold categorization
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of discourse (judicial, demegoric, private) occurs at Sph. 222c~d, [Arist.] RA. Al
1421b12-14. )

261bx—-2 1) aUTh opikpddv. .. mepl palAa yryvduevov: the claim that (true)
rhetoric deals equally with all subjects that human beings discuss (from “small”
to “great,” “serious” to “trivial”; cf. 261e1 wepl wévTa T& Aeydueva) is based
on the idea that no discourse is neutral in its effect on the soul and therefore
a person is aflected for good or ill by any discourse that he or she encounters
(241d2—243¢6n., Prt, 314a-b; Burnyeat 1999: 217—22, 236—63). This claim opposes
the sophists’ tendency to understand rhetoric as an art based on manipulating
beliefs of the masses and useful for wielding power in the mass institutions of the
polis (Grg. 451d—452¢, Prt. 318e—319a), a tendency that was taken up and advanced
by Isocrates (J. Poulakos 2004). The polarity serious/trivial (oTroubaia/ paia)
also looks forward to S.’s account of oral and written discourse (278c6~dz2), sug-
gesting that rhetoric is properly employed in both media. 6 ye 3pBév is adverbial
accusative. b2-6 f} wés oU TaUT &xfkoas; . . . Errl wAéov Bt oUk dkfkoa:
query and response make clear that Plato is innovating when S. extends rhetoric
beyond the city’s mass institutions to include all discourse. b5—6 Tepl T&s
Slxas AtyeTal . . . xal wepl Snunyoplas “there is speaking and writing by means
of art in regard to court cases and speaking [by means of art] also in regard to
speeches in the assembly” The dative Téxvnt is the same as in welev Téyxvm
(260d8). In the assembly, which required extempore speaking, there was less scope
for written preparation. Ph. ignores epideictic, a subject with which he is obviously
familiar. ~ by—cx AN\’ §§ T&s NéoTopos kal 'OBucotws Téxvas. .. Téw St
MoAapfBous &vfikoos yéyovas; written lechnai are written accounts of a techne;
S. surveys and critiques this genre below (266d5—267dg). dioUw + accusative of
a book = “read,” from the habit of reading aloud (Schenkeveld 1992); &vfikoos
Yéyova + genitive of a book = “have not read.” The “arts of Nestor and
Odysseus on speeches,” which S. supposes Ph. has read, would pertain to the
judicial and demegoric rhetoric that Ph. is familiar with (261bg4—6). “The arts of
Palamedes,” which S. supposes Ph. has not read, would pertain to the extension
of rhetoric to private discourse, which Ph. has no knowledge of (261b6). This
scheme is confirmed when 8. introduces his representative of private rhetoric
as “the Eleatic Palamedes” (261d6). Of course, Nestor and Odysseus wrote no
rhetorical technai in their free time at Troy or at any other time. S. turns them
and Palamedes into authors of rhetorical technai as a mock grandiose way of
referring to the giants of the discipline while postponing specifics until later
in the conversation (266d5—267dg). These figures are aptly chosen: Nestor and
Odysseus were recognized in the fifth and fourth centuries as Homer’s most
accomplished speakers (Ar. Mub. 1057, Antisthenes AS B 19.10, Xen. Mem. 4.615);
Palamedes was Odysseus’ rhetorically skilled opponent (Gorg. Fal.).

26x1c2 Eywye TGOV Néotopost sc.  &vrikoos yéyova. c2~3 €l uf
Fopylav...'O8uoota “unless you are representing Gorgias as a sort of Nestor



COMMENTARY: 261c—d 185

or perhaps Thrasymachus or Theodorus as Odysseus.” Gorgias, Thrasymachus,
and Theodorus are accorded individual nolice in S.’s survey of sophistic arts
of rhetoric (2666, 267a5, ¢7). We do not have the evidence to assign any fur-
ther meaning (if there is any) to the identifications which Ph. makes. Yet Ph.
has understood S.’s indirect way of referring to sophistic rhetorical theory, as S.
confirms (261c4). €5 oUk &vTtiAéyouot uévrol; “do they not argue opposing
sides of a case?” (261d10-€e2n. on &vTihoyixd|, 22gbg—5n. on pévrol). c9—-
dx & téyvnt ToUTo Spddv. .. Tav 8t PouAnTar, &Bikov: S. focused in 261c4—7
on the two opposing speakers in any legal case who generate arguments about
right and wrong that are (necessarily) opposed to each other. Now S. focuses
on a single person who, by virtue of his command of rhetoric (Téxvnt), can
take either of the two positions in a legal case and convincingly argue for or
against it, and can also convincingly argue the opposite position to the same
audience (i.e. a panel of judges) at another time. Such a person was a foren-
sic speechwriter like Lysias (257c5n.). The dative Téxvmi, “by means of art,”
is the same as that used in mef@ewv Téxvm (260d8) and AéyeTal Te kal ypdoe-
Tau Téyvm (261bs); the same dative is understood in 261d3 and used explicitly
in 261d6.

261d3—4 Kal tv Snunyoplat. . . 8 ab Tévavria; sc. & Téxvni ToUTo Spddv Tour)-
oel. “The polis” is the assembly of citizens. The person who has the skill to
convince the assembly at one time that something is good and at another time
that it is bad is the skilled pryTwp, “politician,” such as Pericles. d6 Tov
olv’EAeamixdy MoAapfidnv: Zeno of Elea, the presocratic philosopher who sup-
ported the monist position of Parmenides of Elea — that all reality is a single,
stable, undifferentiated entity — by precisely the arguments which S. attributes
to “the Eleatic Palamedes.” oUv introduces a new point (GP 426).  Téxvnu
with Atyovta (261cg—din.).  d7-8 T& a¥T& Spoia kal &vdpora, xal &v kal
TOAAG, uévovtd Te ol kal pepdpevas not that Zeno argued merely that the
same things were like and unlike, one and many, resting and in motion. Rather,
as can be inferred from Plato’s fuller characterization of Zeno’s arguments at
Prm. 127e-128a, he constructed a reductio ad absurdum, arguing that if there is
a plurality of things or if things move, then it follows (in several further steps)
that things are both like and unlike or one and many or resting and in motion.
The self-contradictory conclusion makes it necessary to reject the premise, which
strengthens the case for Parmenidean monism (Vlastos 1975: 150-5).  dro—e2
Ouk &pa udvov mepl SikaoTpi&. . . aUTn &v eln “so the art of arguing oppos-
ing sides of a case (&vTiAoyix) not only concerns lawcourts and speeches in the
assembly, but, it seems, a single art concerning all things that are said, if it exists,
would be this [art].” Arguing opposing sides of a case was a central achievement
of sophistic teaching and practice, highly influential in Greek culture, and brought
to formal perfection by Thucydides (Kraus 2006a, Yunis 1998). For Plato antilogike
reflects the availability of multiple perspectives without the absolute regulating
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perspective of the Forms. Plato distinguishes antilogik from both eristic, which
is mere contentiousness, associated with sophists and unequivocally harmful,
and dialectic, which has antilogical features but is guided by the Forms (Kerferd
1981: 63—7, Nehamas 1990). pnTopixt| can be characterized as &vmidoyikfy with
respect to rhetoric’s ability to generate discourse in any context (next note); that
is a separate matter from rhetoric’s use of dialectic as the source of persuasive
arguments. 8.’s two speeches are both antilogical and based in dialectic (265a4-5,
265c5—2660¢1). o

261erx mepl wévta T& AeySpevas by rejecting the strictly political-legal seope of
rhetoric that was the sole concern in the Gorgias and moving towards a universal
art of discourse (261b1—2n.), Plato is removing from consideration in the Phaedrus
the problem that was identified in the Gorgias, namely, the inevitable futility
of the expert’s discourse in a competitive democratic setting. The account of
rhetoric to be offered in the Phaedrus will focus on the form and content of the
speaker’s discourse and the receptive properties of the intended audience. These
are factors that in Plato’s view can be systematically examined and that provide
a systematic basis for artistic choices. The rhetorical art proposed in the Phaedrus
has nothing to say about the manner in which the success of the discourse may be.
affected by contingent features of the setting in which the discourse is delivered
or received, such as competing speakers, the wild impulses of mass audiences,
or the effect of the discourse on audiences other than those intended by the
speaker or author. Such features lie outside the art (272a3~4n.). e2—3 i Tis
olés T° Eorau wav mavtl dpotolv TéV Suvartddv kal ols SuvaTdv: with TéV
Buvatddv se. dporoUobad Tivi, with ofs Suvatdv sc. dpotoUobal T1: “[this art]
by means of which a person will be able to liken everything to everything of
the things that are able {to be likened to something] and to which things it is
possible [for something to be likened].” To liken X to Y is, in this context, not
only to claim that X is like Y but also to make a case that X is like Y. That is
cevident from the way in which S. presents his examples: the legal and political
speakers and Zeno make their audiences believe that what they claim is the case:
Tomoer pavijval . . . Tois aUTois (261cg—d1); [Troimoet] Ti wOAel Sokeiv (261d3);
AMyovTa. . . doTe palveabar Tois dkolouat (261d6—7). Hence, rhetoric is an art
that demonstrates propositions by means of likenesses. The very plasticity of the
concept of “likeness” means that a case can be made that (virtually) anything is
like (virtually) anything else (cf. Prt. 331d). The practical limitations on rhetorical
demonstration are expressed in the phrase Tév Suvatéw kal ols Suvarrév and
discussed further at 263a3-c5. But the restriction of rhetorical demonstration to
“likenesses” (dpo16TnTeS) assures that rhetoric only establishes convictions in the
minds of auditors and does not establish anything about true reality. ~ eg-4
kal &AAov dpotolivros kal &rokputrTopévou els pdds &yew “and [a person will
be able] to expose when another person likens [something to something] while
keeping hidden [what he is doing, i.e. his use of the art].” Because rhetorical
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demonstration involves a hidden use of art (261e5-262c3), exposure is a means
of resisting an opposing speaker’s attempt to persuace by means of art.

261xe5-262c3 S. makes good on his claim that if a speaker is to persuade his
audience by art, he must have knowledge of the subject matter of his speech
(260dg—261as5). Persuasion by means of art involves deception (&mwdérrn, 261€6).
Starting from the listener’s opinion on some subject, the speaker likens one thing
to another and that thing to another (and so on), moving the listener along by
small, virtually imperceptible steps until, without realizing how it has happened,
the listener ends up holding the opinion which the speaker wants him to hold.
The kind of argument that systematically produces this effect is one based on
knowledge of the subject matter. Only such knowledge provides a knowledge of
the various likenesses out of which such arguments are constructed.

Some have been surprised that S. speaks of the rhetorical art that he defends
and considers the true rhetorical art as deception, but he is merely being frank
and informative. Persuasion of this kind is called deception because it takes place
without the auditor’s conscious assent, and thus is a means for the speaker to
impose his will on the auditor. It is immaterial from the perspective of the art
whether the auditor is persuaded to hold true or false beliefs; artistic persuasion
can be employed in either case. Elsewhere S. argues in a different way to a similar
conclusion (Hp. mi. 365d—369b): the ability to lie requires knowledge of what one
lies about and the skilled liar is the same as the person who has the ability to
speak the truth.

Deception of the kind presented in this passage is in itself morally neutral; moral
evaluation pertains to its use (Murray 1988). The good man uses deception of
this kind only for good purposes (273e3—274a3). Beneficial uses can be seen, for
instance, in S.’s ironic manipulation of Ph. leading up to the palinode (Introd.
2), in the slippery manner in which S. himself sometimes argues for the sake of
acquiring his interlocutors’ agreement (262a2—3n.; Gadamer 1991: 57-8), and in
the rhetorical devices employed in Plato’s own political program, such as the
educational myths and noble lie of the Republic (2.376c~3.402¢, 3.414b—415d).
The power of deceptive rhetoric is evident by ¢ontrast with S.’s horse-and-ass
example (260b1—c3), where the ignorant speaker persuades his ignorant audience
to accept something which, by virtue of their existing beliefs, they are already
inclined to accept from the start. Plato’s deceptive, psychagogic art entails the
potentially transformative power of ridding an audience of beliefs which they
currently hold and replacing them with entirely new ones.

26xe5 T TotoUtov: lit. “that kind of thing,” i.e. a statement of that kind. €6
Tij16e Sokéd EnToliowv aveioBon “I think [it, i.e. the statement about the art that
enables one to liken everything to everything] will be clear [to us] if we investigate
in the following way”  &méTn; this deception is a feature specifically of artistic
rhetorical argument, hence it differs from the deception described by Gorgias,
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which is akin to magic and is an intrinsic feature of discourse generally (Helen 8,
10, DK 82 B23). '

262a2 AMG ye 81 “moreover”: dAA& ye = “but still,” 81 stresses the importance
of the coming point. dAA& e, i.e. without intervening words, is extremely rare
in classical Greek (GP 23); another instance occurs at Rep. 1.331b.  a2-3 katd
oukpdVY . . . kaTd péya “you will reach the opposite [position] undetected if you
cross over in small steps rather than in big ones.” The “opposite [position]” is
the conviction which is the opposite of that held by the listener at the outset and
to which the speaker wants to bring the listener. The “small steps” are the steps
of the argument through which the listener is led from his initial position to the
(opposite) one he ends up accepting. Adimantus complains of a similar experience
at S.’s hands (Rep. 6.487b): “[People who listen to S.] suppose that because they
are inexperienced in question and answer they are led astray by the argument a
little bit at each question and when the little bits are put together at the end of
the argument a huge mistake and a contradiction of their original position are
evident.”  a5—6 &mwatfigew ptv AAov, atdv 5t uf) dwaTiioeobo: deceiving
another means using the art to persuade the other; not being deceived oneself
means resisting another speaker’s attempt to persuade by means of art (261e3~.
4n.). &rrathoeca is middle in form, passive in meaning (AGPS §2.6.1). a6
T dpotdTnTa TéV dvtwy kal &voporbtnTas lit. “the likeness and unlikeness
of the things that exist,” i.e. the respects in which the things that exist (both in
the earthly world and the Forms) are and are not like other things that exist.
Knowledge of these respects is supplied by dialectic (265d4—266bz2). ag~bx
Thv ToU &yvooupévou. .. Biayryveokeivs lit. “to discern in other things the
likeness, whether small or large, of the unknowh thing”; ToU &yvoouuévou is
objective genitive. Hence, “to discern whether other things are like the unknown
thing, and if so, to what extent.”

262b3—4 Olkolv Tois Tapd T& dvra. .. eloeppun “now clearly people who
hold beliefs contrary to reality and are [in that sense] deceived slip into this con-
dition through certain likenesses.” 16 wéBos ToUTo = T Twopd T& dvta Sofddev
kol &mrot&ofon. oUkoUv introduces a new point, in this case a minor premise (GP
434).  b6-8 "Eomwv olv dmes. . . EkaoTov Ty Svteov; “therefore, is there
any way that one who does not know what each of the actual things [that form
the subject matter of his speech] is will be skilled at moving [a listener] over
by small steps through likenesses, leading [him] on each occasion away from
what is the case to the opposite [position], or [skilled] at avoiding this situation
himself ?*

262c1-2 Néywv &pa Téxvnv...Tapé§eTaus S. concludes the argument
broached at 26od3—261a5, viz. that persuasion by means of art requires the
speaker to have knowledge of the subject matter of his discourse. The beliefs
(568axs) are those of the ignorant masses (260a2-3, cg—10). TeBnpeukads suggests
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empirical, non-systematic pursuit (Rep. 7.531a, Phib. 56a; Classen 1960: 56~).
yeholav T. . . kai &texvov recalls &rexvos TpIBn (260e4).

262c4-266d4 S. undertakes to discover the presence or absence of rhetorical
art (262c4-5) in the three speeches delivered in the first half of the dialogue.
Concerned strictly with art, S. is now entirely indifferent to the blasphemous
portrayal of erds in Lysias’ speech and his own first speech that disturbed him and
provoked the appearance of his daimonion just a short time ago. Lysias® speech
is shown to have no coherent argument at all (262d7—264¢6). S. puts aside the
striking formal aspects .of the palinode (265b6—3), treats his two speeches as
exactly on a par, and claims that his speeches surpassed Lysias’ speech because
of the clarity and force of their arguments (264e6—265c6). S.’s speeches defined
the matter to be decided and presented an account of the qualities of the matter
based on the definition. S. ascribes these rhetorical virtues to the two analytical
procedures called collection and division that together constitute dialectical rea-
soning (265d1—266b2), and he adds a personal comment that reveals his passion
for dialectic (266bg—c1). From an artistic point of view it is entirely appropriate
that S.s two speeches were opposed to each other (263cg-d1, 265a4-5). That
both of S.’s speeches were not only coherent but highly effective, even though
they were opposed to each other, is a result of dialectic and a mark of the skill
with which S. executed his rhetorical task in each case.

262c4 tv ols = tv ToUToIs &, i.e. S.’s two speeches. c5 Tt v papev &TéXvev
Te kal tvtéyveov eTvan “any of the features that we say constitute a lack of art or the
presence of art.” &réyvewv Te kal dvTéyveov agree with &v, which is a compression
of ToUTwv & (same construction at 247d6—). €67 65 viv ye y1AGs . .« . lkavk
wapadelynaTas the reader will likely share Ph.’s desire for examples following
the highly condensed, abstract argument of 261e5—262¢3. €8 xat& TUxnV y¢
Tiva: ironic, anticipating S.’s ironic deflection of artistic responsibility (262d2—
5). c8-dz2 tppndhTnY T AdYw@ . . . Wapdyol Tols &xovovTas “two speeches
were delivered that offer an example of how one who knows the truth [about the
subject matter of his speech] can sway his listeners while playing in speeches.”
The “two speeches” are S.’s two speeches: they are both examples of speeches
composed by “one who knows the truth” (about erds), namely S. himself, the erotic
expert (227¢3—4n., 257a6); they also both have the effect of “swaying the listeners,”
in the first case against (bad) erds, in the second case in favor of (good) erds. Lysias’
speech is not an example of a speech composed by one who knows the truth
about his subject matter; and his speech has no effect on listeners other than,
perhaps, arousing admiration for his skill at epideictic (230e6—-234c5n.). Further,
Lysias’ speech was not inspired by the local gods or the cicadas (262d2-5).

262d1-2 wpoomaiZev tv Adyors: this phrase is the first explicit suggestion in the
dialogue that, as useful as rhetoric might be when conducted according to techng,
it is nevertheless not an entirely serious pursuit, at least not in comparison with
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dialectic (277¢6-278a1n.). S. amplifies below: 265¢c1—2, c8~de, 276b1—d;. dz
Tapdyor “sway,” which recalls yuxoaywyia (261a7). “Mislead” would be an
incorrect translation, but not because of pejorative connotations; S. just cleary
labelled rhetorical argument a kind of deception (261¢6). Here S. is interested not
in whether a speaker persuades his listeners of truths or falsehoods, but in how
a speaker who has knowledge of some matter uses that knowledge to persuade
his listeners to adopt some view of the matter. Whereas S. asserts that both of
his speeches exemplify the rhetorical effect under ‘scrutiny (262c8-d2n.), only
his first speech misled the imagined young auditor. d2—-3 Tous tvrotious
Beovs: the nymphs, Achelous, Pan (230b6—;, 263d6-7). d3-4 Tocws 8 xal
ol Tédv Movodv TrpogfiTar. .. ToUTo Td yépas: the perfect optative with &v
looks to the future, here with regard to an event that is completed (AGPS 54.3.6):
“perhaps too it would be the Muses’ prophets, the singers overhead [i.e. the
cicadas, 259a1], who have inspired us with this gift.” This gift of the cicadas is
rhetorical expertise (263d6—7n.). Earlier S. mentioned a different gift (yépas) of
the cicadas, viz. to be reported to the Muses for honoring them by conducting
philosophical conversation (259b1, c3-d6). But the gift of rhetorical expertise
really comes from the Muses themselves (278b6—c1), the cicadas functioning here
just as intermediaries.  d4—5 oU y&p wou Eywye Téxvns Twds ToU Afyew
uéroxos: S. revives his ironic denial of responsibility for the artistry of his speeches
(235c6—7, 238c5-d6, 241e3—4, 263d6—7), as Ph. recognizes in his reply (EoTw cos
Abyets, d6). S.’s ironic stance matches the traditional stance of poets towards the
Muses (245a1n.).

262ex1—4 Tepl ptv Tév 2udv. . . petapéde = 230e6—231a2.

263a3~4 Tév ToloUTwv: the reference is initially unclear, as Ph.’s response
confirms (ag); but 8. clarifies in a moment (a6) that he is talking about words
(i.e. nouns, dvépaTa), a4 SpovonTIkds . . « oTao10TIKGS “of one mind. . . at
odds.” a6 Svopa. . . o181 pov 1} &pyUpou “the noun ‘iron’ or ‘silver™; for this
genitive, cf. Cra. 398d 76 ToU EpcoTos dvoua, AGPS 47.7.6.B. a7y Sievor)Bnpev:

gnomic aorist (232cIn.). ag Sikadov f| &yaBoUs sc. Tis dvopa elrny,

263b3 ebararnTéTepor “[we are] more easily deceived,” i.e. by a rhetor-
ical argument so as to change our opinion on some matter (261e5—
262cg). b5 TAavopeba “we are uncertain” (LSJ s.v. 1.5). b7-8 TaUra
68601 Sinipiicai . . . tv &1 pf) “to have divided these things [i.e. nouns] method-
ically and to have grasped some mark of each of the two classes [of nouns],
[viz. that] in which the masses are necessarily uncertain and [that] in which they
are [necessarily] not [uncertain].” 68¢, lit. “by means of a way,” becomes a
metaphor in Plato for a methodical way of doing something (Rep. 4.4353, 7.533b)
and is still felt as a live metaphor (269d6—n.). The masses, who form the audi-
ence of sophistic rhetoric (259e7—=260a4), are not the exclusive audience of the
true rhetoric that utilizes the twofold classification of nouns (261a7-¢4). Rather,
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it is the masses’ certainty or uncertainty in the understanding of nouns that con-
stitutes the linguistic feature which the expert speaker exploits in constructing
his argument, regardless of the particular audience he is addressing. The talk of
methodical division, word classification, and necessity anticipates the stringency
of the true rhetorical techné and contrasts with the sense of inspired discourse that
permeated the palinode, that was just repeated by S. (262d2-5), and that he is
about to repeat again (263d2-3).

263cr-2 Kaldv yoiv &v, & Zdxpares, elbos eln karavevonkdss & ToUro Aafdv
“at any rate, S., he will have understood a wonderful class [of nouns, i.c. the class
of disputable nouns, those that offer scope for rhetorical argument], if he grasps
that [i.e. the distinction between the two classes of nouns].”  c3—5 "Emweit&
Ye. . . TUYXSver ToU yévous: sc. tauTédy with AavB&vev: “secondly, I think, [it
is necessary that the person who is going to pursue the art of rhetoric] not
come upon each thing unawares but clearly perceive to which class whatever he
is going to talk about belongs.”  ¢7-8 Tl olv Tév EpwTas TdTEPOV PldUEV
elval Tév &ugiopnTnoipwy f| Tév ph; “then what about erds? should we say it
belongs to the disputable terms or to those which are not disputable?” For the
energetic manner of interrogation, cf. Sph. 266¢ Tl 5t THv Huetépav Téxvny; &p’
oUx alTv utv olkiav olkoBouikiil pricopev Toielv; (AGPS 64.5.3.E).  cg~10
ofel &v oot ouyywpfioan eltrely & viv 81 elres Tepl alToUs sc. 2ué as subject of
ouyxwpiiga: “do you believe that [I] would have allowed you to say what you
just said about it. .. ?” Cf. tacit f)pés as subject of the infinitive at 266c1—~2. Tév
EpwTa cannot be supplied (from c7) as the subject because it would also have to
be personified, which is a heavy load for a tacit subject. ~ cxo~dx dos PA&Bn Té
toTi. .. TGV &yabdv Tuyyaver: S.'s two speeches, which argue opposing sides
of a case (265a4—5) For Tuyy&ver without supplementary pamcxplc of elvai, see
230a3-6n.

263d2-3 T tvBouciaoTikév: S. explained his divine possession at 241€3—4,
262d2—5. d3 oU wévu pépvnpaons S.’s forgetfulness about his speeches calls
attention to the fact that, unlike Lysias’ written gpideixis, his speeches were com-
posed extempore in response to the needs of the particular listener before him
and as oral productions are no longer available.  d3—4 &pxéuevos ToU Adyov
“at the beginning of my speech.” S. defined bad erds at the beginning of his first
speech (237b7-238c4). He defined good erds at the beginning of his second speech,
though it was a lengthy task (243e7—249¢3). d6—7 TeyvikwTépas NUupas Tas
Axerddiov kal Mave Tov Eppol: S.’s speeches were the result of inspiration but
that does not leave the speeches’ artistry unaccounted for: the gods who inspired
S. possess rhetorical expertise. The situation is parallel to that of inspired poets.
On the nymphs, Achelous, and Pan cf. 230b6—n., byn., 238din., 27gb8n. Pan
is associated with lggos through his father Hermes (Cra. 408dl; Sedley 2003: 95~
6).  dy-e21 olbtv Abyw. .. BieepdvaTo; “maybe I'm wrong but did Lysias
too force us at the beginning of his speech on erds to take erds as a particular real
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thing that he chose himself, and did he then organize the entire rest of the speech
in relation to that [i.e. the particulat view of erds that he forced on us] until he
reached the end?” Forcing listeners to take a particular view of the subject matter
at the beginning of the speech is accomplished by defining the subject matter.
The definition then determines the course of the argument that moves the lis-
teners from the initial point to the view which the speaker wants the listeners
to hold at the conclusion (cf. 237c5-d3). TéV dvtev refers (as 26226, b8) to the
real things (both in the earthly world and the Forms) that an expert speaker must
have knowledge of in order to construct a rhetorical argument.

263e6-264a4 Tepl ptv TdV dudv. .. Tis Emibuplas TavowvTar = 230e6-
231a3.

264a5-7 oUbt &m’ &pxfis. . . Siavelv Emixelpel TOV Adyov “tries to swim across
the speech not even from the beginning but from the end, on his back in the wrong
direction.” The metaphorical task — swimming across a body of water to reach
the other side (cf. Prm. 137a Siaveloo TogoUrov Téharyos Adywv, Rep. 4.441¢)
is depicted as being performed in an impossible backward way, indicating the
futility of the manner in which Lysias' non-lover tries to persuade the young
man to grant him sexual favors. & Umrrias = “on his back,” as Rep. 7.529c £§
Umrios vécov. Urias is a feminine form without an ellipsis (AGPS 43.3.9). a7
&pxeTan &g’ dv Temavpnévos: sc. ToU Adyou. What Lysias put at the beginning
that should come at the end is the claim that the young man has heard how he
will benefit from bestowing his favors on the suitor. That is precisely the point
which the speech should demonstrate but never does (231a4—6n.). a8 ¢iAn
keoAty: vocative, borrowed from Homer (Zl. 8.281), and endearing, as is evident
when S. speaks thus to Callicles (Grg. 513¢), Ion (fon 531d), and Dionysodorus
(Euthd. 293e). Cf. 234d6n. on the synecdoche.

264b3 T& ToU Adyou: on what “the parts of the speech” are, see 264c3—
6n. b4—5 galveTan T Sedtepov elpnuévov . . . TGV pndévTwv; “does it seem
[to you] that the second thing said has to be put second because of some necessity
[for it to be second], or any other thing that was said [has to be put where it
is because of some necessity]?” The “necessity” at issue, which stands in oppo-
sition to xU8nv (bg), “randomly,” is specified in a moment by Aoyoypagixfy
(by). by undiv eldémi: on S.s denial of expertise, cf. 235c6-—n., 262d4—
sn. b6 oUk &yevvéds T Emidv elpfioBai Tér ypdgovTi “that the writer boldly
said whatever occurred to him,” and thus delivered his points in a random order.
This feature of Lysias’ speech is conspicuous by Plato’s design (231a7n.). Plato uses
ok &yewwdds (lit. “not ignobly”) for ironic approbation of directness (Grg. 492d,
Rep.7.5292).  b6-8 au § Exeis Tvd dvéyknv Aoyoypagikiy. . . Enxev; “do
you know of some necessity arising from the composition of the speech that he
[Lysias] relied upon when he put his points one after the other in this order?” The
“necessity arising from the composition of the speech” (dvéryxn Aoyoypagiki)
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implies that speeches which are the product of art have purpose and design,
an obvious point, perhaps, but one that was not understood by the sophists
(268a1—269d1) and that belongs in this fundamental account of what rhetorical
art consists in. Logographic necessity also imparts a compelling quality to the
speeches that possess it (271b2—4n.). Given that logographic necessity belongs
to rhetoric as a universal art of discourse (261a7-b2, dio—e4), it applies not
just to forensic or Lysiani¢c speechwriting but to discourse-composition in the
comprehensive sense proposed by S. (257e1-2n.). Carried to its logical conclu-
sion, logographic necessity eliminates chance from artistic discourse and deter-
mines the form and content of a discourse down to the smallest detail, as is
evident in the Plaedrus itself (Introd. 2, Lebeck 1972). Poets were long aware
of this principle but prose-writers learned it only gradually. Plato is the first to
articulate it.

264cx T& Ekelvou: Lysias’ practices in writing his speeches:  ¢3 AAA&
T68€. .. 0e phvan &v: ie. if you, Ph., had insight into Lysias’ practices and
recognized how they fall short of rhetorical art. c3-6 5eiv Tavta Adyov
QoTep Ldov. . . T SAw! yeypapuéva “every speech must be composed like a
living creature by having a kind of body (céud T1) of its very own (cr1dv aToU),
so that it is neither headless nor footless but has middle parts and extremities that
are written so as to fit each other and the whole.” The statement starts as sim-
ile (GdoTtep {édov), moves cautiously towards metaphor (oédu& T1), then becomes
metaphor outright (&oe. . . yeypapuéva). The comparison asserts that asa com-
plex, purposeful entity like the body of a living creature, a speech should possess
all and only the parts it needs in order to achieve its purpose (whatever that
purpose may be) and the parts should function together to advance that purpose.
As becomes apparent during the following analysis of Lysias’ and S.’s speeches,
the parts that must be properly disposed are not formal elements such as intro-
duction, narrative, and conclusion, which S. disparages (266d7—e4, 267d2-4),
but the steps of the argument that move the listener from his initial position to
the position which the speaker ultimately wants him to hold. A structure of this
kind, employing logographic necessity (264b7) in the disposition of its parts, is
a matter of design, as it is ih any other tchné (Grg. 503e—5042) and in nature
(cf. Ti. passim, e.g. 6gc—76e on design in human physiology). S. considers more
closely the relation between the design of a complex entity and the function
of its parts when he compares rhetorical techné to established technai (268a1—
269c4). Yeypampéva suits the critique of Lysias’ written speech in particular, but
in accord with S.’s usage throughout this section S.’s point extends to written
and spoken discourse (258d1-10, 264b6-8n.). ¢8 ToU ¢ralpou oout Lysias, as
278e4.  cg—dx 8 MlSai Téd Gpuyl. .. tmyeypkobai: i.e. the epigraph that
was inscribed on Midas’ torb. The vagueness of gaolv Tives may indicate that the
epigram circulated in Plato’s day without any indication of authorship or origin

(264d4—m.).
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264d2 Tl wewovBéds; lit. “what has it suffered?”; ie. “what’s wrong with
it?” d4—7 xahki] wapbévos elpl. . . 811 THide TéBamrron: dactylic hexame-
ters. Neither the authorship nor the provenance nor the occasion of this grave
epigram in Greek for a Phrygian king of the late eighth—early seventh century
can be ascertained. The problem is complicated by the frequency, variation
(including two additional lines), and contamination in its transmission. Plato is
the earliest source. We cannot exclude the possibility that Plato composed the
epigram for this spot in the dialogue, but S.’s point has greater impact if the
epigram was already widely known. Among later sources the most important are
Diog: Laert. 1.8g—go and [Hdt.] Vita Homen 11, who ascribe it to Cleobulus of
Lindus and Homer respectively. For a full account of the transmission and the
linguistic, poetic, and historical issues, and a good argument that places the orig-
inal epigram in or near seventh-century Cyme, a Greek city on the Asia Minor
coast with which Midas had ties, see Markwald 1986: 34—83. The device of an
object speaking in the first person to a viewer/reader is common in archaic and
early classical verse epigraphs (H4usle 1979). d4 xoAxii wapbévos eluf, Mida
& trl ofuaT kelpon: the “bronze maiden” could have been a sphinx, siren, or
nymph. The grave marker (ofjuc) on which the female figure was erected could
have been a stone mound, pillar, or column. M{8a is a Doric genitive (= Attic
MiBov).  d6 alrroU TijiBe “right here.”

264ex oUbtv Siagtpsr atTol TpddTov | UoTarrdy T1 AbyeoBan: i.e. it makes no
difference that any line in the epigram is said first or last. The lines, all of which
are end-stopped, can stand in any order and the meaning of the epigram as
a whole is unchanged. The Midas epigram does not make an argument but
merely makes the statement “here lies Midas” in a poetically elaborate way, the
poetic elaboration being for Plato’s present purposes mere fluff in regard to that
statement. The comparison with the epigram reveals that Lysias’ speech lacks
a compelling argument, as S. asserted earlier (235a1—7). No wonder, then, that
the elements of Lysias’ speech could be delivered in any order and it would not
make the speaker’s appeal to his listener more effective. Of course, Lysias’ speech
was never intended to persuade an actual young man (230e6-234c5n.).  e3
Tov Adyov fuddv: Lysias’ speech, which is Ph.’s too because he supported it
enthusiastically. e5—6 wpeicBon abrd Emiyepddv pi) wévu Tt “so long as one
tries to imitate them not in any way atall.” €6 ToUs Etépous Adyous: S.’s two
speeches.

265a4 'Evovrico Tou fiotnv: what is revealing about the rhetorical artistry of
S.’s two speeches (264e6—265a2) is their antilogical character, i.e. the way in which
the speeches advocate opposite positions while each is effective in its own terms.
What gives the speeches this characteristic (as S. goes on now to demonstrate)
is his use of dialectical reasoning to supply material for the arguments of both
speeches. a6—7 &vbpixdds. . . pavikéds: Ph.’s “manfully” acknowledges the
effectiveness of S.’s speeches, while S.’s “madly” deflects the compliment with a
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reference to his claim that he delivered the speeches while inspired. a8 a7
ToUTo: i.e. that the speeches were delivered “madly.” paviav. . . Tiva “a
kind of madness.” axx Ty 5 Urd elas EEaAayiis TGV elwddTwv voulpco
yryvouévnv “and the [madness] that comes into being through a change of
customary norms caused by the gods.” The palinode made clear how divine
erds leads lover and beloved to abandon the conventional values and practices of
Athens’ elite in favor of philosophical values and practices (243¢7—257b6n.).

265b2—c3 Tijs 5t Belas TeTTdpwv Beddv . . . kaAGdV TadSeov Epopov: coordinate
main verbs: tprijoapév Te. . . kal . . . wpooemaloapev. SiEAbpevol is subordinate to
tpfioauev, and 6ivTes is subordinate to SieAdpevol. drreikéovTes is subordinate
to wpogemaloauev, and EparrTépevol, TapapepdUEvol, kepdaavTes are subordi-
nate to &meik&GovTes. Aside from the partitive Tfis 8¢ Befas, the genitives in the
first half of the sentence are all possessive and predicative. wpooemaigauev has
two accusatives: Upvov is accusative of content (253d1n.),"EpwTa is direct object
(AGPS 46.11.0). “After we distinguished four parts of divine [madness] as belong-
ing to four gods, having set down prophetic inspiration as Apollo’s, initiatory
[inspiration] as Dionysus’, poetic [inspiration) furthermore as the Muses’, and
a fourth [inspiration] as Aphrodite’s and Eros’, we said that erotic madness is
best and when we somehow depicted the experience of erds, perhaps touching
on truth in some sense, perhaps also being swept away in another direction, yet
having mixed a speech that was not entirely unpersuasive, with a kind of mythical
hymn we celebrated moderately and auspiciously your master and mine, Eros,
watcher over beautiful boys.”  b2-4 pavTikfiv pév... woimTikfv: when S.
introduced the first three kinds of divine madness in the palinode he mentioned
the Muses in connection with poetry (24s5a1) but not Apollo or Dionysus. But
S. mentioned Delphi as his first example of prophetic madness (244b1); and S.’s
second type of divine madness stressed the purifying aspect of initiatory madness
(244d6—e5), which is easily connected with Dionysus as one of the chief gods
of mystery cult (Versnel 1ggo: 131—55). b oUk o8’ &trni: on the expression,
cf. 227¢4n. b6—cx Tows ptv &Anbols Tivos EpamrTéuevol, Téya & &v kal
&\hooe wapagepdpevors the palinode’s depiction of erotic experience is truthful
in regard to both the benefit of divine erds to lover and beloved and the struggle
that is involved in attaining that benefit. The elements of the palinode that stem
from S.’s “being swept away in another direction” concern the mythical, hymnic
form (uuBikév Tiva Yuvov) in which the truthful elements were presented (243e7—
257b6n., 257a2—3n.). The forcefulness of Tapapepbuevor suggests the inspired
manner in which S. embraced the rhetorical task. S.’s tone is cautious (Tows,
&AnBols Tivos, Taxa &' &v) in keeping with his restrained acknowledgment of
rhetorical skill (265din.).

265cr kepdoavTes: i.e. mixing together the truth and the mythical, poetic form so
as to procluce a persuasive speech.  ¢2 Twpooemwaloapev: because the verb has
the god as direct object, it has the sense “celebrate.” Butsince the same verb is used
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in the immediate vicinity with its root sense of playing as opposed to being serious
(262d1, 265c8), that meaning is present too: the rhetorical celebration of Eros
carried out in the palinode is simultancously a form of play (265c8-d2n.).  c2-
3 Tov tpdv Te kal odv BeowéTnv: S. cajoles Ph. towards shared philosophical
values, as at 257b4~6; contrast Ph.’s naive assumption about their shared values
at the start (227a4-5n.). ¢4 oUk &n8éds: sc. elxe impersonal.  €5~6 cbs &md
ToU Wéyew mpds 1o trrouvelv Boxev & Adyos petaPfivan: how S.’s “discourse”
(6 Abyos) — comprising both his speeches — was able to go from censure of
erds to praise of it reflects the antilogical character of the two speeches taken
together (265a4). Praise and blame are tasks for rhetoric, but dialectic supplies
the arguments (266ag-b2).  ¢8-d2 Epol ptv palvetan. . . olix &xapi “to my
mind the rest [of S.’s discourse, c¢6] was simply playful play, but these two forms
of some kind having come up by chance, it [would be] not unwelcome if one
could grasp their power by means of art.” The first uév has no responding 8¢,
emphasizing the speaker’s expression of his own opinion (uév solitarium, GP380—2).
The pév/5€ contrast that structures the rest of the utterance is expressed without
grammatical parallelism: T& pév &AAa is the subject of its clause, ToUTwv &¢
introduces a genitive absolute. The combination of plural and dual in the genitive
absolute is unremarkable (AGPS 63.3.1). The “two forms of some kind” are the
forms of thinking that together constitute dialectical reasoning, viz. collection
and division; “their power” is the power to speak and to think (266bsn.). By
isolating the dialectical aspect (ToUTcwv 5¢) of his speeches from everything else in
them (T& puév 8AAa) and emphatically labeling the latter as play (next note) while
secking to investigate the former, S. leaves the clear implication that dialectic is
uniquely serious. Rhetoric can be pious (265c2n.) and it can be useful, as in the
palinode’s address to a young man facing a choice of suitors or to Ph. facing a
choice of forms of discourse. But rhetoric, like written composition, is not the
medium for the serious task that belongs to dialectic, which is the pursuit of
knowledge of reality in partnership with a kindred soul and which enables an
ascent to the Forms (276bi—277a4). c8 Taudidn wemwaiodous the repetition of
the verbal idea in the dative noun lends emphasis (etymological figure; AGPS
48.15.16).

265d1 ik TUxns pnbévtewve S. used collection and division to define erds at
the beginning of both speeches (237d4—238¢c4, 24424—245¢4); and he alluded to
collection in his brief statement of abstract reasoning in the palinode (249b6—c1n.).
&k TUYNs is consistent with his ironic refusal to take credit for his speeches.  d2
TéYvm: in contrast with &k TUxns. This dative is the same as that used by S. when
he defined rhetorical techné (261cg—din.).

265d4—266b2 This account of collection and division (named at 266bg—s5) is
directed specifically to their use in S.’s speeches. Collection (cuvarywyH)) is the
process of bringing together related phenomena under a single general form,
enabling the speaker to define his subject clearly (265d4-8). A clear definition,
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formulated by the speaker with his persuasive goal in mind, is the first step in
breaking down the auditor’s resistance to the speaker’s proposition and preparing
him to accept it (263d7—e2n.). Division (S1afpeais) is the process of dividing the
general form into sub-classes according to natural criteria. The speaker is thereby
enabled to say pertinent things about his subject, in particular, things that make
the subject look good or bad according to the speaker’s needs (265¢1—266b2).
Collection and division as the constituent procedures of dialectical reasoning are
explained elsewhere by Plato (Sph. 253b—254b, Plt. 262a—263b, Phlb. 16b—17a),
though nothing in the Phaedrus resembles the large-scale dialectical examinations
carried out in the Sophist, Statesman, and Philebus (Dixsaut 2001).

A rhetorical argument is not the direct or raw presentation, as it were, of a
dialectical argument; and rhetorical argument does not derive its persuasive-
ness from the logical force of a dialectical argument. Rather, dialectic merely
provides the material for rhetorical argument which the speaker then casts in a
form that suits the particular audience being addressed. Although the material
which dialectical knowledge provides a speaker for rhetorical purposes is based
in objective reality, the speaker’s dialectically acquired, rhetorically useful knowl-
edge does not insure that his discourses will be true, just, or expedient. The truth,
justice, or utility of a discourse is a contingent matter not connected to rhetorical
art and is determined by extra-rhetorical factors. For instance, S.’s first speech
is, on his own account, effective because of its basis in dialectic, but the topic
and purpose of the speech, which were determined by the encounter with Ph.
and the competition with Lysias, were perverse and had to be corrected by the
palinode. Rather, the dialectically acquired knowledge of Platonic rhetorical art
is useful for psychagogia. That is, the artistic speaker’s discourse may be true or
false, just or unjust, useful or harmful, but in any case it addresses the auditor’s
sensibilities with a pertinent argument that has the effect of moving him or her
in the direction of the speaker’s choosing; and it does so without flattering.

A terminological note: the word €180 is used to refer, first, to the “two forms of
some kind” that turn out to be collection and division (265d1, g); second, to the
sub-classes (265€1, 273e1, 277b7; cf. Pli. 263a—b) that are produced by dividing a
general form (called 15éa at 265d4, 273¢1); third, to the general “form” of madness
(266at, g) which is divided into sub-classes in each of 8.’s speeches.

265d4 Els plav Te I6tav ouvopdvta &yewv T& woAAaxiit Sieowappéva: infinit-
val noun clause without the article; s¢. Tva with guvopddovta &yew: “that a person
perceives all together the things scattered in many places and gathers them into
one form.” This “one form” is the general form in which related phenomena
are collected before the form is divided into sub-classes. S. stressed the synoptic
element of collection in his earlier statement about learning and recollection, &
ToAAGV lov adobrioecov els Bv Aoyiouddt ouvaipoupevov (249b6—c1 with note). Te
has no responding xaf because Ph. intervenes (dg).  dg dpi1léuevos. . . orfji:
Sc. TIS. &l “on each occasion.” 818&okev: this verb is used, and not
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welBew, because S. is describing dialectical reasoning. Whereas rhetoric leads to
persuasion in the sense of psychaggia, dialectic leads to instruction or learning
in the sense of the auditor’s gaining a clear and stable understanding of things
(265d7n., 278a2-6).  d6 & EoTiv dpioBév “what [erds] is when it is defined”;
bp1odév agrees with its predicate 6. It is not simply what erds is but how it
was defined that made each of S.’s speeches effective.  d7 1O yolv cagts
kal T6 alTd abTdd dpohoyoluevov: these qualities, attained through dialec-
tic, add persuasiveness to the definitions used in rhetoric (237c6—d1n., 238bs~6,
263d8-e2) and make dialectic the appropriate medium for learning (275¢6, 277d7,
278a4). d8 & Adyos “our discourse,” referring to S.’s two speeches together,
as 265c6. Both speeches had clear, coherent definitions of erds and both instructed
the listener about erds.

265ex—-3 To T&Av kat’ €18n SUvaodau . . . kakol puayelpov TpdTreor xpduevov:
another infinitival noun clause, this time with the article and coordinate main
infinitives (SUvacBan . . . kal . . . Emixelpeiv); se. Tiva as subject of the infinitives and
Xpwuevov: “that one is able in the opposite direction [i.e. opposite to collecting]
to cut up [the general form] into its sub-classes at joints where it is natural [to cut
it up], and tries not to shatter any part [of the general form) by performing in the
manner of an incompetent butcher.” The butchery metaphor of S1arrépvelv ko’
&pfpa is made explicit by the simile of the incompetent butcher.  e3~266b2
AN dotrep &pTi T AdYw . « o« &S HeYloTwY adTiov Auiv &yabdov “but just as
a short time ago my two speeches conceived of the mad portion of the mind as
a single general form, and just as from one body nature procluces double parts
that have the same names, [the ones] called left and the ones called right, so
too, as my two speeches viewed the condition of madness as a single form that
naturally exists in us [human beings], the first speech, cutting the part on the
left, did not leave off cutting it further until it discovered among the parts [that
were cut] a so-called left erds and quite rightly heaped abuse on it, and the second
speech, having first brought us towards the parts of madness on the right, and
then having discovered and put forward an erds that has the same name as the
first one but yet is divine, praised it as the cause of our greatest goods.”  e3
HoTep . . . TO ptv &ppov Tiis Siavolas: answered by doep 5t owpartos ¢ vds
(266ar).

266a2 okand, T& 8t 8e§id: T pév is omitted with ok (GP 165).  az2-3
T Tiis wapavolas. . . T Adyw: in this phrase S. restates what he just said
in 1 Adyw. .. E\apéTny before he delivers the main point of the rest of the
sentence using the structure 6 pév (Aéyo5)/6 5t (Adyos) (ag-ba). ag—5 1o i’
&p1oTepd TEPVSUEVOS . « . oKXIOV TIvar EpoTas this refers to the first part of S.’s
first speech (237d4—238¢4). Starting with this use of &pioTepg, left and right have
the traditional metaphorical sense of bad and good (Lloyd 1962). S. did not speak
of left erds and right erds in the actual speeches. There is no difference in sense
between Tepvdpevos and Tépvoov. a5 EAotdSpnoev pdA’ tv Slkni: the rest of
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S.’s first speech (238c7—241d1).  a5-brx els & v Sebidn Tiis pavias. . . kal
TrpoTev&pevos: the first half of the palinode (243e7—249d3).

266b1—2 trfjivecey ds peyloTwv altiov fuiv &yadddv: the second half of the
palinode (249d4-257a1).  bg—5 TolUTwv 59 bywye. .. TdV Siaiptoewv kal
csuvaywydv: “these divisions and collections” are the two movements of dialec-
tical reasoning (265d4—266b2n.). S. is virtually proclaiming that he is a philoso-
pher, a lover of wisdom or knowledge (278d5-6). ¢paaTris conveys in addition the
passion and transcendent achievement of the philosophical épacTis of the palin-
ode, the connection between philosophical erds and dialectic being elaborated
below (276e4—277a4). S. calls himself an ¢pagTis of dialectic at Phib. 16b. bs
Tva olés Te & Abyewv Te kad ppoveiv: not mere spenking and thinking, for which
dialectic is hardly necessary, but purposeful speaking and thinking as exemplified
by S., viz. speaking and thinking as a matter. of Téxvn, whether pnTopixt or
Biohekikd. At The. 18ge—1goa S. describes an individual’s internal thinking and
judgment as a matter of dialectic. b6 Suvatdy els By kal trrl WOAAK TrepuK6D’
bpGv: TepuKSO’ is neuter acc. pl. agreeing with both &v and oAAG: “able to look
to one and towards many as hatural entities.” Perception of a unity amid multi-
plicity is collection; perception of multiplicity within a unity is division, it being
necessary in both cases to perceive the way things are in nature. The different
prepositions with 6pdv are variation. Tepukds (MSS) cannot be construed in a
way that yieldssense. b7 ToUTov S1ddkw “karrédriode pet’ Ixviov boTe Beoio”
“I pursue him ‘from behind following [his] footsteps like a god’s [footsteps]™; i.e.
as if he were a god. The partial dactylic hexameter verse (vo—vo—vo—vu——) is
reminiscent of Homer (Od. 2.406, II. 22.157) but not found in our texts of Homer.
Pursuing a practitioner of collection and division like a god recalls the lover’s
pursuit of his beloved like a god (251a5-6, 252d5-8). S. is also anticipating the
priority of dialectic, conducted with a partner face to face, over written discourse
(276a1—27724). b8 6eds olBe: on the gods as bestowers of names, cf. 252b1—3n.

266¢x péypt Tolde “up to now.” BioAexTikoUs: “dialecticians” are experts in
the art of dialectic () S1chekTikt) Téxvn), which includes both dialectical reasoning
as defined here (collection and division) and the skill of conducting philosophi-
cally fruitful dialogue, as exemplified by S. (268a1-269d1n.) and described below
(276esn.).  cx-2z T& &t VUV Twap& gol Te kad Auclov paBdvras et Tl xpt
koAeivs paBovTas agrees with an implied Auds, subject of kaAeiv: “but as things
stand now say what we should call [them, viz. those who practice collection and
division] if we take a lesson from you and Lysias.” The request is a ploy, allowing
S. to move the inquiry to its next stage. Relying on Ph.’s familiarity with sophistic
rhetoric (259e7—-260a3n.), 8. politely suggests that Ph. (and Lysias) will naturally
have a view of how people who practice collection and division should be called
because those things properly belong to rhetoric. S. knows of course that dialectic
forms no part of sophistic rhetoric and is entirely hew to Ph., as the sequel con-
firms. Grammatically it would be possible to take paBévtas as object of koA€iv,
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but it makes no sense to speak of people who have learned from Ph. except in
the informal sense it would have if it refers to S. and Ph. themselves.  c2~3
# ToUTo tkelvd EoTiv. . . of &AAot xpcopevot: 1) Adycwv TéXvn is in apposition to
Ekeivo: “or is this [the ability to practice collection and division] that, [namely,)
the art of discourse which Thrasymachus and the others used...” On Thrasy-
machus cf. 267c5~7n. c4 &NAous Te TrotoUatvs sc. sopous Aéyew. Te follows
uév (GP 376). c4—5 of & Swpogopelv alToig &5 PaciAelow tBEAwoiv: the
ironic tone reveals S.’s view of the sophists’ claim that they can make their (pay-
ing) students skilled speakers; cf. 4p. 1ge—o0c for the same irony and the same
point. c6 utv 81 adversative to the preceding pév (GP 393). ¢7 oo
utv o €ldos: “this mode” consists of collection and division taken together; cf.
265d1 ToUToov. . . elBoiv.

266dx T 5t pnTopikdv Bokel por Srapelyetv 8 fuds: sc. eldos. Ph. has failed
to understand, as S. confirms (d2—3), that “the dialectical mode” (16 S1cAexTIKdY
€180s) is “the rhetorical mode” (T pnTopikdv €ldos) insofar as rhetoric is to be
practiced as a techne. d2 koAdv ol T &v elns ironic.  ToUTwv: collections
and divisions. dg Tl pévrol kal EoTi TO Aertdpevov TRs PnTopikfs “what,
then, really is the rest of the art of rhetoric,” i.e. in addition to dialectic. S. answers
this question himself - psychology (26gd2—272b6) — only after he has rejected the
material in the sophists’ rhetoric books (266d5—26gdr). On «ai following the
interrogative pronoun cf. GP 313.

266d5-267dg In response to Ph.’s statement that books on rhetoric contain
a great deal of material apart from dialectic, S. surveys this material with a
sharp irony that patently reveals his negative view of the sophists’ “wonderful
techniques” (rorykdAwov Texvnudtwy, 269ab). THe techniques concern the parts
of a speech, types of arguments and styles, and emotional appeals. Not unlike
his knowledge of rationalistic mythological interpretation (229b4—230a6), S.’s
surprisingly extensive knowledge of the sophists’ books reveals an ability to engage
his interlocutor in the most opportune manner. Plato thereby also shows that his
criticue of sophistic rhetoric is based not on ignorance but on close familiarity.
All the sophistic books discussed by S. have been lost; this is the earliest glimpse
of such material that we possess. These written technat are more likely to have
been compilations of illustrative passages, argumients, and styles, accompanied
by descriptive titles or rubrics, than handbooks that put forward precepts in the
manner of a late fourth-century text like the Rhetoric to Alexander (Cole 19g1a:
81-94). The sophists named by S. are most of the major ones of the fifth century
and figure prominently elsewhere in Plato. Gorgias, Hippias, and Protagoras are
the title characters of Platonic dialogues, Thrasymachus plays a major role in
Republic 1, Polus a major role in the Gorgias (461b—481b), and Prodicus a brief
but memorable role in the Protagoras (337a—c, 339e—341¢). Plato’s interest lies
not in summarizing these predecessors neutrally, but in evaluating them, which
accounts for both S.’s irony and his critique of the notion of ‘chné implicit in
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the sophists’ written fchnai. For a review of the rhetorical contributions of the
sophists whom 8. cites and the rhetorical terms and techniques that he mocks,
see Heitsch 1ggga: 152-6.

266d5-6 Tois BiPAloig Tols mepl Adywv Téxvns yeypauuévors: “the books writ-
ten on the art of speeches” are the same as the written tcfnai mentioned else-
where (261b7-8, 269c5-6, 271c1). dy—ex pooluiov utv ofpan . . . T& koppk
Tfis Téxvns; it being obvious where in the speech the introduction should go, S.’s
comment on that point is mocking, which S. augments by the jingle Tpooimov
ptv ofpatr wpédTov-and by referring to such insights ironically as koppd, “refine-
ments” (227c6n.). In Plato’s day the wpooluiov had received considerable theo-
retical attention, which Plato himself used for his theory of the legal Tpooluiov
(“preamble,” Laws 4.722b—723d; Yunis 1996: 223-6, 288).

266e3 Siffynotv Tva: the indefinite article is dismissive: “narrative or some
such.” napTuplas T b’ a1 “and testimonies [i.e. from witnesses) in addi-
tion to that [i.e. narrative].” e4 Texpfipia: arguments based on signs, i.e.
that one thing s the sign of another thing; cf. Arist. Rh. 1.2.16.  elkéTa: argu-
ments based on what is probable. S. examines such arguments below (272d2—
273¢c4).  eq—-267a2 TioTwow ofua kal tmioTwov., . . kaTnyoplan Te kal
&moloylai: the terminology of Theodorus of Byzantium - “confirmation and
super-confirmation,” “refutation and super-re-refutation” — betrays a fastidious
preoccupation with superficial distinctions, which Aristotle criticized in him too
(Rh. 3.1414b13-18). TrioTwois is to be distinguished from TioTis, Aristotle’s gen-
eral term for rhetorical proof (Rk. 1.2). S.’s grandiose periphrasis Tév ye BéATiocToV
Aoyobaldahov BuZdvTiov &vBpa is conspicuously ironic; AoyoSadBaAov, “cun-
ning speech-maker,” suggests the irony that attaches to xopyd (266e1). s Tor-
ntéovdependsonolucn. .. Abyew Tév. . . &vdpa (266e4-5). Testimonia regarding
Theodorus are collected in ASB 12,

267a2 EOnvov: testimonia in 4S B 20. Euenus also wrote verse (West, IE*
2.63-7), hence his verse mnemonics (a4). Though none of Euenus’ surviv-
ing verses concerns TWapaydyous, one six-line elegy is rhetorical, offering
advice on &vmiAtyew (Euenus 1 West = Athenaeus 367e).  ag—¢ UmwobfA-
wolv. .. wapemalvous. . . Tapaydyous “insinuation,” “indirect praises,” “indi-
rect censures.”  ap Teiolov: from Syracuse; testimonia in 45 B 2, jointly with
the testimonia concerning Corax, with whom Tisias is often grouped in the
ancient sources. Cole 1991b untangles the confused doxography on Tisias and
Corax. S. gives Tisias particular attention below (273a7-274a5). Fopylav:
from Leontini, near Syracuse. Testimonia regarding written teshnai by Gorgias
are collected in AS B 7; other fragments and testimonia in DK 82. The Helen
and Palamedes were possibly regarded as written technai (Cole 1gg1a: 81). Gorgias
makes extensive use of probability arguments in both speeches (Kraus 2006b:
138-9).  a5-6 wpd TAV &ANBGV T elkdTa €lSov s TipnTéx péAAoY “saw
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that probabilities are to be honored more than truths.” This is a criticism not of
the sophists’ indifference to truth per se, but of the weakness of their rhetorical
arguments based on the probable (272d2—274a5). For the sophists probabilities
reflect the beliefs of the masses (273b1—2, cf. 259e7-260a4), which are indeed
indifferent to truth, whereas S. showed that knowledge of the subject matter (i.c.
truth) is needed to construct effective arguments for psychagigia (261e5—262c3,
264€6-266b2).  a6-bg T& Te AU ouikpd peydAa. . . mepl TévTwv dvnilpovs
in the clause kav&. . . kavéds se. Aéyouot from pcounv Adyou. The points that
S. ascribes to Tisias and Gorgias are rhetorical commonplaces (cf. Isoc. 4.8).
Plato has Gorgias (Grg. 44g9b—c) and Protagoras (Prt. 335b) claim the “ability
to speak concisely or at length on any topic. However, &weipa is mocking (as
pakpdv . . . oUyypoupa, 258a7-8). The sophists lack an account of the rationale
for casting a message in one form rather than another (272a4—5n.).

267b3~5 poévos alitds nUpnkéval . . . peTplwv “he said that he alone had discov-
ered what speeches are needed, and that there is need of neither long ones nor
short ones but moderate ones.” Prodicus’ rhetorical insight is not reported from
a written lchné but was communicated to S. personally. Prodicus’ testimonia and
fragments are collected in A4S B 8, DK 84. Téxvnv (MSS) is likely an intruded
marginal gloss. b6 ZogdTaras Ph. remarks the vapidity of Prodicus’ insight
with irony befitting S. This outburst anticipates the overtly condescending atti-
tude on the part of Ph. that S. seeks to correct forthwith (268ar—26gdin.). Prod-
icus’ insight is vapid because in itself it has no practical use. by alUrdon:
Prodicus. Hippias of Elis (4S B 11, DK 86) recommends Prodicean moderation
in discourse at Prt. 338b.

267cx1—3 T& 6t TToAov éds ppéowpey . « . Tpds Tolnow evemelas; “and what
should we say about Polus’ museums of speeches — such as ‘doublet-expression’
and ‘maxim-expression’ and ‘image-expression’ — and [the museums] of Licym-
nian words which he [i.e. Licymnius] bestowed on him [i.e. Polus] as a gift for
the creation of fine language?” As Hermias (239.6—7) implies, povoeia Adywv is
not the title of Polus’ book, but Plato’s mockery of Polus’ flights of elkovoAoyia
and eVémeia. The metaphor of pleasant sound in pouvceia is alive in Euripi-
des’ &nBévewov pouatiov (TrGF 88; cf. Hel. 174, 1108) and Aristophanes’ parody
xeMBbvwy pouaeia (Ran. g3). In the spirit of Aristophanes, Plato’s metaphor
plays on the discordancy of Polus’ word formations. By way of contrast, Plato
truly invokes the Muses’ sweet sound when speaking of Calliope, the philo-
sophical Muse (259d2—5), and when speaking of the place under the plane tree
as T® Nuppddv pouaeiov (278b6—c1). ¢s introduces the accusatives S1rAaoi-
oloylav, yvwuoloylav, elkovoroylav, possibly Polus’ coinages, which stand in
apposition to povatia. On this use of s cf. AGPS 69.63.2. dvoudreov Te Aikup-
vicov depends on wovoeia. Hermias (239.12-14) reports that Licymnius divided
words into various classes. Polus’ testimonia are collected in 4S B 14, Licym-
nius’ in A4S B 16. Licymnius also wrote dithyrambs (PMG 768—73). Aristotle joins
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Licymnius to his criticism of Theodorus regarding excessive terminology (266e4—
267a2n.). cq Mpwtaydpeia picks up Aikupvicwv (c2), i.e. neuter adjectives
based on the sophists’ names. c5 ' 'Opfotmei& yk Tis, @ Trai, kal EAAx TOAAK
kol kaAd: the indefinite article is dismissive (as 266¢3), as is kaAg, thus including
Protagoras within S.’s disdain for sophistic rhetorical technai. pBotreict is not the
title of a book by Protagoras (though it may have been for Democritus, Diog.
Laert. 9.48), but plays off the ebémreia that Polus pursues (c3). “Correct language”
includes grammatical gender, proper Greek usage, mastery of types of sentences
(statement, question, answer, etc.) as well as “correctness of words” (6p8Tns
SdvoudTwv) (A4S B 3.5—13; Kerferd 1981: 68—g). Protagoras’ fragments and testi-
monia are collected in A4S B 3, DK 8o. o teases, as veavia, 257c7; cf. Introd.
note 11.  €5~47 TV ye piyv olkrpoydwv . . . T6 ToU XaAkndoviov obévos “fur-
ther, the might of the Chalcedonian [i.e. Thrasymachus of Chalcedon] seems to
me to have mastered by art piteously wailing speeches that are dragged to old
age and poverty.” Mock grandeur: the opening phrase Tév ye utyv olkTpoydwv
trri yfipas kai eviav EAkouéveov Adycwv mimics rotund oratory with its lack of
hiatus and cretic-choriambic rhythm (-v— —wvu— wu—— —wu— —vu— o) the
diction — olkTpoydwv, tAkopéveov (metaphorical for “applied”), kexparnkévan —
is pompous; the concluding periphrasis for Thrasymachus is pseudo-Homeric,
cf. oBtvos ’IBopeviios, oBtvos "Hetlcovos (II. 13.248, 23.827). The pathetic speeches
mocked by S. are likely those contained in a book of Thrasymachus which Aris-
totle knew under the title “EAeot (Rh. 3.1404a15). Thrasymachus’ fragments and
testimonia are collected in AS B g, DK 85,

267d1 Gpyiopbvors: referring to ToAAoUs, dative with EmdaSeov. d2
608evd1) “whencesoever”; ie. from whatever source slanders (SicPoAds) may
arise. d2-3 76 5t 51 Téhos Tév Abywv: having started the discussion of
sophistic rhetoric with the introduction (Trpoofuiov, 266d7), S. ends the discus-
sion with the conclusion. Té\os is nominative. d3—4 &1 mves ptv trdvobov,
&\Ao1 8" &AAo TlBevTon Svopa: Aristotle uses both Errdvodos (“recapitulation”)
and &mfAoyos (Rh. 3.1414b1—5).  d5—6 To tv kepaAaicot EkaoTa. . . wepl TGOV
elpnuéveov; slight hyperbaton: the object of Aéyeis is the articular infinitive phrase
1. .. Urouvijoal. . . wepl TGV elpnuévoov.

268ar—269dx To explain what is wrong with the techniques found in the
sophists’ rhetorical treatises, S. compares other technai and takes a dramatic
approach designed to appeal specifically to Ph. Citing individuals whom 8S.
knows Ph. will acknowledge as experts, S. asks Ph. to imagine how these experts
would respond to claims of expertise in their own tchné based merely on profi-
ciency with assorted techniques that produce given responses. Such techniques
are “preliminary to the techné” (wpd Tiis Téxvns, 26gb7) but do not constitute the
techné. Expertise in the techné entails understanding both the goal of the techné and
how the goal can be realized in particular circumstances, which is a different
and far more complicated task than applying particular techniques to produce
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given responses. The manner in which 8. conducts this imagined dialogue reveals
the usefulness of patience and gentleness in dialectical situations; and it demon-
strates the liveliness and efficacy of oral, face-to-face instruction in contrast to
the deadness and pomposity of the sophists’ books. In S.’s hands Ph. displays
remarkable docility. The gentle, instructive approach that S. both recommencds
to and uses upon his interlocutor contrasts with the sharp irony he just directed
at the authors of the sophistic technai (266d7—267dg), who, of course, are absent
and not S.’s concern. I

268ax—2 TabTa 5t U oryds pdAAov 18wpev, Tlva kal ot Exer THv Tis Téx-
vns Suvamy “let’s look at these things [i.e. the sophistic rhetorical techniques
mentioned since 266c7] under a brighter light [and see] what ever (7roT’) is the
artistic power that they really (kaf) have.” a4 Exer y&p “yes, that is so” (GP
73—4 on ydp of assent). S, agrees with Ph.’s statement that sophistic rhetorical
techniques can be effective in mass assemblies (v ye 8% wAfjBous ouvédois);
the horse-and-ass example (260b1—d2) is itself proof of that. But S. rejects the
sophistic view that rhetoric is concerned just with manipulating the beliefs of
the masses and effective only in mass assemblies (261a7—e4 with notes). aq-5
palveTal SleoTnkds aTéov T fiTpiov: lit. “their warp seems to be separated”;
i.e. there scem to be “some holes in the fabric” (Hackforth 1g52), which would
appear when held up to the light (268a1). altév = TalUra (268a1), the sophis-
tic rhetorical techniques. a7-8 Té tralpen oou Epubipdywt f Té maTpl
arol Axoupevédi: physicians, Ph.’s friends, and chosen by S. because he knows
that Ph. views them as experts (227a4—5n.).

268brx wpoogépev: used particularly of medical treatment (270bs; LSJ s.v.
A1gb). bz luev moiiv...kdtw Siaxwpeiv “to induce vomiting or
diarrhea.”  bg—4 &\Aov woteiv: sc. larpikév.  b6—7 oloTivas 8¢l xal
omréTe BraoTa ToUTwy Tolely kal péypl dwdgous TToElv has two accusatives: “to
whom and when he should do each of these things and to what extent.” b8
TaUTa = ToUTwy (268by), viz. the treatments mentioned in 268b1-3.

268cx arTév: ie. on his own; S. expands the point at 26gc3—4. c2-3 i
BipAiov wobtv &xoloas “having read [something] in a book somewhere”; on
&koUw = “read,” cf. 261b7—cin. On medical texts in the classical period and
their use by medical charlatans, cf. Dean-Jones 2003.  ¢3 WwepiTUXdOV Qap-
pakfois: the participle stresses the lack of method; the diminutive expresses
contempt. c5 Zo@okAei . . . kal EUpimidnt: cited by S. as authorities because
in Ph.’s eyes these two are unassailable masters of their craft and thus serve the
same purpose as Eryximachus and Acumenus. S.’s discussion of tragedy alongside
and in the same terms as the discussions of medicine, harmonics, and rhetoric
implies that there exists a Téxvn Tpayiki. Much of Plato’s work would lead one to
view that notion as highly questionable in Plato’s eyes, especially insofar as Sopho-
cles and Euripides are taken as experts (Ferrari 198g). Here the tacit assumption
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of a téyvn Tpayiki is incidental and undertaken just to advance the discussion
with Ph.; it helps demonstrate principles that are assuredly valid from the other
technai. Whether or not a téxvn Tpayik actually exists or could exist, what it
would consist in, and whether or not Sophocles and Euripides are true experts in
that techng, are questions that are not considered and not material. Nevertheless,
one may detect here the same friendly, didactically useful irony that views tra-
ditional, Muse-inspired poetry as a preliminary model for philosophical divine
madness (245a1n.) and that portrays Pericles as an exponent of Platonic rhetorical
art (269asn., 26g9e4—270abr.). c6-dx epl ouikpoU wpdyparos. . . poPepds
kal &meiAnTixds: composing long and short speeches and speeches that evoke
emotions recalls sophistic rhetorical techniques (267a6-b3, c5—d).

268d4~5 Thv ToUTwv oloTaciv mpémouocav &AMAols Te kol T SAwt
ouvioTapévny: the participle ouvioTapévny stresses the verbal sense of Tv
Toutwv oVoTaov and is modified by Twpémousav: “the composition of these
things [i.e. the techniques of tragic poetry mentioned in 268c5~d1] that are com-
posed fittingly with each other and the whole.” Ph. is recycling in regard to
tragedy what S. said in regard to rhetoric (264c3-6). d7 uovoikds Evtuycov
&vBpl olopéveor &ppovikéd elvans pouoikds in the sense “cultured” contrasts with
&ypolkaws; cf. Ar. Eq. 191—3 f) Snuaywyla ydp oU mpds pouoikol | €1’ toTly
&vBpds oUdt xpnToU ToUs Tpdmous, | SAN’ els &uobf) kal PEeAupd. poucikds
is also an “expert in poucikn,” the art of music, which includes “harmonics”
(T& &ppovikd, 268es, also called &puovia, “attunement,” 268e3, 4). Harmonics
in particular is the expertise of the &ppovikés (Smp. 187a-b; Barker 2007: 88—
90). Greek harmonics concerns the' musical modes or attunements that were
the musical structures underlying melody (Barker 2007: 6-12). S. activates in
addition Plato’s particular sense of pouoikds below (268e1—=2n.). 871 51 “just
because.” d8 4EutéTny Kal BapuTtdTny Xopdhv Troteiv: lit. “to make a string
most piercing and deepest”; i.e. to produce the highest and lowest notes on a
string. Hermias (242.3—4) says that this is done by tightening and loosening the
string. On the terminology and technique for tuning and producing notes on
stringed instruments, cf. West 1992: 61—70.

268erx “& poxdnpt, ueAayxoAdis” “you jerk, you're insane,” with the bluntness
of comic abuse: on poxfnpé cf. Olson 2002: 123 ad Ar. Ach. 165; on pedory XoAdus
cf. Dunbar 1995: 139 ad An Av. 14. S. is characterizing Ph.’s harsh view of
the experts’ likely reaction to a technically adept pretender: elwoiev &v...dm
palvetan &vBpeotros (268c2), olitol &v. .. kaTayehdiey (268d3).  exr—2 &me
Houoikds v TpaadTepov: precisely because of his expertise the musical expert
addresses the technically adept pretender in & gentle manner and does not
reproach him for ignorance but instructs him where his error lies. Thus the expert
in the art of music — pouairds — is revealed as a follower of the Muses — poucikds
- in Plato’s particular sense, i.e. a person devoted to philosophical pursuits
and therefore a model of both understanding and conduct (248d3, 259b4—d6,
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278b5—dl6, Rep. 9.591d). Thus also S. urges Ph. towards the cooperative virtue
that enhances learning and advances the dialectical inquiry, just as he urged Ph.
towards the same virtue before he delivered the palinode (243c2—3n.). Plato’s
characterization of the gentle expert applies above all to S. in his dealings with
Ph. throughout the dialogue.  e2 & &pioTe: the form of address contrasts
starkly with & pox@npé (e1) and sets the tone for the whole utterance (e2—s),
which is friendly but direct. TaUT’s how to produce the highest and lowest
notes on a string (268d7-8).  e3—4 oSV piv kwAUe undt GKkpdy dppovias
tradew ToV TV oy Ev Exovta “however, nothing prevents a person in your
condition [i.e. one who possesses the merely technical skill of producing high
and low notes on a string] from understanding not even a bit of [the art of]
attunement.” piv answers pév (e2) (GP 335). eq4—5 T& y&p wpd &puoviag
dvaykaia padipaTa trioTacal dAN ob T& &puovik& “you know what must be
learned before attunement but not the elements of attunement [= harmonics].”
The techniques used in the art are distinct from and must be learned before the
art, which is the knowledge of how and when to use those techniques. An expert
in the art necessarily possesses the technical skills used in the art, but one who
possesses the technical skills is not necessarily an expert in the art.

26gar Tév ogiow EmBekvipevov “the one who was showing off to them [i.e. to
Sophocles and Euripides],” referring to 268c5—d2. With this accusative sc. tirlo-
Taobai from 268e5 EvioTacal. ag TI 8¢ Tov peAlynpuv AbpacTov oldpeda A
kal TTeptrddor sc. Gv eleiv. S. introduces Adrastus and Pericles with the expecta-
tion that Ph. will accept them as experts in rhetoric, parallel to Eryximachus and
Acumenus in medicine and Sophocles and Euripides in tragedy. Pericles’ useful-
ness for this purpose is obvious, and S. extends this usage beyond the present
paragraph (26gbs-6n.) to his next point regarding the expert 7héts’s knowledge
of the soul (269e4—270a6). Because S. uses Periclés for purely didactic purposes,
nothing that he says here affects the substantial criticism of Pericles as democratic
rhétor in the Gorgias (502d—519d; Yunis 1996: 136—453). Adrastus is a mythological
figure — king of Argos and leader of the Seven against Thebes; in Euripides’
Suppliant women he pleads with Theseus to secure the burial of the Argive dead —
so he is the exception among the experts named in this passage, all the rest of
whom are historical figures of the fifth century. Some have suspected a veiled
reference to another leading fifth-century orator, but no figure suits and our infor-
mation regarding fifth-century politicians is plentiful. The eloquence of Adrastus
was evidently established in legend: the poetic coloring of the epithet ueAfynpuv
(“honey-voiced”) suggests an original context in poetry (Davies 1980), and a close
parallel is to be found in a verse of the seventh-century Spartan poet Tyrtaeus —
yA&ooav § AbdpriaTou petkixéynpw, “gentle-voiced tongue of Adrastus” (12.8
West). That is a sufficient basis for S. to cite the mythical Adrastus as one of
his gentle experts. After this mention S. drops him and relies solely on Pericles
as his exemplar of rhetorical expertise. The earlier reference to the mythical
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figures Nestor, Odysseus, and Palamedes as writers of rhetorical technai serves a
different purpose and functions in a different manner (261b7—cin.). a6-bx
v viv 81 fpels Bifjipey TEOV raykdhwv TexvnpdTwv. . . Epapev elvan okemrTéa:
“the wonderful techniques” were discussed in 266d7—-267d6. S. issued the call to
examine them in 268a1—2.

26gbx—4 wéTepov. . . &v aUTols. ., . elmweiv. . . fi. . . kv, . ETITARSu: accu-
sative—infinitive following oléueda (26gas). b domep yd Te kal oU: only Ph.
spoke roughly (268c2—4, d3) but S. includes himself to soften the blow. b2—3
pfiné T elrrelv. . . dos pnTopikiv Téxvny “[whether they would] utter a boorish
statement of some kind against those who have written these things [i.e. the
techniques in the books] and teach [them] as rhetorical art.” &wai8euTov con-
trasts with pouoikds, “cultured” (268d7n.).  bg x&v véow tmmAfifan “they
would actually chide the two of us.” b5—6 Tives py tmotdpevor. . . Tl woT'
foriv PnTopikf) “some people [i.e. the sophists of 266d5—267dg] out of igno-
rance in dialectic turned out to be unable to define what rhetoric really is.”
On BioAéyeocfai in the sense “define by means of dialectic,” cf. Grg. 453b, 457c,
Rep. 7.532a. Whereas S. introduced dialectic for its usefulness to the rhetorician
in composing speeches (265c8-266b2), now he adds that dialectic is useful to
the rhetorician for defining, and thus understanding, his own art. S. illustrates
the latter usage below (270b3, di1—). S. made no mention of dialectic when he
defined rhetoric himself (261a7—¢4), but his definition — especially the core idea
yuxaywyfa Tis ik Adycov (261a7-8) — entails precisely the complex, structured
speeches that are designed to persuade (264¢3-6) but are beyond the capability of
the sophistic rhetoricians who produce given effects by linguistic devices. Pericles
of course knew nothing about dialectic in Plato’s sense of the term. S.’s device
of putting words in Pericles’ mouth patently turns him into a mouthpiece for
the argument on rhetoric that S. wishes to make (269asn.).  by-cx T& wpd
Tiis TéXVNS . . « SO0V NUpnKévan: similar diction was used to make the same
point in regard to harmonics at 268¢4—5.

26gcr~4 ToUTa 5t B18&okovTes &AAous. . . Toplleoban v Tois Adyors “teach-
ing others precisely these things [i.e. the techniques that produce given responses],
they suppose that rhetoric has been taught by them completely, and that the mat-
ter of uttering all these things persuasively and composing the whole - being no
trouble — their pupils themselves must provide in their speeches on their own.”
ouwviotacbat is middle.  c7—dx THv ToU Téh SvTi PnTopikol Te kad MBavol
Téxvnv “the art of the truly expert and persuasive speaker.”

269d2-272b6 Returning to his definition of rhetoric as psychagagia, “a leading
of the soul,” through speeches (261a7, 271cg), S. reveals the second novel feature
of the true art of rhetoric. In addition to the invention of arguments by means of
dialectic, rhetoric requires knowledge of the nature of the object in which it aims
to implant persuasion, namely, the soul (270b3—). The art consists in knowing,
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and recognizing in the world, the types of human souls and bringing to bear on
these souls precisely those forms of speech that have the effect of persuading them
in given circumstances, which is a systematic enterprise of massive proportions
(271c9—272b4). To enable Ph. to appreciate both the systematic study of the soul
and its intrinsic importance for rhetoric, ideas that are utterly foreign to him,
S. leads Ph. in a line of reasoning that uses the concept of “nature” (puois) in
an increasingly more specific sense; and he continues to exploit Ph.’s proclivity
for recognized experts. First, S. connects Pericles’ rhetorical expertise with his
exposure to Anaxagoras’ theory of nature (26ge4—270a6). Then, analogizing
rhetoric and medicine, S. sees medicine’s interest in the body and rhetoric’s
interest in the soul as equally a concern with the nature of their objects, which
provokes from Ph. an approbatory mention of Hippocrates (270bi—c4). Finally,
S. offers a dense, abstract set of parameters for a proper account of the nature
of any object, such that the object’s natural capacities for active and passive
interactions with other entities would be fully described (270c8—€5). Only then
does S. present Ph. with his rhetorical psychology as the logical consequence
of rhetoric’s disciplinary interest in the soul as the locus of persuasion (271c9-
272b4). Plato has S. invoke Pericles and Anaxagoras and accept the parallel with
Hippocrates not because these predecessors actually anticipated Plato’s rhetorical
psychology, but because they serve as touchstones for the idea that understanding
any object requires understanding its underlying nature. That idea helps S. move
Ph. towards accepting the connection between rhetoric and psychology. Thus S.
employs on Ph. the deceptive, gradually shifting, psychagogic form of argument
described above (261e6—262c2) (Heitsch 1994).

269dz2 Td ptv SUvacha, & Paidpe, HoTe &ywvioTv Téheov yevéoBon “with
regard to the ability [to acquire the art of the truly expert and persuasive speaker,
269c7—-d1] so as to become an accomplished competitor.” “Accomplished com-
petitor” prepares for Pericles, the most accomplished rkztor (269e1—2). Yet the real-
world competition of deliberative rhetoric belongs as much to private encounters
(e.g. erastai competing for an erdmenos or S.’s competition with Lysias for Ph.’s
allegiance to philosophy or sophistic rhetoric) as it does to the traditional forums
of public decision-making (261a7-b2). Epideictic competition, abhorrent to S.
(242b7-d2, 257d8—258c4, 277¢6—278aIn.), is not at issue.  d3—6 €l uév goi
UTrdpyeEl . . « TaUTM &TeAs Eoel: the three essential characteristics of the accom-
plished rhétor — natural talent, knowledge, practice — were conventional (Prt.
323¢—324c, from Protagoras’ speech; Isoc. 13.14-18, 15.187—92; Alcid. Soph. 3-5)
and are tacitly accepted by Ph. d6—7 Soov 8t alroU TéYvn. . . paivesBon )
uéBodos “but with regard to as much of it [i.e. becoming an accomplished rhétor)
as is techne, the way there () néBoSos) seems to me to appear [to be] not where
Lysias and Thrasymachus go.” 8¢ responds to T6 ptv dUvaoBou (dz2). Téxvn refers
specifically to Emiotfijunv (ds); S. proceeds to focus on the knowledge that is nec-
essary for rhetoric and how it is acquired. The literal sense of péboSos is brought
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out by the locative use of fiji and TropeUeTay; cf. also 263b6 Tév péAAovTa TNV
pnTopikiy peTiévan, 270e1 where a bad péfodos is likened to TupAol Tropeiai.
26g9ex—2 KivBuvelel, & d&pioTe, . . . els TH pnTopikiv yevéoBou: Pericles’ status
as “the most accomplished of all men with regard to rhetoric” is stated in a
manner that reflects general agreement and not S.’s personal opinion, which is
not germane. S. continues to use Pericles as the putative rhetorical expert for the
sake of instructing Ph. (26gagn., bs—6n.). The vocative addressed to Ph. is the
same as that which S.’s gentle expert uses when he instructs the technically adept
pretender (268e2).

26ge4—270a6 S. claims that Pericles acquired the knowledge of nature that is
necessary for rhetorical art from Anaxagoras’ theory of nature, yet both the
overall tone and specific terms used by S. are unmistakably ironic. Elsewhere
Plato makes substantial criticism of both these predecessors (269asn. on Pericles,
270a4—5n. on Anaxagoras), yet the irony is not mainly intended to satirize or
otherwise disparage Anaxagoras or Pericles. Rather, the irony serves S.’s imme-
diate didactic purpose. It enables S. to put forward a provocative, historically
striking example of psychologically based rhetorical art — and thus to introduce
to Ph. the idea that knowledge of the nature of the soul is an essential part of
the knowledge that belongs to rhetoric — while simultaneously precluding seri-
ous consideration of the example. When Ph. asks S. to explain his point about
Pericles and Anaxagoras (270a7), S. leaves Pericles and Anaxagoras behind, shifts
to the medical analogy, and proceeds from there towards his goal, which is the
account of rhetorical psychology (271c9—272b4). Anaxagoras is well suited for the
role S. gives him. He was a contemporary of Pericles, spent time in Athens, wrote
Tepl pUoews, and emphasized voUs (cf. 245c5—246a2n.), which is close enough to
wuxf for S.’s purpose. While it is evident that Pericles did not develop Platonic
rhetorical art from exposure to Anaxagoras (or anyone clse), it is entirely possible
that Pericles and Anaxagoras did interact, though we do not have the evidence to
know whether they actually did and if they did to what purpose. The anecdotal
tradition linking Pericles and Anaxagoras, which reaches its acme in Plutarch’s
Life of Pericles (4.6-6.5, 8.1—4, 32), goes back to fourth-century sources, chiefly
this passage (also Al. 118c), and in its details is clearly fabricated (Stadter 1991,
Podlecki 1998: 23-31).

269e4 Tpoobéovtau: Tpoo- means that the knowledge of nature required by
great arts is knowledge “in addition to” the (obviously necessary) knowledge of
their own materials, such as rhetoric’s knowledge of discourse and medicine’s
knowledge of drugs. It is the additional knowledge that turns these practices into
full-fledged technai.  eq—270ax &oAeoylas kal ueTecwpoloylas puoews wépt
“chatter and high-flown speculation about nature” (“high-flown speculation”
from Hackforth 1952), which is an ironic way of saying “discussion of and inquiry
into nature”; on the purpose of the irony cf. 269e4—270a6n. petecoporoyla
refers to inquiry into the natural phenomena of the sky (& petéwpa) (77. g1d,
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Atist. Mele. 338a26). Such inquiry having become suspect in the popular mind,
peTecoporoyla was used pejoratively in reference to scientists, sophists, and the
historical S. (Ar. Mub. 228, 360, Pl. Ap. 18b, Pit. 29gb). &SoAeoyla was a ready
term to speak disparagingly of intellectual pursuits, including the verbal-based
inquiries pursued by S. (Ar. Mub. 1480, PCG 506, Pl. Prm. 135d). To demonstrate
his disdain for such criticism, Plato blithely adopts &SoAeoy{a and uetecporoyia
to refer without prejudice to natural science (here, Cra. 401b) or to philosophy
itself (Rep. 6.488e—489gc, Tht. 195b—c). Tepl pUoecos was the standard way to refer
to the subject matter of the cosmological works of the presocratic philosophers
(Phd. gba; Schmalzriedt 1970).

270a1—2 Td y&p UynAdvouv ToUTo kal Tévrnt TeAeoioupydv toikey EvTelbév
ToBev elorbvan “for that high-mindedness and overall effectiveness [i.e. which
belong to great technai) seem somehow to come [to them] from this source.”
UynAdvouv prepares for Anaxagoras, the exponent of voUs. a3 eUgutis: one
of the three essential characteristics (269d3—6n.). ag—4 TWPoomEowV Y&p
ofpat ToloUTwt dvTt Avafaydpa: Tpoameacv makes Pericles’ encounter with
Anaxagoras sound like a matter of chance. ToloUTcw! refers to the qualities of high-
mindedness and effectiveness (270a1—2).  a4~5 uetewporoylas EumrAnodels
kal ¢l pUatv voU Te kal &volas &piképevos: the irony begun in 269e4 is extended
by the crudeness of ¢uttAnobels and the play voU Te kal &volas, “mind and lack
of mind”; &vola is not to be taken seriously as reflecting a facet of Anaxagoras’
theory of voUs. S.’s serious point is contained in the word gUow, intended to
move Ph. towards considering the underlying nature of the soul. On Anaxagoras’
theory of voUs, cf. DK 59 Bri—14, Curd 2007: 192—205; on Plato’s criticism of
the theory, cf. Pad. g7b—9gc. a5 TV ToAUv Adyov “that long account of his”
(AGPS 50.4.12 on the demonstrative force of the article).

270bx 'O alTés wou Tpdrros Téxvns laTpixiis domep kal pnTopikis: lit. “there
is, I suppose, the same situation of medical art which is also [the situation] of
rhetorical [art]”; i.e. “the situation of medical art is the same, I suppose, as that of
rhetorical [art] too.”  bg—4 5S¢l SisAéaban pUaIV, odparTos ptv v Tij1 Erépa,
Yuxiis 5t &v Tij ETépon “it is necessary to distinguish nature, [that] of the body
in the one case and [that] of the soul in the other case.” SieAéofan suggests the
dialectical division (8ialpeais) of the concept nature into two sub-classes.  bg—
5 bty TpIPT pévov kal Eumeiplon &AA& Téxvni: S. interjects this reminder of the
distinction introduced in the Gorgias between a mere knack (TpiP1) or routine
(twmeipla) and a true techné (260e4n.) as he introduces an analogy that recalls but
differs from the central analogy of the Gorgias. In the Gorgias (464b—465d) S. analo-
gized medicine and justice as true technai, the former concerned with the body, the
latter with the soul, while empirical, sophistic, non-artistic rhetoric was cast as the
destructive impostor of justice and thereby analogous to cuisine, the destructive
impostor of medicine. In this passage S. takes care to emphasize that the rhetoric
which he is analogizing to medicine and which is concerned with the soul is true
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rhetorical art and not the empirical impostor. b5—6 T utv. .. Tt 5é: sc.
OWHATI, WUXiiL. b6y Tij1 5t Adyous. . . &pethv Tapadhoetv “and [if you
intend, by applying (sc. wpoogépwv)] discourse and lawful practices to the soul,
to transmit [to it] whatever persuasion and excellence you wish.” “Persuasion”
(re16cd) is meant in the serise of a view of things that one is persuaded to hold.
This passage presents psychagogic rhetoric in a more expansive and edifying
light than hitherto. “Lawful practices” have not been mentioned as belonging
to rhetoric’s arsenal in addition to discourse. Transmitting “excellence” has not
been mentioned as a task of rhetoric in additioh to persuasion. However, both
were anticipated in the palinode: S.’s strictures on sexual conduct can be seen as
the rhetorical application of lawful practices, and the palinode as a whole can be
seen as transmitting excellence to its auditors. Since, like medicine, rhetoric is a
powerful and thus potentially dangerous as well as beneficial tool (261e5—262c3n.),
S. is anticipating the problem of the proper use of thetoric (273¢3~274a5). Gorgias
extolled the power of discourse by means of a parallel with medicine (Fel. 14).

270cr—-2 Yuyiis olv @Uow. . . &vev Tiis ToU dAov gUoews; “do you think it is
possible to understand the hature of soul in a manner worth mentioning without
the nature of the whole?”’ o0v broaches a new point (GP 426); yet the meaning
of the phrase “the nature of the whole” is unclear and only becomes clear in
what follows. In response to Ph.’s intervention on this point (270c3—4), S. explains
that “the nature of the whole” means viewing whatever object is under scrutiny,
in this case the soul, with respect to a complete clescription of its active and
passive interactions with other objects (270c8—e5; Jouanna 1977: 15~-23). Cf. Smp.
205b—c where T 6Aov is used to refer to complex entities (erds, poetry) conceived
as wholes. Since T6 dhov tan also mean “the universe” (Lys. 214b, Phlb. 28d),
S.’s phrase has been taken to mean “the nature of the universe” in reference to
presocratic theories of nature such as that of Anaxagoras (Mansfeld 1980). But
that interpretation would have S. looking back to 26ge4—270a6 instead of forward
to 270c8—e5, which runs counter to the way the passage unfolds and does not
advance Ph. (or us) towards the knowledge of the soul that is required for good
discourse. Thus &§fcos Adyou indicates not only an understanding of the nature
of soul that is “worth mentioning,” i.e. one that is minimally acceptable, but also
one that is “worthy of discourse.” €3 1rmokpéet ye Téh TGV AokAnmiadiovs
Asclepiad is here a familial as well as a professional designation. It specifies the
physician and author of medical treatises contemporary with S. and descended
from the Asclepiad line that settled in Cos. On Hippocrates and the heteroge-
neous corpus that bears his name, cf. Lloyd 1991, Jouanna 1999. ¢4 oU5t
wepl odpaTos: s6. karavofioca Suvatdy kol &vev Tiis HeBOBov TaUTNS:
“this method” refers to “the nature of the whole” (270c2). By associating “this
method” with Hippocrates Ph. wishes to demonstrate that he understands S.’s
argument. He does this even though, quite apart from the question of his under-
standing of Hippocrates, he is clearly not in a position to understand what S.
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means by “the nature of the whole.” It is a complicated, thoroughly Platonic
concept and S. has not explained it yet (270d1~7). Nevertheless, impressed with
S.’s medical analogy, Ph. indulges his proclivity for recognized experts, especially
those whose expertise is established through written texts, and ventures a claim
that reflects no more than a vague recognition that the famous physician and
author took a scientific approach, of some kind; to the study of the body. No
wonder 8.’s response is lukewarm (270c5-6). Ph.’s claim about Hippocrates is
the earliest extant reference to Hippocrates’ work. In the (mistaken) belief that
Plato intends Ph.’s claim as a valid and informative insight into Hippocrates’
work, scholars have tried to.identify particular works in the Hippocratic corpus
to which Plato is alluding. The great variety of Hippocratic works that have
been suggested to fit the bill reflects the utter vagueness of Ph.’s claim (Jouanna
1977: 23-8, Lloyd 1991: 196—203).  ¢5~6 KaAds yép, & traipe. .. el oup-
@uovei: the first sentence is mere politeness (as 227b2), the second expresses S.’s
real interest, in which authority belongs not to reécognized experts such as Hip-
pocrates but only to a coherent, compelling account. S.’s own use of recognized
experts (268a1—26gd1, 269e4—270a6), unlike Ph.’, is strategic and supported by
argument. With ouugeovel sc. Téd1 Tmrokpdrer & Adyos.  ¢8 Td tolvuv mepl
PUoews: an instance of S.’s “deceptive” argument (26g9d2—272b6n.): repeating
the phrase Trepl pUoews aids the transition from presocratic cosmological theory
(270a1) to S.’s own theory of what an account of the nature of anything (wepi
6Touolv pUaews, 270d1) must consist in if the thing is to be the subject of a techne.

270dx-7 &p’ oy &bt Bl Siavoeiobat . . . fj Téd1 Tl wabelv Uwd Tol; “then is it
not necessary to think about the nature of anything whatsoever in the following
manner: first, [whether] the thing about which we shall wish to be experts
ourselves or to be able to make another person [expert] is simple or has many
forms; second, if it is simple, [it is necessary] to consider its capacity, what
[capacity] it naturally has for acting on what or what [capacity it naturally has]
for being acted on by what, or if it has many forms, to enumerate them and
observe for each [form] that which [we observe] for the single [i.c. uniform]
thing, [namely,] by virtue of what [form] it natutally does what or by virtue of
what [form] [it naturally] suffers what at the hands of what?” With tk&oTou (d6)
sc. €18ous, with the interrogative T6x (d6 twice) sc. idel. ortd (d6) refers back to
&touolv (d1). ToAveidés (d2) and rAeleo €i8n Exni (d5) mean not that the entity has
many parts, but that it has many forms, i.e. that the entity exists as different types
and each type has its own set of interactions; S. spoke of hubris as TToAveidés in
this sense (238a3). The soul is TToAveiBés in this sense too. Although the palinode’s
image of the soul involves several parts (charioteer, good horse, bad horse, chariot,
wings), the palinode’s interest lies in describing how souls are affected by their
prenatal, heavenly experiences and thereby turned into different types (248d2—
3, 252c4—253c2). The types of human soul are about to be emphasized again
in the rhetorical psychology (271b1—4, 271c9—272bg). The sense of this dense



COMMENTARY: 270d-271b 213

passage arises from dialectic: entities are divided into two comprehensive sub-
categories (uniform, multiform) and each sub-category is examined with respect
to the further sub-categories of active and passive interaction with other objects
(Hermias 245.15; Jouanna 1977).

270ex TupAoU Tropelai: on this image and the sense of wébodos, cf. 269d6—
m. ez &TioUv: as dTovoUv, 270d1. e3 &v T T1s TEXVN Abyous Biddn
“if a person imparts discourse to another person with art.” S. is referring not
to using the art of rhetoric on someone, but to teaching the art of rhetoric to
someone. This is evident from S.’s phrasing below (téxvnyv pnropixiiv 81561,
271a4—5) and from the context, in which knowing the art and teaching the art are
two aspects of the same expertise (270d2-3, 271a4~%). e3—4 Thv ovaiav Belfel
dxpiPdds Tiis pUoews TouTou: to show “the essence of the nature of the thing,”
i.e. the essential nature of the thing that is the subject of the art, is equivalent
to understanding the thing with regard to “the nature of the whole” (270c2) in
the manner just described (270d1—). Precision (dup1Pdds) arises from the expert’s
concern with the nature of the thing in this particular sense and depends on
dialectic (269bs—6n.). e4 wpoooloei: the subject is the person who receives
instruction in the art (Twi, €3) and is going to use it (U TddL, 271a1). On the sense
of poooloel, cf. Tpoopépwv (270bs).

271a1-2 TOUTO . . . TOUTWI: the soul. a4 omroudfji i.e. actually accomplish-
ing the job of teaching rhetoric, which Thrasymachus does not do (271c1-
2n.). aqg—5 Téxvny pnTopikhv 8181 “imparts the art of rhetoric,” i.e. by
teaching it. 8i8wo (also 270e3) is used in the sense of Tapadideop at Pre. g19c:
ol copwTarTol kal &pioTol TGV ToMTGY TauTny THY &peTiv fjv Exouov oly
olol Te &AAo1s TopadiBévar.  ag—7 whoni dkpiPeian yplper . . . kaT& SADUA-
Tos popetyv woAueidés “shall write with complete precision and make evident
whether the soul {lit. cause one to see the soul, whether it] is by nature single
and uniform or multiform like bodily shape.” S. restates 270dz, this time with
reference to the soul. Thus “multiform” refers to the soul not as an entity with
many parts but as one that exists as different types (270d1—n., Rep. 10.612a); and
the reference to bodily shape concerns the many types of bodily shape, not the
many parts that make up a body. S. mentions writing because of Thrasymachus,
the writer of a rhetorical techné. S. clarifies in a moment that the relevant knowl-
edge of the nature of the soul can be expressed in writing or orally, but either way
that knowledge is necessary for rhetorical art (271b6—c4, 272b1—2). ag St
7l woieiv A wodeiv Urd Tol wépurev “[he will make evident] by virtue of what
[form the soul] naturally does what or suffers [what] at the hands of what.” S.
restates 270d4~7, this time with reference to the soul.

271bx ytvn “kinds,” equivalent to €idn. br—2 T& ToUTwy TabfuaTta “the
ways in which the types of soul are affected.” ToUTwv = TGV Yuxiis yévewv, since
the interaction under scrutiny concerns only how speeches affect souls. bz
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Td&s alTlas “the causes [of the ways in which the types of soul are affected by the
types of speeches].” Understanding the causal link between persuasive speeches
and persuaded souls (also 271b3, d5) distinguishes rhetorical art from the rote
learning or imitation typical of sophistic rhetoric and enables the expert speaker
to exercise judgment in devising persuasive discourse in response to particu-
lar situations (272a3-6). b2—-4 TpoocapubTTwy EKaOTOV EKAOTWI . . o ) B
&meel “joining each [type of speech] to each [type of soul] and explaining what
kind of soul is necessarily persuaded and what kind is not persuaded by what
kinds of speeches for what reason.” This is a new point, expanded below (271cg—
272bg), where a clearer idea of what is meant by “types of speeches” is given.
By making persuasion contingent on matching particular forms of speech to a
person’s soul, Plato creates the basis for the rhetorical expert’s use of style and
the rhetorical practice of expressing particular content in different forms with a
view to effectiveness. Form in rhetoric is properly not a matter of display, which
S. criticized in Liysias (234¢5—6, 235a5~7) and the sophists (266d7—269c7), but is
strictly functional with regard to persuading particular auditors. S. anticipated
this point when he explained that the palinode was cast-in poetic form for the
sake of its effect on Ph. (257a2—4, 265b6—c3). The claim that certain types of
souls are necessarily (¢ &véykns) persuaded by certain types of speeches recalls
“logographic necessity” (264b6-8n.), puts this techné on a par with the most sci-
entific fechnai (such as medicine and harmonics, 268a1—26q9d1), and removes the
possibility of a shortcut to rhetorical art (272a6—-273¢3).  bg KéAAioTa yolv
&v, s toik, Exor oUTws “it would be uite wonderful, it seems, in that way
(oUTes),” i.e. in accord with S.’s account of necessarily persuasive speeches and
persuaded souls. b6—7 OUror piv olv. . .olTe ToUTo: oUTor piv olv is a
forceful corrective (GP 479); the phrasing aims at exhaustiveness (fvSeikvpevov 1
Aeyduevov, Aexdfoetan ) ypaprigeTal, oUTe. . . oUTe); &AAwS responds to oUTws
(bs): “in fact, my friend, in no other way will there ever be spoken or written
discourse in accord with art, whether put forward for display (BvSeivipevov) or
spoken [i.e. extempore], not any other [discourse] and not this [discourse, i.e.
the discourse that we are conducting right now].” For the meaning of év8eikvi-
uevov cf. S.'s comment on Protagoras’ initial display to the gathered company
(Prt. 317c): “[Protagoras] wanted to make a display before Prodicus and Hippias
and show off (tvSel§acBon kal kaAAwTioaoBan).” Lysias® speech is an example
of discourse put forward for display.-S.’s first speech was both put forward for
display and spoken extempore. 8.’s second speech was delivered extempore in
response to an immediate deliberative need.

271c1 ol viv ypbgovTes, dv oU &xfikoas, Téxvas Adywv: 261by—cin. on written
technat and &xouw = “read.”  ecr—2 TavoUpyol elow kal &mroxpUmrovra,
el8dTes yuyfis mépr warykdAws: the irony, especially TaryrdAws, is so thick that
S. intends Ph. to notice it. S. implies that the sophistic authors say nothing about
the soul in their written technai because they know nothing about it. c2—4
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mplv &v olv Tdv Tpétrov TolTov. . . Téxvni Yp&eev “until they speak and write
[their lechnai on speeches] in this way, let us not be persuaded by them that
they write [their tdhnai on speeches] in accord with tchne” “This way” refers
to oUTws (271bs), the nexus of persuasive speeches and persuaded souls that S.
requires for rhetorical techné (271b1—4). Since Ph. asks for clarification (c5), that
gives S. the opportunity to expand on what he means. c6~7 AuTd piv T&
prinaTa. . . Abyew E0€Aw “to give the actual words [of a proper techné on speeches)
is not easy, but I wish to say how one must write [a proper #chné on speeches] if
one is going to be expert in the techné to the extent possible.” ka®’ doov tvbéxeTan
anticipates the enormity of the task (273e3-274a3).

271cg—272b4 S. presents an outline of what psychological training for rhetorical
art would consist in. This training and no other would enable a person to become
skilled at psychagogia. S. indicates the topics that must be covered while skipping
detailed treatment (271¢6). The training, which includes both theory and practice,
goes beyond the inculcation of rules to enable the student to react flexibly and with
his own judgment in response to the demands of particular auditors and situations
in the real world (272a2-6). The training enables the student to recognize what
type of soul any particular human being possesses, and on that basis to create
a speech that will persuade that person in a face-to-face encounter to hold a
particular view (271e3—272a2). S.’s treatment of Ph. throughout the dialogue
exemplifies the skill outlined here (Introd. 2).

271c9 Wuxaywyla: as a preface, as it were, to the account of what a proper
training in rhetoric consists in, this key term (261a7n.) reminds us what rhetoric
is supposed to accomplish.

27xdx Yuytj: one would expect yuxr, but here the subject of the following
subordinate clause precedes the subordinating conjunction while retaining the
case it would have as the subject of the subordinate clause; cf. Lackh. 199e eUptixa-
pev &vBpeia 6T1 Eomwv. The effect gives prominence to the main idea of the
sentence (AGPS 61.6.1).  d2 Téoa kal Téoo: the number of types of soul,
anticipated in the palinode (248d2—e3, 252c4—253c2), may be large and here
is left indefinite, but it is a finite number. =~ d2-3 88ev ol ptv Tololbe, ol 52
Totol8e ylyvovran “which is why some people are of such-and-such a kind and
others are of such-and-such a kind.” The nature of the soul determines the
character of the person.  dg ToUTewv 5t 5% olTw Sinipnuéveov “the forms
of soul [= ToUTwv] having been distinguished in this way.” The verb suggests
that the distinctions are achieved through dialectic (270b3—4n.). d4q To1bvbe
tkagTov “each [form of speech] being of such-and-such a kind”; in apposition
to Téoa kai TéoQ. . . €151, d5 51& T™vde THv altiav “for such-and-such a
reason”; on the demonstrative pronoun (and T&5e in the next clause) used like
Toiofde, cf. Chadwick 1996: 208—9. On the importance of the student’s knowing
why particular people are persuaded by particular speeches, cf. 271b2n. &
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T& Toikbe eUreIfels “easy to persuade into [holding] positions of such-and-such
akind”  d6~eg Bel 5% TalTa Ixavdds. . . v TOTE fikove Adywv ouvdv “it
is necessary that he [i.e. the student, Tov péAAovTa pnTopikdv Eoecbon (271cg—
d1)) understand these things sufficiently, and then, observing them as they are
in action and as they take place, that he be able to attend to his perception [of
them] keenly, or else [it is necessary] that he derive no advantage as yet from the
statements which he heard then when he was with [his teacher].” This passage
describes the student’s transition from theory to practice. His theoretical training
is conveyed to him by a teacher face to face (cuvcv, €3), not by books. The “state-
ments” (Adyov, e2) which the student heard from his teacher are the lessons on
persuasive speeches and persuaded souls (d1-6; i.e. “these things,” TaUTe, d6).
The idiom oUdtv TAtov aTé toTi, “it does him no good” (cf. Smp. 222d, Rep.
1.341a; AGPS 48.3.7), is used here with a genitive, as Isoc. 15.28 dv oUdév pol
TrAfov yéyove, “none of those things has done me any good.”

271e3~272b2 dtav 5t elteiv Te Ikavdds Exni . . . 6 ud) Te1Bdpevos kpartel “when
he [i.e. the student] is sufficiently able to say what kind of person is persuaded
by what kind of speeches and he is able to recognize a nearby person and
demonstrate to himself that it is that person and that nature, which he was taught
about then [i.e. by his teacher], now actually before him [i.e. the student], to
which [i.e. nature] it is necessary to apply these speeches in this way in order
to bring about persuasion of these things, then at that point (8’ f5n), when he
[i.e. the student] has all these things and in addition has grasped the right times
for when one should speak and when one should hold back and also for concise
expression, pathetic expression, vehemence, and all the kinds of speeches he
would learn, when he knows the right and wrong times for these things, the art
has been attained [by him] well and completely but not before; but if a person falls
short in any of these things in speaking, teaching, or writing and yet claims that
he speaks in accord with art, whoever disbelieves [him] prevails [over him].” &¢
(272a3) signals the start of the main clause (GP 183). The dative participles ExovTi
(272a3), TpoohaPdvTi (272ag), SiaxyvévTi (272a5-6), referring to the student,
supply the agent with the perfect passive main verb toTiv... &meipyaocuévn
(272a6). e3—272a1 Tapay1yvépevédy Te Suvatds fii . . . vy Epywi Tapoliok
ols the persuasive situation in which the student is trained to operate is revealed
as a face-to-face encounter (Sino8avépevos, TTapolod of) with a single person
(Traparytyvépevov, oUtos). Yet the person is treated not as a unique individual
but as the embodiment of a type, or “nature” (pUais), for that is how persuasion
is realized. Used with the reflexive pronoun, &vdefxvuofa lacks the negative
connotations that were present with the same verb at 271b6. On the participle
Taparyryvépevov used substantively without the article, “a nearby person,” see
249b6—cin.

272a3~4 KatpoUs ToU wéTe Aextéov kol dmrioxeTéov: the neuter article turns the
following interrogative clause (sc. toTf) into a substantive dependent on kaipouUs
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(AGPS 50.6.10); cf. 273¢c1 &1 “mwéds 8 Gv Eyc To16a8e To1H1BE Emexelpnoa;”
Knowing when to speak and when not to, which like the other features of dis-
course is determined by the nature of the recipient of the discourse in regard
to the objective of the discourse, is later shown also to distinguish oral dialec-
tical discourse from written discourse (275d3-es5). S. provided an cxample of
strategic silence when he ended his first speech halfway through (237a7—241d1n.).
Likewise, S.’s refusal to address Athenian democratic assemblies, except when it
was unavoidable, is not indifference to politics but a strategic rhetorical decision
(4p. 31c—32a, Grg. 521c-522¢). Plato’s notion of kaipds, which is the opportune
use of rhetoric and rhetoric’s technical devices in particular (next note), has a
background in the notion of timeliness in both early Greek moral thinking and
Hippocratic medical treatrent (Trédé 1992: 81-188). The sophistic background
is meager (Noél 1998). Isocrates stressed the problem of choice in composition
as a matter of xapds (4.9, 10.11, 13.16; Trédé 1992: 260-82), but he offered no
basis for how the choices that are determined by kaupés are to be made; the
same is true for Alcidamas (Soph. 22—3). For Plato that task is accomplished with
reference to psychagigia. a4q4—5 Ppaxvioylas e &U...8ca &v eldn pddm
Abywvt both the types of speeches that are named here and the others that the
student would learn (from his rhetoric teacher) are technical devices that pro-
duce given responses in auditors; thus they belong to the same category as those
which earned S.’s irony when he reviewed the sophists’ written tecknat (266d7—
267d4). The sophists taught them, wrongly, as constituting the art of rhetoric
itself when they are actually preliminary to the art (26gag—c4). These verbal
techniques find their proper place within the art when their use, like that of
all stylistic elements (271b2—4n.), is determined by the occasion, the recipient,
and the speaker’s persuasive goal; hence ToUTtwv v eUkaiplav Te kal &kanplav
SiaryvévTi (ag—6). a6-b2 xaAdds Te xad TeAbcds. . . & pf) TWeBSUevOs KpOrTER:
S. insists that only mastery of the complete set of artistic practices attains the
status of art because he pottrays the difference between his rhetoric and that of
the sophists in terms of what constitutes a complete account of the art (26gbs—c4,
273a1-2). The sophists leave out what is most essential as well as most difficult, viz.
psychagogia and the artistic utilization of all resources (dialectical, psychological,
linguistic) specifically to that énd. Only the art in its complete form accomplishes
psychagagia. & p) Tre10dpevos recalls uf Teilboueda (2771c3). The metaphor in kparel
evokes the competitiveness between the sophistic and philosophical claimants to
the art of discourse (26od4—8).

272bx Abywv f| 518dokwv A yp&ewv: the differences between speaking and
writing will be made clear in due course, but both forms of discourse are capable
of being used artistically, as S. anticipated at the beginning of the inquiry (258d7-
10, 259¢2—3) and reiterates at the end (278c1—d6). Teaching the art is distinct
from using the art in speech or writing, but the ability to teach the art belongs
to any expert practitioner. b3 & ouyypageUs: the hypothetical writer of the
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exemplary rhetorical treatise that S. has been describing (271¢6-7). b3—4
Sokel oUTeos 1) &AAws Trws &rroBexTéov Aeyopévris Adywv Tévnss sc. elval with
&moBextéov: “does it seem [to you] that one must accept [it] if the art of discourse
is described in this way or in some other way?” The locution oUres f} GAAws
goes back to 271b5-6. b5—6 oU opikpév ye padvercn Epyov: responding to
the sophists’ misconception about rhetoric’s psychagogic task — oUBtv Epyov 8v
(269c3) — Ph. makes an obvious but crucial point about the size of the task and
moves the inquiry to the next stage. -

272b7-274b6 To eliminate any doubt that rhetorical art could possibly be
acquired in a shorter, easier way, S. recapitulates his argument against sophistic
rhetoric, focusing this time on the probability arguments based on audience
expectations and ascribed to Tisias (272d2—273e3). The enormous effort that is
necessary to learn the art of psychagogic rhetoric prompts from S. a comment
on the proper use of rhetoric (273e3-274a3), which completes both the account
of rhetorical art and the first, general, part of the inquiry into good and bad
discourse.

272b7—c3 ToUTov Tol dveka Xpt . . . EESV SAlyTiv Te kal Aclav: to search for a
shorter, casier route to the true Adycwv Téxvn (= a¥Tfv, c2) is reasonable, but
highly doubtful from the start (cf. 260a5-6n.): riot only was S. painstaking in
laying out the full extent of the art, but here S. alludes to Hesiod’s allegory of
the short, easy path to vice (Aein ptv 884s) and the long, difficult path to virtue
(moxpods Bt .. olpos &s aUTiv kal TpnyUs) (Op. 287—g2, quoted at Rep. 2.364d).
Thus &ve kal kéTw peTaoTpépovTa (“twisting [the arguments] upside down”)
is ironic, suggesting the exercise will be vain (Heitsch 1991).

272c2 ToAAv &rrint kal Tpayeiav: cognate accusative with the verb of motion:
“go off on a long and rough [road].” The subject Tis is supplied from peta-
oTptpovTa tmiokoTreiv (c1). ¢ Exoin’ vt sc. Abyew. €6 Tév Tepl TaUTd
Tivev “from some of the people concerned with these things,” i.e. with rhetorical
training  cg T® ToU AUkou elmeiv: i.e. to play devil’s advocate, apparently
from a fable attributed to Aesop (Plut. Conu. sept. sap. 156a): “A wolf saw shepherds
cating a sheep in their tent. Approaching nearby, he said: ‘how great would be
your outcry if I were doing that!”

272d2—3 oUdty oUTtw Talta Selv oepvivelv oUd’ &véyev &vew paxpdv mrepipal-
Aouévous “there is no need to make these matters into such a big deal or to take a
long roundabout route and exalt them heavenwards.” S. can be said (by sophis-
tic opponents) to take a long roundabout route and to exalt rhetorical training
heavenwards by requiring dialectic and psychology, to which the sophistic oppo-
nents allude in the following sentence (d4—6). The tone is caustic, as 260d3-8.
For the meaning of wepiPaAAopévous (middle intransitive), cf. Hdt. 6.44.2 Tov
Abwv TepiéBariov, Th. 8.95.1 TepiBaolioar Zouviov (active transitive) of ships
sailing round a point, Smp. 222¢ kUxkAw!1 TepiPaiAdpevos (middle intransitive) of
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Alcibiades speaking in a roundabout way. d3-4 6 xal ko’ &pyds elmropev
ToUBe ToU Adyou: referring to 259e7—260a4, 260d3—8.  dg-6 811 oUdtv
&AnBelas peTéyewv . . . pnTopikdv Eoeobon “that it is in no way necessary for the
intending rhetorical expert to partake of truth in regard to just or good actions
or even [in regard to] men, whether they are such [i.e. just or good] by nature or
nurture.” Grammatically one would expect 8eiv (following paat, d2), but S. turns
this clause into a subordinate clause following elTropev, a minor anacoluthon that
mimics natural speech (Dodds 1959: 203 ad Grg. 453a for examples). Knowing
the truth about just or good actions is consistent with S.’s requirement that the
trained speaker possess dialectically acquired knowledge of the subject matter of
his speeches. Whether men are just or good is the question decided by courts (&v
Tois SikaoTnplois, d6—7), but puoer dvTwv A Tpoefji is a complex addition. In
itself puoer alludes to S.’s rhetorical psychology based on the nature (pUois) of
the soul (272ar), whereby people are of a certain kind because their souls are of
a certain kind (271d2—3). However, the further addition f| Tpo@fji creates a pair
of terms that alludes to the antithesis of vopos and ¢Uais in sophistic accounts of
human nature; cf. Kerferd 1981: 111-30 on the sophistic antithesis.

2772ex TO elkés: having already referred to “the probable” disparagingly in rela-
tion to sophistic theory (229e2, 267a6), S. now launches a full critique of the
sophistic theory of persuasion based on T elkés. On probability arguments in
early rhetorical theory and practice, cf. Kraus 2006b. ex—4 oUdt yd&p a¥ T&
Tpaxfévrta. . . xalpaw T &Anbel “for [they say] that in addition (ad), some-
times, if events are not probable, one must say not at all what happened but what
is probable, in accusation and defense, and that in every circumstance in which
one speaks it is necessary to pursue, of course, the probable after one has bid a
fond farewell to the truth.” Aéyovra (e4) agrees with the tacit accusative subject
of Aéyew (e2) and is retained in the accusative (instead of the dative) as the subject
of the impersonal verbal adjective Sicoxréov (AGPS 56.18.3). In the phrase TToAA&
elmovTa xadpew, the infinitive is imperatival, lit. “[after] one has said ‘farewell’
very much” (4GPS 55.3.13). &%, in a prominent position, indicates S.’s skeptical
view of 10 elids (GP 229, 233).

273ar Ty &waocav Téxvn: if creating elkds arguments constitutes the whole
art of rhetoric, then the art is attained much more easily and quickly than S.’s
account of it would imply (272b7—3). On S.’s focus on the entirety of the art,
cf. 272a6-ban. aq—5 tv Téd1 wpdodev. . . tpnydpeba: referring to 267a5—
6. a5 wdupeya: earlier the personified sophistic art of discourse made its
“boast” (uéya Aéyw) with regard to essentially the same point, viz. its ability
to secure persuasion on the basis of the audience’s beliefs (26od7-8). a6
Tols Tepl TaUTae viz. ol Tepl Tous Adyous Teyvikol TpooTroloUpevor elvan
(ag—4). a7 Tév ye Teolav abTdv memdrnkas &xpifdds “you have carefully
explored at least Tisias himself,” i.e. among the sophists who have written about
the probable as the means of persuasion. S. is referring to Ph.’s acquaintance
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with Tisias’ book on rhetoric (Ey ponpev, 273bg), which 8. included in his survey
of sophistic rhetoric books (267a5n.). TaTelv is used in the same sense at Ar. Av.
471, oU®’ AfowTrov TemdTnos.

273b1—2 pf) 11 &Aho Abyer TS elkds § T Td1 WAN6er Sokolv “whether he says
the probable is something other than what the masses think”; AGPS 54.8.12 on
conjunctive p1 introducing the indicative. This definition of elkds is similar to an
expanded definition in the Rhetoric to Alexander (1428a25—34) and is simpler than
but similar to Aristotle’s understanding of the term, which refers to the beliefs
of the masses only indirectly (Rk. 1.1357a34-b1; Kraus 2006b: 146—7). Defining
the probable in relation to the beliefs of the masses is precisely what makes the
probable useful in sophistic rhetoric, which aims at mastery in the mass insti-
tutions of the polis (259e7—260a3n.).  bg TolUTo 51}, s Eoike, copdv eUpcv
&ua kal Texvikdv: 51 and cs Eoixe indicate that copdv (“clever”) and Texvikov
(“artistic”) are meant ironically, as 258a7 ooglav, 269a6 TorykdAwv TexvnudTwVY.
This 81 picks up T6 81 elkds (272e4) and is repeated by S. (273b6, c2, 3, 7), indi-
cating his view.  bg E&v Tis &oBeviys kal &vbpixds loxupdy kal Seiddv ovy-
kowas: Aristotle uses this example to illustrate elkds arguments and attributes it to
Corax (267a5n., Rh. 2.1402a17-20). b6—7 8¢ 51 TéAnBEs undéTepov Abyeav:
although the ostensible setting for these rhetorical arguments is a lawcourt, there
is an element of epideictic display in the manner in which the speakers avoid
the truth unless it is also probable and devise clever arguments in its place. The
court’s interest in knowing the truth in order to execute its judicial task is blithely
ignored (cf. Ap. 17a~18a, Laws 11.937d—938c, Arist. Rh. 1.1354a11-31). Antiphon’s
Tetralogies use a judicial setting to make an epideictic display of rhetorical argu-
ments. 87 marks the apodosis as well as showing S.’s irony (273bgn.).  b8-cx
Ekelvedt . . . T “mrédg &' &v Ly To1605e To18d15¢ breyelpnoas® “that well-known
[argument] ‘how could someone like me [i.e. &oBeviis] have laid hands on some-
one like him [i.e. loxupds)?™”

273c2-3 Téy' &v Beyxov Tni wapadoln Téh &vmidlkw: it is characteristic of
probability arguments that each point made by one speaker generates a response
by the other speaker, and so on, as seen in Antiphon’s First tetralogy.  c4 T&
Téy N1 Aeydpeva: clearly ironic. c6 ®eU: the outburst shows that maintaining
the respectful stance towards Tisias’ art, with irony, is a burden, which S. now
happily sheds. Sewdds . « « &roxexpupptvny Téxvny: the adverb goes with the
participle. The art is so cleverly hidden that it scems to be no art at all. c7—
dx f} &\Aos oTis 1) ToT' Qv TUy)hver kal drélev xadper dGvopalopevos: S.
cleverly displays his lack of concern for precise knowledge of the lineage of mis-
taken sophistic doctrines, a matter that is insufficiently important to warrant his
attention; cf. 229c5-230a7 for a similar impulse. The first part of this utterance —
1} &\Aos dois 87 o' Adv Tuy)dvel — reveals a measure of condescension, but
also recalls the customary locution in prayers that piously identifies the god in an
open-ended way, as e.g. Zeus, doTig ot kaTiv (Aesch. 4g. 160); cf. Norden 1913:
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144—6, Pulleyn 1997: g6—115 on this locution. S. then refers to the further custom
in prayers of mentioning a place that is associated with the deity who is being
invoked, as e.g. Apollo &s XpUonv &ugiBépnras (1. 1.37), TTav Te kad AN Soot
Tij16¢e Beoi (279b8). At Cra. 400e S. recalls both these aspects of prayer-diction:
“our custom in uttering prayers, [to say] whoever ancl from wherever they are
pleased to be called (olTivés e kol d1rdBev xalpouotv dvopalbuevor).” Thus S.
mockingly compares the author of the probability doctrine, whoever he may be
and from wherever he is pleased to be called, to a-god; cf. Euthd. 288a~b for
another mocking instance of this locution. Hermias (251.8—g), followed by some
modern scholars, sees an allusion to Corax, Tisias’ supposed student, teacher,
or associate (267a5n.), as if S. were signaling uncertainty about authorship. The
failure to perceive S.’s irony leads to misunderstanding, since the irony indicates
studied indifference to such questions. ‘

273d3 plv kal ot TapeAdeiv “before you even arrived [i.e. in the
conversation).” d4-6 s &pa ToUTo T elxds. . . twloTarton elplokev: S.
recapitulates his argument at 261e6—262c3 but alters it slightly in order to answer
Tisias’ probability doctrine. As originally delivered, S.’s argument demonstrated
that knowledge of likenesses (6po16TnTes) is required for artistic persuasion, but
the argument did not consider elkds in particular. Here S. adds that the man-
ner in which elkés arguments affect mass audiences (ToUTo T elkds Tois TToA-
Aois. . . TuyXdaver Eyyryvdpevoy) is also a matter of the expert’s use of likenesses
(8 dno1dTnTa TOU &ANBOUS). The addition is justified: the argument on likenesses
was S.’s response to Ph.’s contention that the masses are persuaded by speak-
ers who manipulate their beliefs (259¢7-260a4), and eliés arguments are simply
attempts to anticipate what mass audiences believe (273b1-2).  d7 &l ptv &\Ao
Ti. .. Abyeis “if you have anything else to say”; cf. AGPS 53.1.7 on the present
tense expressing continuing action.  d8-ez2 t&v pf Tis TGV TE. . L EkQOTOV
TeptAauPéverv: S. recapitulates the two key elements of his new rhetorical art:
psychology (271a4—272b4) and dialectic, which is composed of division and collec-
tion (265c8—266¢1). Siapi@ufionTan recalls Siarag&uevos (271bi). €150 and {8éc
are used in their technical senses (265d4-266b2n.). wics i8é . . . ka®’ tv EkaoTov
TrepiAapuPavelv = “to comprehend each thing one at a time under one [general]
form.”

273e3 ko’ Soov Suvatdy &vBpddtreot: this qualification (repeated below, 273¢6
els Svopuv) recalls S.’s characterization in the palinode of the human attempt to
imitate divine virtue (253a4) and thus suggests the enormity of the task, which S.
now considers.. '

273e3—274a5 This statement on the proper use of rhetoric forms a climax at the
close of the inquiry into rhetorical art that began at 261a7. S. has avoided explicit
treatment of the question of the proper use of rhetoric although it has been
simmering just below the surface through the entire dialogue. This question was
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clearly implied in the intervention of S.’s divine sign and his decision to deliver
the palinode (242c7-din.), which provided the imagined auditor and Ph. with the
counsel that actually serves their interests. The question was also implied in S.’s
critique of self-serving democratic politicians (257e1-258d10), in the analogy with
medicine (270b3—-7), in S.'s horse-and-ass critique of sophistic rhetoric (26ob1-d2),
and in his initial comment upon hearing from Ph. what Lysias’ composition was
about (227¢8—d2). S. also alluded to the argument on the harmful consequences
of sophistic rhetoric that was presented in the Gorgias (260c7—d1n., d4—8n., e4n.).
To say how rhetoric should be used, S. avoids an argument based on the auditor’s
best interests (as undertaken in the Gorgias), which is extraneous to the current
investigation into what makes discourse persuasive (26odg—261a5; Yunis 2005:
103-9). In view of the full extent of true rhetorical art, which S. painstakingly
emphasized (272a6-b2n.) and has just finished defending, the sheer difficulty
of attaining it means that only the pursuit of a high and noble purpose could
justify the effort. The orientation towards the divine that S. periodically discloses
(e-g 229e5—230at, 242c5-d1, 279b8—c3) and made into the focus of the palinode
is here put forward in a self-effacing manner as the only conceivable basis for
undertaking so huge a task.

273e4 Tpaypatelas “trouble,” “effort.”  eg SiamoveioBou “to struggle with,”
“to work at.”  Tov oddppova: the moderate person is for S. the proper mea-
sure of human ambition; cf. 279c1-3. e5-6 ToU Beols kexapioptva. . . els

BUvoquvs sc. tveka with ToU BUvaoban. Beois also goes with kexapiouévess. The
ability to speak and act among men (e4—5) was a traditional standard of achieve-
ment in the Greek (male) world; cf. Prt. 319a (Protagoras teaches one to be)
SuvarddTaTos. . . kal TpdTTew kal Aéyev, Thuc. 1.139.4 (of Pericles) Aéyewv Te
kol wpdooew Suvarwtartos, Hom. Il 9.443. Plato adapts the traditional view:
pleasing the gods in these activities is turned into the proper measure of success,
and- pleasing the gods in one’s discourse (kexopiopéva ptv Adyev) is but one
aspect of the nced to please the gods in one’s behavior generally (kexapiouéveos
Bt TpdTTelv TO TGV els SUvapv).

274a1-3 oU y&p 81| &po, & Teola. .. &yabois e kol 4§ &yabédv: “fellow
slaves” (6podouhois) are fellow human beings; “masters who are good and
from good stock” (SeomdTas. . . ¢ &yaBdv) are the gods. Gods were commonly
addressed as “master” (SecdTns, Storova) in prayers, but only Plato views the
gods as invariably good and our unavoidable dependency on the divine (hence
we are the gods’ “slaves”) as beneficial; cf. 246e1n., Phd. 62b “this seems to me
[S.] to be true, that the gods are in charge of us and we human beings are one of
their possessions.” The expression “good and from good stock” means absolutely
good; cf. 246a7, 249e1~2, Grg. 512d PeATicov kal Ex BeATidveov. To refer this advice
to “those wiser than us” is a device for S. to ascribe his own moral stance to a
higher authority, not a reference to any particular individuals or divinities, though
the advice is consistent with the Delphic maxim yvé0i cautév (22g9e5n.). a2
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&7 ut) épepyov “except as a secondary consideration.” Pleasing fellow human
beings is indeed permitted so long as one pleases the gods; the palinode is a
prime example (257a2—-4). By contrast Tisian, sophistic rhetoric aims at pleasing
human beings first and only. Lysias’ speech too aims solely at pleasing his audience
(227c8-d2n.). a3 el noxpd 1) eplodos: i.e. the circuitous path to attain the art;
cf. 272d3 poxpdv TepiPadlopbvous. ag mey&Awv yép Eveka Trepntéov, oUy
g oU Sokels “for the sake of great things [i.e. pleasing the gods (273e3—27423)]
it is necessary to take the [long] circuitous path [i.e. the path to psychagogic
rhetoric that requires psychology and dialectic (473d6—€3)], not as you think [i.e.
not by a shorter, easier route (272c1-2), which leads only to an empirical imitation
of rhetorical art that lacks the ability to move human souls and succeeds only
in pleasing them).”  ag—5 foTan pfyy, ds & Adyos. . . £ tkelvoov yryvdpeva
“nevertheless (u1jv), as the account says, if one is willing [to undertake the long
circuitous path to psychagogic rhetoric], these things too (TalTa) [ie. pleasing
human beings] will turn out to bc most admirable as a result of those things
(txefveov) [i.e. pleasing the gods].” This sentence expands the idea expressed in
the qualification 671 ut) wépepyov (274a2n.).  ab—y elmep olbs ¢ Tig elne
given the enormity of the rhetorical training, Ph. wonders whether it is humanly
possible. With S.’s encouragement Ph. does not pursue the question (274b1-3),
which falls outside the inquiry.

274b2 T this indefinite person is the same as that implied in émyeipoUvTt
(b1). bg~5 OloUv 1o ptv Téxvns Te kad &rexvias Adywv répt Ikavdds txétod:
S. closes the inquiry into what constitutes good and bad discourse in general, i.c.
the inquiry that is concerned with the art of rhetoric “as a whole” (261a), and
that applies to discourse in all forms (258d4~10, 259e2-3, 261a7-€4).

274b7—278¢3: UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS WRITTEN
DISCOURSE IS APPROPRIATE OR INAPPROPRIATE

The inquiry just completed concerned the content and style of good discourse
without regard for whether the discourse is produced and received in writing
or speech. S. turns now to the question of writing because Ph.’s rejection of
sophistic rhetoric and progress towards philosophy require an examination of
this question. Ph.’s embrace of Lysianic rhetoric was simultaneously an embrace
of written texts, evident not only in the use to which Ph. intended to put the
papyrus in his possession (228a5-€4) but also in his interest in the technical
treatises of sophists, physicians, and others (266d5-6, 270c3~4, 273a3~7). Ph.’s
enthusiasm for written texts, which is typical of sophistic culture (228d7-en.,
257d4-6n., 266d5—267dgn.), is as unreflective as the popular aversion to written
texts which the politician aimed to exploit in his muddled reproach of Lysias
(257c3—258d10). Both the enthusiasm and the aversion occurred at a time when
writing was rapidly expanding into new domains for new purposes and the
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consequences were just beginning to be considered (Yunis 2003; Eucken 1983:
121—40 on Alcidamas and Isocrates). Plato had a personal stake: on the one hand,
his massive literary achievement indicates the intensity of his engagement with
the new medium of artistic prose aimed at a reading public; on the other hand,
the model philosopher at the center of his literary work relies strictly on oral,
face-to-face communication for the advancement of his philosophical activity. In
S.’s argument on writing Plato preserves both his philosophical priorities and his
artistic tendencies.

S. makes no attempt to consider writing and orality comprehensively but
focuses specifically on the transmission of knowledge or wisdom. In S.’s Egyptian
story (274c5—275b2) Theuth, writing’s inventor, connects writing not only with
memory, which was a traditional view based on writing’s fixity and durability, but
also with wisdom. Thamus, speaking from superioi understanding and possessing
the final word, claims that writing hinders both memory and wisdom: memory
is a purely internal process, so writing, an external entity, can do no more than
remind one who already has knowledge; and in the absence of face-to-face
oral teaching writing that aims to instruct promotes merely the appearance of
wisdom, which is a dangerous outcome. S. adds that writing is useless “when
one wants to learn” (BouAbpevos uadeiv, 275d6—7) because it does not respond to
questions that arise in the mind of the reader, does not distinguish between whom
it should and should not address (i.e. for the sake of instructing effectively), and
does not explain or defend itself when, as is inevitable, it is criticized, attacked, or
misunderstood (275c5—e5). Writing’s inertness is an obstacle to the transmission
of knowledge.

Tor S. knowledge or wisdom entails not the accumulation of information,
which as far as S.’s argument goes may be appropriately stored in written form
(T7. 23a), but the ability on the part of an individual to give a clear and stable
account of the nature of the things learned (275c6n., 277d6—7n.). An individual
acquires that ability by developing it, i.e. by producing accounts, by having the
accounts critiqued by an expert, and by refining the accounts until they become
clear and stable. At each stage the expert responds to the specific qualities of the
student’s accounts that require improvement or refashioning, and the student
produces new accounts that respond to the expert’s criticisms. Instruction that
issues in the student’s ability to produce a clear and stable account is properly
carried out by the art of dialectic (1) SichexTikd) TéXvn, cf. 276€5), which here
refers not merely to the procedures of dialectical teasoning (265d4—266b2n.) but
also to the exchanges between knowledgeable, tesponsive teacher and recep-
tive, inquisitive pupil (276a1-8, 276e4—277a4). This is an idealized account of
dialectic, viewed with regard to its TéAos. S. exalts dialectic, using metaphors of
growth, reproduction, and immortality to describe the manner in which it is a
potentially unending process that produces more and more knowledge-oriented
discourse on the part of more and more experts and more and more students
(276e5—277a3, 278a5-b2). To the extent that written discourse is interjected into
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the aspects of instruction and learning that depend on face-to-face dialectical
interaction, written discourse is harmful to this essential human activity and
therefore inappropriate. Hence the Phaedrus does not constitute and does not
contain a (written) techné of rhetoric. Hence also to treat writing as scripture (as
the Neoplatonists did with Plato’s writings) is destructive to the philosophical
enterprise. See Wieland 1982, Gill 1992 on dialectic in this passage and dialectic’s
suitability for transmitting knowledge.

Whereas dialectic, as the medium for transmitting knowledge, is “serious busi-
ness” (oTroud), written discourse is “play” (raud1&) (276b1—277a4, 277¢5—278b3),
which does not mean that written discourse is restricted in regard to its subject
matter. Playful written discourse may be concerned with any topic, including
such topics as the nature of the soul or the pursuit of wisdom that warrant serious
treatment in the appropriate (dialectical) circumstances (246a4-5n., 278d8—9gn.).
Indeed, in the case of philosophical authorship, the author is able to treat the
same topics in both dialectic and written discourse but he does so in each case
in a manner that is appropriate to the ends that each kind of discourse can
attain (278bs—e1). The playful status of written discourse means discarding the
(impossible) burden of transmitting knowledge to readers via the written word
and seeking instead objectives that are achievable within this medium, such as
informing, influencing, and amusing. If the author fails to attain such objectives,
it may not be pretty but no harm has been done. Not only is writing unsuit-
able for the transmission of knowledge because it is inherently non-dialectical,
but rhetoric is also unsuitable for the transmission of knowledge because even
though it may be oral and aimed at a specific audience it too is non-dialectical
(277¢6—=78a1n.). Hence S.’s description of the palinode as play (265c8—d2n.),
which does not disparage the palinode but indicates its proper function as a
rhetorical composition that, like written discourse, aims to intrigue and influence
Ph. (257a2-b6) without instructing him in the manner of dialectic.

In a series of self-deprecating self-allusions Plato makes evident that he views
his own written discourse as play (276c3—eg with notes, 278bsn.). Since he never
speaks from the written page in his own voice, his basic stance as author and his
characteristic means of playing in his written discourse are irony. Plato’s irony
is his ability to communicate with his readers in a manner that is distinct from
but entirely dependent on what his characters say to each other. Since irony
is never more than suggestive no matter how conspicuous or important it may
be, Plato’s meaning is never clear and stable (as dialectic aspires to be) and is
always subject to interpretation. The whole enterprise depends on writer and
reader sharing the conviction that the represented conversation is an artistic
fiction — a game — managed by Plato for the reader (cf. Plt. 288c). For instance,
writing about the seriousness of dialectic, he plays by using metaphors from
writing to suggest the permanence of dialectic and the impermanence of written
discourse (276a4, c6-8). The reader is informed and amused, but the reader
cannot thereby be said to have acquired knowledge on the subject of dialectic.



226 COMMENTARY: 274b-275b

When Ph. remarks the difference between “utterly beautiful” play and play that
is “trivial” (raykédny. . . Tapd pabAny wauSidv, 276et), it is clear to which kind’
of play Plato aspires and to which kind he would assign sophistic rivals. Like
the gardens of Adonis to which S. compares playful written discourse (276b1—
4n., 276d1), like the cicadas’ chirping song, and in accord with S.’s principle of
pleasing god in discourse as well as action (274b1o-11), Plato’s play is oriented
towards the gods. His play aims at the sublime pleasures of the cicadas and
the philosophical Muses rather than the appetitive pleasures of the symposium
(276d1—7; cf. 227b6—n., 259b5—ds, Prt. 347c-348a). Plato’s weudid is placed at
the service of the reader and is generous in contrast with the self-aggrandizing
urbane games (radyvia) of paradoxical epideictic artists such as Gorgias and
Lysias (227c8-d2, 230e6—234c5n.).

274b7-8 Td &' eUmpemelas &% ... dwm &mwpemdds, Aoiwdv: with yryvduevov
sc. 7O ypboew: “there remains the [question] concerning the propriety and
impropriety of writing, how when [writing] takes place it is admirable and how
it is improper.” T 5¢ not only responds to Td pév (274bg) but also recalls the
hanging uév of 1o ntv dhov 1) pntopikn &v eln Téxwn (261a7 with note), moving
the inquiry from rhetoric as a whole to written discourse in particular. ~ bxo-
11 Olof’ oliv &1rni udAioTa Beéd Yoptel Adywv Trépl TpdrTeov A} Aéywv; “then
do you know how you will most please god in regard to discourse whether
acting or speaking?”’ S. puts into practice his recommendation of a moment ago
(273¢4—274a3); Trp&TTOOV 1} Abycov in particular recalls the pair Aéyew/wpdTTew
to cover the basic modes of human behavior (273e5—6n.). Tp&Troov f Abywv is
not redundant after Adywv Tépt: beyond uttering (Aéycwv) discourse, there is a
myriad of senses in which one acts (Trp&tTewov) appropriately or inappropriately
in regard to discourse, e.g in listening, responding, obeying, rejecting, etc.

274¢x Axofiv. . . 16V TTpoTépeov, Td 5§ &Anbts arrol loaaiv: these unspecified
earlier people (Tév wpoTépwov) had privileged access to the truth, like “those wiser
than us” (274art), like the primeval race of men who turned into cicadas (259bs—
6), like the “ancient and wise” men and women who wrote on eras (235b5—%),
and like the ancients who knew Greek before it was corrupted by modern usage
(244b6—ds).  c2-3 €l 8t ToUTo eUporpev. . . TGOV &vBpwiveov So§aaudroovs
S. justifies his telling of the story by implying that he and Ph. need it in order to
discover the truth (toU7o), i.e. about the propriety of writing. The justification is
ironic: not only does S. advance his own argument about the propriety of writing
after he tells the story, but the story is patently his invention, as Ph. first suspects
(& ptis &knkotval, 274c4), then recognizes (275b3—4).

274c5-275b2 Plato combines two traditional literary motifs to create a story in
which he pursues a question that is particularly his own. The first motif concerns
inventors of technai who are praised for benefiting mankind (7rpéTov. . . eUpeiy,
274¢7-d1; cf, Kleingiinther 1933 on wpddTos eUpeTris), though Plato offers criticism
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instead of praise. In most prior accounts Palamedes is the inventor of letters as
well as numbers and the numerical sciences and games that S. ascribes to Theuth
(274¢7—d2); cf. Stesichorus PMGF 213, Soph. TrGI 479 (Palamedes), Eur. TiGIF 578
(Palamedes), Gorg. Pal. 30, Alcid. Odysseus 22, Pl. Rep. 7.522d. Prometheus is the
inventor of letters and numbers in [Aesch.] PV 459—61. The second motifis Egypt
as the setting for wonders, extremes, and great antiquity; cf. Hom. /. 9.381—4,
Od. 4.227-32, Hdt. book 2, Eur. Helen, Isoc. 11 (Busiris, responding to Polycrates’
Busiris), Pl. Ti. 21c—23¢; Livingstone 2001: 93-85, Vasunia 2001. Plato’s story
addresses in exotic fashion the question that S, pursues with Ph.: what is writing
good for? B

2%74c¢5 Tofvuv: launching the narrative (253d4n.). NalikpaTiv: the Greek
emporium in the western Nile delta (Hdt. 2.178—9; Braun 1982). Egyptian Thoth
(©w8), as he was generally called by the Greeks, had cult centers in the delta
(Wilkinson 2003: 217). ¢ ©eV0: indeclinable, here accusative. Thoth was the
god of writing, a crucial role in Egyptian culture, and was often represented in the
form of his sacred bird (Wilkinson 2003: 215-17). Plato betrays no knowledge of
the identification of Thoth and Hermes, which, though it possibly predates Plato
(Hdt. 2.138.4), became widespread only from the late fourth century (Festugiére
1950: 1.69—70).  c7-d2 TwpddTov &pi1Bpdv. . . kal &) kal ypdupara: on Tpdd-
Tov eUpeiv and these technai, see 274c5—275b2n. kal 81 kol picks out ypdppora
for special attention. S. ascribes the invention of ypauuaTikty Téxvn to Theuth
at Phlb. 18b—d.

274d2—4 Paoirtews 8 al TéTE dvTos. . . kal TOV Oapolv Aupwvas the relative
clause contains an anacoluthon: “now at that time Thamus was king of all Egypt
in the upper region’s great city which the Greeks call Egyptian Thebes and [they
call] Thamus Ammon.” Thamus, or Ammon, was Egyptian Amun, the chief god
of the Egyptian pantheon and originally from Thebes in upper Egypt (Wilkinson
2003: 92—7). The Greeks identified Ammon with Zeus (Hdt. 2.42.5). d6—
Bie1évTos: sc.. TolU Oeuh, d7 8 T1 kaAéds A pd) kaAGds Bokol Aéyeiv: sc. & Oelb
T Oauddt.

274erx ¢’ &updTepas ie. in censure and praise. ez2—3 tmabh &t bl Tois
yYp&upaaw fjvs lit. “when he was at letters,” i.e. reached letters in the series of
technai that he was introducing. e4—5 pviiuns Te Ydp kal ocoglas pdpuakov “a
drug for [enhancing] memory and wisdom.” Like “drug” in English, a p&puoxov
can be used for good or ill (Artelt 1937). The connection between writing and
memory was part of the tradition on the invention of writing: [Aesch.] PV 460-1,
Gorg. Pal. 30 (letters are pvipns &pyavov), Eur. TrGF 578 (letters are T& Tfis
ye MBns pdpuond’, “the drugs for [curing] forgetfulness”). Theuth’s addition to
Euripides’ drug metaphor — that writing enhances wisdom too — is essential for
Plato’s critique of writing and was anticipated when S. used the drug metaphor
earlier in the dialogue. S. connected Lysias’ written spcech — “the drug for [his]
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going out [of the city]” — with the search for wisdom that governs his movements
(230dg~e1). Plato is profoundly interested in the connection between memory
and the acquisition of wisdom or knowledge (249b5—c3): a soul’s departure from
the heavenly procession in the palinode leads to “forgetfulness” (A1i8n) of the
Forms; and the value of erds lies in its capacity for triggering recollection of the
Form of beauty and thereby bringing the soul closer to understanding the Forms
generally. Further, S. analogized drugs (p&puoka) and speeches (Adyor) as the
means used by medical or rhetorical experts to heal bodies or influence souls
(270b1—7). Thamus accepts Theuth’s connection of memory and wisdom; he
disputes the claim that writing enhances them both Af6nv pdv. .. coplas 8. . .,
275a2-b2). e5-275ar & TeXVIkDOTaTE Oeub . . . Tols péAAovat Xpiicbaus fur-
ther, S. implies that the question of the use of an art, and thus of its value,
is more important than the question of how the products of an art are cre-
ated and requires superior knowledge; the underlying argument is presented at
Rep. 10.601c-602a, Cra. 390a—d, Plt. 304b—c. Hence TexvikedTaTe is not strictly
complimentary.

27522 ToUvavTiov elmes f SUvaTon “you say the opposite of [what] they [i.e.
letters] can do.” az-3 ToUTo y&p TGV pabdvrwv AfBnv piv tv uyois
TroptSet “this thing [i.e. letters] will create forgetfulness in the souls of those who
learn {it].”  a4—5 oa¥ToUs U9’ aiTédv &vauipvniokopévous: altous refers to
T&V paBévtwv (ag); the shift to the accusative avoids a piling up of genitives.
&vapipvniokoptvous recalls &vépvnots, learning as recollection of the Forms
seen in the pure psychic state before birth (249c1—2n.).  a5-6 oUkouv pviuns
&G Utropviicews @dppakov nUpes: memory (pvfjun) differs from reminding
(Uwduvnots) insofar as the latter is external (§§coev) to the soul and the former
is a purely internal (Ev8oBev) process (a3—s5). Plato stresses and favors the internal
process of memory because for him it is the key to learning and is promoted
by dialectic (249b6—cin.). What one learns is not information, for which writing
is indeed the proper medium (7i. 23a), but truths, which count as learned only
when one can give an account of them. Not only are written texts incapable of
teaching knowledge (which is reserved for dialectic, 276e4—277a4), but they are
also destructive to the enterprise of learning (275a6-b2). When people rely on
written texts, they neglect memory and thus damage the ability to learn. Yet
written texts are not entirely useless: for readers who have already learned the
subject matter of the text, written texts have the capacity to remind them of what
they previously learned (275c¢8—d1, 276cl2—3n., 277b4n., 278a1—2). On pdpuakov
cf. 274e4-5n. a6 Tois uabnTais “your pupils,” i.e. in the sense that they have
adopted Theuth’s method of learning through reading. oUxk &Afjferav “not
the reality [of wisdom].” a7 oAvrikool y&p goi yevduevor &veu S18ayfist
the subject is of pabnTai; ToAurikool refers to reading (261b7-cin. on &vrjkoos
Ytyovao, 268c2-3); the pronoun is dative of interest, indicating Theuth’s respon-
sibility; 818ayfis implies instruction from a knowledgeable teacher: “for [these



COMMENTARY: 275a—c 229

pupils], because of you having read much without instruction [i.e. firsthand from
a teacher], [will seem...].”

275br il Td TAffos = Erl TO oAU, bx-2 kol yoAewol guveivai, §oEé-
gogol yeyovéTes &vrl gopddv: readers harm not only their own capacity for
learning, but are troublesome generally. Insofar as readers gain the reputation
for being wise without being so (5o§dcogoi), they are like sophists, among the
most socially destructive of men (248e2—3), and would tend to win for themselves
unwarranted, potentially dangerous authority in society. Sophists were among
the greatest proponents of written texts (257d4—6n., 266d5—267dg). b3—4
paubleos ov . . . oreis: Ph. recognizes that S. made the story up (274c2—3n.). The
dismissive tone (ponBiws, d1robarrous &v E0EANIS) prompts S.’sreply.  bg~c2 Ol
Bt y', & olde. . . e oUToos elte &AAos Exer: from the beginning Ph. has demon-
strated a tendency to esteem recognized authorities (227a4-5, 229c3n., 270c4n.),
a tendency that S, exploited to advance the inquiry (268a1-269d1, 26ge4—270a6),
but which he confronts now. Reminding Ph. of an ancient simplicity that attended
to discourse strictly for the sake of truth, S. urges Ph. to disregard the Egyptian
story’s provenance and consider instead whether the story contains a lesson for
the question at hand. b5-6 Spuds Adyous Epnaav pavTiKoUs TpdTOUS: at
Zcus’s oracle in Dodona, one of the oldest shrines in Greece, priestesses conveyed
prophetic messages that originated in the sacred oak either from perching birds
or rustling leaves (244b1, Hdt. 2.52—7; Dieterle 2007). b6 Tois ptv olv Té7e:
followed by ool &€ (275c1). b7~cx Spuds kal éTpas dxolew U’ eimbefas, &l
névov &An6f Aéyorev “[it sufficed] out of simplicity fo listen to oak and rock, so
long as they [i.e. oak and rock] would speak the truth.” Oak and rock, two basic
objects of the natural landscape, are not the elements of one particular proverb
but form a pair that gives proverbial force to a variety of utterances (West 1966:
167—9 ad Hes. Theog. 35), as e.g Penelope addressing unrecognized Odysseus
(Od. 19.162—3): AN kod dds pot eltrt Tedv yévos, dTmdbev Eaoflob ydp &mrd
Spuds kool maAcudrtou o0U8’ &rd TréTpns. (Plato alludes to these lines at Ap. 34d,
Rep. 8.544d.) Here “oak and rock,” which springs into S.’s head because he just
mentioned Dodona’s oak, méans “anything whatsoever,” even apparently mute
natural objects; cf. Hermias 257.29 8pUs f| TéTpax f} & T1 &fjrote. S. delivers his
point in the conditional clause €l uévov dAn@fj Aéyoiev and reiterates it in the
rebuke directed at Ph. oU ydp Ekeivo pévov oxormels, elTe olrws elTe &GAAwS ExEl
(275¢2). eUmiBerx (“simplicity”) is used ironically (as co@ois, b7) to indicate that
the practices of these simple ancient people may contain a valuable lesson for
sophisticated moderns like Ph.; cf. 275¢c7n.

275¢c4 6 ©npaios: Thamus-Ammon (274d4). c5 & Thyvnv olbdpevos tv ypdu-
paot kaetoAimeivs this author believes that his written composition constitutes a
lechnz because in his view the composition transmits knowledge of the subject
matter to the reader. S. challenges the notion, present in colloquial usage of
the term Téyxvn (261by—-cin., 266d5—6n.), that it makes sense ever to speak of a
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written document as a tec/iné. c6 & Trapadeyduevos ds T1 oapts kal PéPaiov
&k ypopupdTtwv tobpevov: s introduces in indirect speech the thinking of &
Tapadexopevos, “in the beliefthat. . . ” (AGPS 56.12.2.B). Because of the inherent
limitations of written texts (275d3—¢5), the expectation on the part of the reader-
stuclent (6 Tapadexduevos) that he will derive from his reading “something clear
and certain,” i.e. something that amounts to knowledge, is misplaced. Clear and
stable understanding is gained only through dialectical learning (265d7, 277d7,
278a4). This passage suggests that S.’s critique of writing is directed specifically
at written technai, documents that we would call technical treatises or manuals.
However, S. extends the argument below to include other kinds of written dis-
course as well as non-dialectical oral discourse (277d5—278a1, 278c1—4). cy
eUnBelast now used without irony (275b7—c1n.), hence “foolishness.” The word
stings because those who use books for learning a techné pride themselves on their
sophistication.  ¢c8—dx wAéov T1 olépevos. . . Twepl v &v i T& yeypapnéva
“if he thinks that written discourse is something more than reminding one who
already knows [the things] with which the written material may be concerned.”

2775d3—4 Aevdv y&p Tov. . . Suotov Lwypaglau: Setvédy is predicative, ToUTo
looks ahead: “for surely, Ph., this feature that writing has is strange and truly like
painting.” The analogy to painting is aided by the common root ypag-.  dg4
T& Ekelvng Exyova: painting’s “offspring” are painted human figures because the
point at issue is the ability to speak in response to questions. Alcid. Soph. 27,
arguing that written speeches are easier to produce and less effective than extem-
pore speeches, compares written discourse to “bronze statues, stone monuments,
and depictions of animals” (xoAxdv &vbpidvtwy kal Aibfvev &yodudTwv kal
yey papptvaov fwiwv) with respect to their inertness. ds oepvéds vy grydus
the problem is not merely silence in the face of questions that arise in the mind
of a viewer or reader. It is also the solemnity of the silence, which gives the false
impression that the ability to respond and therefore to instruct is being held in
reserve (cf. & T1 ppovoUvTas, d6). This solemnity contrasts with the unassuming
sense of play (rau814) to be found in gardens of Adonis (276b3—4) and in written
texts that are created and used properly (276d1—e3). TatToV Bt Kkal ol Abyor:
sc. 'yey pappévol from 275¢8: “[written] discourse too is the same way.” TaTéV is
adverbial accusative; cf. Smp. 178e TatTdV St ToUTO Kal TOV Epcouevov dpddpev,
AGPS 46.3.3 on substantivized neuter adjectives used predicatively. ~ d6 &&v
8¢ 1 Epmi TGV Aeyopéveov “but if you ask about any of the things that were
said.”  d6—7 PouAdpevos pabeiv states clearly the condition under which
written discourse is found wanting. d7 onualve: sc. & yeypauuévos Adyos.

275ex kUAwSeiTal pbv  TavtayoU: the metaphor conveys the lack of
control.  apd Tois twadouoiv: for people who already understand the sub-
ject matter of a written text, the text poses no threat to their ability to learn and
if the text is written properly (i.e. for play, not instiuction) it can amuse as well as
remind the reader of what he or she already understands.  er—2 cs 8" alTas
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wop’ ols oSty Trpootiken: illustrated by Ph.’s enthusiasm for sophistic rhetorical
manuals (266d5—6), which were exerting a bad influence on him until he ran
into S. and was shown in what ways they are inadequate. Cf. Epist. 7.344c: “no
serious man will ever come close to writing about serious truths for people in
general [i.e. with the intent of instructing them in these truths] and [thereby]
reduce them to envy and perplexity.”  e2—3 oUk twloTaTon Adyew ofs Sel
Te kol py) “[written discourse] does not know whom it should and should not
address.” By contrast, practitioners of both dialectic and true rhetoric do know
whom they should and should not address (276a5—6, 272a3—4n.). For both dialec-
tic and rhetoric the relevant criterion in the matter of who should and should
not be addressed is whether the discourse can affect the recipient in the way
intended by the speaker. e3 TAnupedoUpevos 5t kal oUk tv Bikm AoiBopnBels
“if [a written discourse] is mistreated and unfairly abused”; i.e. if what the text
says is intentionally distorted or unfairly criticized by a reader. The implied con-
text concerns scientific or philosophical debate (Prt. 347c—¢, Tht. 164¢) as well
as political or legal debate (Alcid. Soph. 24-5). ToU waTpés: metaphorical
for the author of the text. The father metaphor is used in different senses at
257b2-3, 261a3, 275a1—=2. e4-5 aUTds y&p ol dputvacdan olite Ponbijoan
BuvaTds oo to “defend” or “help” a text would be to defend the positions
put forward in the text with clarifications or further arguments, especially ones
that respond to objections raised (cf. 276c7 Adyw: PonBeiv, 278cs efs EAeyxov,
Phd. 88e). Since a written text cannot do this for itself, it is up to the author of
the text to do it on behalf of his text (278c5). But the author is normally not
available.

276ax &A\Aov Spdpev Adyov ToUTou &BeAgdv yviioiov: &BeAgdy and yvrioiov
are predicative: “do we see another discourse, brother of that one [i.e. writ-
ten discourse], [but] legitimate [offspring of its father, the author]?” TN
interrogative. aq "Os pet’ bmoTAuns ypdeetal tv T ToU pavBavovTos
yuxij “[the discourse] that is written along with knowledge in the soul of a
learner.” The metaphor based on writing’s durability is directed just at discourse
that conveys knowledge to a student: only discourse of that kind, viz. dialec-
tic, actually possesses the permanence that is popularly associated with writing
(276e4—277a4). The recourse to a writing metaphor in the midst of a critique of
writing is playful; cf. 276c6—7 for a similar juxtaposition. Plato’s writing metaphor
is an adaptation of writing as a metaphor for memory, which was common in
fifth-century literature: e.g. Soph. TrGF 597 80U 8’ v ppevds BEAToI01 ToUs EpoUs
Adyous. Cf. Pind. Ol. 10.3, Aesch. Supp. 179, Cho. 450, Eum. 275, [Aesch.] PV 789,
Soph. Trach. 683, Phil. 1325, Gorg. Hel. 17; Pfeiffer 1968: 26. Plato explains the apt-
ness of the writing metaphor at Pilb. 38e-39a.  a5~6 tmioTrpwy 5t Abyewv Te
kol o1ydv pds ols Sei: only certain individuals are capable of being instructed;
those who are not have no business being addressed by this discourse because the
endeavor would be fruitless (275e2—3n.).  a7-8 Tév ToU el56Tos Abyov. . . &v
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71 Abyorto Sikafewst Ph. grasps that S.’s preferred alternative to written discourse
is not oral discourse generally, as S. makes clear later (277e6—278a1n.), but specifi:
cally oral discourse that issues from an expert (ToU ei8dTos). Euypuyov, “ensouled,”
was used in the palinode’s formal proof of the soul’s immortality based on self-
movement (245e5—6). Here Euyuyov gocs beyond {dvta to suggest discourse
which is self-moving in the sense that the speaker’s purpose and intelligence are
present and actively guiding the discourse. Written discourse would rightly be
called an “image” (e15wAov) of the expert’s living, ensouled discourse insofar as
the words of the written discourse are the same but the speaker’s purpose and
intelligence are no longer present. Plato uses terms found in Alcidamas though
his point is more complex than that of his predecessor (Soph. 28): Adyos é utv &’
alrriis Tis Sravolas &v Té TapauTika Aeyduevos Euyuyds toTi kad Gijr. . ., & Bt
yey paupévos elkovi Adyou Ty @Uav dpofav Exwv drdons ebepyeaias &uoipos
koBéoTnkev.

276bi—4 dv omeppdTwv khborto...tv Auépxiow dxTdd yryvopévous:
oTmoudiii goes with &pédv, which is a poetic and humorously exaggerated equiv-
alent of oTelpeov. &v goes with Xalpor: “would [a sensible farmer] plough with
serious intent in summer seeds that he might care for and wish to become fruitful
into gardens of Adonis and take pleasure in seeing [the gardens] grow beautiful
in cight days?” Gardens of Adonis were pots planted with lettuce and fennel
that sprouted thickly in a matter of days for ritual use in the Adonia, an annual
festival in which women lamented the death of Adonis, Aphrodite’s lover. On
the festival and the ritual use of the gardens of Adonis, see Parker 2005: 283~
8. Plato implies that the gardens of Adonis were planted in summer but other
evidence points to the spring (Dillon 2003). “Light days” is approximate, to
match the “eighth month” when the grain is ripe (276b6—7).  bg Toudi&s Te
kol topTiis Xx&pvs this form of play, exemplary for writing, is oriented towards
the gods (276d4n.). Menander describes the Adonia as Tfis & topTiis audiaw
[woAA]v ExolUons (Samia 41—2). b 87 kal worol “when he would even do
it.” The Adonia was celebrated by women, so it is incongruous for a farmer to
be occupied with gardens of Adonis at all. tg’ ols: sc. omépuaot. b5—7
&v...&yamwdin &v. . . doa tomeipev TéAos AaPédvTa “he would be content that
what he sowed attained maturity.” For this meaning of Téhos cf. Laws 8.834c
referring to fully grown horses as Tofs TéAos Exouot. The first &v anticipates the
second one (232c2-3n.).

276c3—4 Tov 5t Bikadewv Te kal kaAdv kal &yafdv EmaThuas Exovra: the plu-
ral EmoThpas is distributive (AGPS 44.3.5, cf. 239cyn.), i.e. it indicates there are
several branches of knowledge, specified by the genitives: “the person who has
knowledge in the fields of what is just, what is beautiful, and what is good.” By
having S. specify the just, the beautiful, and the good as the fields in which this
expert either writes for play (276c6-d7) or uses dialectic for the serious purpose of
instruction (276e4—2772a4), Plato moves beyond technical treatises (275c6n.) and
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suggests that he is referring to his own discourse too. The suggestion is confirmed
as this exchange develops (276d2—3n., d4—n., e1—3n.). c4 T& tauTol omép-
uaree: i.e. his Adyon. c6-8 OUx &pa ooudijt alrtd tv UScemi. . . &Buvdercoy
5t ikowéds TéAndEs 815&Ecn “then he will not write them [i.e. his owépuata] in
water with serious purpose, sowing [them] with ink through a reed [i.e. a pen]
along with discourses that are unable to aid themselves in discussion and unable
adequately to teach the truth.” The phrase “write in water” is proverbial, mean-
ing to waste effort (Suda s.v. els Udwp ypdgev), and is invoked with a sense of
play preceding the metaphor for actual writing in péhawvi orefpev S1& kaAdpou.
HeT& Adywv = kal Adyors (253e3n.).

276d1 ToUs ptv &v yp&ppao kfjtrous: lit. “the gardens [that are constituted] by
letters.” On &v expressing means cf. Laws 2.660a T& v Te pubpois oxfjuorra kal
tv &puoviaiot péAn, AGPS 68.12.6. d2 TuBids xépiv orepel Te kal ypduper
Plato is saying as cleatly as his literary medium permits that he writes his literary
dialogues for the sake of play. On what that means, cf. 274b7—278e3n. da-3
tauTén Te UmopvhpaTa. . . Edw TknTons the long-term use of written discourse
has no parallel with the gardens of Adonis, which are thrown away after their
ritual use. While characterizing the discourse practices that he is also implic-
itly ascribing to himself (276c3n., d4n., ei—gn.), Plato blunts the self-reference
with self-deprecating humor. “The old age of forgetfulness” (1o Afifns yipas)
is elevated style: the genitive construction stems from a Homeric model (e.g. /L.
3.309 8avéTolo TEAos, 5.642 TAlou . . . TOAW) that is more common in poetry than
prose (AGPS 47.7.6 for examples). TknTai is poetic, the usual prose form stemming
from &gixvéopar. Plato could be quoting verse otherwise lost. As with T ToU
XaAknBoviou obévos (267¢7, a similar Homeric construction) and S.’s Pindaric
quotation (227bg), the poetic style produces mock grandeur. {nropviiporra has
two senses: they are “reminders” in the sense distinguished from memory in the
myth of Theuth (oUxouv pvripns &AAL UTrouviioews, 275a5), which would include
the “reminders” (Uouvfjuacty) that spur recollection of Forms (249¢6); and they
are “written notes” (as Tht. 143a), which would refer in a self-deprecating way to
the dialogues as written documents. 6ngaupiZépevos is grandiose in relation to
UtrouvfipaTa. Are we to imagine that Plato hoards his literary dialogues for his
dotage, when he will read them over as an aid to recalling the deepest truths to
which he devoted his life but which he will then but dimly remember? The idea
pokes fun at Plato, as intended, but does not disrupt the possibility of written
texts serving as reminders, i.e. not as a substitute for memory and learning but as
an adjunct to them. d3—4 kal wavTl Té1 TaTdY IYVos pemibvTis also with
8naaupiZépevos. The expression is vague enough to include both students of phi-
losophy and anyone who may be inclined to pursue philosophy. Perhaps Plato’s
written texts remind this group of what propelled them to philosophy in the first
place. The hunting image recalls S.’s pursuit of a partner in dialectic (266b7) and
the lover’s pursuit of the divine in his beloved (252e5).  d4—5 f\of#oeral Te



234 COMMENTARY: 276d-e

auToUs Becopddv guontvous draroUs “and he will be pleased watching them [i.e.
his literary gardens] grow delicately.” “Delicately” in comparison with prolific
dialectic (276¢6—2772a4). In view of the contrast with the sympotic pleasures of
the next sentence (276d5-6), it is implied that the pleasure which the author
takes in composing his literary gardens is that of the abstinent cicadas and thus
stems from the philosophical Muses (259bg—ds). Hence this is another hint that
Plato sees himself as a writer of the kind portrayed here. d5~6 ouumooiors Te
&pBovres. . . ToUTwV &BeA@d: food, sex, and musical entertainment in addition
to drink, and typical of the Morychian house where Lysias staged his epideixis
(227b5n., b6—m.).  d7 ofs Abyw Talfwv Bidéer “will pass the time playing
with the things [i.e. the forms of play] that I speak of.”

276ex~3 MayxdAnv Abyers mapd ¢avAnv...méprt puboAoyolvro: anaco-
luthon: the person referred to in puBoAoyoUvra is the same as ToU Suvauévou,
but puBoAoyoivTais in the accusative as if wadew had a subject in the accusative:
“you speak of an utterly beautiful form of play in contrast to a trivial one, S., [that]
of a person who is able to play with discourse, that he tells stories about justice and
other things you mention.” Justice and the beautiful and the good were just men-
tioned by S. (276¢3). To tell stories (uBoAoyolvTa) about these subjects suggests
the palinode. In addition to the beautiful, S. spoke of justice in the palinode (247ds,
250b1) and the entire speech is directed at the good; and the palinode is clearly
a playful composition (explicitly so characterized at 265c1—3, 8). To tell stories
about justice while having knowledge of it (276¢c3—4) also suggests the Republic; cf.
6.501e 1) ToMiTelx v puBoAoyoUpev Adywi, 2.376d. As the author of the Republic
and the palinode, Plato is using Ph. to allude to himself as a writer whose writing
aspires to “utterly beautiful play.”  e5 oUrd: justice and the other things S.
mentioned (276e2). Tt SicAexTikf TéXvni: the term SioAexTike is rooted
in the verb Sic\tyecBou, “to converse” or “to discuss,” so the face-to-face com-
municative aspect of dialectic is etymologically prominent (259a1—2n.). Dialectic
is discourse by question and answer (Cra. 3goc) and thus differs fundamentally
from speechmaking (259a1—2n., Grg. 447¢, 448¢). At least from the Republic on,
the art of dialectic is for Plato both a method of communication and a method
of discovering truths (Rep. 7.532a—533¢; Robinson 1953: 61—g2, Stemmer 1gg2:
191—-225). Earlier in the Phaedrus S. was concerned with dialectic’s capacity for
discovering truths (by means of the analytical procedures of collection and divi-
sion) because rhetoric needs to discover the truth about its subject matter in
order to construct persuasive arguments (265d4—266bzn.). Here 8. is concerned
with dialectic as a method of oral communication with a receptive learner, a
view that S. also suggested earlier (266bg—c1). However, because it is not just
any discourse but specifically “discourse along with knowledge” (uet’ tmioTiung
Abyous, 276¢6) that is being communicated, the truth-discovering capacity of
dialectic is functionally intertwined with its communicative capacity. e5-6
AaPoov yuxtv Tpoofikousav “having come upon a suitable soul”; for the sense
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of the verb, cf. LSJ s.v. A.1.3. This soul, parallel to the farmer’s suitable soil (1o
Trpoafikov, 276b6) into which he plants the seeds he wishes to bear fruit, is suitable
in the sense that it has the capacity to learn. Like the rhetorician (271cg—272bg),
the dialectician has the ability to recognize how souls are affected by discourse.
The dialectician’s prerogative in choosing his discourse partner is opposed to
a writer’s inability to choose his reader (275d7-e3).  e6-277a4 puTeim Te
kal omelpnt. . .« els Soov &vBpdrel SuvaTdy péhioTa “[the dialectician] plants
and sows along with knowledge discourse that is able to help itself and him who
planted [it] and is not without fruit but has a s¢ed ~ whence other [discourse],
growing in other characters, is able to make this [seed] forever immortal — and
makes the person in possession [of the seed] as liappy as is possible for a human
being,”

277ax PonBeiv: on the sense, cf. 275e4—5n. az Exovres owéppo: the dis-
course sown by the dialectician (276e6), which is parallel to the fruitful seed sown
by the farmer (276b5—7), is said to have its own seed. az2—3 36ev &A\Aor tv
&\hois fiBear puduevor ToUT’ &el &bdvaTov Trapéxev Ikavols this clause is par-
enthetical between ExovTes améppa and kal TV EyovTa eUBapOVEV TTOIOUVTES.
ToUo refers to omépua. The seed of the dialectician’s discourse is the source of
a potentially unending process, i.e. when the discourse sown in one soul leads to
further discourse sown in other souls down through the generations ad infinitum.
&ANo1 tv &AAoss $iBeot suggests a dynamic quality to this dialectical discourse-
production: as discourse is sown in souls of different types the discourse changes
‘while the overall process endures. Thus it is the dialectical process, notone person
or Adyos, that achieves immortality. The point is repeated at 278a6-b2. ag-
4 TOV EyovTa ebBoupovelv TtoloUves els Soov &vBpdtreor Suvatdy pdAioTor
the extreme happiness of the person who possesses the seed of dialectical clis-
course, i.e. the person who participates in the unending procession of dialectic
from soul to soul, means that the person has become virtuous as well as knowl-
edgeable in the just, the beautiful, and the good (276¢c3). This happiness is the
same as that enjoyed by the philosophical erastzs and eromenos (256a6-b7). a6
tkeivae whether the politician who reproached Lysias for being a speechwriter
was right or wrong (257¢3-248d10). ToUTwv: the criteria for judging under
what conditions written discourse is appropriate or inappropriate, which is the
(uestion that has occupied S. and Ph. since 274b7. a8 T& mola: refers to
Exelva (ab). ag Wy 81 mépu: explained in the émeos clause.  ag-b2 dmros
16 Avolou Te dvabos. . . &veu Téxvns ypdpowTo: to examine the politician’s
reproach of Lysias for being a speechwriter (257c3-5), S: and Ph. first inquired
into artistic discourse in general, i.e. what makes discourse good or bad regard-
less of its form or occasion (258d4—10, 259e2—3). That inquiry, which, as S. says
(277b3), was completed ecatlier (at 274bg—s5), found that Lysias’ discourse lacks
all artistic merit. Having now reached agrcemerit on the further question of the
appropriate use of written discourse, S. is prepared to state how they should
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judge Lysias® activity as writer. But the statement is postponed momentarily as
S. supplies Ph. with a reminder about the first inquiry (277b5—c6).

277bq Utrdpynodv pes in response to this request that S. remind Ph. about the
dialectical inquiry into artistic discourse that he and S. recently completed, S.
summarizes the conclusions reached in the inquiry while omitting the reason-
ing that led the participants to agree on those conclusions (277bs—6). As S.
reminds Ph., Plato is not only reminding the reader but also demonstrating what
reminding, the proper task of written discourse (275a5-6n., 276d2—4), consists
in. bs-c6 TIplv &v 715 T6 Te &AndEs. . . w&s uepjvuxev Hiv Adyos: the sen-
tence begins with a series of subordinate clauses (Trplv &v Tis. . . &wAols 5t &A1)
in which the elements of rhetorical training are elumerated in the same order as
in the original inquiry. The main clause is expressed by means of the accusative
SuvaTév (impersonal) and infinitive Eoeaay, as if the whole thing followed from
BednAddoban (bg). bs Atyer | ypageu speaking or writing because the first
stage of the inquiry, that being summarized hereé, concerned discourse in both
forms (258d4—5, 259¢2-3). b6 koT’ a¥Td Te &V dplleoban “to define in
itself every thing [that he speaks or writes about]”; i.e. collection, which is the
movement of dialectical reasoning that for rhetorical purposes does the work of
defining (265d4-5).  b6— kocr' el&n péxpt ToU &ruriTou Téuvev “to cut [the
thing defined)] at its sub-classes (€75n) until the uncuttable point”; i.e. division. On
the technical sense of €180s cf. 265d4-266b2n.  b7—cx Tepl Te Yuxiis pUoews
5udcov kard ToT& “and concerning the nature of the soul having scrutinized
[it] in the same way,” i.e. by using dialectical procedures (270bg—4n., 271d3n.).

277¢1 16 TpooappdTTov ékéoTni Uae elbos: i.e. the form of discourse that suits
each kind of soul (271b1—4, 271d3-272b1). . c1—2 oUTw TIOH kol Siakoouij
Tév Abyow: the doctrine of matching types of discourse to types of soul is the
basis for stylizing discourse and using formal elements to make the transmission
of a message effective (271b2—4n., 272a4~-5n.). c2—3 ToiAn piv woikldous
wux i kal Tavapuovious Bi8ous Adyous, &mhods 8¢ &mAfi: TorkiAos (“multi-
colored”) and Tavapudvios (“all-inclusive,” lit. “having all musical mocles”) are
lively metaphors for “complex”; cf. Prt. 334b wotkiAov i toTv 16 &yabdv kal
movtoSamédv. But given the use of oikfAov to refer also to the wild demo-
cratic nature in the Republic (8.557¢, 561¢) there is also the suggestion of the
Typhonic nature that S. opposed to divine order earlier (230a3—5). Here psy-
chic complexity is matched by rhetorical complexity: the dialectically adept
rhetorical expert uses various modes of discourse to address complex souls, as
in the Phaedrus itself (236b5-7, 265b5—c3, Laws 2.665¢c; Rowe 2009g). The pév
clause unfolds gradually, the 8¢ clause completes the thought with punch, and
the whole is phrased in lively, artificial word order: ABAB interlacing (roikiAn:
utv Toikidous Wuxiit. . . Adyous), AABB polyptoton (same word, different cases:
TroikiAn: udv moikidovs . . . &wAoUs 5t darAiy), ABBA homoioptoton (different words,
same cases: ToIkiAn piv woikiAous. . . &AolUs 8¢ &rAdy). The rhymes on -ous
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and -niare striking. The effect evokes the speaker’s artistry in matching discourses
and souls. c3—4 Téxvni: with petayeipiodfjvan. c4-5 oUTe 11 wpds T
818&Ecu olire T wpds TO meloau: instruction, itself a species of persuasion (Grg.
453d-454a), contributes to the psychagogic persuasion of Plato’s rhetorical techné
insofar as the clear definitions of things provided by dialectic are put to rhetorical
purposes (263d7—e2n., 265d4-7).

277d1-2 Ti 8" aU mepl ToU koAdv. .. &v 8vedos | p; “what about whether
it is admirable or shameful to utter and write speeches and by occurring in
what way it [ie. the uttering and writing of speeches] would rightly be said
[to be] a disgrace or not?” These questions stem from the politician’s (mud-
dled) reproach of Lysias for being a speechwriter (257c3-258d10). dg &
AexOévta dAlyov EurpoaBev: the inquiry into the propriety of written discourse
(274b7—277a5). d4 T& wolag Ph.’s question interrupts but does not affect the
flow of S.’s statement.  d6 vépous TiBels, oUyypappua ToMTIKOV Ypdpoov:
parenthetical, explaining dnpooio: “making laws, [thereby] writing a political
composition.” “Making laws” is an instance of the larger category of “writing
a political composition” (257e1-258¢cg, 278c3—4), which would also include the
products of forensic speechwriters like Lysias. d6—; kal peydAnv Tiva tv
aUTéd PePondTnTa fyoUpevos kal oapriveiav: the participle fyyoUuevos is ana-
coluthic under the influence of the preceding participles; grammatical precision
would have required a finite form, e.g. fyyeiTan, joined to #ypoyev 7 ypdyer
(ds). orrén refers to oUyypapua. peydAnv Tivé is dismissive. The author’s
belief that his written composition contains “any great certainty and clarity” is
false and gives rise to reproach because certainty and clarity are attributes of
knowledge and are conveyed only through oral dialectical discourse (265¢6-7,
275cb6n.).

277ex elTe Tl gnow elte p “whether or not anyone says [that it is a
reproach].” ex—3 1o ydp &yvoeiv. .. uf) ok tmwoveldioTov elvan “for to
be ignorant while awake or dreaming [i.e. consciously or unconsciously] about
what is just and unjust and bad and good does not in truth escape being a matter
of reproach.” Umrap Te kal 8vap are accusatives of respect. Following a negative
action verb (oUk ék@eUyel), ut) oUk with the infinitive is a “sympathetic” nega-
tive, which is no negative at all (AGPS 67.12.7). The writer earns reproach not
merely for being ignorant about just and unjust and bad and good but because
in his written compositions on these subjects he pretends to knowledge that he
lacks.  e3 oUrté: i.e. the author’s ignorance of just and unjust and bad and
good. e5—278b3 0 5¢ ye kv ptv T&1 yeypaupével Abyai . . . &v of Te kal dpt
yevéoBou: having just described the misuse of written discourse (oUtew pév dver-
Sos Téd yp&oovTi, 277d7—€1), S. now enumerates the views on written and oral
discourse that he supports, attributing them to 6 8¢. .. f)yoUpevos (277e5-6), so
that the sentence is composed almost entirely of elaborations of its subject. fyou-
peEvos governs: &v ptv TA yey papptvool Adywt . . . el86Twv Urdpvnov yeyovévar
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(277e¢5—278a2) on the limitations of written and rhapsode-like oral discourse; év 5¢
1015 S18acKoptvors. . . kal &€lov oTroudils (278a2—4) on the instructive capacities
of dialectical discourse; &eiv 8¢ Tous ToloUTous Adyous. . . kat’ &€lav Evépuoav
(278a5-b2) on dialectical discourse as “legitimate offspring.” S. adds a brief par-
ticipial clause (ToUs 5 &A\Aous yadpev Edv, 278b2) in agreement with fyyoUuevos,
then completes the entire sentence with resumptive 5¢ and the main clause (oUros
5t & ToroUtos &viyp kivduveler . . . yevéobai, 278b2—3). Amidst this summary of
previously articulated positions the extension of the critique of written discourse
to include rhapsode-like oral discourse is new (e6—278ain.). e5 mepl txéo-
Tou “on any subject.”  e6-278ax oUBkva TdyTOTE AdYOV. . . TEIBOUS Evexa
E\éxBnoav “no speech in verse or prose that is worth much serious attention has
ever yet been written or even spoken as the [speeches] performed by rhapsodes
are spoken for the sake of persuasion without [oral] examination and teaching.”
EAéxOnoav is gnomic aorist (232cin.). Rhapsodes pursue persuasion insofar as
they seek to convey an emotionally convincing performance (fon 535€). S. is not
identifying rhapsodic performance as the sole form of oral discourse that, like
written discourse generally, is unworthy of serious attention. Rather, he is using
the rhapsode, who has a memorized text, performs for the sake of effect, and
is unable to engage in examination with an interlocutor (fon), to exemplify with
derision the qualities of non-serious, non-dialectical oral discourse generally, in
verse or prose. Thus S. extends the category of non-serious discourse beyond
written discourse to include oral discourse that eschews individual engagement
and the dialectical pursuit of knowledge. At Prt. 329a S. compares books to pop-
ular orators (ol Snunyépor) with respect to their common inability to respond
to questions. An equally apt term for this class of discourse would be epideictic,
not only in the formal sense represented by Lysias’ erotic gpideixis but also in the
functional sense that for Plato includes popular poetry (Grg. 502b—d), democratic
rhetoric (257e1-258c4), and sophistic discourse (Rep. 6.493a—c, Prt. 342a—348a).
Though S.’s formal speeches earlier in the dialogue are fashioned specifically for
their effect on Ph. and are incorporated by S. into the larger dialectical inquiry, in
themselves they are rhetorical (“for the sake of persuasion”) and non-dialectical
(“without [oral] examination”); and his first speech verges on pure epideictic
(236b1—4, 237a5n., 242c5—d1). Hence, apart from the dialectical conversation
with Ph. in which 8. presents them, they would not be worth serious attention.
S. anticipated this implication when he spoke of the non-dialectical aspects of
his speeches as a form of play (262d1-2, 265c2n., 265¢8). Of course, S.’s speeches
do not exist outside of their dialectical context, and it would not be possible
to imagine them otherwise. e8 &vaxploews kal Si18ayidjs: examination that
consists in questioning and answering, and the transmission of knowledge that
results therefrom, i.e. dialectic (276e5n.). &vékpiois was also the technical term
for an Athenian judicial procedure preliminary to trial that involved a magis-
trate’s questioning the litigants (Harrison 1971: g4—105), but that sense is not in
play here.
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278ar-2 v Tols PeAtioTous elSéTwv UTrdpvnotv yeyovévan “the best of
them [i.e. the speeches that are not worthy of serious attention] are a reminder
for those who know [the subject matter of the speech].” Reminders were dis-
tinguished from memory in the myth of Theuth (275a3-6). Used properly they
serve philosophical purposes (249¢5—d1, 276d2—3n.). a2 Si5aokouévols: mid-
dle, sc. Adyors. a3 ypagopévors &v wuyfii: cf. 276a4—6 for the metaphor,
276e4—277a4 for the import.  a3—4 mepl Sikalwov Te xal kaA&V kal &yabév:
as 276¢c3—4. a4 16 Te bvapyts elvon kad TéAeovs “clarity” and “perfection” are
attributes of knowledge, like certainty (BeBaudTns) and clarity (cagnveia) (277d7;
cf. 265d7, 275c6).  a5—bz Selv 5t ToUs ToroUTous Abyous. . . kaT &Elav Evé-
puoav “such speeches must be said to be his own as if they were his legitimate
sons, first of all, any [speech] in him that is in [him] when it is discovered [by
him], then any offspring and brothers of that {speech] that have at once grown in
other souls of other individuals in accord with their capacities.” S. distinguishes
two aspects of dialectical discourse, both suggested earlier: first, a person can usc
dialectic on his own (“in [him] when it is discovered [by him]”), as the dialec-
tic of collection and division that enables S. “to speak and to think” (266bsn.);
second, dialectic leads to further dialectical discourse in other persons, which S.
introduced with the plant-and-seed metaphor at 276e4--277a4. The metaphor of
dialectical discourse as legitimate offspring was introduced at 276a1.

278b2 ToUs 5t &AAovs yalpetv &dv: true of S. but not of Plato. Plato may have
used written compositions properly (cf. notes to 276c3—4, d2—3, d4—5, €1-3), but
he did not forgo them as did S. b4 Mavrémract utv olv Eywye PoUAopal
1e kol eUyopar & Méyess this wholehearted endorsement of S.’s prayer, to be
repeated in a moment (27gcs), is a marked change from Ph.’s conditional response
to S.’s prayer at the end of the palinode (257b7-c1) and signifies his decision to
abandon sophistic rhetoric and pursue philosophy instead, as S. intended (257b4—
6).  bg ObkoUv f§8n emralobw peTplws fuiv T& wepl Adywv “so we have now
played on the theme of discourse in due measure”; a theatrical gesture to signal the
end of the dialogue, reminiscent of Ar. Thesm. 1227 &AA& TréranoTon peTpicos Huiv,
which launches the anapaests that close the play. petples recalls S.’s principle
of composing a discourse so that its parts are Tpémovta &AM Aol kal Téd1 GAw!
(264¢c5-6). The idea of play in wemalobeo, raised for the last time, emphasizes
that for both the reader and the writer the Plaedrus aspires not to the seriousness
reserved for face-to-face dialectic but to the playfulness that is appropriate for
written discourse (274b7—278e3n.). Yet coming from S., wemadofeo is ironic. He
and Ph. have indeed been engaged in dialectic, and for all the fun they have
had, their concern with discourse has been deadly serious, as must be the case if
S.’s prayer to Eros (257a2-b6) and the injunctions to Lysias and other composers
of discourse in the next lines are to have any meaning. b5—-6 kal oU Tes kai
is adverbial with o0, T¢ without subscquent kaf is conjunctive for the sentence:
“and so (7€) you also (kaf)” (AGPS 69.32.11). b6—cx 16 Nuugdv vapd e kol
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uouaeiov: at the close a reminder of the beauty of the spot beside the stream
under the plane tree (230b2—c4), the pleasure of philosophical discourse under
the guidance of the Muses (259bs—ds; cf. 267c1—3n.), and S.’s orientation towards
the divine (273¢3-274a5n.). The nymphs and the Muses were instrumental in
facilitating S.’s cloquence (230b6, 238d1, 241€3—4, 262d3-5, 263d6-).

278c1 froUoapev Adywv, ol trréateAhov: the logoiin question comprise all those
uttered under the plane tree, both the formal logoi on erds and the logo produced
by S. and Ph. in their dialectical examination of discourse. All these lggot, taken
together, enjoin them to convey the message to Lysias and the others.  ¢x—4
Avola Te kal el 15 &ANoS. . . ouyypdupaTa Eypanpev: S. distinguishes three
classes of composers of written discourse with regard to external or occasional
features of their discourse. The named representative of each class helps to iden-
tify the class (278e1): prose-writers, which is a larger category than professional
logographers (257e1—2n.) and in addition to Lysias would include, e.g, Alci-
damas, Isocrates, and Plato himself (278d5-6n.); poets; lawgivers and politicians.
S.’s point, which is complete at 278e1, is not to establish criteria for classifying
forms of discourse, but to demonstrate with particular examples that a philo-
sophical approach to composing written discourse, based on a recognition of
the requirements of the serious pursuit of wisdom through dialectic, is possible
without regard for the external form or occasion of the written discourse. The
original inquiry into good discourse also sought to describe good discourse with-
out regard for particular genres or occasions (258d7~10, 261a8-bz, e1).  c2~3
wolnow YAy f} tv cndji: poetry (i.e. metrical discourse) without music (yiA1jv)
and poetry set to music (v cn8fj1); cf. 245a2—3, Laws 2.669d for the distinction.
It belongs to the hypothesis under consideration that both kinds of poetry are
composed in writing. c3—4 SoTis tv TwolArTikois Adyois vépous dvopddoov
ovyypdupaTa Bypayev “anyone who wrote compositions in political discourse,
calling [the compositions] laws.” S. demonstrated that the written composi-
tions of democratic politicians are a matter of civic legislation and compared
Solon (257e1—258c4, 277d6). €46 €l ptv elScos 1 Td &Andis Exet. . . oA
&robeifan: the subject is any of the three just mentioned writers or other members
of the classes they represent; TaUra refers to their written discourse. The par-
ticipial clauses reflect the preceding argument on written vs. dialectical discourse
and express the conditions of philosophical authorship (278d5): knowledge of the
subject matter (276c3—4, 277b5-); the ability to support one’s written discourse
with further arguments in live debate (275¢4~5n.; icov is subordinate to Exeov);
and awareness of the inherent limitations of written discourse (277e5—278b3). The
response to uév comes at 278d8 oUkolv al (GP376).  c5 €ls EAeyxov ldowv mrepl
v Eyponpe “entering into an examination [of things] that he wrote about,” i.e.
the philosophical author defends in oral examination the account of the subject
matter that he put in written form (275e3-5, 277¢8). The written account thus
concerns the same subject matter as the oral account, but whereas the written
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account is capable only of providing amusement and reminding one who already
knows, the oral account i capable of transmitting knowledge of the subject
matter. cb Abywv aUTds Suvatds Té yeypaputva ealUla &mrodei§an “able
in his own spoken discourse to make his writings seem trivial.” For &mrodei§at
meaning “make scem,” cf. Tht. 166a yéhewoTa 81 Tov Ept dv Tois Adyors &rédeailev,
LSJ s.v. 1.2, paUAa makes clear that the authot has no misplaced pride in his
written compositions, yet the trivial status of his written compositions, in compar-
ison with dialectic, does not mean that they are not artistic (261b1—2).  c6-dz2
o0 1 TOVEE. . . Eoroubaxev tkelvev: TGVSE and Exelveov refer to the two kinds
of logot — written and spoken ~ discussed in the first part of the sentence: “such
a pérson [i.e. one who meets the conditions expressed in the protasis] must
not be referred to as if he had his name from these [written logoi], but [as if
he had his name] from those [spoken lggos] that he is serious about.” tomwoU-
Sakev suggests dialectic; cf. 276¢4—5 oTroudt. . . dTav Tis Tijt SioAex Tk TéXVNL
XPWUEVOS.

278d4-6 TS ptv cogbv, & (ba'iﬁpe, « o » kol BpuéAeaTépeos Exons TS pv forms an
articular infinitive with koelv; sc. kaAeiv with 16 8é. The distinction between
divine perfection, which includes wisdom (246e1), and the human pursuit of wis-
dom is implicit in the palinode’s contrast between the natural, effortless ascent of
divine souls to the spectacle of Being and the difficult, at best partially successful,
ascent of human souls (246e4—248c2). g1Adoogos is used in Plato’s particular
sense based on its compound elements, viz. one who desires, and therefore seeks
to acquire, only what he or she does not already possess, in this case, the per-
fect wisdom that belongs to the gods (Lys. 218a-b, Smp. 203c—204c); cf. 239b4n.
for the conventional sense of piAooopla, 257e1—2n. for Plato’s use of unconven-
tional meanings. PIA6T0@os is the appropriate term for the writer who meets
the conditions laid out in 278c4—6 because it iridicates his or her commitment
to the kind of discourse that advances the pursuit of wisdom; in the face of that
commitment the literary genre in which this writer writes is unimportant. S.’s
sense of the impropriety of bestowing the term sophos on a human being contrasts
with the self-promotion of politicians and sophists who lay claim to sophia overtly
(258a7, 266c3—4). The distinction between philosophos, properly used of a human
being who meets the specified conditions, and saplos, properly used of the gods,
approximates S.’s distinction in the Apology between human wisdom and divine
or superhuman wisdom (20d—23b).  dg f} T6100Tév Ti2 only the thing itself
matters, a fastidious concern for terminology being in bad taste (266e4—267a2n.,
Tht. 184¢). Other terms that are apt for the philosopher: giAopadrs (230d3),
PIASKOAOS, HOUsIKSS TIS, Eped'Tikds (248d3), Epaoitiis TGV Sianpéaewov kal guvay-
WY&V (266bg—5), SroAexTivé (266¢1).  dg=6 pGAAGY Te &v aUTddl dpudTTol
kal tpperecépoos Exor: alrréh refers to the person who creates written compo-
sitions in any of the three genres while maintaining a philosophical approach to
his writings (278c4~d2). S. is making no judgment on whether Homer or Solon



242 COMMENTARY: 278d

(to say nothing of Lysias) or any other composer of written discourse qualifies as
a philosophical author. He is merely making clear the conditions under which
such authorship is possible. A dialectical philosopher may well undertake prose-
writing, poetry, or law-writing if circumstances warrant: thus the philosophical
legislator of the Laws, thus Stesichorus as a philvsophical poet (243a6, 244a2),
thus implicitly Plato himself as the author of his written dialogues (276c3—4n.).
The philosopher’s purpose in choosing to write prose, poetry, or laws, if and
when he or she does so, is to use the psychagogic drt of rhetoric to influence non-
philosophers for their own benefit (Yunis 2009: 246-8). d8—9 Tov ) Exovra
TIMWTEPN + o « KOAAGDY Te Kol &paxipédv “the one who does not have more valu-
able things than the things he composed or wrote while turning [them] upside
down over a period of time, pasting [them] together and taking [them] apart.”
The most conspicuous of the “more valuable things” which the non-philosophical
writer lacks is precisely the dialectical form of discourse that instructs a partner
and earns the philosophical writer his praiseworthy status. S.’s description of the
non-philosophical writer’s protracted, excessively fussy manner of composition —
his most valuable possession — derides him and suggests both the sophists’ “won-
derful techniques” (269a6) and epideictic writings like those of Gorgias, Lysias (in
the Phaedrus), and especially Isocrates, who took pride in his protracted manner of
composition (4.11-14) and is about to be considered explicitly. &ve kdTe oTpépeov
suggests vain effort, as at 272by—c1. oTpépwv Ev xpdueo recalls S.’s ironic char-
acterization of Lysias’ prose-writing (228a1—2, 234e5-61n.); cf. Alcid. Soph. 4 for a
similar critique of laborious composition. Like our expression “cut and paste,”
KOAAGV Te kad &panpddv refers to moving words and sentences around but is apt
for papyrus, the sheets of which were glued together to make a roll (228ban.);
cf. Aspasia’s creation of a funeral oration out of bits from Pericles (Menex. 236b):
TepAelppat &TTa E§ Ekelvou ouykoAA&doa. The potency of Plato’s own written
prose suggests attention to detail; and later rhetorical tradition, which co-opted
Plato into the canon of exemplary prose-writers, spoke of his artistic piAowovia
and mythologized his incessant search for perfection in the opening sentence of
the Republic (Dion. Hal. Comp. 25 = 2.133 Usener—-Radermacher, Diog. Laert.
3.37). Yet what Plato mocks is not artistic piAomovia itself, but elevating it in a
self-seeking manner over face-to-face, dialectical communication and philosoph-
ical pursuits (cf. S.’s similar point in regard to pleasing men and gods, 274a4-5n.).
Joining this passage (as well as Epist. 7.341b—345a and the entire argument since
274b7) to a larger argument on Plato’s so-called esoteric teachings, proponents of
the Ttibingen school of Platonic hermeneutics have argued that TimcTepa refers
to Plato’s esoteric teachings themselves and that in this passage Plato is declaring
his refusal to commit these teachings to writing (Kramer 1959: 380486, Szlezak
1985: 7-48; summary at Szlezak 1999: 51—4). This interpretation of T Tepa is
tendentious and untenable — chiefly because Plato differentiates between written
and oral cliscourse not on the basis of content but on the basis of appropriate
use —as has been made clear by Vlastos 1981: 394—8, Heitsch 1989, Kiihn 2000.
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Dalfen 1998 provides a comprehensive refutation of the esotericist approach to
Plato. ‘

278er tv 5(kni ou Troin TV f| Adywv ouyypagéa f| vouoypdeov Tpooepels:
the names themselves do not warrant reproach (278c1—4n.), but it is a matter
of reproach for a writer to be classified merely with respect to his chosen liter-
ary genre since that indicates a lack of seriousness and philosophical pursuits
(277€1-3). e3 Tén ralpon: Lysias (237a9, 257¢7, 264¢8), who as a composer
of discourse would benefit from being informed about the difference between
writing prose as a philosopher and merely writing epideictic prose; cf. 243d5-€1n.,
258d7-10.

278e4—-279c6: CONCLUSION

The business of the dialogue is complete: S. has said what he wanted to say
on eros and discourse (278bs); Ph. has solemnly declared his intention to pursue
philosophy (278bg, cf. 279c5); S. has clarified the message that Ph. is to take back to
Lysias, his “beloved,” in regard to his activity as a composer of discourse (278b5—
¢3). Ph. takes the opportunity to inquire regarding S.’s message for his “beloved,”
Isocrates, also a composer of discourse, which allows Plato to comment explicitly
on his contemporary rival (278e4-279b3). Then, ready to depart the idyllic spot,
addressing the gods who have inspired the conversation, S. prays for success in
his quest for virtue and wisdom (279b8-c3). After Ph. joins the prayer, S. and Ph.
acknowledge each other as friends and partners in the pursuit of wisdom and go
(279¢5-6).

278e4~279b3 On Isocrates. S.’s argument against the serious use of written
texts and his derisive characterization of epideictic prose-writing are formulated
for general applicability. Plato’s use of Lysias, dead by 380 or soon thereafter, as
the representative of Athens’ rhetorical culture and S.’s rival for Ph.’s allegiance
creates a distance between the argument in the dialogue and Plato’s audience
in the g60s or 350s when he likely wrote the dialogue (Introd. 7). Thus, even
though Isocrates has intermittently been an implicit target (see notes at 235b2,
237d7-8, 239b4, 24326, 261b1—2, 272a3—4, 278d8~g), Plato had reason to bring
Isocrates into the dialogue explicitly, the only instance where Plato mentions
Isocrates by name. Isocrates was the founder of a successful school of rhetoric
and politics (Marrou 1956: 11g—36), which rivaled the Academy as a school of
higher education. He was the most prominent successor of the fifth-century
sophists and the leading proponent of the written artistic rhetorical texts that
were becoming ever more dominant in the fourth century (Livingstone 1998,
Orth 2003). In addition, Isocrates laid claim to the word philosaplia, to which of
course Plato laid claim as well, as a token of his educational program (239b4n.).
Plato uses irony to inform his readers, on the onc hand, that he recognizes
Isocrates as the chief representative of the contemporary rhetorical culture that
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he opposes in this dialogue, and, on the other hand, that regardless of Isocrates’
claim to plilosgphia he fails to attain the kind of philosophical discourse and
written philosophical authorship that S. puts forward and defends. The artful
manner in which Plato introduces Isocrates into the conversation maintains
the dialogue’s dramatic intcgrity (279a1—2n.) while allowing Plato to comment
on his rival with specific reference to the argument on writing and philosophy
in the dialogue (279a4-bg). Cf. Eucken 1983, Cooper 1985 on Isocrates vis-a-
vis Plato. For the view that Plato’s comments on Isocrates are not ironic, see
Erbse 1g71.

278e4-5 oUbt y&p oUbt Tdv cbv Eraipov Bel mwapehBeiv “for certainly your
companion too must not be overlooked.” The second negative reinforces the first
one (AGPS67.11.2.G). €7 Tov kaAdv: the epithet suggests that S. is in love with
— i.e. ardently admires — Isocrates in the way that S. has suggested Ph. is in love
with Lysias (236bsn.), and that what makes Isocrates “beautiful” is his writing,
S. accepts these suggestions so that Plato can make his point about Isocrates
(279b2—3), but even within the fictional world of the dialogue they are not to be
taken at face value. There is also no evidence that the historical S. was connected
with Isocrates, hence Plato is not evoking an actual relationship between the two
(Heitsch 19gga: 21g—21). For kaAds used with respect to intellectual endowment,
cf. 279b8—c1 kaAddt. . . T&vBobev and S.’s insistence that Theaetetus, known for
being ugly, is kaAds because he speaks well (TAz. 143e¢, 185¢). e7-8 Tiva crTdv
pfioopev elvai “what sort of person shall we say he is?,” i.e. a philosophical writer
or an epideictic writer like Lysias. On Tiva as predicate, cf. Grg. 449a elrt g 4
Téxvn kol Tiva Fopylav koAeiv xph fuds, AGPS 61.8.0.

279ar-2 Néos ET1, & Daibpe, . . . Aéyeiv EEAco: S.’s prophecy is patently Plato’s
comment on Isocrates at the time he wrote the Phaedrus, when Isocrates, born
in 436, would have been at least sixty-five and possibly into his eighties (Introd.
7). “Still young” suits the vague indications of dramatic date in the dialogue
(Introd. g); and it accommoclates the conceit of a relationship with the older S. in
which the whole passage is framed. But Plato is not concerned with chronology.
Terms ascribing youth are notoriously vague and often indicate condescension
on the part of the user: cf. Introd. note 11 on & veavia, Xen. Mem. 1.2.35 (véos
is applicable until the person is mature enough to serve on the Council, which
is age thirty), Diog. Laert. 8.10 (Pythagoras divides the span of human life thus:
Tois elkoot Erea, venviokos elkool, venving elkool, yépwv eikoot). The youth
which S. ascribes to Isocrates enables Plato to shape S.’s “prophecy” of Isocrates
around the idea of development from an immature stage to a mature one (279a8—
ban.). aq—5 Aokel pot &uelveov . . . fiBer yevwikwTépuor kekp&oBon “in regard
to his natural endowment [Isocrates] seems to me to be better than the level
of the speeches associated with Lysias, and also to be blended with a nobler
character.” The comparative adjective followed by i korr& signifies a different
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order of magnitude between the comparanda (AGPS 68.25.2); cf. 7i. 40d Trepl &t
TéOV &AAwv Sanpdvev elreiv kal yvévat Thy yéveow ueiov ) ko fuds. mepl with
the accusative in the attributive position indicates a connection in a general way
(AGPS 68.33.4); cf. 246b3—4 1) Tepl fiuds Hvidxnois. “The speeches associated with
Lysias” must be paradoxical display pieces like the erotic speech in the dialogue
as well as the logographic speeches that make up Lysias’ corpus. The speeches
for which S. praises Isocrates in the next sentence concern public matters and
rhetorical and educational issues in general (next note), hence are the products
of a nobler character. a6—7 el mepl alrols Te ToUs Adyous. . . dyapbvwv
Adywv “[so it would not surprise as he grows older] if with regard to the very
speeches that he works on now he should surpass those who have so far put their
hand to discourse more than [he surpasses] children.” To what speeches does
S. refer when he pays Isocrates this compliment? Isocrates wrote two kinds of
speeches that reflect discrete periods of his career, logographic speeches early on
(speeches 16—21, in the years 403-393) and from about 3go onwards the series of
public epideictic discourses on a variety of subjects for which he achieved renown
(speeches 1-15). It was also around 390 or soon thereafter that Isocrates opened his
school. By the mid 360s Isocrates had published ten such discourses that survive
in whole or part, including Against the soplists (13, ¢. 390), Panegyricus (4, ¢. 380),
Helen (10, ¢. 370). He added the Antidosis (15) in the mid g50s. S. has no reason to
praise Isocrates’ logographic productions, which are polished but not superior to
those of Lysias in either technicjue or conception and which Isocrates himself later
disavowed (15.36—41). S. must be referring to Isocrates’ public written epideictic
discourses, which would have been well known to Plato’s contemporaries and in
respect of which it can truly be said that Isocrates surpassed all others. In these
speeches Isocrates builds up the sophistically based rhetorical culture that Plato
contests. So when S. mentions speeches that Isocrates works on “now,” he refers
not to the dramatic date within the dialogue, at which time Isocrates had not yet
begun to write publicly at all, but to the time when Plato wrote the Phaedrus and
Isocrates was at his peak of professional accomplishment and fame. For S. to use
viv to refer to Plato’s day would disrupt the dramatic fiction, but no more so than
the prophecy ex eventu itself, transparent as that device is. There is no reason why
Plato should not pay Isocrates this compliment. Plato would be conceding, with
irony, that Isocrates does well what he does without conceding that what he does
is important, instructive, or beneficial; cf. S.’s ironic acknowledgment of Lysias
as an accomplished professional writer (236d4-5). Plato’s generosity is also ironic
insofar as it sets up the rest of S.’s utterance, which combines ironic praise with
implicit criticism.  a8-b2 &1 e el Tt . . THi1 TOU &vbpds Siavoicn “and
further [it would not surprise] if these things [i.e. the speeches he works on now]
should not suffice for him but some rather divine impulse should lead him to
greater things. For, my friend, there is by nature a kind of philosophy in the man’s
mind.” Double-edged: Isocrates’ natural endowment suits him for philosophy,
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like the souls at the top of the palinode’s hierarchy of souls (248d2-3), which is high
praise from Plato; but if Isocrates is to take up “greater things,” which can only
mean philosophy in Plato’s sense, then he will give up his present occupation, i.e.
the written epideictic speeches in which he excels and for which he is famed. The
“rather divine impulsc” that could possibly move Isocrates towards (Platonic)
philosophy is left vague (T1s. . . dput) 6e10Tépa), like the divine impulse that in the
words of Plato’s Parmenides actually affects S. (xaA?) utv olv kal Befa, €0 108, 1
Spu v 6pudis i Tous Adyous, Prm. 135d). In the present context this impulse
can only be divine erds, for it is precisely divine erds that moves souls towards
philosophy. The movement towards “greater things” is expressed in psychagogic
terms, as a force from outside that would lead (&yot) him in the appropriate
direction. The indefinite article Tis attached to pidocogia suggests that Isocrates
occupies an ambiguous position between the (conventional) philosop/ria that he
promotes (239bgqn.) and the (true Platonic) philosophia that remains for him an
as yet unrealized possibility; cf. the ambiguous position between rhetoric and
philosophy occupied by Ph. earlier ((raupoTeplin, 257bs). Since at the time of
Plato’s writing Isocrates was well advanced in years and entrenched in his career
(279a1—2n.), a turn to philosophy on his part was unlikely in the extreme. The fact
that he had not hitherto abandoned that career and advanced closer towards
his natural potential is implicitly but clearly a reproach. Yet Plato retains the
possibility that the “still young” Isocrates might give up his rhetorical practice
and turn to philosophy, no matter how unlikely it was in fact that he should do
so. It was important to retain that possibility. In the course of the dialogue we
watch Ph. turn towards philosophy under S.’s tutelage, even though, apart from
his appreciation for beauty, Ph.’s natural endowment might be consicered to be
less than fully- philosophical. Though Lysias’ natural endowment is said to be
less than that of Isocrates, S. insists that Lysias be informed of what transpired
under the plane tree so that he too might contemplate a turn from rhetoric
to philosophy (278e3, 279b4; cf. 257b3—4). Earlier S. depicted Pericles as one
who had the appropriate natural endowment for philosophical rhetoric and only
needed a lucky encounter with Anaxagoras to fulfill his potential (270a2-6).
By phrasing S.’s prophecy in terms of Isocrates’ potential and leaving the matter
open regardless of likelihood, Plato makes his point about his contemporary while
maintaining decorum and demonstrating S.’s unstinting generosity, as befits the
true povoikds (268e1—2n.), towards all potential interlocutors, including sophistic
pretenders,

279b2-3 TaUTa 81 olv dyc utv. . . oU 8" txeiva &g oois Aucicu: S. and Ph. are
to execute their responsibilities to their respective beloveds as befits philosophical
erastai; cf. 236bsn., 278e7n. on the pederastic terminology. The nymphs and
other divinities who oversaw the conversation (278b6—cr) give authority to the
results of the conversation; hence Tap& Tévde TGV Becdv. The deictic pronoun
suggests reference to the votive offerings noticed earlier or possibly to the very
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depiction of Achelous, nyrphs, and Pan on the votive relief that was found in
the vicinity (230b7n.). ékeiva refers to 278e3 TalUTa, which refers to the message
on philosophical authorship (278bs—e1). bg-~5 Toouev, breidn kol 76 TViyos
fimidTepov yéyovev: cf. 242a3—5 on the heat and leaving, S. reiterates Ph.’s faopev
after he has laden it with meaning (279c6n.). b6 eUEaptvw Tpérrel Toiode
TopeveoBau: eUfapbvew is attracted from the dative with Tpéel to the accusative
with the infinitive (4GPS 55.2.7). The deictic pronoun refers to the gods (279ba—
3n.). S.’s orientation towards the divine remains exemplary. ~ b8W ¢lAe Tév
Te kal &AAol Soor Tiibe Beol: on the local gods and Pan, cf. 230byn.; the Muses
are included as well (278c1), represented by the cicadas overhead (262d3—s5). The
opening of this prayer at the end of the dialogue recalls the opening of S.’s
prayer to Eros at the end of the palinode, & ¢fAe “Epws (257a2). Pan and the
nymphs caused S.’s nympholepsy (238d1n.) and were credited with the artistry
that inspired S.'s speeches (262d3, 263d6—). S. asks these gods not for the divine
enthusiasm which is their province and which they bestowed on him eardier but
for the philosophical virtues which he already sttives to attain and which the
moderate person (6 cwgptov) in particular embodies (279c2—3). Like the satyr
Marsyas to whom Alcibiades likens S. (Smp. 215b—d) and like S. himself, Pan is
ugly. The exterior ugliness suits the prayer for inner heauty. b8—cx SolnTé pot
KoAGH yevéoBon T&vBoBev: iambic rhythm (x—w—x—w—x~v-) but not an iambic
trimeter because the line does not observe Porson’s law (barring the rhythm ——i—
w— at verse-end) and lacks a caesura after the first or third element of the second
metron (x:—v—~ or x~wi-). Tambic rhythm, which is closest to natural speech (Arist.
Rh. 3.1408b33~4), suits the prayer’s modest tone} cf. S.’s discomfort at uttering a
hexameter, signifying epic verse, at the end of his first spcech (241e1—2n.) as well
as the unmetrical mock Homeric hexameters of the palinode (252b3-c1). SofnTe
is optative of wish (AGPS 54.3.1), as vouiZom, efn (c2). This last mention of beauty
in the dialogue shifts the focus from the visible beauty that in the palinode arouses
erds (250b1—252a7) to the beauty that is a property of the soul (T&v&o8ev). Implicit
is the idea that inner beauty is a matter of virtue (wisdom, justice, piety, courage,
moderation); cf. Prt. 3o9c—d, Rep. 4.444d-e.

27gcx E§wbev 52 Soa Exw, Tois tvTds elvad por pidia: a person’s exterior, physical
attributes and circumstances have only secondary importance for his or her
happiness (Republic). So S. prays not for any particular exterior circumstances
but merely that the exterior circumstances (£§c0ev 8t o £xw) be in harmony
with (¢fA10) his interior ones (Tois ¢vrds), i.e. his soul, which is the primary
concern. S.’s preference for interior resources ovér exterior ones recalls Ammon’s
preference for memory (uvfiun), an exclusively interior faculty (EvBoBev), over
reminding (Uréuvnois), an external event (E§cobev) (275a2-6). cr—2 TAovUolov
8t voplZoim Toév copdv “may I believe that the wise man is wealthy,” which is a
conviction that S. already holds (4dp. 29d—30b, Rep. 7.521a). This prayer, in place
of the customary one for wealth (TrAoUTos) or prosperity (6ABos), is implicitly a
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recuest to maintain the engagement with philosophy that provides S. with the
basis for the conviction abhout the wise man that he already holds and wants to
maintain. The figurative use of TTAoUaiov prepares for S.’s next request. c2—
3 1o 5t XpuooU mAfifos efn por doov pfTe péptv unTe &yev Buvaito &Ahos
| & oddppwv “and may I have as great a quantity of gold as none could bear
and lead away but the moderate man.” The optative SUvaito functions like the
optative in a subordinate conditional clause (AGPS 54.13.3). The prayer and thus
the dialogue end with a riddle: how much gold can a moderate man bear and
lead away? How much gold does S. pray for? It would be insipid for S. to pray
for a moderate amount of gold, especially in his penultimate utterance of the
dialogue. What would S. want with a moderate amount of gold? S.’s poverty, a
result of his utter indifference to wealth, is a fundamental aspect of his character
(227¢8). ufTe péperv pfTe &yew is a negative formulation of gépew Te kal &yew,
which is a common idiom for “plunder” (LS]J s.v. &yw A.1.3, pépw A.v1.2); for the
negative formulation, cf. Laws 10.884a Tév dAAoTpicwv undéva undtv pépev undt
&yew. Thus S. prays to have no gold, for the moderate man will not plunder any
gold at all. Yet the figurative use of TAoUotov in the preceding clause also lends
a figurative sense to xpuooU, which is brought out by the word order and can be
construed thus: “but as for the quantity of gold [i.e. the gold that constitutes true
wealth, viz. wisdom], may I have as much of it as . . . ” (Gaiser 198g). S. previously
used the word “golden” (xpuooUs) in a figurative sense, referring to Ph.’s good
character (235e3n.). In the present case, taking pfTe pépeiv prjTe &yew in a plain
sense, S. prays to have as great a quantity of wisdom as the moderate man can
acquire. How much wisdom is that? There is perhaps no strict upper limit to the
wisdom which the moderate man in pursuit of wisdom can acquire except that
it will be less than the perfect wisdom that belongs to the gods (278d4-6n.). Thus
S. reaffirms his awareness of human and divine capacities, which he expressed in
both the palinode (248a1—c2) and his comments to Ph. (273e3—2744a3), this time
appropriately in a prayer. Taking the moderate man as his model in the pursuit
of wisdom, 8. reaffirms his allegiance to the Delphic inscription (229e5) and his
desire to see himself (gua human being) as “a gentler, simpler creature, whom
nature has endowed with a divine, un-Typhonic portion” (230a4—5). Closing with
a riddling comment that pertains to a central theme of the dialogue, as in the
Phaedo (the cock to Asclepius) and the Symposium (one poet can write both comedy
and tragedy), recalls and surpasses the witticisms that close Gorgianic—Lysianic
display pieces (234c5n., 241din.). 5 Kal tpol Talta ouvelyou: kovd ydp &
Tév @fAwv: joining the prayer reiterates Ph.’s conversion to philosophy (278bs4).
Ph. quotes the well-known proverb not for the sake of sharing material goods
but to join S. as a partner in the pursuit of wisdorn, which is the one occupation
that S. shares with his friends. kaf answers pév (279c4) (GP 374). €6 “loopev:
presumably back to the city, but the destination, left unstated, is unknown. By
means of the first-person plural S. acknowledges Ph.’s use of the proverb about
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friends and thus welcomes Ph. as his friend and partner in the pursuit of wisdom,
which is their destination regardless of their physical movements. The verb of
motion recalls the opening line of the dialogue and the dialogue’s focus on the
direction of the movement of the soul (227a1n.). The one-word utterance conveys
finality even as it points to the future.



APPENDIX

SYNOPSIS OF THE PHAEDRUS

227a1—-230¢e5: Prologue: along the Ilissus
229c5—230a6: S. on rationalizing myth
2g0obz—e1: 8. on the beautiful spot under the plane tree
230e6—234cs: Lysias’ speech on eras
234c6—237a6: First interlude: S. to compete with Lysias
2g7a7-241d1: 8.’ first speech on erds
241d2-243¢€6: Second interlude: S.’s divine sign, Stesichorus’ purifying palinode
243¢7—-257b6: S.’s second speech on erds: the palinode
243€7-245¢4: introduction: traditional examples of beneficial divine madness
245c5—257al: erds as beneficial divine madness
245c5-249d3: the mythical setting
245c5—246a2: formal proof of the immortality of the soul
246a3-e3: the image of the soul as winged chariot
246e4-247c3: the heavenly procession of divine and human souls
247c4~¢4: the divine view of the super-heavenly realm
248a1—c2: the struggle of human souls to see true Being
248c3-249d3: the law of Adrastea, the incarnation and reincarnation of
souls, recollecting the Forms
249d4—257at: the heroic struggle and sublime victory of divine erds
249c4—250d7: the recollection of beauty and the arousal of erds in the soul
250e1-252c3: the lover’s maddening experience of erds in his soul
252c4—253¢6: the lover educates his beloved whereby both become like
their leading god
253c7—254¢9: the conflict in the lover’s soul when he approaches his
beloved
255a1—257at: conclusion: the triumph and benefits of divine erds
257a2-b6: postscript: S. prays to Eros for himself, Lysias, and Ph.
257b7—25ge1: Third interlude: from rhetorical speeches to dialectical inquiry
257b7—258e4: what is good and bad speaking and writing?
258e5-259d6: the cicadas as overseers of dialectical inquiry
259e2-274b6: Inquiry: what constitutes good and bad discourse: the art of
rhetoric
259e2—261a6: good discourse in the sense of discourse that persuades
261a7-€4: definition: rhetoric is a kind of psychagigia
261e5—262c3: demonstration: the skilled speaker has knowledge of his subject
matter
262c4-266d4: examination of Lysias’ and S.’s speeches for the presence or
absence of rhetorical art
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262d7—264¢e6: Lysias’ speech lacks an argument, comparison to Midas epi-
gram
264e6—266c1: S.’s speeches based on dialectic, consisting of collection and
division
266d5—=26qd: criticism of sophistic techné rhétorike
266d5—267dg: the sophists’ rhetoric books
268a1—269d1: the sophists’ notion of techné
269d2—272b6: psychology
269d2—271¢4: the skilled speaker needs to understand the nature of the soul
271cg—272b4: the skilled speaker’s training in psychology
272b7-274b6: conclusion of the account of the art of rhetoric: no short cut
272d2—273e3: Tisias’ probability arguments rejected
273e3—27445: the proper use of rhetoric
274b7—278e3: Inquiry into the propricty of writing for the transmission of knowl-
edge
274c5-275b2: myth of Theuth
275¢c5—-278b4: playful written discourse vs. serious dialectic
278bs—eg: the conditions of philosophical writing
278e4—279c6: Conclusion
278e4-279b3: 8. on Isocrates
279b8--c6: prayer and departure
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Aypos, 92
&boAeoyla, 209-10
alpeiv, 159

dxovw, 184
&AOe1a, 141, 144
&M ye 81, 188
&v, 101, 141

qvéryxn Aoyoypa@ikf|, 1—-2, 192-3

avTiAoyikn, 13, 185-6
&mdn, 13,187

&pa, 119

3pa, 95, 121

dpx, 137
&ofjpavTol, 150

b, 93

atTika, 108

avTds, 142

PiPAlov, 89
Ypépewv, 88

StovTa, 105
b1, 21
S1aP&AAw, 163
BraekTixe, 234

€lbos, 197

elkds, see probable, the
Eupuyov, 232
tvBeixvuabo, 214, 216

18¢a, 138, 197
181607NS, 110, 174

kal, 22, 103
kaipds, 216-17
KaAA(Trans, 7, 182
kaAds, 244
KATpOTITOV, 165
Kképkos, 162

Ao, 144
Aoyoypagia, 88, 172
Aoyoypdgos, 170
Adyos tpwTikds, 97, 107
Adycov TéYvn, 180

1. GREEK WORDS

uév/ B¢, 21—2
ueTewpoAoyia, 20g-10
povoeia, 202

uovaikds, 6, 205-6, 246

veavia (Vocative), 7
vy Tov klva, 89

Shov, 21t

Spofeov, & TAW, 125
boTpaxivda, 119
oUTw, 112

ol (vocative), 7

epiBdAdopal, 218

wloTis, 256

TAnouov, 119

ToinTs; 105-6, 110, 174

ToAUs (with participle),
160

pnTopikf, 180

copioTal, 171
oTapydv, 165
oUyypaupa, 172
0QULw, 153

Tameivds, 170
TINIAOTEPQ, 242

Umopviparta, 147, 233
Umrrlas, 192
UomAng, 162

pépetv Te kal &yewv, 248
tAopabtis, g6
pthoooola, 116, 246
IAdéo0Qos, 241
PIAGTNS, 9O

XpuooUs, 108, 248

yuxayawyla, 12-13, 183,
215

QDOTE, 135
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2. GENERAL

accusative of content, 159

Achelous, g6, 190, 191

Acumenus, 86, 204, 206

Adrastea, 143

Adrastus, 206

Aeschines Socraticus, 87, 158

Aesop, 218

aesthetic and moral qualities, 159

agabnatophilia, 156

Agra, g1—2

Alcibiades, 7, 9, 87, 165, 173, 247

Alciclamas, 97, 106, 171, 217, 230, 232, 242

Alcmaeon of Croton, 136

Alexis, 26

ambiguity, 20, 105, 137, 139, 150

Ammon, 227; see also Thamus

anacoluthon, 87, 9o, 114, 147, 227, 234, 237

Anacreon, 107, 138

anal intercourse, 151-2, 161, 167

anaphora, 137, 142, 166

Anaxagoras, 136, 208~10

antilogical, 194

Antiphon, 220

aorist, 161; gnomic, 101, 141

Apology, 145, 241

aporia, 6

Arabic tradition, 29

Ares, 156

argument in rhetoric, 104-5, 106~7, 108,
110-11, 189—200

Aristides, 182

Aristophanes, 162, 202, 205, 239

Aristotle, 107, 201-3, 220; influenced by
Phacedrus, 25~6, 106, 111

“ass’s shadow” (proverb), 180

asyndeton, g1, 113, 117, 165

attunement, see harmonics

beauty, 88-9, 247; Form of, 15-17, 127, 129,

149-51
Boreas, g1—2

Callicles, 89, 173

Callimachus, 26

Calliope, 176

Charmides, 164

chiasmus, g4, 16, 119, 166

cicadas, 5, 175, 1go; and abstinence, 87,
234

Cicero, 267, 131, 137

clarity: in rhetoric, 106, 113-14, 198; in
dialectic, 230, 237, 239

Cleobulus of Lindus, 194

collection and division, 196—9, 236; see also
dialectic

Corax, 201, 221

Cratylus, 104, 131-2, 155, 221

Cypselid dedication in Olympia, 109

Darius, 173

deception in rhetoric, 187—9, 212

definition: in dialectic, 207; in rhetoric,
113-14, 191-2, 198, 237

deliberative, 3, 111, 113, 126

Delphi, 131; Delphic inscription, 94

Democritus, 107

[Demosthenes] 61 (erotic speech), 107

Derrida, 30

design, sez logographic necessity; structure
of the Phaedrus

developmental hypothesis, for orclering
Plato’s dialogues, 23—4

dialectic, 5, 13, 146, 175, 210, 224~5, 2345,
239; in philosophy, 17, 25; in rhetoric,
12-13, 111, 113, 196, 19g—200; seriousness
of, 196; see also collection and division

Dion of Syracuse, 1567

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 114

Dionysus, 195

disavowal of knowledge, Socrates’, 107

dithyrambic, 115

divination, 131—2

clivine sign, Socrates’, 5, 120, 1223

Dodona, 131, 229

doubling, 89, 123

dramatic date of Phaedius, 7-10, 245

Egyptian myth, 224, 2267

ekplaasis, g5—6

Eleatic Palamedes, 184—5

elenchos, Socratic, 6

Eleusinian cult, sez mystery cult

Empedocles, 124, 153

Epicrates, 86, 107

epideictic, 3, 102—3, 106, 112, 120, 220, 238;
and Lysias, 98, 171, 173

epigrams, Hellenistic, 27, 157

ervs: conventional 14; philosophical, 10,
14-17, 169; reciprocal, 165

Eros, 14-15, 123, 126, 138, 155

erotic expertise, Socrates’, 87, 169

Eryximachus, 86, 122, 204, 206

ethical consequences of rhetoric, 120~2,
221-3

etymology, Platonic, 114, 131-3, 148, 153

Euenus, 201
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euphemism for sex, 99

Euripides, 8, 132, 158, 160, 162, 202, 2045
Euthydemus, 221

Euthyphso, 6

gardens of Aclonis, 230, 232

gods, 14; goodness of, 123, 13g-40, 222;
Olympian, 140

Gorgias, Gorgianic, 97, 103, 104, 109, 201,
211

Gorgias, 14, 24, 143, 145, 173, 193; argument
against sophistic rhetoric in, 10-12,
180~1, 186, 210-11, 222

gymnasia, 1634

harmonics, 205-6

heaven and procession of souls, 1401

Heidegger, 2g—30

Henra, 95

Hermes, 191, 227

Hermias of Alexandia, 1, 28, 88, 116, 119,
120, 153, 155, 182, 202, 205, 221, 229

Herodicus, 88

Hesiod, 1767, 218

Hestia, 140

hierarchy of human lives, 144-5

Hippias Minor, 187

Hippocrates, 211-12

Homey, 105, 124, 140, 142, 1545, 159, 163,
176, 179, 192, 194, 203, 222, 233

Homeric verse, 19, 121, 155, 162 199

Homeridae, 154

honor, love of, 166—;

hyperbaton, 134, 154, 203

Ibycus, 91, 123

initiation, 147, 158; see also mystery cult

lIon, 6, go, 134, 158, 238

irony: heavy-handed, 105, 201-3, 214;
Platonic, 88, 111, 115, 225—6; Platonic,
dlirected at Isocrates, 243—6; Socratic, in
conversation with Phaedrus, 4-5, 85, 87,
88, 93, 9, 106, 114, r'72—3, 226; Socratic,
denying rhetorical expertise, 190

Isocrates, 8, 9, 223, 107, 109, 114, 116, 150,
184, 217, 242, 2436

jingles, 20, 155, 182, 201

Laconian wisdom, 1812

Laws, 164, 173, 240

learning, 2245, 228-9; see also
recollection; written texts

Licymnius, 202

INDEXES

likeness: of a Form, 148-g; in rhetoric, 132,
180, 188, 221

locus amoenus, g6

logographic necessity, 1—2, 1923, 214

Lycurgus, 173

Lysias (historical figure), 8

Lysis, 9,97, 164

madness, 118, 129; divine, beneficial, 1314,
151~6; and philosophy, 16, 89, 199

edical analogy, 204, 210

Menander, 232

Meno, 25

metaphor, 20-1, 96, 117, 118, 133, 135,
152—4, 160, 164, butchery, 198; for
clinlectic, 2245, 231, 235, father, 169, .
231; food and discoume, 86—7; gold, 248;
hunting, 233; initiation, 158; left and
right, 198; living creature, 193; memory,
231; methol, 190, 208~9; perception of
Forms, 149; p/mnnakon 97, 123, 227-8;
and simile, 21, 158, 193, 198; swimming,
192; thcater, 173; writing, 230-3; see also
mystery cult; pederasty

metempsychosis, 143

Miclas, grave epigram for, 2, 193—4

moderate man, as Socrates’ moclel,
247-8

Morychian house, 86

Muses, 112, 117, 190, 240; philosophical,
124, 144, 175~7, 234

mystery cult, 143, 14950

mythical form, 195

narrative, 85, 112, 128-30, 138

Naucratis, 227

Neoplatonism and Neoplatonists, 28, 225
nympholepsy, 115, 121

nymphs, 190, 191

“oak and rock” (in proverbs), 229
oath, 110
ophthalmia, 1645

painting, 230

Palaephatus, 93

Palamedes, 227; see also Eleatic Palamedes

palinode: poetic style in, 141; Socrates’, 1,
14, 126-30; Stesichorus’, 124

Pan, 115, 190, 191, 247

paradox, 112, 126

Parmenides, 185, 246

parody, 98, 112

participles, without conjunctions, 89



INDEXES

particles, Plato’s use of, 21

pederasty (Greek), 3, 100, 117, 161; ethical
features of, 109; used in metaphor, g,
109, 244, 246

Pericles, 2069, 246

Phaedo, 25, 97, 122, 1467, 210

Phaedrus: change uncler Socrates’
influence, 3-7, 239, 248; facilitator of
speeches, 9, 10, 110, 122, 125; historical
figure, 7, 130; potential erastés, 7-10; in
Protagoras and S)mpo.uwn 9; variegated
soul of, 6

Plulebus, 197

philosophy, 116, 199, 241; and rhetoric, 1o,
13~1

Pincglar,487, 110

plane tree, 95-6, 240

play, 189, 195~6, 234, 239; and written
texts, 225-6, 232

Plutarch, 27, 152, 182, 209

poetry: inspired, 134; style in, 112

Polemarchus, 4, 8, 169

Politicus, 197

Polus, 202

Polycrates, 97

prayer: diction, 112, 220-1; Socrates’,
168-9, 247-8

prescripts of Athenian dlecrees,
172

probable, the, 93, 201-2, 21821

Prodicus, 202

Prometheus, 227

prose-writers, 240

Protagoras, 203

Protagoras, 208, 213, 214, 238

psychagogic rhetoric, 10-14, 85, 126, 183,
197, 215—18; scope of, 183—4, 186;
training in, 216; use of, 187, 221-3; see
also yuyaywyla

psychology, use in rhetoric 12-13,
207-18

purification, 1235, 133, 149

rationalizing myth, g2—4

reception of Phaedrus: fourth-century, 25-G;
medieval and mocdlern, 29-30;
postclassical, 26-8

recollection (of Forimns), 15-16, 127, 129,
146

reminding, 228, 233, 236, 239

Republic, 14, 24, 138, 140, 142, 143, 145,
148, 150-1, 159-60, 169, 187, 188, 234,
242

rhapsodlic cliscourse, 238
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rhetoric: and desire, 128; and play, 196,
238, see also antilogical; deliberative;
epicleictic; psychagogic rhetoric;
sophistic rhetoric

Rhetoric to Alexander, 26, 200, 220

ridclle, 248

role-playing, 89

Sappho, 107, 152

scenic details, 86

Seconcl Sophistic, 26

sexual innuendo, 7, 9, 118

sexual tension, 152—3

Sibylla, 131

sight: and desire, go; and shame, 110,
125

Solon, 173

Soplist, 191, 197

sophistic rhetoric, 2, 11-13, 91, 93, 179-80,
184, 200-8

sophists, 92, 99, 184—5, 200, 229; sez also
Gorgias; Isocrates; Protagoras;
Thrasymachus

Sophocles, 8, 160, 162, 2045

soul, souls, 15, 127; itnage as winged
chariot, 15, 129, 138—40; inmontality of,
135-8; typology of, 212, 21518

speechwriter (logographos), 170

Stephanus (Henri Estienne), 3t

Stesichorus, 120, 124, 1301, 144,
168

structure of Phaedrus, 1~

stylc Plato’s, 18—22, 95-6; poctic, 168—9;
in rhetoric, 6-7, 106, 113, 136, 214,
236~

stylistic theory, 27, 106

stylometry of Plato’s dialogues, 23

sublune, 150

“sweet bend” (proverb) 171

S_’ym,gm'wn, 25, 100, 102, 104, 122, 157,

105

Thamus, 224, 227-8
Theaetetus, 24.1, 244
Theocritus, 26

Theodorus of Byzantium, 201
Theuth, 224, 227-8

Thoth, see Theuth
Thrasyinachus, 200, 203, 213
Thucydides, 173, 185, 222
Timaeus, 137, 193

Tisias, 201, 219—22
Tubmgen school 242-3

Typho, 94, 125, 236
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ugliness, 159, 247
Urania, 177

verse, Plato’s use of] 19, 87, 120-1,
247
violence, threat of, go, 110

written lechnai, 200-3, 220, 220-30
written texts, 223-6; and learning, 228;
ancl memory, 227-8; philosophical, 225,

240-2; and sophists, 171, 200, 229; ses
also metaphor: writing

Xenophon, 159
youth, terms for, 244
Zeno, see Eleatic Palamedes

Zeus, go, 105, 140, 156-8, 166; and
Ganymede, 164



