CHAPTER 8

The Elenctic Strategies of Socrates:
The Alcibiades I and the
Commentary of Olympiodorus

Frangois Renaud

In this chapter I examine the conditions and strategies for Socrates’ elenctic prac-
tice in the first part of the Alcibiades I (106c—119a), the part of the dialogue that
Olympiodorus specifically designates “elenctic.” This part is naturally divided
into two primary segments: (i) the supposed origin of Alcibiades’ knowledge (the
multitude);! and (ii) the question of knowing whether what is just and what is
advantageous are identical or different.> Socrates will succeed in obtaining the
young man’s admission of double ignorance, while the latter will blame himself
for failing to heed his tutor, Pericles.’ What, then, are the conditions that apply to
this elenctic exchange, and by what means does Socrates achieve his ends, particu-
larly in Olympiodorus’s eyes?

The Relation Be_tween Socrates and Plato

Being the only ancient author from whom there survive two commentaries on
“investigative dialogues” ({nttucoi Siéhoyor) or “Socratic dialogues” (4lcibiades
and Gorgias), Olympiodorus is in some sense a specialist on Plato’s Socratic heri-
tage;* yet his conception of how Socrates and Plato relate to one another is one of
some complexity. Overall Olympiodorus presupposes a direct continuity between
Socraticism and Platonism. The Socrates of the Alcibiades, especially as Olympio-
dorus interprets him, is an elenctic critic who produces aporetic doubt, but is
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equally capable of defending precise theses about the nature of the soul. The figure
of Socrates, in Olympiodorus’s view, cannot always be reduced to “Plato.” To
begin with the hidden depths of Socratic teaching could not have been wholly
accessible to the young Plato. Plato “only benefited from the instruction of
Socrates in matters of ethics, and only then at a foundational level; he was still
young at the time when Socrates died, and could not have grasped his more in-
depth discussions (t&v fabutépav 1ol Zokpdroug Adyav).”s Furthermore, Plato
and Socrates would not have followed the same communicative strategies. They
differed sharply in their use of irony: “Plato rejected the irony associated with
Socrates (tfig Zakpotikfig elpavelog drillokto), and he was not in the habit of
passing his time in the agora and the workshops, and to engage in discussions in
pursuit of young men.”® However, Socrates’ avowal of ignorance according to

Glympiodorus was only partially ironic; for example, with regard to the passage

(109d) where Socrates asks Alcibiades who his teacher is so that he may himself
enroll in his class, Olympiodorus believes that this remark is to some extent truth-

ful. He offers the following principle: because every lover becomes similar to his

beloved in everything, Socrates, “qua lover (dbg uév obv épatikdc) did not know

justice, because the young man did not know it, but gua master he had that knowl-

edge (g & dwdoxatog fimiotoro).”” In general, the pursuit of the youth and the

habit of initiating discussions with them, which is associated particularly with

Socrates, is characterized by strategies for “seduction,” initially involving refuta-

tion. What are these strategies? Here, in the light of Olympiodorus’s commentary

in particular, is a preliminary answer.

A Tailored and Logically Valid Argument

The dialectical method of question and answer allows Socrates to make adjust-
ments to his interlocutor in the same way that the orator adjusts to his audience.?
This method is “cathartic,” because it expels false opinions from the soul much as
the doctor expels diseases from the body.® Further, Socrates does not immediately
employ all his arguments right from the start of the discussion; he formulates them
little by little, in accordance with the needs and abilities of Alcibiades. As Olympi-

" odorus stresses, certain premises that Socrates solicits from Alcibiades are not

universal but particular, or contingent, because they are drawn from the young
man'’s personal experience (uepwkor eiot koi &nd iotopiog). Hence Alcibiades must
offer a sincere reply, without which refutation would be pointless.’® According to
Olympiodorus, Socrates’ dialectic proceeds from like to like (§id tév dpoinv).
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This is why he entreats the young man passionately to recognize the ultimate
object of his desire.'! Nevertheless his argument, in Olympiodorus’s eyes, is in-
variably valid and able to be recast in a syllogistic form, which the commentator
often takes pains to supply. As for any other logically valid argument, Socrates
appeals to the common notions (xowol &vvoiwn). This is why the elenchus that
Socrates practices, as interpreted by Olympiodorus, does not seem to be uniquely
confined to Socrates. In effect, from a formal point of view, there is nothing to
distinguish Socratic elenchus from philosophic argument in general. Yet it is dis-
tinct from the eristic use of argument, whose goal is victory rather than truth.!?

The Act of Questioning

In contradistinction to today’s dominant tendency that consists in envisaging So-
cratic dialectic as the expression of his modesty or skepticism, Olympiodorus for
his part emphasizes the wisdom of Socrates, with special regard to his role as
questioner: “It is true that it is not difficult to reply; quite the contrary, it is rather
the asking of questions that is a difficult task (udihov To épwtdv xeAendv), much
as on a journey it is more difficult to guide than to follow.”" In the Alcibiddes
Socrates effectively reveals himself as a psychologist with penetrating intuition.
He recognizes the secret (and unmeasured) desires of the youthful Alcibiades,
which he has been silently observing “night and day” over a long period.'* If he
finally makes his approach after so many years, it is because he inows—thanks to
god, to be precise—that the youth now desires to hear him.!5 As master of discus-
sion and divinely inspired lover, Socrates is the ideal guide, because he combines
“good intentions, precise knowledge, and expressive power.”'¢ It is true that in the
“Socratic dialogues™ of Plato he is liable to offer his interlocutor an exchange of
the roles of questioner and respondent.'” Most often, however, this is only a for-
mality: as the only one to master the art of asking questions, he maintains this role
for virtually the entire discussion. That emerges even more strongly in the 4lcibi-
ades, where Socrates remains the questioner throughout the entire dialogue.'® On
a single occasion (if I am not mistaken) he invites Alcibiades to choose between
asking questions and delivering a long speech on justice, but the youth declines
this invitation as if it were a provocative suggestion.'” In a word, according to
Olympiodorus, the role of questioner that Socrates occupies straightaway indi-
cates his superiority over his opponent and his ability to lead the discussion along
his chosen path.
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The Act of Reply

Socrates repeatedly insists, and Olympiodorus with him, on the importance of the
very act of reply. For it is the respondent who affirms everything that is affirmed
within the dialogue, and defends all the theses that are advanced. Socrates resorts
to various means of ascertaining that Alcibiades agrees at the beginning of the
argument to answer his questions, and, above all, to persist with that role. In effect,
Socrates must insist at several points (even at 113al-2, that is to say after two-
thirds of this elenctic first section) on the indispensable role that Alcibiades, as the
respondent, is playing.2® Socrates requires that Alcibiades give a truthful response,

“that he answer both sincerely and fairly, so that the discussion may not be in vain

(xoi téAn 61} dmoxpivou, tva uty pdrnv ol udhoyor ylyvevrar).2! Let us note that the
phrase “in vain” (udtnv), used a little earlier by Socrates (110a3), again pointed
to another indispensable condition for their discussion: the willingness of the god
(8edg).22 To give an answer is to adofat that answer for oneself; hence it is also to
accept responsibility for it. If Socrates states that the personal opinions of Alcibi-
ades can (and should) express the truth, he probably implies thereby the relative
simplicity of the questions that he puts,? as much as the sincerity that should
characterize them. As Olympiodorus remarks, “Often the interlocutor agrees to
propositions that are not the opinions of the person asking, and on the basis of
which the syllogism is constructed.”* The great weakness of Alcibiades, in the
first part of the dialogue, lies in his refusal to learn and then to respond. He will
iry at several points to avoid replying and will require Socrates to do so for him.
But he will end up recognizing how well founded his role as respondent was, mak-
ing the following remark (which recalls what Socrates says to Polus in the Gor-
gias, 475d5-6): “I need to reply, and I do not believe that this will do me any
harm.”? To this Socrates exclaims, “You are prophetic (Movtikdg yop €1),” a term
of praise that contrasts with his other exclamation a little earlier, according to
which it is crazy (uovikdv) to undertake to teach what one does not know;?’
thereby a rather obvious play on words is added to the compliment.

Besides the neéd to answer with sincerity and fairness as a condition for suc-
cessful dialogue, Olympiodorus emphasizes the necessity to respond to the ques-
tions clearly, without ambiguity, and in terms that match those of the original
question.?® He points out for instance errors contained in one of Alcibiades’ an-
swers. In “this answer, Alcibiades makes three mistakes. Firstly, though only
asked for a single answer he has given three. Secondly, these answers were not
straightforward, but ambiguous. . . . Thirdly, he errs when he presents ‘being a’
victim of deception, violence, or confiscation’ as three different things, whereas
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one can speak of them all under the common heading of injustice. ... So he
should have mentioned the common term, and so not presented them as three.””
These mistakes are indicative of gaps but also of stages in the apprenticeship of
the young man in the art of discussion and reasoning, the art that Socrates endeav-
ors to impart to him in the course of his refutation.

Agreement and Truth

The elenctic method of Socrates aims above all to reveal the confradictions be-
tween two or more opinions of the interlocutor. That means teaching him the ne-
cessity for logical coherence in the same breath. In the same way as disagreement
between two persons demonstrates that error resides in (at least) one of them,
contradiction between the opinions of one and the same person guarantees falsity
among them. The aim of Socratic discussion is agreement, and this agreement is,
for Olympiodorus, the partial expression of a collection of true opinions, linked
with the common notions that each person has within. Though agreement is not
necessarily a guarantee of truth, it is still an indicator of probability. As Olympio-
dorus points out, “Disagreement is & sign of ignorance and of a lack of knowledge;
not that those who are in mutual agreement are knowledgeable in every case (for
Democriteans, in mutual agreement on the existence of void, nevertheless lack
knowledge for that reason, because void does not exist), but the wise are in agree-
ment with one another.”® An agreement reached in dialogue with Socrates is an
even more probable sign of truth, because he at least always follows the internal
voice of his conscience, and hence the common notions.3! Such is the sense that
Olympiodorus attributes, in his commentary on the Gorgias, to Alcibiades 114e:
“For as [Socrates] said in the Alcibiades, if you do not listen to your own voice, . . .
do not put your trust in what anybody else says.”? In other words, even if many
people contradict me, it is possible that I am nevertheless correct; but on the other
hand, if I contradict myself I am necessarily wrong.® Finally, let me draw atten-
tion here to a pedagogic progression (that Olympiodorus fails to pick up): Socrates
is leading Alcibiades from the notion of agreement between several individuals®
toward that of the agreement of a single individual with himself or herself.3*

It is, moreover, striking to observe the similarities between the conception of
the elenchus adopted by Olympiodorus and that defended by Gregory Vlastos.
According to both of them the false opinions of the respondent imply the presence
within them of true opinions that form a coherent set of doctrines, which the refu-
tation indirectly reveals.’ Qlympiodorus goes further than Vlastos in thinking of
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Socratic knowledge as proceeding from the common notions, and therefore as sure
and unerring. Further, while Vlastos finds no Socratic solution to the “problem of
the elenchus” and sees in the Theory of Recollection, from the Meno on, a specifi-
cally Platonic solution, Olympiodorus for his part detects in the maieutic delivery
of the common notions a continuity between Socraticism and Platonism.

Types of Questions

The Alcibiades is thus characterized, at every step of the discussion, by the coop-

* erative spirit of Socrates as questioner and adviser. While Alcibiades encounters

some difficulties, Socrates encourages him and aids him in various ways. More-
over, Socrates’ tact is evident in the fact that he is reluctant to humiliate Alcibiades
in front of others: he specifies that it is because they are alone® that he allows
himself to reveal to him the hard truth, that he is prey to the worst kind of igno-
rance. In the interests of helping him, Socrates often offers him, as a preliminary
step, examples of questions and answers so that the youth may imitate him in his
turn.® This strategic and well-intentioned approach is illustrated by the types of
question that Socrates asks, particularly hypothetical questions. I note here their
principal types, without endeavoring to provide an exhaustive list. To start with,
of course, there is the Socratic question par excellence, “What is . . .7” (1i dotw),
asked of Alcibiades with regard to three objects: the state of embarrassment into
which refutation has plunged him,* the notion of self-care,” and finally (and less
directly) the nature of a human being.*! Socrates also resorts to disjunctive ques-
tions (inviting answers of the yes/no or A/B type), which offer the respondent an
object of inquiry as well as a choice between two or three possible answers. Fi-
nally, hypothetical questions are very frequent and include various subgroups (“If
I were to ask you/myself/the two of us . . .”), and they often make reference to a
questioner who is himself imaginary (tic) (“if somebody were to ask me/you/
us . .."”).2 In the Alcibiades, when for example Socrates wants to stress that it is
shameful (aloypdv) to be an adviser on matters of which one is ignorant, he resorts
to an imaginary character so that Alcibiades may more readily comprehend and
accept the implications of this scenario.* Olympiodorus stresses Socrates’ tact in
the use of this indirect type of question, as well as its efficacy: “And because it is
boorish to refute somebody in person (for it is thus that, in the Poet, Phoenix,

-wishing to make an impression on Achilles in refuting him, does not present his

speech in propria persona, but introduces Peleus as an intermediary to refute
Achilles), Socrates does not rest content with the use of another character, but he
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even employs the one being refuted to make a greater impression.”* Hypothetical
questions also aim at coming to the help of the respondent (in giving him encour-
agement to persevere or in explaining to him a detail that is causing him a prob-
lem), while remaining strategic to the extent that they facilitate the granting of
premises needed by Socrates for the completion of his refutation. These questions
allow him to bring about refutation without any immediate and obvious damage
to the self-respect of his interlocutor.#

Dubious Argument and Strategic Aim

Finally, let us briefly examine several dubious arguments that Socrates makes use
of for the refutation of Alcibiades. I limit myself here to the section in which
Socrates presents justice as identical with the advantageous (113d-116d). Against
Alcibiades’ objections that the just and the advantageous are not identical (113d5—
7), Socrates offers the following universal argument: everything just is honorable
(115a); everything honorable is good (116c¢); everything good is beneficial (116¢);
hence everything just is beneficial (116d). Socrates’ approach is both gradual and
strategic. At first he makes Alcibiades admit that certain just things are honorable,
and that all just things are honorable. He offers an example well suited to Alcibi-
ades, involving the honorable nature of courage, like that of Achilles wounded in
saving his friend, cowardice being for Alcibiades the worst of evils (115d7-8).
The distinction, in a way an ontological one, that Socrates establishes between
courage (manifestation of honor) and death (possible fatal consequence) as if they
were two distinct entities (Ap’ oBv odx Aho pév 1 &vdpele, dAAo 8¢ ¢ BGvatog;
115c¢1) is only fair in a limited sense, because it involves two phenomena that are
in reality inseparable; courage depends on an awareness of potentially fatal risks.

In addition, Socrates’ argument sometimes errs though oversimplification; for
example, he proposes that people are happy owing to their acquisition of goods
(Ovdkodv evdaipoveg 81 dyaddv ktficw, 116b7-8), something that appears, to say
the least, problematic to the extent that Socrates distinguishes elsewhere in Plato
between good things and their use (e.g., Euthydemus 280d-281b). Socrates in fact
plays upon the equivocation of the expression &b @pértewv, which translates liter-
ally as “to behave well” but commonly signifies “to be happy”; he thus surrepti-
tiously effects the transition from “be happy” (0 &0 npérrew) to “good conduct”
(M evmporyic, 116b11-14).4

Although he almost always defends the soundness of Socrates’ arguments,
Olympiodorus still recognizes that Socrates “proves” that Alcibiades does not

Elenctic Strategies of Socrates 125

know utility by building on an “antiparastasis,” because the demonstration
(&votaoug) that justice and utility are identical would require several arguments;
he will only have recourse to this afterward: “If justice and utility are identical,
and if it has been shown that you do not know justice, it has also been shown that
you do not know utility; if, however, they differ and it is shown by the same argu-
ments that you do not know utility, then you will have been proved ignorant of
two things instead of just one.”’

Overall, Socrates’ argument in favor of the thesis that justice is identical with
utility (113d-116d) has the primary function, at this point of the dialogue, of mak-
ing Alcibiades aware of his ignorance, and therefore receptive to Socrates and to

" philosophy. In other words, the aim of these arguments is not the rigorous proof

of a thesis but the revelation of Alcibiades’ confusion, of which he must himself
become conscious before being able to make an advance toward the true knowl-
edge of himself.*® This is why, even if Olympiodorus almost always defends the
arguments of Socrates, including those whose logical validity seems to us today
to be seriously compromised, the exegetical approach of Olympiodorus has the
merit of showing that all the arguments of Socrates, in the first part of the dialogue,
have as their primary strategic function to instill into the young Alcibiades a con-
sciousness of his ignorance, as is otherwise revealed by various dramatic aspects
of the dialogue. :

Conclusion

This short consideration of the formal aspects of the argumentation of the elenctic
section of the dialogue (106¢c—119a) has also sought, indirectly, to stress the con-
tribution that Olympiodorus’s commentary can make today, patticularly regarding
the Socraticism of Plato.

In his introduction to his commentary on the Alcibiades, Nicholas Denyer
makes the perceptive remark that the act of writing philosophic dialogues, in this
case a dialogue presenting an exemplary philosopher seeking to attract to philoso-
phy somebody who was to become famous for his unscrupulous life, implies the
adoption of a stance concerning the nature of philosophy, its techniques and its
power, and its relation to other ways of life as well as obstacles to the philosophic
life. These implicit positions (by comparison with the explicit affirmations of the
author of a treatise) force the reader to pay attention to all aspects of literary form:
“We will miss the dialogue’s answers to these philosophical questions about phi-
losophy, if we bypass its literary form, in an attempt to go straight to its content.”®
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The merit of Olympiodorus’s exegesis resides among other things precisely in the
detailed and systematic attention that he affords to the dramatic action as an inte-
gral part of the doctrinal content. In general, his interpretation highlights the fol-
lowing aspects: (1) the moral conditions for philosophy, including the willingness

" to undergo moral improvement and the capacity for progress in the love of wis-
dom; (2) elenchus and midwifery as two complementary functions of Socratic dia-
lectic (the mutual agreement of interlocutors and the coherence of the common
notions as criteria of truth); (3) the close ties between pedagogy and rhetoric,
which illuminate the enigmatic character of both the method and the person of
Socrates; (4) the direct connections that join the daimonic and erotic activities of
Socrates; and (5) finally, the exegesis of hidden implication, a second-level ma-
ieutic, involving the reader’s going beyond the immediate results of the arguments
in search of the deeper meaning of the text. These aspects of Socrates’ wisdom in
the Alcibiades, such as they are skillfully interpreted by Olympiodorus, deserve
even today to be pondered by Plato’s readers.
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CHAPTER 9

Akrasia and Enkrateia in Simplicius’s

Commentary on Epictetus’s Encheiridion

Marilynn Lawrence

.. . it is said that Socrates was always seen in the same
demeanor, and never moved by things that seem pleasurable
and painful, because he always lived out one and the same
life, his own. ’
—Simplicius, in Epicteti Encheiridon
(tr. Brennan and Brittain [2002: 89])

Introduction

Is it possible to knowingly err? In other words, can someone possessing knowl-
edge of correct action willingly chose otherwise? Socrates did not think so, or
at least that is how his position is characterized in the Protagoras. Making sense
of this argument has been labeled by contemporary Socratic scholars as the
problem of akrasia.! In this niche of Socratic philosophy, Socrates’ denial of
akrasia and Aristotle’s response to it in the Nicomachean Ethics have been well
discussed, producing numerous interpretations of the argument that no one will-
ingly chooses to do what he or she knows to be an error or a worse action.? The
primary problem centers upon the fact that Socrates denies the possibility of
weakness of will, or even the idea that reason can be overtaken by pleasure.
Strikingly, this view seems to be in direct contradiction to the commonsense
notion not only that such weakness does exist but also that often human beings
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22. Proclus, in Ale. 107.23-25.

23. Proclus, in Alc. 92.8-15.

24. Cf. Phaedrus 2494.

25. Proclus, in Alc. 172.8-10. In the Alcibiades (132d-133c¢) it is not specifically lovers
who do this (as in Phaedrus 255¢—d), but given the context—in which Socrates has just
claimed he is Alcibiades’ only true lover—Proclus seems to characterize dialectic appropri-
ately. Additionally, though Proclus distinguishes between erotic science, maieutic, and dia-
lectic, it is evident that he recognizes their interrelation. See Kaproulias (2005).

26. Socrates’ erotic comportment therefore does not disappear once his formal argu-
ments begin. Thus Schomakers (2008: 596) claims that Proclus’s understanding of “nega-
tive theology” is that it creates a desire that impels us to move toward the One. Proclus, in
Ale. 170.5-12, also claims that dialectic makes the listener more attentive to the speaker
than he would be during a speech, and that dialectic purifies the listener from twofold igno-
rance. Cf. Proclus, in Alc. 314.1-8. For more on Proclus and double ignorance see Layne
(2009, Forthcoming ¢ and d).

27. Proclus, in Alc. 171.1-3. See Marler (1993) for an analysis of the role causal reason-
ing plays in Alcibiades’ reversion upon intellect.

28. Proclus, in Ale. 277.20-23. Cf. Layne (2009).

29. Proclus, in Alc. 35.10-13.

30. Cf. Republic 382a, where Socrates claims no one would willingly tell falsehoods to
the most authoritative aspect of himself (76 xupuwtée sovtdv) about the most authorita-
tive things (wepl Td kupidTate), which he equates with beings (td Svra).

31. Proclus, in Alc. 220.16-17. C£. also Republic 43 1e, in which moderation is charac-
terized as power over oneself (xpeittw 57 adtov).

32. Proclus, in 4le. 35.13-22.

33. Proclus, in 4lc. 209.5, 300.13-301.7.

34. Cf. Charmides 154d—e, where Socrates claims that they must strip Charmides to
see whether he is beautiful in soul even though he is clearly beautiful in body.

35. Proclus, in Ale. 95.7-26. On Plato’s soul as indeterminate activity, see Demos (1978).

36. Cf. Socrates in Gorgias 482a—b comparing his two loves: philosophy, which always
says the same things, and the son of Kleinias, who differs from one moment to the next.

37. Proclus, in Alc. 36.5-11.

38. Proclus, in Alc. 44.9-45.6.

39. Symposium 217¢.

40. Symposium 218e. This does not mean that Socrates is solely interested in abstract
objects of love, as Vlastos (1973) argues. Rather, Socrates loves Alcibiades as the beautiful
soul that allows him to glimpse Beauty itself (Symposium 209¢, 210c) in such a way that he
is never simply a stepping-stone on the way to abstract truth. See Lawrence (2003).

41. Proclus, in Alc. 90.1-3. Cf. Socrates’ remark in the Republic (492¢—493a) that if
anyone escapes the education of the many, he has been saved by divine dispensation (Oeod
uoipov adtd cldoa).

42. Symposium 218a-b and 216a—c.
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43. Proclus, in Alc. 36.11-15. Cf. Plato, Letter VII, 344a: “Neither quickness of learn-
ing nor a good memory can make a man see when his nature is not akin to the object, for
this knowledge never takes root in an alien nature.” Cf. also Phaedo 79d in which the soul
is said to be akin to the Forms. :

44. Proclus, in Alc. 57.6-8. .

45. Proclus, in Alc. 253.13-15. Cf. Proclus, in Alc. 39.10-16: “As in the intelligent
considerations of philosophy obstacles are raised by the sophist’s way of life and the as-
sociation with it that drags away the less perfect from the consideration of reality to the
appearance that corresponds to the coming-to-be and passing-away, so also in the elevation
to divine love the multitude of common lovers becomes an obstacle by assuming the char-
acter of the true lover and dragging down the soul of the youth.”

46. One of the disappointing aspects of the few modern interpretations of the Alcibiades
is that they simply ignore the erotic aspect of Socrates’ character. For instance, Schleierm-
acher (1836) attacks the authenticity of the Alcibiades on the grounds that all reference to
Socrates’ love for Alcibiades is omitted insofar as he has not approached Alcibiades until
his looks are fading. Aside from the fact that Socrates begins the dialogue talking about his
love for Alcibiades (103c), for Proclus we should expect that he has stayed away, not be-
cause he does not love Alcibiades, but because Socrates is the only person capable of truly
loving him. Those modern commentators who do account for Socratic pag include Denyer
(2001) and especially Gordon (2003).

Chapter 8

This brief chapter belongs to a series of investigations into Olympiodorus as a Platonic
commentator, involving the Alcibiades I and its reception in antiquity; see for example
Renaud (2006, 2007, 2008, and 2012). I would like warmly to thank Harold Tarrant for
kindly taking it upon himself to translate the French text, and so elegantly.

1. Alcibiades I (= Alc.) 110e2-3: ITopd té@v nodhdv. (References are to the text of J.
Burnet, 1900.)

2. Alc. 114b1-2: ndtepov 8¢ To0té éom Sikand te kol coppépovt’ i Erepo.

3. 4lc. 118¢8: 'Eya olpo aftiog od mpacéymv tdv volv. CE. Plutarch, 4lc. 8.1-3.

4, Cf. Tarrant (1998: 4).

5. In Gorgiam commentaria (= in Gorg.) 41.6: nopd yop Zwrpdtoug Td 1j01kd Geéinto
uévov, 8 dus Bspshiovg stjper véog yap Tiv Ett Zwkpdrong dnoBavévrog kol o08énm v
ayduevog Tiv fodutépav Tol Zekpdrovg Adyav.

6. In Alcibiadem commentaria (= in Alc.) 2.149-152: ol yop ol Tfig Zokportixiig
elpoveiog dmirlaxro kol Tol év dyopd kol énl tév épyactnpiav SwtpiBew kol Todg véoug
Onpdivte mowicBot Tovg Adyoug.

7. In Alc. 88.5-6: &g pév olv épatdg 6 Zakphng fyvoet w0 dikaiov &yvooiviog ol
véov, &g 3¢ dddoradog fimictato. As for 124a—c, where Socrates declares himself'in search
of self-knowledge, the single type of self-knowledge that Socrates does not possess, accord-
ing to Olympiodorus, is the highest of the seven degrees of knowledge.
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8. In Alc. 56.9-57.4: 10 Sohoyucdv oyfine kod 1) katd Bpoyd téhv Adyav Swmhowa] katd
nedowv yvopdvn kol dmdkpiow. i, dg griow év t@ Daidpo, 36t oV Adyov dowévar {pw’. . . .
Gonep oy odtog Asiudy éom mowthav Ldav, olbitm 36t kod 1ov Adyov elvar mhipn noveodandv
TPOCATQV. . . . §TLT0 KoT’ EpdTnow Kol dndrpiow oyfiuc SieyepTikév Eotv Kol EMCTPERTIKGV.
totyapolv kai ol Ppfitopeg, Gte Povhovtor disysipon TdV dxpoariy  émotpéyar <mpodg> oV
Myov, ot kéyprvio, olov ‘6AAG pot dmdrpvor, Tpdg Gedv’.

9. Cf. Sophist 230b—e.

10. In Alc. 89.13-17: Koi 16207 dmoxpivov, tva uf pérnv ol didhoyor yivevroa: . . .
£ngdt] pepwal elot kol and iotoplag einupéva, aitel avtov dinbeloar.

11. In Ale. 7.4-8: 6 olv Zwxpbmg ody, obtwg énavoplodton tdg yuyds, Gonep ol
TpospnpévoL, GAML 1l Thv Gpoimv pdAlov- &l pév tig dotv épwtixdg, Mywv ‘pdle tig &
TV kahGv Epwg’- &l 88 Tig pihoyprpotog, eopdy ‘udle tf to abtapxes’- el 8¢ giddovog,
‘tig 1 & B&¢ paotdv, fiv kol Beoilg & momtg dvatifnet, Aéyav “Oeotl pela Lhovres.”’ On
dialectic as purification in Plato, cf. Rep. 533d2—4, 527¢1-3.

12. Cf. Tarrant (2000, 116-~118).

13. In Alc. 62.4-8: Svoygpég Nv kod yohemdv 10 dmokpiveobor- énedt 8¢ Zokpdtng
gotlv 6 poueutidg Kol Tpdg deéheiov kol §1dpbuotv Tdv véwv oxondv, eldtng ol yohendyv,
tobvavtiov 8¢ piiddov o épwtdv xolendv, kaddnep kol v 63G 10 fyeicbour ol Encolar.

14. Alc. 110b1-2; TToAMbxig coB &v 1daokdimv fikovov mouddg vtog kol &iloly; Alc.
106e4-9: todt’ dotlv 8 oD éniotaco, el pi wov T pavBEvay éug AEnBeg: oljat 8¢ ye, otte
viktwp olite 1ed’ fuépav &y Evdobev. .

15. Alc. 104¢3: 58gv &1 &b olda 811 Bowpdleig; Alcibiades confirms it (104d4): 6 Svr
yap Qoopdlo.

16. In Ale. 62.22-23: Tpuidv Svtwv tovtav otorkelev dyabol cupBodiov, npoaipéoeng
dyaldfic, yvdoeag drpiols, Suviueng drayyehtikiic; in Ale. 41.10-12: otorxeio 8¢ wai
Tekpnpio vBgou épaotol Aéyel Sbo Tadite, §11 8et Tov EvBeov Epaotiiv kal kpiow Exgwv kal
ovundOsiav. Cf. in Gorg. 145.23-146.10.

17. E.g., Gorgias 448c1-3, 462a3-5; cf. Prt. 338c7-d3.

18. Alc. 113b1-2: Obdxobv pti Sid mavtdg ye pév | & épwtév.

19. dle. 114b2-5: tf ovx dnédertag; el puiv Podher, dpativ pe donep éyd of, &l 8¢, xai
avtdg énl osowtod Adyp Siékehe. Cf. 114d4-T7: 10 viv, énedn) tol ovtol gaivetar
ool Te kol Eva, melfewv, v duol duperétmoov kol émiysipnoov émidston dg o dikatov
éviote ol cuppéper— Y Bpiotig &l, & Zdxpateg CL 106c1-4.

20, Ale. 113a1-2: ITept &) tobtwv uév sy poivopon Ayav 6 Epatdv, 1} ob 6 dmoxptvéuevo,

21. Ale. 110a2--3.

22. Alc. 105e6-T: olk gla 6 08dg SwdéyesBar, tva i) péenv. Cf. 113c4.

23. Cf. Gorgias 495a; Republic 350e.

24, In Alc. 99.13-15: kol 6T moddxg 8i8wotv O mpoodiodeydievog TPOTHoEL TOiTaG
| Soxoveag 16 dpwtdvey, &5 Av coyretal 6 cUAAOYIGHOS,.

25.E.g., Alc. 114d11-e2: 'Ex pév dv ob Myeig ovk elxdg.—Opdg b 1080’ tg 00 kahdg
elnsg, & AhaPédn; 112d10-el: Anokpivou puévov 1¢ dpatdpevo.—M, A o odtdg
AMye.—Ti{ 8’; oby, 611 pddicta fodler newadijvor.
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26. Alc. 114e10-115al: Otitoy, &AL’ dmokprréov: kol yop o0d8v olopar froPricecBor.—
Mavtikdg yop &l. Cf. Gorgias 475d5-6, where Socrates says to Polos: pf Sxvel
dmoxpivacol, & [Idhe: 0088V yap Broprion.

27. Ale. 113¢5-T: povidv yap &v v Exsig émyelpnuo. émyeipetv, d BéAtiote, Sidborew
8 ovk oloBa, dushicag pavlévew. CE. in Alc. 63.9-10, 67.22.

28. Cf. Gorgias 448d—e, 451d—e, 489%e.

29. In Alc. 80.12-81.10: tpiy@g 8¢ &v Tovtoig duapthvet. npdtov [év &t v EpatBeig
tplo. dmexpivato. dedtepov Gt ovy, &l Tadta, SN’ Emapgpotepilovta . . . Tpitov GuapTéver
&1 obtdg pév g Tplo mpotfyorye o dmatdicBon i PrilesBot fi dmootepeioBar, kowdv 3¢ éotv
elneiv én’ odt@v Tv ddikiav: . . . ESe1 obv adTOV TO KOWdV elmbvta pui) oftwg Mg tpio tabta.
TPORYOLYELV.

30. In Ale. 92.4-9: onpeiov 88 &yvoiag kal dvemomuosivng 1) dovppavio: oby 8t ol
ovpgavolvreg dAAA0K Thvtog Emothpovég elow (Sud Todg Anpokpireiovg, cupguvolbvag
uév nept tob kevod 8t dotiv, dvemotipovag 8¢ S tolito Svrag, ok ot Yap), GAA’ of uév
gmotipoveg ovppavodow Ao, kotd v obv dvtiBéoel dvtiotpoghv Gmd 1ol
émopévou ywvopévny ol piy suppavobvieg dvemortipovég elov.

31. Tarrant (1997a: 188).

32. In Gorg. 19.1; cf. 41.9; cf. Alc. 114e, Phd. 9lc.

33. Gorgias 472b—, 482¢c—d. Cf. Denyer (2001: 142).

34. Alc. 111b3-5: Obkodv Tovg ld6tog dporoyelv Te dAMihotg kol pr SwopépeaBor.

35. Alc. 117a5-6: Iepi v Epa bxav tavavtio dnoxpivy, Sfjhov 8t nept Todtwv odk
oloBa; cf. 117b2-3. There is, however, just a glimpse of the idea of agreement with oneself
at 111d11-e2: Travov 84 oot texpripiov T o0k &riotavtar 008 Kpfiyvol Siddokadof siow
ToUTOV, §ne1dt) 008EV Opoloyodow sautoig mepl alTdv.

36. Vlastos (1994: 25-29); cf. Tarrant (1998: 10).

37. Ale. 118b5-6: éneld péve éopév, pritéov.

38. E.g., 4lc. 108b4-5: AAAY. mewpdd &g ppsicBar.

39. Alc. 116e5: &yvosi & néBnpo. ti éotv.

40. Alc. 127e9: tf dotv 10 SonTod émpeheiofa.

41. Ale. 130c2-3: 1 elmep tf €ott, undév §Aho 1oV GivBpamov cuufatvev 1j yoyfv. This
is one of the examples that Aristotle gives of this type of question, the fourth of his classi-
fication, Analytica posteriora B 1, 89b23-35.

42. Ale. 105a3-5: Towg 8v obv ginow, Gre sldag 6t GAnOf Adyw, “Ti &1 odv, &
Thrpateg, Todt’ éoti 6ot pdg Adyov”; Ale. 105¢7—d1: Sokelg yhp o, & Tig cot stnot Oedv-
“i0Q Ahusdn, métepov Povher (v Exav 8 vV Exeig, fi adtixa telvdvor &l pn oot é&éaton
uetlo ktoaclor.”

43, Alc. 108e5-1092a3: AMY. pévtor adoypdy ye el uév Tig oe Abyovta kol oufovedovio,
nepi owtiov §ti BéATiov T68e ToT0s kol viv kol tosoltov, Eretta épwticeiev “Ti 1o &pevov
Abyeig, & AMiBLadn”; mepi piv tovtav Exew einsiv 61u 1d dywewdtepov, kaitot 0O TpocTolf
ve loTpdg elvar mepl 88 od mpoomorfi EmoTH@Y elvar kol cupBovAelcelg GVicTAUEVOG dG
elddg, TovTov &, dg Eoikag, mépt épwinbeig éav i Exng elneiv, otk odoydvy; 1 odx cioypdv
oveital.
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44, In Ale. 102.27-103.9: [Qvkoiiv éAéx0n 6T mepi Sucaiov 6 AhiPiddng]: kol énedn
poptucdv éoTt TO & oikeiov Tpochnov Tpospépety Toug Eéyxoug-—oltm yap Kol Topd T
mouytf & Qoivik PovAdpevog ratadpopfi xpricactal SAéyyav kotd T0D AxiAiag ok €k
npoadhnov oixelov elodyer Todg Adyoug, dAN’ sloayaydv tov Inéa ofitwg Eréyxer . . . 6 88
Sorpdrg odx dpreitol 1§ Mg tpocdng xpricacar, A xpfitor kod @ Eleyxouéve
npde wsltova xatadpouriv, Abyav &t ‘EhéxOn ond Alafiidou St p &lddg to Sikalov
péAsL supBouhetew nepl dv ok oldev’.

45, On these hypothetical questions, see the detailed study of Longo (2000: 93-220).

46. Cf. Denyer (2001: 150).

47, In Ale. 106.9-14: Ti olv; &l 811 wbhoto. Etepa pév & dlxawo: Gpyeton tod EMéyxov
kol Selicvuoty ovTdV i) elddta td cupgépovia &k tfig dvnmopaotdoews, Siétt ToADY
Adyav Setton 1| fvotaotg slg 1o Setta ST Tavtdv Sikatov kal cvpeépov, & dpski momoet
Vv 8¢ gnow &t ‘el pév otV dott To Sikatov kol w0 cupgépov, £deiyOng 8¢ i eldag o
dixatov, obxoBv kol Td cuppépov- &l 88 Etepov, SeiyBeing 88 i) elddg td coueépov i Tadv
a0Tdv Adywv, 500 avl’ évag derydrion dyvodv’; see also the French translation of Segonds
(Proclus 1985-1986: 445).

48. Cf. Denyer (2001: 10).

49. Denyer (2001: 11).

Chapter 9

1. It has been translated variously as weakness of will, incontinence, lack of self-con-
trol, and unrestraint, among other things.

2. Works on this topic are too numerous to list here. Some of the works I have drawn
upon include Segvic (2008), Bobonich and Destreé (2007), Hoffmann (2008), Reshotko
(2006), and Vlastos (1995).

3. This point has been countered by Segvic (2008).

4. Irwin (2008).

5. Aristotle, Magna Moralia 1.1, 1182a14-26. If this section of MM is not in fact by
Aristotle, it at least shows that such a division between Plato and Socrates was not out of
place in the Peripatetic school.

6. See Vlastos (1991). See Kahn (1996) for a response to this position on two Socrates.
Kahn shifis the conventional division of dialogues and deemphasizes the role of any histori-
cal Socrates. Rowe (2002), however, argues against Kahn’s downplaying of the philosophi-
cal positions of a historical Socrates, including the denial of akrasia.

7. Dorter (2008). Also see Shields (2007: 61-86).

8. Dorter (2008: 14); cf. Rep. 518¢c—d.

9. Simplicius, in Epicteti encheiridon, H262/D38,15. Brittain and Brennan (2002: 82).

10. Akrasia and enkrateia are also discussed in the context of temperance and intemper-
ance (séphrosuné and akolasia) in Eudemian Ethics 111.6. Some have argued that Aristotle
is inconsistent on akrasia in EN and other works, such as De anima. For more on this, see
Destrée (2007: 139-166).
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11. Aristotle, EE 1226a ff.

12. EN 1146b35-114705.

13. Gerson (2007: 271).

14. EN 1111a22-b3. Of these two sources, akratic behavior arising from thumos is less
unjust than that from epithumia (EN VILG6).

15. EN 1147a10-18.

16. Chase (1847).

17. Aristotle gives examples of such practices among “the barbarians.” EN 1148b20ff.

18. EN 1150a21-31, 1150b29fF. In contemporary terms, someone with antisocial per-
sonality disorder, also called psychopathy, might fit Aristotle’s typology of the akolast: a
person who indulges without self-control or reason (as moral reason), and who is incurable
because she does not empathize or see what she has done as wrong.

19. EN 1150b191f. “Precipitancy” = Propeteia. See Salles (2007: 249-264).

20. Aristotle’s use of pehoyyohkég does not have the simple later meaning of “sad” or
“depressed” but is closer to excitable or prone to inconstant emotions.

21. EN 1152a27-29. If custom is ‘easier to cure than nature (1152a29-30) in EN
1154b10-15, and the melancholics (tr. by Lombardo and Bell as “excitable”) are tormented
by their bodies’ special composition (predominance of black bile), why should we think that
one’s bodily constitution (more akin to nature than nurture) is more readily curable than
cognitive weakness? Perhaps Aristotle has in mind the treatability of such things that affect
the temperament through medical cures, as was considered later in the Aristotelian tradition.
Melancholy is discussed in the Pseudo-Aristotelian or Pseudo-Alexandrian Problemata,
book 30, 953a ff. :

22. This view was codified by Inwood (1985: 137). In light of the presence of akratic
emotions in Chrysippus and enkrateia as a virtue in Cleanthes, Gourinat (2007: 217-248)
reevaluates the role of akrasia in early Stoic moral theory. Gerson (2007: 272-274) also
challenges this interpretation of the early Stoa.

23. For a reconstruction of Chrysippus’s position on akrasia, see Joyce (1995: 315-
335). Brennan (2003: 274) takes issue with Joyce’s interpretation of the Stoic position on
weakness of will.

24. Plutarch, De virtute morali 446F—447A.

25. De officiis 1.29.101; 36.132. See Gerson (1994: 169 1n.76).

26. Gill (2006: 304-305).

27. Gill (2006: 306).

28. Epictetus, Discourses, book I (tr. R. F. Dobbin).

29. De placitiis Hippocratis et Platonis 3.3.13-16; 4.6.19-24. For discussion of this
passage, see Dobbin (2008: 218-224). Also see Gill (1983: 136-149).

30. xoi pavOéva psv ola Spdv M Koxd, / Bupdg 8¢ kpsittav Tdv éudv Bovkevudtav.
Diss. 1.28.7 (ir. R. Dobbin).

31. Epictetus, Diss. 28.8.

32. This passage is discussed by Long (1996: 277-279 [reprint 2001]). Cf. Salles
(2007: 249-264).
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