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INTRODUCTION

1. ALCIBIADES

In 399 Bc, Socrates was tried, convicted, sentenced to death, and
executed. One of the charges was ‘he corrupts the young men’.! If
anything could be used to substantiate this charge of corrupting the
young men, it was Socrates’ association with the most spectacularly
corrupted of them all, Alcibiades.?

Alcibiades’ beauty (104a), his courage (115d7n.), his high birth
(104b), his wealth (104c), his rhetorical prowess (113d6 8n.), his
ostentatious affectations (113egn., 122cin.), his Olympic victories
(1o5b5 6n., 122d8n.), his debaucheries (127a6n.), and even his crimi
nal escapades (106e8n. on vUkTwp, 118e8n. on &y oiuar aiTios), gave
him a glamour that soon won him an influential place in Athenian
politics. He entered adult life at about the start of the Peloponnesian
War (123d6 7n.), the prolonged and destructive series of conflicts in
which the Athenians set themselves against the Spartans, and, ulti
mately, against more or less all the other Greeks too. He was in his
carly thirties when, in 421 Bc, the Athenians and the Spartans nego
tiated a peace. According to the treaty, the peace was to last for fifty
years (Th. 5.18.3). Alcibiades was soon able to engineer a resump
tion of hostilities. Among the devices he used was an ingenious
double cross of a Spartan embassy to Athens (Th. 5.45); he here
displayed a capacity for winning people’s trust, and a readiness to
betray it, that were to remain with him throughout his life. The
resumed hostilities gave him the opportunity of commanding Athe
nian and allied forces in the Peloponnese (Th. 5.52.2, 5.55.4, 5.84.1).
He then incited, and was appointed a commander of, the massive
expeditionary force that in 415 Ba set out from Athens to conquer

' See 132a1n.; for the other charge, see 103a5 6n.

2 Our main sources for public career of Alcibiades are Thucydides, 5.43 to
the end, and Xenophon’s Historia Graeca, the beginning to 2.1. He is the sub
ject of extant ancient Lives, by Nepos and Plutarch, and modern accounts by
Hatzfeld (1951), Ellis (1989), and de Romilly (1995). His representation in
fifth and fourth century Athenian literature is discussed by Gribble (1999).

1



2 INTRODUCTION

Sicily (Th. 6.8.2, 6.15). He was recalled later that year, to face trial
on charges of blaspheming by parodying the Eleusinian mysteries
(113e9n.), perhaps the most sacred, and certainly the most secret, rit
ual of Athenian religion. On the voyage back to Athens, he jumped
ship, and defected to Sparta. The Athenians sentenced him to death
(to5b2 gn.).

With Alcibiades on the Spartan side, the war started to go badly
for the Athenians. On his advice (105b5 6n.), the Spartans took two
important measures. They sent help to the Sicilians; and they estab
lished a permanent garrison at Decelea, high ground within view of
Athens itself. The Athenian expedition to Sicily ended, two years
after it had begun, in total and catastrophic defeat. The garrison at
Decelea continued, until the end of the war, to deny the Athenians
access to the major part of Attica: even while they could still leave
the Piraeus by sea, by land they scarcely dared venture beyond the
city walls.

These measures, as much as anything, were eventually to win the
war for Sparta. The Spartan victory would in fact have come much
sooner if Alcibiades had not defected a second time. In 412, he was
with Spartan forces in the Aegean. They were there to take advan
tage of the rebellion that had broken out among Athens’ reluctant
satellites, emboldened by the defeat of the Sicilian expedition. Alci
biades’ multiple intrigues (not least, a love affair with a Spartan
queen: 121b8 cin.) made the Spartans too decide to kill him; but
just before the order for his execution came, he slipped away. After
a period spent in further intrigues at the court of Tissaphernes, the
local Persian governor, he joined the Athenian fleet then based at
Samos, and soon became its leader.

The Athenian fleet was so successful under Alcibiades’ leadership
that in 407 he was able to return to Athens in glory. The charges of
blasphemy were formally withdrawn; and, with him in the van, the
Athenians were able to make their solemn procession to Eleusis by
land for the first time since the Spartans had occupied Decelea.
Elected to the unprecedented office of ‘Universal Leader Plenipo
tentiary’ (&mwdvTwv flyepcov aUTokpaTwp; cf. 105b2 gn., 120a5 6n.),
he returned to the fleet. Shortly afterwards, he one day left a deputy
in charge; the deputy disobeyed orders, gave battle to the Spartans
at Notion, and lost (125d1o r11n.).
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Alcibiades once more separated himself from the Athenians.
He retreated this time to a castle he had prepared overlooking the
Hellespont. He made this his base for a little piracy, and yet more
political intrigues (105b6 7n.). One day in 405, he observed from his
castle a foolhardy deployment of the Athenian fleet. He advised
them to redeploy. They refused, and their refusal led to their defeat
at Aegospotami, the last sea battle of the Peloponnesian War (Xen.
HG 2.1.25 6). In 404, the year in which Athens finally surrendered to
Sparta, he was killed by assassins in the pay of the Persians (1o5cin.).

“They long for him, they loathe him, they want to have him.’
Aristophanes (Frogs 1425) had thus described the Athenians’ attitude
to Alcibiades in 405, during his second exile from the city. The
Athenians continued to love and hate the memory of Alcibiades
until well into the fourth century. Orators would try to make an
association with Alcibiades both grounds for sympathy and grounds
for hostility (Isoc. 16, Lys. 14, 15); both tactics no doubt stood a
reasonable chance of success.

Even in their own lifetimes, Socrates and Alcibiades were already
becoming the material of legend. It is therefore unsurprising that we
have no detailed and reliable record of their association. We can
however be sure that it was far more than a superficial acquaintance.
For the defenders of Socrates never dared to deny that he and Alci
biades had been associates. Instead, their writings attempted to show
that, in spite of his association with Alcibiades, Socrates was never
theless not to blame for the misdeeds of Alcibiades’ dizzying career.

2. Ol ZWKPATIKOI AOIFrOl AND ALCIBIADES

Socrates never wrote a word of philosophy. In fact, he never wrote a
word of anything very much, except that late in life he versified
some of Aesop’s fables, and prefaced them with a proem to Apollo
(Phd. 6oc d). To write philosophy was, in the time of Socrates, to
proclaim one’s possession of some philosophical truth, and one’s
authority to impart that truth to other people. Socrates insisted that
he had no such proclamation to make. His philosophical wisdom,
such as it was, consisted in an appreciation of his own ignorance
(r17b12 13n.). The chief philosophical service he could do for other
people was therefore to encourage them too to appreciate their own
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intellectual limits, and so start to take proper care of themselves
(128a2 3n., 132c1 5n.). This he could do orally. But not even all oral
genres were free from the pretensions to knowledge implicit in the
written philosophical genres of the day. One could hardly give a
long speech advising one’s fellow citizens in the Assembly without
pretending to know better than they did (106d1; cf. 1o6bin.,
107a13n., 107b6 7n.). Indeed, even asserting a philosophical point,
rather than getting one’s audience to assert philosophical points in
response to one’s questions, was liable to seem too grandiose (11g3bin.
on éyc pév N 6 EpwTdy, 114¢8 gn.). That left only one medium
in which Socrates could philosophise: a humdrum conversation or
81&hoyos, in which his main réle was to ask questions. This question
and answer medium for philosophy came to be called ‘dialectic’.

The followers of Socrates did not confine themselves to conversa
tion. They philosophised in writing. To do so, they invented a new
literary genre: written accounts of philosophical conversations be
tween Socrates and others, or ZwkpaTtikol Adyor. Within this genre
come most of the philosophical works of Plato and of Xenophon.
But these extant Socratic dialogues are only part of what was once
a much larger body of literature. Thus we hear tell of dialogues
also by many other friends and followers of Socrates. Among them
were the writings of (in alphabetical order): Aeschines, Alexamenus,
Antisthenes, Aristippus, Cebes, Crito, Euclides, Glaucon, Phaedo,
Simmias and Simon.?

Unlike the author of a treatise, the author of a dialogue need not
present himself as having the philosophical authority that Socrates
had disclaimed. For the author of a dialogue need not vouch for
the truth of any statement made by any of his characters. The only
exception to this is when one of the characters is the author himself,
presented as playing the leading réle in the conversation. But the
first author of philosophical dialogues to give himself such a role
seems to have been Aristotle (see e.g. Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.19.4, Ad
Quintum 3.5.1). Earlier authors do not seem to have appeared in their
own dialogues, save in such réles as the young and naive Xenophon
of Mem. 1.3.9 13. Certainly, the nearest that Plato ever gets to taking

3 The evidence for all these authors, such as it is, is gathered in SSR.
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part in one of his own dialogues is in the Apology, where at g4a and
38b he puts his own name on lists of silent extras. No doubt the
fact that the philosophical dialogue allows one to write philosophy,
without claiming more authority on the subject than Socrates ever
did, was the reason why Socrates’ followers invented this genre.

The charges on which Socrates had been executed continued to
be pressed after his death. In particular, a certain Polycrates wrote
an Accusation of Socrates, making much of the connection between
Alcibiades and Socrates, and asserting that Alcibiades had been
Socrates’ pupil.* Polycrates’ Accusation goaded admirers of Socrates
into replying on his behalf. This they did in various genres. Thus
Lysias responded to Polycrates by writing an Apology or speech in
Socrates’ defence (SSR 1.c. 137). Others wrote dialogues that repre
sented Alcibiades and his dealings with Socrates. Thus Alcibiades
was a minor character in Plato’s Protagoras, and a major character
in Plato’s Symposium and, apparently, Phaedo’s Jopyrus (122b2n.,
123a2n.). Above all, there was a series of dialogues in which Alci
biades figured so prominently that they were actually named after
him. We hear of dialogues called Alcibiades written by, among others,
Aeschines (frr. 41 54 SSR), Antisthenes (frr. 198 202 SSR), Euclides
(fr. 10 SSR) and Phaedo (fr. 8 SSR). Of all this series of dialogues,
only two survive. Both are ascribed to Plato: the so called Alcibiades
manor, or Lesser Alcibiades, or Alcibiades II, in which Socrates and
Alcibiades talk about prayer; and the so called Greater Alcibiades, or
Alcibiades I, which is the subject of this book, and which will here be
called simply the Alcibiades.

3. THE ALCIBIADES AND
PHILOSOPHICAL SEDUCTION

In the Alcibiades, Plato represents an attempt by Socrates to seduce
Alcibiades. In several ways, his attempt follows a then standard pat
tern. Alcibiades is a youth, whose beauty is now starting to flower
(131¢). Socrates is an older man, who has been waiting for a suitable

* Isoc. 11.4 6; Polycrates wrote, we know from D.L. 2.9, some time after
Athens’ walls were rebuilt in 395 393.
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moment to strike up a conversation (106a, 110b). The moment has
now come, for the two of them are alone together, and able to speak
intimately (118b). In return for Alcibiades’ favours, Socrates offers
him an educative experience that will make him, as he matures, a
useful participant in political life (1o5e, 118bgn., 124b c). There is
some suggestive talk about undressing (132a b) and gazing at the
reflections in one another’s eyes (132d 133b). By the end of the dia
logue, Socrates’ persistence gets some reward: Alcibiades promises at
any rate to grant him what he wants (135€).

Nevertheless, this is no usual seduction. The beauty that attracts
Socrates is a beauty not of body but of soul: Alcibiades’ adolescent
looks are fading, and it is his intellect that is now starting to flower
(131¢ d). The suitable moment for which Socrates has been waiting
is the moment when the god who has charge of his life will allow him
to speak to Alcibiades (103a, 105d 106a, 124¢). The intimate remarks
that Socrates makes to Alcibiades include a shocked reproof at his
utter ignorance (118b), and the suggestion that, as he now is, he is fit
only for slavery (135¢). The education that Socrates offers Alcibiades
will make him not merely a useful citizen of Athens, but fit to rule
the world (105¢ e, 124b). The suggestive talk about gazing into one
another’s eyes in fact suggests to Alcibiades an extremely proper
policy of self appraisal, conducted by contemplating God, and
directed towards moral and intellectual self improvement (133b c).
The promised reward for Socrates’ persistence is simply that Alci
biades will adopt such a policy, and in particular will therefore start
to care for justice (135e). For the practice into which Socrates is
trying to seduce Alcibiades is philosophy, ¢1Aocodia, or the love of
wisdom.

Socrates’ attempt to seduce Alcibiades may therefore seem rather
pale by comparison with what we usually call seduction. The dia
logue suggests however that things are the other way round. The
other épacTai of Alcibiades wanted only his body; but what Socrates
wants is Alcibiades’ soul, and that means Alcibiades himself (130c,
131¢ e). Socrates therefore is the only serious seducer; for he alone is
intent on intimacy with Alcibiades.

Philosophical seducers face a peculiar difficulty: there is no philo
sophical reasoning that they can expect to be effective. This is
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because those who are already prepared to hear and act on philo
sophical reasoning are already philosophers, and so do not need to
be seduced into philosophy. Aristotle (Plp. fr. 2) made this fact the
starting point of an ingenious argument: if you deny that philosophy
is worthwhile, then you are already engaged in philosophy, and so
you must accept that philosophy is worthwhile after all. But this
argument, precisely because it is already so philosophical, is better at
reinforcing than at creating a commitment to philosophy.

There is no philosophical argument in the initial stages of Soc
rates’ attempt to seduce Alcibiades. Indeed, at the very first stage,
there is not even speech: Socrates has been stalking Alcibiades in
silence for years before he ever utters a word to him (103a, 106a).
Moreover, when Socrates does break his silence, it is to name Alci
biades’ secret goal of world dominion (1052 c), and to claim that
this goal is, in spite of Alcibiades’ many advantages (104a c), unat
tainable without the help of Socrates (105d e). This strange silence,
and even stranger speech, produce a faint stir of curiosity in an
Alcibiades who is otherwise intellectually complacent (104d2 gn.).
Only now is he prepared to listen to argument.

Socrates presents the argument dialectically, by asking Alcibiades
some elementary questions about justice and expediency. Alcibiades
will need to understand such matters if he is to give useful advice to
his fellow citizens (106¢ 109c). However, his confused answers show
that he suffers from the worst possible kind of ignorance: besides not
understanding these things, he is confident that he does understand
them (116e 118b). Moreover, those from whom Alcibiades might
hope to learn (the public at large, his guardian the great statesman
Pericles) are as ignorant as he is (rrod r112d, 118b T119a).

This argument leaves Alcibiades unmoved. When someone is as
aristocratically self confident (119cin.) as Alcibiades, it takes more
than a mere demonstration of his ignorance to convince him that he
needs to improve himself intellectually. Socrates therefore resorts to
a new tactic for seducing Alcibiades into philosophy. In an extended
speech, that invokes and inverts the clichés of Athenian rhetoric in
praise of Athens (121br 7nn., 122b5 6n.), he praises the kings of
Sparta and Persia: they are Alcibiades’ main rivals (119c 120d,
124b); they have all the advantages that Alcibiades has, and more
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besides (120e 124a); Alcibiades’ only hope of triumph is therefore to
appreciate his limitations (‘know himself’), and start taking the care
of himself that will enable him to transcend them (124a b).

Socrates’ new tactic is risky: he exploits Alcibiades’ vulnerability
to rhetoric, stirs up his competitiveness, and appeals to his respect
for breeding; he hopes to turn these things against themselves, so
that Alcibiades will come to be a philosopher; yet the risk is that he
will merely aggravate them instead. In consequence, if Socrates ever
did use on Alcibiades the tactic he is represented as using here, that
would give some support to the charge ‘he corrupts the young men’.
His defence would therefore have to be that, without running this
risk, there can be no philosophical seduction of one who, like Alci
biades, has shown himself proof against all safer tactics; and that the
potential benefit to the world, of a philosopher equipped with all of
Alcibiades’ resources, makes the risk worth running.

Socrates’ risky tactic seems at first to succeed. When the dialectic
restarts, after the bravura rhetoric in praise of the Spartan and Per
sian kings, it is with a new and contrite Alcibiades. Now that he
accepts his need to take care of himself, he is alert, inquisitive, and
prepared to co operate with Socrates as he has never done before.
They accordingly make brisk progress.” Soon, Alcibiades can be
introduced to some fairly sophisticated philosophy: knowing and
caring for himself means knowing and caring for his soul; and a soul
can best know itself by contemplating its reflection in God, the finest
of all intellectual mirrors (129a 133c). By the end of the dialogue
Alcibiades is even acknowledging that his current state makes him
unfit for anything more than slavery (135b d), and professing his
love, both for Socrates, and for justice (135d e).

It was however notorious that Alcibiades turned out badly. Soc
rates’ risky tactic for seducing the young man into philosophy must
therefore be ultimately a failure. In consequence, along with all the
marks of intellectual progress after the dialectic restarts, Plato also
includes many indications that the seduction is not yet complete and
maybe never will be. Alcibiades fails to seize intellectual oppor
tunities (126dron., 127c2 gn.); he continues to show tendencies to

® For marks of his progress, see 125¢6 126a1nn., 127d6 8nn., 127e7n.,
129d1 2n., 131¢7 8n.
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idleness (130c7n., 135¢4n.) and evasion (127cion., 130bron., 131c1in.,
135don.); and above all, he remains eager to adopt the prose style of
sophistic rhetoric (124e7n., 125¢c4 5n., 126e4 5n., 129a5 6n.), even
when he professes that he has now adopted the ways of Socrates
(135d8 11nn.).

4. LITERARY FORM AND
PHILOSOPHICAL CONTENT

Because the arguments in the Alcibiades are presented in a drama of
philosophical seduction, there are two ways in which they may be
assessed. First, we may attempt to spell out, noting and clarifying
any falsehoods and fallacies, the premisses both explicit and implicit,
the sequence of argumentative steps taken from those premisses, and
the conclusion to which they lead. Here our concern is with how
good a reason the argument gives for accepting its conclusion, and
whether a better reason can or should be found. Second, the argu
ments may be seen as so many different actions in a drama. Here
our concern is with how the arguments fit into the unfolding plot,
and help constitute the interplay, and sometimes even clash, be
tween the two very different characters thereby represented.

We may of course assess in the first, ‘philosophical’, way any piece
of reasoning, even if it is not presented in a dramatic dialogue.
Likewise, we may assess in the second, ‘literary’, way any speeches in
a dramatic dialogue, even if the dialogue contains no reasoning.
When, however, we assess the arguments of the Alcibiades, or any
other Platonic dialogue, these two kinds of assessment are not so
sharply distinct. It would be futile to pass over, as aridly philosoph
ical, the first kind of assessment, in the hope of proceeding immedi
ately to the literary and dramatic riches that we can savour in the
second. This is because we will not understand what is going on
dramatically if we do not appreciate whether Socrates is offering
Alcibiades a flawless proof, or a fallacious argument for a true con
clusion, or something that from start to finish is no more than inge
nious bamboozling. For when characters in a drama are suggesting
and responding to arguments, such strictly logical features of their
arguments reveal much of what those characters are like and the
relationship between them.
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It is not so futile to ignore the dramatic aspects of a Platonic dia
logue, and use it simply as a quarry from which arguments can be
mined, and subjected to the first and more narrowly philosophical
sort of assessment. Indeed, precisely by presenting arguments
through the mouths of dramatic characters who may be unable or
unwilling to reason perfectly, rather than formulating them in his
own person and giving them his own express endorsement, Plato
frustrates idle readers who hope to take their philosophy on trust
from him; instead, he forces us to focus, less on what he thinks about
an issue, and more on the objective rights and wrongs of the issue
itself. In consequence, Plato has already achieved one of his ends in
giving a dramatic context to the arguments, if we ignore the context,
scrutinise the arguments, and attempt, where we find them faulty, to
do better ourselves. For one of Plato’s ends in writing dramatic dia
logue was to entice us into such philosophising.

Although a narrowly philosophical assessment of the Alcibiades’
arguments is therefore not improper, such an assessment will never
theless miss much of importance. This is not only because it misses
the narrowly literary pleasures of contemplating Plato’s dramatic
craftsmanship, but also because it misses something philosophical
too. For by its dramatic form, the Alcibiades takes philosophical
stances above and beyond those that it represents its characters
as taking when they formulate their arguments, and assert their
conclusions.

In one respect, this is fairly straightforward. The dramatic context
of the Alcibiades’ arguments gives the nearest thing we have to Plato’s
own indication of what he takes their force to be. Some arguments,
like the tricky ones in 113d 116d concluding that justice is expedient,
are presented at a point in the drama when Alcibiades needs, more
than anything else, to learn intellectual humility; for only then will
he be ready to learn other things, such as, for example, the expedi
ency of justice. Here the dramatic context indicates that the virtue
claimed for the arguments is not that they prove justice to be expe
dient, but rather that they so intensify Alcibiades’ confusion that
even he will be brought to acknowledge it. Very different is the dra
matic context of the superb argument in 129b 130e, which reasons
that since Alcibiades is the controller of his body, and since his body
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is controlled by his soul, Alcibiades is identical to his soul, and hence
that he must take care of his soul if he is to take care of himself. At
this point in the drama, Alcibiades has, for the moment, learnt intel
lectual humility; what he needs to learn now is precisely what the
argument purports to teach him. The dramatic context therefore is
tantamount to a claim that the argument is as close to a rigorous
proof as Alcibiades is now capable of assimilating.

A second respect is more subtle. To write philosophical dialogues,
rather than treatises (or for that matter commentaries), is to take a
stance on how to write philosophy; and the stance is just as genuine
as one taken by asserting “The correct way to write philosophy is ...
Moreover, to write the Alcibiades in particular, which represents an
exemplary philosopher at work, trying to seduce into philosophy
someone who became the exemplary man of unscrupulous action,
is to take a stance on further questions about the techniques and
powers of philosophy, and its relation to other ways of life; and the
stance is again just as genuine as one taken by asserting ‘Philosophy
is ...; the way to turn people into philosophers is ...; but this is
likely to fail when ...” These questions about philosophy are them
selves philosophical. For philosophy is unusual among intellectual
disciplines in that questions about itself are a central part of its own
subject matter ~ which is why Aristotle was able to argue ‘If you
deny that philosophy is worthwhile, then you are already engaged in
philosophy.” These philosophical questions about philosophy (“What
is philosophy?’, ‘How can someone become a philosopher?’) are
addressed by Plato throughout the drama in which he has Socrates
try to seduce Alcibiades, even when he has his characters within the
drama addressing other questions instead (‘Is justice expedient?’,
‘Are human beings souls?’). We will miss the dialogue’s answers to
these philosophical questions about philosophy, if we bypass its lit
erary form, in an attempt to go straight to its philosophical content.

5. DATE AND MOTIVE OF THE ALCIBIADES

We do not know when Plato wrote the Alcibiades. However, such in
dications as the text contains (see 116d8n., 121a5 bin., 123b5 crnn.)
all support the guess that he wrote it at some time in the early g50s.
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At this date, Plato would have been about seventy (he died, aged
eighty, in 348). He was experiencing the definitive failure of some
long cherished dreams.

These dreams went back to 3487, when Plato had first visited Sicily.
There he met a young man called Dion, with whom he fell lastingly
in love. Dion was then about twenty; as a kinsman of the tyrant
of Syracuse, he came from the most powerful family in the most
powerful city in the island; listening to Plato, a philosopher much
older than himself, he resolved to devote himself to the life of virtue
(Ep. 7.327a b). In all these respects, he was like Alcibiades in our
dialogue (104a, 123d, 127e1n., 135¢). In another respect, he differed:
Dion’s devotion to philosophy lasted much longer. In 867, the old
tyrant of Syracuse died, and was succeeded by his son Dionysius.
Dion persuaded Dionysius to invite Plato to make another visit to
Sicily. And Dion added his own encouragement to Plato to return:
the accession of Dionysius, an impressionable young man with phil
osophical interests, gave, he wrote, some chance of realising Plato’s
vision of a perfectly happy society, one whose king was also a phi
losopher (Lp. 7.927b g28a; cf. Rep. 473c e). With such hopes in
mind, Plato went to Syracuse a second time. But, as Rep. 490e 495b
explains, it is not easy to make a true philosopher king, not even out
of the most promising material; and Dionysius was not exactly that.
For besides resembling the Alcibiades of our dialogue in being born
to wealth and power, Dionysius resembled him also in that he too
had been neglected by those responsible for his earlier education
(118b e, Ep. 7.332c d). Dionysius was indeed eager to gain Plato’s
esteem, so eager that he banished Dion rather than share it with
him, so eager that he insisted upon continuing to have Plato’s com
pany in Syracuse, but not so eager that he was prepared to take up
the study of philosophy in earnest (Ep. 7.329b g30b; cf. 104d2 gn.
on the intellectual laziness of Alcibiades). Plato had to endure per
haps two years of this frustration before he could return to Athens.

In 361, Plato was back once more in Syracuse. This third visit was
a reluctant response to persistent urgings from both Dion and Dio
nysius. It was just possible, Plato finally decided, that a third visit
could do some good; for there just might be some truth to the per
sistent reports that Dionysius was now serious about philosophy, and
that he was making amazing progress in his study of the subject (£p.
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7.338b 340a). The third visit was, however, a disaster. Dionysius’
philosophising turned out to be pretentious and superficial; in spite
of Plato’s efforts, the rift between Dion and Dionysius only grew
wider; Plato was caught up in such a swirl of plots and mutinies that
he felt himself fortunate to be able to leave Syracuse alive (Ep.
7.340a g50b). He was back in mainland Greece by the summer of
360; shortly afterwards, the dispute between his two philosophical
pupils erupted into open war; though sympathetic to Dion, he
refused to take sides (Ep. 7.350¢ e).

There was an irritating addendum to Plato’s experience in Syra
cuse. After his final return to Athens, he received reports that Dio
nysius had written a handbook expounding the central truths of
philosophy. Plato was contemptuous, and expressed his contempt in
Ep. 7.341b e and 344d 345b. He and Dionysius had had only one
conversation about such matters. Dionysius had pretended then that
he had already picked up the most important points by hearsay. In
consequence, he had learnt even less from the conversation than the
little that he might have done. In fact, he had learnt nothing. For
anyone with the slightest understanding of the subject would realise
that the most important things in philosophy cannot be put into
writing. People who tried to write such handbooks (and even if the
reports about Dionysius were false, there were certainly others who
had tried to write them) simply displayed their total ignorance, not
only of the central truths of philosophy, but also of their own in
competence to deal with them. Plato described their total ignorance
in a phrase borrowed from the famous inscription at Delphi: such
people did not even ‘know themselves’ (Ep. 7.341b; cf. 124b, 120a,
132d 1330).

Back in Athens in the early g50s, Plato therefore had every cause
to reflect on what can happen when an older philosopher tries to win
for philosophy young men subject to all the temptations of political
power. An obvious medium for such reflections was a dialogue in
which the older philosopher Socrates tries to win the ambitious
young Alcibiades. Naturally, in the course of such a dialogue, Plato
might have to write something like an introductory philosophical
handbook. That, however, would be all to the good; for it would dis
play the only sort of philosophical handbook that could be written.
If not even this could get the young man to take up philosophy seri
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ously and so equip himself for the proper exercise of political power,
then there would be some excuse for Socrates’ failure with Alcibiades;
and there would also be some excuse for Plato’s failure with Dion
and Dionysius.

6. THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE ALCIBIADES

(1) Changing reputation

In ancient times, no one ever doubted that Plato wrote the Alcibiades.
This is not because the ancients casually described as ‘Plato’s’ any
work written in an approximately Platonic manner; on the contrary,
several such works, of which the Eryxias and the Axiochus are typical
extant examples, circulated under the description ‘bastards’ (vébot),
to distinguish them from Plato’s lawful offspring (D.L. 3.62). Nor is
it because the ancients were unconcerned about what hand Plato
actually had in works that they did ascribe to him. For example,
Panaetius, the head of the Stoic school of philosophy in 129 109 BC,
thought the Phaedo bogus (Asclepius, Commentary on the Metaphysics of
Aristotle, 9o.23 6; An. Pal. 9.358); Aristoxenus, an influential Peripa
tetic philosopher of the fourth century Bc, declared that Plato had
plagiarised the bulk of the Republic from Protagoras (D.L. 3.97); and
some people, whose names we do not know, thought Xenophon the
author of the second and shorter dialogue named Alcibiades and
transmitted to us as one of Plato’s works (Ath. 11 506c¢). Nor was the
absence of doubts about the authenticity of our Alcibiades due to any
neglect of the dialogue. It was frequently read, and frequently cited
under Plato’s name (see Carlini (1964) 401 3). Some thought indeed
that the Alcibiades deserved to be the first dialogue read by someone
starting to read Plato (D.L. 3.62). By late antiquity, this had become
the standard view: Socrates’ attempt to get Alcibiades to enter the
philosophical life was described as ‘the gateway to the temple’ of
Plato’s dialogues, and as containing ‘the general, unitary and com
prehensive outline of the whole of philosophy’.¢

The Alcibiades maintained its place among Plato’s dialogues

5 See the commentaries of Olympiodorus 10.18 11.6, and Proclus 11.1 21.
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unchallenged, until the early nineteenth century. Then Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1836) 329 declared it to be ‘very insignificant and
poor, and that to such a degree, that we cannot ascribe it to Plato’.
Schleiermacher’s condemnation was immensely influential. The Alc:
biades fell out of favour. From being the one dialogue read by any
one who had read any Plato at all, it passed out of the canon, and
almost completely out of sight. What was until recently the standard
English translation of Plato has room for the Epinomis and the
Twelfth Letter, two works whose authenticity has been doubted ever
since antiquity, but no room for the Alcibiades.” Moreover, in what
may well become the standard English manual on Plato, only one
passage from the Alcibiades is mentioned in the index; Herodotus and
Thucydides, by comparison, rate eight mentions each.® One might
expect that if the Alcibiades is so certainly not by Plato, then it would
be discussed in works that attempt to cover the writings of other fol
lowers of Socrates; yet even there, it hardly gets a mention.®

(11) Frivolous arguments against authenticity

This widespread disdain for the Alcthiades has had an unfortunate
effect: people rarely feel the need to argue against its authenticity,
and such arguments as they have presented are often weak to the
point of frivolity. For example, the fact that the Alcibiades, but no
other work by Plato, uses the rare and poetic words kpnyvos and
&ypavtos is cited as evidence against Platonic authorship.'® But
whether or not the Alcibiades is by Plato, its use of those words still
calls for some explanation. The explanation is, of course, the special
literary effects that the author was able to produce by using those

7 Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, edd., The collected dialogues of
Plato (New York 1961).

8 CCP 543, 560.

° It gets no mention at all in G. C. Field, Plato and his contemporaries (London
1930). It gets one mention in Charles H. Kahn, Plato and the Socratic dialogue
(Cambridge 1996), in a throwaway reference to ‘the pseudo Platonic Alcibiades
I’ (20). A few pages later, it is completely forgotten: ‘Xenophon is the only
Socratic author other than Plato whose works have been preserved’ (30).

% And not just as slight evidence either: Heidel (1896) 68 n. g9 called the
use of kpnfyvos ‘a most palpable sign of spuriousness’.
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words as he did (see nn. on 11re2 and 114ar). Why should it be
doubted that Plato himself might have produced just those effects in
just those ways? The cause is an assumption that can scarcely survive
being spelled out, the assumption that everything in a genuine work
of Plato has a parallel in other genuine works of Plato. Indeed,
arguments against the authenticity of the Alcibiades sometimes rely
on the even less plausible assumption that everything in a genuine
work of Plato has at least fwo parallels in other genuine works."

No less implausible is quite the opposite assumption, that the very
similarity of the Alcibiades to Plato’s undisputed works is evidence
against its authenticity. On this assumption rest arguments that the
Alctbiades is “too Platonic’.'? It is of course true that any ancient writer
who imitated Plato so successfully that his imitation deceived every
one until the nineteenth century, would have written something very
like the real thing. It is true also that the Alcibiades is, if not the real
thing, at least very like it. But that is hardly reason for calling the
Alctbiades bogus. For nothing is so like the real thing as the real thing
itself.

Weakest of all is the attempt to deny the authenticity of the Al
biades on the basis of both these assumptions at once.'* Of course, if

"' Thus de Strycker (1942) 137 denies Platonic authorship on the grounds
that éAkos (115bg) has only one Platonic parallel (Laws 877a); and Pavlu (1915)
23 denies it on the grounds that while the Alctbiades several times refers to
Socrates’ Soaupdviov (103a, 105d 1064, 124¢), no single other work, apart from
the Apology, refers to it more than once. Oddly enough, de Strycker and Pavlu
do not draw the conclusion that the Laws and the Apology are bogus, even
though each contains a feature that, if the Alctbiades is bogus, has not even
one parallel in the genuine works of Plato.

2 The phrase is from Heidel (1896) 62; cf. 69: ‘From the character of our
dialogue we should naturally expect to find the imitations of particular pas
sages from the works of Plato quite numerous, as attesting its author’s minute
acquaintance with his original.” The most recent formulation (not an outright
endorsement) of such an argument is Gribble (1999) 261: ‘it is precisely this
closeness that has led many to suspect it’.

¥ One example of this approach is Gregory Vlastos, Studies in Greek philoso
phy (Princeton 1993) 1 292 n. 91, who complains both of the many similarities
of the Alcibiades to Plato (‘a plethora of echoes and regurgitations’), and of its
differences, contrasting in particular the ‘extraordinary, and extraordinarily
favourable picture’ of Persian royal education in 121c 122a with the unfa
vourable picture in Laws 694c 695b.
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both its similarities to writings agreed to be by Plato, and its differ
ences from them, may be assumed to show that it was written by
someone else, then defenders of authenticity cannot succeed; for
absolutely every feature of the Alcibiades is either a similarity to, or a
difference from, writings agreed to be by Plato. Those who attempt
to deny authenticity on the basis of both assumptions at once have
therefore got themselves a game that they are bound to win. But that
game is not worth playing.

(11r) Stylometric tests

Stylometry compiles statistics about linguistic usage. The hope of
some stylometricians has been to compile statistics capable of dis
tinguishing the work of Plato from the work of others.'* For certain
tasks of this sort, it is easy to find reliable statistics. Suppose, for ex
ample, that we wanted a stylometric test to distinguish the work of
Plato from the work of monkeys playing with word processors. We
could then program a computer to sort out the Plato from the rest
by relying on the fact that a monkey is more likely than Plato to
produce runs of six consecutive consonants. It will take a far subtler
stylometric test to determine the authorship of the Alctbiades. For the

" There are extremely valuable treatments of Platonic stylometry and its
history by Paul Keyser in Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2 (1991) 423 7 and 3
(1992) 58 74. The former is a review of a particularly thorough stylometric
investigation: G. R. Ledger, Re counting Plato: a computer analysis of Plato’s style
(Oxford 1989). Ledger calculated, for Plato and some works by six other
writers of Attic prose, the percentage of words containing at least one alpha,
the percentage of words whose penultimate letter is omega, and 35 other such
quantities. Ledger found that if he took all 37 quantities into account, Iso
crates happened to stand out, and so did Isacus, but there was not much of a
distinction between other authors; by ignoring all save 10 of these quantities,
he was able to distinguish well between Xenophon and Plato, but the distinc
tion between Isaeus and Isocrates was lost (115). Ledger’s verdict on the Al
biades was ‘It seems astonishing that, if this work is spurious, the author
should have had such success in matching the Platonic style as to be closer in
many instances to genuine works than they are to each other’ (144). Ledger,
like other stylometricians, was interested not only in authenticity, but also in
dating: on the basis of his stylometric tests, he dated the Alctbiades to the g9os
(218).



18 INTRODUCTION

alternative authors between which the test must distinguish are not
Plato and a monkey, nor even Plato and someone whose style
approximates to Plato’s in the manner of the ‘bastard’ dialogues, but
Plato and someone whose work was so similar that it managed to
pass for centuries as the work of Plato himself. Can any stylometric
test be relied on to make so subtle a distinction?

Some stylometric features belong to what we might call style in
the narrow sense of the term. Such a feature helps give alert readers
their impression of what they actually call the style in which a text is
written. For example, alert readers can perceive that a text is written
in a jerky style marked by lots of short sentences; stylometry can
measure just how short the sentences are. Features of this kind can
be varied at will by skilful stylists. In respect of such features at least,
we have little reason to assume that Plato’s writing will be homoge
neous, and even less to think that it will be inimitable by a stylist as
skilful as any imitator who produced the Alcibiades would have had to
be, to produce so close a likeness. In consequence, we cannot deter
mine the authorship of the Alcibiades by compiling statistics about
such features.

Other stylometric features make no impression on the perceptions
of an alert reader. An example is the ratio of sentences containing a
pair of alphas between which is an even number of iotas, to sen
tences containing a pair of etas between which is an odd number of
taus. Such a feature will not be noticed and controlled even by care
ful stylists; for no author is going to think that a ratio of about 0.85
has become an irritating mannerism that must be abandoned, and
no imitator is going to think this ratio a distinctive mannerism that
must be copied. It is therefore stylometric features of this kind that
would have to be invoked in any stylometric test to decide whether
Plato or an ingenious imitator wrote the Alctbiades.

There are enormously many stylistic features of this kind. Just
think of the changes that could be rung on the alpha/iota/cta/tau
measurement alone. How are we to tell which, if any, of these fea
tures can be used to settle the authorship of the Alcibiades? The difti
culty here is that we cannot rely on our intuitive sense of what is
characteristically Platonic; for if something strikes us as characteris
tically Platonic, then it is likely to have struck an ingenious imitator
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also as characteristically Platonic, and therefore to have been imi
tated. The only features usable in a stylometric test to settle the au
thorship of the Alcibiades will therefore not seem, to our uninstructed
intuition, at all relevant to the distinction between genuine Plato and
plausible pastiche; until we can instruct our intuition, any feature
that is in fact usable will look indistinguishable from features whose
presence or absence is entirely meaningless.

There is one straightforward technique for going beyond the
deliverances of uninstructed intuition. We might find that a stylo
metric feature is present in some but not all works agreed to be by
Plato; and in such a case, we will learn that nothing can be shown
about the authenticity of the Alcibiades from its having or lacking the
feature. This technique, however, can show only that a feature is not
usable in a test of authenticity. It cannot show that a feature is us
able; for even if a feature is found to be present in all works agreed
to be by Plato, that may be no more than coincidence. Indeed, since
there are so many stylometric features, we should expect there to be
such coincidences if the presence or absence of these features is
entirely accidental. Moreover, even if the presence of a feature in all
works agreed to be by Plato is no coincidence, it may be present
in them all for some reason other than that they are all by Plato
himself, rather than an ingenious imitator. The reason might be, for
example, that they are all mature works, rather than juvenilia; or
again, that they are all written in Attic, rather than Doric. How are
we to rule out such possibilities, and establish that a feature found in
all works agreed to be by Plato can be used to distinguish genuine
Plato from plausible pastiche?

Suppose we had large supplies, both of what we knew to be genu
ine Plato, and of what we knew to be Platonic pastiche so plausible
that, like the Alcibiades, it was capable of passing unchallenged for
centuries as the real thing. With such supplies, we could validate a
stylometric test for distinguishing genuine Plato from plausible pas
tiche. For we could check that the test was persistently successful at
drawing the distinction in case after case where we already knew how
to draw it. In such circumstances, even if we still did not understand
why the test was working, we could become ever more confident that
it would continue to work when applied to the Alcibiades. This per
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sistent success is the only thing that could validate our test. For
nothing else could show that the seemingly meaningless features
used in the test are in fact more meaningful than they seem. Yet this,
the only way of validating our test, is not open to us. For we do not
have, and never will have, adequate supplies of what we know to be
thoroughly plausible pastiche of Plato. Indeed, it is far from clear
that we have adequate supplies of what we know to be genuine
Plato; for if antiquity went wrong in ascribing the Alcibiades to Plato,
then it is far from clear when we should trust its ascription to Plato
of other works. And so, whatever their other interest, stylometric
studies cannot tell us whether or not Plato wrote the Alcibiades.

(iv) The standard chronology of Plato’s dialogues

The most serious difficulty for defenders of the authenticity of the
Alcibiades is the difficulty of fitting the dialogue into what is nowa
days the most widely accepted account of Plato’s literary career.
This account begins from the fact that the dialogues of Plato fall into
three clusters. The Euthyphro would be a typical member of the first
cluster. Such dialogues are usually short, simple and easy to read;
in them Socrates typically discusses some ethical question with an
interlocutor whom he reduces to bafflement or &mopia. Next is a
cluster of which the Phaedo would be typical. Dialogues in this cluster
are more ambitious in all sorts of ways: they are longer; they often
use more sophisticated literary devices like extended myths, and
conversations presented within the frame of other conversations;
they discuss not only ethics but other subjects too; and they have
Socrates expounding some positive doctrines rather than merely
baffling his interlocutors. The Sophist would be typical of the last
cluster. Such dialogues are without the literary charm of those in
the first and second clusters; their manner can be extremely didactic;
the dialogue structure often has the air of being a mere formality;
Socrates often has only a small part, and sometimes no part at all;
the argument can get extremely knotty and austere.

These three clusters are moreover not solely a matter of the broad
stylistic features we have been listing; for they correlate also with
some subtler features traceable by stylometry. For example, in the
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306 pages of the first cluster, only once does someone give the eager
response Ti unv; (‘Why, of course’); people do this frequently in the
second cluster (about once every 13 pages), and very frequently in
the third (about once every 8). With 7| oU; (‘Isn’t that so?’), prodding
people to assent to a point that has just been put, the position is the
opposite: it is very frequent in the first cluster (about once every 10
pages), fairly frequent in the second (about once every 23), and rare
in the third (about once every 205). As for the one word sentence
8fAov (‘Yes, obviously’), this is at its most frequent in the second
cluster (about once every 24 pages); it occurs rarely in the third
(about once every 93), and not at all in the first."

The most widely accepted account of Plato’s literary and philo
sophical career says that these clusters are not only stylistic, but also
chronological. Plato’s career, on this account, fell into three phases:
in the first, he wrote the dialogues in the first cluster (the ‘early dia
logues’); he then wrote (in his ‘middle period’) the dialogues in the
second cluster; and only after this did he start on the dialogues in the
third and final cluster (the ‘late dialogues’). This standard chronol
ogy 1s moreover, as befits its origins in the nineteenth century, linked
with a theory about the progress, growth, evolution or development
of Plato’s thought, from its simple beginnings to its complex final
form. The link is made by the assumption that, when Plato wrote a
dialogue, he expressed in it the main themes of his then current
philosophical thought: the narrowly ethical focus, for example, of
dialogues in the first cluster is, on this assumption, due to their being
written at dates when Plato was not having thoughts about any sub
ject other than ethics. All these dates, the developmental theory
goes, would have been early in Plato’s career; for once he started to
think about other subjects too, he would have started to write dia
logues about them, and (a point that distinguishes the developmental
theory from the incontestable assumption that, over a long life, Plato

!> Pages here are pages of Stephanus’ edition of Plato. The averages have
been computed from figures given in Leonard Brandwood, The chronology of
Plato’s dialogues (Cambridge 1990) 58 9. The assignment of dialogues to the
three clusters is that which HGP 1v 50 says ‘may be taken as representative of
the generally accepted conclusions’.
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would have changed) he would never have gone back to thinking
and writing in the simpler manner of his earlier work.'®

If this account of Plato’s literary career is correct, when could he
have written the Alcibiades? There is no satisfactory answer. The
Alctbiades has affinities to each of the three clusters. For example, in
the manner of an ‘early’ dialogue, 106c 116e represents Socrates
reducing an interlocutor to bafflement by relentless questioning
about ethics. This passage contains seven of the dialogue’s eight
occurrences of the ‘early’ 7| oU;, but not a single occurrence of the
‘middle’ one word sentence &fjAov, or the ‘late’ Ti pnv; Socrates’
long bravura display at 121a 124b is akin rather to his occasional
extended performances in the dialogues of the ‘middle period’. After
this bravura display, the dialectic resumes, and proceeds far more
rapidly and productively than before. It soon shifts into a style that is
‘middle’, or even ‘late’. This passage contains both of the dialogue’s
occurrences of the ‘middle’ 8fjAov, and all of its five occurrences of
the ‘late’ Ti unv; Moreover, Socrates here expounds some positive
metaphysical doctrines in an austerely didactic style (128a 130c,
132¢ 133¢). For reasons of this kind, the Alcibiades does not fit into
any of the three periods in which Plato wrote, according to the stan
dard chronology. Indeed, since it would straddle all three periods, it
cannot even, like the Meno and the Parmenides, be dated at the turn
ing point between two of them. So if the standard chronology is
correct, then the Alcibiades is, in part or in whole, bogus.'”

16 See Gregory Vlastos, Socrates: ironist and moral philosopher (Cambridge
1991) 45 106 for an authoritative developmentalist account of differences
between ‘early’ and ‘middle’ dialogues. At the heart of these differences,
Vlastos sets Plato’s acquisition of beliefs in the eternity of the soul, and in
transcendent Forms (126a5 6n., 12gb1n.). There is no comparably authorita
tive developmentalist account of the transition from ‘middle’ to ‘late’ dia
logues. This is because there is no sharp consensus on what modifications to
the philosophy of the middle period are required by the objections to it that
Socrates encounters in the Parmenides (at, oddly enough, the supposed outset
of his intellectual career).

7 Perhaps only in part, because the standard chronology is consistent with
the suggestion of Clark (1955) 240 that Theaetetus, or some other close asso
ciate of Plato’s, well read in his ‘early’ and ‘middle’ works, wrote the first
two thirds of the Alctbiades, and then died, leaving the dialogue to be com
pleted by Plato himself, in his ‘late’ period.
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If the standard chronology is correct ... But is it? Chronologies
based on a supposed pattern of progressive development from sim
ple to sophisticated are much more hazardous than they looked in
their nineteenth century heyday.’® In any case, since the standard
chronology for Plato was not itself formulated until the late nine
teenth century, after the Alcibiades had been excluded from the
canon of Plato’s authentic works, we cannot, without begging the
question, simply assume the correctness of the standard chronology
in an argument to show that the Alcibiades deserves to be excluded.
Moreover, there is no positive reason to believe the standard chro
nology correct. The three clusters into which it divides Plato’s dia
logues are indeed genuine enough. It is, for example, no accident
that dialogues like the Euthyphro make splendid set texts for begin
ners, that those like the Phaedo are ideal for somewhat more
advanced students, and that those like the Sophist are better not
approached until later still in a student’s education. But the fact that
Plato’s works are best approached in a certain order does nothing to
show that this was the order in which they were written. We have
not the slightest reason to believe that, for example, only during one
period of his career, the ‘middle period’, was Plato able to write in
the manner of the second cluster of dialogues, and that during this
period he was unable to write in the manners of the first and the
third. On the contrary, we know from the variety displayed within
the Symposium that Plato had a command of many different manners
when he wrote that dialogue. We may infer that at other times, too,
he had such a command and might readily have used it.'" And in

' See A. F. Garvie, Aeschylus® Supplices: play and trilogy (Cambridge 1969).
The Supplices is in various ways the simplest play of Aeschylus to survive. For
this reason, it was taken to be the earliest. Then a notice of its first produc
tion was discovered, and this proved the developmentalist dating to be wildly
wrong.

1 Not everyone would agree. Here is CCP 113, on a suggestion that late in
life Plato might so have used his control over how often he admitted hiatus
(a word ending with a vowel, followed immediately by a word starting with
one) that we cannot, from statistics about hiatus, draw inferences about dat
ing: “This is to attribute to an elderly philosopher a fickle attitude, which is
hardly compatible with the character of one who in his works emphasizes the
importance of rational, consistent behaviour.” In other words, rationality
requires us to make it easy to date our writings by their style.
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any case, even if Plato had no more control over his manner of
writing than he had over the seasons, that still would not make simi
larity of manner mean similarity of date; for two winters can be
many years apart. We therefore have good reason to doubt that, in
Plato’s works, the manner in which they are written correlates with
their date of composition. Hence we may reject the argument that
the Alcibiades contains indications of too many different dates to be
genuine.

There remains the question: why should Plato have wished to mix
in the Alcibiades elements of all three different literary manners?
There is a simple and obvious answer. Plato wished to show Socrates
taking Alcibiades from his original and quite unphilosophical condi
tion to a condition in which he is prepared, at least for the moment,
to do some fairly serious philosophising. These intellectual changes
in Alcibiades, and in the sorts of conversation he is able to cope
with, are reflected in the changes of literary manner, from ‘early’,
through ‘middle’, to ‘late’.

(v) The difference that authenticity makes

If the Alcibiades is authentically Platonic, then we need of course to
abandon the conceptions, or misconceptions, of it and of Plato that
made it seem bogus. These conceptions often concern small details.
When they do, they have have been treated piecemeal in the com
mentary. The result is some notes of a length that might otherwise
have been unnecessary, and that would have been even longer if
they had fully cited the scholars whose misconceptions occasioned
them. Sometimes, however, these conceptions concern larger mat
ters. Above all, just as the most considerable argument against the
authenticity of the Alcibiades was that based on the standard chro
nology for Plato’s dialogues, so too, the most considerable con
sequences of its authenticity are those for that chronology.

The standard chronology must, in large part, be abandoned, if
we can no longer accept those elements of it which depend on the
assumption that the threefold clustering of dialogues has develop
mental and chronological significance. We can of course still count
ourselves as, for example, knowing (on the strength of the summary
of Republic 369 472 in Timaeus 17¢ 19b) that much of the Republic
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had certainly been conceived, and in all likelihood executed, before
the Tumaeus was finished. But we cannot, for example, combine this
with the fact that the Phaedo belongs in the second cluster with the
Republic, and thereupon infer that the Phaedo too came before the
Timaceus.

Abandoning the standard chronology, and its associated theory of
development, allows some changes to how we read Plato. We need
no longer insist on dividing Plato’s works into three bodies of litera
ture, each tightly united internally, and sharply distinguished from
the other two, by the philosophy that it is expounding. We are at
liberty instead to treat the whole of Plato’s works as more of a single
body, all parts of which are loosely united with one another. We can
in consequence allow more readily for philosophical diversity within
a single cluster of dialogues. For example, we need not insist on be
ing more puzzled by the contrasting attitudes to the immortality of
the soul in Symposium 206a 208b and Phaedrus 245¢ e (both ‘middle’
dialogues) than we are by the similar contrast between Apology 40c
42a and Republic 608c 611b (one ‘early’, one ‘middle’). Likewise, we
can allow more readily for philosophical similarity between different
clusters. For example, when the ‘early’ Euthyphro 6e, the ‘middle’ Re
public 540a, and the ‘late’ Timaeus 28a, all remark that Forms (126a5
6n., 12gb1n.) are the mapadelypata, or models, against which other
things are to be assessed, we are at liberty to see a single conception
of Forms behind the remark, even though the Republic and the
Timaeus say several further things about Forms that are not said in
the Futhyphro. In general, we need not suppose that what characters
in a dialogue say about a topic is a full, or even a partial, report of
Plato’s own views about that topic at the time of writing. We there
fore need not explain similarities or differences between dialogues by
postulating continuities or changes in Plato’s thought. We can allow
that what Plato makes his characters say depends also or instead on
who is being made to speak, to which audience, and with what
motives; and we can attempt to explain in these terms the similarities
and differences between his various works.?® It should not however

20 The commentary attempts to give such explanations in 106d4 5n. (on
how Plato expresses the contrast between being taught by others and finding
out for oneself), 106d6n. (on who might be expected to know the doctrine of
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take acceptance of the Alcibiades to make us realise these things. For
they are anyway implicit in the fact that Plato’s philosophical works
are dialogues, not diaries.

7. TEXTUAL TRANSMISSION

Our principal direct evidence for the text of the Alcibiades comes
from six manuscripts of the entire work, written at various times
between the ninth and the twelfth centuries, and apparently inde
pendent, both of one another, and of any other manuscript now
surviving. In a few short passages there is further direct evidence,
in the form of fragments from two more manuscripts of the entire
work, written in the second century ap. In many passages, the direct
evidence of these eight manuscripts is supplemented by indirect evi
dence: quotations and paraphrases of parts of the text, mainly in
ancient commentaries and anthologies. The publications of Antonio
Carlini, to which I owe my own knowledge of this evidence, report it
all in full detail.?' The present edition passes over in silence most of
the variant readings to be found in our evidence, except when the
text I have printed is more than usually likely to be inaccurate, and
in a more than usually significant way. Even then, the evidence for
the text is given in a ruthlessly summary form.

The following abbreviations are used in the notes at the foot of
the text:

D The only reading found in the manuscripts that provide our
direct evidence for the text.

Recollection), 116b7n. (on whether or how ‘getting good things’ makes us
happy), 117d8 gn. (on contrasts between opinion and ignorance), 120d12 ein.
(on who are naturally well endowed), 129d4 5n. (on how familiar is the idea
that the parts of the body are épyava or tools), 129e8n. (on the contrast be
tween using oneself and a soul using a body), 130d6n. (on when one seeks
definitions), and 134e8 9n. (on the contrast between what one wants and
what one thinks good).

21 Carlini (1964) gives a full report of the six medieval manuscripts and the
indirect evidence. Carlini also edited the fragments of the two ancient manu
scripts in Corpus dei papiri filosofici grect e latini, Part 1, Volume 1*** (Florence

1999) 33 40.
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d One of two or more readings found in the manuscripts that
provide our direct evidence for the text.

i A reading found in the quotations, or suggested by the para
phrases and allusions, that provide our indirect evidence for
the text.

¢ A reading found neither in our direct nor in our indirect evi
dence, but conjectured out of dissatisfaction with the readings
found there.
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>, Tl 8¢ fBEAnoas &v {nTfiocal | pabeiv & émioTacBal
A. ol &fita.
2. & &pa viv Tuyxdvers ETioT&pevos, v Xpovos &Te oy

NyoU eideval;

106b7 nc:ei D, i
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A, dvaykn.

3. &AA& piyv & ye pepdfnkas oxedov T1 kal Ey oidar &l
B¢ T1 &pe AeANBev, elme. EuaBes ydp BN oU ye KATX pvAuny s
TV PNV ypAupaTa Kai Kibapilelv kal TaAaisiv: ol y&p 81
aUAeiv ye fiBehes pabeiv. TalT EoTiv & oU émioTaocal, € un
ToU T1 pavB&vwv éut AéAnBas olpan 8¢ ye, oUTe vUKTwWpP oUTe
ped’ fuépav E€icov Evdobev.

A. &\X ol medoitnka gis &AAv A TOUTV. 10

3. woTepov oUv, &Tav Tepl ypaupdTwy Abnvaiol Bou 1oy
AevwvTtal, oS &v dpBdds ypadoley, TOTE dvaoTnont aUTols

ouuPovAeUowv;
A. p& Al oUk Eywyse.
3. &AN dTav Trepl kpoupdTwv v AUpal; 5

A. oUdapds.

Z. oUdt pnv oudt Tepi TaAaiopdTwv ye eiwbaoct Pou
AeveoBat v TH1 EkkANOlL.

A. oU pevTol.

3. bTav oUv Tepl Tivos PouleUwvTal; oU ydp Trou dTav 1o
ye Trepi olkodouias.

A. oU 5fjTa.
>, olkoddpos ydp TaUTd ye 0ol BéATIOV cupPoudeloel.
A. val. b
2. oUdt punv dTav Tepl pavTiKfis BouAevwvTal;
A. ou.
T, pavTis yép oU TalTa &pevov fj oU.
A, vai. 5
T, &&v TE ye oUIKPOS T MEY QS AL, E&V Te KaAOs 7y aloy pds,

€11 Te yevvalos f) &yevvns. by
A. mé&s yap oU; brx

3. &AN &&vTe Tévns E&vTe TAOUGIOS Al & TPV, oU
dtv Sioloel ABnvaiols dTav Tepl TOV &v T TOAel Pou
AeUwovTal, TS &v Uylaivolev, &AA& {nThoouctv laTpdv & ¢
val TOV oUuPoulov. c2

107b11—c2 &S . .. oupPoudov after by &yevvns c: after bro mAouToUvTos D
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38 MTAATWNOZ

A. m&s yap oU;

3. €iddT0Ss ydp oipal mepi EkdoTou 1) cUPPOUAT, kol ol
TTAOUTOUVTOS.

A, €xoTwS Ye.

3. &Tav oUv Trepl Tivos okom&dVTAl, TOTE OU AVIGTEMEVOS
s oupPouletowv dpbdds dvaoTnont;

A. STy Tepl TOV EQUTOV TPy PETWY, O ZOKPATES.

>, TGV Tepl vauTrnyias Aéyels, OTolas TIvas X pT) aUToUs
Tas vaUs vautnyeliodal;

A. olUk Eywye, & ZWKPATES.

3. vauTnyeiv y&p oipat oUk émicTacal. ToUT aiTiov §
&ANo T1;

A. oUk, &A\A& ToUTo.

2. &\A& Tepl Tolwv TRV EXUTOV AEYElS TTPXYUATWY
OTav PoudevwvTal;

A. bTav Tepl TOAépoV, @ ZwKpATES, 7| TEPL lpNVNS A
&AAou Tou T&OV THis TTOAEWS TPAY A TWV.

3. &pa Aéyels dTav PoudsUwyTal Tpos Tivas XpT elpnvny
Toleiofar kal Tiow ToAepelv kol Tiva TpoOTTOV;

A, vadl.

3. xpn & ouy ois PéATiov;

A, val.

3. kol 68 SmdTE PéATIOV;

A, Tavu ye.

2. kol ToooUTov Ypbdvov doov Gueivov,

A, val.

2. &l oUv Poudevorvto Afnvaiol Tiow XpT) TpooTaAxiely

Kal Tiow &kpoyelpifeobal kal Tiva TpodTOV, oU &ueivov &v
oupPouievols | & TaldoTPIPNS;

A. 6 ToudoTpiPfns dnTTou.

3. Exels oUv eimelv pos Ti &v PAémrwv & TadoTpiPns
ouuPouleUcsiey ois 8l TpooTaAaielv Kai ois pr, Kal OToTE
kol dvTiva TpoTOV; Aéyw 8 TO Toldvde &pa ToUTols Bel
TpooTaAaielv ois BéATIOV, T oU;

107e5 Abnvaior d:] .. av d 107e9 Ti &v c: 1 D
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vad.

A.

3. &pa kal TooalTta doa &uevov; 108

A. ToocalTa.

>, oUkoUv kal T6Te 6Te &uelvov;

A. Tavu ye.

2. &\A& pnv kol Tov &idovta el kiBapilelv ToTE PSS 5
THY QI8NV Kal Paively;

A. Bel ydp.

2. oUkoUv TéTe OTTOTE PEATIOV;

A, vai.

3. kol Tooald doo RéATiov; 10

A, onpi.

3. Tl oUv; Emweidn) BEATIOV pEv vdpales ET dpdoTEPOIs,

T Te K1Bapiletv Tpds TNV 18NV Kal T&OL TpooTaAaiely, Ti b
KaAels TO &v T&O1 Ki1Bapilev PEATIOV, DOTEP £y TO &V TL
ToAaiely KOAS yupvaoTikdy: oU & ékelvo Ti Kaels;

A. oUk gvwod.

2. &AA& Trelpdd g piueioBal. &y y&p TToU ATTEKPIVEUNY 5
TO B1& TavTos dpbids Exov, dpBids 8t dnTToU ExEl TO KATX
TNV TEXVNV Y1YVOuevov: §| oU;

A, vadl.
3. 1) 8 TéXvn oU yUBVaoTIKT fv;
A. Tdds & ol 10

3. Eyd § eimov TO &v T&L ToAaielv PEATIOV YUPVAOTL ¢

A.  eimes ydp.

2. oUkoUv KaAds;

A. Euorye Sokel. 5

2. 161 87 kal oU — mpétol yd&p &v Tou Kal 0ol TO KaA&S
Sraéyeofal — gl TpdTOV TiS ) TEXVN N5 TO K1bapile kol
16 &idev kal TO éuPaivelv dpBRS; oUVETaoX Tis KOAEITAL;
oUTrw SUvacal elTreiv;

A. oU SﬁTG. 10

3. &N O8e melpdd: Tives ol Beal v 1) TEYVN;

108a5 TOV &idovTa ¢: TO &idovta d: &iSovra d
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A. T&s MoUoas, & SckpaTes, Aéyels;

2. gywys. dpa BN Tiva & aUTQOV ETwyUPIay f) TEXVN
ExEL;

A. pouciknv pol Sokels Aéyelv.

2. AMyw ydp. Ti oUv TO KaTd TauTny 6pbds yryvouevdy
E0TIV; @OTep €Kel £€yw 0Ol TO KATX TNV TEXVNV EAeyov
bpB&ds, TNV yupvaoTikfy, kal oU 87 olv oUTws évtatba Ti
on1s; TS ylyveobai;

A. pouoikds pol dokel.

Z. g0 Aéyeis. 101 81, kol TO &v T&OL ToAepeiv PEATIOV Kal
TO &v T elpAvny &yew, ToUTo TO PéATIOV TI dvoudlels;
WoTrep EKel €9 Ek&OTw! EAeyes TO &uelvov OTI POUOIKW
Tepov, Kal &1l TA1 ETEPwWL Tl YUPVAOTIKWTEPOV, TEIPGD BN
Kal EvTaUfa Aéyelv TO PEATIOV.

A. &AN ol vy T1 Exw.

. &AA& upévTol aloypov ye el pév Tis o8 AéyovTa Kal
ouppouieUovTa Trepl o1Tiwy 8T1 PEATIOV TOBe ToUde Kol VOV
kal ToocoUTov, “émaiTa” EpwTnoeiey “Ti TO &peivov Agyels, @
AAKIRI&ST);” Trepl pEv ToUTwv EXelv elelv 8T TO Uyled
Tepov — KaiTol oU TpooTolfil ye iaTpos sivar — Tepl 8¢ oU
TpooTolfjl EMoTAMWY eival Kal cupPouleloels dvioTduevos
& €idds, ToUTou &, s Foikas, Tépt EpwTnBels E&v un Exmis
elTTelV, oUK aloyuviil; ) oUk aloypov paveiTal,

A, Tavu ye.

2. okoTel 81 kol mpobupol eltrelv Tpos Ti Teivel TO &v
T elpvnv Te &yev &uetvov kail TO &V TEL TToAepEv ols Bei;

A. &\\& okomdv oU SUvapal évvofioal.

3. oU% oiofa, émeaddv moAepov moicdueba, 8TI EyKa
NoUvTes dAAHAoLs TTdOnua Epxdueda eis TO ToAepelv, Kal &T1
aUTS dvopdlovTes Epxoueda;

A. Eywys, 0TI ye &amaTopevol TI f Pragdpevor 7
ATTOCTEPOUUEVOL.

108e2 TO &pevov it T&L &ueivovt D 109a4 aioyuvijl c: aioyuvnt D ¢av-
eiton d: paiveton d: paveivar d
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2. Exe TS EKAOTA TOUTWV TTAOYOVTES; TeIpd®d elTrelv Ti
Srapépel TO MBe 7 DBe.

A. el TO DBt 1) DBe Aéyels, @ ZwKpaTes, TO SiKalws T
&B1KwS . ..

>. auTd ToUTo.

A, &AA& pnv ToUTd ye Siadépel SAov Te Kal TEV.

3. Tl olv; Afnvaiols oU Trpds ToTEPOUS cuUpPouleloels
ToAepelv, Tous &B1koUvTas f| ToUs T& SIKAIX TPATTOVTAS;

A. Bewodv ToUTO ye épwTdis €l Y&p Kol S1avoelTal TIS 6§
Bel TPoOs TOUs TA JiKALA TPATTOVTAS TTOAEUEIV, OUK &V OUO
Aoynoeiév ye.

3. oU y&p véuipov ToU8, s Eotkev.

A. oV &fjta.

3. oU8¢ ye xohov dokel eival. wpods TaUT Epa Kai oU
TOUs Adyous TToInont;

A, dvayxkn.

Z. &M\\o T1 oUv, 8 vuvdT) Eyw NpwTwy PEATIOV TTpOS TO
TTOAeUeTV Kai un, kol ois 8¢l kai ois ur, kad 6dTe Kai un, TO
Bika16TEPOV TUYX&VEL OV; T) OU;

A.  odalvetal ye.

2. Téds olv, @ pide AAKIPLAST); TToOTEPOV TaUTOV AéANBas
6T1 oUk émioTacal ToUTo, 7 Eué éAabes pavBdvwv kal
do1TGV els Bi1daokdAou s ot E5i8aoke diaylyvawokely TO Sk
a16TeEPOY Te Kal &BikwTepov; kal Tis 0TIV oUTOS; Pppdoov
Kol &pol, va aUT®d1 $OITNTNY TPOGEVAONIS Kal EUE.

A.  OKWOTTELS, O ZOKPATES.

2. p& Tov Didlov TOV Eudv Te Kal odv, S ey fKloT &v
gmopknoaipl &AXN elTrep Exels, elTE TiS E0TIV.

A. Ti & el pr) Exw; olk &v ofer ue EAAwS eidévat Trepl TGOV
Sikalwv kKol &dikwv;

2. vad, €l ye eUpois.

A.  &AN ok &v eUpeiv e fy L
1ogbs el D, it n ¢ wde | wde ¢: wde D 109b6 &8ikws i: TO &Bikws D

109¢6 oU c: oU TO Sikatov d: oU 16 Sikaiov kai kaAov d 109d7 p& D, i: ov
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42 MTAATWNOZ

Kal pdAa ye, el {nTHoals.

giTa {nThical oUk &v oiel pe;

gywys, €l oinbeins ye p) eldévai.

€T oUK AV 8T’ eiyov oUTw;

KOAQDS Atyels. Exels oUv elrelv ToUTov TOV Xpdvov &Te
oUK dlov eldévar T& Sikaia kol T& &1k dépe, TEPUOIY
ECNTelS Te Kal oUKk dlov e1déval; A dlov; kal T&ANBA &wo
Kpivou, Tva pf) u&Tnv ol didAoyor yiyvwvTal.

M > M > M

TOTE P&V Tolvuv €U 018a 8Tl dlou eidévanl.
TéS €U oiofa;
ToAAGKLs ooU év S18aokaAwY fikouov Taidds dvTos
kal &AAof1, kal OmoTe doTpayadifols fj &AANY TIvd TTaididv
Taifols, oUy ws &mopolUvTos Tepl TOV Sikaiwy kKol &Sikwv,
AAA& wéAa peéya kal Bappadéws AeyovTos Tepl OTou TUYOIS
TV Taidwv s Tovnpos Te kal &B1kos gin Kol s &dikol: 7
oUK AANBT Aéyw;

A. &AN& Tl EpeAdov Tolly, @ SdokpaTes, OTOTE TIS pe
&d1kof;

3. ou & el TUxois &yvodv eiT’ &8ikoio eiTe pr) TOTE, Aéy
g15, T1 0" ey pfiv TOoIElY;

A. p&x AP &N oUk Ayvdouv Eywye, GAA& cadds
gylyvwokov T1 Adikoupnv.

2. &lov &pa émioTaofal kal Tais dv, s oike, TX Bk
ala kad Ta &Bika.

A. Eywye Kal ATICTAPNY YE.

3. & Trolwi Ypovwl &§eupcov; oU ydp SNTou &V Q1 Ye
lov eidévanl.

A. oV &fjta.

A. &N dunv idéval.

3. Tpitov & #Tos kail TéTapTov Kol TEUTTTOV oY 0UTWS;
A. Eywye.

3. &AA& pnv T ye Tpd ToU Tais foba. 7 yp;

A. val.

>.

A.

2.

11ob1o o gxpfiv i: oe xpny D 110¢6 Troiw! i émoiwt D
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3. woTe oUv &yvoslv fyoU; okdmerr ol ydp eUpnoels
ToUTOV TOV XpOVov.

A, p& Tov AT, & SdokpaTes, oUkouv Exw Y elmeiv.

3. eUpoov ptv &p' oUk oicBa alUTé.

A. oU mévu dpaivopal.

2. &MA& pnv &pTl ye oUdt paboov Epnoba eldévar el BE
pnd” nUpes UNT Epabes, TS oiocba kol ToHHeV;

A. &\X fows ToUTS oot oUk 6pBs &mekpivduny, TO &
val el8évon aUTdS Eeupov.

3. T 8t S eiyev;

A. #pabBov olpat kal £y doep kal oi &AAot.

2. AW gls TOV aUTdV fikouev Adyov. Tapd ToU; ¢pdle
k&upol.

A, Tap& TGOV TOAAGV.

Z. oUk gls omoudaious ye Bi18aokdAous kaTadeUyels &g

TOUS TTOAAOUS GvapEpwov.

A. Ti 8¢ ol ikavoi 818&§a1 oUTol;

2. oUkouv T& TETTEUTIKA Ye Kol T& pf° KalTol ¢auAd
Tepa aUT& oipat TGOV dikadwv sivar. Ti 8¢ oU oUy oUTws
oiel;

A, val.
3. elTa T& pEv pauddTepa oUy olol Te Si8dokely, T& B¢
oTTOUdx1OTEPQ;

A. olpon Eywye &AAa yolv ToAA& oiloi T’ eoiv 81
Saoke omoudaidTepa TOU TETTEVELY.

2. Tmola TaUTa;

A. olov kal TO EAANVIgelv Tapd ToUTwv éywy’ Euabov,
kol oUk &v Exotpt elmeiv EpauTol Si18&okadov, AN els ToUs
alToUs dvadépw oUs oU ¢pnis oU omoudaious eival Sidaok
Aous.

. &AN, & yewade, ToUuTou piv &yabol Si18&okaiorl oi
ToAAOl, Kai Sikaiws éTaviols &v a¥TdV €is d1daokaAiav.
110e9 otol Te i oto1 D 111ab émaviols &v alTédVY eis didaokaiav c: émTal-

volvT &v aUTédv eis Si8aockoAiav d: émaivoivt &v alTov els Sidaokaiiov d:
ETovolT &v aUTdV 1) Si8aokaAia i
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44 MTAATWNOZ

A. T187;
2. 411 géxovol mepl a¥TO & YpT) Tous &yabous didaok&
Aous Exelv.

A. Tl ToUTO Afysls;

3. oUx oic® &1 ¥pn ToUs pwéAAovTtas d18&okely &TioUv
a¥Tous TpdToV £idéval; ) oU;

A, m&s yap oU;

>. oUkoUv ToUs £i8dTas dpoAoyeiv Te AAANAOLS KAl WR

Srapepecdar;
A. val.
3. #voisd &vdiadépwvTtal, TaUTa ¢pNoels eidévat alTous;
A. oU &fjta.
Y. ToUTwv olv S18dokalol Tés &v giev;
A. oUdapds.
Z. i oUv; SokoUoci ool Siadépecbal ol TToAAol TOT6V E0TL

AMBos f) EUAov; Kai GV Tva EpwTdis, &p’ oU TX aUTd OMoAo
yoUotv, kol éml TaUTd Opudoty dTav PoUAwvTal AaPeiv
AMBov §} EUdov; doalUTws kal TV doa TolaUTar oyedov
yé&p T1 pavB&vw TO EAANVILew EmioTacbal 6T1 ToUTO Aéyels:

A. vai.

3. oUxoUv els piv Talf, domep eimopev, dAAAAoIS Te
Sdporoyoilol kal aUTol EauTols idial, Kal dnuooial ol ToAeLs
Tpds AAAAAas oUk dudiopnToloty ai pév Tall oi § &AAa
paoKoUoal;

A. ol ydp.

3. elkdTws &v &pa ToUTwY ye Kai 8i18&okatot giev &y abol.

A. val.

2. oUkoUv &l pév Pouvloipeba moifjcal Tva Tepl aUT&Y
e1déva, dpBdds dv aUTOV TEPTTOLYEY els S18aoKaAiay ToUTwY
TV TTOAAGV;

A, Tavu ye.

3. Ti & el PouAnBeipev eidéval, pf pdvov Toior &vBpwol

rricy eis d:eid
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glow f moiol imrmol, dAA& Kol Tives aUTGOV Spopikol Te Kal
un; &p° €11 ol ToAAol ToUTo ikavol S18&Eal;

A. oU &fita.

2. ikavov B¢ ool Tekunplov O8TL oUk EmicTavTal oUdt e

kpnyvol 818&okadol giov ToUTwy, émeldn oUdtv dpuoroyol
o1 EaUTOlS Trepl aUTdV;
A. Eporye.

3. Ti & el PouAnBeipev eidéval, pf pdvov Toiol &vbpwToi 5

glow, &AN Smolol Uylevol 7 voodels; &' ikavol &v fuiv
Aoav Si18&okaAol oi TToAAoi;

A. oU &fjTa.

3. fv & &v ool Tekprplov 8T1 poyBnpol eiot ToUTwy &1
B&okaol, £l EOPAS AUTOUS S1PEPOUEVOUS;

A.  Eporye.

2. Tl 8 8n; viv mepl TAOV Sikalwv kol &Sikwv
dvBpomwv Kol TpaypdTwy ol ToAAoi Sokolci ool dpoAo
yelv aUTol éauTols fj AAAHAOLS;

A. AxioTa vh Al, & ZmkpaTes.

2. Ti 8¢ pdAoTa Tepl a¥TOY diadépeodal;

A. TTOAU Yye.

3. oUxouv olopal ye TdToTé o€ i8eiv 008 &dkoUoai odpd
Spa oUTw Sradpepopévous dvBpcoTous Trepl Uylelvdy Kol pi,
@oTe 314 TaUTa pdyxeobal Te kal &mokTelvUval AAANAOUS.

A. oU &fita.

5. AN Trepl T&V Sikadwv kol &Sikwv Eywy’ oid 81,
Kal €l U1 Epakas, AkNKoas yoUv &AAwv Te TOAAGY Kol
‘Opnpov: kal ‘Oducosias ydp kai TAid8os dknkoas.

A. TavTws HTTOU, O ZWKPATES.

2. oUkoUv TaUTa ToimpaTd 0Tl Tepl Slrapopds Sikaxiwy
Te Kal &Sikwv;

A, vadl.

. kal al pdyal ye kai ol 8&vaTtol ik TaUTtny THV Sl
pdpav Tois Te Axaiols kal Tols &AAois Tpwolv £yEévovTo, Kai
TOTs ywnoTfpot Tols Tfis TTnveAdtns kai T&1 ‘Oducosi.

A, &An6f Aeyes.

I0
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46 MTAATWNOZ

3. olpon 8¢ kol Tois &v Tavdypar Afnvaicov Te Kai
Naxedaipoviwy kal BoiwTtdv &mofavolot, kal Tois UoTepov
¢v Kopowveial, v ois kai 6 ods athp Khewias ETeAedTtnosy,
oUdt mepl Evos &ANou 1 Siadop& 7| Tepl ToU Sikaiou Kal
&8ikou Tous BavdTous Kal TS pdyas TeEToinKey: | Y&p;

A.  &AnBf Agéyers.

3. ToUTous olv ¢duev EmicTachar mepl v oUTws odpd
dpa BradepovTal, woTe GupioPnTolvTes dAANAoOIS T& Eo
XaTax op&s alTous épy&lovTal;

A. oV daiveTal ye.

2. oUkolv els ToUs ToloUTous 8i18ackdAous &vadépels oUs
Sporoyeis alTds ph eidéva;

A. foika.

S, Tréds oUv eikds oe eldévan T& Sikana kal T &Bika, Trepl
@V oUTw TAavdl Kal oUTe pabov daivnt Tap’ oudevds oUT’
aUTOS EEEUpV;

A. &k UEv OV oU Aéyels oUK eikds.

3. Op&is ol ToUf s ol KaAdds eitres, & AAKIP1&SN;

A. 10 Toiov;

2. OT1 éuE dnis TaUTa Adyelv.

A. Ti 8¢ oU oU Aéyels cs £y oUK EmloTapal Tepl TGOV
dikaiwv kal &8ikwv;

>. oU pévTol.

A. &N Eyw;

>, val.

A, Tréds 81;

. @8 glonl. &&v oe fpwpal TO &V Kal T& dUo mwOTEpa

TAelw £0Tl, pNoels 6T T& dYo;

A. Eywye.
2. ool
A, évi.

. ToTEPOS oUV NGV 6 Aéywv OT1 T& dUo Tol &vds évi

112¢4 oUK émTicTapal i: cuvetioTapal D
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gy .
oUkoUv &y pév flpdTwy, oU & &mekpivov;
vadl.
Tepl 81 TOUTWV PV £yw daivopal Aeywv O EpwTddV,
7} OU O ATTOKPIVOUEVOS;

A. Eyow.

3. Ti & &v éyd piv Epopal Tola ypdppaTa SwKp&Tous,
ou & einis, TOTEPOS & Abywv;

A, Eyow.

. 161 871, &vi Aoyt elmmé OTav EpwTnols Te Kal &Tod
Kplols ylyvnTal, ToTepos 6 Aéywv, 6 EpwTdY | 6 ATTOKPIVO

A
2.
A
>

WEVOS;

A. 6 &mokpivdpevos, Euotye Bokel, © ZOKPATES.

3. oUkoUv &pTi S TaVTOS EY o PEV Ty O EPLOTAV;

A, vadl.

3. oU & 6 &mokpivdpevos;

A, Tavu ye.

3. Tl olv; T& AexBévTa TdTEpOS MMMV elpnKey;

A.  daivopal pEv, @ ZmKPATES, EK TOV WPOAOYTNPEVWV
Eyw.

2. oukoUv éAéxOn mepl Sikalwv kol &Sikwv &T1 AAki

B1&dns & kahds 6 Khswiou olk émioTarto, oioito 8¢, kal
HEAAoL eis ExkAnoiav A8V cupPouleloeiv Abnvaiols mepl
@V oUdEv 01dev; oU TalT Av;

A.  daiveTal.

Z. 76 ToU E¥pimidou &pa cupPaivel, @ AAkiPi&dn: ool
T&8e k1wduvelels, oUk épol dkmkoéval, oU8 &y eipt 6
TalTa Aéywv, AN& oV, épg 88 aiTid&l P&TNV. Kal pévTol Kol
€U AEYELS. MOVIKOV Y&p &V vidl Exels Emixelpnpa ETTIXELPETY, @
RéATIoTE, 818&0Key & oUk oioBa, dueAfoas pavldvelv.

A. olpar pév, @ ZokpaTess, dAydkis Abnvaious Pou
AeveoBon kal Tous &AAous “EAAnvas moéTepa SikaxioTEpA N
&BikmTepar T& pEv y&p TotaUTa fyolvton Sfida gival, &&
113a4 Epwpon 1 &pd kai D: &pwTd kai 1 113b1 mavtds d: mavTds ToU
Aoyou d

113
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cavTes oUv Trepl aUTAOV okomoUoiv dTodTepa cuvoioel Tp&E
aot. oU y&p TaUTd oipal 0Tiv T& Te Sikala Kai TX oup
PEpoVTA, AAN& TTOAAOTS BN EAUCITEANCEY GBIKNOAOL Uy AAX
&81xkNpaTa, Kol ETEPols ye oipatl Slkalx épyacapévols ol
OUVTVEYKEV.

3. Tl oUv; &l 871 pdAioTa ETepa pEv T Sikaia Tuyydvel
bvTa, ETepa 8t T& oupdépovTa, oU Ti Tou aU oV olel TalT
eldéval & oupdepel Tois &vBpotrors, kal 81 &1,

A. Tl y&p kwAUel, @ ZOKPATES; €l U1 Me aU Epront Tap’
6Tou Euafov f| STTws alTdS nUpoV.

3. olov ToUTo Tolels. el T1 pt) dpBds Aéyels, TuyXdver B¢
BuvaTov Bv &modeifar &r oUmep kal TO mpdTEPOV Adyou,
olel 87 kawwd &TTa Seiv dxovewv &modeifels Te ETepas, @S
TEV TTPOTEPWV OlOV OKEUXPIWV KATXTETPIUMEVLV, Kl oU
KET® &V oU aUTa &uTrioyolo, &l pf Tis ool TEKUNPLOV KX
Bapov kal &ypavTtov oioel. gy 8t Xalpelv Edoas TAS 0XS
Tpodpouds Tol Adyou oUdtv fTTOV Epnoopal Toley pabov
aU T& oupdépovT’ EmioTacal, kal 8aTis £0Tiv 6 518&oKAAOS.
Kal T&VT EKEIVX T TPOTEPOV EPWT MIAL EPWTNOEL. GAAX
y&p 8fihov s els TalTdv HEets kad oly €€ets &modeifan ol
&5 E€eupidv oioBa TX cupdépovta oUB s paboiv. Eredn &&
Tpud&ls kai oUkéT &v N8éws ToU alTol yeloalo Adyou,
ToUTOV piv &6 Yaipew, €T’ oiofa eiTe un T& Abnvaiols cup
PepovTar TOTEPOV B¢ TAUTA E0T1 Sika& Te K&l CUUPEPOVT A
gTepa, Ti oUk &medeifas; el pev Poulel, EpwTOV pe OOTEP
gyw ot el 8¢, kal aUTOS £l oeauToU Adywi S16€eABe.

A. &N oUk oida el oids T' &v einv, & SwkpaTes, Tpds of
S1eABelv.

3. AA\XN, dyabé, iut EkkAnoiav véuicov kai Sfpov kad
géxel Tol ot denoel Eva EkaoTov Telbelv. A yp;

A, vad.

. oUkoUv ToU aUTolU éva Te 0ldv Te gival KATX POVAS
eifelv kail ouptrdAAous Trepl v &v ldfjL, GoTep 6 Ypapua
TIOTNS éva Te €8V TTOU TrePl YPABMATWY Kal TTOANOUS;

114¢3 Te €melBév mou d: Té Tou Teibel d: Te Teier Tou d
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A. val.

3. &p oUv oU kal mepl &piBuol 6 alTods Eva Te Kad TOA 5

Aous Treloel;

A. val.

3. oUtos & #otan & eidws, & &pifunTikds;

A. T&wu ye.

3. oUkolv kai oU &mep kol TOAAOUS 0ids Te Treibelv i,
TaUTa Kol €va;

A, Elkos ye.

>. #oT 8¢ Talta 8fjAov 611 & oioha.

A. vad.

3. &Aoo T oUv ToocoUTov poévov Biadépsl ToU E&v TMI

Bdrpwt prTopos & &v T To1&de ocuvouoial, 6T1 & pev &O
pdous elfel T& aUTd, & 8¢ kA Eva

A.  kiwduvevel.

2. 161 vOv émerdn ToU aUTolU ¢aiveTan TOAAOUS Te Kal
gva Trelfev, v épol EuperéTnoov kal Emiyelpnoov émideifat
s TO Bikalov EvioTe oU cUUpEPEL.

A. UBpioTNS El, O SOKPATES.

3. viv yoUv U¢ UPpews pwéAAw ot Treifelv T&vavTia ols
EUE oUK EB€AELS.

A, Aéye 81).

2. &Tokpivou udvov T EpWTWHEVA.

A

>

\

o

un, GAAKX oU alTos Aéye.
Ti & oUy 871 pdAioTa BoUAel Telobfival;

A.  TavTws dHTTou.

>, oUkoUv el Aéyeis 811 Talf oUtws #xel, udAloT &v eins
TTETTELO UEVOS;

A. Eporye Soxkel.

3. A&mokpivou 87 kal &&v uf aUTds oU cauTol dkovonis
OTL T& JiKaia Kal oUPGEPOVTA £0TIv, GAAWL Ye AEYOVTL un
TIoTEVON]IS.

A. oUtor, &AX &mokpiTéov: kal ydp oUBtv ofopat
PAaPnoecbar.

3. povTIKOS y&p El. Kai pot Aéye TGOV Sikaiwv ¢nis dvia
uEv oupdépely, Evia § ol

10

d

5

I0

I0

I

=
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vadl.
T 8¢; T& pév kA& alTdY val, T& & ol;
TS ToUTO EpwTAIS;
el T1s 181 ool E8oev aloxpd pév, Sikata 8¢ TpdTTELY.
oUK £polye.
AN TTévTa T Sikaia Kad KaAd;
vadl.
. T8 ol T& kaAd; méTepov mhvTa &yabd, | T& pév,
T& & ol

A. olopal Eywys, @ ZOKpATES, EVia TOV KOADY KK
glval.

. A kal aloypd &yadd;

A. vadl.

3. &pa Aéysis T& Toidde, olov TOAAOL &V TOAéuwI
PonbnoavTes éTaipwt 7| olkeiwl TpaUpaTa EAaPov kal &é
Bavov, oi & oU BondhoavTes, Séov, Uyiels &mfjAbov;

A. vy pév olv.

2. oUkoUv Thv TolaUTnv Ponbeiav KaANv pev Afyels
KaT& TNV émixeipnow ToU odoa oUs £3e1, ToUTo & EoTiv
&vdpeiar f) oU;

A. val.

2. Kaknv 8¢ ye kaTd Tous BavdTous Te kal EAKN 7 Yap;

A, val.

3. &p oUv oUk &AAo piv 1) dvdpeia, &AAo 8¢ 6 BdvaTos;

A. Tavu ye.

T. oUk dpa kaTx TaUTOV Yy’ €0TI KAAOV Kal Kakov TO
TOTS piAols Ponbeiv;

A. ol paiveTal.

3. Spa Toivuv g, M ye kKaAdv, kal &yaBdv, doTep Kal
tvtalba. katd Thv &vdpeiav y&p duoAdyels KaAdv gval
TNV Ponbeiav: TolT’ oUv alTd okdmel, THV dvdpeiav, &ya
BOv f kaxdv; OBe 8¢ okoTelr WOTERY &v Bé€and ool elval,
dyaf& 7| Kakd;

A. &yaba.

2. oUkoUv T& péy1oTa P&AIoTA;

M>M>M>M>
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p&AIoTO.

Kol HKIOTX TAOV ToloUTwy degaio &v oTépeodar;

TS yap ov;

TS oUv Aéyels mepl &vdpeias; &mi moowt &v alTol 5
de€ao oTepeohar;

M>M >

A. oUd¢t Lfjv &v gy SeGaiuny Se1Ads Gv.

3. EoyaTov &pa kakéV gival oot Sokel f SeiAia.

A. Eporye.

2. &€ loou Td1 TEBVAVaL, WS EOIKE. 10

A, onpi.

3. oUxolUv BavdTwi Te kal Seldial EVavTIOTATOV {0t KAl
&vdpeia;

A. vadl.

\

. kol T& pEv pdAioT &v givanr PoUloid cot, TX Bt e

AKIOTA;
A val.
2. &p 6T TA piv &proTa Ny R, TX 88 K&KIOTA;
A, T&vu ye. 5

3. & Tois dpioTols &pa oU y L &vdpeiav eival k&v TOTS
KakloTols f&vaTov;

A. Eywye.

3. 16 &pa PonBeiv &v ToAépwt Tols didols, HI PEV KAAOV,
KaT &yaBol mpd&iv Thv Tiis &vdpeias, kaAov aUTO TPOT 10
elTras;

A.  daivopal ye.

2. kaTd 8¢ kakoU mp&&iv ThHv ToU BavdTou Kakdv;

A val.

3. oUkolv &8t Sikalov TpocayopeUelv £K&OTNY TAOV 15
Tp&Sewv: eiTep M1 Kakov &mepydleTarl Kaknv KaAels, kal M
&yabov &yabnv kAnTéov. 116

A. Eporye dokel.

. &p oUv kal At &yabdv, kaAdv: At 8E kakodv, aioypdv;

A. vadl.

2. Ty &p &v T ToAépwl TOis ¢pidols Ponbeiav Aéywv 5

115d2 A. uéAiota c: not in D 115e5—7 m&wu ... Bavatdy i not in D
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>

KOATV P&V eival, Kaknv 8¢, oUdtv SiadepovTws Aéyeis A &l
TpooeiTes AUTHY &yadnv pév, Kakny 8.

A.  &AnB por Sokels Aéyelv, @ SOKPATES.

S, oUdtv &pa TEOV KaAQY, kab doov KaAdy, kakdy, oUdE
&V aloxpbdv, kad dcov aioypdv, &yabov.

A. ol daiveTal.

3. 11 Tolvuv kal ©8s okéyal. 80TIS KAADS TPATTEL,
oUyl kal eV TpdTTEL,

A. val.

3. ol & el wpdTTovTes 0UK eUBaipoves;

A, m&s yap oU;

2. oukolv eldalpoves 81 &yabdv KTfolv;

A. pdAioTa.

. kTdvTal 8¢ TalTa T U Kal KaA&Ss TP TTELY;

A. val.

2. TO &0 dpa mpdTTEWY &yabdv;

A. TS & ol

2. oUkolUv kahdv ) elmpayia;

A, val.
T, TauTdv Spa Epdvn Mpiv mAAWY ol KoAdy Te Kal
&y aBov;

A.  daiveTal.
2. 411 &v &pa eUpwpev kKaAdv, kal &yabdv eUupnioopey €k
ye ToUuTou ToU Adyou;

A.  &vdykn.
2. Tl 8¢ T& dyaf& ocupdeper 7 oU;
A.  oupdepel.

3. pvnpovevels ol mepl TOV Sikaiv THS Guoloynoa
HEV;

A. oipal ye Tous T& dikaia Tp&TTOVTAS &dvaykaiov €1
Vol KaAX TPATTELY.

2. oUxolUv kal ToUs T& KaAd &yabd;
A. val.

2. T& 88 dyab& ouudepery;

A. val.

>.

T& dikoia &pa, @ AAKIPLAST, oupdépovTd EoTLv;
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€O1KEV.

Ti 0Uv; TaUTa oU oU 6 Aéywv, £y 88 6 EpwTddV;
paivoual, ws EolKa.

el oUv Tis dvioTaTal cupPoulsUcwv eite Afnvaiols
eite TlemrapnBiols, oldpevos ylyvwokely T& dikola Kol T
&Bika, ¢pfoet & eivon T& Sikaia kakd EvioTe, &Ado T1 § Ka
TayeAwins &v aUTolU, EmeldNTep TUYXAVELS Kal oU Aéywv
T TaUTA €0T1 SIKALK Te KAl CUUPEPOVTA;

A. &AA& p& Tous Beous, & SwrpaTes, oUK 010 Eywys
oU8 BT1 Myw, AN &Texvdds Eolka ATOTTwS EXOVTL TOTE pEv
y&p pot ETepa Sokel ool pwTduTos, ToTE & &AAQ.

3. elta ToUTO, @ dide, &yvoeis TO wEBnpa Ti EoTIV;

A. Tavu ye.

Z. olel &v olv, &l Tis EpwTdin ot “BUo dpBaApous 7y Tpeis
gxels;” kal “dUo yeipas 7 TETTapas;” § &AAo TI TV
TOIOUTWY, TOTE PEV ETepa Gv dTrokpivacBal, ToTe 88 &AAa, 7

M>M >

&el T& a¥T;

A. Bédoika piv Fywye f)8n Tepl EpauTol, oipal pévTol TX
aUT&.

>. oUxolv é11 oiofa; ToUT aiTiov;

A. olpoi Eywyse.

3. mepl v &pa Ekwv TdvavTia &mokpivni, dfjAov 4TI
Tepi ToUTwv oUK oicHa.

A, glxos ye.

2. oUkoUv kal mepl TOV Sikaiwv kol &8ikwv Kal KAADY
Kol aloXpdv Kal Kak®dV kol &yafdv kal ocupdepdvTov Kai
pn &mrokpivéuevos ¢nis TAavdobal; eiTa oU SHAov 81 Bk
TO P eldévan Tepl aUTRY, d1& TalTa TAAVEL,

A. Eporye.

3. &p olUv oUTw kal Eyelr Emeldav Tis T1 p1) eidfj1, dvay
kaiov Tepl ToUTOU TAAVETHAL THY WuXNV;

A, T&s yap oU;

3. Tl oUv; oicBa SvTiva TpdTOV dvaPnont eis TOv oUp
avov,

A. p& Al oUk Eywys.

Z. 7 kal mAav&Tai cou 1) 86Ea Trepl TalTa;

I0

117

I0
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A. oV &fjta.

3. 168 aiTiov oicBa ) Eyd dppdow;

A. ¢paoov.

2. 611, © ¢ike, oUk olel aUTd EmioTacBal oUk EmioT
&UEVOS.

A.  Téds aU ToUTo Aéyels;

>, &pa kal oU Kowfjl. & pn ETioTaoal, yryvwokels 8¢ 8T
oUK gmioTaoal, TAav&l Tepl T& TolaUTa; GOoTep Tepl dyou
okevacias oicBa 8fmou 811 oUk oiloha;

A, T&vu ye.

3. moTepov ouv aUTds Tepl TaUTa dodlels Sws Xpm
oKeudLely Kal TAQVEL, 1) TOL ETICTAPEVL ETTITPETIELS;

A. oUTws.

> 11 & &l &v vni mAéors; &pa Sof&lols &v ToOHTEPOV XpPT)
TOV olaka tlow &yev ) E€w, kal &Te oUk £idds TTAaV&IO &V,
7 T KUPepvN TN ETITPEYas &v Nouxiav &yols;

A. T kUBepyNTNL.

3. oUk &pa mepl & pry oicBa wAavdl, &vrep eidfis &T1
oUk oioBa;

A. oUk goika.

Z.  &vvoels oUv 6Tl Kal T& GpapThdaTa &v TH1 Tpd&el dik
TaUTNY THY &yvoidv éoTl, THV ToU un £iddTar oleoBan £ide
vai;

A. &S al Aéyels ToUTO;

2. TéTe TOU EmiyeipoUpey TPATTEWY, dTav olcpeda eide
val OTL TTP&TTOUEY;

A, vad.
2. bTtav 8¢ yé moU Tives pn olwvTol eidéval, dANols
Tapadidoaot;

A. m&s T ol

3. ouUkoUv ol Toioltor TGV pn elddTwv dvaudpTtnTol
Cédo1 81 TO GANolLs TEPL AUTOV ETTITPETTELY;

A. val.

3. Tives oUv ol &uapTdvovTes; oU yd&p Tou of ye eidoTes.

A. oU &fjta.
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S, &madn & oUf of €i8dTes oUO of TOV ur) £i86Twy € 118
86Tes &T1 oUk loaotv, f &AAot AsiTrovTal f| ol un €iddTes,
oibuevol & eidévai;

A. oUk, &N oUTol.

. aUtn &pa 7 &yvola TOV Kak®dV aiTia kai 1) émovel 5
d1oTos &uabia;

A, val.

3. oUkolv &Tav M1 mepl T& PEY1OTA, TOTE KAKOUPYO
TA&TN Kal aloxloTn;

A. TOAU Yye. 10

2. Ti oUv; Eyels peilow elmelv Sikaiwv Te Kal KoAGDY Kal
&y abddv Kol oupdepOVTWY;

A. oV &fjta.
>, olUkoUv mepl TaUTa oU ¢1yis TAav&odai;
A. val. 15

>. el 8¢ mAaval, &p’ o¥ 8fjAov &k TGV EutrpocBey 6TL oU b
HovoV &yvoels T pEy1oTa, AAAK Kal oUk eidws olel aUT el
Sevai;

A, xwduvelw.

3. PaPai &pa, & AAkiPi&dn, olov mdbos mémovBas S 5
gy Svoudlelv pev Okvdd, Ouws B¢, ETeldN povw EouEv,
pnTéov. &uabior yap ouvoikels, @ PEATIOTE, TH1 EoX&TNL, OS
6 Aoyos cou kaTnyopel kal oU cauToU: 810 kal diTTels &pa
TPdS TX TOAITIKS Trplv TTaideubfival. mwemovlas 8¢ ToUTo oU
oU pévos, &AA& kal ol ToAAol TV TpaTTOVTwY T& THiode 10
Tfs TOAews, TANY dAlywv ye kal lows ToU ool émiTpdTOU ¢
MTepikAtous.

A. Aéystal yé Tol, @ ZwkpaTes, oUk &Two ToU alToud
ToU 00$ds yeyoveval, GAAX TToANOTS Kal 0o¢pois ouyyeyove
val, kai TTuBokAeidni kol Avafaydparr kai viv €11 TnA1 5
KoUTOS OV Adpwvi cUvesTIV aUTOU TOUTOU EVEKA.

. 11 olv; 8n TV €ides codov STioUv &BuvaTolvTa
moifjoal &AAov codpov &mrep aUTOS; woTep s o £5idakev

118a5—6 adTia kai 1) éToveidioTos &padia D: aitia ¢
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YPAUHaT, aUToS TW AV codds Kai ot émoinos TOV Te EAAwY
SvTIV’ EPoUAeTo" 7y Yép;

A. val.

3. oUkolv kal oU & Tap &xelvou pabov &AAov oids Te
gomnt;

A. val.

Vo

2. kal 6 kiBoploThs 88 kal & TaldoTPIPNS oaUTwsS;

A. Tavu ye.

2. KOAOV yap N TTOU TEKUNPLOV TOUTO TV ETICTAREV®OV
6TioUv 811 émioTavTtal, émedav kol &AAov oiol T' Qo
&Trodeifal ETIoTAMEVOV.

A. Eporye Sokel.

. Tl oUv; Exeis simeiv TMepikAfis Tiva émoincev cododv,
&Trd TGV Utwv &pEdpevos;

A. 11 & & T TlepikAéous Uel AMBiw EyevisBnv, @
ZOKPATES;

2. &MA& Khswiav Tov odv &dBehpov;

A. Ti8& &v aU Khewiav Aéyots, paivodpevov &vBpwov;

2. gmadn Toivuv Khewias pév paivetal, T 8¢ MTepikAéous
Uel HA1Bico EyeveoBn, ool Tiva aitiav &vabduev, 81 611 of
oUTws ExovTa Teplop&t;

A. &yd oipat aiTios oU Tpooéywy TOV volv.

2. &M\ 1AV EAAwv Afnvaiwv 7| TV Eévwv Sollov 7
gEAeUBepov eimre SoTis adTiav gxel d1d TN TlepikAgous ouv
ouciaV COPWTEPOS YEYOVEVQL, OOTEP €y EYw OOl ElTElvV
ik TV Znvwvos TTubdSwpov Tov “looddyou kai KaAAiav
Tov KaAAiddou, dv ékd&Tepos ZHvwvi EKaTOV Uvas TeEAECOS
copds Te Kal EAASY1POS YEyovey.

A. &\ pax AT oUk Exw.

3. eiev Ti oUv B1avofjt wepl oauToU; TdTEPOV E&V S VUV
£xels, 1) EmpéAeldy Tva Toleiotal;

A. kown Pouln, @ ZOKPATES. KAITOl Vol oou €l
6vToSs KAl oUyywpd: dokolol y&p pol ol T& Tfs ToOAews
Tpd&TTOVTES EKTOS ALy oV &TraideuTol elvat.

119b1 kown PoulAn d, i: kot Poulfit d
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>. eita Ti 87 ToUTO;

A. el pév Tou floav Temoaudeupévol, €8l &v TOV Emixelp
oUvTa aUTols &vTaywvileofar pabdvta kol &oknoavTa 1€
var o5 & &OAnNTds: viv & Emeadn kol oUTol i816TIKES
gyxovTes EANAUBaoty i T TRs ToAews, Ti Bl &okelv kai
pavBdvovTa TpdyuaTa Exel; Ey® ydp €U 018 &TL ToUTwv
Tfjl Ye pUOEL TTAVU TTOAU Treplécopal.

3. PaPai, olov, & &pioTe, TOUT elpnkas o5 dvéiov THs
18¢as kal TGOV EAAwY TV ool UTTapXOvTwv.

A.  Ti pdAioTa Kal TPOs TI TOUTO AEYELS, B ZWKPXTES;

2. &yovakT®d UTép Te ool Kal ToU EpauTol EpwTos.

A, T187;

3. & Aflwoas TOV &ydvd ool sivar mwpods ToUs EvBdSe
&vBpcoTrous.

A, AAAK TTpOS TIVOS PNV,

Z. &Giov ToUTO ye kal gpéoBal &udpa oiduevov peyo
Aodpova sival.

A, Téds Agyels; oU Tpds TOUTOUS pot & &y v,

3. &pa k&v el Tpifpn Slevool KuPepv&v pEAAOUCAV vau
naxeiv, fipket &v ool TGOV cuvwauTédY PeATIoTw! Elval T& KU
BepvnTikd, | TalTa pev drou &v Selv UTTApyELY, ATTERAETTES
& &v els ToUs i AANBGS dvTaywvioTds, AN oUy s viv &g
TOUs oUVaywvioTds; v SnTou meplysvéohal o el ToooU
Tov @oTe pn &§olv dvtaywvifesbal, AAA& KaTadppovn
Bevtas ouvaywvileoBal ool Tpos ToUs ToAepious, gl 81 TL
dvTL ye kaAov T1 gépyov &modeifaocbar Siavofjt kal &§iov
ocauToU Te Kl THS TOAEWS.

A, &AA& pev Bn Biavoolual ye.

2. mévu oot &pa &Glov dyamdv el TOV oTPATIOTEOV
PeATicov €l, AN oU Tpods ToUs TAOV SVTITEAWY HyEeudvas
&ToPAETrely OTOTE EKelvwy PeATiOV yéyovas, oKOTOUVTX
Kal dokoUvTa Tpods EKEIVOUS;

A, Aéyeis 88 Tivas TOUTOUS, @ ZWKPATES;

Y. oUk oicBa fudv THY TéAW AakeSaipoviols Te kol T&L

119c5 ool it ToU coU D 119e6 oTpaTiwT&dV D! ouoTpaTiewTdy ¢

120
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peYaAwl BaoiAel ToAepoloav EKAOTOTE;

A, &Anbfj Aeyeis.

3. oUkoUv eimep &v vdd Exels fyepdv sivar THode THS
TéAews, TPOs Tous Aakedaipovicwv PaciAéas Kai TOUS
Mepodv TOV &y dva fyoUpevds oot gival dpbdds &v fyoio;

A.  kwduvetels &AnBH Aéyerv.

2. oUk, dyabé, &AA& Tpds Mediav oe 8¢l TOV dpTUYO
KOOV &ToPAémely kal &AAous ToloUTous — ol T& TS
TOAews Tp&TTEWV EmiyelpoUoty, €T1 TRV &vdpamodwdn,
daiev &v al yuvaikes, Tpixa £XovTes &v TH1 yuyfit U dpou
olas kal oUtrw &moPePAnkdTes, €Tl 8¢ PapPapilovTes EAn
AUBaot kohakeUoovTes THY TOAY AAN oUk &pEovTes — TpdS
ToUTOUS o€ Bel, oUoTep Aéyw, PAéTovTa oauTol 8N &ueAely,
Kal unTe pavBdvey doa pabnosws ExeTal, pEAAOVTA ToooU
Tov &y&dva dywvileobal, unTe dokeiv doa deiTal AOKNTEWS,
Kal T&OQV TTOPACKEUNY TTAPECKEVATUEVOY OUTWS 1éval &Tri
T& THS TTOAEWS.

A. &N, & SkpaTes, Bokels pév por AANBH Aéyely, oipan
MEvTOl ToUs Te Aakedaipoviwy oTpaTnyoUs kal Tov TTepoddv
PooiAéa oUdty Sradepelv TOV GAAwWY.

3. &N, & &pioTe, THY oinotv TaUTny okdel olav Eyels.

A. ToU mépy

2. Tp&dTOV pEv ToTEpws &v oiel cauToU UEAAov &l
peAnBfivan, doPoupevds Te kal oidpevos Selvous alTous sivat,
i un;

A. BfjAov &1 €l de1vous oioiunv.

3. wdv ouv olel Ti PAaProechar émipeAneis cauToU;

A, oUBaudds, AAA& kol peydAa dvnoeobai.

2. oUkoUv &v pév ToUTo ToooUTov kakdv Exel 1) oinois
aUTn;

A.  &AnB Aéyers.

2. TO deUTepov Tolvuy, OTI Kal yeudns EoTiv, €K TGOV &l
KOTWV OKEYAL.

120a9—b1 dpTUyOKSTOV it dpTUYOTPOPOV D 120b6 cauTol 81 c: cauTol &
d: cautoU d
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A. s 81,

2. moéTepov eikds &pelvous ylyveohar pUoEls &V yevvaliols
yéveow fj pn;

A. 8fAov &T1 €v TOTS yevvaiols.

2. oUkolv Tous eU pUvTaS, &V Kal eU Tpadp&doty, oUTw
TeAéous yiyveobal Tpds &peTnv;

A, &udykn.

>, oxeyoueba 81, TOTs Ekelvwoy T& fUETEPX AVTITIBEVTES,
TP&OTOV pEv €l BokoUol ¢pauloTépwv yevdv sivar ol Aake
Satpoviwy kal TTepoddv BaociAfis. | oUk iopev ws ol pev Hpa
kAéous, oi 8¢ Ayaipévous Exyovol, T & ‘HpakAéous Te yévos
Kol TO Ayaipévous eis Tepota Tov A1ds dvadépeTal;

A. kal ydp TO NuéTepov, @ ZokpaTss, gis EUpuadkn, T
& EUpucdxous eis Ala.

. kal yd&p TO NuéTepov, @ yevvaie AAkIPLAST, els Aai
Satov, 6 8¢ Aaidatos eis ‘HpatoTov 1OV A1ds. &AAX T& pEv
TOUTWY AT a¥TdV dp&dueva PaciAfis elotv ék PaciAéwy
pexpt Aids, ol pev Apyous Te kal Aakedaipovos, ol 8¢ T
Mepoidos TO &ei, TOAASK1S 8¢ kal THis Acias, woTep kal viv:
Nuels 8¢ a¥tol Te i81dTAL Kal ol TTaTépes. £l 8¢ Kal ToUs TpPo
yévous ot dfol kai Thv TaTpida E¥puodkous émideifar Zah
apiva §) Ty AlakoU Tol &T1 poTépou Alywvav AptoépEnt
T&1 Zéplou, Toéoov &v olel yéAwTa ddAeiv; AN Spar un ToU
Te yEvous dykwi EAXTTOPESa TOV Gudpdv kol Tt &AAf
Tpodfil. f| oUk flofnoar Tois Te Aakedaipovicwv PaciAeloty
@S peydAa T UTdpyovTa, wv ol yuvaikes dnuocial ¢u
A&TTOVTOL UTTO TV €ddpwv, dTws els SUvapty pr A&dni &§
&ANou yevopevos & PBaoiheus §i €6 HpakAeld&dv; & 8¢ Tepodv
ToooUTov UTrepPA&AAel, GOoT’ oUdels Utowiav Exel s £§ &A
Aou &v Poaoidevus yevorto f €§ aUToU: 810 oU dppoupeiTal M
BaoiAéws yuvt) AN A U ¢dPou. émelddv Bt yévnTan 6
Tals & TpeoPUTaTOS, oUTep | ApXM, TPOTOV WEv €opTd
louc1 mévTes ol &v TH Paciiéws, v &v &pymi, eiTa eis

121h2 oe 8ol d, i: 8éo1 d
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TOV &AAov Xpovov TauTnl Tl fuépal PaciAéws yeveBAix
T&oo BUel kal EopTdlel 1) Aol HudV 8¢ yevopevwy, TO ToU
kwpwidotolol, oUd ol yeiToves cdpddpa T1 aichBdvovTal, @
ANKIP1&ST. peTd ToUTo TpépeTan O Tads, oUY UTO YUVAIKOS
TpodolU SAiyou &Elas, AN U edvolyxwv of &v Sokdolv
TGV Tepl PaciAéa &pioTol givalr ois T Te SAAx TpooTE
TakTal gmiuéAecfal ToU yevopévou, kail dmws 6T1 KEAAGOTOS
goTan unxavdobal, &vamA&TTOVTAS TX BEAN ToU Ta1dos Kal
kaTopbolUvTas kal TaUTa dpdvTes &v peydAnt Tiufjt eiov.
geld&v 8¢ ETTETELS YévwvTal ol Taides, £l ToUs ITrTous Kal
Tl ToUs ToUuTwv d18aokdAous porTdoly, kal eml Tds Onpas
&pyovTal igval. dis emT& 8¢ yevdpevov TV TOV Taida T
paAapPdvouctv oUs ékeivol PaciAeious Taidaywyous dvo
n&gouotv eioi 8¢ &getheyuévol MMepodv ol &pioTor d6§avTes
gv Akl TETTApES, O Te COPWTATOS KAl O SIKAIOTATOS Kl
6 cwdpovEoTATOS Kol & AvdpeldTATOS. OV & pEV payeiav Te
B18a&okel TNV ZwpodoTpou ToU ‘Wpoudlou — éoTl 8¢ ToUTO
Beddv Bepareia — S18&okel 88 kol TX PaciAik, & 8¢ Sikaid
TaTos dAnBevey di1& TavTos ToU PBiou, 6 8E CWPPOVESTATOS
und UTo wids &pyecbar TAOV fBovdv, fva EAeUBepos eivai
€010nTo1 kai dvTws PaciAels, &pxwv TPOTOV TV &V aUTdL
AAAG& p1) Bovlelwvy, & 8t &vdpeidTaTos &poPov kol &de&
Tapackeu&gowv, ds dtav Seiont SolAov dvtar ool &, & AA
K1P1&dn, TTepikAfis EméoTnoe TSy wyoOv TGOV OIKETHOY TOV
A pPEIOTATOV UTTO yNpws, ZwTupov Tov Opdika. difjAbov &
kal THv &AANY &v ool TV AUTaywvioTOV Tpodnv Te Kal
moudeiav, el pf MOAU Epyov fv kai &pa Talf  ikavd
dnAdoal kol T&AAax doa TouTols &kdAoubar THs 8¢ ofis yev
goews, @ AAKIPI&AST, kol Tpodfis kol moudsias, A &AAou
6tovolv ABnvaiwy, ws éros elTreiv oUdevl péAel, €l un €l TIS
¢paoTNS oou TuyX&ver Sv. el & aU &0éAers els TAoUTOUS
&moPAdyar kai Tpudds kai E08fiTas ipaTicov 6 EAEers xad
HUpwv &hoidds kail BepatrdvTwv TAHBoUs dkoloubias THV Te

121€4 yevduevov i: yevopévwy D 122b8 0éAe1s d, i: £6éNois d: £0éAMIS 1
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EAANY &RpdTnTa THY Tlepodiv, aloyuvbeing &v émi osauTdl,
aicBouevos doov aUTdV EAAeiTrels. ef & aU #0eAfjoelas eis
cwPpooUvny Te Kal KOOUIOTNTX XTOPAEYAl Kal eUxEPEIaY
Kai eUkoAlav kol peyadoppoouvnu kai eUtallav kol &v
Spelav kal kapTeplav Kai dprAoToviav kal dprAovikiav Kai ¢t
MoTipias Tas Aakedaipovicov, Taid &v fyfoaio cauTdy
T&o1 TOis ToloUTols. €1 & aU Ti Kai TAoUTwL Tpooéxels kal
KaT& ToUTO ofel T1 €ival, unde ToUd fuiv &ppnTov ¢oTw, &V
Tws aiobnt oU €. ToUTo pEv ydp el £0éAeis eis ToUs Aake
Saipoviwy TAoUTOUS 18elv, yvcont 6Tt oAU T&vB&Ee T&OV
el EAAeier yfiv pév y&p donv #xouotv Tfis 8 fauTdv kad
Meconfivns, oU8 &v eis &udioPnThoeie TGOV TH18e AN Oel 00T
&peTfi1, oU8 al &dvBpamddwv kThHoer TOV Te SAAWY Kol TGOV
EIATIKGY, 0U8E ufy imTwy ye, o8 doa EAAX BookhApaTx
KaT& Meoonvny vépeTal. GAAX TaUTa pev TAVTa €0 X aipely,
Xpuoiov 8¢ kal &pyUplov oUk EoTiv év m&otv "EAAnov doov
gv Nakedaipovt i8iar ToAA&s ydp 78T yeveds elogpXeTal pev
aUTooE £€ dmdvTwy TGOV EAAfvwy, TToAAAKIS 88 Kal ék TV
BapPdpwvy, eEépxeTar 88 oUBapdoe, SAN &Texvédds s KaTX
ToV Alodmou plfov 1) dAmTNE Tpds TOV AéovTa eitrey, Kai
ToU els Aakedaipova voplouaTos elotdvTos pev T& ixvn T&
¢keloe TeTpapuéva dfida, €§16vTos 8¢ oUdaufit &v Tis idol.
doTe U XpN eidévan &T1 Kal ¥puodl kai &pyUpwi ol kel
TAouciwTaTol glov TV EAAAvwv, kal aUTtdv ékelvwv O
BaoiheUs €k Te y&p TOV TOIOUTWY PEYLOTAL ANYELS Kol
TAgloTal eiot Tols PaciAeloly, €11 8¢ kal 6 PaoiAKOs $pOpPOS
oUk dAlyos yiyvetal, 8v TeholUov ol Aakedaipdviol Tois Pac
MMebov. kal T& pév Aakedaipoviwy &s mpds EAAnViKoUs
MEV TTAOUTOUS PeydAa, s 8¢ Tpds Tous Tlepoikous kai ToU
EKelvwv PaotAéws oUdev. Etrel ToT £y fikouoa dvdpds &§1o
TIOTOU TQOV AvaPePnkoTwy Tapd PaciAéx, Os &dn mwop
eABelV Ywpav &y TOAATY Kal &yoabnv, £yyUs fuepnoiav
122¢4 EBeAnoeias 1t &6eAnoes D 122dg—4 &0éAers els Tous Aakedaipovicov

TTAoUTOUS 18€lv c: €0éAels Tous Aaxedaipovicwv TTAoUTous 18ty D: é0éAers i8eiv ¢
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686v, fjv kaAelv ToUs Emiywpious fovny THs PaoiAéws yu
vaikds givat 88 kal AANV fjv al kaAeiobar kaAUTTpay, Kol
&AAous TToAAoUs TéTToUs kKaAoUs kai &yafoUs eis TOV kdouov
gEnipnuévous TOv Tfis yuvaikds, kal dvdpaTa EXELV EKAOTOUS
TGOV TOTTwY 4o £k&oToU TGOV KOGPwWY. MOGT oipal £y, &l
Tis eimol Tfjl PaciAéws unTpl, ZépSou &8¢ yuvaiki, Apm
oTp1d1, &T1 “év védl Exel ooU T Uel dvTiTdTTeoBon & Aevo
HA&XNS UOS, N1 0TI KOGPOS 1ows &E10§ PVEY TEVTITKOVTX &l
vy ToAAoU, TéL & Ul alThis yfis mAéBpa “Epxiaoiv oUsE
Tprakdola”, Bavudoal &v OTwl TOTE TIOTEUWY &V VAL EYEL
oUtos 6 AAkiPi&dns T&d1 ApTofépEnt Siaywvileobal, kal
oipat &v aUThH eimeiv 611 olk 06 dTwi dAAw! TioTeVwY
oUTos & &vnp Emixelpel TANV EmipeAsiocl Te Kal codiar
TaUTa yap péva &&iax Adyou &v “EAAnov. émel €l ye TUborTo
611 AAKIPLASTs oUTos vV Emixelpel TTp&OTOV pév ETn oUdETw
Yeyovws opddpa gikooly, ETEITA TAVTATAOLY &TAISEUTOS,
TPos 8¢ TouTols, ToU épaoTol aUTdL AéyovTos &TL Xpn
TpdTOV paBdvTta kal EmipeAnBivTa aUToU Kal doKNoavTX
oUTws iEval SiarywvioUpevoy BaotAel, oUk €8éAel, &AA& ¢pnotv
ECapkeiv kal s Exel, oipal &v alThv Baupdoar Te Kal épéc
Batr “Ti oUv TOT  EoTIV OTWL ToTEVOL TO pelpdkiov;” el oUv
Aéyoipev 811 K&AAel Te Kol peyefel kal yével kal TTAOUTwWI KAl
dUcel Ths wuyfs, nynoont &v fuds, @ AAKIPLEST, paiv
eofar mpods T& Tap& o¢ioclv ATOPAEYacx TAVTX TX
Tolax¥UTa. oipat 8¢ k&v Aaumidcd, TN AswTuyidou utv Buya
Tépa, Apx1ddpou 8¢ yuvaika, Ayidos 8¢ unTépa, ol TEVTES
BaoiAfis yeydvaoty, Baupdoor &v kol TaUTNV €l§ T& Tap&
odio UtdpyxovTa dmoPAtyacav, el oU &v vidl Exels TEOL Uel
aUTfis Siaywvifeobal oUTw KAKGDS RYMEVOS. KAITOL OUK alo
Xpov Sokel eival, el ai TGOV Tolepiwv yuvaikes PEATIOV Tepl
nudv diavoolvTal, oious Xpn dvtas odiolv Emixelpeiv, 7
Auels Tepl MUY alTdY; AN, & pakdpie, eibdpevos ol Te
Kal T &v AgAdols ypdupaTt, yvdd oauTtdv, 6TL oUTol HUiv

123¢4 mioTevol D mioTele ¢
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eiow dvtiTadol, &AXN oUy oUs oU olerr v dAAwL piv oUd &v
gvi mepryevoipeba, el pr Tep émipeAeicn T &v Kal TEXVNL. GOV
oU el &moAeipbnoni, kai ToU dvopaoTds yeveéoBar &mo
AeidpOriont &v "EAANGI Te kal PapPdpols, oU pot Sokels Epdv 5
65 oUdeis &AAos &AAou.

A. Tiva olv xpt) THV ETpéAElaY, & SdKpaTes, Tolelobal;
gxeis eEnynoaocbal; TavTos yap p&AAov gotkas GANGT eipn
KOTL.

3. vait AAA& yd&p kown BoulAt) @ITvl TpoTwl &v 6Tl ¢
PeATIoTOL Yevoipeba. Eyw yd&p Tol oU Tepl pev 0ol Afyw @S
¥pf Taadeubfiva, Tepi Epol 8t ol o y&p E08” Tl cou i
GEpw ANV Y Evi.

A, Tivy 5

2. & émiTpomros & &uds PeATiov €0TI KAl COPWTEPOS 7
MepikAfis & ods.

A.  Tis oUTOS, B ZMKPATES;

2. 0eds, © AAkIPI&ST, SoTrep ool pe oUK gla Tpd THode
Tis Nuépas SiaAexBfivar d1 kal TioTevwy Aéyw 8TL f) €Tl 10
d&veia B1° oUdevds dAAou oot EéoTal A 81’ Epol.

A, Tailels, O ZwKpaTES. d

Z. lows Aéyw pévtol &AnBR, &11 emipeleias Sedpeba,
TOAAfs pév TavTes &vlpwtol, &Tdp vid ye Kol udAa o¢pd
5p
ST P £y, oU yeUdn1. 5
oUdt pnv &T1 ye £yco.

Ti oUv &V Tro10TueY;

oUk &TrokvnTéov oUdt paABakicTéov, & ETaipe.

oUTo1 87 TrpéTEl Y, O ZCOKPATES.

oU yd&p, &AA& OKeTrTéOV KOWFL. Kol pol Aéye PopEv e

\

&1 s &pioTol PovAecBan yeviohal. R ydp;

>EM>M>M>]

vad.
2. Tiva &peTnv;
A.  Bfihov 6T1 Avrep ol &udpes ol &yabol. 5

124c¢1 kot Pouln d: kowfit PouAfjt d 124dg TOAAfs pév it udAAov pév d:
udAAov 8¢ d 124d8 &mokvnTéov d: &mropnTéov d, it &oppnTéov d
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64 MAATWNOZ

Z. ol Ti &yaboi;

A. Bfjdov 8T1 ol TP&TTE T& TPXYUXTX.

3. wolo; dpa T& ITTIKG;

A. ol 5fjTa.

2. Tapd ToUs ITTTKoUs y&p &v fipe;

A. val.

2. &AM TA VAUTIKS AEYELS;

A. oU.

3. Toapd TOUS VAUTIKOUS y&p &V TLHEV;

A. val.

>, &AA& Toia; & Tives TTp&TTOUCLY;

A.  &mep Abnvaiwv ol kaAol k&yabol.

2. kadous B¢ k&yabBoUs Afyels ToUs ¢povipous 7 ToUs
&ppovas;

A.  Tous ¢ppovipous.

2. oUxolv & EkaoTos ppovipos, ToUT  &yabos;

A. val.

2. 0 8¢ &ppwv, TOVNPoS;

A, m&s yap ol

. &p oUv O oKUTOTOPOS dpdVIpos el UTTOdNPATWY &p
yaoiav;

A, T&vu ye.

2. &yabos &p’ els aUTd;

A, &yabds.

5. 1l 8 els ipaticov gpyaciav olk &dpwv 6 ckuTOTOHOS;

A. val.

Z.  Kkakos &pa gl ToUTO;

A. val.

2. 6 aUTds dpa ToUTwl ye TOL Adywl Kakds Te Kai
dyafos.

A.  daiveTal.

3. 7 oUv Aéyels Tous &yabous &vBpas eival Kai KakoUs;

A. oV 3fjta.

2. &\A& Tivas ToTE Tous &yafous Agyels;

A.  Tous Buvapévous Eywye &pXelv &V TTj1 TTOAEL.

2. oU dATov Iy ys;
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A. oV 3fjTa.

3. &N dvBpoTaov;

A, val.

. &pa KAUVOVTWY;

A. oU.

2. &AAA& TTALOVTWVY;

A. ol ¢nut.

2. &AA& BepilovTaov;

A. ol

3. &AN oU8tv TololvTwv A T1 ToloUvTwy;

A. ToiolvTwy Afyw.

>, Ti; welpd kal Epol dnAdoal.

A. ouvbvTwy Kal cuuﬁoﬁ\?\ov-rwv EQUTOTS KAl XPWHEVWV

AAAHAOLS, OoTrep NUETS CAOPEY &V TAls TTOAETTV.
2. oUxkolv  d&vBpwmwv  Aéyeis  &pyewv  &vBpwTrols
X PWUEVQOV;

A val.

3. &pa KEAEUSTOV XPWwHEVWV EPETAIS;

A. oV dfjTa.

2. kuPepvnTikn yY&p aUTn ye &peTn;

A. vadl.

3. &N avaoo'rroov Aeyels &pxewv aUANTOY, &vBpoTrols
youusvcov @187js Kal XpwpEvwy XopeuTals;

A. ovU sfita.

3. XopoBi8aokaAikn yd&p aUTn ¥y’ oU;

A. T&vu ye.

. &MA& T TroTe Adyels XpwpEvwy &vBpcdwv dvbpaTols

oldv T° elvan &pyelv;

A.

KOIWWVOUVTwY €ywye Aéyw TOANTEINS KAl CUMPBAA

AovTwv Tpds &AANAoUS, ToUuTwy &pxelv TGOV &v Tl TOAEL.

2.

Tis oUV aUTn 1) TéEXVN; GoTrep &v €l o époipnv TEALW

T& VUvdn, KOWwVoUvTwy vauTiAlas émioTacbor &pxev Tis
TrOLET TEYVN;

A.

KUREPVNTIKN.

125C4 OUVOVTWY C: oukolv Tédv D
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66 MTAATWNOZ

3. kowwvoUvtwy & idfis, &5 vuvdn EAéyeTo, Tis
gmioTHMN ToLEl &PYELY;

A. fvmep oU &pTi EAeyes, 1) YopodidaokaAia.

>, Ti 8¢ TOAITEIQS  KOWWVOUVTWV  Tiva  KOAELS

ETIOTNHUNY;
A. gUPouliav Eywys, © ZOKPATES.
3. Ti 8¢ pdv dPovhia Sokel eival 1) TGOV KUPepynTOV;
A. oU &fjta.
3. &N eUPoviic;
A. Eporye dokel, eis ye 76 owifeofar TALovTas.
. KaA&s Aéyels. T1 8¢ fiv oU Aéyels eUPouriav, eis Ti

EOTLV;

A. &l TO &uevov THY TTOALY Slo1kelv Kol owilecbal.

2. Guewov Bt BdloikelTal Kal owileTal TIvos Tropa
yiyvopévou f &TOylyvopévou; coTep &v el oU pe €polo
“&pevov  BloikeiTal odpa  Kal owifeTal  Tivos Topx
yiyvopévou § &moyryvopévou;” eimoi’ &v 611 Uylsias pev
TAPAYLYVOPEVNS, VOoOU BE ATTOYLYyVOouEVNS. oU Kal oU oiel
oUTWS;

A, vai.

>, kal €l @ aU gporor “Tivos 8¢ TapxylyvopEvou &uelvov
dupaTa;”  woaUTws eimol’ &v OT1 dyews PEV  TTOpX
yiyvopévns, TudAOTNTOS 8¢ &moylyvopéuns. kol dOTa B¢
KWPOTNTOS Pev &Troyryvopevns, &kofis 88 £y ylyvouevns PeA
Tiw Te ylyveTal kal &pevov BeparreveTal.

A, opB&s.

Z. i 8¢ 81 TOALS; TIVOS TPy Y VOUEVOU KAl &TTOy1yvo
uévou PeATiwov Te YlyveTal Kal &ueivov BepatreveTal Kai diol
KEITA,

A. Euol ptv Bokel, @ ZoKkpaTes, dTav GIAla pEv aUTols
yiyvnTar mpds AAANAoUS, TO pioeiv 8¢ kal oTaoldely &Tro
yiyvnTat.

2. &p’ oUv piAiav Aéyels dSpdvolav § Srydvolav;

A. oOuodvoiav.

3. Bk TV oUv TExvny Spovoolotv ol mwoAels Tepl &pif
Hous;



AANKIBIAAHZ 67

A. Bix TNV &plBunTikAV.

>, 71 8¢ ol 181dTa; 0¥ 81X THY aUTAVY;

A, val. 10
>, oUkolv kal a¥Tds aUTd1 EKAOTOS;

A, vadl.

3.

S1& Tivar 8¢ TéXvny EkaoTos alTos aUTdL Spovosl Trepl d
omiBapfis Kol THXEOs OTOTEPOV peilov; oU B1& THV PeTPT

TIKNV;
A. Tl pny;
>. oUkoUv kai ol 181dTa1 dAANA0LS Kol ai TOAELS; 5
A. vad.
2. Ti 8¢; mepl oTabuoU ol doaUTws;
A, onui.

2. fjv 8¢ 81 ou Aéyes opdvoiav, Tis 0T Kal Tepl ToU,
kal Tis aUTnv TéYvn Tapaockeudlel; kol &pa fep TOAEL, 10
aUTT) Kol 18160TML, aUTL Te TPOS aUTOV Kol Tpds dAAov;

A.  €lxos yé Tol.

3. Tis oUv €0T1; Un) K&unis &okplvdpevos, dAAX Tpofu e
poU elmreiv.

A. Eyo piv oipar d1Aiav Te Aéyewv kal dpdvolav, fvtep
TXTAP Te UOV GIADY Opovoel kal unTnp, kal &8eAdods
&BeAdd1 kal yuvn &udpl. 5

3. olel &v oUv, & AAkIRL&ET, &vdpa yuvaiki Tepl TaAx
oloupyias SUvacBal Ouovoeiv, TOV pi) EmioTduevoy TH1 ETIC
TOUEVNL;

A. oU &fiTa.

2. oUd¢ ye B¢l oUBEV: yuvaikeiov yap ToUTO ye pdbnpx. 1o
A, vadl.

2. Ti 8¢ yuvn &vdpi Trepl OTAITIKFS dUvanT’ &V OUOVOETV 127

ut paboloa;

A. ol 5fjTa.

>, &vdpeiov yap ToUTS ye lows av dains &v eivar.

A. Eywye. 5
3. goTw &pa T& pgv yuvaikeia, T& 8¢ dvdpeia pabfpoTa

KATA TOV 0oV Adyov.
A. wos & ol
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Z. oUk &pa &v ye ToUTOlS 0TIV Spdvola yuvai§i mpds
&vdpas.

A. oU.

3. oU% &pa dpiAia, elmep B dp1Aia dSpdvoia Av.

A. oV ¢aiveTal.

2. M &pa al yuvaikes T& qUTOdV TPATTOUCIY, oU PIA
oUvTal UTd TGV dvdpddv.

A. oUx EolKev.

3. oU¥ &pa oi &vdpes UTTO TOV yUVaikGv Nt T& a¥TdVv.

A. oU.

3. oU% €U &pa TaUTnt oikolvTal ol TwoAels, dTav T
AUTOV EKAOTOL TTPATTWOV;

A. olpal Eywye, @ ZWOKPATES.

T s Aéyels; GprAias Pt Tapouons, NS Eapey Eyyryvo
uévns €U oikeioBal T&s ToAels, AAAwWS & oU;

A. &AA\& por Bokel kal katd ToUT olTols ¢iAla &y
yiyveobai, 11 T& aUT®dV EK&TEPOL TTP&TTOUTLY.

3. oUk &pTi ye viv 8& Tds aU Aéyels; Opovoias ut &y
yryvopévns didia &y ylyvetar; §) oidv 8 Spdvolav éyyiyveo
Ba Trepl ToUTwY GV ol pév foaot, o & oU;

A. &BuvaTov.

2. Bikaia 8t mwpdTTouow f &Jika, STav TA aUTOV
EKAOTOL TTPATTWOLV;

A. Bikaiar TS ydp oU;

. T& Bikala oUv TPaTTOVTwV &V Tl TOAel TEOV Tro
ATV PIAa oUK &y ylyveTal Tpds AAANAOUS;

A. dvdykn aU pot Sokel gival, O ZWKPATES.

3. Tiva oUv TroTe Aéyels THV d1Alav 7| Spdvolav Trepl As
8el fjpds codous Te givarl kol eUPovAous, fva &yabol &vBpes
Quev; oU yap dUvapal pabeiv olUf fTis oUT év oloTiolv:
TOTE pEv y&p &v TOis aliTols dpaiveTan dvoloa, ToTE & oU, s
¢k ToU coU Adyou.

A.  &AA& p& Tous BeoUs, & SkpaTes, oUd aUTds 0id &T1
Aeyw, KIvduveUw 8¢ kal TTdAal AeAnféval euauTdy aioyioTa
ExQov.
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2. &\A& xpt) Boppeiv. €l piv ydp avTd fliofou memovlas
TEVTNKOVTAETNS, XaAeTOV &v fv ool émipeAnffjvan cautol:
viv & v Exels HAkiav, o0Tn E0Tiv v M1 Bel aUTd aicBécbal.

A. i olv 1oV alcBduevov Xpn TOLETY, B ZWKPATES;

2. &mokpiveofal T& EpwTdpeva, @ AAKIPLAST Kal Edv
ToUTO TroIfjls, &v Beds eBEAN1, el T1 8el kol THL Eufil pavTeian
TOTEVELY, OU Te KAy PEATIOV OXT\COPEV.

A. EtoTal TaUTa gvek& ye ToU éug &dmokpiveodai.

2. ¢épe 87, Ti oTv TO EauToU émipeAeicbol — pr) TTOA
A&kis AdBoopey oUy MUV aUTdV émipeAoUpevol, oldpevol 5¢
— kal TOT’ &pa a¥Td Tolel &vBpeoTos; &p’ dTav TGOV aUToU
eTipeAjTal, TOTE Kal aUToU;

A. Epol yoUv Sokel.

. Ti 8§ mod&v &vBpwTos woTe EmipeAeiTal; &p' STav
Ekeivwv ETIUEATjTal & EoTl TOV TTOdOV;

A. oU pavBivw.

3. kahels 8¢ T1 Ye1pds; olov SakTUAlov EoTv &Tou &v &A
Aou TGV ToU &dvbpwou paing i SakTUAo;

A. oU dfjTa.

2. oUkoUv kal Todos UTddnpa TOV aUTdV TpdTrov;

A. val.

Z. kol ipdTia kol oTpwpaTta 1ol &AAOU  TWpATOS
Spolws;

A, val.

3. &p oUv dTav UTodnudTowv émipeAwpeda, ToTE TOdGOY
gmipeAoUpeda;

A. oV vy pavBdvw, & ZMKPATES.

T 1l 8¢, @ AAKIPI&dn; Spbcs Emipeieiofan kaAels T
6TouoUv TPy PATOS;

A. Eywye.

. &p ouv étav Tis Ti PéATIoV TrOlfjl, TOTE dpBNV Aéyels
ETTIUEAEIQY;

A. vadl.

128a13-br kai iudTia . .. vai i not in D
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3. Tis oUv Téyvn UTodNpaTa PeATio Trolel;

A. okUTIKT.

2. okuTikfjl dpa UTTOdNUATWY émipeAoUpeda;

A, vadl.

2. 7 kal Todds okUTIKAL; 7 Ekelvm A1 TOdas PeATious
TToloUuev;

A.  Exelvn.

3. PeATious 8t woHBas oUy MiTrep Kol TO &ANO TAU;

A. Epolye Sokel.

3. altn & ol yupvaoTikn;

A. udAicTa.

2. yuuwvooTikfjl pgv &pa modds émipedoupeba, oKUTIKf1
8¢ TOV ToU Todoys;

A, Tavu ye.

2. kol yvuvaoTikfit pev Yelp&dv, SakTulioyAudiar B¢

TV TS XELPOS;

A. val.

2. KAl YUPVaOTIKfjl UEV 0OPOTOS, UPavTikfl 88 kal Tals
dAAais TGOV ToU 0wPTOS;

A. ToVTATOO! Y&V ovv.

2. &AAM pev &pa TExvNL aUToU EKACTOU ETipeAoupeda,
EAAM 8¢ TV alToU.

A.  daiveTal.

2. oUk dpa dTav TV coauToU EmipeAfi, cauTtolU &l
WEAT|L.

A. oUdapds.

3. oU y&p f aUTn Téxvn, &5 Eotkev, A1 Tis &v aUToU TE
ETTIPENOITO Kol TGOV aUTOU.

A. ol daiveTal.

2. ¢Epe BN, Tolal TOT’ &V UGV aUTRY ETIpeAn Beinuey;

A.  oUx Exw Aéyseiv.

2. &MA& Toodvde ye poAdynTal, 6Ti oUx N1 &v TGV
AUETépwY Kol 6TIoUV BEATIOV Tro1dpey, AN At fu&s adToUs;

128d6 TéV cauTol c: TV EauToU d, 1: TV a¥ToU d 128dg n1 Tis it ATis D
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A.  &AnBT Aéyels.

3. 1N oUv #yvwpev &v ToTe Tis TEXVN UTOSnuUa PEATIOV
Tolel, un e186Tes UTTOBNUQ;

A. &8UvaTov.

2. oUd¢ ye Tis TExvn dakTuAious PeATious Tolel, &y
vooUvTes SaKTUALOV.

A.  &An6{.

3. Tl 8¢ Tis TéXVn PeATiw ol &vBpwTov, &p’ &v ToTe
yvoipev &yvoolvTes Ti TOT EouEv aUTOl;

A. &8UvaTov.

3. moTepov oUv 81N p&idiov TUyXAvel TO yvdval EquTov,
kol T1s AV padhos 6 ToUTo dvabeis eis Tov év TTubol vecov, 1
XOAETTOV T1 Kal oUyl TavTos;

A. Epol pév, & SZokpaTes, TOANAKIS pév Edofe TTavTds €l
val, TOAAGKIS B¢ Ty X AAeTTOV.

3. &N, & AAkiPiddn, eite pdidiov eiTe pr doTiv, duws
Ye AUIv 8 Exerr yvovTes piv alTd Ty &v yvoiuev Thv &l
HEAeIoY UGV alTV, dyvoolvTes 88 oUk &v TTOTE.

A. foTi TaUTa.

2. ¢fpe dn, TV &v TpoOTOV eUpebein alTO TO alTO; oUTw
HEV y&p &v 1Y eUpotpev Ti ToT’ dopév alTol, ToUTou & ETi
BvTes &v &dyvolal &SUvarTol Trov.

A.  5pbB&s Aéyes.
gxe oUv mpos Alds. T@L SiaAéymi oU viv; Ao T1 7

me
=

M>»M>M>M>0 M

val.

oUKoUV Kal £y ool

val.

ZWKp&TNS &P’ E0TIV & B1aAEYOHEVOS;
TAVU YE.

AAKIP1&BNS & 6 &koUwv;

vad.

oUkoUV Ady w1 SIaAEyeTal O ZWKPATNS;

128e10 &vBpwTov ¢: aUTov D: alTtéov 1 129b1 alTd TO a¥Té 1t adTOTOQUTO
d: a¥To TaUTo di alTd TOUTO 1
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A. Tl uny;

2. TS 8t SraAéyeobar kal TO Adywi Xpfiobar TauTdy TOU
Ko AETs;

A, Tavu ye.

2. 6 Bt Ypwuevos kail @1 X pfiTal oUk &AAo;

A, &S Aéyels;

2. OOoTEp OKUTOTOUOS TEMVEL TTOU Topel Kl opiAnt kai
&ANois dpydvors.

A. val.

3. oUkoUv &AAo pév & Tépvwy kal ypwuevos, dAAo 8t olg
Tépvov XpfiTal;

A, m&s yap ol

. &p oUv oUtws kal ois & kifapioThs kibapiler kai
aUTdS 6 KiBaploThs Ao &v ein;

A. val.

2. ToUTo Tolvuv &pTiws APWTWY, £l & XPpWUEVos Kal @l
xpfiTan &ei Soxel ETepov gival.

A. Boxsl.

Z. Tl oUv ¢dupev TOV OKUTOTOWOV; TEWVEIY Opydvolg
HoVoV f Kal Yepoiv;

A. kol xepoiv.

2. xpfjton &pa kal TaUTAlS;

A, val.

3. 7 kal Tols 6pBaApoTs Y pwHEVOS TKUTOTOUE;

A, val.

3. TV 8t ypwuevov kal ois XpfiTal ETepa SpoAoyoUuev;
A, val.

2. Etepov &pa oKUTOTOMOS Kal KIBaploThs Xelpdv Kal

dpBaApdY ois épydlovTal;

A.  daiveTal.

2. oUxolv kal TavTi TAL cwpaTt XpfjTal &vBpwTros;

A, Tavu ye.

3. Erepov & Av TS Te Ypouevov kai GO XpfTa;

A val.

2. gEtepov &pa &vBpwrds EoTi ToU cwuaTos ToU ExuToU;
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€O1KEV.

Ti TOT’ 0Uv 6 &vBpwTos;

OUK €X AEyELV.

EYELS MEV OUV, &TL ye TO Tl OCWHUATL X PWHUEVOV.
vad.

A oUv &ANo T1 XpfiTar aUTdL A 1) Wuxn;

oUk &AAo.

oUkoUv &pxovoq;

val.

kol pfv T68e ¥’ oipat oUdéva &v dAAws oinbfjval.
TO Toiov;

un oU TpI&dV Ev yE Ti glval TOV &vBpoTrov.

Tivoov;

YUYV 1 odua fj cUvaupOTEPOV.

Ti unv;

AAM& unv alTo ye TO ToU CWPOTOS &PYXOV MO
Aoynoapev &vBpwTov elval;

WUOAOYNCAUEV.

&p’ oUv chua aUTd auToU &pXel;

oUS PGS,

&pxeobal yap aUTd gimropey.

vad.

oUK &v 81 ToUTO ye ein & {nTolpev.

oUK £olKev.

MEMEMEMEE MEME MR MR MR M M M

EAN &pa TO cuvappdTEpOV TOU cropaTos &pxel, Kal
£0T1 Sn ToUTO &vBpwTros;

A. iows dfjTa.

2. mAvTwY ye AKIOTA W) Yy&p ouvdpyovTos ToU eTépou
oUdepia TTou pnyavn TO cuvapddTepov &pxelv.

A. 5pB&s.

3. tmadn & oUTte TO odua oUTe TO oUVAUPOTEPOY EOTIV
&vBpwTros, AeimeTon oipatl § undiv aUT eval, § elmep T
goT1, undev dANo TOV &vbpwTov cupPaivelv §j Yuynv.

13029 oUVaUGOTEPOY ¢: ouvaupdTEpov TO dAov ToUTto D
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A.  kouidf1 pév oUv.

3. 11 oUv T cadéoTepov Bl &modexffjval coi &Ti 1)
yuxn €oTiv dvbpwTros;

A, p& Aid, &AX ikavéds pot Sokel Eyetv.

Z. gl 8¢ ye pn AkpIP&s AAA& Kal peTpiws, ESapkel AUIV:
AkpIP&S pev yop TéTE elodpeba, STav eUpwpey & vuvdn
TapnhABopev 81 TO TOAAfs elvat okéwews.

A. Ti ToUTO;

2. 0 &pTi oUTw Tws éppndn, &TL TPOTOV OKETTTEOV £in
aUTO TO aUTd: viv 8¢ &vTl altol ToU aUTol alTov EkaoTov
gokéupeda 6T EoTi. kal Tows E€apkéoelr oU ydp TToU Kup
LW TEPOV Ye oUBEV &v MUV aUTEOV $HoOXIUEY T TNV YUXTV.

A. ol &fjta.

2. oUkoUv kaA@s Exel oUTw vopilelv, Eue Kal ot TPOCO
pIAElv dAAAHAOLS TOTs AdYyols XpwHEvous Tl Wuxfil Tpds THv
YUxnv;

A. Td&vu ugv oUv.

3. 7o0T &pa v & kol dAiywi Eutpocfev eimouey, &T1
ZwkpdTns AAKIRI&ASN1 SloAéyeTal Ady w1 Xpwuevos, oU TTpos
TO 0OV TPdowTov, WS Eolkey, AAA& TTpods TOv AAKIPi&Snv
TTOLOUMEVOS TOUS Adyous ToUTo &€ EoTIV 1) YuxT).

A. Eporye Sokel.

2. yuxnv &pa fuds keAevel yvwpiocalr & ETITATTwWY
yv&val EquTév;

A. Eoikev.

2. SoTis &pa TOV TEXVITOV ToU CWPATOS Y1YVWOKEL, T
aUToU &AN oly aUTdv Byvekev;

A. oUTws.

5. oUdels &pa TEW {aTpdV EauTdy yryvaokel, ko doov
iaTpds, oUdE TGOV Ta8oTpIPGdY, kaf doov TadoTpiPns;

A. oUk £oikev.

Z. moAhoU &pa Bfouctv ol yeswpyol kol ol &AAoi

130d5 a¥ToU TOoU aToU ¢: ToU alTol D 130d6 611 d, it T1 d 13od10 Tfj1
wuxfit D: v yuxnv ¢ 13142 TOV TEXVITOV ToU o0WPaTos ¢ TOV ToU
cwpaTtos D: TV ToU owpatds T1 1: TX ToU owpuaTos 1
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BnuloUpyol Y1yvwokKely ExuToUs. oUdt ydp T& EqUTGV oUTOl
YE, s oikev, AN ET1 TOPPWTEP®W TAOV EQUTOY KaTd Y Torg
TEYVas &S Exoucty: TX Y&p ToU COUATOS YlyVMoKoUsly, ols
ToUTO OepartreveTal.

A.  &AnBf Aéyels.

2. & &pa cwdpoouvn 0Tl TO EAUTOV YIYVWOOKELY, oUdsis
TOUTWV 0WPPWY KATA TNV TEXVNV;

A. oU po1 dokel.

3. 81 talTa 81 kal Pdvavoor alTtal al Téxval Sokol
ow gival kal oUk &vdpds &yabol pabfiuaTa.

A. Ty pév olv.

3. oUkoUv méAw doTis al odpa Oepatrelel, T& tauToU
&AN ol aUTdv Beparevet;

A.  kiwduveUel.

3. boTis 8¢ ye T& ¥pNuaTa, ol éauTdv olTe T& fauTolU,
AN ET1 ToppwTépw TGV EauTol;
guolye dokel.
oV T aUTol &pa ETL TPATTEL O X PNUATIOTNS;
SpBas.
el &pa TIs Yyéyovev épaoThs ToU AAkiPi&dou
owpaTos, oUuk AAKIPiadou &pa Npdodn AN Tivos TV AN
Kipradou;

A.  &AnBT Aéyels.

2. &oTis 8¢ oou Tfis Wuxiis ep&i;

A. &vdykn ¢aiveTal ék ToU Adyou.

2. oUxoUv 6 pev ToU cwpaTds cou Epddv, Emeldn AfYyel
&vBolv, &micov oixeTal;

A.  daiveTal.

2. &6 8¢ ye Tfis wuxfis epdv olk &meloty, €ws &v €Tl TO
BeATIOV IN1;

A, €lkos ye.

. oUkoUv &y elut 6 oUk &micov AAA& Tapapévey
A yovTos ToU copaTos, TOV &AAwY &TeANAUBOTWY.

A. €0 ye ToIdy, & ZwkpaTes kal pnde &mweAbors.

3. mpobupol Toivuv 8T1 K&AALGTOS Elval.

M>M>
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AAAK 'rrpoeum']coum

@s oUTw YE ool €xelr oUT eyevee ws €oikev, AAKI

[3c'x8n1 11 KAeviou épaoTns oUT €oTIv &AN 1§ els pdvos,
al oUTos &yamnTds, ZwkpdTns O Zwpovickou kal Dal

VOPETNS.

A.  &An6i.

2. oUkolv épnoba opikpdv $Ofival pe TpooeAboévTa Col,
gmel TPOTEPOS &V pol TpooeAbely, Pouldpevos Tubécbon &1
OT1 povos oUK &TTEPYOMaL;

A. AV ydp oUTw.

3. ToUto Toivuv aitiov, 81 pdvos épaotns Av ods, oi &
&AAot TGV odv T& 8¢ o& Afyel Hpas, ou & &pymt &vbeiv.
Kal viv ye &v pr) Siapbapfits UTd ToU Abnvaicwv dnuou kai
aloyiwv yévni, oU pn ot &TMOATTw. ToUTO Yy&p 31 U&ALoTX
gy ¢oPolpai, pn dnuepaocTns NuUiv yevopevos Siadbapfiis:
mToANol y&p fdn kai &yafol avTd Tmemwovbacty Abnvaicv.
eUTpdowTos ydp & ToU peycAnTopos dfios Epeyféws: &AN
dmodUvTa Xpn aUTov Bedoachal. eUAaPol olv THv VA&
Berav fiv Eyw Aéyw.

A, Tivg;

2. yUuwaoal Tp&dTOV, ®© pakdple, kal udfs & el pa
BovTa 1évan &l T& TR TTOAEwS, TTPOTEPOV B pn, v &Aedl
PApupaka Exwv ints kail pndév wadnis Sevdv.

A. €U por Bokels Afyely, @ ZawkpaTes GAA& Telpdd &€
nyelofal dvTiva TpodTTOV EipeAnBeipey NudY alTddv.

Z. oUkoUv ToooUTov pév Nuiv els 1O Tpodohey TemépavTal
— & yap Eopév, EmElk®DS WPoAOYyNTal — epoPoupeda 8& un
ToUTou opaAévTes AdBoopev ETépou Tivds EmiueAoUpevol AN
oUY NUAV.

A. toTi TalTa.

. kol petd ToUTo 8N 6T wuyfs émipeAnTéov kal eis
ToUTO PAeTrTEOV.

A. BfjAov.

&M >

132b5 dvtva D, i: dvTiv &v ¢
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2. owpdTwv 88 Kal XpNH&TwV THV ETIPEAEIaV ETEPOILS
TapadoTeov. 5

A, Tiuny;

Z. TV oUv &v TpdTov yvoipev aUTd EvapyEoTOTq;
gre1dn TolTo yvovTes, ws Eoikev, Kal NPES alToUs yvwoo
peba. dpa Tpds Becdv U AéyovTos oU vuvdT) Euvriofnuev ToU
Aehdp1koU ypdupaTos oU oUVIEPEV; 10

A. TS Toldv T1 B1avooUuEvos AEYELS, O ZWKPATES;

2. &yw ool $ppdow, & ye UTOTTTEUw Aéyelv Kol ouuPou d
Aevey Nuiv ToUTo TO yp&upa. KivduveUst y&p oUde TOAAX
¥oU glvan Tapddetypa alTol, dAA& kaTd TH Syiv pdvov.

A. m&s ToUTo AéYyELs;

3. okoTEl Kol oVt el UV T SppaTl WwoTep AvBpdTwl 5
oupPoulrelov eimev “i8¢ cauTév,” THS &v UTeA&Pouev Ti
Tapalvelv; dpa oUXl els ToUTo PAémely, eis & PAéTTwv & 0
BaAuos EueAley aUToOV 1861V

A. BfAov.

2. &vvodpev 81 els Ti PAETTOVTES TGOV SVTWV EKEIVO Te Op e
Qrpey &ua &v kal fués auTous;

A. Bfjdov 87, © ZwkpaTes, OTL £ls KATOTTPAX Te KAl T&
TolaUTQ.

2. Spfdds Aéyels. oUkolv kal TOL dPOBAAUDL D1 Opdduey 5
gveo Tl TI TOV TOIOUTWV;

A. Tawu ye.

3. Evvevdnkas oUv 671 ToU EpPAETTOVTOS £is TOV OPBaAUOY 133
TO TpPOCwWTOV EpdaiveTal &V THI ToU KATAVTIKPU Oyel
DoTrep &V KATOTTpwI, & 81 Kal kdpnv kahoUpev, eidwAov &v
T1 ToU EUPAETTOVTOS;

A.  &Anbfj Aeyes. 5

2. &¢pBaAuos &pa dpBaAuOY Becopevos, kol EMPAETTOV Eglg
ToUTO OTep PEATIOTOV a¥Tol Kal 1 Op&l, oUTws &v aUTov
i8o1.

A.  daiveTal.

132¢7 aUt&d D, 1t aUTd ¢ 132d6 oupPoudelov c: ocupPovielwv D, 1
132¢6 EveoTi T1 ¢t éveoTt D
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Z. €l 8¢y’ eis &AAo TGV ToU &vBpdorou PAETTOL ) T1 TV
bvToov, AN &l Ekeivo @1 ToUTo TUYXAvel dpolov, oUk Sy
ETAL EQUTOV.

A.  &AnBf Aéyels.

. O¢BoApds &p el pEAAel 18eiv aUuTdv, s ddBaApodv
aUTL PAeTrTéOV, Kol TOU SppaTos els ékeivov TOV TOTOV v
@1 TUyX&vel 1) ddBaApol &peTn) Eyylyvopévn: éoTi 8¢ ToUTS
oV SYiIs;

A. oUTws.

Z. &p oUv, @ ¢ide AAkiPi&dn, kol Wuxh el WéAAel
yvwoeobal aUTtny, gls wuxnv aUTfit PAemTéov, Kal udAloT
els ToUTov a¥Tfis TOV TémoV Ev Q1 Eyylyveton 1) Wuxis
&peTn), codia, kal gls &ANo 1 ToUTo TUYX&vel Spotov dv;

A. Euorye Bokel, © ZOKPATES.

Z. Exoupev oUv elmeiv 61 toTl THs Wuxfs OeidTepov 1§
ToUTO, Trepi & TO eldévan Te Kal Pppoveiv EoTiv;
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COMMENTARY

103a1-104c7: Socrates breaks his silence

Socrates has long been in love with Alcibiades, and now addresses him for the
very first time. Alcibiades has had many admirers, whom he has treated with
scorn. But Alcibiades has, at least in his own opinion, great advantages, first
among which is a beauty that is evident to all. All this has led Socrates to_form
certain hopes . . .

103a1 ® nai Kiewiov ‘child of Cleinias’. Socrates often speaks in
such a way when addressing his younger interlocutors; it reminds the
addressee of what can be expected of him as child of his father. On
the one occasion on which Socrates himself is addressed in this way
(La. 180d: & Tail Zwpovickov), it is by a man who proceeds to point
out that he was a friend of Sophroniscus’, and hence has a claim on
Socrates’ time. Generals use patronymics when a special effort is
needed: in Hom. //. 10.68 Menelaus is told to rouse his troops
‘addressing each man TaTpdlev, by his lineage’; and in Th. 7.69.2,
Nicias exhorts the captains of his triremes, ‘addressing them
maTpobev, and by their own names and tribe’, and entreating ‘those
with celebrated forebears not to deface the glorious deeds of their
fathers (T&s moTpikds &petds)’. Cf. 124d8n., on & éraipe ‘comrade’.
Bavpdferv: according to Thi. 155d, ‘the experience of wonder (8au-
uagew) is especially characteristic of the philosopher, and philosophy
has no other origin than this’; and the same thought is developed at
greater length in Arist. Met. 9g82b1r 21. Cf. the wonder that Euthy
demus felt, and was attempting to suppress, at the outset of Socrates’
attempts to turn him to philosophy (Xen. Mem. 4.2.8; cf. 4.2.6). All of
Socrates’ dealings with Euthydemus, as represented at Xen. Mem.
4.2, 3, 5 and 6, make instructive reading: for comparisons on points
of detalil, see the notes on 104a5, 104b7, 104c2, 104d7 9, 104¢5, 105a7
gqv 6&TTov, 105d6 éATidas, 112b1, 1163 4, 117e4, 118b6 7, 118cg 4,
120c1, 124bi1, 130d6 and 135c8. 6tz when the fact that prompts
Alcibiades’ wonder is given in a 671 clause rather than with a milder
el, the suggestion is (as at e.g. Rep. 489a, Tht. 142a) that it is a fact

83
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too gross to be doubted or ignored. a2 épactng ‘lover’. This
translation must however be treated with caution. In current
English, we often speak of two people as ‘lovers’ when they are both
equal partners in a sexual relationship. The word épaoTns, by con
trast, is characteristically used of a man who feels sexual desire for a
youth, his épcouevos or maidik&. There is no implication that the
older man gets what he desires, or that his desire is reciprocated.
a3—4 8¢ oxAov éyévovto ool Sakeyopevor ‘used to pester you with
their conversations’. The phrase &1 dyAou suggests that the con
versations were both frequent and tiresome; cf. Th. 1.73.2, Ar.
FEc. 888, where it is used of things grown boring by repetition.
a4 o08¢ mpoceimov ‘I have not so much as said hello to you’,
by contrast with the lovers who have had entire conversations.
a5—6 Saipoviov évavriwpa: Socrates was charged with, among
other things, ‘not accepting the gods (8eoUs) whom the city accepts’,
but ‘introducing strange supernatural beings (koiva Saipdvia)’
instead (4Ap. 26b; Xen. Mem. 1.1.1). Behind the charge lay such talk
as this. According to Plato, the supernatural voice that spoke to Soc
rates spoke to him only to veto (as it does here; hence &vavTtiwpa)
some action that he had in mind (4p. g1c d, 40a c, 41d; Tht. 1514;
FEuthd. 272e; Phdr. 242b c). According to others, the voice did much
more besides (Xen. Mem. 1.1.4; Xen. 4p. 13; [Plato] Thg. 128d 131a).
a6 xoai Votepov mevonu: i.e. ‘you will have another opportunity to
ask about it later, and therefore we will not discuss it now’; indeed,
they do not discuss it ever again in the course of this dialogue. Soc
rates’ words are in fact an idiomatic way of dropping a subject; cf.
the way that subjects are dropped at Smp. 175e “We’ll sort this out xai
dAiyov UoTepov’, Rep. 347¢ ‘We’ll examine this xai eis aUbis’, Phlb.
33b ¢ ‘We’ll look at this kai eis aUf1s, if it’s relevant’, and GP g19.

b2 obv is ‘resumptive’ (GP 428), and marks a return to the earlier
topic of Alcibiades’ lovers, after the digression on Socrates’ super
natural voice. bs—104a1 SmepPAnbeic TAdL PppovpatL OO cod
médevyev: it was a commonplace of literary courtship, and no doubt
of courtship in real life, to begin by speaking of the haughtiness with
which the beloved treats his lovers; cf. Demos. 61.3 on those who
‘disdain the company of their lovers (Tnv 8¢ Tpos Tous épaoTas Opi-
Mav Suoxepaivovtas)’. In 131c12 13, after he has won Alcibiades’
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confidence, Socrates offers a different and less flattering explanation
for why all Alcibiades’ other lovers have left him: they have left him
not because of his haughtiness, but because they were not really
lovers of Alcibiades himself; instead they loved only his body, which
is now losing its adolescent charm.

10422 008evog P avBpwTwy Eveng eival eig 008év ‘You say that
you do not need anybody for anything.” Since Socrates’ statement of
intent in the previous sentence makes the connexion obvious, there
is no connecting particle (cf. 105a7; see GP xliii). In Smp. 216a Alci
biades summarises the effect of many discussions with Socrates: ‘He
forces me to agree that, while I myself continue to be in great need
(TToAAoU évdens cv) ..." One must of course become aware of one’s
needs before one can set out to satisfy them. The point is of general
validity (as Smp. 200e indicates). In this dialogue, the application that
matters is to knowledge: Alcibiades is ignorant (106c 119a), but he
has ambitions that cannot be achieved without knowledge (119b

124b); and only once he is persuaded of these things does he seek to
improve himself intellectually (124b 135¢€). a2—3 T yap VTAp-
xovta cou ‘for the things that you have to your credit’, or ‘your
advantages’. The great advantages of the beloved were, after his
haughtiness (103b5 104a1n.), the next topic in a speech of courtship;
cf. Demos. 61.6 ‘for, by going through your advantages (T& pev y&p
UmapyovTd oot SieAbeov)’, and 61.7 ‘as your advantages merit (&Siws
TGV UTapyxovtwy)’. Socrates however breaks with the routine pat
tern of courtship by not himself vouching for the greatness of Alci
biades’ advantages: their greatness is something that Alcibiades
asserts (ueyd&Aa eivau; the infinitive is governed by ¢nis ‘you say’ in
104a2; cf. oier ‘you think’ in 104a4, 104b4). The contrast between
Alcibiades’ magnificent advantages and his dreadful behaviour is the
theme of Demos. 21.143 6. Pride in their advantages was taken to be
hereditary in Alcibiades’ family: thus in Isoc. 16.24, a speech written
in the persona of the Alcibiades who was the son of our Alcibiades,
the speaker is made to say ‘since long ago, we have had the biggest
and finest advantages of the citizens (moppwBev Nuiv UTdpyel
MEYIOTA Kol KAAAIOTX T&V TOALITGOV) . a4 amo 1od cwpaTtog
apEdpeva tehevtdvrta eig THv Yuynv: this rhetorical figure, where
two mirror image phrases are juxtaposed with no connecting parti
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cle (‘asyndetic chiasm’), marks a quite exalted style (cf. Rep. 617¢
alTia éhopévou: Beds dvaitios, the climax of a most grandiloquent
passage). It is in such a style, suggests Socrates, that Alcibiades likes
to speak of himself. For ornamental chiasms on Alcibiades’ own lips,
see 113d6 8 and 135d8 9. a5 mwe®ToOV WEV %AAALGTOG TE Xol
wéyorog: the good looks of the beloved are the first of his advan
tages to be described in a speech of courtship; cf. Demos. 61.10: ‘I
will start by praising first your beauty (&p§opon 8¢ mwp&dTOV ETanveEiv

. TO K&AAos).” The phrase k&AA1oTOS Te kal péyioTos is the superla
tive of the phrase whose positive forms kahos Te péyas te and kaAn Te
ueydAn te Homer often uses. Size no less than shapeliness was
regarded as an important aspect of an attractive physique (cf. Chrm.
154¢ ‘he looked wonderful, both in size and in beauty’; Phlb. 48e
‘those who think they are taller and more beautiful and in all other
physical respects better than the way they really are’); and to be tall
and handsome could be regarded as an essential ingredient of hap
piness (cf. Arist. £E 1215b10 11 ‘thinking that he could not be called
happy, since he was not either tall and handsome or rich’). Euthyde
mus (103a1n. on 8aupdagev), by contrast with Alcibiades, was merely
koAos (Xen. Mem. 4.2.1). a6 todto pév: see 108egn. TovTL
5fAov idelv 6TL 00 Pebdyu ‘it is plain for everyone to see that you are
not wrong’ in your belief that you are very tall and very handsome.
It is one of the clichés of courtship that the beloved not only is
beautiful, but also has a beauty obvious to everyone; cf. Demos.
61.10: ‘your beauty, which everyone can recognise in you the mo
ment that they see you (6mep mpdTOV i80Uo1v &actv €0t yvévai
oou, T6 k&AAos)’. Note that Socrates expresses agreement only with
the thought that Alcibiades is physically very attractive. He does not
express agreement with the thought that this, or any other of the
features that he will proceed to list, are in fact advantages. It will
later become clear that his reason for not expressing agreement is
that he disagrees; cf. 107b6 c2, 123d5 1244aI. ab-br vea-
VIXWTATOV Y€VOUG €V TTjL GeavTod ToAeL, obont peyiotnt Tdv EAdy-
vidwv: with the structure of this thought, compare the praise of
Agesilaus’ line in Xen. Ages. 1.g: ‘just as their family was the most
distinguished in their country, so too their city was the most repu
table in Greece’ (see 121a5 bin. for another allusion to this book).
Something of Alcibiades’ character is indicated by the way that he
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prides himself on belonging, not to the most distinguished family,
but to the family that is veavik@Tatov (here perhaps ‘most vigorous’,
but the word can connote the vices as well as the virtues of youth,
and in some contexts can be translated ‘brashest’), and not to the
‘most reputable’ city, nor yet to the city that is ‘oldest, biggest and
most notable among the entire human race’ or ‘biggest, and with the
finest reputation for wisdom and strength’ (Athenian boasts in Isoc.
4.28, Ap. 29d), but simply to the city that is ‘biggest’ (the Athenian
boast in Th. 5.111.4, addressed to the Melians; cf. 109c2 3n.).

br mpdog matpdg: on the side of his father Cleinias, Alcibiades
belonged to ‘the Eupatrids, whose very name makes manifest their
noble birth’ (Isoc. 16.25). te 1s correlated with the 8¢ of ToUTwv
8¢ ToUs Trpds WnTPos in 104bg. bi—2 ¢ilovg xai cuvyyeveig
mAeiotovg: belonging to such a circle was thought, in spite or
because of its advantages, to provide temptations to lawlessness. Cf.
the description in Arist. Rh. 1372a13 17 of the sort of people whom
the orator’s audience will take to be particularly capable of commit
ting injustice: they include above all ‘those with lots of friends’ and
‘the rich’ (cf. 104c1); they include also ‘those who can count among
their resources friends or supporters or associates of this sort (k&v
Urdpyxwotv adTols ToloUTol ¢pidol 7§ UtnpéTan A kovwvoi). For these
things make people capable both of doing the deed, and of escaping
detection, and of not paying the penalty.’ b3 mpog pnTeog:
on the side of his mother Deinomache, Alcibiades belonged to the
Alcmeonids, whose wealth and public services (not least the estab
lishment of Athenian democracy by Deinomache’s grandfather
Cleisthenes) are described in Isoc. 16.25 7. bg MepuxAéa: him
self an Alcmeonid (his mother was niece of Cleisthenes), and the
leading figure in Athenian politics for the three decades until his
death in 429. Athens under Pericles’ influence is described by a
famous phrase in Th. 2.65.9: ‘in principle, a democracy; in practice,
rule by the first man (Adyw! pév SnuokpaTia, €pywr & Umo TOU
TpoTOU &vdpos dpxn) . b6 énitpomov xatélwne is the standard
legal phrase for nominating someone in one’s will to be guardian of
one’s children, and trustee of their inheritance, until they reach
adulthood (cf. Demos. 36.22, Isacus 1.10, Lys. 32.18). Pericles was not
in fact the only guardian of Alcibiades; he shared the responsibility
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with his brother Ariphron (Plu. Alc. 1.2; Antiphon, in the passage
quoted in 127a6n., speaks of ‘guardians’). Pericles was however by
far the more eminent in Athenian politics. Perhaps this is why Alci
biades is not said to pride himself on his connexion with his other
guardian Ariphron. T adeadpdr: Cleinias, Alcibiades’ younger
brother (Prt. 320a), on whom see 118e4n. b7 §Vvatar mpdTTELy
6tL av BoVvAntar: the power to do whatever one likes was agreed by
Euthydemus (103ain. on 8auvu&gev) to be the goal of training in any
of the arts (Xen. Mem. 4.2.6: moielv 611 &v PoUAwvTan SuvaToi). At
134c10 12, 134¢8 135bj5 it will be agreed that such power may not in
fact be as good a thing as it here seems to be. In 433 (the approxi
mate dramatic date of this dialogue; cf. 123d6 7n.), Pericles could
well be described as having such power: every year since 443 he
had been elected oTpatnyds (Plu. Per. 16.9), and this was the most
powerful elected office in Athens (cf. Lys. 21.7, a description of
Alcibiades himself: oTpatnyods v, @1 &fv molelv 11 EPoUAeTo).
However, Pericles’ power was not to last: in 430 he was convicted
of embezzlement, fined, and temporarily removed from office
(Th. 2.65.3 4; Grg. 516a, which has motives for exaggeration, adds
that he was nearly executed). b7-8 év maont Tt ‘EAAadi: the
thought that Pericles could do whatever he wanted, not only in
Athens, but throughout Greece, would have been plausible enough
in 433, when memories of Pericles’ various victories over other
Greeks would still be fresh (e.g. Th. 1r.111.2, 1.114.3, 1.116.1), and
when the Peloponnesian War, which eventually led to the collapse of
Athenian power, was not yet under way. b8 t&v BoapRhpwv:
Pericles had campaigned against barbarians in the Chersonese and
on the shores of the Black Sea (Plu. Per. 19.1, 20.1).

cI yéveowv ‘tribes’. Barbarians do not have any such institution as
the woAis. See 111210, and 111¢8 gn. for the connexion between not
speaking Greek (i.e. being P&pPapos) and not having Greek institu
tions. 6tL t®v mlovsiwv ‘that you are one of the rich’. The
curtness of the phrase corresponds to the small importance that
Alcibiades attaches to his wealth: although it is one of the things
on which he prides himself (104c2 § xat& wavTa ... TaUTX ...
ueyaAauyouuevos), it does not loom large among them. The genitive
plural T&v mAouciwv suggests, not only that Alcibiades is TAoUo1os,
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but also that, in being mAoUoios, he belongs to a group with some
thing of an identity of its own (cf. 123b5 T&vV dvapepnkdTwv ‘one of
those who have gone up’; Demos. 21 Hypothesis 1.2 &1 Meidiai, Tév
TAovoiwy évi ‘Meidias, one of the rich’). The rich were indeed such
a group in many Greek cities. For example, the essential distinction
between oligarchy and democracy was, in spite of etymology, not
rule by the few as opposed to the people, but rule by the rich as
opposed to the poor (Arist. Pol. 1279b11 1280a5).

c2 éni ToVTwL NrieTa péya Pppoveiv: Euthydemus (103ain. on 8au-
uagew) too did not pride himself on his wealth (Xen. Mem. 4.2.9).
However, quite unlike Alcibiades, he was, says Xen. Mem. 4.2.1, one
of those who ‘think they have had the best education, and pride
themselves on their wisdom (uéya $povoloiv &mi codial)’. c3 te

. te: such a repetition of Te was, conjectures GP 503, ‘felt to be
slightly colloquial’. At any rate, while common elsewhere, it was
avoided in formal contexts like inscriptions, and speeches before the
Assembly of the sort that Alcibiades proposes soon to make (105br,
106c3 5). c4 xai ce talT 0od AéAnbev: it is more usual to stress
the attention that the lover pays to the beloved’s affairs, than to
stress the attention paid to them by the beloved: cf. Demos. 61.7:
‘It has however not escaped my attention that (kxitoi W ol AéAnBev)
..., and 10522 3n. With the way that something like a lover’s atten
tion to Alcibiades’ affairs is being paid by Alcibiades himself, cf. the
way that Alcibiades himself is represented as giving what might
otherwise be a lover’s list of the beloved’s advantages (104a2 gn.).
Here perhaps are some seeds for that care of himself which Socrates
will later be urging on Alcibiades (see the passages listed in 104dgn.
on EMIUEAECTATA). c6 éanida: as part of the ritual of courtship, a
lover might declare what he hoped for from the relationship that he
was trying to initiate; cf. Demos. 61.8: ‘These then are the hopes
with which T start my speech (t&s pév oUv &ATiSas Exwv TolaxUTas
Eyxelp&d TO1 Aoywr).’

104d1-106¢c2: Alcibiades’ ambitions

Alctbiades too has been waiting for a suitable moment at which to start courting.
He hopes to persuade the Athenian Assembly of his merits; and then, once Athens
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yields to his persuasions, to use it as a power base from which to dominate the
world. But to achieve these ambitions, he needs help that, says Socrates, only
Socrates can provide. Alcibiades will learn why, if he answers some questions
that Socrates will put to him.

104d1—-2 opixpdv pe €dbng ‘you’'ve got in just one step ahead of
me’. d2 év v&L eixov ... 3 adta TadT epécbar: the fact that
Alcibiades has never got around to asking the question is symptom
atic of a general reluctance to learn. Recall that his education was
not on the list of things on which he prided himself at 104a1 c4; and
see also 106b5 6, ¢6 7, eron., 114¢1, 118e8, 119b5 9, 130c7 for other
signs of intellectual laziness. d2 mpotepdg ool mpoceAbwv: the
fact that Alcibiades has not approached Socrates first is a mark of
arrogance: the Umepnpavos, who suffers from ‘a contempt for every
one apart from himself”, is the sort of person who ‘is never willing to
approach anyone else first (wpooeA8eiv TpdTepos oUdevi BeAfican)’
(Thphr. Char. 24.1, 6). d4 évoxAeig pe ‘you harass me’.
d4 dei dmoumep dv @ ... 5 mapwv: we will learn that Socrates has
loitered outside Alcibiades’ school during playtime (110b1 6). Cf.
Smp. 213c, where a much older Alcibiades says to Socrates ‘it’s your
habit to appear all of a sudden, where I least expect you to be’. The
two complaints (‘You are always about’, ‘You keep turning up un
expectedly’) are not easily seen to be consistent with one another;
but the same pattern of behaviour could be described in both these
ways by someone prone to exaggeration. d4 émperéotartas the
very first hint of the theme that will later be so prominent in the
dialogue: how Alcibiades is to take care of (¢mipeAeioBan) himself
(r19ag, 120c¢8 d4, 123d4 e1, 124b7, d2, 127¢8 129a9, 132b5 c5).
d5 Bovpdlw: see 103aIn. on Bauvudlelv. d5—6 G6t. ot éoti TO
cov mpaypa ‘what on earth your game is’; cf. LS] s.v. wp&yua 11.4.b.
In Smp. 217¢ Alcibiades says that, when his attempts to seduce Soc
rates were not succeeding, ‘I decided that I had to find out what his
game was (Ti éoTi 1O Tp&yua).” In Ap. 20c, Socrates imagines a
heckler asking ‘But Socrates, what is your game (16 cov Ti éoT1
mp&yua)? Why have there been all these complaints about you?’
d7 axodent ... pov ... mpoBdpwg ... 8—9 xal B¢ dxovcopévwr xai
mepLpevodvtL Aéyw ‘will you listen to me eagerly ...; and can I
speak on the assumption that you will stay around and listen?’ Cf.
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the way that after intriguing Euthydemus (103ain. on 8aupdagew),
Socrates moved in, ‘once he sensed that he was more ready to
wait (EToipdTepov UtrouévovTa) while Socrates talked with him, and
more eager to listen (mwpoBupdTepov &kovovta) (Xen. Mem. 4.2.8).
dro mévv pév odv ‘Certainly’. This formula is a great favourite in
Plato and Xenophon’s Socratic works, but otherwise rare. The for
mula was mocked in comedy, perhaps in Ar. Pl 97, 1195, and cer
tainly in this dialectic from Epicharmus DK 23 B 3: *“Is pipe playing
a thing?” “mavu ptv oUv.” “Is pipe playing a man then?” “Not at
all.” “Let’s see then: what of a pipe player? What do you think he is?
A man, isn’t he?” “mwé&vu utv olv.” “Now don’t you think that the
same applies to the good?”’ Cf. 109e5n. on xal péAa, 130c4n. on
KOS pEv oUv.

e1r—2 Gomep WOyl NeEApnY, obTw WoyLg xal maveaipny ‘I am as
slow to stop speaking as I was to start.” Socrates wants to make really
sure that Alcibiades will listen to the end. e3 wyabé Aéye
axovoopat yép: Alcibiades is getting impatient: hence the repeated
request that Socrates tell him, and the repeated assurance that he
will listen. But Alcibiades retains his politeness: hence dyab¢, used as
‘a term of gentle remonstrance’ (LSJ) in dramatic dialogues (e.g.
120a9), comedy, satyr plays, and no doubt in everyday conversation
too, but not, it seems, elevated enough for tragedy. See 113c5 6n. on
@ PBéATioTe, for politer forms of address, to express stronger remon
strance. e4 Aextéov av ein ‘It looks as if I've got to tell you.’
The use of &v plus optative, instead of a plain indicative, suggests
that Socrates is less than fully convinced that he should tell Alci
biades, which in turn suggests that he is less than fully convinced of
the sincerity of Alcibiades’ assurances that he will hear him out. For
a similar construction, to indicate similar doubts, cf. Xen. Mem.
3.11.1: someone had been describing a courtesan, ‘and had been
saying that her beauty was greater than words could describe. When
he said that artists would visit her house in order to paint her, and
that she displayed to them all the beauties of her person, Socrates
replied “It looks as if we’ve got to go and see (iTéov &v ein Beacoué-
vous); for we won’t come to know something greater than words can
describe just by hearing about it. eq—5 ‘It 1s difficult for a
lover to approach someone who is now a man, and who does not

EER)
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give way to lovers.’ e4 avdpa is somewhat double edged. The
term ueipéxiov would be more exact for someone ‘not quite twenty
yet’ (123d6 7), and so to call Alcibiades an &vfp would make the
flattering suggestion that he lacks the immaturity connoted by peip-
éxiov (cf. 128e4). On the other hand, to call him an &vfip would also
suggest that he is not quite as lovely as he was. See Prt. 309a, where
someone describes Alcibiades thus: ‘He seemed to be a handsome
man still, but a man nevertheless (kaAds ... &np &t1, &vnp pévtol),
Socrates, to speak between ourselves, and already getting quite a
beard.’ e5 mpocdépecBar: in Xen. Mem. 4.2.1 the same verb is
used in connexion with Socrates’ approach to Euthydemus (103a1n.
on Bavpalerv).

10521 (¢ ye 87 épavtov weibw: the tone of this is close to ‘or so I
flatter myself’. One says ‘I persuade myself” of what might be
believed out of vanity (e.g. Phd. 92e ‘This I have accepted, ds
gnouTov Teibw, quite correctly and with good reason’; Phd. 97b ‘I no
longer Teibw épauTov that I understand the reason why ...°; And.
1.70 ‘You have heard all about what took place then, and I have
given an adequate account of myself  ¢s ye éuautov meibw, but if
anyone would like [to ask a question], then ...’; Isoc. Ep. 3.1 ‘quite
sufficiently, cos énauTov émeibov’; Th. 6.33.1 ‘I won’t be deterred from
speaking, or remain silent while our city is in danger, meifwv ye
gnoauTov that I know what to say rather better than others do.”). A
speaker who says s épauTov meibw to acknowledge the possibility of
self deception thereby mitigates the air of vanity. In our passage, the
vanity is further mitigated by the ‘emphatic limitative’ ye 81 (GP
245; cf. 106bsn.), with its strong suggestion that ‘persuading himself”
is all there is to Socrates’ belief that he would long since have ceased
to love an Alcibiades who was too easy to satisfy. Socrates therefore
makes a flirtatious insinuation: Alcibiades’ charms are so great that
Socrates might after all have continued loving him, even against his
better judgement. a2 @u xai yvoenu: lit. ‘by which you will
actually know’, i.e. ‘and this will make you appreciate’. The &1 is a
neuter relative pronoun, whose antecedent is the entire clause étepa

. o¢; cf. 133a3n. on 6 &7 kai ... kaAoUuev. a2—3 mPocé WY Y€
coL Tov vodv Siatetérexa ‘I have at least been giving you my sus
tained attention’; i.e. even if Socrates’ diagnosis of Alcibiades’ inner
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thoughts is not altogether accurate, it will at least indicate that Soc
rates has been giving Alcibiades the sort of attention that a lover,
more than anyone else, will give to a boy (cf. Lys. 205b épaoTnv dvTa
Kal S1agepovTws TGOV &AAwv Tov volv TpoocéxovTa TdL Toudi). For
some details of the attention that Socrates has paid to Alcibiades’
affairs, see 106e4 9, 109d2 4, 110b1 6. a3—4 €l tig coL einol
Oewmv: actual values are revealed by imaginary choices; and in many
such thought experiments it would, as here, take something like the
power of a god to present one with the choice. It is therefore no
accident that such choices are envisaged by the founder of modern
decision theory, F. P. Ramsey, Foundations (London 1978) 78: ‘If then
we had the power of the Almighty, and could persuade the subject
of our power, we could, by offering him options, discover how he
placed in order of merit all possible courses of the world.” The
device of an imaginary choice offered by a god was common in the
Alcibiades literature (see Xen. Mem. 1.2.16, quoted in 105a5 6n., and
Ale. mi. 1412 b, 148a); but it occurs elsewhere too, both in philoso
phy (e.g. Laws 683b c) and outside it (Men. Theophoroumene fr. 1
Sandbach). The device may stem ultimately from such choices as the
one presented to Achilles in Hom. /I 9.410 16 by his mother, the
goddess Thetis: a glorious death at Troy, or a safe but inglorious
return home. a5 avtixa teBvavor ‘to die straightaway’. Perhaps
an allusion to Hom. 7. 18.98 a¥Tika Tebvainv, the words in which
Achilles responds to his mother’s warning that, if he kills Hector, he
too will die soon after (4p. 28c d quotes these words, and reworks
the tale from Homer so as to make it more explicitly the tale of a
choice presented by a goddess). The perfect tense of the verb Tefva-
vai directs attention to the state of being dead, by contrast with the
process of dying (cf. the shift of tenses in Phkd. 64a: true philosophers
‘prepare themselves for dying and being dead (&mwo6vniokev Te kai
TeBvavar)’). Alcibiades is therefore invited to ignore such consider
ations as whether dying would be painful; he is to focus simply on
whether being dead is preferable to being alive but without prospect
of further achievement. a5—6 Soxelg &v por érécBoar TeBvavar
‘I think you would choose death.” In direct speech, this would be
€loto &v TeBuvavar; the &v is retained, even after the optative é\oto is
replaced by the infinitive éAéobai, governed by Sokels. For the con
struction, and the entire thought, cf. Xen. Mem. 1.2.16: ‘My opinion
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is (yoUuau) that if God had granted them [Critias and Alcibiades]
either an entire life lived in the way they saw Socrates living his,
or death, they would have chosen death (éAécBa1 &v p&AAov alTd
Tebvdvan).’ a6—7 éni tive . ..; éyw dpaow: a question, followed
immediately by a promise to answer it, is a figure at home in the
highest rhetoric (e.g. Demos. 4.20, 22). A fan of the sophist Gorgias
uses the figure (Phlb. 19c; cf. 58a); so does Socrates, when parodying
Gorgias’ manner (Grg. 487b c), and when addressing the jury that
has just condemned him to death (4p. 4ob). a7 nyfu for the
absence of any connecting particle, cf. 104a2n. eav Bdttov ‘as
soon as’. For the idiom, and the entire thought, cf. the description of
the young Plato in Ep. 7.324b ¢ ‘I was young once, and the same
thing happened to me as happens to many others. I thought that as
soon as (el 8&TtTov) I became of age I would immediately set out on a
career in politics.” Until he reached the age of twenty, a citizen
could not exercise his right to address the Assembly (Arist. Ath. 42.5).
With Alcibiades’ waiting upon his coming of age, cf. Euthydemus
(10ga1n. on Baup&lev), who ‘because of his youth, was not yet enter
ing the agora’ (Xen. Mem. 4.2.1; for the taboo on youth in the agora,
cf. Isoc. 7.48). Alcibiades is more patient than Plato’s elder brother
Glaucon, who, according to Xen. Mem. 3.6.1, ‘used to try and speak
before the people: he yearned to be prominent in public life, even
though he was not yet twenty years old. Of his other friends and
relations, not one could stop him being dragged from the speakers’
platform and made a laughing stock. Socrates alone stopped this
happening.’ For other comparisons between Alcibiades and Glaucon,
see 105b7 8n., 106din., 114b6 7n.

b1 napérBnig: the standard term for a speaker stepping forward to
address the Assembly (LSJ s.v. mapépyopar vi). wéAa OAlywv
npepdv ‘within a very few days’. Alcibiades is ‘not quite twenty yet’
(123d6 7), and so not quite yet of age to speak in the Assembly
(ro5a7n. on é&v 8&TTOV). b2 o%v here is at least in part ‘resump
tive’, after the aside ToUTo ... Nuep&dv. But it also marks the apodosis
of a conditional; in such a use it ‘is almost confined to Ionic prose
and Plato’ (GP 428). b2-3 évéeifecbar ABnvaiols 6Tt dELog €l
Tipdchor wg obte Iepnriig 0O dArog ov8eig: for a story about how
Alcibiades managed to endear himself to the Assembly on his first
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appearance before them, see 120ag bin. Alcibiades eventually did
persuade the Athenians to give him unprecedented honours: on
his return to Athens in 407, he was acclaimed ‘Universal Leader
Plenipotentiary’ (&mavtwv Nyspoov autokpdTwp, Xen. HG 1.4.20).
This acclamation was all the more striking, in that some seven years
previously the Athenians had sentenced him to death (Th. 6.61.7).
b5—6 &v toig aidroig "EAdnoi: Alcibiades’ high status among the
other Greeks is evident from how they celebrated an appearance of
his at the Olympic Games: “The Ephesians pitched him a marquee
in Persian style, twice the size of the city’s official one; the Chians
provided sacrificial animals and fodder for his horses; and he got the
Lesbians to supply wine and the rest of his expenses’ (And. 4.30; cf.
Plu. Ale. 11.1 12.1, Sat. in Ath. 12 534d). Well might these allied cities
have celebrated him, for he gained enormous prestige by his unpar
alleled showing in the chariot race (seven chariots entered, which
won first, second and fourth places according to Th. 6.16.2, and first,
second and third according to Isoc. 16.94 and Eur. fr. 755 PMG; cf.
122d8n. on the prestige of this event). Nor was Alcibiades’ influence
among the other Greeks confined to Athenian allies. When in
Sparta, while under sentence of death from the Athenians, he gave
the Spartans strategic advice, on which they acted with devastating
effect: they should send assistance to the Syracusans (Th. 6.91.4);
and they should establish a permanent garrison at Decelea, a spot on
high ground close to Athens itself (Th. 6.91.6, 7.27.2 28.2). For
another mark of Alcibiades’ influence on Sparta, see 121h8 cIn.
Alcibiades’ relationship with other Greeks had however the same
ups and downs as his relationship with his fellow Athenians: it was
not long before the Spartans too decided to kill him (Th. 8.45.1).
b6-7 toig BapRdpots, dooL év THL adTHL NIV oixodoLy Nrelpwi: e.g.
the Thracians, among whom Alcibiades settled after falling out
with the Athenians for the second time (see 125d1o 11n.). He there
set himself up as captain of a band of brigands (Plu. 4l. 36.5; Nep.
Ale. 9.1 2). b7-8 xol €i ad coL eimoL 6 adTog 0VTOG Bedg OTL
‘And if this same god were to speak to you a second time, to say
that ... Attaining the ambitions that Socrates has just described
would make Alcibiades the equal of Pericles (cf. 104b6 c1). The
second intervention from the god marks how radically the ambitions
about to be described go beyond those described already. Cf. Xen.
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Mem. 3.6.2: “T'o make him willing to listen [cf. 104d7 e3] ..., Soc
rates said “... you will be famous, first of all in the city [cf. 105b4 5],
then in Greece [cf. 105b5 6], and perhaps, like Themistocles, even
among the barbarians [cf. 105b6 7, 105c1: as victor over the Persians,
and eventual defector to them, Themistocles was famous not only in
Europe but also in Asia]; and you will be admired in all quarters,
wherever you might be.” Glaucon [105a7n. on é&v 8&tTov] rejoiced
to hear this, and gladly stayed around.’

c1 ’Aciav: Asia Minor, i.e. not the whole of what is now meant by
‘Asia’, but just that part of it which is in western Turkey. Alcibiades
had some elaborate intrigues with Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus,
Persian ‘satraps’ or governors in the area (Th. 8.45.1 56.4, Plu. Al.
37.8, Nep. 4le. 9.3 10.1), and was in fact living in Asia when, on the
orders of Pharnabazus, he was assassinated (Plu. Ale. 39, Nep. Alc.
10.3 6). c3—4 éumAnocelg ol 6ol 6véparog ‘fill with your name’,
in the sense of reputation. Alcibiades however managed to fill at
least some parts of the world with his name in a more literal sense. A
bizarre style of footwear that he affected was named the Alcibiades
(Sat. in Ath. 12 534c); and Tissaphernes ‘decreed that the finest park
in his possession ... should be called “Alcibiades”, and everybody
always did speak of it by that name’ (Plu. Ale. 24.7). Cc4—5 mavTag
wg €mog elmelv avBpwmovg ‘more or less the whole of humanity’; the
s émos eimelv acknowledges that wavtas is an exaggeration, while
suggesting that it is not far wrong. And in fact, 105b4 c2 has already
mentioned almost all the places that Alcibiades would have heard of
and thought worth conquering. The main omission is North Africa,
which at one time he hoped to conquer (Th. 6.15.2, cf. Th. 6.90.2),
but which he never even visited. This omission serves to make Soc
rates’ account of Alcibiades’ ambitions correspond better to his later
career. c5 Kbpov xai EépEou: kings of Persia, and therefore the
worst of models for a citizen of the Athenian democracy. Cyrus
reigned from 559 to 529; Xerxes reigned from 486 to 465. The con
quests of Cyrus established the Persian empire; Xerxes was remem
bered above all for a grandiose invasion of Greece, which, although
ultimately defeated, led to the devastation of Attica. The aspect of
imperial power that particularly attracts Alcibiades is therefore, it
seems, the opportunity to command large armies at war, regardless
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of success or failure, and regardless also of the good or harm he
might do. €7 €0 0ida xai ovx eixdfw: contrast Socrates’ profes
sion here that, so far from guessing, he knows for sure about Alci
biades’ ambition, with the ignorance that he professes elsewhere
(1r17b12 13n.) about important matters. The two professions are con
sistent: they imply merely that the facts about Alcibiades’ ambition
are unimportant. Cf. 106c2n., on Socrates’ readiness to accept an
evasive answer about Alcibiades’ ambitions, and its constrast with
his reluctance to accept similarly evasive answers to questions about
philosophy. c8—di1 ti 81 odv, & Zwxpateg, TodT €Tl GoL TPOG
Adyov; ‘So just what do you think that’s got to do with it, Socrates?’
c8 &M odv: combinations of 81 and oUv, ‘very common in Herodotus
and Plato, are rarely found elsewhere ... in Attic they are especially
used in questions’ (GP 468).

d1 mpog Adyov: lit. ‘related to discussion’, and hence ‘relevant to the
point we are supposed to be talking about’. This is not a rare idiom
(see Prt. 351e, Phlb. 33¢c, 42¢), but it is not so common as to safeguard it
from all corruption (see Grg. 459c¢). Someone made an inept attempt
to explain the idiom, and the explanation got incorporated into the
text as the words 6v épnobua &peiv, 510 éuol oUk &maAr&TTn (‘which
you said [you?] would say, why you are not abandoning me’).
di—2 & ¢ire mal Krewviov xai Aewvopdyng: to address someone as
child of both his father and his mother is most unusual (contrast
103aIn. on @ mai KAewviov). This turn of phrase was striking enough
to be alluded to by other authors (Ath. 5 219c, Ael. VH 2.1); perhaps
it is imitated in what would otherwise be its only independent paral
lel: Ep. 2.313a & mai Alovuoiou kai Awpidos. Olympiodorus gives
the following explanation of why Socrates uses this strange form of
address: ‘In these words, he seems to be saying “Neither your kins
folk on your mother’s side, nor those on your father’s, can provide
the power that I can provide you.”’ See also 125¢6 7n., 131e1 4n.
and D. M. Schaps, “The woman least mentioned: etiquette and
women’s names’, CQ 27 (1977) 323 30. d4 eig ta oo mpaypata
xal eig cé: the distinction between his belongings and himself is in
effect denied by Alcibiades at 127¢8 128a4, and subsequently
explained to him. d6 mepiépevov: Socrates has himself already
shown, in waiting upon God, the sort of patience that he has sought
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from Alcibiades; cf. mepipevoUvTi 104dg. énidag: Euthydemus
(rogamn. on Baupdlewv) ‘thought himself already superior in wisdom
to his contemporaries, and had high hopes (ueydAas éAmidas) that he
would become superior to everybody in his ability to speak and to
act’ (Xen. Mem. 4.2.1).

€6 péra tod Beol pévror: on Socrates’ regular use of such caveats,

see 135d6n.

106a2 edpiixev ‘he has let me loose on you’, by withdrawing his
former veto. As in Rep. 388e, 555d, Tim. 59d, the verb épinpi here
means no more than ‘give free rein to’; see 103a5 6n., on whether
the supernatural voice that spoke to Socrates ever did anything more
than veto actions that he was contemplating. a3—5 ‘You seem
far more outlandish, now that you have started to speak, than you
did when you were trailing after me in silence; yet even then you
were very outlandish to look at.’ a3 aromwrepog: Socrates’ out
landishness (&totia) is the leading theme of Alcibiades’ speech in his
praise in the Symposium (Smp. 215a, 221d); it is the subject of exas
perated remarks by his interlocutors, sometimes affectionate (Phdr.
230c¢), sometimes not (Grg. 494d). a4 eimovu: it was the mark of a
lover to follow his beloved about the place. Thus Aristodemus, who
was, ‘as much as anyone in those days, a lover of Socrates’ (Smp.
173b), ‘trailed off after’ Socrates, ‘as was his wont (doTep eicobel
gmeafan)’ (Smp. 223d). a5 i8eiv: by mentioning what Socrates is
like to look at, Alcibiades responds to Socrates’ compliment at
104a5 6. One thing that made Socrates look outlandish was his
habit of going unshod (Ar. Clouds 103, 463). Others were his snub
nose and his bulging eyes: in 7Tht. 143e, someone apologises to Soc
rates for drawing attention to how ugly these features make him; and
in Xen. Smp. 5.3 6 (cf. 116a3n.) Socrates displays his dialectical
prowess by getting someone to admit that these features are in fact
beautiful. a5—7 el pév ovv ... xtA.: with Alcibiades’ unem
barrassed refusal to answer, contrast Charmides’ response at Chrm.
158¢c d. Socrates has asked him if he is indeed as modest (cwdpwov)
as Critias says. His blushingly modest response is that he can’t say
‘No’, both because such self accusation would be &tomov, and be
cause it would mean calling Critias a liar; but also that he can’t say
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“Yes’ either, because such self praise would be in bad taste. Alci
biades by contrast gives only one reason why he can’t say ‘No’,
which is simply that he won’t be believed; and he gives no reason at
all why he can’t say ‘Yes.” Alcibiades’ answers will often be marked
by evasiveness, not always unembarrassed; see 106c2, 109CT 3,
116d6, 130b10, and perhaps 127c10 and 131c11. a7-8 4t pdiiota
is idiomatically used in the protasis of what one might call a ‘so
what?’ conditional, where the apodosis suggests that however true
the protasis, it still would not have the implications which the audi
ence have ascribed to it. The same idiom occurs in 113€I. a8-9g
¢ §1a 6od pot EcTal xal avev 6od odx &v yévortos ‘how is it that |
will have these things because of you, but would not attain them
without you?’ The indicative éoton shows that Alcibiades is confident
of success; the optative oUx &v yévorto shows that he regards failure
as a remote possibility. The contrast between the two constructions
accentuates a contrast already present between the meanings of the
two verbs: the verb eipi connotes being something stably and reliably,
whereas the verb yiyvopai connotes instability and unreliability; cf.
e.g. Empedocles DK g1 B 17.11 13: ‘in one respect, they yiyvovTat
and have no stable life; in another respect, in that they never cease
their perpetual interchanging, they éaciwv always, changeless in a
cycle’; Grg. 506c d: ‘Pleasant is that by whose presence (mopa-
yevouévou) we are pleased, while good is that by whose presence
(TapoévTos) we are good’; and Lys. 14.38: Alcibiades ‘wanted yev-
¢oBau a citizen of Thrace and of every city, rather than eivai one of
his own fatherland’.

b1 Adyov paxpév, olovg 8§n: when 87 is used with ofos ‘the note of
disparagement, irony, or contempt is rarely quite absent’ (GP 220).
The ‘long speeches’ to which Alcibiades is accustomed are rhetorical
performances. Socrates frequently contrasts such speeches with the
snappy question and answer dialectic that he prefers (e.g. Prt. 334¢

335C, 336b d; Grg. 449b c; Hp. mi. g73a). The phrase Aoyos pakpods
was used in particular for the shifty ramblings of a slave (Eur. /4 313
pokpoUs 8¢ SolAos v Aéyels Adyous, Arist. Met. 109127 g paKpos
Abyos, otep 6 TGOV doUhwy &Tav unbev Uyits Aéywotv; cf. Simonides
fr. 653 PMG). In consequence, it has disdainful overtones here (and
at e.g. Ar. Ach. 302, Antisth. fr. 150 SSR). b2 4AX ... 3 pév: the
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uév here marks a contrast, not with the succeeding clause, but with
the preceding one; it is customary, but not obligatory, to add an
&A\\& to such a uév (GP 377 8). b4 éav €v poévov pour €Bérvnig
Bpayd dmypetficar ‘if you are prepared to do me just one little ser
vice’. The word BpayU has a particular use for the short answers that
Socrates likes to receive (Prt. 334d, 334e 335a, 336a; Grg. 449a,
449b ¢; Minos g21c). The word Umnpetfioon adds to the flirtatious
tone, in that it can be used euphemistically of the sexual favours that
a youth might grant his lover (Smp. 185a, Xen. Hieron 1.97). The word
Umnpetfioon also hints at something of a reversal of réles, in that
Alcibiades, who has so many powerful relatives at his service
(UmrmpeToiev 104b3), is now expected to render services to Socrates.
The reversal of réles will be explicit at 135d8 eg; cf. 131e2 3n. for
another anticipatory hint of it. b5 €l ye 81 ‘if°. The combination
of particles is an ‘emphatic limitative’ (GP 245; cf. 105a1n.); the
strong emphasis this combination places on the € gives it almost the
force of ‘only so long as’. For the laziness that Alcibiades evinces
here, cf. 104d2 3n.

c2 éotw, el Bovlel, obTwg ‘let’s suppose that that’s so, if you like’.
Socrates lets Alcibiades get away with this characteristically (106a5
7n.) evasive answer. Contrast Prt. 331c d, where Protagoras uses a
similar wording (el y&p PoUlel, éoTw .. .) to give a hesitant and eva
sive answer to Socrates’ question ‘Is justice holy and holiness just?’,
and Socrates rejects the evasion: ‘for I don’t want to examine this “if
you like” (el PoUAer) and “if you think so” (el co1 Sokel), but you and
me. And I say “you and me”, because I think that the proposition
would best be examined if the “if” were removed.” But the question
put to Protagoras was of immediate philosophical import, whereas
that put to Alcibiades is merely biographical; Protagoras was speak
ing contrary to his own expressed view, whereas Alcibiades does, in
his heart, agree; and Protagoras was already in the thick of a philo
sophical discussion, whereas Alcibiades still needs to be enticed into
one. Hence Socrates signals no dissatisfaction with Alcibiades’ eva
sive answer. Cf. Euthphr. gc d, where Socrates himself uses such a
formula (el BoUher, ... Nysicbwv ... wicoUvTwy) in order to avoid
getting bogged down in something that is not the key issue.



COMMENTARY: 106c3-106d6 101

106c3—107c12: On what can Alcibiades speak?

The subjects in which Alcibiades has been educated are not among those on
which the Assembly deliberates. The subjects on which the Assembly defers to
expert authority are not among those on which Alcibiades is competent to
pronounce. On what subject therefore 1s Alcibiades to speak?

106c4 évTog 0% ToAXeD ypdvou: cf. 105bIn. on pdAa SAiywv fpepdov.
€l ... 5 époipnv ... 8 <l av amoxpivaioe; the remote and hypotheti
cal manner in which the question is put, and in which it is to be
answered, is a tactful device whereby Socrates avoids putting his
interlocutor directly on the spot; the same device is used also in
e.g. Prt. g1id e, Hp. ma. 287b d, Rep. 337b c. c6b émeldyn mepl
tivog xtA. ‘What will the Athenians be intending to discuss when
you get up to give them your advice?’ English idiom prefers to have
the interrogative particle in the main clause of the sentence. Greek
is quite happy to leave it in a subordinate clause, as here and e.g.
107¢4, 12625, 126b2, 126b8.

dr mepi ®v oida BéAtiov 1) odtor: Glaucon (r05ayn. on &&v 8&TTOV)
also had some such notion: at any rate, Socrates was able to per
suade him to postpone his attempts to address the people until he
had cured his ignorance of economic and military matters (Xen.
Mem. 3.6.4 18). d4-5 map aAAwy Epabeg ) adTog EENlpeg ‘you
have learnt from other people, or found out for yourself’. The verbs
puovbavw and evpiokw, taken by themselves, express this contrast
adequately in a conversation among the philosophically sophisti
cated (Phd. 85c, Cra. 439b, Rep. 618c). The addition of map &AAwv,
aUTos and the like, is needed to bring the contrast home when
speaking to the less sophisticated (La. 186¢ 187a, Tht. 150d, Euthd.
285a b) or adopting a slow witted air (Phd. 99c). d6 moia yap
aAra; spelled out in full, the thought is “Yes; for what else could I
know, apart from those things?” The moia adds here (as often:
111d6 7n.) a touch of scorn. Should Alcibiades instead invoke the
doctrine of recollection (Meno 81a 86¢), and reply to Socrates’
dilemma by saying ‘“There are things that the soul, being eternal, has
known from all eternity, and that it has therefore neither learnt from
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others nor found out for itself’? Schleiermacher (1836) 332 thought
that Alcibiades should make such a reply, and that his failure to do
so is an argument that Plato did not write this dialogue. However,
there is no reason to suppose that, in a genuinely Platonic dialogue,
every character, no matter how naive, will be familiar with relevant
ideas developed in other dialogues. Moreover, the doctrine of recol
lection is, in any case, hardly relevant here, for it would not enable
Alcibiades to escape Socrates’ dilemma. According to that doctrine,
before Alcibiades can ever use, in e.g. advising the Assembly, the
knowledge which his soul has had from all eternity, he needs to
recollect this knowledge; and he will not recollect it if he does not
attempt to do any such thing as those commonly labelled ‘learning
from others’ and ‘finding out for oneself’. It is in fact one aspect of
the doctrine of recollection, and the only aspect on which Socrates
wants to insist, that we should be resolute in our attempts to come to
know things (Meno 86b c).

ex My ypdévog 6te ‘once upon a time’. The phrase is known otherwise
mainly from poetry, where it and its variants are used to introduce
tales of a past now definitively over (Linus in D.L. 1.4, Critias DK
88 B 25.1; cf. e.g. Theoc. Idylls 7.1 A5 xpdvos &viK, Pri. 320c¢ fv y&p
TOTE XPOVOS OTE). e4 aiia pqv marks, as often in Plato, the intro
duction of the next premiss in a piece of reasoning (GP 346).
oxed6v T1 ‘more or less’, qualifying oida, not pepddnxas. It is enough
for Socrates’ argument here that he knows what were the main ele
ments in Alcibiades’ education. The qualification indicates that this
is the only knowledge he is here claiming to have. He is not making
the unqualified claim to know absolutely every topic, no matter how
trivial, on which Alcibiades has learnt something from other people.
e6 ypappata xai wibapifev xai madaiewv: literacy, playing the harp
(which included learning lyric poetry), and wrestling were the three
staples of primary education for an Athenian boy (Prt. g12b, Clt.
407b ¢, Xen. Lac. 2.1). Literacy was a comparatively recent addi
tion to this curriculum; see 112br 2n. for Alcibiades’ attitude to it.
e7 adAeiv ‘to play the pipe’. alAds is conventionally translated as
‘flute’, but it is in fact the name for reed instruments more akin to
the oboe or clarinet. When Alcibiades is said here to have refused to
learn how to play the pipe, it no doubt indicates, among other
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things, his intellectual idleness (cf. 104d2 gn.), his concern for his
looks (cf. 104a5, 113bg; according to Arist. Pol. 1341b2 6, blowing the
pipe was thought to make the face ugly), and his snobbery (playing
the harp traditionally had more prestige than playing the pipe: see
Rep. 399d e, and Eur. Ale. 345 7, where a king says that in mourn
ing he will no longer touch the harp, or sing to the pipe). Plu. Al.
2.5 7 suggests that Alcibiades had, in addition to these motives,
another and more creditable motive for refusing to learn to play
the pipe: ‘He paid adequate attention to his other teachers, but he
avoided playing the pipe, on the grounds that it was ignoble and
servile. For using a plectrum and harp in no way damaged the shape
and form that befit a free man; but when someone blew on a pipe
with his mouth, even those who knew him could hardly recognise his
face. Besides, the harp would sound with and sing with its user; but
the pipe would block his mouth and gag him, removing from him all
power of rational speech. “Therefore,” he said, “let the children of
the Thebans [traditionally thought to be rather thick: see e.g. Pind.
0. 6.89 9o] play the pipe [which they did: it was, says Cic. Tusc.
1.2.4, one of the accomplishments of the Theban statesman Epami
nondas]; for they don’t know how to conduct a conversation (Six-
Aéyeobat). We Athenians however, as our fathers tell us, have Athena
for foundress and Apollo for patron. She threw the pipe away [as
represented in a prominent carving placed in the Acropolis when
Alcibiades was a boy: Paus. 1.24.1, Plin. Nat. 34.57]; he went on to
flay the pipe player.” By such jokes, which were also meant in ear
nest, Alcibiades ensured that he never learnt to play the pipe, and
that others did not either. For word went out among the boys about
the good effect to which Alcibiades abominated pipe playing and
mocked its teachers. The result was that the pipe altogether ceased
to be among those things on which free men spent their time, and
came to be quite despised.” Contrast however Douris (FGH 76
fr. 29), who claims that Alcibiades did learn to play the pipe, and
who purports to know the name of his teacher, Pronomus. For a full
account, see Peter Wilson, “The aulos in Athens’, in Simon Goldhill
and Robin Osborne, edd., Performance culture and Athenian democracy
(Cambridge 1999) 58 99. e7—9 ‘These are what you know  if]
that is, you have not been learning something without my knowl
edge. But I shouldn’t think you have, neither when you leave the
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house by day, nor when you leave it by night.’ e8 oipar 8¢ ye:
this, unlike its literal English translation ‘But I do think so’, can eas
ily be used to endorse a negative proposition. Here it endorses “You
have not been learning something without my knowledge.” For the
use of this phrase in endorsing negative propositions, cf. Rep. 507c

d, on whether the sense of hearing needs anything else to operate, in
the way that the sense of vision needs light: *“Do hearing and sound
require something of another kind for the one to hear and the other
to be heard, some third thing, in the absence of which the one will
not hear, and the other will not be heard?” “No (0U¥8evds)”; he said.
“I should think not (oiuen 8¢ ye)”, said I, “nor do many other senses
need any such thing (008 &AAais ToAAGS . .. ToloUTOU TPOCSEl oUde-
v6s5).”” As Rep. 507¢ d also illustrates, the combination of particles 8¢
ve has a special use in ‘lively rejoinders’ (GP 153), a use which means
that even in continuous speech, ‘there is often some tinge of repartee
about & ye (GP 155); and there no doubt is some such tinge
here. vOxtwp: a law ascribed to Solon himself forbade schools to
be open outside daylight hours (Aeschin. 1.12). Alcibiades’ nocturnal
excursions would therefore not have included any schooling. There
were however stories describing nocturnal excursions of quite an
other nature: while still a boy, he was out drunk one night and stole
half the gold and silver plate of one of his lovers (Sat. in Ath. 12
534¢ f, Plu. Alc. 4.5 6; the lover professed gratitude that Alcibiades
had left him with the other half); as an adult, he was among those
who, one night shortly before the Sicilian expedition set sail, went
about mutilating the Herms (Th. 6.27.1, 6.61.1). Indeed, there was a
general presumption that those found wandering abroad after dark
were up to no good: see Arist. SE 167b8 12, on how orators might
reason ‘He is seen wandering around at night. Therefore he
debauches the womenfolk of other citizens’; and Rh. 1401b23 4, on
how they might reason to the same conclusion from the premiss
‘He dresses elegantly [cf. 113egn.] and wanders around at night.’
eg e£imv: the key to understanding the syntax of this participle is to
appreciate that oipai 8¢ ye is in effect an abbreviation of the asser
tion ‘You have not been learning something without my knowledge’,
and therefore that oUte vUxTwp oUTe ued Nuépav §icov Evdobev has the
same syntax when appended to oipon 8¢ ye as it would were it
appended to the Greek form of that assertion spelt out in full (cf. the
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syntax of Rep. 507¢ d, quoted in 106e8n.). In such a context, the
participle &§1cov would be ‘circumstantial’ (M7 §§832 3); hence the
translation ‘neither when you leave the house by day, nor when you
leave it by night’. It is wrong to take the participle é§icov as governed
by AéAnbas, in the same construction as the participle pov6dveov.
This was the interpretation of the ancient commentator Proclus, and
is seen in Jowett’s translation: “This is the sum of your accomplish
ments, unless there were some which you acquired in secret; and I
think that secrecy was hardly possible, as you could not have come
out of your door, either by day or night, without my seeing you.” On
this interpretation, the Greek has two supposedly coordinate clauses,
the one containing pav8&vewv, and the other containing é§1cov, with
out any particle at all to connect them. Moreover, this interpretation
makes Socrates assert that he has spent the years watching outside
Alcibiades’ house both day and night; and even in the light of
104d4 5, that assertion is not readily credible. (Proclus himself was
alert to this aspect of his interpretation, and welcomed it: ‘That
Alcibiades should not leave home, whether by day or by night, with
out Socrates knowing it, is truly supernatural (Scuupoviov éoTwv
SvTws).") €10 ob medoitnxa eig dAAwWY 1) ToVTWY: PoIT&w is used
of going to somebody for elementary schooling (LS] s.v. ¢o1téw 1.5),
and not, apparently, of studying rhetoric (106b1 2), or of receiving
the military training that Alcibiades, who is ‘not quite twenty yet’
(123d6 7), would have begun at the age of eighteen (Arist. Ath. 42.3).
Thus this remark is not, strictly speaking, false. But something about
the attention that Alcibiades pays to his studies is shown by the fact
that he does not think to mention either his rhetorical or his military
training when Socrates asks him what he has learnt; cf. ro4d2 gn.

107a2 Tdg av 0pB&¢ ypddorev ‘what is the right way to spell some

thing’. The Athenians of course never do deliberate about such
matters, any more than they deliberate about the musical (107a5)
and gymnastic (107a7) matters that formed the other two ingredients
of Alcibiades’ education. The reason is explained by Arist. EN
1112a84 bir: “There is no deliberation about those branches of
knowledge that are exact and self contained, e.g. about spelling (for
we don’t hesitate over how to spell). Instead, the things that we de

liberate about are those things that come about through us, but not
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always in the same way, e.g. about matters to do with medicine, or
making money. And we deliberate more about navigation than we
do about gymnastic training, since navigation is not such an exact
branch of knowledge. ... And we bring in other people to advise us
(oupPoulous) for important matters, where we do not trust ourselves
to settle them correctly.’ a7 ovdé pnv ovdé: the reduplicated
oud¢ gives emphasis to the denial: ‘And they definitely don’t talk
about wrestling either’ (GP 197, 340). axo yap mwou: cach of the
particles collocated here has the meaning it would have in isolation.
The mou gives a tentative air to the remark (‘Presumably, it won’t
be when ..."); the y&p shows that the remark is intended to reveal
Socrates’ reason for asking the question &Tav oUv Tepi Tivos Pou-
AevwvTal; The only significance to the collocation of the particles is
that ‘we may recognize in Plato a certain fondness for the juxtaposi
tion of y&p and ye with wou: and there is something characteristic
about kai Tou: while on the other hand, oUv Tou is avoided’ (GP
493). Our dialogue has yé&p mou four times (the other three are
108bs, 117¢7, 130d6; cf. 108¢6), and y¢ mou once (117e1); nowhere
does it have a kai Tou or an oUv Tov. aIrI oixodopliag ‘building’,
of fixed structures of all kinds, and not just, in spite of the element
oiko , of houses alone. Thus Th. 1.93.1 5 uses this word for the for
tifications of Athens. aI3 oixodopog ... BéATiov cupPoviedoer:
the same point is made in Prt. 319b ¢ ‘When we gather in the As
sembly, then when the city has to do something about building,
builders are summoned to give advice about the buildings, when it
has to do something about constructing ships, shipwrights are sum
moned, and likewise with everything that they think can be learnt
and taught.” Cf. Grg. 455b ¢, making the same point, and drawing
the corollary that, on such matters, the Assembly would never listen
to the advice of ol pnTopikoi.

b2 pavtixije: the skill of divining the future, in particular from the
interpretation of such things as dreams, the flight of birds, and the
entrails of sacrificial animals, as opposed to the production and
interpretation of oracles in verse, or ypnopoi (for the distinction, see
Paus. 1.34.4, Meno g9c d, Ap. 22¢, Th. 8.1.1). Isoc. 19.5 9 recounts
the career of someone who inherited some books about divination,
and made it into a fairly lucrative living. Diviners were regularly
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consulted by Athenian assemblies (Arist. Ath. 54.6, Cic. Div. 1.95).
Their predictions were therefore subject to political manipulation.
Alcibiades was not above manipulating them himself: “There are
said to have been many objections to the expedition [of the Athe
nian fleet to Sicily], in particular from the priests. Alcibiades how
ever had other diviners, and proclaimed, on the basis of certain
ancient prophecies, that the Athenians would win great fame in
Sicily. Moreover, he sent people to enquire at the oracle of Ammon,
and they came back bringing a prophecy that the Athenians would
capture all the Syracusans; however, they kept concealed the indica
tions to the contrary, for fear that they would be ill omened’ (Plu.
Nie. 13.1 g; Th. 8.1.1 records that the diviners eventually shared the
blame when the expedition failed). For a general account of divina
tion, see Jon D. Mikalson, Athenian popular religion (Chapel Hill 1983)
39 49. b6 té ye: “The combination of Te and ye, especially in
juxtaposition, seems to have been rather disliked by Greek writers,
except perhaps Plato’ (GP 161). pwéyog ... xaA6g ... 7 yevvaiog:
the three qualifications here declared irrelevant are precisely the
size, looks and birth on which Alcibiades particularly prides himself
(rogar c1). Compare the qualifications declared to be irrelevant in
Prt. 319¢, where Socrates is making, on this occasion to Protagoras, a
similar point about the Assembly’s deference to the expertise of
craftsmen: ‘If somebody else, whom they do not take to be a crafts
man, attempts to give them advice, then even if he is very handsome
and rich and among the well born, they are not any the more recep
tive, but they jeer and heckle, until either the would be speaker has
been heckled down and departs of his own accord, or the stewards
drag him off or carry him away on the orders of those chairing.’
b8-10 have been transposed with bxx—c2 in order to ease the flow
of the argument. With this transposition, Socrates first points out
that wealth is irrelevant to giving advice about health (br2 c2), and
then, reasonably enough, explains (y&p) why wealth is irrelevant by
remarking that the proper qualification for giving advice is not
wealth, but expertise (bg 10). If, however, these speeches are taken
in the order in which they occur in the manuscripts, then when Soc
rates remarks that the proper qualification is not wealth, but exper
tise, he is attempting to explain the irrelevance, not of wealth, but of
size, looks and birth instead (b6 7). The fact that Alcibiades gives
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the same reply (s y&p oU;) to both speeches of Socrates” no doubt
helped the manuscripts to confuse their order.

C4 6tav oLV Tepl Tivog oromdVTaL, TOTE ... 3 is to be translated as
‘What will be the subject of their deliberations when ...?’; and the
6tav clauses in ¢6, d2, d3, d5 should be treated on the same lines.
On the placing of the interrogative here within the subordinate
clause, see 106cbn. c7 t&hv mepl vavmyyiag ‘concerning those of
their affairs that concern shipbuilding’. The Té&v is governed by a
mepl understood from Tepl TGOV EauTdV TpayudTwy in the previous
line. For the construction cf. e.g. Grg. g450a ‘“It looks then as if
medicine too deals with talk (mepi Adyous éoTiv).” “It does.” “With
talk that deals with illness, at least (ToUs ye mepi T& voonpata).”’
¢8 vavrnnyeioBar is middle. The Assembly does not plan to build any
ships itself; it discusses rather what sorts of ships it should get
built. c10 vavrnyyeiv is active. When planning to get ships built,
the Assembly seeks the advice of someone who knows how to build
ships himself.

107d1-109c12: War, peace and justice

Alcibiades proposes to advise the Assembly about when and with whom to be at
war, and about when and with whom to be at peace. But can he say what is the
standard of correctness in such matters? Not at first. He even has difficulties in
appreciating that to play the harp correctly s to play it musically. But eventually
he comes to realise what a standard of correctness is. He comes to realise too that
he needs to be able to specify the standard of correctness for the advice he will be
guing about war and peace. Since people always allege that they are going to
war in response lo some injustice that has been done them, Alcibiades’ advice on
when to go to war must be judged correct or incorrect by the standards of justice.

107d1 mepi moiwv perhaps expresses a certain impatience (111d6

7n.), after Alcibiades has thrice failed to answer the same question
phrased with the neutral Tepi Tivos (106¢6, 107a10, 107¢4). ds
TOAEROVL ... €lPNVYNG ... 4 GAXov Tou: war and peace, as might be
expected, regularly appear on lists of topics about which a public
body would deliberate. Public finances (mépor) too make no less
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regular an appearance (sece Arist. RA. 1359b1g 23, [Arist.] Rh. Al
1423a21 6, Xen. Mem. 3.6.6 13, [Xen.] Ath. pol. 3.2). When he men
tions war and peace by name, but relegates to a catch all ‘anything
else” so standard a topic for public deliberation as the public fi
nances, Alcibiades acts in keeping with the disdain for money men
tioned in 1o4c1 2. And when he names war and peace almost as if
they were two separate items for the agenda (separated by & Zcokpoares,
and each coordinated by 74 ... 7§ ... with any item that might come
under &AAov Tov), Alcibiades speaks as if not altogether aware that
the question of when and when not to be at war is the same as the
question of when and when not to be at peace. Contrast Phd. 97d,
where Socrates, in conversation with his intimates, mentions as an
aside, and more or less as a truism, the principle that to understand
something is to understand its opposite; and compare lon 531Ie,
where Ton needs to have the principle spelt out to him. ds5 mpog
Tivag ... 6 ticwv ... tiva tpémov: with this range of questions, con
trast Gilbert Ryle, The concept of mind (Harmondsworth 1973) 26 6o,
which confines practical knowledge to ‘knowing how’ (Tiva TpéTrov),
and compare Phdr. 268a ¢, which says that a doctor must know, not
only how to raise or lower a patient’s temperature, or make him
vomit or excrete, but also ‘to whom he is to do each of these things,
and when, and to what extent (oUoTivas ... 6ToOTe ... pexpl 6TO-
oov)’. Compare also Laws 638c, which, to illustrate how silly it is to
condemn or commend the practice of drinking wine ‘the moment it
is mentioned (e00Us pnBév)’, speaks of how silly it would be, ‘if some
one was commending wheat for being a good food, to condemn it
instantly, without asking him about its preparation or serving: in
what way, to whom, with what accompaniments, in what condition,
and to people in which condition, it is served (évTiva TpdTov Kai
oloTiol Kol peR v kal 8Trws ExovTa Kal dTws TPOCHEPEIV EXOUTTV)’.
Arist. EN 1104b22 4 and EE: 1222a1 2 make similar points, with
similar ranges of questions, about the pursuit of pleasure and avoid
ance of pain. The idea is that making war, like drinking wine, eating
wheat, pursuing pleasure or avoiding pain, is not unconditionally
right, nor unconditionally wrong; that its rightness or wrongness in a
particular case will depend on the circumstances of the case; and
hence that there is need for skill in deliberation, to make oneself
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sensitive to the varied demands of circumstances. Contrast Arist. EN
110729 17, on kinds of action that are unconditionally wrong: ‘Some
things connote viciousness the moment they are named (46U
@vopaoTat), e.g. ... debauching a citizen’s womenfolk, theft and
murder (poryeia kKAoTrT) &vdpogovia) ... In their case, it is never pos

sible to do it right, but only to go wrong. Doing well or ill in such
matters does not depend on one’s debauching the woman that one
ought to, and when one ought to, and in the way that one ought to
(fiv 8€l kai 0Te Kad ws). On the contrary, to do any one of these things
is, quite generally, to go wrong.’

e5 ’ABnvaio is the reading of all the medieval manuscripts. One of
the fragmentary ancient manuscripts contains instead the letters av,
preceded by traces that might be either 81 or u or v. TPOGTOA-
aiewv ‘wrestling’, lit. ‘wrestling at close quarters’. e6 axpoxetp-
ilecBou: this, by contrast, means ‘sparring’, lit. ‘handing’: the xeipss,
strictly speaking, go all the way up to the shoulders; the &kpar yeipes
(‘tips of the xeipes’) do not go beyond the wrists.

108a5 dAda pnv: see robegqn. a5—6 tov daidovra el xibapilery
moté TPog TNV WwidNv xal Baivewv ‘someone who is singing, must, at
certain moments, accompany the song by playing a note on the harp
or taking a step in the dance’.

b4 odx évvod: Alcibiades’ failure to appreciate the standards of
correctness in playing the harp, even though he understands proper
standards in athletics, may indicate that he is better at ease with the
body than with the soul. For wrestling was thought to train the body
only (Rep. 376¢; the thought was mistaken, says Rep. 410b d); learn
ing how to perform on the harp was therefore traditionally taken to
be the intellectual element in élite education. Thus in Ar. Wasps 959,
989 kibapilev émioTacBar is used to mean being an educated man;
and Themistocles was held to be rather ill educated because, at
banquets, he refused to take his turn on the harp (Cic. Tusc. 1.2.4).
b5 yap mou: see 107a1on. amexpivapnv: although the obvious
sense ‘answered’ is the only one that Alcibiades will understand this
word to have, the word in the active voice also bears, in Platonic
dialectic, the semi technical sense of isolating, as Socrates has done
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here, the common ingredient from an array of cases; cf. Plt. go2c v
dpfnv Xwpls &TokpivavTes.

c6 mpémor ‘it would be seemly’. The word is used to commend things
specifically on grounds that might be called aesthetic (by contrast
with e.g. 8¢i for the obligatory, and Avoitelel for the expedient). In
saying ‘When the seemly (16 Tpémov) is present, it makes things both
be (eiven) and look (¢paivesBon) fine (koA&)’ (Hp. ma. 294c), Hippias is
faithful to the word’s connotations of conspicuousness and beauty.
The word is therefore especially suitable when commending things
to someone with Alcibiades’ concern (124a5 6n.) to cut a fine figure.
It recurs also at 124dg, 135c2 (cf. 135b12). Yap ... mou: see
107a10n. xai coi ‘particularly for you’; talking xaAdds would
be seemly for anyone, but particularly for someone as kaAds as
Alcibiades.

e2 éxel éd’ eéxdortwt ‘there’, i.e. when talking about music, ‘for
each’, i.e. for each of the three activities (playing the harp, singing,
dancing) which belong to the art of music (108a5 6, c7 8). e3
éni tdL eétépwr ‘for the other case’, i.e. for wrestling. eb6-109a4
Socrates switches from one thought to another partway through this
sentence, and so makes its precise structure harder to grasp than its
general import. In effect, he embarks upon saying “There is a
shameful contrast, in that, although (uév) you can say that health is
the standard for judging advice on diet, nevertheless (8¢) you can’t
say what the standard is for judging advice on politics’; he then loses
his way in some syntactical complexities attached to the uév clause;
and so, instead of the initially intended 8¢ clause, he ends with
‘Won’t you be shamed by your inability to say what the standard is
for judging advice on politics?” The result is rather disjointed; it is as
if Socrates himself has been sympathetically afflicted by the embar
rassed incoherence that he sees in store for Alcibiades. With this
representation of emotional disturbance by ungainly syntax, cf. the
indignant pleas of Crito in Crt. 45d 46a. e6 dAro wévtor ‘but
surely’. This combination ‘is practically confined to Plato and Xen
ophon, who seldom separate the particles’ (GP 410). €6 aicypov
ye €i wév tig ... 9 €xelv eimeiv 6tu ... ‘it is quite shameful that al
though, if someone ..., you can say that ...” aioxpdv can take two
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different constructions: one with €i (as in Soph. 4jax 1159 60: Tl
leave. It would be a disgrace if anyone learnt (aioypdv, e mUBo1TS
T15) that I have been using words to chide someone on whom I can
use force’), and another with the infinitive (as in the reply at Soph.
Ajax 1161 2: ‘Off you go then. For me the worst disgrace is listening
to (adoxioTov kAUew) the idle chatter of a fool’). Socrates’ aloxpov ye
el may create the impression that he is using the former of these two
constructions, but the éxev eventually makes it clear that he is using
the latter, and that the &i clause is used only because the shameful
state of affairs itself contains a conditional element: that although
Alcibiades can say, if asked,..., nevertheless ... e7 Béitiov
t68e Tod8e ‘this one is better than that’. Cf. 109b4 &8¢ 7 &3¢ ‘in this
way rather than that’, Phdr. 271d Téoa kal Té0®, Kai Tola kol Tola ‘of
this and that size, and of this and that character’. e7—8 xai viv
xal tocobtov: a fussy and here needless recollection of the point
(ro7d5 6n.) that good advice is likely to be more nuanced than just a
stark declaration that one food is better than another. e8 énelta
.l 1o dpewvov Aéyergs ‘So what do you mean by “better” then?’ It
is idiomatic to use émerta for introducing belligerent questions; cf.
Ar. Pl 827 gmeita ToU &éet; (‘So what do you want then?’), Birds 911
(quoted in 120b2 3n.). Editors usually leave the &meita outside the
inverted commas. However, it would then be in a construction that
‘conveys “although ..., nevertheless ...”
prise or indignation’ (Dover on Smp. 213e); we would thus have to
translate ‘if, although you were talking and giving advice ..., some
one were nevertheless to ask ...”; and such a meaning is out of place
here. e8 épwriceev ‘were to ask’. The optative indicates that
being asked this easy question about diet is a fairly remote contin
gency. Contrast the subjunctive €xmis in 109ag, suggesting that
Alcibiades is more likely to be asked this question’s more difficult
counterpart about politics. eg mepl pev tovtwv: the clause
already has one pév at 108e6. A second pév can be ‘added for clear
ness, as an extra signpost, or, perhaps more often, for emphasis’; a
double uév is often followed by a double 8¢ (cf. 109a1 3); and the
second pév, like the second 8¢, typically goes with some part of oUTos
(GP 184 5, 385 6). Here Socrates’ double uév/8¢ seems to mark a
valiant but unsuccessful effort at calling his convoluted sentence to
order. See 104a6, 120d6 for other examples of the construction.

, usually in a tone of sur
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109aI xoitoL oV TPOGTOLHL Ye LaTpog eival ‘even so, you certainly
don’t pretend to be a doctor’. The flow of the sentence would have
been smoother if, instead of this parenthetical remark with xaiTot
(which usually indicates a strong break and contrast between two
coordinate remarks, as at 106a4, 110e5, 119b1, 124a5), Socrates had
used some subordinating device. As it is, the multiple contrasts and
oppositions that Socrates is trying to work into the sentence (be
tween advising on diet and advising on politics, between professing
expertise and acknowledging ignorance, between the remote possi
bility of being asked one question and the comparative likelihood of
being asked the other, between being able and being unable to
answer) are getting out of control. a3 tolrtou §: see 108e8n.
a3—4 €av pi €xNig eimely, odx aioyvvijt; ‘if you can’t answer, won’t
you be ashamed of yourself?’ The construction is that of Eur. Heracl.
516: KoUKk aioyuvoUual 3fT, &av &N Tis Aéymi ...; (‘Shan’t I feel
ashamed if someone says ...?°): a protasis using éav with the sub
junctive (éxnis, Aéynt), to posit something as a distinct and vivid pos
sibility for the future, and an apodosis using the future indicative
(adloyxuvijl, aioyuvolpat), to indicate what will be the result if that
possibility is realised (M7 §444). Our text would originally have been
written without accents, and the scribes who supplied them opted for
the present aioyUvni rather than the future aloyuvij. a4 N odx
aicypov daveitar; ‘It won’t look good, will it?” Socrates directs
Alcibiades’ attention to the fact that, in the circumstances envisaged,
his ignorance will be on display, as opposed to hidden; cf. Cri. 53c:
oUk oiel Goynuov ¢paveiohar ... ; (‘Don’t you realise how unseemly it
will look?’). Some manuscripts have instead the present tense ¢paive-
Tar. This was presumably introduced to fit with the present tense
aioyxuvnt. For this reading, we would have to think of another sense
of ¢aivouat, that of seeming, as opposed to being; and we would
have to translate as ‘Don’t you think that’s disgraceful?’

b3 éxe ‘stop right there’. Cf. e.g. 129bs, Laws 627c, Prt. 349e, Ion
535b, and Dodds on Grg. 460a gxe 8n: “The exclamation indicates
that Socrates has now got what he wanted, the lever which will
overturn Gorgias’ position.’ bg ©8e 1) G8e: see 108e7n. b8
aAra pwnv: see 106e4n. Siadépel 6Aov te xal mav ‘makes a world
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of difference’. The Greek phrase is as clichéd as its English transla
tion. For although éAov kal w&v sometimes is used with straightfor
ward reference to the entire cosmos (as in Rep. 486a ToU Te 6Aov kal
TovTdS . . . Beiou Te kal &vBpwTrivou), it is far more commonly used to
indicate an enormous difference: cf. Rep. 469c and Cra. 434a O6Aw1
Kal TavTi Siadépel, Rep. 527¢ T&OL 6Awi kai wavTi Sioicel, Laws 734e
eUBaIPOVESTEPOY ... TOU &vavTiou Tl TavTl kKl SAwl, Laws 944c
Sradepel ... SAov ToU Kol TO TEV.

cI Sewvov 10916 ye épwratg ‘What an odd question to ask!” so odd
a question, that it receives a characteristically (106a5 7n.) evasive
answer. c2—3 odx av 6poroyncetév ye ‘he would never acknowl
edge it’. This remains true even when Athenian politics are at their
closest to Realpolitik. Thus in Thucydides’ representation of the
debate between the Athenians and the Melians (a small and inoffen
sive people whom the Athenians propose, quite unjustly, to add to
their empire) the Athenians do indeed announce that they will not
waste words accusing the Melians of acting unjustly (Th. 5.89). But
even so, the Athenians do not acknowledge that they propose, as
109c2 puts it, ‘to make war on those who are acting justly’. Rather,
they promptly insist that notions of justice and injustice have no
place in relations between parties so grossly unequal in power as
Melos and Athens (Th. 5.89). Furthermore, they are not whole
hearted in this insistence. On the contrary, they subsequently defend
the intended annexation in terms that owe much to conventional
notions of justice: they are obeying a law applicable to all, following
precedent, and only reciprocating the treatment that the Melians
would give to them if they had the opportunity (Th. 5.105.2). The
words that Thucydides here puts into the mouths of the Athenians
may owe something to those that were used at the time (cf. Th.
1.22.1). In particular, they may owe something to words used by
Alcibiades himself. For Alcibiades seems to have played a large part
in the formation of Athenian policy towards the Melians: according
to And. 4.22, he ‘declared his judgement in favour of enslaving
them’; and according to Plu. 4lc. 16.6, ‘by his speech in favour of the
motion, he bore the greatest responsibility for the slaughter of those
who were of military age and above’. (In the event, says Th. 5.116.4,
all male captives of military age were slaughtered, the women and
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children enslaved, and the territory taken over for an Athenian set

tlement.) Such reluctance to acknowledge openly that one proposes
to violate the norms of justice is found not only in public utterance,
but even in the privacy of philosophical discussions. Thus in Grg.
482d 484c, Callicles criticises others for being ashamed to acknow

ledge their readiness to do things that would normally count as
unjust, such as despoiling the weak; but when he proclaims his own
readiness to do such things, he is careful to insist that they really are
just after all, not indeed by convention (vouw1), but by the superior
standard of nature (¢pUoel), and that they are an appropriate retalia

tion for the efforts of the weak to debilitate the strong by imposing
on them conventional so called ‘justice’. C4 0% yap voppov: the
law against waging war on those who are acting justly is not Athenian
alone, but more generally Greek. Cf. Th. 3.59.1, where the Plataeans
appeal to T& kowa TV ‘EAAAvwv voplua, which they say should pro

tect them from destruction by the Spartans, unless the Spartans have
been wronged (&8ikn6évtas) by them. No doubt such talk about a
law regulating the relations between cities was often disbelieved; but
people would not have bothered to engage in it if it were uniformly
ineffective; and it would never have been effective unless at least
sometimes some people genuinely did believe in such a law.
c6 008€ ye narov Soxel eivar ‘And it doesn’t look to be fine either.’
As ‘the negative counterpart of 8¢ ye’ (GP 156), o8¢ ye ‘picks up
the thread after a remark interpellated by another speaker’ (GP
154). It recurs, again picking up the thread after an interpellated o¥

3fita, at 126e10, 134a2. mpodg tabra: ie. taking into account
considerations of what is lawful, just and noble. cg vuvdn: at
108dg er.

109d1i—-110d4: Learning about justice

Does Alcibiades know enough about justice to be able to give good advice on
matters of war and peace? He cannot name any teacher who has ever instructed
him about justice. Nor has he ever found out about justice for himself. In fact, he
has always thought himself too well informed about these matters ever to invest

gate them: even in his childish tantrums, when he shouted “That’s not fair’, he
evinced utter confidence in his knowledge of justice. So how then has he come to
have this knowledge?



116 COMMENTARY: 109d1-109¢5

109d1 & ¢ike: this mode of address usually expresses a genuine
affection (contrast the sarcastic overtones that typically attach to
dyadé 104e3n., © PEATIOTE 113¢5 6n., & &P1oTE 119C2N., @ HOKAPILE
124a8n.). Frequent use of this mode of address is characteristic of
the Platonic Socrates; in Platonic dialogues, it rarely occurs on the
lips of others; and Xenophon’s Socrates never uses it (see FA go;
GIA 274 5). cavtov AéAnbag: an early hint of what will later be
a prominent theme in the dialogue: how is Alcibiades to obey the
inscription in Delphi that bids him yvé6: cautév, ‘Know yourself’?
See 124a8 b2, 128e4 129a10, 130€7 131b5, 132c7 134a5, 134d7 8.
d4 tig €éotwv odrog; this request that Alcibiades name his teacher is
more than an idle request for information. For those seeking a pro
fessional position would be challenged to show their professional
competence by naming their teachers (Rep. 488b, on navigators;
Xen. Mem. 4.2.5, on doctors). To remind Alcibiades that he cannot
do this would therefore be like reminding someone that he cannot
produce his diploma. d7 pé tov ®irev ‘No, by the god of
friendship.” There is something of a tendency to invoke Zeus Philios
when, as here, there are suspicions that a friend is teasing (cf.
Euthphr. 6b, Grg. 500b, Phdr. 234¢). When an oath is sworn in support
of a denial, Greek idiom allows, but does not require, the inclusion
of some negative particle, to give e.g. (what is actually the correct
reading here, according to someone who corrected the manuscript
of Proclus’ commentary) o u& tov ®idiov. For a similar oath, which
has been subject to a similar corruption, cf. Grg. 489e, where Soc
rates denies the charge ‘You’re being disingenuous (eipwveunt)’ with
an oath that begins u& Tév, and that figures in some sources as oU u&
TOV. d7-8 6v éyw YjxioT dv émopunoorp: from Hom. I/ 15.40
onwards, a standard way of adding solemnity to an oath.

e5 xoal paAa: to use this intensifier (lit. ‘greatly indeed’) as a way of
saying ‘yes’ may have been a catchphrase of the intelligentsia. In
such a use, the phrase is very frequent in Socratic dialogue. In one
of its two such uses in Aristophanes, the clever dick Euripides
announces that there are gods other than Demeter to whom he
prays, is asked ‘So you’ve got special gods of your own, freshly
minted?’, and replies kai p&Aa (Frogs 89o); in the other such use, a
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young man, corrupted by Socrates, beats his father, admits to it, and
when the father appeals to onlookers with the words ‘You see: he
admits that he’s beating me’, says kai udAa (Clouds 1326). See
104d1on., for other ways of saying ‘yes’. €8 eiyov obtw I was in
this state’. Alcibiades, who has been happy to echo Socrates’ words
when they talk of him as seeking and finding (10ogeg 6), is too squea
mish to describe himself as thinking that he is ignorant. Socrates will
allude to this squeamishness in 118b6, and imitate it in 118e7, 11928

9, 135CI2 I3.

110a3—4 TaAn07 dmoxpivov, iva pn patnv oi Saloyor yiyvwvrol
‘you must tell the truth when you answer, if our conversations are to
have any point’. See 105e¢6 106a2 for another condition that needed
to be met if the conversations were to have any point. When Soc
rates is attempting, as here, to reveal to someone how muddled his
thoughts are by getting him to make inconsistent responses, the re
spondent must answer his questions sincerely. If the question is as
easy as the one that Socrates has just asked, then the sincere answer,
without which the conversation would be pointless, will also be the
true one. If the question is more difficult, so that the respondent’s
beliefs might not in fact be true, then Socrates demands sincerity,
even when (as at e.g. Grg. 495a, Rep. 350¢) the sincere answer differs
from (what he takes to be) the truth. Later on, Socrates relaxes his
demand for sincerity: once someone’s muddled thoughts have been
thoroughly exposed, and removed, it then becomes possible to have
a fruitful discussion in which the answers to his questions are not
believed, but only hypothesised (Meno 86e 87c). a6 tpitov &
€Tog xal Té€TapTov xai mépmTov ‘two years, and three years, and four
years ago’. Greek usage counts inclusively, so that the present year
would be number one, last year (mépuor 110a2) would be number
two, the year before last would be the third, and so on; thus to say
that the Olympic games take place ‘every four years’, Greek uses &ei
81 étous mépmrTou (Ar. PL 584). English usage tends to count exclu
sively, except when literally translating Greek, as in ‘on the third
day, He rose again from the dead’, of someone who died on a
Friday, and rose again on the Sunday. a8 aAra pv: see
106e4n. T6 ye mpo tod ‘previously’. The ye is scarcely trans
latable: after the transitional particles &AA& pnjv, it simply ‘serves to
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define more sharply the new idea introduced’ (GP 119). The words
Tpo ToU alone are quite sufficient to bear the sense ‘previously’ (e.g.
Phd. 96¢). The article 16 may freely be added to indications of time,
at most providing a slot for a particle (as here and at Th. 2.15.3 T6 8¢
Tpd ToU; cf. e.g. 121dg ueT& ToUTo and Smp. 219d TO N ueT& ToUTO),
and sometimes (e.g. 121a7 TO &ei) not having even that minimal
effect. maig: an Athenian boy was a wais so long as he was still
under fifteen and therefore still young enough to go to school. Once
old enough to leave school he became a upeipdxiov (La. 179a, Xen.
Lac. 3.1).

b1 cob év §idacudAwy fjxovov: we are to imagine Socrates outside
the school, overhearing Alcibiades as he shouted inside. On pain of
death, no man, apart from members of the schoolteacher’s own
family, was allowed to enter a school while the boys were present
(Aeschin. 1.12; no doubt the purpose of the law was to spare the boys
from the sexual attentions of their elders). b2 actpayaiifois: in
giving special mention to dice as an occasion for one of Alcibiades’
childhood tantrums, Socrates may be hinting at some comparison
with Patroclus, who in childhood killed one of his playfellows &u¢’
doTpaydholot xohwbeis (Hom. /1. 23.88), and so came to take refuge
in the household of Achilles (cf. 115b1 gn. for another allusion to the
story of Patroclus). Less heroic are other stories of Alcibiades’ child
hood tantrums. They have it that he once, when wrestling, fastened
his teeth in, and nearly bit through, the arm of another boy who was
about to throw him (Plu. 4/c. 2.2 3); and that in the wrestling school
of one Siburtius, he clubbed one of the attendants to death (Anti
phon’s Invective against Alcibiades, in Plu. Ale. 3.1). bg a8uwoi is the
verb standardly used for cheating in a competition; cf. Ar. Clouds 25
“You cheat (&81keis), Philo. Stick to your own lane’, said of a chariot
race by a young man whose many similarities with Alcibiades are
itemised by Michael Vickers, Pericles on stage: political comedy in Aristo
phanes’ early plays (Austin 1997) 22 58. b7 ti €ueAdov moreiv: lit.
‘what was I likely to do ...?" i.e. ‘what else do you think I would
have done ...?’ bg o0 & ... 10 i & éypHiv motelv ‘You mean
[Aéyeis, indicating that this is a correction of Alcibiades’ words in
110b7 8]: what ought you to have done on that occasion, if you did
not know whether you were being wronged or not?’
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c6 év moiw ypdvwL éEevpwrvy ‘And when, pray, did you discover it?’
Cf. 111d6 7n., and Burnet on Phd. 76d &mdAAupev 8¢ aliTds év Toiwl
SAAw1 xpovwl;: ‘The interrogative ol is not a mere equivalent of
Tivi. It always expresses feeling of some sort, surprise, scorn, or in
credulity. Here we may reproduce the effect by saying, “And at what
other time do we lose it, pray?”’ oY yap dWmov ... ye: this turn
of phrase is sometimes used when someone supports one possibility
by eliminating another (GP 268). Such reasoning is of course likely
to go astray where there is some third possibility to be considered, as
here, where Alcibiades needs to consider the possibility that he has
never found out about justice, and indeed has no knowledge of jus
tice from any source. The particles hint that the speaker is aware
that there might be some third possibility, for the mou gives a tenta
tive air to the reasoning, and the ye, in emphasising the alternative
possibility being eliminated, comes close to conceding that there
might be a third. Thus Grg. 459a: ‘“You said that an orator could
speak more persuasively about health than a doctor.” “So I did, at
least when he’s speaking before a crowd.” “But doesn’t that mean év
Tols pr) €id601v; oU y&p dnmrou év ye Tois 18601 does the orator speak
more persuasively than the doctor.”” The third possibility neglected
here is that the crowd consists neither of the knowledgeable alone,
nor of the ignorant alone, but of a mixture. Cf. Smp. 187b, Chrm.
171b, where again the speaker presents an over simplified pair of
alternatives.

d3 dAra pwv: see 106e4n.

110d5—-112d11: Learning from the general public

Alctbiades suggests that he has after all been taught about justice. He has been
laught about justice in the way that he has been taught about Greek, not by any
single nameable instructor, but by the public at large. The public at large how
ever are not competent to teach anyone about justice. This is because they do not
know about justice  as is shown by their violent disagreements about it.

110d7 1o 8¢ mwdg eiyxev; ‘And how, in fact, were things?’ For this
idiomatic use of T 8¢, see LSJ s.v. 6, 1, 16 A.viiLg; for the entire
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phrase, cf. Lys. 205d 16 8¢ més #xe; and Ep. 7.330a 1O & eixev 87
TS, d8 oipau: this hesitant ‘I think’ shows Alcibiades’ discom
fort with what he now finds himself saying. If he has been taught
about justice, but only in the way that other people have, then he
still 1s in no better position than they are to instruct the Assembly.
%ol éyw domep xal ol &Ador: the redundant use of xai (lit. ‘I too, like
other people too’) is ‘almost confined to prose, and is commonest in
Plato and Xenophon’ (GP 324; cf. 114c10 11). dg tov adTov ...
A6yov ‘the same argument’ as the one in 109d4.

er t@v moAA&v ‘people at large’, ‘the masses’, ‘the general public’,
and hence those who have no special expertise. In Cri. 47b 48a, Ap.
25a b, ol ToAAol are contrasted with & €is, ‘the one’, who has an
expert knowledge (cf. Euthd. g07a ‘in every pursuit, those who are
bad at it are moAAoi and worth nothing, while those who are good
are 6Aiyor and worth everything’, and La. 184e¢ ‘“What is going to be
judged properly must, I think, be judged by knowledge, not by
counting heads’). Traditional thought connected plurality with
error, unity with truth (Pind. O. 1.28 g9 contrasts ‘the true Adyos’ in
the singular, with plural ‘uU6oi, embellished with many coloured
falsehoods’; the Pythagoreans (Arist. Met. 9g86a24) put unity on their
list of goods, plurality on their list of bads). Arist. £N 1106b28 33
rationalises the traditional thought by pointing out that ‘there are
many ways of getting things wrong, but only one of getting them
right ...; which is why the former is easier but the latter is difficult,
it being easier to miss the target, but difficult to hit it’. e2—3 eig
Tovg moArovg avadépwy ‘in deferring to the authority of the public
at large’. This use of &vadépw eis is standard enough (e.g. 4p. 20e,
Cra. 424d, Phdr. 237d); contrast 120e1on. €5 oUXOoUV T TETTEL-
Tid ye xai ta w: the combination oUkouv ... ye occurs ‘particu
larly in dialogue, introducing an emphatic negative answer’ (GP
423): the masses are certainly not adequate teachers about what is
and is not good in TeTTeia, a boardgame, or family of boardgames,
similar to draughts. Cf. Plt. 292e: not fifty in a thousand would be
experts in metTeia, and a fortiori even fewer would be experts in
kingship. e6—7 ti 8¢; oV ody olrtwg oler; Alcibiades does not
immediately express his agreement with Socrates’ claim that board
games are less important than justice. No doubt this is because
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Alcibiades is pausing to reflect on a point that has just struck him,
the point that he will make at r1oerr 11raq. Socrates however
believes, or affects to believe, that this is because Alcibiades is
unclear about the relative importance of boardgames and justice;
hence these questions to elicit his opinion.

111a1 oiov ‘for example’. o €AAnvilewv ‘to speak Greek’; but
with the implication of therefore being morally superior to those
who speak other languages. The way in which people anywhere
learn their native language was an obvious proof that people can be
taught things by the public at large, and therefore that their claim to
have been taught to be virtuous is not impugned by their inability to
name the experts who taught them (Dissor logot DK 90.6.12). That,
however, is not quite the point that needs proving here. For Alci
biades is maintaining that the public at large, incompetent though
they are to teach even so trivial a thing as skill in draughts, ‘can
teach a lot of other things that are more worthwhile’ (11oerr 12),
among which might be justice. Alcibiades is not assuming that so
widespread an accomplishment as mere knowledge of one’s native
language, whatever it happens to be, is superior to something as rare
as being good at draughts. He is relying rather on three common
place Greek thoughts: first, one’s native language indicates a lot
about the sort of person one is (compounds of the name of an ethnic
group with ifw/ &fw are used to mean not only sharing the speech
of that group, but also or instead sharing its manners, customs,
values, and political allegiance; see LS] s.vv. alyumTi&lw, aioAifw,
&TTIKIGw, PapPapilw, PoiwTidlw, dwpilw, Aakwvifw, AsoPi&lw,
undidw, mepoifw, okubifw, cololkifw); second, if one’s native lan
guage is not Greek, then what it indicates is unfavourable (BapPapos,
the onomatopoeic term for someone who spoke another language,
had already acquired some of the contemptuous overtones that still
attach to the English ‘barbarous’; hence Ar. Clouds 492 ‘ignorant and
BapPapos’, Men. Eputrepontes 898 g: ‘P&pPapos and pitiless’, Isoc.
5.139 ‘BapPapos and badly brought up’, Demos. 23.135 ‘BapPapos
and untrustworthy’, Demos. 26.17 ‘cackhanded and Pd&pPapos’,
Demos. 45.30 ‘BapPapos and easy to despise’); and third, the moral
superiority of Greeks over barbarians consists above all in their
sense of justice and readiness to obey the law (thus in Eur. Medea
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536 8, Jason reminds Medea of what she owes him: ‘First of all, you
live in Greece instead of in some barbarous land: you know both
justice and the use of law (8iknv émioTaco vépols Te xpfiobar)’; in
Eur. Or. 485 7, there is this exchange: ‘4: You've spent too long
among the barbarians, and gone native (BepapPapwoat). B: But it is
Greek to hold one’s brother always in honour. 4: Yes, and it is
Greek also not to want to be above the law’; and in Men. Pk. 1007 8
someone comments ‘to accept the lawful satisfaction that has been
offered (8éxeoBan v 8iknv) that’s the mark of a Greek character’).
Cf. Prt. 327¢ 328b, where Protagoras uses the way that one learns
Greek to show, not only that one can learn to be virtuous from the
public at large, but also that there is nevertheless a réle for experts
(like Protagoras himself) paid to give instruction in the finer points
of virtue, just as there is a réle for experts paid to give instruction in
the finer points of good Greek usage. a2 eig ... 3 avadépw: cf.
110€2 3n. a5 ® yevvaie: it is something of a tease to remind
Alcibiades of the lineage in which he takes so much pride (10426

b4), when he is claiming that he defers to the masses. Socrates never
addresses Alcibiades in this way without some such tease in mind:
the other examples are 12123, 135€I. ab Sixaiwg émaviolg av
adtdv eig §idaoxariav ‘you would be right to resort to their in
struction’. émavépyouat is used of resorting to something as a stan
dard of judgement, sometimes, as here, with eis (Plt. 297¢), at other
times with pds or émi or no preposition at all (Laws 926¢, Rep. 434e,
Tht. 186b). Our émwaviois was corrupted, perhaps in the first instance
to émouvois. The corruption would have been encouraged by close
ness of spelling, and also of sense: one might well praise the stan
dards to which one defers. Similar in some respects is the corruption
in Laws 770e 771a: els TaUTa ék&Tepa PAeTTovTeS ETéviTe [Apelt’s cor
rection of the manuscripts’ émouveiTe|, kal WeyeTe Tous vopous oot
un TalTa SuvaTol, Tous 8¢ duvaTous &oTdleche.

bg TobTwy 0bv §i18doxatol még av eiev; from the fact that a group
of people do not all agree with one another on something, it follows
that at least some of them have got it wrong and therefore that they
do not all understand it. This is enough to show that the group, as a
group, can have no collective authority on the subject. However, it
takes a further argument to show that not one single member of the
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group has the knowledge that would enable him to teach the dis
puted subject. This further argument is hinted at in éxuTois 1118,
111e3; see I11Ic7 8n. bri—cr moiév éoti AiBog 7 EVAov ‘which
things are sticks or stones’. Sticks and stones are frequently men
tioned elsewhere too as paradigms of the contemptibly common
place (see Phd. 74a b, Prm. 129d, Grg. 468a, Hp. ma. 292d, Laws
g56a b, Minos g19a, Xen. Mem. 1.1.14; cf. Hom. Il 22.126, Od.
19.163, Hes. Th. 35). oiov is used in preference to Ti, partly perhaps
to express scorn (111d6 7n.) at the triviality of the question, but also
perhaps to avoid any confusion with the Socratic use of Ti éo7T1 as
more or less a technical term, asking for the definition of a thing
(127¢8n.).

c1—2 ta adta oporoyodoiy ‘they fully agree’. The wording here (lit.
‘they agree on the same things’) is redundant (what else would they
agree on?); contrast the freedom from redundancy of what seems to
be the only other passage in Plato to talk of agreeing on the same
things: Rep. 472e¢ w&AW por mpos TNV TolaUTny &modeiiv T& alT
SlopoAdynoar (‘to make the same agreement with me for the pur
poses of this proof [sc. as was made previously in another con
nexion]’). The redundancy may be an attempt to emphasise the
depth of the agreement. The point is not simply that (to give an
English example) the public at large all agree on the general princi
ple that the word ‘stick” applies to all sticks, and to sticks only; for
they have such agreements about English words generally, however
contested their application. The point is rather, at very least, that in
each individual case the public at large would all say the same thing
in response to the question ‘Is this a stick?” Even this, however, is not
quite all that Socrates is getting at; for it is compatible with some of
them not believing what they say. The full depth of their agreement
is made explicit only by the following clause. c2—3 éni TadTa
oppdciy 6tav BodAwvtar AaBeiv Aibov #) EdAov ‘they go for the
same things whenever they want to get a stick or a stone’. There is
no better proof of our sincerity in calling something a stone than
that we go to get it when we want a stone. The trouble is that, when
we give this proof of how sincere our agreement is on that question,
we are also likely to prove that we disagree on a further question: to
which of us in justice does the stone belong? c3 wav® Goa
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towadras besides sticks, stones, human beings and horses (111d6 7),
these would no doubt also include iron and silver (Phdr. 263a: ‘Don’t
we all think of the same thing when someone says “iron” or “sil
ver”?’), and all readily recognisable kinds of thing. c3—4 oyedov
Yap Tt pavldvw to EAAnvilerv éniotachal 6L TodTo Aéyers ‘I gather,
more or less, that this is what you mean by “knowing how to speak
Greek”.” Socrates is giving a minimal interpretation of &éAAnvieiv,
one shorn of the moral implications that Alcibiades would like the
word to bear (cf. 111amn.). With the thought that knowing how to
speak Greek is enough for being able to recognise sticks and stones,
cf. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical investigations, trans. G.E.M.
Anscombe (Oxford 1953) §381: ‘How do I know that this colour is
red? It would be an answer to say: “I have learnt English.”’
(Piquantly enough, ‘I have learnt English’ here translates ‘Ich habe
Deutsch gelernt.”) There are certain kinds of thing (e.g. sticks,
stones, or for that matter red things) such that anyone who knows
the meaning of a word for things of such a kind can recognise things
as belonging to that kind. Understanding a word for things of such a
kind is therefore tantamount to having mastered the skill of applying
the word correctly. Conversely, those who apply such a word differ
ently (as the English and the Americans do the word ‘pavement’)
show merely that they mean different things by it, not that they are
in any real disagreement. c7—-8 &AAndoig te opolroyolor xai
adToi €avtoig idiar ‘agree both with one another and with them
selves, as individuals’; cf. Phdr. 237¢ oUte yap gauTols oUte GAANAOLS
SuodoyoUolv, of those who have started to deliberate about some
thing which they do not understand. The sign of your not agreeing
with yourself will be that you say first one thing, then its opposite;
cf. Meno gba a¥Tds aiTédl TEAW TrEpl TOV aUT&Y TavavTia Aéyel, of
Theognis, who disqualifies himself as a teacher of virtue, by contra
dictory statements about whether it is teachable. It does not matter
for present purposes whether we are to think of such contradictory
statements as indicating frequent changes of mind, or as indicating
the simultaneous presence of contradictory thoughts, each belonging
to a different part of the soul (the position taken in e.g. Rep. 439c¢

440a, Phdr. 237d 238a, where a muddled individual is compared to a
strife torn city); either way, you do not make assertions contradicting
one another on a subject which you understand, and which you are
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competent to teach. c8-9 Snpocial ai mwéAerg mPOG GAANAAG 00K
apudioByrodoly ‘as communities, the cities [i.e. the various com
munities that speak Greek; cf. 104cin.] do not dispute with one
another’. It would be redundant to add ‘and no city disagrees with
itself’; for that is already implied by there being no two individuals
in dispute with one another.

d6 ei BovAnBeipev: only a grotesquely heavy handed translation can
bring out the difference between this aorist optative and the present
optative PouAoipeBa in 111d2: ‘If it should be our settled desire (i uév
Bouloiueba) ... if against the background of that settled desire we
should then form also the desire (ei BouAnBeipev) ...” The general
rule for optatives in direct speech is that the distinction between
present and aorist tenses marks, not the distinction of time between
now and previously, but the distinction of aspect between the persis
tent and the momentary (see M7 §87). The distinction is illustrated
by Laws 662a: A: ToUTo utv icws &v ouyxwpnoaiTe, TO ye aioXpds;
(‘Perhaps you’d give your consent on this one point at least, that it’s
disgraceful?’) B: Of course. 4: But what about ...? B: kai mwé&s &v
TaUTd ye €11 ouyyxwpoipev; (‘How would we go on consenting when
it comes to these points?’); and Phd. 88a el y&p Tis ... ouyxwpnoeley,
BoUs .. .- BoUs 8¢ TalTa, ékelvo unkeTl ouyywpol ... (‘Suppose some
one were to give his consent, by granting ...; and suppose that after
granting all this, he were no longer to go on giving his consent when
it came to ..."). Gontrast Meno gob c, where two equal and alterna
tive desires are both described in the same tense: ‘If we wanted
(Bouhoiueba) Meno here to become a good doctor, where would
we send him for instruction? Surely to the doctors ... What if we
wanted (BouAoipeba) him to become a good cobbler? Wouldn’t we
send him to the cobblers?’ d6-7 moloL dvBpwmnol eiowy ... Tiveg
adT®v Spopxoi ‘which are human beings ... which of them would
make good runners’. The moior connotes scorn (any fool can tell a
man from a horse); the Tives is free of such connotations (it takes
some skill to pick winners, whether human or equine).

er ixavov ... texpnprov ‘evidence enough’. ikavov is one of the two
adjectives standardly used to commend evidence; the other is péya
(‘weighty’). ikavov seems to give a stronger commendation: evidence
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can be weighty without being weighty enough. Thus at Hp. mu.
372b ¢ some evidence is described as ikavév, and it is then asked
what evidence could be peigov. e2 xpnyvor is a rare and dis
tinctly poetic word (Theon, Progymnasmata 81.10 2 Spengel). Pre
sumably Socrates is alluding to some poetic tag about bad teachers
disagreeing. Other possible traces of this tag are ‘I was educated
kpnyvws (Call. Jambs 193.30 Pfeiffer), ‘the snares in which most
sophists entangle the young, giving their lectures to no xp&yvov [the
Doric form of the word] purpose’ (Lysis, Epistle 3 Herscher), ‘the
boys were taught their letters by one Thestorides, who was not a
kpnyvos man’ ([Hdt.] Life of Homer 195 6 Allen), and ‘“not one
derides his own stupidity, but each derides another ... since they
do not agree ...” I replied “Those are kpnyva points ...”" (Hipp.
Epistles 17.31 2 Herscher). If Gow was correct to conjecture (in his
notes on Theoc. Epigram 19) that Hipponax made prominent use of
the word kpnyvos, then the source of the tag might be Hipponax.
e3 eavtoig: see IIIc7 8n. e5 el BouAnBeipev: see 111d6m.
moiot ... 6 omolow: the contrast with 111d6 7 Toior ... moior is one
only of sound, not of sense. A pair of indirect questions can be
grammatically introduced by any combination of interrogative with
relative forms of a pronoun (the other two possibilities are exempli
fied by Tim. 49b 6moiov ... émoiov, Rep. 414d dmoiat . .. moiois); and
the choice of combination depends on euphony. eg Nv & &v oot

. 10 Swadepopévoug: with this contrary to fact conditional ("You
would have evidence ..., if you saw them wrangling’) contrast the
unconditional construction of 1rrer g (‘You do have evidence ...,
since they do not agree ..."). Presumably the masses quarrel about
who is healthy much less often than they quarrel about who would
make a good runner. er2 mepl T®V Suaiwy ... 11222 &AAY-
Aowg: cf. Phdr. 263a: “What if someone says “just” or “good”? Aren’t
different people carried away in different directions, and don’t we
disagree, both with one another and with ourselves?’ The disagree
ment is not about every question to do with justice, any more than
the agreement mentioned in 111brr cro is about every geological
question, no matter how abstruse. Instead, the claim is that whereas
the masses agree about which things are stones, they disagree about
which particular individuals and actions (&vBpwTwv kai Tpay pdTwy)
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are just. And this is quite compatible with there being a general
consensus about the principles of morality: “They don’t dispute that
the wrongdoer should pay the penalty; but they may dispute about
who is the wrongdoer, what he did, and when’ (Eutiphr. 8d).

11226 odxouv ... ye: cf. 110€5N. ab-7 i8eiv 008 axodoat
cdpodpa oVTw Sradepopévoug avBpwmovg ‘seen or heard of people so
thoroughly at odds’. The contrast is between i8¢iv, to indicate what
he has seen for himself, and dxoUoon with the accusative and partici
ple, to indicate what he has heard tell of from others. The genitive
with &koUoau (as in 112br 2) would indicate, not the thing heard
about, but the source of the sounds that were heard. The difference
between the two constructions is on display in Grg. 503c: OepioTokAéx
oUk &kouels &vdpa dyabov yeyovdTa kal Kipwva kai MIATI&STV kal
MepikAéar TouTovi TOV VEWOTI TETEAEUTNKOTA, OU Kal OU &KNKOAS;
(‘Don’t they tell you that Themistocles was a good man, and that so
were Cimon and Miltiades and Pericles? Pericles has only recently
died, and you actually heard him speak’, said to Socrates, who is too
young to know of Themistocles except by reputation, but who has
listened to Pericles addressing the Assembly: Grg. 455¢).

b1 xai ei pi) édpaxag, dnnxoag yodv has almost the force of ‘although
you have not seen, nevertheless you have heard’; cf. Pll. 264¢ €l kai p1)
TeTA&unoal TPl . .., TETUoaL yoUv ... (‘although you haven’t trav
clled around ..., nevertheless you have been made aware that ...").
bx, b2 &xnxoag: Alcibiades will of course have heard Homer
recited; in the fifth century, few knew of Homer through any other
medium. Some anecdotes in Plu. Alc. 7.1 2 present the young Alci
biades as decidedly disrespectful towards written texts of Homer:
“T'owards the end of his childhood, he accosted an elementary
teacher [ypaupaTodidackaiwi, i.e. someone who taught little boys
how to read and write], and asked for a book of Homer. When the
teacher said he had nothing of Homer’s, Alcibiades punched him,
and went off. And when another one said that he had a Homer
whose text he himself had checked for correctness, Alcibiades re
plied: “You’re an elementary teacher, then, even though you are
competent to correct Homer? You’re not educating young men



128 COMMENTARY: 112b4-112¢5

[oUx1 ToUs véous TTanBevels, i.e. promoting the moral welfare of young
adults; cf. 4p. 24€]?”’ If such anecdotes were already in circulation
when our dialogue was written, they would give a special point to
the repeated &knkoas. Euthydemus (10gamn. on 8auvuagewv) was by
contrast an ardent bibliophile, who actually possessed, in written
form, the complete works of Homer; and in deference to his love
of letters, Socrates actually resorts to compiling two written lists, one
of just things, the other of unjust ones (Xen. Mem. 4.2.1,8,10,13).
b4 tadra mowpoatd €oti mepi ... ‘these are poems about ...” Not
‘these poems are about ...”, which would be TaUTa T& To1quaT é0T1
mepl ... Without the article T& to bind the noun mojuaTa to the
demonstrative TaUTa as part of the subject, moiuarta is left as part
of the predicate. The text without T& thus gives a somewhat patron
ising tone to Socrates’ remarks: he is announcing, not simply the
subject of the Iliad and Odyssey, but also the fact that they are poems.
b4-5 Siadopdc Sixaiwv Te xai adixwv: Anaxagoras (118csn.) ‘seems
to have been the first to maintain that the poetry of Homer is about
virtue and justice’ (DK 59 A 1.11). The adequacy of this account of
Homer has been much debated, and is judiciously discussed in Hugh
Lloyd Jones, The justice of Zeus (Berkeley, Los Angeles and London
1971) 1 54. b7-8 ai payat ye xai oi Bdvator Sia TadTyV THV
Swadopav: cf. Euthphr. 7d ‘the just and the unjust and fine and foul
and good and bad: isn’t it because we disagree over these things, and
are unable to reach any adequate judgement of them, that we
become enemies of one another?’ b8 toig te Ayaioig xai Toig
&Aroig Tpwoiv ‘both the Greeks and the Trojans besides’; see LSJ
s.v. &AAos 11.8.

c2 Tavéaypar: Tanagra, in Boeotia, was in 458 the site of a battle in
which the Athenians were defeated, with ‘great slaughter on both
sides” (Th. 1.108.1). c4 Kopwveiar: Coroneia, also in Boeotia,
was in 447 the site of another Athenian defeat (Th. 1.113.2). In both
these battles, the Athenians were fighting against their fellow Greeks:
the fact that they all spoke Greek did not stop them disagreeing
about justice. c5 08¢ mepi €vog ‘over absolutely nothing’. Sepa
rating the two elements of oUdevos gives something more emphati
cally negative than mepi oU8evds. Cf. 122d6 oUF &v eis, 124b2 g oU¥
&v évi.
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d2-3 ta €oyata oddg adTovg épyagovtar ‘do the ultimate harm to
one another’> Or ‘do the ultimate harm to themselves’? Although
op&s auTtous basically means ‘themselves’, it can sometimes be used
in place of &AAAAous ‘one another’ (see LS] s.v. o¢els B.1.3; cf. 125¢4

5n. on éauTois for dAANAois). No doubt Alcibiades does take it to
mean ‘one another’ here; in which case, he is taking death as ‘the
ultimate harm’, in contradiction to 105a3 c5 (for another such con
tradiction, see 115d8 1on.). Socrates however does not share the
general belief that being killed is the ultimate harm (see 4p. 40a b
on why his imminent execution is not éoxata kak&dv, and Phd. 83c
for some description of what he there calls w&vtwv uéyiotov Te
Kak®dV Kal éoxatov: being obsessed with bodily matters). By using
op&s aUToUs here, Socrates therefore leaves open the possibility that
he really does mean ‘themselves’. The ultimate harm will then be
what you do to yourself if you act on an erroneous conception of
justice, and the chief victim of any injustice will be its perpetrator
(as Socrates regularly maintains elsewhere: e.g. Cri. 49b ‘doing injus
tice is in every respect bad and shameful for the doer’, Grg. 474b
‘doing injustice is worse than suffering it’, 479¢ ‘the one who commits
an injustice is always more wretched than the one who suffers it’).
d5 eig ... avadeéperg: cf. 110€2 3gn. dg wAavar ‘you're ram
bling’; a preliminary use of a metaphor for intellectual confusion
that will be invoked frequently in 1172 118b; see r17aron. obre
pabov ¢aivn mapg ovdevég ‘you plainly have not learnt from
anyone’. For this use of ¢aivopar plus participle, in contrast with
¢aivopat plus infinitive to mean ‘seem to’, see LS]J s.v. ¢aivopar B.II.
drx pév: to use a pév without an accompanying 8¢ is common ‘with
words denoting opinion, appearance, or probability, implicitly con
trasted with certainty or reality’ (GP g82).

112e1-113¢6: Questions and assertions

1t is Alcibiades himself who has been asserting that Alcibiades does not know
about justice. Socrales has merely been asking questions; it is Alcibiades who has
been giving the answers, and therefore making the assertions. In Prt. 330e
331a, Socrates takes only a sentence to make this point; but that is to someone
rather more advanced in philosophy than Alcibiades is here.
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I12eI 0pdtg ... ‘Don’t you realise ...?” This is the idiomatic way
in Greek conversation to draw someone’s attention to a glaringly
obvious fact that he has nevertheless overlooked. The fact need not
be in any literal sense visible. Cf. e.g. Cri. 44d ‘But 6péis, Socrates,
that you’ve gof to pay attention to public opinion too?’, Ar. Frogs 1136
‘opdus that you’re talking drivel?’ ero—II To €v xoi ta §vo
motepa mwAeiw éoti ‘which is bigger, one, or two’. In Xen. Mem.
4.4.7, Socrates imagines the sophist Hippias being asked a margin
ally more taxing question on the same subject: ‘Is twice five ten?’
The point there is that since Hippias knows about arithmetic, he will
give the same old answer time after time (cf. 113e8n.).

11324 mola ypdppata Zwxpatovg ‘what the letters are in “Soc
. In Xen. Mem. 4.4.7, Socrates imagines himself putting to
Hippias a similar question of slightly more elaborate form: ‘How

R

rates

many letters are there in “Socrates”, and what are they (Téoa kal
moia)?” The questions that Socrates is imagining for Alcibiades are
systematically kept utterly trivial.

b1 §wa mavtog ‘throughout’, i.e. ‘throughout the argument’. There is
no need to add ToU Adyou (see LSJ s.v. md&s D.1v). EYw pev 1 o
épwtdv: if you confine yourself to asking questions, you do not pur
port to know the answers as you would if you were to make asser
tions instead. Questioning is therefore especially appropriate for
someone whose wisdom, such as it is, consists in Socrates’ form of
intellectual modesty (117b12 13n.). Questioning is moreover an espe
cially effective way of getting other people to share in that wisdom.
To bring home to people how ignorant they are, nothing is quite so
effective as a series of questions to which they find themselves giving
inconsistent answers. For people gripped by some conceit about how
much they know will hardly be impressed if you simply assert that
they are ignorant. Besides ridding people of conceit, apt questions
can sometimes be of more positive benefit: they can help us develop
our thoughts (Tht. 149a 151d expounds this point with an elaborate
analogy of Socrates as an intellectual midwife); and they can also
remind us of things that we have known, but have since forgotten
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(from this uncontroversial point Meno 81a 86¢ develops its spec
ulations about recollection; see 106d6n.). Thus Socrates often quite
ostentatiously confines himself to asking questions, and thereby
incurs the wrath of interlocutors less polite than Alcibiades (e.g.
Charicles in Xen. Mem. 1.2.86, and Thrasymachus in Rep. 336¢

337b). b6 daivopar pév: see riadrin. b8-9 AMxifBiddng 6
»xarog 0 KAeiviouv: when remarks addressed to somebody speak of
him in the third person to set out his views, there is some suggestion
that they are, as it were, an official and binding declaration, a
minute of what he has said, so that he cannot later deny having said
it. The suggestion can be made by using just his name to refer to him
(as at Tht. 160d e). The suggestion can be reinforced by using also
the names of his father and his deme, as if in some public document
(Phdr. 244a; cf. Grg. 495d). Here however the suggestion is reinforced
by using, instead of the name of Alcibiades’ deme, the expression 6
kaASs, as if this were some formal title. Moreover, by speaking of
Alcibiades as ‘the handsome, the son of Cleinias’, Socrates reminds
him that neither the looks nor the family in which he places so
much pride (104a4 b4) have saved him from crass error. See also
131€eI 4n.

c2 16 t0d EvpuniSou: Hipp. 352 0ol 148, oUk épol, kAUeis (‘You hear
this from yourself, and not from me’), said to someone who, after
heavy hints, has guessed a secret. There is an anachronism here, in
that this play was first produced in 428, a few years after the dra
matic date of the dialogue (123d6 7n.). But the anachronism hardly
glares. Cf. Prt. 327d for another anachronistic reference to a play.
c4—5 noal wévrol xai €0 Aéyerg ‘And yet, you've actually got a point.’
The string of particles is characteristic of Plato (GP 413 14). c5
povixoy ... 6 818doxey & odx oicBa: Socrates identified madness,
according to Xen. Mem. 3.9.6, with the belief that one knows some
thing of which one is in fact ignorant (cf. 117b12 13n., 124bIn.).
There are further charges of madness in 118e4 and 123e6 7.
c5-6 & BéArtiore: a highly polite form of address, used here as at
118b7, Men. Dyscolus 338, Samia 81, in order to make severe criticism
more palatable. Cf. 104e3n. on Gyadé, 119c2n. on & &pioTe, 124a8n.
on @ MOKAplE.
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113d1-115a1: Justice, advantage and dialectic

Alctbiades suggests that he need not know about justice in order to advise the
Assembly. This is because the Assembly rarely deliberates about what is just; it
deliberates instead about the quite different question of what is beneficial. But
does Alcibiades know any more about what ts beneficial than he does about what
is just? Apparently not. Can he even persuade Socrates that there is a difference
between justice and benefit? Apparently not. Vet he should be able to persuade
Socrates by the method that he proposes to use in persuading the entire Assembly,
if indeed that method is the method of an expert, giving instruction in the subject
of his expertise. Socrates however can persuade Alcibiades that justice is benefi
cial after all. To do so, he will use, not Alcibiades’ rhetorical method, but the
more effective method of question and answer dialectic.

113d1 oipat pév: see 112diin. This occurrence of oipat is the first of
three in seven lines. Perhaps Alcibiades is slightly embarrassed.
There are similar threefold repetitions of oipat in Phd. 87¢ d, where
Cebes is contradicting his two great friends, Socrates and Simmias,
simultaneously, and in Rep. 400b ¢, where Socrates is using musico
logical jargon with which he is ill at ease. d2 métepa Sixaiétepa
... 4 omoTepa cuvoicer: Alcibiades is not alone in drawing the dis
tinction between considering what will benefit (which is done in the
Assembly), and considering what is just (which is not). Rhetorical
theory recognised three different kinds of oratory, each with a place
and goal of its own. One kind had its place in the Assembly: delib
erative oratory (ouupouleuTikév; cf. 106¢3 4 oupPoudelowv), which
dealt with actions proposed for the future, debating whether they
would be beneficial or harmful (cupgépov, PAaBepov). Another kind
had its place in the law courts: forensic oratory (Sikavikév), which
dealt with putative actions from the past, debating whether they
were just or unjust (Sikaiov, &3ikov). For the third kind, display ora
tory (¢mi8eikTikoV), see 115a4n. The classic statement of this threefold
distinction is Arist. Rh. 1358a36 b2g. Aristotle may have formulated
this distinction around the date (early g50s; see 116d8n., 12125 bIn.)
that the Alcibiades was composed; at any rate, it seems that he was,
during his time in Plato’s Academy, already attracting criticism
for his theories of rhetoric (Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Isocrates 18;
Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 14.6.9 10). d6-8 moAloig &y
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EAVoLTEANCEY &8 uNcacL peydia aduwnpata, xoi €TEPOLS YE oipal
Sixaia épyacapévolg od cuviveyxev: rhetorical overkill. To show
that the just is distinct from the beneficial, it suffices to give a
single counter example: an act that was beneficial but not just,
or just but not beneficial. However, instead of actually giving a
counter example, Alcibiades expatiates elaborately. His model is the
sort of sophistic proem parodied at Grg. 448c. The speaker is Polus,
a rhetorician who also  and Plato thinks this no coincidence

distinguishes the just from the beneficial: ToAAai Téxvan év &vBpwTors
elolv &k TGOV EuTrelpldV EUTTEipwS MUPTMEVAL ... EKAOTWV 8¢ TOUTwWV
peTaAauPavousty &AAol SAAwvY &AAws, TV 8¢ &picTwv ol &ploTor
wv kal [opylas éoTiv &8e, kol peTéxel THS KaAAoTNS TGOV TEXVOV
(‘Many are the arts which human beings have discovered from their
experience by experience ... Different people practise these differ
ent arts in different ways. The best arts are practised by the best
people. Gorgias here is one of them, and he practises the finest of
the arts.’). Five points of resemblance deserve remark. First, with
Alcibiades’ oAAoTs, cf. Polus’ initial ToAAai, and also the speech of
Protagoras in Prt. 334a c¢ (quoted in part in 126e4 5n.) beginning
oUBaudds AN Eywye ToAA& oida, and the opening words of Isoc. 1
(8v TTOANOTS pév, @ Anudvike, TOAU), 4 (TTOAA&KIS), 7 (TToANoUs), Ep. 9
(e18c0s, @ ‘Apyidaue, ToAAoUs). Second, with Alcibiades’ repetitious
&8iknooot ... &diknuata, cf. Polus’ éumeipidv Epmeipaws ... &AAot
EAAwV EAAWS ... &ploTwvy ... &pioTol. Note that Alcibiades’ &8ikn-
uata cannot be justified as providing a syntactical peg on which to
hang the adjective peydAa (cf. 124e7n.); for even a modest injustice
that benefited its perpetrator would be quite adequate to show that
the just and the beneficial are not the same. Third, by combining
moAAad with & Aot xTA., Polus produces an effect that sophists felt
piquant enough to be worth producing almost regardless of sense (cf.
Isoc. 12.176 ‘“The next thing I have to say will go against the opinions
of the many, but it is just as true as the rest (oTor & 6 Adyos Topd&-
Bofos pev Tols ToOANOTs, dpoiws & &AnBns Tois &AAois)’). Alcibiades
presumably combines ToAAols with étépois in order to produce such
a piquant effect. For certainly the étépois clause is logically redun
dant: many big but beneficial injustices are more than enough to
show the distinction between justice and benefit; and even if it were
necessary to mention also just acts that have not been beneficial,
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there would still be no need for those just acts to be performed by
people other than the many who benefited from their injustices.
Fourth, with Alcibiades’ use of AuciTeAeiv and ouugéperv, two syno
nyms for benefiting, cf. Polus’ use of petaAapPavev and petéxeiv,
two synonyms for practising. Fifth, with Alcibiades’ mannered
chiasm (104a4n.), of the two finite verbs &\voiTéAnoev and ouvn-
veykev, sandwiching the two participles &8iknoaot and épyacauévors,
which in turn sandwich the objects of those participles peydia
&8ikApata and Sikoua, cf. Polus” even more elaborate chiasm, which
around &AAws sandwiches the genitive plurals &AAwv and (slightly
ampler) Té®v &8¢ &pioTwv, then the nominatives &AAor and (again
slightly ampler) oi &pioTolr v kai [Nopylas éoTiv 88¢, then the verbs
ueTohapPavoucty and petéxelr, and at the very outside two more
genitives ék&oTwv 8¢ ToUTwv and Tfis KaANCTNS TGOV TeXVEV.

er 6ti paAteto marks this out as a ‘so what?’ conditional (106a7
8n.). e2 ob Tl wov is common in ‘incredulous or reluctant ques
tions’ (GP 492): ‘Surely you can’t imagine ...?’ €6 oiov Ttodto
motelg ‘What a way to go on!” When the demonstrative pronoun
ToUTo is added to the exclamatory ofov, it seems to make the excla
mation more vigorous. Compare such uses of the demonstrative at
heightened moments in tragedy (e.g. Eur. El 290 oipol, 168 oiov
eimas, Eur. Hipp. 874 oiuol, 168 olov &AAo mwpds Kakdl Kakdv), para
tragedy (e.g. Ar. Th. 703 olov oU &&Spakev Epyov, olov aU, ¢iAal,
T68¢), and prose dialogue (e.g. Phd. 61c olov TapokeAeun ToUTo,
where the exclamation is prompted by the extraordinary advice ‘If
you have any sense, die as soon as possible’); contrast olos without
the demonstrative in Rep. 450a, Euthphr. 15¢, where the things
exclaimed at are not nearly so surprising. See also 11gc2n. on oiov
. ToUT elpnkas. e8 xawvéd: Alcibiades’ desire for novelty would
be met only by Socrates’ intellectual rivals. Dionysodorus calls Soc
rates an old fogey for expecting him to be consistent with what he
had said previously (Futhd. 287b; cf. Isoc. 12.172, boasting of his in
consistency). Callicles complains that Socrates always says the same
old things (Grg. 490e). Hippias of Elis makes the same complaint,
and boasts ‘7 of course always try to say something novel (kouvév)’
(Xen. Mem. 4.4.6). Socrates makes, appropriately enough, the same
reply to both Callicles and Hippias: ‘I don’t just make the same
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assertions; I make them about the same subjects as well (dAA& kai
mepl TGOV avTdv).” On the day of his death, Socrates proclaims that
his philosophical principles are ‘nothing novel (008&v kovév)’, and
when he is asked what instructions he has for his friends after he has
died, his reply is ‘What I always say; nothing all that novel (oUdtv
koavoTepov)’ (Phd. 100b, 115b). eg oxevapiwv: a contemptuous
diminutive of oxeur| ‘clothing’. Alcibiades was notorious for his ex
travagant dress. In the indictment against him for profaning the
Eleusinian mysteries, he was accused of ‘wearing a vestment like the
one that the initiating priest wears, when he displays the sacred
objects’ (Plu. Alc. 22.4). Moreoever, he used to wear a bizarre kind of
shoe; and he once processed into a theatre dressed in purple, ‘which
excited the wonder not only of the men, but also of the women’ (Sat.
in Ath. 12 534¢). He sometimes dressed as a Persian (Ath. 12 535¢),
and sometimes as a woman (Plu. Alc. 16.1). Even his arms were outré:
he had a shield of gold and ivory, emblazoned with Love wielding a
thunderbolt (Sat. in Ath. 12 534e, Plu. dle. 16.1). The true philoso
pher, by contrast, according to Phd. 64d, will have little respect
for ‘possessing distinctive garments and footwear and for other bits
of bodily finery’. For more on Alcibiades’ clothing, see 122cIn. on
luaTticov 6 EAgels. ero—114ar texpnplov xabapov xai dypavrov:
the terms used here to commend evidence are, in deference to Alci
biades’ tastes, decidedly non standard. For another non standard
term, again in deference to Alcibiades’ tastes, see 118d6n. on kaAov;
and for the standard terms, see Ir1en. xaBapov: wearing fresh
clothes could be taken as a sign that one was up to no good; see
Arist. Rh. 1416a22 4, on how to rebut an opponent who argues ‘He
1s kaB&pios; so he debauches the womenfolk of other citizens.’

114a1 aypavrov is itself an appropriately rare and precious word; its
only other extant occurrences in Attic literature are both in poetry.
Perhaps it should be translated as the tetrasyllabic ‘undefiléd’.
a2 mpodpopdg: probably just ‘sallies’ (as in Xen. An. 4.7.10); but
according to Olympiodorus, this word ‘is used to mean when in
warfare someone occupies a strong point, from which he can safely
wage war’. a4 mAvT éxeiva T TPOTEPOV EPWTD WLAL EPWTNCEL:
lit. ‘I ask in a single question all those things that I was asking you
previously’; i.e. “I'ell me in just one word: everything that you said
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about your knowledge of justice and injustice applies also to your
knowledge of benefit and harm, doesn’t it?’ Socrates now adds bul

lying to his sarcasm. Compressing several points into a single ques
tion, as Socrates does here, was frowned on as a sophistical trick.
A wily questioner might ask ‘Are all these things true, or aren’t they?
Yes or No?’, and hope to twist the answer ‘No’ into an agreement
that all those things were false; for example, if you replied ‘No’ to the
question ‘Are Callias and Coriscus at home or not?’ on the grounds
that Callias was not at home, your questioner might attempt to
infer from your ‘No’ that Coriscus was not at home either. The best
response to such quibbles is simply to insist that ‘No, Callias and
Coriscus are not both at home’ differs from ‘Callias and Coriscus are
both not at home’, and more generally that ‘not all are’ differs from
‘all are not’. However, among the dialecticians of classical Athens,
so called ‘multiple’ questions were classified as themselves improper:
they were not to be asked; and if asked, they were not to be
answered as put. Thus when Socrates is asked a question of the form
‘Is it not the case that both A and B?’, his reply is “You are asking
me two questions’, and he proceeds to give a separate answer to
each (Grg. 466b e; cf. Arist. SE 167b38 168a16, 16926 18, 175b39

176a18 on the trick of ‘making multiple questions into one (T6 T&
TAglw EpwTApaTa v Toleiv)’). epwtd here is, in effect, ‘I hereby
ask’; cf. Rep. g50e ToUTo Tolvuy EpoTd Oep &pTi (‘Let me put to you
the question I was recently asking’) and Grg. 463¢c, where someone is
told ‘If you want to find out, ask me what ... (elmrep BoUAel Tubéoba,
gpwTa 6Troiov .. .)’, and he replies épwtd &1 (cf. 135d7n. on Aéyw &1).
a4—-5 &AAa yép ... ‘But there is no point in my asking, since ...";
cf. GP 101 2. Socrates does not give Alcibiades a chance to protest
at the question he has just asked. ab éEevpwv ... poabwv: see
106d4 5n. for the contrast. a7 tpudaig: the translation ‘you’re
being decadent’ perhaps comes closest to combining this word’s
connotations of luxury, indolence and depravity: Tpu¢n is associated
with poaABakio or podakioa (softness), &kolooia (wantonness) and
dxpaoia (lack of self control) in Grg. 492c, Rep. 590b, Arist. EN
1145a35, 1150b2 §; and Lysias’ story about Alcibiades’ incestuous
activities (127a6n.) was quoted in illustration of his Tpu¢n. Similar
charges of decadence are made against Euthyphro in Euthphr. 11e,
for needing Socrates’ encouragement to stop him flagging intellectu
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ally, and against Socrates himself in Prt. g27¢, for being reluctant to
face what Protagoras sees as facts. yeboato Adyov: the same
metaphor of ‘tasting’ an argument is deployed in Rep. 539b, Phlb.
15d, which speak of youths, presumably less decadent than Alci
biades, going wild with excitement when they first taste argument.

b1 tadtd éoti Sixaid te xai ovpdépovt ‘the same things are both
just and beneficial’. This slippery phrase recalls the thesis which
Alcibiades rejected in 113d5 8. That thesis includes a couple of
definite articles missing here (tadTtd ... goTiv T& Te dikaix kol T&
ouudépovta). That thesis therefore unambiguously means that the
just and the beneficial are one and the same (i.e. that all beneficial
things are just, and all just ones beneficial). Remove the articles, and
it would mean instead that some things are just and they, those self
same things, are also beneficial (i.e. that some things are both just
and beneficial). Cf. Xen. Mem. 3.8.6 (quoted in 116a3n.), where Soc
rates maintains that ‘the same things are both fine and shameful
(koA& Te kai aloypd T& aUTd eivan)’, not because he believes in any
identity between the fine and the shameful, but because, as he points
out, things are often fine for one purpose but shameful for another.
Because the articles are such unobtrusive little words, but make
such a big logical difference, they offer various opportunities for
confusion. In the argument to come, Socrates will exploit these
opportunities (116c1 on., 116e1 2on.). Cf. Euthphr. 7¢ 8c, where from
Euthyphro’s belief that on some issues the gods differ violently from
one another, Socrates infers: ‘So it seems that the same things are
both hated and loved by the gods (TaUT &pa, cos Eoikev, pioeiTal Te
UTTo TGOV Bedv kai ¢iAeiTan), and the same things would be both
hateful to the gods and dear to the gods (6eouiof} Te kai Beodp1Af) TaUT
&v €in).” In the light of the premiss from which this is inferred, all
that it can legitimately mean is that some things are both dear to and
hated by the gods. Socrates however suggests it implies that everything
dear to the gods is also hated by them (6 & &v BeodiAts A1 kaid Beopiots
goTwv, ds éoikev), and offers a potential application of this general
principle. Euthyphro promptly and rightly rejects the application,
saying ‘That’s not a point on which I take one god to differ from
another.” Alcibiades will prove less alert than Euthyphro. b2 i
ovx anédefagy ‘why don’t you show ...?” Whether its verb is aorist
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or present, a question with i o¥ is often more or less tantamount to
an imperative. Using the aorist does not suggest that the speaker has
in mind any particular past failure to act as specified: thus in Grg.
503b someone is asked with the aorist Ti oUxi . .. éppacas (‘why don’t
you tell ...?’), but he answers with the present oUx &xw (‘I can’t’),
not with a past ‘I couldn’t’. Rather, using the aorist seems to add
especial urgency: hence Ar. Lys. 181 2 Ti 8fita TaUT oUy s TdX10TA,
Suvwudoauev (‘Lampito, why don’t we swear this oath as
soon as possible?’), Aesch. Pr. 747 8 i 3fT époi {fjv képSos, AN oUk

NAauTriTol,

gv Taxel | Eppiy EpauTthy THod &mo oTUdAou TéTpas (‘What's the
point in living? Why don’t I throw myself this instant off this cliff?’).
b2-3 ei pev Bodhel, épwTdOV pe Gomep Eyw ce el 8¢, xnai adTog émi
ceavtod Aoywt S1egerbe ‘If you like, you can question me as I did
you; or, if you prefer, go through it in a speech all by yourself.” For
the omission of the BoUAer from the i 8¢ clause, and a proof that it is
BoUAel that is omitted, cf. Rep. 432a €l uév BoUdet, . . .- €l & PoVlel, . . .-
el 8¢,... The lack of grammatical correspondence between the par
ticiple épwTév and the imperative 81€€eA8e is ungainly, but still with
in the bounds of idiom: cf. e.g. Ep. 7.330c wp&dTOV pev cupPBoulevoas

- UoTepov ... SieGerp. b6 oyabé: sce 104e3n. b6-7 xai
éxel tol ce Senoel éva éxactov meifev “There too [when speaking to
the people in the Assembly] you will have to persuade them individ
ually.” There is some imprecision here. It is one thing to say that
Alcibiades cannot persuade the citizenry of Athens without per
suading individual citizens. It is another thing to say that Alcibiades
cannot persuade the citizenry without persuading each and every
individual citizen. The former is true, but the latter is false; for the
citizenry takes its decisions by majority vote, and unanimity is not
required. However, the former implies at most that if Alcibiades is
capable of persuading the citizenry, then he is capable of persuading
a majority of individual citizens. Only the latter implies that if Alci
biades is capable of persuading the citizenry, then the individual
citizens that he is capable of persuading include Socrates in particu
lar. Alcibiades however cannot evade Socrates’ suggestion by draw
ing attention to this imprecision. For that would be to confess that,
when he addresses the Assembly, his position is, after all, different
from that of an expert teacher, who is able to instruct an entire
class, and not simply to win a majority vote among them at the end
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of the lesson. For similar play with the thought that someone who
intends to persuade the people should certainly be able to persuade
a single individual, cf. Socrates’ words to Glaucon (105a7n. on é&v
6&TTov) in Xen. Mem. 3.6.15: ‘So you are not able to persuade your
uncle, but you think you will be able to get all of the Athenians, your
uncle among them, to be persuaded.’

cI tob adTod ... 0lov Te eivan ‘it 1s one and the same person who
has the capacity ...’; lit. ‘having the capacity ... belongs to one and
the same person’. Greek idiom allows this construction, where the
subject of a verb is in the genitive and the verb itself is in the infini
tive, as an alternative to the standard construction, where the subject
is in the nominative and the verb takes some finite form. This alter
native is not noticeably different in meaning. There is the same con
struction at 129a4 TavTos, 133e1 £VOs Te Kai pIES TEXVNS. éva ...
xaté wévag ‘a single individual taken separately’, as opposed to ocup-
moAAous in 114¢2. For the idiom katé poévas, see LSJ s.v. povos B.111.
Here is another imprecision to which Alcibiades cannot draw atten
tion, unless he confesses that there is a difference between him
addressing the Assembly and an expert teacher instructing a class.
The pupils who receive the expert’s instruction together in a class
could also receive that instruction separately in private supervisions
or tutorials; by contrast, the presence of a crowd may persuade
individuals within it of things that they would repudiate were they
addressed by the orator in private. There is a vivid description of
this in Rep. 492b c: ‘When a large mass are all in session as an
Assembly ..., and with a great hubbub of cheers and boos they
complain about some parts of the proceedings and applaud others,
doing both to excess; and, besides the people, the cliffs and the site
in which they are gathered echo back and redouble the hubbub of
their jeering and applause: in such a situation, how do you think the
young man’s heart ... will be affected? What sort of education ade
quate for private life (roudeiav i81wTiknv) do you think will resist all
this, so that it is not swamped by such jeering and applause, and
swept away wherever the current may take it? Don’t you think the
young man [he has in mind a young man like Alcibiades; see 120¢3

4n.] will agree with the crowd about what’s fair and what’s foul, and
do the same things as they do, and become just like them?’ Alci
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biades of course does not want to admit that his ability to persuade
individuals depends upon exploiting such effects. €2 cupTéAAovg
‘lots of people taken together’. c3 €meBev is in the imperfect be
cause Alcibiades is being reminded of what he must have witnessed
in his schooldays; cf. the imperfects in FEuthd. 276a ‘Now aren’t
teachers teachers of pupils, just as the harp master and the writing
master (6 ypaupaTioTns) were (foav), I imagine, teachers of you
and the other boys, and you were pupils?’, and Prt. 312a b ‘Do you
expect to get from Protagoras the sort of instruction that was
provided (¢yéveto) by the writing master, the harp master and the
trainer?’ The ‘philosophic imperfect’ (129e6bn.) is a somewhat similar
construction. c6 meicer ... c8 €otou: the future tense is idiom
atically used, in Greek as in English, to formulate the conclusion of
an inference; cf. e.g. the string of futures in 133e7 134a6 &yvonoel,
gloeTan, Gpaptnoetal, mpdagel. The reason why Alcibiades needs to
infer that a skilled arithmetician can convince both individuals and
groups is of course that arithmetic was not on the standard curricu
lum which has been his only educational experience (106e5 10; Laws
819a b implies that teaching children arithmetic along with their

letters was a distinctively Egyptian custom). cIO0 amep xol
moAAovg . .. II Tadta xai éva: for the repeated kai here, see 110d8n.
on kai ¢y GoTep Kal oi &ANol. cI2 einog ye ‘probably’, a consid

erably less confident answer than the vai, vai and avu ye and vy
ve of 114¢4, 7, cg. The description that Alcibiades has confidently
applied to experts is not one that he can confidently apply to himself.

d2 6 év L Towdde suvovaiat ‘the orator in the sort of gathering we
have here’, a gathering in which there are just two people present
(118b6), one of whom is the orator. To speak of oratory with an
audience of one sounds very incongruous: Gorgias is in strict con
formity with standard usage when he defines the distinctively orator
ical sort of persuasion as ‘that in law courts and other such crowds
(Tfis &v TOls SikaoTnplols Kal &v Tois &AAois dxAois)’ (Grg. 454b); and
when Socrates proposes to define oratory in general as a skill that
operates ‘not only in law courts and all other public gatherings (6co1
&\No1 8npodoiol oUAAoyot), but also in private ones (év idiois)’,
Phaedrus responds by saying that he has never heard of oratory
operating so widely (Phdr. 261a b). Alcibiades is evidently reluctant
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to accept the possibility of oratory with an audience of one (hence
his unenthusiastic agreement at 114d4 kivduvevet), but he can hardly
deny the possibility outright, without acknowledging that he means
to practise the standard sort of oratory: one which, because it nei
ther has nor imparts knowledge, can address only mass audiences.
d5—6 énedn tod adTod Paiverar moArodg Te xai €va meibetv, év
épol epperétnoov: we learnt right at the start of this dialogue
(103a b) that Socrates does not follow the crowd: they talked, he
kept silent; they have left, he remains. His own case is therefore
likely to provide an exception to the principle that ‘he who can per
suade many, can persuade one’; and the invitation ‘practise on me’ is
a teasing reminder of this fact. d6 émi8eiEar contrasts both with
114b2 &médeifas and with 114d6 Teifev. An &mwoddefis is a rigorous
argument whereby something is shown to be true. An émidei&is
(115a4n.) is a rhetorical performance whereby the performer shows
off his virtuosity. He can do this quite successfully without persuad
ing his audience of the conclusion for which he is ostensibly arguing:
thus Demos. 61.2 contrasts &mdeikTikoi with mBavoi speeches,
and Isoc. 4.17 says ‘If one is not just putting on a display (uf) uévov
gmidei§iv moloUuevov), but actually means to have some effect, then
one must search out those arguments that will persuade (Teioouoiv)
... When in Phd. 9gg9d Socrates describes himself as ‘putting on a
display’, it is with the explicit acknowledgement that his discourse is,
by ideal standards, second best. d8 %Bpotng €l has something
of the affectionately exasperated tone of ‘You bugger!’, here as at
Smp. 175€, 215b, Meno 76a. Only an intimate could make such a
charge in jest; and only an irritated intimate would wish to do so.
The central element in the offence of UBpis was a gratuitous slighting
of the honour of other people. In Athens, a conviction for such an
offence could be punished by death (Demos. 54.1). The subject is
exhaustively treated in N.R.E. Fisher, Hybris: a study in the values
of honour and shame in ancient Greece (Warminster 1992). dg yodv
marks a so called ‘part proof” (GP 451). The thought is: ‘your claim
that I am a UPpioTng, 1.e. that I habitually commit acts of UBpis, has
this much truth in it: at the present moment I am committing one,
in that ... dg-10 péArw ce meifewv Tavavtia oig oV e odx
ebererg ‘I intend to persuade you of the opposite of the point that
you refuse to persuade me of.’
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er py, AAa ob adtog Aéye: the colloquialism un, &AA& ... is ellipti
cal for ‘Don’t say that; instead ...” (GP 4 5). Cf. the words with
which Meno refuses Socrates’ request that he answer a question: pn,
A& oV, & Zwkpates, eimé (Meno 75b). Meno uses the aorist sité,
since it is just a single question that he wants Socrates to answer.
Alcibiades uses the present Aéye, since (with characteristic laziness
104d2 gn.) he wants Socrates to do all the answering. e8—9
aAAwL ye AéyovtL wi) mieteventg ‘you shouldn’t take it on trust from
anyone else’. This aorist subjunctive with pr is in effect a prohibi
tion. Cf. Socrates’ remarks to Polus in Grg. 472b c: he concedes that
a great many people would agree with Polus, and continues ‘But I,
even though there is only one of me, do not agree with you. You are
not presenting any compelling argument; instead, you are bringing
lots of false witnesses against me, and trying to expel me from my
property, the truth. Unless I can produce you yourself, even though
there is only one of you, as a witness agreeing to what I say, then I
don’t think I’ll have achieved anything much with regard to what
we are talking about. And I don’t think you’ll have achieved much
either, unless you can produce me, the single solitary me, as a
witness on your side.” Socrates is relying on the simple but important
logical point that, however many other people contradict you, you
might still be right, whereas if you contradict yourself, you are
bound to be wrong. €I0—II dmoxpLTéoy xal Yap ov8Ev olopat
BAaBncecBar: cf. Socrates’ words in Grg. 475d ‘Don’t hesitate to
answer, Polus; it won’t do you any harm (oU8tv yap PAapnont)’;
Socrates’ words to Meno in Meno 84b ‘In perplexing [your slave by
our questions], and numbing him as a stingray does, we didn’t do
him any harm, did we (uév 11 EpAdwapev)?’; and Socrates’ words to
Hippias in Hp. mi. g73a ‘If you are willing to answer me as you did
before [i.e. in short answers, not long speeches; cf. 106bin.], then
you will do me a lot of good, and I don’t expect that you’ll do your
self any harm either (oiuon 8¢ oUd altov ot PAaPnoecdar).” The fact
that Alcibiades himself makes this point, instead of having to have it
put to him as Polus, Meno and Hippias did, is some sign that he is
making intellectual progress.

115a1 pavtinog yap ei ‘You'd make a good diviner.” To call Alci
biades a pé&vTis, rather than povTikds, would imply the falsehood
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that he is one of those who divine for a living (cf. 107b2n.), and so
not the politician that he aspires to be (see Th. 8.1.1 for the distinc
tion between pavtis and pnTwp); cf. the moderating ‘perhaps’ in
Socrates’ words to the politician Anytus in Meno g2c: ‘You're a
diviner, perhaps (uévTis i iows).” But what exactly provokes Soc
rates’ ascription of prophetic powers to Alcibiades? No doubt Alci
biades is content to take the ascription as provoked by his statement
that answering questions will do him no harm. There is however a
further possibility, suggested by the recorded peculiarities of the
young Alcibiades’ pronunciation: his rho was indistinguishable from
his lambda (Ar. Wasps 44 6), and he stammered (Thphr. fr. 134
Wimmer, in Plu. Ale. 10.4, describes how he coped with his stammer
when giving speeches in adult life); both peculiarities were thought
characteristic of the youthful, handsome, reckless and irascible
(Hipp. Epidemics 1.19). If we allow for these peculiarities, then Alci
biades’ words at 114e10 11 would sound as if he were saying &moxAi-
Téov: Kol y&p oudéva oiopan PpaPfi éoecbon (T must fall away, since
I don’t expect there will be any umpire’). These words would then
be an omen of his future decline: he is bound to go astray, since he
does not acknowledge any higher authority (with this metaphor from
athletic competition, cf. the epitaph quoted in Demos. 18.289, on
those who ‘made Hades their common Bpapfi’; for other athletic
metaphors in this dialogue, see 119b5 9, 1197, 124b2, 132b1). The
omen would be of the genre called kAndwv or ¢nun, where words
can be taken to bear a sense quite different from any intended by
their utterer. The practice is to acknowledge such omens: e.g. when
a Samian called Hegesistratus tells a Spartan his name, the Spartan
says ‘I accept the omen of “You will lead an army (‘HynoioTtp&Tou,
i.e. fynoer oTparov)”’, foretelling that Sparta is to lead an allied
force which includes a Samian contingent (Hdt. 9.g1). Therefore
Socrates’ remark ‘You’d make a good diviner’ might have, besides
its straightforward meaning, the réle of acknowledging an un
intended omen in what Alcibiades says here. Such a réle is far from
obvious to one looking at a written text, but it could be plain enough
to one hearing the dialogue performed (as it seems to have been
originally: Arist. Pol. 1263b16 speaks of the reactions to a Platonic
dialogue of ‘the listener (6 &kpowpevos)’, where we would say ‘the
reader’). Cf. 120bgn. on ¢aiev &v ai yuvaikes, for a less obscure hint
about distinctive pronunciation.
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115a1-116e2: Why justice is beneficial

Whatever is just is also fine. It might seem that some fine things are bad, and
some shameful ones good. This however is a mustake. For if something is fine
in one respect, then it will be good in that respect, even if it is bad in another
respect. So whatever is fine is also good. This can be shown also by reflecting on
the fact that someone doing fine is happy, and thus in possession of good things.
Or so Socrates gets Alcibiades to agree, by some rather shoddy reasoning. How

ever, the fact that Alcibiades lets him get away with such reasoning s itself
proof of the main point that Socrates is here trying to establish: Alcibiades s
very ignorant of these matters. Now whatever is good is also beneficial. So what

ever 1s just is also beneficial. And since Alcibiades agrees to all this, he will mock
any orator who denues 1t.

115a4 xoAd: praising things as kaA&, or censuring them as aioypd,
was the task of display oratory (¢mideikTikév), which was the third
kind of oratory (r13d2 4n.), besides the deliberative (concerning
benefit) and the forensic (concerning justice). The distinctions be
tween these three kinds of oratory will therefore be quite thoroughly
subverted by Socrates’ argument that everything just is fine (115a8),
everything fine is good (116c4 5), everything good is beneficial
(116c7) and hence that everything just is beneficial (116d3). ab ei
‘whether’; i.e. ‘T am asking [understood from épwTé&is 115a5] whether

.’; the same construction recurs in Sph. 233a, Phlb. 39c. a8
mavta T Sixowa xai xard: cf. Grg. 476b, where Socrates gets Polus
to admit that “Things that are just are all fine, to the extent that they
are just (T& ye dikaua wavTa KoA& €0, Ka® 6oov Sikala).” Socrates’
arguments against Polus thereafter take a different route from his
argument against Alcibiades, but they come to rather similar con
clusions. For example, since Polus accepts that fine things are all
either pleasant or beneficial (474d 475a), and can hardly deny that
just punishment is painful, he is forced to infer that just punishment
is beneficial (477a). Socrates’ argument against Alcibiades here is
therefore vulnerable to the same objection as his argument against
Polus: justice, at least as conventionally understood, is not fine, and
the only fine justice is the natural justice whereby the strong lord it
over the weak (Grg. 482c 484b). Plato does have an argument that
justice is good which does not rely on this premiss that justice is fine.
But to present that argument takes the whole of the Republic.
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b1—3 Alcibiades would have learnt to contrast the beneficial with
the fine from the orators, among whom this contrast was, notes
Arist. Rh. 1358b38 13509a5, a cliché: “Those who are praising some
one, and also those who are censuring, do not consider whether
what he did was beneficial (cup¢épovta) or harmful. Instead, they
have often counted it as praise that he neglected his own advantage
to do something fine (kaAdv); e.g. they praise Achilles for going to
rescue his comrade (¢Bondnoe T étaipwt) Patroclus, in spite of its
being possible for him to live, because he knew that he ought (8¢f) to
die: to him, such a death was more fine (k&AAiov), but life was bene
ficial (ouugépov).” Isoc. 4.53 applies the cliché in praise of the Athe
nians: ‘We have chosen to rescue (Bon8eiv) the weak, even contrary
to our own benefit (Tap& 16 cupdépov), rather than join with the
strong in committing injustices to our advantage.” The extant treat
ments in oratory of the Achilles/Patroclus example are not quite
as frank as Isocrates in distinguishing the just from the beneficial
(see Ap. 28b d, Smp. 179d 180a, Aeschin. 1.145 51). Cf. 110b2n. for
another allusion to the story of Patroclus. b3 8éov ‘when they
should have done’; an accusative absolute, as often with impersonal
verbs like &¢i. b4 mdavyv pév ovv: sce 1o4drion. b6 todvo:
when it indicates that one expression glosses another (as &vdpeia
here glosses Thv &mixeipnow kTA.) the demonstrative pronoun regu
larly occurs in the neuter, regardless of the genders of the gloss and
the expression glossed; cf. 122a2, 130¢5, 133b4.

CI &p obv oOx dAAo pév W dvdpeia, dAro 8¢ 6 Bdvartog; ‘Now isn’t
courage one thing, and death another?’ This is certainly true in the
limited sense that an action can display courage without being fatal,
and be fatal without displaying courage. But these two features, that
of displaying courage and that of being fatal, are not distinct in any
more profound sense. For the very thing that makes it courageous to
rescue a friend in battle will be the fact that such an action risks
death. C3—4 oVx dpa xATA TAVTOV Y €0TL KAAOV Xal XAKOV TO
toig ¢pirotg Bonbeivy ‘So it is not in the same respect that rescuing
friends is both fine and bad?’ This too is true in only a limited sense.
For the fineness of rescuing embattled friends is in large part due to
the fact that one does it knowing the evils that one may thereby
bring upon oneself. Contrast the position of someone who says that
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everything nutritious is healthy, and who is presented with the ob
jection that a dish of beef and strychnine is nutritious but unhealthy.
He can reply to the objection by pointing out that the dish is nutri
tious in respect of the beef, but unhealthy in respect of the strych
nine, that beef is utterly distinct from strychnine, and therefore that
the dish is not both nutritious and unhealthy in anything remotely
like the same respect. c6 N ye xaAov, xal &yaBov ‘at least in so
far as it is fine [i.e. even if in no other respect], it is also good’. The
feminine dative singular M1 (lit. ‘in the respect in which’) follows a
standard Greek pattern for turning pronouns into adverbs: thus
gxeivnt (LSJ s.v. éxeivos 1), Tavtnt (LSJ s.v. oUTos C.vIIL4.c), TH18e
(LSJ s.v. 68¢e 1v.1.b), moicu (LS] s.v. mwolos 1v). The ‘qua’ of Latin, and
hence of English philosophical jargon, is the same construction.
c6-7 domep nai évradla ‘as in this case in particular’; cf. 108d6,
108e4 for this use of évtalba. c9 @de 8¢ ouodmer ‘try looking at it
like this’. We should imagine something of a pause before Socrates
says these words. When, as here, Socrates has stumped an interlocu
tor with a question, and is going to give him a clue about how to
answer, he often introduces the clue with this turn of phrase. He
does this some dozen times in Plato (e.g. Cra. 392¢, Grg. 478a, Meno
82¢); and with the possible exception of Rep. 577¢, he does not other
wise combine &de with the imperative okoTrer.

d2 pdriera: having Alcibiades give this sign of assent here is the
casiest way to break up the very awkward double question that
the manuscript tradition ascribes to Socrates: oUkoUv T& péyloTa
HEALOTA Kal fiKICTa TV ToloUTwy de§ato &v oTépeodal; d5—6 éri
mocwt dv adTod 8§éEato otépecBar; ‘On what terms would you be
prepared to be deprived of it?’ This is an idiomatic way of enquiring
about a price. Here the enquiry is about the price that Alcibiades
would accept in return for being a coward. Contrast Ap. 41a *Opgel
SuyyeveoBal ... émi Toow &v Tis 8EGouT &v Uudv;, where the idiom is
used to enquire about the price that someone would pay in return for
associating with Orpheus. d5 adtod: i.e. dvdpeias; for the shift in
gender, cf. Rep. 526¢, where the reply to the question yewuetpiav
Aéyeis; is the neuter oTd TOUTO. d7 0d8¢ Cijv av éyw SeEaipwny
Sewlog Ov is not mere bravado: Alcibiades was in fact decorated for
his valour in battle (Smp. 220d e, Isoc. 16.29, Antisth. fr. 200 SSR).
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d8 Eoyatov dpa xaxdv ... 7 Seria ... 10 € {oov T®OL TeBvavar:
Alcibiades is not being entirely logical. How can what is ‘ultimate of
evils’ be ‘on a par with death’, if Alcibiades would choose death over
anything short of universal fame and power (10523 c5)? How indeed
can there be two distinct things, one of which is both ultimate of
evils, and on a par with the other? For another illogicality over the
ultimate of evils, see 112d2 gn. d12-13 odxodv Bavatwt Te xal
Setkion évavtiwTatov §wrn xai avdpeia; ‘So life and courage is com

pletely opposite to both death and cowardice?” This is a somewhat
clumsily compressed statement of the facts that life is the complete
opposite of death and that courage is the complete opposite of cow

ardice. When life and courage are described by the singular adjec

tive évavTicotatov, this implies that life and courage are either to be
identified or at very least to be taken as inseparable aspects of a
single thing (for this use of a singular adjective with two subjects,
cf. Rep. 548¢ drapavéoTaTov & év aUTfit v T1 pévov ... prAovikial kai
¢ oTipian). Moreover, since a single thing can have at most a single
opposite (Prt. 332c), the implication is that the complex phrase ‘both
death and cowardice’ also stands for a single thing. These implica

tions can hardly be objected to by one who has just described cow

ardice as ‘ultimate of evils’, ‘on a par with death’.

ex0 xat ayabol mpagiv THv THg avdpelag ‘in so far as it is an act of a
good thing, namely, the act of courage’. Here lurks a difficulty. The
earlier argument has established simply that, in so far as rescuing
embattled friends is courageous, it is a fine thing (115b5 8), and that
courage is a good thing (115e4 8). From these premisses, we cannot
rightly infer that rescuing embattled friends owes its fine character to
the goodness of courage. (Think of an ornament that consists of
some cheap metal, plated with gold. In so far as the ornament is
golden, it is metallic; moreover, gold is costly. But the ornament
does not owe its metallic character to the costliness of gold.) Nor can
we rightly infer that in so far as rescuing embattled friends is a fine
thing, it is also a good one. (The ornament may be costly in various
ways and respects, but not in so far as it is metallic.) At most, we can
infer that rescuing embattled friends is, in so far as it is courageous,
both good and fine. (In so far as the ornament is golden, it is both
metallic and costly.) But this, the only legitimate inference, gets
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us no closer to the general conclusions that in so far as a thing is
good, it is fine, and that in so far as a thing is fine, it is good. (It is
simply false that things are metallic in so far as they are costly, and
vice versa.) e13 xoata 8& xaxod mwpdagLv v Ttod Bavdrtov ‘but in
so far as it is an act of a bad thing, namely, the act of death’.
e16-116ax eimep ML xaxov dmepydletar xaxunv xaelg, xai Nt
ayaBov ayabnv xAntéov ‘if in so far as it has a bad effect, you call it
a bad act, then in so far as it has a good effect, you ought also to call
it a good act’. This logic is open to question. At any rate, if one bad
effect is enough to make an act bad, but one good effect is not
enough to make an act good, this logic is comparable to ‘if in so far
as someone votes against a decision, you call the decision contested,
then in so far as someone votes for a decision, you ought to call the
decision unanimous’.

116a3 4@ oVv xal Nt ayabov, xaAdv, N §& xaxdv, aicypdv; ‘Now
isn’t it also the case that in so far as it [presumably anything; and
hence, in particular, rescuing embattled friends] is good, it’s fine,
and that in so far as it’s bad, it’s shameful?’ In giving a prompt ‘yes’
to this question, Alcibiades sides both with the handsome but unre
flective playwright Agathon (Smp. 201c T&ya& ol kai kaA& Sokel oot
eival; Euorye), and with the distinguished statesman and philosopher
Timaeus (Tim. 87¢ w&v 81 16 &yaBov kaAdv). Not everyone shared
this opinion. Thus in Xen. Mem. 3.8.6 7, Aristippus asks Socrates
whether a dung basket is a fine thing; Socrates replies ‘By Zeus it is,
and a golden shield is a shameful one, if for their respective tasks the
former has been finely constructed, and the latter badly.” Aristippus,
evidently thinking that by anyone’s account a dung basket must be
shameful, however good it is, asks Socrates whether he is saying that
the same things are both fine and shameful (cf. 114b1n.); Socrates
replies ‘By Zeus I am; and I’m also saying that the same things are
both good and bad. For often what’s good for malnutrition is bad for
fever, and what’s good for fever is bad for malnutrition; moreover,
often what makes a fine runner makes a shameful wrestler, and what
makes a fine wrestler makes a shameful runner. For everything that’s
good is also fine for the ends for which it is good, and everything
that’s bad is also shameful for the ends for which it is bad.” Socrates
maintains the same thesis that what functions well is fine in Hp. ma.
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290od 291a (for stirring a pot of bean stew, a spoon made of figwood
is finer than one made of gold) and Xen. Smp. 5.3 6 (since his pro
truding eyes and snub nose mean that he can see more than other
people, his features are therefore finer).

b2 €ti Toivuv xai ®8e oxédar marks the introduction of a new
argument for an old point, as in e.g. Phlb. 55a kal TfH18e €T1 Aéywuev.
The end of the new argument is marked by 116¢1 &AW aU. b2-3
66TLg HaAdDG TpatTTEL, 00YL nai €0 wpdtter; ‘If someone is doing fine,
then isn’t he also doing well?’ koA&ds Tp&TTelv and €U Tp&TTEV are
standardly used of leading a life in which things generally are going
well. So understood, this premiss can scarcely be contested. bs
ol 8¢ €0 mpatTovTeg 0Ox eddaipoveg; ‘And aren’t people who do well
happy?’ Given the standard use of &0 wp&rew, for having a life in
which all goes well, this premiss too is scarcely contestable. Thus
when Arist. £N 1095a17 20 is talking about ‘the highest of the goods
achievable in action (T6 TavTwy &kpoTaTOV TGV TPAKTEOV &yabddv)’,
he remarks: ‘As for its name, more or less everyone agrees. For both
the masses and the sophisticated call it happiness (e08xipoviav), and
they suppose that living well (0 Zfjv), and doing well (0 mpdTTe)
are the same as being happy (e08cupoveiv).” See 134e1 2n. for a
more contentious claim that Socrates makes on other occasions with
the words oi U mp&TTovTes eUdaipoves: the claim that those whose
actions are right are happy. b7 odxolv eddaipoves 8¢ dyabdv
xtiiowv; ‘Now aren’t they happy through getting good things?” Cf.
Smp. 205a, where Diotima suggests to Socrates that xTnoet

&ya®ddv ol eudaipoves eddaipoves. Cf. also Euthd. 28od 281b, where
Socrates argues that matters are a little more complicated: for us to
be happy, it is not enough that we just get good things, if by ‘good
things’ are meant wealth, health, power, courage and the like; we
would need also to use those things, and use them rightly; and that
means having wisdom (cf. 134e8 135b6). However, Socrates con
tinues by arguing that, since these supposedly good things are posi
tively dangerous unless used wisely, only wisdom is unconditionally
good (Futhd. 281b e). Thus it is after all possible that ‘getting good
things’ (to be exact, getting the one unconditionally good thing,
wisdom) is enough to make us happy. bII to €0 dpa mpatTely
ayaB6v; ‘So isn’t doing well a good thing?’ b13 0dxolv xaAov 1)



150 COMMENTARY: 116¢cl

edmpayia; ‘Now aren’t good deeds a fine thing?’ The shift in the
translation from ‘doing well’ to ‘good deeds’ two expressions that
the unwary might think are equivalent, but are not in fact so is an
attempt to reproduce in English the effect of Socrates’ shift from
T6 €U mpdTTEW to 7 eUmpayia. If Socrates’ argument is to work,
Alcibiades must take these two expressions to be equivalent, as their
common derivation suggests. But common derivation is no guaran
tee of common meaning. And edmpayia can in fact be used of
altruistic deeds, whose doer would be described as €0 Toiédv or
eUepyeTdy, rather than as eV mp&tTwv (as doing good, rather than as
doing well). In such a use, but only in such a use, edTpayia stands
for something that would be uncontentiously fine. Thus Arist. Rhet.
136724 6, in a list of fine things which might be described in a
speech of praise, mentions things that are good from a point of view
other than that of self interest; these include in particular: “Those
eUmpayiar that relate to other people, rather than to the agent
himself, especially those that relate to benefactors (ai Tepl ToUs €U
ToinoavTas); for [repaying benefactors with edmpayiat] is just. Also
T& evepyetnuata; for these are not directed towards oneself.” Since
the term eUmpayia can apply to activity that is fine because it bene
fits someone other than the agent, Socrates can more easily gain
assent to kaAov 1) evmpayia than he could to xaAov 16 €U mwpdTTew.
But once he has gained assent to the former, he can rely on the mis
leading clues of derivation, and proceed as if he had gained assent
to the latter.

CI—2 TovTOV dpa €ddvn NUIv TAALY ad xaAév Te xai ayadov; ‘So
once again we have had the same thing turn out to be both fine and
good?’ The argument at 116b2 14 has proved at most that the puta
tively single thing, 16 €0 mp&TTav or 1) edmwpayi, is both a good
thing and a fine one, just as the argument at 115a10 116b1 did not in
fact prove much more than that the single thing, courage, was both
good and fine. This is very far from proving that the good and the
fine are identical. The absence of articles from koAév and &yoaBov
here is some acknowledgement of that fact: contrast the construction
in 129c2 3 1O 8¢ SioAéyeoBar kal TO Adywr XpfioBar TaUTOV TrOU
kaels (identifying conversation with the use of Adyos); and compare
the construction in FEuthphr. 8a & Tuyxaver TalToV v 6016V Te Kai
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&vootov (said of a single thing that is both holy and unholy, given
Euthyphro’s belief that some things are liked by some gods and dis
liked by others, and his definition of the (un)holy as what gods (dis)
like). However, in his next speech, Socrates will pretend that this
argument identifies the good with the fine; for he will be inferring
that every fine thing is also good. On this fallacy, see r114bIn.
c4-5 €x ye ToVTOL TOd Aoyou ‘to judge by this argument at any
rate’. Socrates hints that the argument is less than conclusive.
c6 avayun ‘Certainly.” Alcibiades is too impetuous to take Socrates’
hint. cix oipat xtA. I think that [understand: ‘we agreed that’
from 116c9 10] those who are doing just things must be doing fine
ones.’ cI3 xol Tovg T& waAa &yaba; i.e. ‘Didn’t we agree also
that those who are doing fine things must be doing good ones?’

drx té 8¢ ayaba cupdépewvy ‘And also that good things must be ben
eficial?”’ ds5 6V 6 Aéywyv, Eyd 8¢ o épwrtdv: to remind Alcibiades
of the point made at 112e1 113c4. The reminder is the more timely,
in that, now that they have reached the conclusion that just things
are beneficial, Alcibiades is trying to back away from it: note the way
that his response has changed from vad at 116c14 and d2, to €oikev at
d4. d6 Jaivopar, wg €owxa ‘It looks as if I am, it seems [the
asserter of these things].” This odd response (whose closest parallel is
the words of Alcibiades’ cousin Cleinias in Euthd. 281e: ¢aivetat, s
golkev, oUTwS, s oU Aéyels) is simultaneously evasive (robas 7n.) and
pleonastic: evasive, because Alcibiades is reluctant to confess frankly
that he has been making these assertions, or even that he seems to
have been making them; and pleonastic, because ‘seeming to seem to
be so’ cannot be understood as anything other than simply ‘seeming
to be so’. Alcibiades’ tendency to pleonasm will be manifested later
too: see 125c4 5, 135dg 11, and cf. 124e7n. Repeating the same
thought in different words was the mark of certain rhetorical styles;
hence Socrates’ complaint in Phdr. 235a about a speech by the orator
Lysias: ‘I thought ... he’d said the same things two and three times
over, whether because he wasn’t all that competent at making
several observations about a single topic, or maybe because he just
doesn’t care about that sort of thing. Well, my impression was that
he was swanking (veavieUeoBau; cf. 10426 7 veavikwTdTou), showing
off (EmdeikvUpevos; cf. 114d6 &mdeifon) his talent for saying some
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thing first one way, then another, and saying it splendidly either
way.” Such repetitiveness was a mark also of the more over heated
forms of lyric poetry: cf. e.g. the cluster of four terms for a woman
in frenzy at Timotheus fr. 778(b) PMG 6uiada ¢oipdda poivada
Avoodda (at which a heckler said ‘T hope that’s how your daughter
turns out.’). d8 Ilemapnbiowg: Peparethos was a tiny and obscure
island in the northern Aegean. It is here paired with Athens (‘the
biggest city in Greece’ 104a7 bi) to indicate that Socrates’ point
applies with utter generality to any city, however big or small (cf.
119a1 2n. on ‘polar expressions’). Of all the many tiny and obscure
places that might be contrasted with Athens, why should Peparethos
come to mind? Peparethos was too insignificant even to be the
byword for insignificance (that was Seriphos; see Ar. Ach. 542, Isoc.
19.9, and Rep. 329e g30a, which retells about Seriphus an anecdote
that had earlier, in Hdt. 8.125, hinged on the insignificance of
Belbina). Peparethos does not seem to have impinged much on the
awareness of the Athenians, except for some dramatic events in §61,
when the Athenians sent a force to defend it against Alexander of
Pherai, and Alexander was provoked to mount a damaging raid
on the Piraeus (D.S. 15.95, Polyaenus 6.2.2). This suggests that the
Alcibiades was written not before, and not too long after, the events
of g61. After all, we would expect a British author, who picks on
Port Stanley as paradigmatically small and insignificant, to be writing
after the Falklands War, but before Port Stanley has relapsed into its
previous obscurity.

eI—2 oV Aéywv 4TL TadTd éoTL Sinald Te xal cupdépovta: Socrates
invokes again the loose formulation that confuses ‘Some things are
both just and beneficial’ with ‘All beneficial things are just, and all
just ones beneficial’ (cf. 114b1n.). Alcibiades has never denied the
former. And the recent argument has led him to affirm only part of
the latter; for it concluded simply that ‘All just things are beneficial’
(116dg). This conclusion is therefore fully consistent with Alcibiades’
carlier assertion that ‘great injustices have often benefited their per
petrators’ (113d6 7). Moreover, this conclusion is itself subject to
the qualification that just things are beneficial in respect of being just
(cf. 115b6, e10). This conclusion is therefore consistent also with the
assertion that some just things, while of course beneficial in respect
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of being just, are nevertheless, all things considered, harmful. The
fact that Alcibiades does not protest at Socrates’ description of what
he is saying indicates how thoroughly muddled he is.

116e3-119a7: The different kinds of ignorance

Alctbiades’ contradictions and confusions indicate that he is suffering from a
most serious kind of ignorance. Those who suffer from the milder kind of igno

rance are aware of their ignorance. This awareness means that they do not_form
erroneous opinions, for it means that they do not form any opinions at all about
the matters on which they know they are ignorant. This awareness saves them not
only from erroneous opinions, but also_from erroneous actions; for it leads them to
entrust themselves to the guardianship of experts. Much more serious is the igno

rance of those who take themselves to have knowledge: they are liable to form,
and act upon, all manner of erroneous opinions. That is Alcibiades’ condition;
and Pericles, the guardian to whom he has been entrusted, does not have the
wisdom to remedy it.

116e3—4 odx 0i& €éywye 008 671 Aéyw is the standard confession of
Socrates’ interlocutors, after they have been chastened by his ques
tions, and are moving towards the Socratic wisdom (117b12 13n.) of
acknowledging the limits of their understanding. Cf. 127d6 7,
Polemarchus in Rep. 334b ‘I don’t know any more what I was saying
(oUkéT1 0ida Eywye 611 EAeyov)’, Agathon in Smp. 201b ‘Chances are,
I don’t know any of what I said back then (kivBuvelw ... oUdetv
eidévar v TéTe eimov)’, and Euthydemus (103a1n. on 8aupdgev) in
Xen. Mem. 4.2.19 ‘I no longer trust my answers (oUkéTi uév éywys
moTeYw ois &mokpivopal)” and g9 ‘The chances are that I know
absolutely nothing (kivBuvelw ydp &mA&s oudtv eldévar).’ eq4
atexvdg is the colloquial Attic way of emphasising the aptness of a
comparison. It is frequent in Plato and Aristophanes, but not grand
enough for tragedy, oratory, or history. Momentarily, Alcibiades has
come to resemble Socrates even in vocabulary. €ona 4TéTWG
éxovtui: the dialectic has now brought Alcibiades to a state resem
bling that of Socrates, whose looks and behaviour were notably
&rtoma (106a3n.). e5 €tepo ... &Ala: these two words can
scarcely be distinguished in sense (cf. 129d2 étepov used as a synonym
for 129c5 &\ho). Greek generally (from Hom. Il. 9.313 onwards) is
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happy to have étepos correspond to &AAos, and no particular signifi
cance can be attached to having such a correspondence, rather than
just repeating one of these words (e.g. Phlb. 57a b asks whether one
branch of theoretical knowledge is purer than another (étépas &AAn),
as one practical skill is clearer than another (&AANvV &AANS); Prm. 143b
has a repeated étepov, followed immediately by étepov correspond
ing to &AMo). e6 & oire: cf. 109dIn. e8-11 There is some
thing especially absurd about getting the number of one’s limbs
wrong. Cf. the sarcastic remark in Rep. 522d ‘as if Agamemnon did
not even know how many feet he had’; Bertrand Russell, Introduction
to mathematical philosophy (London 1919) 9 ‘We want our numbers not
merely to verify mathematical formulae, but to apply in the right
way to common objects. We want to have ten fingers and two eyes
and one nose’; G. E. Moore, Philosophical papers (London 1959) 146
‘I certainly did at the moment Anow that which I expressed by the
combination of certain gestures with saying the words “Here is one

9 3

hand and here is another.

117a5 mwepl @V ... 6 mepi TovTwv: to have the relative pronoun
preceding its ‘antecedent’ is rather more standard Greek than such a
description implies: Tepl Qv ... Tepl ToUTwWY ... recur in the same
order in e.g. Isoc. 12.262, Demos. 8.23. a5 dxwv ‘involuntarily’.
An important qualification: deliberately giving inconsistent answers
is no sign of ignorance. ar10 mAavacOor: ‘rambling’ is one of
Plato’s two favourite metaphors for the intellectual confusion dis
played by people who cannot help contradicting themselves. The
other is also a metaphor from unsuccessful journeying: &mopia, lit.
‘having one’s path blocked by an unfordable river’. Both metaphors
occur together in Hp. ma. 304c, Sph. 245¢, Phd. 108b c. Such meta
phors were used for intellectual confusion both before Plato (e.g.
Soph. OC 316, Parmenides DK 28 B 8.54) and after (Wittgenstein
(op. cit. in 111c§ 4n.) §123 ‘A philosophical problem has the form:
“I don’t know my way about”’ and §g09 ‘What is your aim in
philosophy?  To shew the fly the way out of the fly bottle’). Some
times Plato applies the metaphor of rambling, not only to confused
thoughts themselves, but also to the subject matter of such thoughts:
sometimes our thoughts ‘ramble’ because they are about something
that itself ‘rambles’, and that therefore is not the subject of firm,
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consistent and unqualified truths (e.g. Rep. 479d, 484b, Phd. 79c);
if however we focus our minds on things that do not themselves
‘ramble’, our thoughts can become consistent and stable (Rep. 485b,
Tim. 47c, Phd. 79d); and if our thoughts cease to ‘ramble’, we will
become virtuous (Rep. 444b, Laws 962d). aro—II 8fjhov 6tL S1&
To w1 eidévar mepl adTd®v, Sid Tadta mAavaw: cf. Socrates’ descrip
tion of a confusion of his own at Hp. mi. g72d e: mAavdpar Trepi
TalTa, 8fjAov 6T1 31& TO pn &ldéval. Sta 1o ... & tadra: this
switch between singular and plural is idiomatic. Since there is no
serious sense in which Alcibiades’ ignorance of these matters is a
single unit rather than several different things, or several things
rather than a unit, Greek allows it to be spoken of both in the singu
lar and in the plural. Cf. 117b8 TaUta and b12 ato, referring back
to by dvtiva TpdTov; and 125a8 bi, where els UTodnudTwy épyaciov
is summarised by eis aUtd, while els ipaTicov épyaoiav is summarised
by &is ToUTo. Such casualness about the difference between singular
and plural is found even in fairly formal registers, as in Prt. 323c,
where Protagoras shifts between singular and plural in mentioning
the point(s) he has just made and is about to make: &T1 uév olv ...,
TaUTo Aéyw: &T1 8¢ ..., ToUTO ool UeT& ToUTO Telp&oopal &modeifal.

b3 v Yuynv is the first hint of a thesis that will later be developed
at length: a human being is nothing other than a soul (130c3). For
unless Alcibiades is his soul, the suggestion that Alcibiades is ram
bling about justice because he is ignorant about justice (117210 11)
could not fairly be generalised to the suggestion here that ‘whenever
anyone is ignorant about anything, then /s soul is bound to ramble
about that thing’. b5—6 avaBront eig Tov ovpavov: in their
rebellion against the Gods, the Giants piled one mountain upon
another ‘to make it possible to ascend to the sky (iv oUpavos &upaTos
ein)’ (Hom. Od. 11.316; cf. Smp. 190b). Ascending to the sky figures
in Pind. P. 10.27 as a feat that would take superhuman powers and
bestow a superhuman felicity; it is the climactic feat of the know all
but hungry little Greek in Juvenal 3.77 8: omnia nouit | Graeculus
esurtens; in caelum tusserts, thit. Perhaps we are to think also of Socra
ancestor’ Daedalus (121ag 4n.), who constructed wings with
which he himself successfully flew, and of Daedalus’ son Icarus, who
was also equipped with such wings, but who perished by attempting

I

tes
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to fly too high: Icarus would then be a sort of counterpart to Alci
biades, in whom Socrates’ love will beget another ‘love with wings’
(135€2), and whose ambitions will be his undoing. b1z & ¢ire:
cf. 109din. b12-13 oVx olel adTo émicTachaL odx émicTdpevog
‘you don’t think that you know it when in fact you don’t know it’.
Appreciating the extent of one’s ignorance was, according to Soc
rates, what constitutes human wisdom. This was the only sense he
could make of the Delphic oracle’s declaration that nobody was any
wiser than he was (4p. 21a; contrast Xen. 4p. 14). Wondering what
the oracle might mean, Socrates talked to a politician, attempting
to prove to him that he was not as wise as he thought. Socrates
reflected on the conversation: ‘I am wiser (co¢cTepos) than this
fellow. For the chances are that neither of us knows anything impor
tant (kaAov k&yaBov); but whereas he thinks he knows something but
doesn’t (ofeTtai T1 €l8évan oUk €idcs), I by contrast don’t even think
I know anything, as indeed I don’t. At any rate, it looks as if in this
one little way I am wiser than him at least: what I do not know, I do
not even think I know (& un oida oUd¢ olouat eidévan)’ (4Ap. 21d). Con
fucius came to a similar conclusion: “The Master said “Yu, shall 1
teach you what knowledge is? When you know a thing, to recognise
that you know it, and when you do not know a thing, to recognise
that you do not know it. That is knowledge”’ (dnalects 2.17; trans.
Arthur Waley).

93

c3—4 6Yov oxevaciag: cookery is of such low status that Alcibiades
is happy to confess his ignorance of it. The man who has lost all
sense of his own dignity (6 &movevonpévos) is ‘adroit at keeping inns,
pimping, farming taxes; he thinks no disgraceful occupation beneath
him, but works as an auctioneer, a cook, a gambler’ (Thphr. Char.
6.5). c7 TéL emicTapévwt emtpénetg: the same point is made by
the same example in Lys. 209d e: the Great King of Persia (the
archetypal despot) would give authority over (émiTpéyeiev) his stew
pot to Socrates and Lysis, rather than to his eldest son, ‘if we showed
him that we knew better than his son does about cookery’.

d2 tov olaxa eiocw dyewv i) €Ew ‘to put the helm to port or star
board’. Socrates envisages here a ship steered by a single oar,
mounted on one side of the stern, with its blade trailing in the water;
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to the upper end of this oar is attached the tiller (oiaf); and the
helmsman steers the ship by either pulling the oiaf inboard towards
himself (elow), or pushing it outboard away (¢§w). (For this use of
elow and €w in connexion with a single oar, see Hdt. 1.194.3, Arist.
Mechanica 851a95). The more usual arrangement was to have a pair
of steering oars mounted on either side of the stern; the oia§ was
then a bar of wood running across the ship, and connected to the
upper ends of the two oars so that they could be handled by a single
helmsman (see Cecil Torr, Ancient ships (Cambridge 1894) 74 8).
d8-9 ta apapTipata €v THL mpdgel Sia TavTHV THV dyvolav éoTi
Socrates here omits to allow for cases where we know that we do not
know which choice to make, where we are nevertheless forced to
make a choice, and where we have no expert to advise us: for exam
ple, the road forks, you know you need directions, but you cannot
stop the car to ask for them. There are similar omissions in Sph.
229c, where this species of ignorance is singled out, given the special
name &uabia, and blamed for ‘all our intellectual failings (TévTa
6oa diavoiar opaAropeda)’, and in Chrm. 171d e, where Socrates
describes the advantages of being aware of the limits of our knowl
edge: ‘we would live out our lives without making mistakes (dva-
u&ptnTol ydp &v TOV Plov Siefdpev; cf. 117¢4 5);... for we would
not try to do (¢mexeipoUpev mp&tTewy; cf. 117die) what we didn’t
know how to do, but instead we would seek out those who did know,
and entrust them with the job (mapedidopev; cf. 117¢2)’. The ad
dressee in those two passages is, like Alcibiades, an intellectually
promising youth. Contrast the confirmed lovers of the sensible world
whom Socrates is addressing in Rep. 476b 480a: for such an audi
ence, the mental capacity that is ‘not infallible (uf dvapaptnTw!)’
(477¢) and that ‘grasps at what rambles (mAavnTév) (479d), is
labelled ‘belief (86€a)’, and contrasted both with knowledge and
with ignorance.

er 8¢ yé mov: see 106e8n., 1o7aron. for this combination of
particles. e4 avapaptntot: in Xen. Mem. 4.2.26, Socrates points
out to Euthydemus (103arn. on 8auudage) that those who know what
they are capable of doing, and what not, ‘keep away from what they
do not understand, and so manage to avoid mistakes (&vapapTnTol)
and escape doing badly’. e7 ybp mov: see 107aI10M.
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118a5-6 xai v émoveidiorog apabdia: cf. Ap. 2gb: ‘How can this not
be the reprehensible ignorance that I have described (ToUTo éds oUk
&padia toTiv alTn 1) émoveidioTos), that of thinking that one knows
what one does not know?’

bs BaBai: a thoroughly conversational exclamation, too humdrum
for tragedy, but frequent in comedy, satyr plays, and Platonic dia
logue. Cf. 135d6n. olov mdBog mémovBag: sce 11gc2n. on oiov ...
TOUT €ipnKas. b6 ovopdlewv pev oxvé: for other hesitations
about naming Alcibiades’ condition, see 109e8n. b6-7 éneldy
wévw écpév, pntéov ‘since there are just the two of us here, I'd
better tell you’. Socrates is reluctant to shame Alcibiades before
others. Cf. Clit. 406a, where Socrates has heard gossip of some criti
cisms that Clitophon was making about him, and Clitophon
remarks: ‘I’ll gladly go through them for you myself, since there
happen to be just the two of us here (émeidn kai pévw TUYY&VOuUEY
6vte).” No doubt it was for similarly tactful motives that Socrates
turned up alone for his first conversation actually with Euthydemus
(10garn. on faupdalev) himself, having previously whetted the boy’s
philosophical appetite by letting him overhear conversation with
some of Socrates’ circle (Xen. Mem. 4.2.1 2, 8). In Smp. 2172 b,
Alcibiades tells his own story of how he first came to be talking alone
together with Socrates: Alcibiades arranged for them to be alone
together (uévos névwi) in the hope of encouraging Socrates to seduce
him  but all he got was Socrates’ usual sort of talk. b7 &
Bértiote: cf. 113c5 6n. bg madevbijvar: being educated to play
his part as a mature citizen was what a respectable épwuevos hoped
to gain from the attentions of a respectable épaoTns. Spartan law
was said to regard the right sort of homosexual relationship as
KaAAoTny Tandeiov (Xen. Lac. 2.13). There was a similar attitude in
Athens, where people cited the good educational effects of the €peos
between the tyrannicides Harmodius and Aristogeiton (Hipparchus
229gc says that Aristogeiton ‘educated’ Harmodius, Aeschin. 1.140
says that the pair were ‘educated’ by their ‘chaste and law abiding
gpws, or whatever one should call it’; cf. Arist. Rh. 1401bg 12, on
how an orator might argue ‘Lovers benefit cities; for the love of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton brought down the tyrant Hipparchus.’).
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c1—2 t0od cod émitpémov Ilepixdéovg: as the émiTpotos of Alcibiades
(the person to whom the young Alcibiades had been entrusted by his
father’s will: 104b5 6), Pericles should himself (by the principle of
entrusting the ignorant to the authority of experts: 117¢7 Té!1 émio-
Tauévewl EmITpéTels, 117dg T&1 kKuPepvnTm émiTpéyas) have the exper
tise that the young Alcibiades lacks. C€3—4 amno tol avTopdTou:
Euthydemus (103amn. on 8aup&gev) had his interest in philosophy
sparked by the realisation that political skill has to be learnt, and
does not just come automatically (Xen. Mem. 4.2.2, 4, 6). c5
ITuBoxAeidnui: Pythocleides of Ceos had a reputation as a teacher of
music. Apart from this passage, there is little evidence that he had
any connexion with Pericles (in fact, there is no other evidence at all,
if Plu. Per. 4.1 is misremembering this passage when it names Aris
totle as sole authority for the view that Pericles studied under
Pythocleides). In Prt. g16e, Protagoras declares that Pythocleides
advertised himself as a musician in order to conceal his real trade:
that of a sophist. Avagayopar: the chief reputation of Anax
agoras of Clazomenai was as a natural philosopher. He made the
programmatic proclamation that ‘Intellect orders and is responsible
for all things’, but failed, so Phd. 97¢ 9g9c complains, to work this out
in any detail. It was from listening to Anaxagoras’ frequent dis
courses on the nature of intellect and understanding that Pericles
supposedly derived the elevation of his rhetorical style (Phdr. 270a).
There are persistent reports that, in order to get at Pericles, Anax
agoras was prosecuted for impiety (DK 59 a 1.12, 3, 17, 18, 19, 20).
c5—6 tnAwrodrog: at the dramatic date of the dialogue (123d6 7n.),
Pericles would have been in his sixties (he must have been already an
adult in 472, when, as Inscriptiones Graecae 11> 2318 col. 1, line g
records, he sponsored the first production of Aeschylus’ Persians).
A man of such an age would have shown considerable dedication in
attending lessons: see Euthd. 272c, where an elderly Socrates reports
that he is going to harp lessons, and is laughed at by the boys who
are his fellow pupils. ¢c6 Adpwvi: Damon of Athens is described
by Nicias in La. 18od as ‘a most accomplished man, not only in
music, but also in other ways an extremely valuable companion for
young men’. He was ‘reputed to be the wisest citizen of his day’
(Isoc. 15.285). ‘A supreme intellectual, he seems to have wormed



160 COMMENTARY: 118d6-118e4

himself down into his reputation for music as a way of concealing
his intelligence from the masses. His relationship to Pericles was, as
it were, that of a coach and trainer to someone competing in poli
tics. Still, people realised that Damon was using the harp as a cover.
He was ostracised for harbouring grand ambitions and favouring
tyranny’ (Plu. Per. 4.2 3). It was supposedly on Damon’s advice that
Pericles introduced payments for jury service (Arist. Ath. 27.4).

d6 xarov ... texpnprov ‘beautiful evidence’, in deference to the
desire of the beautiful (104a5) Alcibiades for ‘a pure and undefiléd
piece of evidence’ (113e10 114aI). kKaA6v is not one of the terms
standardly used for commending evidence (see 111ein.). Whenever
kaAov is used for this purpose, it is with some such point as the point
here. Thus Smp. 195d talks of beautiful evidence, presented by the
beautiful Agathon (Smp. 194d), for the beauty of Eros; and Hp. ma.
282¢, 283a, talk of beautiful evidence presented to the beautiful
Hippias (Hp. ma. 281a), in a dialogue about beauty. d7-8 xai
&AAov oloi T dowv amodeifar émietapevov ‘they have the power to
make someone other than themselves also be manifestly knowledge
able’. For this sense of &modeikvuui, see Phd. 72c, Phdr. 278¢c, Ep.
7.324d. dix t®v Yéwv: it was a notorious fact that Paralus and
Xanthippus, the two legitimate sons of Pericles, had not learnt good
ways from their father (for instance, according to Stesimbrotus, FGH
107 fr. 11, Xanthippus went so far as to accuse Pericles of incest and
adultery: if the accusations were false, Xanthippus had not learnt
good ways from anyone; and if they were true, Pericles had not had
good ways to teach him). Both Meno 94b and Prt. 319e g20a advert
to this notorious fact. The ostensible purpose of both those passages
is however to indicate, not that Pericles can be blamed for his failure
to teach his sons virtue, but rather that virtue is not in fact the sort
of thing that can be taught.

eIl NAbiw éyevésbyyv ‘turned out to be stupid’; and hence their fail
ure to learn casts no doubt on Pericles’ ability to teach. e3 dAAa
Kiewioav tov cov aderdov; ie. ‘Did Pericles make your brother
Cleinias wise?” Cleinias too was subject to Pericles’ care (1o4bg 6),
and so might be expected to have learnt wisdom from him if Pericles
were able to teach it. eq4 ti & &v ad Khewviav Aéyorg, patvopevoy
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avBpwmov; ‘Why mention Cleinias? He’s a madman.’ For this use of
the optative, and for the use of &vépwos in contempt, cf. Callicles’
question in Grg. 520a: Ti &v Aéyois &vBpwtwy Tépl oUdevos &Eiwv;
(‘Why talk about worthless people?’). povopevov: the idea is
that not even the most competent of teachers can be expected to
succeed in teaching madmen. What, if anything, Cleinias’ madness
consisted in we do not know. One piece of gossip suggests that it was
not due entirely to Alcibiades’ bad influence: according to Prt. g20a

b, Pericles, for fear that Cleinias would be corrupted by Alcibiades,
sent him away to be brought up in the household of Pericles’ brother
Ariphron, and Ariphron, being unable to cope with him, returned
him within six months. Arist. Ri. 1390b24 g says that pavia is a
typical defect of the well born: a distinguished ancestry bestows a
sort of momentum; if someone has such a momentum and does not
go off the rails, then he is yevvaios (see 111a5n., 120d12 einn.); but if
he goes off the rails without any check to the momentum, the result
is ‘a fairly mad character (uavikcTepa fi8n), like the progeny of Alci
biades and those of Dionysius the First’. For a Socratic conception
of madness, see 113¢c5 6n. on pavikov KTA. eb coi ... cé: given
strong emphasis by being placed at the front of their respective
clauses. e7 obtwg €éxovta: Socrates hesitates to name Alcibiades’
dreadful condition; cf. 109e8n. e8 éyw oipar aitiog: with the
disarmingly graceful way in which Alcibiades here takes the blame
for Pericles’ failure, cf. Plu. 4lc. 8.1 g: the morning after he had, for
a joke, punched the leading citizen Hipponicus, Alcibiades went
round to his house, ‘knocked on the door, entered into his presence,
and taking off his tunic offered him his body, with the instruction to
whip and chastise him. Hipponicus forgave him, and ceased to be
angry; and subsequently let him marry his daughter Hipparete.’
Socrates however is not disarmed, and will continue to press his
questions. 00 mpocéyxwv Tov vodv: for the laziness betokened
here, cf. 104d2 gn. Alcibiades’ failure to pay attention is of course
not so discreditable as the stupidity of Pericles’ sons and the mad
ness of Cleinias; still, a pupil’s refusal to pay attention can, like
stupidity and madness, frustrate the efforts of the most competent
teacher. However, the more cases that Socrates can adduce of Peri
cles’ failure to teach people wisdom, the more likely it is that the
cause of so systematic a failure lies in Pericles himself.
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119ar—3 Cf. Grg. 515d 516d, where Pericles’ failure to improve his
fellow citizens is used to argue that he was no good at politics.
ar—2 t&v dAlwv Abnvaiwy ) T@v Eévwy Sodrov 1) éAedBepov: the
pair of so called ‘polar expressions’ is ‘a stylistic trait which is com
mon throughout early Greek literature from Homer onwards’, and is
‘often used instead of a single inclusive term to express a general
notion’ (G. E. R. Lloyd, Polarity and analogy (Cambridge 1966) go 1).
In such contexts as this, asking whether anyone whatsoever has in
fact gained from associating with a presumed expert in ethics, Plato
is rather fond of combining the pairs ‘Athenian’/“foreign’ and
‘slave’/“free’: other examples are 7 §évos 7 &oTds, 7 BoUAos 7 EAeU-
Bepos (Grg. 515a) and ‘Afnvaiwv 7| TéOV §évav, 7 Sollor 1) EAeUBepor
(La. 186b). a2 aitiav éxed ‘is reputed’. a4 Zyvwvog: Zeno of
Elea, notable for the paradoxes that, in defence of his friend
Parmenides, he devised for the commonsense view that there are
extended objects, moving through space. If, as Plu. Per. 4.5 says, he
numbered Pericles among his associates, he could not have been
quite so reliable a transmitter of wisdom as Socrates here suggests.
MvB6dwpov: in Prm. 127a, Pythodorus is represented as the host of
Zeno and Parmenides when they visited Athens, and as recounter of
the conversation that they had with Socrates. In spite of his associa
tion with Zeno, Pythodorus’ subsequent career had some affinities
with that of Alcibiades: he was a general in 425, and exiled, on
charges of corruption, in 424 (Th. 3.115.2 6, 4.65.3). KoAAiav:
another Athenian general, he died in battle at Potidaea in 432 (Th.
1.63.3), soon after the dramatic date of the dialogue (cf. 123d6 7n.).
a5 éxotov uvag: thirty thousand times the daily subsistence allow
ance for those serving on Athenian juries. The figure is of course
utterly fantastic, even for a fee paid to a sophist who, unlike Zeno,
purveyed skills in rhetoric. Some late sources (D.S. 12.53.2, D.L.
9.52, scholion on Rep. 60oc) do indeed talk about fees of one hun
dred minas paid to the sophists Gorgias and Protagoras. The two
hundred minas that Zeno is said to have made from just two cus
tomers, Pythodorus and Callias, are however better compared with
earlier figures for sophists’ earnings. In Hp. ma. 282d e, Hippias of
Elis boasts about a spectacularly profitable trip to Sicily: he made
‘over one hundred and fifty minas’ from the entire trip, which he
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estimates i1s ‘more than any two other sophists put together’. Five
minas was the sum paid to Euenus by a man ‘who has spent more on
sophists than everybody else put together’ (4p. 20a b). And for fifty
drachmas (i.e. half a mina) you could buy admission to one of Pro
dicus’ most electrifying lectures (Cra. 384b, Arist. Rh. 1415b16; his
other lectures were much cheaper: Cra. §84c, Axiochus 366¢). Sums
paid in the fourth century, apparently for entire courses of instruc
tion, are of the same order as the sum paid to Euenus (three or four
minas, Isoc. 13.3; ten minas, Demos. 35.42). Alcibiades’ failure to
protest at this fantastic figure indicates a mind that is careless about
money (cf. T04c1 2), and receptive to confused and exaggerated gos
sip: Pythodorus no doubt did associate with Zeno; and the Callias
son of Calliades who is here said to have paid Zeno one hundred
minas was namesake of Callias son of Hipponicus, who was the man
who paid Euenus five minas, who ‘gave lots of money to Protagoras
for his wisdom, and to Gorgias and to Prodicus and to many others’
(Xen. Smp. 1.5), and who is represented as host of the huge gathering
of sophists in the Protagoras. (Callias’ mother married Pericles (Prt.
314¢ g15a); his sister married Alcibiades (And. 4.13).)

119a8—-120e5: Why remedy ignorance?

Alcibiades admits his ignorance, but cannot see why he should be bothered to
remedy it: afler all, the Athenian politicians with whom he will be competing are
Just as ignorant as he is; and even if his real rivals are the kings of Sparta and
Persia, they too are no less ignorant. This view of his opponents may however be
a dangerous underestimate.

119a8-9 ®g viv &yeig: Socrates again hesitates to name Alcibiades’
dreadful condition; cf. 109e8n. ag eémpéletav: Socrates got
many to abandon bad ways, says Xen. Mem. 1.2.2, ‘by making them
desire virtue, and by holding out to them the hope that if they cared
for themselves they would be really fine people (&v éautév émi-
ueA&VTal, kahoUs k&yabous éoeabat)’.

11gb1 xowvy BovAy “‘We will have to consider that together.” Le. it is
not, as the second person singular Siavofji in 119a8 apparently sug
gested, a question for Alcibiades to consider alone. In Cri. 49c d,
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Socrates says that there can be no kovn BouAn between people who
disagree over the principle that ‘you should not respond to injustice
with injustice, nor do any harm to people, no matter what harm they
have done you’. b1—2 xaitolL évvod Gov €imo6VTOG AL GUYYWED
‘And yet [i.e. in spite of my contradicting your apparent suggestion
that it was not for you to join me in considering my future], I take
note of what you were saying [about the ignorance of Athenian
politicians at 118b7 c2], and I agree with you.” The verb évvoé here
has for its object the genitive cou eimévTos. Such a construction is
idiomatic, though not particularly widespread, with Greek verbs for
knowledge (e.g. 13122, 132¢c9 10, Hp. mi. 369e évvdnka ool AéyovTos,
Ap. 27a yvwoetan . .. éuol xapievtifouévou, Phlb. 51c & pou pavBavers,
Mx. 249¢ Gv ... &vBupouuévous and Rep. 375¢ oioBa ... TOV yevvaicov
kuvédv, 6T kTA.; cf. Grg. 517¢ &yvooUvTtes AAANAwvY, 0TI Aéyouev).
The point of the construction is perhaps to indicate the source
from which the knowledge derives, and hence the subject which it
concerns. b4 eita ti 8% todto; ‘And that implies?’; lit. ‘So why
exactly are you saying this?’ For the ellipsis of Aéyeis in such a
context, cf. Prt. 309a eita Ti ToUTo;, Rep. 357d &AA& Ti 87;, Xen.
Cyr. 7.1.7 1 81 ToUTo;, Antiphanes fr. 209.3 PCG Ti 8fita ToUTO;
bs—c1 For other signs of Alcibiades’ reluctance to learn, see 104d2
gn. For the entire line of thought, and its expression in sporting
metaphors, cf. Xen. Mem. 1.2.24: ‘Alcibiades ... easily obtained the
first place in politics; and, just as athletes (&8AnTail) in gymnastic
competitions (&ywvwv) neglect their training (&uehoUot Tfis &okn-
oews) if they easily obtain the first place, so too Alcibiades neglected
himself (fpéAnoev abtol)’; and Xen. Mem. 3.5.13, which gives a simi
lar explanation of why the Athenians did not live up to their earlier
promise. The chief difference between Xenophon’s version of the
thought and the version that is here put into the mouth of Alcibiades
is this: Alcibiades here does not describe his attitude as self neglect.
That will be left for Socrates to do, at 120b6.

CI tfjL ye ¢pVceL mwavy woAd meprécopar: Alcibiades is adopting the
values of the most aristocratic of all poetry when he declares that, in
political competition, his good breeding alone is enough for success,
and does not need enhancement by anything that can be learnt. See
Pindar’s pronouncements on athletic competition in 0. g.100 2
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‘What comes by breeding is always best (16 8¢ ¢puén kp&TioToV &TTaw);
but many people have set out to win glory by getting instruction in
great deeds (818akTads ... &petals)’, and N. 3.40 2, proclaiming the
superiority of ‘the man whose glory is innate (cuyyevel ... ed8ogia)’
over ‘the man who has only what is taught (8:18&kT €xe1)’; see also
Pindar’s application of this principle to poetic competition in O.
2.86 ‘Wise is he who knows much by his breeding (co¢pods 6 ToAA&
eidws ¢udi)’, unlike those who have merely ‘learnt (noBovTes)’. Less
aristocratic authors unanimously insist that a good natural endow
ment needs education to bring it to perfection (e.g. Phdr. 269d, Isoc.
13.17, Hipp. Law 2, Xen. Oec. 21.11). c2 Bafai: see 118bsn.
oilov ... 1007 elpnuag expresses, as the ToUto helps indicate (see
113e6n.), greater shock than that expressed at 118bs. Then, the
object of Socrates’ shock was only a &8os of which Alcibiades was
the victim; now it is a statement that Alcibiades himself has made.
The w&bos  that of mistakenly thinking himself knowledgeable

was bad enough. It is far worse for him, now fully aware of his
ignorance, still to insist that he need do nothing to remedy it.
® &prore: this very polite form of address is used here, as at 120c6,
135b3, to make it easier for Alcibiades to take the stern criticism here
addressed to him. Such politeness is in accordance with the recom
mendation of Phdr. 268d e: ‘Suppose a musician met a man who
thought that, just because he knew how to make the very top and the
very bottom notes on a harp, he had mastered harmony. The musi
cian wouldn’t say brusquely “®d pox8npé, you’re a nutter.” Instead,
he’d speak more gently (after all, he is a musician), and say “&®
&pioTe, someone who is going to master harmony must indeed know
what you know, but it’s quite possible for someone in your condition
not to understand harmony in the slightest. For what you know are
the unavoidable preliminaries to harmony, not harmony itself.” > Cf.
also 113c5 6n. on & PEATIOTE. c3 VTopyOvTwy: see 104a2 3.
c5 Umép Te ool xal Tob éunavtod €pwrog ‘on your account, and on
account of the love that I have [sc. for you]’; i.e. because Alcibiades
has only petty ambitions, and because Socrates loves one whose
ambitions are only petty. This reading, and its explanation, come
from Olympiodorus. The reading of all the manuscripts, ToU oo,
would have Socrates feeling indignant ‘on account of the love that
you and I have [sc. for one another]’; but it would be far too pre
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sumptuous of Socrates to assume that, at this stage, Alcibiades has

already come to love him. c7 ei NEiwoag goes with &yavaktd
119c5. Translate: ‘I'm feeling indignant ...” “‘Why’s that?’ ‘Because
you thought ...” By giving the object of his emotion in an &l clause

rather than with a blunter 611 (cf. T0gamn. on 611), Socrates avoids
making an overt declaration that Alcibiades really did think the
unworthy things that he said at 119b5 c1; and by using the aorist
N&lwoas rather than the present tense, Socrates distances himself
still further from any suggestion that Alcibiades continues to think
such unworthy thoughts.

d6-7 tabta pév Oov dv Seiv Omdpyewv, anéBremeg 8 with this
thought and its expression, cf. Smp. 198d ‘In my stupidity, I thought
that we should (dipev 8¢iv) tell the truth about whatever thing we are
praising, and that we should, while taking this as our basis (ToUTo
MEv UTTapxeLy, ... 8€), select the most beautiful truths, and present
them in the most becoming way.’ d8 &v has ToUs ouvaywvioTas
as its antecedent: Alcibiades must triumph over those on his own
side before he can use them to triumph over others.

e1—2 xatadpovndévrag: Alcibiades’ technique for getting the better
of his crew will therefore be the technique by which he has already
got the better of so many lovers (Umepmeppovnkas 104al, peya-
AQUYOUMEVOS 104C3). e2—3 ei &%) T@dL 6vTL ye ... Swavod ‘if you
really and truly do plan’. The simpler ef &1 Siavofjt would already
mean ‘if you do plan’, conveying a note of caution missing from the
simple el Siavofit ‘if you plan’ (GP 223; cf. 134c1). Inserting Té1 vt
intensifies the note of caution (cf. Euthd. 296d €l 81 T&1 dvT1 &AndH
Aéyels, said to someone who has told the speaker that he is, always
has been, and always will be, omniscient). Emphasising the Tté1 évti
with ye turns the note of caution into something approaching
incredulity. e5 dAAa pev 8n Sravoodpai ye “That’s certainly what
I am planning.” The &\A& uév &7, followed by Siavoolpan picking up
Siavofjt from r119eg, indicates that Alcibiades is vouching for the
truth of the protasis of the conditional that Socrates has just put
forward (GP 394). The ye indicates that this is all that Alcibiades is
doing: he does not claim to have got beyond the planning stage, and
in any case he is in no position to vouch for the truth of the condi
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tional as a whole. Cf. Euthd. 275b c: *“We don’t mind [talking with
him], Socrates,” he said, “if only the lad is willing to answer our

S

questions.” “He’s certainly quite used to that (GAA& pév 87y ... ToUTO
ye kai gifioTan),” I said. “These people here often come up to him
and ask him lots of questions and talk with him; so he is rather bold
about answering. e6—9 ‘So is it really worthy of you to be sat
isfied if you are superior to the troops, rather than, once you have

come to be their superior by training with them in view, setting your

93

sights upon the leaders of your rivals?’ eb Tdv orpatiwTdV:
with this reading, we have to translate as ‘the troops’, i.e. soldiers in
contrast to their commanding officers (for the contrast between
oTpaTieoTns and oTpatnyods, see lon 540d, Laws 944¢ 945a). But the
intended reference is to Alcibiades’ fellow Athenians, who were ear
lier described as his cuvaywvioTai (119d8), and compared with ouv-
vatUtar (119d5). The intended reference would be picked out more
clearly if the text read, not oTpaTicoTdV, but cuoTpaTiwTdv ‘fellow
soldiers’ (cuoTpaTi®dTar are coupled with cUpmior in Rep. 556¢,
Arist. EN 1159b28 9; and Rep. 556¢ also makes it clear that both
commanders and commanded can be called cuoTpaTidTan). e8
éxelvwv ... eg éxeivoug: these refer back to T&v oTpaTiwTdy of
119e6, as the first of the two contrasting groups to be mentioned.
This repeated reference back to the former of the two groups makes
one want to ask, as Alcibiades soon will, “‘Who are the latter?’

120a1 toVrtoug refers back to Tous TGOV dvTiTaAwy Tfyeudvas of
11ge7, as the more recently mentioned of the two contrasting
groups. a2—3 NpOV ™V moAv Naxedaipoviolg Te nai TAL peyd-
Aot Bactrel molepoloav éxdotote: the most recent war between
Athens and Sparta had been waged on and off from 461 until the
Thirty Years Peace in 445. Athens had also been at war with the
Great King of Persia on and off for the fifty years down to the Peace
of Callias in about 449. Alcibiades’ ancestors perhaps did not fully
share in the traditional hostility of Athens to Sparta and Persia: on
his father’s side, his ancestors were the hereditary consuls (pégevor)
at Athens of the Spartans (Th. 5.43.2); and on his mother’s side,
his ancestors were rumoured to have attempted to betray Athens
to the Persians (Hdt. 6.115, 6.121.1). a5—6 Nyepwv eivar tHocde
tfig méAewg: the Athenians at one stage made Alcibiades their
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‘Universal fyeucov Plenipotentiary’ (1o5b2 3gn.). a5 NYepwy ...
7 Nyobpevog ... nyolo: the pun is unfortunate, and can be repro
duced in English only with grave difficulty: e.g. ‘if you mean to take
command ..., then you would be right to take it that your struggle
is with ... ag wyabé: see 104€3N. Meidiav: an Athenian
politician, of whom nothing more is known than that the comic
playwrights (see Ar. Birds 1297 8 and scholion) mocked him for,
among other things, being lower class, an embezzler, and keen on
quail fighting, or &pTuyokoTia. ag-b1 oéptuyoxdmov: in the
game of dpTuyokoTia, a quail was set against a man, the ‘quail
hitter’ or épTuyokdTos, who had to drive it out of the ring by strik
ing it with his forefinger or plucking feathers from its head; if the
quail stood its ground, the man lost (Pollux 9.107 9). A quail figured
prominently in one story (Plu. Ale. 10.1 2) of Alcibiades’ first ap
pearance before the Assembly. He overheard the hubbub of a fund
raising drive, ‘went in, and made a contribution. The people so
applauded and shouted with delight, that he forgot the quail which
he happened to have in his tunic. It panicked, and made its escape.
The Athenians shouted out all the more. Many got up and tried to
catch the bird, but it was Antiochus the helmsman [see 125d10 11n.]
who got hold of it and handed it back. This endeared him greatly to
Alcibiades.’

b2 avdpanodwdy ... 3 teixa: Athenian slaves customarily had their
hair cropped short, ‘because it is not easy to do menial work with
long hair’ (Arist. Rh. 1367231 2), and because longer hair would
have concealed the tattoo often made on the forehead of those sold
into slavery (cf. Plu. Nic. 29.2, Per. 26.4). Hence the astonished ques
tion in Ar. Birds 911 &maita 8fTa SoUhos v kounv gxeis; Hence also
Diphilus fr. 67.6 8 PCG, which represents a dishonest shopkeeper
as growing his hair long to conceal the tattoo that marks his servile
origin. Alcibiades’ own hair was, of course, ostentatiously long (Sat.
in Ath. 12 5340). b3 ¢aiev av ai yuvaixeg: presumably Socrates
gives a feminine pronunciation of &vdpamodwdm ... Tpixa. Women’s
speech had its characteristic pronunciation, which was felt to be
more conservative than men’s, in particular in the way that it dis
tinguished delta from zeta and iota from eta (Cra. 418b c¢). (On this
and other features of women’s speech, see Alan H. Sommerstein,
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“The language of Athenian women’, in Francesco De Martino
and Alan H. Sommerstein, edd., Lo spettacolo delle voci (Bari 1995)
1m 61 85.) Cf. 115amn. for a more obscure hint about distinctive
pronunciation. b3 év tit Yuyfi: with the bizarre notion of a
soul’s haircut, cf. the no less bizarre notion of a soul’s plumage in
Phdr. 246c¢. b4 BopBapifovrteg: Socrates here uses against Alci
biades the prejudices to which Alcibiades had earlier appealed: these
politicians of slavish extraction are still not proper Greeks, and
therefore are, by Alcibiades’ standards, of dubious character; see
Ir1ain. on 16 EAANVIgelv, 111C3 4n. b5 xolaxeboovteg THY TOALY
AN odx &pEovteg: the k6Aa§ sucks up to other people, gratifying
their sense of self esteem, with a view to benefiting himself. His
manners are described in detail by Thphr. Char. 2 and Eup. fr. 172
PCG. Ordinary usage speaks of koAakela primarily in connexion with
private life. The comic playwrights however extended the term, as
here, to cover the activities of demagogic politicians (e.g. Ar. An. 48).
The philosophers followed this example. Thus Grg. 463a 466a gives
an elaborate taxonomy of different kinds of k6Aag: among them are
the orator and the sophist, whose aim is merely to gratify the people,
unlike genuine statesmen, who operate for the people’s benefit.
Arist. Pol. 1292a15 38 says that in a democracy which has aban
doned the rule of law, the demagogue plays exactly the same réle as
a kOAa§ does in a tyranny. b6 oVomep Aéyw ‘whom I've just been
describing’. For the present tense in such a context, cf. e.g. Ap. 18d
doTep Eyw Aéyw, referring back to 18a; Smp. 221d ofs &y Aéyw, re
ferring back to 215a 216e. cavtod 87 apeAeiv: this, unlike the
other elements in Socrates’ present description of Alcibiades’ policy,
is not borrowed from Alcibiades’ own description at 119bj cI:
nobody likes to say, or perhaps even to think, that he is neglecting
himself. b7 poavBdvelv 6co pabicewg éxerar ‘to learn whatever
can be learnt’. Plato noticeably relished such turns of phrase: cf. Prt.
324d 818d&okouotv & Si18aockdAwy éxeTtan (‘they teach whatever can be
taught’), Meno g4b émaidevoev 6oa Texvns éxeTtan (‘educated in every
skill’), Laws 661b mavta doa Exetal T&V aiobnoewy evoiobnTws e
(‘well able to perceive all that is perceptible’), Tht. 145a &oTpovopikos
Kal AoyloTIKOS Te Kal Pouolkos kai doa maudelas éxeton (‘good at
astronomy, arithmetic, music  every branch of culture’), Epinomis
992d Soa pabnuaTtos ExeTar pokaplou TavTa eiAngoTes (‘having
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grasped all aspects of the happy science [i.e. astronomy]’), Amat. 135b

pabov ... doa ouveoews éxeTal, pf doa xelpoupyias (‘having learnt
all the theory, though not all the practical side’). b7 pav@dvery
. poabfoews ... 8 dydva dywvileshar ... doxelv ... donNoewg

. €I mopacxevnyv moapacxevacwévov: this cluster of jingles is a
Socratic version of a very elevated rhetorical figure (cf. 124e7n.). As
he has already shown by his recent resorts to sarcasm (119e6, and
more grossly 120a9), Socrates is beginning to despair of persuading
Alcibiades by straightforward dialectical argument.

c1 mapacxevnv: Socrates let Euthydemus (1ogamn. on faupdev)
overhear him remarking that while people make great efforts to
train themselves for other activities, ‘some think they will be able,
spontaneously, just like that, without any preparation and care (&veuv
Tapaokeuf)s kai émipeAsias)’ to take part in politics (Xen. Mem. 4.2.6).
c3 Soxeig pév pou: see 1rediin. c4-5 ToV¢g te Naxedoipoviwy
oTpatnyoLs xal tov Ilepo®dv BaciAéa: contrast the way that Socrates
spoke, not of the Spartans’ ‘generals’, but of their ‘kings’ (120a6),
and not just of ‘the King of Persia’, but of ‘the Great King’ (120a3).
Alcibiades’ less grand description of these figures indicates his low
estimate of them. c5 008ev Sadépely TOV FAAwv: i.e. are as
little educated as the Athenian politicians mentioned in 119b2 3.
c6 & dpiote: see 119c2n. on @ &ploTe.

d4 p&v obv olel Tt BAaBncecBar: reminding Alcibiades of his own
words at 114€10 II. d6 €v pev tobro: the pév is repeated from
120¢8 TpdTOV pEV, so that when we reach 121dg 16 SelTtepov, we still
recall what it is contrasted with. See 108egn. on such repetitions.
dg—10 éx Tdv eixéTwy ‘going by what’s likely’. In Phd. g2d, Simmias
says ‘I am conscious that, whether in geometry or elsewhere, argu
ments which show things by appeal to likelihoods (8i1& T&Vv €ikoTwv)
promise more than they can deliver, and will trick anyone who does
not take great care.” Mere likelihoods are distinguished, both by the
theorists of rhetoric (e.g. Phdr. 266¢), and by its practitioners (e.g.
Demos. 22.22 3), from Tekunpia, the more forceful kind of argument
to which Socrates has earlier been appealing (111e1, 118d6). Another
way to point out the deficiency of mere likelihoods is by contrast
with what is necessary. Thus when someone concedes that, s T6
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€lkos ye, one longs only for what one does not have, Socrates asks
him to consider, &vTi ToU eikdToS, € &udykn oUtws (Smp. 200a);
and Phdr. 269d and Rep. 485c describe things as eikds, fows 8¢ kai
qvaykaiov, and as oU pévov ... eikds, dAAG kal T&oa &véykn. Simi
larly, Arist. APr. 70a2 16 defines a likelihood as something that is
known to be true by and large, (‘for instance, that people hate those
who bear them ill will, and like those to whom they are sexually
attracted’), and contrasts reasoning that relies on likelihoods with
reasoning that relies on premisses known to be universally and
necessarily true (e.g. ‘She is lactating; but those who lactate have
conceived; so she has conceived’). di2—erx apeivovg yiyvesBor
$vcelg €v yevvaiolg yéveow: in Rep. 485a b, where he is not pre
senting a nobly born but unreflective young man with things he will
regard as likely, Socrates suggests that the better natures are to be
recognised, not by the nobility of the family into which they are
born, but by their aptitude and desire for learning. Yevvaioig
yéveouw 1s, in form at least, more or less tautologous: if the meaning
of yevvadov is as its derivation suggests, then how could there be a
yévos that was not yevvaiov? The phrase is perhaps a dig at Alci
biades, who has a taste for such ornaments (124e7n.) and pleonasm
more generally (116d6n.), and who has moreover the mistaken belief
that his own yévos is more yevvaiov than many another (cf. 121a1 bj
and nn.). Elsewhere, such tautologies are sometimes straightforwardly
sarcastic (Sph. 231b 7 yével yevvaia co¢pioTikn) and sometimes down
right chilling (Soph. OT 1469 & yovfji yevvaie: Oedipus’ family is now
known to be so extraordinary that such tautologies may no longer be
presumed true, just as the contradictions &yauov y&uov in 1214, and
yuvaik& T oU yuvaika in 1256, may no longer be presumed false).

e2 §fjlov 6TL €v Tolg yevvaioig: the vigour of this agreement to Soc
rates’ suggestion is made all the more striking by Socrates’ warning
that his suggestion was only a matter of ‘likelihood’ (120dg 10n.).
€3—4 Tolg €V pVVTAG, €AV xai €D TPadDOLY, 0VTW TeAéovg Yiyveo-
B mpog dpetnv: accusative and infinitive, continuing the construc
tion after eikds in 120d12. In Rep. 487a, Socrates asserts that people
need to be well brought up, however good they are by nature, if
they are to become capable of being entrusted with the government
of a city. Rep. 491d 492a adds that the better the nature, the more
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dangerous it becomes if it gets the wrong upbringing. Subsequent
passages describe some ways in which better natures are more liable
to be badly brought up; and in Rep. 494c¢ d, we are invited to con
sider the dire effects of a bad upbringing, especially on someone
who, like the Alcibiades of 104a4 cr1, ‘happens to belong to a big
city, is rich and nobly born, and is good looking and tall besides.
Won’t he’, like the Alcibiades of 10526 c7, ‘be filled with irresistible
hopes, and think himself capable of running the affairs both of
Greeks and of barbarians too?’ e5 avéyxn: an impetuously em
phatic form of agreement. It is far stronger than Socrates is seeking
(he has claimed only to be reasoning from likelihoods, not from
necessities: 120dg 1on.). And it is in any event far stronger than is
warranted. For the right Tpo¢n is only one aspect of a good up
bringing; the other is the right maudeia (cf. 122b5 6n.). One must
put, not only the right foodstuffs into the child’s body, but also the
right ideas into its mind. When Alcibiades here fails to object that
moudeia might also be needed if the naturally well endowed are to
become perfectly virtuous, this is in keeping with his agreement
(120e2) that a good natural endowment comes from a noble descent,
rather than from any intellectual aptitude.

120e6-124b6: The Spartans and the Persians

The previous dialectic has not persuaded Alcibiades that he needs education. On
other occasions where dialectic will not work, Socrates sometimes resorts to
imagining how the dialectical argument would go if he had someone more suit

able to answer his questions (Grg. 506¢ 507b; Tht. 179¢ 180b, 181d 183b;
¢f- Sph. 246¢ 248a). But even if some imaginary dialectic might establish,
abstractly, that Alcibiades needs education, it would hardly persuade Alcibiades
himself to be educated. Socrates therefore resorts to a long speech, in spite of the
preference for dialectic over long speeches he had expressed in 106b. Alcibiades
hopes that his high birth and his great wealth will suffice for him to outdo his
rivals; but his rwals are to be the kings of Sparta and Persia, and in birth and
wealth they are by far his superiors. Even if all this were true (which, as a long
speech, and not dialectically lested, it need not be), it does not show that educa

twon actually would benefit Alcibiades; it shows only that his condition is other

wise so desperate that he must fall back on education as his only hope.
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The Spartans were the traditional paradigm of austerity, just as
the Persians were the traditional paradigm of luxury (e.g. Critias fr.
6 /EG). When Socrates tries to get Alcibiades to emulate both these
quite opposite extremes, he is appealing to a trait that is very prom

inent in descriptions of Alcibiades’ character. According to his third

century biographer Satyrus (in Ath. 12 534b) ‘It is said that in Ionia,
he showed himself more luxurious than the Ionians; in Thebes, he
wrestled and trained naked, and was more Boeotian than the The

bans themselves; in Thessaly, he bred horses and drove chariots, and
was more of a horseman than the Aleuads; in Sparta he practised
hardy and austere living, and outdid the Laconians; and he went be

yond even the Thracian way of drinking wine unmixed with water.’
(There is similar material in Plu. How to tell a flatterer from a friend 52e,
Nep. Alc. 11.2 6; cf. Lys. 14.38, quoted in 106a8 9n.)

120e9 ‘HpaxAéovg: Hdt. 7.204, 8.131 give detailed lineages for the
Spartan kings, all the way back to Heracles. AyoLpévoug:
Achaemenes was the founder of the dynasty (the ‘Achaemenids’, or
‘sons of Achaemenes’) which ruled Persia until the conquest by
Alexander the Great. Hdt. 7.11.2 gives a list of Achaemenes’
descendants down to Xerxes (105c5n.). ex10 eig Ilepoéa tov Aiog
avadgépetar ‘is traced back to Perseus, the son of Zeus’. For this
sense of &vadépw els, cf. Tht. 1752 dvapepdvtwy eis ‘Hpakiéa; for
another sense, see 110e2 3n. Socrates is putting an ingenious spin on
the unpromising materials provided by legend, in order to make the
Spartan and the Persian kings seem as similar as possible. Heracles
was, so legend had it, the son of Zeus. Socrates ignores this, and
draws attention instead to a less direct relationship on his mother’s
side: Heracles was, so legend also had it, the son of Alcmene, the
daughter of Electryon, the son of Perseus, the son of Zeus (Apollod.
2.4.5.1, 2.4.5.4, 2.4.8.3). Only this indirect relationship makes Hera
cles at all like Achaemenes. Even then, the resemblance is less than
perfect; for the closest connexion of Zeus to Achaemenes was that
Achaemenes was a Persian, and the Persians were supposedly
descended from Perses, the son of Perseus, the son of Zeus (Hdt.

7.61.3, 7.150.2).
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121a1 Edpuodxn: according to legend, Eurysaces was great
grandson of Aeacus (121bgn. on AiokoU), the son of Zeus. He was
king of Salamis (121b2 gn.), which he ceded to the Athenians; he
thereafter settled in Melite, where he came to be worshipped as a
hero (Plu. Sol. 10.3; for fuller details, see HoAd 164). ag3 & yevvaie:
when Socrates is undermining Alcibiades’ pride in his family, this
form of address is particularly teasing; cf. 1112a50. eig Aaidarov
... 4 €i¢ "Hawotov tov Aiég: Socrates’ parody (note the repeated
Kal ydp TO MuéTepov, @ ...) shows how easy it is to construct such
ancestries as the one that Alcibiades has just presented, and how
fanciful the results can be. As himself a craftsman, Socrates claims
descent from the god of crafts Hephaestus, through the legendary
craftsman Daedalus (for a similar claim, cf. Euthphr. 11b c); Daedalus
was worshipped as a hero at or near Alopeke (Hod 154), Socrates’
own deme (Grg. 495d). Yet any descent traced through Daedalus
would be dubious, even by the standards of mythic genealogy: Greek
myth gave three different names for Daedalus’ father, and four for
his mother (Apollod. 3.15.8.6, D.S. 4.76.1, Paus. 9.3.2, Pherecydes,
FGH g fr. 146, Plu. Thes. 19.9, scholion on Rep. 529d). a5
BaciAfig eicv éx Bacihéwy ... br i8i@rai: on the purity of the
Spartan and Persian royal bloodlines, see 121b8 cin and 1214 5n.
In an obituary piece for Theactetus, presumably written soon after
his death in 69, Plato had mocked those who took pride in their
ancestry, for not appreciating that everyone has uncountably many
ancestors of all sorts, including both kings and slaves (Tht. 174e

175b). In an obituary piece for Agesilaus, king of Sparta, presumably
written soon after his death in 360, Xenophon described the ances
tors of Agesilaus as oUk 181c0Ta1s &GAN &k BaoiAéwv PaociAedoty, and he
sidestepped the mockery of Tht. 174e 175b by claiming that Agesi
laus’ ancestry could be documented: his ancestors could be named in
order all the way back to Heracles (dges. 1.2). Perhaps Ages. 1.2 was
written with Tht. 174e 175b in view; and perhaps Ages. 1.2 is itself in
view here, as Ages. 1.3 was in view in 104a6 br1. That would then
date the Alcibiades to some time in or after §60. Another contribution
to the wrangle may be Isoc. Ep. 9.3, which asks the Spartan king
Archidamus ‘How could anyone outdo the pedigree (tnv ebyeveiav)
of those who stem from Heracles and Zeus, the pedigree that every
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body knows only your family is agreed to have to its credit (fjv
TavTes Ioaot pdvols Upiv dpoAoyouptvws Utdpyouoav)?’ Isocrates so
turns this compliment that the Alcibiades is forced to endorse it: with
its egalitarian attitude to ancestries, the Alcibiades can hardly assert
that there is a better ancestry than one that comes from Heracles and
Zeus; and although the Alcibiades might like to say that many others
come from Heracles and Zeus, it too shares in the common knowl
edge that only Spartan kings are agreed to have such an ancestry. It is
therefore tempting to think that Isocrates has the Alcibiades in view.
That would then date the Alcibiades to before the time in §56 when
Isocrates wrote this letter (Ep. 9.16 says he was eighty when he wrote
it). a7 ©o dei is equivalent to the simple &ei; cf. 110a8n. on 16 ye
Tpo TOU. Aciag: cf. 105cin. The Persian kings had taken control
of Asia Minor in the 540s Bc. Their control was occasionally inter
rupted by rebellions among the Greek cities on the coast.

b1—2 €l ... ToUg wpoyovoug ce Séor ... eémbeiEar ‘if it were your
duty to display your ancestors’. Alcibiades, conceding that his father
is no match for the fathers of his rivals, might hope to find some
thing more than a match by going back to yet earlier generations.
Socrates here alludes to a particular sort of ‘display’ or émidei§is
(115a4n.), the speech that every year in Athens was delivered over
the grave of those who had fallen in battle (6 émiTa¢dios Adyos). The
orators invariably start from the ancestors (Té®v Tpoydvwv) of the
fallen (Th. 2.86.1 ‘I will start first from their ancestors’; Lys. 2.3 ‘First
of all I will go through the dangers faced of old by their ancestors’;
Demos. 60.3 6 ‘I will start from the origin of their line ... So much
then ... for the ancestors of these men’; Mx. 237a b ‘Let us cele
brate first their noble birth, then ... And first their noble birth: the
manner in which their ancestors came into existence ...’; cf. Hyp.
Epit. 3, 6 7); and they often describe this invariable practice as their
duty (Th. 2.35.3 xpn; Demos. 60.2 8eiv; Mx. 237a ypfivau; cf. Lys. 2.3
&Eiov). One important object of an &mitadios Adyos (professed at
Th. 2.43.1, Lys. 2.3, Demos. 60.35, Mx. 236e) was to incite its audi
ence to virtue, as Socrates here hopes to incite Alcibiades. More
over, an émiTapios Aoyos would hope, as Socrates does, to achieve
this object by extravagant praise. The crucial difference is that its
extravagant praise would be of Athens, and Sparta and Persia would
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figure only as foils, to set Athens in an even better light. b2
Edpuodxovg: see I21aIn. b2-3 Zaiapiva ... Alywav: Salamis
and Aegina are islands off the coast of Attica. In comparison with
the Persian empire, they are of course minute. Salamis did not fall
under Athenian control until about 600. Aegina was at war with
Athens in 459 (Th. 1.105.2); and the Athenians expelled all its inhab
itants in 431 (soon after the dramatic date of the dialogue: 123d6

7n.), on the grounds that they had fomented the war between Athens
and Sparta (Th. 2.27.1). Thus Alcibiades is less securely connected
with Athens than his rivals are with the countries where their ances
tors have always been kings. Moreover, he is less securely connected
with Athens than his compatriots are. The Athenians liked to believe
that they, unlike other peoples, had never migrated, but had origi
nated in the territory that they still continued to inhabit; and it was
de rigueur in an émiTadios Aoyos (121br 2n.) to praise their ancestors
by vehemently expressing this belief (see Mx. 237b, Th. 2.36.1,
Demos. 60.4, Lys. 2.17, Hyp. Epit. 7). b3 Aiaxob: Aeacus was,
according to legend, the son of Zeus and the nymph Aegina, who
gave her name to the island of which he was king. However, he
came to be worshipped as a hero in Athens, where the centre of his
cult was by the Agora (Hdt. 5.89.3; for fuller details, see HoAd 141).
It was said that the descendants of Aeacus were uniformly dis
tinguished, and that they therefore stood out even among other
families that could trace their descent from Zeus (Isoc. 9.13).
AptoiépEn: Artoxerxes ruled Persia from 464 to 424. b4
ZépEovu: see 105CHN. Yérwta 6¢Aeiv: the desire not to look ridic
ulous is one of Alcibiades’ few motivations; cf. 116dg eI, 124a5 6n.
b7 peydra ta dmapyovra alludes to T& y&p UTdpxovTd GOl uEY AN
in 104a2 3; cf. 124a4. The verb Um&pxew is standardly used in an
EmITAdlos Adyos (121b1 2n.), to speak of things to the credit of pres

ent or past Athenians (cf. Mx. 237b, Th. 2.42.1, 2.45.2, Demos. 60.6,
Lys. 2.17, Hyp. Epit. 28). b7-8 ai yvvaixeg Snpocior puirdrrov-
wau: the licence (&veois) granted to Spartan women was in fact a by
word among other Greeks (Laws 637¢, Arist. Pol. 1269b1g). Athenians
were struck by, above all, the way that girls in Sparta stripped naked
for physical exercise (Laws 806a, Ar. Lys. 82, Xen. Lac. 1.1.4); and
this (according to a character in Eur. Andr. 595 601) meant that
‘a Spartan girl couldn’t be chaste, not even if she wanted to’.
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b8-c1 omwg ... N AdBnL € &ANov yevopevog 6 Baciiedg 1) €§
‘HpaxAe§®v: these precautions were not always thought to be suc
cessful. Demaretus was one Spartan royal to be suspected of illegiti
macy (Hdt. 6.63.2); Leotychidas was another (Xen. HG 3.3.2).
Alcibiades himself was said to have been the father of Leotychidas;
his motive, he declared, was that it would be a feather in his cap to
have Sparta ruled by his descendants (Plu. Ages. .2, Alc. 23.7; cf. also
Adespota fr. 123 PCG, for what is presumably an allusion to Alci
biades’ affair with the queen of Sparta).

c3—4 oV dpovpeitar ) Baciiéwg yuvn: for example, Persians, unlike
Greeks, would take their wives out to banquets (Hdt. 5.18.2; contrast
D.L. 6.97, which puts the Cynic Hipparchia’s going out to banquets
on a par with her wearing male clothes and copulating in public).
Artoxerxes’ mother was supposed to have taken great advantage of
her liberty: for her vigorous and repeated adulteries, see Ctes. Pers.
42. c4 ¢6Bou: presumably Alcibiades is more readily impressed
by a king with such a power to intimidate, than he would be by one
who used rational persuasion to keep his subjects in line (see Laws
783a, Rep. 554d, for the contrast between ¢p6pos and Adyos). c4-5
6 maig 6 mpesPiTatog, ovmep W dpyN: the Persian succession was less
regular than this suggests. Xerxes was not the eldest son of his father
Darius; he argued that he should be made Darius’ heir on the
grounds that he, unlike his elder half brothers, was son of a daugh
ter of Cyrus, and had been born after Darius had come to the
throne (Hdt. 7.2.2 3.4). Artoxerxes became king only after killing his
elder brother Darius (Ctes. Pers. 20, 29). The Xerxes who was the
heir of Artoxerxes reigned for only forty five days before being killed
and succeeded by his brother Secudianus (Ctes. Pers. 44 6). Secu
dianus lasted another six months and fifteen days, before he was
killed and succeeded by another brother, Ochus, who renamed him
self Darius (Ctes. Pers. 48). And the Artoxerxes who was the heir of
this Darius faced a rebellion by his younger brother Cyrus (Xen. An.
L.I.I 4). c7 Boacidéwg yevéda: the feasting in which the whole
of Asia took part is Socrates’ exaggeration of a custom which Greeks
found remarkable: Persians celebrated birthdays (Hdt. 1.133.1; cf.
Hdt. g.110 12 for an account of savage deeds at a birthday feast
given by Xerxes).
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di-2 16 700 xwpwidomorob: Plato the comic playwright, fr. 227
PCG. The original form and application of the tag are not known.
d3—4 tpédetar 6 maig, ody VMO yuvanog tpodol: Alcibiades had
been nursed by a woman, the Spartan Amycla (Antisth. fr. 201 SSR,
probably from his dialogue Alcibiades). But, contrary to what Socra
tes says, that is no reason for him to feel inferior to the Persians:
according to Hdt. 1.186.2, a Persian boy was reared in the harem
until he reached five, and never saw his father before then; and
according to Laws 694c 69b6a (a passage that D.L. 3.34 took to criti
cise Xenophon), all recent kings of Persia had been reared in the
harem, and this was why they had never amounted to much. d4
edvovywv: Persians were renowned for the trust they placed in
eunuchs: Hdt. 1.117.5, 8.105.2; Xen. (yr. 7.5.59 65. For lurid tales of

eunuchs betraying that trust, see e.g. Ctes. Pers. 29, 40, 45. dé6
6mwg 6Tl x4AAoTOG ... eI xatopBolvrag: Soranus, Gynaeciorum

2.32 5 gives elaborate recommendations for massaging, stretching,
flexing and swaddling babies to ensure that they grow up with
shapely bodies. Laws 789d 790a toys with the idea of legislation that
would require babies to be treated in this way, and says that such
legislation would be disobeyed by nurses who have the minds of
women, and indeed of slaves.

e2 eéntéTels ... 4 dlg émra: it is entirely fictional to give the ages of
seven and fourteen any special significance in Persian education. Cf.
Hdt. 1.136.2, which has the turning points in a Persian’s education at
five years and at twenty; and Xen. Cyr. 1.2.8 9, which has them at
‘sixteen or seventeen’, and ‘ten years after’. Socrates’ fiction borrows
from a pattern in traditional Greek thought: Solon fr. 27 /EG and
Hipp. Sevens fr. 5 (both preserved in Philo, De opificio mundi 104 5)
elaborately divide a human lifespan into periods of seven years
(cf. Arist. Pol. 1335b33 4, implying that many poets did this).
e2 inmovg: for the glamour of horsemanship, see 122d8n. At 106¢4

10, Alcibiades was not able to recall that his own education had
included anything on horsemanship. Other accounts of Persian edu
cation emphasise that it was also an education in archery: Hdt.
1.136.2, Xen. An. 1.9.5, Cyr. 1.2.8. That would not suit Socrates here.
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The bow was the weapon of the Scythian slaves who formed the
Athenian police (e.g. And. 3.5); and besides seeming savage and
slavish, it could also seem effeminate, cowardly and mercenary
(Hom. 1l. 11.385 7; Eur. HF 157 64, 188 203; Xen. Cyr. 2.1.18).
eq4—5 dig €mtd 8¢ yevopevov éTdV oV maida maparapBavovoty ... ¢
there is something ostentatiously absurd about postponing a boy’s
moral education until he reaches the age of fourteen, as if ethics
were some technical discipline best left until his character has al
ready been formed. Cf. Rep. 376e 377c, on the importance of expos
ing children to suitable nursery rhymes and fairy tales, even before
they begin their physical training: “The start of any undertaking is its
most important stage, especially for something young and tender; for
it is then that a thing is most readily moulded, and most readily takes
on whatever pattern one might want to impress’ which is why it is
far more important that nurses and mothers should use the right sort
of stories to mould (wA&rTev; cf. 121d7 &dvamAdTTovas) their babies’®
souls than use their hands to mould their babies’ bodies. e5
Bacihelovg matdaywyovg: an ordinary, unroyal, TouSaywyods was a
slave; his duty was not to give the boy in his care any instruction, but
rather to conduct him to school, to keep a deferential eye on him
while he was out of the house, and to conduct him safely home at
the appointed time (e.g. Lys. 208c, 223a). e7—122aI 6 Te codw-
TaTog Kol 0 SixaloTaTog ol 6 cwdpPovEsTATOg Kol 6 dvdpeldTaTog:
behind this story about Persian education lies the theory of the four
‘cardinal’ virtues, wisdom, justice, moderation and courage, that
together amount to a perfect character (Rep. 427e, 441¢ 442d; cf.
Phd. 69b, Smp. 196d, Laws 631c d, 965d). On this theory, nobody can
have even one of these four virtues perfectly without having them all.
The assignment of each virtue to a different teacher perhaps adapts
this theory to the limited understanding of Alcibiades, and perhaps (like
the word 86§avTes) hints also that the Persians’ virtues are not so great
after all. Isoc. 16.28 claims that Alcibiades himself had something like
the education that Socrates here ascribes to the Persian prince: he had
for his guardian Pericles, unanimously accepted as cw¢povéoTaTov kal
dikaioTaTov kai copwTatov of the citizens (cf. 122bs 6n., Isoc.
15.111). But the argument at 118d1o 119a7 has undermined any sug
gestion that Alcibiades benefited from his dealings with Pericles.
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122ar1 payeiav ‘magic’, as in Thphr. Historia plantarum 9.15.7,
Gorgias DK 82 B 11.10 (cf. Rep. 572e, Plt. 280e). The Mayikds, a
fourth century philosophical text, maintained that the Persian Magi
were not even acquainted with 1 yonTikn payeia (D.L. 1.8, who says
that the author was Aristotle; Suda s.v. "AvTiobévns says that the
author was Antisthenes). This locution hints that, at a pinch, poyeia
might be made to indicate something more elevated than mere yon-
Tela or magic. But there is no other reason to think that Socrates
means by payeia here anything so elevated as ‘the theology of the
Magians’ (LSJ); and no reason at all to think that Alcibiades takes
payeia here to mean anything more elevated than ‘magic’. a2z
Zwpodotpov: Zoroaster (the transliteration ‘Zarathustra’ might
better catch the exotically glamorous ring that this name would have
had) was revered as founder of the Persian religion, and was the
subject of some discussion among philosophical circles in fourth
century Greece. He was the subject of the Mayikés (Suda s.v. "AvTi-
ofévns). Aristoxenus made him a contemporary of Pythagoras (late
sixth century Bc), from whom he supposedly received a visit (DK
14.11); Aristotle and Eudoxus dated him to six thousand years before
Plato (Plin. MNat. 30.3); recent scholarship dates him to around the
fourteenth or thirteenth centuries Bc (755 22). ‘WeopaGou:
Horomazus (‘Ahura Mazda’) was not Zoroaster’s father, but rather
(as was known to Aristotle, Theopompus and Eudoxus: D.L. 1.8),
the good one of the two equal and conflicting gods in whom
Zoroastrians believed. tobro: see 115b6n. on the gender of this
pronoun. a4 aanBedvewv: Hdt. 1.136.2 makes truthfulness a prom
inent part of the Persian curriculum; and 1.138.1 adds that the Per
sians deemed lies to be the most disgraceful thing of all. A word that
translates literally as ‘the Lie’ was used to name the evil rival of
Ahura Mazda: thus the Persian king Darius the Great erected
inscriptions boasting that ‘I was not a follower of the Lie, I did not
do wrong’, and praying Ahura Mazda to ‘protect this land from an
enemy army, from famine, from the Lie’ (7S 104 5). Truthfulness
is however missing from the ideal Persian education described in
Xen. Oyr. 1.2.2 14 (cf. Xen. An. 1.9.7 8, suggesting that truthfulness
was a distinctive feature of Cyrus). a5 élevbepog ... 6 GvTwg
Boaciiedg ... 7 SovAedwyv: these metaphors have a double signifi
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cance. First, the promptings of bodily desire are regularly seen as
the commands of a master: e.g. Gorgias DK 82 B 11(a).15 and Xen.
Mem. 1.5.5 speak of ‘slaves to pleasure’; the ageing Sophocles is
relieved to describe his senile impotence as ‘like escaping from an
insanely savage master’ (Rep. 329c); and Isoc. 2.29 enjoins a young
tyrant ‘Be as much in charge of yourself as you are of others. Deem
the most regal thing to be slave to no pleasure, but to control all
your desires more than you control the citizens.” Second, literal
slaves were thought to be particularly keen on bodily pleasure, and

s

to prefer it to the more dignified lives of the philosopher and the
statesman. Here is how a slave addresses some fellow slaves in
Alexis’ comedy The dissipation instructor (AcwTodi18&okatos) fr. 25
PCG: “Why talk all this nonsense, burbling to and fro about the
Lyceum, the Academy, the gates of the Odeon? They’re just sophis
tic nonsense; not one of them is any good. Let’s drink, and drink
again, Sikon, dear Sikon; let’s have fun while we can still keep the
breath within us. Let rip, Manes. Nothing’s sweeter than the belly:
it, and it alone, is your father, and your mother too. Virtues, embas
sies, and generalships are just showing off, empty noise, worth as
much as dreams.” Philosophers agreed with the common conception
that bodily pleasures are slavish, and offered various explanations
for why this should be so. Phaedrus says that almost all bodily plea
sures must be preceded by pain before they can be enjoyed (he has
in mind e.g. the way that we enjoy our food more if we do not eat
until we feel pangs of hunger), and adds ‘because of this, they have
justly been called slavish’ (Phdr. 258e). Aristotle points out that ani
mals other than ourselves can enjoy bodily pleasures, and adds ‘which
is why these pleasures look slavish and bestial’ (EN 1118a24 5).
a7-8 &dofov xai aded moupacxevdfwy: i.e. ‘gives him instruction
[understand 818&okel from the clause about the wisest man, as it has
already been understood in the clauses about the justest and the
most moderate] by rendering him bold and fearless’. The syntax is a
bit loose, but still tolerable. a8 &g 6tav Seiont §odrov Svras it is
curiously illogical that slaveowners should despise their slaves for
cowardice, yet not wish them to be brave enough to rebel.

b1 énéstnoe ‘put in charge of’. Socrates points out to Lysis that his
father puts a Toudaywyds (121e5n.) in charge of him (¢épioTnoiv), and
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that he, a free boy, is governed by a slave (Lys. 208c d). Here the
joke is accentuated by the contrast with the royal moadaywyoi of the
Persian prince, who are presumably not slaves, who have not been
described as being in charge of the prince, and who have just been
described as doing their best to give him an unslavish character.
Cf. Xen. Lac. 2.1 2: all Greeks, the Spartans only excepted, put
Taudaywyous BepdmTovTas or Tadaywyous Sovlous in charge of
their boys. b2 Zonupov tov Opdixa: the name ‘Zopyrus’ is of
Persian origin; no doubt it came to be given to a Thracian slave by
the sort of whimsy described in Cra. 384d, and displayed by Diodo
rus Cronus, when he called his slaves by the particles Mév, A¢ and
ANAG prv (fr. 7 SSR). One Persian Zopyrus rendered, like Alcibiades,
signal service to his country, and, ‘in the judgement of Darius, did as
much good to the Persians as anyone else, before or since, excepting
only Cyrus’ (Hdt. g.160.1). His grandson was another Zopyrus, who
resembled Alcibiades in another respect: ‘he defected to Athens from
the Persians’ (Hdt. 3.160.2). A third Zopyrus figured in an anecdote
concerning Socrates, Alcibiades, and what can be made of natural
endowments by a philosophical education. This Zopyrus professed
to diagnose people’s characters from their physiognomy. He diag
nosed Socrates as stupid and addicted to women. At this, Alcibiades
guffawed. But Socrates said that the diagnosis was correct: his natu
ral defects were as Zopyrus had said, but they had been overcome
(Alexander, De fato 6, Cic. De fato 10 11, Tusc. 4.80; the anecdote
may have been presented in the lost dialogue Jopyrus, by Plato’s
friend Phaedo; cf. 12ga2n.). b5 yevécews ... 6 Tpodiig ...
nadeiag: the same trio, yéveois, Tpodn, maideia, in the same order,
are found at Cri. 50d e (where the Laws of Athens recall the birth,
rearing and education of Socrates in an argument to remind him of
his civic duty), at Mx. 237a b (an émiT&dios Adyos (121br on.);
speeches of this genre often praised education as well as ancestry: cf.
Th. 2.39.1, 2.41.1, Demos. 60.3, Hyp. Epit. 8), and also at Isoc. 12.198
(congratulating the Athenians on ancestors who were kaAés yeyovoot
kal TeBpapuévols kol memaideupévors). By omitting all reference to
Alcibiades’ guardian, and by saying that only a lover such as of
course himself  would care about Alcibiades’ birth, rearing and
education, Socrates contradicts what Isoc. 16.28 said of Alcibiades:
fyoUpan y&p kol ToUT eival T&V koAdv, &k ToloUTwv [as Cleinias]
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yevopévov Utd TolouTols fifeotv [as those of Pericles, the most mod
erate, just and wise of the Athenians] émTpomeudfivan kai Tpadpfival
kol Taadeubfjvan (cf. 121¢7 122a1n.). b7-8 008evi pérer, ei pn el
TLg €pacTi)g cov Tuyyavel v nobody cares, unless he happens to be
a lover of yours’; lit. ‘nobody cares, except if you happen to have a
lover [sc. then he will care]’. A standard way to give exceptions to a
negative generalisation is by el un &l, followed by some form of Tis.
Cf. e.g. Rep. 581c d ‘the businessman will say that the pleasure of
being honoured, or of learning, counts for nothing by comparison
with turning a profit, unless he makes money out of them (i un €i 1
aUT@dV &pyUptov Tolel)’; Smp. 221d ‘one could never find [anyone
remotely like Socrates], unless of course one were to draw the
comparisons I have just been describing (i pf) &pa el ois éyd Aéyw
&Treikagol Tis aUTov) .

cI tpudag: ‘luxuries’ is perhaps an undertranslation (see 114a7n.).
In Laws 637d e, the Persians are said to go in for various Tpu¢ai
rejected by the Spartans: in particular they like to get drunk on
undiluted wine, even letting it run down over their clothes.
ipatiwy 6 éxEerg: the comic poets mocked this as one of Alcibiades’
affectations. Archippus fr. 48 PCG described the son of Alcibiades as
‘mincing, trailing his garment (6oip&Tiov éAkwv), in order to look as
much like his father as possible’. Alcibiades is presumably also the
target of Eup. fr. 104 PCG, a complaint about high office being given
to youths who ‘trail the office of general at their ankles (év Toiv
opupoiv EAkovTa TNV oTpatnyiav)’. In the fourth century, Aeschines
was another politician to affect the same fashion (Demos. 19.314),
and Aristotle described the affectation with contempt (EN 1150b3 5).
Hitching one’s clothes high was a mark of rusticity (Thphr. Char.
4.4, Sappho fr. 57 Voigt); letting them trail was a mark of grandeur
(Ephippus fr. 19 PCG describes someone as ‘grand, and grandly
trailing his cloak (cepvos oepvéds xAavid éAkwv)’). Such grandeur had,
since Homer, been thought characteristic of eastern Greeks (l&oves
eAkeyxiToves, Hom. /l. 13.685) and above all of eastern and female
foreigners (Tpwiddas EAkeoimémAous, frequently). c2 wipwy
arorpdg: Greeks would ordinarily anoint themselves with plain olive
oil. To use scented unguents for this purpose would be a sign of the
effeminate (Xen. Smp. 2.3 4), the extravagantly dainty (Semonides
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fr. 7.64 IEG, on the sort of woman who comes from a mare with a
&PBpds mane) and the sexy (Archilochus fr. 48.5 6 IEG). Thus Soph.
fr. 334 TGF represented Aphrodite as Pleasure anointing herself with
scented unguents, and Athena as Virtue using olive oil (cf. Call. H.
5.13 26). c3 aBpoétnra: this combination of refinement with
extravagance was thought characteristically eastern (Aesch. Pers. 41,
135, 541, 543, 1073; Hdt. 1.71.4; Xen. Cyr. 8.8.15). The epithet
&Bpds was used of Alcibiades himself by Adespota fr. 123 PCG.
aicyvvbeing dv ... 4 aicBépevog ‘you’d be ashamed ..., if you were
to realise ... c4 ebBernoetag: with this optative, contrast the
indicative &0éAeis 122b8: that Alcibiades should be ready to look at
the austere characteristics of the Spartans is a rather more remote
eventuality than his being ready to look at the wealth of the
Persians. c5—8 cwdopoodvny xtA.: each of these characteristics
may belong to the austere and military way of life that has given us
our term ‘spartan’; but a string of eleven abstract nouns is not quite
in keeping with the style of speech that also belongs to that way of
life, and that has given us our term ‘laconic’. c7-8 dihovixiav
xai dphoTipiag: after starting with some unambiguous virtues, the
list culminates with two rather dubious characteristics. These char
acteristics (or this characteristic: see 115d12 13n. for their identifica
tion in Rep. 548¢c) can be seen as praiseworthy (Lys. 2.16 ascribes
them both to the way of life chosen by Heracles; Xen. Oec. 21.10
expresses admiration for a master who can implant them in his
slaves). They can also be seen as quite the opposite (Th. 5.82.8 gives
a horrifying description of political violence, and traces it back to
these characteristics). Plato sees them as the dangerous upshot of a
soul’s being dominated by angry passions: someone whose soul is in
such a state acts ‘either in jealousy because of his love of prestige
($66vw1 B1& prAoTiuiav), or in violence because of his love of victory
(Bion 81& prAovikiav), or in rage because of his irascibility (Bupéor 81&
SuokoAiav; contrast eUkoAiav 123¢6), and seeks his fill of prestige, vic
tory and rage, without calculation or comprehension’ (Rep. 586¢ d).

d2—-3 édv nwwg ‘in the hope that’. Cf. Prt. g20a: Pericles’ sons were
left to their own devices, ‘in the hope that they might spontaneously
light upon virtue (é&v Tou alTouaTol TeplTUXWOtY THt &peTfjt)’. Such
a conditional clause gets close to being a final clause. It differs from
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a standard final clause, e.g. with fva or a future participle, in that the
outcome is presented as too much a matter of luck to be the object
of a genuine intention. The contrast is nicely illustrated by Hom. Od.
1.93 4, where Athena speaks of sending Telemachus off ‘to enquire
about (Tevodpevov) his father’s return, in the hope that (fjv ou) he
might hear of him, and in order (iva) for him to have a good repu
tation among men’. Thus if Socrates’ remarks about wealth do result
in Alcibiades’ realising the position he is in, that will be because a
gamble has paid off; and if they do not have this effect, nevertheless
Socrates will have done the little that he could. d6 Meoonvng:
subject to Sparta at the dramatic date of this dialogue, it attained
independence in g69. 008 &v €ig ‘no one at all would’. The
phrase is more insistently negative than oU8els &v; cf. 112c5n.
d7 avdpamédwv: Sparta owned more slaves than any other city
(Th. 8.40.2). Unlike the slaves of the Athenians, the slaves of the
Spartans consisted of a single population subjugated en masse on its
native soil. Plato was not impressed by the Spartan form of slavery,
or ‘helotry’: it is very difficult to control a large body of slaves who
share a common fatherland and communicate in a common lan
guage, and this was why there had been so many rebellions in
Messene (Laws 777b d). Aristotle too was not impressed by helotry:
in contrast to other kinds of slave, helots get above themselves when
treated kindly and start plotting when treated with harshness (Pol.
1269b7 12). d8 inmwv: the horse had the most glamour and
prestige of any animal. See Th. 6.16.2, Isoc. 16.33 on the significance
of Alcibiades’ Olympic victories in the chariot race, and And. 4.25
on how Alcibiades can be expected to appeal to these victories
intead of answering the charges against him.

e2—123a1 Only in the g70s did the Spartan state start to receive
contributions from its allies in cash rather than kind (Xen. HG
5.2.21 2); hence the talk of money held privately (eg i8ia1). Socrates
here invokes two clichés about the Spartans: they were notoriously
corrupt (e.g. Hdt. 6.72, 6.82.1, Th. 1.131; hence their large incomes),
and they had nothing to spend their money on (e.g. Xen. Lac. 7.3 4;
hence their small outgoings). In saying that Spartans held such mas
sive amounts of gold and silver coinage, Socrates accuses them of
massive breaches of an ancient law against holding any gold or silver
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coinage which Xenophon said they scrupulously obeyed (Xen. Lac.
7.5 8.1; an appendix at 14.9 concedes that this was no longer so true
as previously).

123a1 drtexvég: on this colloquialism, see 116e4n. a2 Tov
Aicomov wb0ov: 197 Chambry, 142 Perry. A lion, too old to hunt,
lay in a cave pretending to be ill. When other animals came in to
investigate, he ate them. Along came a vixen to see how he was.
When he asked why she did not come in, she replied ‘I would have
done, had I not seen many tracks going in, but none coming out.’
There is a special aptness in the idea of Sparta, with all its wealth, as
an ageing lion: according to Rep. 544c¢ 545b, the Spartans had a
constitution of the second best type, one dominated by a concern for
prestige and honour; according to Rep. 588c 58gb, such a concern is
best represented in the language of pUfos by likening it to a lion; and
according to Rep. 550c 551b, the second best constitution declines
into oligarchy when concern for wealth comes to take control.
Aesop’s fable lends itself also to another application. The &Acomng,
who approaches the lion only after he has eaten all the other ani
mals, would be Socrates, whose deme was Alopeke (‘Foxton’; Grg.
495d), and who approaches Alcibiades only after he has got the bet
ter of all his other lovers (103a1 4, 104c3 4). The ageing lion would
be Alcibiades, whose concern is for prestige rather than money
(1o4c1 2, 105¢c2 5) and who is losing his adolescent good looks
(131¢6 err). Alcibiades is represented as a lion in Ar. Frogs 1431,
where Aeschylus, asked to comment on how to cope with Alcibiades,
gives the oracular advice: ‘Best of all, do not rear a lion in the city;
but if you do, humour his ways’ (cf. Hdt. 5.56.1, 6.131.2, for two
other sons of Alcmeonid mothers prophetically represented as lions).
Alcibiades represents himself as a lion in Plu. Ale. 2.3: when someone
with whom he is wrestling complains ‘Alcibiades, you bite like a
woman’, he replies ‘No, like a lion.” And in Phaedo’s Jopyrus some
one (probably Zopyrus himself) told the story of a lion cub who
became the pet of a Persian prince (fr. 11 SSR); the moral of the
story was presumably that education can do much even, or espe
cially, for those who, like Alcibiades, are leonine by nature (cf.
122b2n.; Isoc. 15.213 14 draws a similar moral from tame lions in
travelling circuses). a8-b1 6 BactAixog Ppopog odx 6Aiyog: Hdt.
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6.56 7 and Xen. Lac. 15.9 7 detail the perquisites of the Spartan
kings.

b5 dvaBeByrétwv: dvaPaive was used frequently by Herodotus of
going up from the coast into central Asia. Its occurrence in this con
versation is therefore no anachronism. But given the suggestion of
the genitive plural that the man whom Socrates heard speaking was
one of a group who had gone upcountry (cf. 104cin. on éT1 TéV
mAovoiwy), and given also b7 cr, it is hard not to catch in this word
an allusion to Xenophon, the author of the Anabasis. Xenophon did
not complete this work until some time after 71, when he was forced
to move on from his place of exile in Scillus (4n. 5.9.7; D.L. 2.53).
The Alcibiades is therefore likely to have been written in the 360s at
the earliest. b7—c1 {ovny tii¢ Bacihéwg yuvauixdg: in An. 1.4.9,
Xenophon claims that he camped in a place allocated to a Persian
queen in order to provide her belt. Hdt. 2.98.1 says that the town of
Anthylla in Egypt had, since the Persian conquest of that land, been
allocated to provide the queen’s shoes. Th. 1.138.5 says that the king
of Persia gave Themistocles three cities, each to pay for one item on
his table. None of these sources suggests that these places were actu
ally named for the items that they provided.

c5—6 Apnotpidi: for Amestris’ manipulation of her husband see
Hdt. 9.108 113; for her manipulation of her son see Ctes. Pers. 40 2.
c6—7 6 Aewvopayng vog: it would be utterly extraordinary to refer to
an Athenian as the son of his mother, even in order to distinguish
two men of the same name, father and deme (Demos. g9.9). Disdain
for matronymics is not just an Athenian peculiarity: in early Greek
poetry ‘matronymics are only used of people fathered by gods,
nearly always Zeus ..., or of those without fathers’ (West on Hes.
Th. 1002); and Hdt. 1.173.4 5 says that the Lycians are unique in
using matronymics. This way of referring to Alcibiades is all the
more extraordinary, in that it refers to him simply as the son of his
mother, and does not use also his own name or that of his father
(contrast 105d1 2n., 131e1 4n.; Demos. 18.284, 19.281). It is a turn of
phrase striking enough to be imitated by those who wish to make an
unmistakable allusion to this dialogue (Persius 4.20 Deinomaches ego
sum). Its closest Greek parallel seems to be the second or third
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century AD text Ael. N4 3.40: here a matronymic alone is used for
the younger Aristippus, who was so notorious for having learnt his
philosophy from his mother that he was nicknamed MnTpodidaxTos.
Not quite so closely parallel, but still significant, are: the use of his own
name, his mother’s name, and his grandmother’s name for ‘Gryllus,
son of Mataline the daughter of Pataecion’, a young man who, for
all his athletic achievements, is otherwise a bit girlish (Herodas 1.50;
the speaker is a woman); and the use of ‘Cottalus, son of Metrotime’
by the domineering Metrotime (= ‘Mother Honour’) herself, for an
idle boy with a gaga father (Herodas 3.48). c7-8 &Eog pvdyv
mevTxovta €i mavv mwoAdoed ‘worth fifty minas if it is worth very
much’, i.e. ‘worth fifty minas at very most’; cf. Ap. 26d e & wavu
ToAAoU Spaypfis. Fifty minas was fifteen thousand times the daily
subsistence allowance for those serving on Athenian juries. It was the
sum paid for a house by a nouveau riche who spent money at an amaz
ing rate (Lys. 19.29). When Alcibiades’ property was confiscated in
414, it realised only just over forty seven minas (Russell Meiggs and
David Lewis, A selection of Greek historical inscriptions to the end of the fifth
century B¢ (Oxford 1969), no. 79). In Xen. Oec. 2.3, Socrates estimates
that his own property is worth about five minas in all. c8 nAébpa
... dr tpiaxdoia: about 69 acres, or 28 hectares. We know of only
one estate in Attica larger than this: the nouveau riche who bought a
house for fifty minas ‘acquired more than three hundred plethra of
land’ (Lys. 19.29). c8 ’Epyiaciv: Erchia was a deme some g miles,
or 15 kilometres, to the east of Athens. Though there is no reason to
doubt that Alcibiades’ family held land there, it was not in fact his
own deme (he was a Scambonid; Plu. 4lc. 22.4). It was however the
deme of Xenophon (D.L. 2.48) and Isocrates (Plu. Zsoc. 836¢).

d2 odtog 6 ArxtBiadyg ‘this Alcibiades chappie’. Amestris is repre
sented as feeling disdain when she is represented as referring to
Alcibiades, in his absence, by such a combination of the article with
a demonstrative pronoun and his name. Compare Tht. 166a ‘he’ll
say in contempt (kaxtappovidv) for us “oUTos 81 & Zwkp&Tns, isn’t he
a fine fellow? He’s scared a little child ...”’, and Phd. 59a b, which
says that someone was over emotional, as usual, and then refers to
him as oUTtos ... 6 'AToAASBwpos. Contrast Ap. 33d 34a, where Soc
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rates uses names and demonstrative pronouns, without such articles,
to list those of his friends who are present at his trial: Kpitwv oUtoocti
... Kprtopouhou ToU8e ... Aloyivou ToUde ... AvTipdv 6 KnoioeUs
oUTool ... TMapdhios 68 ... &8s 8¢ "AdeipavTos ... oUTooi TMA&TwV
... ATTOAASBwpos 8. d6 ArxiB1ddng odtog ‘Alcibiades here’.
Socrates is no longer imagining the disdainful attitude of Amestris.
d6-7 €ty od8énw yeyovwg odoédpa eixocty ‘not quite twenty yet’;
and therefore, by Athenian standards, not quite of age yet (105a7n.
on éav 8&tTov). This sets the dramatic date of the dialogue at about
433, just before the start of the Peloponnesian War. Alcibiades was
on the Potidaea campaign (Smp. 219e), probably in 432 (Smp. 220d e
says that he fought in a battle there, presumably the battle described
in Th. 1.62 3; Isoc. 16.29 says he went out with Phormio, which,
according to Th. 1.64.2, would not have been until after that battle).
At the time of his service in Potidaea, Alcibiades would not have
been less than twenty (youths between eighteen and twenty did gar
rison duty in Attica: Arist. Ath. 42.3 5); nor would he have been
much more than twenty either (he was still only a peipaxiov: Plu. Ale.
7.3). This dramatic date is in line with that indicated by 104b6 c1;
but cf. 12422 3gn. d8 ypn ... e2 BaciAel: in Aeschines’ dialogue
Alcibiades (fr. 50 SSR), Socrates tells Alcibiades that Themistocles
managed to get the better of the Great King only by using his wits
(Té1 PouleUeoBail, T ppoveiv), reminds him that not even Themis
tocles’ knowledge (¢moTnun) saved him from exile, and asks him
‘What then do you think will happen to men without virtue, who
have no care for themselves (8v pndepidn émipedeicn EauTédV oUo1v)?’
Themistocles was presented as an exemplar to Glaucon (Xen. Mem.
3.6.2, quoted in 105b7 8n.; cf. 105a7n. on é&v 6&TTov) and Euthyde
mus (Xen. Mem. 4.2.2; cf. 103a1n. on 8avudgerv).

e2—3 oy eEapxeiv xal wg exet ‘he says he’s all right, just as he 1s’;
a reference to Alcibiades’ statements at 11gbs c1, 120c¢g 5. The
phrase s &yer, unlike its literal translation into English, conveys
connotations of thoughtless haste as well as, and sometimes even
instead of, its literal meaning (cf. Ar. Ec. 533 ‘I went off doTrep
eixov’, said by someone explaining how, when called out on urgent
business one night, she grabbed someone else’s cloak by mistake).



190 COMMENTARY: 123e4—-124a3

e4 ti o0y moT €oTiv 6TwL mieTevol TO perpdxiovy ‘What hath he
then on which he can rely, that lad?” Her Majesty begins in high
poetic style, but ends with a far more lowly expression. Her indefi
nite clause with an optative and without an &v seems to have no
parallel in prose. It does however have parallels in Homer (e.g. 1L
22.348 s oUk €08 65 ofis ye kUvas kepaAfis &maAdAkol) and in each of
the tragedians (e.g. Aesch. Ag. 620 oUx €08 OTrws AeSanpr T Weudd
kaA&, Soph. OC 1172 kai Tis ToT 0TIV, 6V Y ¢y weouui T1; and Eur.
Ale. 52 0T oUv émws "AAknoTIs & yfpas porol;). Furthermore, the
use of this construction in paratragedy (Ar. Th. 871 2 Tis TGOVS
EPUPBVAY BwpdTwy Exel Kp&Tos, | 6oTis §évous BeCauTo KTA.) suggests
that it was readily recognisable as a mark of the high poetic style.
uelpakiov, by contrast, is not found in either epic or tragedy. The
immaturity of Alcibiades was still at issue when, in his thirties, the
Assembly appointed him a commander of the Sicilian expedition
(Th. 6.12.2, 6.17.1). e5—6 xdAdeL Te xai peyéber xai yéver xal
mlovtwt xai $pvoel tiig Yuyfig: these are almost exactly the advan
tages which, in 104a1 c1, Socrates said Alcibiades thought he had.
The sole difference concerns the advantages of soul on which Alci
biades now proposes to rely. He previously thought he had them all
(104a3 4); he now proposes to rely on his soul’s natural endowments
(cf. 119cIn.), not secking to perfect them by education. e6-7
poivesBau: a reiteration of the point in 113c5 6. At 118e4, Alcibiades
had accused his brother of being a maniac.

124a1 Aopmide: Lampido was daughter of Leotychidas by his
second wife, and was married to Archidamus, the son of the son of
Leotychidas by his first wife (Hdt. 6.71). a2—3 ol wavrteg BaciAfig
yeyovaoiv: an anachronism. It was not in fact until 427 that Agis
succeeded his father Archidamus as king of Sparta (Th. 3.1.1,
3.89.1); yet the other indications set the dramatic date of the dia
logue at about 483 (123d6 7n.). The only defence of the anachro
nism is that it is less glaring than those of Mx. 245¢ and Smp. 193a,
which refer to events much further removed from the ostensible dra
matic date, and much less predictable than a son’s succeeding his
father as king. a3—4 ta mapa odicwy Yvmapyovrta alludes to
104a2 § T& y&p UTdpxovT& ool peydAa and 104bg4 5 peifw olel oot
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Suvapv Umdpyewv; cf. 121byn. a5—6 ody aioypov Soxel eivar:
such considerations are among the few capable of moving Alci
biades: cf. 108cbn., 109a4, 121bgn. a6 ai TGV moAepiwy yuvai-
xeg: it was bad enough to seem ridiculous before one’s enemies (e.g.
Hom. 7l. 4.176 82, 8.148 50); it must have been even more galling
to seem ridiculous before their womenfolk. a8 & poaxdpre: this
form of address standardly insinuates that the bliss of the addressee
rests on ignorance or error (e.g. 132b1, Cra. 391a, 414c, Grg. 512d,
Phdr. 241e, Prt. 309c, Rep. 432d, 589c, Smp. 214c, Sph. 249¢, Men. Pk.
469). Cf. 113¢5 6n. on & PéATioTe, for other polite forms of address
used in presenting criticism.

b1 yv®0uL cavtov: this maxim was among those carved on the front
of the temple of Apollo at Delphi; its date was disputed, but all
agreed that it was at least as old as the Seven Sages (Prt. 343b, Chrm.
164c 165b, Paus. 10.24.1, Arist. Phul. fr. g). The maxim enjoins us to
know our limits: thus when the maxim is addressed to Prometheus, it
is immediately glossed as enjoining him to get used to the fact that
there is a new and powerful ruler of the gods, Zeus (Aesch. Pr. 309).
The maxim was said to have started Socrates on his philosophical
career (Arist. Plul. fr. 1). He thought that the limits which we most
need to know are our intellectual limits (117b12 13n.); he accordingly
glossed the maxim as enjoining us not to think that we know things
of which we are in fact ignorant (Xen. Mem. 3.9.6). In Xen. Mem.
4.2.24 Socrates commends the maxim to Euthydemus (10g3arn. on
Saupdlev); and in Ar. Clouds 840 2, someone is challenged to explain
what can be learnt from joining Socrates’ school, and replies ‘All
human wisdom (doamép éoTiv &vBpwtols copd): you will know your
self for an ignorant thicko (yvaoel 88 cauTtdv dos &uabdns i kad TayUs).’
In Xen. Cyr. 7.2.20 5 the Delphic oracle commends the maxim to
Croesus; rather too late, Croesus appreciates that the maxim warns
him not to think himself capable of waging war on a king of Persia,
who ‘in the first place derives from gods [cf. 120e7 10], in the second
traces his descent through kings [cf. 121a5], and in the third has,
since childhood, been training to be virtuous [cf. 1214 122b5]".
b2 oy obg oV olet: rival Athenian politicians; see 119b2 8. b2-3
008 av évi ‘absolutely no’; see 112c5n.
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124b7-126a4: A new beginning

The prolonged description of his future opponents has made Alcibiades lose some
of his complacency. For the very first time, he seeks Socrates’ advice: how should
he take care of himself? With this new found curiosity, the dialectic can resume,
Jar more briskly and productively than before. It is not long before Alcibiades
is saying that he needs the sort of skill at decision making that runs a city
well.

124b7 tiva ... xp1 . .. moleleBar: the words Ti xpm Toieiv ... ; (as in
Euthphr. 4¢, 9a, Demos. 47.68, Thphr. Char. 16.6) seem to have been
the standard formula with which one sought the advice of an
eEnynTns. b8 eEnynoacbar ‘explain’. However, the Greek word
here has richer connotations than its English rendering. For in the
light of the inscription on Apollo’s temple in Delphi (124br), Alci
biades’ education has now become a matter of religion; and the
gEnynTai were Athenian officials who could be consulted by those in
doubt about any duty of theirs with religious implications.

CI vai' @AXa yép ... ‘Yes, I can explain; but the fundamental thing
is that ...”; cf. GP 101 2. xotvy BouvAn: picking up what Alci
biades himself had said in 119b1. With the correction of Alcibiades
here, cf. Smp. 219a b, where Alcibiades tells Socrates ‘You must
decide yourself (oU & aUTos ... BouAeUou) on what you consider
(fyfi1) to be best for you and for me’, and Socrates corrects him by
‘We’ll decide (BouAeuduevor) and do whatever we think (¢paivnTon
véd) best.’ c3—4 cov Sadépw ‘I am your superior’; not simply
‘I differ from you.’ c6 o émitpomog 0 €pog ... 9 Bedg: not a
modest claim. The only exact precedent for calling God the guard
ian of an individual is Pind. O. 1.106, a highflown lyric which talks
of God as the guardian of Hiero, tyrant of Syracuse and Olympic
victor. CIO—II 7] émiddveta ... 8C €pod is, in the manner char
acteristic of oracular pronouncements, ambiguous. Socrates could
be saying one or other or both of: “Through my agency, the world
will get to know of you’ (as promised at 105d2 g), and “Through my
agency, you will get to know of the god and his meaning’ (as prom
ised at 124b7 cI).
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d2—4 émpereiag Sedpeba, ToAATg pev mavTeg dvBpwmol, athp VW
ve xal para odpo6dpa ‘we need looking after; everybody needs it a lot,
but the two of us have a particularly strong need’. The obvious truth
in this is that Socrates and Alcibiades suffer from an unusually gross
mismatch between their starting point (Alcibiades as he now is) and
their goal (Alcibiades transformed into a world beater). Socrates
may also be hinting at the somewhat less obvious idea that precisely
because Alcibiades’ natural endowments are so great, he will be all
the more dangerous if he does not get the proper upbringing (cf. the
passages cited in 120e3 4n.). d5 wév arouses the expectation of a
contrasting 8¢ clause ‘but you are lying when you say that you need
caring for’. d6 008¢ pwv ... ye indicates a strong denial of the
expected 8¢ clause. Cf. Prm. 165¢ &v pév oUk €éotal . .. oUdE unv ToAAG
ve (‘They won’t be just one thing ... Nor will they be more than
one.’). d7 ti o0v &v moloipev; ‘So what are we to do?’; for this
use of the optative, cf. 118e4. d8 & éraipe ‘comrade’. This form
of address conveys more than just affection. It often, both in Plato
(e.g. 135¢8) and elsewhere (e.g. Praxilla PMG 749, 750), suggests that
there is need for the virtues (in the present circumstances, steadfast
resolution) to be expected of a comrade in arms (cf. 103amn. on @
maoi KAewiov). It is particularly characteristic of Plato’s Socrates.
Like & ¢iAe (cf. 109d1n.), it rarely occurs on the lips of other charac
ters in Plato, and it does not occur at all on the lips of Xenophon’s
Socrates (see FA 94; GFA 276). dg olrtoL 8% mpémer ye ‘Well, it
certainly wouldn’t be seemly.” On mpémel, see 108c6n. The combina
tion of particles oUTor 81 is found only in Plato; and only once does
it occur without ye (GP 552 3).

er—2 ¢apév yap 87 wg apiotor BovAecBar yevécBar ‘We say we
want to be as good as possible.” Cf. Alcibiades’ words in Smp. 218d:
‘Nothing is more important to me than being as good as possible (cos
611 BéATioTOV EpE yevéoBan).” Demanding superlatives in terms such
as these is a mark of arrogance. Cf. Thphr. Char. 24.13, where the
Utrepnpavos writes, without any circumlocutions like xapifoio &v pot
(‘I’d be delighted if you were to’), such things as PoUAopar yevéoBou
(‘I want to be’) and tnv Taxiotnv (‘p.d.q.”); Ar. Birds 1380, where a
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boastful dithyrambist announces flatly 6pvis yevéobor PBoUlopat
(‘I want to be a bird’); and Thg. 127b, where after a lot of circum
locutions (including &poi yapifit), someone confesses aioyUvopal
Aeyew w5 opodpa Bovlopar (‘I'm ashamed to say how much I want
it’). e7 mpdtTewy ta mpdyparta: what else might one mwp&rTery, if
not T& mwpaypata? Such a turn of phrase, in which one uses as the
object of a verb the noun formed from the same stem, is unil
luminatingly pleonastic (cf. 116d6n.), unless one makes the noun a
syntactical peg on which to hang some more information, as Soc
rates does in 110b2 g SAANY Tw& Toud1&v TaAifOlS, 1135 POVIKOV . . .
gmiyeipnua Emiyeipeiv, 118bs olov mdBos wémwovbas, 120b7 ¢ pav-
Bavev doa pabnoews Exetar ... ToooUTov &ydva &ywvifeobar ...
&okelv 6o SeiTal &OKNOEWS . . . THOAV TAPATKEUTV TIAPATKEUATUEVOV,
13226 7 eVAaPoU ... TNV eVA&Peiav fjv Eéyw Aéyw, and Grg. 515a
TP&TTEW T TS TOAEWS TPXY BATA. The VaTomys of combining
different words from the same stem in a single clause were a favour
ite ornament in epideictic (114d6n.); e.g. the incantatory effect of
Gorgias’ Defence of Palamedes (DK 82 B 11(a)) owes much to the fact that
it has one such combination every four lines or so. Alcibiades ventures
such ornaments also in 113d6 7, 135dg 1I. ex7 ol xalol xayabol
is all but a compound of the two most general Greek words of com
mendation. Greek values being what they were, the term was com
monly applied to the rich (Arist. Pol. 1293b38 40, 1294a17 19). How
ever, the term never became a mere label for a social or economic
class; it always retained its commendatory overtones, so that those
who thought the rich did not merit commendation would speak of
them as ‘those who are called “fine and good”’ (Rep. 569a, Th. 8.48.6).
See further K. J. Dover, Greek popular morality (Oxford 1974) 41 5.

125a4 0 éxactog $povipog, TodT ayabog: the principle that people
are good at what they are ¢ppovipor at is present also in Rep. 349¢
(&mrep Pppdvipov, dyaBov, & B¢ &dppova, kakodv), where the principle
is illustrated by someone who is ¢ppovipos (and therefore good) at
music. Elsewhere too, Socrates talks as if anyone who has any bit of
knowledge is therefore ¢ppdvipos in some respect: see Grg. 490b e
(the knowledge of doctors, weavers, cobblers and farmers), and La.
192¢ 193a (an investor’s knowledge that his investment will pay off; a
doctor’s knowledge about diet; a soldier’s knowledge that reinforce
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ments will arrive). Such talk seems to be unique to Socrates; he talks
like this only when, as here, an interlocutor has lightly ascribed an
especially grand status to ¢pdvnaots, and Socrates wants to press him
on just what this thing can be which deserves so grand a status. Such
talk probably sounded as strange in Greek as it would in English
to talk of a carpenter’s wisdom, or of being wise at cobbling; for
¢povnois is typically used of a general purpose good sense, ‘the ca

pacity for deciding well about what is good and beneficial for one

self, not in some particular area (e.g. what makes for health, or what
for strength), but what makes for a good life generally’ (Arist. EN
1140a25 8). For similar play with other terminology for intelligence,
see 125e6n. (eIBovAia), 126c4n. (dudvoia) and The. 123a 124b (where,
in his first meeting with another ambitious young man, Socrates
discusses codia, putting questions and presenting examples highly
reminiscent of those here). a8 oxvrotdpog: at first hearing, says
Alcibiades in Smp. 221e, ‘Socrates’ arguments sound utterly ludi

crous;... he talks about pack asses and smiths and cobblers and
tanners.” Socrates’ more aristocratic interlocutors seem to have been
particularly disconcerted by his habit of mentioning, as here, such
low life craftsmen in what should be elevated conversation about
politics. Thus Callicles protests in Grg. 491a b: ‘You just never stop
your constant talk about cobblers and fullers and cooks and doctors,
as if they were what we are discussing ... When I talk about supe

riors, I don’t mean superior cobblers or cooks; I mean whichever
men are wise in public affairs (eis T& Tfjs TOAews TPy paTx ppdvipoL).’
And in Xen. Mem. 1.2.97, Critias, angered by a comparison between
his political activities and a cowherd’s charge of his beasts, warns
Socrates: ‘You’ll have to stay away from the cobblers and carpenters
and smiths. You keep going on about them so much that I reckon
they’re worn threadbare by now.’ arx avtd ... br tobro: for
this shift between plural and singular, see 117a10 11n.

C4—5 GVVOVTWY xal cVEPBAAAGVTWY €avTOTg Kal Y PWREVWY GAANAOLG
‘living together and combining among themselves and having deal
ings with one another’. A characteristically (116d6n.) pleonastic
form of words. There is no real difference between ‘combining
among themselves’ and ‘having dealings with one another’: for since
nobody can combine with himself, éautois must here be equivalent
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to &AANAois (for this somewhat unusual sense, see LS] s.v. éautoU 111);
and when Alcibiades explains himself at 125d7 8 with cuuBaAAévTeov
Tpos &AANAous, borrowing elements from each of the phrases cup-
BaANovTwy tauTols and ypwuévwy &AANAols, he in effect confesses
that those two phrases came to the same thing. €4 cuvovTwLY IS a
conjectural emendation for the oUxkoUv Tév of all the manuscripts.
The manuscript reading has three difficulties. First, there is no proper
parallel for someone answering a question by a statement that begins
with oUkoUv. GP 435 cites our passage to illustrate a use of olkoUv as
‘Introducing a disquisition for which the interlocutor has declared
himself ready or eager: “Well”.” However, both Meno 76c and Rep.
456¢, the two passages cited by GP 435 as parallels, use oUkoUv to
mark the transition to a new question from someone who has just
asked his interlocutor whether they should go on, and got the answer
“Yes’; such a use of oUkoUv, as a transitional cum inferential particle
with an interrogative tinge, is entirely standard; and that is not how
the particle is used here. Second, if we read the article Té&v, we have
Alcibiades give to Socrates’ question ‘What are they doing?’ the
answer ‘... the people who both combine among themselves .. .’; the
question however invites some amplification of 125c2 ToloUVTWY,
and that requires a participle or participles without any article, like
the kapvovTwy, mAedvTwy and Bepifdvtwy of 125b1g4 18. Third, if we
read oUkoUv T&dv, then the kai ... kai ... has to be taken as ‘corre
sponsive’ (GP 323 4), and translated as ‘both ... and ...” However,
the standard use of corresponsive kal is to ‘couple disparate ideas’
(GP 585), whereas ouuPaAAévTwy EauTois and xpwuévwv &AANAols
could hardly be less disparate. All three difficulties can be avoided
if we replace oUkoUv Tév with some participle similar in sense to
oUpBaAASVTwY EauTols and Xpwpévwy &AANAols. One such participle
is ouvovtwv. Its corruption to oUkolUv Tébv would have been aided
both by the occurrence of olkoUv at the start of Socrates’ next
speech, and by the confusion between ouv and oUk that is exempli
fied at 112€4. c6—7 dvBpdmwy ... dpxely avBpddmolg Xpwpévwy:
appropriately enough for someone who cannot cope with long
speeches (106b1n.) Socrates here (as at 126eg 8) focuses on just the
last of the items that Alcibiades has listed. Socrates is not giving an
entirely fair summary of Alcibiades’ explanation that, by the capac
ity which good men have for being in charge (125b8 9), he means
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the capacity for being in charge of people who are having dealings
with one another. The phrase &v8pcowy &AANAo1s Xpwuévwy would
unambiguously indicate people between whom there are symmetri
cal and reciprocated dealings. The apparently innocent step of
replacing dAAnAois by &vbpwTrois, to produce &vbpwwy &vpwTols
Xpwuévwv, gives a phrase that would more naturally indicate people
who stand to other people in the asymmetrical and unreciprocated
relation of using. In the examples at 125c9 d3, Socrates will think
(or pretend to think) that Alcibiades has such an unreciprocated re
lation in mind. Cc9 xeleveTdV Ypwpévwy épétaig: the ‘orderer’
(keheuoTns) was the petty officer on a trireme who gave the time to
the oarsmen (épéTau), using them to move the vessel. Socrates there
fore is not simply repeating his ‘When they’re sailing (wAedvTwv)?’
question of 125b16. TwAsiv can be used for all manner of seafaring,
whereas Socrates is now thinking of warships. CII xuBepynTing:
the skill of the helmsman (kuPBepvnTns), the professional seaman
whose responsibilities included telling the ‘orderer’ the speed at
which the trireme was to move. The helmsman himself was in turn
under the authority of the Tpifpapxos, who had helped finance the
trireme (e.g. Th. 6.31.3), and who was in at least nominal command
of it. Higher still was the position that Alcibiades expects to occupy,
as oTpatnyods in command of an entire fleet. Th. 7.70.3 8 gives
some sense of what these different ranks would do in battle.
c13—d1 avhpdmwy Aéyelg dpyelty adANT&HY, dvBpwdmoLg Hyovpmévwy
®18)¢ nal ypwrévwy yopevtaig ‘you mean being in charge of people
who are pipers, when they are leading people in an ode and making
use of the members of a chorus’. Like a trireme, a chorus takes part
in a highly competitive struggle, and it has a similar chain of com
mand: the singers take their time from a piper, who in turn is subject
to another’s authority, that of the ‘chorus teacher’. The resemblance
between a trireme and a chorus is the closer in that a trireme might
carry a TpInpaUAns, a piper who gave the time to the oarsmen: Plu.
Nic. 21.1 comments on how ‘theatrical’ this would make the approach
of a fleet.

d3 yopodidaoxainn: the art of ‘teaching a chorus’ included not
only teaching them their parts, but writing the parts as well: ‘So
and so &818aokev’ was the standard formula to record that So and so
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was the playwright. Like a helmsman, a chorus teacher is not as high
as Alcibiades expects to be himself. Like others with the money,
Alcibiades will become a xopnyds, or chorus sponsor. In this réle, as
in others, he will acquire great notoriety, e.g. by assaulting a rival
sponsor (And. 4.20 1, Demos. 21.147) and by parading in purple
(113e9n.). d7 xowwvodvtwy ... molitelog ‘partners in civic
society’. The expression kowwveiv ToAiTelas is standardly used for
having a common citizenship (e.g. Laws 753a, Arist. Ath. pol. 13.5).
d1o-11 xowvwvodvtwy vavtidiag émictaclar &dpyewv Tig molrel
téxvn; ‘what skill makes one know how to be in charge of those who
are partners in seafaring?” When Alcibiades answers this question
with kuBepvnTikn, he assigns to the helmsman a rather more general
authority than Socrates did at 125c9 11, when he said solely that the
helmsman is in charge of the ‘orderer’. In the winter of 407 406,
Alcibiades assigned a massive authority to his helmsman Antiochus.
He left the body of his fleet in the charge of Antiochus, under orders
not to provoke the Spartan fleet to give battle. Antiochus disobeyed
orders, and lost. As a result, Alcibiades was removed from his com
mand. He sailed off to a castle he owned in the Chersonese, and
never saw Athens again (Xen. HG 1.5.11 17; see 120a9 bin. for Alci
biades’ first dealings with the helmsman whom he put in charge of
all who were partners in that bit of seafaring).

e6 edBovriav: Alcibiades is learning: this brisk answer to the ques
tion ‘What stands to politics as the skill of the helmsman stands to
seafaring?’ contrasts strongly with the prolonged agonies at 108a12

d8 over the question “‘What governs playing the harp as gymnastic
standards govern wrestling?” The etymology of the word eipouiia
(‘being good at working out what to do’) would allow more or less
any practical skill to be or contain some sort of eiBouAia. There is
however a tendency to confine esBoulia to the skill at planning that
is needed by rulers. Thus Rep. 428b d says that one would call a city
eUPoulos, not because its carpenters, smiths and farmers know their
jobs, but because its rulers are equipped with the skill ‘which takes
decisions (PouAeveTan), not for some one special part of the city, but
for the city itself as a whole’; and Arist. ZN 1142b28 34 distinguishes
eUBovAia proper (&mwAds), which is directed at the goal (human well
being, the goal of the statesman: £N 1094a18 29), from more special
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sorts of eUPouria, which are directed at more special goals. This
ambiguity about eUfouAia motivates the next few speeches. See also
125a4n. for similar ambiguities.

126a1 €porye Soxel, eig ye 10 cwifesbor mAéovrag I think it is good
planning, at least for the purpose of keeping people safe when they
are voyaging.” This prompt and positive response, evading the catch
in Socrates’ question by including a little catch of its own in the ye
clause, is another sign that Alcibiades is learning. Compare the style
in which Socrates responded to Alcibiades’ questions at 1oger 7.
aI cwilecBar: presumably the middle voice, to acknowledge that the
helmsman is himself among the voyagers whose safety he ensures.
a4 eig T0 dpewov TNV TOALY Stoxelv xai ocwifecBar ‘It’s for the
purpose of administering the city better, and keeping it safe.” ccwi-
leoBan is again presumably middle here, in order to acknowledge
that the politician himself benefits from his keeping his city safe.

126a5—-127e7: When is a city in good condition?

To run a city well, Alcibiades will need to ensure that its inhabitants, so far
Jrom being at odds with one another, share an amicable consensus. But that
raises more problems than it solves. On questions of arithmetic, there may be a
consensus; but is not such a consensus the result of arithmetical knowledge,
rather than of the skill at decision making to which Alcibiades aspires? On other
questions, there may well be no consensus in a just and amicable society; for does
Alcibiades expect that there will be a consensus between the two sexes on how to
conduct what he thinks the proper business of only one of them? That men and
women will be of one mind on how to weave, or how to wage war? His inability
to cope with such problems makes Alcibiades realise what a dreadful state he is
. But, says Socrates, he must not despavr; he must keep answering Socrates’
questions. And this he agrees to do.

126a5—-6 apelvov 8¢ Srowxeitar xai cdifetal Tivog mapayLyvopévov
1) amoyiyvopévou; ‘And the city is better administered and kept safe
by the presence or absence of what?” Much as English allows us to
convert the predicate of ‘Beef is very nourishing’ into an abstract
noun, and reword the entire sentence as ‘“There’s a lot of nourish
ment in beef’, so too Greek allows similar constructions with an
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abstract noun and a verb like mapayiyveofou. All eight compounds
of the two verbs yiyvesBai and eivan with the four prepositions év,
i, map& and Tpds are used in such constructions, both by Plato
and by other writers. Plato however has a particular fascination with
such constructions, for the abstract noun in such a construction can
be viewed as the name of a Form (129bin.), a special object that, by
being present in things of a given kind, causes them to belong to that
kind by imparting to them something of its own character. Thus Phd.
1ood takes it to be as undeniable as it is uninformative to say of a
beautiful thing that ‘the presence (Tapoucia) or share (or whatever
you care to call it)’ of the Form beauty ‘makes it beautiful (mouel
aUTo kaAov)’. Here however, while it would no doubt be true, so far
as it goes, for Alcibiades to say that a city is well administered be
cause good administration is present, and bad administration absent,
that would not go far enough. For, as he shows by the examples in
12626 b6, Socrates here expects a more instructive specification
than ‘the Form of so and so’ for the Form whose presence makes
things be so and so. More instructive explanations by the presence
of Forms are found in Grg. 506e “‘When some orderly arrangement
(kéopos)  that appropriate to a particular kind of thing is present
in (¢yyevouevos év) a thing of that kind, then it renders that thing
good (&yaBov mapéyel)’; in Rep 609a, which mentions the facts that
rust damages iron and that rot damages wood, and uses them to
illustrate the principle that whenever a thing’s ‘cognate evil and
affliction (oUuduTov ... Kakdv Te kal véonua)’ is present in it, then ‘it
makes bad the thing in which it has come to be present (Tovnpdv Te
Trolel @1 TpooeyéveTo)’; and, most elaborate of all, in the argument
for the indestructibility of the soul at Phd. 100b 107a. In spite of
the apparent triviality of the claim that e.g. the presence of beauty
makes things beautiful, Plato is conscious of difficulties for such
explanations: in Futhd. 3o1a, Dionysodorus asks Socrates ‘So if you
get a cow present (mapayévnTtai cor PoUs), youre a cow? And
because you now have me present (viv éyw ool m&pelut), you're
Dionysodorus?’; Lys. 217d e points out that if we daub red hair with
white paint, then whiteness is present, but only in such a way as to
make the hair look white, and not in such a way as to make the hair
really be white, as it will in old age; and Prm. 131a ¢ and Phlb. 15b
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ask how one and the same thing can be present in several places at
once.

b2-4 &pewov dppata ... dPewg pev TAPAYLYVOREVNG, TUPAGTNTOG
8¢ amoyiyvopévng: the way that eyes are the better for the presence
of sight is Plato’s favourite illustration of how a thing is the better
for the presence of the virtue proper to it. See Rep. 353¢, and espe
cially La. 190a dyis apayevouévn dpBaAuols PeATious Tolel ékelvous
olg TrapeytveTo.

cI époi pev Soxel ‘/ think’ (although others might not); contrast
120c3 Sokels pév pot ‘I think’ (although I might be wrong). cI-2
}ria pev adTolg YiyvnTal mpog dAANAovg, TO picelv 8¢ xal oTacLd-
Cewv amoyiyvnrau: with this dainty antithesis, cf. Gorgias DK 82 B 6,
a fragment of an &miTa¢ios Adyos (121br 2n.), or émidei§is (115a4n.)
in praise of Athenians killed in battle: 1 y&p &mfjv Tols &vSpdot
ToUTols GV Bel &vdpdot Tpoosival; Ti 8t kal Tpoofiv v o¥ Bel mwpo-
ogivar; (‘What was absent from these men which in men should be
present? And what was present which should not be present?’). It is
pleasantly ironic that Alcibiades should speak in such a characteris
tically rhetorical style when obeying Socrates’ invitation to speak in
the terms adopted by the philosophical theory of Forms (126a5 6n.).
But the fact is that the terms adopted by the theory of Forms do lend
themselves to such a style. There were, more or less unavoidably,
jingling antitheses in Socrates’ own examples of the sort of answer
he expected (e.g. 12628 9 Uyisias pév Tapaytyvouévns, véoou B8t
&moyryvopévns). And this is fairly typical of attempts to spell out
things in the official vocabulary of the theory of Forms. In Phd. 102d,
Socrates smiles and says ‘I seem to be talking like someone who
writes prose (ouyypadikéds).” His amusement is provoked by the for
mulation he has just given of the fact that Simmias is smaller than
Phaedo but bigger than Socrates: ToU pev T&1 peyéder Utrepexelv THv
ouikpdTNTS UTéxwv, T&OL 8¢ TO péyebos TS OUIKPOTNTOS TTaPEXWOV
Umrepéyov (‘to the former’s bigness, he submits his smallness for it to
surpass; while to the latter he presents his bigness that surpasses the
latter’s smallness’). cI avtoig: i.e. the citizens, by contrast with
the city (126b8 oAs). For this idiom, cf. e.g. Laws 828b mdAews Te kal
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aUTé®Y kal kTnu&Twy (‘the city, its citizens, and their possessions’).
cq4 opovorav: a key concept in Greek political thought. It and its
relationships to friendship, justice and moderation were much dis
cussed. The etymology of the word o6updévoia (‘sameness of mind’)
allows it to stand for any sort of agreement. In political contexts,
however, the word was used for a rather special sort of agreement,
and much of the philosophical discussion tried to articulate what
sort of agreement that was (cf. 125a4n. for such vagaries with other
terms). Perhaps the best summary description of opdévoia is Rep.
431d e: ‘the same opinion [86&q; it is, in spite of Clit. 409e, unrea
sonable to demand expert understanding from all parties to a con
sensus as broad as ouoévoia has to be] is present in both rulers and
ruled [and hence 6updvoia can exist only among people belonging to
the same community] about who should rule [rather than about a
theoretical question like those of astronomy (Arist. £N 1167a25), or a
trivial practical question like which chorus should win the prize
(Xen. Mem. 4.4.16)]’. The opposite of oudvoia is therefore oTdois,
the sort of disagreement that is liable to erupt in civil war. For other
discussion of 6updvoia see Democritus DK 68 B 250, 255, Antiphon
mepl OSuovoias (DK 87 B 44a 71), Rep. g51d 352a, Arist. MM
1212a14 27, Isoc. 12.225 7. c8 &pBunTinnv: counting, measur
ing (126d2 3) and weighing (126d7) were found impressive because
of the ease and rigour with which they solve perplexities and dis
putes (Rep. 602d, Phlb. 55¢). Only the possessed would resort to con
sulting omens on questions that can be answered by this trio (Xen.
Mem. 1.1.9). The trio were often contrasted with the less reliable
means we have for reaching consensus about values in general
(Euthphr. 7b ¢) and justice in particular (Laws 757b, De justo 373¢ d).
The trio thus exerted something of the fascination as an intellectual
ideal that computation does over modern epistemologies. cII
adTOg avTdL €xacTog: see I11c7 8n., on what it is for an individual
to agree or disagree with himself. Socrates has worked systematically
towards this, the smallest scale on which there can be (dis)agree
ment, via the medium scale of private citizens (dis)agreeing with one
another in 126c¢9, from the largest scale of (dis)agreement between
entire cities in 126c6. He will go through the same steps in the oppo
site order at 126d1 5.
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d2—-3 petpnTinny ... d7 otabpod: sece 126c8n. dro vig adThyv
Téyvn mapacxevalet; Socrates’ own answer to this question would
be “This consensus is the product of justice, and justice is no skill.’
He gives the first part of this answer in Rep. g51d: ‘Injustice produces
strife [oTaoeis; cf. 126c2 oTaoialev] and hatred [uion; cf. 126¢c2 pio-
€iv] and battles of one with another. Justice produces consensus and
friendship [¢p1Aiav; cf. 126¢1 ¢1Ala].” He argues for the second part in
Rep. 333¢ 334a and Hp. mi. 375d g76¢: a skill used in producing
something can also be used in producing that thing’s opposite (e.g. if
you know how to spell a word, then you also know how to misspell
it); so if justice were a skill, then those who are just would also make
the most consummate criminals. With Alcibiades’ failure to chal
lenge the question’s presupposition that consensus is produced by a
skill, contrast Grg. 462b, where Socrates is asked what skill rhetoric
is, and replies that it is not a skill at all.

e3 éyw pev oipat ... Aéyewv I think I mean ...” As at 117a1 2, Alci
biades is so afraid of hidden catches that he makes cagey statements
on what should be the most straightforward topics. e4-5 mwatnp
Te VOV PIAGDY 6povoel xai wNTne, xol ddehdog adeAdpdtL xai yvvy
avdpi: Alcibiades here borrows a rhetorical mode from the sophists.
His carefully arranged little catalogue of various family relationships
is, in its way, akin to e.g. Prodicus’ interleaved catalogues of differ
ent sorts and sources of pleasure in DK 84 B 2.24 (= Xen. Mem.
2.1.24): ‘You will always be considering what delightful (kexap-
1opévov) food or drink to find, or which sights or sounds to enjoy
(tepdpBeins), or what you might take pleasure in (fjoeins) smelling or
touching, or who is the lover whose company would most gratify
(eUppavBeins), and how you might sleep most sweetly (paAakoTaTa),
and how you might achieve all these things with the least effort
(&moveTata)’, and akin also to the catalogues of living things, and
of what benefits or harms them, with which Protagoras so pleased
the crowd in Prt. 334a c: ‘I am aware of many things both food
stuffs and drinks and drugs and thousands of other things that are
harmful to human beings, and of others that are beneficial. Others
again have no effect on human beings, but they do have one on
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horses. Yet others have an effect on cattle alone, and some on dogs
...> Evidently such catalogues had for the audiences of epideictic
(115a4n.) something of the charm that e.g. the catalogue of nymphs
in Hom. I/. 18.39 50 had for audiences of epic. e6 &vdpa
yuvauxi: Socrates forgets all save the last item on the list that Alci
biades has just given him; cf. 125¢6 7n. ex0 ovd¢é ye: cf. 109cbn.
yuvawxeiov ... wabnpa: “‘When it comes to weaving,” Socrates main
tains in Xen. Mem. §.9.11, ‘women are in charge of men, since women
know how to weave, whereas men don’t.” So definitely was weaving
women’s work that when Socrates asked Lysis whether his mother
discouraged him from touching her weaving equipment, ‘he
laughed, and said “By Zeus, Socrates, she doesn’t just discourage
me; I’d actually get spanked if ever I touched it”’ (Lys. 208d e).

127a4 $aing &v: Alcibiades would, indeed does, say that warfare is
men’s work. Perhaps Socrates would not. At any rate, this phrase
(like 12727 kaT& TOV GOV Adyov) reserves for Socrates the right to
propose, along the lines of Rep. 451c 452a and Laws 8o4d 8osb,
that suitable women should be trained for, and used in, the tradition
ally male task of warfare. Socrates entered no such reservation at
126e10, where he endorsed outright the idea that weaving is women’s
work. But that too is in keeping with the Republic. For in spite of the
egalitarian air of some of its proposals, the Republic is not concerned
to equalise the two sexes’ access to every occupation; its concern
rather is that, given the small number of people who are suited to
guard the city, the city should not forgo the services of any of them,
whatever their sex. a6 ta pév yuvaixeia, ta 8¢ dvdpeia paby-
pata: although firm here on the difference between masculine and
feminine, Alcibiades did not wait long before learning some femi
nine accomplishments: ‘As soon as you reached your majority
[‘which will be in a very few days’: 105b1], and received your inheri
tance from your guardians, you sailed off to Abydos ... in order to
learn from the women of Abydos (pabnoouevos Tapd TéV &v "ABUSwW!
yuvaik@v) types of activity suited to the lawless depravity of your
character, so that you could practise them for the rest of your life’
(Antiphon’s Invective against Alcibiades, in Ath. 12 525b). In Abydos,
whose inhabitants worshipped Aphrodite the Whore (Ath. 13 572¢ f),
Alcibiades learnt a particularly lawless type of womanising: ‘Axiochos
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and Alcibiades sailed off together for the Hellespont. In Abydos they

the two of them  married Medontias the Abydene, and set up
house with her. The pair of them then had a daughter; but they said
they could not tell which of the two was her father. When she was of
marriageable age, they started sleeping with her too. If Alcibiades
had the possession and use of her, he would say that she was Axi
ochos’ daughter; and if Axiochos did, he would say that she was
Alcibiades’” (Lys. fr. 8, in Ath. 12 534f 535a; Lys. 14.41 and Antisth.
fr. 141 SSR charge Alcibiades with further incestuous activities).
Alcibiades’ womanising got him a reputation for being womanish:
the comic poets said that ‘although no &vnp [i.e. manly adult], he is
&viip [i.e. husband] of all the women’ (Pherecrates fr. 164 PCG),
and adjured him to leave the women’s ranks (Eup. fr. 171 PCG
ANKIPLESTS £k TV yuvaakév E§iTw). (This idea that womanisers are
womanish would have been more familiar to a generation that spoke
of ‘ladies’ men’ than it is perhaps to our own. It was however
familiar enough in ancient Athens: thus Clytemnestra’s illicit lover is
addressed as a woman in Aesch. Ag. 1625, and described as one in
Aesch. Ch. 304 5.) ar4 M see 115c6m.

b4 TadTn: see 115c6m. b6 oipal éywye: i.e. ‘I think that’s how
cities are well administered, when everybody sticks to their own job.’
For ofpan #ywye to accept a point that one has been invited to reject,
cf. Grg. 497¢ 498a: * “But you’ve never yet seen (oUtw €ides) a foolish
adult enjoy himself?” “oiucn #ywys but what of it?” “Nothing; just
answer.” “I have seen (eidov) it happen.”’
»tA.: i.e. ‘How do you mean? Do you mean that cities are well

»

b7-8 ndg Aéyerg;

administered when friendship is not present? But we said that it’s
when there’s friendship in them, and not otherwise, that cities are
well administered.’ b1o éxdartepor ‘each of the two parties’, i.e.
men and women. Alcibiades returns to the example discussed in
126e6 127b3, even though at 127bg 8 Socrates has tried to generalise
from that example to all the different elements in a city.

c2—3 1) oi6v & 6povolav éyyiyvesBar mepi TodTwy GV oi weév loact,
oi & o3 ‘Or can there be a consensus on those matters on which one
party has knowledge, and the other does not?’ Socrates gives Alci
biades an opportunity to retract his claim at 126e6 127a11 that there
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can, for example, be no consensus on weaving between women (who
know how to weave) and men (who do not). Alcibiades should take
the opportunity. He should distinguish between two sorts of question
about weaving. The first would be technical questions about which a
weaver has an expert knowledge: which materials and tools are to be
used, and how, in making the different kinds of textile? If a woman
is an expert weaver, and a man is not, then one should not expect
him to have the same opinion as her on questions of this first sort;
indeed, if he has any sense, then he will not have any opinion at all
about such questions (117b5 13). The second sort of question would
be more broadly political than narrowly technical: who is to be in
charge of weaving? This second sort of question can well be the
subject of a consensus between knowledgeable women and ignorant
men; indeed, it will be the subject of such a consensus if things go
well, and the ignorant realise to whom they should defer (117c2

118a6). Such a consensus on where authority lies would be a good
small scale model of 6pdvoia in the specialised sense that Greek po
litical theorists were at such pains to explore (126c4n.). c5-6
Sixaia 8¢ mwpdtTOoLOLY 1) &SIk, OTAV TA AVTAOV EXUGTOL TEATTWGLY;
the definition of justice given in the Republic can be summarised with
the tag ‘doing one’s own job’ / ‘minding one’s own business’ (16 T&
aUuToU mpdTTely Rep. 433b). But Alcibiades can know the answer to
Socrates’ question without knowing the Republic. For it was a popular
cliché that doing one’s own job is a Good Thing (Xen. Mem. 2.9.1,
Lys. 26.3), and that it can be equated with justice (Rep. 433a b) or

such are the vagaries of popular cliché  with moderation (cw¢po-
ouvn, Chrm. 161b). Other variants on the cliché are Tum. 72a: ‘it is a
wise old saying that only the moderate person minds and knows both
his own business and himself (Tp&TTev kol yvédvar T& Te aUToU Kal
gautov)’; and Lys. 18.17: ‘If the majority of you gained from some
retaining their possessions (éxelv T& adtédv) when the property of
others had been taken unlawfully into public ownership, then you
would be right to ignore what we are saying. As things stand how
ever, you would all agree that oudvoia is the greatest good that a city
can have, that ot&ois is the cause of all evils, and that the worst dis
putes arise when some hanker after the possessions of other people
(Tédv &AhoTplwv Emibupdot), while others are deprived of what is
theirs.’ CIO &vdyxn ad pot Soxel eivar: as at 131c11, Alcibiades’
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combination of a vehement ‘it must’ with a tentative ‘it seems’ is
perhaps a mark of evasiveness (106a5 7n.); at any rate, it differs
from the apparently similar combination in Smp. 200b époi pev yap
BaupaoTds Sokel . .. ds &vdykn elval, a response to someone who has
grudgingly described as ‘likely’ something that is bound to be so.

d6-7 aAda po Tovg Beovg, B Tupateg, 00 AVTOG 018 OTL Aéyw: at
116e3 4, Alcibiades had made the same confession in almost the
same words. It had taken a stretch of dialectic lasting since 106¢3 to
elicit the earlier confession; since the dialectic made its fresh start
at 124b7, it has taken only a third of that time to elicit the new
confession. d7-8 »vduvedw 8& xai mdAoar AeAnBévar époavtov
aloyleta Exwv: contrast 104a1 c4, on Alcibiades’ pride in his own
desirable attributes, not least the beauty of his body. Contrast also
116e4 €oika &ToTwS €xovTi, the words with which Alcibiades ampli
fied his earlier confession. Then, he commented on no more than his
current state, and described it as no worse than ‘outlandish’. Now,
he says that his condition all along has been ignorance of how ‘thor
oughly ugly’ he is.

eI mevtnurovtaetng: in saying that fifty is too late an age at which to
start caring for oneself, Socrates is relying on the traditional view
that fifty is the age at which a man enters, or should enter, his intel
lectual prime (Arist. Pol. 1335bg2 5 reports that this was the tradi
tional view, and endorses it; so does Plato, who in Rep. 540a, Laws
755a, 765d, 8o02b, 829c, 946a, 951c, 953¢c makes fifty the minimum
age for various intellectually challenging tasks; cf. Aeschin. 1.23, 3.4,
on a procedure whereby those over fifty were invited to address the
Assembly before their juniors). Socrates and Pericles, the two rivals
for the custody of Alcibiades, are, by equally large margins in either
case, on either side of fifty. At the date of this conversation (around
433; see 123d6 7n.), Socrates would have been in his thirties
(according to Ap. 17d, he was 70 at the time of his trial in 399), and
Pericles would have been in his sixties (118c5 6n.). From the Al
biades of Aeschines, there survive some isolated words, mentioning
‘someone who, with as little effort as anyone (p&ioTa &vbpwmwv), has
reached the age of fifty’ (fr. 44 SSR). Perhaps this is no coincidence
(see 123d8 e2n. for a plainly uncoincidental resemblance between
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Aeschines’ Alcibiades and our own); but no more than that can be
said. e2 fv éxeitg NAxiav: Alcibiades is not quite twenty (123d6

7)- e4-5 €av TodTo Tolfjtg, dv Bedg BéAnL, el TL Sel ...: with
three protases for one conditional, Socrates’ prediction that he and
Alcibiades will do well 1s pretty thoroughly hedged. Contrast Soc
rates’ prediction about the brilliant young Theaetetus: ‘he’s abso
lutely bound (m&oa &vaykn) to attain distinction, if he reaches
maturity’ (Tht. 142d). e7 évexd ye Tod eue amoxpiveshar ‘at least
to the extent that it depends on my answering the questions’; ye, be
cause Alcibiades is in no position to vouch for the satisfaction of the
other two conditions that Socrates has given. Alcibiades’ readiness to
answer questions now is an improvement over his attitude at 114er.

127e8-129b4: Caring for oneself

So how s Alcitbiades to care for himself? It soon becomes clear that we need
different skills to care for different things, and in particular that we will need a
spectal skill to care for ourselves, different from any skill that we might use in
caring for our belongings. We cannot identify this special skill, unless we first
know what that skill is to care for. In other words, we must obey the Delphic
inscription, and come to know ourselves.

127e8 ti éortwy is the phrase that Socrates standardly uses in asking
for a definition (e.g. Hp. ma. 286d, La. 190d e, Euthphr. 5d). A Soc
ratic definition is not just an explanation of an expression by a syn
onymous expression, apt for inclusion in a glossary or lexicon (cf.
Tht. 145e: even though co¢ia and émoTnun are identical, saying
‘oogia’ does not answer the Socratic question ‘What is émoTtnun?’).
Rather, the Socratic definition of caring for oneself would be a for
mula spelling out the feature that every example of caring for oneself
has in common, and that makes each of them be an example of car
ing for oneself. Equipped with such a definition, he suggests in e.g.
Meno 71b, Euthphr. 6e, we would be in the best possible position to
answer other questions about caring for oneself, such as (to use the
example in 128a2), when does one do it? We might compare the way
that diagnosis and prevention of scurvy were difficult when nobody
really knew what it was, and became easy once people appreciated
that scurvy is a disease whose symptoms are caused by vitamin C
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deficiency. For more on the powers of definition, see 12gb1r gnn.
e8 wn ... 128arx oiopevor 8¢é: this parenthetical clause gives Soc
rates’ reason for asking what it is to care for oneself. Spelled out in
full, the construction would be ‘I ask this question in order that we
should not ...” or ‘I ask this question because I fear lest ...
moAAdxig ‘as may well happen’. See LS]J s.v. moAA&xis 111,

5

128a2-3 ap 6tav TV adtod émipeAfjtal, TéTe nal adTol; in Ap.
36c d (cf. 132c1 5n), Socrates says that he has done the Athenians
‘the greatest of all good turns ... by trying to persuade each one of
you not to take care (¢mipeAeiofar) of anything that belongs to him
(tédv EauTol) before taking care of himself (éauToU), in order to
ensure that he becomes as good and as wise as he can; and not to
take care of anything that belongs to the city before taking care of
the city itself; and likewise to care for other things along the same
principles’. a4 époi yobv Soxei: with Alcibiades’ failure to grasp
the distinction between caring for himself and caring for what
belongs to him, contrast the grasp expected from the readers of Isoc.
15.290, on how a young man who means to start out well in life must
‘care for himself before his belongings (aiToU TpdTepov ) TGOV avToU
moimoacbar THv Emipéreiav)’ and must not ‘feel pleasure or pride at
other goods so much as at those produced in the soul by education’.
a8 xaleig 8¢ 1 xeLpog; olov ... ‘Does the phrase “belongs to a hand”
mean anything to you? [lit. Do you call anything “belonging to a
hand”?] For example,...” Alcibiades did not understand what Soc
rates meant by the construction with the genitive in 128a6 & éoT1 TéV
To8&v (‘things that belong to the feet’). Socrates therefore attempts to
explain the construction, and so first checks that Alcibiades under
stands the terms in which he will give his explanation. Cf. 128bj
below; Meno 75e 76a, where in a series of questions with kadels T1
and olov (TeAeuTnv Kahels T1; To16v8e Aéyw olov kTA.) Socrates checks
that Meno understands the words that Socrates will use in defining a
shape as ‘a boundary of a solid (oTepeoU mépas)’; and Phd. 103¢c d
(Bepudy T1 Kaels kal Wuxpov; kTA.), where, before making a point for
which the difference is crucial, Socrates checks that Cebes under
stands by the words for ‘hot’ and ‘cold’ something different from fire
and snow. With this use of kaAeiv T1, to check that someone under
stands an expression or construction, contrast the use of ¢avon T1
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eival, to check that someone agrees on a point of ontology, in such
passages as Pri. 330d 6o16TnT& TWd date givan; ... oUkoUv dpaTe Kol
ToUTOo Tpdypd T1 givar; (‘Do you say that holiness exists? ... So you
say that this too is a thing?’), and Phd. 65d ¢popév T eivon Bikoiov
aUTo 7 oUdév; (‘Do we say that there is something that is righteous
itself? Or nothing?’). arg xoai ipdrtia ... br vai: the mention of
weaving at 128c15 UpavTikfii confirms that this passage, with its
mention of clothing and blankets, does indeed belong here, in spite
of its absence from the direct tradition.

b5 xaAeig Ti: see 128a8n.

d3—4 aAAfjL pev apa TEXVNL adTod éxdotou emipmelodpeda, AAATL
8¢ tdv avtod ‘So there is one skill with which we care for a thing
itself, and another with which we care for what belongs to the thing.’
Socrates formulates the general principle implicit in the previous
examples, so that he can apply it in his next speech to the case
of Alcibiades in particular. Arguments of this pattern were called
gmakTikol Adyol (‘inductive arguments’) and were distinct favourites
of Socrates’ (Arist. Met. 1078b27 9). There were rough approxima
tions to this pattern in 1o7ar cg and 114c1 dg, and an exact but
trivial instance of it in r112ero 113ar0. Here and at 128e4 129a1,
Alcibiades meets equally exact but slightly more substantial instances
of the pattern. The next time he meets an &mwaxTikos Adyos (129c5

dg), it will be more substantial still.

e10—II Tig TéYvn PeAtiw molel &dvbpwmov, &p &v moTe yvoipev
dyvoodvteg Ti moT éopev adtoiy ‘Could we ever know what art
improves a human being, if we are ignorant of what we ourselves
are?’ Socrates applies to us human beings the principle just illus
trated by sandals and rings. ero avbpwmov is a conjectural re
placement for the a¥Tév of all the manuscripts. &vBpwTros, like other
‘nomina sacra’ (words that occur frequently in the theological texts
that were so large a part of the output of medieval scribes), was
often abbreviated; and its abbreviation was easily misread as some
shorter word beginning with alpha. Cf. Hp. ma. 289a, where the
manuscripts all report as &\Awi what must originally have been
&vbpwmwy or the like. The corruption to adTtév would have been
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assisted by the repetitions Umédnpa . .. Uédnua and SakTulious ...
BakTUAlov in the premisses of the induction (128dg 4n.).

129a2 tuyyaver ‘is’. It would be more usual to include also some
form of the participle dv, and if Plato had written p&idiov &v Tuyy-
avel, the 6v could easily have been omitted by homoeoteleuton.
That is however no good reason to insert an év here. For there are
Platonic parallels for the omission of the participle; and in some of
them (Laws 918c, Tim. 61c, Hp. ma. 300a) the omission cannot be
explained by homoeoteleuton. a4 mavtég: this genitive, like the
TavTds in 129a5, goes with the infinitive 16 yvévan éautédv of 129a2,
to form a phrase meaning ‘everyone knows himself’; see 114cin. on
ToU aUToU KTA. af epoi pév: see 11ediin. a5—6 moAAdxig
rev €8ofe moavtog eival, moAAdaxig 8¢ mayydAemov ‘it has often
seemed that everybody does it, and often that it is really difficult’.
Alcibiades’ own inability to reach a fixed view on this question
exemplifies a larger pattern in Greek thought. Here are some of the
conflicting views that were expressed: ‘All human beings are able to
know themselves and be moderate’ (Heraclitus DK 22 B 116); “‘When
Cheilon was asked what is the most difficult thing of all, he said “To
know oneself”’ (Stobaeus 3.21.13); * “Know yourself” does not sound
anything much; but in reality, only Zeus among the gods knows how
to do it’ (Ion fr. 55 TGF). Croesus at first thought self knowledge
easy (Xen. Gyr. 7.2.21), and only later realised his mistake (124b1n.).
a5 mwoAAdxig ... 6 mwoAAdxig: such anaphora is an ornament ‘com
monest in those writers who aim at vividness, force, and pathos:
rarest in those who rigidly suppress the emotions’ (J. D. Denniston,
Greek prose style (Oxford 1952) 84).

b1 tiv av tpémov ebpebein adto to adté; ‘How might the itself itself
be discovered?’ The itself itself, altd T0 a¥T0, is the feature com
mon to all cases in which we can rightly apply some part of the word
aUTOs, just as the big itself, alTo 1O péya, is the feature common to
all cases in which we can rightly apply some part of the word péyas.
Such common features are sometimes called Forms (ei8n, i8¢a1), and
this ‘the so and so itself” construction (adtd 16 plus the neuter sin
gular of the word for so and so), is among Plato’s favourite ways of
referring to a Form (e.g. Phd. 74c altd 16 ioov, Prm. 131d aUTO TO
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ouikpdy, Smp. 211d aiTd 1O kaAdv). The so and so itself would be
‘discovered’ if we found the right definition of so and so (127e8n.).
Thus ‘to discover the itself itself” would be to find a formula which
spells out the common feature of those cases in which the expression
avToés can rightly be applied. This formula would explain the com

mon feature that entitles us to speak of e.g. the Oresteia itself (as
opposed to e.g. its various productions and performances), of Athens
herself (as opposed to e.g. her various territories and inhabitants),
and in particular of Alcibiades himself (as opposed to e.g. his
various possessions and organs). There is no reason to think that this
formula would be limited to those cases in which auTtés is applied to
a person or a mind. The Greek usage of o076 has no counterpart to
the unfortunate English usage whereby the pronoun ‘self’ can also
be used as a noun meaning ‘a permanent subject of successive and
varying states of consciousness’ (Oxford English dictionary, second edi

tion, s.v. ‘self’ c.1.3). Someone whom you love can indeed be de

scribed as your ‘other self” (Etepos or &\Aos aUTés; see e.g. Arist. EN
1161b28 9, 1166a32). The point of such a description however is not
that your loved ones are subjects, permanent or temporary, of states
of consciousness; after all, even your enemies are that. The point is
rather that you have for your loved ones the same sort of concern
that you have for yourself. oVtw: lit. ‘in this way’; i.e. by discov

ering the itself itself, i.e. by accurately defining what is meant by
aUToS. b2 &v tdy ebpoipnv i wot éopev adtol ‘we could well
find out what we ourselves are’. Once we have defined what is meant
by «¥Tds, we can hope to be able to single out a thing itself from
anything else with which it might be confused. Thus if something is
alleged to be Alcibiades himself, we can check the allegation by
treating what we have defined as some sort of model or blueprint
(xpouevos aUTfit TapadelyuaTi: Euthphr. 6e), and seeing whether the
thing alleged to be Alcibiades himself matches up to this model. The
hope is that our definition will enable us to resolve any controversy
about what we ourselves are as thoroughly as comparing something
with a vyardstick will resolve controversy about its length (cf.
126¢8n.). b2-3 todtou & EtL dvteg év dyvoiot 48dvatoi mov ‘but
while we remain in ignorance of this [i.e. of the itself itself], we will
not, I imagine, have that ability [i.e. the ability to find out what we
ourselves are]’. Even without the moderating mov (‘I imagine’), this
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would still not be the fatuous conviction that we can have no idea at
all of what we ourselves are unless we first find a definition of a¥Tds;
for we can have, for the purposes in hand, a good enough idea of
what we ourselves are, even if that idea does not exactly amount to
knowledge (cf. 130c¢8 d6).

129b5-130e6: People are their souls

Crafismen differ from the tools that they use. In general, the user of something
differs from the thing that s used. In particular, this principle applies when
people use their bodies: the person who is the user of the body is something dis

tinct from it. This user of the body can only be the soul. It is therefore their
souls that Socrates and Alcibiades must take care of if they are to take care of
themselves.

129bs5 éye obv: as in 109bg, Socrates bids Alcibiades ‘Stop’, to con
sider the implications of his most recent words. The remark &p8ds
Aéyers has suddenly given Socrates an idea: if they decide what
exactly it is that is using words to conduct this conversation, that will
tell them what they themselves are.

c7 topel xai opidnu: the difference between these two tools for cut
ting shoeleather has long been forgotten. Olympiodorus guessed that
the opiAn had a straight edge while the TopeUs had a curved one; he
based his guess on the way that the word TopeUs is used as a techni
cal term in geometry for a sector of a circle.

di-2 o ypwpevog xal @t xpHitor ael Soxel €repov eilvar: inviting
Alcibiades to generalise from the previous examples in the manner
of an &mwakTikds Adyos or induction (128dg 4n.). This induction
carries more weight than those that Socrates has presented earlier;
for the ultimate purpose of the generalisation here is to reach the
conclusion that human beings differ from their bodies, and this con
clusion, unlike its counterparts in the earlier inductions, is by no
means as obvious as the examples from which the generalisation is
inferred. Alcibiades therefore continues to make progress. d4-5
TEWVELY 6pYdvoLg povov 1) xai yepoiv: the idea that when a cobbler
cuts his leather, he uses his hands, and other bodily parts, no less
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than his tools, soon leads to the idea that we may talk of bodily parts
themselves as tools or épyava (whence the English ‘organs’). Soc
rates eschews such talk here, presumably to avoid overburdening
Alcibiades at this early stage of his education. When talking to The
aetetus, another beginner but rather more promising intellectually
than Alcibiades (127e4 5n.), Socrates does engage in such talk, but
with apologies (Tht. 184d: ‘these  as it were  tools (ToUTwv oiov
dpydvewv)’). And when talking to intimates, Socrates engages in such
talk without any apologies at all (e.g. Rep. 508b).

e6 Av is what is sometimes called a ‘philosophic imperfect’ (M7 §40).
The past tense relates to the past discussion in which they agreed
that user differs from used (129c5 d3); there is no suggestion that the
difference itself is a thing of the past. Cf. 114c3n. for a similar use of
the imperfect, relating to past experience of a permanent fact.
e8 €tepov dpa avBpwmog EoTL Tod cwpatog Tod €avtod: this infer
ence that, since a human being uses his own body as a tool, he must
be distinct from his body, contradicts Sph. 267a, where the Eleatic
Stranger describes the mimic of another person’s mannerisms both
as ‘displaying himself as a tool (adToU TapéxovTos tauTdv Spyavov)’
and as ‘using his own body (té®1 éauTol xpouevos cwuatt)’. The
contradiction is however only verbal. For the Eleatic Stranger is
trying to distinguish the mimic, who uses only his own body, from
someone who constructs representations in, for example, paint or
clay; and at the cost of some tiresome complexities, the Eleatic
Stranger could have drawn just the same distinction without contra
dicting our passage.

130a3 &pyovoa: Socrates often talks of the soul as ‘controlling’ the
body (e.g. Phd. 94b, Phlb. 35d, Rep. 353d, Clit. 407¢). He has in mind,
above all, the fact that we can use our bodies to execute our rational
decisions about what goods to obtain and what evils to avoid.
Unfortunately, we sometimes act, not to execute rational decisions,
but out of pure rage or greed. Rep. 436b 441c says that in such
actions the body is still controlled by the soul, only by non rational
parts of it. Rep. 611b 612a adds however that the non rational parts
of the soul are temporary accretions, due to embodiment. ag
Yuxny )} cdpa i) cuvapdoétepov ‘Soul or body or the pair in combi
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nation.” ouvau¢oTepov is used in this way for the composite of body
and soul also in Smp. 209b and Tim. 87¢. All manuscripts add after
ouvapdoTepov the explanation 16 éAov ToUto “This is the whole.’
The explanation is somewhat inept. It invites the question ‘the whole
what?’; and the only answer to that question would be something
like ‘the whole human being’. Thus, if this explanation belongs in
the text, Socrates is here arguing for the identity of something (a
human being) with what he acknowledges to be only a part of that
thing (the human being’s soul). Some philosophers did come near to
endorsing such arguments (e.g. Arist. Pip. fr. 6 Ross, quoted in
133c1 2n.). Elsewhere however, Socrates is careful, even at the cost
of some linguistic oddity, to avoid suggesting that our souls are parts
of us (cf. 130dyn.). He is unlikely therefore to be making such a sug
gestion here. The phrase 16 éAov ToUTo should therefore be deleted,
as an intrusive gloss. axx dAla pnv: see 106e4n.

b2 cdpa adto avTod &pyer: Socrates senses an absurdity in talk of
self control; elsewhere he suggests that, to avoid the ludicrous sug
gestion of one and the same thing being both controller and con
trolled, we should take talk of controlling oneself to mean that one
contains two elements, the stronger controlling the weaker (Rep.
430¢ 431b; cf. 131b4n. on cw¢pooUvn kTA.). On the same principle,
a body might after all be described as controlling itself if e.g. the
brain controls the musculature. bro icwg 8fjra ‘Certainly, per
haps.” This bizarre turn of phrase seems to indicate evasiveness
(robas 7n.), or maybe indecision. Speakers use &fTa to give empha
sis to their answers. To stress an answer in the negative, they say
ov 8fita, ‘Certainly not.” To stress a positive answer, they use 8fjTa
with some echo of the words to which they are giving their emphatic
assent. Where those words themselves include iocws, but not other
wise, it is entirely idiomatic and logical to reply with fows 8fjTa, as in
Laws 658d, where a speaker emphatically agrees to “I'ragedy might
(iows) get the votes of ..., with iows 8fjTa (‘Indeed it might’). There
is no third occurrence of iows 8fjTa in extant literature. bri-i12
LN YO GUVAPYOVTOG ToD €TéPou oVdepia mov unyavy TO cuvapdo-
tepov dpyewv ‘For presumably there is no way that the pair in com
bination can rule, if one of the pair is not ruling in combination.’
There can be pitfalls in reasoning that since things taken individually
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lack a certain property, they therefore lack that property when taken
together. Hp. ma. 301d go2b gives a vivid example: Socrates is just
one man, not two; and so is Hippias; but it would be silly to reason
that Socrates and Hippias are therefore just one man, not two. The
ouv in ouvépyovtos here helps guard against such pitfalls. In one
respect at least, it plainly succeeds. For once we agree with Socrates
that the body is not ruled by the body in combination with some
thing, we cannot deny him the inference that the body is not ruled
by the body in combination with the soul. If there is a fault in Soc
rates’ argument, the fault will therefore lie in his transition from
saying that the body does not rule, to saying that the body does not
rule in combination. The transition would indeed be faulty, if &pye
at 130b2 meant ‘is the sole ruler’. But the transition is sound enough
if &pyxer there means ‘does some ruling’.

c3 Ttov avBpwmov ... Yuxny ... 5-6 N Yuyn éotiv avBpwmog: the
nouns with a definite article attached are thereby marked out as
subjects; those without a definite article are predicates. By first
describing the human being as a soul, and then describing the soul
as a human being, Socrates emphasises that what he has argued for
is the strict identity of human beings with their souls. Socrates would
apparently be prepared to accept such identities for other animals
too: Hp. mi. g75a, perhaps in order to remind us that horses are ani
mate beings, uses the phrase wyuxn immou as a circumlocution for ‘a
horse’, and shows a willingness to use corresponding locutions about
‘a dog and all other animals’. c4 nopdijL pév ovv: this emphatic
form of assent was a great favourite of Plato’s; in particular, he has
his speakers use it when, like Alcibiades now, they are engaged in a
more or less advanced philosophical argument (its 30 other uses
are confined to Rep., Prm., Tht., Sph., Plt.). It is not found at all in
Xenophon’s Socratic works. It was felt quaint, and was guyed by
Aristophanes, who has a character called Just Man use it three times
in six lines (Pl. 833 8). See 104d1on. for other ways of saying ‘yes’.
c7 ixavdg pot Soxel éxewv: Alcibiades reverts to his characteristic
(104d2 3n.) desire to save himself intellectual effort.

drx axpiBdg pév: this pév clause is contrasted, after the break for
clarification at 132dg 5, with viv 8¢ ... é§apkéoer at 132d5 6. (It



COMMENTARY: 130d1-130d6 217

therefore need not be taken, with GP 377 8, as ‘contrasted with what
precedes, not with what follows’.) di—2 6 vuvdy moapnABopev
‘what we recently [i.e. at 129b5 130c7] sidestepped’. d2 Sz 7o
moAAfg eival oxédewg ‘because it would have taken a great deal of
investigation’. dg apti: at 129b1 3. d5—-6 viv 8¢ avti adTod
705 adTod adTov €xactov éoxéppeda ot éoti ‘However, instead of
the itself itself, we have in fact been investigating what each himself
is.” Even though the text here is uncertain, it is clear that adtoU ToU
aUToU (or whatever is the correct text of the phrase that goes with
&vti) must refer to the same thing as adté T alTéd in 129b1 and
130d5. Hence, if the interpretation in 12gbin. is correct, Socrates is
here speaking of his failure to investigate the general criterion for
picking out a thing itself from any of the various parts, appurte
nances, or what have you, with which it might be confused. It is
clear also that alTov gkaoTov ... 6T1 ¢oTi (or whatever is the correct
text of the phrase that goes with éokéupeba) must refer to the ques
tion that has been answered by identifying human beings with their
souls (130cg 6). To make these identifications is in effect to say that
Socrates himself is Socrates’ soul, that Alcibiades himself is Alci
biades’ soul, and so on. Making these identifications can therefore
be described as answering the question of ‘what each himself is’.
However, even if these identifications are correct (as Socrates will
provisionally take them to be), their correctness will not be known
for sure until they have been tested against the general criterion for
all such identifications, the criterion that we will have only when we
have ‘discovered the itself itself” (cf. 12gb1 gnn.). With the contrast
between ‘the itself itself” and ‘each himself” cf. the contrasts in Prm.
134a between ‘real science itself (a0Tf pev 6 Eoti émioTnun)’ and
‘each of the real sciences (Ex&oTn 8¢ aU TV EmoTnpdY 1 éoTv)’, and
between ‘science that we have (fj 8¢ map nuiv émoTnun)’ and ‘each
science that we have (kai aU ék&oTn | Tap fuiv émioTnun)’. dé6
xol lowg eEapuécer ‘Perhaps that will be good enough’; i.e. perhaps
the recent identification of people with their souls is all we need to
start caring for ourselves, even though we have not looked for, much
less found, a definition against which to test the identification. The
Platonic Socrates is not usually so happy to forgo the search for a
definition, and in this respect at least he seems to be modelled faith
fully on the historic Socrates himself (Xen. Mem. 1.1.16, Arist. Met.
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987bg, 1078b18 31, 1086b3g). Perhaps we are to imagine that until
Alcibiades is fully hooked on philosophy, Socrates will not risk driv
ing him away by subjecting him to all the rigours of looking for a
definition. Similarly, Socrates does not ask Euthydemus (10gain. on
Bavpade) to define anything during their first encounter (Xen. Mem.
4.2), but only once Euthydemus has become his associate (Xen. Mem.
4.6.1 2). d6-7 00 Ydp TOL ®VPLHOTEPSOY YE 0VEEV AV AV AVTHY
Pnoaipev i) v Yuyny For there is, I suppose, nothing of ourselves
that we would say is more authoritative than the soul.” Here Soc
rates not only indicates (as at Rep. 382a b) that the soul is that of us
which is kupicwoTtaTov, but also hints that a thing itself is rightly
defined as that of the thing which is kupiTaTov. One consequence
of such a hint is that Alcibiades is unwittingly applying the right cri
terion when he decides that, since his soul is ruler among the things
with which he might be identified, his soul is what he himself is.
Other consequences are that, by the same criterion, the eye itself
can be identified with the pupil (133a7n. on ToUto émep PéATIoTOV
avToU), and that Alcibiades’ soul itself can be identified with his
intellect (133c1 2n.). d6 yap mou: see 107aron. d7 pdv
advt®v: this slightly odd construction with the genitive, ‘of our
selves’, is (like 133a7 a¥ToU ‘of it [the eye]’, 133cT1 Tfis wuxfis ‘of the
soul’, 133¢c4 a¥Tfis ‘of it [the soul]’) studiously general. A thing is ‘of
ourselves’ if it is related to us in any way at all that may make it
seem something with which we are to be identified. Some of our
parts may no doubt be related to us in such a way. But the phrase
‘of ourselves’ does not mean ‘part of ourselves’: e.g. Alcibiades’
body and soul ‘in combination’ (130ag), although no doubt some
thing ‘of” him, can form no part of him, but if anything form some
thing of which he himself is a part. The odd construction with the
genitive is presumably chosen precisely to avoid giving the impres
sion that Socrates and Alcibiades are engaged in the absurd enter
prise of singling out, from among Alcibiades’ various parts, one with
which to identify him. Cf. the genitive in Phd. 79b fiudv aiTtédV TO
uev odua €oTl, T 8¢ wuyn (‘there is that of ourselves which is soul,
and that which is body’), where the point of the construction is pre
sumably again to allow for the possibility that we simply are our
souls, and that our bodies are not even parts of us. dg-11 ‘So is
it all right to think of it like this? That it is you and I who are con
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versing with one another, that we are using words, and that we are
using them with the soul and addressing them to the soul?’ This aus
tere description of what is going on fits well with the facts that there
is no audience to the conversation (118b6), that the lovers of Alci
biades’ body have all dropped away (103a2, 131¢6 dj), and that the
conversation (unlike Plato’s usual practice) contains no hints about
its physical setting. d9g—10 €pe xal 6& mpocopiely aAANAoLg: 1.c.
it is Socrates and Alcibiades themselves (as opposed to e.g. the words
that they use 129b14 c5, their bodies 129e4 8, or their bodies and
souls in combination 130b8 13) that are conversing; and they are
conversing with one another (as opposed again to conversing with
e.g. one another’s words, or body, or body and soul in combination).
d1o toig Adyolg ypwpévoug: i.c. words are merely the instruments
used by Socrates and Alcibiades, and so are distinct from their users
(129c5 dir). Tt Yoy given that Socrates is his soul (130c3),
this dative had better indicate that the soul is itself the agent of the
action here described, rather than a mere instrument employed by,
and thus distinct from, the agent. This dative would thus be akin to
the datives in Tht. 184d, on how vision, hearing and our other per
ceptual capacities ‘converge on some single form, on a yuyxnv or
whatever it should be called, by which (1), through these —as it were
tools (81& ToUTwv olov dpydvwv), we perceive what is perceptible’; in
Grg. 528e, on how a judge in the afterlife operates, stripped of every
thing bodily, adtfit THi Yuxfit avtnv THV Yuyxnv Bewpolvra (cf.
132a6 bi1); and in Phd. 66e, again of people reduced to nothing but
their souls, a0t Tfj1 yuyfjt Beatéov ot T& TpdypaTa. The dative
Tt yuxft would therefore be quite distinct from the recent instru
mental datives 129c2 Adywi, 129c7 8 Topel kai opiAnt kol &AAois
dpyavois, and 129d5 xepoiv. It is also quite distinct from the dative
&AANAots governed by mpooouiAeiv and the dative Tois Adyoris gov
erned by yxpwpévous. If this variety of constructions with the dative is
thought intolerably harsh, then it can be reduced, but not removed
entirely, by changing the Tfj1 yuxfji of the manuscripts to an accusa
tive TNV yuynv, as a subject of the infinitive TpocowiAeiv, in the same
construction as éué kol o. dro-11 mpog v Yuynv: i.e. each
soul addresses the other soul, as opposed to addressing his words, his
body, his body and soul in combination, or (130eg 4) any part of his
body.
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eI whvu pev odv: see Io4drion. e2 EumpocBev: at 129b10 14.
€3 Zwxpdatyg . .. dtadéyetal Adywt ypwpevog: cf. Phd. 115¢ d ‘T am
failing, gentlemen, to persuade Crito that I am Socrates here, the
one who is now conversing (iaAeyouevos), and controlling each
thing that is said. Instead, he thinks that I am the corpse which he
will soon see, and he asks how he is to bury me!’ e5 todTo: see
115b6n. on the gender of this pronoun.

130e7—-132c9: Us, our belongings, and their belongings

Now that human beings have been identified with souls, Alcibiades can start to
estimate his body and his property at something like their proper value. Alcibiades’
body ts not him, but just what belongs to him; and his property ts at one further
remove, being what belongs to what belongs to him. Therefore Alcibiades should
attach no great importance to his body and those who care for the body, whether
they be doctors and trainers, or for that matter the lovers who, by departing along
with his youthful good looks, prove that what they really loved was his body, not
him. Still less, should Alcibiades be concerned with property. All this explains
what Alcibiades should not do. It leaves unexplained how he is to know and care

Jor himself, that is, his soul.

The ranking here of soul, body and property is standard Platonic
doctrine; e.g. Laws 697b and Phdr. 241c assign first place to goods
that concern the soul, second to those that concern the body, and
only third to those that concern wealth and possessions. A distinction
between these three objects of concern, without any particular rank
ing of them, is common currency among the followers of Socrates;
thus Xen. Oec. 1.13 speaks of damaging body, soul and estate (oikov)
by the purchase of a whore, and Critias fr. 6.17 18 IEG describes
how moderate drinking brings benefit to body, wits (yvcouni) and
property (ktnoet). Traditional Greek wisdom already drew some
such distinction between soul, body and external possessions, but
held that each provides some species of good that is supreme in its
own sphere: ‘Justice is the finest thing (k&AAioTov), health the most
beneficial (A&d1oTov), and most pleasant of all (ravTwv fi810ToV) is to
get what one wants (oU Tis épdn T6 TUyEiv)’ (epigram inscribed on the
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temple of Apollo at Delos, as yv&@6: cautév was inscribed on the
temple of Apollo at Delphi, and quoted in e.g. Arist. FE 1214a5 6).

I131a2—3 G67TLG dpa TAOV TEXVITAV ToD CWRATOG YLYVWGKEL T& AOTOD
GAX o0y avTOV éyvwxev ‘So any expert whose knowledge is of the
body knows, not himself, but what belongs to him.” See 11gb1 2n.
for the use of the genitive ToU cwuaTtos to indicate the subject or
source of the knowledge here described. The present yryvdoxer
indicates some permanent and fundamental fact about this knowl
edge, while the perfect ¢yvewkev indicates the effect which that fact
has had on the individual knower: because it is in the nature of such
knowledge that it concerns only the body, the result is that he knows
only what belongs to himself. For such a change of tense, to mark
the contrast between a fundamental fact and a particular manifesta
tion of it, cf. Isaeus 7.90, which describes the ways in which people
recognise the importance of leaving an heir, and continues: kal o¥
pévov 18ial TaUTa ylyvwokousty dAA& kal dnpocial TO Kowov TS
ToAews oUTw TaUT éyvewke (‘Moreover, it is not only in private life
that this is recognised; it has also been given public recognition by
the civic authorities in the following way’). a2 TexvuT®dv Is a
conjectural insertion. All the manuscripts read T&v ToU ocwpaTos; the
indirect tradition offers the variants Té&v ToU cwpaTtos Tt and Ta ToU
owpaTtos. All those three readings suffer from a serious difficulty.
Whichever of them we were to adopt, it had better be a circumlocu
tion for ‘the body’. For otherwise it will not be possible to derive the
conclusion of 131a5 6 that the professional knowledge of doctors
and trainers is not knowledge of themselves. But it is hard to treat
any of these readings as a circumlocution for ‘the body’. Translators
who make the attempt offer ‘the parts of the body’. The phrase T&
ToU owpatos is however used elsewhere (128d1, 131br) for what
belongs to the body, such as clothing, in contrast to the body itself;
and this is the application of a systematic constrast between things
themselves and what belongs to them (128a2 14, 128cg e2, 131b10

c4, 133d1 e8). An obvious answer to this difficulty is to have only the
phrase ToU cwpatos as the object of the verb yiyvooxker. Something
must then be done about the T&v; Socrates’ next sentence, beginning
oUBeis &pa TGOV iaTpddv, suggests that it should be considered as the
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trace of a noun phrase in the genitive plural; Tév Texvitédv has a
suitable sense; and its TexviTédv might easily have been lost by
homoeoteleuton. a5 latpd®dv ... 6 modorpBdv: doctors and
trainers are stock examples of experts; the expertise of both con
cerns the body; doctors tell us what restores the body to good health,
trainers, what keeps it there; and because of their expertise, we must
defer to their authority (Cri. 47b c, Grg. 464a 465c, 504a, Prt. 313d).
Even these experts, it now turns out, are less grand than they might
seem. a5 xa® doov ‘in so far as’ or ‘to the extent that’; tanta
mount to A1 (115c6n.).

b4 ei dpa: ‘Gpa in a conditional protasis denotes that the hypothesis
is one of which the possibility has only just been realized: “If, after
all”” (GP 37). cwdpocdvy €cTi TO €autov yLyvwoxewv: this
account of moderation is presented in just this form by Critias in
Chrm. 164d e, and in a slightly different form by Timaeus in Tim.
72a (quoted in 127¢5 6n.). On the assumption that one’s intellectual
limits are the most important thing to know about oneself, this
account of moderation is equivalent to that adopted by Theaectetus
in Sph. 230d, when he describes ‘counting oneself as knowing just
the things that one does in fact know, and not any more’ as ‘the best
and most moderate of states’. An alternative and popular account
(Rep. 430e; cf. Grg. 491d e, Laws 626e) describes the moderate man,
not as knowing, but as controlling, himself (kpelTTw a¥ToU, tauTol
&pxovta). This, as Socrates points out, is a paradoxical description,
for how could a man be master of himself without also being his own
slave, or stronger than himself without also being weaker? Never
theless, Socrates endorses the idea behind this paradoxical descrip
tion: the moderate man is one whose intellect has control over his
appetite for pleasure (Rep. 430e 431a; cf. 122a4 7). It is not obvious
how to reconcile these two accounts of moderation. b7 Bdvavoor
‘vulgar’; but no one English word does quite the same job of picking
out manual labour and simultaneously conveying disdain for it. Such
disdain was widespread, both in Greece and beyond (see Hdt. 2.167).
Even in democratic Athens, before the mass audiences of comedy
and oratory, a standard form of abuse (comparable to our abuse of
politicians for being grocer’s daughters, or ex actors) is to claim that
someone earns his living as a manual labourer: e.g. Hyperbolus is
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abused for making lamps (Ar. Clouds 1065, Peace 690), and Cleophon
is abused for making lyres (And. 1.146, Aeschin. 2.76). For philo

sophical discussion of the view that mechanical arts are vulgar (and
in some cases endorsement or rationalisation of it), see Rep. 495d e,
590c, Grg. 512b c, Arist. Pol. 1328b39 1329a34, 1337bg 15, EE
1215225 b1, Xen. Oec. 4.2 3. bg mdvv pev obv: see 104d1on.

c6 ei dpa: see 131bgn. CI0 GoTig 8§€ cov THg YuyFig epary ‘But he
who loves your soul [sc. is the person who loves you]?’ This sentence
might instead be punctuated as éoTis 8¢ coU, Tfs Wuxfis épdi; and
translated as ‘But he who [sc. loves] you, loves [sc. your| soul?” It
makes very little difference. CII &vayxn daiveral éx Tod Adyou:
the combination of a vehement ‘it must’ with a tentative ‘it seems’ is
perhaps evasive; cf. 127cron. CI2—I3 0 pév 1ol CWUATOG GOV
EpdV, emeldn AyeL avBody, amimv oiyetary Pausanias, in Smp. 183e,
gives similar expression to the same thought: the lover of a body
‘Is not permanent, since what he loves is not permanent. For the
moment that there starts to fade the flower of the body, which is
what he loved, off he flits (&ua yap T&1 ToU odhopaTos &vbel AfyovTl,
oUtep fpa, oixeTtan &rmorTduevos).” At 103bsg, before he had won
Alcibiades’ confidence, Socrates gave a different and more flattering
explanation for why Alcibiades’ other lovers have left him: rather
than abandoning him because he has lost his looks, they have been
driven away by his haughtiness.

dr tii¢ Yuyic épdv: a somewhat odd locution, whose closest paral
lels, perhaps pointedly, do not assert that someone feels épws for a
soul. Thus Pausanias in Smp. 183¢, speaks of ‘someone who loves the
body, rather than the soul (6 ToU oduaTos p&AAov 7| Tfis Wuxiis épddv)’,
and Socrates in Xen. Smp. 8.6 says ‘We’d better conceal your love
(EpwTa), since it is not for my soul (0¥ wuxdis), but for my shapely
physique.” It is of course a familiar thought that someone might
have for another a feeling more durable than &pws for his body, but
this more durable feeling is itself rarely described simply and starkly
as an €pws for his soul. Thus Pausanias in Smp. 18ge contrasts the
lover of the body with ‘the lover of good character (toU #6ous
xpnoToU dvtos épaoTns)’; Lysias in Phdr. 232e 233a contrasts €pas
for a body with a durable ¢1Aia or friendship; Xen. Mem. 4.1.2
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explains that ‘Socrates often said he loved (¢ép&v) someone; however,
the object of his desire (ép1éuevos) was plainly not those with youthful
bodies, but those whose souls were by nature well adapted to being
virtuous’; and when in Xen. Smp. 8.6 18, Socrates comes closer to
speaking of £€pws for the soul, this is always with a mixture of other
terms: typical is 14 ‘if people are fond of (oTépEwaot) both [soul and
body], then the flower of youth soon passes its best, and as it ceases,
affection (¢1Aiav) too must wither away in tandem; whereas the soul
becomes more loveable (&§iepaocToTépa), so long as it is continuing to
get wiser (in1 &1l TO ppovipcdTEPOY)’. di—-2 éwg av éni 16 BéATiov
inu ‘while the soul is continuing to improve’. With Socrates’ promise
to stay so long as Alcibiades continues to improve, contrast the
promise of Protagoras in Prt. g18a to a potential customer, Hippo

crates: ‘If you associate with me, then ... you will continue to get
better and improve (¢mi T BéATiov émBi8ovar).” The improvement in
Hippocrates will come from Protagoras, and in return for it, Hippo

crates is expected to pay money. By contrast the only repayment
that Alcibiades is expected to make for his continued improvement is
that continued improvement itself. d4 6 odx amiav is the person
already identified (at 103a2 3) as not going to leave; 6 un &miwv
would be whoever is not going to leave. d6 €5 ye modv ‘And
it’s just as well you are [the one who is not going to leave].” Other
variants of the idiom have koAés instead of €U (e.g. Smp. 174€ Kahdds
ye ... mo1ddy ovU), or use Toid as a main verb (e.g. Phd. 6oc € y
gmoinoas &vauvnoos ue). The idiom must not be translated as ‘It’s
good of you.” It does not indicate any benevolence in the agent; it
indicates rather that, by design or not, things have turned out con

veniently for the speaker. Thus Lys. 28.8 ‘It’s just as well that Thra

sybulus died as he did (kaA&s émoinoev oUTws TeAeuTnoas TOv Plov);
he didn’t deserve to live ... but he didn’t deserve to be executed
by you either’; Eur. Medea 467 74 ‘You’ve come to me, have you,
although you are now so hostile?... To do one’s dearest down, and
then look them in the face, is utter impudence ... But it’s just as well
you’ve come (eU & &moinocas woAwv). It means I can unburden my
soul by reviling you.’ d7 mpoBupod Toivuv 6TL xdAALGTOG €ivar:
‘What is Socrates saying to Alcibiades? “Curl your hair and pluck
your legs”? Heaven forbid. Instead, it’s “Give your will a make over;
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get rid of your worthless convictions (kbopel cou TNV Tpoaipeostv,
gCaupe T& palAa Soypata)”’ (Epictetus, Enchiridion 5.1.42).

ex A xBiadnt tédL Khewiov ... 3—4 Swrpdatyng 6 Zwdpovicxov xal
Pawvapétng: “The implication is that Alcibiades has not benefited
from his high birth, nor has Socrates’ wisdom been harmed by his
low birth’ (Olympiodorus). The implication is reinforced by the ety

mologies of the names of Socrates’ parents: humble though they
might have been, one was “The sensible little man’, and the other
was ‘She who brings virtue to light’. When Socrates speaks of both
himself and his addressee in the third person, using their names and
their fathers’, he gives his utterance something of the status of a
public and official record (cf. 113b8 gn.). The reference to Socrates
as the son of his mother Phaenarete is sufficiently bizarre to have as
an exact parallel only what seems to be a direct imitation (Ael. VH
2.1; cf. 105dr 2n.). e2—3 wovog, xai ovtog ayanntdég alludes to
Hom. Od. 2.365 polvos écwv &yamnTds, said of Telemachus, the only
child of Odysseus and Penelope. There is some hint of the reversal
of réles that will become explicit in 135d8 e3, when Socrates will
come to be the object of Alcibiades’ love, and come to receive from
his intellectual offspring something like parental care. Cf. 106bgn.,
for an earlier anticipation of this reversal. eb Edpnoba cpinpov
$0fivai pe mpocerBovra cor: at 104d1 6. e7 mpocelBelv is an
infinitive governed by épnofa in 131e6. It is common, but not man

datory, for the infinitive construction after ¢npi to be used not only
for the main verb of the remark reported (¢p87jvor 131€6), but also for
verbs within its subordinate clauses (M7 §755). e7—8 BovAbpevog
muBécBar 8C 6Tt povog ovx amépyopar: this description of what
Alcibiades wanted to know corresponds more closely to Socrates’
account at the start of the dialogue (especially 103a2 g pévos ouk
amaAA&TTopatl), than it does to anything that Alcibiades was pre

pared to confess at 104d1 6; Alcibiades confessed then to wondering
why Socrates is always stalking him, but did not say anything of the
fact that he had been abandoned by all his other lovers. The fact
that Alcibiades is now prepared to acknowledge the truth of this de

scription shows him to be losing some of the evasiveness (106a5 7n.)
that has hitherto marked his answers. eIl ta 8¢ od AMyeL Wpag,
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oV & &pynt avBeiv: this delicately reminds Alcibiades of the more
usual pattern of courtship, as in An. Pal. 5.74.5 6: “‘Wear this garland
and stop being haughty (ueydAauyos; cf. 104cg peyaAauyoUuevos):
both you and the garland are flowering and fading (&v8eis kal Anyers
Kal oU kal 6 oTépavos).” But instead of arguing ‘Yield while you can;
your beauty definitely won’t last’, Socrates argues “Yield while you
can; your beauty may or may not last; and it will last if you do
yield.’

132a1 av pn StadBapiitg Vo tod Abnvailwy SMpov: Socrates turns
the tables on his accusers: one of the charges on which the Athenian
people had him executed was that ‘he corrupts (Sia¢pbeipel) the young
men’ (dp. 26b; Xen. Mem. 1.1.1), and Alcibiades was cited as a prime
example of the young men whom he had corrupted (Xen. Mem.
1.2.12). For some account of how the Athenian people corrupted
Alcibiades, see 114cIn. on éva ... KaT& poévas, 120€3 4n., and the
whole of Rep. 490a 495c. a3 dnuepactig is an odd word, ap
parently coined just for the occasion. Unlike the more common
¢1A68npos, its meaning is much less dignified than ‘friend of the
people’ (the translation given in LS]J). It indicates someone who has
for the favours that the people can bestow a passion akin to that of
an older man for the sexual favours of a beautiful youth. The con
ceit that the democratic politician suffers from such a passion is
developed in Grg. 481d e: in particular, he will adapt himself to all
the fickle changes of public opinion as the lover does to all the
moods of his beloved. The conceit is elaborated at length in Ar. Kn.
710 1408. a5 eVmpoéowmog ... 6 amodlvra ... BedcacBar: to
elaborate the sexual image introduced by 8nuepacTns in 132a3, Soc
rates uses the vocabulary of men who are ogling youths. See Chrm.
154d e, for another application of this vocabulary to the inspection
of character: Socrates, having agreed that Charmides is edmpdoco-
mos, is told ‘If he’s willing to strip (&mrodUval), you won’t notice his
face, he’s got such an utterly beautiful figure’; Socrates then asks if
the boy’s soul matches his looks; on being told that it does, he says
‘So why don’t we strip (&modUoauev) his thingummy [«0T6 ToUTO;
though used here for the soul, the expression can of course also be
used for the phallus, as in Ar. Wasps 1062], and take a look at it
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(88eaodueba), before we look at his figure? After all, at his age, he
should definitely be willing to engage in dialectic (SiaAéyeobai).” The
political counterpart to ogling a boy’s soul is an inspection of the law
by which Alcibiades’ beloved Athenians live: it was a recurrent
thought that the constitution (ToAiTeia) or laws (vouor) of a city con
stitute its character (TpdTol), its lifestyle (Bios), or its soul (yuxn); see
Isoc. 7.14, 12.138, Arist. Pol. 1295240 b1, Demos. 24.210, Demos. in
Stobaeus 4.1.144. a5 peyoAntopog Sfjpog 'EpeyBéwg alludes to
Hom. Il. 2.547 8fipov *Epexffijos peyaAnTtopos. ‘Great hearted Erech
theus’ was a legendary king of Athens.

br ybpvacar ‘get yourself in training’. Alcibiades earlier invoked
athletic metaphors for political competition, and Socrates here is
alluding to that passage (with u&®e and pafovta 132b1 2, cf. pabévra
119b6 and pavB&vovta 119bg; with igven émwi T& Tfis ToAews 132b2,
cf. iévan cos & &OAnTAs 11gh6 7 and EAnAUBacty émi T& THS TOAEwS
119b8). However, Alcibiades had earlier used the word &okeiv for
training (119b6, b8). By using yuuvaleofou here instead, Socrates
reminds us, appropriately enough, that Greek athletes trained naked
(yvuvoi). Thus it is not only the Athenian people, but also Alcibiades
himself, who must be stripped naked if he is to get a proper view of
them. Cf. Grg. 523¢ ¢, 524d on judgement after death, explaining
how it is best for souls to be judged when they are naked, and by
judges who are themselves naked, where ‘naked’ means stripped of
everything bodily. Cf. also 13od1on. on Tfji yuxfi. @ poxdpte:
see 124a8n. b2-3 areEiddppaxa are magic charms intended to
ward off the effects of poison and drugs (see the definitions in PI.
279c¢, 280¢). Socrates often describes his arguments, in similarly self
deprecating terms, as ‘incantations’ (¢wwidai; e.g. Rep. 608a, Chrm.
157¢). The most exact parallel is however Laws g957d, where the
Athenian stranger says that a good judge is rendered immune to the
ill effects of such things as poetry and rhetoric by having internal
ised, ‘as dAe§ip&ppaka against other kinds of discourse’, ‘what the
legislator put in writing’ (T& ToU voupo8éTou ypdupaTa; note that
yp&pua may itself be used for written charms, as in Grg. 484a ypap-
HOTO Kol payyoveupaTa Kol Emaidas). bg-5 melpd EEnyeichor
6vTiva TpoTov émipeAnBeipev: on é§nyeiobar see 124b8n. The opta
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tive émipeAnBeipev without &v, subordinated to the present Teipdd
gEnyeiobau, violates the grammarians’ rules for these matters (M7
§667). If that is found intolerable, then the text can be emended to
SvTiv &v. Emendations will also remove the various parallels for the
violation, like Rep. 428d PouleUetar ... dvTiva TpdTOV ... &PLOTA
omidol, Grg. 448e oUdels épwTdl Toia Tis €in ) Fopyiou Téxvn, A&
Ti5, Kal dvTiva dtol kaheiv [opyiav, Euthd. 296e oUx Exw Uuiv Teds
&upropnToinv. It is however easier to accept that the optative was
not in fact governed by rules so hard and fast. b7 6 yap écpév,
emiexddg wpoAdynTar ‘since we have come to a pretty fair agree

ment on what we are’. Reasons given in 130c8 d7 explain why the
agreement can be praised as ‘pretty fair’, but cannot be given higher
praise than this.

cI értu: i.e. ‘it has been agreed that’. This clause is subordinate to
@uoAdYNTal In 132b7. Juyfic émipernTéoy ... 4—5 cwpdTwy 8¢
ol XPNRATWY TNV Eémipedeiav €tépoig mapadotéov: in Ap. goa b,
Socrates says ‘I go about, doing nothing other than urging both the
older and the younger among you not to care for your bodies or
property (BnTe cwpdTwy émiueAeiobor unTe XpnudTwy) in preference
to, or even as much as, the soul and how to make it as good as pos
sible (Tfis Wwuxfis, 6mws s &pioTn Eotar).” In Ap. 36¢ (quoted in
128a2 3n.) this care for one’s soul is called ‘care for oneself’, in con
trast to ‘care for what belongs to oneself”. c7 Tiv oGV av TpéTOV
yvoipev avta évapyécstata; ‘How then might we know them most
clearly?” The ‘them’ would include not only the soul (132c1), but also
the body and external possessions (132c4). We need not emend from
a¥Ta ‘them’ to auTo ‘it’, i.e. the soul. For the clearest knowledge of
them all is bound to be the clearest knowledge of it in particular;
and if 133d1 e5 is correct, then without knowledge of the soul in
particular, there can be no knowledge of any of these other things.
c8-9 émeldn tolto YvovTEG, G EoLxev, Kal NUig adTOVG YVWGopeDa
‘For once we have come to know this [i.e. the answer to the method
ological question just asked], then it seems that we will also come to
know ourselves.” With the use of émeidn here, more as connecting
two coordinate sentences than as subordinating one clause to an
other, cf. the similar use of émel in e.g. 123by4, 123d5.
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132c9-133c17: The eye and the soul

How a soul can know itself is explained by thinking of how an eye can see itself.
An eye can see itself by looking at its reflection in the pupil of another eye; simi

larly, a soul can know itself by contemplating its ‘reflection’ in the intellect of
another soul. Moreover, an eye can see itself best by looking at its reflection in a
mirror; similarly, a soul knows itself best when it uses the best of intellectual
murrors, and contemplates the way that it is reflected in God.

Glaringly absent from this passage (though not from Phdr. 255¢ e,
quoted in 135e1 2n. on 6 éuds épws KTA.) is explicit mention of how
erotic are looks from, or into, someone’s eyes. The poets made a great
deal of this, sometimes tastefully (e.g. Ibycus, PMG 287.2, Anacreon,
PMG 360.1, Sappho fr. 138 Voigt, Pind. fr. 123.2 Machler), some
times not (Licymnius, PMG 771.2: Hypnos makes Endymion sleep
with open eyes, so that he can continue to have the pleasure of
looking into them). Cra. 420a b gives an etymology of €pws as what
topel, ‘flows in’, through the eyes. Later literature turns the eroticism
of the eyes into a twee conceit; thus, in a poem ascribed to Plato (4n.
Pal. 7.669, D.L. 3.29), the speaker says to his beloved “You’re gazing
at the stars, my star. How much I wish I were the skies, To gaze on
you with many eyes’; and in Achilles Tatius 1.9.4 5, a young man
who so far can only look, not touch, is consoled with the words:
‘When eyes are reflected in one another, they receive, as if in a
mirror, impressions of the body; and this emanation of beauty [an
allusion to Phdr. 251b], which flows through the eyes down into the
soul [an allusion to Phdr. 255¢], contains a sort of union at a dis
tance, and is sweeter than a bodily union, for it is a new sort of
bodily embrace.” In Plato’s day however, the eyes can be the place,
or route, of most horrible lusts: Leontius gets angry with his eyes
when he cannot restrain himself from going to look at some corpses
(Rep. 439¢ 440a; Theopompus fr. 25 PCG derided him for necro
philia); and when Oedipus realises that he has married his own
mother, he puts out his eyes (Soph. OT 1270 9).

132c9Q vuvdy: at 124b1, 1292a2.
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dr Ymontedw is derived from a word meaning ‘I see’, and yet is
customarily used for ‘I am inclined to think’. It is therefore a felic
itous word to use when introducing an analogy between vision and
the intellect. di—-2 Aéyewv xai cvpBoviredewv recalls the phrase
used of Alcibiades himself at 108e6 7 oe AéyovTa kai cupBoulevovTa;
cf. 132d7n. d2—-3 008& moAAayod ‘not at all frequent’, i.e. very
rare. For this use of oU8¢, cf. Rep. 328c oUdt Bapilels . .. kaTaPaivav
(‘you don’t come down at all often’, i.e. you hardly ever come down),
587¢c oUdt mavu pidiov (‘not at all terribly easy’, i.e. really rather
difficult). d3 mapaderypa ‘analogue’. When you reach con
clusions about something obscure, on the basis of its presumed
similarity to something clear, you are using the clear thing as a
mapdderyua for the obscure one. Plt. 277d 278e cites the way that
children are taught their letters as itself a Tapa&derypa for the use of
mapadeiypuata in philosophy. Once children are good at guessing
which letter is which in short and easy syllables, they can be taught
to recognise those same letters in long and difficult words, by com
paring the long and difficult words with the short and easy syllables.
Likewise, we can come to appreciate something harder to under
stand (in the P/, the art of politics; here, what it is to know oneself)
by comparing it with something easier (in the Plt., the art of weav
ing; here, what it is for an eye to see itself); for the comparison will
enable us to notice in the harder thing features and properties that
we have already noticed in the easier. Arist. Rh. 1393a23 1394a18
describes and classifies the different ways in which one might argue
from Tapadeiypata; and 1356a34 1357b36 contrasts ToapadelyuaTa
with other styles of argument, in particular with those that approxi
mate more closely to rigorous proof. Rigorous proof however would
be out of place in reasoning addressed to a beginner; cf. 130d6n.
xata v 6Py povov: vision was found a particularly fertile source
for analogies with knowledge. Rep. 507¢ d itself points out that no
other sense could provide the rich and detailed model for knowledge
that is developed at 507b 509c. Aristotle (Pip. fr. 7 Ross) argues that
vision 1s the clearest of all our senses, and thus the sense that is most
akin to knowledge; ‘for by comparison with the others, it simply is a
sort of knowledge (domep émioThun Tis &Texvéds). And when it
comes to providing an analogy, not just for knowledge generally, but
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for self knowledge in particular, vision has a special advantage: the
eyes do have a distinctive look, and so are visible; but the ears, for
example, do not make a distinctive noise (cf. Chrm. 167b d, 168d e).
d6 18e cavtov: comparing the Delphic inscription to ‘see yourself’
means comparing the high minded to the naughty. Wanting to see,
and to be seen, and trying to do both at once by looking at herself,
are among the most striking features of Vice in Prodicus’ allegory:
‘she held her eyes wide open; she wore a gown through which her
charms could most easily shine forth; she kept looking down at her
self; she looked out also to see whether anyone was gazing at her;
and often she would even inspect her own shadow’ (DK 84 B 2.22 =
Xen. Mem. 2.1.22; Vice evidently sees her shadow (oki&) as somehow
surrogate for a mirror image (eidwAov), as in e.g. Aesch. Ag. 839,
Soph. Ajax 126, Philoctetes 946 7). Ovid gives a delicious variant on
this analogy between gazing at oneself erotically and high minded
self knowledge: Narcissus was so enthralled by his own reflection
that he wasted away, thus bearing out the oracle that he would live
to a ripe age ‘so long as he does not know himself” (Metamorphoses
3.348). d7 mopaiveiv: the very activity in which Alcibiades will
soon be engaged (107br2); cf. 132d1 2n.

e3 xavontpa continues the theme of comparing the high minded to
the naughty. Mirrors are an oriental luxury, like scented unguents
(Eur. Or. 1110 145 cf. 122c2n.). They are therefore decidedly unmanly:
thus the epicene Agathon has one, and an onlooker exclaims ‘What’s
a mirror got to do with a sword?’ (Ar. Th. 140). Not even all females
have mirrors: Aphrodite, goddess of sex, has a mirror, but Athena,
goddess of wisdom, does not (Soph. fr. 334 TGF, Call. H. 5.17 22);
and when the courtesan Lais, on retiring from business, dedicates a
typical tool of her trade to an appropriate divinity, she dedicates her
mirror to Aphrodite (4n. Pal. 6.1, a poem traditionally ascribed to
Plato). e4 towdra: only this addition  ‘mirrors and the like’

saves Alcibiades from the absurdity of claiming that we can see our
selves (that is, our souls) in a mirror. Even then, this addition saves
him from that absurdity only if it is given a wider interpretation
than he himself at this stage imagines: things ‘like’ mirrors in the
relevant respect will have to include, not only bodily things such as
still pools, but also the intellect, human and divine (133b7 c7).
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e5 tdL 6pBarpdL ... 6 €veoti TL TAV TooVvTwy: the immediate
point is of course that reflections are visible in the pupil of an eye,
as in a mirror. But we should recall also that the mirrors used in
ancient Greece had a reflecting surface that was round, like the
pupil: see the diagrams in Lenore O. Keene Congdon, Caryatid
mirrors of ancient Greece (Mainz am Rhein 1981) 5. e5 O 6pdrey
is syntactically ambiguous: when we meet this phrase here, we can
casily take the grammatical antecedent of the relative pronoun &1 to
be Té1 6pBaApddr; in the light of 133a7 however, which tells us that
what we see with is the pupil, we can take the antecedent to be 1.
This ambiguity over the antecedent of &, like the ambiguities over
Syel (133a2n.), kopnv (133a3n.) and ToUTo (133b4n.), helps make the
analogy (an eye seeing itself) somewhat murkier than that for which
it is an analogy (a soul knowing itself); for there are no correspond
ing ambiguities in the description of self knowledge at 133b7 c7.
Such murkiness is just what we should expect, given that our pro
gress towards wisdom consists in moving towards the bright clarity of
an intelligible world, which is copied only imperfectly in the murky
obscurities of the visible world: see the description of the Cave in
Rep. 514a 518b, for Plato’s most elaborate account of this progress.

133a2 6ger ‘pupil’. That dyis is here applied to the pupil is shown
by the comparison of the éyis with a mirror: the pupil is that part of
the eye in which a visible reflection is formed. The word can how
ever be applied, not only to the pupil and other organs of sight (LSJ
s.v. éyis m.c d), but also to more or less anything connected with
vision: the sensory capacity itself, its operations, and its objects. See
132e50. on &1 6pduev for a guess about why so ambiguous a word is
used. a3 0 &7 xai ... xadodpev: since the mirror is not itself the
image, but the place where the image is formed, 6 here must have
for its antecedent, not the single word katomTpd!, but the phenom
enon described by entire phrase 16 mpdéowTov ... kaTtomTEd®!. For
this construction, cf 7%t 194a, where more than four lines constitute
the antecedent of & 8n kai weUdos &pa cvopacTar (‘and this is
precisely what is termed falsehood’). %6pnv: from its original
meaning of ‘little girl’, this word is extended by easy stages, first to
‘figurine’, ‘doll, ‘statuette’, next to ‘image formed in the eye’, and
finally to ‘that part of the eye in which the image is formed, or
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pupil’. The first and second of these extensions are the main mean
ings relevant here. In this context however, it is hard not to be con
scious of the final extension, unhelpful though that is. See 132e5n.
on &1 6p&uev for a guess about why so ambiguous a word is used.
a7 tobTo omep BéATicTov avtol: as that ‘of’ the eye ‘which is best’,
the pupil will turn out to be the same as the eye itself (130d6 7nn.),
and looking into a pupil will turn out to be the same as looking into
an eye. A corollary is that e.g. the iris, and other things that might
be thought of as parts of the eye, will in fact be mere adjuncts to it,
like e.g. the eyelids and the tear ducts. For such a thought, cf. Arist.
De anima 413a2 g ‘the pupil and the faculty of vision are an eye’
(confusingly enough, ‘pupil’ here is x6pn, and ‘faculty of vision’ is
B3yis). @ opaw: the pupil is called ‘that with which the eye sees’,
since in most fifth century theories of vision, ‘the image upon the
pupil played something of the part that was later to be assigned to
the image upon the retina’ (Brunschwig (1973) 25, citing DK 59 a
92.27, 64 A 19.42, 67 A 29, 68 A 135.50). Hence, when an eye sees
itself by seeing its reflection in a pupil, it is seeing itself by seeing
how another eye sees it. This has two consequences. First, the anal
ogy with an eye that sees itself will make self knowledge particularly
attractive to one with Alcibiades’ concern for the impression that
he makes upon others (cf. 124a5 6n.). Second, the analogy will
mean that self knowledge is gained, not by any inward looking self
absorption, but by casting the mind outward, to appreciate what
others know about oneself. aIr tuyydver opowov ‘is like’. See
129azn. for the use of Tuyyaver without participle, in contrast to the
construction at 133b1o Tuyy&ver dpotov dv.

b4 tobro: for this pronoun’s gender, see 115b6n. Its reference might
be either ‘the place where the virtue of the eye is’ (which would
make éyis mean ‘the pupil’, as in 133a2), or ‘the virtue of the eye’
(which would make 6yis mean ‘sight’, as in 126bg, and make the
construction exactly parallel to 133bg 10 ‘the virtue of the soul,
wisdom’). See 132e5n. on @1 Spduev for a guess about the motive for
using an ambiguous construction here. b7-8 Yuxn el pérdrer
yvocechar adtnv, eig Puynyv adtiit Premtéov: cf. Arist. MM
1213a15 27: ‘We cannot, by ourselves, contemplate ourselves ...
Hence, just as when we want to see our own face, we look into a
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mirror and see it there, so too, when we want to know ourselves, we
look into a friend and see ourselves there. For a friend is, as we say,
another I (Etepos &yw). So if it is pleasant to know oneself, and if it is
not possible to know oneself without another person, who is one’s
friend, then even the man who is self sufficient would need friend
ship in order to know himself.’ bg todtov adtfig TOV TémOV:
describing the intellect as a ‘region of’ the soul enables Socrates to
avoid committing himself to the unwelcome thought that the intel
lect is just one part of the soul among others (cf. 133c1 2n.). For talk
of a soul’s regions is obviously metaphorical; Socrates therefore can
not be held to its implication of parts within the soul, any more than
he can be held to its implication that the soul is spatially extended.

CcI—2 €yopev oLV eimelv 6TL éoti THg YuyTig Oetdtepov #) TolTo, mWepi
0 T €idévar Te xal Pppovelv éotvy ‘Can we say then that there is
anything of the soul which is more godlike than that with which both
knowledge and wisdom are connected?’ The thought and construc
tion resemble in detail those of 130d6 7 (with the verb eimeiv cf.
¢noatpev, with the genitive Tfis wuyxfis cf. fudv adtdv, with the
comparative 8e1dtepov cf. xupiwTepov, and with § ToUTo, Tepi & TO
eldévar Te kal ppoveiv éoTv cf. A THV yuxnv). 130d6 7 endorsed the
principle that had just been applied, in arguing that since the soul
controls the body, a human being himself cannot be identified with
his body, nor yet with the composite of his body and his soul taken
together, but must instead be identified with his soul alone. On this
same principle, if the intellect is that of the soul which is most god
like, and ‘the godlike is naturally such as to control and govern’ (Phd.
8oa: TO uptv Beiov olov &pyev Te Kol fyepoveUewy Tedukévat), then the
soul itself will have to be identified with the intellect alone. Hence, if
Alcibiades is to know and take care of himself, he must know and
take care of his intellect. For the identification of a human being
with his intellect, cf. the images of Rep. 588b e and Phdr. 253¢ e, in
which the unintellectual parts of a human soul are represented by
more or less noble beasts, and the intellect is represented by a human
being. Cf. also Arist. Plp. fr. 6 Ross: “That which is by nature more of
a ruler and more of a governor (kat& ¢pUoIv &py1KWTEPOV Kal UEAAOV
Nyeuovikdv)  as man is to the other animals is better. The soul
therefore is better than the body (for it is more of a ruler), and that
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which has reason and thought is better than the soul. For that is
what a thing is like, when it commands and forbids, and says what
we must or must not do ... One could maintain, I suppose, that this
little part is what we are, either exclusively or mainly (fitor uévov 1
udAioTa Nueis Eopev TO poplov ToUTo).” Aristotle in effect twice
applies the principle of the Alcibiades that we ourselves are that of us
which has the greatest authority; and he reaches more or less the
conclusion at which the Alcibiades hints, that we ourselves are there

fore identical to our intellects. Aristotle however avoids one absur

dity (saying that an entire thing is identical to what is just one of its
parts: ‘this little part’) only by falling into another (saying that the
identity may be true only to some high degree: ‘either exclusively or
mainly’). The Alcibiades, by contrast, avoids both those absurdities: it
does not describe the intellect as the most godlike part of the soul,
any more than it describes the soul as the most authoritative part of
the human being; and by saying instead that the intellect is ‘that of
the soul’ which is most godlike, it allows the unqualified conclusion
that the soul itself simply is the intellect, just as, by saying that the
soul is ‘that of ourselves’ which is most authoritative (130d7n.), it
reached the unqualified conclusion that a man himself simply is his
soul. c1 Oedotepov: the similarity of the intellect to God is
affirmed in e.g. Rep. 589d (where the intellect is called 1o €auTol
Oe16Tatov) and Tim. goa (where it is described as a daipwv, and
called the kupiwTaTov kind of soul; cf. 130d6 7), and perhaps best
explained by an elaborate argument in Laws 8g4e 89g8c: all motion
must derive ultimately from a sort of motion that sets and keeps
itself going, rather than needing something else to cause it; the soul
is to be defined in terms of this sort of motion; in particular there

fore the motion of heavenly bodies derives from the wishes, feelings,
or other thoughts of a soul or souls; but the motion of heavenly
bodies is so perfect and orderly that it must derive from a god, and
from the plans of a supremely rational soul. (The variant reading
voepwTepov has Socrates making the pointlessly tautological assertion
that there is nothing more intellectual than the intellect.) cq4 TdL
BedL Gpa ToOT €oixev: from the premiss that nothing of the soul is
more divine than the intellect (133c1 2), it is reasonable to infer that
the intellect resembles God. It would be rather pointless to infer that
the intellect resembles the divine, as the variant reading 6eicor has
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Socrates do. The conclusion is too close to the premiss: after noting
that the sheets are snowier than the rest of your bedding, would
there be any point in inferring that the sheets are like what is snowy?
cq oavtfic: for this construction with the genitive, see 130d7n.
c4—-6 7tig eig TobTo BAémwy xai mav o Belov yvolg, Bedv Te xai
$pévnoy, oVtw xai €avtov &v yvein pdiwsta ‘by looking into
this and getting knowledge of all that is divine, both of God and of
wisdom, one could thus get the best possible knowledge of oneself
too’. Because the Delphic maxim enjoined us to know our limits and
our place in the world (124bin.), rather than, for example, ‘to be in
touch with our emotions’, it is a little less strained than it migh