Frangois Renaud

Self-Knowledge in the First Alcibiades and in the commentary of
Olympiodorus!

The First Alcibiades (henceforth Alcibiades)* contains one of the rare discussions of
self-knowledge in the Platonic corpus. In connection to the Delphic precept “Know Thy-
self” yvdBL cowtov), self- knowledge is identified in that dialogue with the knowledge
of the soul. While this link between “the true self” and the soul is found in other Platonic
dialogues, the Alcibiades formulates it most clearly: “The soul is the human being” (1
yoxn oty Gvepwnog, 130 C 6)°. The idea that the true self is the intellect enjoyed a
great fortune in Antiquity, as has been admirably shown by Jean Pépin, to whose mem-
ory I would like to pay tribute here®. Self-knowledge conceived as the knowledge of the
divinity of the intellect constitutes, moreover, the most positive interpretation of the Del-
phic precept, in comparison to traditional interpretations which underline human finitude
in opposition to divine permanence and perfections.

The unusual approach adopted in this study requires a clarification. Olympiodorus’
Alcibiades commentary remains largely unknown even to many specialists of Late An-
tiquity (there exists no translation in any modern language) and deserves systematic
treatment, which I shall present in another context. This is not intended here - I propose
rather to examine in what way this forgotten commentary can shed light on a few spe-
cific exegetical issues in Plato. While the combined study of Plato’s text and its later in-
terpretation in Antiquity, as opposed to their separate treatment, remains a novel practice,
I consider it to be of value especially for Platonic studies. Recent publications by Harold
Tarrant have already provided a few rich examples of this kind of work’. It was gratify-
ing to discover, after completion of the present study, that the principal thesis of a recent

! T heartily thank the audience at the Como conference, Psyché in Platone (February 2006) and that of
the Institut d’études anciennes of the Université Laval, Québec (October 2006) as well as Michel Narcy
for his judicious remarks (and Jeremy Hayhoe for his kind proof-reading of the English). This study,
which is part of a larger project on Olympiodorus as Plato interpreter, was funded by the Social Sci-
ences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, which I would also like to thank. ‘

2 I will refer to the edition of Burnet (1901); I have also consulted that of Croiset (1920), Carlini (1964)
and Denyer (2001).

3 Still better and perhaps more accurate is a slightly different formula from the same passage: undév &Aro
oV &vBpwnov cupPaivery § yuyty, “the human being is nothing other than (his) soul”” (130 C 3).

4 Cf. esp. Pépin 1971.

5 Cf. According to a third interpretation, the precept constitutes a warning against the overestimation of
individual capabilities (cf. Aristotle, Rhetorica, 1395 a 18). For an overview of the interpretations to
which the Delphic precept gave rise in Antiquity, see e. g. Tréinkle 1985.

6 An English translation by Michael Griffin is in preparation for publication in Robert Sorabji’s Ancient
Commentators on Aristotle Series, Duckworth, London.

7 E.g. Tarrant 2005; cf. Annas 1999; Sedley 2002.
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article by Tarrant on the same subject® is in substantial agreement with mine. According
to our two studies, which start from very different concerns, the importance of the inter-
pretation of the Alcibiades by Olympiodorus lies in the ability to reconcile and to unite
the “erotic” (more generally anthropological) and the “demonic” (more largely theologi-
cal) dimensions of Socrates’ activities®.

1. The reception of the Alcibiades

1.1. The uncertain status of the Alcibiades today

The Alcibiades is in many respects an enigmatic dialogue. Its place in the Platonic
corpus is difficult to determine and its very authenticity has repeatedly been called into
question since the nineteenth century. The eniginatic character of the Alcibiades lies
principally in the fact that it contains, or so it would seem, an idiosyncratic mix of Socra-
tism and Platonism. The first section of the dialogue (106 C-116 E) is essentially refuta-
tive and clearly appears to be Socratic. The second includes a long discourse (121 A-124
B) reminiscent of some of the “middle dialogues”. The last section has a metaphysical
and didactic content (128 A-130 C, 132 C-133 C) in the style of the “late dialogues”, or
in the style of Middle Platonism according to some!?. Stylistic studies note a few hapax,
but above all confirm the curious fact that the dialogue displays linguistic characteristics
common to all three periods of the traditional chronology (early, middle and late). More-
over it is recognized that the dialogue contains a good summary (according to some, too
good, and therefore artificial) of Socratic ethics. Indeed the main theme of self-care and
self-knowledge as well as the repeated evocations of Socrates’ personal god makes it
similar to the so-called Socratic or early dialogues (Tt doupdviov: 103 A; (6) 6edg: 105
B-E, 124 C, 127E, 135 D)'",

Are we then dealing here with an authentic work or not? If it is authentic, from what
period is it? Given the “hybrid” character of this dialogue, from both a stylistic and the-
matic point of view, none of the various hypotheses of periodization are wholly satisfy-
ing. Perhaps the question itself is misleading, for it rests on the traditional chronology
and more specifically on the developmental theory. This hermeneutical approach, al-
though widespread, has been seriously criticized in the last few years in favour of adopt-
ing a more unifying or less linear approach to the dialogues!2. Whatever the case, to take

8 Tarrant 2007, esp. pp. 9-12.

% Harold Tarrant and I have begun co-authoring a book to be entitled The Platonic Alcibiades I: The
Dialogue and its Ancient Reception (under contract with Cambridge University Press).

10 Against the authenticity, see e.g. Bluck 1953, Clark 1955 and more recently Smith 2004,

' For a defense of the authenticity (and of the unity) of the dialogue, but not necessarily as “Socratic
dialogue” (or “early dialogue™), see e.g. Croiset (1963, p. 50), Annas (1985, p. 118), Pradeau (1999, pp.
21-22) and Denyer (2001, pp. 5-11). The conclusion of Ledger’s stylometric study on the Alcibiades is
likely to surprise some: «It seems astonishing that, if this work is spurious, the author should have had
such success in matching the Platonic style as to be closer in many instances to genuine works than they
are to each other» (1989, p. 218).

12 Cf. Annas 1999; Denyer 2001, pp. 20-26; Gill 2006, pp. 140-147; for a general discussion on the cur-
rent methodological debates, see e. g. Vegetti 2003, 66-85.
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the Alcibiades seriously as a possibly authentic work, as this study proposes, forces us to
rethink the traditional classification and thereby the relationship between Socratism and
Platonism'3. The commentary of Olympiodorus can help us better to understand some of
the issues involved in this re-examination. It is fitting to recall briefly the dialogue’s
privileged status in Antiquity first.

1.2. The privileged status of the Alcibiades in Antiquity and in Olympiodorus

In Antiquity the authenticity and place of the Alcibiades in the Platonic corpus were
considered to be wholly unproblematic. Indeed, for more than three centuries of Neopla-
tonism, the dialogue was read and commentated as the very basis for teaching Plato’s en-
tire philosophy. Considering the corpus as a unity and not in terms of chronology or de-
velopment, the Ancients explained the apparent discrepancies between the dialogues in
the light of what they considered to be Plato’s pedagogical and didactic intentions. The
only complete ancient commentary of the dialogue that has survived is that of Olympio-
dorus of Alexandria (= In Alcibiadem, ed. Westerink 1956, 144 pages)!*. Proclus’ com-
mentary in its present state is incomplete; it covers the first third of the dialogue only
(103 A-116 A) and thus loses some of its usefulness for the present study, although it
will occasionally be referred to in the notes.

Olympiodorus (before 505 — after 565) generally follows the hermeneutical and peda-
gogical principles of his predecessors, principles that date from at least as far back as
Jamblichus’ cursus. This approach seeks to determine notably the goal or unifying sub-
ject (oxomdg) of each dialogue!s. The Alcibiades is then the first dialogue to be read (as
épyx1 of philosophy simply)!6 since it is viewed as the most apt to teach us the knowl-
edge of our own true nature, namely our rational soul'’. This is why the dialogue is clas-

13 Cf. Weil 1964, p. 84. My intention here is not so much to defend the authenticity of the dialogue as to
explore direct and indirect implications of this hypothesis. The uncertain status of the dialogue nowa-
days is such that few Plato commentators “dare” to refer to it, which has as additional consequence that
such implications for our understanding of Plato are insufficiently discussed.

14 The complete title is: IXQAIA EIX TON IIAATQNOX AAKIBIAAHN AJIO ®QNHE
OAYMITIOAQPOY TOY MEI'AAQY ®IAOZO®OY. Olympiodorus’ commentary, like all the others by
him that have come down to us, consists of lecture notes taken by a student (cf. Richard 1950; for an in-
troduction to Olympiodorus see e. g. Tarrant 1998). His commentaries are divided into lectures, subdi-
vided in turn into general and detailed analysis (Bewpict; Aé€rg). On Olympiodorus’ teaching methods,
see Festugiere 1963, pp. 77-80; Renaud (2009). The dating of the Alcibiades commentary is uncertain;
Westerink (1976, p. 21) proposes 560.

15 According to Jamblichus, the Alcibiades contains “the whole philosophy of Plato [...] as it were in
seminal form [@onep &v onéppami]” (fr. 1, edition and translation Dillon 1973, pp. 72-73 = Proclus, In
Alcibiadem Prooimion, 11, 15-17, ed. Segonds 1985); Olympiodorus, In Alcibiadem, 10, 17-11, 6. For
a detailed study of the Introductions (mpoleyéjieve) to the Neoplatonic commentaries in which these
questions are discussed, see I. Hadot 1987, esp. p. 109.

16 Cf. Proclus, In Alcibiadem, 1-11.

17 Cf. Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic philosophy (26, 24-26): “One must therefore explain the
Alcibiades first, because in this dialogue we learn who we are; it is fitting before knowing the external
objects [t& ££w] to know ourselves [Eavtobg yv@von]” (ed. Westerink 1990).
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sified among the maieutic dialogues'8. The principal latent truth that Socrates is to reveal
maieutically to Alcibiades concerns precisely the soul as the true self (In Alcibiadem, 12,
6-7)'°. According to an underlying hermeneutical principle implicit in this approach,
there exists a concordance between the interlocutors’ dispositions presented in the dia-
logue and those of the readers to whom the work is supposedly addressed?°.

Olympiodorus accounts for the mixed character of the Alcibiades mentioned earlier by
considering the three main sections of the dialogue as perfectly integrated: the first sec-
tion (106 C-119 A) refutative, the second (119 A-124 A) protreptic, the third (124 A-135
D) maieutic. It is with the third part that I shall be concerned here (127 B-133 C, in par-
ticular 132 C-133 C). While in the first two sections Socrates endeavours to refute Alci-
biades’ false pretence to knowledge and persuade him to mend his ways by self-care, in
the third he evokes the Delphic precept (124 A 7-8) and maieutically reveals to him his
(or: the) true self. In other words, the Alcibiades begins in refutation and protreptic and
ends in maieutics. Olympiodorus does not consider the dialogue’s heterogeneity to be
problematical; or, in positive terms, he defends the harmony between refutation and
maieutic?!. I shall draw on Olympiodorus’ commentary mostly in the second half of this
study. Let us first examine the dramatic context, which is decisive to the interpretation of
the passage on self-knowledge, a fact also underlined by Olympiodorus.

2. Self-Knowledge

2.1. The dramatic context: Socrates as Lover-educator

Young, attractive, rich, confident in his talents and his supporters, Alcibiades is about
to launch his career in politics, but without possessing the necessary qualifications. In
love with the young man, Socrates approaches him with the — hidden — desire of liberat-

18 Albinus, Prologos 3, 36 (ed. Niisser 1991); Diogenes Laertius 3, 51. The latent ideas which a
maieutic dialogue brings to light are called natural notions (¢uoikdg évvoiog, e.g. Albinus, Prologos 6,
33) or common notions (kowvol Evvota, e.g. Olympiodorus, passim).

19 According to Olympiodorus (In Alcibiadem, 92, 4-9) consensus is a sign — but by no means a proof —
of truth. Demonstrations rest ultimately on common notions (In Alcibiadem, 18, 2-5).

20 According to Albinus, the Alcibiades is the best introduction to philosophy on the ground that the
reader introduced to philosophy should possess characteristics matching those of Alcibiades as the ideal
interlocutor: natural abilities (kotdt Oowv), age (kortdt Ty HAkio), motivation (kotd TPOipeETLY),
disposition (kortee €£1v), and material conditions for leisure (kortét Ty YAny, Prologue 5, 1-37). On the
place of the Alcibiades among the Middle Platonists and Neoplatonists, see Segonds 1985, vii-xx; Tar-
rant 2000, pp. 119-121.

21 On the alliance of refutation and maieutic especially in his Gorgias commentary, see Renaud 2006.
Denyer’s defence of the rationale for a variety of styles and approaches deployed in a single dialogue is
worth quoting: «Why should Plato have wished to mix in the Alcibiades elements of all three different
literary manners? There is a simple and obvious answer. Plato wished to show Socrates taking Alci-
biades from his original and quite unphilosophical condition to a condition in which he is prepared, at
least for the moment, to do some fairly serious philosophizing. These changes in Alcibiades, and the
sorts of conversation he is able to cope with, are reflected in the changes of literary manner, from ‘ear-
ly’, through ‘middle’, to ‘late’» (Denyer 2001, p. 24). Denyer considers the Alcibiades to be a late dia-
logue and proposes the beginning of the 350s as the date of composition.
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ing him from his political ambitions, so as to draw Alcibiades to himself and thus to phi-
losophy. Socrates’ erotic strategy can be summarised as follows. He first flatters Alci-
biades’s vanity, which is not small. Socrates explains the reason why he has waited so
long before speaking to him: Alcibiades is at last ready to listen to what Socrates, his
most faithful lover, has to tell him. This is why the god (Tt daiypuéviov: 103 A; 0 Beoc:
105 B-C, E) had not let him speak to him until then in order that the dialogue
(SradéyeoBodi) be not in vain. Alcibiades must take to heart what Socrates, the only one
in a position to help him realize his ambitions, wants to tell him. After playing to the van-
ity and ambition of Alcibiades, Socrates destroys this vanity by refuting Alcibiades’s
most cherished opinions. In order to be able to give advice in the Assembly concerning
war and peace, Alcibiades must possess knowledge of justice and injustice, which
knowledge he has neither sought by himself nor learned from someone else, and which
he consequently cannot possess. Therefore Socrates must first free Alcibiades from his
self-satisfaction by revealing to him his double ignorance.

This refutation is followed by a protreptic discourse: Socrates exhorts Alcibiades to
work at mending himself, that is, at taking care of himself. But since it is impossible to
take care of anything without knowing its nature, Alcibiades must first of all know him-
self. In order to save their love, Socrates adds, Alcibiades will have to choose between
Pericles and Socrates (124 C). In the end, Socrates restores his pride by revealing to him
his true power (dOvoyuty, 105 E 5), namely his soul, more precisely the divine part in
him, reason.

2.2. Theocentric and anthropocentric interpretations (127 E-133 C)

Let us first summarize the argumentation that precedes the key passage (127 E-132
C). Socrates has Alcibiades admit that the human being cannot be his body. What does it
mean to take care of something (émyredetoBon)? It does not mean taking care of the
things that belong to it, but taking care of the thing itself (128 D). In order to be able to
take care of ourselves, it is necessary that we know who we are. In order in turn to know
this, it is necessary to distinguish between an instrument (&pyavov) and the person using
it. The human being uses (xpfiton) the body as an instrument (129 B-E). Moreover, the
human being cannot be a composite of body and soul, as the body cannot govern
(éipxer), and what is sought here is what governs, not what is governed. The hurnan be-
ing’s true self must therefore be the soul and the soul alone (130 C 1-3). To know our-
selves is therefore to know our soul.

Here begins the passage that interests us particularly (132 C-133 C). Socrates uses the
paradigm of sight and of a mirror in order to explain the meaning of the Delphic inscrip-
tion about our true nature to Alcibiades. In order to be able to see itself, the eye must look
in a mirror (&v ko TOTTPW), likewise the soul that wants to know itself “must look at a [or:
another] soul, and especially at that part in which the soul’s excellence resides, wisdom
[cogia], and other things which are similar to it”. Socrates asks Alcibiades:

Can we call anything in the soul more divine [Be16tepov] than the part in which
knowledge and thinking [0 eidévou 1€ kod ppovelv] reside?
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Alcibiades agrees. Socrates continues:

Then this part of it is similar [Eoukev] to the divine [t® 6eiw]?2, and someone
who looked at it and is able to grasp everything divine [nav 10 8elov yvoig],
god and intelligence [0ebv Te kol ppovnory], would have the best grasp of him-
self as well (my translation).

This self-knowledge is caw@poobvn, moral and intellectual wisdom (133 B-C, transla-
tion Hutchinson mod. ).

Most interpretations of this difficult passage fit into two seemingly opposed yet - as I
shall try to show - compatible readings, namely theocentric and anthropocentric. The theo-
centric interpretation underlines the fact that the passage is not solely concerned with the
divine (t0 6€tov) in us, but also and more fundamentally with God (or: a god) (Bedv, 133 C
5). Since the intellectual part of the soul is divine, the knowledge of the soul is directly
linked to God; this knowledge even coincides with that of God. According to some com-
mentators, this very reference to God (or: to the god) proves the inauthenticity of the Alci-
biades or at least of this passage, on the ground that the idea of an inner god illuminating
the soul is Neoplatonic rather than Platonic, or at the very least unsocratic*. Even advo-
cates of the passage’s authenticity admit that the phrase 8edv 1€ ki ppovnoty (“god and
intelligence™) is strange and difficult to interpret, especially since it is in apposition to the
preceding words (ndv 10 Belov yvoie: “knowing the divine in its entirety™), without any
verbs or explicit logical connections between the two groups of words?s.

Far from being deductive, the style is allusive, even elliptical. This phrase, 8edv 1€ kol
@pbVNoLY, is nevertheless to be found in all of the manuscripts®. And these words are
there for a good reason: they are indispensable in explaining or specifying the meaning
of the preceding words, mdv 10 8etov yvoig (litt. “knowing all the divine”). Moreover,
since the soul is said to be akin to God (to the god), it is therefore not god (133 A 8-10:
GAAo, Gpotov; 133 C 4: Eowkev). God (the god) is not simply “the divine in us”, it is
other, and must be understood as superior to us, namely as transcendent?’. As for the ap-

22 Here 1 do not follow Burnet (1@ 8e®) but, as several modern commentators and translators, one of
the main manuscripts (T = cod. Venetus).

23 ] have omitted the ten suspect lines (133 C 8-17) considered by virtually all scholars as a late extrapolation.

24 Cf. Havet (1921, p. 88) proposes to alter the text of Burnet and of the manuscript tradition in reading
6eay (“vision”) instead of edv, a proposal followed by Clark (1955, p. 237). Puliga for his part (in Ar-
righetti 1995, p. 149, n. 42) adopts Ast’s modification: vobv 1e kol @pbvnouy, and translates as follows:
“intelletto e pensiero”. However several editors, translators and commentators accept the reading found
in the manuscripts and do not alter the text (e. g. Annas, Brunschwig, Croiset, Desclos, Denyer,
Friedlénder, Gatti, Johnson, Pradeau). I shall come back to this question below.

25 Cf. Friedldnder 1923, p. 15.

26 See Carlini (1964) for a detailed exposition of the six medieval manuscripts (9th-12th century),
which do seem to be independent from each other.

27 Cf. Krémer 1964, pp. 136-138; Brunschwig 1996, pp. 77-80; Johnson 1999, pp. 8-17. We read in
Alcinous, The Handbook of Platonism: “it is the soul’s nature to rule [fyyepovedet 1 yoyn @ooet]. But
that whose nature it is to rule is akin to the divine [1® Beiw £oikev]. So the soul, being akin to the di-
vine, would be imperishable [¢:vdAeBpog] and indestructible” (177, 33-35, translation Dillon 1993).
Moreover, according to Olympiodorus “he who knows the essence [oVoiav] of the human being dis-

Self-Knowledge in the First Alcibiades 213

parent affinities of that passage with Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism, these may
perhaps be explained inversely by the influence the dialogue came to exert on these
schools as testified by the commentaries composed during those periods?8.

The anthropocentric interpretation, by contrast, argues that the imageries of the eye
and mirror imply the impossibility of solitary self-knowledge, and the necessity of dia-
logue with others; direct introspection, immediate consciousness of oneself would clearly
be excluded. Socrates twice uses the example of dialogue (StoAéyecBat) in order to il-
lustrate the idea that the soul uses the body as an instrument and that the soul must con-
sequently be the true self: to speak is to use language (10 Adyw xpficBoun, 129 C 2; cf.
130 D-E). According to this reading then, self-knowledge is not immediate but only pos-
sible via an object which has the function of a mirror. This object, or the other, is a soul
similar to our own. Self-knowledge thus depends on the knowledge of others, which
leads to the contemplation of the divine in us (or: of/of the god). The anthropology im-
plicit in this passage, according to this interpretation, would therefore be similar to that of
a well-known passage in Magna moralia (1213 a 10-26), where it is said that self-
knowledge is only attainable through the intermediary of a friend, one’s alter ego, with
whose help we can see ourselves objectively as in a mirror?®. According to this reading,
the only difference between these two texts would be the type of human relationship that
is privileged: an erotic one in the case of the Platonic dialogue and friendship (or @uAic)
in the Magna moralia®.

Which interpretation is the right one? Or can they be reconciled, and if so, how? It is
true that, according to the passage, self-knowledge can best be achieved through the mir-
ror of a kindred object, as in the reflection of the eye in another’s eye. Nevertheless it is
equally true, as the theocentric interpretation claims, that the intellect, which is divine, is
the soul’s essence. Consequently the knowledge of the soul is directly linked to God (or
god), and in grasping (the) god, this being distinct from me, intellectually, the soul indi-
rectly grasps itself*!. In highlighting the dialogical context, the anthropocentric or dialec-

covers that it is the soul; he who knows the soul also knows the principles [Aéyot] contained in it [...],
and knows all beings [t& 6vta wévta]” (In Alcibiadem, 198, 21-23).

28 Cf. Pépin 1971, p. 107, n. 1.

29 Cf. e.g. Soulez-Luccioni 1974, pp. 219-221; Linguiti 1983. In a general remark Sorabji (2005, p.
161) argues for the same interpretation: «There is a theme in Plato’s Alcibiades I which is opposite to
Descartes’ assurance that one knows oneself, but can only make inferences to the minds of others. Ac-
cording to Alcibiades I, the eye sees itself by seeing its reflection in the eye of another, 132 C-133 C.
This discussion seems to have influenced Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 9, 9, 1169 b 33-1170 a 4;
pseudo-Aristotle, Magna Moralia, 2, 5, 1213 a 10-26, and possibly Eudemian Ethics, 7, 12, in their ac-
counts of the value of friendship».

30 For an in-depth discussion of the two types of interpretation, see Brunschwig 1996, pp. 72-80.

31 This passage has parallels in the Timaeus (51 E 5-6) and Philebus (28 C 7-8). The similarity between
the conception of reason as the human essence (cf. abtd 100016) in the Alcibiades and that of reason
(vo¥g) as divine in Aristotle (cf. Protr., Metaphysica A; De anima 3, 5; Nicomachean Ethics, 10, 1177
b 26-1078 a 7) has aroused suspicion among some commentators, who find in it an additional argument
against the dialogue’s authenticity (e. g. Bluck 1953; Kramer 1964, p. 137). However, this similarity is
not necessarily to be linked with the question of dating: the allusive doctrine of vodg in the Alcibiades
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tic interpretation has the undeniable merit of giving an answer to an important question
that arises from our allusive passage and which the theocentric interpretation ignores: are
all human souls equally capable of offering to the person in need of it, like Alcibiades,
the reflection of the true self, or are we to suppose instead that - as appears to be the case
- only certain individuals, such as Socrates, are capable of it? This human or intersubjec-
tive aspect is implied in the dramatic, more precisely erotic, dimension of the dialogue.
Indeed the Alcibiades as a whole is dominated from beginning to end by the theme of se-
duction in the person of Socrates the educator who strives to persuade Alcibiades to give
heed to his words and who presents himself as his most faithful lover and the only person
capable of helping the young man realize his ambitions.

The dramatic dimension is moreover inseparable from two thorny philosophical que-
ries underlying our passage and its two diverging (anthropocentric and theocentric) inter-
pretations. Firstly, is the unitary conception of the soul found in the Alcibiades compati-
ble with the tripartite conception as expounded in the Republic (cf. Aoyiotikdv, B
poetdég, emBupnTik6V)? Secondly, what is the relationship between the god-intellect of
the key passage (8e6v, 133 C 5) and Socrates’ personal god many times referred to in the
dialogue (Tt doupdviov: 103 A; (0) 6edg: 105 B, 124 C, 127 E, 135 D)? The following
analysis will tackle only some aspects of these textual and philosophical issues, and pro-
pose two hypotheses in the light of Olympiodorus’ commentary and the dramatic action.

3. The soul and (the) god: Dramatic action and doctrinal content

3.1. Unitary and tripartite conceptions of the soul

Most commentators, whether advocates of the theocentric or the anthropocentric in-
terpretation, agree that the true self discussed in the Alcibiades is impersonal rather than
individual. Socrates himself explicitly states (130 C-D) that he initially wanted to inquire
into the essence of what we are, taken by itself (“the same in itself”, abt0 0010, 129 B
1), but had until then examined the individual (ocht00 £xdotov, 128 D 3). After this first
stage of the discussion the question will no longer be each person’s soul but that which is
most divine, objective and universal in every human being, namely reason3. In the con-
text of the care of the soul, this analysis is only possible after discovering “who we are
ourselves” (ti mot éopgv adtoi, 128 E 11). The adtod of adto 1ard16 refers to that
which we are, our essence. This is why the bt Tarh16 is to be interpreted as referring to
the rational and impersonal element in us, rather than to the individual, personal or sub-
jective self*3. We must therefore understand by the individual self the self Socrates de-

may perhaps be understood as an embryonic prefiguration of that of Aristotle (cf. Friedlénder 1923, p.
16). For a comparative study on the relationship between the human and the divine in Plato and Aris-
totle, see e. g. Migliori 2006.

32 Johnson 1999, p. 16, and in finis.

33 With a few exceptions (e. g. Tsouna 2001), all of the commentators argue that this remark by Socra-
tes indicates that the remainder of the discussion will be on the true self understood as the true, disin-
carnate and impersonal self. According to Tsouna (2001, pp. 50-56) however, individuality is partially
preserved in this conception of the true self; the dialectical process in particular, within which this dis-
covery takes place, presupposes individual otherness. Johnson (1999, pp. 14-17) defends the extreme
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fined as “the soul using a body”, whose incarnation constitutes individualisation, in con-
tradistinction to our nature taken by itself (od1t0 TordT9), or that which we could call, al-
beit imperfectly, “the true self”’, which is the soul without the body3*.

This is also Olympiodorus’ reading. According to him, the true self is the common
and rational self (yvym Aoyukn)*. This definition may seem at first sight to correspond
to the intellectualist conception of the self associated with the historical Socrates, a con-
ception according to which human nature, that is the human soul, is essentially simple
and entirely rational, in contrast to the tripartite conception of the soul in Book IV in the
Republic (436 A-441 C). This brings us to the first difficulty formulated above: is unitary
conception of the soul in the Alcibiades incompatible with tripartite conception of the
Republic? One of the chief merits of Olympiodorus is that he seeks to reconcile these
two conceptions of the soul.

Following Damascius, and against Proclus, Olympiodorus claims that the goal
(okomog) of the dialogue is not simply self-knowledge, but knowledge of the true self:

the goal of the dialogue does not concern simply [oby, &mAdg] self-knowledge,
but self-knowledge with regard to political life [moArticédc]; [...] indeed in that
dialogue, the human being is defined as a rational soul [yvymv Aoyuciv], using
the body as an instrument (In Alcibiadem, 4, 15-22, cf. 203, 20-205, 7)36.

By “political” knowledge Olympiodorus understands that which pertains to the politi-
cal virtues or that which befits a citizen, understood as the rational soul using a body, in-
cluding the passions, as an instrument.

The dialogical encounter in the Alcibiades is situated, according to Olympiodorus, si-
multaneously on the political (or moral) and the contemplative planes. More precisely, he
distinguishes between various forms of self-knowledge presented in the Alcibiades. In
addition to the knowledge of external goods and that of the body, one can know oneself
in different ways: moAiTikdg, according to the constitutive parts of the soul using the
body (thus moAiTikd@g in the sense of the constitution, moAtteia, of the tripartite soul and
therewith with reference to the moderation of the passions); koBopTik@dc, in the process

version of the opposite interpretation, that of a depersonalized and universal self: odtd Tordt6, the true self
would be pure Mind, that is God. For an analysis of the concept of objective self in Greek thought, espe-
cially in Aristotle, as opposed to the modern concept of self as subjective and individual, see Gill 1991.

34 For a criticism of the frequent translation of the expression obtd Tardt6 by “the (true) self”, see Gill
2007; beyond the question of translation, however, Gill defends, from a conceptual point of view, the
interpretation here put forward of a non-individual or impersonal conception of self. Moreover, because
of its unusual character the expression abto Tardt6 has also been considered by some as Middle Pla-
tonic or Neoplatonic rather than Platonic (cf. Dént 1964, pp. 40-44, 50-51). However the expression
does not seem to take on a technical sense, in accordance with Plato’s well-known tendency to look
down on excessive terminological concerns. Still the expression is admittedly unusual in the standard
Greek of the time.

35 Cf. Annas’ defence (1985, p. 131): « incline to think that the Neoplatonists were more on the right lines
in finding here [cf. adt0 To16] a reference to a ‘rational soul’ which is the true self and is not individual
to each person». Dont (1964, p. 42) agrees, although she is otherwise against the dialogue’s authenticity.

36 On the controversy between Damascius and Olympiodorus on the one hand and Proclus on the other,
see Segonds 1985, pp. LII-LXIX.
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of liberating oneself from the passions linked to the body, when the soul is turned to-
wards itself (Emiotpépovoa mpog EavThv); and Bewpntikdg, when the soul, once freed
from the body, is rational and entirely turned toward the higher things, ultimately the
good (Emotpépovoay mpog to kpeittova, In Alcibiadem, 224, 3-10)%7. In the Alci-
biades, including in the dramatic action, Olympiodorus discovers the tripartite division of
the soul understood as the imperfect soul: in proving that that which knows itself is nei-
ther the body nor the composite of body and soul, Socrates shows that he speaks to

the rational soul, rational and yet not always perfect, still occasionally uncon-
scious of itself [Aoywkn, xoi Aoyukm obk Gel tedeic, GAAQ TOTE Ko
ayvoodoo] (In Alcibiadem, 171, 16-17).

Indeed Socrates blames Alcibiades for being fascinated with politics when he should
first strive to know himself. The task of the philosopher is to hold out the mirror to him.
In himself, Alcibiades sees only his own craving for power and wealth, and he is there-
fore incapable of seeing the pure, autonomous (&vtokivntov), rational part of his soul.
He must look into Socrates’ soul, in which he discovers intelligence (ppovnotg, vodg)
and the divine (In Alcibiadem, 7, 9-10)%*. The central question of the Alcibiades (Who
are we?) pertains primarily to knowledge of the rational soul (010 10 0t01t6), common to
all human beings, but also includes the individual soul (0010 10 CDT6 ExOGTOV; TO
dtopov; oV moAtikov &vBpwmnov; In Alcibiadem, 204, 2-205, 5). Olympiodorus thus
insists on the moral dimension of self-knowledge as a condition to its intellectual dimen-
sion, the highest form of self-knowledge.

In defense of Olympiodorus’ reading it should be pointed out that certain passages in
the Republic (Book X) do seem to minimize the doctrine of the tripartition of the soul
(Book IV) and to claim that the rational part (Aoyiotucév) alone constitutes the true self:
the seeming tripartite nature of the soul springs from the fact that the soul is (temporarily)
held within a body. The soul, the true self, would thus be fundamentally uniform, that is
rational. Indeed in Republic Book X (611 A-E) Socrates claims that if one considers the
soul’s true nature (tfj dAnBectdtn OoEL), in its purity (koBapodv), that is in its love for

37 Cf. Gerson 2004, pp. 162-164. Olympiodorus elsewhere (In Alcibiadem, 172, 1-14) completes this
list of fundamental kinds of self-knowledge: one’s possessions (katd & £x16g), one’s body (kaé
o®ua), one’s composite nature, ie. the “political” and emotional parts of the soul (kotd TV
TPLUEPELOY THG WX TiG), one’s self purified of all emotions (dmoAvépevov 1@V TadV), the contem-
plative self (&moleAvpévov Eavtdv Tig Bedionton), the theological or ideal self (xator v idéay Thv
£owwtoD), and finally the mystical union with the one, that is évBovoiaoTik®dg (kortdt 10 Ev).

38 It must be pointed out that in his commentary Olympiodorus does not cite the expression discussed
above, Be6v Te kol ppdvnoty. This fact is not in itself, however, a convincing argument against the au-
thenticity of the passage. As indicated earlier, although Carlini proposes to replace 8e6v by vodv, he
nevertheless defends the authenticity of the key passage as a whole: «ll Wilamovitz [sic] (Platon I,
Berlin, 1920, 2. Aufl., p. 327 f.) credeva di poter trovare nel silenzio di Olimpiodoro una conferma della
sua conclusione circa la non autenticita di queste due parole. Ma Olimpiodoro, contrariamente a quello
che pensava il Wilamowitz e come ha fatto notare il Friedlédnder (Platon II, p. 320, n. 13), commenta
diffusamente anche questo passo (In Alcib., 217, 4 ff.), per cui si deve ben credere che lo leggesse come
leggiamo noi» (Carlini 1963, p. 176, n. 3).
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wisdom (puAocogiav), one discovers that it is simple, not composite, although it appears
to us such on account of its attachment to the body and to the emotions that derive from
it*. Moreover it is not impossible that Plato, even in the Republic, has some hesitations
between the unitary conception and the tripartition (or bipartition) of the soul. In any
case, even if Plato-finally did subscribe to the tripartite conception, he always held that
insofar as it is rational every soul desires the good, as in Book VI of the Republic, where
Socrates says that the good is

that which every soul pursues and in view of which it does everything it does
[tobtov éveko mévta mpdttet] (Republic 505 D 11-E 1);

in reality we always desire that which is (truly) good (for us)*.

The discussion about the soul and self-knowledge in the Alcibiades is undeniably part
of a moral and emphatically Socratic context, namely that of the care of the soul in the
Apology, or the striving to become the best possible (¢ BeAtiotn)*!. In the Alcibiades,
to know oneself means also to become self-controlled (chgpawv, 131 B 5; cf.
cwepoodvn, 133 C 18 [C 8]). Moreover, since the best “part” of the self is the soul, and
the best in the soul is the intellect, self-knowledge coincides with the soul’s excellence,
that is wisdom, in the moral as well as intellectual sense of the term*2. Finally, the idea
according to which the human being is his soul (rational and disincarnate) constitutes the
very basis of the Socratic paradox of virtue-knowledge: since knowledge is located in the
soul and virtue is the excellence of the soul, there cannot be any conflict, in the well-
constituted soul, between reason and non-reason. The soul’s excellence lies in intelli-
gence, which is therefore the distinctive feature of the human being (or of the divine) in
comparison with the animals**. However, the divine character of the human being is at
once a given and a task to be accomplished: there is a natural affinity (cvyyéveia) to the
divine, but the assimilation (6polwotg) to it remains a task necessitating self-exertion. In
other words, simplicity is something to be achieved: the soul must strive to purify itself in
becoming one. In that sense the essentially unitary anthropology of the Alcibiades is, ac-
cording to Olympiodorus, perfectly compatible with the tripartite conception of the Re-
public and other dialogues.

3.2. The divine intellect and the divine guardian

Olympiodorus’ conciliating interpretation thus allows us to harmonize the intellectual-
ist conception usually attributed to the historical Socrates with the Platonic tripartite con-
ception. This conciliation also makes it possible to understand better the link between
Socratic rhetoric and the tripartite psychology. Indeed Olympiodorus brings together
Book IV of the Republic, where the tripartition is expounded, and the philosophical
rhetoric sketched in the Phaedrus**. More specifically, the link between tripartition and

39 Cf. Phaedo, 19 D 1-7; cf. Szlezdk 2005, p. 67, 85-86.

40 On this decisive aspect and its connexion with the developmental hypothesis, see Rowe 2004.
41 Cf. Apology, 29 E 2, 36 C 7; Crito, 47 D 4-5; cf. Symposium, 216 A 4-6.

42 Cf. Gerson 1997, p. 5.

43 Cf. Republic, 508 B 3,509 A 2.

44 Cf. Phaedrus, 270 C9-D 7,271 C 10-D 8.
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rhetoric allows us to formulate an interpretation of the enigmatic god of the Alcibiades
(TL doupdviov; (0) Bede: ).

The paradigm of sight in a mirror can be interpreted as part of a clever device of the
rhetoric of seduction emphasized by Olympiodorus*. As we have seen, Socrates seeks
above all to convince Alcibiades that he must see in Socrates the individual capable of
helping him to realize his ambitions, although of course Socrates understands this aid
ironically, namely as a means of overturning Alcibiades’ opinions and desires*’. This
erotic education requires that the argumentation be adapted to the interlocutor. Socrates
does say explicitly that his discourse on self-knowledge is directly addressed to Alci-
biades’s soul (mpog tnv yuxnv, 130 D 9-10; cf. In Alcibiadem, 7, 5-9). Socrates thus
adapts to the prejudices of his young interlocutor in appealing to the values of the latter,
such as fame and power, in order to refute the opinions linked to these values, that is to
liberate him from his double ignorance*.

Concerning the question of the enigmatic god, at the beginning of the last section of
the dialogue (124 C 5-D 2) Socrates says that Alcibiades will have to choose between
Pericles and him, more exactly between Pericles and Socrates’ superior guardian, the god
(or God). The passage is worth citing:

SOCRATES - My guardian [énitporntog] is better and wiser than Pericles, your
guardian.

ALCIBIADES - Who is that, Socrates?

SOCRATES - God (a god) [6edg], Alcibiades, the one who did not allow me up
until now to speak with you. Having faith in him [¢ xod motebwv], I say that
the revelation [¢mupdvera] of who you are will happen by no one other but me.
ALCIBIADES - You are teasing me [moileig], Socrates.

SOCRATES - Maybe [{owg] (translation F. R.).

What is this divinity referred to in this passage? And what is his relationship with the
god (Bebg) evoked in the passage on self-knowledge? Let us first recall some well-
known aspects of Socrates’ “god” and then raise a question and propose an hypothesis.
In the Platonic dialogues Socrates alludes to his god as something divine (Tt Soupdviov),
as a voice (pwvn), and more frequently as a divine sign (onpetov). Socrates’ god does
not seem to be a daemon (t6 daipdviov in the substantive form), but rather a sign (in the
adjectival sense, as in 16 doupdviov [onpelov]) through which a divinity is made mani-

43 Here is the list of all occurrences of the word 8edg (in addition to the passage on self-knowledge):
105B8,105D5,105E5,E7,124 C8, 127E6,135C 5, 135D 6 (and 103 A 5: T SopLdviov).

46 Cf. Pheadrus, 255 D, where the love of the beloved is reflected in the lover’s soul (cf. Pépin 1971, p.
80; Halperin 1986, p. 69).

47 This reversal implies another one, that of the erotic relationship: Alcibiades who is at first the loved
one (&pdypLevog) is to become the lover (épaothg) of Socrates, as it is the case in the Symposium (217
A-219 D); cf. Neuhausen 2005, p. 178.

48 Cf. Brunschwig 1996, p. 64. From this observation on the importance of the interlocutor, it is possi-
ble to put forth an argument of general scope against the theory of development: «We can allow that
what Plato makes his characters say depends also or instead on who is being made to speak, to which
audience; and with what motives: and we can attempt to explain in these terms the similarities and dif-
ferences between his various works» (Denyer 2001, p. 25).
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fest®. Plato explicitly links the sign with the impiety charge, that of introducing new di-
vinities (doupovia kouvér), and sees in Socrates’ references to the sign the principal
cause of conviction (Apology 26 B 5; 27 C 8). This indicates clearly enough the impor-
tance the sign has in Plato’s eyes. Moreover the opprobrium the historical Alcibiades had
brought upon himself and his well-known association with Socrates are also part of the
background of the Alcibiades’ apologetic intention.

In Plato’s Apology Socrates never refers by name to the god who has invested him
with the mission to philosophize and whose servant he regards himself to be. He speaks
of the god in Delphi, but without linking him explicitly to the divine sign®. Why does
Socrates never mention the name of the god, either in the Apology or anywhere else in
Plato, and why does he say so little about the divine sign? This vagueness can be ex-
plained, according to some, by the fact that Socrates does not himself know who this god
is. It is possible, however, that the laconism of Socrates and Plato may be better ex-
plained by an apologetic strategy, given Socrates’ unorthodox religious convictions. In
this case the silence would be a deliberate imprecision on an overly-sensitive subject. At
any rate it is perfectly possible and defensible to consider Socrates’ private god and the
god of the passage on self-knowledge (or the god of the Apology) as virtually one and the
same divinity (cf. In Alcibiadem, 217, 16-17)5!.

At the very end of the dialogue, Socrates makes a final reference to the god (Bedg), as
the one who will determine the success or failure of Alcibiades’ education, as if indeed
everything depended on the god’s will (“God willing”, & 8edg €0éA: 135 D, 127 E; if
the god “permits”, elo: 105 E, 124 C)52. Socrates’ god has thus substituted himself for
Pericles as Alcibiades’s new guardian (¢nitporog). Given the occurrences of the word
8e6g, understood as Socrates’ private god, as well as their context, it is possible and con-
sistent to identify him with the god of self-knowledge. The identity of the two divinities
can further be corroborated by the dramatic action. In his seduction strategy, Socrates
presents himself as a mere mediator between Alcibiades and the divine guardian?. This
rhetoric of seduction aims at the reversal of Alcibiades’ desires towards the object of his
Great desire, unknown to him, the divine or eternal’*. Such is at least the hope of Socra-

49 Cf. Destrée 2005a, a collection of essays on this question (and other related ones) concerning Socra-
tes’ divine sign; cf. Dorion 2003 for a comparative study of Plato and Xenophon. According to Dorion
6 SoupLéviov always refers to “the divinity” (ol 8eot or 6 8e6). This does indeed seem to be the case in
Xenophon, but perhaps not always in Plato; cf. e. g. Euthyphro. 3 B, Theaetetus, 151 A.

SOCf. e. g. Apology, 30 A, 31 A, 33 C; for the story on the Delphic oracle: Apology, 21 A-23 E; cf.
Xenophon, Apology, 14.

51Cf. Tarrant 2007, p. 11; Destrée 2005b, pp. 74-79.

52 Given among other things the unconditional confidence Socrates grants to the divine sign, the god
from whom it springs appears as a benevolent and omniscient god.

33 Cf. Soulez-Luccioni 1974, p. 219.

54 This desire, £pac, is at heart the desire for the good, the desire to possess the good forever (Sympo-
sium, 206 A); the true self and the Great desire ("Epwc) are inseparable (cf. Symposium, 202 D-E:
"Epwg as a great daipwv). Cf. Szlezdk 2005, p. 86.
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tes the educator’s. This hope is, however, accompanied by graves doubts, as revealed by
Socrates’ very last remarks (135 E 6-8)°¢. Driven by political thirst and turned exclusively
toward the city for recognition of his own worth, Alcibiades is incapable of discovering in
himself that which constitutes his soul’s excellence, namely reflection or thought. In look-
ing into himself, he discovers only his passions. This is why he needs to look at someone
who “reflects”. The personal god of Socrates would thus assume in the analogy of sight
and mirror its pure and authentic form, namely in constituting the divine part of the soul,
the divinity of the intellect, as visible nevertheless in the person of Socrates’’.

This brief study on self-knowledge in the Alcibiades aimed at proposing, in the light of
the dramatic context and Olympiodorus’ commentary, the outline of a solution to the
vast and vexed issue of the relationship between the human and the divine in Plato. If
these considerations have some merit, it is hoped that they may contribute to clarifying
the question of the authenticity of the dialogue and thereby to re-examining the relation-
ship between the dialogues, notably the relation between Socratism and Platonism in a
less antinomic manner than most scholars have presented them — a task for which Olym-
piodorus’ commentary also offers avenues which still deserve careful study.

55 Alcibiades proposes to Socrates that they exchange their respective roles of beloved and lover, to
which Socrates replies approvingly: “Then my love [6 &uog €pag] for you, my excellent Alcibiades,
will be just like a stork: after hatching a winged love [Epwrtat] in you, it will be cared for by it in return”
(135 E 1-3, translation Hutchinson 1997).

36 “T should like to believe that you will persevere, but I'm afraid — not because I distrust your nature,
but because I know how powerful the city is [T1v tfig TéAewg Opdv pdunv] — I'm afraid it might get
the better of both me and you [époD e xoi 6oD]” (translation Hutchinson 1997). This is tragic and
double irony, since Plato and his reader know that Alcibiades will not be able to resist the flatteries of
the Athenian people (cf. Republic, 494 A-495 C, 517 A) and that this failure will contribute to the con-
viction of Socrates (cf. Arrighetti 1995, p. 27). Plato in the Alcibiades, as in so many other dialogues,
makes use of an apologetic practice in many respects opposed to that of Xenophon: while Xenophon
defends Socrates’ innocence in exhibiting exclusively his pedagogical successes, Plato depicts many of
Socrates’ pedagogical failures so as to suggest that these are due to his disciples and in the final analysis
to the Athenian people!

57 Cf. Pradeau 1999, p. 78, n. 2. This is also, so it seems, Epictetus’ view, for whom self-knowledge con-
sists in deliberation with oneself, that is with one’s doudviov (here substantiated as synonymous to 8g6c);
to know oneself means also to discover in oneself that which one by nature has in common with the other
human beings, similarly to chorists mindful of the symphony of which they are a part (Discourses 111, 22,
53; fr. 1, ed. Schenkl 1894, p. 456; cf. Courcelle 1974, p. 61). Since human rationality is for Socrates of
divine origin it constitutes both a kind of communion that binds all human beings (anthropological dimen-
sion) and a kind of obedience to that which is superior to them (theological dimension).

Self-Knowledge in the First Alcibiades 221

Bibliography

Annas J., (1999), Platonic Ethics Old and New, Comnell University Press, Ithaca, 1999.

-——- (1985), Self-Knowledge in Early Plato, D. J. O’Meara (ed.), Platonic Investigations, Catholic
University Press of America, Washington, 1985, pp. 111-138.

Arrighetti G., (1995), Platone, Alcibiade primo, Alcibiade secondo [introduction by G. A.,
translation and notes by D. Puliga], Rizzoli, Milano, 1995.

Bluzlé_ ?é S., (1955), The origin of the Greater Alcibiades, «Classical Quarterly», 3, (1953), pp.

Brunschwig J., (1996), La déconstruction du ‘Connais-toi toi-méme’ dans I'Alcibiade majeur,
«Recherches sur la philosophie du langage», 18, 1996, pp. 61-84.

Burmnet J., (1901), Platonis opera, I1, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1901.

Carlini L., (1964) (ed.), Platone, Alcibiade, Alcibiade secondo, Ipparco, Rivali [introduction,
edition and translation by L. C.], Boringhieri, Torino, 1964.

-——, (1963), Studi sul testo della quarta tetralogia platonica, «Studi italiani di filologia classica»,
34, (1963), 169-189.

Clark P. M., (1953), The Greater Alcibiades, «Classical Quarterly», 5, (1955), pp. 231-240.

Courcelle P., (1974), Connais-toi toi-méme: De Socrate & Saint Bernard, tome 1, Etudes augusti-
niennes, Paris, 1974.

Croiset M., (1963), Platon, GEuvres complétes, tome 1: Introduction, Hippias Mineur, Alcibiade,
Apologie de Socrate, Euthyphron, Criton [edition, introductions and translation by M. C.],
Les Belles Lettres, Paris, 1963.

Denyer N., (2001), Plato, Alcibiades [introduction, edition and commentary by N. D.] Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001.

Desclos M.-L., (2002), Platon, Alcibiade [edition and translation by M. Croiset 1920, with revi-
gor;, ile(t)x&dution and notes by M.-L. D.], Les Belles Lettres (Coll. Classiques en poches),

aris, .

Destrée P. & Smith N. D., (2005a) (edd.), Socrates’s Divine Sign: Religion, Practice and Value in
Socratic Philosophy (= Apeiron: A Journal for Ancient Philosophy and Science, vol. 38). Aca-
demic Printing and Publishing, Kelowna, B. C., 2005.

Destrée P., (2005b), The Daimonion and the Philosophical Mission — Should the Divine Sign Re-
main Unique to Socrates?, Destrée 2005, pp. 63-79.

Dillon ., (1993), Alcinous, The Handbook of Platonism [translation, introduction and commen-
tary by J. D.], Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1993.

-—=, (1973), lamblichi Chalcidensis in Platonis Dialogos Commentarium Fragmenta [intro-
duction, edition and commentairy by J. D.], Brill, Leiden, 1973.

Doént E., (1964), Vorneuplatonisches im Grossen Alkibiades, «Wiener Studien», 77 (1964), 37-51.

Dorion L.-A., (2003), Socrate, le daimonion et la divination, J. Laurent (ed.), Les dieux de Pla-
ton, Presses Universitaires de Caen, Caen, 2003, pp. 169-192.

Festugiere A. J., (1969), L’ordre de lecture des dialogues de Platon aux Ve-Vle siécles, «Museum
Helveticum», 26, (1969), pp. 281-96.

-—--, (1963), Modes de composition des commentaires de Proclus, «Museum Helveticum», 20,
(1963), pp. 77-100.

Fdeglﬁnde{92P§ (1923), Der Grosse Alkibiades. Zweiter Teil. Kritische Erirterungen, Cohen,

onn, :

Gerson L. P., (2004), The Neoplatonic Interpretation of Platonic Ethics, M. Migliori, L. M. Napo-
litano Valditara, D. Del Fomo (edd.), Plato Ethicus, Academia Verlag, Sankt Augustin,
2004, pp. 151-164.

-——-, (1997), EPISTROPHE PROS: History and Meaning, «Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filo-
sofica medievale», 7, (1997), pp. 1-32.




222 Frangois Renaud

Gill C., (2007), Self-Knowledge in Plato’s Alcibiades, S. Stern-Gillet and K. Corrigan (edd.), Re-
ading Ancient Texts: Volume 1: Presocratics and Plato: Essays in Honour of Denis O’Brien.
Leiden, Brill, 2007, pp. 97-113 [a shorter version has been published in French translation as
La annaissance de soi dans 1I'Alcibiade de Platon, in Etudes Platoniciennes, IV (2007), pp.
153-62.]

-——, (2006), The Platonic Dialogue, M. L. Gill & P. Pellegrin (edd.), A Companion to Ancient
Philosophy, Blackwell, Malden, M. A./Oxford, pp. 136-150 [French translation in abbrevia-
ted version in L. Brisson & F. Fronterotto (ed.), Lire Platon, Presses universitaires de France,
Paris, 2006, pp. 53-75].

-—--, (1991), Is there a concept of person in Greek philosophy?, S. Everson (ed.), Companions to
Ancient Thought: 2. Psychology, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1991), pp. 166-
193.

Hadot I, (1987), Les introductions aux commentaires exégétiques chez les auteurs néoplatoniciens
et les auteurs chrétiens, M. Tardieu (ed.), Les régles de I'interprétation, Cerf, Paris, 1987), pp.
99-122.

Halperin D., (1986), Plato and Erotic Reciprocity, «Classical Antiquity», 5, (1986), pp. 60-80.

Havet L., (1921), Platon, Alcib. 133 C, «Revue de philologie», 45, (1921), pp. 87-89.

Hutchinson D. S., (1997), Alcibiades [translation by D. S. H.], J. M. Cooper (ed.), Plato. Comple-
te Works [edition, introduction and notes by J. M. C.], Hackett, Indianapolis, pp. 557-595.
Johnson D. M., (1999), God as the True Self: Plato’s Alcibiades I, «Ancient Philosophy», 19,

(1999), pp. 1-19.

Krimer H. J., (1964), Der Ursprung der Geistesmetaphysik. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Platonismus zwischen Platon und Plotin, Amsterdam 1964 (1967 2™ edition).

Ledger G. R., (1989), Re-counting Plato: A Computer Analysis of Plato’s Style, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1989.

Linguiti A., (1983), Amicizia e conoscenza di sé nell’ Alcibiade primo e nelle Etiche di Aristote-
le, «Annali dell'Istituto di filosofia di Firenze», 5 (1983), pp. 1-28.

Migliori M., (2006), Divino e umano: L'anima in Aristotele e in Platone, U. La Palombara & G.
A. Lucchetta (edd.), Mente, anima e corpo nel mondo antico: Immagini e funzioni, Opera Edi-
trice, Pescara, 2006, pp. 21-56.

Neuhausen H., (2005), Der pseudo-platonische Alkibiades II und die sokratischen Alkibiadesdialo-
ge, Il( Doring, M. Erler, S. Schorn (edd.), Pseudoplatonica, Franz Steiner, Stuttgart, 2005,
pp. 175-184.

Niiss;; O., (1991), Albins Prolog und die Dialogtheorie des Platonismus, Teubner, Stuttgart,
1991

Pépin J., (1971), Idées grecques sur I'’homme et sur Dieu, Les Belles Lettres, Paris, 1971.

Pradeau J.-F., (1999), Platon, Alcibiade [introduction and notes by J.-F. P, translation by J.-F. P.
and C. Marboeuf], GF Flammarion, Paris, 1999.

Renaud F., (2009), Perspective pédagogique et exégése de I'implicite chez les néoplatoniciens tar-
difs: le cas d’Olympiodore d'Alexandrie, M. Achard, W. Hankey, J.-M. Narbonne (edd.), Per-
spectives sur le Néoplatonisme, International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, Actes du Congrés de
2006, Presses de 1'Université Laval (coll. Zétésis), Québec, 137-152.

-, (2006), Rhétorique philosophique et fondement de la dialectique: Le commentaire du
Gorgias par Olympiodore, «Philosophie antique», 6, (2006), pp. 137-161 [abbreviated ver-
sion entitled Rhétorique, dialectique, maieutique: Le commentaire du Gorgias par Olym-
piodore, M. Erler & L. Brisson (edd.), Gorgias — Menon: Selected Papers from the Seventh
Symposium Platonicum, Academia Verlag, Sankt Augustin, 2007, pp. 309-316].

Richard M., (1950), ATI0 ®QNHZ, «Byzantion», 20 (1950), pp. 191-222.

Rowe C. (2004), All our Desires are for the Good: Reflections on some key Platonic Dialogues, M.
Migliori, L. M. Napolitano Valditara, D. Del Fomo (edd.), Plato Ethicus, Academia Verlag,
Sankt Augustin, 2004, pp. 265-272.

Self-Knowledge in the First Alcibiades 223

Schenkl H., (1894) (ed.), Epicteti Dissertationes, Teubner, Leipzig, 1894.

Sedley D., (2002), Socratic Irony in the Platonist Commentators, J. Annas and C. Rowe (edd.),
New Perspectives on Plato, Modern and Ancient, Harvard University Press, Cambridge
[Mass.], pp. 37-57 [French translation: L’ironie dans le dialogue platonicien selon les commen-
tateurs anciens, F. Cossutta and M. Narcy (edd.), La forme dialogue chez Platon. Evolutions et
réceptions, Jérome Millon, Grenoble 2001, pp. 5-19].

Segonds A. Ph., (1985) (ed.), Proclus sur le premier Alcibiade de Platon. Tome 1 [edition, trans-
lation and commentary by A. Ph. S.], Les Belles Lettres, Paris, 1985.

Sorabji R., (2005) (ed.), The Philosophy of the Commentators 200-600 AD: A Source Book, Volume
1: Psychology (with Ethics and Religion), Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 2005.

Soulez-Luccioni A., (1974), Le paradigme de la vision de soi-méme dans I’ Alcibiade majeur,
«Revue de métaphysique et de morale», 79, (1974), pp. 196-222.

Smith N. D., (2004), Did Plato write the Alcibiades 12, «Apeiron», 37 (2004), pp. 93-108.

Szlezék Th. A., (2005), ‘Seele’ bei Platon, H.-D. Klein (ed.), Der Begriff der Seele in der Philoso-
phiegeschichte, Konighausen & Neumann, Wiirzburg, 2005, pp. 65-86.

Tarrant H., (2007), Olympiodorus and Proclus on the Climax of the Alcibiades, «International
Journal of the Platonic Tradition», 1 (2007), 3-24.

-—--, (2005), Recollecting Plato’s Meno, Duckworth, London, 2005.

-——, (2000), Plato’s First Interpreters, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 2000.

-, (1998), Introduction, R. Jackson, R., K. Lycos and H. Tarrant, Olympiodorus. Commentary
on Plato’s Gorgias [introduction, translation and notes by R. J., K. L. and H. T.], Leiden,
Brill, pp. 1-52.

Trinkel H., (1985), GNOTHI SEAUTON. Zu Ursprung und Deutungsgeschichte des delphischen
Spruchs, «Wiirzburger Jahrbuch fiir die Altertumswissenschaft», 11, (1985), p. 19-31.

Tsouna V., (2001), Socrate et la connaissance de soi: quelques interprétations, «Philosophie anti-
que», 1 (2001), pp. 37-64.

Vegetti M., (2003), Quindici lezioni su Platone, Einaudi, Torino, 2003.

Weil R., (1964), La place du Premier Alcibiade dans I'eeuvre de Platon, «Information littéraire»,
(1964), pp. 75-84.

Westerink L. G., (1990), Prolégomeénes a la philosophie de Platon [ed. by L. G. W., translated by J.
Trouillard, with the collaboration of A.-P. Segonds], Les Belles Lettres, Paris, 1990.

-, (1976) (ed.), The Greek commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo I: Olympiodorus [edition and transla-
tion by L. G. W.], North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, 1976.

-, (1956) (ed.), Olympiodorus, Commentary on the First Alcibiades of Plato [edition by L.
G. W.], North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, 1956.




Lecturae Platonis 7 M. Migliori - L. M. Napolitano Valditara - A. Fermani (eds.)

A cura di Maurizio Migliori

Volume 7 | Inner Life and Soul

Psyche in Plato

Academia Verlag A’A Sankt Augustin




Bibliografische Information der Deutschen Nationalbibliothek
Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in der
Deutschen Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische Daten
sind im Internet tiber http://dnb.ddb.de abrufbar.

ISBN 978-3-89665-561-5

1. Auflage 2011

© Academia Verlag
Bahnstrafle 7, D-53757 Sankt Augustin
Internet: www.academia-verlag.de
E-Mail: info@academia-verlag.de

Printed in Germany

Ohne schriftliche Genehmigung des Verlages ist es nicht gestattet, das Werk unter
Verwendung mechanischer, elektronischer und anderer Systeme in irgendeiner Weise zu
verarbeiten und zu verbreiten. Insbesondere vorbehalten sind die Rechte der
Vervielfiltigung — auch von Teilen des Werkes — auf fotomechanischem oder dhnlichem
Wege, der tontechnischen Wiedergabe, des Vortrags, der Funk- und Fernsehsendung, der
Speicherung in Datenverarbeitungsanlagen, der Ubersetzung und der literarischen und
anderweitigen Bearbeitung,

e

Linda M. Napolitano
Aldo Brancacci
Francisco Bravo

Luc Brisson

Bruno Centrone
John Dillon

Michael Erler

Silvia Gastaldi
Maurizio Migliori
Linda M. Napolitano

Noburu Notomi

Giovanni Reale
Frangois Renaud

Christopher Rowe

Marfa Isabel Santa Cruz

Maria Michela Sassi
Alonso Tordesillas
Franco Trabattoni

Mauro Tulli

Alvaro Vallejo Campos

Maurizio Migliori
Bibliography
Index of names

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword

Consciousness and recollection. From the Apology to Meno
Genesis of pleasure and pleasure-genesis in Plato’s Philebus
The mortal parts of the soul, or Death as forgetting the body
Personal immortality in Plato: Another noble lie?

How does the Soul direct the Body, after all? Traces of a Di-
spute on Mind-Body Relations in the Old Academy

The Happiness of Bees. Affect and Virtue in the Phaedo and
in the Republic

Imitation and Soul in Book X of Plato’s Republic

But is there “interiority” in Plato’s dialogs?

The knowledge of the soul: Plato and the problem of self-
awareness

Metaphysics as the Awakening of Our Souls: An ethical rea-
ding of Plato’s Phaedo

The concept of Psyche and its aporias

Self-Knowledge in the First Alcibiades and in the commen-
tary of Olympiodorus

The treatment of the soul in Republic IV: exactly what does
the “shorter” way (435 C-D) miss?

Faculty of the Soul and Persuasion
Eros as psychic energy. Plato and fluxes of the soul
Soul and Souls: Plato and Psychagogy

Can one speak of the “unity” of Platonic Psychology? An ex-
amination of a significant case (Phaedo, 68 B-69 E)

Epitaph and enchantment of the soul: Gorgias in Menexenus
The images of the Good and the interior life of the soul
Afterword

41
49
63
71

85

91
103
113

151

185
195

207

225
233
251
267

278
291
299
307
333
349



