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PREFACE

Work was begun on this translation in 1990 with the assistance
from the Australian Research Council Small Grants Scheme
administered by the University of Sydney and then subsequently
by the University of Melbourne. The wider project aimed to look at
the ancient interpretation of the less dogmatic dialogues of Plato
which were once labelled ‘zetetic’, a task which was bound to
involve Olympiodorus as the author of extant commentaries on two
of these works. The initial task was to involve the Gorgias and
concentrate on achieving a thorough appreciation of Olympio-
dorus’ lectures on it: an appreciation which the production of an
annotated translation was sure to enhance. It was an early
conviction that this commentary would yield up much more of
interest than might have been suggested by the dismissive
comments of some modern scholars, particularly when tackled by
a team whose primary interests centred neither on Byzantium nor
on Neoplatonism, but rather on the Platonic texts and what they
can mean for different generations.

Equal responsibility was taken by the three translators in the
initial stages, and all have contributed something to the notes.
More importantly we benefited greatly from each other’s different
insights and approaches when we were able to come together for
joint discussions. Considerable effort was also put into the back-
ground tasks by Michael Curran as part-time research assistant,
who deserves special thanks. The project was set back somewhat
by unforeseen factors: delicate problems at Ormond College,
University of Melbourne, which took up much of Jackson’s time,
health problems which hindered Lycos, and distractions involved
in Tarrant’s move to the University of Newcastle, NSW, in 1993.
Thereafter Jackson left for the UK and took up another career,
while Lycos passed away late in 1995: not before he had published
a significant article related to the project. This has left Tarrant with
much of the responsibility for completing the notes, fine-tuning
the translation, and contributing the introduction. However, early
meetings, in which all three wrestled with particular difficulties
raised by portions of text, have been a crucial factor in coming to
understand this commentary, and have determined the overall
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form that our work would take. For those interested in Lycos’
contribution, many of the longer notes in the earlier lectures
concerned with Callicles preserve what is essentially his material.

The Australian Research Council, the University of Sydney,
and the University of Melbourne are thanked here for their
financial support of the project. We are grateful that, by permission
of Oxford' University Press, we have used extracts from T. Irwin
(trans. and ed.), Plato: Gorgias, Oxford Clarendon Plato Series, 1979.
Thanks are also due to the Faculty of Classics at the University of
Cambridge, for it was thanks to their their hospitality that the final
manuscript could be prepared in an atmosphere conducive to
study. The number of persons whose interest and assistance
deserves recognition is sufficiently large to preclude the naming
of individuals, but we should like to offer a general ‘thank you’ to
colleagues in both Philosophy and Classics, usually in Australia
and New Zealand, who have commented on oral papers connected
with this project, and to some who have commented upon our
written work as anonymous referees. Thanks is also due to the
Editors of Philosophia Antiqua for some helpful and perceptive
comments on parts of the translation and on the introduction at an
earlier stage.

H.A.S.T and K.R]J.
University of Newcastle, N.S.W.



INTRODUCTION

1. The Alexandrian School

Olympiodorus was one of a series of Alexandrian commentators
who have left us their work on texts of classical Greek philosophy.
The Alexandrians, the inheritors of several centuries of vigorous
and extensive commentary and discussion of philosophical and
learned texts, especially the dialogues of Plato, were the last major
school of Greek philosophical speculation in antiquity.

Platonism had a long history at Alexandria, with significant
contributions to the development of Jewish and Christian theology
in the early centuries AD, and occasionally violent clashes be-
tween pagan and Christian forces, as in the death of Hypatia in the
early fifth century.! For Olympiodorus’ period, the late Alexan-
drian school, the significant beginning is probably with Hermeias
in the fifth century AD.?2 Like that giant among Neoplatonists,
Proclus, Hermeias had been taught at Athens by Syrianus,® and
his commentary on Plato’s Phaedrus is generally considered to
preserve faithfully the interpretation of his master. Hermeias
seems to have established himself securely at Alexandria, and
when he died (some time before 470) his son Ammonius was
destined for his official position in the city, and his widow Aedesia
was able to bring him to Athens for lessons with Proclus himself.
During this time it seems that the city authorities continued to pay
the professor’s salary to Aedesia.?

Syrianus and Proclus were in our view powerful influences
on the late Alexandrians, and the lines of Proclan interpretations
may be discerned behind many of Olympiodorus’ and the

I Dam. V.Isid. 104, Socr. Eccl. Hist. 7.14.5.

2 For the history of the Alexandrian school of Platonists, see Westerink
(1962), (1964), (1990), Marrou (1963), Hadot I. (1978), Aujoulat (1986),
Verrycken (1990a, 1990b), Blumenthal (1996). Debate continues on the extent
to which the Alexandrians preserved the heritage of mainstream Athenian
Neoplatonism, and the possibility that they were influenced rather by pre-
Plotinian forces.

% Dam.V.Isid. 119-122,

* Dam.V.Isid. 124, on which see n. 65. Westerink (1976, p.24) calls this
measure ‘unheard-of’.
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Alexandrians’ critical positions. But the Alexandrians were some-
what less enthusistic than the Athenians in the construction of
elaborate spiritual classifications (henads, triads, and the like), and
besides, the admiration of Proclus’ students and their successors
did not entail uncritical preservation of his doctrines. Proclus’
interpretation of the Parmenides, the corner-stone of his theology,
was abandoned at Athens by Marinus in favour of another
attributed to the physician-philosopher Galen,® and at best toned
down at Alexandria under Ammonius, whose theology seems to
have been so constructed as to accord better with the tastes of
Christians.5 It was also, perhaps, more Aristotelian, and in general
Ammonius seems to have concentrated on the interpretation of
Aristotle rather than that of Plato.

Ammonius, Olympiodorus’ own teacher, was probably born
between 445 and 435, and died between 517 (when Philoponus
made available his Physics lectures) and 526 (for Damascius speaks
of him as if he were dead).” Like many Greek philosophers he pre-
ferred oral discourse, and left chiefly his students, their work, and
their records of his work, as testimony to his achievement.?
Ammonius’ lectures have been preserved to a greater or lesser de-
gree by his students: Philoponus (in his earlier works) and Ascle-
pius preserve the general thrust of some of his Aristotelian lectures,
and Damascius and Olympiodorus frequently refer to him.?
Ammonius is probably responsible for taking the Alexandrians in
the direction of a less highly structured theology than that of the
Athenian School. It has been disputed whether this results from an
independent desire to harmonize the teachings of Plato and
Aristotle, or a more pragmatic need to adapt philosophy to be more

5 Dam.V.Isid. 244.

6 See Westerink (1976), pp. 24-25. We do not assume that Ammonius
deliberately devised his philosophy in such a way as to be acceptable to
Christians, in spite of the intriguing reference in Damascius (V.Isid. 316) to a
deal between Ammonius and the local bishop. Verrycken (1990a) adequately
answers accounts of Ammonius which depict him surrendering his heritage
to suit his political ends.

7 See Westerink (1962), x-xi; for fuller discussion of Ammonius see
Westerink (1990), xi-xvi.

8 There were some short treatises of his own and a commentary on the De
Interpretatione that survives, apart from records of his lectures taken by others.
For Ol.’s own survey of the measures of a teacher’s work, which emphasizes
pupils, see 40.5.

9 Dam. V.Isid. 128; Olympiodorus, In Grg. 39.2, etc.
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acceptable to Christian tastes.! We believe that both factors are in
fact relevant. Concentration on Aristotle may itself have been en-
couraged by Christian hostility to Platonist theology as presented
by Proclus. It is significant that neither Ammonius nor Olympio-
dorus is known to have lectured on the four ‘theological’ works in
the Platonist curriculum: Phaedrus, Symposium, Philebus, Parmenides.

We should not assume more than there is evidence for
regarding Olympiodorus himself. He used to be confused with the
Christian writer of the same name, though it is clear that our
author is no Christian.!! He was probably born between 495 and
505, and was still lecturing in 565 or slightly after.i2 This implies a
long career. Indeed the Gorgiasscommentary has been placed as
early as 525,13 but this is mostly guesswork, especially in view of
the likely lateness of the Alcibiades-commentary.!4 There is no
direct evidence that he was teaching that early, and indeed, if we
follow Verrycken (1990b) and others in dating Philoponus’
rejection of key tenets of Ammonian Neoplatonism to 529, then it
might very well be that Olympiodorus had only just succeeded
Eutocius as leader of the Alexandrian ‘school’, and that Philoponus
(who had previously had a high profile, and whose intellect must
then have outstripped that of his rival) had felt this as either a slight
to himself or a step back towards both overt paganism and the
domination of Plato.

In favour of the same early date for our commentary, it has been
argued that it is less philosophically profound, and this may be
explained in terms of immaturity. However, philosophically
profundity has tended to be measured in terms of the degree of
heavily abstract theorising common in Proclus and Damascius. In
our view, differences in this regard can be explained in other
ways, to do with a mode of engagement with the text or with
differences in the target audience. Olympiodorus comments on a
text with ethical rather than metaphysical relevance before an

10 See Verrycken (1990a), pp. 200-204, 226-231; it should be emphasized
that Verrycken does not see Ammonius as straying far from the heritage of
Proclus, though he correctly resists the view that Ammonius’ Platonic
teaching might have been more overtly Proclan.

It Cf. Westerink (1962), xv.

12 On the basis of In Mete. p. 51.30ff,; the commentary on the Alcibiades is
less than a decade earlier.

13 Westerink (1976), p. 21.

14 Cameron (1969), p. 12.



4 INTRODUCTION

audience which is itself new to Plato; he may have had less high-
quality prior scholarship to draw on for the Gorgias than for the
Alcibiades or the Phaedo.

2. The Significance of Olympiodorus

Olympiodorus is of interest for the historian of philosophy. Given
the lack of originality in Hermeias’ Phaedrus-commentary, which
is simply a faithful report of the views of his teacher Syrianus,
Olympiodorus is the only significant witness to the approach to
Plato taught at Alexandria in the late Neoplatonic period. Besides
his own lectures on the Alcibiades 1,5 Gorgias and Phaedo, it is clear
that both the anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy and the
extensive scholia on the Gorgias are very heavily influenced by
Olympiodorus. His lectures on Aristotle’s Categories and Meteoro-
logica are also preserved, as also are certain lectures on Paulus of
Alexandria sometimes attributed to him, and those on Zosimus
Kat’ Energeian which, even if his work, contribute little to our pre-
sent study.!6 Those members of the school who follow him, Elias,
David, and Stephanus, besides bringing it into a new Christian
phase, reverted more to the study of Aristotle.

We believe that Olympiodorus’ Platonic commentaries are the
works of his that are of special interest. In the first place they pre-
serve Neoplatonist commentary on the more elementary Platonic
works of the postlamblichan Neoplatonist curriculum, the Alc-
biades, Gorgias and Phaedo, those dialogues normally read first,
second, and third with pupils. Secondly they include two of Plato’s
works (Alcibiades, Gorgias), which were considered ‘exploratory’
(zetetic), i.e. less dedicated to the expounding of doctrine than
many works in the curriculum, and which develop in a manner
tailored to the nature of the interlocutor(s) being tackled. No other
works in the Neoplatonist curriculum routinely employ the Socra-
tic elenchus.!? All the other works in the Neoplatonist curriculum,

15 This dialogue, not universally agreed to be from Plato’s own hand, will
normally be described simply as Alcibiades (or Alc.) in the present volume.

16 Westerink (1976), pp. 21-23; Warnon (1967) on ‘Heliodorus’.

7 Theaetetus is surely different in that Socrates contributes so much theory
of his own for scrutiny, and even while Theaetetus is interlocutor it is never
his inadequacies which are being exposed but those of his ‘offspring’. Where
Republic is included in the curriculum one will find elenchus in the first book.
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apart from the Theaetetus on which Olympiodorus may also have
commented,!® would have been regarded as ‘expository’ (hyphe-
getic) by most ancient Platonists.!¥ A work regarded as other than a
simple vehicle for doctrine imposes a greater need to consider its
purpose, structure, etc, and permits a wider range of possibilities for
the interpreter.

Of Olympiodorus’ extant Plato commentaries, the Alcibiades and
Phaedo were able to draw on a much richer interpretative history
than the Gorgias.?® The Phaedo and Alcibiades concerned the soul’s
nature and immortality, themes of central concern to Neoplato-
nists. The Alcibiades was seen as something of a model of Socratic
education, containing elenctic, protreptic, and maieutic elements, as
well as introducing the student to his inner self in the third part. In
contrast to this work’s constructive image, the Gorgias had regularly
been seen as a polemical work designed to overturn the views
expounded by rival educators, and it featured prominently in the
rivalry between orators and philosophers. The Gorgias also had
much overtly political subject-matter, which was not a principal
concern of Neoplatonists, and may have made it a more sensitive
work for open discussion.

Despite its length, Olympiodorus’ discussion often seems
cramped and arbitrary—an impression perhaps exaggerated by its
being in the form of notes taken by a student—rarely grappling in
depth with the problems that are familiar from modern discussion.
Hence the quality of his work has often been questioned, but
usually because he fails to supply what philosophers and scholars
are themselves seeking. It is not entirely fair to judge the
commentary by what it adds to our undersanding of the Gorgias,?!
and much fairer to ask what he might be contributing towards his
own students’ understanding and enjoyment of the work. It is also
instructive for a modern reader of Plato to appreciate how a work
like the Gorgias could be understood in a different age, and we

Note that Ol., following a division which probably goes back to Iamblichus
(Dillon, 1973, p. 231), regards only the first part of Alc. (to 119a) as being
elenctic, In Alc. 11.

18 See Ibn al-Nadim, Fikrist, Dodge (1970), p. 593; the title here is
disputed. We know also of Olympiodorus’ lectures on the Sophist, In Alc. 110.

19 Though Albinus in the second century seems to have regarded the
logical works too (Crat., Sph., Plt., Prm.) as ‘zetetic’, anon. Prol. 6.

20 The Alcibiades had been the first work in the curriculum not only since
Iamblichus but even in the second-century programme of Albinus (Prol. 5).

21 As perhaps Dodds (1959), p. 59.
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believe there are respects in which Olympiodorus’ reading of the
work anticipates modern concerns.

Olympiodorus’ work is also interesting insofar as he was an
openly pagan teacher who was apparently able to practice within a
suspicious and occasionally hostile Christian environment, al-
though not without some concerns.?2 He was able to continue his
activities after the measures taken by Justinian to suppress pagan
teaching (chiefly at Athens) in 529.22 The Alexandrians’ less
defiantly pagan stance, as witnessed by their relative lack of
interest in metaphysical system-building, may have helped. So too
there may have been greater astuteness and political sensitivity,
and a more accommodating attitude to Christianity, facilitated by
such moves as Olympiodorus’ strong emphasis on shared intui-
tions.?4 At any rate the style of Neoplatonist exegesis associated
with Olympiodorus continued to be practized after his death by
scholarchs who were themselves Christians.

3. Olympiodorus’ Exegetical Approach

Tarrant has argued elswhere (1997b) that the name of Olympio-
dorus often prompts images that he would not himself have
thought appropriate. The term ‘Neoplatonist’ is an example: like
others of his school Olympiodorus did not think of himself as an
adherent of any new or revised kind of Platonism. His study of the
works of Plato aimed to bring them to life for his own students. He
had no special sense of allegiance to Plotinus, whom we regard as
the founder of Neoplatonism: Plotinus is mentioned a mere three
times in the Gorgiascommentary, once in the Alcibiades-comment-
ary, and three times in the Phaedo-commentary. It was the vision
of Plato that Olympiodorus was trying to recreate.25 Even so, the
term ‘Platonist’ was not strictly accurate. There was no difference,
as far as he was concerned, between Platonist philosophy and

22 Note the cautious and pessimistic personal remark at 45.2.

23 On the so-called ‘closing of the Academy at Athens’ see Cameron
(1969), Glucker (1978), pp. 322-29, Blumenthal (1978), Athanassiadi (1993).

24 See below, section 4, on the ‘common notions’.

25 Note how Ol is interested in the details of Plato’s life, as can be seen
in the biography in In Alc. and probably from the related biography in the
anonymous Prolegomena; these are interesting for their differences from the
rest of the biographical tradition.



INTRODUCTION 7

philosophy itself.26 Other early philosophers—especially Pythago-
ras but also the Eleatics, and Presocratics such as Empedocles—had
achieved a greater or lesser appreciation of the Platonic vision.??

Similarly, Olympiodorus regards Aristotle as committed to the
same philosophical principles as Plato. This is an odd idea to
modern readers of Aristotle, but is one with a long history, going
back to the close of the hellenistic period, and particularly to
Antiochus of Ascalon.?8 Indeed in late Platonism, it looks as
though Aristotle is regarded as the best introduction to Plato, for his
works are read first as preliminary, technical introductions to the
inspired writings of Plato.?y Ammonius seems to have made
Aristotelian works the focus at Alexandria, in contrast to the
Athenians’ concentration on Plato—which makes Olympiodorus’
Plato commentaries the more valuable. But there are also frequent
stoic elements in Olympiodorus: Epictetus is one of Olympiodorus’
favourite moral authorities, and a view ascribed to Chrysippus in
one lecture appears in another as that of ‘the philosopher’.3¢ Only
Epicureans and sceptics seem to be outside the fold of philosophy.3!
Like his contemporaries’, Olympiodorus’ conception of philosophy
reflects a synthesis of Greek learning. It even includes Homer and
the Greek poets, whose insight into the secrets of philosophy may
be extracted from their writings by means of allegory. It is a rea-
sonable inference from the frequency of Olympiodorus’ remarks
that various non-philosophical studies, such as mathematics,
medicine, and apparently rhetoric too, formed part of the activities
of the school.32 The role of a figure like Olympiodorus, it seems, is
to preserve, explain, and pass on the wisdom of his tradition.

26 See for instance 47.2.

27 Cf. Mueller (1992), drawing on the introduction to Proc. Theol., p.xiv:
‘According to this account, the philosophy of Plato—that is the truth—was
understood in an imperfect way by unnamed early philosophers, and ex-
pressed in a perfect way by Plato.” See also Mansfeld (1992).

28 See for instance Dillon (1977), 52-106.

29 Compare Proclus’ studies (Marinus, V.Proc.) and the order of teaching at
Alexandria (below, p. 11).

30 Contrast 2.2 with 12.1.

31 There is no reference to either in this commentary, but one finds a
hostile attitude to those called ‘Democriteans’ at In Alc. 92, and efforts are
made to counter suggestions of a link between Plato and scepticism, In Grg.
36.7 and note.

32 For the evidence for non-philosophical studies, see Westerink (1973),
pp.- 26-27. That for rhetoric is merely circumstantial, and based largely on
what can be inferred from In Grg.
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We shall be concerned here primarily with Olympiodorus’
interpretation of Plato. Fortunately Elias (In Cat. 122-3) records some
rules for the interpreter of ancient texts, which seem to reflect
established practice within the school. The two chief principles are
that one should not be so dedicated to the views of the single author
before him that the truth is overlooked, a view linked with
Ammonius in the present commentary (41.9); and that one should
base one’s interpretation upon a corpus, not upon a single dialogue,
which is a tactic clearly followed here insofar as the Gorgias is
interpreted always in conjunction with the Phaedrus (on rhetoric)
and with the Republic (on the soul and its virtues), as well as a
variety of other Platonic dialogues. Again one can see that Olym-
piodorus has acquired this practice from Ammonius (32.2).

One may hesitate to use the term ‘philosopher’ for one whose
activities were strictly linked with the exegesis of texts already
ancient.’® But we see Olympiodorus as not only a commentator but
also a teacher, a role which frequently comes to the fore.3* Moral
messages which he extracts sometimes from the wider Platonic
context,3® sometimes from brief phrases in their dramatic context,36
are frequent in the earlier lectures of this commentary: less so in
that on Alcibiades; this perhaps reflects a tendency to play down his
role as a moral teacher after Justinian’s measures to suppress pagan
teaching.3?

4. Keeping ancient Greece alive in a Christian World

An important mission of Olympiodorus was to keep alive the
memory of Greek history and cultural achievement, above all that
of the fifth and fourth centuries BC.3® Even the most elementary
knowledge of fifth-century politics, for instance, was rare: Olym-
piodorus has to point out that Themistocles comes before Socrates,
while Pericles was his contemporary (7.3). And Olympiodorus’
fellow Alexandrian Philoponus, in his version of Ammonius’

33 Cf. Westerink (1973), p. 23: ‘a pliability so extreme indeed that it
might be more correct to speak of a teaching routine than of a philosophy’.

3% See 41.6, 42.3, 43.2; compare In Alc. 87-88, 133-34.

3% 12.3,17.6, 19.1, 31.4.

3% 98,3.4x3,8.12,159.

37 Westerink (1973) p. 21; (1962) xv; Cameron (1969), p. 12.

38 This is an abbreviated account of that given by Tarrant (1997b), 180-182.
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lectures on the Categories, had made Heraclitus (fI. ¢.500BC) the
student of the fourth-century sceptic Pyrrho, so even scholars could
go well astray on chronology.3® This error seems to have been the
fault of the recorder, often, one may suppose, a senior student, as
perhaps when Olympiodorus appears to be seeing Aristotle as a
student of Socrates (41.3). We should bear in mind that problems
and obscurities in texts such as Olympiodorus’ Commentaries can
result from a variety of causes: the lecturer’s own imprecision, the
recorder’s error, transmission error, or combinations of the above.4¢
Another example of a chronology problem in this commentary
concerns the relative dates of Plato and Gorgias (0.9).41 Olympio-
dorus’ history is possibly much less sloppy than it appears at first
sight, in spite of problems associated with the use of lectures
somewhat inaccurately recorded by students.

Olympiodorus sees it as his duty to defend the reputation of
famous historical characters by making their conduct conform as
closely as possible to the standards of his own day. Hence the
moral portraits that the Platonist biographer Plutarch sketches of
figures such as Theseus and Lycurgus suit Olympiodorus better
than conventional history, although we should also note his
rejection of the historical accuracy of Greek legends. Well-known
figures of fifth-century Greek history had to be defended in
similar terms, even where Plato had criticized them. Similarly
rhetoric and its practitioners cannot be condemned outright.2
Drama fared less well.43

Olympiodorus’ mission to promote and defend ancient Greek
culture in general, and particularly its philosophical and scientific
achievements, is not intended as a threat in any way to other
cultures and philosophies, and in particular it is presented in such
a way as to avoid giving offence to the Christian religion. Cultural
coexistence in Alexandria had a long history,4* and this was no

39 In Cat. p. 2.8-17 Busse. One must allow for possibility that the lecturer
had been trying to make some valid point about the philosophical heritage.

40 Westerink has much to say about note-takers’ incompetence (1962),
xxxvii-xl.

41 See Tarrant (1997a).

42 On Demosthenes, Lycurgus, and Isocrates see 1.13, 41.10, etc. Ol.’s
defence of the four democratic leaders and of rhetoric in general is striking-
ly reminiscent of Proclus’ defence of Homer against Socrates’ criticisms in
his extended discussion in In Remp.

43 See Tarrant (1997b), 182-3.

4 Even in the time of Hypatia, over a century before Olympiodorus’ career
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time to try to change that. Tarrant has linked Olympiodorus’
apparent tolerance of Christianity with facets of his interpretation
of Socrates and his understanding of Socratic method, and with his
adoption of the Stoic and subsequently Platonist concept of com-
mon notions implanted by nature.4

The common notions had been taken over from the Stoics early
in the history of Platonic exegesis, and linked with the objects of
Platonic ‘recollection’, i.e. the Ideas, a connexion encouraged by
the notion-terminology (évvo-...) in the treatment of recollection in
the Phaedo. It is interesting that in the sixth century AD Olympio-
dorus was already providing the Socratic elenchus with an episte-
mological basis by assuming that the truth resided, at least
potentially, in the soul of the interlocutor, and by founding it, like
Vlastos (1983), on the authority of such passages as this in the
Gorgias. The true propositions which Vlastos finds lurking at the
back of the interlocutor’s mind and which have the potential to
refute other moral beliefs, are founded for Olympiodorus on these
common notions. It is interesting to contrast Olympiodorus’
attitude towards Polus (lecture 20) with Irwin’s much more
generous assessment: ‘Overall, we might say that Polus’ distinction
between the fine and the beneficial is quite legitimate, and indeed
even a central feature of morality, since he sees, or at least does not
deny, that we may have reason to act morally even against our
own interests.’# Evidently the ‘common notions’ of today do not
accord with those of the ancient world.

An interesting illustration of Olympiodorus’ confidence in the
common notions as the foundations of knowledge is his belief that
similar ideas can be expressed in very different language.*” The

as a lecturer, suppression of pagan philosophic and scientific studies had been
less part of any Christian agenda than the suppression of its influence upon
high-ranking Alexandrian life. Moreover it is clear that considerable num-
bers of Christians were interested in and supportive of the Platonic school’s
activities. Hypatia was a victim of struggles within the Christian community
rather than of a struggle of Christians against others. See Dzielska (1995}, 27-
100.

45 On these two issues see Tarrant (1997b), 185-8 and 188-90 respectively.
No. 3 on the list of common notions there should perhaps not have been
included; Jackson observes that it is dependent upon No.4, as one sees at 11.5.
For the common notions in earlier Neoplatonism see Saffrey and Westerink
(1968), pp. 159-61.

4% Irwin (1979), p. 155.

47 See 4.3 and 47.2-4 on the names of the pagan gods; In Alc. 21-23 on
Socrates’ daimonion .
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willingness to hunt for a deeper meaning in both poetic and philo-
sophic texts could be extended to deeper meanings in Christianity
or in traditional Egyptian religion. Olympiodorus did not do this,
naturally enough, for, in addition to placing him in further
danger, it would have impeded his mission as a Hellenist.

Olympiodorus maintains opposition to Christian doctrine on a
variety of issues, refusing, for example, to accept eternal punish-
ment or arguing that suicide can sometimes be justified,*8 but
ultimately he must be reckoned as accommodating in general
terms to the Christian outlook. His position has been characterized
as one of ‘extreme pliability’.#? But extreme pliability of doctrine,
coupled with a firm belief in certain principles, was a character-
istic of Socrates too. Olympiodorus lacked Socrates’ profundity, but
shared his predecessor’s ability to rise above technical details of
doctrine. He may ultimately have smoothed the transition to a
fundamentally Christian Platonism at Alexandria.

5. The Curriculum

The Neoplatonist curriculum had been developing since the days
when Iamblichus instituted a canon of Platonic dialogues. By
Olympiodorus’ time, at least, it did not open with Platonic studies,
but began by familiarising students with the elements of philo-
sophy and the Organon of Aristotle. His master Ammonius
established a programme for the Alexandrian school: beginning
with Porphyry’s Introduction to Aristotle’s Categories, students em-
barked on Aristotelian logic, studied primarily through his
Categories. They would read a life of Aristotle, discuss the various
philosophical sects, the works of Aristotle, the basic requirements
for the Aristotelian interpreter, and so on.’¢ Because Aristotle was
already familiar, Olympiodorus’ Plato commentaries treat such

48 Cf. Westerink (1962), xvii-xviii.

49 Westerink (1976), p.23. The same pliability may be detected in Ammo-
nius. As Verrycken (1990a, 222) says: ‘This means that one can consider
Aristotle’s God, according to one’s point of view, either as the Neoplatonic
Good or as the Neoplatonic divine Intellect” Ammonius appears to have been
able to take a more unitary view of the world above Soul or to apply precise
distinctions depending on the demands of a context, and that is where
Olympiodorus’ pliability is most in evidence.

30 See I. Hadot (1978, p. 149), (1990 intro.).
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matters as Aristotle’s categories and his syllogistic figures as
already understood.3! A general introduction to Plato may also
have been read, though probably less full than the surviving Prole-
gomena—for this work contains an extensive life of Plato, whereas
Olympiodorus’ treatment of the first work of the curriculum itself
includes a life in the long second chapter, a pointless exercise if
the student had already encountered similar material.

The initial words of Olympiodorus’ AlcibiadesCommentary lead
nicely away from the study of Aristotle towards that of Plato.
Aristotle’s remark that all men naturally desire knowledge is read
as the claim that all naturally desire Plato’s philosophy—they want
to receive the goodness and inspiration which proceeds from that
philosophy. Inspiration (enthousiasmos) seems here to mean allow-
ing some higher voice to operate through oneself, and four
examples are given from Plato’s work.32 Plato is thus seen as some-
body through whose works higher voices may speak. The vita
reinforces this impression by emphasizing the link between Plato
and Apollo. Because Platonists were interested in symbolic mean-
ing rather than concrete physical significance, there is no attempt
to claim that Apollo was Plato’s actual father, as there had been
even in fourth century Athens.’® The important message for the
student is that Plato is a philosopher who is also a spokesman for
the god.

Plato was not always held in such supreme regard in Neoplato-
nism, for the Platonism represented by philosophers such as
JTamblichus saw itself as returning to the thought of Pythagoras
rather than that of Plato.?* Their inclination for a religiously
grounded philosophy, seen in the views of such groups as the
priests of Egypt or the Magi as well as in Pythagoras’ true but
elusive doctrine, led to an attempt to separate off the Socratic
element in Plato as something inferior and dangerously incon-
clusive (aporetic),>® leaving behind whatever preserved the true

51 Garbled syllogistic should be attributed rather to poor recording and

greater flexibility in the rules than to the lecturer’s incompetence, see
Tarrant (1997¢).

52 Tim. 41-42: Plato speaks as the demiurge himself; Rep. 546a ff.: he takes
the part of the Muses; Phdr. 238-41: he takes the part of the nymphs; Tht. 173-7:
he takes the part of the ideal philosopher.

53 Speusippus, frs. 1a and 1b (Tarin).

54 See D. O’Meara, Pythagoras Revived (Oxford, 1987).

55 Compare Numenius, fr. 24.57ff. (des Places), who sees Plato’s Socratic
caution as the thing that allowed Arcesilaus to claim Plato’s authority for his
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spirit of ancient revelation afforded to Pythagoras. For the Iambli-
chans Platonic education was not so much the goal of education as
a step towards some more ancient goal. Aristotle was less of an
ally, and was frequently criticized for deserting the true tradition—
as allegedly represented by such works as Archytas On the Catego-
ries or Timaeus Locrus On the World-Soul and on Nature.

For the Alexandrian school, however, Platonic education was a
goal in itself, and Aristotle a consistent ally in the approach to that
goal. The rehabilitation of Aristotle clearly owed much to Ammo-
nius, who seems to have specialized in that area, although the
increasing importance of Plato as against Pythagoras is already
visible in Proclus, doyen of the Athenian school. These later Plato-
nists nevertheless continued to follow the sequence of dialogues
prescribed by lamblichus with a view to reviving a Pythagorean
vision of Platonism. Of the Platonic works required for his educa-
tional programme, only the Theaetetus ends in the inconclusive
way we associate with Plato’s ‘Socratic’ works, and the Theaetetus is
by no means a typical example. Iamblichus seems not to have
been interested in Socrates’ teaching methods, only in the doctrine
which he or other Platonic characters expound.5¢ All the later
dialogues, Critias and to a degree Laws being excepted, feature at
one stage or another in the postlamblichan programme, including
those which use Pythagoreans or Eleatics as main speakers.

The first ten dialogues in the programme, with their supposed
areas of relevance, were as follows:57

1. Alcibiades  self-knowledge physical
2. Gorgias the constitutional virtues physical
3. Phaedo the purificatory virtues physical
4. Cratylus knowledge of reality via names  physical
5. Theaetetus ~ knowledge of reality via ?things? physical
6. Sophist purpose unclear physical
7. Politicus purpose unclear physical
scepticism.

5 Only three works in lamblichus’ teaching programme seem to offer
much insight into Socratic methods, Ale. (first), Grg. (second) and Tht. (fifth).

57 The table is based on a lacunose passage of anon. Prol. 26.13-14, the text
and interpretation of which is contentious. Other versions of this classifica-
tion could be given, and this should be regarded as indicative only. The
classic discussion of the Platonic reading-order is that of Festugiére (1969), but
see also Westerink (1990), Ixvii-Ixxiii.
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8. Phaedrus theology theological
9. Symposium  theology theological
10. Philebus the Good theological

After this decad, an integral programme in itself, come two ‘perfect’
dialogues:

11. Timaeus all reality via physics physical

12. Parmenides all reality via metaphysics theological
The Republic and the Laws remained outside the basic curriculum,
but were (the Republic at least) extensively studied, as is demon-
strated by Olympidorus’ frequent references and Proclus’ com-
mentary.

Most of the works in lamblichus’ programme are easily imagined
as having Pythagorean connexions: the Gorgias and Phaedo offered
myths and the analogy of soul as a harmony; the Parmenides,
Sophist and Politicus employ Eleatics, regarded as Pythagoreans, as
main speakers; the Philebus with its considerable use of One and
Many, Limit and Unlimited, was consistently regarded as a
Pythagorizing work; the Timaeus employed a Pythagorean as chief
speaker. These works do not constitute a representative sample of
Plato’s philosophy, but the Alexandrians continued to adhere to
this Pythagorizing curriculum, although no longer seeing the
same significance in Pythagoras. Strangest of all, the Parmenides
preserved its supreme position, even though its canonical use as a
source for Platonist theology had virtually disappeared.?® In its
place came a reversion to the Timaeus and the central books of the
Republic as the principal Platonic theological texts—texts which, as
Olympiodorus shows, were much easier to make consistent with
Christian theology. The curriculum was now traditional, and was
perhaps preserved for practical rather than theoretical reasons.
Olympiodorus’ school backed away from a technical style of
theology (such as the Parmenides could encourage) towards a more

58 Even at Athens Marinus abandoned the theological interpretation (see
n. 5), and Ol. makes little or no mention of it. Ol. In Cat. refers to a passage
of Prm. as Phd., Elias In Cat. citing it as Sph. ; see Westerink (1976), pp. 24-25;
we further suggest that he may be referring to a passage of Sph. as Tht. at 8.6.
Iamblichus’ interpretation of Prm. is known from Proclus, In Prm. 6, pp.1054ff
(with the scholiast’s identification), and is remarkable for relating the so-
called first hypothesis of the second part with a plurality of divine henads
rather than with one supreme divine principle (the position of Plutarch of
Athens, Syrianus, and Proclus).
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general and less partisan outlook that could serve as philosophical
foundations for pious pagans and Christians alike.

6. Olympiodorus and his World

Commentaries on Plato and Aristotle for the most part have
significance for intellectual rather than for political and social
history, but intellectual history overlaps in important ways with
both. During the Roman Empire prominent intellectuals often had
great influence with the Emperor—Arius with Augustus, Thra-
syllus with Tiberius, Seneca with Nero—and Marcus Aurelius or
Julian could have been considered part of the intellectual scene in
their own right.

Under Justinian the interaction of Emperor and intellectuals
was very different. Already there had been numerous instances of
severe, sometimes fatal, clashes between intellectuals and the
authorities.>® Pagan intellectuals were constantly under suspicion,
and needed strong justification for activities such as teaching. The
extent of the suppression of open teaching by Platonists in 529 is
easily exaggerated, but there is no doubt that for a time pagan intel-
lectual activity was severely curbed. Yet the purge does not seem to
have been deep-rooted, and certainly not permanent, at Alexan-
dria.® Olympiodorus seems to have produced commentaries into
the 560s, which were still recorded ‘from the voice’ (ané dwvic),
and presumed much the same classroom situation as the Gorgias-
commentary, probably pre-529.6! The Alctbiadescommentary, itself
examining a dialogue in which Socrates tackles a younger man
assuming a teacher-like role, suggests that Olympiodorus still (at
around 560) regards teacher-student relations as an important
concern: students are independent agents, who freely choose to
attend class and study; a teacher is fulfilled by communicating
what he has to say (suggesting that the sharing of one’s psychic
perfection increases rather than diminishes it); and the rules

59 See Athanassiadi (1993).

50 For bibliography see n. 23.

61 W. dated the In Alc. to not much before 560 (following Cameron, 1969),
that on the Meteorolggica to after 565 (1973, 21, and cf. 1990 xvii-xxi). The
division of the commentaries into a general discussion (theoria) and a
reading (lexis) commenting on lemmata seems to presume a particular kind
of classroom situation with a formal teacher-pupil division.
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require that proper criticism within a philosophical school should
take place in private rather than in public.62 This recalls the various
hints Olympiodorus offers his students about behaviour in the
allegedly pre-529 Gorgiascommentary.3

An important aspect of teacher-student relations is fees.
Damascius made it plain that he regarded Olympiodorus’ teacher
Ammonius as greedy (V.Isid. 316), although it is not clear whether
it is students’ fees or the city’s stipend that he was seen as too ready
to pocket. The Athenian school seems to have been well-endowed,
allowing its members greater freedom from teaching to earn their
keep.® Alexandria had a long tradition of supporting Neoplatonist
activity within its walls, probably because it was seen as a way of
preserving the Greek cultural heritage. What had become by the
early sixth century of the municipal stipend that had once been
paid is unclear.?5 Olympiodorus comments on the philosopher’s
need for an income, prompted by a passing reference to money in
the text:%6 Socrates, remarkably in view of Ap. 19d and 31b-c, is said
to have sought payment, but not an excessive one, for without a
commensurate amount, a teacher—who is something of a pauper—
cannot live. Olympiodorus suggests that the solution is for the
statesman to redistribute from those with more than they deserve to
those in need (presumably including philosophers). If this is other
than hypothetical speculation, it sounds like a plea for public fund-
ing, suggesting that such a scheme had either ceased in Alexan-
dria or been under threat. Olympiodorus also observes that a
student who learns fairness could not (should not?) be ungenerous

52 In Alc. 87-88; 111, 133-34.

63 7.2, 40.7, 42.3, 43.8.

64 But Glucker (1978) has demolished the tradition that the Athenian
school enjoyed a continuous endowment that dated back to Plato himself.

55 On the payment of municipal salaries to sophists, orators, philosophers,
grammarians etc. since the second century A.D. see Kennedy (1983), pp. 133-
179. Alexandria had paid a salary to Hermeias, which continued to be paid to
his widow Aedesia while her two sons were educated (Damascius, V.Isid. fr.
24: §| ye xal v dnpociav citnoiv Sidouévny 10ig marsl Siepvrake véorg £t oloty,
£0g £o1hoodenoav: ‘who also looked after the public support-funds being paid to
her sons until they philosophized’.). Presumably it went to Ammonius when
he started teaching there, and Damascius (V.Isid. 316) might be held to
suggest that he was successful in ensuring the continuation of his income. It
is highly doubtful, though, whether any salary could have been paid to a
pagan teacher at Alexandria following the enactment of Justinian’s
‘reforms’, which severely limited higher education (Procopius, Secret History
26.5-6; Kennedy, pp. 177-78).

66 40.7, on 514a2 (‘than to receive much money’).
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to his teacher, but will seek to repay the benefit (43.2), and that the
philosopher alone does not charge fees, because he claims to make
people good and hopes that by so doing they will not show him
ingratitude.7 It looks as if Olympiodorus is dependent on volun-
tary fees, and needs to prick his students’ consciences. Olympiodo-
rus’ concern to justify a philosopher’s interest in income resembles
ways that the church and its ministers have found it necessary,
over the ages, to express a need for money.

The situation confronting Olympiodorus required that he be
politically aware but uninvolved. There is a sad ring to the passage
in the Gorgiascommentary (41.2) where he advocates withdrawal
from the political system if it is incapable of being moved towards
aristocracy (the rule of the best). All the same he recognized that
the philosopher could not avoid ‘some peripheral involvement with
the toils of his fellow-citizens’ (41.4). He may perhaps have been
trying to influence the survival of his school’s activities through
the moral lessons which he taught to his students, and at very least
he is aware that like Socrates he may be judged on the basis of the
public deeds of his students (42.3, 40.5).

7. Rhetoric

Rhetoric is an important topic in the present commentary, because
of the contemporary need for philosophy to adjust carefully its
relationship with a discipline that could embrace both opponents
and allies. In some cases philosophers found themselves practising
rhetoric for an income.%® The Gorgias includes a critique of the
claims of rhetoric to be a rational process, and of those of orators to
be statesmen (462bff.). It includes a bitter attack on the great politi-
cal orators of democratic Athens: Miltiades, Themistocles, Cimon
and Pericles (515dff.).

Olympiodorus believes that the proper relationship between the
political orator and the philosopher is portrayed by the relations of

87 In Alc. 140-41: Ol. goes on to suggest that Plato’s wealth may be the
reason for his non-fee-taking policy; and shortly before he had given various
improbable reasons why Zeno did charge: (i) to get his students into the
habit of despising cash; (ii) so that he might have sufficient at the expense of
the wealthy; (iii) so that he could ensure equality of wealth by redistributing
the excess of the wealthy to the poorer ones (students?).

68 See Westerink (1964), 76-77.
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Plato (and Socrates!) with the fourth-century figures, Isocrates,
Demosthenes and Lycurgus (the last two Plato’s students!, 41.10).
Olympiodorus clearly expected some of his students who read the
Gorgias to become orators themselves. To this end he attempts to
salvage a reasonable image for rhetoric from Plato’s hostile text by
carefully distinguishing between grades of orator, and in particu-
lar by arguing that Plato recognized an intermediate kind (such as
Demosthenes, Pericles, and Themistocles) between the abject
flatterer and the true aristocrat (1.13). Olympiodorus’ more positive
reading of rhetoric than the strict text of the Gorgias would
encourage relies on Socrates’ reference to the perfect orator (Grg.
521d),% and on the mellower perspective on rhetoric found in the
Phaedrus. It is a good example of the way a Platonist like Olympio-
dorus takes a unitarian approach to a text, feeling free to employ in
the explication of one dialogue themes from another.

The formal tripartition of rhetoric that Olympiodorus employs
goes back at least to Syrianus.”’ This approach involves Olympio-
dorus in some fascinating interpretation of the Gorgias: for when
Socrates complains that the famous democratic statesmen had used
neither genuine rhetoric nor the flattering kind (517a), he is
surely implying that they failed in both, that they were unable
even to flatter adequately. This will not do for Olympiodorus, who
seeks a more positive image for them, and he claims that Plato is
absolving them from charges of flattery even though they acceded
to the people’s basic desires, and that they are superior to the
flatterer (33.3, 41.18).

Olympiodorus’ rehabilitation of Pericles is also reflected in his
telling of the old story that Alcibiades induced Pericles to start the
Peloponnesian War through the Megarian Decree, so that he
would not have to account for the money spent on Phidias’ statue of
Athena, as he was in charge of it himself.”! The misuse of public

8 Perhaps also on the milder tones of 517b.

7 The three types are found in Hermeias On the Phaedrus a comment on
260d introduces a tripartition involving true, intermediate, and popular
rhetoric, p. 221.9-24 (Couvreur). The philosopher can become involved in the
state and thus descend to the level of statesman, whence he may take up
oratory in order to give the best advice and become an orator of the best kind

71 In Alc. 26. The story derives from Aristophanes’ Peace. as it builds up to a
joke in which the giant statue of Peace is compared with a work of Phidias,
the Peace (605-618) had given rise to the belief that the prosecution of the
sculptor (which actually took place in 438/7) had been a cause of the Pelopon-
nesian War. One should note that Aristophanes may well be mocking the
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funds had allegedly reflected badly on Pericles too, since he was
the overseer of the project, causing him to seek to divert attention
by prompting the Megarian Decree and thus bringing about the
war. Aristophanes has been taken seriously by Diodorus (12.39.1-
3), who probably follows Ephorus, and also by Plutarch (Per. 31-32),
though he refrains from making any connexion with the
Megarian Decree explicit. As seen also in the scholia, the full story
involved Pericles in trying not to render his accounts for the
project. What Olympiodorus or his source has done is graft the tale
on to another story in Plutarch, in the life of Alcibiades, of how
Alcibiades, being told by Pericles that he was agonizing over how
to present his accounts to the people, advised him that he should
rather be worrying how nof to present those accounts. The effect of
this composite story is to shift the blame for the war away from
Pericles, of whom Olympiodorus is trying to paint an attractive
picture, onto the admittedly unreliable Alcibiades.”

So the superiority of the four democratic orators over mere
flatterers, according to Olympiodorus, is that they saved their city,
they saved the bodies of their citizens (1.13, 32.3), whereas flatter-
ing orators simply pander to their citizens’ lowest whims. The
inferiority of the four democratic orators to true statesmen is one of
ends: they did not themselves possess the correct ends (which the
statesman has), but merely carried out the wishes of the citizens
(2.4 etc.). They were like apothecaries who gave a patient drugs to
achieve the effect which the patient desired, not which the doctor
knew to be best. A true orator does not necessarily know the reason
for recommending a particular policy, but is subservient to the true
statesman, who does know. Socrates famously depicts himself as
nearly the only true statesman in fifth-century Athens (Gorgias

multitude of unlikely explanations of the War currently being offered, since
he has given a conflicting and equally far-fetched one in the Achkarnians,
again involving Pericles. See G. Donnay, L’ Antigquité Classique 37 (1968), 19-36;
De Ste. Croix (1972), pp. 236-37.

72 Pericles gets a much better press as an orator from Ol. (1.13) than he
does from Plato. Ol.’s admiration for him is evident also at In Alc. 29, where
he considers Alcibiades’ admiration for him justified, quoting with approval
Thucydides’ description of Pericles’ rule as the rule of a ‘first man’ (2.65.9).
This passage might have suggested to Ol that Periclean rule was an aristo-
cracy, though his reading of the Gorgias does not allow him to agree with
such an evaluation (cf. In Alc. 32). Also in the Alcibiadescommentary (136) we
find the word ‘woman-taught’ (yvvaixodidaxtog) applied to Pericles: Ol. may
well have preserved a comic coinage applied to Pericles by a contemporary.
The term seems not to have been used elsewhere.
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521d), which gives Olympiodorus a recipe for a state where orators
listen to philosophers. Olympiodorus promoted the ideal of a
training for public figures, who, if not philosophers themselves,
would at least understand the need to consult philosophic opinion.
True orators possess different speeches for various types of audi-
ence; they recommend the good (without necessarily understand-
ing it), and serve the aristocrats, those naturally fitted to govern
(1.13, 41.2).

Olympiodorus also distinguishes three types of rhetoric along
rather different lines: demagogic rhetoric manipulates ordinary
people, instructive rhetoric is used by the sophists, and practical
rhetoric employed in the law-courts (33.2).73 Here Olympiodorus is
surely thinking of the sophists or orators of his own day. He is
familiar with Demosthenes and the rules of composition, and with
the kind of rhetoric taught in the schools and the literature
associated with such teaching.’ He is also familiar with the kind
of picture of the Gorgias that was being promulgated in the
rhetorical schools (0.3). This suggests he either taught rhetoric
himself, or at least encouraged its proper teaching, an implication
encouraged by the positive image of rhetoric which he tries to
create in his Gorgias commentary. At any rate, the discussion of
rhetoric is one of the commentary’s most prominent and possibly
original features.

8. Pre-Neoplatonic Interpretation of the Gorgias

The earliest known arrangement of Plato’s dialogues, that of
Aristophanes of Byzantium, did not include the Gorgias in its five
trilogies, perhaps causing it to be less widely read than it deserved.
Cicero makes it clear, however, that under the guidance of
Charmadas the Gorgias was read in the Academy around the turn
of the first century BC, in close conjunction with the Phaedrus.7?
Cicero is familiar with the work, as one would expect of a writer
whose interests included both philosophy and rhetoric.

73 The separate nature of the demagogic type is guaranteed by 45.1, where
this alone is contrasted with the instructive type.

7 In Phd. 2.7, In Alc. 104.3-6. Compare Westerink (1976), p. 26.

75 Cic. De Or. 1.47, 8792. In Cicero’s philosophical works Grg. is used most
obviously in the Tusculan Disputations: 470de (5.12.34), 484c (2.1.1).
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The tetralogical arrangement attributed by Diogenes Laertius to
Thrasyllus couples the work with the Euthydemus, Protagoras, and
Meno, indicating that it was seen as part of a series of works
designed to tackle rival educators. The tetralogies stand in an
unknown relation to a classification of dialogue character: together
with the Euthydemus and the Hippias-dialogues, the Gorgias was
regarded as ‘anatreptic’, concerned to overturn the position of
Socrates’ opponents. It belonged to the genus of ‘zetetic’ dialogues,
probably because it was thought to be aimed more at the refutation
of falsehoods than at the establishment of the truth, and to the
species known as ‘agonistic’, seemingly because Socrates seems to
be in competition with the interlocutors.”® Other pre-Neoplatonic
arrangements of the dialogues seem to have afforded the work a
similar role. Al-Nadim appears to preserve the arrangement of
Theon of Smyrna, which puts the work in similar company;??
while al-Farabi is following a Middle Platonist arrangement when
he places the Gorgias among those dialogues which are supposed to
illustrate the crafts that fail to provide the desired human
happiness.”

Plato was an author much read in the second century AD, by
non-Platonists and non-philosophers as well as Platonists. Despite
its length and the power of its argument, the Gorgias was not
especially influential with Plutarch of Chaeronia or Alcinous,
although it was well enough known to them,” but it was studied

76 Albinus Prologus 3.

77 Tarrant (1993), pp. 58-72. Grg. seemingly falls in an ‘apotreptic’ group
consisting of Euthd., Grg.,, Hp.Ma., Hp.Mi., Ion, Prt. This group follows a
seemingly protreptic group comprising most of the other zetetic dialogues.

78 Tarrant (1993), pp. 31-38, suspecting that it may be Galen’s arrange-
ment. The group consists of Euthph., Crat., Ion, Gorg., Sph., Euthd., and Prm.,
dialogues said to be concerned with the inadequacies of religious science,
linguistics, poetry, rhetoric, sophistry (x2), and dialectic respectively. The
failings of Parmenides are of a lesser order.

79 Jones (1916) lists 9 parallels + 4 possible parallels on pp. 144-46 and 20
parallels + 4 possible parallels on p. 116. This seems to place the work behind
Tim., Rep., Leg., Phdr., Symp., Phlb., and Phd., as well as behind the Epistles, in
its rate of use by Plutarch. Similar impressions are received from Helmbold
and O’Neill (1959) who find some 33 references to Grg. Whittaker’s edition
of Alcinoos cites 13 passages of Grg. in its index. In Middle Platonic times
there does not seem to have been disproportionate use of any one passage of
Grg., as there is, for instance, of highlights from Tht. Of authors influenced
by Middle Platonism, Maximus Tyrius makes use of 450a, 464cd, 465bc, 484c-e,
485e, 486b-c, 493a, 500dff., 518b; Philo of 464dff., 469cd, 484b, 493a, 500b, 501a,
508b, 509¢; Apuleius of 454dff., 458e, 463bff., 465a, 466d-68d, 469a-75¢, 476a-79%¢,
499e¢, 501a, 510b; Clement of Alexandria of 448c¢, 456a, 465c¢, 486d, 492¢, 497a-c,
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seriously in the Platonist school of Calvenus Taurus in the middle
of the second century.8? Olympiodorus knows of a primarily
moral reading of the Gorgias, according to which ‘the just would be
happy and the unjust unlucky and wretched, and the more unjust
somebody is, the more wretched he would be. The more chronic
his injustice, the more wretched still. And if it is immortal he is
far more wretched’ (0.4). The Prolegomena also refers to a moral
interpretation, which makes the work’s primary aim to determine
whether it is better to commit injustice or to suffer it. This is indeed
a natural way to understand it, and, while it is not easy to attribute
such views to any interpreter in particular, one might well believe
that it was Middle Platonic rather than Neoplatonic.

By the second century AD the Gorgias was also regularly studied
by orators , and it must be said that one of them, Aelius Aristides,
in a work whose impact is highly visible on Olympiodorus, was
capable of making Plato look somewhat ungracious in his hand-
ling of the orators.! The Gorgias was thus viewed primarily as a
treatment of rhetoric, by Platonists and orators alike, and was cited
in a number of routine products of the rhetorical schools, most
often in relation to the picture of rhetoric painted by Socrates or
Polus.82 It was used extensively by the scholars Themistius and
Libanius in the fourth century, with most interest in the tussle with
Callicles and least in the discussion with Gorgias.®3

508a, 521a, 524ab, 525bc; Alexander of Aphrodisias of 448a, 466b-e, 470dff.,
480h, 483ab, 488efT., 491e, 494a, 497c, 505c. See too the collection of information
on ancient Grg.-exegesis in Dorrie-Baltes (1993), p. 195.

80 Aulus Gellius, NA 7.14, on which now see Lakmann (1995), 82-94:
Gellius speaks of a multi-volume commentary on the work in which Taurus
discussed the reasons for punishment in Book I. Gellius seems to know 473a,
484c-485e, 489a, and 508b (mostly at 10.22, where subtle use is made of
Callicles’ attack on mature-age philosophizing; see Tarrant, 1996).

81 Notably in the speech For the Four, Olympiodorus’ first-hand knowledge
of this work is questioned by Behr (1968), who assumes that he follows
Ammonius, who follows Porphyry’s attack on Aristides in the lost Against
Anistides. But it is clear that Aristides’ criticisms have remained an important
issue, and the vagueness of references to Aristides reflects Olympiodorus’
usual practice (shared by most of us) of not looking up references in the
lecture theatre when he believed that he remembered the overall thrust of
what had been said.

82 F.g. Rhetores Graeci 2.89, 2.112, 5.4, 5.605, 7.6 (Walz).

83 Themistius: 453a, 464c fFf, 465b, 473d, 474d, 479a, 481c, 486a, 486d, 487a,
491d, 506eff, 507¢, 512a, 514ab, 518ab, 526a. Libanius: 459c, 463e, 477b, 486b-d,
491d, 492e, 506¢, 509a, 511a, 512b, 515b, 516a, 516e, 523a, 523eff, 526a.
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9. The Demiurgic Interpretation

With the Iamblichan curriculum, which focused on a concen-
trated group of dialogues, the overall interpretation of the Gorgias
changed, and its importance increased. The corpus no longer
contained a group of polemical works, and the Gorgias must have
been included for its positive teaching, either open or symbolic. It
is probable that, like other early works in the curriculum, it was
thought to concern the physical world, thus reflecting Iamblichus’
preoccupation with salvation through learning about ourselves,
about the world around us, and about the theological world.
Perhaps Iamblichus’ idea was that all dialogues that are to be
understood at the physical level—all, that is, except the Alcibiades,
which is about what human beings really are—ultimately aim at
promoting awareness of a higher power within the physical
world.8* This new perspective saw the Gorgias less in terms of
moral and political concerns and more in the light of concerns
with the physical universe.

It seems that Iamblichus believed that each dialogue must have
an aim (skopos). Though he later reverts to translating this ‘central
theme’ (1976, p. 28), Westerink suggests the literal translation of
skopos as ‘target’ (p.15), and sees here a subtle shift from the pre-
Iamblichan term hypothesis (D.L. 3.57); anon. Tht. had probably used
prothesis as the appropriate technical term (see col. 2). Though both
alternatives are occasionally found in later Neoplatonism too,
skopos is the standard post-lamblichan term.

While we have no fragments of an Iamblichan commentary on
the Gorgias,3% Olympiodorus refers to those who thought the skopos
of the Gorgias was the demiurge (0.4), while the anonymous
Prolegomena (22) seems to be referring to the same persons, when

84 Jamblichus, In Al. fr. 2.8-9: oxondg pév oty att@d Ty ovoiav £xénval tod
avBpanov kai Emiotpéyar npog £avTov £xactog NUAv.... Iamblichus presumably
saw the first seven dialogues of the curriculum as having physical rather than
theological subject-matter, and all dialogues between the Gorgias and the
Sophist-Politicus as as ultimately about demiurges. So, for example, Crat. was
about a divinity who has instituted correct language, a linguistic demiurge,
and the Theaetetus, especially in its passage advocating assimilation to god
(176b ff.), invokes a god easily identified with the demiurgic power of Timaeus
90a-d.

8 See Dillon (1973).
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speaking of those who thought the skopos was ‘the intellect which
sees itself’ .86 In each case we should consider the possibility that
the reference, while inexplicit, is to Iamblichus.87 Tamblichus
identified the sophist (presumably the target) of Plato’s Sophist with
the demiurge of the sublunary world; he defended this view
elaborately with reference to the various definitions and descrip-
tions of the sophist;8 identifying Plato’s sophist with a demiurgic
figure is clearly an esoteric move; this ‘sophist’ becomes not so
much a theme of the Sophist as an ultimate object, a target aimed at
(skopos) .8 Hence lamblichus’ term for a dialogue’s subject, skopos,
fits an esoteric hidden goal, in contrast with other terms. His
interests and imagination would have enabled him to see the
Gorgias too as a work which ultimately unveils a demiurgic power.

At first sight interpretations which made either Sophist or Gorgias
deal ultimately with a demiurge seem equally strange. But the
scholiast on the opening line of the Sophist not only identifies the
‘sophist’” with Iamblichus’ demiurge of the sublunary world, but
also speaks of his demiurgic triad and of his ‘Father of Demiurges’.

86 The Aristotelian ring suggests that the latter description may be a less
accurate description, influenced by the Platonic-Aristotelian syncretism of the
Alexandrian school, but this is not certain.

87 See Jackson (1995), 291-5. W., however, refers to passages in Proclus
which concern Amelius: In Tim. 1.306.1-14 and Theol. 5.3.28.2-18SW. It seems
that Amelius, in discussing the scope of Plato’s demiurge from the Timaeus,
postulated a triple demiurge, three intellects or three kings, he who is, he
who holds, and he who sees. The second holds the first, and the third holds
the second but merely sees the first (8-9). Whether this could have some
bearing on the selfseeing intellect in anon. Prol. 26 is unclear (for it is just
possible that a term such as a¥8op@dv or avronTikdg has been wrongly inter-
preted later), and we must also be sceptical about whether Grg. could be seen to
be particularly concerned with a third intellect. If it concerns an intellect at
all, then that intellect is most easily identified with Zeus in the myth, who
certainly had Kronos before him who could be interpreted as an intellect by
Neoplatonists, but some intellect above Kronos must then be supplied. More-
over Proclus tells us that Tim. 39e (where intellect sees the ideas in 1@ 6 €0t
{@ov) related to Amelius’ theory (In Tim. 3.108.18-20).

B8 Westerink (1962), xxxviii; cf. Proclus, Theol. 1.5.25.16-18SW. The scholi-
ast on the opening of Sph. identifies the Sophist with Iamblichus’ demiurge
of the sublunary world, and the dialogue can be seen as teaching us through the
things of the sublunary world which themselves have the status of images. Hence
it can be seen as being about non-being (as at Prol. 21) at the same time as
being about things. Plt. must surely have been concerned with a higher
demiurge in Iamblichus’ eyes, particularly in the light of the Helmsman
figure’s connexions with Kronos (271c-272b).

89 Cf. anon. Prol. 21, 22: the Sophist’s skopos is indeed the sophist rather
than division or non-being.
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Presumably Iamblichus thought that the Sophist’s companion
dialogue, the Politicus, also unveiled some demiurgic entity: for if
the target of the Sophist is ultimately a divine sophist, then the
target of the Politicus will ultimately be a divine statesman. The
Politicus certainly involves a power with a quasi-demiurgic role, for
its myth employs a helmsman and controller of the heavenly
motions, Kronos in a previous era and now perhaps Zeus in our
own (271c-272b). Kronos was the ‘statesman’ of a bygone era (274e-
275a). The Gorgias is concerned with the statesman, like the
Politicus. At face value it concerns the correct management of one’s
own and the state’s constitution, perhaps also the world’s constitu-
tion (507e-508a). But within a theory that sees the ultimate states-
man as some kind of demiurgic power, then it is conceivable that
this figure should be found in the Gorgias, and as the ultimate object
of that dialogue’s teaching.

A reading of the Gorgias as demiurge-focussed would, like our
supposed reading of the Politicus, rest largely on the interpretation
of the dialogue’s myth, and Iamblichus’ celebrated preference for
intuitive philosophical insights must have relied heavily on what
the myths were supposed to reveal. Indeed all of the dialogues in
which the main character introduces a lengthy myth are inclu-
ded in the Iamblichan corpus: Gorgias, Phaedo, Politicus,*' Phaedrus,
Symposium, Timaeus, Republic. In the present commentary Olympio-
dorus mentions Iamblichus by name only when interpreting the
principal myth (46.9), and explicitly links the myth with the
demiurgic interpretation (0.4). In the Gorgiasmyth too Kronos
could be seen as the statesman of a bygone era, Zeus of the present
one. The connexion of the Gorgiasmyth with a triad of demiurges
and a pre-demiurgic force above them appears in Proclus, who
comments upon the myth’s division of the world between Zeus,

90 See also Dillon (1992), p. 366, who follows Westerink (1962), xxxviii.
We think it unnecessary to commit ourselves here to their view that the
statesman was identical with the heavenly demiurge.

91 The Politicus too had been selected primarily thanks to its very influen-
tial myth, which is far more often alluded to by later Platonists than other
parts of the work. On the Nachleben of this work see Dillon (1992), Schicker
(1992). Dillon (366) ventures to remark that from the fact that Iamblichus
included the work in the canon ‘one may conclude from that alone that he
had views about the interpretation of the myth.” He also believes that the
cosmic cycle in the myth received a synchronic interpretation from Iambli-
chus, and that he may have ‘first developed the exegesis of the myth that we
find later in the Athenian School.’
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Posidon, and Hades (523a).92 Proclus does not necessarily follow
Iamblichus in all details, but he seems clearly to be working
within an essentially Iamblichan theory of a plurality of demi-
urges in his exegesis of the Gorgias myth. Olympiodorus himself
mentions only one demiurge, a reflection perhaps of Alexandrian
metaphysical economy or a reluctance to engage in the overt
forms of Neoplatonic polytheism. It may, however, signify that it
is the whole demiurgic system that was meant to be unfolded in
the myth, not some part of it.

In his own comments on the Gorgias-myth, Olympiodorus
detects a Kronos-figure and a triad of new-generation divinities,
whom the Neoplatonists associate with the heavens, the sub-lunary
world of fire, air, and water, and the earthy world below: the triad
Zeus-Poseidon-Hades (47.4). The divinity who would most natural-
ly be seen as the chief figure of the myth is Zeus, the power of the
heavens and the power of judgment (47.4, 48.2). Olympiodorus
assigns him no explicit demiurgic role, but the god’s role as an
organizer and an administrator of justice is clear.9% We assume
that even the Iamblichan interpretation of the Gorgias claimed that
it sought to unveil not the demiurgic role of a judicial God, but the
judicial role of a divinity whom both he and Olympiodorus
recognize as ‘the demiurge’.

Olympiodorus’ interpretation of the myth concentrates on the
figures of both Kronos (a higher and well-thought-of power, identi-
fied with pure intellect) and Zeus (47.2-6, etc.). The identification of
demiurge and Zeus is standard in late Neoplatonism.% Zeus is
treated by Olympiodorus as the central figure: he is the power of

92 E.g. Theol. 1.4.18.25-27SW: xal pév xai év 1@ Fopyia pév nepl tdv 1pLdv
SnuovpY@v kol mepl ThHg Snplovpyikig £v avtolg StakAnpicews LiBov anayyEAlwv
.o, cf. 1.5.26.17-18SW: év T'opyilg 8& tov "Ounpov tfig 1@V SnULOVPYLKDV povadmv
tpladikfig DROooTdoews.... Zeus is in a sense a member of this demiurgic triad
which Grg. is supposed to hint at, but in another sense he is prior to it (e.g. In
Tim. 1.315.8-11: év 1@ Topyig ovviattov e avtov 1oig Kpovidalg xal £Eaipdv an’
av1@v, iva xal npd 1@V 1pLdv f Kal uetéyntal LA adTOV, Kal WOV Vouov avTd
ovykaBidpevwv), though Proclus’ approach to the demiurge is in fact rather
more unitary than that of many of his predecessors.

93 This is of major importance in linking Zeus to the subject matter of the
entire work, for rhetoric (the theme with which Grg. begins) is an image of
constitutional craft (roAitikt, 463d) and in particular of justice (465c).

9 See for example lamblichus in Herm. In Phdy. p.136.17-19 (cf. 45.13, 94.6,
256.5) and in Proc. In Tim. 1.308.17-18; Olympiodorus In Phd. 1.5. It is a Zeus-
demiurge whom Proclus sees as the key figure of the Gorgiassmyth (In Tim.
1.315.8-11).
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judgment (48.2), he holds the sceptre to indicate his control of
judgments (47.4), and he installs the judges (Grg. 523e) whom
Olympiodorus sees as the main focus of the myth (46.9). Olympio-
dorus thus supplies the evidence of a Neoplatonist tendency to see
the Gorgias myth as being about something other than the souls of
the dead. Yet he himself defines a myth of this kind (a nekuia) as
about souls (46.8), rejecting Iamblichus’ view that makes the
judging powers the main topic. It is of interest to note, therefore,
that Jamblichus did not regard the Gorgias myth as a nekuia (46.9),
possibly because it was his view that it was not about the judged but
about the powers that organize judgment. These powers are
associated closely with Zeus, and it is the system of judgment
instituted by Zeus which might very well be held to explain
finally why the values of the orator, the power-seeker, and the
hedonist are inadequate, thereby crowning the work as a whole.%
The demiurgic power, identified with Zeus, can plausibly be
seen as an ‘intellect which sees itself’, assuming that this formula
was adopted by the author of the Prolegomena, in his efforts to
reconcile this Zeus with an Aristotelian self-contemplating God.?®

9 1In the Politicus, the demiurge is presumably Zeus too: the Helmsman of
the myth is identified by Plato with Kronos, but this helmsman belonged to
a previous age (Plt. 271c-272b) and the statesman under investigation is one
who will manage the state in a post-Kronos era—the era of Zeus (272b).
Compare Proclus (In Tim. 1.315.23-31) who says that Zeus is the demiurge of
the present world-order in the Politicus. As Proclus saw (ibid. 15-17) in the
Philebus too (30d) the name of Zeus is linked with a demiurgic causal power.
The human moAitikdg is linked with Kronos rather than Zeus by Hermeias
(In Phdr. 146.13-15). Here he stands for intermediate souls, because he applies
himself at one moment to contemplation, but turns back at another moment
to the organization of lower things. The influence of the Plato’s picture of the
Helmsman in the Politicus is clear, and one might believe that such a person
performed a role analogous to that of Kronos there. But the cyclical role of
Kronos is not utilized by the later Neoplatonists, who, like Olympiodorus,
prefer to interpret the temporal events of myth in a non-temporal fashion.
And, like Olympiodorus, they take their cue from Plato’s Cratylus (396b) in
regarding Kronos as a purely contemplative God, a pure inteliect. (As early as
Numenius (fr. 16dP) it seems that a Helmsman-inspired God, his second
intellect, becomes entirely contemplative after the basic creation process is com-
plete). The myth implies that Zeus has an equally cyclical existence of control
and non-control, and the demiurge figure reflects much better the inter-
mediate role of part contemplative, part practical life of ‘politics’. If one takes
Proclus In Tim. 1,147.29-148.2 one finds that the soul living on an intellectual
plane alone is said to live Kronos-fashion, while if it descends to a notion of
‘political life’ (moAttixn Lon) it lives Zeus-fashion. That Zeus is the paradigm
for the life of the moAitikdg could not be clearer.

%  For Philoponus’ application of the notion of selfvision to Aristotle’s
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Or again he might be identifying that intellect with Kronos, who
at 47.3 represents that kind of intellect which both seeks and is
sought, has in other respects too the required reflexivity and
functions as a self-seeing intellect at On the Phaedo 1.5. But again we
might prefer to see the phrase as an integral part of the original
interpretation, in which case we may note two relevant items in
the myth itself: the judges of the myth are able to see those judged
directly because they are naked, and Zeus had realized the
problem of unjust judgments before he was told by Pluto and the
guardians of the Blessed Isles—that is to say that he has fore-
knowledge. Yet these features are about sight not about self-sight.
They would suggest an ‘intellect which sees’ but not an ‘intellect
which sees itself’.97

The demiurgic interpretation of the Gorgias, making every-
thing tie in with the message of the myth, was clearly imagina-
tive, but unlikely to survive the test of time. Olympiodorus’ com-
mentary is evidence at once of the persistence of the Iamblichan
approach and of the waning of its influence. After Iamblichus the
Gorgias had continued to receive attention. The ancient scholia on
the Gorgias, which are surprisingly full and closely related to the
work of Olympiodorus, refer on two occasions to the views of
Plutarch of Athens.?8 Proclus, unsurprisingly, seems to have had
his say.?? In a sense it would be more worth noting if any promi-
nent late Platonic commentator had been known not to have
lectured on the Gorgias.

10. Olympiodorus’ Reading

Olympiodorus’ own interpretation is, in general character at least,
what one might regard as the remaining alternative for one who

god (Met. 1074b33-34), in a passage which draws no distinction between the
vision of self and the vision of reality, see In De An. 37.26-28.

97 Hence it is possible that a term such as av8op®v or avtonTikGg has been
wrongly interpreted by a later generation as referring to reflexive vision
rather than vision in person (the physician’s ‘autopsy’). Even so it is still not
easy to explain the myth’s Zeus-figure as specially deserving of identification
with the Amelian ‘intellect which sees’ (see above, n. 87).

98 pp. 52.23, 102.17 Carbonara Naddei. Of these passages the latter, on
495d, is interesting in that it anticipates Ol in finding irony in the words of
Socrates’ opponents.

99 In Remp. 2.139.19-20 Kroll.
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wished to avoid esotericism. The two straightforward interpreta-
tions had fastened upon the themes that surfaced in the arguments
with Gorgias and Polus: rhetoric, and justice/injustice. Olympio-
dorus’ interpretation focuses on the issues that surface in the argu-
ments with Callicles, and on the competition between Socrates and
Callicles over the happier life. Questions of justice and injustice
remain central, and the contribution of rhetoric to the happy life is
gradually reintroduced. But these questions are now seen against a
richer theoretical background, in the light of the discussion about
what, in the final analysis, human life should be aiming at. Thus
Olympiodorus not only sees the Gorgias as being about happiness,
he sees it as being directed towards establishing the principles of
happiness.

In accordance with Neoplatonic doctrine, the ultimate aim of
the Gorgias belongs to a higher theoretical plane than much of the
content. It may seem strange that a work’s aim is identified with
the fundamentals of a theory rather than the conclusions that
follow from it. But the Neoplatonists believed that Plato was already
working with a complete and perfect system of philosophy, and
his problem was not how to solve problems himself but how to
bring his students round to sharing his beliefs. The target of the
work thus becomes the deeper theory which one wants to make
one’s students aware of, not the more specific conclusions about
everyday life and everyday reality. Thus it is the principles of
happiness to which Olympiodorus thinks the work means to
introduce us, and the discussions of rhetoric and of justice are
designed to lead us to awareness of them.

There is a further refinement in that Olympiodorus does not
believe that ‘happiness’ is a simple matter. The human being can
be seen as soul and body, as soul only, as irrational and rational
soul, or as rational soul only. An important place is given to the
Alcibiades and its view that the person is soul rather than body, and
philosophic progress is linked with the soul’s shedding its connex-
ions with the body. The ‘happiness’ and ‘virtue’ attributed to Socra-
tes in the Phaedo could thus be seen as very different from those
discussed in the Gorgias, for while the former was a happiness that
came to those who allowed their souls to function unimpeded by
the body (but not severed from it),!% the latter is concerned with

10 There remains a higher happiness and a higher (theoretic) virtue for
those who actually sever the connexion with the soul’s ‘chariot’ (6xnua).
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those still employing the body as the ‘tool’ of the soul.19! In these
circumstances one needs separate sub-rational functions of the soul
as well, so that discussions of the soul do not see it as a quasi-unity
and do not see its virtue as reducible to intelligence (phronesis), i.e.
as totally determined by the needs of the rational faculty (see
Phaedo 69a-d), let alone as applicable to that faculty in isolation, but
see it rather as a complex entity with desires and emotions (cf. Grg.
493a ff.), and ground virtue in justice and temperance (Grg. 504d-
508c), which are the virtues which Republic 4 explains in terms of
the proper relation between the various faculties of soul.

Here Olympiodorus is much influenced by the parallel between
the individual’s constitution and the state’s constitution which is
central to the Republic. Indeed he seems to believe that the aim of
the Gorgias is as much to discern the origins of the individual’s
constitutional happiness as the state’s, and he frequently develops the
psychic as well as the political aspects of politeia.'92 By politeia, he
means, literally, the relevant proper constitution, whether of a state
or of an individual’s soul. Similarly, in discussing the aim of the
Republic Proclus had emphasized that there is no incompatibility
between the view that it is about justice and the view that it is about
an ideal constitution. ‘Each of us lives constitutionally when
organized by justice, and the state lives justly when arranged
according to the best constitution.’193 So the individual may have
constitutional virtue too.

Whereas the virtue discussed in the Phaedo is ‘purificatory’
virtue, in as much as it is the virtue of a soul being cleansed of
bodily influences, the virtues of the Gorgias are ‘constitutional’
because they are the virtues exhibited in the soul or state which is
properly constituted.!® It has not always been recognized that this

100 In Alc. 4.15-5.18.

W2 Politeia, political and psychic: 0.5, 4.1, 11.1, 15.1, 5, 18.1, 24.1, 25.1, 32.2,
34.2, 35.1, 45.1.

13 In Rep. 1.11.26-28 Kroll.

1% The distinction goes back to Plotinus (and his reading of Phd. 68¢-69c,
82a-b, Meno 88b, Euthd. 281c, Rep. 430c), but is not traced in authors such as
Philo, Alcinous, and Origen where one might have anticipated finding it,
see Dillon (1983). Thereafter, perhaps in part due to a misunderstanding of
Plotinus, the number of grades of virtue grows considerably, in ways no
longer supported by Platonic texts. One should remember that Neoplatonists
did not have recourse to the distinctions between ‘early’ and ‘middle’ Plato,
or between ‘Socratic’ and ‘mature’ Plato, with which to explain the conflict
between passages that claim that the virtues are a single thing, different
things always found in the same individual, different and independent
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politiké areté need not have anything in particular to do with politics
or community life, and it is misleading to translate the term ‘social
virtue’ or ‘civic virtue’.!% These virtues are called politikai because
they depend on how the individual or state is constituted. We
therefore consider it least misleading to translate ‘constitutional’
virtue, and have regularly translated politeia as ‘constitution’ and
politiké as ‘constitutional’.

This kind of distinction between virtues, lives, and happinesses
is not just the result of Neoplatonic love of proliferating the subjects
which can be discussed. It is based on a sensitive appreciation of
very real differences between the way in which the soul and its
virtues are represented at different levels in different works. It may
be claimed that Neoplatonists introduce such distinctions too readi-
ly on account of their ignorance of Platonic chronology. They
could retort that some are too ready to resort to chronological
explanations without fully appreciating how differences of perspec-
tive from one work to another will inevitably create differences in
exposition, without entailing changes of doctrine. For Olympio-
dorus, then, the Gorgias aims to make us aware above all of the
principles of constitutional virtue. His view should not be taken
lightly.

11. What was Olympiodorus’ core Doctrine?

We do not intend to preempt the reader’s response to Olympio-
dorus’ words by trying to give too full an overview of his doctrine
here. Much of what emerges in the commentary is of primarily
ethical significance, and it emerges fairly directly. Much of what
Dillon (1996) can say of Plotinus’ ethics would hold for Olympio-
dorus too. Though he is interpreting a work which is devoted to
practical ethics, and is conscious of the need to give practical
advice to the pupil, he cannot conceal the yearning to be free from
the constraints of the real world. The constitutional virtues with
which he repeatedly deals are still but a path forward to the higher
purificatory virtues, and maybe beyond them. The aim for

things. It is the Phaedo above all which seems to demand something more
than the routine distinction between virtues proper and natural good
qualities.

15 Westerink (1962) xxxix, 48; (1976), p. 42 etc.
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Olympiodorus is the eradication of the passions, not just their
moderation, and hence a life which is essentially free from bodily
desire. However, he is not a simple anti-hedonist, but believes in
some divine higher pleasure which awaits the true devotee, and
which is not an unworthy goal.

With regard to metaphysical doctrine we shall see how closely
Olympiodorus can be seen to adhere to the outline of Ammonian
doctrine given by Verrycken (1990a, 226): one might claim of
Olympiodorus too that ‘the henads disappear; the Demiurge seems
to be simply identified with divine Intellect; there is not much left
of Proclus’ construction of innumerable triads; the articulation of
the intelligible world at levels between the divine Intellect and the
sensible world has been blurred.” We would doubt that Olympio-
dorus too ‘is inclined to remodel the hierarchy of ontological levels
into a dichotomy between the creative and created’, though he
does not deal with the kind of text that would invite this dichoto-
my. We may affirm that ‘the Intellect and the One are frequently
taken together in the notion “God (ho theos)”.” It is likewise clear
that Olympiodorus is perfectly capable of separating these hypos-
tases, and indeed aspects of Intellect, when he chooses: at 4.3 and
47.2 the transcendence of the first principle is stated unequivocally,
while at 47.3 it is clear that Kronos, identified with pure Intellect, is
one of those powers below the first cause. It is likewise evident that
Kronos’ role is different from that of Zeus, who plays the primary
demiurgic role here (0.4, 49.6).

Soul, unfortunately, is not treated sufficiently hypostatically for
us to confidently state whether in this commentary it ‘is some-
times decoupled from the first two levels of reality and considered
as “caused by God”.” What one may state is that this is true of our
souls. Only their rational portion is immortal (2.1), indeed only
their rational portion is really us (18.2), and even so we are the
dregs of the universe separated from the transcendent first cause
by innumerable other powers (47.2). Olympiodorus is drawn into
talking more hypostatically about soul when allegorizing the
ancient gods. At 4.3 Hera seems to stand for rational soul at the
universal level, whereas Prometheus takes on the function of
universal guardian of the rational soul at 48.6; here it is made quite
plain that rational soul belongs on high and that Zeus at least wants
it to stay there! So that one suspects that Olympiodorus does not
want to separate the true nature of soul very far from Intellect. If we
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may see Hera in the true nature of (rational) soul, and Zeus in the
demiurgic Intellect, then this is scarcely surprising!

The commentary does not unequivocally affirm that Olympio-
dorus followed Ammonius!% in seeing the first principle as both a
final and an efficient cause, though efficient causality of a type
which bestows upon us our being seems to be implied at 47.2. It is
in relation to the science of constitutional well-being that he applies
the Neoplatonic doctrine of six causes (0.5), and it is interesting that
the final cause is the Good (0.5, 30.1), whereas the efficient cause is
the philosophic life (0.5), or virtue (45.1), or well-being itself (46.7).
Well-being itself looks very much like the final cause for a human
being, but the point to be made is that the philosophic life, and
virtue, and well-being are united above all in their goodness. One
cannot claim that Olympiodorus has in this single case identified the
efficient and final causes, but they clearly stand in a close relation
to each other. Nothing prevents him identifying the ultimate final
and efficient causes of the universe.

Ultimately, however, one must accept that the commentary is
itself the best testimony as to Olympiodorus’ doctrine within it, and
that it is dangerous to judge him according to his conformity or
non-conformity with Plotinus, Proclus, Ammonius, Christian-
ity,197 or any other body of doctrine. The job which is being done
here is that of exegesis, not of direct communication of doctrine.
This commentary should be judged on its ability to offer a con-
sistent and satisfying interpretation of a text.

12. Owverview of the Content of the Commentary

The commentary consists of a proem and fifty lectures, and the
normal procedure is for the lecturer to begin by outlining the
overall function of a passage within the Gorgias, by resolving diffi-
culties that arise, and by introducing various aids to interpretation.
This step is known as the theoria. Afterwards it seems that the rele-
vant passage of text was read in class, and the lecturer commented
upon a variety of briefer passages, highlighting key steps in the

16 For Ammonius, see Verrycken (1990a), 216ff.
07 Those who want to read further on the relation of Olympiodoran doc-
trine to Christianity are referred to Westerink (1990), xxii-xxxi.
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argument and introducing more specific issues of interpretation,
including comments on the text itself.108

Proem

The Proem warrants separate consideration owing to the number
of interesting issues raised. S. N. Pieri (1991, p. 1) notes that
‘Dialogo diretto, il Gorgia entra subito in medias res.” Olympiodorus
also plunges straight in to the problems which confront the reader
who is new to this work. This contrasts with his practice in the
Alcibiades-commentary, where there had been some general
laudatory remarks followed by a life of Plato before the principal
introductory topics could begin. However, as it is first in the
Platonic curriculum the Alcibiades is a special case, and it needed to
include material introducing the whole Neoplatonic corpus of
Plato’s works.

It may seem strange, therefore, that Olympiodorus chooses first
to tackle the dialogue form, giving an explanation of the term
dialogue, and proceeding to ask why it is that Plato found his own
dramatic writings acceptable but not those of the poets. Assuming
that the majority (at least) of the listeners have recently become
familiar with the Alcibiades, why have they not yet been intro-
duced to the important issue of Plato’s dramatic writings?199 There
are several possible explanations. First, in a work which needed
copious introductory material, less burning issues might be left
until an appropriate moment in order to get on with reading the
text. Second, with only two characters it looks less like a drama
than the Gorgias, which uses five in all. Third, Olympiodorus is
going to make much of the types which these characters represent,
and of the dramatic background—in short the Gorgias is more
obviously handled like a dramatic work. Fourth, the Gorgias is a
‘political’ work (relevant to man’s inner constitution) with which
Olympiodorus constantly needs to compare the Republic, and it is
the Republic above all which invites questions about Plato’s hand-
ling of his own dramatic forms.

18 See Festugiére (1963).

™ The extant Alcibiadescommentary is not, of course, the record of the
course of lectures which these students have taken, but it still gives a general
indication of the topics which were likely to have been tackled at that stage,
and Platonic drama was not among them.
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One should observe too that the question of Platonic drama has
been raised in part as a response to criticism, whether from
students or from rival intellectual disciplines. Olympiodorus is
aiming to defend Plato against charges, possible or actual, of
inconsistency, in that he seemed to have practised much the same
literary methods as he refused to accept from the poets in the
Republic—even that he imitated the poets whose imitative techniques
he himself decries. The solution which Olympiodorus gives is not
the superficial one, that Plato was writing prose which did less to
encourage the emotions, nor even that the moral inferences to be
drawn from Platonic drama were superior to those to be drawn
from epic and tragedy. The difference belongs to the scrutiny
which dialogue applies to its characters.!19

Following this defence Olympiodorus turns (0.2) to the five
topics which the proem sets out to tackle: the dramatic background
of the work (0.3), its aim or fundamental subject (skopos, 0.4-5), its
structure (0.6), the characters and their symbolism (0.8), and the
suggestion that Plato ought not to be attacking somebody from a
previous generation like Gorgias (0.9). Olympiodorus does not
announce at this stage that he will tackle the place of the work in
the curriculum, and the relevance of constitutional virtues to this
(0.6-7). Some of these topics are traditional, and likely to occur at
the commencement of any Platonic commentary.!!! Debate about
the aim or fundamental subject occurs early in the earliest extant
Platonic commentary,!!? and is regularly included at the start of
commentaries in Neoplatonic times.!!® The division of the dia-
logue is included in the introductions to both Proclus’ and Olym-
piodorus’ Alcibiadesscommentaries, as are the place of the work in
the canon; comparable material, showing the relation of the work
to the Parmenides, is found in Proclus’ great Timaeus-commentary.
The contrasting characters, however, are not usually tackled so
directly at this stage, though comparable material occurs early in

10 The final section of the proem, like this first one, can again be seen as
a response to criticism of Plato, this time the criticism that he attacked the
ways of his elders and betters in a time gone by.

11 On the issue of standard introductory topics see now Mansfeld (1994),
Tarrant (1995).

U2 Anon. In Tht. column 2.

13 E.g. by Syrianus-Hermeias, pp. 812 Couvreur, where there is some
conflation with the plot; Proclus, who sometimes refers rather to a npdfeoig
(In Alc., In Remp.); and Ol In Alc. 3-9.
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Damascius’ work On the Philebus. A recent survey of the principles
of late Platonist commentaries identified eight regular elements.
Of these Olympiodorus omits the utility of the dialogue (chresimon)
and its type and philosophical character.!!* He also adds the
question of generation-chronology. Overall, then, there is no need
to feel that Olympiodorus is simply following a traditional formula
in his proem, though it certainly includes traditional elements.
Tarrant (1997a) has tackled matters of relevance to Olympiodo-
rus’ discussion of the setting, and the generation-chronology in
0.9. Briefly, Olympiodorus makes the following interesting claims,
which one might conceivably attribute to reputable sources (0.3):

1. Gorgias was in Athens on an embassy from Leontini concern-
ing as alliance and war with Syracuse.

2. The Athenians called the days of his public displays ‘festivals’.

3. They called his rhetorical periods ‘torches’.

Such details, when taken together, do not look like something
invented in a much later era, even though they are not paralleled
in extant literature written long before Olympiodorus’ own period.
Olympiodorus’ credibility as a historian is threatened by what
seem to be chronological blunders in 0.9, but here it is almost
certain that recorder or scribe have been responsible for obscuring
his intentions.

We have discussed the skopos-section (above, sections 9-10).
However, it would be worth saying something about the way that
cause-theory supplements the discussion of the aim of the dialogue
and of its sections. Having established that the Gorgias is about the
principles of constitutional happiness, Olympiodorus proceeds to
give a list of six ways in which something can be a ‘principle’: as
matter, form, efficient cause, paradigm, instrument, and end. Of
constitutional happiness the soul is the matter, justice and temper-
ance the form, the philosophic life the efficient cause, the cosmos
the paradigm, habituation and education the instrument, and the
good the end. Of these six principles three are seen as being of
particular relevance to the Gorgias: the arguments with Gorgias
himself concern the question of whether rhetoric or philosophy is

114 See Hadot, 1. et al. (1990), Intro., pp. 33f.
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the efficient cause of constitutional happiness; those with Polus
concern the formal cause, whether it is justice etc. or injustice;
those with Callicles concern the final cause, whether it is pleasure
or the good. Thus the issue of the fundamental subject of the work
has been linked with its tripartite division by the selection of three
out of the six principles of constitutional happiness as the topics for
three main sections, and so to the characters by the allocation of
three different imperfect characters as the interlocutor for the three
sections concerned. Olympiodorus thus argues for a close con-
nexion between dramatic aspects of the work and three philoso-
phically distinguishable sections which contribute towards a
common philosophic goal.

Lecture One: (i) scene-setting

Olympiodorus believes that the introductory passage of the Gorgias
serves the important dramatic function of sketching the character
of its participants, particularly those who are morally inferior. The
type of the interlocutor’s soul is depicted, in terms of a particular
kind of life, and his words are later subject to the elenchus (cf. 0.1).
The prominent interlocutor in the introductory passage is Calli-
cles, which fits with Olympiodorus’ view that the main subject of
the dialogue is constitutional happiness rather than the rhetorical
issues associated with Gorgias and Polus.

The connexion between the prologue and the character-type
allows Olympiodorus to reaffirm an important lesson from the
first Alcibiades, the one Platonic work already studied, as well as to
introduce another way in which philosophic and poetic characteri-
zation differ. Much of the lecture is given over to illustrating, with
greater conviction than plausibility, the ways in which Callicles’
words already mark him as an inferior character and how much
better those of Socrates are (even when he refers to him spending
time in the agora, which Olympiodorus views as an unwholesome
place). Further observations are made which reflect on the less
extreme characters of Gorgias and Chaerephon.

Lecture One: (ii) the digression on rhetoric

Olympiodorus’ rhetorical theory commits him to positions that
may not seem natural readings of the Gorgias. He insists, for
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example, on keeping the statesman (true or false) separate from the
orator (true or false); he sees rhetoric, correctly studied, as a
genuinely worthwhile pursuit, even if one does not oneself have the
moral knowledge on which to base constitutional decisions; and, in a
polemic with the rhetorical tradition, he denies that the four
popular fifth-century politicians were ‘flatterers’. In Lecture 32 we
will see that Ammonius has inspired this view, and that he based
his interpretation upon Republic 426a-e.

Olympiodorus’ position has its roots in the fact that philosophy
and rhetoric were now allies, rather than competitors, in a rear-
guard action against authority. Justinian’s attempt to shut down
institutions promoting unsanctioned teaching extended far beyond
the schools of philosophy, into the law-schools and beyond. This
would force the various champions of classical culture to seek each
other’s support; a truce between philosophy and rhetoric was
essential, particularly bearing in mind that enlightened rhetoric
might have provided much of the bread and butter of the
Alexandrian school.!l1%

The Gorgias notoriously presents a more bitter attack on rhetoric
than that in the later Phaedrus. Just as the Republic is constantly
relevant for Olympiodorus’ reading of the ethical content of the
Gorgias, so too he consistently has in mind the philosophically
acceptable rhetoric of the Phaedrus when presenting his interpreta-
tion of the Gorgias on rhetoric. He assumes that the Gorgias, properly
read, is consistent with the Phaedrus, just as Hermeias does in his
commentary on the Phaedrus. There is no resort to chronology to
distinguish different phases of Plato’s thought. Since Plato’s works
are inspired—totally correct, when properly understood—nothing
can be found in one which is incompatible with another. This
means that Olympiodorus reads the Gorgias with the assumption
that there exists a true rhetoric which proceeds according to scien-
tific principles and is subordinate to the true statesman.

Olympiodorus’ divisions of rhetoric have important conse-
quences for his picture of the famous Athenian statesmen criti-
cized by Socrates in the Gorgias. They are elevated sufficiently

15 Tt is clear that Ol. needed support, state support perhaps having appar-
ently been lost already, and he encouraged his students to believe that
sacrifices made in return for one’s own education were no real sacrifices. It
seems that he did ask for money, but that he tried to operate without set fees
(43.2, 40.7). For philosophers who practised as orators and physicians see
Westerink (1964).
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high to be objects of admiration, while at the same time being
obviously liable to the charge of collaborating with democracy.
They can be seen, in fact, as the highest examples of democratic
statesman. This will clear Plato of the charge of slandering great
men brought by Aristides in the second century A.D. and no doubt
perpetuated in the rhetorical schools thereafter. Refutation of
Aristides’ criticisms of Plato is indeed a significant side-issue of the
Gorgias-commentary.

In Olympiodorus’ reading of the dialogue, Plato does not run
down rhetoric, properly conceived. Hence for him Socrates’ re-
mark about the fifth-century statesmen using neither true rhetoric
nor the flattering kind is an indication that they were better than
flatterers (33.3, 41.18), not that they were not even successful flatterers
(a2 more natural reading of 517a). For Olympiodorus these
statesmen belong to a third, intermediate kind of rhetoric. This
intermediate orator is the servant (8iakovixdg, 1.13, 33.3 etc), who
serves a non-aristocratic regime, taking care of its better desires.

The interpretation is not devoid of merit. The term ‘servant’
occurs in Plato’s text (517b-518c), and Socrates admits that he is not
eriticizing the four for being servants (517b2), so that ‘servant’ is not
automatically to be equated with ‘flatterer’; he only accuses them of
satisfying the desires of the city, not of seeking to please it indis-
criminately. Hence Olympiodorus can point out that there are
good desires as well as bad. Here one may object that (i) Socrates’
problem with rhetoric had been founded on the notion that it aims
at the city’s pleasure rather than its good, that (ii) desire-satisfaction
and pleasure were closely linked (493-6), and that (iii) the exis-
tence of good pleasures (499b) did not stop techniques of pleasure-
production being seen as flatteries. Olympiodorus could reply that
by 517c-e Plato’s dichotomy of craft-like occupations is no longer
that between pleasure-producing flatteries and benefit-producing
crafts; it distinguishes rather between the occupations which, un-
able to detect the good themselves, ought to serve another superior
art, and those which, with their knowledge of the good, must take
control of the others.

What Olympiodorus believes Plato has done is to find a way of
salvaging such occupations as cookery as a worthwhile part of
society by divorcing them from their natural aim of pleasure-
production and making them serve a nobler aim. Within an
orderly society occupations that might otherwise serve only to
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flatter are able to contribute to higher ends apprehended only by
true crafts. Hence Olympiodorus sees the true orator as the servant
of the statesman: the statesman knows the good, and the orator
carries out his orders.!1¢ Politically, this is an astute characteriza-
tion of the role of the orator at a very dangerous time: it makes him
seem obedient to authority rather than a threat to it. He becomes a
bureaucrat, putting into practice the will of the government,
ensuring that its decisions receive the best publicity. Olympiodorus
conceives the orator’s role as akin to that of the apothecary,
dispensing the doctor’s medicines: rhetoric thus appears less of a
threat to the ruler.

Olympiodorus postulates five kinds of orators, constitutions, and
statesmen (1.13). True rhetoric serves aristocracy, and the rhetoric
that serves a democracy would have been expected to be the fourth
best, ¢ middle kind but not the middle kind. But they seem to be
graded by Olympiodorus according to the motivation of their
practitioners rather than the prevailing constitution, so that the
lowest kind is the rhetoric that is pleasure-motivated, and Olympio-
dorus wants to save the notion of flattering rhetoric for this extreme
kind; honour-motivated rhetoric is altogether different. The
Themistocleans, therefore, come off better than the ordinary orator
under a pleasure-loving constitution: though all (lower?) rhetori-
cians may be compared with the apothecary (cf. 2.4), in a second
medical analogy these ones resemble the caring doctor (one who
persistently pursues his patients’ health even when they don’t
cooperate) as opposed to the one who readily lets the patient have
his own way.

We find in Olympiodorus a lack of precision in sorting out the
role of these statesmen and in clarifying the steps which lie
between true rhetoric and the worst and most servile kind. There is
a slightly uneasy combination of the quinquepartition stemming
from the five constitutions and the tripartition (true rhetoric, inter-
mediate rhetoric, flattery) known from Hermeias’ commentary
on the rhetorical material in Plato’s Phaedrus. Other divisions of
rhetoric occur elsewhere in the Olympiodorus’ commentary (e.g.
33.1, 45.1), showing that he is flexible in his division of rhetoric,
distinguishing the types that he feels need to be distinguished at a

116 To Ol’s notion that the true orator is the servant of the statesman,
compare the presentation of speech-making as an art for the use of the
possessor of the royal art at Euthd. 289c ff.
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given point in the discussion. His interpretations perhaps have an
eye on what is most expedient at a particular time, but in charity
his lack of clarity reflects a pervasive imprecision in Plato’s Gorgias
and Republic.

Lectures 2-10: The Elenchus of Gorgias

Olympiodorus interprets Gorgias as a confident fellow (3.12), who
has just completed a display of his rhetorical skill as the dialogue
opens, and who follows it by offering to answer all questions, as
Socrates arrived (2.5). He is, however, externally-motivated and
compliant (1.8). Socrates asks via Chaerephon about Gorgias’ pro-
fession, and at first Polus replies: inadequately. When Gorgias is
induced to answer for himself Socrates ascertains that he practises
rhetoric. Then Socrates asks ‘what is rhetoric knowledge of?’
Gorgias’ answer ‘speech’, fails to grasp that not all speech is rheto-
ric, and that rhetoric also involves silence. Socrates does not want to
embarrass Gorgias but to benefit him, so is polite, kindly, and asks
further about the sort of speech that rhetoric deals with (4.8). In
response Gorgias praises rhetoric as dealing with most important
matters; he fails to say what sort of speech it deals with, or about
what sort of matters it makes its speeches (5.1). Socrates (tactfully)
criticizes Gorgias’ answer on two grounds, as ambiguous and
unclear, stressing competition from doctor, trainer, businessman
(5.6). Finally, Gorgias states the primary concern of rhetoric, i.e.
persuasion, its goal, and its materials, justice and injustice (6.1).
Socrates invites Gorgias to refute or be refuted, and though the latter
seeks to escape, he is shamed into complying, and unwillingly
agrees (8.2).

Gorgias then suggests that the orator is knowledgeable about
justice (he shares the common notion that that each craft seeks
knowledge of its subject-matter, 11.2) but also that he is capable of
committing injustice (because he is ignorant): implying that the
orator deals with both justice and injustice, but also, retreating, he
says rhetoric has a power that inclines two ways, to injustice and to
justice, although he spurns injustice. (9.1, 10.4). Socrates refutes
him, by revealing his inconsistency, but criticises him gently and
reasonably: if rhetoric concerns justice and injustice, it under-
stands their nature, and, as understanding is unchanging, so it
always embraces justice. How then could it also incline towards
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the wicked (9.1)? Socrates refutes Gorgias (1) demonstratively, from
the facts (establishing a contradiction, that the orator is entirely
ignorant of justice, 10.1ff.); (2) from the manner, employing
embarrassment (revealing that the orator is uneducated and not
fine, 8.3, 9.2). In this first elenchus, Socrates demonstrates that
rhetoric is not the creative cause of constitutional happiness (11.1).
This is Olympiodorus’ view of the dialogue’s unity, linking the
theme of the first part (rhetoric) with the subject of the dialogue as
a whole.

Several important topics emerge during these lectures. Among
them are the knowledge of causes (aitiai) in politics (2.4), different
logical procedures and the variety of steps between sensation and
the acquisition of craft (3.1-2), theology (4.3), types of persuasion
(6.1-2, 11), power (7.1), and the involuntary nature of wrongdoing
(10.3). Explanations given frequently pay attention to historical
details (4.14, 5.3, 6.2), and space is often allotted to moral lessons
supposedly detectable from the text, (2.8, 3.4, 8.11), particularly
those involving teacher-pupil relations (2.10, 5.12, 6.4, 6.7-9, 8.1).

The Arguments with Polus: Lectures 11-24

While there would be few modern commentators who did not
presume that Plato intends to convey some positive lessons in the
course of the arguments with Polus, most would nowadays see
more significance in the fact that Polus’ views are being chal-
lenged and refuted. Some sections of the argument, such as the
definition of ‘the fine’, can be regarded as ad hominem, tailored to
suit the requirements of the occasion. That would suit the earlier
ancient belief which classed the Gorgias as an ‘anatreptic’, or
‘overturning’, dialogue.

It is significant, however, that Olympiodorus sees constant posi-
tive instruction for the reader throughout this section. While we
might ask ourselves whether Polus is really so wrong, and whe-
ther Socrates does in fact refute him, Olympiodorus takes Socrates’
familiarity with the truth and Polus’ error for granted. Moreover
he grounds the knowledge of Socrates in the common notions,
those infallible guides to universal truth (particularly moral truths)
that all are supposed to have access to, however few may listen.
Polus errs simply by failing to heed these notions consistently.
Socrates must use Polus’ assent to propositions deriving from the
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common notions which he does recognize in order to show him
that he has a set of beliefs from which the contrary of his
erroneous thesis can be deduced. Olympiodorus, as more recently
Vlastos (1983) who also bases his theory on the Gorgias, relies on
the presence of moral truths latent within the interlocutor and
openly recognized by Socrates. These truths are themselves the gift to
mankind of a provident divinity (38.3).

There are perhaps two areas of principal interest in these pages
of the Gorgias today: (i) the Socratic view of power and impotence,
involving the distinction between means and end and the assump-
tion that the true object of our will is always the end rather than the
means; and (ii) the argument for proving that it is better (qua more
beneficial) to be wronged than to do wrong. Olympiodorus certain-
ly does not belittle these sections, indeed power and impotence are
recurrent themes throughout his treatment of the Gorgias. But he
also dwells on the classification of crafts and ‘flatteries’ and the
theory of ‘the fine’ as if cast-iron doctrine were to be found here
rather than clever polemic in the first case and a working hypo-
thesis in the second. The classification of crafts offers an excellent
example of a late Platonist attempt to emulate the practice of
dichotomic division prominent in Sophist, Politicus, Phaedrus, and
Philebus—all works belonging to the late Neoplatonic corpus.

Olympiodorus’ overall view of the message of these chapters is
clear: while the arguments with Gorgias had challenged the view
that rhetoric is the productive cause of constitutional happiness,
those with Polus are designed to challenge the view that its formal
cause is injustice; in fact Socrates is seen as arguing consistently
and conclusively here towards the conclusion that justice is the
formal cause of this happiness.

Lecture 12 is important in that it further develops the concept of
rhetoric: it conforms with all the Stoic requirements of a craft, but
falls short of Socratic, Platonic, or Aristotelian demands in the
following ways:

1. It lacks understanding of its subject-matter;
2. It cannot explain what it is trying to achieve;

3. It fails to aim at the good, for it promotes injustice;

4. It has no unswerving rule by which to measure its performance.
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Olympiodorus explains the theory underlying Socrates’ concept of
rhetoric (or popular rhetoric as he insists), showing that even he
felt as uncomfortable as we do today (cf. Irwin, p.130) about the
close connexion which Plato assumes to exist between a practice
aiming at pleasure (i.e. a flattery) and one cognitively grounded in
experience alone.

Lecture 13 then sets out the dichotomic division of ‘practice’
which will result in the isolation of rhetorical practice. It is interest-
ing that Irwin, drawing attention to 454e, notes ‘Socrates’ procedure
here ... suggests an interest in systematic division and classifica-
tion which Plato does not discuss theoretically until later dia-
logues.” With no concept of the chronological development of the
Corpus Platonicum, Olympiodorus has no reason not to assume
that the theory of the Sophist operates in the background here too.
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l l
COGNITIVE LIFE-SUPPORTING
EXPLANATORY NON-EXPLANATORY
(EXPERIENCE) f |
‘ PHYSICAL PHYSICAL
FIXED OBJECTS CHANGING OBJECTS
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Lecture 17 and beyond are particularly interesting for their own
contribution to the debate over the merits and demerits of justice
and injustice. Olympiodorus imports into the world of the Gorgiasa
powerful sense of the workings of cosmic justice and injustice,
which has the consequence that nobody actually suffers unjustly.

Lecture 21 is of special interest. For Olympiodorus Gorgias 474d
ff. gives an accurate definition of ‘the fine’ in terms of its being
either pleasant or useful or both. There is no hint that this section
may be ad hominem, even though the definition here in terms of
what is pleasant and/or useful fails to meet the Socratic require-
ment for a definition that some one explanatory factor should unite
and explain all instances of the definiendum. It is in fact open to
similar objections to those which apply to the final definition of the
Hippias Major in terms of what is visually and/or aurally pleasant
(298e ff.). Has the Gorgias done without fuss what a definition-
dialogue set out to do and was unable to achieve? As befits a
Neoplatonist, Olympiodorus finds something hierarchical in the
order in which Socrates introduces the different types of thing
which may be ‘fine’, perhaps remembering the comparable
ascending order at Symposium 210a ff. The hierarchy appears to
end for Olympiodorus in something doth beneficial and pleasant in
the highest sense.

When, in Lecture 23, Olympiodorus praises Plato for not relying
on traditional threats to deter us from injustice, but trying rather to
show a direct connexion between acts of injustice and an inner
condition which destroys our happiness, he displays the ability to
think in a surprisingly Socratic manner for a Neoplatonist,
believing in the primacy of soul-care in the quest for happiness.

There is considerable comparison in these Lectures between
Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles concerning the equations which they
accept, and their distance from the common notions. Olympio-
dorus’ treatment of Polus sticks to the level of theory; he is no
psychologist of crime. Thus he seeks not to understand the motiva-
tion behind the views expressed—views which must have been
very common—but to list the errors which Polus makes in pre-
mises or inferences. Here he is assisted by his belief that Socrates
is unquestionably right, failing to grasp that Socrates’ position
against Polus is repeatedly meant to strike the reader as paradoxical
—to counter-balance the normal picture rather than to establish the
truth of its opposite.
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Throughout the arguments with Polus we see Olympiodorus as
the dedicated moral teacher striving to get his message across to
the pupil, presenting Plato as a respectable guide to conduct in a
largely Christian and overwhelmingly religious age. At the close
of the section his role as a shepherd of society is even more in
evidence than usual. An ally here is the Stoic moralist Epictetus,
utilized in Lectures 17 and 24, and there is sympathy with the Stoic
moral doctrine of apatheia (freedom from the passions), which the
sage will experience even on the rack (21.5).

Socrates v Callicles on Ethics: Lectures 25-31

The assumed purpose of the arguents with Callicles is to establish
that the final cause of constitutional happiness is not pleasure but
the good (25.1, 29.1, 30.1, 46.7). This purpose is essentially achieved
during the earlier, essentially ethical part of the discussion, which
Olympiodorus deals with in the first seven lectures; this leaves the
remainder of the argument with Callicles to consider the implica-
tions of the finding for the constitutional life of the city.

Olympiodorus does not afford Callicles the respect which he
commands among modern commentators, since of all the inter-
locutors he is perceived as being furthest from the common
notions, and unable to lift his head for long above the mire of the
passions into which he sinks: in this he is thought to resemble
Sisyphus (42.1, 45.1, cf. 50.1). Olympiodorus thus finds less here to
discuss than we should, and 20% of the dialogue is treated in only
14% of the lectures. By far the most interesting of these are those
dealing with Socrates’ six lines of attack against the hedonistic
underpinning of Callicles’ ethics (29-31), and they have been
treated at length by Lycos (1994), who brings out what is distinctive
about Olympiodorus’ approach. Here it is remarkable that Olym-
piodorus gives considerable attention to what we might see as
simply unsettling tactics on Socrates’ part, including the appeal to
Euripides, the use of myth or allegory, and the production of
counter-examples. It is not that the two formal arguments against
the equation of pleasure with the good are ignored, but they are
treated together as one line of attack, given far less analysis than
we should wish to see today, and afforded no special demonstrative
status. Treatment of the water-carriers myth raises interpretative
issues that will surface again in relation to the major myth which
brings the Gorgias to a conclusion.
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Otherwise the most interesting lecture here is 27 with its treat-
ment of Callicles’ allegations of ambiguity, the nature of ambigui-
ty itself, and the requirements of a satisfactory reply to Callicles’
rejection of convention in favour of nature.

Socrates v Callicles on Oratory and Statesmanship: Lectures 3245

Olympiodorus’ concern to minimize Plato’s criticism of famous
Athenian statesmen colours the whole of this section. He is
consciously trying to counter the influence of the second century
orator Aristides, who had tried to defend the statesmen at Plato’s
expense. Lecture 32 already introduces the Four (Miltiades,
Themistocles, Cimon, and Pericles), and the section ends with
another blast at Aristides (45.3) after a spirited defence of the
statesmanship of Theseus and Lycurgus (44-45.1), who had been
seen as candidates for the same criticisms that Plato levels against
the Four. With this may be compared Olympiodorus’ defence of
Socrates and Plato against the same charges in Lecture 41. Sinister
reference to the contemporary political scene creeps in at 45.2, and
it is possible that the original listeners would have noticed a
number of veiled lessons on contemporary politics.

Olympiodorus develops further his concept of rhetoric during
these pages, including using Rep. 4, as Ammonius had done, to
argue for the existence of an intermediate kind of orator, to which
the Four could then be attributed (32). The worst kind, demagogic
oratory, is compared with music and drama in 33. Rhetoric and
statesmanship are more clearly distinguished now.

There is some interesting discussion of Socratic ethics, includ-
ing a treatment of the doctrine of the co-implication of the virtues
which is related to Olympiodorus’ own world rather than to the
details of Grg. (35). Lecture 37 treats Socratic theme that all wrong-
doing is involuntary, and Lecture 40 stresses the need for states-
manship to be based on knowledge. Moral themes of Olympio-
dorus’ own are also in evidence, particularly in Lectures 39 and 43,
in the latter case extending to the appropriate relationship between
pupil and philosopher (43.2, cf. 42.3).

Regarding politics, Olympiodorus’ admiration for aristocracy is
much in evidence, whether that involves a single ruler or a group.
Olympiodorus’ own examples of aristocrats include only legend-
ary figures like Theseus and Lycurgus (44) and the Pythagoreans
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(46). The system is seen as imitating the ideal governance of the
universe (42). In conformity with Grg., the true statesman, who
willingly operates only within an aristocracy, is concerned to
improve the citizens rather than to ensure their safety or to provide
wealth.

The Myth: Lectures 46-50

Neoplatonist interpretation of myths is a subject which has
attracted considerable attention.!17 That the status and interpretation
of Plato’s eschatological myths were important to Olympiodorus is
evident not only here, but also in his criticism of Aristotle’s failure
to make allowances for the different intentions of mythical
material (In Mete. 144.7-14). The myth of the Gorgias is seen as
moving on from final cause to paradigmatic cause, a topic which
has already crept into the discussion at 35.15, where it was stated,
in relation to Grg. 507d-508c, that the paradigmatic cause of constitu-
tional happiness was not tyranny but the universe. This is repeated
at 46.7, in such a way as to make it clear that Olympiodorus views
the myth as an insight into the very governance of the universe:
though particularly into its judicial arrangements.

The challenge for Olympiodorus here is to give whatever in the
myth he thinks has the status of doctrine a different basis from
what he believes has only allegorical truth. He will need to use
allegorical interpretation to explain away features of the story
which are not acceptable, whether from the purely philosophical
point of view or in order to mollify Christian hostility. But he does
not want to deny the truth of the theory of transmigration of souls
or to question that the departed soul experiences perfect judgments
in its non-bodily existence, and that if it has erred it will be
punished in some way that will be painful for it, even without the
body.

The necessity of allegorical interpretation of myths was widely
acknowledged by Neoplatonists, and this applied particularly to the
stories of gods, other higher powers, and heroes encountered in
poets such as Homer and Hesiod. The rehabilitation of these poets
depended on one being able to scoff at the idea that these stories
could possibly be taken literally. Philosophers however had to be

17 See for instance Pépin (1965, 1976), Coulter (1976), Sheppard (1980),
Hadot (1981), Lamberton (1986, 1992), Kuisma (1996).
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treated differently, particularly as they themselves had scoffed at
the excesses of the myths of the poets; their superiority consisted in
the fact that their myths are edifying at the surface level too.
Hence Olympiodorus develops a distinction prefigured already in
Proclus between poetic and philosophic myths, and maintains that
philosophic myths differ in having a surface meaning which is
not in itself absurd or harmful when believed: this makes it more
likely that they will be taken literally, but less harmful whenever
they are taken in this way. He also maintains that philosophic
myths are frequently punctuated by doctrinal sections (49.3). Thus
he is able to treat the surface meaning fairly literally when he
chooses, and to claim that some parts do have a status akin to the
carefully argued parts of the dialogue.

In fact it may be surprising to us that an interpreter like Olym-
piodorus, intent that correct interpretation of a myth must penetrate
to its hidden depths, can accept so much of what he reads with as
much credence as a Platonist would have given to Timaeus’
account of the origins and workings of the universe, treating it in
effect as a likely story. The main reasons why he has to indulge
in allegorical interpretation at all are (i) the rejection of any tem-
poral sequence in divine management of the incorporeal realm, so
that ‘before’ and ‘after’ must be explained away, (ii) the necessity of
relating divine names in the original to acceptable features of
Platonist (and if possible Christian) metaphysics or psychology,
and (iii) the necessity of explaining away the physical geography
of the mythical underworld. The main interest in the interpre-
tation concerns the reduction of the story of different types of
judgment in different eras, to the doctrine of two judgment-pro-
cesses always taking place: people are always judged inaccurately
in this life thanks to the bodily trappings, but there is always an
accurate and ‘naked’ judgment in the other world to which the
soul reverts at death.

Something which one might have expected to have been made
clear during the exposition of the myth is the way such beings as
Kronos and Zeus accorded with Olympiodorus’ theology. As early
as 0.4 it was revealed that the myth concerns the demiurge, and it
seems that Zeus is being regarded there as an essentially demi-
urgic power, exercising control over this world in a way that
would be foreign to Kronos (pure intellect). He is still afforded great
powers of foreknowledge, since by his very being he produces this
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world, and knows all that happens here (49.1). And he is, of
course, seen as the overseer of the judgment process. His exact
relationship to Posidon and Pluto is less than clear, except in so far
as his authority is supreme in the heavenly realm, while Pluto
and Posidon lord it over the early and intermediate realms respec-
tively (47.4). One might detect here a typical Neoplatonic demi-
urgic triad. Zeus’ superiority to Pluto is evident at 48.2, where the
latter ‘reverts’ to him. It is likely that Olympiodorus is himself
working with a more developed theology, but that he is doing his
best to avoid adverse publicity by not openly revealing it. As these
chapters reveal, he was not of the opinion that the highest
mysteries can be revealed to the uninitiated (46.6 etc.), so that,
assuming that this course of lectures was not for an élite, he must
have felt obligated not to reveal too directly what Plato had chosen
to conceal.

Issues raised as a result of reading the myth and its aftermath,
chiefly ones concerned with punishment, bring the commentary
to an end. In accordance with usual practice, there is no zusammen-
fassung, not even a reflection of how it was that the myth had
supposedly introduced us to the paradigmatic cause of constitu-
tional happiness. However, we may assume that it was thought to
reveal the exemplary order of the higher world, as seen particu-
larly in its judgment processes. Universal justice is the paradigm
which the individual may use for ensuring that the formal cause
of constitutional happiness, individual justice, is nourished, by
philosophy and with a view to the good, within his or her own
internal constitution. Again, it should be no surprise if some
reading between the lines is required to extract the maximum
value from the text.



INTRODUCTION 51

About the Translation, Notes, and Abbreviations

The text translated is that of L.G. Westerink except for a few
departures to which we draw attention in the notes. Lemmata from
Plato’s Gorgias are taken with as few changes as possible from the
translation by T. Irwin (Plato: Gorgias, Oxford Clarendon Plato
Series, 1979), by permission of Oxford University Press. Square
brackets have been used where additional words, for which there
is no remote equivalent in the Greek text, are needed either for
clarity or for the flow of the English. We suggest that readers
normally read the bracketed words, but pay particular attention to
their status if using details of the translation for scholarly purposes.
Some terms cause special difficulties for the translators, and may
require different handling in different contexts. Apart from
technical terms (such as aitia, énietiun, Bupdc), we had particular
problems with auéiet, which, while meaning something like ‘of
course’ usually has the function (like also oVt yodv in this com-
mentary) of introducing a case which illustrates a preceding
statement.

The first note on each lecture gives a brief idea of its content,
while further footnotes take up matters of philosophical or histori-
cal interest, explain philological points, and address other matters
which are likely to be obscure to the reader. Where necessary
they attempt to reconstruct arguments which have been obscured
by sloppiness on the part of the lecturer, the recorder, or the copyist.
An important overall purpose of the notes is to demonstrate the
considerable interest which a text such as this can still have as
long as it is treated with due seriousness and not judged solely on
the basis of the help that it can offer the modern reader of Gorgias.
Particular attention has been paid to the understanding of Olym-
piodorus’ reading of Plato overall.

Abbreviations have ordinarily followed established conventions,
with longer abbreviations occasionally being preferred where
confusion is likely (e.g. Dem. rather than D. for Demosthenes).
The following should be noted: Olympiodorus is regularly re-
ferred to as Ol., and Westerink is often referred to as W. in relation
to his edition of this Commentary. The anonymous Prolegomena to
Plato’s Philosophy, a crucial text for the study of Olympiodorus, is
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abbreviated simply Prol.., and all references to Prol. are to this work
except where the name of Albinus is present. Abbreviations for
commentaries regularly include In before a normal abbreviation
for the work being commented upon. Alc. always refers to the first
Alcibiades of Plato, and In Alc. to commentaries on that dialogue.



OLYMPIODORUS’
COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S GORGIAS






COMMENTARY WITH THE GRACE OF GOD ON PLATO’S
GORGIAS, TAKEN FROM THE SPOKEN WORDS OF
THE GREAT PHILOSOPHER OLYMPIODORUS!

Proem?

0.1. Note that a dialogue contains characters in conversation, and
it is for this reason, because they have characters, that Plato’s works
are called dialogues.? In his Republic he criticizes those who pro-
duce comedy and tragedy and banishes them, because tragedians
encourage our inclination towards grief and comedians our
inclination towards pleasure-seeking.* So it is worth inquiring
why he himself follows their practice and introduces characters.?
We reply that if we were following the constitution® of Plato, those
who introduced decadent discussion would actually have to be
beaten. But since that is not the way we live, characters are
introduced—not untested ones as in drama, but characters subject
to scrutiny and chastisement. He criticizes Gorgias, you see, and
Polus, Callicles and Thrasymachus, too as shameless and never

1 On the traditional phrase ‘From the Spoken Words' (and ¢wviig) cf.
Richard (1950), 191-222; it has the same meaning as €éx t@®v ouvousidv, and
allows considerable latitude when name of compiler was also used. Reference
to recorder errors will be made in the notes where they are suspected.

2 On the content of the Proem see Intro., 34-37.

3 On the definition of a dialogue, cf. anon. Prol. 14.9-23. Ol. acknowledges
the importance of characterization in Platonic writing (cf. further 0.8, 1.1).

4 W. refers to Rep. 3 394b3-398b5. More relevant, however, is Rep. 10 605a-
606d (cf. Nilev, 1978), where the fault of tragedy and comedy lies in the way
they encourage the growth of irrational faculties; cf. 33.3. There must be some
uncertainty, considering Ol’s habit of referring to this dialogue in the
plural (see note to 5.4), about whether this reference in the singular really
does refer to the dialogue or to the provisions for the ideal state found within
it (as in the sentence after next).

5 Plato’s apparent inconsistency in writing dramatically when he also
criticizes the dramatists is discussed by Proclus, In Remp. 1.49-54. Ol. actually
says Plato ‘imitates’ (pipettai) them, i.e. those whom he himself regards as
imitators of imitations (Rep. 10): it is unclear whether this is a non-technical
usage or whether it reflects rhetorical critics of Plato who had made capital
out of this point.

6 Probably not the name of the dialogue (Rep.) but a reference to Plato’s
preferred system, cf. 5.4.
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given to blushing, whereas he praises upright men who live a
philosophic life.?

0.2. So much for this. Prior to the dialogue we must examine its
dramatic setting; second its aim; third its structure, fourth the characters
and what they symbolize;® and fifth the popular question,® not of
much importance nor an issue among earlier [commentators],
why Plato writes about Gorgias when he was not a contemporary
of his by quite a long way.

0.3. The dramatic setting is as follows: Gorgias of Leontini has come
from Leontini in Sicily on an embassy to Athens concerning an
alliance and the war with Syracuse, and he has with him Polus, a
devotee of rhetoric. They were staying in the house of Callicles, an
Athenian demagogue. This Callicles delighted in clever orators,
made pleasure the goal of life, and deceived the Athenians by
always producing that sentiment of which Demosthenes writes:
‘What do you want? What shall I write? How am I to please you?’!?
So Gorgias gave displays, and he so captivated the Athenian people
that they called the days on which he gave displays ‘feast-days’,
and his balanced turns of phrase ‘torches’.!!

Hence Socrates, seeing the people being led astray in this way,
and because he grasped what was good for all the youth right
across the spectrum, determines to save the souls of the Athenians
and of Gorgias too. So he does not think it beneath him, but takes
Chaerephon the philosopher along with him, the one who is also
referred to in the comedy,!? and proceeds to the house of Callicles;

7 Thrasymachus (from Rep. 1) and Callicles seem to fit the description
better than Gorgias. A problem is that, although Callicles does not blush (cf.
12.10.) Thrasymachus dees indeed famously blush (Rep. 350d). But OL
identifies shamelessness as Thrasymachus’ special policy (cf. 1.1, 18.1), thus
seeing a systematic connection between Thrasymachus and shamelessness.

8 On these topics and their relation to Neoplatonic tradition see Intro., 35-
36. Note the logic behind the order: the division of the dialogue is closely
related to its aim, while the characters are closely related to the division.

9 Obviously fairly recent critics; 10 V10 1®v ©OAAGV {nToVpEVOV suggests
something likely to be asked by non-philosophers, possibly including rheto-
rical authors.

19 Dem. 3.22; cf. anon. Prol. p. 27.50-52W and 1.13, 12.4 below. Ol. recog-
nizes the phrase as Demosthenic mockery of Aeschines’ attitude.

It On the assumptions of this paragraph, including the notion of
Gorgianic ‘feast-days’ and the title of ‘torches’ see Tarrant (1997a).

12" In saying that Socrates does not think it beneath him Ol. is reflecting
that he does not display the philosophers’ reluctance to assume an active role
in worldly affairs, as described in Rep. books 6 and 7. Ol. sees Chaerephon,
unusually, as a philosopher (cf. 0.8 for his ‘medial’ role). This may suggest
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it is there that the encounters and investigations occur. Socrates
took Chaerephon rather than going there by himself, so as to
demonstrate how people acquire knowledge and engage in
dialogue.

0.4. That completes the dramatic setting. As for the aim of the
dialogue, different views have been taken of it.1®> Some say that its
aim is to discuss rhetoric, and they give it the heading ‘Gorgias, or
On Rhetoric’, but wrongly so.!* For they describe the whole on the
basis of a part. [Socrates] speaks with Gorgias about rhetoric, and it
is from this that they derive the aim of the dialogue, even though
that discussion is not extensive. And others say that it discusses
justice and injustice, because the just are happy and the unjust
unlucky and wretched;!> the more unjust somebody is, the more
wretched he is too; the more chronic his injustice, the more
wretched still; and if it is immortal he is far more wretched still.
These people too extract the aim of the dialogue from a part of it, i.e.
from the arguments against Polus. Others say that the aim is to
speak about the creator, since in the myth [Socrates] speaks of the
creator as we shall learn.!6 Their view too is strange and highly
selective. We say that the aim is to speak about the ethical principles
that lead to constitutional well-being.!?

his knowledge of some lost source for Chaerephon, possibly the first version
of Aristophanes’ Clouds rather than the extant (revised) edition, where
Chaerephon is mentioned at lines 104, 144-7, 503-4, 831, and 1465, and por-
trayed virtually as Socrates’ deputy, without his having any obvious speaking
role. The availability of a special Chaerephon mask by 422 B.C. is made
likely by his brief appearance in the Wasps.

13 Ol. takes a polemical stance on the aim (oxondg) of the dialogue, its
overall theme, preferring a more general answer (involving ethics and
politics) to various examples of more restricted themes. The question reflects a
debate about (i) the classification of the dialogue, prompted by the variety of its
subject-matter, and (ii) whether or not to seek an esoteric theme. See Intro.
23-24.

14 The theme of Grg. is rhetoric: apparently Thrasyllus, D.L. 3.59; also
Galen (?) in al-Farabi’s account of Platonic philosophy, Plato Arabus II
(Tarrant, 1993, 32-38). The view is again criticized in anon. Prol. 22.

15 The theme of the Grg. is justice: these persons are referred to also in
anon. Prol. 22, and there too considered to be taking into account only part of
the work. Such criticism of a proposed oxondg is known also from Proc. In Prm.
631.1-4.

16 Note Ol.’s characteristically brusque rejection of this quasi-mystical
interpretation, an esoteric view of a Neopythagorean character, probably
associated with Iamblichus. See Intro., 23-28.

17 Ol.’s own view, the theme of Grg. is constitutional well-being (roAttiki
gvdapovia). The notion is not to be understood simply, either in a modern
sense of political well-being, or as the social well-being of the polis (hardly a
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0.5.8  Since we have referred to principles and constitutional
organization, come, let us speak about principles generally and
about constitutional well-being, and describe the principles of
constitutional science. There are six principles of each thing:
matter, form, creative cause, paradigm, instrument, end.!9 As
matter for a builder there is his wood; as form there is the plank?’ or
some such shape; the creative cause is the builder himself; the
paradigm is what he had derived his mental plan from before
building; as an instrument he may have a saw perhaps or an axe; the
end is that for which it has been brought into being. The majority
of orators—those who do not look to the truth—say that the matter of
constitutional [well-being]?! is the living body, the form is luxury,
the creative cause is rhetoric, the paradigm is tyranny—for tyrants
have universal control, they claim, and one should gain such
mastery in this case too—the instrument is persuasion, and the end
is pleasure. That is what these people say.

We say that the matter [of constitutional well-being] is the soul—
not the rational soul, but the tripartite soul, for it resembles the
division of the city. And just as in cities there are ruler, soldiers
and also the labouring class, so too in us: to the ruler there cor-
responds our reason, and to the soldier the drive, which is inter-
mediate in as much as it obeys reason, but instructs and organizes
the labourers, i.e. desire.2? So the matter is this tripartite soul,

meaningful entity under the Byzantine empire), but rather as the well-being
which the individual derives from the well-being of his own internal
noAltela or inner constitution. See further, Intro., 28-31.

18 The majority of this chapter is translated, after a fashion, by Siorvanes
(1996), 89-90.

19 This sort of cause-theory is found prominently in Proclus (e.g. In Tim.
1.2.2-4.5; see also Siorvanes, 1996, 88-98) and often adopted by the later
Neoplatonists. A division into five major causes is traceable in Plutarch of
Athens (Proc. In Prm. 1059.11-19), and in the Platonism known to Seneca (Ep.
65.7-10). Galen also knows of five Platonic ‘causes’ in the De Usu Partium
(6.12-3, 339ff. Helmreich), but substitutes the sunaition for the paradigmatic
cause.

20 It would seem that 10 dfdxiov is normally a drawing board, but this
cannot be the formal cause of a building. We are grateful to Professors van
Winden and Runia for suggesting ‘plank’ as the most plausible transiation
here.

2l It is not wholly clear what one should supply here. We have recently
heard of constitutional science (moAiTikn £€niotiun) but one would assume that
orators would see their art as creative cause of political well-being rather than
of political science.

22 The tripartite soul and the analogy with the three classes of the city
goes back to Rep. 4 427c-444a, but Ol.’s view of the central position of the
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because the statesman will have passions and desires as and when
they are necessary or appropriate. For just as the high-pitched
string is in tune with the low-pitched string and emits the
same tone, only sharper, so too his desire is conjoined with
reason.?3

The form [of constitutional well-being] is justice and temperance.
The creative cause is the philosophical life. The paradigm is the
cosmos,?* since the statesman arranges everything with his eye on
the universe, which is brimming with order, for Plato called the
universe ‘arrangement’, not ‘disarray’.?5 And habits and education
are the instrument. And the end is the good. And note that the
good is double, one part going with us as we mature, and the other
as we decline. The former is the constitutional good, the latter the
contemplative good.26
0.6. [Socrates] converses with Gorgias about the creative cause,
with Polus about the formal cause, and with Callicles about the
final cause. But although that is so, do not be surprised if all the
topics appear throughout the work. For in the creative cause the
other causes are also found, and they all appear in the others.?” For
there is a close connexion between them and they interpenetrate,
but it is according to their dominant element that they are
arranged [here]. Hence the structure of the dialogue is clear. It is

Buvpoetdeg (here translated drive because of the ambiguity of ‘spirit’) is not
supported there. His view of this part as passing down orders does not easily
agree with Plato’s analogy of charioteer, obedient horse, and disobedient
horse (Phdr. 253c ff.).

% The musical analogy which Ol uses here was perhaps suggested by Rep.
4 443d3-e2. There is an overall comparison between a three-stringed
instrument, in which the upper and lower strings are an octave apart (the
third being at an interval of a fourth) and the ‘correctly tuned’ tripartite soul.
For the relation between the strings see [Arist.] Prob. 19.919b1 ff,, nos. 23, 24,
35, 39, 41, 42, Barker (1989), 92-97.

2% W. cites the obvious Platonic passage, Rep. 9 592b2-3. Also relevant is
Tim. 90c-d.

% Ie. xbopoc, not dkoopia. cf. Grg. 507e-508a.

26 This notion seems related to the Neoplatonic distinction between the
constitutional virtues, tackled by Grg., and the contemplative virtues, tackled by
such works as Phaedrus and Symposium.

27 The interpenetration of causes was a recurrent theme in Neoplatonism,
and stems partly from interpretation of Plato’s demiurge, partly from the way
three kinds of causation are supposed to be traced to Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover in Met. 12. W. cites Syr. In Met. 82.2-14, 106.30ff., Proc. Theol. 5.17.61.10-
14SW, In Tim. 3. 226.5-18, In Prm. 910.36ff., Dam. In Phlb. 114 etc. Three kinds
of causation, at most, are relevant to these passages.
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divided into three, the arguments with Gorgias, the part containing
the arguments with Polus, and the part with Callicles.2®

The order of the dialogues is also clear. For having learnt in the
Alcibiades that we are soul, and rational soul at that, we ought to
establish both its constitutional virtues and its purificatory ones.??
Hence, since we should understand constitutional matters first,
this dialogue is necessarily read after that one, and next comes the
Phaedo, which deals with the purificatory virtues.?¢
0.7. Note that we have specified justice and temperance in
particular as the form of constitutional [well-being].?! We must
understand that all virtues contribute to it, but these ones above all.
That is why [Socrates] is constantly referring to these two as
neglected among men.*? As for the other two,3* men want to know
them, if not thoroughly, then at least superficially and in the

28 This manner of division by interlocutor is criticized at anon. Prol. 19
using just this example, on the grounds that changes of interlocutor frequent-
ly do not imply changes of subject-matter. Ol. clearly believes that in this case
shifts of subject-matter do occur, from the creative cause of political well-being,
to its formal, and, after a transition, to its final cause. Note that the final
myth (without any interlocutor?) is seen later as a fourth part, dealing with
the paradigmatic cause, 46.7.

29 The constitutional virtues are more appropriate to soul seen as an
alliance of potentially conflicting faculties as in Rep., while the purificatory
ones are more applicable at a level where the rational soul is already
dominant as in Phd. On Ol.’s species of virtue see also In Phd. 8.2-3, 6, etc. and
anon. Prol. 26, which also concerns the rationale behind the Iamblichan
programme of study, linking it with the notion of a variety of grades of
virtues. See Intro., 13, 29-30.

30 The order of Plato’s dialogues is discussed in anon. Prol. 26. Ol.’s point
raises the question of how much further ordinary Platonic education was
expected to progress in the Alexandrian school. The programme of Tambli-
chus had continued with Crat. Tht. Sph. Plt. Phdr. Symp. Phib. That we have no
Olympiodoran commentary on any of these later works suggests that the
three earlier works in the curriculum were more widely (or more freely)
studied.

31 Cf. 0.5. In Rep. 4 Plato makes both these virtues subject to the correct
interrelation of the parts of the soul, hence for Ol they are obviously
‘constitutional’ virtues.

32 In the case of justice it is not difficult to justify this statement (e.g. from
the Apology and Crifo). In the case of temperance there is more difficulty. Ol.’s
use of the 4 cardinal virtues reflects his regular use of the doctrines of the Rep.
to explain Grg. Note that while 28.2 (end) has men laying claim to wisdom
and temperance, 28.3 (end) suggests strongly that that passage should be
corrected to agree with 0.7 along the following lines: doavtwg xai <dvdpeiag,
0oVKETL 8 Sikatoovvng Kail> cwdposuvng.

33 Le. the other two cardinal virtues, courage and wisdom, somewhat
abruptly introduced here.
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spurious sense of the term,34 calling themselves ‘wise’. Hence they
say ‘He is wise; he knows how to make a profit.” It is the same with
courage too. But these two, [justice and temperance], are neglected.
Yet there is a need for them, since they involve all parts of the soul.
For just as someone who performs his own task in the city and
allocates to each man his due is said to be just, so too justice rules in
the soul when the rational part performs its proper task, and also
the spirited part, and appetite. And if this is so, then temperance
occurs too when each part does not desire what is properly
another’s.35

0.8. Next it is worth investigating the number and symbolism of the
characters. There are five characters: Socrates, Chaerephon,
Gorgias, Polus, Callicles. Socrates corresponds to the intelligent and
knowledgeable [type of soul], Chaerephon to the rightly-opining,3%
Gorgias to the misguided.?” For [Gorgias] was not entirely domi-
nated by injustice, he was wavering over whether to be persuaded
or not. Polus corresponds to the unjust [character] bent solely on
ambition, whereas Callicles corresponds to the swinish and
pleasure-loving.38

34 Note that the Phaedocommentary refers to ‘spurious virtues’ at 8.5-6 and
11-12.

35 While it is clear that he has in mind the Republic, Ol. does not com-
ment on how these two virtues differ, and is inclined later in the comment-
ary too to assume that the pupil is able to distinguish cases of both. Perhaps he
follows Plato (432a, 433c, etc.) in making temperance more the harmony of will
needed between the parts of the constitution in agreeing on appropriate roles,
while seeing justice rather as the simple performance of appropriate roles.

36 This apparently does not conflict with the description of Chaerephon as
a philosophos at 0.3.

37 The term 8ieotpappévog does not require this meaning, but ‘warped’ or
‘perverted’ seems inappropriate; it appears from 27.2 (3idotpogog) that the
translation ‘misguided’ would be better, though an alternative might be
‘easily influenced’ for the term may relate to Ol’s standard view of Gorgias
as ‘externally motivated’, see 1.8, 6.1. At any rate 27.2 seems to confirm that
Gorgias’ problem relates to his rational faculty rather than to the excesses of
the irrational faculties. A distinct possibility is that the mental ‘warping’
envisaged by Ol. is the distortion of the soul’s circuits on entering the
physical world, so that they need then to be rectified by the contemplation of
the circuits of the heavens, Tim. 43a-44c. Such warping is there the product of
external motivation as opposed to the natural, internal, circular psychical
motion. Proclus uses the term ddidotpodog in relation to the circuits of the
soul at In Tim. 2.314.29 and 3.333.24, and more frequently for uncorrupted
common/natural notions, In Alec. 104, In Tim. 1.168.25, 328.10 etc. See A. Ph.
Segonds (1985) on In Alc. 104.

%8 Ol.’s analysis depends on an elaborate psychic tripartition, as in 1.13
below. W. compares Proc. In Remp. 2.176.4-9, where it seems that Callicles is
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Some interpreters ask why the orators are three and the philo-
sophers two, i.e. why the number of the orators is indivisible and
that of the philosophers divisible.?® We reply that this is not so. For
Socrates resembles the monad, looking towards the One. For God is
simple, and underived. Hence the hymn is addressed to him
which runs:

‘From you all things are made clear, while you alone do not arise
from any cause.’¥

Chaerephon too resembles the monad, but he resembles the
enmattered [monad], i.e. one that is inseparable from matter,
whereas [Socrates] resembles the separated monad.4! And because
the inferior does not proceed directly to the superior nor the
superior directly to the inferior, for this reason Chaerephon
occupies the intermediate rank and must act as a bridge between
them.42

0.9. It remains to ask how [Plato] refers to Gorgias. We say first it
is not at all strange that a writer should also refer to men whom he
did not know and depict them in conversation. Second we shall
say that they [Plato and Gorgias] were in fact contemporaries, for
Socrates was alive by the third year of the 77th Olympiad,** and

being associated with love of pleasure and Thrasymachus with love of money.
Cf. 27.2.

39 The Pythagorizing tradition, to which these commentators (Athenian
Neoplatonists?) probably subscribe, regarded the odd (indivisible) as superior
to the even (indivisible), yet the philosophers must not be seen as inferior to
the orators. Thus, rather than have Socrates and Chaerephon imitate a dyad,
Ol. makes Socrates and his colleague resemble the monad, the supreme
number, in different ways.

40 See also 16.1 for this quotation (also Ascl. In Met. 20.28, 123.15). Proclus
and Ps.-Dionysius have been candidates for the authorship (Sicherl, 1988).
We read éx cob as at 16.1 for the scribe’s ¢€ o0 which would sound virtually
identical, but reject né¢uke (16.1) for né¢nve as here.

41 The idea seems to be that the rational or undivided part of Socrates’ soul
has preserved its independence from matter. For a similar idea see Plutarch
De Genio Socratis 591d ff. On a cosmic plane note that the distinction between
Numenius’ second and third Gods is drawn in terms of the latter having
been brought into contact with matter and divided by it (fr. 11 des Places).
Such ideas were readily adopted by Neoplatonists in their accounts of the fall
of the human soul.

42 On Chaerephon’s intermediate position see also 1.7, 1.10, 2.6. 25.1. On
a personal level Chaerephon is presumably intermediate between Socrates
and the supporters of rhetoric.

43 T.e. 470 B.C: Apollodorus gave the fourth year of Olympiad 77, 369 B.C.
Ol. has not necessarily confused Socrates’ birth-date with his floruit.
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<...>%* Empedocles the Pythagorean, Gorgias’ teacher, studied with
him. And of course Gorgias wrote his rather pretentious work On
Nature in the 84th Olympiad,*® so that Socrates came first by 28
years or a little more. And besides, Plato [has Socrates] say in the
Theaetetus:46

‘As a real youth I met Parmenides, then very old, and found him
profound.’

This Parmenides was the teacher of Empedocles, the teacher of
Gorgias. But Gorgias also lived to be very old, since it is reported
that he died at the age of 109, so that they were more or less
contemporaries. That completes the lecture.

Lecture 147 (447alc4)

1.1. ‘They say you ought to join a war and a battle, Socrates’
(447al): poets speak of persons, and so do philosophers. But a person
is of two kinds, one seen in the soul, and in what is visible, i.e. in
the combination [of body and soul]. Now the poets discuss the
combination.*® That’s surely how the poet* depicts Nestor saying ‘I
lived through three generations of people’ and he says [of him],

4 On the difficulties see Tarrant (1997a). It is probable that Ol. himself
had said that Socrates was born in 470 B.C. and studied with Anaxagoras; and
that Empedocles the Pythagorean had taken a course with him (i.e. with
Anaxagoras). Socrates was sometimes known as a student of Anaxagoras (D.L.
2.19ff.), and so was Empedocles (Alcidamas in D.L. 8.56). At 14.12 one finds
that Gorgias is again said to be a student of Empedocles, and this is linked
with Polus’ being fond of Anaxagoras. The same connexion is found in one of
two relevant scholia, 58.16-20 Carbonara Naddei: Polus studied with Gorgias,
who studied with Empedocles, who (more generally) understood ‘the
philosophers’ including Anaxagoras. Ol. or a predecessor thus assumed a
line from Anaxagoras through Empedocles and Gorgias to Polus. That would
make Empedocles an informal student of Anaxagoras, and an intellectual
contemporary of Socrates; hence Plato would be of the same intellectual
generation as Gorgias.

4 Le. 444-1 B.C.

46 Tht. 183e7. It is perhaps odd that Ol. does not refer here to the account of
this meeting given in Prm. However, the work seems curiously neglected by
the Alexandrian Neoplatonists bearing in mind that it was still theoretically
the culmination of Platonic studies.

47 For the content of this lecture see Intro., 37-41.

48 Man qua soul is clearly the doctrine of Alc. 130c. Man qua combination,
though seen as the position of the poets, is also behind the ethics of Antiochus
of Ascalon in Cic. Fin. 5 (see Dillon, 1977, 71).

49 As usual Homer is simply ‘the poet’. The quotation is from Il. 1.249-252.
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‘from whose lips the streams of words ran sweeter than honey’,

at all times presenting the combination. Similarly, he makes
Helen ask ‘Who is that person?’ and she says ‘That is Ajax’ or
‘That is Menelaos’. Philosophers, however, say that a person is the
soul.’Y Note then that they introduce participants in conversation
and assign a character to their lives from what they say. For
example, Callicles delivers pleasure-loving speeches, and the
pleasure-loving passion dominates his life. Accordingly [Socrates]
resists and tries to eliminate such speech. We must understand
that ethical precepts belong to right opinion, though the philoso-
phers do not rest content with sayings such as ‘accustom yourself
to control anger’ and ‘honour parents’! but [only] with demon-
strations. For Socrates overcomes Callicles’ claims in favour of
pleasure-loving and Thrasymachus’ in favour of shamelessness
and others’ too, and he goes on to refute them so that the victory
should not be hollow.5?

1.2. Let this suffice for that matter. It is after Gorgias’ performance
that Socrates arrives. So here, in the introduction, there are the
following characters: Socrates, Chaerephon, Callicles. Callicles
opens by saying to Socrates, ‘If there were a war with a battle
looming, you would need to be late; for it is good to keep out of
these things, so as not to be found suffering as is likely if one
willingly gets involved in war. But now, since it was a perform-
ance, how is it that you are late?’. He thus attacks Socrates and
criticizes him, because he knows neither his own limits nor the
superior standards of a philosopher. Note how his pleasure-loving
life is revealed by his words: for he says ‘If there were a war you
ought to be late, so that you would not be killed’.?3 This is a mark of

50 ‘Philosophers’ here are simply Platonists, and not all who would

regard themselves as such. Antiochus of Ascalon in the first century B.C.
founded his ethics upon the view that man was an essentially composite
entity, Cicero Fin. 5.34.

51 Carm. Aur. 9-11.

52 The idea here is that Socrates wants to follow the victory through, so
that the opponent is not just suffering a verbal defeat on one occasion, but is
unable to fight a renewed battle thereafter.

53 Ol seems to misread the character of Callicles, who values courage; see
Grg. 491b, 499a (not passages that Ol. chooses to dwell on later). However, we
should perhaps say that for Ol., Callicles’ hedonism is such as to make his
protestations about courage—and reliance on Homer—insincere and
incredible.
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of the body-loving soul, which has nothing courageous in it and
does not look to virtue. For it is above all in war that we should not
be late, for this, according to poetry, is the action of a ‘war-shirker’
and a ‘weakling’.5% It is as a lover of the body, then, that [Callicles]
makes his comment.

So after Gorgias’ exhibition, either in Callicles’ house or in a

public place, Socrates came with Chaerephon and found Callicles
in front of the doors of his house; then Callicles asks him a
question typical of a man with his manner of life, and says ‘Have
you come as in war? As for battle?’—as if it belongs to those with
the daring for war to arrive late. This is the mark of those who are
body-loving; it is not how we should fight for country or for
friends.
1.3. It is worth inquiring why [Socrates] came after the perform-
ance and not to the performance itself. We say that had he come to
the performance itself one of two things would have happened.
Either it would have been necessary for him to keep silent, putting
up with Gorgias’ bare assertions—but this is alien to one who
knows.? Or, if he did not remain silent, he would have been the
cause of impediment and irritation, forever interrupting and
seeking to converse. And besides, as he himself says, he was
spending time in the market-place to benefit from more important
things, as we shall learn.’® And it is better to get a firm grasp on the
greater than to hasten towards the lesser.

Note that since Callicles has led an uneducated life he begins
abruptly with a proverbial saying. For he says ‘They say one ought
rather to be late in war’. Then Socrates remedies the saying with
one of his own, for he says ‘But does that mean that we have come
after the feast, as the saying goes?’. Observe that it is not the same
saying. For [Callicles] introduces an aggressive and body-loving
and distressing saying, whereas [Socrates] introduces one about
a feast, first because a feast-day is close to God, and secondly be-
cause he is speaking riddlingly and poking fun at the Athenians’
ignorance in calling the days on which Gorgias performed feast-
days.57

54 Homer Od. 14.213, II. 2.201.

55 Bare assertions would be those unsupported by those unsupported by
demonstration, which mean little to the Alexandrian school, see 41.9. On
Ol.’s treatment of Socratic ignorance see Tarrant (1997b), 184.

% See 1.6.

57 On this material, see Tarrant (1997a).
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1.4. ‘And a most elegant feast’ (447a5): Callicles says this in praise
of the feast and the performance. His lack of education appears
here too in his excessive praise, for he says ‘most’ and adds
‘elegant’. But we should neither praise to excess nor denounce to
excess. So [Plato] will soon show [Socrates] denouncing rhetoric
and saying it has no value.’8

1.5. ‘Many fine’ (447 a7): note that this too is inept, for we should
not praise the quantity [of the words] but the words themselves. He
adds ‘fine’ as if he was setting himself up as a judge, but what is
Callicles’ judgment? Hence everything he says is said in an
uneducated manner.

1.6. ‘For this, Callicles’ (447 a7): ‘The reason I was not to be found
there, Callicles,” [Socrates] says, ‘is that Chaerephon compelled me
to stay a long time in the market-place’. It is worth inquiring in
what sense the philosopher ‘frequents the market-place’, for he
ought to lead a quiet life. We say that the pleasure-lover and the
money-lover and the honour-lover and the philosopher [do so], but
not all in the same way. For the pleasure-lover goes there
searching for lovely girls to deceive, the money-lover on the
lookout in case he can profit by snapping up something on sale at a
good price, the honour-lover so that everyone will notice his good
looks and great body, while the philosopher goes there in order to
convert misguided youths and lead them on a nobler path. That is
how [Socrates] makes Theaetetus, Charmides and Alcibiades
temperate.? An illustration: a philosopher, being thirsty, has gone
into an inn and drunk water. As he was coming out he has been
met by someone who was coming from a temple, who says to him
‘A philosopher coming from an inn?’ To which [the philosopher]
replies ‘I come from the inn as if from a temple, while you come

58 W. refers to 520al-2, but then this is scarcely ‘soon’, and Ol. sees the
earlier part of the dialogue as being more directly concerned with rhetoric.
See rather 463a etc. ox@ntelv regularly means ‘criticize’ rather than ‘mock’ is
Ol

5% What is it that is supposed to be common to the temperance of these
three? While Alcibiades is clearly an example of a young interlocutor
‘brought to sense/made temperate’ by Socrates, this is less obvious in the case
of Charmides (who was widely considered to be sensible/temperate anyway,
Chrm. 157d) and dubious in the case of Theaetetus (who was supposed to be
endowed with all desirable natural qualities, Tht. 144ab). It would be rash,
however, to suppose that Ol.’s knowledge of Plato was deficient; sophrosyne is
here equated with self-knowledge, and the particular passages of relevance
are Alc. 109d ff., Chrm. 176ab, Tht. 210bc.
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from the temple as if from an inn’.6¢ What is judged, then, is one’s
constitutional character, not where one spends one’s time.
Furthermore, we should inquire why he says ‘compelled’.
What? Can the philosopher be compelled? We say that necessity is
of two kinds, one material, the other divine. Material [necessity] is
when doctors say ‘it is necessary to cut your veins, for you are
sick’, whereas divine [necessity] is when we say ‘it is necessary
for God to benefit the world’, i.e. inevitable. It is the latter kind of
necessity that was compelling Socrates.6!
And he hunts the youth through Chaerephon, as the latter also
associates with the youth, being young and familiar to them, and
he brings them to Socrates.52
1.7. ‘No matter, Socrates; for I’ll heal’ (447 bl): Chaerephon says
‘It is nothing. Having been the cause I will make amends. Gorgias
is my friend and I will persuade him to give the performance
again’. Observe again how Chaerephon too delivers a saying that
fits him. For his ‘I will also make amends’ is a saying that comes
from the story of Telephos and Achilles, who wounded him and
also healed him; here it is said ‘The wounder will also be the
healer’.53 So Chaerephon introduces a saying about a problem
being cured, because he occupies, as I said (0.8), an intermediate
position. That is why he does not refer to a wound (for then he
would be saying something upsetting and imitating Callicles’
words) but only to the healing. For it belongs to Socrates alone, and
to his students, to heal the passions in the soul properly.
1.8. ‘For Gorgias is a friend of mine’ (447 b2): Chaerephon says
‘Gorgias is my friend and I will convince him to put his perform-
ance on again, Socrates, now if you want, or if not now, later’. This
‘later’ has the force of ‘For others, whenever they want it’, for

50 It is not clear whether this is a story from some other source, or merely
an example to illustrate Ol.’s point.

61 Compare Hermeias In Phdr. 59.8-10. Proclus (apud Dam. In Phlb. 17)
divides necessity into three, divine, material, and end-determined. This
might seem to be linked with the notion of efficient, material and final
causation, though final causality (the Good) is clearly relevant to divine causa-
tion also. Damascius himself had a different division, unrelated to Ol. For
more on God’s having the power only to do what is not good, see below, 11.2.

52 This may be independent speculation on Chaerephon’s role, but it may
also be an allusion to the events of Clouds I (see too 0.3): it sounds almost as if
Chaerephon is infiltrating the young on Socrates’ behalf.

63 Euripides’ lost play Telephus had covered the old story of how an oracle
was given to Telephus saying ‘the wounder will also heal’ (referring to the
need to use rust from the offending spear to heal the wound).
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[Socrates] did not need his performances. As to his saying ‘He is
my friend and I will convince him’, this indicates the externally
motivated character of Gorgias and how he follows everyone
indiscriminately and is persuaded by them.54

1.9. ‘What, Chaerephon? Does Socrates desire’ (447b4): Callicles
knows that everyone with the sole exception of Socrates has heard
[Gorgias], but he recognizes that he is a great authority on
constitutional questions and that [Socrates] too ought to hear him.
So he says ‘So, Chaerephon, does he desire to listen?” And note
once more that he does not say “‘What? Does he wish to listen?’ but
‘Does he desire’, since he is preoccupied with pleasures and
delights in base desires.

1.10.  ‘Yes; that’s the very thing we have come for’ (447 b6):
Chaerephon occupies an intermediate position and did not say
‘Yes, Socrates desires to listen’. For that would be false, since
Socrates has no need to listen. Nor again does he say ‘No’, for he
would then be insulting Gorgias openly and appearing to be there
for no purpose. So he trod an intermediate path and said “That is the
thing we have come for’. This signifies an intermediate reply.
1.11.  ‘Whenever you want to’ (447 b7): Callicles says ‘When-
ever you wish, come into the house and I will make him give a
performance’. From this once again Gorgias’ external motivation is
evident. For Callicles talks about him, as if this was the reason why
he was entertaining him in his house: so that whenever he wishes
he can make him put on a performance.

1.12.  ‘But would he be willing’ (447 b9): ‘Will he wish to
converse with us? There is no need for compulsion, but if he so
chooses, then so be it’. ‘Converse with’ is well said, for he does not
want him to give a performance, but to enter a dialogue, that is, to
reveal what he has to say by question and answer. For extended
speech produces annoyance by its length and is likely to send the
lazy person to sleep, especially if he has gone sleepless.5?

64 ‘Externally motivated’: at 6.1 this is a feature of the beliefs that are
learnt from others rather than confirmed for oneself. Here it rather
indicates the willingness to comply with the wishes of others. Cf. also the
orator’s dependence on the statesman’s knowledge at 2.4.

85 Sentiments found elsewhere in Ol. (In Alc. 56.25-57.4), in anon. Prol.
15.36-44 (both referring to a tale about Aeschines), and, without the same
sleep-motif, in Proclus (In Alc. 170.5-7). Perhaps Ol. is contributing his own
view that rhetoric is often boring.



LECTURE 1 (447A1-C4) 69

1.13 ‘For I want to learn from him’ (447 c1): note that he did not
say ‘I desire’, but ‘I want to ask him what is the man’s capacity and
what it is that he professes’.

Note that rhetoric is of two kinds%, one kind true and scientific,
the other false and [based on] experience. That which is subordi-
nate to the statesman is scientific, that which aims at pleasure is
false. Let me explain what I mean. Note that there are many kinds
of constitution. For the soul has three parts, reason, drive, 7 and
desire. When reason holds sway it leads to aristocracy, when
drive holds sway it leads to timocracy. Desire, however, is of two
kinds, one kind pleasure-loving, the other money-loving. The love
of money leads to oligarchy, for in an oligarchy the wealthy and
the few [are in power]. If love of pleasure holds sway, it is either
lawful or unlawful. If lawful [love of pleasure] holds sway, it leads
to a democracy. For each of the citizens lays down the laws that he
wants, for example, that leading citizens ought to be honoured, or
something else like that. But if unlawful [love of pleasure] holds
sway, it leads to tyranny. These are the five kinds of constitutions.
Or rather, the first kind, aristocracy, is truly ‘constitutional’, and
the rest are falsely so-called and not proper kinds of constitutional
craft.

Note that each of these kinds has its own rhetoric, and so there
are five rhetorics. The true rhetoric is that of aristocracy, over which
the statesman presides. For in that case the rhetor serves the
statesman by way recommending whatever he commands, for
example, ‘Persuade them that there should be a doctor in the city’,
‘Persuade that there should not be comedy’. And just as a doctor
looks to a single end, healing all who suffer, making use of a
variety and not the same kind of remedies, so too the rhetor should
persuade by every means, using different arguments, one kind for
the doctor, another for the military, and another for the labourer.58
Such is true rhetoric, the others being falsely so-called.

66 Here (p. 13.4W) begins an important excursus on rhetoric, anticipating
the detailed discussion, with more in common with a theoria than a lex:s. It
runs for nearly three pages to the end of 1.13, p. 16.16W. It is based largely
upon Rep. 8-9, an illustration of the way the concepts from Rep. figure
prominently in OL’s interpretation of Grg.

67 Ie. the spirited part of the soul, or Bupog1dég.

58 In discussing different tools of persuasion Ol. is reading Grg. in the
light of Phdr. (271a-272b), where the analogy with the doctor is also
prominent. The work features later in Ol.’s education programme.
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Except that under other constitutions the failings are not the
same, but some are greater, some less. For example, pleasure-
loving is the worst, so the rhetoric to do with this is the worst. It is
for this reason that Demosthenes also rules it out and scoffs at him
who says ‘what do you want, what shall T write, with what shall I
please you?’® But all kinds of rhetoric that have more to do with
honour-loving and saving the city in whatever manner, are as far
superior as they are able to be. The rhetorical arts used by those
like Demosthenes, Pericles and Themistocles were of this type.
They were acting well in their overall aim of saving the city, but
badly insofar as they allowed it to practise democracy without
holding themselves back.?0

But note that Plato does not call them ‘flatterers’ on this account,
which is what Aristides claims’!—for how can the exiled be
flatterers? He calls them servants. Note that a servant is inferior to
one who commands him to serve. The doctor commands, and the
apothecary serves, by preparing what is needed.” Just so those like
Themistocles did save the city, but in so doing it was the function
of servants that they performed, whereas it belongs to the states-
man to order them to save it; but they were not also statesmen, for
they did not save souls. Hence they were better than Python, ?
Philip’s rhetor, who studied with Isocrates and was admired by
Demosthenes, and [better then] the other pleasure-lovers. For they
did not save anything, but by flattering and doing everything with
pleasure in mind resembled doctors with patients in disorder about

69 Dem. 3.22; see 0.3, etc.

70 Grg. 516eff. There may be a text problem about ‘themselves’, since it is
more logical to suppose that they should have been holding the city back.
Lenz (1946) emends accordingly.

7V In For the Four, speech 46 Dindorf = 3 Behr: Aristides was an accom-
plished writer of speeches from the second century A.D., and two important
orations survive in which he criticizes Grg. for its view of rhetoric and its
treatment of these four prominent political men. Lenz (1946) 125 says of
this passage ‘I am very doubtful whether Olympiodorus remembered any
particular passage of 'Tm. 1@v & at all, because Aristides discusses the problems
of korakela, Sraxovia and Bepaneia throughout the whole discourse.’
Obviously Ol. considers Aristides’ influence sufficient to require careful de-
fence of Plato at various points of his commentary: see intro. p. 22 and lecture
32.

72 Cf. 2.4, 32.3-4, 42.1. Sometimes the distinction between doctor and
apothecary is related to Plato’s distinction in Laws 4 720a between doctor and
servant doctor, but Ol. has had to alter it somewhat in the light of the
medical practices of his own day.

75 On Python W. compares anon. V.[soc. 105-6 and Dem. 7.20-23.
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their diet, who do not restrain them, but on the contrary encourage
them to consume many niceties so that they too can eat with
them.?* Themistocles’ type [of rhetor], however, resembled doctors
with patients on a strict diet, who do not abandon them when they
break it, nor even turn a blind eye, but take a stand against each
deviation from their prescription.

I have offered these remarks because we were told of the need to
learn from Gorgias what kind of rhetoric he professed and the
capacity of his craft, whether he really had a craft or only a
capacity, for craft and capacity are not the same. It is popular
rhetoric of course which they define as a capacity for a potentially
persuasive argument concerning each given thing.?>
1.14.  ‘He professess and teaches’ (447 c2-3): ‘professes’ concerns
the inward aspect and ‘teaches’ the outward one. For the teacher
offers his words externally, whereas the professional presumably
knows what he professes, but he does not necessarily teach it.

Lecture 277 (447¢5448¢3)

2.1. ‘There’s nothing like asking the man himself, Socrates’
(447¢5): we have already said [1.13] that rhetoric is of two kinds,
one kind a craft, the other experience. It is worth inquiring why
experience is not craft. For Plato himself will also say ‘I do not call
it a craft’.

In order to discover this, we divide the crafts. In the Phaedrus, it
is well said that it is necessary for someone who is discoursing on
a topic to distinguish his subject-matter first and only then to make
a statement.”® For if you do not proceed thus you necessarily miss

74 A bizarre example, possibly Ol.’s own, though appearing in an Ammo-
nian context at 32.2. Medical analogies are of course invited by Grg.

75 An interesting variant on Aristotle’s definition at Rhet. 1355b26-7.

76 Irwin’s ‘advertizes’ is clearly unsuited to the comment which follows,
as Ol. understands £nayyéiietar differently.

77 Lecture 2 introduces the distinction between a craft and a knack based
on experience, and applies it to rhetoric. Definitions of craft are marshalled
for this purpose. Ol. discusses how the orator falls short of the statesman in
the knowledge of causes. The lexis introduces basic material from the Catego-
ries, recalling elementary Aristotelian logic already encountered by the stu-
dent, and pays attention to matters of character and background information.

78 W. cites Phdr. 237bc, a popular passage since the days of Cicero (Fin. 2.4)
or Albinus (Prol. 1). However, as division is also relevant, it is likely that Ol
also has in mind 270a-272a, where it is required of rhetoric, as of medicine,
that it should be able to distingish, by division, all parts of that on which it
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the total picture. For example, we ask: is the soul immortal? We
ought not to declare an answer until we have first drawn a
distinction, and said that the soul is not one thing but many. For
soul is both rational and irrational, and besides this there is
vegetative soul, whence we say plants are alive. Therefore we say
the rational soul is immortal, but the other two are mortal. Further
we say the rational soul is both immortal and not immortal: not
immortal, if we take ‘immortal’ in the sense of ‘always in the
same condition’, but immortal in the sense of ‘everlasting’ both in
substance and in actuality.”

2.2, So we should also seek to do this in inquiring into crafts. Note
that there are alternative definitions of craft. For a craft is ‘a method
proceeding with system and order together with mental im-
pressions’.?0 The philosopher adds ‘with mental impressions’ in
contrast to nature, for nature also proceeds with method and order
but not together with mental impressions. Further, a craft is a
‘systematic set of cognitive acts co-ordinated with a view to some
useful goal in life’.8! According to the first definition even falsely-
named rhetoric would be a craft, for it employs system and order,
putting introductions first and then establishment of the case and
so on. Yet according to the second definition this type is not a craft,
but only the true rhetoric—the one that supplies causes.

2.3. But why am I saying that according to the first definition
falsely so-called rhetoric is a craft? In that case fine cookery and
cosmetics would be too. Not anyone is a cook, but [only] the man
who is experienced and proceeds with a certain system and learns
to adapt to the tastes of his master—for sweet things or whatever. So
too a cosmetician knows oils and knows how to adorn hair. So
though rhetoric that can’t supply causes but alternates between
truth and falsehood is not a craft (for it is the mark of a craft to exist
for a single good end), true rhetoric, [the kind] subordinate to the
statesman, is a craft. For just as a rationalist doctor knows that wet

operates, 270d.

79 The extent to which soul is immortal is a standard topos of late Neo-
platonism, see Dam. In Phd. 1.177 (p.124.13-18 Norvin). Ol. sides with Por-
phyry and Proclus against Iamblichus, Plutarch of Athens and the Old
Academy. On that passage see Westerink’s notes (1977), pp. 106-8.

80 With ¢avrtacia, cf. 12.1, where the ‘philosopher’ turns out to be Chrysip-
pus. See further Mansfeld (1983).

81 Zeno, SVF 1. 73, including Ol In Grg. 12.1: a craft looks towards some
goal that is useful from the human point of view; nature has her own goals.
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diets help people with fevers, so too do the empirical doctors. And
just as the rationalist doctor knows that the eye-sufferer needs to
drink wine neat or needs washing or a vapour-bath, so too does the
the empirical doctor. But the rationalist and craftsmanlike doctor
also supplies causes, whereas the empirical doctor does not know
them.?? So too the true orator knows causes, and the false orator
does not.
2.4. So if both the true orator and the statesman know causes, what
distinguishes them? We say that they differ, in so far as the orator
needs the help of the statesman, since he does not have insight
within him.?3 For the statesman knows with certainty and instructs
him. Further, if someone asks ‘What distinguishes a craft from
knowledge, if a craft also supplies causes?’, answer that knowledge
makes judgments about what always remains in the same condi-
tion, and craft about what changes.?* “Then would the physicist not
possess knowledge, bearing in mind that he inquires into things
that change and are enmattered?” We say ‘Yes, he does possess
knowledge, not in so far as he is an inquirer into enmattered
things, but in so far as he refers them to universals and inquires
into the constitution of natural things on a universal scale’.85

So note that [Plato] attacks false rhetoric, not true. For instance
he himself will say®® ‘I do not say these things about true rhetoric’.
So even if those like Themistocles saved [the city], they were not
true orators, since they did not lead the democracy towards
aristocracy. If someone says they lacked the power to do so, he
says this very thing, that they were not true [orators] and agrees
with our criticism.87 So they were servants, like pharmacists vis-a-
vis doctors.??

82 Our primary source for the difference between empirical and rational
medicine, Galen, is also likely to be Ol.’s source. Cf. Todd (1976). See note on
12.2 above.

83 The difference between orator and statesman is an important distinc-
tion for Ol. personally, perhaps relevant to his own situation—for if philo-
sophy teaches rhetoric he would not want this to be seen as subversive. It may
be that the dependence of the orator on another’s knowledge contributes to
the picture of Gorgias as one who is externally motivated, 1.13, 6.1.

8% Standard Aristotelian doctrine, EN 6.3-4.

8  The material here parallels David 44.23-45 and Ps-Elias 16.19.

86 This looks forward to 517a.

This notion of ‘lacking power’, based on the exchange with Polus, is a
recurrent theme in the commentary.

88 Compare 1.13, 32.3-4, 42.1. This, however, is the only time that the
word ¢appakénwdog as opposed to mipevtaplog is used.
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2.5. ‘Asking the man himself* (447c5): Callicles answers in con-
siderate manner. In order that he should not seem to be taking a
decision for another, he says it is appropriate to ask Gorgias him-
self whether he would be pleased to enter into conversation. For
indeed this is one aspect of Gorgias’ performance, his saying
‘Whoever so wishes may ask questions and I am prepared to
answer everything’. This was what they were discussing as they
were entering Callicles’ house.

2.6. ‘You ask him, Chaerephon’ (447¢9): as I have said (0.8),
Chaerephon has an intermediate position, and for this reason
[Socrates] bids Chaerephon question Gorgias.

2.7. ‘Ask him what?’ (447c10): Chaerephon indicates respect for
his teacher. For he does not question Gorgias impetuously, but first
learns from Socrates what he should ask.

2.8. ‘Who he is’ (447d1): note that man is both complex and
simple.? He is simple with regard to his name, for man is called
by one name, but has many parts with regard to the definition,
mortal rational animal. So [Socrates] says ‘Ask what he is’, that is
‘What he is called and what sort of rhetoric he professes’. Note that
according to Aristotle? it is necessary to inquire first whether
something exists, and then what it is and what sort of thing it is
and why it is. So, as it is known whether he is [i.e. exists], ‘now
learn what he is’.

Then Chaerephon asks ‘How do you mean?’, that is ‘How shall I
ask what he is?’. So Socrates, because he has the custom of using
naturally illuminating examples, says ‘Just as if you had asked a
maker of shoes what he was, he would have answered that he was
a cobbler, so too ask this man what he is’. So Chaerephon says
‘Now I understand and I shall ask’.

As a result we are given an ethical lesson that contributes to our
well-being. What is it? ‘Don’t trust reports, but rather ask the man
himself who is the subject of the discussion’. For example, if ten
thousand people said that this fellow maintains that twice two is a

89 The reasoning here seems not to have been fully spelled out by the note-
taker. Though Gorgias might simply have answered that he was a man, the
question asks for the kind of man he is. The introduction here of the
standard definition of man merely establishes, like Phlb. 14c-15c, that the
unity ‘man’ can be divided, so that it is quite legitimate for the question to be
asking ‘what sort of man?’.

90 An.Po. 2.1, cf. 3.1.
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hundred, let us not believe the multitude but rather let us question
him. For it is likely to be false. So [Socrates] is saying ‘So now too
let us not trust Callicles, but ask the man himself’.
2.9. ‘Tell me, Gorgias, is what Callicles here says true’ (447d6-7):
[Chaerephon] asked ‘Is he speaking the truth?’, wishing to make
Gorgias feel shame, that they should make so many boastful
claims about him. But Gorgias was not ashamed, but exacerbates
this passion.®! For he says ‘Yes, he speaks the truth, I respond to all
questions and there is nothing new I could be asked’. He says this
out of arrogance towards people, as if to say ‘I have been asked all
things and I have resolved all things, and there is nothing new I
can be asked’.
2.10. ‘Then no doubt you’ll find it easy to answer, Gorgias’
(448a4): [Chaerephon] says ‘Will you answer easily, Gorgias?’,
and Gorgias says ‘You have a chance to test this’. Polus, like an
ambitious person, pushes ahead of his own teacher and says ‘Look
here, I will converse with you if you like.” Note that he is not
likely to be saying this out of rivalry and disrespect for his own
teacher; but, because Socrates is the leader of philosophical
teaching and Chaerephon the follower, and Gorgias is the leader
of rhetorical teaching and Polus the follower, he is saying ‘As a
follower, do not converse with the leader but with me his follower’.
Note that, in the presence of their teachers, students ought to
answer when their teachers so instruct them and when their
teachers do not have knowledge ready to hand, but the students do.
Observe too that Socrates made Chaerephon ask, not because he
didn’t deign to ask in person—that would be foolish—but [because]
he wanted to make an orderly display of his entire teaching-
method, and because he sought to discover if his students had been
able to discover anything worthwhile.92
2.11.  ‘For I think Gorgias’ (448a7): ‘For Gorgias seems to me to be
weary for a discussion with you’.
2.12.  ‘What, Polus?’ (448a9): ‘Why, Polus’, says Chaerephon,
‘will you answer better than your teacher?’. Polus does not say yes,

91 Here ‘passion’ renders the difficult Greek word nd8og (pathos), imply-
ing some fault connected with one’s character, here pride.

92 Ql. is extremely concerned about the etiquette governing the precedence
of teachers and students (and parents and children). For him Socrates is the
model of the wise teacher and Chaerephon the respectful pupil, with Polus’
relation to Gorgias a negative exemplar. Cf. 34.3 on Socratic ignorance.
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for that would cause [Gorgias] offence, nor does he say no, for he
is unwilling to quell his ambition, but instead he gives an inter-
mediate answer. For he says ‘Why seek whether I answer better or
worse, as long as my answers are sufficient for you and meet all
your demands?’.

2.13.  ‘If Gorgias happened to have knowledge of the same craft
as his brother Herodicus’ (448b4-5): [Chaerephon] begins his ques-
tions. Note that Plato knows two Herodicuses, one from Leontini,
the brother of Gorgias, and the other Herodicus the Selymbrian.9?
When you find them in the dialogues, do not get confused in the
belief that there is only one. Here he is speaking about the
Leontinian. He says ‘If Gorgias were an expert in the craft of
Herodicus his brother—which is medicine, for he was a doctor—
what would we call him? Wouldn’t we call him what he was—
that is, a doctor?’. Polus says ‘That is right’. ‘So, calling him a
doctor,” Chaerephon says, ‘we would be speaking correctly?’. Polus
says ‘Yes’. Again Chaerephon says ‘If Gorgias were experienced in
the craft of the son of Aglaophon, I mean Aristophon, or his
brother, I mean Polygnotus’—for Polygnotus was his brother, as
the epigram shows,?* so wherever you find the brother of Aristo-
phon, think of Polygnotus—‘wouldn’t we have called him a
painter?’ Polus says ‘A painter, certainly’. ‘Now then, in what craft
is Gorgias an expert, what would we be right to call him?’ Note that
he chose these two examples, medicine and painting, appropriate-
ly, since rhetoric is of two kinds. His purpose is to liken true
rhetoric to medicine, and the false and swinelike rhetoric to
painting.9?

93 The Selymbrian is mentioned at Prot. 316de as an expert on gymnastics;
see also Rep. 406a.

94 Simonides fr. 112 Diehl, XLVIII Campbell (= Anth.Pal. 9.700, Paus.
10.27.4).

9 Tt is natural for a Platonist like Ol. to suppose that painting would turn
out to be an empirical knack and a flattery rather than a craft in the terms of
Grg., in view of Plato’s low evaluation (cf. Rep. 10, Phlb. 51c). This is another
instance of Ol.’s standard practice of using doctrines of other, later dialogues
(especially Rep.) to interpret Grg.
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Lecture 3 9% (448¢4-9¢9)

3.1. ‘There are many crafts among men, Chaerephon’ (448c4):
Polus answers like a young man. For although Chaerephon en-
couraged him to reply in a dialectical manner, in fact he delivers
his speech in theatrical fashion. Not only this: his response to the
question is also beside the point, for which Socrates particularly
takes him to task. For although Chaerephon asked him what was
the craft that he professed, in his reply he said what kind of thing
the craft was, in ignorance of the order of the four ‘problems’ and
the procedure concerning them.97

Note, as has often been said, that there are four procedures:98
first, division, for we must first divide the genera into species and
proceed until we reach indivisible parts. In this way we divide
substance in an orderly fashion.%? Second comes definition, which
takes the terms that fit a given thing and applies its own definition
to it. Hence it is called definition, a metaphorical sense deriving
from the boundary markers that mark the limits of cities and
places. Demonstration then takes over the definition, and proceeds to
demonstrate by means of the common notions. Analysis proceeds
from the complex to the simple. For instance, we ask ‘Is the
argument that asserts “Socrates walks, everything that walks
moves, therefore Socrates moves” complex or simple?” We answer
it is complex. For it is composed of premises, and the premises
consist of nouns and predicates, and the nouns and predicates are
themselves complex (formed from syllables), and these too are
complex (formed from letters), and the letters are simple.

9% Lecture 3 introduces a basically Aristotelian logical classification of divi-
sion, definition, demonstration and analysis. Ol. then applies the distinc-
tions between division and demonstration and between accident and essence
to Polus’ inadequate answer to Socrates’ question. Ol. also introduces an episte-
mological classification, again with an Aristotelian origin, of sensation,
memory, acquaintance, experience and craft. This gives rise to a discussion of
Platonic recollection, emphasizing that the latent knowledge postulated by
that theory is more important in the transitions from the lower cognitive
states to the higher than the lower congitive state itself; the latter merely acts
as the trigger.

97 See above, 2.8; the theory is Aristotelian, An.Po. 2.1.

98 This passage has parallels in much of late Neoplatonism: Syrianus (/n
Met. 55.38ff.), Proclus (often), Ammonius (In Isag. 34.15ff., In An.Pr. 8.4-9),
Damascius (In Phib. 52-56), Elias (In Isag. 37.9ff.), David (88.3ff.), Ps-El. (26.4-
31).

99 Phlb. 16c-¢ is the Platonic text of immediate relevance.



78 OLYMPIODORUS’ COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S GORGIAS

3.2, I say these things in order to show that Polus has employed
demonstration instead of definition. For when asked what Gorgias’
craft is, a question that asks for a definition, he answers with the
kind of thing it is, which belongs to demonstration. So [Socrates]
criticizes him on this account, especially since he had employed
balanced parallel clauses and words with rhyming elements. For
although they assume that these things are stylish, like ‘On the
pausing of Pausanias’!® and so on, they become tedious if used to
excess. That is the way [Polus] also uses terminology. For he talks
of ‘experience’ and ‘inexperience’, and ‘skillwise’ and ‘luckwise’
and again ‘different [people] participate in different [ones]
differently’'9l—these are instances of rhyming!%? elements.

Note also, as Socrates suggests,!03 that while he produces these
phrases as if by improvization, in reality he has prepared them,
and has committed them to paper, and practised them. Note also
that Polus hasn’t even given a sound description of what kind of thing
[rhetoric] is. He should have stated its essence, but he himself
grasped only an accidental property, because he was praising
rhetoric. So he gave a speech in praise of of it instead of searching
for its essence.

He made a further mistake in saying ‘experience leads human
life’ (he means our time)!% ‘to advance skillwise, inexperience
luckwise.” This was not a good claim. For note that there are these
five things, sensation, memory, acquaintance, experience, craft.!9%
Sensation gives us a basic impression of everything, next memory
grasps it, then hands it over for acquaintance, from which we

10 See Symp. 185c. Ol’s familiarity with grammatical theory can be

assumed.

00 ¢nnerpia, anelpia, xatd €xvny, xata toxny, dAkol GAAOV dALWS.

12 homoiokatalekta are strictly speaking words with similar endings, but
Ol. uses the term as if it could refer to similarity in other parts of the
relevant words.

103 W. refers here to 462bc, which suggests a written prototype of Polus’
words; 448d1 suggests preparation and practice.

1% Polus used a word for ‘life’ (alwv) which to OL suggests eternity, so he
adds a note that in this case only the time of a mortal lifespan is meant.

105 Aristotle has only four of these at An.Po. 2.18 and Met. Al, but the list
was expanded to include peira (acquaintance) in late Neoplatonist times.
Asclepius, In Met. 5.10-26, in discussing the latter passage, uses the expanded
list and includes distinctions similar to those employed by Ol In so doing
he actually quotes Grg. twice, including Polus’ allegedly mistaken words (5.14-
15). This suggests strongly that the distinctions were a standard topos in
Neoplatonic discussion of Grg. Related material occurs at Dav. 43.19-44.22 and
Ps.-El 16.14-21.
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become experienced, and subsequently craftsmen. Experience differs
from acquaintance in that experience is a term applied also to
activities, "6 whereas acquaintance is applied to individual aspects
of an area of craft.!97 Furthermore, while it is acquaintance that
arises when these are taken separately, it is experience that tackles
them rather as a whole. Furthermore, it is experience which
knows that, whereas craft knows why.

So it was wrong [for Polus] to say that experience creates craft,
seeing that experience is inferior. For if this is so, the superior is
produced from the inferior and ‘springs rise up from holy
rivers’.10% Similarly, acquaintance does not create experience.
What? Don’t we proceed to experience from acquaintance and
from experience to craft? We say yes. Acquaintance contributes
towards experience and experience to craft, but they are not, how-
ever, creative causes. This [step forward] happens because we pos-
sess the required cognitive principles'® and set them in motion. It
is like someone exposing glowing embers by removing ashes
which have long hidden them: he is not said to have created a fire
but to have revealed it. Or it is like someone purging an eye of a
sty: he makes a contribution, but does not himself create light. So
too the [cognitive] powers in us have need of something to remind
us, analogous as we are to a sleeping geometrician.!!’ So experi-
ence is not a creative [cause of craft]. But although Polus does not

6 This passage seems hopelessly garbled, and offers no contrast between
peira and empeiria. In Asclepius, who argues intelligibly, it is clear that (i)
peira is to be distinguished from memory by being more ‘individual’, while
experience is more ‘universal’ than memory, and likewise than peira. The
‘individual’ nature of peira is confirmed by David, 43.23-25 (cf. 47.18). Further-
more (ii) memory covers both substances and activities, while peira is used
only of activities (hence ‘acquaintance’ may not be a strictly accurate trans-
lation). The cognitive importance of peira may be due to the influence of the
medical sects, as can be seen from the Corpus Galenicum, where medical
experience is the product of a collection of individual peirai, e.g. Kithn vol. 1
69.2-6, vol. 17b 20.11-21.1, 873.11-15.

W7 Reading texvik@dv for W.’s 1exvitédv Also the first 1 at p. 25.5 should
perhaps be deleted.

18 Eur. Med. 410.

W9 Jogoi: OL thinks of the root cause of the Platonic anamnesis-process as
being certain logoi within us.

10" Ol has in mind the ‘recollection’ passage of the Meno (81a-86¢); the
notion that our latent recollectable knowledge needed ‘awakening’ is com-
mon in later Platonism (cf. Meno 85c9, 86a7). Also relevant is the common
Aristotelian image of a state of knowing but not using as like sleeping, and
activity as like actively using that knowledge. Aristotie uses the example of
the sleeping geometrician at GA 735al10.
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speak with knowledge, it is possible for experience to bring about
craft, as in farming. For some farm products occur through the
[forces of the] universe alone, and others through the [forces of
the] universe and also by craft. For example, pastures grow
naturally through the [forces of the] universe alone, but sown
crops grow both by the [forces of the] universe and by human
care. Yet there too experience and care are contributing something
towards craft.!1!

3.3. ‘Various men in various ways share in various of these crafts’
(448c7-8): observe the use of matching language. He says ‘Of these,
various people participate in various things in various ways.” By
‘various people’ he means the individuals who participate, by
‘various things’ he means the various matters, and by ‘in various
ways’ he means the manner of their participation. He says ‘The
best men participate in the best pursuits. So Gorgias too is one of
these best men, and he participates in the finest and best of crafts.’
3.4, ‘Well, Gorgias, Polus seems to be finely equipped’ (448d1):
when Chaerephon has asked Polus what that craft is that Gorgias
professes, Polus misses the point, saying ‘Rhetoric is admirable’,
answering in a theatrical rather than a dialectical manner. So
because Polus gives an undisciplined answer, Socrates, resembling
that providential power which orders the disorganized and leaves
nothing undisciplined or indefinite, calls him to order and criti-
cizes him. But because criticism tends to generate considerable
enmity and aversion, he does not begin with criticism, so that
Gorgias does not run off—that’s how he acted in the Alcibiades too
—1!12 but first he praises him and says that Polus has had a fine
preparation for discourse. For he certainly advanced the discussion
in rhetorical fashion with his use of matching clauses and words
with rhyming parts. And Socrates even mixes the language of
compromise into his very criticism. For he does not say that Polus’
response to Chaerephon was beside the point, but that he did not do
what he had undertaken. And in this case he offers us two ethical
lessons and one dialectical one. The dialectical lesson is that we

L Ol presumably means that experience of nature’s growth-processes pro-

mote the ability to duplicate them artificially by craft. But only in some cases
is it possible for craft to arise from our experience, since some processes of
which we can have experience can never be imitated by craft.

12 The reference is apparently to the beginning of Alc.; W. refers to 103b-
4c: see Ol. In Alc. 29-30.



LECTURE § (448c4-9cq) 81

should always tailor our answers to the questions. The ethical
lessons are that we should keep our promise and not become a liar,
and that we should strive to associate with respectful rather than
disrespectful persons. That is surely why Socrates directs his
argument towards Gorgias, ignoring Polus and his lack of respect.
3.5. ‘What is called the rhetorical craft’ (448d9): he refers to what
is not rightly so called, i.e. to experience.

3.6. ‘Why is that, Socrates?’ (448el): Polus says this.!13

3.7. ‘Because Chaerephon asked you, Polus’ (448e2): ‘I am saying
this, Polus, because when Chaerephon asked you what the craft
was that Gorgias professes, you said what kind of thing it was,
praising it as if someone were criticizing it. Observe how Plato was
able to distinguish the ‘problems’ even before Aristotle!!!4

3.8. ‘But didn’t I answer’ (448e5) ‘What? Did I not say it was a fine
thing?’ Socrates says ‘Very much so. But you shouldn’t respond
like that, saying what kind of thing it is. You must say what it is,
and what!!% we should call Gorgias. Just as you earlier gave a brief
answer to Chaerephon, saying that Herodicus is called a healer
from the healing craft, and the painter is so called from painting,
that is how you should answer now too, saying what Gorgias’ craft
is.

3.9. ‘The rhetorical craft, Socrates’ (449a5): Gorgias answered
well. For he said ‘I have an understanding of the rhetorical craft’.
‘Then an orator’, Socrates says, ‘is what we should call you?’
Gorgias says ‘Yes, and a good orator. For I claim to be good, as
Homer!16 says.” Note that there are two kinds of rhetoric.!!7 Each
has a separate genus, a separate goal and a separate approach. The
genus of true rhetoric is craft, that of false rhetoric is experience.
Further, the goal of true rhetoric is the good, of the other it is
persuasion, regardless of whether that is bad or not. Moreover,

13 The first passage where Ol. takes it as his task to say whose who is
speaking, whether because his text had no indication of speakers, or whether
such indications could not be trusted. See also 12.8, and less obviously 23.11,
34.14.

14 These are the methodologies of 3.1. Ol characteristically regards Plato
as having developed and allegorically expressed doctrines that are not
formally expounded until Aristotle, cf. 22.3, 31.8, 43.8.

15 Reading 6vriva for olév tiva to conform with Grg. 447d1 and 2.8.

16 11, 14.113, 23.669.

U7 The dichotomy of rhetoric remains basic (see 1.13, 2.2) in spite of the
various elaborations needed to afford famous Athenian leaders an intermedi-
ate position (see Intro. 18 and 1.13).
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knowing the faculties of the soul is characteristic of the approach of
the true kind, not of the other. Belief through teaching is charac-
teristic of the approach of the true kind, belief through persuasion is
characteristic of the other. (The geometer also wishes to persuade,
but demonstratively and not persuasively like the orator.) 18

Just as medicine professes [to produce] health, but by a whole
variety of resources, so too the [different kinds of] rhetoric proceed
through a whole variety of approaches. Hence we must realize that
just as a sword is in itself neither good nor bad, but is good or bad
relative to the person who uses it, so too rhetoric in itself is not good,
but becomes good relative to the person who uses it.!!9 Gorgias
knows this and says ‘I am a good orator’, i.e. ‘I have used [rhetoric]
as it should be used’.120
3.10. ‘And aren’t we to say that you are capable of making other
people orators too?’ (449bl) ‘Surely’, Socrates says, ‘you are also
able to make others like yourself?’ He establishes this as a prelimi-
nary, since he is going to require it for his demonstration that
injustice is a bad thing and justice a fine one, and that while
injustice is a matter of convention, justice exists in nature.!2! For if
justice was conventional, the same person would be both just and
unjust and both loved and hated by the gods.!?2 For the just man for
the Persians, who tells you to have intercourse with your mothers,
is unjust in our sight, and a man who is just for us is unjust for
them. So it is not a matter of convention but of nature, as has been
more fully stated in the Alcibiades.!?3 For the man who says injus-
tice is a fine thing and justice a bad one resembles, as Plato says in
the Phaedrus (260a-d), the man who says that the horse shows its
credentials when it has the task of an ass and an ass [when it] has
the task of a horse.!24 Such a man will use the horse instead of an

18 This comment on how there can be two kinds of persuasion is either a
gloss or the result of recorder simplification, since it reduces all oratory to
the status of false oratory.

119 Platonic (or Socratic?) doctrine, see Meno 87e-89a, Euthd. 280b-281e.

0 This odd reading of Gorgias’ claim colours the interpretation of ‘like
yourself” in 3.10.

121 At first hearing this sounds strange: one would expect what is just and
what is unjust to be determined on the same basis—both by convention or
both by nature. But nevertheless this is regular doctrine, see later, 9.3, 28.3,
46.7.

12 Relevant here is Plato’s Euthphr. 7a-11b, especially 7e-8b.

123 See Ol. In Ale. 91.9-13; Proc. In Ale. 259.19-260.9.

124 The text may be at fault at this point. We add énel after 6vog at p. 28.30.
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ass and the ass instead of the horse, and will charge out to battle on
an ass as if it were a horse and come to great harm.

And it was a fine inference when he said ‘Surely you are able to
make others [skilled orators] too?’, because this is one of the things
that characterize the man with understanding, that he is able to
make others understand as well, as has also been stated in the
Alcibiades.125
3.11. ‘Asking one question, answering another’ (449b5): some
questions are dialectical, requiring only yes or no for an answer,
while some are inquisitive, requiring long explanations for an
answer. [Socrates] therefore says ‘Carry on like that, Gorgias, con-
versing by question and answer.” This is admirable, for the loser
becomes his own accuser. For in the case of extended arguments
he claims ‘It was not I who said this; you drew the inference.’126
3.12. ‘Some answers require long speeches, Socrates’ (449b9):
Gorgias says ‘There are some questions that actually need a long
explanation, but even in these cases I conduct the argument in the
briefest way possible, such is the glory of my skill’. For indeed it is
admirable to embrace much meaning within a few words.

3.13.  ‘Well, that’s what is needed, Gorgias’ (449c4): there are
times when we even exploit our passions for a good purpose.!?” For
example, someone says pleasure is a fine thing, and we reply ‘Yes,
a fine thing, but let’s investigate what sort of pleasure. It is not base
pleasure, but the sort that has God in view.’!?8 Again, someone is
ambitious: we say ‘Ambition is a fine thing, but ambition related to
the soul, not to the body. So we should strive to be honoured!?? by a
few men of serious [character] rather than by a great number of

125 Ale. 118cd; Ol. In Alc. 138.16-139.4.

1% Ol. perhaps has no special passage in mind. Euthphr. 11cl-5 (cf. 15b)
would be an example. There is no obvious Grg. passage, and Socrates is more
likely to be found making the investigation a cooperative effort (cf. 10.9 on
461a). It is where the argument has been long and complicated that the
interlocutor must be reminded that he drew the required inference at every
step.

127 See 6.13 below. As ‘passions’ translates nd8n, this amounts to the
doctrine that human ‘failings’ can be successfully utilized.

12 The Greek suggests the pleasure of contemplating or imitating or
following god, but a number of passages in In Alc. (42.12-15, 146.10-11, cf. 7.7-
8, 55.10-11), to which W. refers, make it clear that Ol. regards true pleasure
as something belonging to god(s), from which the pleasure-lover has a notion
of pleasure as something to be pursued. The theory is present already at Proc.
In Alc. 152.5-6, 12-15.

129 Reading tiudoBal for ¢1aeioBat as suggested by W.
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disorderly persons.” So here too, although it is a passion of Gorgias’
to praise himself and say ‘I answer most briefly’, Socrates accepts
this, and says ‘Give me a demonstration of this, for you will do me
a favour by answering in a few words.’

3.14.  ‘Allright, Pll do it’ (449¢7): ‘T’ll be sparing with my words,
so sparing that you’ll say that you’ve never heard anyone like me’.

Lecture 4130 (449 c9451 d6)

4.1. ‘Come, then. You say you have knowledge of the oratorical
craft’ (449 c9): Gorgias has declared with clarity ‘I profess {the craft
of] rhetoric’. So Socrates asks about that activity. For just as it is [the
task] of medicine to make people healthy, of music to produce
melodic sounds, and of building to build, so too [the task] of
rhetoric is to persuade. Socrates wants Gorgias to tell him this so
that then the principle of constitutional well-being can be dis-
covered. For, as I have said (0.4), the purpose of the dialogue is to
teach the ethical principles that lead to constitutional well-being.
Gorgias’ reply, that speeches are the activity of rhetoric, misses the
point.

To understand what is being said let us first grasp the following:
some crafts differ in the stuffs they employ, such as building and
bronzesmithing. Others differ only in their end, such as ship-
building and bed-making (timber is the stuff of both, but their end
is different). Others differ in their means, such as trawling and
angling—Dboth hunt fish, but the means is different, in one case by
net and in the other by hook.!3!

4.2. Socrates is inquiring here about the stuff of rhetoric (such as
the just and the beneficial, for example). And also about what is
creative of [rhetoric], and what it aims at—such as persuading, and
whether to persuade for good or for bad—and its manner of

1 In lecture 4 Ol discusses Socrates’ request to Gorgias to define his craft
of rhetoric, and the flaws in Gorgias’ response, that rhetoric is the craft that
deals with speech. Using a distinction between materials, means and ends
Ol. explicates Socrates’ question as dealing with the materials (and activity) of
rhetoric, e.g. the just and beneficial. Gorgias’ answer, speech, states merely
the instruments of rhetoric, and is both too narrow (rhetoric also employs
silence) and too broad (there are other forms of speech besides the rhetori-
cal). A reference to a goddess gives Ol the opportunity to expound on the
nature of the gods, and he also enlarges upon the various kinds of crafts there
are.

31 The distinction derives from Plato’s Sophist, 220b-221a.
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operation, and whether it knows what is just and what is unjust.
For a man who does not know this does himself harm, choosing
the unjust as if it were just.

Asked for the activity, then, Gorgias does not supply it. For he
says rhetoric has to do with speech. Now there are two ways of
tackling Gorgias: first, showing that he supplies the instruments,
not the activity of rhetoric—speeches are the instruments of
rhetoric. Second, showing that he does not refer to what is specific to
rhetoric—the proper task of definition. For just as manufacturing
cloth is specific to weaving, and being concerned with melodies is
specific to music, so in the case of rhetoric we need to say some-
thing specific. For a concern with speech belongs to both grammar
and medicine. Note, however, that [Socrates] does not level both of
these criticisims, only that he did not respond specifically; he
omits the fact that [Gorgias] stated the instrument [of rhetoric]
rather than its task, either because it was obscure and he dropped it
for this reason, or because Gorgias tackles himself on this point,!32
or, more to the point, so as not to strike him too many blows.

It is worth inquiring how Gorgias forms the impression that

making speeches is the stuff of rhetoric. We say that it is because
rhetoric has a special concern with with speech-making, inquir-
ing into the order of introduction, establishing one’s case, disputa-
tions, and such like. He ought to say not simply speech, but speech
of a certain sort. For note that [rhetoric] persuades not only by
speech but also by silence, and so silence too is one of its materials.
It certainly says ‘About these matters I remain silent, for what
need is there to say anything?’.!'*3 Furthermore, one of the
materials of rhetoric is acting which seduces one into believing, as
in ‘Androtion, O earth and gods!’.!3 Hence, there is more than
speech that is the stuff [of rhetoric].
4.3. ‘By Hera’ (449 d5): true to his promises, [Gorgias] spoke brief-
ly (for ‘Yes’ is all he said). So Socrates praises him with an oath,
because oaths are accustomed to persuade people and to encourage
them to continue on the same terms.

132 A reference to 450b where Gorgias asserts that all the npaéig of rhetoric
takes place through (&) speeches.

135 Ol is referring to the rhetorical device known as praeteritio, bringing
something to the audience’s attention by saying that you will pass it by. W.
refers to Dem. 25.79.

13 Dem. 22.78. It is entirely possible that the lecturer did put on an act
while delivering these words.
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Note that Hera is the pure air and in short the rational soul,
which leaves the lowly and earthy nature of the non-rational soul
below, and ascends in purity.!3> He swears by her because he is
excising irrational passions and seeking to encourage!?® the ratio-
nal and intellectual soul, and furthermore because the discussion
is about rational matters.!3” So we should not understand things
spoken in mythical mode in their surface meaning.!38

For we also know that there is the one first cause, namely God,
and not many first {causes].!3? And this first {cause] does not have
a name, for names signify certain particularities. If then there is
no particularity belonging to God (for he is above particularity),
neither will there be a name by which he can be spoken of. That is
surely what the hymn to God means:

O all-transcendent—for how greater else can I hymn you?
How shall I praise you, you who exceed in all things?

What account will celebrate you who are not even graspable by
intellect? 140

Nor is it possible to refer to him as male or female, for they are cor-
relative terms. For we speak of the male in relation to the female
and of the female in relation to the male, but at that level there is

1%  Hera is interpreted as pure air in Plato (Crat. 404c), while Theodorus of
Asine links her also with the intellective part of soul as here, Proc. In Tim.
3.190.10-19. For other signifiers of the rational soul in this commentary see
25.10 (the dog), 30.1-2 (the sieve), 48.6 (Prometheus’ fire).

1%  An odd translation for xapifeoBat; an alternative would be to emend to
xopiteobar (as Taylor, 1937), and translate ‘separate’.

137 Or ‘about speeches’: Ol. makes use of the close etymological and theo-
retical connexion between logikos (rational) and logos (speech).

138 This anticipates later discussion of allegorical interpretation of myths,
particularly lecture 46.

13 On the transcendence and namelessness of god see also 47.2 below.
The impossibility or severe difficulty of speaking about or naming god is
already present in Middle Platonist times, e.g. Apul. De Plat. 1.5 (indictum,
innominabilem), Alc. Didasc. 10, Philo Alex. Somn. 63, and continues into e.g.
Iamblichus and Proclus (In Tim. 1.24.18, 312.27). The ‘we also’ may be suggest-
ing that Platonists agree with Christians on this issue, Westerink (1990)
xxii.

40 From a hymn, recently assumed to come from Proclus, e.g. Rosan
(1949) 53ff., but appearing in manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianze and Ps.-
Dionysius; the latter is credited with the authorship by Sicherl (1988). It is
unfortunate that neither Ol nor Asclepius sees fit to help us with this ques-
tion, and Ol seems indifferent each time the hymn is used (0.6, 4.3, 16.1,
47.2). Sicherl, however, affirms that ‘dass sie wussten, von wem der Hymnus
stammt, scheiner 11¢ und besonders €xeivog anzudeuten.” The present quota-
tion is used again (with first line omitted) at 47.2.
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nothing that is correlative with him. Hence, since it is absurd to
say that the divine comes directly after us, we say there are other
powers, some near to us, others more distant. When the poet speaks
of Hera’s feet being bound to an anvil, he signifies the heaviest two
elements, but her hands hanging in the bright sky signify the
eternal motion, seeing that hands are causes of motion. Hence we
understand myths according to their inner meaning.

And do not believe that procreation occurs there. For if they
beget children, how will they ‘forever exist’? For begetting belongs
to those in their prime, and where there is a prime, there is also a
decline, and so you would also find corruption there.!4! So there is
nothing bodily there, as Empedocles!*? also says, before Plato. For
he says ‘There was no human head fixed upon the limbs’ and so
on.

4.4. So Socrates says to Gorgias: ‘Tell me what rhetoric you profess
and what is the stuff of rhetoric, so that we can find out whether
you represent true rhetoric’. The materials of court-room [rhetoric]
are justice and advantage, of public-address [rhetoric] the fine
and the base, of advisory [rhetoric] the good and the bad—for
encouragement and discouragement belong to advising, the good
being the object of encouragement, the bad of discouragement. So
to Socrates’ question ‘Of which of the things that are is rhetoric
knowledge?’, Gorgias answers ‘speech’. And, as I have already
said, the answer is to be criticized on two grounds. Because Socrates
did not want to embarrass Gorgias but to benefit him, however, he
says ‘Since medicine is also concerned with speech about those
who are ill, and many other [crafts similarly], state precisely what
sort of speech you are concerned with’.

4.5. ‘But still it makes men powerful at speaking’ (449¢4-5): He is
saying ‘Does it also possess the power of teaching others to speak?
4.6. ‘And at understanding the things they speak about?’ (449e5):
He says ‘Well, Gorgias, does it lead to knowledge of those subjects
concerning which it professes to speak and to understand? If so,
and if we also see medicine professing to speak and understand

41 The same argument occurs at 47.1.

42 Emp. B134DK, known primarily from Amm. In De Int. 249.1-25, who
thinks of the fragment as an attack on the anthropomorphic concept of gods
in myth. It may suit Ol. to represent Socrates & Plato as following a tradition
already established in their scepticism of traditional theology. The original
meaning of Empedocles, the fragment’s place is his poem(s), and the signifi-
cance of the ‘holy mind’ to which it refers, is much disputed.
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about the sick, medicine too will be concerned with speech, and
not only rhetoric’.
4.7. ‘And isn’t gymnastics too’ (450a5): He is not talking about our
present physical trainers but about the ancients. For it was
medicine that restored absent health, while gymnastic training
preserved health that was present. But nowadays the distinction is
blurred.143
4.8. ‘Because, Socrates’ (450b6): Gorgias says ‘The reason I do not
call the other crafts rhetoric is that they also involve hands-on acti-
vities (i.e. operations), whereas rhetoric is the only one to deal with
speech exclusively’. He is mistaken, however. For, as I have said,
rhetoric is not concerned with speech alone, but also with silence
and with acting. So Socrates properly clarifies the argument and
renders all the crafts in accordance with the following division:
Crafts :
— 1. dealing with works alone, e.g. painting and sculpture
— 2. dealing with speech, e.g. dialectic
— 3. dealing with both speech and works, e.g. medicine, geome-
try, arithmetic
— 3a. dealing more with works and less with speech, e.g.
medicine
— 3b. dealing more with speech and less with works, e.g.
arithmetic, geometry, and calculation
— 3c. dealing equally [with works and speech], e.g.
petteutics.!44
So painting, sculpture and the like deal with works alone, dialectic
with speech alone, medicine, geometry, arithmetic and calcula-
tion with both speech and works. But medicine deals more with
works and less with speech, arithmetic, geometry, and arithmetic

13 Ol explains a distinction which would not be obvious to his contempo-
raries owing to supposed developments in medical practice.

4 Tt is hazardous to translate this word. Firstly, there is no agreement as
to what it means at Grg. 450d8, on which see Carbonara Naddei (1976) 141-2,
quoted extensively by Pieri (1991). Secondly it appears to mean something
different to Ol. anyway, and though Carbonara Naddei is treating scholia
closely relately to our present text, she does not discuss what it meant for Ol
and his fellow Alexandrian Platonists. Ol. describes something more akin
to ‘knucklebones’ (Gk. astragaloi, Lat. tali) which used differences of a side’s
shape rather than numerical marks to determine number and utilized only
the longer sides, the two ends being rounded off. The ‘calling’ as one throws
would be more appropriate to dice, particularly as knucklebones lacked a
‘five’.
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and calculation deal more with speech and less with works.
Petteutics differs from dice in the shape [of the piece] (for the
pessos is a different sort of die contained by three triangles),!** and
deals equally with work and speech. For as one throws the pieces
one says something too, for example ‘six, five, four’ or ‘three sixes’
or suchlike.

Since I have referred to arithmetic and calculation, note that
they differ, for arithmetic is concerned with the forms of numbers,
and calculation with the matter.!46 There are two forms of number,
even and odd, and three forms of the even, the evenly even
(ultimately divisible into equal portions right down to the unit), the
even-with-remainder (capable of many divisions [by two] but not
to an ultimate unit), and the even-odd (capable of only one [such]
division, whose halves are odd [numbers]). The odd also has three
forms: one is the first and incomposite, and there are two others,
which Nicomachos has taught with precision. Its matter, on the
other hand, is the multiplicity of units, for example multiplication,
what is four times four and five times five, and suchlike. And this
is not all—for this is easy for everyone, for even small children
know multiplications. But [Nicomachos] also makes some elegant
points, e.g. about the statues, on [the first of] which was written, ‘I
have the next plus a third of the third’, and on the second, ‘I have
the next plus a third of the first’, and on the third, ‘I have eight
minae plus a third of the middle’. He also [tells us] about the
streams of the lion pouring into the tank, and about other
methods.147

15 The function of the triangles is unclear, and the presence of the num-

ber may be the result of a corruption. A talus may incorporate a variety of
shapes.

14% Ol. uses Plato’s separation of arithmetic and calculation as an excuse for
a digression on mathematics, looked at rather from the point of view of the
scholastic dichotomist than that of the mathematician. Parallels in David,
64.14-20, and Ps.-El., 19.25-26W suggest that this is regular Alexandrian
material. It is noteworthy that the lecturer takes little mathematical know-
ledge for granted.

147 Nicomachus of Gerasa, himself a second century Pythagorizer influ-
enced by Platonism, may be assumed to have been a standard mathematical
source for later Neoplatonism. Material relevant to OL’s present discussion
occurs at Intro. 1.7-13. The number puzzles are also preserved at Anth. Pal 14.7
(lion) and 51 (statue), but in the latter case the Greek substitutes 10 for 8. In
Ol.’s version statue A is 36 minae (30 + 6), B 30 (18 + 12) C 20 (8+12). The lion
was a fountain with four spouts emptying at the rate of one jar in 2 days, in 3
days, in 4 days, and in 1/4 day. The problem was the time taken for all four
together to fill it (perhaps 4.72).
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So Socrates says—not with a view to lessening the reputation of
the orator, but to refer what Gorgias had said back to himself—and
says ‘If someone asked me, “what does arithmetic!48 deal with?”, I
would say “with speech”. And if he said “with what sort of
speech?” I would reply in the same way [as we did] in the case of
medicine and the other craft. So now you, too, tell me about the sort
of speech that rhetoric deals with’.

4.9. ‘Manual-work’ (450b9): linguistic experts seize upon the two
words ‘manualwork’ and ‘achieving’ as not in use. It is true that
they are not in use. But we say that since it is Gorgias who is speak-
ing, [Plato] introduces these words, which are regional dialect, to
suit him. For [Gorgias] is from Leontini. So too in the Phaedo
[Plato] makes Cebes use local dialect. So he says ‘May Zeus ken’.149
4.10.  ‘Geometry’ (450d6-7): finish reading the [previous] sen-
tence at this point and begin [the next] with ‘petteutics’, so that the
sentence reads ‘Both draughtsplaying and other crafts deal equally
with speech and action’.!50

4.11.  ‘And achievement is through speech’ (450d9-e1): because it
is Socrates who is speaking, he does not say ‘achieving’ but
‘achievement’. :

4.12. ‘And if someone wanted to be quarrelsome in argument
(logos) he might assume’ (450¢6-7): ‘if someone wanted to be diffi-
cult and quarrelsome, he would take you to be saying arithmetic is
rhetoric, since it too is about speech. However, I do not think that is
what you are saying.’ It is possible to construct from this a first
figure syllogism: ‘Arithmetic has its achievement in speech, what
has its achievement in speech is rhetoric, therefore arithmetic is
rhetoric’.151

413. ‘For instance, if someone asked me’ (451a7): you see how
Socrates attributes the mistake to himself? So Socrates’ character is
revealed here.

M8 Accepting W.’s suggested emendation from Grg. 451bl.

19 Phd. 62a. Note that Ol., who is not interested in language per se, is
simply defending Plato (much admired for his Attic) against charges of poor
Greek, no doubt those of expert Atticizers. What is clearly an ad hoc explana-
tion in Ol. becomes fact in the scholia.

1% Tt is to be assumed that Ol. did not consider contemporary texts to be
reliable on matters of punctuation. Burnet did not punctuate at all here, but
Ol.’s interest in classification alerts him to the need for it.

Bt On Ol’s fondness for recasting the text into syllogisms of various
figures, see Tarrant (1997c).
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4.14. ‘Like those who draft resolutions in the people’s Assembly’
(451b7-c1): in the old days if someone had a motion, or a law to
propose, or something else to say, the clerk of the assembly would
announce his name and that of his deme and that of his father,
e.g. ‘Demosthenes, [son] of Demosthenes, from Paianieus’. If on
some occasions he had to read several motions, in the first he
would announce the name of the proposer, his father and his
deme, and with the rest of the motions, so as not to repeat himself
unnecessarily, he would say ‘“The other details are the same, but
another motion is to be read’.!52 In the same way Socrates says ‘If
someone asked me, “What does calculation deal with?” I would
have said in the words of the clerk, “The other details are the
same”.” Note that the things that arithmetic deals with are also
what calculation deals with, namely the even and the odd, but
arithmetic deals with their forms, and calculation with their
matter.

4.15. ‘Calculation considers how numerous the odd and the even
are, both relative to themselves and relative to each other’ (451c3-
4): for multiplication can be self-multiplication and other-multipli-
cation. Self-multiplication is when I multiply the even by the even
or the odd by the odd, other-multiplication when I multiply odd by
the even or even by the odd.

4.16. ‘And if someone asked about astronomy’ (451c5): he chose
[the example of] arithmetic because of its precision, and that of
astronomy because of its high regard.

4.17. ‘The sun, and the moon’ (451c9): he mentions these be-
cause they are sources of light, and because by knowledge of them
we know the other [heavenly bodies], and because knowledge of
their eclipses is difficult, and because with their changing phases
all things in this world change perceptibly.!33

4.18. ‘It is one of the crafts about what?’ (451d5): ‘you too, Gor-
gias’, he says, ‘tell us which of the things that are these speeches of
yours are about: the speech with which rhetoric professes to deal’.

152 Note Ol.’s readiness to supply historical information to explain the
text. The material here is similar to that in Amm., In De Int. 46.5-47.5,
where this passage of Grg. is referred to, and probably derives from an earlier
Grg.-commentary, as it appears also in the scholia. The example of Demos-
thenes is common to all three.

153 Ol. perceives that Plato had no need to single out these two ‘planets’,
and so seeks to explain their relative importance.
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Lecture 515¢ (451d7-54b4)

5.1. ‘The greatest things in human affairs, Socrates,” (451d7):
instructed by Socrates’ examples, Gorgias gets nearer the truth.
Nevertheless, he too affects the boastfulness of Polus, and like him
he praised rhetoric, rather than specifying what it is. So he too fails
to say what sort of speech rhetoric deals with, or about what sort of
matters it makes its speeches. Instead he praises these matters.

Note that Gorgias does not contribute his remark knowledge-
ably. Neverthless it is a good and valid point that these matters are
the greatest and best, for nothing is greater than the good, the fine
and the just.!3® For the good is from God and extends over all
things, so that it reaches even as far as matter itself (assuming that
[matter] makes a contribution to the task of the creator) and we call
that good. But the fine does not extend to all things. For matter is
good, though not fine, but base. For the fine is predicated of forms
alone. And of course a form that is not fitting we call base.!3 So the
poet says of Thersites,

‘he was the the basest man to come to Troy’.

The just applies to animate creatures—and of these not all, but only
those who are able to assign to each his due—and not at all to the
inanimate. For no-one speaks of a just meadow.

5.2. And as a rule, as it was said in the Alcibiades,1%7 if we extend
our attention to all visible things, these three things do not entail
each other, but if we attend to acts, they do. For every good act is

1% 1In lecture 5 Ol continues to discuss Gorgias’ ‘ambiguous’ answer to So-
crates’ question about his profession. He includes an explanation of references
to ancient drinking-songs (skolia) and music.

155 For the distinctions between these three which follow see also 10.1,
13.6. The question had become a topos to be discussed in relation to Alc. 114b
ff., but even Ol.’s commentary (109-110, cf.126) is very different from what we
find here (and at 13.6), drawing on both Proclus (In Alc. 319-322) and Iam-
blichus, who have more interest in details of the application of these terms to
the higher metaphysical levels. Ol.’s treatment here is notable for explain-
ing the differences almost exclusively with reference to the absence of justice
from things without rational soul and of beauty from that which has no form,
and this perhaps indicates his current desire to avoid matters of theology.

1% Cf. 12.10, where Iliad 2.216 (quoted below) is again quoted.

157 1t is clear that this statement is only correct if it applies to the inter-
pretation of Alc. which has been encountered. The different emphasis in the
extant commentary on Alc. (109-110, 126) suggest that Ol.’s lectures would
have been different at this stage of his career.
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also just and fine, and every fine act is also good and just, and
every just act is also good and fine.

So Socrates criticizes Gorgias’ answer on two grounds, that it is
ambiguous and that it is unclear. Note that someone who gives a
definition of something needs to speak unambiguously and clear-
ly. For as Plato says elsewhere,!%® when inquiring into something
we must grasp the substance of it, since ignorance of the substance
of what is being sought necessarily leads to getting it all wrong.
For example, when inquiring into the immortality of the soul we
ought first to seek the substance of it. Definitions teach the sub-
stance. Therefore definitions need to be agreed, since they are the
starting points of demonstration.

Now the statement of Gorgias is ambiguous, because it is not his
speech alone that is the greatest and best. For the doctor also makes
the same claim, ‘I deal with the greatest matters, for what is greater
than health?’; the trainer too says ‘I deal with the greatest matters,
for what is greater than beauty?’; and the businessman praises
money in the same way. Both the doctor and the trainer dispute
with Gorgias—though not with each other, for health comes with a
sort of beauty (or harmony, if not physical beauty)—but the
businessman disputes with Gorgias and with everyone else too.
Hence Gorgias’ ambiguity. And he is unclear because he did not
distinguish [rhetoric’s] concerns but resorted to praise [of them].1%9
5.3. Note that [Socrates] does not criticize Gorgias directly, but
composes the argument as if from certain traders and others en-
countered at a drinking-party. So since he mentions the drinking-
song, we must remember our history and only then offer an
interpretation.1%’ Note that in ancient times music was a matter of
great moment. For it charmed the passions. By music I mean the
divine and not the debased product. That it was divine is shown by
the traces that are still preserved.!®! That’s how, on hearing the

158 Cf. 2.1, where Phdr. (237bc) was important. Scholars would nowadays
think rather of Meno (71a, 86d, 100b).

189 This sentence is itself vague, the word for ‘concerns’ being the uni-
formative mpdypata, chosen because it appears in the lemma. The words in
square brackets have been supplied in the belief that Ol. is repeating the same
claim as he made at 5.1 (p. 39.8-10W), where that term appears twice.

160 Perhaps the clearest indication of the importance, in Ol, for the
commentator to be historically informed. cf. 4.14 etc.

161 Gee also Ol. in David 64.32-65.2 (and perhaps beyond). For reference to
surviving traces of ancient uses of music, and the Pythagoras-story which
follows, see Amm., In Isag. 13.21-25; Elias, In Isag. (31.8-18) has comparable
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trumpet, we are roused to war, or, on hearing flute or lyre, to plea-
sure. In ancient times melodies were medicines for the passions.
That’s how the weary obtained relief from their fatigue by sing-
ing, and even in religious contexts appropriate melodies were
sung, and erotic desires too were calmed by certain kinds of
melodies.

An illustration: Pythagoras once met a young man accompa-
nied by a girl playing the lyre. Being versed in assessing charac-
ter from external features, he recognized that the young man’s
nature was good and that he was able to be benefited. Taking pity
on him he instructed the girl to turn the pipe or the lyre around
and to play it in that way. At once she produced a melody that
calmed the young man’s desire.

5.4. For this reason Plato too instructed those in his republic!62 to
value music, not popular music, however, but the music that
adorns the soul. So he said they should care about sentiments,
narration, harmony, rhythm, dance-figures, and the like. By
sentiments he meant not those that lead to emotional song, such as
Achilles wailing and grieving by the ships, but those that have
power over the passions, such as ‘Endure my heart, you have
endured other worse things’.162 And he insisted on narration too
being divine and not base, and the same with harmony, and on
appropriate rhythm, and on lofty dance-figures.

5.5. They made particular use of music at drinking-parties, since
these parties could stir up the passions. Dancing used to take place,
and when they moved from left to right, that was called a pre-ode,
when from right to left, an after-ode, and when to the middle a
mid-ode. And when, if turned to the rear, they proceeded to the
right, they called it a turn, if to the middle a mid-ode, and if to the
left a reverse-turn. Stesichorus too mentions these things.!6¢ These

material. The (contemporary) illustration immediately following shows the
divinity of music by establishing its general power to charm the emotions,
and the one after shows how this power used to be used specifically for curing
them.

162 See Rep. 2-3, 377a-40la. Again the reference is to the state sketched
within Rep., not to the work which is generally referred to in the plural to
avoid confusion. Exceptions appear in traditional material at 0.1 (an ambigu-
ous case) and 46.9 twice, where it seems that the latter example at least is due
to Jamblichus, and where the former example follows so closely on the
normal plural (both at 241.12W) that no confusion is risked.

163 Homer, Od. 19.18 quoted by Plato, 390d.

164 Stesichorus appears to have written on topics such as music and metre
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dances were symbolic, for they were imitating the movements of
the heavens. For movement from left to right is setting, and from
right to left is rising. Similarly those beginning to sing and in
mid-song and at the end of the song were suggesting the earth,
which is the starting-point as the centre, the mid-point by position,
and the final point as the foundation of all things. Now when the
music left off for a time, they took wreaths. And someone took it
and then when singing did not pass it on to the next man but to the
one opposite him, then he to the first, and that one to the second.
The transfer was crooked and as a result it has been called the
skolion—the ‘crooked song’.165

5.6. Note then that they were talking of songs. And the doctor said
‘My task is the greatest; for who does not love to possess health?’.
The trainer says the same about fine physique, and the business-
man about money, and someone else says that it is a fine thing to
be in one’s prime with one’s friends. [Socrates] omits this last as of
no use to him, and employs the [first] three.166

What he says amounts to the following: ‘You say, Gorgias, “I
deal with the greatest matters”; but the doctor would say to me “Do
you allow him to say that? He is wrong, for I deal with the greatest
matters, and neither you nor Gorgias possess anything greater
than health.” In the same way both the trainer and the business-
man will praise their own task. Since this is what they say, try to
tell me clearly what are the materials of rhetoric’.

And [Gorgias] answers, near the truth, but he does not clearly
spell it out. For he says ‘[Rhetoric] is persuading jurymen in court
and councillors in council and assembled citizens in the assem-
bly’. Observe how he speaks unclearly—except that by court he is
alluding to the just, by council to the beneficial, by assembly to the

(see TB1-20 in Davis, 1991, 145-48). Comparable sources for dance movements
and their imitation of the heavens are late, and include scholia on Pindar
and a passage of Marius Victorinus. See Mullen (1982), 225-30.

1% Finally Ol. gives an etymology of skolion, as if etymology were a key to
understanding. Likewise we find alternative etymologies in Plutarch, Mor.
615bc, one of which is close to that given here. The skolion has also attracted
much comment in the scholia, with greater emphasis on historical and
literary matters. Carbonara Naddei comments at length. For the skolion see
further Michaelides (1978), 297, Barker (1984), 103 n.16.

16 The fourth line is given in the scholia and by Athenaeus 694c. As
Carbonara Naddei notes, 151-2, some account is taken of the general
sentiment of the fourth line in other Platonic passages treating the first
three.
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fine.!87 And he said ‘to persuade’, which is the activity; and this is
fine too, for it’s got to have an activity, but not necessarily a
result.!68 For the doctor heals, i.e. ‘engages in an activity creative of
health’, but he does not necessarily heal everyone. So too the orator
professes persuasion, but he does not necessarily have persuasion
as his result.

5.7. ‘Wealth without deceit.” (451e5): the businessman does not
seek wealth without deceit, but with great tyranny.!%® But since
[Socrates] offers the saying as from the composer of the song, he
adds ‘without deceit’.

5.8. ‘And suppose after him the trainer’ (452bl): he cited the
trainer after the doctor, since the doctor deals with the parts [of the
body] just by themselves, whereas the trainer deals with the com-
bination of them and such and such a state of agreement between
the parts and their beauty.

59. ‘In complete disdain for them all’ (452b8): note how he no
longer adds ‘without dishonesty’, since it is the businessman him-
self who speaks, who has contempt for all others.

5.10. ‘It is in reality the greatest good, Socrates’ (452d5): Gorgias
answers and says ‘My task is the one which is in truth the greatest
good and the cause both of freedom for men and rule over others
for each orator in his own city’. Note that he speaks badly: for how
is anybody a cause of freedom who does not cast off his own en-
slavement, I mean enslavement by the passions? For as Sophocles
says in the Republic (329c), the passions are like a rabid dog and a
savage master. So this sort of rhetoric, with bad ends in view,
cannot bring freedom. Furthermore it does not have power over all,
but is even in another’s power. For the crafts have need of one
another, so that though a doctor in some trouble has need of an
orator, it is also the case that the orator when sick has need of the
doctor and summons him.

5.11. ‘And I tell you, with this power’ (452e4-5): observe how
Socrates here calls it power, but later he will show that [Gorgias’
rhetoric] is not power. For power always aims at the good.!7?

167 This odd intrusion of what is almost allegory arises from OL’s need to
underline trichotomies which have already appeared at 4.4 and 5.1.

168 Tt may be that Ol is calling attention to Gorgias’ use of the present
infinitive, nel@elv, at 452e8, inplying a process rather than a completed act.

189 The scholia have ‘Even if it comes with tyranny’, which may well have
been the lecturer’s intention here too.

170 Rhetoric’s lack of power is a pervasive theme in this commentary, and
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[Gorgias] says to him ‘If you profess this [craft], you will have
everyone as your slave, the doctor and the trainer and the money-
maker’. I have explained how the crafts have need of one another.
5.12.  ‘For be sure I am persuaded’ (453a8): he is going to show
that there are two modes of proceeding by question and answer,
one aiming at victory, one at the discovery of truth. These modes
differ from one another in regard to insight and in regard to life.
[They differ] in regard to life, because the mode aiming at the
discovery of truth will be refuted and yield in a friendly manner,
whereas the mode that aims at victory will not accept refutation but
is likely both to batter the interlocutor and to upset the audience.1?!
[They differ] in regard to insight, because the mode aiming at
victory is prepared to win on the basis of ignorance, whereas the
mode that aims at discovery tries to learn.!7?

So Socrates offers an invitation to be refuted rather than to refute.
For a man who is refuted is benefited. So he says “That is my
preference: now you tell me first whether you prefer to converse in
that manner, so that if you persuade me I shall follow your teach-
ings, and if I refute you and persuade you, you will follow mine’.
But in a bid to escape the encounter Gorgias says (458b-c): ‘There
are many who wish to question me and I must answer them as
they desire, so that they will not depart’. Then, after they say ‘We
are not reluctant, indeed we shall greatly enjoy the encounter’,
and in fact enthusiastically say ‘No-one finds it tedious listening to
you’, he is shamed into agreeing to the questioning and answer-
ing.

So since, as I have said, this is what [Gorgias] is going to say,
Socrates begins by saying to him ‘Tell me yourself which is your
choice, and I will tell you mine’. He teaches us in this way that the
leader of the conversation must not leap ahead and say ‘I know
what you want to say and it is not the case’. For if one says this and
begins to undermine [the thesis], one overturns oneself rather
than the interlocutor. For he can say ‘I did not say that, you did’.
5.13. ‘The one who paints figures’ (453c7-8): if Zeuxis had been
the only one, clearly he would himself have painted all the

indeed in Grg., though most prominent in the arguments with Polus. Ol
chooses therefore to emphasize foreshadowings of the power theme, cf. 7.1.

1l W.’s <0¢> seems superfluous.

172 Cf. 8.1. The most obvious Platonic text for highlighting these contrasts
is Euthd; but within the Neoplatonic corpus the key text may be rather Tht.
164c-168c.
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animals, and there would have been no point in asking what sorts
of animals. But since there were many of them, he does not fall
into error in asking what sort of living creatures.!” ‘So you now tell
me about what sort of things you produce persuasion, since
arithmetic too concerns persuasion. For it persuades concerning
problems of odd and even.” Note that the persuasion of rhetoric is
persuasive, whereas the persuasion of arithmetic and similar
sciences is instructive.!74

5.14. ‘Then answer, Gorgias’ (454b3): ‘Since you too, Gorgias,
believe that persuasion is associated with other crafts too, please tell
me what sort of persuasion it falls to rhetoric to produce.’

Lecture 6!75 (454b-455d)

6.1. ‘Well then, Socrates, I say it is the craft of persuasion’ (454b):
Gorgias has been taught a lesson and has [now] stated the activity
of rhetoric, i.e. persuading, its goal, i.e. persuasion,!’® and its ma-
terials. Next Socrates investigates how many modes of persuasion
there are. For as Socrates himself will say, one mode of persuasion
is instructive, the other merely persuasive. And the instructive
mode is internally motivated and for those with vision, while the
merely persuasive mode is externally motivated and is as if for the
blind.!?7 For instance, if someone asks a man of understanding if
the soul is immortal, he is not swept along by external forces so as

178 Ol.’s explanation sounds even odder than the Platonic original. Dodds
(1959), ad loc., observes that Zeuxis was famed for the originality of his
subjects, hence did paint different sorts of figures from his rivals.

14 Persuasive vs. pedagogic reasoning will be the subject of the next
lecture.

1% In lecture 6 Ol discusses Gorgias’ specification of rhetoric as the craft of
persuasion, and analyses different kinds of rhetoric.

16 1t is important to note that Ol. here sees ‘persuasion’ primarily from
the point of view of the person persuaded: i.e. as persuasion-induced confi-
dence.

177 This standard contrast between two kinds of rhetoric is foreshadowed
at 3.9 and 5.13, but is otherwise confined to this lecture. For the image of
vision used here, the obvious Platonic text for comparison is Tht. 200e-201c,
where it is pointed out that a jury will believe a witness or witnesses in a case
where knowledge is impossible unless one had oneself seen the crime com-
mitted. Note how the internal/external motivation distinction, intended to
apply to those persuaded rather than their persuaders, runs parallel to the in-
structive /merely persuasive rhetoric distinction; Ol. has earlier cited Gorgias
himself as an example of one who is externally-motivated (€tepoxivniog), i.e.
at the bidding of others (1.8, 1.11), and seen the rhetorician as one depend-
ent on the expertise of the statesman, 2.4.
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to say ‘Yes, immortal, that’s what Plato and Aristotle think’.178
Instead, he tries on his own initiative to put forward demon-
strations of his own.

By contrast the merely persuasive mode is externally produced
and relies on others. If the course of action for which it relies on
another’s judgment is good, it is like the blind being led by those
who see, while if their decision is poor and one has been steered
towards it by another’s judgment, it is like the blind being led by
the blind. Hence we should recognize that the merely persuasive
[mode of persuasion] deals with falsehoods as well as truths,
whereas learning, i.e. instructive [persuasion], only applies to
truths. The following syllogism of the second figure is possible:

Merely persuasive [persuasion] produces true and false beliefs.
Instructive [persuasion] does not produce true and false beliefs.
Therefore merely persuasive [persuasion] is not instructive. 17

6.2. So Gorgias says ‘I deal with persuasion directed towards the
mob’. Hence it is shown by three means that Gorgias employed
the merely persuasive mode. First, from the qualities of the persons
concerned, because he was speaking to non-experts and to the
democracy, and not to a governing élite. Second, from the refer-
ence to ‘the greatest of matters’, because non-experts were listening
to these greatest of matters. Third, from the time involved, because
they used to speak in a short time owing to its being measured by
the clepsydra.!80

So if they spoke about the greatest of matters even to non-experts,
and sought to persuade them in a short time, that was not
productive of understanding. It is reasonable enough that even
non-experts should be persuaded, but it was not possible for them to

" In De An. 3.5 the active intellect part of the soul alone achieves this
status. Earlier Aristotelian works in which he might have been more recep-
tive to the idea of personal immortality may not have survived until Ol.’s day,
but probably still exerted an indirect influence. Ol as a follower of Ammo-
nius adopts a Platonizing reading of Aristotle, and commentaries on the De
Anima by late Neoplatonists illustrate how his theory of the intellect can be
reconciled with Plato; see further H,J. Blumenthal (1976, 1981).

"8 In the syllogism the normal word for ‘instructive’ (818acxaiixdg) has
been replaced by ‘productive of understanding’ (ématnuovixdg), but with no
real change of meaning, since it is regularly assumed that understanding is
the result of any genuine teaching-process.

8 Another of Ol.’s speculative historical notes: as Ap. shows by Socrates’
complaints (37ab), this was an Athenian practice not adopted by the Greek
world at large.



100 OLYMPIODORUS’ COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S GORGIAS

acquire understanding in a short time—it needs longer.181 So
[Gorgias] did not practise instructive persuasion.

It is worth inquiring why we criticize rhetoric for not being
instructive. For if demonstrations and understanding are of the
universal, whereas this activity deals with particulars, it is with
good justification that it is not instructive but merely persuasive.
We say that even those who concern themselves with particulars
are able to use syllogisms, but that syllogisms cannot be derived
from two particular premises—in every case one must be univer-
sal. For instance:

So-and-so is a thief,
Every thief is unjust—note the universal,
Therefore so-and-so is unjust.

So they too should have used a universal premise, but they were
unable to, since they persisted in composing their speeches for
delivery to non-experts.!82

6.3. ‘And about the things which are just and unjust.’ (454b7):
[Gorgias] referred only to justice and injustice, leaving aside the
fine and the beneficial, because rhetoric primarily deals with the
justice and injustice .183

6.4. ‘I also of course suspected’ (454b8): I have already said (5.12)
that a participant in a philosophical discussion should not leap
ahead and say to the other ‘I know what you mean to say’, since, if
he is going to refute it, it is himself and not another whom he
refutes. What Socrates is saying is this: ‘I suspected, indeed knew,
that you were going to say this, but I didn’t say so before, so that
you would respect this rule in my case too, and not leap ahead of
my replies. I am not saying this [just] on your account, but
because I want what remains to be properly completed’.

6.5. ‘Do you call something having learnt?’ (454c7-8): at this point
[Socrates] begins to divide persuasion into the instructive and the
merely persuasive. First he divides, then he demonstrates, since
demonstrations are based on division. Observe that persuasion can
be of two kinds, as I have already said (6.1), and also threefold, if
we include the conviction that is superior to demonstration, and

1Bl Cf. again Ap. 37ab.

82 The material of this paragraph is obviously important for Olympio-
doran Platonism, being comparable with In Alc. 89.13-18, 165.1-8 and In Phd.
2.16.

18 Cf. 4.4 etc.
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which proceeds from the common notions, and says ‘things equal
to the same thing are themselves equal’, or ‘if equal numbers are
added to equal numbers, the sums are equal’.!8

6.6. ‘Yes, you’re right in thinking so’ (454d4): Gorgias has
assumed it to be so, whereas Socrates demonstrates it.

6.7. ‘Is there any true and false conviction?’ (454d5): here is the
first premise of the syllogism.

6.8. ‘Now then, is there true and false knowledge?’ (454d6-7): here
is the second premise, which says that understanding cannot be
both true and false.

6.9. ‘Then it’s clear that it’s not the same’ (454d7-8): the con-
clusion, that the merely persuasive [mode of rhetoric] does not also
lead to understanding.185

6.10. ‘Without knowing’ (454e4): he uses ‘knowledge’ as an
alternative for ‘understanding’, as Aristotle too says in his work on
demonstration.!8 ‘Since knowing and understanding are the same
thing’. Remember this, for we are going to need it (10.1-2).

6.11. ‘Then neither does the orator teach’ (455a2-3): ‘He’s not
instructive’, he says, ‘but persuasive’. This happens, when there is a
confusion of roles. For we must understand that the same thing
can be the concern of the statesman, the orator and the individual
craftsman in one way or another. For the statesman gives the
instruction that there should be a doctor in the city,!87 and that the
doctor be a worker

‘for cutting out arrows and applying gentle remedies’.188

Then comes the orator who merely persuades. And just as the
doctor uses different remedies to treat different sufferings, so too
the orator persuades in a variety of ways to suit the individual
case.!89 He persuades the doctor with one group of arguments, the
engineer with another. But once he has persuaded the doctor, the

18 These are the first two ‘common notions’ (KE 1-2) which are found in
Euclid, Elements 1.1.1. It is taken for granted that Aristotle is correct in
requiring indemonstrable first principles. On common notions see Tarrant
(1997b), 18892,

18 QOl. as often carefully points out during the reading of the text the
elements of the argument, and the way they can be read as syllogisms.

18 An.Po. 71a26-29 etc.

87 W. compares Rep. 407¢-408b; Euthd. 291d-292a seems no less relevant.

188 Homer, II. 11.515.

18 Cf. Phdr. 271d-272a.
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orator should say nothing further by way of medical advice—only
the doctor [should speak]. Otherwise there will be confusion [of
roles].

For instance Gorgias himself says ‘I'm more of a doctor even
than doctors, because when my brother Herodicus was unable to
persuade the sick man to take the cure, I persuaded him’. Note that
he shouldn’t speak like this, for he didn’t persuade him by means
of medical knowledge. So if he claims to be a doctor, he will be
also an engineer and a builder, and there will be confusion;19¢ so
there ought to be a proper allocation of duties. That was the trouble
when Demosthenes, who was a orator, caused confusion by say-
ing they should fight in Macedonia,!®! for that is not an orator’s
task but a general’s. The latter is the man who says where to fight
and how, just as the engineer says where there should be a
harbour or a wall, and where there should not be. So each person
should stick to his own steps in the process, the doctor to medical
tasks, the engineer to engineering matters, the musician to his
own tasks—so that he should not only have concern for harmony
(i.e. that of the lyre), but also for the finest of sentiments, since
music is directed towards men, not towards irrational animals—
though even irrational creatures delight in a tune: shepherds for
instance use one tune to drive the sheep to grazing, and another to
summon them and bring them into one place. So one should not
practise music in this narrow sense, but the sentiments should be
urbane and not the mythical things they say about the gods, nor
the sorts of things they say about weeping heroes. For not even in
the case of men should you recite songs about their eating meat and
drinking wine,!%? since these songs suit those who live like
grazing-beasts.!?3 In every case let each man take care of his own

0 An important tactic for Ol is to make Grg.’s emphasis on distinguish-
ing the arenas of the crafts correspond to the Republic’s doctrine of the
division of labour.

9 Demosthenes 4.19-23, 40-45.

2 Ol is thinking of the latter part of Rep. 2 (377e ff.), where Plato
criticizes Homer and others for basely misrepresenting the gods in their
stories, and the early part of Rep. 3 where their portrait of heroes is also
criticized, as when it involves unwarranted expressions of grief (387d-388b) or
over-indulgence in food and liquor (389e-390b).

193 Phlb. 21c compares the life of neat pleasure rather with that of jellyfish
or shellfish. But the present term occurs at Laws 807a, and is particularly apt
for those who spend all their time eating.
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proper task and not lay hands on someone else’s.!%* Otherwise
confusion is bound to occur.

6.12.  ‘For I tell you, I can’t yet grasp’ (455b1): Socrates presents
himself as puzzled in order that he may encourage Gorgias to
enter into a dialectical discussion.

6.13. ‘You must suppose that I'm also’ (455¢5): I said earlier that
we sometimes use the passions opportunely and for benefit (3.13).
That’s surely how Socrates earlier asked him to be brief (449c). So
now too he exploits [Gorgias’] ambition with benefit. Accordingly
he makes this claim: ‘There are those here who want to be your
students. I am leader of these students, and I'm asking you a
question on their behalf, for they’re probably embarrassed to ask
you themselves. So though it’s by me that you’re asked, imagine
that you are being asked by them too—something like this: “What
shall we get out of it if we study with you, Gorgias? On which
topics can we become competent to advise the city? Is it only about
the just and the unjust, or also about the kind of thing Socrates was
referring to?” So try, Gorgias, to answer me and them’. Observe the
Socratic character—he even calls himself a student, because he
welcomes the advantage.

Lecture 7195 (455 d6-457 c3)

7.1. “Yes, I’ll try to reveal clearly the whole power of rhetoric to
you, Socrates’ (455 d6): encouraged by what Socrates has said to
him, Gorgias undertakes to reveal all the mysteries of rhetoric to
Socrates. So he says ‘I will reveal clearly to you the power of
rhetoric’. And observe that he called it ‘power’. Power operates in
two ways, for the good and also for the bad, but what operates in
two ways is not good. What? We have received internal motiva-
tion!%% from God. Must it not always be a good thing that we have?
We say that it was God himself who gave us internal motivation,

™ Ol. has allowed himself to be side-tracked into discussing the proper
role of the musician because it might look to pupils as if he were not allow-
ing the musician to have a moral role; he now returns to the main subject of
the lemma.

% In lecture 7 Ol. comments on Gorgias’ claim about the power of rhetoric
(see note on 5.11), and the rhetorical teacher’s non-responsibility for its
misuse. Ol. expresses his own views on the notion of ‘power’ (dynamis) and
pedagogic responsibilty.

1% Te. the power to act as we choose, power within ourselves.
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and he is not responsible for our wrongdoing. But because he also
gave us the common notions, we ought to compare actions by
judging in accordance with them and not keep acting for the
worse. So too he gave us eyes for the better, but there are occasions
when we use them for the worse. That’s how Paris looked upon
Helen with intemperate eyes.

7.2. Note that Gorgias is defending his own craft. For we must
understand that Gorgias arrived in Argos, and they were so hostile
to him that they imposed a penalty on those who studied with
him. So he says ‘We should not hate the teachers of rhetoric. For
the physical trainer and the all-out fighter!®? and the teacher of
hoplite-combat are not to be blamed, but only those who learn and
make bad use of it. So too the teacher of rhetoric is not responsible,
but only those who learn it and use it badly’.

But we say that those who teach it are also responsible. For if
they said ‘Do not use it badly’, they would be blameless, but as it is
they do not give this warning. Nor would they be good even if
they did warn them, since their knowledge of things is not based
on scientific understanding. That they do not warn them to use
[rhetoric] for the good!?8 is clear from their composing speeches
for incoherent and unreal cases too, thinking them worthy of
equal honours.1%? So it is a pointless boast [of Gorgias’] when he
steals the business of the various particular craftsmen. For he says
‘We [orators] are persuasive about dockyards and other things and
we persuade the sick to take their medicine’. But note that this is
not the task of orators. For the statesman gives the instruction that
there be a doctor, and the orator ought only to persuade, and then
the particular craftsman proceeds to his work as he wishes.

7.3. ‘Yes, Gorgias, that’s said about Themistocles’ (456a4): The-
mistocles is older than Socrates, hence [Socrates] said ‘That’s said’.
Pericles is a contemporary, as he reminds us in the Alcibiades. By

97 In a long marginal note on the pankratiast, the fighter who engages
in a mixture of boxing and wrestling, the MS. quotes extensively from an
extant work of Philostratus, De Gymn. 265-6 Kayser.

1% Reading <én’> aya6d.

% These incoherent or unreal cases, or doVotata {ntiuata, are referred to
by Hermogenes, De Stat. 31.19-34.15 Rabe, who begins by defining their
opposite, the ouveot@dta {ntiuara. Ol’s point is that rhetoric cannot be attach-
ing importance to its own good use, if it prides itself on the care it takes over
incoherent cases. The term dotvotata {ntiuara is very helpful for Ol.’s
purpose, since it seems to conflict with the popular definition of any craft as a

cuoTHa.
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‘wall through the middle’ [Socrates] means the one which still
exists in Greece. For [Pericles] constructed the middle wall on
Munychia too, one part looking down on Piraeus and the other on
Phaleron, intending that if one [wall] were overthrown the other
would still be of service for quite some time.200

7.4. ‘Yes, that’s what amazes me, Gorgias, and that’s why I’'ve
been asking you all this time’2%! (456a4): he calls [the power of
rhetoric] ‘demonic’, not in praise but being critical, for he is
criticising him for his arrogance. Note that the immortals and the
angels are always good, so we do not say that an angel is bad. The
division between the good and the bad begins to occur at the level
of demons, for demons are bad.22 So ‘demonic’ means ‘bad’. And
if someone says ‘But if he criticizes, why does he express amaze-
ment at it?’, 203 answer that the term is sometimes understood in a
bad sense.

7.5. ‘Yes, and if you only knew the whole of it’ (456a7): [Gorgias]
thought that [Socrates] had been frank in praise of it and replies ‘If
you knew everything about rhetoric you would be full of praise for
it’,
7.6. ‘And I tell you, if an orator and a doctor went into any city’
(456b6): he proceeds to the universal from a particular example and
he undertakes to persuade everyone.

7.7. ‘And he had to compete in speeches’ (456b7): ‘speeches’ is
well put, for he is now not referring to actions. For the orator does
not know what sort of purgation it is necessary to administer.

7.8. ‘A mass of people’ (456¢6): ‘mass’ is well put, since he mostly
has to do with uneducated people and the rabble.

20 On the walls see Dodds’ note on e6. Two basic related problems occur

here: (i) is Ol identifying the ‘wall through the middle’ with the ‘middle
wall’ or distinguishing it? (ii) does ‘looking down on’ refer to the ends or
the sides of the ‘middle wall? The pair of walls alluded to at the end of 7.3
must surely be the original Long Walls to Piraeus and Phaleron respectively,
either of which could continue to serve without the other so long as the
middle wall from Athens lo Munychia was intact. Yet the wall described as on
Munychia sounds more like connecting wall between Piraeus and Phaleron,
which was relevant if the middle wall was to serve effectively. While this
distinction may have been intended, it is not clearly made, and one should
recognize Ol.’s lack of intimate knowledge of Athenian geography, which
might have caused some confusion.

A1 Ol reads ndAlv (again) for ndiar (all this time).

22 Note that Ol.’s super-human powers now include angels (cf. 49.1),
hence demons can now be seen as universally bad. This would have been an
advantage when presenting his ideas to Christian audiences.

23 favpdlw frequently means ‘I admire’.
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7.9. ‘Among masses’ (457a6): observe again that he professes to
speak to the mob. ‘In short” means ‘in brief’.

Lecture 820¢ (457c4-460a)

'8.1. ‘I think that you as well as I, Gorgias’ (457c4): This is where
he means to say what we spoke of earlier (5.12). For since he
intends to refute him, in order that [Gorgias] should not be upset
by being refuted, he first draws a distinction between modes of
debate.205 He says there are two: one aiming at the discovery of
truth, the other aiming at victory.2% Note that these modes differ in
procedure and in result in regard to both insight and life. [They
differ] in procedure in regard to life, because the mode which
aims at truth makes its points with goodwill, whereas the other
does so polemically. [They differ in procedure] in regard to in-
sight, because the mode that welcomes truth aims at its own bene-
fit, whereas the other mode aims at conflict and demolition [of the
argument].297 [They differ] in life in regard to the result, because
those who aim at truth depart in possession of the firmest friend-
ship, whereas those who [aim at] victory depart in conflict, strik-
ing one another, so that their hearers too are annoyed and criticize
themselves for the simple reason that they have listened.208

So he says ‘I prefer to be refuted and to refute; and in particular to
be refuted, if I speak badly, since it is better to be benefited’—for the

2 In lecture 8 Ol. comments on Gorgias’ disinclination to subject
himself to the elenchus. He analyses two sorts of refutation.

25 On this distinction compare 5.12 above, with note.

26 The passage which follows is full of difficulties, not least because Ol. (or
the recorder) does not give the way in which the two modes differ in result
from the cognitive point of view: presumably one terminating in knowledge,
the other in ignorance. We should have expected the lecturer to have been
more careful with his dichotomies in view of their popularity: the margina-
lia here include a valiant attempt at reconstruction, many features of which
cannot be deduced from the text. The parallel text at 5.12 is little help here.
The contrasts in regard to life are their willingness/unwillingness to be
refuted (procedural?) and the resultant friendship/hostility; the contrast with
regard to insight is again a single one, between the attempt at discovery and
the willingness to win the argument in ignorance.

27 Here xatdAvolg must be employed in its destructive sense, though it can
also be used for coming to terms.

28 Reminiscent of the reaction that the Isocrates-figure tells Crito he
would have experienced had he heard Socrates conversing with the eristics at
Euthd. 305a2, though very different to the reaction of the actual spectators
(303b).
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doctor too is more disposed to be healed than to heal—'and to refute
him if he speaks badly’—for it would be impious to let it pass
{unrefuted]. For if doctors drive out foul humours from the body, so
too, only much more, philosophers strive to clean out the wicked
opinions from the soul.2?

8.2. But in response Gorgias seeks to escape and says ‘But these
people present here presumably do not want speech but actions,
and we must also be concerned for them and release them.” But
when he said that, there was a protest, as those present say ‘We are
very happy to listen.” And Chaerephon says ‘All those present here
and I too are willing to listen.” Then Callicles says ‘It would give
me pleasure to listen all day long.” So when they said this, Gorgias,
though unwilling, agrees through shame to gratify them by being
refuted. And then they put forward their views and proceed to the
encounter, and [Socrates] refutes him.

8.3. ‘Speaking wrongly or enigmatically’ (457d2-3): ‘wrongly’
concerns the thought, ‘enigmatically’ concerns the expression.21¢
8.4. ‘You’re saying things which don’t quite follow’ (457¢2): note
the divine character of Socrates. For he did not say ‘You speak
inconsistently and falsely’, but ‘not quite consistently’, taking the
sting out of the allegation with his restraint.

8.5. ‘Than to rid someone else of it’ (458a7): for one who has not
previously purified himself could never purify another.

8.6. ‘As a false belief’ (458a8-b1): he says this in the Theaetetus.?!!
For there is nothing worse than a false opinion. And if the opinion
that is false were only to do with words, there would be no great
damage. But if it concerns the greatest matters, it is the cause of a
great deal of harm.

8.7. ‘But perhaps we ought to have thought of these people here
too’ (458b5-6): for it is a mark of someone who loves himself to be
concerned for himself alone and not for those with him. For we
ought to be concerned that everyone should benefit.

29 For the medical comparison when treating elenchus see Sph. 230b-e, a
passage with great influence from the earliest years of the revival of ancient
Platonism (see especially Philo of Larissa apud Stob. EcL 2.39.20ff.).

20 Grg. 457d, and so too Ol., uses the corresponding positive adverbs. We
have adjusted to suit Irwin’s translation.

2 W, cites 194c1-2, but unless Ol is referring to the more familiar pas-
sage from the ethical digression, 176bc, then it is likely that he has confused
Tht. with Sph. 230b—e, where Theaetetus is again interlocutor.
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8.8. ‘We’ll prolong it’ (458b7-c1): ‘Let us not’, he says, ‘stretch out
the discourse and find that those present are getting no benefit
[from it]’.

8.9. ‘The noise’ (458¢c3): Chaerephon says ‘Gorgias and Socrates, I
am sure you hear from the protest how everyone wishes to listen to
you’.

8.10. ‘And for myself I hope I’'m never so busy’ (458cb): as a
philosopher Chaerephon understood, and desired to listen to such a
conversation.

8.11. ‘I don’t know when I’ve been pleased’ (458d2): Callicles
did not say ‘I was benefited’, but ‘I was pleased’, indicating his
pleasure-loving nature.

8.12.  ‘It’s coming to be shameful for me’ (458d7): then Gorgias
says ‘If everyone wishes to hear me, it would be base not to engage
in discourse. For I undertook to give answers to everyone. So since
they wish it I must do what I undertook’. Here we have an ethical
lesson, that if you give an undertaking you must fulfil it and not
make a liar of yourself, but in every case bring it to completion.

Lecture 9212 (458e3-460a4)

9.1. ‘Then I’ll tell you what I am surprised at in what you are
saying, Gorgias’ (458e3): after hearing Gorgias’ inconsistent state-
ments, Socrates criticizes him. But he does not introduce his refuta-
tion in an aggressive manner, but gently and reasonably. For he
didn’t say ‘I can’t respect’ or ‘I condemn’ or anything like that, but
‘I am surprised at what you say. Perhaps this is because I didn’t
understand something which you were quite correct to say’.

It is worth stating in what sense Gorgias could have been speak-
ing well and yet Socrates not have understood him properly, and
also how Gorgias could have been speaking less well and Socrates
making a worthwhile objection. For [Gorgias] has said that the
orator deals with both justice and injustice, but also, retreating, he
said rhetoric has a power that inclines two ways, to injustice and to
justice, although it spurns injustice. Now if rhetoric concerns
justice and injustice, it knows their nature. And someone who
knows their nature is a man of understanding, and someone who

22 In lecture 9 Ol. comments on Socrates’ claim that Gorgias has given
inconsistent answers. He analyses the elenchus into its various aspects, and
comments on the first of them.
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understands is not inclined to change his mind—for while
opinions are inclined to run off, understanding does not.2!3 And
someone who cannot be persuaded to change his mind always
pursues what he understands [to be right]. So rhetoric too always
embraces justice. How then could it also incline towards wicked-
ness?

9.2. In this way [Gorgias] is refuted for not speaking well. But per-
haps it is he who spoke well, and Socrates’ refutation is misguided.
For he might object: “‘What’s this? Just because an oath precedes
medical studies, requiring doctors not to dispense harmful
medicines, and certain people disregard it and provide them, is
medicine now overturned??!4 So even if there are some who use
rhetoric for wicked purposes, it should not itself held accountable
for that.” We say to this that, whereas in that case this very act of
dispensing harmful medicines is forbidden at the outset, you do
not make a similar pronouncement that nobody should use [rheto-
ric] for wicked purposes. Furthermore this is the very definition of
rhetoric which demands it be a craft with a power to deliver a
persuasive account in every case.2!5> So in any event it has been
shown that what he said was inconsistent.

Next [Socrates] advances a refutation in two parts, one proceed-
ing from the facts of the matter, as we shall learn as the discussion
progresses,?!® and another deriving from the actual manner of his
answer. And the [refutation] deriving from his answer is itself
double, one [part] employing embarrassment, the other demon-
stration. The embarrassing [move] only reveals that [the orator] is
uneducated and not fine, but does not reveal the contrary, whereas
the demonstrative [move] does reveal the contrary, [that the orator]
is entirely ignorant of justice, by establishing a contradiction.2!?

213 Following Meno 97e-98a; the metaphor is based on the analogy of the
runaway slave.

214 Note the use of the verb dvatpénw, which may relate to the fact that this
was conventionally viewed as an anatreptic dialogue (one which trips up his
opponent).

25 The Aristotelian definition employed at the end of 1.13.

26 W, identifies this with 460a5-461b2, yet this must be mistaken. The
language at the beginning of 10.1 and the end of 10.3 confirms that 460a-461b
is thought of as the demonstrative part of the refutation from Gorgias’ an-
swers. This starts at 459¢8 (see 9.9}, but at that stage is still eliciting premises.
The refutation from facts (npdypata) is not a matter of argument at all, but the
demonstration of what Gorgias’ pupils are like in practice.

217 See below, 9.3, and 10.1-4.
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In setting out the embarrassing [argument Socrates] employs a

change of order. This is what I mean. Gorgias has said ‘I speak
before the mob’ and also ‘I am superior to individual craftsmen.
That’s how when my brother Herodicus could not persuade the
sick man to take his medicine, I persuaded him’. We then ask
him ‘What? Are you better than a doctor?” He says ‘No. I do not
know medicine, but I persuaded him’. ‘The doctor knew [medi-
cine]? Yes or no?’ He will say ‘Yes’. ‘Then you persuaded, [rather
than] your brother, before the mob. And among the ‘mob’ you
include the sick man himself, for if he had known the craft of
medicine, he would have obeyed the doctor. So if you do not know
medical science, Gorgias, and the doctor knows it, but you were
more persuasive than him before the mob, i.e. among those who
do not know, it is clearly to be concluded that, among those who do
not know, someone who does not know is much more persuasive
than someone who knows’.
9.3. That is how [Socrates] should have put it. But Socrates does not
begin with a man who does not know—to prevent Gorgias giving
up the encounter on the grounds that he is being insulted. Instead
he begins with the mob, and then proceeds to the doctor’s
knowing, and only then to the man who does not know but did
persuade. That is doubtless how he conducts the argument in
establishing the premises, beginning with the mob; but in the
summing up he begins with the one who does not know. 218 That is
how the ‘embarrassing’ argument proceeds.

The demonstrative {mode of refutation] is as follows:?19 ‘Do the
orators who come to you come with knowledge of justice or with-
out knowledge of it? If they come without knowledge of it, they
need to be helped. But if they know it, do they themselves know
what justice actually is by nature, while needing to learn what argu-
ments to employ about it? Or do they know the arguments, but
need to learn what justice is? If they know nothing and need to
learn from you, teach them. If they know justice but not the
arguments, teach them arguments. And if it is justice itself they
need [to know about], teach them that. For it is necessary, above
all, to know the subject-matter of one’s craft. But as things are we

218 The contrast is between 459a3-bl and 459b1-3.

29 1t is difficult to know how this argument can be represented as Plato’s,
or as demonstrative, not least because the conclusions are imperatives. Socrates
is seen as offering alternatives of which one must apply.
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see that someone who comes to you lea""rns nothing of it; for you
imagine that justice is imposed in every case by convention, so
that you don’t compose your arguments about justice at all.” And
although Gorgias concedes that ‘we [orators] deal with justice’,
Polus becomes upset and says ‘That was a bad thing, Gorgias, to
include only justice, for we deal with injustice too’. We shall find
out how [Socrates] refutes Polus when we come to that section.

9.4. ‘Not teaching but persuading’ (458¢7-459al): Of course the
teacher persuades too, but the teacher [couples persuasion] with
understanding, while the false orator aims to do just this, namely
to persuade. I say ‘false’, because [Plato] praises true rhetoric in the
Phaedrus as well as in this dialogue.220

9.5. ‘Doesn’t ‘in a mob’ come to this’ (459a3-5): observe how he
starts with the mob and not with a man who does not know.

9.6. ‘Then the man who doesn’t know’ (459b3): observe how now,
in his conclusion, he begins with a man who does not know.

9.7. ‘And doesn’t that make it very easy’ (459c3): ‘So it’s a great
pleasure not to be inferior to the craftsmen, even though one knows
only one craft and has not studied the rest’. That is Gorgias’
position. But note that intelligence is not without pleasure, nor is
pleasure a fine thing in itself. [Pleasure] in isolation is an unseem-
ly kind and aimed at vice, while [pleasure] that comes with
reasoning is quite splendid. Furthermore, intelligence without
pleasure is unappetizing. So it must possess a higher kind of plea-
sure.??l That it does have is clear from the fact that we are pleased
when we discover some deep point, so as to become absorbed in it
or weep or sport the finest complexion.

9.8. ‘If it’s at all relevant to the discussion’ (459c7-8): i.e. ‘if it will
be useful to us to investigate what’s outside the argument’.

9.9. ‘Whether the orator is the same way about the just’ (459¢8-
dl): [Socrates] begins his demonstrative [refutation] by asking
‘Does the orator actually deal with injustice and justice in the same
way as the doctor and the other crafts do, not knowing what is
good, bad, just and unjust, although it has the means to persuade
on these topics in such a way as to seem to know without actually
knowing? Or must he necessarily know them, and hence come to

20 The references are to Phdr. 269¢-272b, Grg. 517a.

21 The desirability of the life combining both intellectual activity and
suitable pleasure is of course a chief concern of Phlb. On pleasure see also 3.13
etc.
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you with prior knowledge in order to study rhetoric? If you, the
teacher of rhetoric, do not know [them], will you teach him
nothing of these things—for that is not your job—but make him
seem to know such things among the crowd? Or will you be
completely unable to teach him, unless he first knows the truth
about these things? Tell me simply how it is, and, in heaven’s
name, reveal for me all that rhetoric does, as you promised just
now’.

9.10. ‘Well, Socrates, I think’ (460a3): [Gorgias] carries on the
conversation in an indecisive and cowardly fashion, and in an
ignorant one too. Observe that he said ‘I think’, the mark of
indecision, and ‘If he should happen...’, the mark of cowardice. For
he attributes these things to chance, because he has no means of
judging whether they know.

9.11. ‘He will learn them also from me’ (460a4): observe his
ignorance. For he is claiming ‘T’'ll tell them these things as a side-
issue’. And yet one should know the subject-matter of the craft
under discussion before all else.

Lecture 10222 (460a5-461b2)

10.1. ‘Hold it there—you’re speaking well’ (460a5): here the
second refutation begins, the demonstrative one, I mean the one
that reveals a contradiction in his account. Note that there are ‘just’,
‘good’, and ‘fine’, and that the good is spread over everything.?23
Plato allocates the discussion in a manner to suit each character.
For some say that what is just is good and fine, others that it is fine
but not good, and others again that it is neither good nor fine.
Gorgias is a reasonable man and says that what is just is good and
fine, whereas Polus says that it is fine but not good, and Callicles,
who lives according to his own love of pleasure, says that it is
neither good nor fine. Now Gorgias says that the orator is
knowledgeable about what is just, whereas Polus does not grant
this.

22 1In lecture 10 Ol. comments on the ‘demonstrative’ aspect of Socrates’
elenchus of Gorgias. He focuses on whether a desire for just action is con-
se(gxem upon being knowledgeable about justice.

“3  This is the late Neoplatonic doctrine, found also in Proclus (e.g. In Prm.
835.12-28, Siorvanes, 1996, 256) that the good is an influence at every meta-
physical level, for which see above, 5.1 and note. For the odd term ‘spread
over’ (épnmiwrar), cf. 0.3.
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So [Socrates] begins in syllogistic fashion as follows: ‘the orator
is knowledgeable about justice’—Gorgias had admitted this at the
beginning, though later he said that the orator puts his hand to
both—‘the orator, then, is knowledgeable about justice, someone
who is knowledgeable about justice desires the just, someone who
desires the just performs just acts, someone who performs just acts
is not unjust, therefore the orator is not unjust’.

10.2.  The first and last of these premises are granted, but the two
in between are disputed. That the orator is knowledgeable about
justice, Gorgias himself had granted. And that he who does just
things is not unjust is granted by everyone. From what, then, does
it follow that one who is knowledgeable about justice desires
justice? Note that there are three kinds of justice [in people], one
observed in belief, another in preference, and a third in know-
ledge.?2* An example of [that observed in] belief is when we judge
for the most part that justice is fine, recognising only that it is s022°
and changing our minds often, for beliefs are shifting. An
example of [that observed in] preference is when someone who is
reasonable and desires to be just is forced many times to come to
the doors of those who sit in judgement and they bid him to
commit injustice. [That observed in] knowledge is knowing ‘the
that’ and ‘the why’, when he can’t change his colours and can
never be convinced otherwise. For one with knowledge of justice
knows its nature, and one who knows its nature will never forsake
it but forever pursue it and embrace it, never engaging in wrong-
doing voluntarily or involuntarily.

10.3. And since I have come to the voluntary, note that Plato
says that all wrongdoing is involuntary.?26 What? Is there not also
voluntary wrongdoing? We say there is. However, [Plato] says it is

24 This initially sounds strange, but one should remember that the
virtues are regularly seen as knowledge or right opinion in the putatively
early works of Plato. To these two possibilities, known best from Prt. and
Meno, Ol. adds a third: a person is able to be called ‘just’ not only when he
knows or correctly opines what is just but also when he has adopted a policy of
justice even though he may be unable to carry it through.

25 Le. failing to recognize why it is so; cf. earlier on the distinction. Ol
reads Meno 97d-98a (which emphasizes the inconstancy of opinion) in the
light of Aristotelian texts such as An.Po., as is usual among later Platonists: cf.
anon. In Tht. col. 3.

26 Note that Plato himself is being credited with what we should regard
as a typically Socratic thesis. Cf. also 27.7, 37.2; Orestes also figures promi-
nently in the latter passage. See too Proc. In Alc. 104.8-21.
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involuntary because in every case for wrongdoing to occur there is
a need for a false premise, and the falsehood occurs in the major
premise. For example, Orestes says ‘My mother killed my father,
every wife who kills her husband deserves to be killed, therefore
my mother should be killed’. Observe that he goes wrong because
of the major premise, for even if every killer should be killed, it is
not by her own son. So it is because the premise is false that he is
said to have committed injustice involuntarily. For we fall into
falsehood involuntarily. For if we all desire the truth, no one seeks
falsehood voluntarily.

Hence someone who is knowledgeable about justice desires

justice because he knows the nature of it. And if in his knowledge
he desires justice, it is evident that he will do it. Hence the
syllogism runs well, and if so, the contradiction has been demon-
strated.
10.4.  ‘For if the orator knows what is just, he will never commit
injustice; but you said that he was also capable of committing
injustice, which is absurd.” We need to attend to the order of the
syliogism. For he said ‘The orator is knowledgeable about justice’.
Note that he starts with knowledge. Then he said ‘Someone
knowledgeable about justice desires justice’. Observe how the
disposition comes second, for desiring belongs to one’s disposition.
Then he says ‘Someone who desires justice, does it’, indicating the
activity. In inferring ‘Someone who acts justly never commits
injustice’ he states the privation. So the order is significant. For first
there is knowledge, then comes disposition, activity, and finally
privation.227

By what notion did Gorgias come to say both that the orator is
knowledgeable about justice and also that he is capable of commit-
ting injustice? We say that he grasped the former from the
common notion, while he thinks the latter because of ignorance.?28
So Gorgias was led from the one to the other and fell into
contradiction.

10.5. It is worth inquiring why the doctor who transgresses his
oath and dispenses harmful things is not is not accused of being a

27 Ol. implies that the order reflects some kind of metaphysical descent,
from form to formlessness, perhaps, yet it is unclear whether there is any
established doctrine behind his claims.

28 The common notion that Gorgias’ concession (that the orator is
knowledgeable about justice) rests on is that each craft seeks knowledge of its
subject-matter (11.2).
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non-doctor,?2% but is a doctor all the same, while the orator who
concerns himself with injustice has his credentials questioned.
We say that the doctor deals with the body, but not in every case,
because he is concerned for the soul too. But justice belongs to the
soul. And what is more valuable than soul? So we should not
betray the interests of the soul.230

Note that it is possible to make a deduction from from the
contrary premise and say: ‘the orator is knowledgeable about
injustice, one who is knowledgeable about injustice desires what is
unjust, one who desires what is unjust does what is unjust, one
who does what is unjust is never just, therefore the orator is never
just’. But we say it is not in order to use it that the orator is able to
understand injustice,?3! but so as to avoid it and not fall into it
through ignorance.
10.6. ‘That was why I was surprised and thought’ (461al-2):
observe how after the refutation Socrates offers neither an insulting
nor an attacking word, as someone else probably would in a
moment of elation. He only says ‘I was surprised’.
10.7.  ‘By the dog, Gorgias’ (461a7-bl): this is symbolic, for the
dog is the symbol of the life of reason, as he says in the Republic
(375e-376b): ‘There is something philosophical about the dog, its
discriminating faculty, for it discriminates between the familiar
and the strange. That is surely why it puts up with being beaten by
those with whom it is familiar, but not at all by strangers, but is
aroused to anger’. It is because the life of reason distinguishes what
is fine from what is base, that he spoke symbolically of this life by
means of the word ‘dog’. Furthermore, it was because Socrates
distinguished by the demonstrative method what Gorgias got
confused over, that he referred to the dog.232
10.8. ‘To investigate adequately’ (461a5): the [part of the
discussion] concerning Gorgias is completed at this point.
109. ‘When we examine the question’ (461a5): observe how he
makes the investigation a joint one.

2 Cf. 9.2,

20 Reading 0¥ maviwg <8&>, 11 at 63.15W: for if the argument is not
strangely elliptical, then the text is deficient, and this is the minimum
correction to yield good sense.

Bl We adopt W.’s correction; the text has ‘justice’.

B2 Compare Hermeias In Phdr. 26.4-6, where other reasons are given for
swearing by the dog.
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Lecture 112 (461b3462b10)

11.1. ‘What, Socrates?’ (461b3): it is the task of a man of under-
standing to eliminate the false apprehensions that disturb the soul
like noxious humours and to outline the real creative cause of those
things each [such expert] makes his subject-matter. So here too
[Socrates] demonstrates what is not the creative cause of constitu-
tional well-being, namely that it is not rhetoric, and then he
introduces what s the cause. For it was necessary first to say what
it is not, and thereafter what it is.

That it is not rhetoric, he has shown by the following syllo-
gisms: ‘According to Gorgias an orator is knowledgeable about
justice, and also according to Gorgias an orator has the power to
commit injustice, therefore someone who is knowledgeable has
the power to commit injustice’. The conclusion is particular, since
it is in the third figure. Then the conclusion of this syllogism
becomes the starting-point for a second syllogism in the first
figure, as follows: ‘Someone who is knowledgeable has the power
to commit injustice, [all] those with the power to commit injustice
are not knowledgeable, therefore someone who is knowledgeable
is not knowledgeable, which is absurd’.234
11.2.  After this discussion, Polus does not agree with the premise
drawn by Gorgias from the common notions, the one which says
that the orator is knowledgeable about justice—for the common
notion is that each craft will know its own subject-matter—and he
commits himself to the other premise, the one wrongly granted by
Gorgias, that the orator has the power also to to commit injustice
and on the basis of this he wishes to overturn the argument.23

And in general note that the creator has these three features:
goodness, as indeed the poets testify, saying “The gods are granters

23 In lecture 11, Ol. recalls how Gorgias had been refuted, and notes how
Polus tries to do better by denying a premise which Gorgias had admitted.
Ol. identifies three good qualities belonging to the ‘ideal’ orator on the basis
of the common notions: goodness, power and knowledge. Of these qualities,
which are also attributed to God, Polus allegedly fails to attribute knowledge
to the orator, while Callicles will also omit power. Ol also comments at
length on lessons in philosophic method.

24 The first syllogism (3rd fig.) is a condensed version of the argument
against Gorgias, set out at 10.1: all R are Kj, all R are Ci (more charitably:
there exists some R who is Ci), hence some Kj are Ci. The second (1st ﬁg)
runs: Some Kj are Ci, all Ci are ~Kj, hence some Kj are ~Kj.

2 On Polus being closer to the common notions than Callicles, see 25.1.
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of good things’; and knowledge, whence it is said ‘The gods know
all things’, and power, since ‘The gods have power over all’.236 So it
is possible to refute those who say that God had the power to
produce evil, but did not wish it—or else the world would be
destructible.?37 Note, you see, that evil comes not from power, but
from lack of power. So if God does not possess lack of power, how
did he have the power to produce evil? They say: ‘Why is the
world not destructible, then?’ Because God is good, and what is
good contains no envy concerning anything. Besides, there are
actualities there that are not linked with potencies (powers).238

Note then that Gorgias, who is almost the complete [orator],
claims the three [features] for rhetoric. For he says that the orator
is good (hence he said concerning himself ‘I am a good orator’),
that [he has] power (for he said that he has the power to commit
injustice), and also that [he has] knowledge (for he said that the
orator is knowledgeable about justice).
11.3.  But Polus, who is less complete, agrees with his goodness
and power, but not with his knowledge. And Callicles agrees with
his goodness alone, regarding all that is good, in accordance with
his pleasure-loving nature, as pleasure and all pleasure as good.239
How [Socrates] will refute him, we shall learn.

Note that [Socrates] is now directing the argument towards
Polus. For Polus said ‘You, Socrates, handled the questioning of
Gorgias maliciously, so that he blushed and wrongly conceded

2% These features of the creator, derived from Homer Od. 8.325 (cf. Hes. Th.
46), 4.879, 10.306, are emphasized by Alexandrian Neoplatonism.

27 Ol rejects attempts to defend divine omnipotence which rely on
divine goodwill to reject evil, and preserve divine credit for good works by
assuming the possibility that he could have acted otherwise. No opponents are
here specified, but it seems natural to think of these remarks as being
directed against Christians rather than rival philosophers.

28 On God’s lacking the power to create evil (cf. 15.3 below, El. In Isag.
16.26-35, Ascl. In Met. 144.26-34), Ol. exploits the full range of the the mean-
ing of the word dyrnamis (power, capacity, ability, potency). Proclus also claims
that the power for evil was really impotence (In Tim. 1.19.20-21, Mal. 48.16-18,
54.1). The denial of divine envy derives from Tim. 29el-2. The rejection of
anything less than actuality in the divine relates rather to Arist. Met. A.

2 Ol.’s liking for discovering schematic differences between interlocu-
tors is perhaps misleading him here. It seems strange that Callicles should
not be held to attribute power to the orator when he clearly sees rhetoric as a
tool to be employed by his ideal persons, who are both up to the task (ikavég,
484a) and shrewd (¢pdvipog, 491b); yet Callicles is later happy to admit that
contemporary Athenian users of political oratory do not have those qualities
which would make them either wise or powerful in the eyes of either
‘Socrates’ or Ol. (502d-503b).
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that [the orator] is knowledgeable about justice, and his shame
damaged his case, as the poet says “Shame, that brings men great
harm”.240 I, however, maintain that [the orator] has the power to
commit injustice’. Socrates does not respond harshly to this, but he
knew that, just as in a single soul there are higher features, the
good ones, and lower features, the passions, so too in Polus the
passions are at their peak. So he imitates the higher goods, turns
Polus towards himself and soothes his passions.?4! For he says
‘Polus, the reason we have sons and acquire comrades is so that
they will remember us in later days when we grow old. So you do
the right thing in turning back and recontesting the premises’.
(For ‘withdrawing a postulate’ [in the Platonic text] means recon-
testing the premises.?42 For the premise is a postulate, as indeed the
definition of the syllogism shows when it says ‘a syllogism is that
in which, when certain things have been postulated, something
else of necessity follows’).243 “Therefore let us grapple with the
premises from the beginning; do challenge whatever you wish,
granting me one favour only, that you cease from theatrical and
extended discourse, and conduct the discussion, as Gorgias did, by
question and answer.’

To this Polus answers: ‘What? May I not speak at greater
length?’ Once again Socrates responds gently: ‘It would be a dis-
grace, when the Athenians of all the Greeks encourage speaking
at length, if I should prevent you from speaking when visiting
Athens. However, although you are free to speak at length, I shall
not listen to you.” [Socrates] is speaking riddlingly and rebuking
the Athenians for wasting the whole year in the courts through
their love of litigation. So too the comic dramatists criticised the
Athenians, saying ‘cicadas sing for two or three months, but the
Athenians argue law-cases all year long’.244

20 Hom. Il 24.44-45; Hes. Op. 318.

4l Je. Socrates performs the tasks that the higher goods within Polus’
own soul would be doing if they were strong enough.

22 That dvaraiaio talg npotdoest (recontest the premises) had indeed
become logical terminology is assured by Proc. In Alc. 252.5-9 on Alc. 110d,
and Steph. In De Int. 2.28-31 who refers, it seems, to this passage of Grg. under
the impression that it is Callicles who is the interlocutor.

%3  Predictably an Aristotelian definition, An.Pr. 1.1 24b18-20, Top. 1.1
100a25-27.

M A political lesson, backed up with a quotation from Aristophanes, Birds
3941.
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11.4.  So he says to Polus: ‘If you want to engage in discussion,
either ask questions and I shall answer, or let me ask questions’. He
does this because he has confidence in demonstrations. But [Polus]
thinks that the questioner is in a stronger position than the
answerer and rushes to be the questioner. He does not realize that if
the answerer proves ignorant, he is excused, because the questioner
has not properly distinguished ambiguous terms or such like,
whereas if the questioner stumbles, he is not excused, if he cannot
introduce appropriate questions.

For instance this fellow Polus also asks poor questions. For he
urges Socrates to answer [the question] what rhetoric is, and yet
Socrates does not profess rhetoric. Nevertheless Socrates answers
philosophically. For the ‘What is it?’ is apprehended both in a
genus (e.g. when we say ‘what is man?’, seeking simply to get the
answer ‘animal’) and also in a definition (e.g. when we seek to get
an answer in terms of genus and differentia, such as ‘rational
mortal animal’). So [Socrates] says to him ‘What is it you are
asking me? Do you want me to tell you that it is a craft or that itis a
craft of a certain sort?” Now we shall learn in another lecture?4® that
one [kind of rhetoric] is a craft, and another [kind] is experience,
and that this experience is both capable of being a craft and also is
not [a craft].

11.5.  ‘Perhaps from that agreement’ (461b8): he says ‘perhaps’
because he does not wish to concede defeat, wavering and saying
‘Perhaps from this admission there followed a certain contra-
diction’. And again by saying ‘a certain contradiction’ he belittles
the argument and regards it as of no account. ‘This occurred when
you improperly introduced the terms you did; for who is not
ashamed to say “I am not knowledgeable about just things™ It was
because he experienced this that Gorgias agreed. So it is bad man-
ners to bring the argument to this.’

11.6.  ‘Finest Polus’ (461c5): he calls him finest, since [Polus]
delights in the beauty of form and loves balanced and rhyming
phrases.

11.7.  ‘If you restrain’ (461d6): shutting in, like a wild beast, his
long-windedness and theatrical exposition.246

25 In fact the next, 12.1 ff. ‘Lecture’ translates theoria.

26 This is a pertinent comment on Plato’s verb, which suggests bringing
a creature of the wilds into civilized captivity . Thus Polus’ rhetoric is repre-
sented as belonging to ‘nature’.
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11.8. ‘Indeed it would be hard on you’ (46lel): ‘if when you go
off among the Athenians you receive the freedom to speak, you
would be very hard done by if you were alone here and not [able
to] speak. So you possess the freedom to speak, but I shall not listen.
For I too possess this freedom’.

11.9. °‘Examine and be examined’ (462a4-5): note again, even
from the order of his words,24? the fair-minded character of the
philosopher.

11.10. ‘For I take it you also say’ (462a5): we should not conduct
discussions with just anyone. That is the reason he says ‘You are
not just anyone, for you say that you too know what Gorgias
knows, so that I will hold the discussion with you.’

11.11. ‘And don’t you also tell’ (462a8): ‘Don’t you also bid anyone
to question you, so you can answer whatever anyone seeks?’

11.12. ‘Now answer me’ (462b3): note how he jumps at the
chance to ask the questions.

11.13. ‘Are you asking’ (462b6): note how Socrates specifies the
‘What is it?’ and asks ‘Are you asking me what rhetoric is or what
craft it is?’ Polus says ‘Yes, what sort of craft it is’. Socrates says ‘“To
tell you the truth, it seems to me no craft at all’.

Lecture 12248 (462b11-463a5)

12.1. ‘A thing which you say has produced’ (462b11): when Polus
said ‘Tell me, Socrates, what is rhetoric?’, [Socrates] supplemented
one question with another (462b6), and said that it is not a craft.24
Let us investigate so that we may know in what sense [rhetoric]
is a craft and in what sense it is not.25 For there are arguments in

%7 Le. from inviting Polus first to refute, then to be refuted.

28 In lecture 12, Ol displays an ambivalent attitude towards rhetoric: he
gives reasons for believing that it is a craft before going on to reasons why it
should not be one. He makes considerable use of Hellenistic philosophy and
medicine—this lecture is an important source for Stoic views of craft—and
argues that while rhetoric conforms with Stoic requirements for a craft, it
falls short of Socratic, Platonic or Aristotelian demands. Ol.’s explanation of
Socrates’ concept of ‘popular’ rhetoric (and the connection between rhetoric
and pleasure) reveals some discomfort about the close connexion Socrates sees
between a practice aiming at pleasure (i.e. a flattery) and one cognitively
grounded in experience alone. Ol. criticizes Polus for poor tactics and bad
logic, and is perhaps more scornful of Polus than Plato’s text requires.

9 W. postulates a lacuna, comparing 11.13 and Grg. 462b6-9. We believe
this to be unnecessary.

20 Unlike W. we place a comma after ov.
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favour of the view that it is a craft, and arguments against it. Those
in favour of it are these: we must state the definitions of a craft, and
if they fit rhetoric it will be clear that it is a craft. Cleanthes, then,
says a craft is ‘A disposition to accomplish methodically all it
tackles’.25! But this definition is incomplete, for nature is also a
disposition to do methodically all it does. Accordingly Chrysippus,
adding ‘with impressions’,252 said ‘A craft is a disposition to pro-
ceed methodically together with impressions’.

Rhetoric, then, comes under this definition, for it is a disposi-
tion, and it proceeds with method and order. Surely that is why an
orator first employs an introduction, then the preliminary plea,
then the establishment of the case and so on, delighting in
order.253 But Zeno says ‘A craft is a systematic set of cognitive acts
coordinated with a view to some useful goal in life’. So rhetoric also
falls within this definition too, for it involves system, cognition
and coordination, and it aims at some useful goal: for orators go on
embassies for cities and the like, such as Demosthenes, Python,2?54
Aeschines and so on. Hence it is a craft.

12.2.  We say that if crafts are characterised according to these
principles, [rhetoric] is a craft. But if we add that a craft will also
involve knowledge of its subject-matter and supply calculations
and causes?5® for what it does, then [rhetoric] is not a craft. For it
neither knows what is just, nor does it supply causes, and as Plato
himself also says, “Whatever matter is without a rational account is

%1 Long and Sedley (1987) 42A: for this definition of techne as a hexis, cf.
2.2. But here we have Cleanthes and Zeno as well as Chrysippus. In fact the
attempt to attribute the three definitions to the three successive early
scholarchs may be misguided, as Long and Sedley argue. Note how Ol. here
relies purely on the Stoics for the positive side of the case, and purely on Grg.
for the opposing one. He cannot bring in Phdr., because he sees that as refer-
ring to a higher rhetoric, not the popular rhetoric dismissed here.

»? The ‘impression’ (¢avtasia) is the form in which cognitive material
first presents itself to the mind in Stoic epistemology. Chrysippus is seen by
Ol. as applying the Aristotelian distinction between the agency of craft and
the agency of nature, regarding the latter as independent of the attempt to
discover truths about how it should act. See on the Chrysippus material and
other Stoic definitions Mansfeld (1983).

53 The organization of a speech again (cf. 2.2), this time with npoxatd-
otaolg added.

%% For Python, see note on 1,13,

25 Possibly an allusion to Meno 98a, but separating out the notions of calcu-
lation and cause (or ‘reason’) in the manner of Tim. 33ab. Note that logismos
(‘calculation’) does not occur in this connexion in Grg., and that it is logos
which is missing from non-crafts at 465a.
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not called a craft’. That is surely why a doctor also possesses a craft,
assuming that he knows how to give a rational account, whereas
the empirical practitioner, his assistant for example or someone
else who knows how to handle things in practice, does not also
possess [a craft], since he does not supply a cause.?56

But the orator does not even have understanding of the argu-
ments?57 for what he is anxious to persuade us of, and even if he
did understand them, they were not end-related but means-
related.?’® Furthermore, this persuasion is not just but unjust.259
Besides, a craft requires an inflexible rule, through which it
safeguards its subject matter, whereas rhetoric corrupts its own
proper rule.26¢ Its rule is the juryman, so it is concerned to deceive
him with pleas for mercy.26! In the same way it transgresses the
laws by distinguishing its literal meaning from its intent, saying
‘The intent of the law is different....’
2.3, Hence [rhetoric] both is and is not a craft. Since Socrates
presents his definition of rhetoric a little at a time,252 we must tie
together the threads, and set it out like this: there are these three

%6 We believe that Ol is here taking it for granted that the debate
between empirical and ‘rationalist’” medical ‘schools’ mirrors the Platonic
distinction between crafts and non-rafts, cf. 2.3 above. The influence of Galen
(who frequently alludes to Meno 98a) can probably be assumed.

7 There is an ambiguity here, since rhetoric is concerned with Adyot in
the sense of ‘argument’ whereas other crafts are only concerned with them
in the less technical sense of ‘reasons’; however Grg. 449¢ ff. treats the term as
univocal while recognizing both areas of application.

%8 Q. is not claiming that the arguments will themselves be the goal of
true rhetoric, but rather that the ordinary rhetor at best knows arguments for
how some supposed ‘end’ should be achieved, not for whether it is a desirable
end at all. The key passage of Grg. is here 50lac (cf. 465a). Note that Ol is
rather more willing than Socrates to admit that rhetoric may have some
legitimate theoretical basis.

29 Presumably this refers only to what is called ‘rhetorical persuasion’ at
454e, though me18a is frequently used in the derogatory sense of ‘seduction’.

20 One wonders what the ‘proper rule’ (xavov) of true arts like medicine
and law-giving are, and whether they can be either human or abstract (e.g.
the Hippocratic oath). It seems that Ol. himself is making a rhetorical point
rather than one grounded in theory.

A1 Arist. Rhet. 1354a24 (though OL.’s interest in Rhet. and willingness to
take it into account is seldom obvious). Ol. perhaps also has in mind Ap. 34b-
35d, where Socrates rejects such pleas, regarding them as an unjust invitation
to the juryman to vote unjustly. W. compares Hermog. Stat. 9 and S.E. Math.
2.36.

%2 The end of 12.3 shows that Ol is talking of scattered material within
Grg., not from various dialogues, but this makes his trichotomy harder to
justify.
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things, understanding, craft, experience. Now understanding differs
from craft in its subject-matter, because eternal and unfailing
things like geometry are its subject, whereas craft deals with
things in flux that change from moment to moment, and for this
reason crafts are concerned with what is so for the most part.
Again, craft differs from experience in that craft, like understanding
too, supplies causes, while experience does not.263

This being so, note that aptitude is something in the soul, and it
is called aptitude because of our being adapted for carrying out a
particular task.264 Note that the soul possesses two [kinds of] facul-
ties, one cognitive and the other life-supporting and appetitive.265
The cognitive ones are intelligence, thinking, belief, imagination
and sensation, the appetitive ones passion, desire and will.266
Experience is investigated under the heading of cognition, flattery
under that of life. If one of these, flattery and experience, fell under
the other, it would be fine for us to tackle them both together: e.g.
man falls under animal and substance, since animal too is
substance. But seeing that they are quite different, how can we take
them together? It is quite clear that they do not fall under the same
genus. For not every case of experience is also flattery—look how
the empirical doctor uses both incisions and burns, without any
flattery in view. Nor is the flatterer [always] a person of experience
—for example it’s because he is operating without experience that
he occasionally incurs hatred and is expelled.?67

There is a remarkable lesson to be learnt here, that a friend is as
superior to a flatterer as the good is to the pleasant! A friend who
aims at the good, you see, also has the courage to cause pain,
whereas the flatterer with his eyes fixed on pleasure harms those
who come close to him 268

%3 Compare these distinctions with 2.4 above. Note that Ol. introduces a
threefold distinction to replace Socrates’ twofold one.

%4 Emidevolg (Plato’s term at 462e3), it is claimed, is derived from énim-
deiwg €xewv. There is no adequate translation here. The noun is glossed as
dvvapig (power, faculty) below, though regularly translated ‘practice’, which
is not at all suggestive of a faculty.

%5 Cf. 13.1: ‘appetitive’ is just a gloss on ‘life-supporting’, and is later
dropped.

%6 The inspiration behind this Alexandrian classification of faculties is
mostly Aristotelian; cf. Philop. In De An. 1.10-15, 5.34-6.1 etc.

%7 A non-Socratic contrast between flattery and experience (which comes
close to denying something implied in Grg.), stemming from Ol.’s division
of faculties.

28 W, refers us here to Arist. EN 10.3 (not 2 as he says) 1173b31-74al,
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Now flattery is seen to concern either the soul or the body.
When it is concerned with the body, what results is fancy cooking
and cosmetics—for a man who bakes delicacies plays the flatterer
by offering pleasure to the eater, even if it is harmful. In the same
way too cosmetics [flatters] by preserving the beauty of one’s hair.
But when it is concerned with the soul, [flattery] results in sophis-
tic and rhetoric. Now if part of constitutional craft is concerned
with the administration of law, and part concerned with judging,
the administration of law resembles gymnastics, since it preserves
laws properly passed, just as gymnastics preserves health. Justice,
on the other hand, resembles medicine, since it sets right what is
in error just as medicine brings into line with nature what is
contrary to it. Note therefore that sophistic adopts the guise of the
administration of law, and rhetoric that of judging. So we can
bring the threads together and say ‘Rhetoric is “experience” in
flattery concerned with the soul, an image of the judicial part of
constitutional craft’.269 [ say this of the popular kind of rhetoric. For
true rhetoric, which is subordinate to the statesman, is divine, and
one cannot get it right without first studying philosophy.

12.4. ‘A thing which you say’ (462b11): after Polus has said ‘After
the genus of rhetoric, which is “craft”, state the differentiae’, Socra-
tes says ‘[ have not stated its genus, for I do not say that rhetoric is a
craft, but rather a [knack based on] experience’. Looking not for
conflict but for the truth, Socrates does not declare in straight oppo-
sition that it is a matter of experience, but says ‘Rhetoric is a thing
which you say...’. For Polus, as we learnt above, used the word
‘experience’, saying ‘Experience causes life to proceed in accord-
ance with craft’ (448c5-6). For if experience is a creative cause of
craft and a cause is better than its product, then we must call

influenced by the fact that this passage seems to be behind 14.2, where
Aristotle is named. But the context shows that Aristotle is only employing a
notion that has become commonplace since Grg. In fact 14.2 may be citing a
work now lost, as Ol. attributes to Aristotle more than could possibly be
paralleled in the Nicomachean Ethics. The difference between the flatterer and
the friend (the latter of whom does not appear in relevant sections of Grg.)
had become a commonplace philosophical topos. Plutarch, for instance has an
essay on it. The current theme is touched upon at Mor. 51b, 55a (where Grg. is
in mind) and 55d; but Plutarch is on the whole little conscious of fourth
century thought in this essay. But again cf. 14.2 where Ol. explicitly refers to
Aristotle on this theme.

% Here we have a comprehensive definition of rhetoric as conceived by
Socrates, assembled from material at 462¢3, 463bl, and 463d1-2.
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rhetoric ‘experience’, a [particular kind of] experience.?? For fancy
cooking and cosmetics are kinds of experience, but they are not of
the same kind. Experience then is concerned with gratification
and pleasure, for rhetoric gratifies people with things that are
pleasant. That is also how fancy cooking and cosmetics also turn
out—these kinds of experience also provide the gratification of
pleasure.

Rhetoric provides the kind of pleasure which aims at vice, not
genuine [pleasure]. For this latter accompanies intelligence. Our
life is a mixture of intelligence and pleasure. As I have said (9.7),
intelligence should not be by itself, without sweetness, nor should
pleasure be without intelligence. Hence because we are pleased
when we are in an unimpeded condition, the greater the lack of
impediment, the more we are pleased.2’! Hence because intelli-
gence, being independent of matter, is totally unimpeded, it
always has pleasure pure and simple.

So rhetoric aims at pleasure. But if someone says ‘Well, Demos-
thenes criticizes those who aim at pleasure and asks “What do you
want? What am I to write? How am I to do you a favour?”,’272
answer that the passions are many. There is the passion for
ambition, the passion for flattery, and the passion for indulgence.
Even if Demosthenes did not have the passion for flattering, he
certainly succumbed to the pleasure of ambition. But then again,
how can we avoid calling him a flatterer when he practised under
democracy, neglecting aristocracy??73

Z0 Ol is now giving Polus’ reasoning, not Socrates’. For 3.2 informs us
that experience is not the creative cause of craft.

Z71 - Aristotelian theory of a pleasure as an unimpeded activity, EN 7.13. W.
also compares here Dam. In Phlb. 87, where the unimpeded nature of noetic
activity is implied. This goes slightly beyond anything which Aristotle is
prepared to say in EN 10.7 where the pleasure of the life of intelligence is
praised for its ability to continue uninterrupted, its self-sufficiency and its
purity. How far one thinks that Aristotle would have seen such activity as free
of matter may depend upon one’s view of De An. 3.5. However, it is not diffi-
cult for the Neoplatonist mind to assume that this is because of its supposed
freedom from the obstructions imposed on physical activities by the intract-
able nature of matter.

22 Dem. 8.22, a favourite Olympiodoran passage; compare 1.3 above.

2% Since aristocracy means the rule of the best, to neglect aristocracy
would be to put something else (i.e. pleasure) before what is best. Cf. 2.4, 32.3-
5, 41.2. Yet Dem. is usually seen as an orator of intermediate status (1.13,
31.3), not as a flatterer.
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Socrates uses the two terms, saying ‘of gratification and plea-
sure’.274 But Polus in a mischievous and uneducated way passes by
‘pleasure’, and takes up ‘gratification’, and he argues through a
syllogism that ‘Rhetoric gratifies, all that gratifies is good, there-
fore rhetoric is a good thing’. He acts wrongly first in adopting the
minor premise. Then again he stretches a point in adopting the
major premise—which says that everything which gratifies is a
fine thing—since Socrates has not granted it and Polus himself has
not established it. And again he allows his logic to go astray. For
Socrates had said ‘rhetoric is experience’, and ‘fancy cooking is
experience’, and [Polus] infers that rhetoric is fancy cooking,
which is a syllogism in the second figure from two affirmatives,
not appreciating that things classified under the same heading are
not straightaway also identical. For it is not the case that, since
man and horse come under the same [heading], man and horse
are straightaway identical. And so neither are cooking and
rhetoric the same thing, even though they are both kinds of
experience.

12.5.  ‘In the work’ (462bl1): if you remember, we said that Polus
did not improvise his earlier phrases, but was in the position of
having composed and practised them before. So [Socrates] speaks
riddlingly when he says ‘I recently came across your volume’.275
12.6.  ‘Unless you say something else’ (462c5): you [can] see that
the discussion is concerned with popular rhetoric. For he says ‘Yes,
I call it experience, unless you are referring to something else’, i.e.
‘Unless you are discussing true rhetoric’.

12.7.  ‘Ask me now’ (462d8): he encourages him to ask questions,
and it is Socrates who tells him which questions he ought to be
addressing to Socrates himselfl Observe how he wanted earlier to
lead the discussion and did not think it right that he should be
asked, but now he is unable even to ask the questions, but gets the
questions to ask from Socrates.

12.8. ‘Then what? Tell me’ (462d10): this is Socrates, who says
‘Say to me Polus, “Well what is it?”’276

24 The text is uncertain: we read xai fdovfig for £xet ndoviy, influenced by
Plato’s text and the genitive at 74.12.

25 The implication is that Polus’ earlier piece of epideictic (see 3.2) had
been straight from his book. This is a rare case of Ol. suspecting Socratic
irony.

m)’ Ol. differs from modern editors here, through his low view of Polus,
in assigning these words to Socrates. For notes on who speaks see on 3.6.
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12.9.  ‘Then cookery is the same’ (462e2): observe his erroneous
conclusion. For it is not the same even if it is a part of the same
aptitude, i.e. of experience.

12.10. ‘A bit ill-bred’ (462¢6): Callicles, because he suffers from
every failing of reason, does not blush, but in Socrates’ presence
insults philosophy, as we shall learn; Socrates, however, is godlike
and does not take that line, but on account of Gorgias’ love of
learning says ‘It is boorish to slander rhetoric in Gorgias’ presence,
since I do not know what kind he professes, and he will think that
I am making a mockery of his own field. So what he professes, I
do not know. But there is a rhetoric which is a part of nothing that
is fine,2”7 because it’s base.” For what is fine depends on what is
good and upon form. Indeed we call even the less beauteous forms
‘base’.

‘The basest man to come to Troy.’278

12.11. Since we have passed a phrase by, let me explain it.27¢
‘What’s that, Polus? Have you already found out’ (462c10):
although it has not yet been shown what rhetoric is, Polus asks what
sort of thing it is. So [Socrates] criticizes him for asking something
else when this had not been explained. And from this the correct
order of the four ‘problems’ emerges.

12.12. ‘A part of what, Socrates?’ (463a5): ‘Tell me which of the
things that are not fine is it a part of, Socrates’.

Lecture 13280 (463a6-466a3)

13.1.  ‘Well, Gorgias, I think’ (463a6): here Socrates wants to give
the general definition of rhetoric. So he takes two genera, one
specific, the other more remote. For just as there are two genera of
man, one more specific, such as animal, the other more remote,

27 Reading 11¢ pnropikf rather than 1y pnropikt. It would be unusual for Ol
to allow this statement of Plato’s about one kind of rhetoric to apply to
rhetoric as a whole.

28 Cf. above, 5.1. Homer II. 2.216, cited there too as an instance of the use
of ‘base’ which implies no more than an absence of of fine qualities.

M The lecturer’s habit of returning to a point omitted earlier. Cf. 13.10,
41.10, (43.3: he goes back to answer a query), 46.1-2 (notes needing to be
added), 48.10.

20 In lecture 13 Ol. comments on Socrates’ characterization of rhetoric as
a species of flattery. He sets out a division, which results in the isolation of
rhetorical practice.
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such as substance, similarly in the case of rhetoric, its specific
[genus] is flattery and its remote [genus] is aptitude. Note that the
flatterer needs to possess three things, guesswork, shrewdness and
courage: guesswork so that he can estimate the nature of the person
being flattered, establishing devices that please him so that he can
use them; shrewdness so that he knows the ways by which he
ought to resort to flattery; courage so that he stands firm and does not
give ground after using vain conceits, for it is thus that he is
detected.?8!

Since there are many [kinds of] flattery, we need to say what
kind of flattery rhetoric is. If we are going to discover this, we need
to grasp the subject-matter available to flatterers and the dispositions
through which we approach it. Note that aptitude is of two kinds,
one cognitive, the other aiming at life.282 And the cognitive [type]
either supplies causes or does not, and what supplies causes is
either about what is eternal and always the same or about what is
changing. But that concerned with what is always the same is
called scientific understanding, that concerned with what is
changing is craft, while that which does not supply causes is
experience.

Again, an investigation of life concerns either body or soul—
concerning the body either its good or its pleasure [is investigated],
and likewise concerning the soul. And concerning the body
either what preserves it in health, or restores it if sick.?8% And the
restoration is the good aimed at by medicine, while the preserva-
tion [is the good aimed at] by gymnastic.

13.2.  That the doctor does not preserve our health is evident from
the name, for medication is a name rather like remediation.284 So
do not think that because they now overlap gymnastics and
medicine are the same. With respect to the soul what preserves it is
the administration of law, while what restores it is the passing of
judgement, these two [processes] being subsumed under the
heading ‘constitutional’. On the other hand, there is no genus

A1 Cf 18.10. It is interesting that Ol does not find anything strange in
attributing the virtue of courage to the rhetorician (contrast Irwin, p. 132),
nor does he find it necessary to refer to the disputed parallel with Isocrates
c.S;{zh. 17 (refs. in Dodds, 1959, 225).

2 Cf 12.3, which is in fact a division of faculties, cognitive, and animative
+ appetitive. The division of aptitude appears to follow that of faculties.
2% One should perhaps read 10 for 16 twice at p. 77.10.
e latpixd is an latikn.
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common to gymnastic and medicine, because these two, gym-
nastic and medicine, are concerned with the body, and this is in
parts and does not have unity, whereas the administration of law
and justice are concerned with the soul, which is without parts and
unitary and causes things applying to it to admit a common
genus.285

What, then, are the dispositions that resemble these and look to
the apparent good, which is the pleasant? For each passion comes
from a falling short, though it adopts the guise of the good. So
cosmetics impersonates gymnastics, for this too preserves the
current beauty of the hair by adding alien colours. And cookery
impersonates medicine, for this too stimulates appetite, but does so
with a view to pleasure, and often it gives one part, e.g. the tip of the
tongue, an appetite, while overthrowing the whole body. Further-
more, with respect to the soul sophistry impersonates the admini-
stration of law, because it too is concerned with the universal—
hence Protagoras sophistically argues that nothing is false, but
everything true, and that perception is knowledge?86—whereas
rhetoric impersonates justice because it is concerned with the par-
ticular. Hence rhetoric is an experiential aptitude which flatters the soul,
an image of the judicial part of constitutional craft—‘the judicial
[part]’ is added because there exists also the legislative [part], ‘the
soul’ [is added] to contrast with the body, and ‘flatters’ [is added] to
contrast with the good.287
13.3. ‘It seems to be a craft’ (463b3): of course we still say ‘The
cook is a craftsman’ today.
13.4.  ‘That would not be just, Polus’ (463c6): just as the question
of justice arises in actions, so also in speech. [Socrates] is saying
that it is not just to seek what qualities a thing has before learning
what it is.288
13.5. ‘Then would you understand if I answered?’ (463d1):
Socrates replies somewhat unclearly on purpose, wishing to

#  Apparently it is not necessary that there be a common genus of things
to do with the body because it is a divisible entity: one might suggest that
there need be no common genus to cover all aspects of automobile main-
tainence, that would include both automotive electronics and automotive
upholstering.

% Ol. appears to be forming his impression of Protagoras from Plato’s
Tht. 152a8 ff., and Euthd. 286bc.

%7 Ol.’s final definition of rhetoric, modifying that given at 12.3.

%8 Ol here interprets his familiar observation of procedural impropriety
as injustice.
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discover whether Polus has been benefited at all, but the latter is
found to have made no improvement.

13.6. ‘I say it is shameful’ (463d4): there are various cures for the
passions, among which is also this one—giving in to the passions
so that then satiety brings them to a stop. We do this often with
immoderate laughter. Because, then, Polus is overcome by the
passion to ask what qualities a thing has instead of what it is,
Socrates yields to him and says that it is shameful, satisfying the
other’s question.

We must understand that there are these three, the good, the just,
and the fine. And these coincide in the case of actions but not in
things: the good is the most extensive of all, next comes the fine,
and then the just. So if something is fine it is also good, but it is not
the case that if something is good it is also fine. Observe how
matter is good, because it adds something to generation and
contributes [to it],28 but is not fine and indeed is base. Hence, since
the bad is the opposite of the good, and the fine [is the opposite] of
the base, while the good is more extensive than the fine, it is clear
that the bad that is opposite to the good, which is more extensive,
will be be less extensive, and the base will be more extensive.
Hence, if something is bad it is always base, but it is not the case
that if something is base it is always bad. Hence matter is base but
it is not bad. Since Socrates knew this, that is the reason he said ‘For
I call the bad base’.

13.7.  ‘By Zeus Socrates’ (463d6): As a lover of learning Gorgias
says ‘I do not understand what you are saying Socrates. Please
discuss it with me’.

13.8. ‘Polus here will refute me’ (463e6-464al): observe his
modesty of character: how he wants Polus to refute him if he is
speaking badly.

139. ‘I can’t off-hand find a single name’ (464b4-5): it has been
said that there is no genus common to gymnastic and medicine.?9¢
13.10. We left something out above,??! so we must add the fol-
lowing here. Note that when we said that the flatterer has three

29 For the good in relation to the fine and the just, cf. 5.1, 10.1, and notes.
For the Aristotelian terminology see HA 509a29, GA 715al2.

20 See 13.2 above; Ol. assumes that the absence of a name reflects the
metaphysical situation—where there is no name there is no genus to receive
It.

M Ol adds here to what was said at 18.1. For the rectification of an
omission cf. 12.11.
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elements: guesswork, shrewdness and courage—these are the
elements of the flatterer, much as the statesman of philosophical
character, as is said in the Republic, has rapidity of learning, good
memory, and a focus on universals.292 For it is these three that a
man who philosophizes needs.

Lecture 1423 (464c3-466a3)

14.1. ‘Here are four crafts’ (464c3): we have already discussed
the definition of rhetoric and what impersonates what. So at this
point [Socrates] proposes to discuss flattery, how it is divided into
four and impersonates different things. For cookery impersonates
medicine, and cosmetics impersonates gymnastics. For just as
gymnastics fans our innate heat and makes good colour flower
over the whole body, so too cosmetics aims to adorn the hair with
an artificial elegance and colour.?>* Now these are the impostors
with respect to the body. Those with respect to the soul are, as we
have said, sophistry and rhetoric, sophistry impersonating the
administration of law and rhetoric impersonating the administra-
tion of justice. So [Socrates]j says that flattery makes observations
and conjectures about the things the flattered person takes pleasure
in, but does not come to know them. For it does not possess
knowledge, if, that is, knowledge belongs to intellect. So it is not by
knowing but by perceiving and conjecturing that [flattery] acts.

14.2. Note that a flatterer is as distant from a friend, as Aristotle
says, as is the good from the pleasant.?%5 For a friend even causes
pain for the sake of the good, whereas a flatterer actually does
harm for the sake of pleasure. And [Aristotle] states that there is a
criterion for distinguishing a friend from a flatterer, for he says2?6

22 W. refers to Rep 6, 486c1-d12. Ol seems to be displaying a neoplatonic
penchant for trilogies, perhaps condensing of the long list of requirements at
487a4-5, and adding the reference to ‘aiming at universals’ from Rep. 7.

%% Lecture 14 is something of a mixture, perhaps a continuation of the pre-
vious lexis rather than an independent section. The fragmentary treatment is
in danger of undermining some of Plato’s most scathing anti-rhetorical
polemic—or perhaps this is what Ol. intends.

2 Cosmetics is here treated by Ol. rather narrowly, as if equivalent to
hairdressing and hair-dying. Thus it has two important differences from
gymnastics, (1) the ‘bloom’ is artificial, and (2) it is confined to a limited
area of the person. On Ol.’s text at 465b4 see on 14.8.

25 Further use of Aristotle (EN 10.3,1173b31-74al) in support of Grg. on
flattery, cf. 12.3.

% W. notes nihil horum Aristot. But this may come from a lost work.
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‘make two inconsistent proposals, and if he accepts one but not the
other then he is a friend, but if he accepts both he is a flatterer’.
This is what I mean: say ‘I need to move to the suburbs’, and see
what he says. If he says ‘Very well, for there one finds a fine
supply of resources and a temperate climate’, then say ‘In fact I
will not leave straightaway, for it is very hot there and we have no
enjoyment of the resources’. If he opposes you with all his might
and says ‘You must move in any case’, then he is a friend. If on
the other hand he says ‘Truly you are right, you must not move,
for we are very busy’ and suchlike, then recognize him as the
flattering kind, who looks to what the one being flattered is saying.
14.3.  ‘So if a doctor and a cook had to compete among children’
(464d5): ‘So’, he says, ‘if we muster an audience of unintelligent
people, and judge a doctor and a cook before them, the doctor will
be ostracized by the children—for children even shudder at the
doctor as he often prescribes a fast too—but the cook will be loved as
one who aims at their pleasure’. [Socrates] says ‘Either before
children or before men’, since Aristotle too says that lack of
intelligence is either through age, as in the case of children—for
these are unintelligent as a result of their youth—or through
reasoning-ability, as in the case of men who are mature but
without education,?? of whom it is possible to say that each must
become a child a second time,?%8 when they are worn down by
their fears.2%

14.4. ‘And I say this sort of thing is shameful’ (464e2): It can be
shown by means of a syllogism that the flatterer is base, in this
way: ‘The flatterer aims at the pleasant, someone who aims at the
pleasant excites the passions, someone who excites the passions
puts passion before himself, someone who puts passion before
himself places passion in front of reasoning, someone who places
passion in front of reasoning makes matter prior to form, someone
who makes matter prior to form is base (for matter is base),

#7 Not so much EN 1.3 (1095a2-13) as suggested by W., for this is not
really suggestive of what we have in Ol, comments centring on the passions
rather than the lack of reasoning powers in the child-like; but rather EE 1.3
(1214b28-15a4) with the influence of EE 1.6.4-5.

28 ‘Old men are a child a second time’ is proverbial, and occurs in
Aristophanes Clouds 1417; also in the lost first version (scholion on Axiochus
367b), and elsewhere in comedy, as also in tragedy: see Dover (1968), 260.

9 The ‘fear’ theme is perhaps connected with the fearful ‘child within
us’ at Phd. 77d-e.
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therefore the flatterer is base’. In order that no-one may say to us
we got here unsyllogistically, because we arrived at what we were
seeking through so many steps, we say that it is possible to cut
down the number of premises by means of earlier syllogisms, and
so to arrive at this conclusion in a way based on scientific method.
Note that he directs this argument at Polus3® and says ‘I say it is
base, Polus’, since [Polus] [had twisted]*! up and down [wishing]
to learn what sort of a thing rhetoric is. Observe the philosophic
character of Socrates: he converses instructively with a respectable
person like Gorgias, but agonistically?Y? with a headstrong fellow
like Polus.

14.5. ‘It is not a craft’ (465a2): see how he proclaims that this
popular rhetoric is not a craft, since it does not contain knowledge
of its subject-matter, nor does it supply a rational account. For
anything that is non-rational is not a craft.

14.6. ‘If you dispute any of this’ (465a6): since Socrates is
expounding, he wants to show that he is expounding by means of
demonstrations and [so] he says ‘if I speak badly, I need to give an
account’.303

14.7.  ‘Crooked’ (465b3): ‘crooked’ in the sense of evil-doing,
‘deceptive’ in the sense of aiming at the pleasant, ‘mean’ because
soft and not stable, ‘unfree’ because slavish.

14.8.  ‘Shaping, colouring’ (465b4): for cosmetics encourages
concern for shape and colouring, and a smooth face, and our very
way of looking.3%4 In [Demosthenes’] words ‘with his shape, with
his look, with his voice’.?%5 These are the practices of cosmetics.
149. ‘I want to tell you, as the geometricians would’ (465b7):
geometrical analogy is ‘As that is to that, so this is to this’, that is,

30 Noting the address to Polus in particular at 465al. It is a fact that Socra-
tes is made to direct the argument pointedly at Polus during this exchange,
cf. 463b7-7, €2, €6, 465d4.

I Tentatively supplying these words to fill a lacuna. See W’s apparatus.

%2 One of the types of Platonic discourse according to the ‘character-
classification’ at D.L. 3.49; the term agonistic may be connected with Tht.
167¢4.

%3 Ol is again displaying his concern about procedure and the appropri-
ate signs of procedure; however he does not take the opportunity to link this
with the criticism of rhetoric, which is alleged to proceed without a logos.

3 Te. profile, complexion, lack of wrinkles, and eye make-up. Ol. says
nothing about clothing, and probably reads aic@rfoet with BTP rather than
£00fitL or £¢00fiotv with Aristides and F here.

%5 Dem. 21.72 (against Midias).
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‘As 20 is to 10, so 4 is to 2°.3%6 So he says ‘I need to use geometrical
analogy in this case for the sake of clarity’. Note then that either
images are compared with images, or originals with originals, or
originals with images. And either the images of the body are
compared with the originals of the body itself or with the originals
of the soul, or the images of the soul are compared with the
originals of the soul itself or with the originals of the body. This is
what I mean: the originals of the soul are the administration of law
and the administration of justice, and of the body medicine and
gymnastics. And the images of the soul are sophistry and rhetoric,
and of the body cookery and cosmetics.

How then do we compare images with images? Suppose I say
‘As cookery is to rhetoric, so cosmetics is to sophistry’. Observe that
they are all images, some concerning the body and some con-
cerning the soul. And {we compare] originals with originals: ‘As
gymnastic is to the administration of law, so medicine is to the
administration of justice’. All of these are originals, some concern-
ing the body and some concerning the soul. And [we compare]
originals with images: ‘As gymnastic is to cosmetics, 50 medicine
is to cookery’. For gymnastic and medicine are originals, cookery
and cosmetics are images, and concern the body. If I say ‘As the
administration of law is to sophistry, so justice is to rhetoric,” then
in this case too I include both originals and images, but all
concerning the soul’.

Since [Socrates] made his speech long through this [explana-
tion], he defends himself and says ‘Polus, since you did not
understand what I said, I was compelled to draw out my speech,
but if you had understood, I would not have spoken at length. So
with you too: if I understand, do not speak at length, but if I am not
able to follow you, draw out your speech’.

14.10. ‘But since they are so close to each other’ (465c4):
confusion occurs between sophistry and rhetoric. That’s how Gor-
gias too, although a sophist, called himself a orator.307 It is worth

36 W. compares anon. Prol. 27, which utilizes these analogies from Grg.,
and specifies that they are ‘geometrical’, contrasting an ‘arithmetical
example at Phlb. 66a.

%7 We should ask why Ol. sees Gorgias as a sophist. (i) The Platonic
passage which does most to distinguish him from the sophists, Meno 95¢, may
have escaped him, as he seldom shows awareness of this dialogue, especially
of its contribution to non-epistemological issues. (ii) Ol. may be anxious to be
fair to Gorgias, and sophistic is actually better than rhetoric at 520b. (iii)
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inquiring why sophistry and rhetoric are confused, when cos-
metics and cookery are not. We say that cookery and cosmetics
are pretences relating to the body. So if the body had distinguished
them, there would have been confusion of them too. For how could
the body, the part that is overcome by the passions arising from
them, have been able to distinguish them? But as it is, since they
are pretences concerning the body, and it is the soul that distin-
guishes them, for this reason, because the soul distinguishes them,
they are not confused. But rhetoric and sophistry are pretences
concerning the soul. So since it is the soul that is affected, how
could it distinguish them when it is overcome and enslaved? This
is the reason for their confusion,308

14.11. ‘To justice’ (465c3): that is ‘to the administration of justice’.
14.12. ‘The Anaxagorean condition’ (4656d3-4): Anaxagoras advo-
cated homoiomeries.3"® Observing that all things come from all
things, and being unable to resolve them by analysis he thought
that all things were in all things and said ‘All things were
together’. So [Socrates] says ‘If the body distinguished the things of
the body, then all things would be in all things’, that is ‘There
would have been confusion’. ‘I say this to you, Polus, since you are
familiar with the writings of Anaxagoras’. Note that Gorgias was a
student of Empedocles, and Polus was attached to the doctrines of
Anaxagoras.310

Gorgias’ work On Not Being is most easily understood as sophistry and was of
interest to Neoplatonists because of its application of the Eleatic style of
argument. (iv) Gorgias’ own arena is that of the policy-making statesman
(hence the law-giver) rather than the law-court, so that his activities (or those
which he mimics, would be prescriptive rather than corrective. In this case he
ought technically to conform with this section’s view of a sophist rather than
a rhetor.

38  Ol.’s thinking is guided by, but goes well beyond, 465¢7-d6, which
concerns itself with the confusion of cookery and medicine, not cookery and
cosmetics.

39  A1DK. Though OIl. makes occasional reference to Presocratic philoso-
phers, usually from Heraclitus on, his knowledge appears to have been high-
ly derivative.

318 On Gorgias and Empedocles cf. 0.9 above, D.L. 8.58-59. One scholion on
465d, apparently simplifying what OIl. tells us, emphasizes the alleged
contrast between the respective presocratic backgrounds of Gorgias and Polus,
but another more thoughtful one (p.58.16-20 Carbonara Naddei) suggests that
Polus knew Anaxagoras because (i) he was Gorgias’ pupil, and (ii) Gorgias
was Empedocles’ pupil, and (iii) Empedocles ‘understood and taught the
opinions of the philosophers.’
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14.13. ‘What I say rhetoric is’ (465d7): now [Socrates] introduces
another definition based on the images [of the crafts], saying
‘Rhetoric is what corresponds to cookery with respect to the soul.
For what cookery is with respect to the body, so rhetoric is with
respect to the soul. Note that he is speaking about popular rhetoric,
since in the Phaedrus he says that true rhetoric corresponds to
medicine 31

14.14. ‘Now perhaps I've done something absurd’ (465el):
observe his explanation of why he employed a long speech when
he has declared his preference for short speaking.

14.15. ‘And now if you can do anything with this answer’ (466a2):
[Socrates] says ‘if you can do something with this answer and can
oppose it, then go ahead and try to argue against it’.

14.16. “What I say rhetoric is’ (465d7): Plato here makes copious
use of the Attic device called ‘non-division’. It is ‘non-division’
when a number of ‘men’ connectives are used, but no ‘de’. “What
(men oun) I say it is’: note one ‘men’ connective. ‘Perhaps (men oun)
absurd’: note another ‘men’ and no ‘de’. ‘It is worthy (men oun) of
pardon’: note another ‘men’. Some write ‘it is worthy indeed
(mentot)’,312 but wrongly, for one should write ‘worthy (men oun)’.
‘And if I (men oun) with you’: note another ‘men’ connective.

Lecture 15313 (466a4-467c4)

15.1.  ‘All right then, what are you saying? You think rhetoric is
flattery?’ (466a4): as I have already said, the aim of the dialogue is
to investigate the ethical principles of constitutional well-being. It
has already been said that it is not rhetoric but constitutional
science. Note that in what has preceded [Socrates] has supplied the
creative cause, whereas here we are seeking the formal cause. For
although it has been stated what rhetoric is not, we need also to say
what it is.

When Socrates said that it was flattery, Polus objects. But we
must understand that objection to syllogisms is of three kinds: for

811 Again insistence, in the light of Phdr. 270b, that Socrates in Grg. is
opg)osed only to ‘democratic’ or ‘unscientific’ rhetoric, cf. 9.4

312 465e3. No ancient variant is known here from other sources.

33 In lecture 15 Ol begins with an analysis of some of Polus’ arguments
in syllogistic form, together with Socrates’ objections. This is followed by
explanation of some of the seemingly paradoxical tenets which Socrates
espouses.
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we object to the premises, or we object to the syllogistic figure, or, if
we can object to neither premises nor figure, we seek another
means of overturning the argument. For instance, if somebody
said man is a stone, a stone is a horse, therefore man is a horse, we
resist the premises as being false. But if somebody said man is an
animal, horse is an animal, hence man is a horse—in that case the
premises are valid (for they are true, both the one that claims horse
is an animal, and the one that says man is an animal), but the
figure is fallacious. For both premises in a second figure syllogism
are affirmative.314 But if the figure is also valid and the premises
are not false, then you need to overturn it by other means, as
Aristotle too does in the Physics (A2-3), dispelling and exposing
their sophisms through the same means as they had employed to
create the difficulty.
15.2.  So here too Polus, unable to lay hold of either premises or
figure, tries to overturn it by other means. Polus’ syllogisms
proceed as follows: ‘If the flatterer is thought to be worthless in a
city, and the orator is not thought to be worthless in a city, it
follows that the orator is not a flatterer’. Here Socrates seizes on the
second premise, the negative one, and says ‘I do not merely show
that orators are thought to be worthless in the city, but that they do
not even receive recognition for this—i.e. as orators—in the city’.315
Then Polus argues this through other premises as follows: ‘The
orator has great power, someone who has great power is not
thought worthless, therefore the orator is not thought worthless’.
But in this case too [Socrates] seizes on the minor premise, as we
shall show, and says that orators do not have great power. But Polus
constructs an argument through other premises like this: ‘Orators
do what they want, those who do what they want have great
power, therefore orators have great power’. Again [Socrates] seizes
upon the minor premise, saying [orators] do not do what they
want. But then Polus constructs an argument as follows: ‘Orators do
what seems good to them, those who do what seems good to them
do what they want, so orators do what they want’. In this case
[Socrates] seizes on the major premise, saying that what seems
good to them is not also what they want. To this Polus no longer
says anything.316

314 Compare 12.4.
315 As 15.3 below indicates, Ol. means in the ideal city.
316  These last paragraphs show how dedicated Ol is to casting arguments
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15.3. It is worth inquiring how it is that in cities orators do not
enjoy well-being. For we see that they are not in a worthless3!7
position, for they have power over laws, magistracies, everything.
We reply ‘Pay attention to what Socrates is saying, that they are
worthless in true cities, not in those governed by the mob or by
factionalism, but in well-organized ones’. That is surely why
[Plato] himself said “This is not a single city, it is [a number of]
cities’,3!® implying that a disorganized multitude is not a unity but
a discord. And so in the true city orators are not recognized, seeing
that even in disorderly [cities] the more exacting place of
audience, the Areopagus, was free of such rhetoric.319 For no
[rhetorical] prologues were delivered there, nor was there any
other clever stuff. So it was a good point that [orators] are considered
worthless.

But how is it that [orators] do not possess great power? We must
take this as agreed, that power is on the side of good, as indeed
Polus himself thinks, whereas lack of power is on the side of evil.
Certainly we should not say that God lacked the power to do evil,
but did not want t0.320 For he is altogether powerless even to have
this power to do evil—or rather this lack of power. For his essence
consists in his goodness. Hence we too have power insofar as we
participate in the good in whatever way. So someone who is doing
some evil is not said to have power. If he were some tyrant who
was sick and did not want the doctor to touch him, but killed him
instead, this would be a case of lack of power rather than power. In
the same way too if you give a bloodletting knife to someone
without medical training, or a golden lyre to someone who is not
musical, or a sharp sword to an ill tempered fellow, these people
are not said to have power, but lack of power, since they do nothing
of any value [with them]. In the same way too those who are
orators and use its power for evil ends are not said to have power,
but rather to practise impotence.

in syllogistic form, even though aspects of his reconstruction will sound
dubious to modern readers; up to this point we have seen less persistent use of
syllogistic at 4.12, 6.1, 6.2, 11.1, 12.4, and 14.4.

37 We have retained Irwin’s ‘worthless’, though ‘insignificant’ might
more accurately translate Ol.’s understanding of the term. There is no use for
the orator in the true city because it is unified, and there is no rift between
those needing to persuade and those needing to be persuaded.

318 Rep. 422e8.

319 Arist. Rhet. 1.1, 1354a21-24.

3 Again god’s lack of power to do bad; cf. 11.2.
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15.4. But how then do they not want what they think best? We
must understand that all men by their very nature desire the good,
indeed that even inanimate things do. That’s how a clod of earth
hurtles down from its position on account of its own proper good,
while a spark flies up.32! So the tyrant or thief or some other person
employs evil as if it were good, and he thinks that what he is doing
is good, but he does not want this, for it is what seems best that he
pursues. Indeed he is so far from wanting this, that if he is given
careful guidance, he reverts to what is really good. So they do not
actually want what they think. Orators too set their hands to evil,
and do not actually want the things they think best. Having
nothing to say against this, Polus first of all complains of obstruc-
tion, and says ‘Yes, have you the nerve to say this? What? Doesn’t a
man actually want what seems best?’322 Next he demands that
Socrates give a demonstration, and the one who had long thought
it beneath him to be asked questions now has questions asked of
him by Socrates and gives answers.
15.,5.  ‘All right then, what are you saying? You think rhetoric is
flattery?’ (466a4): what has been considered so far means also that
luxury, wealth and such things are not the formal cause of consti-
tutional well-being, but that the virtues are, and that it is not the
case that each man wants what he thinks. For just as Ajax wanted
to kill Agamemnon and Odysseus, and thought it was them he
was slaying when coming down upon the flocks in his mad-
ness,32% but in reality was not doing what he wanted; and just as a
man who wants to be healed, who does not have the mind of a
doctor and takes water at the inappropriate time, does what seems
good to him but not what he wants—for he wants health, yet health
does not come to him but his fever actually intensifies—so too the
orator does what seems good to him, not what he thinks best. For
his thinking it best is a mark of his lack of power. So it has been
shown generally how one who does what he thinks best does not
necessarily do what he wants.

Note this too, that tyranny is also called mob-rule and is not a
genuine ‘constitution’, since the tyrant also has a host of irrational

R Ol draws on selected Aristotelian views from EN 1.1, De Caelo 1.7 etc.,
Met. 12.7.

522 Referring to 467bl1.

#3  This is the situation with which Sophocles’ play Ajax commences.
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passions that trouble him,324 and someone with a host of irrational
passions is in a worse position than a multitude of worthless men.
For what is more awful than irrational passions troubling our soul?
Note then that Polus lays hold of the premises of the syllogisms.
Sometimes he lays hold of two simultaneously, and Socrates
criticizes him.325 For they should each be taken one at a time, so
that the interlocutor too knows which he should address his
argument to.
15.6.  ‘No. I said it’s a part of flattery’ (466a6): so he says it is a
part of flattery. For it is not simply identical with flattery, since
there are many flatteries, as we’ve shown.
15.7. ‘Then (do)326 you think that’ (466a9): observe what a con-
fused question Polus asks. Socrates realizes that ‘ara’is either infer-
ential or interrogative,3?7 and is in two minds, and says ‘Are you
asking a question, or stating the first premise of an argument?’
15.8. ‘Then I think the orators have the least power’ (466b9):
‘Least’ puts it nicely, since however the fall of the soul occurs, it
cannot fail to preserve some concept or imprint of the good.328
159. ‘No, by the.... Indeed you don’t’ (466e6): Though he’d
intended to swear, he did not complete the oath, but cut it short,
teaching us that we should accustom ourselves to control oaths.3?
15.10. ‘Then how are the orators’ (467a8): It is possible to compose
a syllogism as follows, demonstrating that the orators do not do
what they want:

34 The multitude of desires associated with the tyrant is clear from Rep. 9
572d-573b, though Ol. does not mention the extent to which the tyrant there
comes to be dominated by a single overriding desire.

325 Polus at 466b11-c2, and Socrates d5-6.

3%  Bracketed to render ambiguity.

3 Ol fails to realize that the inferential dpa and interrogative dpa
would have sounded very different to an Attic speaker.

38 l.e. ‘least’ is more accurate than ‘no power’. The fall of the soul to this
corporeal world from a higher existence is part of the standard belief-system
of the Neoplatonists, as well as rival religious systems such as Gnosticism.
Such views are detectable also in Plato, but belong usually to the religious
(Orphic ?) background of the idea of transmigration (e.g. Grg. 493a). Plato
stresses the affect of this-worldly failures on our subsequent existence(s), and
the only events in our non-bodily state adversely affecting a this-worldly life
are (i) the actual choice of lives in the Myth of Er (Rep. 10.619b ff.), and (ii)
the failure of the soul to fly high enough in Phdr., 248a-d. The latter passage
is influential here.

329  Another moral lesson, and one here which Christians would not have
found it hard to agree with.
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Orators are flatterers

Flatterers aim at the pleasant

Those who aim at the pleasant do not aim at the good

Those who do not aim at the good do not have craft or know-

ledge

Those who do not have craft or knowledge do not have

intelligence

Those who do not have intelligence do what they think best, not

what they want

Hence orators do what they think best, not what they want.
15.11. ‘This is shocking and monstrous stuff you’re saying’
(467b10): observe how he protests and shouts Socrates down.
15.12. ‘Don’t abuse me’ (467bl1): it is because [Polus] likes words
of rhyming terminations that Socrates says to him ‘best Polus’.33¢
Then, from his very wish to criticize him and to say ‘You like
these rhyming terminations’, he again uses the same figure,
saying ‘So as to address you in your own style’.
15.13. ‘Al right, I'm ready to answer’ (467c3): observe how the
man who long ago thought himself above answering now takes it
upon himself to answer, wanting to-learn what Socrates is saying.

Lecture 1633  (467c5-468e5)

16.1.  ‘Then do you think people’ (467c5): the task that lies before
[Socrates] is to show that what one wants to do are good things. To
show this he employs the following syllogism: ‘Someone who
brings about what he wants brings about ‘that for the sake of which’
[one acts], ‘that for the sake of which’ is good, therefore someone
who brings about what he wants brings about what is good’. Again,

%0 & Adote TIdAe certainly repeats omegas and lambdas to create a rich
mocking tone, but this is scarcely a case of rhyming terminations (éuoto-
katdAnkta). The term is used loosely here as at 3.2 above (cf. 3.4). Hence in
the next observation Ol. is drawing attention to the words npoceinw og xata
o€, where the initial sound prosipose involved a jingle to the ears of those who
had (as repeated textual errors confirm) ceased to distinguish adequately
between long and short ‘o’.

Bl In lecture 16 Ol. discusses Socrates’ tactics against Polus. He distin-
guishes between means, ends, and things that serve as means and end alike:
what one really wants is to attain the end, not the means to it. Ol.’s explana-
tion of things good, bad, and neither is somewhat different from anything
we could expect to find in Plato, and reflects Neoplatonic views about the
nature of evil. The lecture ends with lessons in syllogistic form, which draw
on the material so far discussed.
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in order to show how someone who brings about what he wants
brings about ‘that for the sake of which’, he constructs a division
and says that of all things some are solely ‘that for the sake of
which’ [one acts], and others are solely for the sake of something
else, and others function in both ways, being both ends and
means. Now the first cause is solely an end, for it is on its account,
i.e. on account of the final good, that all our labours are performed,
and it is never a means.332 For if what is adopted for some end is
inferior to that for the sake of which it is adopted, then [the first
cause] will be inferior to something, which is contrary to divine
law. Furthermore, if it is both a means and an end there will be a
pair there, where no duality can be contemplated. And if they are
brought into a unity, then once again there will be something
superior to unite it, which is absurd. Hence [the first cause] is
solely an end.

Matter, on the other hand, is solely a means, for it is for the sake
of the forms that matter is adopted. So it is not an end, for if the end
is superior to the means, and matter is the least good, how could it
be an end? Everything in between [these two] functions in both
ways. Hence bodies are both ends and means, compared with mat-
ter they are ends, while compared with the soul they are means.

And these three are observed in the sphere of action too0:333 for
well-being is solely an end, blood-letting and drugs are solely
means, whereas health is both. For with regard to blood-letting and
drugs [health] is an end, while with respect to well-being it is a
means. Hence, we must understand that the end is that for the sake
of which, that the end is good, and that it is this that we want to
bring about. Therefore someone who brings about what he wants
brings about the end. And if someone says ‘What? Do not we also
want evil?’, reply ‘No, not properly speaking; but, because the good
is either the apparent or the true good, it sometimes happens that
we desire the apparent [good] though we believe we are pursuing

32 A striking affirmation of standard neoplatonist doctrine (W. aptly
cites Proc. Theol. 2.9.58.5-8SW, In Prm. 1116.5-7, Dam. Phlb. 217) in Aristote-
lian terms, cf. Rep. 357b-d and EN 1.1-2, 6 etc., Met. 12.7. In this discussion
‘end’ has been used as an alternative to ‘that for the sake of which’ and
‘means’ rather than ‘that for the sake of something else’ reducing the clum-
siness in translation.

%3 Le. in various states which one may experience, one’s activities, and in
individual acts, as opposed to the sphere of entities which may exist for their
own sake or that of another. The distinction is analogous to that between
nouns and verbs.
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the true good. Hence the end is properly the good.” And that the
first cause is said to be solely an end is clear from the hymn,
which says

‘From you all things come, while you alone arise from no
cause’ 334

Hence it is shown that someone who brings about what he wants
brings about the end.

16.2. In order to show again that the end is good, he says ‘The
end is aimed at, what is aimed at is good, therefore the end is
good’. That what is aimed at is good is evident from [the fact that]
we naturally aim at the good, whence Aristotle (EN 1.1) praises
those who say that good is what everything aims at. Hence it is
clear that the end is aimed at and good.

[Socrates] again employs division, along the following lines:
some things are good, such as well-being (and wealth too, as Polus
believes),3?® others are bad, such as piracy and such like, and
others besides are intermediates. And the intermediates are either
sometimes fine and sometimes bad—for it is possible for someone
to sail for a good purpose, such as for prayer or for some other holy
purpose, but it is possible also for a bad one, for piracy or fraud—or
[they are] neither bad nor good, such as wood and stone and
such336—for these are neither good nor bad in themselves, but
depend on the user. Note, then, that evil is observed in deeds, for
something that does not involve deeds would be called neither
good nor bad.*’

4 Also quoted at 0.8. Other verses from the Hymn are quoted at 4.3 and
47.2.

¥  Cf. 16.6: Ol notes the strong ad hominem character of the argument with
Polus; see above on 14.4.

%6 Ol. is analysing 467e6-468a4, and coming to the conclusion that, of
Plato’s two groups of things which are neither good nor bad in themselves,
sitting, walking, running, and sailing are examples of things sometimes
partaking of good, sometimes of bad, while stone, wood, etc. are examples of
things which partake of neither. The scholiast also separates out the two
groups in this fashion.

7 One might deduce that Ol would regard poverty, ignorance, and ill-
health as involving deeds (mpaeig) if this is to agree with 467¢; however, he
is aware of Socrates choosing his examples to suit Polus’ beliefs. One might
also suspect a clash with OL’s optimistic doctrine that the Good is spread over
all, 0.3 and 10.1, extending even to matter, 5.1, 13.6, because it contributes to
generation. But the present passage is commonsense comment, not distinc-
tive Neoplatonic doctrine; accordingly Ol. does not deny that anything is
good (in theory), only that it is called good (in practice).
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We must understand that the good is an end, for it is with [the
good] in view that we read and learn and travel and do whatever
else we do, whereas evil is neither an end nor a means. That it is
not an end is clear from the fact that only the good is such. That it
is not a means either may be inferred from this: a means is
embraced for the sake of something else, whereas evil not only
does not lead to the good, but sets one at a distance from it. Hence
evil is neither.33® On the other hand, things that are intermediate,
e.g. sailing and suchlike, can be both. So the end is good. And if
this is so, and we want all things that are ends, then someone who
brings about what he wants is good.

16.3. From what has been said, we must draw the conclusion
that orators do not have great power.33® The first syllogism is this:
‘Orators kill, expropriate property, or practise mud-slinging; those
who act thus undertake something which is both good and bad by
nature;340 those who undertake what is both good and bad lack
understanding and intelligence’;34! <therefore orators lack under-
standing and intelligence>.342 The second syllogism is hypotheti-
cal: ‘If orators fail to achieve, they are are not using understanding
and intelligence, but [orators] do not use understanding and intel-
ligence, therefore orators fail to achieve’.343 The third syllogism is

%8 If the manuscript reading is to be kept, then it means ‘evil does not
even exist’, and Ol. must be assuming that anything in existence must either
be an end or a means, so that evil, being neither, does not exist. It is Proclus’
theory that absolute evil does not exist as evil must partake of good in order to have
any existence (In Prm. 835.14-19), and Ol tries to convince us that it is only our
own inadequate knowledge which leads us to assume that there is injustice
in the world (17.2, 19.3); but an unequivocal denial of the reality of evil is
still unexpected. It is therefore preferable to read dote oVdé<tepdv> €0l 10
xaxov,

39 The paragraph is perhaps designed to show that Plato can use all three
figures of the syllogism, and the hypothetical syllogism as well, within a
connected chain of argument. On the details see Tarrant, 1997c.

0 1t is interesting that piracy had been viewed as unequivocally bad in
16.2, but Ol. is now simply following the argument at 468bc. Note that while
‘undertake’ is used in this premise simply as ‘do’, it is more easily inter-
preted as ‘aim at’ in the next.

%l Lack of intelligence seems to have been suggested by 466el0, 467a5. The
terminology ‘understanding and intelligence’ is less typical of Grg. than of
the Meno, where the politician acts on right opinion, lacking understanding
(99b8, 11) and intelligence (c8, e6). Ol notices this work only for its contri-
bution to epistemology, see 9.1, 10.2, where 97e-8a is relevant.

2 Supplied to give the argument a conclusion, though with no confidence
that it was present in the original text. This conclusion will then supply one
premise for the corrupt second argument.

33 The sentence has two problems. The first is the invalid inference, but
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in the second figure: ‘Orators act badly, those who do what they
want do not act badly, therefore orators do not do what they
want’.344 The fourth syllogism is in the third figure: ‘Orators do
what they think best, orators do not do what they want, therefore
some who do what they think best do not do what they want’.345
The fifth syllogism is this: ‘orators do not do what they want, those
who do not do what they want do not have great power,3# <there-
fore, orators do not have great power>‘.347 These are the messages
he wants to convey in this section.

164. ‘For they sail for the sake of wealth’ (467d5): [he says] this
because of Polus, who thinks that [wealth] is a good in itself, with
the result that it is an end for the sake of which they sail; but
sailing does happen to be a means.

16.5. ‘Now, is there any of the things that are’ (467¢1-2): here
begins the second section, the one that concerns the good.

16.6. For we want good things, you say’ (468c5-6): [Socrates]
said ‘you say’, not because he does not accept that we want what is
good, but because Polus himself had agreed to it. That is why [he
says] ‘as you say’, meaning ‘as you too agree’.

16.7. ‘Why don’t you answer?’ (468c7-8): Polus sees that the
conclusion is coming and speaks more hesitantly as he is about to
meet defeat. That is why [Socrates] says to him ‘<Why>3%% don’t
you reply?’.

16.8. ‘Then since we agree on this’ (468d1): this is the conclu-
sion, from which it is about to be shown that those who do not do
what they want do not possess great power.

this may not have struck Ol. as illegitimate, since he has reasonable grounds
for excluding a similar invalid inference elsewhere (In Phd., 2.4), and, in
effect, is happy to permit such figures where ‘if’ = ‘if and only if’. The second
problem must be solved by emendation, for ‘fail to achieve’ is in both cases
simply ‘commit injustice’ in the MS. But we do not need to demonstrate that
orators commit injustice, but rather to demonstrate that lack of understand-
ing leads to acting badly. The hypothetical syllogism is presumably detected
by Ol. at 468d1-4. The problems are discussed by Tarrant, 1997¢, and we here
read dtvyovoiv for ddixodaolv, a word which would have sounded similar to
the recorder.

1 This argument is detected at 468d5-7.

#5  The conclusion is an edited version of 468e3-5, the premises are from
d3-d6.

%6 The premises are detected at 468d6-e3.

M7 Conclusion supplied by W., as required by the first sentence of 16.3.

38 Beutler, 1938a, restores this from both lemma and Platonic text.
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Lecture 1734  (468e6-470a12)

17.1. ‘Ha! I suppose you wouldn’t choose to have the liberty’
(468€6): it is especially characteristic of men brought in the
gutter,35 when they have nothing to reply to what is said, to home
in on [an opponent’s] life-style and say ‘Well, are you the sort of
person that you bid [others to be]?’35! Now we must understand that
even if Socrates were base and wicked, we should attend to his
words, to see if they contain demonstrations. For we must always
aim at the universal and spurn particulars. Of course Epictetus too
bids us when we meet people not to discuss many things but a few
necessary ones, and not to mention food and drink, nor to praise or
revile anyone.3%2 For he knew that all these led to spurning the
universal and concern for particulars. So Polus too is to be blamed
when he says to Socrates ‘Don’t you think it a fine thing to kill and
expropriate?’ So Socrates says ‘By killing, do you mean justly or
unjustly?” To this Polus replies ‘Whether justly or unjustly, the
killer is enviable’, to which Socrates says ‘Hush, Polus’.

17.2.  Note that there are these four: killing justly, killing unjustly,
being killed justly, being killed unjustly.

Now first and most wretched is killing unjustly. Why? Because
[the killer] commits injustice both on himself and on the one he
kills, and primarily he commits injustice on himself. For note that
there are these three: soul, body, possessions. Now we must not pay
any regard to possessions, and hence the poor man or one who
loses his possessions is not wretched. For we are not born with
them nor do we depart [this life] with them. We should pay more
attention to our body than to possessions. But since the body is an
instrument of the soul, we should pay much more attention to the
soul. So someone who commits injustice subjects his rational
faculty to the passions and disturbs his soul, and a man who suffers

3 In lecture 17 Ol discusses the degree of misfortune to be attributed to
the agents and victims of just and unjust killings, and goes beyond the theo-
retical basis of Socrates’ stance. Of special interest is Ol.’s reconciliation of the
notion of unjust killing with his picture of a universe in which nobody is
actually treated unjustly. The lecture features frequent use of the Stoic moralist
Epictetus, and is also indebted to Plato’s Laws.

%0 Literally ‘at the crossroads’.

B! Deleting Aéyewv as suggested by W. in his apparatus.

%2 Man. 33.1-2, cf. 17.4 below.
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this commits injustice on himself. Since this is a very great
suffering, he is for this reason the most wretched.3>3

Next [most] wretched is the man who is killed justly. He is in the
second place because the first went so far as actually to commit
injustice,3%* and by enjoying unnatural behaviour continues to
travel the path from health to sickness. But someone who is killed
justly, although he deserved it, is at least healed and returns to the
natural state. Third [most] wretched is one who is killed unjustly.
For note that there is no disorder in the universe, but providence
observes all, so that even if one appears to be killed unjustly, the
creator knows the point of it.355 The man had offended in a former
life, and he is put to death for this reason. So his killer committed
injustice in killing him unjustly, but he himself was properly put
to death. He is in third place because he appears to be killed
unjustly.

For instance, the story is told that someone said to Socrates ‘I do
not grieve because you are being put to death, but because you are
being put to death unjustly’, and Socrates replied to him ‘would
you prefer that it were justly?’ Just as some country-dweller who
goes into court, and sees some people receiving benefits and others
punishments, will condemn [the process] in ignorance of the
reason why a thing occurred, but when he learns the way each
has behaved will accept it; so too, as we do not know why [Socr-
ates] deserved to die, we find fault. However if we knew that each
of us gets the treatment he deserves, then we would never utter the
tragic lines that say ‘I dare to state that gods do not exist, for I am
stunned by evil men’s good luck.’33% Hence Epictetus says (Man.

%3 Much of the material in this paragraph is closely related to 477a-e.

%4 A Premise seems to be missing here: injustice is a state of degenera-
tion (movnpia, Grg. 477ab), i.e. something contrary to nature.

%5 The notion of Providence here probably owes much to Plato’s Laws,
particularly 10.899d-907b, particularly harsh is the notion that those who
suffer wrong have erred in a previous life, and here there is the suggestion of
a Platonic precedent at Laws 9 872e-873a given in the form of an ancient
‘myth or logos’ by which murderers are destined to experience the same fate
as their victim in a future life. If this had merely been called a myth, then
perhaps Ol. would have been obliged to afford it an allegorical interpreta-
tion. As things are the doctrine of original sin seems to accord poorly with
Plato’s regular views, according to which sins of a previous life are atoned for
in the underworld, and no re-incarnation takes place for those who have not
been, or cannot be, cured. See also note on 15.8 on the fall of the soul.

%6 This verse of unknown tragic origin (adesp. 465N, 465K) is found also
at Simpl. In Epict. 95.41-43. While the first line could be more simply
explained otherwise, Ol. clearly interprets it in this fashion.
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17) ‘Just as one who is going to act in a drama must play the role
well to win acclaim, so too we must manage well with the body
that has been entrusted to us.” For while the body has been granted
us in accordance with our deserts,?” as internally motivated
creatures it is up to us to adopt a policy which is for the best, even
though we are thought deserving of punishment and we undergo
a loss for it, taking earthly things in place of heavenly things,
much like Homer’s Glaucon (lliad 6.236), ‘taking bronze for gold’.
In the fourth place comes someone who kills justly, who is also
unenviable. Now why is he unenviable? An unenviable person is
one whom we ought not to envy. So we ought not to envy someone
who kills justly nor one who kills unjustly.?’® But [note that]
someone who is most wretched of all is so because he is enslaved
to incurable passions, and someone who kills justly is unenviable
simply because he comes to this. Indeed he prays that he will not
come to this, as the doctor also prays that he will never encounter a
women in terrible suffering, but when she is taken in the suffer-
ing of childbirth he cuts out the foetus.3* This is unenviable, to the
extent that he was himself anxious not to come to this.
17.3.  Note that there are these two: state and activity.?® Further-
more, a state is either comfortable and choiceworthy, or uncom-
fortable and to be avoided. So too with activity. Either both one’s
state and one’s activity are choiceworthy, or both are to be avoided,
or the state is choiceworthy but the activity is to be avoided, or the
activity is choiceworthy but the state is to be avoided. If both are
choiceworthy, then that produces the statesman, who desires that
the city should have good laws and that all should share harmony
so that no-one kills [anyone], and this is the enviable [person]. If

%7 One should note here Plato’s connexion bet