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ESSAY 1

ON THE TEXT OF GREEK AUTHORS, AND
ESPECIALLY OF PLATO

I. THAT Greek MSS. are miswritten and misspelt in
various degrees ;—that glosses and marginal interpreta-

" tions have crept into the text ;—that particular letters or

combinations of letters, as for example A, A, A,—I", T,—
€, ©, 0, C,—are often interchanged ;—that contractions
are another source of confusion ;—that forms of words or
usages which were allowed by Thucydides or Plato have
sometimes received a more Attic impress from the hand of
grammarians, or have decayed insensibly into the forms
and usages of the common or Macedonian language ;—that
the writing is more regular and uniform than can be sup-
posed to have proceeded from authors who lived in the
days when grammar was only beginning to be studied ;—
that the texts of the Classics have passed through changes
sometimes in the uncial sometimes in the cursive [or
minuscule] stage ;—that the copyists of many MSS. like
modern editors had a love of emendation, which led them
to improve upon the meaning or grammar of their author;
—that emendation is often needed, and that many emenda-
tions are probably, almost certainly, right ;—these general
facts would hardly be disputed by any one who has
a critical acquaintance with Greek authors.

But such general considerations do not justify the indis-
criminate use of conjectural emendation. We have to
distinguish the kind of mistake before we can determine
whether it can be corrected. That mistakes often happen
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is a safe text ; the inference which is sometimes drawn that
they are liable to happen equally in all authors and in all
MSS,, and that all therefore afford equal material for the
conjectural art, is a very erroneous one. The kind of
mistake may also vary from the interchange of T and T
which is corrected at sight up to a degree of confusion in
which grammar and sense are lost in anarchy. And where
such mistakes are most numerous and complicated they
are generally beyond the reach of human sagacity to
amend. Unless new and better MSS. are discovered, the
corruption must remain a corruption to the end of time.
Nor can the most ingenious conjecture ever attain the
certainty of a reading well supported by MS. authority. -
The verifying faculty is only the knowledge and modera-
tion of the critic, who may indeed have acquired the power
of seeing in the dark, or at least of seeing better than
others, but who may also have found in lifelong studies
only the material of his own self-deception. An art or
kind of knowledge which is attractive and at the same time
wanting in certain tests of truth is always liable to fall into
the hands of projectors and inventors. It may be culti-
vated by many generations of scholars without their once
making the discovery that they have been wasting their
lives in a frivolous and unmeaning pursuit. From being
subordinate and necessary it may come to be thought the
crowning accomplishment of the scholar. But after all, to
compare small things with great, ingenious conjectures are
only like the hypotheses of physical science in the days
when there were no experiments, which, while retaining
their attractiveness, diverge further and further from the
truth.

A sanguine temperament and sometimes even a good
memory flush the mind and interfere with the exercise of
the judgement. A little knowledge will furnish objections
to an old reading or arguments in support of a new one.
The inventor has a natural fondness for his own inven-
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tions and is ready to offer his reputation as a guarantee of
their truth. He has got into a region in which the common
sense of the many is unable to control him, and in which no
one can demonstrate that he is only a visionary. And as
learning or imitative talent or even genius for scholarship
are often unaccompanied by philosophical power, which is
the natural corrective of a lively fancy, the sanction of great
names has not been wanting to great mistakes. There have
been Atticists in modern as well as in ancient times, who
have regarded grammar as a science of rules without excep-
tions, and who have assumed a greater clearness and
accuracy than ever existed in the text of ancient authors.
Metrical canons which are not universally true have been
applied with the rigour and severity of a law of nature.
It has been forgotten that there was a transitional age of
language in which syntax and prosody had not yet become
separate studies, and that in every age the subtlety of lan-
guage far exceeds the minuteness of grammatical rules.
Writers like Sophocles or Thucydides or Plato have been
even divested of the peculiarities of their own style, in
order to satisfy some more general notion of sense and
Greek. Not the value of the correction but the name and
reputation of the critic have been regarded. The authority
of Bentley, Porson, and Hermann has obtruded on the text
of the Classics many unfounded emendations which have
been allowed to remain, as a homage to their reputation.
‘A just estimate of the value of emendations requires
a consideration, (1) of the limits of the human faculties in
this sort of divination. No definite measure can be given
of them ; they must depend on the nature of the materials;
but often the real limits are in inverse proportion to the
ingenuity and facility of scholars in making emendations:
(2) there must be a consideration of the nature of MSS.
In textual as in historical criticism the invention or imagina-
tion which has no foundation of facts can only build castles
in the air. The emendations which lie on the surface have
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been generally made by previous editors, while the deeper
corruptions are hardly ever remediable. And in proportion
to the character of the MS. the necessity or possibility of
emendation will greatly vary. No generalities about the
frequency of mistakes, or the possibility of glosses, or the
probability in favour of the more difficult reading can be
set against the readings of MSS., which may be erroneous
but cannot be corrected out of nothing. (3) There must be
a consideration of authors as well as of MSS. The range
of language in some is too wide or irregular or uncertain
to admit even of a fair probability in the emendation of
them. The Doric or Aeolic dialect is not so well known
to us as the Attic; and again, conjectures in prose and
verse stand on a different footing. Nor will any one
say that he is as certain of the use of language in Pindar
and Theocritus as in Sophocles and Euripides, or of the
metre in a line of a chorus as of an Iambic or Trochaic
verse, or that a fragment is equally within the range of
emendation with a passage that has a context. Yet the
method of conjecture which was practised by the first
editors seems to have continued as a habit of mind among
scholars, who do not always remember that the field for
new conjectures is ever narrowing, and that the ¢ woods and
pastures new’ of fragments, to which they return, are the
least likely to afford passages which can be corrected with
certainty. Nothing can be more improbable than some
of the conjectures of Madvig on Thucydides, when he
discards a word because it is not found in later Greek and
introduces a new word found in later Greek, but not in
Thucydides.

Some idea of the limits of human ingenuity in restoring
a text or an inscription, may be formed in this way: let
a person try the experiment of emending the text of an
English passage previously unknown to him miswritten for
the purpose. (You may vary the conditions of prose or
metre, or give a fragment without the context, or select
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from an author whose style is only known in short writings;
or take some writing such as an epitaph which has regular
lines and set forms of speech; the words too may be
wrongly divided or written without stops and without
accents or breathings as in the Uncial Greek MSS.) One
person is quicker at guessing the riddle than another, but
in any case the critic will soon be at fault, for the simple
reason that he has no materials for conjecture. No divina-
tion or second sight or knowledge of style can supply one-
half of a page from the other half, nor restore with certainty
a single word or even letter unless absolutely required by
the context, that is to say if any other word or letter would
equally fit or make sense. The general meaning may in
any of these cases be clear or probable; e.g. in the case
of a torn letter, or of the Inscription of which Niebuhr
attempts a restoration about the burning of the tribunes;
but the precise words are really irrecoverable wherever
more than one word or letter or combination of words and
letters may amend the miswriting or bridge or fill up the
vacant space. The problem is not of the nature of the
discovery of a cipher, the secret of which is really contained
in certain letters or symbols which have been artificially
transposed, or of the interpretation of a hieroglyphic, the
signs of which are known, although the mode of reading
them or the language in which they were written has been
lost. The case of an Inscription again is widely different
from a MS,, because an Inscription is formal and regular
and may be compared with other Inscriptions which are
sometimes verbatim or literatim the same. Hence a single
letter in a particular place may sometimes restore a whole
line, but why? because the letter is found in that place
in a line which is preserved elsewhere. Nor, again,
is the restoration of the text of an author analogous
to the restoration of a ruined building or statue, the
form or structure of which is simple and uniform, and
the lost features of which may be restored from a very few
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indications assisted by the analogy of buildings or statues
of the times. Such illustrations are misleading because
they are not 7n pari materia, and when applied to the
restoration of words they tend to obscure the real difficulty
which is the variety and flexibility of language. To take
an example: between two points in a line of Shakespeare
there is a lacuna or erasure or corruption of five letters
which admits of being filled up in twenty or thirty different
ways; who can decide between them? A truly Shake-
spearian word may be found by one of our critics whom we
may suppose to be playing at the game of emendation ; in
referring to the text the expression actually used may turn
out to be less Shakespearian, or more common, or the
reverse ; possibly a word not elsewhere occurring in any
extant play. Two very popular and familiar emendations
of Shakespeare will illustrate the point which I am dis-
cussing :
(1) Henry V, act ii, scene 3—

‘His nose was as sharp as a pen
On a table of green fields’ (Ff.; om.in Qq.);

‘And a’ babbled of green fields’ (Cj. Theobald):

or altering the other word,

‘On a table of green frieze.” (Collier MS.)
A third expedient, adopted by Pope, is to omit the whole
phrase ‘And . .. fields,” with the Qq. Several other con-
jectures by scholars of repute, including Malone, have found
acceptance in their time.

(2) Macbeth, act v, scene 3—
‘My way of life
Is fall'n into the sere and yellow leaf.’
‘My May of life.” (Cj. Johnson.)

The change is slight and gives an attractive reading while
avoiding an apparent incongruity. But similar incon-
gruities arising from the condensation or crowding together
of imagery abound in the Shakespearian text and are not
always so easily got rid of :—e.g. ‘to take arms against
a sea of troubles.’
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The critic can only succeed when a particular word is
absolutely demanded by the context, or where the error is
reducible to some rule. He will more easily restore the
terminations of words than their roots; mere misspellings
in which the sound remains are found to occasion no
difficulty to the practised eye. And much further we
cannot go. The instance just given shows how in a very
characteristic and remarkable passage it is impossible abso-
lutely to decide about a single letter. Conjectural emen-
dation is a kind of prophecy, and though there is a vast
difference between the powers of one man and another
while they remain within the legitimate field of knowledge,
there is not much difference when they take to foretelling
future events.

The argument from English to Greek and Latin scholar-
ship is not really unfair, provided the difference be remem-
bered between a language which has and which has not
inflexions ; the unfairness, however, is really in favour of
English conjectural emendation. The practice of emend-
ing classical authors has come down from the revival of
literature, and is fostered, at any rate in Englishmen, by
the habit of Greek and Latin composition in early life.
But every Englishman who applies his mind to the subject
is a better judge of English than of Greek verse, for he is
better acquainted with his native language than with a dead
one. Even Bentley knew more of English than of Greek,
and there is no paradox in saying that he was better
qualified to edit Milton than to edit Homer—that is to say,
not comparatively with others, but absolutely in reference
to his own knowledge. In an evil hour he applied to an
English poet the method or manner which he had acquired
in editing the classics; and the result tends to detect his
method and to raise a suspicion of his authority as an
editor of the Greek and Latin classics. He finds a great
deal of error in Milton ; this he supposes to be due to the
circumstance that Milton in his blindness dictated to his
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daughters; a sort of general consideration introduced into
the subject similar to the hypothesis of transposed leaves
in Lucretius or Catullus. Bentley’s Milton cannot be
separated from Bentley’s Horace ; the multitude of emenda-
tions in the one tends to shake our faith in the multitude
of emendations in the other. The many will hardly trust,
in what they are unable to understand, a judgement which
is so wild and fanciful in what is within their own range.
The lesson is instructive, as showing what is indeed
sufficiently apparent otherwise, that great powers may
often coexist with extravagance and want of common
sense. ’

The English parallel may throw a further light on the
problem which has been started. The text of Shakespeare
presents many points of similarity with the text of an
ancient author. The richness and obscurity of the lan-
guage, the complexity of the meaning, the variety of
readings, and the uncertainty which hangs over their
origin, give rise to doubts like those which have tried
the text of the classics. A harvest of emendations has
sprung up; Shakespeare has been treated in the same
bold style by Warburton as Milton by Bentley. But the
ingenuity of critics has not supplied a generally received
version; only in a very few instances have conjectures
found their way into the text.

Two other general facts may be adduced which are of
weight in estimating the value of emendation in classical
authors. 1. First the absence of emendations in the New
Testament ; there are ‘old correctors’ of the Gospels and
Epistles, but they are not scholars of the present or last
century ; at least the important variations which occur
in them are of an earlier date and spring from other
causes; and the few emendations which have been sug-
gested by scholars have not found their way into the text.
Lachmann, when he made the attempt in the preface to the
second volume of his New Testament, met with very little
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success. [Of Cobet perhaps the same might have been
said.] Nor does Bentley himself indulge in his bold ¢ meo
periculo’ style of criticism within the sacred precinct ; it
is from manuscript not from conjecture that he proposes to
restore the text of the New Testament. Yet there are
certainly a few passages in the New Testament which have
as much apparent difficulty as the corruptions of classical
authors. (It is true that in some respects the text of the
New Testament is unlike that of other Greek writers,
especially in the number of MSS. and versions) The
quotations in other writers are also numerous, but these
create the new difficulty of an embarras de rickesses. The
circumstance that critical emendation has not been held
a safe or certain path in the most important of all Greek
writings is a proof that there is danger and uncertainty in
the application of such a method to the text of Greek
authors generally.

2. The tendency of criticism has of late years been
adverse and not favourable to the use of conjecture.
Manuscripts have been collated afresh and more precisely
valaed, and the result has rarely confirmed the previous
conjectures of critics. There is no consensus of great
critics in important emendations; those of Meineke and
Ahrens are decried By Cobet; Porson has not generally
been followed by Hermann in his corrections of the text.
The ideas which inspired the last-named critic (Hermann)
in his edition of Aeschylus are already out of date and
certainly tend to undermine the authority of the great
editor in Sophocles and Aristophanes. Madvig, the most
prolific inventor of new emendations, who has laid down
many sound principles which he fails to observe in practice,
remarks that Bentley constantly violated the rules of his
art, and that Hermann never had any; he also justly
censures Dindorf in Ed. V of the Poetae Scenici for pretend-
ing to emend passages without regard to the MSS. Most
persons will find that the need of conjecture diminishes as

VoL. II. b
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their familiarity with an author increases; the peculiarities
of his style become more apparent to them ; they receive
on the authority of MSS. exptessions which their first
thoughts would have set down as destitute of grammar
and meaning ; and the judgement and industry of Bekker
have probably done more for the text of Greek writers
than was effected by the vast powers of Bentley.

3. Lastly, some instruction may be gathered from ob-
serving the most palpable forms of delusion which prevail
among conjectural critics. Their judgement is not equal to
their invention; they are often deceived by parallel passages;
any special knowledge which they possess of Greek dialects
or metres or lexicographers tends unduly to form their
opinion. They are apt to introduce a point which is not
wanted, or to create a false emphasis, or to impair the due
subordination of the word to the sentence or figure of
speech. They are hasty in assuming that an author could
not have used this or that expression or formation; and
they think a regular and perfect phrase or figure or
parallel better than an irregular one. They sometimes
insist on uniformity of construction where uniformity is
not required, or they miss the slight and subtle change from
the ‘oratio recta’ to the ‘oratio obliqua, or conversely.
A random statement of a lexicographer or grammarian or
other ancient author is sometimes affirmed against the
clearest evidence of the manuscript. Their perception of
the context is often overpowered by their sense of some
anomaly or obscurity. They do not always study an
author from himself; the subtleties of which Plato and
Sophocles are capable in the use of language or grammar
are not made a separate matter of investigation. The
transitional periods of grammar and language are con-
founded by them with those in which the uses of language
are fixed. They do not fairly renounce impossible pro-
blems, but seem rather to find a stimulus to their imagination
in hopeless corruptions of the text. They sometimes restore
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an author from himself and argue from the use of a word
in one passage to the use of the same word or phrase in
another. Their own self-confidence in the most slippery
of all arts is a reason why they should suspect themselves,
and may well raise a suspicion in the mind of others;
‘meo periculo,” ‘away with all this,’ ‘apage putidissimam
interpolationem ;’ the disdain of objectors; the repeated
promise to free a beautiful passage from deformities; the
improvements and re-writings of the text; the ‘nihil tam
metuens quam ne de se diffidere videretur,” are not indeed
inconsistent with a real knowledge and study of Greek,
but they are doubtful proofs of the judgement or trust- .
worthiness of the critic. The tendency appears to grow
upon them with years; their last performances are often
a caricature of their earlier ones. They speak of an
intuition which is peculiar to themselves; which a person
who is not similarly gifted might be more ready to
acknowledge, if the intuition of one critic were not some-
times at variance with the intuition of- another; the older
editors, as for example Casaubon in Polybius, frequently
introduce emendations without distinguishing them from
the text of the MS., and many late emendations, as of
Hermann in Sophocles, are fast becoming established in
the printed books without brackets or other signs of un-
certainty. Nor does there seem any reason why the self-
confidence of a discoverer should be accepted as a warrant
of the truth of a discovery in restoring the text of the
classics any more than in science or life.

II. The general purport of what I have been saying is
that the more we reflect upon the nature of conjectural
emendation of the classics—the more we put it to the
test, or try it by the analogy of English—the more we
think of the follies into which great scholars have been
betrayed by the love of it—the narrower are the limits
which we are disposed to assign to it. The nature of the

b2
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manuscripts has now to be considered. At first sight the
accurate preservation or transmission of the words or ideas
of ancient writers during a period of 2000 years might be
deemed impossible. Yet experience supplies many facts
which make this credible. The text of the Vedas is
known to have remained unaltered since the fourth century
before Christ. Unlike the Greek Scholiasts, the Vedic
commentaries of more than 2000 years ago have exactly
the same readings which are found in Vedic MSS. at
the present day. This is the more remarkable when the
observation is also made that, owing to the material on
. which they are written, they must have been frequently
copied: no Sanscrit MSS. have the antiquity of Greek
ones: and more remarkable still when it is considered that
the commentary is purely fanciful and stands in no relation
to the original text. And there are many Greek MSS.,,
such as the Paris A of the Republic of Plato, which are
remarkably good and gain in authority in proportion as
they are better known. There is no probability therefore
of accuracy or inaccuracy in a Greek MS. prior to an
examination of the contents. No general assumption that
copyists were ignorant or that ‘mistakes often happen’
should be allowed antecedently to influence the mind. .

Thus the question which we started returns from very
general considerations to very minute ones. The greater
part of the science of textual criticism is contained in
the wvaluation of MSS. That corruptions, confusion,
glosses, interchanges of letters, emendations of gram-
marians and copyists are to be found in Greek MSS.
will be readily allowed; the point at issue is whether
a particular interchange of letters or the insertion of a
gloss or any other special corruption is incidental to the
writing of a certain scribe or of the copy which he used.
An editor may feel disposed to substitute OCIOC for
©€10C ; he has to ask himself the question whether this
particular form of corruption occurs elsewhere in the MS.
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Or he may feel a conviction that certain awkwardly
introduced words are a gloss; again, he will have reason
to doubt the correctness of his conviction should no
similar example of a gloss occur elsewhere in the same
MS. Once more, he may feel disposed to adopt the
better or easier reading—say of a late manuscript: his
hand will be held if he finds that the manuscript which is
his authority offers in many other places better and easier
readings where other good MSS. are perplexed or obscure.
For then the intelligibility of the copy is possibly due
to the corrector and not to the original text. The student
or editor has to consider not all the possible errors which
may be thought likely to occur in Greek MSS., but
those which he discovers in the manuscript which he is
perusing. There is no error of which some copyists are
not capable in times and places when Greek was becoming
barbarized ; but the mass of Greek MSS. were written
by moderately learned persons who were copying their
own language. And the MSS. of the greater writers,
with the exception of some passages of Aeschylus and
Euripides, are as a fact extremely free from error, and
would be thought still more so, if their correctness were
measured by the style of the writer and not by an
imaginary grammatical standard.

Some application of the doctrine of chances may serve
as an illustration of the probabilities of error in MSS.
(1) There is obviously a probability that the copyist will
fail in difficult passages; the mind and eye require great
discipline before they can write exactly words or forms
of words which are unintelligible or unknown or im-
perfectly known to them. (2) But there is no greater
probability that the copyist will err in the violation of
a canon of grammar or of prosody, unless indeed in cases
where the usage or grammar or metre has changed in
later literature, than in any other way. (3) Thus, let us
suppose the case of a manuscript which contains in all
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a hundred errors or miswritings; and further that no less
than twenty of these are found to consist in omissions of
d, or uses of dv with the present indicative, or of rvyxdvw
as a verb of existence, or of o) wj with the present or
1st Aor. Act., or of unions of dissimilar tenses, or of words
of doubtful analogy, or of any other violations of supposed
laws of grammar—the question arises whether the pro-
portion of grammatical errors which has been described
is not greater than can be accounted for on any rational
principle. Why should as many as % of all the mistakes
which occur be found to affect the rules of grammarians?
Why, for example, should the copyists have been guilty of
forty errors which are violations of the celebrated law of the
Cretic in Tragic Iambic Verse? When it is remembered
that the refusal to admit a spondee which is broken into
two words in the fifth place is a sort of last refinement in
the structure of the verse, the probability appears to be
that such a law would be occasionally broken, rather than
uniformly observed.

There is a further consideration which seems to
strengthen this view of the subject. There are gram-
matical anomalies which are not found to exist equally in
earlier and later Greek writers. The usages of Demosthenes
are more regular than those of Thucydides or Plato. But
this cannot be attributed to the greater care or skill of
the transcribers; there is no reason why the words of
Demosthenes should have been preserved to us with more
accuracy than those of Plato. The only reason is that
the MSS. exhibit a real difference of usage in earlier and
later writers. Whether in historical or textual criticism,
in the New Testament or in classical authors, those inti-
mations which are opposed to the prevailing use or feeling
of an age witness to their own truth. Many reasons may
be given why the copyist should have altered the forms or
usages of Thucydides into those of his own age; but there
is no reason why he should have returned to older forms ;
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why for example he should have used el with the sub-
junctive or omitted &» with the optative, except that such
apparent anomalies existed in the original copies. That
the traces of such anomalies in Plato or Thucydides or in
the Greek tragedians are already becoming faint is a fact
which agrees with the contemporary rise and progress
of grammatical studies. The golden age of Attic tragedy
was never completely purged of the remains of Epic
irregularity ; that the anomalous uses which are found in
the MSS. retain this character is in some degree a proof
of their genuineness.

Another consideration distinct from the mere correctness
of a manuscript is antiquity. The superiority of the older
MS. is traceable to the circumstance that the copy is not
only nearer to the original but also to the Uncial MS.
A manuscript like Paris A, which is supposed to have been
written in the ninth century, or the Bodleian which bears
the date A.D. 896, retains many Uncial forms, and has
probably been transcribed from an Uncial MS. And the
observation may be worth making that another interval
of equal length would nearly reach back to the autograph
of Plato. Many chances of error are thus excluded. The
size of the character and the comparative absence of con-
tractions prevents the letters from being minced into an
illegible scrawl. On the other hand the indications which
are afforded of the divisions of words by breathings and
accents or of sentences by stops are generally wanting in
the Uncial MSS. Nor in such matters can MSS. be held
to be of any authority. It is unfortunate also that in
minute questions of orthography an appeal has ever been
made to them. For such questions (1) are of little import-
ance; the correct writing of émemdvdn or of xgra adds
nothing to our appreciation of Greek authors and scarcely
anything to philology; (2) they can seldom be determined
precisely ; the MSS. are constantly at variance with
one another and with the precepts of the grammarians;
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(3) uniformity and etymology are better principles of spelling
than are supplied either by the MSS. or by the Atticist
grammarians; (4) there is no reason to suppose that the
classical authors of an earlier period could have known or
_conformed to exact rules of orthography. .Such inquiries
have certainly been carried far enough and need no longer
be suffered to detain us from more important subjects.
They would be thought ridiculous if applied to the printed
text of English authors of two or three centuries ago.
Besides the estimate of a particular manuscript as distinct
from manuscripts in general, there remains a further esti-
mate to be formed of the value of manuscript authority in
a particular passage or word. There are peculiar causes
which may lead to error in certain places; an entangle-
ment in the meaning of a passage will often confuse the
copyist’s head or hand ; he will be apt either to miswrite or
amend the words at which he stumbles; and as common
words are often substituted for uncommon ones, common
forms will also take the place of uncommon or curious
ones. Similar letters at the end of one word and the
beginning of another; repetitions of syllables; similar
beginnings in two successive sentences, are also a frequent
. cause of error or omission; the omission of a word is far
more usual than the insertion of one. The omission of
a word may often lead to the insertion of the same word in
another order or in a clause which has a common govern-
ment. Again, words written at the side sometimes find
their way into the text, or two passages which are really
similar are absolutely identified. (Of this many examples
occur in the Gospels.) Among various readings that one
is preferable of which the origin may be explained on some
one of these principles or which seems to be the centre or
kernel of the rest. Above all the similarities of certain
Greek letters both in the Uncial and the Cursive hand
render particular words much more liable than others to
be misspelt; which first misspelling by rendering the
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passage unintelligible naturally introduces some further
error.  Two such lists, one of Uncial, the other of Cursive
letters, should be present to the student's eye; the Uncial
letters AAA; IF'T; €60C; HN; TI, T, ITT; K, IZ; AA, AA AA;
NLM; TT,IT, TI, IT; ¥T;—the Cursive letters which offer
a second chance of error being A, i, v; (B)vk; ¥ ¢; a, ev; Te.
The use of Cursive [minuscule] letters -together with
Uncial letters is a stage of writing which must also be
considered. A further source of error is the habit of con-
tracting certain words both in Uncial and Cursive writing
O3, 1P, IIPOZ, ANQ, K=, THA, OTNQ (feds, wariip, marpds,
avfpdme, kipios, 'lopaid, olpavg), and the abbreviation of
terminations.

The famous rule ‘potior lectio difficilior, seems to
require some limitation. For there is plainly a degree of
difficulty or obscurity which may render the acceptance of
a reading improbable; nonsense which is just construable
is not to be regarded as preferable to sense when offered
by a MS. Some correction or alteration must be made in
the rule. (1) First of all, not the more difficult reading is
to be preferred, but the more remote one or the one least
likely to have been invented. (2) But the question which
is the more difficult reading can never be confined to this
one point; repetitions of letters or syllables may tend to
substitute the more remote or difficult reading for the
simpler one. (3) The rule presupposes a certain degree
of knowledge and intelligence in the copyist who makes
the substitution, which does not always exist. (4) The
meaning and agreement with the context or style of the
author cannot be left out of sight in the comparative
estimate of MSS.; nor lastly the character of the MS.
which in some cases may be discovered to be valueless
by the uniform adoption or insertion of easier readings.
(5) A large allowance must be made for accident; the
greater number of mistakes do not arise from the principle
of the adoption of the easier reading but on no principle
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at all. This famous rule seems to be chiefly suggestive
and certainly cannot be allowed to supersede in particular
passages the estimate of the value of MSS. taken as
a whole. The canon of the more difficult reading really
points to one element among many in the consideration of
the text. It is not enough to say,‘ this is the more difficult
reading and therefore the true one’ But ‘this is the more
difficult reading, which at the same time makes good
sense and is in harmony with the general style.’

Lastly—{(a) the Scholia, (8) quotations in other Greek
authors, especially lexicographers and grammarians, (y)
Latin versions, may be reckoned among the occasional
subsidia.

(a) The Scholia may be regarded as a witness to the
genuineness of the text of Greek authors; also as a living
link with the past; moreover in a few passages they have
preserved a reading which is lost in the MSS. ; their lan-
guage has also been tortured into the support of conjectural
emendations, and the occurrence of a word in the explana-
tion of the Scholiast has been an argument for the intro-
duction of it into the text. It need scarcely be remarked
that they are of every degree of antiquity and value and
embrace observations of the most widely different kinds,
learned and puerile, ethical and grammatical, according to
the temper of the author. The value of each Scholiast,
like that of each MS., must of course be judged alone,
remembering, as is obvious in the Scholiasts on Homer,
that he may often repeat or preserve the opinions of older
or wiser writers than himself. Many of them, like the
Scholiasts on Thucydides or on Aristotle, while deficient
in grammatical knowledge and falling according to our
standard into remarkable grammatical blunders, have
a curious dialectical insight into the meaning of passages;
they are not unfrequently chargeable with the objection
‘Too much logic,” or illogical logic. That with all Greek
literature lying open before them, themselves the students
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of an art which, commencing with the Sophists and Alex-
andrian grammarians, lived and flourished for above 1500
years, they should have added so little to our knowledge
either of the classics or of language generally, is a valuable
warning of the tendency of such studies when pursued in
a false and narrow spirit by those 8oo. uy éxovor ¢pdpuaxor
70 eldévar avra ola éori. A labour which is wholly dispro-
portioned to the result is apt to infect the judgement and
to pervert the wider comparison of the other branches of
knowledge which is the safeguard against the errors of
exclusive study. A man will hardly be persuaded to form
a humble or uncertain estimate of the labour of many years
of his life. Nor can any mere servile and unreflecting toil
add much even to the stores of learning. No man who is
a mere scholar can ever be a great scholar, because scholar-
ship is not separable from other branches of knowledge,
e.g. from history and philosophy. The school which is
represented by Niebuhr and K. O. Miiller in Germany
were quite right in regarding antiquity as a whole; their
error lay not there, but in the introduction of theories and
conjectures in the place of facts and in not considering
the nature of evidence.

(B) Quotations in old Greek writers can only be used
with great hesitation as a means of correcting the text of
an author. The pre-Alexandrian readings of Homer can-
not with any certainty be restored from Plato or Aristotle.
Quotations, in the strict sense of the term, are frequently
altered to suit the context or structure of the sentence;
moreover they often lose or change a word owing to a lapse
of memory in the author who cites them. The citations
of lexicographers, again, unless strongly supported by
internal reasons, are rarely to be set against the evidence
of the MSS. And although in the days of Suidas the
familiar knowledge of Greek literature was beginning to be
narrowed within the range of authors which have been pre-
served to us (any one who will be at the pains of counting
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will find that the proportion of passages in Suidas which
are from extant works or parts of works far exceeds the
proportion which these works bear to the mass of Greek
literature), yet the materials which were used by them were
very large and the difficulty of accuracy proportionably
increased. Nor can the testimony of grammarians about
the uses of forms or words in particular authors be safely
trusted when opposed to the evidence of the MSS., because
(1) they have probably attempted to impress an Attic
character on earlier writers; or (2) they may have drawn
their precepts from copies in which the original forms had
been altered.

ITI. One more general head remains to be considered ;
this is the different character of different authors or writings,
under which the principal points for consideration seem to
be the following :—First, the different ages of authors and
our knowledge of contemporary literature. No one, for
example, would attempt to restore the poems of Homer to
the earliest or original form or indeed to any other but that
of the Alexandrian period. Though there may be reason
to think that the change which they have undergone is not
great, there are no materials worth speaking of which
would enable us to fix the text of the Iliad and Odyssey
which was present to the eyes of Herodotus or of Plato.
No critical ingenuity can penetrate the grammatical cover-
ing which the Alexandrian critics have interposed around
them or distinguish the original from the restored forms of
words. Again, of Attic literature alone there were at least
three periods; first, the antegrammatical or transitional,
which includes Aeschylus and Sophocles, and in Attic prose
may be admitted to descend as low as Plato. Secondly, the
age of orators,in which the language attained the perfection
of grammatical and rhetorical accuracy. 7/irdly, the age
of the Atticizers, who have an affectation of purism, and
mix up with the imitation of an earlier age the uses and
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forms of their own. The text of each of these classes of
authors has some peculiar features. The grammar in the
first period is less reducible to rule and the use of words
more audacious and inventive than in that of the second;
there is more uncertainty in limiting the freedom of lan-
guage ; the forms and constructions of the old Epic poetry
are not altogether banished from the tragedians; in Thu-
cydides, again, is felt the oppression of an age which is
beginning to philosophize and sometimes loses hold of
grammar in the attempt to arrange multifarious relations
of thought. The Tragic dialect is tinged by Homericism,
and the influence of Attic verse has not yet completely
harmonized the language of prose. These causes interfere
with the attainment of that perfect type of Attic regularity
which the grammarians of later ages found or made and
sought to impose upon earlier ones. And the greater the
liberty the greater also the difficulty not only of fixing the
limit of usage but of restoring by conjecture what has
become corrupted. The second may be regarded as the
normal period of Greek grammar. (2) These differences
of ages or periods of literature run into other differences of
individual style or character. One measure of language
must be applied to Aeschylus or Pindar; another to
Sophocles; a third to Euripides —one to Thucydides,
another to Xenophon; one to narrative writings, another
to speeches or philosophical reflections. It is not by
a general knowledge of Greek, for example, that an idea
can be formed of how a particular author would have
written in certain passages., as far as such an idea can be
formed at all, but from the attentive study of the usages
of individual authors. The abruptness of Aeschylus, the
fanciful and tortuous associations and order of words in
Pindar, the novelties, subtleties, experiments, refinements
of Sophocles, the freedom in the use of cases and the sub-
stitution of a logical for a grammatical connexion which
characterizes the language of the two first extant tragedians
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as well as of Thucydides, could not have been anticipated
from any general knowledge of the principles of Greek
grammar. Each writer is characteristic in some degree in
his grammar as well as in his style. The uses of grammar
like the meaning of words are (1) chronological in some
degree and require to be considered in chronological order ;
(2) they are individual and vary (though in a less degree)
with the character and subject matter of an author. And
these considerations tend to impose a check on those who
are ready to maintain with authority what an author may
or may not have written.

Peculiarities of dialect and metre remain to be brleﬂy
considered. As to the first (1) we obviously possess no
means of determining the forms or uses of the Dorit and
Aeolic with the precision of the Attic; the remains of their
literature are small and the notices of the grammarians
comparatively unfrequent. (2) It is difficult to decide the
limits of that common Doric dialect which the Tragic
writers retained in their choruses, and which in a still more
Doricized form is the language of Pindar. (3) The dialects
themselves were never subjected to the influence of gram-
marians; nor equally with the Attic to the influence of
writing. (4) The Tragic dialect, again, always retained
some degree of metrical licence and also of Epic usage,
which are seen in the double forms—pdvos, podvos: «eivos,
éketvos, &c., and in the occasional omission of the augment.
(5) General distinctions between the earlier and later Attic
forms cannot be always determined with certainty on the
debateable ground of Plato and Aristophanes. But the
general rule may be laid down that, e.g. dmaAhaxfels and
not dnalayeis would be commonly found in writers before
400 B.C. (6) That any distinction has been preserved is
a testimony to the incorruptness of the MSS., which indeed
contrasts with the changes in English books: no reprint of an
English book of three centuries since, if not a professed fac-
simile, would retain the antiquated spelling of the original.
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The other question of the extent of metrical licence has
also an important bearing on the doctrine of emendation.
Metre is a help to the emender’s art, and whatever may be
the uncertainty of emendations in metre it is less than of
emendations in prose. For one datum which the metre
gives is wanting in prose. Still the metre also introduces
a new element of difficulty. For supposing the laws of the
metre to be known the language must conform to those
laws ; and what are the laws of metre must be gathered
partly from the writings of metricians and grammarians,
partly from an induction of the facts. This subject may
be divided for the sake of convenience into two heads:
(1) the more exact metres of the dialogue, (2) the laxer
metres of the choruses. It is remarkable that great pre-
cision has been attained in the conventional quantity of
words and that in either kind of metre there is rarely
a suspicion of difference or error.

1. The metres of the dialogue have general and inviolate
rules about the admissibility of feet; they have also
precepts which relate to the divisions and composition of
feet. Whether these latter are of the same inviolable
nature as the former is doubtful ; they seem to be not so
much metrical canons as unconscious refinements of the
ear. The fact that some of them, as for example the rule
that trisyllabic feet shall be included in single words, do
not apply equally to all the tragedians, tends to show that
they are not matters of rule but of ear. In the latter case
they would be general rather than universal, and the lines
which do not conform to them would not therefore be
held to be corrupt. The probability of such rules being
universal evidently depends partly on the nature of the
rule, chiefly on the number of exceptions. The law of the
Cretic, which has been already mentioned, may be cited as
an example of a rule with several exceptions, while the
rarity of the Anapaest in the third place of the Tragic
Iambic would probably justify the inference that the
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exception is only a corruption of the text. Again, is it
not probable that some syllables may have had common
or different quantities which have generally been held to
be of a fixed or uniform one; if words such as ¢dpn, Juiv
and #uiv are admitted to have had two quantities, may not
veapds also have been common or uncertain? Such an
inference seems a fair one where the exceptional quantity
is strongly supported by the MSS. even in a single
passage. It agrees generally with the fact that in the
termination -wos there are two quantities ; we say xewuepivds,
but also dpbpivds and dwwpivds.

2. The choruses of the Greek plays have a rhythmical
rather than a metrical character; that is to say, the
metre is hardly enough defined to be distinguishable from
rhythm. Many of the metres used in them admit of such
numerous exchanges of feet, and the transitions from one
rhythm to another are so frequent, that there would
generally be great uncertainty as to the corruption of
a line in which the metre alone appeared to be at fault.
There is more guidance however afforded by the corre-
spondence of strophe and antistrophe. Still doubts will
remain; (a) are the quantities of words absolutely certain ?
(8) has the beat of the verse no effect on them? (¢) is no
Homeric licence ever admitted ? (d) are the corresponding
feet exactly known? Such doubts are only suggested
here; the tendency of them is to abate our confidence in
the discovery of corruptions in the choruses of which the
metre is taken as the proof.

In conclusion, let me observe that though I have en-
deavoured to show how small the power of divination is,
and though I deeply lament that the lives of so many
ingenious men should be thrown away in such a fruitless
task, and though I think that the supposed corruptions of
the text have been greatly exaggerated through this
very ‘cacoethes’ or ‘lues emendandi,’ yet I am far
from maintaining that the Greek classics are in general
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free from corruption or that there can never be any
place for conjectural criticism. But a passage must be
proved corrupt first before it is made the subject of the
emender’s art: and the emendation must be the least
possible (for no other has any chance of being true); it
must follow the letters of the MSS.,, it must accord with the
style and language of the author.

I'V. The principles or suggestions offered for consideration
in the preceding pages may now be illustrated from Plato.
The text of the Republic will be conveniently treated
under three heads, (1) the MSS. and recensions of the
text, (2) the anomalies of language which affect the text,
(3) the more remarkable conjectures, an examination of
which will tend to illustrate the general principles which
have been followed in this edition.

Of all the MSS. of Plato first and without a second is
the Codex Parisiensis A. It contains the Cleitophon,
Republic, Timaeus, Critias, Minos, Laws, Epinomis,
Definitions, Epistles, the Dialogues ¢ De Justo’ and ‘De
Virtute,” Demodocus, Sisyphus, Halcyon, Eryxias, A xiochus.
It is written on parchment in double columns, the scholia
being in small capitals, and has the annotation written at

the end, &p0dbn i BiBAos alirm vmd Kwveravrivov pnrpomolirov-

iepamdrews Tod kai @vyoapévov. ‘¢ This book was corrected
by Constantine, metropolitan of Hierapolis, who was the
purchaser of the book.’ About the precise antiquity of
the MS. there is some uncertainty; Bekker who is the
highest authority on such subjects places the date as early
as the ninth century on the ground that the writing is
more ancient than that of the Bodleian or Clarkian MS.
which has the date 896 written at the end. (In the latter
which contains nearly every other dialogue the Republic
and the Laws are wanting.) The Codex A is certainly
one of the noblest of extant MSS. And considering the
fate of other Greek authors we may congratulate ourselves
VoOL. I c
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on having the whole writings of Plato preserved in two
MSS. of the ninth century.

The authority of Paris A may be justly said to balance
that of all other MSS. put together. The successive
editors of Plato—Stallbaum, Schneider, Baiter, Hermann,
seem to estimate more and more highly the value of this
MS. The last-named scholar has made a closer approxi-
mation to its text than was ever exhibited before. Nor is
this high estimate exaggerated, as may indeed be shown
by a simple test. Any one who will take the very slight
trouble of comparing the recension of the First Book at
the beginning of the Zurich edition with the text will find
that after making allowance for differences of orthography
the real substantial errors are exceedingly few, being in
all not more than two or three. There is considerable
variation in minute points, as for example (1) the first
person of the pluperfect tense which has been Atticized in
the first hand of the MS. (éwpdxn, émemdviy A, éwpdkew, éme-
wévfew A?); (2) also in the forms of some substantives, e g.
oderia, eimbla: (3) in the use of the « subscript which is
most frequently adscribed ; (4) most of all in the omission
or addition of the aspirate, causing a frequent confusion of
adrés and adrds, &c.: and (5) not unfrequent confusion in
accentuation. Whether &rav 3éot k.7.A. 333 D, which is
found in several other MSS,, including Vat. ©, or oixoiy
followed by an optative without dv (ib. E) be a mistake is
uncertain. But after making these deductions there remain
only about three passages which must be admitted to be
substantial errors; these are 327 A frrwv for frrov, olov Te
oV probably for olov ye 0¥/ 336 E; the interchange between
T and T being of the commonest of MS. errors, and
probably dwokplvesfar for amoxpweiocfar 337 C. (These last
variations are cited on the authority of the Zurich edition;
none of them are to be discovered in the collation of the
Paris MS. made by Diibner for Didot, the various readings
in which are almost confined to matters of orthography.)
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On the other hand there are several probable corrections
of the received text, e.g. é\Aelmerar for &v Aelmerar 327 C,
probably the two examples of the omission of dv noted
above (333 D, E), the explanatory dovwderor in which ydp is
wanting (éneddr al émbuplar for émeddv ydp al émbuplac
329 C), the substitution of malvew for wowpalvew, all of
which are supported by the canon of the more difficult
reading.

Nearly the same result follows from the examination of
the Second Book, in which several erasures and a somewhat
greater number of errors are found, e.g. there are six
omissions: (1) ddwla 8’ émarveirar 358 A, (2) the words a? péya
dvvavrae after ai reheral 366 A, (3) elvar after oot paré 366 E,
(4) éAAa 75 doxely 367 C which is inserted in the margin,
(5) the words wapa 7év Bagihéa 360 B which are also found
in the margin, (6) xal mj mowxihlay 373 A. The number of
these omissions tends to weaken the authority of the MS. in
other cases of omission ; number (4) which is an antithetical
clause and is added at the side also throws light on the
character of the omission in number (1). The tendency to
omission and especially to the omission of parallel clauses
or words may be observed in several other passages of the
MS., e.g 400 D 73 eddppooror [xal é&vdppooror]. Again
there are errors of orthography, d¢eAlas for dpeAelas 368 C,
Avoetor for Adowor 366 B, dpdwrépwr for dugporépwr 379 D,
lapBia 380 A, interchanges of v for » and of breathings and
accents; also one or two of a more serious character, e.g.
¢ dikalp for 7§ &dixe 363 A, @ I'lyp Tod Avdod 359 D where
the error of the other MSS. is retained. On the other
hand it is possible that in dav xai uy 3okd 365 B, dwooyoluny
367 D, this MS. has preserved the true reading.

[Professor Jowett’s MS. here ends abruptly : for further
observations on the text of the Republic see Essay II,
pp. 67 ff. of this volume.]



ESSAY II

THE KINGDOM OF EVIL

Book 1. 352 D.

ol ye maumdvnpor . . . mpdrrew d&dvvaror. Plato argues
that there is no such thing as a kingdom of evil (compare
Matthew xii. 25, 26— Every kingdom divided against itself
is brought to desolation; and every city or house divided
against itself shall not stand; and if Satan cast out Satan,
he is divided against himself: how shall then his kingdom
stand?’); also that there is no unmixed evil in the indi-
vidual. Cp.Lys.220E, 221 A wdrepov,. .. éav 73 kaxdv &ndéAnrat,
ovd¢ mewijy &r dortar odde Sy, obde AAo oldty TGV TowdTwy ;
... 7 yeholov 10 épdmnua, 8 Tl mwor' &arar Tére 7 piy &oTar;
(s yap oldev ; which raises the question of the connexion
of evil with the desires; and Crat. 403 E, where (as in the
Timaeus) evil is attributed to the accidents of the bodily
state. Evil is elsewhere referred to necessities in the
nature of things (Theaet. 176 A), or to pre-existing
elements in the world (Polit. 273 C), or to the necessary
imperfection of secondary causes (Tim. 48 A), or to the
bodily constitution (Tim. 86). The contradictory nature
of evil is again discussed in the Laws (i. 626 c, D), where
the argument that war is the natural condition of states
is carried back to individuals. The connexion of virtue
and power is also observed by Aristotle, Pol. i. 6, § 3
Tpémov Twa dpery Tvyxdvovea xopnylas xal BidlecOar dfvarar
pdAioTa, kai €oTw el 70 kpatody év Umepoxy dyabod Twds, doTe
dokety iy avev dperils elvar Ty PBlav, dAAa wepl 10D dikalov pdvoy
elvar T dpgioBirmow. On the other hand in Rep. X. 610 E
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evil is described as having an agonized and intensified
existence—rov & éxovra kal pdia (wrikdy wapéyovoav.

It has been asked in later ages whether evil is negative
or positive, to be represented under the figure of decompo-
sition or of death. It may be replied : (1) that there is no
ideal of evil; Milton or Goethe give consistency to their
creations by the addition of intellect and of will; (2) all
evil has some admixture of good. But again, no limit can
be assigned either to the persistency, or to the conse-
quences of evil. The difficulty of this, as of many other
questions, seems to arise out of the attempt to realize in
the abstract a state of nature which is essentially concrete.
Cp. note on 1V. 444 B.

c3



ESSAY III

THE STATE AND THE INDIVIDUAL

Book II. 369 A ff.

THE favourite analogy of the state and the individual
is a figure of speech which lends a sort of elevation and
interest to politics, and yet is only true partially and has
frequently led to practical errors. Man is a microcosm,
and ‘the world is set in his heart/ and new aspects of
either arise when they are reflected on each other. But
the life and organization of the state are far inferior to the
life and organization of the individual, nor do the virtues
or parts of the one answer, as Plato supposes, to the virtues
or parts of the other. The nation never attains the unity
of a person and has therefore a lower degree of freedom
and responsibility ; a national will means the excess of
the majority of wills, which often balance each other or are
lost in circumstances, and thus pass into a sort of imperfect
necessity. The famous expression of a ‘ national’ or ‘state’
conscience is poetical and figurative only, for that con-
sciousness which is essential to the idea of conscience in
the individual becomes in a state only the aggregation of
many individual consciousnesses which from sympathy or
some action or tendency of circumstances are led to form
the same reflection on themselves. And in judging collec-
tively, the sense of right and wrong is apt to be blunted.
When, again, a nation is said to ‘rise as one man,’ the very
form of expression seems to imply that this unanimity is
an exceptional condition, and that a nearer approach is
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made to the unity of an individual at one time than at
another. On the other hand the nation lasts while ‘the
individuals wither’: it gathers up and retains many more
elements than are found in any single person: it has no
natural term, and may have an endless growth. The
citizen of a state presupposes the state into which he is
born, the laws and institutions of which are the outward
barriers and limits within which his life is set, being a more
durable structure than that which he himself is. Lastly,
the sphere of the state is co-extensive with law and politics,
the sphere of the individual with morals and religion. The
exceptions to this opposition arise where individuals act
for nations, or where in the leaders of states the personal
character takes the place of the official and representative,
or where, as in the case of a treaty or agreement, there is
a definite act binding on nations just as much as on indi-
viduals. Nor must nations any more than individuals be
deemed incapable of acting from any higher motive than
interest ; nor are they mere organizations of individuals,
but they have also a national life.

Grave errors may arise in practice from the neglect of
these simple considerations. When politics are confounded
with ethics or the state identified with the individual, the
‘conditions of human society are ignored ; legislation has
a false aim: human law is superseded by a fiction of divine
law : there are aspirations after the ideal which degenerate
into feebleness and tyranny. The Utopias of ancient times
often fall into the theoretical errors of which the confusions
of spiritual and temporal, or erroneous theories of punish-
ment in modern times are practical illustrations.

That the state was not a larger family or magnified
individual was clearly understood by Aristotle (Pol. i. ).
In the political ideal of Plato the state and the individual
are in closer union (éyydrepov dvdpds évds) than in fact and
experience. In the same way, the lines which distinguish
the Church and the members of the Church fade away in

g
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such expressions as—‘ The kingdom of Heaven is within
you.

The idea of the individual as distinct from the state or
family is not one of the earliest but one of the latest of
human conceptions, not having yet emerged in ancient
times from the unity of the family which expanded into
the state.



ESSAY IV -

VERACITY

Booxk II 3824 ff.

PrATO allows that a doctrine of economy or accommo-
dation may be necessary for men in certain cases, but not
for the Gods ; the accgmmodations attributed to the Gods
are really erroneous conceptions of the divine nature.
Falsehood is permitted by him: (1) in dealing with
enemies or madmen (1. 331 C); (2) for educational purposes,
provided the falsehood be a moral one (1. 377 A ff);
(3) as an engine of state, to be used by the rulers only
(111. 389 B, 414 B).

Moral philosophy in modern times has a stricter rule.
Every one would agree that some points of divinity or
philosophy are liable to be imperfectly apprehended; also
that modes of thought vary in different ages and countries,
or in different individuals, according to their education and
natural powers. In the communication of one age with
another, some degree of error or inaccuracy thus arises
naturally. Nor would any one deny that instruction is
often best conveyed through fiction, or that the rule of
truth and falsehood is in a measure determined by the
relations of men to one another, or that received opinions,
however erroneous, cannot always be rudely and immedi-
ately set aside. But we refuse to admit that any man
under any circumstances may tell or preach a lie ; or that
the rulers of states and churches are privileged to introduce
artificial economies. Extreme cases, which are sometimes
put, of justifiable, or more strictly speaking, excusable
falsehood, may be fairly said to prove the rule.
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ESSAY I

ON THE STRUCTURE OF PLATO'S REPUBLIC
AND ITS RELATION TO OTHER DIALOGUES.

I
On the Composition of the Republic.

THE Republic parts naturally into five sections, which § 1.

are marked off with elaborate forms of transxtxon by Plato
himself.

1. Book 1, in which the question concerning Justice is
propounded, and the views of Socrates and of the Sophist
are dramatically set in opposition.

2. Books n, m, 1v, in which the question is put more
seriously, and partly answered through the institution of
the ideal State.

3. Books v, vi, vii, developing further the ideal of the
State, and expounding (@) the community of goods and of
marriage, (b) the supremacy of the philosopher, (¢) the
education of the philosopher-kings, reaching up to Dialectic
and to the Idea of Good.

4. Books vin and 1x, supplying the reverse picture of
the declension of States and Individuals from ideal perfect-
ness, and concluding with the ideal of evil, as embodied in
the tyrannical man. This is forcibly contrasted with the
kingdom of Righteousness, which each man may seek to
establish ‘within his own clear breast.’ '

VOL. II. B
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5. The tenth Book forms an appendix or conclusion to
the whole work, in which (1) the exclusion of the poets
from education is reaffirmed, and (2) (as in the Gorgias) the
rewards of another life are added to the blessedness of the
just and misery of the wicked in this life as already set
forth.

Parts 1 and 2 are intimately connected.

1. (B. 1) In conversation with Cephalus, who bases hap-
piness on a moral and religious ground, so implying that
the just are happy, Socrates raises the question ‘What
is Justice?’ Polemarchus vainly tries to answer him.
Thrasymachus interposes, and in arguing with him Socrates
employs, (1) the analogy of the arts, especially of medicine
and navigation ; (2) the comparison of the Ruler to a Shep-
herd, suggested by an objection of Thrasymachus; (3) the
notion of fvppépor, utility or expediency, which recurs
afterwards in various forms and applications ; while (4) the
extreme opposition of the tyrant to the true ruler is ironically
hinted by anticipation.

2. (Bb. 11, m.) . The remarks of Glaucon and Adeimantus
having shown that the question is not thus disposed of,
Socrates undertakes to give his own account of the matter.
Observing that the nature of Justice is first to be studied in
the large letters, for this purpose he ‘creates the State.” The
principle of ‘one member one function’ is first laid down,
then the state of primitive simplicity imagined,—then the
introduction of luxury occasions the necessity for soldiers,
who in accordance with the first principle must be trained
and organized as a standing army. But the protectors of the
State must not only be ‘good haters’ but true friends, and
they must be chosen and educated accordingly.

The rules for their education, (1) in liberal culture, (2) in
bodily exercises, are clearly set forth, with many pregnant
observations scattered by the way; then the rulers are pro-
visionally appointed, and the army is led out to its modest
quarters, the whole people having been first imbued with the
Phoenician ‘lie.’

(B.1v.) The objection of Adeimantus, that the highest class
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is not thus made the happiest, leads to reflexions on the de-
sirableness of unity, the dangers of wealth and poverty, and
other incidental topics, concluding with the establishment of
religion on a national basis. Thus the still impending task
of defining Justice is further delayed. But the time for it
arrives at last, and amidst various references to the opening
of the inquiry, Socrates calls for a ‘light.” He then sug-
gests the method of residues, by which in the discussion of
the four cardinal virtues Justice is held in reserve. When
her turn arrives, the importance of the critical moment is
marked by the new image of huntsmen clustering round an
impenetrable thicket. And when Justice in the State has
been discovered, much yet remains to do. The analogy of
State and Individual (the ‘large and small letters’) must be
verified by proving that the Soul has parts corresponding
to the classes in the State. This psychological question
cannot really be determined without a higher method, i.e.
without going beyond psychology to find the metaphysical
basis of its distinctions; but it is for the present settled
provisionally in the affirmative, and the definition of Justice
in the individual as the harmonious action of the three parts
" of the soul, is at length obtained.

The continuity of the work so far is obvious, and is § 3.
assisted by many minute links, such as (1) the question of
the profitableness of justice ; (2) the allusion, in 1. 357, to -
the description of medicine as a mode of money-making in
1. 342, 346 ; (3) the power of doing good to friends (1. 334)
and of pleasing the gods (1. 331) is claimed for Injustice in
1. 362, 366 ; (4) Justice, according to Polemarchus (1. 333),
is év 7@ xowwwreiv,—this prepares for the suggestion (i1. 372 A)
that it is év xpelg Twi 7jj mpds &AMAovs ; (5) the noble ‘lie’
in 1m1. 414 B recalls the év tols Adyois Yebdos of 11. 382,
. 389.

The end of the dialogue (Bb. viii—x) is also subtly joined
to the beginning. The tyrant, set up by Thrasymachus as
having the noblest life (B. 1), is cast down to the depths of
infamy in B. 1x, and receives his final sentence in B. x, where
the picture of the world below confirms the remark of

B2
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Cephalus in 1. 330D. The question of the profitableness of
injustice, whether it escape or not the observation of gods
and men, which had already become ridiculous at 1v. 445 4,
is finally dismissed in B. 1x. B. vini resumes the conclusion
of B.1v. The avoidance of poverty and wealth, hinted in
B. 11. 372, and repeated in 1v. 421, is elaborately enforced in
Bb. vi-1x ; where also the division of the soul into vobs,
Gvuds, émibvpla, demonstrated in B. 1v, is further developed
and illustrated. This division is once more referred to in
B. x, sub init., although not without a reservation in favour
of the unity of the soul (x. 612).

But many students of Plato! have been struck by the
fact that the central and cardinal portion of the Republic—
the third act in which the drama culminates—takes the
form of a digression,—an é:rpomj, as Plato himself de-
scribes it?.. And some have not been contented with the
obvious solution that this break in the conversation belongs
to Plato’s concealment of his art, like the palinode of the
Phaedrus, the hiccough of Aristophanes in the Symposium,
the casual inroad of Alcibiades in the same dialogue, the
objections of Simmias and Cebes in the Phaedo, and other
similar expedients. They have proceeded to remark on the
absence of allusions to v—vi1 in the concluding books, viin-x,
as compared with the frequent and distinct allusions in
vin-Xx to 1-1v, and have further observed that the references
to 1-1v which occur in the central portion, v-vi1, have more
the appearance of deliberate quotation than of the subtle
continuity which binds together 1-1v, or vin-x, when taken
separately. A. Krohn* also dwells on the difference of tone
and of philosophical content between v-vii on the one hand
and 1-1v and vin—x on the other.

According to Krohn, in those which he regards as the
earlier books, 1-1v, viii-x, the work of Socrates, as de-
scribed in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, is continued on the same
lines ; the method is that of empirical psychology ; the ruling

! See K. F. Hermann, Geschichte und Systems der platonischen Philo-
sophte, 1839, pp. 536 foll.
% viil. 543 wi0ev Bevpo éfeTpaniueda ; 3 Der Platonische Staat, &c.
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conception is that of ¢iaus, i.e. of Becoming; the word eldos -
is frequently employed, but (1) is applied only to the virtues
and the parts of the Soul, and (2) these €3y are not transcen-
dent, but ‘innocently immanent’,” and are merely modes of
yéveois. These books exhibit Plato in the light of a genial
optimist, who thinks by a simple effort of construction to
purify nature.

But in v-vir Plato is carried off from the conception of
Nature, which still rules in the early part of B. v, into a
transcendental, metaphysical region. ' This purely intellectual
act begins with contemplating the ideas of Justice, Beauty,
Goodness, &c., not now dynamically but statically, and dis-
tinguishing in each kind between the one and the many.
Thus a step is made beyond the old Socratic opposition of
knowledge and ignorance, and room is gained. for 3dfa,
Opinion, as an intermediate faculty. From this point onward
Plato advances on his intellectualizing course by leaps and
bounds, until the Good is seen radiating from beyond the
realm of Being. At each new stage the foregoing position
is ignored. In the series vénois didvoia wioris elxacia the
crudeness of émoriun ddfa dyvwola is silently corrected.
And in B. vi, according to this writer, who takes but slight
reckoning of the great allegory, even the ideas are lost in
the transcendent notion of the Absolute, as the supreme end
of Dialectic.

Intryingto account for the subsequent addition of Bb. v-v1,
Krohn avails himself of a suggestion made by F. A. Wolf and
repeated by Meineke, that Aristophanes in the Ecclesiazusae
(B.c. 391) aimed his ridicule at the communistic scheme of
Plato, of which some hint must therefore have been already
published. It is probable enough that, when the comedy was.
brought out, some notion of ‘the monstrous regiment of
women’ was already in the air®; but the only ground for
supposing a personal reference is by no means firm. The

! ¢ Harmlos immanent.’

? The idea of a community of wives, such as Herodotus attributes to the
Agathyrsi, was already familiar to Eunpxdes See the fragment of his Pro-
tesilaus (655 in Nauck) xowdv ydp elvas xphiv yvvasreiov Aéyos.
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name Aristyllos occurs in the play (1. 647, cp. Plutus, 3147),
and is twisted by Meineke into a diminutive of Aristocles,
which was Plato’s birth-name according to Diogenes Laertius
—though if it were so he had changed it before the death of
Socrates, as we know from the Phaedo. On such premises
Krohn builds the assumption that the ‘ Socratic * books (1-1v,
vii-x) were written before B. c. 391, and that after this Plato
re-edited the work with the addition of the éxrpomy) (v-vm), at
the opening of which he declares his defiance of ra ré»
xaptévrowy oxdupara. This whole process is supposed to have
been completed before any other of the Platonic dialogues
had been composed. All the greatest ones—* which alone we
need care to vindicate,” are viewed as more advanced even
than B. vi, and the rest are discarded as unimportant,
having little, if any, philosophical significance. Dr. E.
Pfleiderer, who more recently reaffirmed Krohn’s theory in
a modified form, conceives on the other hand that the shorter
dialogues came out in the interval between the composition
of 1-1v, vuii-I1x, and of v-vi, in which interval also, at some
uncertain time, B. x was copposed.

Krohn’s cavils have been answered in detail by Zeller
in the last edition of his History of Philosophy, and in a
Latin Monograph by B. Grimmelt (De Respublicae Platonss
compositione et unitate: Berlin, 1887). But although his
reasonings are inconclusive, his book is noticeable on several
grounds. *

1. It recalls attention to many coincidences between the
earlier books of the Republic and the Memorabilia of
Xenophon, and thus accentuates anew the supremacy of
the ethical motive in Plato’s life and work. With equal
acuteness and candour this critic himself supplies the link
which binds the metaphysics of Book vi to the ‘innocent’
psychology of Book 1v. He looks on Plato as through-
out continuing the endeavour of Socrates, who strove to

1 It also occurs in Attic inscriptions, C. I. 1. 298, n. 169, 38. This makes
for the reality of the name. The jest in Ar. Eccl. would have no point
unless Aristyllos were personally repulsive, which his enemies cannot have
said of Plato asa young man.
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counteract the disintegrating tendencies of the age. The
Platonic ideas were at first merely the result of moral forces
recognized by an empiric optimism. By and by, however,
they assumed (a) a logical and () a transcendent aspect.. In
the former stage (4) moral conceptions are co-ordinated with
mathematical, but in the sequel () it is found that Plato’s
main interest throughout has been to establish the inde-
feasible regulative value of moral truth, and that his guiding
principle is one of ethical teleology, which his imperfect know-
ledge of Nature led him to blend with a vague cosmology.

2. Krohn’s thesis and the controversy to_which it gave
rise have brought into relief some inequalities in the struc-
ture of the Republic, which, whether accidental or intentional,
are really there. But his argument proves too much for his
case. For, if Plato had at any time regarded the education
of Books 11 and 11 as adequate, or had ever been contented
with the psychological method of Book 1v, instead of setting
out from the point reached by Socrates, he would have fallen
behind it. No Socratic dialogue, even in Xenophon, is with-
out an appeal to reason, which is conspicuously absent here.
Socrates drew a sharp line of distinction between Knowledge
and Ignorance, and aimed simply at basing life on an ideal
of Knowledge. Plato in these books provides for that which
the method of Socrates excludes;—a life grounded on true
opinions, which are determined by a rational authority and
moulded by education. If instead of taking the dialogue
* piece-meal after Krohn’s fashion, the description of the ‘first
state’ is regarded as an integral portion of a larger whole,
it reveals a conception not only in advance of the purely
Socratic point of view, but also passing beyond the para-
doxical attitude which Plato himself assumed when he raised
the question whether virtue could be imparted otherwise
than scientifically. Such a positive conception is only ren-
dered possible by the conception of the state considered as
a complex whole,—a constructive notion not anticipated in
‘Socratism.” This will appear more clearly by and by in
studying the relation of the Republic to the Protagoras and
Meno. See below, p. 23.
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3. The idea of Nature is more pervasive in the Platonic
writings than Krohn is willing to admit (see Essay on
Diction). The fact is that while pure ‘dialectic’ remains
to the last an unrealized ideal, a fresh appeal to experience
is continually made. At the height of the intellectual argu-
ment (V1. 506 D, E, ViL. 533 E) Socrates will only go where he
can take Glaucon with him. That there is some disparity
between the ethical and the metaphysical books of the
Republic is undeniable ; the attributes of the philosophic
nature are not the four cardinal virtues, nor in the series vots
diudvota wloris elkacla is there any recognition of the other
series vobs Ouuwds émbupla. But this independent treatment
of different aspects of the truth is quite in the manner of
Plato, and it is best to take his own account of the matter,
and to say that in the earlier books it was necessary to pro-
ceed provisionally, because the true philosophers had not yet
been distinguished from the false, nor had the intellectual
kingdom been revealed. In passing from the lower to the
higher education, and from the mere guardian or soldier to
the philosopher-king, he has entered on another region of
thought, and is no more compelled to continue the same
method than a poet feels bound to continue the same rhythm
in passing from a dramatic to a lyrical strain. In Books
vii-x we descend again into the ethico-political region, and
the emotional elements (which had no place in the intellectual
argument) naturally reappear.

4. Krohn should be accepted as an independent and
competent witness to the comparative lateness of the dia-
lectical dialogues. His remarks on the Sophist and Philebus
in their relation to the Republic are especially acceptable.
For the coincidences between the Philebus and Rep. Book
vi, on which Zeller lays so much stress, do not really bear
out his conclusion that the Philebus is the earlier writing.
It may be argued with at least equal probability, that the longer
and more elaborate statement of Plato’s theory of pleasure was
subsequent to the cursory indication of it. See below, p. 22.

s. Plato himself has noticed the discrepancy between Bb. m
and v, with regard to the appointment of the rulers and



Krokn on the Republic. 9

had prepared for it by the qualifying expression (111. 414) s
év T, pi) 8¢ dxpiBelas, elpfiodai. In the original constitution
of the State, before the higher education had been divulged,
the elder guardians were made to rule the younger. But
now that the rulers are to be trained for dialectic, it is
necessary to make the selection while they are still young.
It does not follow that they are to rule while very young, for
the training is a long one, and they are not to be admitted,
even to military commands, until thirty-five; still the first
provisional order is superseded by the necessities arising out
of the principle that kings shall be phllosophers, which has
been subsequently introduced.

Precisely the same difficulty is encountered by the founders
of the colony from Cnossus in the Sixth Book of the Laws.
The Athenian stranger explains to them that the first ap-
pointment of the vopogivAaxes and other magistrates cannot
possibly conform to the regulations as to selection and
training which are to be afterwards in force (Laws vi. 751
¢, D). And one of the cautions imposed by this necessity is
analogous to that enjoined in Republic, Book 111. The men
selected to nominate the rulers are to be the eldest as well
as the best, so far as possible (els 8Jvapw Laws vI. 754 c).
This comparison of the two writings places the superficiality
of Krohn’s objection in a strong light %

The unity of the Republic is not that of a syllogistic § 6.

! The following passage is characteristic both of Krohn’s acuteness and
of his illogical logic (Der Plat. Staat, p. 107, ed. 1876) :—

‘Hier wird der grosse Riss des Platonismus sichtbar. Der moralisirende
Sokratiker hatte den ersten Entwurf geschrieben, der Metaphysiker fand
eine wahrere Wesenheit. Beide treffen jetzt kimpfend auf einander, Beide
verleugnen sich nicht. Der Reformer, der die Krankheit seines Volkes
heilen will, muss glauben und vertraut der eigenen Kunst: aber mit der
Substanz unter verfliessenden Formen besiegelt der Denker seinen Verzicht.
Instinktméssig zieht der Eine die Idee auf die Erde, um sie zu gestalten,
in bewusster Erkenntniss hebt sie der Andere in ein intelligibles Reich.
Aber dieser Riss des Platonismus ist der Riss, der durch das Leben aller edelen
Geister geht. Sie wirken hier mit ihrer besten Kraft und wissen, dass das Hier ein
Sachtiges Etwas st

This is really to say that Plato’s philosophy has a body as well as a mind.
But if such an antinomy is so deeply inherent in Platonism, why deny that a
work in which it is found was written continuously ?



10 On the Structuve of Plato’s Republic.

treatise, but partly the unity of a philosophical movement or
development and partly of a piece of literary art. Students
of the Phaedo, Symposium, Phaedrus, Theaetetus, should
be aware that it is Plato’s way in the earlier stages of any
exposition to hold much strictly in reserve. His method is
‘regressive,’ as it has been termed, continually passing from
a partial or superficial view of the subject in hand, to another
which he regards as more complete or more profound ;
ascending, as he himself would say, from hypothesis to hypo-
thesis in the approach towards absolute truth. Whether the
lower hypothesis is refuted, as in the Theaetetus, or discarded
by a seemingly capricious impulse, as in the Phaedrus, is
merely a question of form. The words of Socrates (Theaet.
187 A) are equally applicable in both cases—&pa 8j) vdv wdAw
é¢ dpxis, mdvra 14 wpdobev ¢fakelyas, el T parlov
kafopgs, émedy) évradfa wpoeAijAvas.

In the Republic, as in the Phaedo, the disciples suggest
difficulties which provoke the master into disclosing what he
has so far kept in the background. The gradual evolution of
the thought by this means is not referable to the incoherence
of an unformed thinker, but to the most deliberate literary
and philosophical design. To imagine Plato as in any single
dialogue himself groping tentatively along the path by which
he conducts his reader, or like the guide across the ford
(Theaet. 200 E) taking his audience with him into depths
. which he has not explored, is an error no less grave than
to suppose with Schleiermacher and others, that the whole
body of the dialogues, the work of fifty years, was composed
according to a preconcerted plan. It argues a strange insen-
sibility both to the irony and the dialectical economy of
Plato, that any one should take literally such expressions as
‘whither the argument like a breeze may carry us, on that
course we must proceed.” Such words express the spirit
of the catechetical mode of exposition; but only.a blind
simplicity can believe the master serious when he professes
not to know the way. o

Another general feature of Plato’s discourse has not been
sufficiently noticed, and it is this:—the most elaborate dis-
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cussion of the higher aspects of metaphysical or psychological
truth does not prevent the recurrence of crude statements
essentially inconsistent with the results so gained. Observe,
for example, how the mythical doctrine of pre-existence is
resumed in the Politicus, notwithstanding the clear dialectic
of the Theaetetus and Sophist which has avowedly come
between.

The unity of the Republic as a literary masterpiece hardly § 7.
needs defence. Each part has its own climax of interest,
and, in spite of the intentional breaks and digressions, or
rather with their aid, there is a continuous rise and fall,—as
in a tragedy,—pervading the whole work.

The peripetesa of the drama is made by the revelation of the
truth about the philosopher-king, which is disclosed, after
being purposely held back by the digression on the laws of
War, and by the ‘coy excuses’ of Socrates, precisely at the
middle point of the dialogue. (The culmination of the earlier
portion in the definition of Justice had been similarly height-
ened by ingenious delays.) The breaking of this ‘third wave
of the rpikupia’ of course overwhelms Glaucon with surprise.
That is the rhetorical artifice. But the attentive reader of
the preceding books should not be wholly unprepared for
the discovery. What else is implied by the identification of
dpxn with émoriun in 1. 342, 111. 389? or by the true ruler
who is unwilling to rule, 1. 346, cp. viL. 520? or by the few
wise men through whose wisdom the State is wise (1v. 428) ?
The supremacy of reason is a Socratic principle which could
not be absent from any part or aspect of Plato’s Common-
wealth. A similar outburst of astonishment marks the impor-
tance of the discovery that the education of the philosopher is
to be carried up to the Idea of Good. That is the culminating
point of this central portion, which developes the intellectual
and philosophical ideal. But for this surprise also there had
been some preparations in the earlier books. The ‘Fables’
for which rules are given in Bb. 11, 111, are characterized in
376 E as containing elements of truth. And although this
remark is merely dropped by the way, the rules themselves
are determined by the motive that when the. age of reason
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comes, the truth may be accepted, because it harmonizes with
the legends that were learned in childhood (402 A). The
child so trained will have been made familiar with the elemen-
tary forms of goodness (cwgpooivns xai dvdpelas xal éAevfepio-
™7os . . . xal 8ca Todrwy &deAdd)’, and may hope therefore to
attain to true povows. And while the rdmor Oeoroyias are thus
a reflexion of the Form of Good, the law of simplicity in
education and even the division of labour are associated with
the philosophical coception of Abstract Unity. Lastly, the

psychology of B. 1v is avowedly provisional—those who would
discuss the Soul and virtue adequately must go round by the
‘longer way.’ (This thread is explicitly resumed in vI. 503 A.)
And the definition of courage, in particular, is limited by the
term moAurixn), thus reserving a place for the intellectual
courage and fortitude of the philosopher, who regards human
life as a little thing and is dauntless and indefatigable in the
pursuit of truth.

Those who would break up the Repubhc have not ob-
served that Bb. v—vir are linked to the preceding book by the
image of a ‘sea of difficulty.” The first hint of this is given
at 1v. 435 ¢, by the word éumenrdraner, which is followed up
by rabra pdyis diaveveixapev ib. 441 c. This renders less
abrupt the image in v. 453 D (& 7¢ 7is els xoAvuBr0pay pixpdy
duméop &v te els 10 péyiorov Téhayos péoov, Suws ye vet oddey
firrov), which gives distinct note of preparation for the con-
tinued metaphor (457 B & domep xbua pdper diapeiyev—dore
pY) wavrdmaot xaraxAvofijvar, 472 A pdyis por & dbo xipare
éxpuydvri viy 7O péyiorTor kal xakemdrarov rijs Tpicvplas émdyes,
473 € elpricerar &’ od, €l xal péAret yéhori Te drexras domep
xDua éxyeAdy xal ddofiq karaxAvoew). Socrates reverts to the
figure implied in 1v. 441 c, although the image of a ‘swarm
of arguments’ (v. 450 B) had come between.

One point affecting the structure of the Republic, which
requires careful elucidation, is connected with the famous
allegory of the cave at the opening of B. vi,—the passage

! It has been observed that this enumeration comes nearer to the list of
philosophic attributes in B. vi1 than to the Cardinal Virtues.
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which suggested the ‘idola specus’ to the mind of Bacon.
At the end of B. vi, the Platonic Socrates had shadowed
forth a hierarchy of pure ideas, constituting the supra-sensual
kingdom of being and truth, presided over and vitalized by
the supreme Form of Good. This is not only a turning
point of the Republic, but may be regarded as marking a -
critical moment in the development of Platonism. The
‘Reason of the Best’ is said indeed in the Phaedo to be the
Atlas of the World, and true causes to be more effectually
approached through the examination of language and thought
than through external nature ; but in that dialogue there is no
such clear vision of an ideal unity of knowledge as is here
given. In the Phaedrus-myth the forms of Justice and Holi-
ness appear to be raised on lofty pedestals above the rest.
And it is shown that to be man at all one must understand
general notions abstracted from sense. But there is no well-
defined path of ascent from the first or primary generalization
of experience to the height of moral vision. Now in the
Republic, the conception of such an ascent is formulated in
the concluding passage of B. v1, and carried further in B. vi1.
Plato here anticipates that gradation of mental stages, and
that remotion of the Divine from Man, which, as will be pre-
sently shown, is increasingly characteristic of the later, or
more constructive, phase of his philosophy.

But in passing onwards from the conclusion of B. vi to
the allegory of B. vi, the ground is insensibly shifted, as the
idealizing impulse gathers strength, so that not only the dis-
tinction between wloris and elkasla is dropped (since from the
higher point of view the sensible world consists entirely.of
images)’, a/l ordinary experience being now merged in elkacla,

1 Professor E. Caird writes as follows on this passage :—

«1. I do not think it need cause us any difficulty to find the whole visible
world viewed as standing in the same relation to the whole intelligible world
as the parts in each do to each other, after we have been told that the former
is the ¢ offspring and likeness*’ of the latter. In fact this gives us three pairs
standing to each other as image to reality :

. 1:2:1:2:4::83:6
a:bc:d::(a+b): (c+d). Thatis

. y
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but the actual scientific processes which rank with 3idvota in
B. v1 are now degraded to the level of ordinary experience.
The geometers, the astronomers, the ‘empiric’ harmonists,
are all found guilty of the same error, that of not rising
beyond and above sensible things and narrow everyday
utilities. They are still tied and bound, still watching the
fleeting shadows on the wall of the den.

§ 10. The passage now to be considered extends from vI. 504
to vii. 519. The difficulty of interpretation is increased by
the fact that Plato’s exposition here is avowedly imperfect,
being (1) relative to the immediate purpose of the dialogue,
and (2) figurative from beginning to end.

Much turns on the significance of vI. 511 A, especially the
words elxdot 8¢ xpouérmr adrols Tols Iwd TGV kdTw dTEikacbeiot.
(Cp. vi. 532 c.) That ddrois here designates not the ideas
but merely sensible objects as distinguished from their
shadows, is proved by comparing supr. 510 E a¥7é& pév radra,

‘2. I suppose the difficulty in the case of the artificial figures lies in this,
that it is not real beings whose shadows are seen in the cave, but marionettes,
and that therefore the process of rising to true knowledge involves #wo steps :
first to turn from the shadows to the marionettes, and then to discover that
they are merely artificial figures, and to turn from them to the realities they
copy. What Plato would suggest by this is I think, that individual things
are not seen as what they are, till we have turned away from their first
appearance and tried to define them. Then we find, as Plato shows in the
s5th book, that they cannot be defined. They are great or small, good or
bad according to the reference in which they are viewed. We thus discover
that they are oxevaord, combinations of elements which have no real unity,
but are merely imitations of real things. We are therefore obliged to go up
to the intelligible world in order to find real things, first in the sciences under
their subordinate principles, and finally in dialectic which sees all things in
the light of the highest principle of knowledge and reality (* sees all things in
God”).

¢ 3. The sciencesare conceived by Plato as starting with principles, which
are hypothetical in the sense that they have not been carried back to the
Sfirst principle. He further adds that, when this is the case, science has to
help its deductions by employing sensible images : in other words he thinks
that, when we do not carry back knowledge to its first principle, we are
obliged, in Kantian language, to use the Anschauung to supply the defects
of the Begriff, and to make demonstration possible. This is illustrated by
the mathematical use of diagrams, in which we prove universal truths by
means of the particular image we set before us.

¢I think the principles in question are not merely the principles of mathe-
matics, though it is the type of mathematical scienée that is present to Plato,
and on which he conceives the other sciences to be constructed.”
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& mhdrrovol Te xal ypdpovow, &v kal oxial xal &v Udaow elxdves
elai, Todrois v bs elxdow ad xpduevor, x.T.A.

It follows that the iwdfeais is a scientific proposition, the
subject of which is not the sign but the thing signified;
while the elxév is a sensible object, employed as the symbol
of the abstraction which is the subject of such a proposition.
The visible square symbolizes the ideal square, whose
properties are to be mathematically determined. Audvoia,
then, in B. vy, is the intellectual process, which, starting
from hypotheses (of which mathematical assumptions are
the clearest example) works out results through the mediation
of sensible figures, plane (3:aypdupara) or solid (rAdouara).

This general view is not forgotten in the discussion of
the particular sciences. Astronomy, for example, ought to
be a process of true didavoa, but the actual astronomers, like
the actual geometers, misunderstand the case so far that
they think their science has for its object the visible revo-
lutions of the stars, and not the laws of motion which these
typify. .

The higher aspect of 8idvoia remains as a process inter-
mediate - between sense and knowledge, but in B. vu is -
represented by a new image, that of the upward path, rugged
and steep, from the cave into the light of day. What mean-
while becomes of the oxevasrd and of the light of the fire?
This part of the figure, involving as it does a dualism from
which Plato was working himself free, is almost lost sight
of in what follows, being only cursorily alluded to as a
part of the circumstances of the cave. It is a provisional
‘hypothesis,” which Plato discards (4vaipei) in pressing on-
wards and upwards. But in its place this feature also of
the allegory must have its own significance, and Socrates
himself gives a partial interpretation of it by saying that
the light of the fire represents the power of the Sun.
There is some confusion, however, even here; for the
objects seen by the denizens of the cave are not lights but
shadows. What, then, are the things of which our un-
enlightened consciousness perceives only the shadows?
What are the dydApara oxevaord, the ‘manufactured articles,’
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which hands unseen exhibit between the prisoners and the
artificial (i.e. created) Sun? What else but the realities of
yéveais, Nature as the embodiment of the ideas, the facts of
human experience, as they really happen, and not as they
seem ?

1. Plato is engaged in bringing out a twofold distinction,
(1) between Nature and the Ideas, (2) between Appearance
and Reality in Nature. This, and not merely the require-
.ment of a fourth term for his analogy, was his motive for
separating wloris from elkacia.

2. The dydA\para are not themselves immediately perceived
by sense at all. It is only when the individual mind has
been freed by Socratic questioning, and turned about, and
asked What is it ? (7{ éori ;),—or, in more Platonic language,
by a process of 3ialpeais and ovvaywyri,—only, in more modern
terminology, when some effort is made to distinguish, abstract,
and generahze,——that the soul begins to have an inkling of
the nature of that world, which was dimly represented to
her in crude experience,—of a real finger, of a real square,
of the Sun himself as an embodied god, &c. And she learns
that these things, however perfect in their kinds (vi1. 529 E),
have been created after some higher pattern,—in other
words, that their being is determined by universal and
eternal Laws, and ultimately by the Law of the Best,—rj
T00 dyaboi 18éq. While not absolute voyrd, they are voyra
perd doxfis (V1. sub fin.). It is not improbable that in this
part of the allegory there is still some reference to the 3idvoia
of B. vI as a process intermediate between sense and reason.
But the ‘manufactured articles’ here exhibited by unseen
powers correspond, not to the elxdves of the geometers, for
example, but to the realities typified by them. Those nAdo-
para and Saypdupara were only shadows and copies of these,
which answer more nearly to the subjects of their $moféce:s.

3. In the Timaeus, the true phenomena of nature are
attributed to the created gods, who are said to make and
set in order the living creatures in whom soul and body are
temporarily combined (Tim. 43). Similarly, the mapagépovres,
who are clearly 3afuoves, exhibit the oxevaord here.
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4. The dydApara or eldwAa of the allegory constitute a lower
stage of the ideal which in Plato’s language is alone the
real, not the immediately visible, but the truth of phenomena,
the &v éxi ToAAGY éxdorwv TGy alofyrdy, the snfima species, the
first intention of the & Aoywopg évrapoipevor.

Now these realities of yéveats, ra pvoer fvvearnréra, of which
the shadows or impressions are presented to the uneducated
mind, are not really known until we get above and behind
them. Then they are seen to be themselves the images
or copies (eldwAa) of higher things, and the mind reaches
beyond them and lays hold on the primal cause of being
and of knowing, the 3éa o dyafod.

May not this notion of a ‘lower stage’ help to remove
the difficulty which is felt in seeking to reconcile the adroxAivn|
of B. x with the higher teaching of B. vi? For the purpose
of degrading the poets it is not necessary to mount to the
druwd@erov or to the Form of Good. It is enough to have
risen from shadows to objects, and from objects to their
first abstraction—to the truth of yévesis. The painted bed
is the shadow of the actual bed, which is made after the
pattern of the ideal bed. This we are ‘disposed’ (as Pla-
tonists) to say that God has made and set in nature (& 73/
¢voe). But God made that, as he made the world, under
the guidance of yet loftier ideals, the ideal of utility, of
rest, of stability, of security, of permanence, of symmetry.
However this may be, Plato’s views of ontology, as seriously
held by him at the time of writing the Republic, are to be
gathered rather from Bb. vi, vii, than from B. x, where the
reference to the doctrine of ideas is merely illustrative.

And it is worth observing that while mathematical truths
are put in the forefront amongst the objects of ‘hypo-
thetical science,” because they are the most definite and
distinct, moral notions are by implication co-ordinated with
these. The fact is rendered manifest by the words in
517 E, where the disputants in the den are said to argue mepi
16V 70D dikalov okiGy fj dyaApdror v al oxal, i.e. ‘impres-
sions about right, or rules of right,’ the latter (v6 vduipor)

holding an intermediate place between abstract Justice (aird
VOL. II. c



X. 592 B.

VI. 496 D.

18  On the Structure of Plato's Republic.

70 dixatov) and the actual constitutions of states in the world
(ra év Tots dvfpdmois vdupa). This intermediate position of
76 vduupor as dyapa Tod Sikaiov may be compared to the
function ascribed to Law in the Politicus. Compare also
V1. 501 mpds Te 7O ¢Pvoer dlxawov xal mpos éxeivo a¥ TO &y Tois
dvlpdmors.

Bb. vi-x, as already indicated, have less in common
with vi-vii than with the earlier portion. It does not
follow that they are unconnected with what immediately
precedes them : still less that they could be read continuously
after B. 1v without leaving a deplorable gap. The ‘number
of the state’ in viIL 546 is from a ‘laboratory’ of which
Bb. 1-1v afford no trace. And in contrasting the pleasures
of the tyrant with the happiness of the philosapher-
king, the account of the higher education is manifestly
presupposed. The hope of conforming the individual life
to the ‘pattern in the sky’ precisely answers to that which
is left to the actual philosopher of B. vi, who lets the
storm rage past him, and strives to imitate the regular
courses of the stars’. But the later books have also a special
tone and quality of their own. If Bb. vi, viI carry us to
a height of intellectual contemplation that is unsurpassed,
Bb. vii, 1x are even more impressive in the depth of
ethical feeling which they convey. The growing intensity of
earnestness, as state after state, man after man, discloses
a lower circle or stage of evil, is incomparably grand, and it
is expressed with extraordinary wealth and happiness of
imagination. The effect is not less different from the serene
and smiling optimism of Bb. m, 1v, than from the specu-
lative abstraction of Bb. vi, vii. And when the return

! See Eur. Fr. Inc. goa (N.) :—
8ABios Bamis 1is loroplas
éoxe pdonow,
pATe WOMTRY émt wppoovyy
A’ els ddikovs mpafess dppdv,
dAN’ dfavdrov kafopdv ¢icewms
xoopov dyfpw, T Te ovwéary
xal 8wy Kal Smws.
Tois 8 TowovTois obdémor’ alaxpdv

épyav perérnua mpoailer.,
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is made, towards the end of B. 1x, from the life of the
tyrant to that of the king, the philosopher is invested with
new majesty. The continuity of this portion (the fourth act
of the drama) is assisted by the recurrence of a few great
topics, each of which is gradually amplified : (1) Wealth and
poverty ; (2) the three principles of intellect, anger, desire,
corresponding to the ruling, defending, and industrial classes
in the State; (3) the necessary and unnecessary desires;
(4) the image of the drones, stinging and stingless (i. e. rogues
and paupers), leading up to the description of the tyrant’s
master passion as a great winged drone; (5) the insurrection
in the soul (an image which intensely vivifies the analogy
between the individual and the State); (6) the relation of the
tyrant to the Demos represented as that of son to father;
(7) the image of the man and beasts within the man—the lion
and the serpent and the many-headed brute. The manage-
ment of these notions and successive images so as to charac-
terize the evolution of ever fresh aspects of social and per-
sonal life, is most curious and instructive, even as a literary
study .

At the beginning of B. x, Socrates reviews his creation § 12.
and finds it good. The point immediately resumed is the ex-
clusion of the poets—which occasioned Plato more compunc-
tion than the community of wives; but, in returning to the
discussion, he, as usual, takes up new ground, and glances at
the conversation which has intervened. Although the allegory
of the cave is not distinctly referred to, yet in defining plunois
it is now permissible to assume the existence of an ideal
world, and to speak of the artist as the maker of shadows
of images, thrice removed from reality and truth. And, as
Socrates says explicitly, the psychological distinctions of
Bb. 1v, 1x, enable us now to affirm that these unrealities
appeal to the lower part of the soul, i.e. to emotion and not

! When tested by statistical evidence, i.e. by the presence or frequency
of particular modes of expression, the eighth and ninth Books are found
to have as many features in common with Plato’s later writings as any
other part of the Republic. See Constantin Ritter's Untersuchungen, &c.,
PP. 33-47-

. c2
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to reason, so rendering more difficult that control of the
feelings and that abnegation of pleasure, which has been
shown to be of the essence of virtue.

Thus Plato leads us back to the main question:—the
intrinsic value of justice, independently of reputation and
reward. Socrates claims to have established this; and now
begs leave to restore what for the sake of argument had
been taken away, the outward happiness attending a good
life. And to crown all, he makes known the immortality
of the Soul, and the future blessedness of the just: to which
is added, as the natural counterpart, the punishment of the
wicked '—the tyrannical tyrant in chief.

Accepting the Republic from the hand of Plato as an
artistic whole, we refuse to examine curiously into the exact
time when the several parts were written. That the central
portion may have been written last is a possibility which we
neither affirm nor deny. Such speculations lie beyond the
scope of criticism. That on the Republic, with all its compre-
hensiveness and variety, the author has impressed an unmis-
takable unity of design, is a proposition which no mature and
sober student is likely to dispute.

II
The Republic considered in relation to other dialogues of Plato.

From the fulness and range of its contents, and especially
from the combination of moral and political with purely
intellectual elements in its composition, the Republic has
more affinities with other writings of Plato than are to be
found elsewhere in any single dialogue.

To the Gorgias it stands in a close and peculiar relation.
For the longer writing is in fact an elaborate endeavour
to substantiate that supremacy of right, which Socrates so

! This has been thought inconsistent with 111, 386ff. What Plato there
deprecates is the fear of death. Here he is enforcing the fear of sin.
Cp. Laws v, 727D 7a ydp &v “Acdov mpdypara mdvra Kaxd fHyovuévys Tijs Yuxis
elvas imeiker kal obx dvTiTelver, k.7 A. The words in 11. 387 c lows €} éxe mpos
&AXo 7 possibly refer to the other aspect of the truth.
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eloquently vindicates in refuting Gorgias and Polus. The
Gorgias asserts the claims of justice. The Republic reiterates
the claim and adds a definition. The counsel of perfection,
‘Do right in 1 scorn_of_consequences,” leaves the disciple
of Socrates unsa unsatlsﬁed until he finds an answer to the
question ‘What is right?’ And this can only be obtained
through the study of Man in Society. In the Republic,
accordingly, the social environment of the higher life is
elaborately set forth; and this constitutes a real and at
first sight a very wide distinction between the two dialogues.
But the difference appears less when it is considered that
Plato’s Commonwealth is an ideal projected into the future,
and that the philosopher in the Republic, like Socrates in the
Gorgias, takes no part in actual politics, but ‘stands under
the shelter of a wall’ and lets the storm of unrighteousness
rage past him. .
In Bb. 11v of the Rgubhc, the most characteristic
_positions oh'HE'Gorglas are restated and developed further.
Thrasymachus may be described as a magnified and more
original Polus, and like Polus he is tongue-tied at last,
through fear of opinion'. Then, in place of the thorough-
going cynicism of Callicles, who speaks openly what other
men implicitly believe, the brothers Glaucon and Adeimantus
give their clear philosophic exposition of the worldly prin-
ciples from which their generous natures instinctively recoil.
The theory, although put differently, is in both dialogues
essentially the same,—that Might is Right, and that Justice
(as Shakespeare’s royal villain says of Conscience)

‘is but a word that cowards use,
Devised at first to keep the strong in awe.’

The sophistical paradox is associated in both dialogues
with admiration of the tyrant as the one strong man, who by
trampling upon so-called rights secures his interest and
asserts his power. Adeimantus, however, introduces a new
element into the discussion, when he says that the praise
of Justice, as commonly enforced, is no less immoral than the

' 353 B iva pi) Tolode dwéxbapar.

V1. 496 D.
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praise of Injustice,—that prudential morality encourages
immorality.

The parallel between the Gorgias and the Republic,—not
to touch on many minute coincidences, which are mentioned
in the notes to this edition,—extends also to the vision of
judgement with which both dialogues alike conclude, and
which in the Gorgias, although briefer, is even more vivid and
terror-striking than the tale of Er. The description of the
tyrant’s soul, naked before her judge, contains some hints of
the conception of the last state of the tyrannical man, which
is elaborated towards the end of the ninth book of the
Republic.

The Gorgias also agrees with the Republic in assuming an
intellectual or scientific basis for morality (Gorg. 508 a
o 8¢ mheovefiav oler detv doxelr: yewperplas yap dueleis), and
in the rejection of-Hedonism.

‘Which dialogue came first in order of composition? The
question is perhaps an idle one, and in the absence of
adequate external evidence the answer must necessarily
be uncertain. But some grounds may be adduced for the
opinion that the Republic was planned after the Gorgias was
written. The shorter dialogue has, comparatively speaking,
some of the crudeness and also of the freshness of a sketch
contrasted with an elaborate picture. The impressive figure
of ‘Socrates against the world’ is softened, in the more
finished work, with a halo of ideal optimism. ‘The world is
not unreasonable, could it but hear reason,’ is a note that
would have sounded strange in the presence of Callicles.
The companion portraits of the Just and Unjust Man are
completed, in the Republic, by filling in their imaginary
surroundings.

Taking either dialogue as a whole, it may be fairly argued
that the assertion, ‘A right will is all in all,” which is the
upshot of the Gorgias, is naturally previous to the inquiry,
‘What is essential rectitude? and how is righteous action
possible ?’

It has been assumed by Schleiermacher and Zeller that
the passages of B. vi, where the claims of Thought and
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Pleasure are contrasted (505-509, see also 1x. 581-587), pre-
suppose the composition of the Philebus. The coincidence is
obvious, but not less so is the comparative simplicity of the
point of view advanced in the Republic. It is possible that
the principles here briefly stated may have been previously
elaborated. But it is by no means necessary to assume that
it was so. And it is at least equally conceivable that Plato
had arrived at this general conception of the relative worth
of Pleasure, Thought, and the Good, before giving to it the
full and complex expression which the Philebus contains.
If the assertion of Justice is held to precede the defini-
tion of Justice, it may be similarly maintained that the
solemn adumbration of the Idea of Good precedes the
laboured attempt to seize this Supreme Form (and, as it
were, ¢ confine the Interminable’') through metaphysical de-
terminations. But the position of the Philebus in the series
of the Platonic writings is part of the larger question of the
place to be assigned to the other dialectical dialogues, to
which it is manifestly akin. Some observations pertinent to
this subject will be made in the sequel.

The Republic provides an approximate solution of the § 16.
diﬂiculty paradoxically raised in the Protagoras, and imper- };‘:‘;%;o'
fectly met in the Meno by the theory of ‘inspiration,” viz.
the question ‘How is virtue possible without perfect know-
ledge?’ In the Republic, Science is more strenuously than
ever asserted to be the basis of well-ordered life, but in all
except the Rulers it is unconsciously so. By selecting the
right natures for the reception of Culture, by the reformation
(1) of mental, and (2) of physical education, the predominance
of Virtue is secured even in those not yet capable of Reason,
so that they may ultimately embrace her the more readily,
because they have nothing irrational to unlearn. Thus the
conception of the State affords the means of reconciling an
opposition, which, as we learn from the Protagoras, tended
to hinder, by making it seem impossible, the application of
Philosophy to the bettering of human life. = Protagoras pro-
fessed to benefit his pupils by promoting their attainment of

! Milton.
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that civic and social excellence which was shared in some
degree by all the citizens of a civilized community, and
which the primary education of Greek freemen was already
calculated to foster, in evolving those seeds of Justice and of
mutual respect which had been scattered broadcast at the
remote origin of human society.. Socrates denies that such
a process deserves the name of teaching, or that the virtue
thus communicated is really virtue. He makes the seem-
ingly impossible requirement that a science of exact measure-
ment should be applied to human life and action. Now
the philosopher of the Republic is in possession of such
a science, and he is entrusted with the control of primary
education. Thus the unconscious, relative,- approximate
virtue of the subordinate class, who again compel the obe-
dience of those beneath them, is essentially grounded in
philosophy. And the whole State is wise, although the wise
amongst its citizens are still the few. The work professed
by the Sophist is now undertaken by the Philosopher, with
far better assurance of a solid foundation.

It is more difficult to find the angle (if the figure may
be allowed) at which the Republic stands towards those
dialogues which symbolize philosophic enthusiasm under
the form of Love. There are mystic passages in the Re-
public also, but in the work as a whole, what may be termed
the ecstatic phase of Platonism is greatly toned down and
subdued. Whether Plato is here addressing a wider audi-
ence, or has now entered on a further stage in the evolution
of his thought, is a question by no means easy to determine.
The points where some approximation to the spirit of the
Phaedrus and Symposium occurs are chiefly two.

Even the earlier culture is not completed without a
description of the modest loves of beautiful souls.

And in describing the philosophic nature, ‘the love of
truth is characterized in words which might have been used
by Diotima :—87. wpos 76 8v mepukds eln duiAAaobar § ye Svrws
Pihopabiis, kal odk émypévor éml Tols dofalopévois elvar moAAois
éxdorois, GAX’ Tou Kal ok dpPAvvoiro odd’ dmolfyor Tod épwros,
wpw alrod 8 éorw éxdoTov Tiis Ploews dYacfar ¢ mpoaijket
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Essentially cognate to the same aspect of Platonism are the
account of education as a development from within, the rising
scale of Being, through sense, opinion, thought, and reason,
to the idea of Good, recalling the stages leading to the ocean
of Beauty in the Symposium ; the upper air and sunshine of
the &wvvwdferov in Bb. vi, vii, compared with the outer rim of
Heaven in the Phaedrus-myth;  the enthusiastic account
of Dialectic, and the wanderings of the soul in B. x. The
prayer to Pan and the Nymphs with which the Phaedrus
ends, has, of course, many echoes in the Republic. Con-
stantin Ritter, who has examined all the Dialogues by the
‘statistical’ method introduced by Dittenberger (in Hermes
xvi, 1881), regards the Phaedrus and Theaetetus as belong-
ing to the same period with the Republic. He is disposed
to think that both were written while the Republic was in
course of composition, and that the Theaetetus is the earlier
of the two. This last opinion may be disputed on the follow-
ing grounds :—

1. Not to dwell upon the signs of immaturity which some
critics (Usener amongst others) have discovered in the
Phaedrus, it appears inconceivable that Plato should have
expressed the paradoxical preference of oral to written
speech, at a time when he was himself actively engaged in
preparing a written work so large and important as the
Republic.

2. Those who attach any weight to L. Spengel’s arguments
—and some weight they certainly deserve—are bound to give
the Phaedrus the earliest date which a comprehensive view
of all the facts will admit. Whether the dialogue is earlier
or later than Isocrates’ wepl r&v copiardy, there are strong
grounds for supposing it to have been written not long after
the opening of the Academy.

3. The Theaetetus presents a matured harmony of thought
and expression. The gravity of Theodorus, which tempers
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the irrepressible playfulness of Socrates, is evidently in keep-
ing with Plato’s own deeper mood.

4. The soaring idealism of the Phaedrus, which reappears
in the Republic, is likewise modified in the Theaetetus by
an approach towards a rational psychology. This point will
be further developed by and by.

The doctrine of immortality (incidentally recognized in
the Meno) is expressly maintained in the Phaedo, Phaedrus,
and Republic. And while the line of proof is different in all
three, the demonstration chosen in the Republic is closely
allied to one of those in the Phaedo—that by which it is
shown in answer to Simmias that the soul is not a harmony.
The words of Socrates, 8r. uev &0dvarov Yy, kv dAlac
paveier dmodelfets, @s éuol dokel, may or may not contain an
allusion to the Phaedo, or to the Phaedo, Phaedrus, and
Symposium in one. But it is at least tolerably clear that the
Republic and Phaedo both belong to a stage of Platonism in
which the doctrine of ideas had been distinctly formulated,
while the logical and metaphysical bearings of the theory
had not yet been thought out so clearly as in the period
of which the Parmenides marks the opening stage. Coinci-
dences between the Phaedo and Republic are the more
significant, as the meditation of death is a different subject-
matter from the supreme realization of life in the world.

There is a very close approximation both of style and
substance between the most serious part of the Theaetetus
(173-177)and Rep. v, vi1, although in the dialogue concerning
knowledge, as in the Gorgias and Phaedo, the philosopher is
described as withdrawn from action and as knowing nothing
of his neighbour. In this he corresponds not to the King-
philosopher of the Republic, but to the actual philosopher who
is ‘useless to his State,” who in his contemplation of realities
has no time to look down on human affairs (v1. 500), and who
seeing mankind replete with lawlessness is content to live
apart, if only he can keep his own life pure. The contrast
between the philosopher and the lawyer resembles also the
description of the awkward plight of him who descends again
out of the daylight into the glimmering den (vi1. 517). Once
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more, the nature of retribution is similarly conceived by ,
Socrates in Theaet. 177 and by Adeimantus, while the ideal 11. 363 .
pattern of the blessed life is similarly set forth in Theaet. 177,
and in Rep. 1x, sub fin. Such near agreement at once
of matter and of tone as becomes perceptible on a repeated
reading of these passages, albeit by no means a certain test,
is more decisive than such chronological indications as the
allusion to the battle of Megara (B.c. 394 ?), and the fact that
Cleomenes, who was at that time king of Sparta, counted
precisely twenty-five generations from Heracles (cp. Theaet.
1754). These points, however clearly demonstrated, belong
to the time assigned to the imaginary conversation. They
cannot determine the date of its composition (except as giving
a terminus a quo). On the other hand the dialectics of the
Theaetetus evince a maturity of psychological reflexion, and
a moderation and firmness of metaphysical handling, which
had scarcely been attained by Plato when he wrote the
Republic. This may of course be a deceptive appearance,
attributable to the fact that in the larger dialogue the mind is
taken off from abstract speculation, and plunged in politics
and popular moralities. But there are considerations which
point the other way, and which incline the balance in favour of
placing the Theaetetus after rather than before the Republic.

1. The manner of approaching the subject through the
criticism of earlier philosophies would seem to mark a distinct
stage in the development of Plato’s mind (cp. Soph. 246 ff.).

2. The allusion to the Parmenides seems to mark the Theaet.
Theaetetus as one of the same group with the Parmenides 183 5.
and Sophist. And in the statement of metaphysical dnoplac
the Theaetetus and Parmenides are companion dialogues.

3. The clear conception of Being, not-being, Unity, num-
ber, sameness, difference, similarity, diversity, as logical
categories or ideas of relation, which comes out at Theaet.

184, 185, could hardly have been possible, while Plato held the

“doctrine of ideas in the crude and undeveloped form which
is still implied in the Republic, and which the Parmenides
for the first time showed to be unsatisfying.

4. The greater subtlety and accuracy of the psychological
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distinction between émariun, 86€a, alobnais, as compared with
Rep. v1, sub fin., and still more with the end of B. v, is also
apparent, though here, too, the difference of subject may
have involved disparity of treatment.

§20. As was previously said (p. 22) with reference to the
;‘:ﬁ:‘_’“ Philebus, the presumption thus raised can neither be sub-
ation of  stantiated nor set aside without taking into account the other
:::ﬁ‘f:‘l' dialectical dialogues, Parmenides, Sophistes, and Politicus.
ﬁigg})';es And for reasons which will presently become apparent, the
postponed, consideration of these dialogues in their relation to the
;l‘::‘e %€ Republic must be postponed to some brief remarks on the
glanced at great work which in subject-matter as well as in extent comes
the Laws. 1 earest to the Republic, viz. the Laws. As this dialogue, by

those who acknowledge its genuineness, is admitted to be the
last of Plato’s writings, the contrast which it presents to the
Republic is the more instructive, since difference may here
be interpreted to imply some change. But the comparison
must be made with caution. For two main points have to be
borne in mind: (1) that Plato in the Laws is confessedly
aiming only at the second best, and (2) that the work is doubly
incomplete :—the composition of many portions is unfinished,
and the question of Higher Education is expressly reserved,
so that, to employ Plato’s own metaphor (Laws vi. 752 a),
the dialogue is without a head. The attempt to supply this
latter defect in the Epinomis (according to a credible tradition,
by Philip of Opus, the editor of the Laws) only shows how
incapable Plato’s immediate successors were of continuing
what was most significant in his philosophy. The Platonism
that survived the Master in the Old Academy was indeed
Yuyxn xai €idwlov, drap Ppéves odx év wdpmav.

It may be argued, however, that both these peculiarities
are indicative of changes in the philosopher’s own mental
attitude.

The very notion of a second-best in politics, of an aim
worth striving for which yet- falls short of the highest, is
alien to the spirit of the Republic. Before entertaining such
a notion Plato must have come to think that the realization of

the Divine ideal was even more distant than in the fifth and
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ninth books of the Republic he had declared it to be : that it
was in fact impossible ‘for such a creature as man in such
a state as the present.’

Even in the Republic he had acknowledged that the State
of primitive innocence could not last, and his ideal constitu-
tion presupposes the inevitableness of war. Butin the Laws
that constitution also, so far as it involved the principle of
communism, is relegated to the reign of Cronos, and is de-
clared to have been suited not for human government, but
only for a theocracy. The Athenian Stranger finds it neces-
sary to strike into the middle path between two extreme
views : (1) that legislation is futile, seeing that ‘ time and chance
happen unto all,” and (2) that God governs all things without
‘the aid of man. The third or intermediate view is that human
skill, taking advantage of opportunity, may imitate from afar
off the principles of Divine action. And the opportunity now
prayed for is one less unlikely than the union of philosophy
and sovereignty in the same person. It is the conjunction
of a ¢ temperate’ sovereign with the wise legislator (Laws 1v).
Now such a change from ‘optimism ’ to ‘meliorism ’ cannot
have taken place without a mental struggle. It must have
cost Plato something, one would imagine, to discover that in
his greatest work he had only been uttering a vain, though
pious, aspiration,—&\Aws edxais duola Aéywr. And of such
astruggle, with the bitterness naturally accompanying it, there
is very distinct evidence in the Politicus; where there
is also a foreshadowing of the very solution arrived at in
the Laws.

Through a skilful process of generalization and division, § 21.
Socrates Junior has been led by the Eleatic Stranger to FPoliticus.
define Statesmanship as ‘the art of man-herding,’—according
to the figure repeatedly used by Socrates in the Republic.
But on reflexion the image is found unsuitable to the actual
state of the world, in which the work of tending mankind is
shared by many functionaries besides the statesman or ruler,
Not the human governor, but the divine superintendent of
the Golden Age, may be thought to have included all these
functions in his own person. Our science of politics must
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condescend to the actual present world and distinguish more
definitely between the art of government and the other modes
of managing mankind.

This position is illustrated by the wonderful myth, in which
a more serious effort is made, than was attempted in the
Republic, to face the problem of the existence of evil. ¢ God
alternately guides the world and lets it go.” There can be no
doubt under which dispensation we are living. Amidst this
anarchy, of which Zeus is ‘the reputed lord, the only hope of
improvement lies in cherishing some faint remembrance of
the Divine Order which was once a reality. Occasionally
this remembrance comes with exceptional clearness to the
mind of the philosopher, who is the only law-giver. Happy
is that portion of the human race, that, when he appears, is
willing to listen to him, and to obey his precepts. But his
time upon the earth is brief, and when he departs, like a
physician going into a far country, he leaves a prescription
behind him. In his absence, the only feasible rule is the
observance of Law, which is better than caprice, though far
inferior to the immediate rule of Mind.

It is sufficiently manifest how all this leads up to the
point from which the Athenian Stranger makes his departure
in counselling Cleinias and Megillus ; although in the Politicus
there is little as yet of the spirit of compromise, which-
appears in the Laws,—for example, in the partial adoption of
election by, lot, notwithstanding the often expressed scorn of
Socrates.

Also in many isolated points the Statesman anticipates the ’
Laws. (1) The distinction between oligarchy and democracy
is regarded in both as non-essential. Either may be better
or worse according as it is administered. And constitutional
democracy is far better than unconstitutional oligarchy. (2)
The weaving together of diverse elements in a State is a notion
to which prominence is given in both dialogues ; especially (3)
in the provisions concerning marriage. And (4) as the name
of Statesman is denied to the actual politicians in the Politicus,
so the actual constitutions are- contemptuously referred to in
the Laws as the ‘non-constitutions’ (8a tas od wolirelas
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éxeivas). They are not polities but parties. (5) The con- -
ception of an infinite past, by which Plato accounts for the
growth of civilization, appears most distinctly in the Timaeus,
Critias, Politicus and Laws (B. m).

Although the philosopher’s practical scope has thus shifted, § 23.
and numberless minute provisions are expressly made of a
kind which the rpd¢ipot of the Republic were meant to dis-
cover for themselves, the reader of the Laws is often reminded
of the leading thoughts of the Republic. Each individual, as
far as possible, is to be not many but one. The definition of
Justice, obtained with so much difficulty, is silently discarded,
but Plato still glances with disfavour on the heretical view
that Justice is conventional, and he still dwells 6n the pheno-
menon that self-preservation is the basis of de facto govern-
ments upheld by statute. At the same time he points out that
no government is overthrown but by itself. The law of -
Charondas, by which the money-lender was left to take the
risk of loss, is spoken of with emphatic approval both in the
Laws and the Republic. The avoidance of the extremes of
wealth and poverty is equally a principle of both. General
rules (t9wot, ékpayeia) are laid down, as in the Republic, so also
in the Laws, for the censor of the poets. Early education is
again regarded as an anticipation of Reason. The importance
of rhythm in education is more than ever insisted on. The
music is still to be subordinated to the words'. And although
the paradoxical view that gymnastic also has a mental purpose
does not expressly reappear (it had already been ignored in
Rep. vi. 521 E), the merely utilitarian conception of physical
training is not the less scornfully rejected. The neglect
of education by Cyrus and Darius is held accountable for
the vices of Cambyses and of Xerxes (cp. Prot, Gorg.). The
supremacy of mind is vehemently asserted. The passions
are in the individual what the populace are in a State.
Yet here also the later phase of Plato’s philosophy makes
itself felt, and the conjunction of sense with intellect is
introduced, not merely as the cause of error (Rep. vi), but 546 ».

1 Laws 11. 669.
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as the condition of practical wisdom (compare the Philebus).
On the other hand the unity of Virtue (Justice and Temper-
ance especially running up into a single principle), which is
only hinted as a possibility in the Republic, is prescribed
as a main dogma of the Higher Education, which is to be
presided over by the Nocturnal Council.

This Higher Education is spoken of in two passages of
the Laws as a subject reserved for future consideration.

a’. B.vi, 818 (in speaking of the higher arithmetic, geo-
metry and astronomy) ratra 3¢ {umavra ol @s dxpiBelas
éxdueva dei dramovely Tods moAhods GANG Tiwas dAiyous® obs ¢,
npoidvres émi T¢ Té\e Ppdooper . . . xahewdy 8¢ adrd wpo-
Tafduevor Tovre 9 Tpéme vopobereir' &N’ els &Aov, €l doxei,
Xpovov axpiBéarepov v vouobernoaipeda.

B. B. x11. 969 éyd & Uuiv ovyrkwdvvelow T¢ Pppdlew Te kal
nyeiclas Td ye dedoypéva duol mepl ijs madelas Te xal Tpodiis
mis viv ad xexumuévns Tols Adyois” 7O pévror kwdivevua ov
aukpdy ovd’ érépois Tiol mpoapepts by el .

The former passage (a’) may be compared with Rep. 1v.
435C, where Socrates remarks that for the true account of
the virtues it would be necessary to take the ‘longer way '
(which is afterwards identified with dialectic); the latter (8’)
is very similar to Rep. vI. 536, 537, where Socrates introduces
the ‘Idea of Good.” But, whereas in the Republic, Socrates
at least partially satisfies expectation, the statement promised
by the Athenian Stranger is deferred until a more convenient
season.

The student of the Laws is consequently left in a position
resembling that in which readers of the Republic would have
been, had Books v, vi, vir of that dialogue remained un-
written. He is aware, indeed, that the Nocturnal Council
were to comprehend the single underlying principle which
gives unity to the Virtues, that they would acknowledge
Wisdom to be the guide (cp. Rep. 1v. 428) and Temperance
the inseparable condition of them all; that their minds would
have been cleared and strengthened by a sound training in
the necessary truths of mathematics and astronomy ; that the
absolute priority of Mind to Body would be a principle deeply
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infixed in their souls. But beyond this we are unable to
judge how far the education and nurture which the Stranger
advocates, resembled or differed from that developed in
Rep. vii, or indeed whether he proposes that the members of
the Nocturnal Council of this secondary State should be
‘philosophers,’ in what Plato at the time of writing conceived
to be the highest sense of the word. Like the definition of
the . Philosopher projected by the Eleatic Stranger, the
Athenian Stranger’s account of the Highest Education seems
never to have been written down by Plato?.

We can only dimly trace some fragments of his leading
thoughts, in the directions for elementary study given in
B. vi, the religious principles inculcated in B. x, and some
detached sentences towards the end of B. xu.

(x) Mathematics as the Truth of Nature, vi1. 818 rives ody, &
Eéve . . . xata Plow & Aéyes.

(2) Priority of Mind, x. 887 ff., x11. 966 ff.

(3) Necessary existence of a ‘primum mobile, x. 894, cp.
Phaedr. 245.

(4) Eternal supremacy of the better mind over the worse,
x. 897. .

The author of the Epinomis has gathered up these
scattered threads, but the pattern into which he has woven
them is not Plato’s, still less are there to be found there the
traces of the untrammelled thought and free intelligence, of
a mind not enslaved to its own formulae, which are absent
from no genuine Platonic writing.

A theory of knowledge and of the object of knowledge is,
therefore, not to be looked for in the Laws. Yet the study of
dialectic has left its trace, in the pedantic elaboration of
method, which marks the earlier and more finished part of the
dialogue, and is analogous to the tedious classifications which
the Eleatic Stranger in the Politicus remarks on and defends.

1 ¢ Of a supreme or master science which was to be the coping stone of
the rest, few traces appear in the Laws. He seems to have lost faith in it,
or perhaps to. have realized that the time for such a science had not yet
come, and that he was unable to fill up the outline which he had sketched.’
Jowett’s Plato, vol. v, Laws, Introduction, p. 130.

VOL. II. D
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The position of the Politicus, as intermediate between the

Consider- Repubhc and the Laws, is sufficiently evident after what has

been said. Now the Politicus cannot be far removed from
the Sophistes, and the Philebus in style and structure bears
evidence of belonging to the same period. The Timaeus is
avowedly later than the Republic.

We are therefore not left without data for the difficult
inquiry :—Did Plato’s theory of knowledge undergo any
change after the composition of the Republic? In what
direction were his thoughts moving with respect to this,
which he himself regarded as the highest subject of study ?

The inquiry #s difficult. For each work of Plato’s is a
separate whole, in which the parts have reference, not to any
previous statement, but to the particular aspect of the Truth
to which for the time being the philosopher addressed him-
self, and in which his mind was wholly absorbed. Even
such distinct references as those in the Timaeus and Laws to
the Republic, or those in the Theaetetus and Sophistes to the
Parmenides’, do not involve any attempt to adjust the later
dialogue to the earlier one. Yet, on a general survey of the
group of dialogues above-named, from which the Parmenides
‘and Theaetetus (perhaps even the Euthydemus) cannot
altogether be separated, there is observable a greater amount
of consistency, as well as of positive content, than, for
example, appears in grouping together Protag., Apol,
Symp., Phaedr., Phaedo, Gorg. And this general observa-
tion may be of use, if, instead of attempting a detailed har-
mony, or ‘peering between the lines’ of detached passages
for the evidences of a system which is nowhere formulated,
we content ourselves with marking the broad outlines, and
so endeavouring to follow the main movement of Plato’s
thought.

The concluding passage of Rep. vi*® contains a statement
of the unity of knowledge, which may be summed up as

! The reference to the Sophist in Polit. 284 B ds & 7§ Zopuorh (‘as in
dealing with the Sophist’), is not in question here, as the Sophist and
Statesman are to all intents and purposes one dialogue.

2 See above, p. 13.
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follows : —*The investigation of Truth under the conditions
of human life on earth must start from assumptions based on
sensible perception. But that is only the starting-point. The
philosophic spirit cannot rest, until the mind’s conceptions
have been purified by the activity of thought from every
sensible mean, and so rising from height to height of
abstraction, the thinker may lay hold on the Absolute
(rd dvvwdlerov), whence again descending, he may pass from
Form to Form, and end with pure ideas.” Nowhere else had
Plato hitherto so clearly asserted the connexion and grada-
tion of the Forms of Being.

But if we ask, what is the nature of the connexion, or
of the transition from the higher to the lower forms, the
Republic yields no consistent answer.

1. In the fifth book the eldos is said to be related to its
particulars, as the whole to the parts. Are the higher ¢idy of
Book vr thus related to the lower ? Do they form a series of
which the extreme terms are Swummum Genus and Infima
Species ?

2. The reader of B. x is at'once presented with a different
conception. The ideal Bed is not a whole of which the
actual bed is part, but the Pattern after which it is made,
Are the higher ideas related to the lower, as the Perfect to
the Imperfect? The beginning of B. vir and the end of
B. 1x may lend some colour to this view ; which, however, is
inconsistent with the preceding.

3. Once more, in studying the educational discussions of
B. vn, in which the general conception of Science is practi-
cally applied, we are led upwards from the mind’s first
perceptions of difference and identity, through the abstract
study of number, form and motion, first to the common
principles determining all such studies, then to universal
principles worked out by Dialectic, and last of all to the
primal, ultimate, creative, regulative, alone substantial Form
of Good. Are the Ideas, then, Forms of Thought, and are
the higher related to the lower as the ideas of the Reason to
the categories of the Understanding, and those of the Under-
standing to those of pure intuition,—to use a Kantian figure ?

: D2
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§ 26.

The Par-
menides.

The
Theaetetus
again.

The truth is that Plato had not yet cleared his mind
from some confusion on this subject. It may be doubted
whether he ever did so completely. Three points of view,
which to modern thinkers are obviously distinct, the logical,
the cosmological, the psychological, repeatedly cross and
recross each other in his writings.

The moment came, however, when he keenly felt the need
of solving this and other metaphysical difficulties. It is
generally acknowledged that the Parmenides reflects pre-
cisely such an intellectual crisis. He could no longer satisfy
himself with making a vague metaphysic the imaginary basis
of an empirical morality.

Plato’s thought in the Parmenides is directed towards
(1) the theory of general forms and (2) the opposition of the
one and many, not with barren contemplation, nor yet with
scepticism, but with serious inquiry. At the same time
Plato’s Dialectic for the first time consciously stands face to
face with Eleaticism. Most of the objections afterwards
brought by Aristotle against the eldn are here raised in the
form of dwoplar, which are discussed, but not finally answered.
And a tentative effort is made towards a New ‘ Kritik ’ of pure
truth, through a disjunctive method, which the aged Par-
menides recommends as a necessary propaedeutic, but which
nowhere recurs. The dialogue ends, after the Socratic
manner of the Protagoras or the first book of the Republic,
with contradiction and the confession of ignorance, but the
reader has been carried into higher regions of speculation
than in the purely ¢ Socratic’ dialogues.

In the Theaetetus likewise the Socratic mask of irony is
effectively resumed. There is much in it of the playfulness
of the Phaedrus or Symposium, but without the wildness.
That is sobered down through the presence of the grave
Theodorus. We have again, as in the Parmenides, a chain of
é&nopijpara, most subtly reasoned out, but not finally got rid of.
Once more comes back the old familiar Socratic ending—
‘What knowledge is, I do not know.” But just as the Par-
menides breathes the profound conviction, ¢ No philosophy
without ideas, whatever the ideas may prove to be,—nor
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without the One, however our conception of Unity may
have to be modified,’” so the Socrates of the Theaetetus will
never discourse without assuming the reality of Knowledge,
nor will Theaetetus hesitate to affirm that unity and diversity,
sameness and difference, number and quantity, are not per-
ceived through any bodily organ ; but the perception of them,
however manifestly evoked through sensible impressions, is
in each case a direct intuition of the mind. Plato in the
Theaetetus is again conscious of Eleatic influence, while he
reckons with Heraclitus, Protagoras, and the Cyrenaics,—
perhaps also with Antisthenes.

In these two dialogues, then, the philosopher is directly
grappling with the chief difficulties which surround his own
as well as other theories of Knowing and Being: the Par-
menides breaking ground which is afterwards to be renewed,
and dealing mainly with questions of Being ; the Theaetetus
(in this approaching modern thought) treating the central
questions of philosophy chiefly from the subjective side.

Taken together, these writings represent a time of§ 27.

strenuous mental effort, when Plato was resolutely bent on
going by the ‘longer way,” and on fulfilling, even ‘through
hours of gloom,” the ‘tasks in hours of insight willed.” What-
ever tedium it may cost him, whatever intellectual fatigue, he
is determined to see more clearly and fix more definitely
those lines and veins of truth ‘according to Nature’ of -
which he has spoken in the Phaedrus. No result of this
endeavour is formulated. That is not Plato’s way. But as
his Socrates says to Theaetetus, BeAtidvwr éoq wAfpns S T
viv &féracw, so the philosophy of this whole group of
dialogues (Parm., Theaet., Soph., Polit., Phil, Tim.) has
distinctive features which clearly separate them not only
from the Phaedo or Symposium, but even from the Phaedrus
and the Republic.

1. The first point to notice is the serious criticism of earlier
and contemporary philosophies. As Socrates questioned
with individuals, so Plato now cross-questions doctrines and
methods. He had elsewhere glanced allusively at the
Heracliteans, the Pythagoreans, the Cyrenaics the Mega-
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rians and others,—he had perhaps satirized Antisthenes ;—
but it is now through the lengthened examination of whole
schools of thought that he at once developes and tests his
own conceptions. This is a new thing in philosophy, and
argues a great advance in dialectical method.

2. Plato has had many a fling at the art of controversy
(dvrihoyixny), with its love of cross distinctions (Rep. v. 454),
its confusion of facts with principles (Phaedo gos), and all the
array of sophisms which are grouped together for ridicule in
the Euthydemus. Buthe has now discovered that in a deeper
sense a cognate error lies at the root of all the intellectual
confusion of the time—that an illogical logic based on
abstract contradictions has been responsible not only for the
vain jangling of Dionysodorus and his fellows, but for the
waste of serious thought over such problems as whether false
opinion is possible, whether an element can be defined,
whether all discussion is not unreal, and other cognate diffi-
culties, which were threatening the very life of philosophy.
This element of contemporary speculation he traces to the
Zenonian logic, in which the profound speculative thought
of Parmenides had been beaten out and misapplied.

3. Hence comes his endeavour to turn the weapons of the
Megarians against themselves, and to evolve, at least approxi-
mately, a theory of predication both in thought and language
which, instead of hindering, may stimulate and aid the healthy
growth of eager minds. His interest in dialectic is at this
stage more than ever educational. And this is especially true
of that aspect of it which carries on the work commenced in
the Phaedrus,— the use of Classification.

The ‘dichotomies’ of the Sophist and Politicus are not to
be taken too seriously. They afford a method of approach
to the main subject, by which the mind of the youthful hearer
or reader is to be at the same time kept on the alert, and
awakened to the difficulties with which the scientific treatment
of any general question is surrounded. They remind us of
the description in the Philebus of the charm which the logical
‘one and many’ had for young Athenians. They may even
be regarded as bearing some analogy to the arithmetical
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puzzles which the Egyptians had invented for the amusement
of children. But there are turns and moments of the laborious
game where some principle of method is illustrated. These
are marked with special emphasis, and by attending to them
we learn something of the direction of Plato’s own thoughts.

In the Phaedrus the ideal of generalization and division
had been left disappointingly vague. The spirit of dialectic
seems there to be regarded as its own evidence in determining
the outlines of Truth, as an organic whole. In generalizing,
the dialectician recognizes the €idos of which his soul had once
the vision; in dividing, he will ‘follow Nature,” hitting the
joints, and not hacking the limbs. It is further indicated
that ¢ Nature ’ has a ‘right-hand’ and a ‘left-hand ’ segment,
—which may be interpreted indifferently as positive and
negative, or as good and evil. But in the Sophistes, and even
more in the Politicus and the Philebus, while the dialectical
method is still upheld, and still subordinated to the free
activity of the philosophic mind, the difficulties and hindrances
attending on it are more seriously felt. The processis accom-
panied with much labour, and leads through ‘slippery’ places.
The several definitions of the Sophist, all based on observa-
tion and attained through successive excursions, at first seem
to have little in common. The synoptic and selective faculty
must be called in, to gather from all these the characteristic
difference of the creature. And it is at this point (Soph. 233)
that the investigation passes from the formal to the real.

In resuming the work of ‘carving’ to define the statesman
the young respondent is warned that he must not cut off too
much at once (for fear of ¢ hacking the limbs’), —whereupon he
asks the difficult and important question, ‘How is one to
know an accidental segment (uépos) from a true form (eldos).’
He is further made aware that the process of residues is
insufficient for the purposes of science, (since, as was shown
in the Sophist, negation also has a positive content), and that
before I can know the nature of #hss, I must know something
also of what is nof this but akin to this. Thus dialectic becomes
more concrete, no longer turning on the mere perception or
intuition of elementary forms, but endeavouring to recognize
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them as actualized in the complexity of the world. Hence
the great value of the argument from example. Nor should
the hearer of dialectic ever complain of mere length as tedious,
for length and brevity are relative not to each other merely,
but to the requirements of investigation and discovery. Thus,
as by a side wind, is introduced the principle of 78 pérpiov,
which plays such an important part in the Philebus.

The same increasing consciousness of the intricate develop-
ments of real science as opposed to mere logic appears in the
well-known passage of the Philebus, 16 foll., where it is shown
that the lover of truth must not rest in the mere discovery of
a one and many, but pursue his investigation until he ascer-
tains ‘how many.” This is not a mere return to Pythago-
reanism, but a real advance towards a fuller conception of
scientific truth.

There is another aspect of this part of the subject, on
which Plato dwells in different ways, but with similar emphasis,
in the Parmenides, Sophistes and Politicus. The Sun of
Science, as Bacon says, shines equally on the palace and the
dunghill. Socrates, replying to Parmenides, is doubtful
whether he ought or ought not to assume ideas of dirt and
refuse. But he is assured by the philosopher that when the
love of knowledge has taken hold of him, as one day it will
take hold, he will neglect none of these things. And in like
manner his namesake, the Younger Socrates, raises no
objection when the Eleatic Stranger affirms that in the eye
of Science the vermin-killer is as much a huntsman as the
general, or when he reminds him afterwards that, in classi-
fication, no preference should be given to what is not
ridiculous. And Socrates himself tells Protarchus (Phil.
58 c) that the art of which we are in search is not that which
produces the grandest effect, but that which discovers some
particle of truth, however seemingly unimportant .

These hints of an ideal of science are in entire keeping with
the curiously modern description of the intellectual life as ‘an

! Rep. 111, 402 B olir’ & omrpd olr’ & peyig Yrpdlopev adrd, may seem
an anticipation of this, but should rather be compared with supr. 11. 369 b,
infr. Iv. 435 A.
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interrogation of all natures with the view of learning from
each what it has to contribute from its particular experience
towards collective wisdom ’* (Politicus, 272 B, c).

If in these dialogues Plato’s logical method assumes a more § 3o.
definitely scientific aspect, his metaphysical theory undergoes
modifications of a corresponding kind.

Not only is each ‘ natural kind ’’ to be regarded as a whole ?,
but (as in the scheme foreshadowed in Rep. vI) the several
wholes must be known in the light of higher conceptions, and
as forming one vast totality. The primary forms or notions
of unity, likeness, unlikeness, numerical difference, motion,
rest, must be recognized as no less real than the attributes
of each several kind. ‘Quality’ itself is a_new abstraction
which has to be named. Now this implies, what is not
explicitly formulated, the admission of ‘ideas’ not only of
existence, but of relation. Plato nowhere seems distinctly
conscious of the difference between a genus and a category?®.
The terms eldos and yévos are used by him indifferently for
both. But in the dialectical dialogues he dwells more and
more on those universal conceptions which are inseparable
from knowledge and being. These are the ‘birds that fly
everywhere about the aviary,” sameness and difference, unity
and plurality, number, quantity, motion and rest. And it is
in the effort to realize ideas of relation and to understand the
relativity of thought that he takes in hand the central problemof
Being and Not-Being, affirmation and negation. The reason-
ing of the Sophistes, based as it is on a critical review of pre-
vious philosophies, marks one of the most decisive moments
in the history of thought, exploding the prime fallacy, which
had its stronghold then in the misapplication of the great con-
ception of Parmenides, and has since haunted many a polemi-
cal dispute, the confusion of the Dictum Simpliciter with the
Dictum Secundum quid. When it is once recognized that
omnis negatio est determinatio, a fatal obstacle is removed out
of the way of science.

! Theaet. 157 évagrov (Gév Te kal eldos.

2 1bid. 174 A T@v Svraw éxdoTov EAov.
3 See above, p. 35.
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This great advance in Plato’s central point of view has
sometimes been represented as if Plato had now for the first
time introduced Motion amongst the ideas. But the identity
of thought and life is of the very essence of Platonism
throughout,—witness the proof of immortality in the Phae-
drus, and the description of the Idea of Good as the supreme
efficient cause in the Republic. It was precisely because
Eleaticism made this impossible, by assuming the incom-
municability of Being and Becoming, One and Many, that
Plato found it necessary to lay hands on ‘ Father Parmeni-

Soph. des,” and to prove the maxim, TeAewrdrn wdvrwy Adywr éotiv

39 E Gopdnais TO mav dwd mdvreyr dwoywpllew. That ‘love of the
Whole’ of which he speaks again and again never ceased to be
his ruling passion. The more he becomes aware of the variety
and intricacy of things, the more he is bent on binding them
with the unity of knowledge. But in the speculative region,
as in he practical, he loses something of the daring con-
fidence of his earlier essays, and while his vision of mental
phenomena becomes clearer, in speaking of the Umverse he
betakes himself again to Mythology.

§ 31. The preceding observations may serve to commend the
Common vjew which is here maintained, viz. that the Parmenides,
character-
istics of the Theaetetus, Sophistes, Politicus, Philebus, in the order named
g‘l:}fg"lzl (with the doubtful insertion of the Euthydemus before or

after the Theaetetus, as a wdpepyor), form a distinct group or
series, and that this series, laken as a whole, is subsequent to
the great literary effort which terminated with the Republic.

The dialogues thus grouped together have certain charac-
teristics in common.

Condensa-  I. The thought expressed in them is far more condensed,
?3;;:1. and, except in the Theaetetus, is much less richly clothed.
tivedry- with imagination and humour, than that expressed in the
ness: dialogues which are here supposed to have preceded them.
Altered 2. On grounds of style as well as of substance it has been
style. shown that the Politicus holds an intermediate place between
the Republic and the Laws’, and also that the manner of

! See L. Campbell's edition of the Sophistes and Politicus, 1867. The
position therein assigned to the Sophistes, Politicus and Philebus, has
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the Sophistes and Philebus has marked affinities to that of the
Politicus. It may be added that although the Theaetetus
and Parmenides are not throughout written in this later
vein, the dialectical passages in both of them indicate an
approach to it.

3. In these dialogues there is an increasing clearness
and minuteness of psychological analysis and definition.
Compare for example the analysis of vision in the Theae-
tetus with Rep. viL. 525 c, or the description of alofna1s, Ppav-
Tacla, prijpn, vdurnots, &c. in the Philebus with the tabular
view of vobs, dudvoia, nloTis, elkacla, in Rep. vi sub fin.

4. Plato is no longer contented with positing the existence
of universals, nor even of such a hierarchy of pure ideas as
he imagines at the end of Rep. vi. He is now seriously
bent on discovering the nature of Knowledge and its object,
and of determining the connexion and correlation of ideas.

5. From the recognition that every eldos is a vdnua, through
the account of Being, not-being, sameness, difference, &c. as
pure categories of perception, and the admission of Other-
ness as a mode of Being, up to the description of Measure as
the Supreme Law, we trace the tendency, which is certainly
less perceptible elsewhere in Plato, to define conceptions,
which, while still regarded as objective, are essentially forms

Psycho-
logical
distinct-
ness.

Epistemo-
nology.

Lists of
categories.

or modes of mind. The Philebus is rich in such determina-

tions, which sometimes cross each other inconveniently, and
even the seven forms of civic life in the Politicus, 289 B (76
npwroyevés eidos [ =DAn], Spyavov, &yyelov, Sxnua, mpdBAnua,
nalyviov, Opéupa) may be quoted as illustrative of a similar
effort after cvwaywy.

6. Without admitting that a metaphysical system or con- Meta-

sistent body of doctrine (‘ Plato’s later theory of ideas’) can
be gathered from these dialogues, it is possible to trace in
them the development of a metaphysical attitude which differs

since been given to these same dialogues on independent grounds by
W. Dittenberger (Hermes, xvi), M. Schanz (Hermes, xx1), and Constantin
Ritter (Untersuchungen 1888). The convergence of different lines of
investigation towards the same result has now reached a point which must
surely be acknowledged to be convincing. See Excursus, snfra pp. 46 fi.

physical
attitude.
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both from that of the Protagoras and of the Republic. The
supposed incommunicableness of knowledge and sense, being
and becoming, universal and particular, one and many, which
had threatened to paralyze philosophy, is felt to have been
practically overcome, and the unity and correlation of know-
ledge and of nature is re-established. ‘
Genesis 7. That speculative interest in yéveois,—in the origin and
sf,c‘:f;’n growth of phenomena,—in what modern thinkers call the
laws of evolution,—which had been the prime motive of the
Ionian physiology, but had on different grounds been dis-
carded both by Parmenides and Socrates,—is now, there-
fore, once more re-awakened in Plato’s mind, and is partially
justified by a metaphysic, in which the absolute comprises
and sustains the relative, and evil is but a necessary moment
in the self-development of Good.
E:gine 8. But this speculative advance involves what cannot but
Optimism. De felt as retrogression on the practical side. For by intro-
ducing the conception of infinite gradation, it defers, without
destroying, the hope of perfectibility :—
ob ratira rabrp poipd war TeAeadbpos
kpavas méwpwras
is the tone to which the ear of philosophy is now attuned. The
* distance between Man and God is found to be greater than in
the first bright vision of the Ideal it had been conceived to be.
Religious 9. And the spirit of the philosopher becomes less sanguine,
tone. but more profoundly religious than before.
Demoeri-  10. This phase of Platonism is marked by some obscure
tus. but not uncertain indications of a controversial attitude to-
wards Democritus .
§33. The Timaeus is linked on to the subject of the Republic,
The but although both dialogues are referred to a time of public
Timacus. festival, they can hardly be viewed as strictly continuous.
Socrates had on the previous day expounded to Timaeus,
Critias, and Hermocrates his conception of an ideal state,
—not, apparently, in the form of a reported conversation.

! The latter observations (7, 8, 9, 10) are supported by the following
passages of Soph., Polit., Phileb. : viz. Soph. 216, 246-248, 265 (cp. Theaet.
173, 185 D, E) ; Polit. 269-275 (the myth), 278, 301, 302; Phileb. 22, 28, 30,
54, 59 A, 63, 64.
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The Higher Education seems to have been cursorily men-
tioned, and the institution of infanticide must have been
suppressed. However this may be, the Timaeus reflects
the later phase of Plato’s philosophy which has been just
described. There is no room here for an exposition of the
most difficult, if not, as some still declare it to be, the most
important of Plato’s dialogues. It must suffice to observe
that metaphysical conceptions which are formulated in the
Sophistes and Philebus are here applied, e. g. the 8arépov piats,
and the puxr) odola ; that the new conception of matter or ex-
tension as yevéoews 701w is of the same order with the mpwro-
yevés eldos of the Politicus, and that the mythological colouring
more resembles the myth in that dialogue, than any other of
the Platonic myths, although the relation of God to the world
is more nobly conceived!. Cosmological and Pythagorizing
notions are not absent from other dialogues. The Phaedo
and Republic are both influenced by them. But a comparison
of passages makes it clear that the point of view implied in
the Timaeus is different and more developed.

The Timaeus is only the opening page or prelude of the
most magnificent prose-poem ever planned by a single mind ;
a complete Bible, had it been written, of philosophical imagi-
nation. The story of Creation was to have been followed
up by the history of the Chosen People, of their wars with
the Unbelievers, and of the final triumph of the Good. Here
indeed would have been an account of Evolution. But it
breaks off before the rebel armada had been set in array.

What stayed the hand of the veteran thinker and creator
from this fair work? We can only conjecture. But the
Laws afford a possible reply. His practical enthusiasm was
inexhaustible. In ages far remote, it might be, the vision of
that conflict of the Sons of Light with the material Power
of Atlantis might operate for good. But ere then, the day of
Hellas might be dim. The states for whose reform he had
so cared might all have foundered. The years were closing

! Compare for example the desperate notion of God relinquishing the

helm, with the delegation of the lower works to the demiurgi: Tim. 42 £ udv
wivra radra Siardfas éuever &v 1§ davrob Kard piow ;0.
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round him, the setting of his life' was near at hand. He had
no longer strength for both efforts. The speculative and
imaginative powers, perhaps, were ebbing from him. But
practical earnestness remained. He would attempt what
still was possible. And perchance those who had turned a
deaf ear to his ideal strains might listen to suggestions of
reform if pitched in a somewhat lower key.

Some such reflections are naturally suggested by Plato’s
sudden descent from the Council Chamber of Zeus, where
the Critias breaks off, to enter on the long and weary labour
of the Laws.

EXCURSUS

On the position of the Sophistes, Politicus, and Philebus in the
order of the Platonic Dialogues; and on some character-
istics of Plato’s latest writings®.

§1. It had long since occurred to students of Plato that,
while it appeared antecedently probable that all the shorter
dialogues were previous to the Republic, the Sophistes
in particular implied a philosophical point of view in
advance of the definition of knowledge and opinion at the
end of Republic, Book v. It seemed possible, however, that
such an opinion might be coloured with some metaphysical
preconception, and in editing the Sophistes I resolved to
verify this observation without having recourse to ‘meta-
physical aid.” The objections which Socher had raised
against the genuineness of this and the companion dialogue
had been answered by W. H. Thompson ?, who had defended
both writings as having the general characteristics of Plato’s
style. I felt, however, that the discrepancies to which atten-
tion had been called by Socher and Schaarschmidt* could not
be thus easily disposed of, and must have some significance.

! Laws VI. 770 A fueis 8 év Svopais Tod Biov.
? From a paper read to the Oxford Philological Society in June 1890, by
L. Campbell.

3 In the Cambridge Philosophical Transactions.
¢ Rheinisches Museum.
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Now, as difficulties of a similar kind had been urged with
reference to the Laws, it seemed a question worth raising,
whether any affinity could be established between these
several works, as belonging to one and the same period
of Plato’s literary activity. For if the Laws were assumed to
be genuine on the authority of Aristotle, the genuineness of
the other dialogues would be rendered more probable, if
their peculiarities were found to approximate to those of a
well-authenticated writing. And the difficulty about the Laws
would at the same time be lessened. For the authorities
which attest their genuineness (to lay no stress on the con-
fessions of the Athenian Stranger) represent them as Plato’s
latest—or even posthumous—work, and any differences either
of manner or of matter between this dialogue and the Re-
public would be made more intelligible by the discovery of
an interval and a period of transition. A step would also
have been made towards the solution of the problem stated
by Schleiermacher, but not satisfactorily solved by him—nor
by Hermann—the order of the dialogues.

The Timaeus and Critias are avowedly subsequent to the
Republic. And the right method for testing my hypothesis
was, therefore, to ascertain what elements of style and diction,
as well as of opinion, were ‘common and peculiar’ to the
Sophist and Statesman with the Timaeus, Critias and Laws:
i.e. what special features are shared by the members of this
group, which are absent from the other dialogues, or less
apparent in them. It was a method of concomitant variations.
The result of a somewhat tedious inquiry was to confirm my
anticipation, and to include the Philebus also amongst the
works which are intermediate between the Republic and the
Laws. The only support for this view which I could find in
any previous writer, was the opinion expressed by Ueberweg
in his Untersuchungen wber die Echtheit und Zestfolge Platon-
ischen Schriften’ (pp. 207-209), but afterwards abandoned by
him in deference to the objections of Schaarschmidt.

The argument set forth in my Introductions to the§a.
Sophistes and Politicus, possibly through some fault of

! Wien, 1861.
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exposition’, seems to have escaped the attention of scholars.
And yet, so far as it was sound, it tended to establish a fact
of real significance, viz. that the Republic and Laws are
separated by a period of great philosophical activity :—an
activity which renders more conceivable the discrepancies
which have troubled critics of the Laws, and accounts for the
~ supposed anomalies in the intervening dialogues.

The same conclusion is now upheld in Germany on similar,
but wholly independent grounds—viz. on a statistical estimate
of variations in Plato’s use of particles and recurring formulae.
In 1881 W. Dittenberger in Hermes (vol. xvi, pp. 321-345) *
called attention to the fact that the formula 7{ wjv-—so familiar
to the Platonic student,—is entirely absent from two-thirds of
the genuine dialogues. From this point onwards the statistics
of Platonic formulae have been pursued by successive in-
quirers. Dr. Martin Schanz, for example, in vol. xxi of
Hermes (1886), pointed out a striking variation in the compara-
tive frequency of ¢ dvriand dvrws, the latter being found only
in a fraction of-the dialogues, while in some of these it has
completely ousted r¢ dvre®. The avoidance of hiatus (noticed
by Blass in 1874, A#. Ber. ii, p. 426) is another pheno-
menon of which the varying frequency points to the same
result.

The accumulated outcome of seven years of this kind
of inquiry is recapitulated by Constantin Ritter in his little
book of Untersuchungen (Stuttgardt, 1888), in which he has
recorded also valuable observations of his own.

Notwithstanding the tendency—which seems to be in-
separable from such investigations—to aim at more precise
results than the method justifies (of which Dittenberger’s
inference from the use of { udv; in Epicharmus* is an amus-
ing example), yet, when minor uncertainties are discarded,
there remains a strong concurrence of evidence in favour of

! I take this late opportunity of correcting a serious misprint. ~For
¢ Critias,’ in the tabular view on p. xxxiii of the work in question, read ¢ Crito.”

3 Sprachliche Kriterien fiir die Chmnologu der Platonischen Dialoge. °

3 Herm. xxi. 439-459, Zur Entwickclung des Platonischen Stils.

* That Plato brought back i ufv from his journey to Sicily.
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placing the Soph., Polit., Phileb., Tim., Critias, and Laws—
nearly in this order—as latest in a separate group.

When it is considered that the facts thus collected unite
in corroborating the observations published in 1867, it will
probably be admitted that the inference is irresistible, and
that the question of the order has to this extent been solved.

It is therefore worth some pains to examine the significance § 3.
of the phenomenon, the reality of which is now abundantly
demonstrated.

We are really considering an important movement in the
development of Greek prose writing :—the gradual prevalence
over Plato’s style of the rhetorical artificiality, which in the
earlier periods he had alternately ridiculed and coquettishly
played with.

And we are met on the threshold by one of those
observations by which the mere collection of instances has to
be checked. Some of the features which we are now taught
to identify with Plato’s later manner are already present in
the Phaedrus,—the balanced cadences, the vocabulary en-
riched from the poets and the earlier literature, the compara-
tive rareness of hiatus, the use of dvrws for r¢ dvri, of dfjAov ds
for 3%Aov 8ri, even the Ionic dative plural, all are represented
there. But the most casual reader cannot fail to see that in
the Phaedrus these are but decorations of a sort of carnival
dress that is worn for the occasion only. Plato is caught by
a fascination at which he himself is laughing all the while.
His Socrates is vvuddAnmros and a strange fluency possesses
him. For Phaedrus’ sake he is compelled to phrase his
thoughts poetically,—he speaks in dithyrambs'. It would
therefore be rash, as F. Blass long since observed, to argue
from the avoidance of hiatus, for example, to the date of the
Phaedrus. But this dialogue has, notwithstanding, a real
bearing on the subject in hand. For in spite of all his

! Observe the suggestion of lyrical cadences—
14 ’9” /’

L g— 2, L
tppapévass posgbeio’ dyoryd
Ao L Ve Y L —
dmavvpiar Epos terfify.
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persiflage it is evident that the tricks of style which Plato
there parodied were exercising a powerful charm upon his
mind. In the Politicus and Laws, where, under the grander
name of gnropela (Polit. 303), the once ridiculed pnropucsj is
admitted to have a legitimate function, the ornate manner
is employed not in humorous irony, but with solemn gravity.
It is therefore reasonable to regard the rhetorical flowers
of the Phaedrus as the early anticipation of a habit which
long afterwards becomes fixed.

The following are some of the peculiarities of language
in which the Sophistes, Politicus and Philebus are found
to approximate to the Laws, and which therefore mark the
transition towards Plato’s later style. It may be well to take
first the particles and formulae, to which Dittenberger and
others have recently directed attention. For the purpose
of the argument we may for the present neglect those which
(like 7 wijv ;) bear only on the relation of the Republic (with
Phaedr., Theaet.) to the earlier dialogues.

ye wiy occurs only twice in Rep., and once in each of the
following :—Euthyd., Symp., Phaedr., Theaet. ; but 6 times
in Soph. (52 pp.)}, 8 times in Polit. (54 pp.), 7 times in Tim.
(76 pp.), and 25 times in Laws (368 pp.).

wep, added to adverbs and pronominal words :—

péxprmep only in Tim, (4), Critias (1), Laws (16).
Smnmep »  Soph., Tim,, Laws.

éndeoomep ,,  Polit.,, Laws.

doaximep ,» Tim. 43 E.

rdx’ tows (combined) only in Soph. (2), Polit. (3), Phil. (3),
Tim. (1), Laws (z1).

oxeddy without 7¢, frequent in Anstotle,—a use which first
appears in Euripides®,—is rare in Plato except in Soph. (26),
Polit. (13), Phil. (14), Tim. (g9), Criti. (4), Laws (122).

The use of dvrws is one of many coincidences between
Plato’s later style and tragic Greek. According to Stephanus
(Thesaurus) the word appears first in Euripides. It is used

1 The pages referred to are those of the edition of Stephanus, 1578.
2 In Soph. Trach. 43 with 7 nijua following the omission of 7« is accidental.
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also by Aristophanes in burlesque of tragedy, and by Xeno-
phon in the Banguet (which Dittenberger has shown to be:
not one of his earlier writings). In Plato—

T¢ vri oceurs repeatedlyin  dvrws occurs not at all in
Lach., Prot.,, Euthyd., Apol, Lach,,Charm.,Prot., Euthyd.,
Euthyphr., Gorg., Symp., Apol,, Crito, Euthyphr.,Gorg.,

In Rep. 42 times, Meno, Symp. : but

In Soph. once, In Theaet. once.
and hardly ever in Polit., In Phaedr. 6 times.
Phileb., Tim., Critias, Laws. In Rep. 9

In Soph. 21 ,,
In Polit. 11 ,,
In Phileb. 15 ,,
InTim. 8 ,
In Laws 50 ,,

ta v or 7o viv for viv (clearly a tragic form) occurs singly
in Charm., Prot,, Phaedo, Theaet., Rep., not at all in Lach,,
Euthyd., Crat., Apol,, Crit., Euthyphr., Gorg,, Meno, Symp.,
Phaedr.,—but in Soph. 5 times, Polit. 5 times, Phileb. g
times, Tim. 7 times, Critias 3 times, and Laws 79 times. -

udv in questions (also tragic) occurs sporadically in Charm.
(2), Euthyd. (3), Phaedo (1), Meno (3), Theaet. (4), Rep. (3) :
but frequently in Soph. (12), Polit. (8), Phileb. (10), Laws
(29). (There are very few questions in Tim., Critias.)

xpewv (éatl) for xpi occurs only in Soph. (1), Polit. (1), Tim.
(3), Critias (2), and Laws (57).

The suppression of 6 uév &c. in antitheses, and the use of
abstract plurals (especially of the dative pl.), as in dvvwodnaiais
ovyylyveola. (Laws), are also tragic uses which become more
frequent in the same group of dialogues.

Another marked difference appears in the preference of the
more concentrated els (or xara) ddvapw for els (or xara) 7o
dwvardv. This occurs in

Euthyd. 1 Soph. 3

Phaedr. 1 Phil. 4

Rep. 6 Tim. 10
Critias 1
Laws 63.
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A usage, not tragic but Ionic, which is continued in Aris-
totle, is the employment of xa6dmep as the equivalent of domep.
See Bonitz’' Index Aristotelicus, s.v. xabdmep. In the few
instances in which xafdwep appears in Lach., Euthyd., Crat.,
Gorg., Symp., Theaet.,, Phaedr., Rep. (6 times), it may
generally be distinguished from dowep, which occurs in Rep.
212 times.

But in Soph., Polit.,, Phileb., Tim., Critias, Laws, it occurs
more frequently, and with less discrimination.

domep appears in Soph. g times, Polit. 16, Phil. g9, Tim. 10,
Critias 2, Laws 24.

xa@dwep appears in Soph. 14 times, Polit. 34, Phil. 27, Tim.
11, Critias 5, Laws 148.

Another Aristotelian use (see Bonitz, s. v. 8¢) is that of 8¢
for &AA4, e. g. in Soph. 248 b, Laws 11. 666 E.

The Ionic dative plural form is a point of resemblance
between the Politicus and the Laws,—although, according to
the best MSS., it appears also in a few places of the Phaedrus
and Republic?.

The three such datives in the Phaedrus have an obvious
rhythmical intention,—240 B 9dioToiow elvas dmdpxer: 276 B
& npépaiow ékrd: 278 B &AAawow EAAwv Yuxals (where this
form prevents the concurrence of 3 spondees).

In the Republic there are only five genuine instances, for
xeveayoplaiow in X, vérowow in v occur in poetical quotations :
and of these five guikpoiot and feotot in B. 111 occur in a passage
that is much coloured with poetical citation ; peydAoiot in B. 1x,
in a highly-wrought piece of declamation ; adrolot (bs5) is in
both instances emphatic and not attributive.

But in the Laws—especially in the later books—the use of
such forms has become a confirmed trick of style. It is
extended to participles, and is by no means confined to
words in common use. And of the four examples in the
Politicus, while one (279 E rofroiat) is doubtful (Bekker reads
rovroial), two at least are of the freer kind : 262 A dumhacloio,
304 E émopévoiow. The less rhetorical vein of the Sophistes and

! See Schneider’s Rep. vol. 1, p. 223.
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Philebus may account for the absence of such forms in
them.

The periphrastic tendency (noticed in the Introduction
to Soph. and Polit, p. xxxiv), of which xpedv, mpémov
dv ey, Aéyois &y, déov &y ely, dia 70 peréyov elvar (Tim. 47 B)),
7 T0d Barépov Piois, T Tis amomAamicews, &c., are examples,
belongs likewise to the same preference for earfilling and
rhythmically balanced expression.

The peculiar diction of these later dialogues is next to § §.
be illustrated.

In tabulating the Platonic writings so as to bring out the
fact that many words were ‘common and peculiar ’ to a certain
section of them, it was formerly observed that ‘the position
of the Phaedrus and Parmenides’—‘and,’ it should have
been added, ‘of the Philebus’—was due to exceptional cir-
cumstances®. This meant that from the nature of the subject
matter, and from the mode of treatment intentionally adopted,
the vocabulary of the Phaedrus was exceptionally rich, while
that of the Parmenides and of the Philebus, in consequence
of the dry abstractedness of the discussions in them, was
exceptionally poor. It follows that in order to show the
bearing of the Phaedrus or of the Philebus upon the present
discussion (the Parmenides is not immediately in point), a
somewhat closer analysis of either dialogue becomes advisable.

(@) The Phaedrus has more than 170 words which occur
in no other dialogue—about three for every page in the
edition of Stephanus. The Theaetetus, which may be taken
as representing Plato’s normal style, has g3 words not
occurring in other dialogues—or 1} words for every page
of Stephanus. The peculiar words of the Phaedrus are
borrowed from all _literature, especially poetic literature,
whether Epic, Lyric, or Tragic. Such words as ydvvpa,
yAavkdpparos, yvdlos, fvioxéw, Aiyvpds, welynpus, perewporopéw,
wivipa, 6udlvé, Tekeaiovpyds, dmoPpixios, vYavxny, and others
which the beauty of Phaedrus draws from the full breast of

1 Cp. Laws 11, 661 B d0dvatov elvas yevduevov § T rdxiora.
? General Introduction to Soph. and Polit. p. xxxiii.
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Socrates, are foreign alike to the style of the Republic and
the Laws. What then is the specific element of diction
which the Phaedrus owns in common with Tim., Critias,
Laws? It consists (1) of physiological words, (2) words
borrowed from the dialect of tragedy, and (3) words having
a religious or mystical significance.

(1) Not Isocrates only, but also ‘Hippocrates the As-
clepiad’ is mentioned with commendation in the Phaedrus’.
And whatever may be the significance attaching to that circum-
stance, the following words, connected with physical states
or processes, occur in the Phaedrus and Timaeus, and in no
other Platonic dialogue :—Bpéxw, yapyarl{w, 3tabeppalvew,
day wpéw, émplyvvp, peldo, loxlov, kataxopils, koANdw, mepdv,
ovudpdrie, Gdrvn.

If now we include Phaedr., Tim., Critias, Laws, the follow-
ing words peculiar to this small group are of the same com-
plexion :—axépalos (Phaedr., Laws), dmoppéw (Phaedr., Tim.,
Critias, Laws), do"jpavros (Phaedr., Laws), diarpéxw (Phaedr.,
Laws), &¢vois (Phaedr., Laws), éumhéxw (Phaedr., Laws),
edpoia (Phaedr., 'Laws; cp. elpovs, Tim., Laws), mpoodvrys
(Phaedr., Laws), omdw (Phaedr.,, Laws), dmepalpw (Phaedr.,
Laws), #yros (Phaedr., Tim,, Critias, Laws).

(2) The Phaedrus borrows at least as much from Epic and
Lyric sources as from tragedy ; but the poetical words which
it adopts in common with Tim., Critias, Laws, are mostly of
the tragic, or old Attic, type. For example, dndla (Phaedr.,
Laws), aipiros (Phaedr., Laws), &kapwos (Phaedr., Tim.),
dvovs (Phaedr., Tim., Laws), d&nats (Phaedr., Laws), doiros
(Phaedr., Laws), éxaoraxod * (Phaedr., Critias, Laws), éuparijs
(Phaedr., Tim., Laws), éumeddw (Phaedr., Laws), elmeifijs
(Phaedr., Laws), 6aAAds (Phaedr., Laws), 6/peios (Phaedr.,
Tim.), vowy) (Phaedr., Tim., Critias, Laws), waupuéyas (Phaedr.,
Tim.), wapdvoia (Phaedr., Laws), mpdvowa (Phaedr., Tim.),
ovpueyfs (Phaedr., Laws), ramewds (Phaedr., Laws), muBos
(Phaedr., Laws), ¢3ds (Phaedr., Laws).

(3) Words having religious or mystical associations are

'a70c. 2 Thucyd. . 8a.
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dawpoviws (Phaedr., Tim.), &6ovoiaorids (Phaedr., Tim.),
énontedw (Phaedr., Laws), dpytd{w (Phaedr., Laws), éprwpocia
(Phaedr., Critias), cvveixopa: (Phaedr., Laws).

The Phaedrus, like the Republic, has many words unknown
to the earlier literature. The following are peculiar to the
Phaedrus :—awmjxoos, &meipdralos, dmomoeuéon, dxpduaros,
dnuwdeijs, dixaswripior, dofdoopos, évbovolasis, edamdmyros,
loopérpnros, xaknyopla, Aoyodaldalos, perewpoloyla, woAvijkoos,
mposmapaypdpw, wTepoppvéw, ovyxopvBavtidw, TEpaToldyos,
twepovpduios, tYnAdvovs, Yihds, Yododerfs, Yuxaywyla.

(5) It has been admitted that the proportionate number of
‘late words’ in the Philebus, i.e. of -words common and
peculiar to it with the Timaeus, Critias, and Laws, is below
that of the Republic, and even of the Phaedo and Symposium.
And this fact appears at first sight to contradict the evidence
of the more recent statistical inquiry, as well as the other
data adduced in 1867. But the anomaly is explained, as-
already said, by the restricted vocabulary of a dialogue
which deals so exclusively as the Philebus does with
metaphysical and psychological formulae. In 55 pp. (St.)
the Philebus has only 55 peculiar words, i. e. only one for
a page, or one-third of the proportion of the Phaedrus. . Now
of these 55, notwithstanding the prosaic cast of the dialogue,
the following are tragic :— dvaivopat, dvamoréw, &owos, panrds,
wepiBonros, mpoxalpw, xappovy, Yevdds, while these are Epic—
dowaords, 0épopar, pioydyxea (but cp. Ar. Pl 953). A good
many are late derivatives—é&ndpnua, dvoxépaoua, mpooddxnua,
aroxaouds, dvaxdpnats, Oedpnais, aréxaats, pdppalis, Sidvpdrs,
dvsamalaxrla (or -£la), ebdoxuia, dofoxalla, adrdpreia, Taida-
piddns, weparoedis, vndavricds, Evhovpyikds, dvogralvw. The
rest are chiefly new compounds (with é&va, év, &, mpoc,
ow, vmef).

If we now examine the group consisting of Soph., Polit.,
Phil., Tim., Critias, Laws, we shall find that although the
contribution of the Philebus to the special vocabulary of
this group is not large, it is notmthstandmg significant. ‘It
contains about
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20 tragic words, including d&urfxavos, &puixros, évdixws,
xalpios, Agwv, wddn, mepiparis, Téxvov, Tépyrs.

50 new compounds, including émwood(w, btap.epf{w, ¢dopar,
ovyxepalatdopat.

10 late derivatives, including dvaisOnola, Sofocodla, émxei-
pnos, whéis, cvornua, cwuacia.

And 13 physiological words, amongst others 3axpiats,
adykpiats, avykpaats, ovppifis, dmoplyvups, tmodox.

The Phaedrus affects ornateness, novelty, and copiousness
of diction, and in doing so anticipates some of the peculiari-
ties which became fixed in the later vocabulary., The
Philebus on the other hand is below the average of copious-
ness; and yet, when its characteristic features are examined
not by number but by kind, it is found to partake, even in its
diction, of the special characteristics which mark the Timaeus,
Critias, and Laws.

§6. (c) Every reader of the Laws must have been struck by
the frequency of Old Attic and Ionic words and forms.
Stallbaum’, in reply to Zeller, tried to account for this by
the nature of the subject and the gravity of phrase belonging
naturally to a book on legislation. But the same features are
present more or less in all the six dialogues now under review.
Dionysius must have had these in mind, when he coupled
Plato with Thucydides as having written in the earlier Attic.
The familiar observation that the later prose runs more and
more into Iambic and Paeonic rhythms might also be largely
illustrated from these writings.

Such obvious facts as the use of réxvov for matdlov, BAdBos 2
side by side with 3AdBn, of kAavuovi) for dhodupuds, of Tépyis
and xappovi) side by side with #dov, the preference of full-
sounding words like ¢pd{eiv, PpAaipos, the fondness shown for
vapa, émppor, yewvijrwp, dpafalvw, and similar words, are
apparent even to the cursory reader. %ovxalos is preferred
to fjodxeos, elvexa to &vexa (if we may trust the MSS.), ’AmdA-
Awva to ’AméAw. The mannerism of the style appears not
only in the use of different forms, but in the frequency of

! Vol. x, pp. 57 foll. 2 BAdBos = damage, BA4Sy = hurt.
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some which occur sparingly elsewhere. Thus manuscript
evidence favours wrdofar (not mréofar), pevfeicbar (not
¢etfeabas) in the Laws more than in other parts of Plato®.:
Some inflexions, although true to analogy, are altogether
new—such as #momify (1 aor. of énlorapar) Laws 686 p.
A noticeable peculiarity is the substitution of the common
yvpvaoTis for the specially Attic madorpiSis.

The following specimens are taken from a list of 150
tragic, Ionic and Old Attic words, which are found in the
Laws and not elsewhere in Plato :—

aloTwp, dxralve, dprimovs, Bagikls, yauer), yévva, doAixds,
épeiapa, Opdoos, kAavluor, kKAVSww, Adaipos, vénhvs, olkiouds
(Solon), oulAqua, drra, waldeios, madovpyla, wamai, mékavos,
wAnodxwpos (Herodotus), péfw, oppiydw, mrdopar, TéAunua,
¢opBds, xdpevpa, Xpdvios.

The following, on the other hand, are amongst the words
which appear in the Laws for the first time. Some of these
also have an Ionic flavour. Others are obviously recent
derivatives and compounds :—

dvabérwais, amnydpnua, yAvkvbuula, yoddns, diaberiip, dia-
dwvia, dvorAnpéw, &vpvluos, éfelAnais, Emmdedrs, érepopwvia,
elnuovéopar, Opacvfevia, kaAAlpwvos, knmela, xAeppddios 2,
xoopnua, Aoddpnais, paxapidrns, ueyaldvoia, peraxdounais,
povavAla, dxeraywyla, madomolnois, marpovouéopar, oxdupa,
ocwppoviaris, ramelvwats, Tdppevpa, GidooTopyéw, pwvackéw.

(d) There are marked differences of style between the
Timaeus and the Laws. The high-wrought concentration,
the sustained movement, the strong energy of the shorter
dialogue might be effectively contrasted with the leisurely
progress, the lengthy diatribes, even the tedious wordiness of
a conversation, for which the longest day can hardly have
sufficed. Yet the two writings have a large common element,
and as compared with the Republic they both exhibit changes
pointing the same way. At present we are concerned with
the vocabulary. Of 81 words common and peculiar to the

1 Schanz’ Plato, vol. x11, p. 18. 3 Qu. an sAexwradios?
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Timaeus and Critias (considered as one dialogue) with the
Laws (Tim. 68, Critias 13), about 40 are tragic, including—

&0 éw, aTeibis, dvabupla, faloios, éfopfdw, ebayrs, eljruxos’,
evxla, lodpibpos, xitos, x@Aov, perdoracis, fevdy, maidevua,
wANppeAGs, dalelw, PppdrTo.

Of 348 words peculiar to the Timaeus and Critias a certain
number may be attributed to the special subject of the
Timaeus. But more than 100 (or about one-third) belong to
the language of tragedy: for example, alviyuds, &on, Backeldys,
dbodopos, elfjuepos, ON[Bw, kabayllw, kdpra, karnpedis, kepavyvds,
xrijvos, KTUmds, pévos, vorepds, meddw, mepiblpws, axémy,
orevonds, ouwrduws, oplyyw, Tipakdrs, TpaxnAds, vmdoTeyos,
PAGE, xepovpyéw, xAdn, dxpds.

Of late forms in the Timaeus some of the most remarkable
are— .

&didmractos, Eyepas, Eykavpa, (Jpwats, Oeppavrinds,ipavrddns,
xnpoeds, 8vixoos, dpyavomota, mapadopdrs, pdvracis (side by
side with ¢arracia).

(e) It remains (under the head of diction) to show that the
vocabulary of the Sophist and the Statesman, apart from the
special subject matter of either dialogue, has much in common
with that which has been found to belong to the Philebus,
Timaeus, Critias and Laws.

The vocabulary of the Sophist (52 pp. St.) coincides in 54
instances with that of the Laws.

The Politicus (54 pp. St.) exhibits 72 such coincidences.

Between the Timaeus (with Critias) and Soph. theré are
36 coincidences of diction. Between Tim., Critias, and
Politicus, 42.

This estimate includes only words which are found in no
Platonic dialogue, except those immediately in question.

The number of tragic words found in Soph., Polit. (taken
together), and in none of the ‘earlier dialogues,’ is 116, of
which the following are the most remarkable :—ay7fpws (Polit.,
Phileb,, Tim., Laws), dvrlorafuos (Soph.), dmAeros (Soph.,

! In the Laws elyvyia has the special sense of ¢ good mental condition,’
but efipvxos = dvdpeios. ' : '
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Laws), deomdris (Polit., Tim., Laws), elAapiis (-@s) (Soph.,
Polit.,, Laws), xpnwis (Polit,, Laws), xpvpaios (Soph., Tim.),
vwbijs (Polit., Tim.), wdAn (Soph., Polit.,, Laws), ndumrar (Polit.,
Tim., Laws), oxémaoua (Polit., Laws), oréyaopa (Polit., Tim.,
Critias), oré\Aw (Soph., Polit.,, Laws), ovp¢uvis (Soph.,
Tim., Laws), odvdpopos (Polit, Laws), odvropos (Polit.,
Critias, Laws), ovvrpogos (Polit.,, Laws), roApypds (Soph.,
Laws), xabvos (Soph., Polit., Laws). .

In adverting briefly to the less tangible subject of §7.
structure and rhythm, I may refer to the Introductions to the
Sophist and Statesman, ed. 1867. A word of reply is due,
however, to a friendly objector, who urges that the tone and
colouring of these dialogues are dramatically suited to the
presence of Timaeus, of the Eleatic friend, and of the Athenian
Stranger.

(1) Why should the chief speakers in these six dialogues
talk so nearly in the same curious manner ?

Compare together, for example, the following places, taken
almost at random :—

Soph. 258 b T ydp farépov ¢vow . . . 7O uy ov.

Polit. 284 E, 288 E.

Phileb. 53 B,c opuipdv &pa xabapdy . . . kaAAlwr ylyvorr’ &v.
Ib. 67 ad fin. ols moredovres . . . éxdorore Adywr.

Tim. 53 B viv & ad i didradw . . . fuvéfeobe.

Laws 1. 644 D Oadpa pév . . . fvvearnds.

Ib. 1. 648 D, E.

And (2) Why, within the limits of the same dialogue, should
Socrates, Critias, and Hermogenes adopt the language of
Timaeus, or why should Socrates, Theodorus, Theaetetus
and the younger Socrates adopt the fashion of their new
acquaintance from Magna Gradcia? Why should the young
Protarchus ape the new-fangled affectations of his teacher?
Or how is it that Kleinias and Megillus, although less in-
structed, have caught so readily the style of their Athenian
companion for the day? T v
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Compare once more—

Sophist. 217 ¢ (Socrates).

» 265 D (Theaetetus).
Polit. 257 B (Theodorus).
Phileb. 13 B, c (Protarchus).
Tim. 20 ¢ (Hermocrates).

» 23 c (Kritias).

» 29 D (Socrates).
Laws 1v. 713 B (Megillus).

» VL 752 B (Kleinias).

Surely the resemblance of style between the Cretan and
Spartan, and of both to their Athenian friend, is closer
than that between the several Athenian speakers in the
Symposium.

I have tried to show, mot only that the six dialogues, Soph.,
Polit., Phil., Tim., Critias, Laws, are rightly grouped together
as the latest, but I have also endeavoured to describe the
nature of the change,in Plato’s manner of writing which this
fact involves. The chief characteristics of his later style are
the following :—

1. A measured and elaborately balanced gravity of utter-
ance, in which the rhetorical artifices which he had once half
affected and half despised are passing into a settled habit of
pnropeia and conscious impressiveness.

2. The increasing prevalence of certain particles and for-
mulae, adopted partly for euphony, and partly to suit with an
archaic and tragic colouring.

3. A range of diction passing far beyond the limits of
¢Attic purity,’ and reverting in a remarkable degree to the
use of the Old Attic and Ionic words. Macaulay speaks of
Milton’s prose as ‘stiff with cloth of gold.’ Plato’s later style
is stiffened with a sort of rpayikds Afjpos, or antique embroidery,
while the tendency to employ new compounds and deriva-
tives, already active in the Republic, is present here in a
more advanced stage.
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4. The artificial balancing and interlacing of phrases is
carried much further than even in the Phaedrus, Republic
and Theaetetus.

-

If we turn from the form to the substance of these six § 8.
dialogues, we find in them an increasing sense of the remote-
ness of the ideal, without any diminution of its importance.
A deepening religious consciousness is associated with a
clearer perception of the distance between man and God,
and of the feebleness and dependence of mankind. But the
feeling is accompanied with a firm determination to face and
cope with the burden and the mystery of the actual world—
to provide support for human weakness, alleviations of
inevitable misery. The presence of Necessity in the
universe and in life is acknowledged, in order that it may
be partially overcome.

The change here implied is not one of creed, but of mental
attitude, induced, as we may gather from indications that are
not obscure, by a large acquaintance with the contemporary
world, and by the writer’s own experience in wrestling with
intellectual and practical difficulties. The effect is traceable
(1) in metaphysics, (2) in logic, (3) in psychology, (4) in
physics, (5) in politics, (6)in ethics and religion, and (7) in the
conception of history.

(1) METAPHYSICS.

In their metaphysical aspect, these dialogues turn chiefly
on a few highly abstract notions, the essential forms of Being,
not-being, sameness, difference, motion, rest, limit, finite,
infinite :—and these are no longer merely contemplated in
their isolated reality, but in their connexion with phenomena
and with one another. The method becomes less ontological
and more logical. ‘The idea of good’ is approached not
merely through Socratic definitions or figurative adumbra-
tion, but through the direct analysis and manipulation of
primary conceptions—for example those of measure and
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symmetry. The five yévn of the Sophist, the description of
the ideas in the Politicus as rd 76y wdvrwv oroixeta, the meta-
physical categories, as one may venture to term them, of the
Philebus, belong to a more exact mode of philosophizing
than had been thought of when the Phaedo was written, and
one which was only vaguely anticipated in the Republic as
‘the longer way.” The Oarépov ¢vois and uixri) odaia of the
Sophist and Philebus are resumed and applied in the
Timaeus.—The Laws contain but few references to meta-
physical problems. But this is in entire keeping with the
remotion of the actual from the ideal; and the attentive
student is aware of an ever-growing conviction of the
significance of measure and of number, and a fixed belief
in the supremacy of Mind. ‘Measure’ is indeed the first
and last word of Plato’s metaphysic—the perpyrici of the
Protagoras anticipates the pérpov of the Philebus.

(2) Locic.

The dialectical achievement in the Sophistes is the pivot
of the logical movement. Plato had found that thought was
being sacrificed to the instrument of thought, or rather that

the instrument was itself endangered. Zeno had ‘jammed’

the weapon of Parmenides. .The Sophist-dialogue brings
for the first time into a clear light the nature of predication,
of classification, and of proof, and places the science of Logic
on a rational footing. The effects of the discussion, which is
continued in the Politicus, are apparent in the method of that
dialogue, and even in the elaborate distinctions of the Laws.
As Mr. Paul Shorey observes in his able papers on the
Timaeus, the practical aim of the whole business is ‘to
obtain a working logic.’ '

(3) PsycHoLogY.

The dialectical advance accompanies, and indeed occasions,
a corresponding progress in psychological analysis—which is
especially apparent in the Philebus. It is needless to illus-
trate this familiar fact. See especially Tim. 42 a, 69 D;
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Laws 111 644646, 1v. 770 D (comparing this last passage
with Rep. v sub init.).

(4) Pnysics.

In all these dialogues, and not in the Timaeus only, there
is an unceasing interest in production (yévesis), and a tendency
to look upon things from the point of view of the Universe
rather than of Man. See especially the myth in the Politicus,
and the mention of prehistoric cataclysms in the Laws :—also
Soph. 265 c and Phileb. 59 A, compared with Tim. 59 c, p.
The physical conditions of mental states, especially of Sensa-
tion, Pleasure and Pain, and of moral evil are more insisted
on. The importance of health, and of the care of the body
generally, is more fully recognized. The allusions to medi-
cine and gymnastic in the Republic are in strong contrast to
those in the Timaeus and Laws. And a great advance in
clearness of cosmological conception is implied in the discus-
sion of &ve and xdrw in the Timaeus, as compared with the
employment of the same notion in the Phaedo and Republic.

(5) PovrTics.

In Rep. B.v Plato already acknowledges that it is hard to
realize the ideal. Notwithstanding, he is absolutely bent on
realizing it. He will not swerve aside in deference to opinion
or circumstances, but will wait until circumstances favour,
and till opinion shall come round. He is sure that mankind
are not unreasonable, could they but hear the truth. Before
he wrote the Laws, a varied intercourse with man had dashed
his confidence and lessened his hope, but had not impaired
his zeal for the improvement of mankind. He is now ready
to adapt himself to human weakness and, the higher road
having proved impracticable, to seek a modus vivends that
may embody as much of righteousness and wisdom as the
race will bear. The work is full of the gentleness and
consideration of one who lives on

Till old experience do attain
To something like prophetic strain.
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Now the crisis of this tradition from Optimism to Meliorism
is reflected in a very interesting manner in the Statesman-
dialogue. Plato has been brought to feel that in his ideal
Republic he had been grasping at the moon. He had legis-
lated for the age of Cronos during the reverse cycle which
is said to be under the government of Zeus. The dialogue is
instinct with a suppressed bitterness, which time had mel-
lowed when he wrote the Laws. But the author of the
Politicus is not less keenly bent on finding a practicable way.
The problem he sets before himself is how to bring scientific
thought to bear upon the actual world. Despairing of spon-
taneous obedience to a perfect will, he has recourse to
legislative enactment, as a second best course, by which men
may be led or driven to imitate from afar off the free move-
ment of Divine Reason. The art of legislation is compared
to that of weaving (a metaphor which is repeated in the Laws).
And the same stress is laid, as in many passages of the later
dialogue, on the importance of combining, through breeding
and education, the energetic with the gentler elements -of
human nature. The provision of a 8.ddoxos in Laws vI to
supplement the work of the legislator, is in accordance
with the hint given in the Politicus, and may be contrasted
with the contempt that is showered on éravdplwois in
Rep. 1v. 426.

The Timaeus, Critias and Hermocrates, had the trilogy
been completed, would have been the outcome of another
mood, but of one also differing from the spirit of the Repub-
lic. Inthe Republic Plato contents himself with laying down
great principles. He is confident that, if these are preserved,
the citizens may be trusted to discover the rest. The open-
ing of the Timaeus makes a deeper plunge into actuality by
raising the almost impossible demand :—How did the citizens
of the ideal state comport themselves in that far-off time
beyond our ken (Rep. vi. 499 )? This question belongs
to the firm resolution to be practical, to realize abstractions
in the concrete, to make the step from ovola to yéveots, which
finds a less confident application in the Politicus and Laws.
The same motive appears in the admission of approximate
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knowledge in the Philebus as requisite ‘if a man is to be able
to find his way home.’

(6) ETHIcS AND RELIGION.

In these last dialogues, more than elsewhere in Plato, we
are made conscious, as has been already said, of the distance
between Man and God. The imitation of the Divine is still
the highest duty, but it is an imitation from very far away.
Although the doctrine of metempsychosis is retained, and the
belief in immortality is more than once very finely expressed,
yet the proud claim to &wafavariouds the life which is a medita-
tion of death, and even the formation of the inward man after
the pattern in the Heavens, are no longer the leading notes
of the new strain. The philosopher is less than ever simply
bent on saving his own soul. The speakers rather strive
after the partial overcoming of evil with good, the infusion
of a spirit of generosity, which may leaven the inherent
selfishness of men ;—the institution of a rule of life which
may prevent society from foundering amid the weltering sea
of politics. Sympathy with Orphic observances, especially in
the abstention from animal food (GAMjAwr éwd7) is common to
the Politicus and Laws.

The human and divine vofs are kept apart in the Philebus
more emphatically than in Rep. vi; and in the Timaeus
the elements of soul which the Creator dispenses to the
dnuwovpyol for the creation of man are not of pristine purity
GG dedrepa kal Tplra. The faintness which now attends ‘the
larger hope’ is strikingly apparent in the Politicus-myth.

(7) HisTory.

Lastly, in these six dialogues (to which the Menexenus
may perhaps be added) we find a more distinct anticipation
than elsewhere in Plato of two essentially modern ideas, the
conception, namely, of a History of Philosophy and of a
Philosophy of History.

(@) In the Sophistes, philosophical method is for the first

voL. IL F



66 . Excursus.

time expressly based on criticism:(although the step had been
partly anticipated in the Parmenides and Theaetetus). The
same plan is carried out in parts of the Philebus.

() The Hermocrates, on the other hand, was to have been
an ideal history of human good and evil. And in speculating
* on the nature and origin of legislation, the Athenian Stranger
Laws m finds it advisable to preface his remarks with
a recapitulation of the earlier History of Hellas.



ESSAY II

ON THE TEXT OF THIS EDITION OF
PLATOS REPUBLIC.

BEKKER’S text of the Republic (1817 to 1823) rests on § 1.
twelve MSS., which he quotes as AOE T ®DKg 7!
vm?r, all collated by himself; he also mentions the
Venetian Codex t 32, of which Schanz in editing the smaller
dialogues has since made valuable use.

Stallbaum added the Florentine MSS. a b ¢ n x o' 8
¥,—and Schneider, besides re-collating ¢ exhaustively,
collated Lobcov., Vind. D, Vind. E, Vind. F4  To these
twenty-four MSS. is now to be added a twenty-fifth, Codex
4, Plutei xxviii, in the Malatestian Library at Cesena,
which in the present edition will be quoted as M (Malates-
tianus). Subsequent editors, especially K. F. Hermann,
have relied more exclusively than Bekker did upon the
chief MS., Paris A; and Baiter in his preface to the fifth
Zurich edition particularizes no other MS. authority.

! Collated only to p. 441 St.

* ¢ Primo libro caret,” Bekker.

3 Schneider, Praef. p. xxxi ‘Ibidem [Morellius] quartum commemorat
non magis a quoquam collatum, absque numero post impressum indicem
bibliothecae Marcianae additum, forma maxima sec. x11 scriptum, inter alia
Platonica civitatem cum scholiis continentem, sed inde a libro tertio usque
ad ultimum manu sec. Xxv exaratum.” It is now numbered App. 4. 1.
Schanz has proved that the earlier portion is derived from Paris A.

* Schneider’s habit of marking all his MSS. anew is a drawback to the
otherwise exceptional usefulness of his edition. Bekker’s and Stallbaum’s
marks are here retained, those of Schneider being adopted only for his
own MSS. He made little use of Vind. 54, in which the Republic is by
a recent hand and copied from Lobcov.

F2
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68 On the Text of this Edition

The present text was originally founded on Baiter’s edition
of 1881, but in the course of revision has assumed a form
more nearly approaching to that of Hermann. The select
list of various readings at the bottom of each page has been
for the most part taken from three MSS., A II M, with
occasional reference to others of those mentioned above.

Paris. A, of the ninth century, has been re-examined
several times since Bekker’s edition, notably by K. F.
Hermann, Diibner, and Cobet : also by Baiter, who, how-
ever, in his preface to his edition of 1881 still marked
a few readings as uncertain. In order to clear up these
remaining uncertainties I visited the Paris National Library
in June, 1890, and found that several readings which are
quite clear and unmistakable in Paris. A are still mis-
quoted in the editions!. I have therefore now made
a fresh collation of this MS. with the present text, which
had unfortunately been partly printed off before the
opportunity for this collation occurred, and a list of the
corrections which are thus rendered necessary will be found
in the Appendix to this Essay (Appendix I).

Bekker’s quotations of Venn. IT & are also not free .
from inaccuracy, and Professor C. Castellani, Prefect of the
Library of St. Mark at Venice, has done good service by
providing a complete new collation of these MSS. with
Bekker’s text for the purposes of the present edition. A
list of Bekker's errors and omissions will be found below,
Appendix III.

M. Schanz considers Ven. IT and the MSS. derived
from it (D K¢ g Vind. D), as bearing traces in the
Republic of a tradition independent of Par. A. And it
may be observed in confirmation of this opinion, that the
erroneous reading Adpa (for afpe) in IIL 401 C, now shown
to be peculiar to IT, must have arisen from the misreading
of a copy in uncial characters and therefore anterior to A.

A third set of MSS., having some probable readings not

1 I refer especially to Baiter's Zurich editions since 1881.
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distinctly referable to A or [T, are regarded by many recent
editors as merely interpolated. To this class of ‘bad’
MSS. Schanz! has consigned the Cesena MS., our M. A
full description of this MS.,, written by Professor Enrico
Rostagno, who has collated it for this edition, is given
below (Appendix IV),

In Mucciuoli’s catalogue of the Malatestian Library it
is described as of the twelfth century, and Signor
Rostagno, whose judgement is of weight, speaks of it as
for the most part written towards the end of that century.
The absence of iota subscript from the portion written in
the earlier hand, and the constant accentuation of the
enclitic 7¢é, after unaccented syllables, afford some slight
confirmation of this view. The portion of the MS. which
is by a later hand, is referred to as M (izalicé) in the critical
notes to this edition (pp. 308-319).

Other MSS. occasionally referred to in the critical notes
are:

b Laurentianus, 85, 6, containing Books I and 1I:
but from 1L 358 E moAAdkis Tis vobdy Ewy in
a fifteenth century hand. The earlier part,
ending with wepl ydp lvos &v paAAov was
formerly quoted as of the twelfth century,
but according to E. Rostagno belongs to
the thirteenth.

x Laurentianus, 85, 7, thirteenth century (7).

a Laurentianus, 80, 4, fifteenth century.

y Laurentianus, 42, thirteenth century (?).

D Parisiensis, 1810, thirteenth century.

K Parisiensis, 1642, fifteenth century.

m Vaticanus, 61, ¢ bombyec. aut chart.’ Bekker.

v Vaticanus, 1029 ab, ‘membr. f. max. foliis
bipartitis,’ 2 vols.

Vind. E Vindobonensis, 1, ¢ chart.’

1 Studsen, p. 67.
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Vind. F Vindobonensis, 55, fourteenth century.
Vind. D Vindobonensis, 89, ¢chart. f. max.’
¢ Monacensis, 237, fifteenth century.
Z Venetus, 184, fifteenth century.
Some further observations on the more important MSS
are here subjoined ! :

Parisiensis A : Paris National Library MS. Gr. 1807 :
ninth century. On the left-hand margin, at the end of
the volume, the following note has been written with con-
tractions in reddish ink, and in a cursive hand :—a&p8dén
% BiBAos aliry ¥m6 kwvoTavTivov unTpomolirov iepamdhews Tod
kal @vnoauévoy. If this Hierapolis might be assumed
to be the Metropolis of Phrygia, the question raised by
Mr. T. W. Allen in the Fournal of Philology, vol. xxi,
as to the provenance of the group of MSS. to which A be-
longs, would be partly answered. But the Bishop is not to
be held responsible for the more serious corrections, which
were probably made by the copyist of the Scholia before
the book was exposed for sale. Indeed, some of the most
trivial annotations, ignorant emendations, and impossible
various readings, bear a suspicious resemblance to the
metropolitan’s writing. The question whether the first
diorthotes, who seems to have been a careful person, had
before him any other MS. than that from which the first
hand had copied, is important, but can hardly be resolved.
In point of authority there is in fact hardly any difference
between the first and second hand. It will be observed
that there are several cases in which words omitted in the
text are supplied in the margin, to all appearance by the
second hand. The first hand corrected many slips in the

! For a complete catalogue of the MSS. of Plato, see Martin Wohlrab's
Die Platonhandschriften und ihve gegenseitigen Besiehungen, Leipzig, 1887.
Those left out of account in the present essay are Vcnetus 187 (closely
related to ) ; Vindobonensis 54, collated in part by Schneider; Mon. C. =
Monacensis 490 (collated by Schneider in B. vz and part of B. x) ; Mona-
censis 514, Venetus 150, and the fragments p (Bekker) and Palatinus
(Schneider) in the Libraries of Darmstadt and Heidelberg. (On Lobcov.,
&, O, see below.)
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course of writing, and has frequently covered the blank
made by erasure with + <+ <+ instead of writing again
over the same space. Many slight omissions are supplied
either by the first or second hand between the lines.
Adscript iota is often added by the second hand, some-
times a little above the line (4'3ns) which appears to have
been a mode intermediate between adscription and subscrip-
tion (at and ¢). Many, if not most of the accents have been
added after writing,—perhaps by the diorthotes. They are
in a different ink, as Cobet observed.
Habits of the MS. to be noticed once for all are:
1. Spelling :—
moué not wod, vids or ¥os more often than vds, moppwrépwt,
eyyvrépor, &c., odifo, Omjioxw, &c. Paragogic » retained
-before consonants: ofrws and ofre interchanged. '
2. Accentuation :(—
a. ré, wod, tis (sic):—enclitics are constantly thus
accented—especially after unaccented syllables.
b. 4ANG T, ijmép EoTw, &c.
c. yobv (not yoiv).
d. 8orio olw, &c. (generally corrected to doricoiv, &c.,
by a recent hand).
e. un o pla, &c.
f. éravroddpe, kabavrd, abrodikatocirn, &c.
g. &oly, waply, fvvly (retained in the text).
h. The accent on uév, 3, &c., in antitheses often
doubled,—the second accent often added by another hand.
i. A singular practice of distinguishing &v=édr, by
omitting the accent and writing é». In many cases the
accent originally written has been erased.
k. &orw and éoriv constantly confused.
1. 7@AAa, not réAAa :—also Tijvde, Tolavde, &c.
3. Breathings:—
"~ a. Confusion of airod and adrod, atry and airy, &c.
b. @o affrws.
c. &bpdos, Gouevos, drra, Ikrap.
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4. Abbreviations are very infrequent ; the commonest is
v for v. Possibly, however, some errors, such as (yret for
(et in IV. 440 C may be due to early compendia.

5. The persons are distinguished with : between the
words and a line =— in the margin. The punctuation is
careful on the whole.

Later hands have busied themselves in various ways :—

1. In changing w to o, ¢ to  and vice versa, not always
rightly ;—ageAla to dperela.—eAreunij remains unchanged.

2. In constantly changing e of the 2nd per. sing. middle
and passive to n, n of the plup. 1st per. sing. to ew, and
placing the mark of elision ’ over éygpa, dvy’, &c.

3. In changing the division of syllables between lines by
erasing a letter at the end of one line and inserting it at the
beginning of the next, or vice versa.

4. Marking interrogation by subjoining a comma to the
colon between the speeches, thus -

5. Adding marginal glosses, various readings and initial
letters of respondents’ names, inserted where a doubt seemed
possible.

n  Venetus T1: St. Mark’s Library, Venice ; MS. Gr. 185:
twelfth century. It contains the Republic, with the loss
of about four leaves, from VI. 507 E to VIL 515D, and from
X. 612 E &t Tadra to the end.

The first hand has been but slightly corrected while the
MS. was new, but a hand of the fifteenth century has
altered many readings, generally in accordance with the
tradition which is now represented by Ven. £, Ven. II
supplies some words that are omitted in Par. A, though'it
agrees with A in other places, where both have to be
corrected from a different source.

The following brief description of the MS. is from the
hand of Professor Castellani, Prefect of St. Mark’s Library
at Venice :

*Cod. 185, membr. Saec. X111, 348 x 260 millim., ff. 349,

1 Morelli, Bibl. manuscripta, p. 109.
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quadragenorum versuum. Continet, praeter Timaeum
Locrum, Platonis Euthyphr., Socratis Apol., Crit., Phaed.,
Cratyl., Theaet., Sophist., Politicum, Parmen., Phileb.,
Sympos., Phaedr., Alcib. A et B, Hipparch.,, Amat.,
Clitoph., Rempublicam. In Republica vero deest finis
libri sexti et initium libri septimi, duo enim folia ibi
abscissa sunt: deest quoque finis libri decimi, qui desinit
in verbis: &omep xal xarapxds dpoloyoduer &ori Tabra.
Accedunt nonnulla scholia, partim a manu eadem qua
textus, partim a recentiore exscripta. Emendationes quo-
que sunt frequentes, eaeque saeculo XV adscribuntur.’

Cesenas M : 28. 4, in the Malatestian Library at Cesena:m
twelfth to thirteerith century. This MS. is here selected
as a sufficient representative of the third or inferior class of
MSS. which retain some readings independently of A and IT.
1t is older than any of the Florentine MSS., and it has
a close and indisputable affinity to Vaticanus m, the last of
Bekker’s MSS. which M. Schanz eliminated in his process
of reducing the apparatus to Aand II. The age of mis not
given, but Bekker’s description of it as ‘bombyc. aut
chartac.’ shows that it has no high claim to antiquity.
This MS,, while agreeing in very many points with M, is
much more seriously interpolated, and may be assumed to
represent a later stage of corruption®. M therefore holds
a high place in the sub-family m £ v 7, to which the
Florentine MSS. a ¢ ¥y’ may be confidently added. Of this
class Schanz writes as follows :

¢So liegt die Schlussfolgerung nahe, dass die Mutter-
handschrift von m £ v 7 aus dem Parisinus A stammt.
Nicht zu verwundern ist, dass bei der grossen zeitlichen
Entfernung von A die Handschriften m Z v z Inter-
polationen und Erginzungen der Liicken, welche A bietet,

1 The older hand of Flor. b, was formerly attributed to the twelfth century.
But E. Rostagno, who has examined both MSS. (M and b) places nearly
a century between them.

2 See this fact brought out below, pp. 87 ff.
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aus der zweiten Klasse erfahren haben. So kommt es, dass
mehrmals A mit seinen Weglassungen allein dasteht'.’

Whether or not the Cesena MS. is the ¢ Mutterhand-
schrift’ in question, it will be presently shown to belong to
the same sub-family, and to be much purer than m, while
it is older by two centuries than £ v ¢ and little younger,
if at all, than IT, the head MS. of the ¢ second class,” above
referred to. Schanz’s reasoning in the passage quoted is
thus invalidated in so far as changes are accounted for by
long lapse of time, and while every assumption in a matter
of this kind may be regarded as provisional, we are in the
meantime justified in regarding M as a third witness
agreeing in some things with A, in others supporting II,
and also giving independent testimony for some readings
which have hitherto depended on the inferior evidence of
Ven. £, Mon. ¢, Vind. E, or Flor. a cxa’y’. This opinion
rests upon the following grounds :

I. It is admitted that M agrees with A in many points
where IT diverges from both.

AM Il
I. 328D °4AN’ fpeis—icvar om.
» D veaviats veaviokots
» D txalpw Xxalpw ye
330A °mdvv ri—émiewns om.
342B ) ofre avrijs om.
3434 xpiiv Xei .
346E °4AN’, Smep—mapa- om.
axevdlel
II. 358E i 8y 7e 7({ oldy Te
365C °dAdbeiav d\ijfear
366A tom. ad péya dvvavra
367A °&ivowkos 7 Evvoukoin
372 C °ovkwy " gk
373A om. xal Ty wokAiay

! Hermes xu1. p. 181 (Berlin, 1877).
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AM

377E

379A
381A

382E
383B
389D

394D
4201 C
402C
403 B
404D
405C
407 B
408 C
411D
414E
416C
421 A
423B
425C
427E
429 A
437¢C

» D
438¢C
443 B

. 451B

460D
461C
462C

463 B

°kaxds TQ
om.
om.
om.
°raiGy’
+xoAdoews A: kohd-
oar os M
%¢ys—yap 1)
%adpa
olduefa
°3ofet
%y T
°Avy.{duevos
uev
épfdrara
tyevopévov
°3nuiovpyovpévn
wapackevdoarial
oxovow
abdfouéim
Td dyopaia
i) od Bonbety
°evpriaar
tépdvros (corr. from
dpwrdrros A).
fovA(corr.): Hod M
o7 det
treAevraiov
¢dvov kal kabapdv
Tirfais
°rolTwY
°kopidfi pév olv—
xara ravta (M om.
mo\et)
%i &
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xaxd ovolay 19

&by e &v uéreow

xal dpdpiéopara

ofire xara pavracias .
Tady

xoAdoet Gs

ont.
Adpa

oldpeda

déén

v
Aoyt{duevos

pév yap
dpfdrard ye
yevouévoy
Snuiovpyovuévov
mapeakevdadar
éwow
adéavopévy
Tdde 1@ dyopaia
pi) Bonbeiv
elpfiocfa.
épwrdrros

mov (wov A% mg. corr.)
det

" ré\eov (et A? mg.)

¢pdvov kabapov
tirlacs

T®V ToloUTwY
om.
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V.

VL

VIIL

VIIL
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AM
464 E °4vdyxny
465 C °madorpoplar A
wadorpopla M

466 B °pauty
468 C °undevi
469 A °dvfpdmwr—Ieod
470A  ¢opnadueda
472 B Tdde xpY

» C °TeAéws

» D °dmodeifas
478 B °papév

5 C °¢pavdrepov

» D °&ros
479C °¢ (8 M)
479C D °uy elvar—paiiov
487 C tradvmp
488 A xahemdv wdbos

490D trovs
» D Ttiis daBoAijs
504 B  &\Aq

~» C amokelmwy

5054 f
506 B  teréws
507 B °&eri Tadra
522C wolov
529 C 1é€ dnrlas pev
533A pot
» B 1) ©wpos Oepamelay
536 A T Totabra oxomely

538C °mpos rovs &nropévovs

540B °koopuety

s E 8K érdv
5438 °dv

5 C °dieAnAvlas
544C «kal ) Tacdy

I1
dvdyxn

wadorpddpw

Epaper

xal pndevi

om.
¢oBnOnoduea
Xp Tode

om.

émdeifa

épaper
pavepdrepov

évds

os

om.

TavTy

XoAewdy 10 wabos
ToVS u&v

Tijs 700 SwaBoAdjs
a9

amoAetmov

1 xal

TAVTEADS

om.

70 Toloy

¢ vmrlas véwv .
éuol

7 xal wpds Oepamelav
wdy™ Td ToladTa oKowEy
mpocanTopévovs
KaTaKOO [hely
dexerdy

os

SedjAvlas

xal Tacdy
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AM

547E
554B
5564

559¢€
560B

»n E
561 A
» A
562 B
»w B
» D
5644
» E
569 ¢
571C

572 A
» A

» D
5734

» A

» D
574C
578E
579¢
581A
5848
597 B

598B
600D

601 A
» E
602 A
» D

ToL0UTOVS
°rod xopod
olre y
°rov TdY
°Smorpepdpevas
‘elratdevaiay
™ T@Y
oma
wpofevro
amdAAv
atrijs
xal év molrelats
opikpd
°nfp SovAwy
xal Tlvas
oéa
é\Gov
&aarov
8rav
al &AAat
%BiaxvBeprg
°wavy ye
1 wAelw
xapmwodrar drijp
%€l Shov
TovTO
N ™ Ploe
°néppw &pa mwov
émotarjowst Tis
wadelas
+év Tols Totovrois
°vTnperiice
°ndyy ye—eémoriuny
kal al dAAat

603 E tyvxis
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IT

TOVs TOLOUTOVS
o xpdvov
kai ofrre y’
oy
mooTpepduevar
aradevolar
els T TGy
pdAiora
mpovlero
améAAY
atrod
xal 3% xal &v mokerelais
apLkpdy
70p dobAov
rlvas
éay
oy
éxdorov
&rav 3y
xal af &\
StaxvBeprd
ov whvv ye
1 xal mAelw
kapmodrat 6 avip
3€t GAov
ToYTw
% & ) Pplae
wéppw mwov &pa wov
ris waldelas émora-

mowot
érépois Toovrous
vmnpérns €
om.
xal EAAas

TixNS
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AM . Il
X. 604D larpiciy Opnredlay latpuijy kat Opnrediay
606 A el éxeivy  éxelvy
» C Caloxivoio aloxivois
s C v elps dvelys
610E °doxifrmrar dorijrwrat
611D «xexAdofar éxkexAdofar

The fifty-five places which are marked with ° in the
foregoing list afford ample evidence that the main text of
M is independent of II. But for the purpose of testing the
relationship between M and A, these passages may be
neglected, for they merely show that both MSS. agree so
far in a sound tradition. What is correct in both comes
from the archetype and does not prove any closer affinity.

In one place, 1v. 437 D, M is free from the suspicion of
error which attends the reading of A. In another, IIIL
389 D, the reading of M is intermediate, and accounts for
the corruption of II. It remains then to consider those
places in which A and M agree in readings (1) erroneous or
(2) doubtful.

(1) In the twelve places, which are here marked with an
obelus T, the two MSS. are clearly following the same
mistaken original. But it is still an open question whether
the later is derived from the earlier, or whether they are
both derivatives from an older copy in which these errors
were already to be found. Such changes as those in IIL
411 D (from yevouévov to yevopévov), V1. 487 C (from radrn to
ravrp), X. 603 E (from yuyijs to rixns), may have occurred
at an early stage of the tradition.

In 1V. 437 C A hesitates between two readings, the first
hand having written épwrdvros, and the diorthotes having
corrected this to épdvros, which is the reading of M. This
being so, it is not a little remarkable that in II. 383 B, M
gives évdureiocfas, the reading of Al, but no# of the diorthotes,
who has changed it to évdareicfar. The reading pév for
véor (529 C) is so widely spread that it may be assumed
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to be an early corruption, and véor is by no means
certain.

There remains r{ v re (I1. 358 E), a mistaken reading, but
one into which an early copyist might easily have fallen,
and év rois for érépous (X. 601 A), which forms part of a phrase
supplied in the margin by the diorthotes of A, and therefore
not with certainty attributable to the MS. from which A was
copied.

(2) So much for the erroneous agreement of M with A.
There remain fifty-one places which may be considered
doubtful. In most of these the reading of IT has been
rejected by recent editors in deference to the authority of
A. If they are right in this, the same argument recurs :—
A and M agree in following the archetype, which proves
nothing as to their special affinity. Where all three MSS.
are in error, as in X. 604 D, II shows a further stage of
corruption, and the error is not one which commenced
with A. For it is presupposed in I, which ex Aypothest is
independent of the A tradition. In IV. 437 D there is
a reading which appears significant. A seems originally to
have read mov, the reading of II. An early corrector
changed this to 4 o), and wrote wov in the margin. M has
od, and 7 oY is the true reading. In IX. 576 D, on the other
hand, the true reading épery is absent from A IT M, but is
given as a variant by A* in the margin. If M were copied
from A, the scribe would surely have availed himself of this.
With regard te the omissions not marked with °, viz. 11.
373 A, 379 A, 381 A, 382 E, it may be reasonably argued
that IT is right, although not demonstrably so, for the words
supplied are not necessary to thesense. But the error, if so
be, is one which may have occurred at any period. Even in
the few cases, such as III. 408 C, V. 451 B, VI. 488 A, VIIL.564 A,
where it may be thought that the advantage is on theside of
I1, this would indicate affinity between A and M, but wou]d
not prove the derivation of the later from the earlier MS.

When all is said, the amount of agreement here exhibited
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proves a close relationship between A and M, but does not
necessitate the inference of direct derivation.

II. What then is to be inferred from the places in which
M agrees with IT while differing from A?

In the following list A = A + A3, that is the places are
discounted in which the reading of IT M is anticipated by
- an early corrector of A.

§s.

A M
A versus I. 330C fdimep °jmep
M 332C &pn & mpds &pn mpds
339B kai dixawov ¢fs 3(kawov Pis
342 A d€l alel %3¢l
344 E ovdé Tu ovde
345 Ct malvew c. yp. woi- °moipalvew
palvew
347 C Oet B¢ °Bet
349B  wAetov wAéov
352D do7’ épol °8s yé pot
II. 358A om. °&dixla 8’ émaweirat
» E mAéovt wAéov
359 C émavroddpe én’ adroddpy
» C viue d¢ Blg voue 8¢ kal Big
» D pvBoloyodot & pvBoAoyodot
,» D &\\o pev %4AAo pev Exew
360E 7l oly tls odv
364D Mool d¢ arpemtol Te *orpentol 3¢ Te
5 D om. T€ kal Sikatoaivm
366 A &ijmo a{uioL pudvor
374B olkodduov, Tva—  olkoddmor &AN& okvroTdMOV,
ylyvorro Tva—ylyvoiro TI
olkoddpor Twa — ylyvorro,
d\\a axvrorduor M
» C oxvroTduwy TRYTOTOUOY
378D rowadra paAov °rotadra Aexréa pailov
111, 387 C ¥mo °ymep
390A veavikevpuara veany(ox)edpara



III. 392A
395C
396D
398A

399¢€
401C

402D
404 A
IV. 421D
4314
“432C
433E
434C
4358
439D
440E
443A

» D

V. 450A
s C

451 B

453E

466 A
469E

VI. 491 C
496 C

s D

497 B
498 B
502 B
504D

VIL. 516E
518D
VOL. II.

of Plato's Republic.

A
weproplloper ols
tva éx Tijs piprjoens
éavrod
7€ els
émoBalvovra
dveudpuevor
Siore
T€ Kal dvdyxn
Siadéper
Tov
Ppdaeis
ToiTo
dde Aéywper
éavrp
&repov
€ldos
pev kal
onm.

TalTd
Tepd dv
Aéyew B¢

duoXoyoduer

¢ivAakas motobper
Baldvros

wdvrws

¢ Sixalep
dmooras
éxninrery
dthooodplg

&0’ Soris

om.

8t odros

3€t. unxarjoacta
G

81

M

°mépt dpifouévors
°fva pi) éx Tis pyjoens
%¢auroy

T & els
°ra awoBalvovra
%veuduevo

% 8T
°re dvdyxn
%Biagpelpe

°7d
°¢p&a'ys'

°rodTov

°G8e Aéyopev
Sabrj

%ératpoy

°r¢ €ldos

uny kal

%atrdy avrod . .
°raira

. éavrg

mewpd ody

Aéyew 3i)
zp.o)wyoﬁp.ev II
°Gpoloyodpey M
°¢pilakas woiotpey
BdAhovros
°mwavris

7@y dikalov
vmoords
éxnminrel
Pulocodplay
&0 8ris
°% yopvalopéve' #, 8 viv 83

E\éyopev, Tod peylorov Te

% TotodTos
%Biapnyaricacia
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A . IOIM
VIL. 521 B ol wepl %t mwepl
526D mpoaidy °mpotov (M)
527C kal 87 xai wpds xal &) mpos
528D perd Tatmy per adrip (so Bekker)
534D mwdvra Tadra radra wévra
537 E  kahdv °xaxdy
VIIL. 552D 7i{odv; °bfikov &pn : 7l odv;
558 B dmavr’ aira &mavra rabra
561 A 7 pév °rdre pév
567 B tmefaipew *Ymefaipeiv
IX. 582D ofrws %odros
584D 4&AXN’ G5 °4A\ws
585 C d&Anbelas xai ad 70 °aAnfelas xai adrd '
X. 597 E tpaygdomoids Tpaywdiomoids
601D v v °mpds v &
602 B 710 d¢ &) 70 &)

Schanz’s theory would assume that in these places M has
been emended from a MS. of the family of II. Is this
assumption probable? Let us first consider the places
where omissions are supplied or words added :—

II. 358 A, 359 C, D (&is), 364 D, 366 A, 374 B, 378 D; IIL
395C, 398 A; IV. 443 D; VI 504 D; VIIL 552 A.

Of these II. 358 A, 359 D &4zs, 378 D, 395 C; 1V. 443 D;
VI. 504 D ; VIIL. 552 A (eight in]all) are probably genuine
readings, and in that case need not be accounted for by
derivation from II, while they certainly point to a source
independent of A. But if they are not genuine, the sup-
position that they are borrowed by M from IT is weakened
by the fact that the not less plausible additions in I1I. 366 A,
373 A, 379 A, 381A, 382 E, have not been similarly
borrowed. (See above, pp. 74, 75.)

The interpolations in II. 366 A pdvor and 374 B &AAa
axvrorduor must indeed be due either to IT or to an ancestor
of I, it is impossible to say how far removed. But the
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different position of the words &AAa axvrorduor in the two
MSS., makes against the supposition that they came directly
from ITtoM. And it is not impossible that they are genuine:
see below, p. 112.

Two passages, V. 453 E and VI. 485 A époloyiefw, in which

® n
the reading of M is offered as an alternative in I1, époroyeicfuw

M, 2,:.0)\0;:%0% I1, rather point to the conclusion that M’s text,
here differing from A, is independent also of II, since IT is
here corrected from the archetype of M. The omission of
Morol 8¢ in IL 364 D is clearly right, and is not likely to
have been derived from II, supposing M to have been
copied from a derivative of A. The interpolation of udvov
(perhaps corrupted from an earlier uév) in II. 366 A, and
the insertion of &AA& oxvrorduov at different points in 374 B,
are wholly insufficient grounds on which to establish any
connexion between M and II. They rather point to a source
anterior to both, which may or may not be earlier than A.
If the forty-seven readings marked with © in the foregoing
list, or any of them, are genuine, the common source of
IT and M represents a tradition independent of A. Besides
retaining the words which A omits, in particular the
forty letters in VI. 504 D, that source in all probability
gave wowalvew (I. 345 C), mAéov (349 B), oTpenrtol 3é e
(11. 364 D), &(ijmor fudvor (366 A), &GAAG oxvrorduor in mg.
(374 B), piv (1V. 443 A), dpoloyoiuer (V. 453 E), dporoyelofn
(VL. 485 A), mavtés (491 D), 7év dixalwr (496 C), dmypeaiav
teocoplay (498 B), o8’ 13 1is (502 B), per’ admijy (VII. 528 D).

The amount of variation and corruption which is here
implied, may easily have come into existence long before
the ninth century. The certainty of corruption after all is
limited to the three places here marked with .

III. So far a presumption has been raised, (1) that M, ATl versus
while closely related to A, is not necessarily derived from
it; (2) that where A and M differ, the difference need not
be accounted for by the correction of M through I1. This

G2
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view has still to be confirmed by considering the passages
in which M differs from A and II.

§7. 1. M upholds the following sixteen correct readings
which have hitherto rested on weak MS. authority, as they
are ignored both by A and IT :

I. 330B woi MKxvVind. F wot ATI
347A dv Mbcaad'yz ¢ A oIl
»n E wérepor dAnfeorépos Mx2Vind. F  wdrepor bs
dAnfeorépws ATI
1I1. 402 B xal elxdvas ME gxv B «kal el elxdvas ATI
406D paxpdv ME x puxpav ATI
IV. 425D 3ikGr Mifews M®gKva' B ey AMjfeas ATI
» D 70 mapdmav MKac 10 wdpmay ATI
441 C évos éxdotov ME gtx  évi éxdorov ATT
V. 462B fudf MExgrKv fwdet ATI
472 A Ayov Myew re MEacx Aéyew Adyov te ATl
VI. 492 E éfaipdpev M Fic, éfalpoper ATI
VIIL. 564 E BAlocie Mmacxy PBAloceiev A BAlooew IT pr.
IX. 574D émAlmp MEtm émkelmp A  Emelme I1
X. 607 B dmoheloyiofw ME gc dmolehoylofw A TI
611 C fearéor Mmac o'y (Swabearéor E) diaberéov ATI
N.B.—The reading ¢ xal é¢’ od, V. 479 C, in which M
agrees with a ¢ x @’ ¥ m v Vind. D, E, F, Athen., now
proves to be the reading of Par. A.
And in X. 606 E &fios, for which IT used to be the single
early witness, is now supported by A IT M.
2. In the following places, M, while differing from A! I,
is anticipated by a corrector of A, though not in every
case by the diorthotes :

All M A°
III. 411 C yeyémrae yeyéomrras
415C oldnpos pvAaé adnpois PpvAaf
IV. 424 B émppovéovow émippovéovo’
430E ¢alvorras Aéyovres
V. 471 A ob moAéuio os o moAéuio

474 D émawebioerar éraweitat
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All

VI. 486 C dvdnra
505 B eldévar

VII. 525D 3o ds

537 E éumwinharas

VIII. 548 B o ¢avepis
549 A Tiow
557 A ¢dBwv
IX. 582 C gogds
5848 ¢y ¥
X. 613E &pa

M Ac
dvéimra
elvas
os (M)
éumlumhavras A°
dumlmhavra M
davepds
Tis
¢dBov
é dopos
épny
8pa €l

It will perhaps be said that in these passages the copyist
of M or its original had before him the emended text of
A; but if so, why in other instances should he have pre-
ferred the first hand to the corrector? See Book I. 351 C,
1. 383 B, VIL. 524D (M), X. 612 B. The argument is not
a strong one, but it at least suggests the alternative
possibility, that, in the preceding instances, A may have
been corrected from an ancestor of M. And it is observable
in this connexion, that while alternative readings occur
frequently on the margin of M, in the places here referred
to the readings of A! do not appear at all.

3. The following readings, for which M is the oldest
witness, are improbable or doubtful :

ATl M
1. 332E év1¢ om.
340 A abrds yap Opaciuayos atrds Opacipayos
II. 365B mapackevacrauévg maperkevaopévy
370 B mpafw mpdée
III. 403 B adry § Hdovy) abriy 9dor1) (n and v

confused)
V. 475 B mipacfar Tiudrra
VI. 495A Srav ds &v

496 A wavopikpoy A, wav

. TAVY TRIKpOY
apikpoy I1
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All M
VI. 496 C yevduevol yevopevor
499 E &AAolav AN’ olay
VIIL. 546 C 77, mpopijxy H mpoprker
X. 598D wdooogos wav copds
607 C b[? a’o¢¢:‘>v A Siacopiy
Swa ooy I
612 A dme\vodueda amedvaduela

§ 8. 4. The evidence so far has tended to show (1) that M in
a few passages confirms the genuineness of a text which is
otherwise supported only by late MSS. (2) That while thus
to some extent independent both of A and II, it agrees very
closely with A and still more closely with the text from
which A has been corrected. (3) That it notwithstanding
diverges from that text in more than seventy places, where
it stands in agreement with IT. (4) That it is not sufficiently
removed from IT in point of time to make it probable that
in these places it has been altered through contamination
with derivatives of II.

It remains to support the position that, of the inferior
MSS., M may be safely taken as the most competent
witness. Schanz, in the article already referred to, Hermes
XIL p. 181, concludes a careful examination of the MSS.
which he regards as derivatives of A by stating that Vat. m
is the only one about which for some time he hesitated
in forming this conclusion ; or rather, he takes £ m v Z as
a sub-family of which m is the oldest representative. The
relation of M to m (whose age is uncertain) is therefore now
to be exemplified.

Mandm M is (1) closely related to m, and (2) it is far more free
from corruption. Both points may be illustrated from
a passage taken almost at random, viz. III. 390 B—
V. 465 A. :
(1) Close agreement of M m:
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Mm A &c.
III. 390B 7 Bla % Ala
392 A ols olovs olovs
394D lows 3¢ xal lows, v & ¢yd* lows 3¢ kal
398 C woia &rra Sokel wol’ &rra del
403 A TBpis UBper
415C audnpods (et A°) a(dnpos
IV. 420 E émicAlvavres xataxAlvavres
425D wepif avpBoralwy wept EupBoraiwy
428C &y éxot

V. 457 B &nl yupvais Tais yovarfl  émi yvpvals yovarfl
(so quoted by Euse-
bius and Theodoret)!
461 A Ooas Pvcas
465 A mpos mpeoBiTepov wpeaBiTepoy
In particular these MSS. show coincidences of a minute
kind in the elision of final vowels, and this although M
frequently avoids elision (e. g. II. 361 C &AAa 7jre, I1I. 408 C
el 8¢ aloxpokepdis, X. 614 B xopioleis 8¢ olxade). The following
are a few out of many such coincidences:
II. 357C (¥ 8 aird re IV. 423 E paN\ov & dorl
374 E olpat &ywy', 7 & 8s V. 477 E els 1007, &P
IIL. 390C ob pa tov AT, 1§ & 8s  VIIL. 569 A vy AT, 3} &’ 8s
399D 7i 8’ atAomoiods
(2) The following list of corruptions of M and m within
the same limits, viz. in V. 466-480, may serve to substantiate
the second assertion, that M is considerably less corrupt

than m:
M m

466 A edayuov om. pr. (per-
haps rightly ?)
A xal duelvov om. pr.
B wo: for mp (E)
B und dpxéan B und’ dpxéoy (E)

1 The agreement of Mt in this place with the quotations of the Fathers,
affords an additional argument for the independence of the M tradition.
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M
466
467
C Sapépew
468

B xpijvas om. (perhaps
rightly ?)

469
C odv after &v erased

E péAp for pérp (E)
axvAeboers
E SwaxkwAfoeis }
470 A kal Tprjoens for Twhoews

E «al (before ogpddpa)om.
471 A &s oV for o

D pdyxoiro 70
D orpareloiro pr. for
avoTparevoiro

m
C ¢ ovri om.
D el for §
E 10V om.
B ¥ wov for
(2)
C ok for xal otx IT
C duadépew
A alrdv for adrdv (v E)
A yewpydv for yewpydy

€l mov

C répioreiov (70 dp. )
D 3umrexéea (E)

A eddapdvov (x)

C ody after &v om. (E)
C 1 odx 7 for 7 od (E)
D 8¢ &7 for 8¢

arvAelaes }

E diakwAioeis

A xal Twijoews for Tpfjoens

B pév om.

B odv om. (E)

B o?d¢é for oddéy

D dpoloyovuérm for uodo-
~ yowbp

E xal (before o¢pddpa) ome.

A &s oV for od

B é0érovat for éfesjaovor

C tabrd ye (E)

C pwnobdijcerat

D pdxoiro 1o

D orparedoiro for ovorpa-

Tedoiro
E 7 (before mokirela) om.
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M
472 A ovypyvdoke

A Méyes for Aéyps (sic
Al)
B ylyverat for ylyvesOas

C ol viv for fuiv

D lxefv;;s
D ixavés misplaced

E Swardy ' &v sed in
rasura,for dvvardrar’
&

473 A ofrws om. pr.

B &v before dyamgny om.
(rE)

E Aéyewom. pr.(probably
right ?)

E eldoxiypfoeer for eddai-
pormjcecev (but mg.
yp. eWdaipoviceier)

474

D énaweiral for émaweby-
ceras (given as an
alternative by A?%)

475 A ¢rotlpws
B Ttolrov om. pr.
D moAd pr. for moAol

m
A gvyytyvdoke
A «xal lows for lows (E)

B ylyveraiforyiyveoai(Z)
B (yrovvre for (yrodvres

D 7 for eln (E)

E ebdoxymioeer (2 pr.)

E ob om.

A yvpwoiy for yvpvods

A 7o for 7§

B col for ov (before ofrw)
B Aéyovras for Aéyovres

D énaweirar for émawe-

Ofoerar
A ¢uloripws

D woAd for moAAot
D 8 fordsy
E rods for Tobro
E airg for adro
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M
475E &\Awp pr. for dAAov
476cC b for ¢
D 7 before adro om. pr.

D xahemwjvp (E)
477 A whewovaxi
B ént ¢ pi) v
C i om. pr. after yévos

D éxdAecav
D émi 70 adrd Terapévmy (¥)
479 A ovdapod for oddaun

A xal .. . &wov om. pr.

E &\Aa for AN’ od
480 A Twas for xahas

On the Text of this Edition

m
E d&\\owv for dAAov
cbdforg

D «xai before oire om.
A mheovayi

C oy for
C BAémwr for amofAémwr

(8)

A oddapod for oddauy
A xal . . . &diwxov om.
E aAAa for AN’ od

A Twas for xakas

A 70 & for o dv

It will be seen at once that the errors of m are not
only more numerous, but more grave. And it is also
noticeable that of the variants which belong to the M tradi-
tion one, Aéyeis 472 A, agrees with the first hand of A, another,
émaweirar 474 D, was acknowledged by the diorthotes (or an
early corrector) of A, while some of the variants in which
M stands alone, e. g. the omissions in 466 A, 468 B, 473 E,
and xahemiry (476 D) in which E agrees, are defensible
readings. There remain thirty-six errors in M to fifty-
seven in m. '

m The character of Vat. m sufficiently appears from
what has been already said. Vat. m is referred to in this
edition only where in consequence of the lacuna in VI and
VII the direct evidence of M is not available.

§9.r Vat. © (Vaticanus 266), which, was highly valued by
Stallbaum, is shown by M. Schanz to be derived from
Ven. t as far as 11I. 389D, and in the remainder of the
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Republic from I1. It is said to be the second volume of
Vat. A, which is in close agreement with the Bodleian MS.
It has now and then a peculiar reading, but where it has
any pretentions to independence it generally agrees with
Vat. r, which on the whole seems to have a higher claim.
The Raudnitz MS. (Schneider’s Lobcovicianus), is of the
same family, which with rare exceptions comes into use
only where there is a lacuna in II. It may be mentioned
incidentally, though it is a matter of slight consequence,
that the corrector of M and the writers of the supplementary
leaves (M) are frequently in agreement with v. This MS.
(with Lob. ©® Vind. E) supplies at least one indisputable
reading 1. 354 B éyd pot (A TI &ydpar).

Here and elsewhere it is uncertain whether an obviously .
correct reading, appearing only in a comparatively late
MS,, is derived from earlier tradition or from Byzantine
conjecture. Critics have been fond of adopting this last
supposition ; the rashness of which, ‘however, becomes
evident, when it is considered that the reading émaiweiras
V. 474 D, formerly supposed peculiar to some of the later
MSS., has now been found in a text of the twelfth century,
and is given as an alternative by the diorthotes of Par. A.

Be that as it may, no text of the Republic can be con-
 stituted aright without placing some reliance on late MSS.
Par. K for example, like Par. D, is in the main a derivative K
from IT: but, besides agreeing in special points with g, it
has here and there a singular reading, which it would be
unwise to neglect, and one at least, which although clearly
interpolated is demonstrably early, and cannot possibly
be due to conjecture (Schneider vainly argues against this
position). In IX. 580 D, the reading of K (fifteenth century)
Aoyiorikdy émibuunricdy Oumxdy is manifestly anterior to
the readings of A 75 Aoywrixov, and II Aoyorixdw, and
helps to account for them. This being so, it deserves
consideration whether the reading woAMois in X. 615 B,
though only a correction of woAMoi in Par. D, may not be D
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the original of the impossible reading woAAoi in Par. A, for
which & gives moAAGy, the received reading. It is on the
whole most probable that the copyists or correctors of
the fifteenth century MSS. from which the first printed
editions were chiefly taken, paid more respect to earlier
MSS. than to the conjectures of their contemporaries.
Conjecture has of course played a certain part in the inter-
polation of texts, but MS. conjecture is generally traceable
to some mis-writing having introduced obscurity which the
scribe has instinctively sought to remove. This process
began early and was never discontinued. It has aggravated
corruption, but, except in the removal of the simplest clerical
errors, can seldom be credited with the restoration of an
original text.

§10. 8 The MS. Venetus Z, 184, of the M family (closely related
to A), was written in the fifteenth century by a scholar,
Johannes Rhosus, for the learned Cardinal Bessarion, who
like the Bishop of Hierapolis, amused himself with cor-
rections of the text. The following is Signor Castellani’s
description of it.

*Cod. 184, membr. Saec. XV, 433 x 280 millim,, foll. 494,
quinquagenorum versuum. Continet post Introductionem
Alcinoi in Lectionem Platonis, Platonis Dialogos omnes, |
praeter Eryxiam, quibus subjungitur Timaei Locri De
Anima Mundi: Plutarchi De Animae procreatione. In
calce primi folii r. legitur : Krijpa Beooaplwvos kapdnraréws Tod
tév TodoxAov, et in calce ejusdem primi folii v.: Platonis
omnia opera: Liber pulcherrimus et correctissimus Bessa-
rionis Cardinalis Tuscularis. Codex, litteris aureis picturis-
que exornatus, totus exaratus est manu Joannis Rhosi,
qui addidit in marginibus Scholia locupletissima nitidis
etsi minutis characteribus exscripta. Accedunt emenda-
tiones complures partim ab eodem Rhoso, partim ab ipso
Bessarione recensitae.’

Venetus E is of some historical interest, as it appears to



of Plato's Republic. 93

have been a chief source of the editio princeps, the Aldine
Plato of 1513. In more than thirty-six places where &
differs from A IIM, the Aldine follows this MS. :—even in
some passages where the Basle editions and Stephanus givea
different reading. These coincidences include two lacunae :

VIL 533E &X' . . . & yxj om. E Ald. Steph. (where the

reading of Z is unnoticed by Bekker);

X. 604 D larpixi Ty om. E Ald. Steph. :
and such distinctive readings as

IL. 359 E daxtiAiov $épew 8

367 D &dixiay 8 BAdnrer
VIIL. 544 E pelocavra
562 B émdA\Avow (again unnoticed by Bekker).
Places where Aldus agrees with Z against Steph. are:
1L 360 E diaiofdvecbar E (Sieafdvecbar Ald.): diaiofdverar
Steph.
IV. 433 C tmoAn¢fev E Ald. (and A?): Jmoreipfév Steph.
IX. 587 E 7jdiorov E (not quoted by Bekker) Ald. : #jdior
Steph.
X. 607 D émoloynoapérn E Ald. (and Al): émoloynoouéin
Steph.
620 C wepiodoay E Ald.: wepuoboar Steph.

These facts are enough to raise a strong presumption.
But Aldus was not tied to one MS. ForinII. 358 E he
read 7{ re év Tvyxdves with Flor. b, in 377 E xaxés odolas with
the same MS,, and in VIIL 560 A émorpeddpevar with ¢ DK
(a correction of ¥moorpepdpevas the reading of IT).

In 11. 363 B he may have corrected é&dixias, the reading of
E, to eddixias by referring to the Odyssey.

E still remains the chief or sole authority for the reading
of several places which have gone wrong in ATIM. Itis
enough to point to—

1. 331D épnw &yd . . . &pn éyd ATIM
III. 407 C Twas. . . mwos AITM
IV. 434 E éxelvo . . . éxet ATIM
440E 70 Aoyterixod . . . 70 Aoyworeikdr ATIM
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IV. 440E kai Tovrov . . . kal robro ATIM
442 C Um0 Tob Adyov . . . ¥md TG Adywr A ITM
» E tobro adrdw... robrov alrdv A ITM (rodrov adro cj.
Schneider)
444 B 1¢ 10D . . . ToD § ad dovAevew AIIM
V. 465A &\\ws . . . &Ahos ATIM
VIL 534 A Sowy...800v AIIM
VIIL 544 C 3uadépovoa . . . dadpeiyovoa A [1 M
557 E dpxew xal dixdlew ... dpxps xal dixd(ns ATIM
(dexdlers IT pr.)
IX. 50 E BovAerat £°(x v Iambl. Stob.) ... BovAederar ATIM
X. 604 C alpel (£ g) . . . épet AM (&pe IT)
611 C diabeatéov . . . diaberéov ATl : Beatréor M
614 A éxdrepos E corr. . . . éxdrepoy AM (lacuna in IT)
615B woAAGY . . . moAhoi A M (moAdois D corr.)

See also VIL 532 D 8.éA0wper, now supported by M.

On the important fact of the occasional agreement of £
with the papyrus fragment of the Phaedo, see below, p. 8.
x  Flor. x is another MS. without which the apparatus

criticus would be imperfect. It is of the M family, but has
been corrected from other sources. See especially VIII.
549 A dovAois Tis &v.

§m. ¢ Flor. 8'is also a ‘learned’ MS. (Laurent. 8o. 19) with
which ¢ (Munich 237, fifteenth century) constantly agrees.
The date of B’ being uncertain, it is hard to say which
is derived from its fellow, but as ¢ has been collated
not only by Bekker, but after him by Schneider in the
most complete manner, it has been thought safer to refer
to g. Bekker’s high estimate of this MS. is on the whole
justified, although Hermann has rightly rejected many of
its readings in deference to the authority of Par. A. The
two MSS. ¢ 8’ represent a recension based on the IT tradition,
partly preserved also in Paris. DK, in which the defects
of that tradition have been somewhat boldly supplemented
with interpolations which the examination of other MSS.
enables us to detect.
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For example :
I. 333 E pvAdfacfas kal py wabeiv
I1. 358 E { olovrat
360 B wepibeiro om.
364 E perd rwwv éoprév te xal Guoisy (for 8id Ouaidv)
365 C wpdbvpa ptv ydp
366 D Gpprién (et Par. K pr.)
» E alro &’ éxdrepov om. pr.
368 C ¢avrov
381 D Blov ddpos (supplying an object for yelpovoar)
IV. 437 D 1) worod (conflatum ex ) o¥ et wov)
V. 450 D xaA@s elxe mapapvleiofar
» E ob ¢pavdww (for ¢pirwr)
459 B 3¢t dxpww (for det dxpwv elvar)
475 B oY &v Twa (for 8v &v Twos)
» D émbBéovo (for wepiféovo)
476 B 9’ adrd 10 kaAdv
VI. 501 C dre (for dri)
502 B xal #és and yevduevos om.
VIL. 529 C & fakdrmp 7) &v ¥ (for év vy 1) & Oardrmy)
VIII. 544 E pljyravra ¢ corr. (ppavra g pr.)
545 E pY) tpayids ¢, w7 inter versus (with os 8¢ omovdy
following)
548 A mepl Talrod for wepl Tadra
553 C pera for kara
IX. 575 A 16v alrod for 6v avrdv
X. 595 C roirwv om.
619 C oxéfraito
This recension, however, remains responsible for some
true readings which it would be unsafe to assume to be
conjectural.
See for example :

q AIIM
II. 365D 098" Nuiv peAnréov xal iy peAnréor
370A paov pgdioy

1. 397 A paAlor mwiocerat paAdoy dupyicerar
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q AIIM
IIL 414E 3¢l 2]
IV. 429 C yeyowvias yeyorviay
444 C 10 dxaia ta dlkaia
V. 454D kal latpikdy xai larpuciy
VI. 500 A 7} odk éaw 7 kal &aw
VIL. 529 B vojoe: voljcew (M)
537 D rovrovs Tovrous
VIIL. 553C 70 émbupuyrirdy v émibvunTicdy
559B 7} re uy wadoa 7} Te madoar
567 E 7( d¢ 7is 8¢
IX. 585A domep 8¢ domep
X. 604 B djo Twe dvo
» B ¢autv &v ¢apéy
» D wpds T wpds 1o
610D TodTov Tod

5, D dua rovro
617 B rpirov

dua TovTov
Tov Tpirov AM

The interpolations, or would-be emendations, of ¢ and
g corr., so far weaken the authority of this MS. as to
render it an unsafe guide (for which reason several possible
readings adopted by Bekker and Stallbaum have been
rejected). And in accepting the readings above-mentioned,
it may remain an open question whether they are conjec-
tural or not. This question, which has been already
touched upon, will be more fully considered below.
The principal MSS. of the Republic may accordingly be
classified as follows :
I. Abd y
2. (1) [ID g*B*K*: (2) t®O: (3) Vind. DEF
3. ME¥*macx¥*sv
Ven. t and Flor. n are not referred to.

* Those marked with the asterisk are emended MSS,,
i. e. they admit readings derived from various sources and
sometimes conjectural.

Glosses of
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Textual Errvors and Emendations.

The discovery of fragments of classical texts in Egypt § 1a.

on papyrus rolls, some of which are known to have been
written before the Christian era, has brought out some
unexpected results. 1. The texts so far deciphered, where
they differ from our MSS. of the ninth and tenth centuries,
differ almost always for the worse. 2. For the most part
they confirm the received tradition. 3. Very rarely, and
then only in minute particulars, have they confirmed the
conjectural emendations of modern scholars. 4. On the
other hand, they do occasionally support the authority
of readings which have hitherto rested on the evidence of
some late MS.

These remarks may be 1llustrated from the long frag-
ment of the Phaedo discovered by Mr. Flinders Petrie
and published by Professor Mahaffy. See an article by the
present writer in the Classical Review for October and
December, 1891, pp. 363—365, and 454—457.

1. The papyrus, besides several patent errors of sllght
importance, exhibits at least two striking variants, évdpamo-
3édn for elnfn in 68 E, and & 3¢ adry) mpooéxer for & 3¢ adry
dpa. in 83 B. In the former case the scribe being familiar
with the text has awkwardly anticipated a point which is
presently to be made (viz. in 69 B); cp. Theaet. 158 C
where for 8re xpij the Bodleian MS. gives 8ro xpdve xpi,
anticipating the mention of the #me which occurs eight
lines lower down. See also in the same dialogue 149 C
where é&rdémous is written in the Bodleian MS. for érdroes with
dromdraros half a page higher up. A somewhat similar
instance occurs in Rep. V. 469 E in the v. r. SiaokvAedoes
for SiakwAboets with oxvAedew occurring, as a prominent
notion, in the same passage. In the latter of the two
cases in the Phaedo, 83B, a prosaic and somewhat late
mode of expression is substituted for the simple and
vivid language of Plato.

VOL. II. H
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2. The only matter of any consequence in which the
papyrus tends to invalidate the existing text is in 81 D, the
passage about apparitions. Here our MSS. appear to have
omitted a phrase which in the papyrus is unfortunately
illegible. This Jacuna has never been suspected by any
scholar. ’

3. In the space which the papyrus covers there are
nineteen places where modern scholars have proposed
emendations, all of which have appeared to Schanz deserv-
ing of mention in his critical notes. Only one of these is
confirmed by the papyrus. This is the rejection of the
words &vexd ¢paow in 83 E, which was proposed at one time
by K. F. Hermann but afterwards withdrawn by him.

4. On comparing the readings of the papyrus with the
existing agparatus criticus, they are found, in eight instances
at least, to be in agreement with £ and the corrector of I,
both of the fifteenth century, and with no other MS. of
Plato. These readings, then, which have hitherto been
referred to the fifteenth century A.D., are found to have
existed already in the third century B.C. :

The same lessons, of caution in conjecture, and of trust
in the persistence of tradition, have been taught by other
similar discoveries. =~ Among the papyri published in
Mr. Kenyon's Classical Texts (1891) is one containing
a great part of the third ¢Letter of Demosthenes,’ on
which F. Blass has written an instructive monograph in
Fleckeisen’s Fakrbuck fiir Klassischen Philologie for 1892,
PP. 33—44. He observes:—

(1) That in eleven pages of Reiske’s edition, the papyrus
gives sixty new readings which are clearly right.

(2) That twelve of these had been anticipated by conjec-
ture, but except the proper name Ei8¢dixov for Eidixov
(Blass’ own emendation) only in matters of light moment
(such as é&yvdpos: for a&yvéai, T’ for mijv, yevéoba: for
yerjoeaas). '

(3) Out of nineteen places in which Blass had admitted
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conjectures into the text, nine only agree with the
papyrus.

(4) On the other hand the papyrus supports the principle
of not relying exclusively on one MS. in constituting
a text. The readings of the later MSS. are in some
instances confirmed. ,

Blass remarks that in another part of Demosthenes the
_proportion of successful conjecture might prove larger ;
but he adds that the reverse might be the case, as iz ke
passage of the Phaedo.—(The emendation of an * Epistle’ is
easier, because the language is less highly wrought; the
orations would be copied with greater care, and they exist
in more MSS. of the highest class.)

The observation of such facts is the best corrective for § 13.
the extravagances to which textual criticism has been
always liable ; proceeding, as it does, at one time by the
wholesale excision of supposed ‘accretions,” at another by
the detection of ‘lacunae, now relying on close resem-
blances of written characters, now on the hypothesis of the
frequent substitution of glosses for the words which they
explain. Each of these methods has a show of scientific
precision, but, when indiscriminately applied, involves rash
and unwarranted generalization from scattered instances.
Palaeography, in particular, has supplied the textual critic
with an armoury of weapons, in which as Bacon would have
said ‘opinio copiae causa est inopiae’; the ductus literarum
often drawing the mind away insensibly from the context,
which is the principal thing. The other main requirement,
familiarity with the individual author, is also apt to be
forgotten, and an attempt is made to emend Plato on the
same principles which have proved applicable to Demos-
thenes or Isocrates. No MS. is without errors: but the
most recent discoveries have tended to show that the
preservation of ancient texts of the greatest authors has
on the whole been extraordinarily successful. It is hardly
paradoxical to say that all interpolation comes by way of

H 2 '
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emendation, and that to ‘emend’ is mostly to interpolate.
The various modes of so-called ‘scientific’ emendation are
liable to one and the same fallacy, that of assuming, because
a thing is known to have happened sometimes, that it must
have happened indefinitely often. Whereas the available
evidence tends to show, that the changes in MSS. between
the tenth and fifteenth centuries were greater in the most
important texts than in the ten centuries preceding.

In the multiplication of MSS. at the revival of learning,
all copies must have diverged from very few centres ; since
the remnants of the Classics which had found their way
from Constantinople to Western Europe were enshrined in
the comparatively small number of MSS. which had been
rescued by the men who prized them. But in the earlier
periods, those who (whether at Alexandria or at Con-
stantinople) were preparing a copy that should be valued
as authentic, had a choice of almost countless apographa of
high repute at their disposal; and if the scribe followed too
closely his immediate archetype, or himself fell prone into
some error, the diorthotes who revised his work, in many
cases the same person who wrote out the scholia, was able
to correct the first hand and add alternative readings by
the comparison of other texts, thus increasing the solid
value of the recension. Under such conditions corruption
would not proceed in an increasing ratio. At the same
time this process has aggravated the difficulty of tracing
the affiliation of MSS., readings belonging to different
families having continually crossed each other, thus causing
a mixture of traditions. The question remains, whether
amongst the manifold corruptions of the fifteenth century,
some grains of genuine tradition may not be preserved,
having descended by some fortunate accident from the text
or margin of some MS. which was then extant and has
since been lost. There is a balance of probabilities here.
On the one hand such MSS. must have been few and far
between, but on the other hand the feebleness of conjecture
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at best, and especially in the infancy of criticism, makes it
antecedently improbable that Rhosus or Cardinal Bessarion,
for example, should have hit, by mere intuition, on read-
ings which had been lost for sixteen centuries. Between
the time of the occupation of Constantinople by the Latins
and its destruction by the Turks, notwithstanding the
decline of learning, many copies even of classical works
must have still existed which perished in the final confla-
-gration. The example of Vat. r shows that Plato was
sometimes written in two volumes. Is it likely that
Arethas, the deacon of Patrae, would procure, or that Con-
stantine, the Metropolitan of Hierapolis, would purchase,
an incomplete book ?  If otherwise, there must have existed,
perhaps for centuries, a second volume of U (the Bodleian
MS.) and a first volume corresponding to A, and on the
margin of these correctors of the tenth century probably
wrote many various readings from other recensions. This
belief is justified by the instances in which the Petrie
papyrus supports £ and the corrector of II against the
Bodleian. And the inference here indicated bears a striking
analogy to Messrs. Hort and Westcott’s conclusion respect-
ing certain ‘cursive’ MSS. of the New Testament, which
together with variations due ‘to ordinary degeneracy of
transmission,’ contain others which ‘supply important
documentary evidence. They are virtually copies of minute
fragments of lost MSS.’ Introduction, pp. 144, 145; § 197.

Textual Errors.

1. Simple Clerical Errors. ’ § 15.

(2) The mere mistaking between forms of letters is a less
frequent cause of error than is often supposed, and almost
always the mistaken letter has suggested some familiar
word. For example :—

a for w: dpeheias for dpehelas I1, I11. 398 B.

o for €: mpoaijkoy for mpooiikev (?) A (mpocijkev is the read-

ing of Stobaeus), 1V. 442 B..
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n for v: Confusion of n and ». (G for {¢n AL, I. 344 E:
xakovolas for xaxonfelas II, III. 401 A: aidrip
for afm % M; III. 403 B.
v for v: 7@y dikalwy for 7@ dikale IT M, VI 496 C.
v and v : yevdpevor for yevduevor M, VI. 496 C.
A for a: Avpa for adpa I, III. 401 C: &moAAdew for d&mo-
Aavew A% x. 606 B.
3 for A: dnedvoduela for ameAvaduefa M, X. 612 A.
r for y: Confusion of re and ye passim; m\ifrrovros for
mAnyévros A, X. 604 C (this confirms the
correction of V. 472 A): firelofe for fyeisfe A,
X. 612 C.
rand ¢ : tdxns and Yuxis, IL. 366 C, X. 603 E.
Compendia—The signs for xal and @s have perhaps been
confused in V. 471 A, where the v. r. &s od moAéuior (A mg. M)
perhaps stands for xal o0 woAéuioi .

(6) More frequently the sound has been mistaken, as
between o, w and ov; between 7 and ¢; between € and a: ;
between nand o1 ; between e and 7 and «; betweenvand ot
« for ¢ : mwdvv for ¢pdvar M pr., x. 610 C ; af for av: dmoraBdv
for amohatwy IX. 572D (AM); émolaBetv for émoadew X.
606 B, an error shared by AIIM; cp. VIIL. 544C, where
diagpevyovoa for diadépovaa (A IT M) is attributed by Schneider
to a similar cause, the burring pronunciation of y; and
lastly, but only in late MSS., between evs and ey, e.g.
pedoavra for péyavra (E) VIIL 544 E. (Similarly o¢ for av:
éxxopbrioera for éxxavbioerar M, I1. 361 E.)

(¢) Letters added or omitted.

a. Letters added: dvepduevor for veuduevor A, III. 401 C:
dtacrdoeas for duardoeis A, III. 407 C: (nrel for (i ATIM,
IV. 440C: dwareraypévovs for duarerauévovs A pr., V. 474 A
(évrreraypévos A, V1. 499 A) : mapayevduevor for mapayduevor A,

! It is less apparent what 4/ the sign for #Awv, first written,‘then
marked with dots and then erased, in IT after 7iufv in 11. 359 ¢ can have
meant. Perhaps it originated in dittographia of f».
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VL. 487 B: vmootpepduevar for vmorpepduevar IT (corr. to
¢motp. in ¢ D K), VIIL 560 A: mposeards for mpoeords A,
VIII. 565 E: so perhaps émqwéycaper Al, X. 612 B: (g
AaBdvres (Idla A®) A°E, X. 615E.

Dittographia or repetition. Not only single letters but
words and even whole phrases are accidentally repeated,
and in a MS. like I, which has been little emended, this
fault is more perceptible. Thusin IX. 561 B the words pépn
. . . éxmeadvrwy were written over again in this MS., and
there are many other examples of the same mistake.

B. More commonly letters and syllables are omztted,
where the word thus formed is in some way possible:
cp. Theaet. 185 D dpyavidior for dpyavov Wior Bodleian
MS.: 1V. 421 D 3iadépes for diagpbeiper A : V. 461 B ¢rjcouer
for a¢nooper A: IX. 574D dlkas for dikalas [IM: X. 611 C
daferéop for Stalbearéor A I1.

Many such errors have been corrected by the first or
second hand in Par. A; for example, in VIIL 548 D, the
first hand wrote oluer, which is corrected by the second
hand to oluat wér. A similar mistake remained uncorrected
in all MSS. and editions in VIII. 554 B «al &ripa) pdAiora
until Schneider’s conjecture. See also corrections of the
third epistle of Demosthenes mentioned above (p. 98) as
confirmed by Mr. Kenyon’s papyrus.

A single letter is often put for the double, and vice versa,
especially in the case of A, p, »: thus péher and péArel are
often confused ; II. 375 B &vevdnka II for évvevdnka: IIL 401 A
dpvBula is written for dppvfula, and there is a doubt between
Bahdvriov and BaAldvrior A, VIIL. 552 D: pekirovpyds and
pelerrovpyds A, VIIL 564 C.

One of two similar syllables is very apt to be lost; e.g.
ov after the neuter adjective. See especially VIII. 564 C
érérunafoy for ekreruioeator A: X. 600 D dvetvar for dvwdvar A.

Homoeoteleuton. 1In the MSS. of the Republic there are
many instances of omission due to the recurrence of the
same word or syllable, the eye of the scribe having reverted
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to the wrong place. Venetus II, which had not the benefit
of correction until three centuries after it was written,
supplies seventeen examples of this fault, of which the
following seven occur in Book I1:—328 D 8eipo iévar [GAA’
Npels . . . Bedpo lévar] : 330 A 6 dmewhs [mdov 7i pgdlws . . . 6 ui)
dmexhs]: 335 B ds myy Tav tewwr [els T TG Inmov . . . €s
v rdv tmmwv]. A clear example in A is III. 400 A elmoyse
[mola 8¢ moiov Biov pi]. See also II. 379 B, 380E. So
in M, 1. 377C bv & &v wij, &moxpréor is omitted after
éyxpiréov !, And in Lobcov. VIIL 550 A kal ad . . . épéy om.

Another cause of such omission is the dropping of a line
or more than one line. Thus, in 1. 335C éuodoovs ... iwmxs
(forty-two letters) om. I1: II. 367 C ¢povelv .. . yovipa )
(forty-three letters) om. II: III. 400 B &AAov tpoxaiov . . .
Bpaxbmras (thirty-nine letters) om. II: 410C 8ooi &v . . .
oxAnpdryros, xai (seventy-five letters or two lines) ome. II.
Two very striking examples occur in X. 607 A #[uvovs Beols
kal éyxdma Tols dyabois movjoews mapade]kréoy (forty-five
letters) om. I1, leaving the vox nihili dxréov, which is changed
in ¢ DK to éréov : and 616 C el[vai . .. imol{dualra om. (forty-
eight letters) DK in absence of II, which has a lacuna here :
elra remained unsuspected, as a good Greek word.

For similar omissions in A! see II. 376 D, IV. 443 D,
VI. 493 D, VIL 528 B, x. 601 A, B, 609 B.

(d) Division of words.

a. As the words were not divided in the earliest MSS.,
some confusion has arisen in consequence, e.g. in IV. 442 B,
where the best MSS. give ¢uAdrroi v for ¢vAarrolry
(corrupted to ¢vAdrror ¢ in E St.), III. 403 B, where A wrote
vopolérns €ls for vopoBerjoeis and x. 620 B Goalrws elxds.
v MSS. for daadrws. elkooriv.

B. Conversely, words are unduly run together; as in
III. 415 C ¢vAdlp for ¢pvral ) E: VI. 496 B dvéNdor for &v
&fo. A : IX. 577 B dvodleln for &v dpbeln A.

! The termination of yiyvovrar in vin. 563 c possibly hides such an
omission, e.g. (geuvivorrar).
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(¢) Transposition of words or letters ; often corrected by
the scribe :—

a. Of letters, as in VII. 538D xaraAdBy (for xaraBdAyn) A:
IV. 437D & dAlyg (for évi Adyp) MSS.: IX. 571 D &v 8Alyg
(for &l Adyw) seems to have been the reading of Al

B. A new word is made by transposition of two
letters in III. 400 A where for elmoyu: IT reads émiotu. Cp.
VII. 530 C é&pxijs Tov (for dxpiorov) Al. Words are transposed

in III. 412D el ;1‘1 3 M. For inversion without such
marks see III. 404 D doxei radra (for radra doxei) M.

It may be remarked generally with reference to the
preceding examples that the scribe often misunderstood
the meaning, but he generally knew a Greek word when
he saw it or fancied that he saw it.

2. Errors due to mental association.

(a) False construction. By a kind of spurious attraction § 16.
the case of a noun or pronoun is altered to what the
immediate context suggests. This is most frequent in late
MSS., but occurs even in A, e.g. III. 391 D &\\ouv feod
waida for &AAov 0. 7.: VIL 529 E diapéporros (sc. ypapéws) for
diagpepdvrws. (The similar mistakes in 1. 338 E r(fera: . .
ToUs vdpovs &xdory % &pxi), for éxdorn 7 & and VIL 521 E
yvpvaoTiky . . povoiky for yvuveoriky, &c., have not been
transmitted, having probably been obliterated through the
disuse of the « adscript in the twelfth century.) VIIL 550 E
yvvaixes airg (SC. @ véuy) for yvvaikes adrév A: VIIL 561 B
éavrg &vde for éavrov évdg A. Prepositions are also confused,
e. g. vwo for &nd, ¥wd for vmép, wept for mapd.

(&) Confusion of tenses and moods. There is often

a doubt between the perfect and aorist, I. 330 E #diknkev A%,

present and aor. subj. VII. 538 D éfe)\e’yxe;q A, aor. and future
middle V. 474 A épyacapévovs for é&pyacopévovs A pr. IT;
X. 607 D dmohoynoapévn changed to dmohoynoopérn -(A);
As the feeling for the moods grew weaker, subjunctive and
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optative were confused through itacism: I. 333 D dot (A)
for 3¢p. Also indicative with optative or subjunctive, e. g.

1. 376 A ‘rrmdvaeot‘ for memdvOy M ; V. 450 D dokot E, dokei II,
for doxfi. The omission of &», when favoured by other
causes of error, may often be thus accounted for, e.g.
1. 353 A dpmédov, for 8v dpmérov, ATI M.

(¢) A word of frequent recurrence is apt to be substituted
for the word in the text, I. 352 C dwxalovs A! for 3 «al
ofs : II. 365 A émonduevol for émnrdpevor ¢ D K ; IX. 579 C
ravrg A! for é&avrg. In IV. 437 C where épotdrros is
wrongly changed to é&p@vros, some Platonic &ws must have
been haunting the mind of the corrector. By a converse
error in II. 375 B &\lorplots is written for &\Aows. So in
Theaet. 148 C éxpiBav for dxpwy Bodl. pr., 1V. 440 C (yrel
for (ei, VIIL. 568 E ouumoAiral for ovumdrac.

(d) Again, the context suggests the wrong word in place
of the right one: e.g. V. 469 E where an early corrector of
M proposes diackvAeloeis for diaxkwAioes. In VI 570 D M
reads elpnuévois for dpopévois which seemed to contradict el-
deot; VI. 510 B confusion of piunfeiow A and runbetow M and
VI. 511 A terunpévois Al for reryunuévors A?; X. 606 C piprons
for py meoms IT, where plunois is in question. So in Polit.
279 A wapadetyparelay for mpayparelay, where mapdderypa is
the subject under discussion. Other associations, possibly
from the reminiscence of a different part of Plato, give rise
to various readings, for example V. 458 E yvuvotofar for
plyvvofar A M, cp. Laws VI. 772 A.

§17. (¢) Logical confusions, especially between affirmative
and negative, positive and privative, are peculiarly frequent
in the text of Plato. There are more than fifty instances
of this form of error in the Republic; mostly, however,
amongst the later MSS.

a. The following examples of the omission of the negative
are the most important, and in some of these the earliest
MSS. are involved. 1II. 365 D od’ fuitv peAnréov ¢, kal Huiv
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peAnréor Al; III. 395 C Wva uy IIM, fva A; IV. 429 C 4
od Tobro dvdpelay xakels; od omitted by IT and ten other
MSS.; V. 454 B 10 py T avriw E, 76 miy adrip AIIM;
455 E yvuvaoricy 8 &pa o A, kai yvpvaoricy, % &' &pa o E ;
VI. 511 C lkavés pev of E, ix. p. od¥ A; VIL 537 E xaldv A,
xaxdy TIM; VIIL. 548 B ov ¢avepds A pr. IT, of erased in
A and omitted in M ; 559 B 3} e mavoas most MSS., for §j re
uY) mavoar ¢; IX. 574 C ob wéov IT, wérv A,

B. In the following cases a negative is wrongly added :
1. 330B of 7ot &vexa [1 b (ofiror II), ofiror A M; 336 E olov, py
olov gK; IV. 437 D #jod, fj 08 A; V.451 A Sore ) pe mapapvlel
ATIIM, dore odx ) ¢; VIL. 526 E 8 3¢i, ob 3¢t Al

It is doubtful whether the following belongs to a or 8 : —
VL 500 A 7] kal édv ofre A ITM, 3 odk éav ofrw g. See note.

y. Positive and privative are confused in II. 363 A 7¢
Sucalyp most MSS. for 7¢ d3lke (¢); 363 B ddixlas for eddixlas
E; VIIL 560 E dnadevoiar for evmatdevolar I1.

The following list of similar errors in inferior MSS.
might possibly be augmented.

(1) Negative omitted :

I. 352C obyap &v amelyovro 1 yap &v M (% 2)

II. 373E ol ouwpd 8vre opixp@ T

III. 388D xal ph katayed@er  xal 8% xarayegev t
398 D 7od pY ¢dopévov Tob Apiv ¢douévov ¢

IV. 421E 7és & ol wos & ¢
428 C odx dpa xal &pa ¢
429 C 1) ob Tobro 7 Tobro I ¢

V. 462C 74 7€ éudv ral 76 olx T4 Te udy Kkal 1o oy IT

éuov

dp’ olv ¢ corr.
dpa E
» E GAN’ ob dofdlew &G dofdlew M
VI. 484 B mAavdpuevo. ob piAd- mAavduevor of diAdoogor t
godot
489 A ol ¢ihdoodor of ol ptAdoodor TipdrTar M

TiudrTaL

479 E dp’ ob yiyvdokew
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VI

VIIL.

IX.
X.
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500C ph) pipeiobar
504 E pi peyloras
511D &AX’ od volv
521 A whodaior, ob xpvoiov
527 E ol dpdow
» E 1} od mpds odderépovs
530 A 7(d od pé\e
585D wds yap of ;
608 A Gs ob omovdasréor
» D 70 ob xahemdy

(2) Negative added:

L
IL

III.

Iv.

VI.

VIII.

330C kai karé Ty xpelay
377 A wpdrepov & év Tols
Yevdéow
388 C €l & olv feovs
393C drhooper ol ydo ;
398 E od yap povaixds
416 C & ué\hovor 70 pé-
yioToy
» D € Todvde Twa Tpdmov
426 A kal pi odrol ye
» E Xaptéorarotoiroiodror
431 B xal éxéAaorov
435 B yevdv 8A\X’ &rra mdln

438 A A\ xpnoTod alrov

452 E xai kako? ad omov-
ddle

478B & odwv 10 My Ov
dofaler

484 C 1} odv doxobal Tt

492 C olxrioesbar

503 C &AN’ oi TotobTot

562D &p’ odx dvdyxn

564 E xpnpariopévoy mou
wdvroy

ptpetofac M

peyloras M

GAX olv E

wmAodaior Xpvaiov IT ¢
opdoaw M

7 mpds ovderépovs M

7( 8¢ pélle v

wds ydp; ¢ Vind. E F
@s omovdacréor D K
70 Xahewov ¢

kal od xard T xpelav v

mpdrepor & ob Tois Yevdé-
owm

el &' od Beovs v

rjooper Tl yap ob ; E

o0 yap povoixds 2

B péAAovot 1o péyioror M

o Toudvde Tivd Tpdmov t

xal pyw of 7ol ye g corr.

xapiéararol ob Towobror m

xkal odx dkéAagTor t

yev@v xat ob xat’ AN’ d1Ta
wdén E corr.

xai ob xpnarod airov ®

xai ob kahod ad owovddles g B’

ap’ obx ody 10 wy dofdlet m

7} odw ob doxobal i g B

oix olyrijoeatas ¥

&AX’ od Totobros t

ol &p’ odx dvdyxn IT

xpnparilopévwy wou ob wdy-
TOY ¢
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IX. 581 D voul(ew mpos vopllew oddév mpds E M
corr,
» 585E kal BeBalws xkal od BeBalws t M corr.

In several of the above instances, other causes may be
assigned ; but it is manifest that in most of them * logical
confusion’ has been at work. In some also we may perhaps
trace the effect of bias; a sort of pedantic euphemism having
stolen into the mind of the scribe.

3. Complex ervors.

In several of the preceding examples, two or more of the
causes specified are combined, for example in uwufops for
w1 peots there is itacism and false association assisting the
wrong division of words; but still more confusion arises
where an initial error of the simpler kind leads to the
interpolation of a letter or syllable on the part of a corrector,
who in the attempt to retrieve matters goes far to make
them irretrievable. For example, in III. 403 B, where for
vopoBemijaeis following ouxe the first hand of A wrote vouoférs
els, an early corrector supposing the » to belong to &owkev, and
o to be the article, supplied the apparently missing syllable
vo (okev & vopobérns €ls)l. Similarly the reading of the
Bodleian MS. in Theaet. 152 E éfaloior aodol for éffis ol
gogoi may be thus accounted for : an early hand wrote ¢ for
n; this was again changed through similarity of sound to
ai, making éfaloor, which a later scribe assumed to be mis-
written for éfaloiot. -

In X. 604 C épei (A) having been written for alpel was
again changed to &ppet (II), 8wy 6 Adyos &pper="°which way
reason moves.” In X. 610 E several MSS. including M
r have expanded (wrikg to (@vr. kax¢ by some similar
process. In V. 468 B 7i 8¢; defiwbijvar, the second 8¢ has
been regarded as dittographia, and éfiwfijva:r has con-

1 See also 111. 401 c, where veuduevor was changed first to dveudpevo: then
to dviudpevor (¢ drawing up '), and 111. 391 E ol {nvds ¢yyvs, &v where ol having
been dropped {nvds éyyds dv became the reading of A : V1. 499 A mpoodwov for
Tpémov A M (this may be due to a compendium).
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sequently been changed to éfiaffvai. In VI. 498 B dmmpe-
oiay ¢hocopla A, vmnpeciar Ppogoplay TI, dmpealy ¢piro-
ogoplav Mr. In VI 556 D mapaxfels having been
accidentally written for maparayfels in some MSS. of the
II tradition (D K ¢) (supr. 1 (¢)), the scribe of 8’ has changed
this to rapaxfels. See also the curious variant 1. 342 B M mg.
7 s 1) odaipa for &wamep &v. In VIIL 568 D TwAovuévwr, having
been written mwAopévwr, was altered first to molopévwr then
to admolouévwy, with supposed reference to the proscription
of the tyrant’s enemies, and was further changed, with
a view to the nearer context, into dmodopévwy, by a corrector
who was aware of the frequent interchange between A and 8.

4. Accretions.

Few errors of this description can be detected with any
confidence in the older MSS. The supposed redundancies
which recent scholars have excised on the ground of their

omission in Par. A (I1. 358 A, &c., see above), more probably

belong to the class of omissions through homoeoteleuton.
Now that the words in II. 366 A ad péya vavra: prove to be
extant in the first hand of IT, the argument in favour of
this view is considerably strengthened. In the Byzantine
period scholars contented themselves with adding here and
there a single word such as (1. 329 C) yap and (IL 359 C) xal.
But towards the fifteenth century, as it became fashionable
to discourse on Plato, attempts were made here and there to
supply real or apparent defects in the tradition by explana-
tory phrases, which in several instances found their way
into the text of that period. In I 341 D, ¢ adds, after dAAo,
ol mpoodeiras, 7 éfapxel éxdorn adry) éavry ; in 11. 371 A for ola
xal 8oa éxelvors v dv déwvrar, ¢ reads ola kal §oa éxelvois
dfovow, ot peraddaovew &v &y déwvrar. In III. 407 E for
oi watdes adrod, 8Tt Towodros fv the correctors of IT M introduce
dewxvioier with or without &v before 87, and in this they are
followed by most of the later MSS., one of which, however,
v, has wowodow (to be construed with 37Aov) instead. In
VIL. 529 B (after ovppepvkds) ¢ adds rofrwy 7 pavldry éav
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¥’ dvw wov kexnras driodv—a conflation of interpolated texts.
VIL. 532 C E adds évraife 8¢ mpds ¢avrdopara after ¢. Oeia
In x. 616 A the case appears more complicated. Here
A reads &v &vexd Te xal els 8 T Tov Tdprapov éumecoipevor
dyowro. A sense may be obtained by excising rov
Tdprapor as a gloss—‘ the causes wherefore and the place
whereinto they were to be thrown.’, But it has been more
commonly assumed that els 8 n has arisen by simple
transposition from &r¢ els. Adopting this view, and feeling
still unsatisfied, the correctors of M E and the scribe of
x supplied the phrase rafra vmouévorer before xal. In the
passage immediately succeeding this, there is a cognate
difficulty. The words rov ¢dBor which seem genuine but
are dropped in A have been preserved by M and E, while
the words u3) yévoiro éxdore 78 PpOéypa appear to have been
lost in the archetype of M, which gives for them the inferior
substitute el pvcjoarro (legendum pwvkijooire) 73 arduiov.
Here a marginal gloss or scholium seems to have taken the
place of the original text. '

See also 1I. 368 E where v and Vind. F read mpéror
& 1§ pellon (hrijowper &y Tals wdAeor. A similar process
may be traced at a somewhat earlier stage in III. 388 E,
where, the verb having been lost through the simple error
of writing &pnv for é¢pit, a recent hand in Par. A adds
xaréxoiro after loxvpg, while the r subfamily and ¢ adopt
the different expedient of reading yéAwri dAg, following the
suggestion of a scholar ‘whose note has been preserved on
the margin of Vind. D, éuol dokel dAG mpoofetvar.

The only manifest accretions in Par. A besides 1X. 580 D
70 Aoytoridy, spoken of elsewhere, are (1) VIL 525 E the
addition of &Jo to dewots :—it is an early interpolation, for
it is shared by IT, and is difficult to account for ;—possibly
the scribe of some early MS. had begun to write 3ewods
over again, and on discovering his mistake had proceeded
without erasing the superfluous letters: and (2) II. 364 D
Mool 3¢ orpentol Te a gloss in the text. InIX. 581 E a gloss



112 On the Text of this Edition

ndovijs has supplanted aAnfuwijs, which would seem to have
been the original reading. In II, at II. 377 E, a singular
reading kaxd ololay (sic) for xax@s has obtained a place.
A cognate reading kaxés ovolas was adopted by Aldus
from some other MS., probably Flor. b. This inter-
polation may have arisen from an early dittographia of the
letters os. Some doubjful cases remain to be considered.
In V. 459 E the word &sovrac E Fic. proves to be absent
from all the chief MSS. including A. It is harmless but
can well be spared. In the Cesena MS., M, some words
are omitted, which could be dispensed with, but for the
authority of A. In I. 335 D BAdnrew &pyov, &pyov om. M pr.
(Some MSS. read &pyor BAdnrew, changing the order.)

In 1. 346 D 7 7ob uioBod Afjris ome. M pr.: Afjyns is marked
as doubtful in A.

In V. 466 A Toiro eldaipor wAdrroyuer, eddaiuor om. M.

In V. 468 B doket oo xpijvar, xpiivat om. M. ;

In V. 475 B wavrds Tod eldovs Tovrov, Tovrov om. M pr.

Of the phrases omitted by A which recent editors have
bracketed or cancelled, only three are really open to
suspicion, II. 382 E olire xara pavracias: 378 C xal moikiAréor
and 379 A dav te & péleow: and considering the grounds
on which the other phrases are retained it would be
illogical to reject them .

The confusing interpolation in IV. 444 B 7ob & ai dov-
Aedew (A T M) has probably arisen from dittographia. Some
other words which have been rejected as accretions may
possibly be right after all. Thus in II. 374 A ixavol
diapdxecbar is the reading of II, and ib. B the words dAAa
oxvrorduor occur in the text both of IT and M, although

! The slightest external evidence would justify the rejection of vi. 504 E
&¢iov 70 Biavbnpua, suspected by Schleiermacher. But with the testimony of
all the MSS. in its favour, it would be rash to cancel either this, or the
troublesome els Bpaxy . . . yyvépevov in 11 400 B. The word dfwov in
V1. 496 A is inconvenient, but the reading of I (dfiov ds) suggests that,
instead of cancelling it, we should read &¢lws. In 1. 376 D the words iva
puY) &pev . . . Biefidpey (om. A pr.) could be dispensed with.



of Plato's Republic. 113

differently placed (in IT before, in M after the clause fva
... ylyvoro). They probably existed as a various reading
on the margin of some copy from which M is derived,
and may therefore be due to earlier tradition. As an
explanatory gloss they seem unnecessary, and they may
have been originally dropped after olkodduor through
homoeoteleuton. If genuine they might be accounted
for by the wish of Socrates emphatically to impress the
principle of the division of labour on Glaucon’s mind. In
IX. 572 A kal alofdvesar could well be spared, and
confuses the sense. A troublesome obscurity, perhaps
due to an accretion, occurs in VIL 533E &AN & &v udvov
dnhot wpds Ty w cagnuely b Aéyer (Aéyew M, Aéyes A?)
& yvxy. It might be justifiable to follow Z Steph. in
omitting these words altogetherl. Of single words which
have been suspected, in V. 468 C xal undevi, kai proves to
be absent in A, and now rests on the sole authority of
I1. The progressive corruption of the later MSS. may
be illustrated from the Darmstadt Fragment b, in which
several passages, instead of being copied, are briefly para-
phrased, as if from memory. The interpolations in Theaet.
156 C, 190 C may be compared with some of the above.

Textual Emendations.

Mistakes occurred in the earliest MSS. ; and the attempt § g0,

to rectify them immediately followed, not always with suc-
cess. In one of the oldest and best papyrus fragments, that
of Iliad XXIII and XXIvV, lately published by Mr. Kenyon,
the habit of correction, by writing between the lines, and
putting a dot over a superfluous letter, is already begun.
If nothing but IT in its original condition had come down
to us, or even if we depended solely on A as at first written,
before it was revised, whether by the first or second hand,
not to mention other early correctors, no human ingenuity

! Perhaps also in v. 4778 the words kard My Stvapw érarépa Ty abris,
which are likewise omitted in B, and are variously read in other MSS.

VOL. 1L 1
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could have brought the text of Plato to its present state.
Even if the lacunae were suspected, they could not have
been filled. Modern criticism could at best have pro-
vided some such stop-gaps as were adopted by scribes and
diorthotae of the Renaissance, in the absence of the best
tradition. On the other hand, it cannot be assumed that
in every case where the text of A has been preferred,
a contrary decision might not be justified by the discovery
of some earlier authority. In several instances, where the
evidence of A had been misinterpreted through the silence
of Bekker, it now proves that its witness goes the other
way, and turns the scale in favour of a rejected reading;
e.g. in 1IL 391 C dpunoar not dpunoev: in VI. 496 € v¢ dikaiep
not 1év dikalwr: X. 606 E dfios not d&ov is the reading of
A. The later MSS. exhibit an increase both of corruption
and of attempted emendation ; but we have seen reason to
believe that in the few instances in which the readings of
these MSS. are alone to be relied on, it is quite possible
that by some happy accident they have preserved an
earlier tradition. ‘
The simplification of the agparatus criticus by the
supposed affiliation of all the MSS. to one, is sometimes
alleged to justify the license of conjecture. But the argu-
ment is fallacious. For the comparison of independent
traditions is a firmer ground on which to base conjecture
than a breakdown in the evidence of a single document.
There are few places in the Republic, however, about
which any serious doubt remains. Those most intimately.
acquainted with the text are the léast inclined to emend-it
conjecturally.  Schneider, the most accurate of critical
editors, and the author of the certain emendation in VIII.
554 B érlpa pdhwora for ér pdhiora, was even extreme in his
conservatism. He defended places which are indefensible,
and where the remedy when once suggested cannot admit
of doubt. For example, in Book I. 352E he maintains
¢apév with the MSS. against ¢ainer, the reading of
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Stephanus, Ast, Bekker and Stallbaum. In IV. 445B he
defends émoxvmréor, in VI. 494 B év waow against & maisiv,
and in VI. 497 D argues with great subtlety, but doubtful
success, against Bekker's emendation, o wdvrev pgorov for
ol wdvrws pgorov. He only adopted orpayyevopéve (V. 472 A)
on finding it anticipated by an early corrector of Vind F.,
and to the last refused to treat ré Aoyiorikdr (IX. 580 D) as
a gloss in the text, on the insufficient ground that Par. K is
manifestly derived from Ven. II. He was also willing to
retain 3@y Afes in 1V. 425 D, with the transposition of the
words into a different order which he found in Vat. ©.

Passages still open to suspicion, where no convincing § ar.
remedy seems to be attainable are :—

II. 358 E oldv 7€ kal 80ev yéyove. The reading of Aldus
and the editions before Bekker 7i re dv Tvyxdves xal 30ev yé-
yove has very weak manuscript authority ; being confined so
far as we know to Flor. b, which in this passage and what
follows it, is in a very late hand. The expression is there-
fore probably a conjectural expansion of the same kind
with the addition of dewvidoier av in II1. 407 E. 7{ v 7e is the.
reading of AME ; but gives a poor sense, requiring 7{ dv
yéyove to be joined. The reading of IT 7( oldv 7€ xal 30ev
yéyove, taking oldv e in two words, may be explained ¢ what,
and of what nature, and from whence, justice has arisen.’
The choice lies between this and the simpler reading of
Flor. x oldv e xal 80ev yéyove,  The nature and origin of -
justice” The slight obscurity of this may be defended by
supposing Plato to remember that he is speaking of the
yéveois not of the odoia of justice. But after all it is quite
possible that 7{ 3vre is a mis-writing for 7{ &ori. Bekker
adopted 7{ olovrar and wrote yeyovévau.

IL. 359 C t¢ [[Yyov] 7od Avdod mpoydve. There is clearly
something wrong here; but the emendation is doubtful :
see note in loco.

L. 387 C ¢pirrew 87 mouel ds olerar (Gs oldv Teg). Neither
of these readings is satisfactory, and conjecture is at fault.

12
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IV. 439E woré dxoboas Tt meoredw rovrg. For various
suggested interpretations of this passage, see note in loco.
Perhaps it is one of those in which a negative has been
omitted (see above p. 107). . & 71 of moredw 7., ‘I once
heard a story told which prevents me from accepting that.’
But the emendation remains uncertain.

VIL 533 E 8 &v pdvov dnhai mpds mp &w cadnuelg Aéyel év
yvxi. The whole is omitted in £ and may possibly be an
accretion. For an attempt to treat the text as it stands in
the MSS., see note in loco.

VIIL 562 B robro & v dwépmhovros. The compound sub-
stantive is anomalous, and the attempts at emendation are
hitherto unsuccessful. For the grounds of the conjecture
_ tobro & v *wou wAoiros, see the notes.

VIIL 567 E 7 8¢; (or (s 3¢) airdfev (rods 8¢.Steph.).

VIIL 568 D &nodouévwv. Reasons are given above, p. 110,
for the conjecture *nwAovpévov.

IX. 581 E 1ijs #8oviis od mdrv wdppw. See above (pp. 111,
112) for the conjecture rjs &\nbuis : but certainty is un-
attainable in a passage which has to be emended in more
places than one. The difficulty in IX. 585 C el ¢ dAnbelas
x.7.A. may be due to some want of logical precision in Plato,
but Madvig’s theory of a lacuna must also be considered.

IX. 590 D olxeiov &ovros. Here again the grammatical
inaccuracy may be due to Plato, but one cannot exclude
the supposition that there is some corruption in the text
arising from the words éxovros év avrg preceding. Madvig’s
olkelov &vdvros may be right.

X. 603 C 1 7e 8A\ho . Ast very probably conjectured uzn
7t 8o Av.

X. 615 C for airdyewpas Ast conjectured adrdxeipos or
atroxewplas. Once more, in X. 616 A, the passage considered
above, p. 111, it is difficult to arrive at a perfectly definite
conclusion.



of Plato's Republic.

117

The following are the places, twenty-nine in all, in which § a2.
the present text relies on conjecture :—

I

II.

III.

Iv.

VIII.

Steph.

330B rovrows{ Bekker
336 E olov ye ov Bekker
341 B & viv Benedictus
352 E ¢aiper Stephanus
361 C lro Neukirch
392 B (nroduer Hermann
401 E xaipwy xai dvoyepalvoy
Td pév kad émawol
xai Vermehren
410 C dpgorépa Schneider
431 C & mawi H. Wolf
437 B & &\\jAois Baiter
D é&i Myp Cornarius
440 C b 1o (bzs) L.Camp-
bell
443 B &\o . "Erv v Her-
mann
445 B adwoxunréov Bekker

. 465B béos d¢ Toi Madvig
VI.

492 C molav Cobet

493 B éxdoras G. van Prin-
sterer

494 B waroly Geer

497 D wdvrwv Bekker

499 B karnkde Schleier-
macher

505 B kexmjuefa Bekker

551 C forwos Ast

554 B éomjoaro «kal éripa
udiiora. ED
_Schneider

556 E map’ otdev Baiter

MSS.

ToYTOLoW
olov e av

8 viv (o in erasure A)

. pauéy

firw (but n from ¢ ? A)

é(nroduer

dvoxepalvwr Td ptv xald
énawol kal xalpwv xal
(xaipwv xal om. ¢)

augpdrepa

év maot

&AAfAots

&v 8Aiyg, cp. IX. 571 D

Sud ™

&\o &t . Ti .

amoxvnréoy
3éos B¢ T

. wolav 8

éxaoros (éxdorous, éxd-
otore)

TaACLY

mhrrws

xarijKoot

xexripela
7 Twos
éomjoaro. Kal & pdhiora

€

(v2p) otdtv
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Steph. MSS.
1X. 581 D i oldpefa Graser wotdpueda
585C Tob (bis) Madvig om.

590A 70 dewdy , éketvo 1O dewdv éxeivo

Schneider
X. 600 D dvwérar Ast dvetvas or dvlvar
606 C 8ri, dv Schneider ot By

The following rest only on slight manuscript authority :—
II. 363 A 7¢ ddlkg¢ ¢ x and Muretus cj.: III. 388 E é¢j
Vind. D mg. (é¢pnv A) and Hermann cj.: V. 472 A orpayyevo-
péve Vind. F. corr. and C. Orelli ¢j. (orparevonéve cett.).

A few others depend on citations of ancient writers :—
TL. 361C 7@ &n’, Euseb. Theodoret (rév ¥n° MSS.): V. 461B
d¢riooper, Euseb. Theodoret (¢rjoouer MSS.): VII. 540C
fvvavaypfi Aristides (évvaipi MSS. except Vind. E which
has fvravépy) : 1X. 589 D éuol Stobaeus (xoe MSS.).

The most important conjectures on the text of the
Republic in recent years have been those of Cobet, Madvig,
W. H. Thompson, and Ingram Bywater (see Baiter’s Pre-
face). Still more recently Mr. Herbert Richards has con-
tributed many ingenious suggestions in the C. R. for 1893.
It may be not unprofitable to examine at some length the
most considerable of the fifty-seven emendations of the
Republic proposed by Cobet in Variae Lectiones, ed. 11,
Pp. 526—535. We shall best obey his favorite precept vage
kai pépvas’ émoreiv by not yielding blindly to his authority.

To begin, then, with those passages in which he appeals
to the authority of the chief MS.

X. 612 B &mypékapnev for énnvéyxaper. The former is really
the reading intended in Paris. A, where the n has ¢ adscript
and there is a dot over the y (sic éwnwéyxauer), which is
thus marked by the diorthotes as superfluous. In Politicus
307 A, where émprékaner is the best reading, the Bodleian
gives émpéykaper, and in both passages there is a variant
¢nppéoaper.  And although &mppéyxaper in the Republic
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admits of a possible meaning, the pointed reference in
émnvéxaper (or émpréoaper?) to I1. 367 D Tobr’ odv adrd éwaiveaor
dikatoovmms . . . obods B¢ kal 8dfas mwdpes Alois dmavetv—
is the more probable, as the context shows that Plato has
that passage distinctly before him. Cobet failed to remark,
however, that, if éwpvéxaper is right the perfect is used
together with the aorist dmeAvoduefa. So that émprécaper,
the reading of Par. K, should perhaps in strictness be pre-
ferred; and it may be still argued in favour of émpéyxaper
that notwithstanding the reference to II 367 D this need
not involve the repetition of the same words.

V1. 503 B Sieomaopéva for dieomaopévn. Here the critic
has been less fortunate: diecmaouérny is the reading of
Paris. A (not diecmaopéva as he supposed). It is also (subau-
diendo % ¢iois) the more idiomatic reading. The variant
dieomaouéva is due to the tendency, noted elsewhere by
Cobet himself, to adapt terminations to the nearest word.
See above, p. 105.

The remaining passages may be taken in their order of
sequence.

L. 343 B *diaxeiofar for diavoeicfar (so Faesi). If there
were any evidence for dtaxelofa: the word might be accepted.
But the familiar truth that xeicfac is an equivalent for thq
perfect passive of 7{fgu is not a sufficient proof that dia-
voetobal mws mpds Twa is bad Greek.

II. 362 B {upBdAew for fupBdAAew, xowwreiv. The exact
equivalence of these two words is not proved by the fact
that Socrates in 1. 333 A leads Polemarchus by gentle transi-
tion from contracts to partnerskips. The use of both words
here recalls the preceding conversation more effectually.

IL. 376 A o3¢ & for oddtv 3¢é. Cobet’s suggestion is very
ingenious, and may be right, but the reading of the inferior
MSS. otdér 31 is at least equally plausible.

IIL 411 A *xkaravrAelv (so Van Heusde) for karavAeiv xal
xataxe€iv. karavAeiv sC. atrod or tijs Yvxis. Cobet’s assump-
tion that the construction must be xaravAeiv rijs Yuxiis Tas
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dppovias is wholly gratuitous. The words kal karaxeiv x.T.A.
are an expansion of the notion of xaravAeiv. The idea
underlying many of these suggestions, that Attic Greek
loves parsimony in expression, is peculiarly inapplicable to
the language of Plato.

III. 412 E émhavfavdpevor to be omitted ? There is some
awkwardness in the introduction of the word in this place,
considering what followsin 413 B xAanévras . . . Tods émihav-
Oavouévovs, but Plato has elsewhere admitted similar tauto-
- logy and verbal inconsistency.

V. 452 E &A\ov Twa oxomwdy mpootnoduevos for mpds dAlov
Tiwa okowdy ornoduevos. An ingenious but doubtful way of
correcting a doubtful text. Ib. % ¢dois § 6Aea for piois 4
dvbpomiry % O0#Aea. Cobet seems to have forgotten the
reference to the lower animals in 451 D, E.

V. 477 E O1joopev for olooper. This seems to be a genuine
conjecture, although anticipated by ® ®r (see Bekker and
Schneider) and also by the corrector of M. Cobet’s logic
sometimes coincides with that of the later scribes. oloouer
is really unobjectionable. Ficinus has dicemus (¢prioouev ?).

VL. 49T B |el Tehéws péror dihdoodos yevéobai], ‘verba
soloece concepta sententiam onerant et impediunt.” The
jimputed solecism is really a Platonic idiom. To get rid
of all such smpedimenta, many pages would have to be
re-written. .

VI. 496 C %) ydp wot run [8AA@] %) oddevl. ¢ Attic parsimony’
is again assumed ; but the passages quoted are not exactly
in point, and it is Plato’s manner in employing an idiom to
adapt it to the immediate context.

VIL. 521C obolav émdvodos for oboav émdvodor. Cobet’s
emendation, els aA\ndunw Tod dvros ololay éndvodos still leaves
the expression cumbrous, and wepiaywy . . . €ls . . . éndvodov
is in close agreement with the description in 515 C-E.

VIL 527 E old¢ mpds érépovs for od mpds odderépovs. Neat,
but not certain.

VII. 528 C *ueyahavyodpevor for peyakogppovoipevor. Cobet
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objects to peyahogpoveiv as a late Greek word and to the
use of the middle, but many compounds and singular uses
of the middle voice occur for the first time in Plato.

VIL. 538C mpoamowovpévwy for mowovmévwyr. For similar
uses of woweiocfa: see note in loco.

VIIL 555 A and IX. 576 C [époidmyr]. The argument from
parsimony is again misplaced, and the same gloss is not
very likely to have crept into the text in both places. In
the latter passage the word had been previously cancelled
by Ast and Badham.

X. 615C anoyevopévwr for yevouévor. The suggestion is
ingenious but unnecessary. Not birth, but death, is the
pervading notion of the passage, and is therefore more
easily understood. Not ‘ those who dsed immediately’ (on
birth) ¢ but those’ (whose death occurred) ¢ as soon as they
were born.’

X. 618 A diud Télovs for diatehels. The adverbial phrase
dta Téhovs would require a participle such as xarexouévas,
which the adjective dispenses with. Cobet proceeds on the
assumption that the Athenians always expressed the same
thing in the same way. The same fallacy underlies his
emendation in VIIL. 565 C of &a yé Twa for é&va Twd.

Some of Madvig’s suggestions, in spite of their acuteness,
are decidedly wanting in good taste. For example, his
proposal to change ¢avraouara Oeia VII. 532 C to ¢pavrdopara
4%ewa is almost ludicrous, and reminds one of modern Greek.
Not much happier is his suggestion of xwAa( for moAAal in
V. 473 D supported by referring to VIL. 535D. The two
passages stand in no relation to each other, and the abrupt
introduction of the metaphorical word is foreign to the
manner of Plato. Such hariolations as these tend to dis-
able a critic’s judgement, and to cast suspicion on other
proposals of his which are at first sight more plausible.
The most ingenious of Madvig’s suggestions are in VIIL 546D
Sevrepd e for dedrepov 3¢ vd, and X. 608 A dadueda for alabd-
peba, but in the latter case it appears more probable that

§ 24.
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the corrupt alodueda has taken the place of some expres-
sion answering to the dowep clause, such as dpefouefa. In

X. 606 C there is much to be said for his conjecture &»
xareixes for ad xareiyes.

W. H. Thompson, in IX. 585 A, with great plausibility
conjectured wpds ASmnr ofrw 7o dAvmov for mpds 0 &Avmov
ofrw AYmqw, but see note in loco. Another very probable
suggestion which he does not seem to have communicated
to Baiter, is in VIIL. 545B &AX’ 7 for &Aho* 7. For other
conjectures of the same critic, see notes on VIII. 563 D,
567D, and IX. 573 C.

Charles Badham is responsible for a conjecture which
Cobet approved, and Baiter received into his text, VIIL
560D &’ &rwv for Buwréy. Reasons against adopting this
and in support of 3wty are given in the commentary to
this edition.  He also proposed to cancel piocfwrol in IV.
419 A.

" Prof. Bywater’s chief suggestion is V. 476 A X’ A\wy for
d\\fAov in a passage where needless difficulty has been
felt. See note in loco. In VI. 504 A Orelli’'s &0Aois for
&\ois would be convincing, if @hes had been a usual
word in Plato, but he uses it only in the Timaeus and
Laws.

In VIL 532 B,C Nigelsbach’s &t ddvvapla for én’ ddvvaplq is
exceedingly plausible and is supported by the quotation of
Iamblichus. But it hardly bears examination ; see note in
loco. Even if the absence of 5 may be excused, the con-
struction with the infinitive, instead of 4 ddvvaula Toi BAémeiv,
is hardly Greek. In Theaet. 156 A, where dVvapw éxov is
construed with the infinitive, probably the closest parallel,
the case is altered by the presence of the participle. For
Stvapw Exew = dbvacba.

Of Mr. Richards’ conjectures on 1-V, the most persuasive
are :—

III. 407 E AfjAov, &7, Sme toobros fiv: kal ol maides adrod
odx dpgs 8rv'kr.A. It would be quite as easy, however, to
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cancel &r¢ .. .7v as an ‘accretion’ ; and in either case the
received reading gives a preferable rhythm.
IV. 430 E xpelrrw 83 avrod *amodalvovres x.T.A.
433D kal dovAe kal éAevBépy (kai yewpyo) xal dnui-
ovpyQ.
444 C *adra pev odv tadra (so Stob.). Probably right.
V. 457 C *&ye 3%, Bo for Aéye 81, Bo. This is better than
Cobet’s *¢pépe 87. But neither is required.
See Goodwin, M., and T. 257.
462C éml ¢ alrd for éml 70 adrd. This is possibly
right.
468 A Aéy', Epn, mola &) for Aéy’, &pm, wot’ dv. If the
text is corrupt, this is the most likely way of
emending it.

On Muretus’ conjecture in II. 364 C, ¢dovres for duddvres,
see note in loco.

The present editor has suggested the following con- § 25.
jectural changes, which he has not, however, ventured to
introduce into the text :—

I1. 358 E 7{ *&omu kal 60ev yéyove
1. 387 C ¢plrrew &) mowel ds *éred
IV. 439 E édxovoas 1 *¥ob moredw
442 E robroy *aird for rovro airdy (rodrov A I M)
V. 471 A vres, *xal o¥ woAéuioi (ds o0 7. A mg. M)
479 D *&poloyrioaper (for duoloyrixaper)
VI. 496 A ¢pporicews *ains dAAndwijs éxduevoy (&iov A = &fiov
as IT)
5CO A 7) o (sic ¢) . .. &\ofav *re Pricess . . .
VIL. 518 D éyyds 1t *reivew tGv 70D odparos
VIIL. 562 B tobro &’ fjv *wou whoiros for robro & v dwépmAovros
563 C olaimep ai déomowar ylyvorrar, (oeuvivorral) Te 3
xal UrmoL kal dvot
568 D 1a 76v *mwhoupdver for Ta TGy dwoBopévew
IX. 581E tis *&\nOuwis od mdvv mippw ; for ‘ris ABoviis, ob . 7.



124 On the Text of this Edition

IX. 585C kai *d\nbols for xal &Anbeias
X. 610 A dpfdrard y' for dpfdrara
And the following readings, mostly of inferior authority,
are recommended for further consideration :—
I. 333 E dewds ¢pvAdfacbar [kal] py) wabeiv ¢
335 D BAdnrew (omitting &pyor) M
340 A abrds Opacipayos (omitting ydp) M
346 D 1% T0d piofod Afjyris ome. M
II. 358 E whéov 8¢ xaxp IIM
367 A éxaoTos dpiaros pvAa IT
370 B & &AAov &pyov mpdfee M
374 B wire olkoBdpov, &ANG oxvrorépor IT
III. 409D kal Tots dAAois M
IV. 435D &\An yap a Galen.
436 A Tobrwv &aora ¢ corr.
442 B mpooijkev ¢ Stobaeus
444 C adrd pév odv Stob. et ¢j. H. Richards 1893
V. 459 E éoovrac om. ATIM
468 B xpijvar om. M
VI 489 B 14A707 Aéyee D
497 B &AAdrpiov eldos =
499 B mapaBaAp 2
509 D olpavoi E
510 B uunfeiow A Proclus
VIL 522 A mpds Toodrdy 1i dyor (yp.) IT mg.
525 A tadrdv mémovle roiro 1
528 C kwAvdpeva E pr.
532 E tlves al 680l v
VIIL 554D évevpiices A2TITM
IX. 587 E karawepdpakas r E corr. v
X. 601 B aira ép’ avroy yevdueva A?
» C &’ fploews ¢
603 B kal 4 kara Ty éxoly ¢
607 D édmohoynoauévn t (et forsitan A pr)
612 C giretofe A
615 B meAAois D corr.
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It may not be out of place to quote an example of the § 26,
manner in which a scholar of the sixteenth century ap-
proached the task of emendation :—

¢ Enimvero quum in plerisque locis fidem eorundem
librorum a me frustra implorari viderem, alii autem non
suppeterent, ad coniecturas, tanquam ad 3evrepov wAody, me
convertere necesse habui. Sed quum intelligerem quam
periculose sint coniecturae, et quam fallaciter plerunque suis
coniecturis adblandiantur, ex ingenio meo profectas emen-
dationes non in ipsum recepi contextum (ut antea etiam
cum vulgo appellavi) sed partim margini adscripsi, partim
Annotationibus reservavi, ubi earum rationem etiam red-
dere daretur. . ..

¢ Quinetiam contingebat interdum ut quantumvis pectus
concuterem (non foecundum illud quidem, sed nec omnino,
quorundam iudicio, infoecundum) nihil quicquam ex eo
egrederetur, antequam loci in quibus haerebam excusi
essent: simulatque autem ijam excusos relegerem, ex eo
illorum emendatio velut sponte sua prodire videretur. Ex
eorum numero duos mihi nunc suggerit memoria: quorum
unus habet, va py) peudns, alter 8’ éfew: horum enim emen-
dationem assequi coniectura non potueram antequam
paginae in quibus erant, excusae essent: at quum operae
meae penso suo manum extremam imponerent, ego super-
veniens, perinde ac si longé quam antea perspicacior factus
essem, pro [uy] pepdiis quidem [ur] ue $ojis * [Polit. 266 E] :
pro ¥’ éew autem, delfew scribendum esse, primo feré aspectu
animadverti.’

¢ Henricus Stephanus lectori .’ Preface to Plato ed. 1578.

Plato is one of a select number of Greek authors whose
text is known to us as it existed in the ninth century A.D.
The Byzantine MSS. of that period were not only carefully
written, but carefully revised; with the aid, as there is good

! This conjecture is partly confirmed by Bodl. Vat. A reading w7’ épéys.
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reason to think, of other MSS. besides the one immediately
in hand. Some of the errors in these early copies have still
to be corrected by the help of later ones, into which, as it
now appears, some grains from a yet earlier tradition have
in some way filtered down. There remains little scope for
conjecture. Such achievements of intuition as Schneider’s
éripa pdhiora and Orelli’s orpayyevopévep remain isolated
instances of success. Plato’s language is so highly wrought,
so various, and so full of unexpected turns, that the task of
emending him is like that of emending poetry. In a so-
called epistle of Demosthenes there is more room for
¢ certain conjecture’ than in a whole tragedy of Aeschylus
or Sophocles, where the most brilliant suggestions, such as
Conington’s Aéovros tvw or Jebb’s Avrijpior Addnua, are still
open to doubt; or in one of those plays of Euripides, where
the judgement is sufficiently perplexed by the discrepancies
of thirteenth century MSS. without having recourse to vain
kariolatio. The thesis might be maintained, however,
that the more a text requires emendation (either from bad
copying, or from the use of technical terms, as in the
musical or mathematical writers, or from obscurity or
singularity of style), the less possible it is to emend it. Take,
for example, the portion of the Oresteia which is lost in the
Medicean MS.,, or again the Supplices of Aeschylus, which
is manifestly corrupt in the Medicean MS. without having
any other independent MS. authority. Conjecture has been
active, with but little of agreement in the result. In the
case of Pindar, although we have no MS. earlier than the
twelfth century, those we have seem to give evidence of
a constant and authentic tradition. The difficulty is at its
height in the later part of the Bacchae, 755 ff., where there
is only one MS. and that of an inferior description: or
again in the case of such an author as Marcus Aurelius,
where the critic has to choose between late MSS. and
a printed text founded on an earlier MS. now lost.

It would be unsafe to argue from the analogy of Latin
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authors ; the great variety of style and dialect in Greek of
all periods involving ever fresh uncertainty!. Lucretius .
or Catullus may be emended with more probability than
Aeschylus or the fragments of Alcman. Different literatures
admit of different treatment. Bentley in his proposalg for
a text of the New Testament says expressly that he is
well aware that conjecture can have no place in the sacred
text. This may have been intended to soothe orthodox
apprehensions, but it at least involves an admission of
the precariousness of conjecture 2.

The invention of so-called Canons of Criticism introduces § 27.
an appearance of scientific precision, which is really
fallacious. The rule of the more difficult reading, ¢ Potior
lectio difficilior, may often prove misleading. The balance
is in favour of the less common word, if equally in point :
e. g. yéye for Aéyer. But when an absurd reading has once
found its way into an approved text, the conservatism of
tradition will often maintain it for centuries against com-
mon sense. The true reading meanwhile may have passed
down through weaker channels, and may be supported,
though less authoritatively, by independent evidence. For
example, in IV. 442 B &v od wpogijkéy alre yével, mpooiKoy is
the harder reading, and is supported by the better MSS. ;
but the change from e to o might be made early, and once
made would remain in one line of tradition, and the easier
reading mpocijker, having the support of Stobaeus, would

1 Yet it is not to be overlooked that here also the unwisdom of employing
one manuscript authority exclusively has been clearly shown. See Prof. Ellis’
¢Praefatio’ to his Noctes Manilianae (Clarendon Press, 1891) :—‘ Gembla-
censis Codex . . . ueterrimus ille quidem, utpote saec. xr scriptus, et inte-
gerrimus est omnium ; ita tamen, ut si absit Vossianus is secundus Iacobi,
cui scriba suus annum 1470 in fine addidit, uera manus poetae relicta sit in
incerto, idque plurifariam.’ The same scholar adds his testimony to the
general fact—¢ antiquos codices ita praestare recentibus ut his tamen
supersederi nequeat.’

2 It is also a strong instance of the general fact that the more reverently
an author is handled the fewer are the conjectures which find their way
into his text.
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seem to be traditional in ¢. It should be remarked,
however, that the best MS. of Stobaeus is, according to
Gaisford, of the fourteenth century.

Nor is the ‘ductus literarum’ in every instance a safe
guide. Many other causes beside the forms of letters have
been at work, as we have seen. above, and the only effect
of an apparently simple change may be to ‘skin and film
the ulcerous place” Who could have supposed that
between the syllables of éréov, the reading of DK in
X. 607 A, there lurked a lacuna of forty-three letters? Or
what palaeographer could have corrected xpnouov Aéyovras
in Solon fr. 36, 1. 9, to xpelovs ¢pvydvras, which the Ath. Pol.
now proves to be the true reading? What critic could have
guefsed it? Or, if he had, who could have assured us that
he was right?—The errors of printed books present only
a distant analogy to those of classical MSS., which in the
great authors, have often been more carefully revised. Yet
even here conjecture has proved of little avail. Of innu-
merable emendations of Shakespeare by far the greater
number have been rejected by recent editors, and very few
have the certainty of Johnson’s ‘no more, but ¢'e» a woman,
—(Foll. *in’)—Ant. and Clea. iv . 15,1. 73. Who shall emend
with certainty 1 Henry IV, Act iv. 1, 1. 98, g9 ‘All plumed
like estridges that with the wind | Baited like eagles having
lately bathed, or supply the ¢ missing word’ in Sonnet 146
¢ Poor soul, the centre of my sinful earth,... by these rebel
powers that thee array’? or in Hamlet iv. 1, 1l. 40, 41
¢ And what’s untimely done . ..| Whose whisper o’er the
world’s diameter,” &c. Or, to take a more modern instance,
what but documentary evidence can determine between ¢ an
unbodied joy’ and ‘an embodied joy’ in Shelley’s S&ylark?

Yet it must be admitted that Shelley’s text affords some
examples of conjectural emendation subsequently cor- -
roborated by documentary evidence. The subtle criticism
of W. M. Rossetti suggested several corrections of the
printed text which examination of the MSS. has since
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confirmed.  Fulian and Maddalo (vol. ii. p. 324, 1. 18)
‘and even at this hour:’ ever cj. Rossetti and so Shelley’s
MS. Letter to Maria Gisborne (vol. iii. p. 48, 1. 1) ‘or
those in philosophic councils met:’ philanthropic cj. Rossetti ?
and so Shelley’s MS. Hellas (vol. ii. p. 145, 1. 20) ‘The
caves of the Icarian isles Ho/d each to the other in loud
mockery :’ 7old cj. Rossetti and so the MS., and also a list
of errata in Shelley’s handwriting.

I understand also that in Chaucer five conjectural readings
of Tyrwhitt’s have been found in the Ellesmere MS. which
is supposed to have been unknown to him. But his examin-
ation of MSS. may have been more minute than appears on
the surface of his edition. Have all the twenty-four MSS.
mentioned by him been identified and thoroughly collated ?

The history of classical texts presents few such examples.
In Soph. Philoctetes 29 Lambinus suggested xrimos for
tvros, and this was afterwards found in the Laurentian
MS., and as a marginal variant in T. In Phil. 689
Auratus suggested xAvwr for xA¥(wr, and this has also
received some MS. confirmation. The correction of errors
in the third epistle of Demosthenes, confirmed by the
British Museum Papyrus as noted above, is perhaps the
most striking example hitherto of such success.

Of Platonic editors probably Heindorf and Schneider have
come nearest—Schleiermacher and K. F. Hermann being
not far behind. Two conjectures of Schleiermacher though
turning on a very slight change of letters are of distinguished
merit :—in Rep. VI. 499 B karqxdy for xarijxoor and Protag.
328 C dvijoar for wvofioar. C. Orelli’s orpayyevouéve for
oTparevopéve (V. 472 A) confirmed by Vind. F corr. is the
best example in the Republic . It is also rather a striking

1 1 quote the earlier readings from ed. 1847 (reprint of Mrs. Shelley’s
edition).

? ¢The epithet ¢ philosophic ” does not appear specially apposite ; should
it be ¢ theosophic ” or “ philanthropic ”?' W. M. Rossetti, note to vol. ii.

p- 345 of his edition, 1870.
3 For several instances in which conjecture has coincided with MS.

VoL. II. K
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fact that mjv ¢ dikalp Bo}feiar, which Schneider adopted
from Vind. F pr. in place of . 7év dwalwy B. in VI. 496 D,
now proves to be the reading of Par. A.

In some cases, where all the MSS. are at fault, the true
reading has been found in a quotation by some ancient
writer, as Galen, Athenaeus, Stobacus, and the Fathers
Eusebius and Theodoretus. A doubt may arise, where
the consent of the oldest MSS. is opposed to the reading
of some inferior MS. supported by such quotation. When
the author who gives the quotation is preserved in MSS.
say of the tenth century, the evidence is nearly balanced,—
the only remaining uncertainty being that which attends
upon all quotations. The commentary of Proclus also
supplies some evidence ; but the Scholia to Plato, for the
most part, throw but little light upon his text. They are
full of Neo-platonic fancies, and few of them can be referred
to the Alexandrian time. This is the more unfortunate,
because, as a general rule, the best emendations have been
those to which scholars have been led by some discrepancy
between the explanation of a scholiast and the traditional
text. The best emendation of a Sophoclean passage is
Boeckh’s ¢povdaaioww for ¢ovlaicw in Ant. 117, founded on
the scholion rats T8y ¢povéy épdoais Ndyxais. Another, almost
equally good, without such help, is dvj (Auratus and
Pierson), in Phil. 639, confirmed by the gloss in L, mapy.

Were the corruptions and interpolations of the text of
the Republic as numerous as recent scholars have imagined,

~ the difference of meaning involved would be still infini-
tesimal. Some feature of an image might be obscured, or
some idiomatic phrase enfeebled, but Plato’s philosophy
would remain uninjured. That is not a reason for careless
treatment, but it is a consideration deserving to be set
against the natural bias which minute and long-continued
attention to the details of criticism is apt to produce.

evidence (in Euthyphr. Apol.) see Wohlrab Platonhandsckrifien, &c.,
p. 6571.
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The fashion of Greek orthography has changed some-
what since this text was printed. Exact scholars, whose
eyes are accustomed to recent classical editions, will miss
Ovjoxer, o@lw, moetw, pelfas, veis, and other forms, which
inscriptions show to have been usual in Attica from
about 400 B.C. The new-old spelling is hardly yet finally
established, and a text which is arréére in this respect may
perhaps have some compensating advantages for those who
in their school days were familiar with the former practice ;
to whom 8% palas pdra yevvalas Te xal Bhogvpas (Theaet.
149 A) still presents an awkward ambiguity, and who are -
for the moment puzzled when, in perusing a Latin treatise
on Greek races, they come across the familiar patronymic,
¢ Jones.” The retention of ¢iAdveixos, Pihoveikeiv, piroveixia
(against ¢uhdvixos, &c.) deserves a more serious defence.
(See an elaborate note on the point in Leopold Schmidt’s
Ethik der alten Griechen'.) There is no doubt that Greeks
in Plato’s time and afterwards associated the word with
vixn. But Greek etymological fancies are hardly solid
ground to rest upon ; and the derivation from »elkos appears
more probable: cp. ¢ihamexfiuwr. The accentuation of
a¢ly (VIL. 5204) is indefensible. But I have followed the
MSS. and editions. No scholar has yet suggested the
adoption of the ¢ adscript in our ordinary texts. But this,
together with the abolition of capitals and the recasting
of our type in imitation of the earliest uncials, may follow
in time.

1 Vol. i. p. 386.
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APPENDIX L

COLLATION OF THE PRESENT TEXT WITH
PARIS A (180%).

THE purpose of these pages is to supplement and partly to cerrect the
list of various readings subjoined to the Text of this edition. Where my
collation agrees substantially with Baiter’s report, I give my own observa-
tion without any distinctive mark. An asterisk is placed against items
believed to be new. And where these tend either to confirm or to alter
the text as it stands, the reading of A is printed in larger type. It will
be observed that in six places the new collation turns the scale against
readings formerly adopted : 111. 391 ¢ &ppnoav not dpunaev : 1v. 438 D Teéovs
not reAéws: VI 496 C 7§ Sucalep not rdw Swaiwy : 503 B Suermacpévn not dee-
omaguéva: x. 606 E dtios not dfov : 607 D dmwoloynoapévy not drokoynoouévn.

L.C.

For the List of Errata in Text, see the last page of this volume. And for

general peculiarities of Paris A, neglected here, see above, p. 70.

Page. | Line. [Steph. p. Text. Par. A

2| 30 Critical note on| yp. &

L 6
3 15 | 328D | ds wapa pikovs Te | in mg.: om. pr.
24 E | aird abrds A’

5 2 | 320E | gov oo (corr. rec.)

6 2 | 330C | alrav abrév (et sic saepius)
* 23 E | 7dixnxev Tdikykey A?

9 13 | 332 cC | i oles; %'cl,m The persons were at first

divided with : after &pn.
"This was afterwards

erased
23 D | rioe noiv (sic saepius)
11 | 21 | 333¢c|w ¢ (et saepius)
31 D | 8¢y 8éot

*12 18 333 E | pvAdfacda, «al | Ppukdfacba kai Nabeir
Aabeiv (sic)
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Page. | Line. |Steph. p. Text. Par. A

*1z | 29 Cr.n. 12 oix & odv in mg. m. vet.
The » of & partly eaten
away

15 | 2z | 335C | dpa &pa pr.

18 1y 337 A | dvexdyxace dvexdy | xaoe in two lines,
but a recent hand has
erased y and written «
at the beginning of the
next line

19 | 30 E | dmoxpivairo dmoxpivairo : vau is written
over an erasure of two
letters

21 | 15 | 338k | éxdomy éxdorne (¢ adscript)

*23 9 339 E | odrwoi Sixaow elvar| oirwol Sixawy elvar moety
mouelv rodvavriov| Todwavriow, # (sic)
U
25 4 | 341 A | dpxwv éori dpxwv éore pI.
9 elev Corrected by a recent
! hand to elév and so con-
stantly elsewhere
* 31 Cr. n. 20 8 is written over an era-
sure in A
26 | 18 D|éorim éoriv 7o (et saepius)
30 | 342°A | adm) a? . . pr., abm; corr.
29 e B | oxéyrerac oxéyrerar (rar in erasure)
12 abmy) airy
31 Cr.n 4 8¢t alel A
*31 | 10 | 344k {on {ov pr.: corr. p. m.
32 | 12 | 345D | pére péXke pr.
31 Cr.n. wowpaivew A* mg.
*34 | 3 | 346D | Aiss Xijpié
7 éxdom éxdorn (7 in erasure)
35 4 | 347 A Evvins Eumeis .
36| 8 E | &yaye, ign fpuye (sic)
13 348 A | melbwpey weiBopey pI.
17 ad corr. from dv by p. m.

37| 30 Cr. n. 20, 21 ut videtur A; viz. — :

ob 8. .. Aéyew:
*39 | 31 Cr.n. 19 6 8¢ py | & 88, py A?

Rep. I.
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Page. | Line. |Steph. p. Text. Par. A
Rep. L. 41 |19& 31| 350 ¢ | & &) ©p. é 8¢ 0p.

42 5 | 350E | égs égo. . followed by an era-

sure

31 Cr.n. 14 The breathing of eimep
has absorbed the sign
- for »

43 |5&31| 351 C | €l ye od morw el ye go. mouav s pr. (as if
there were a change of
persons)

Cr.n. 5 yp. ov A? mg.
* 28 E | oddéy frrov obd¢v with frrov in mg. by
A’
44 1 ToudrBe Tovd rouddé wva (et alibi)
* 24 | 352C | 3 xai ols duxaiovs pr. .
*45 |7& 30 D | &5 éuol &orépor corr. to éwyc'pol by
A’
47 31 Cr.n. 6 npaeau; A
48 10 354 A Bewdideioss Bevdidiows
Rep. I *49 21 357 C | elmoy elmov (o in erasure)
*50 3 Patuer daiper (¢ from p)
52 31 Cr. n. 24 pvbooyetow A
53 | 14 | 360B| rav wapa rdv Ba- | om.: supplied in mg. by A?
ai\éa
27 C | xairot xal To pr. «kai 0 A®
54 i D | dvopréraros Corrected to dvonrordrois
*s5 | 13 | 361C|ire ffre : but n from ¢ p. m,
g7 | 13 | 363A|dn abmis vn’ abrijs pr.
*sg | 17 | 364D | dwivry xai rpayeiav added in mg.
by A?

60 9 | 365 A | émnrépevor Changed to épunrduevor
by m. rec. with «xal
émmrdpevor in Mg,

62| 14 | 366D | ds 8¢ &3¢ (sic) A' or AT?

19 ° elmeiy elmev COIT. to elmeiv by A’
or A?

63 | 19 | 367 cC | d\\& 5 Boxeiv om.: supplied in mg. by
A’

23 pév om.: inserted above the

line by A?
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Page. | Line. |Steph. p. Text. Par. A
*64 5 | 367 D | xekebes xehedous : ¢ in- erasure (it
. . never was keheeis)
24 368 B | xprowpar Changed to xpfioopa: by A®
29 Cr.n. 2 The words yp. drodexoi-
pny are by A?
68 25 370 D | xakkns xakxeis: e by A% in space
of two or more letters
31 els & So corrected by A?
69 15 E | xevds x . €. vs (e in space of four
letters)
n1 II 371 E | n¥fnrar ) wéhis qoer,m"nam (sic)
20 | 372 A| duurnoorras Siavrnowvras pr.
*12 29 E|ed® ad ... dno- | Point erased after Bov-
kwAve Aecbe and od8év dmo-
xolvee marked off with
:...2asGlaucon’s by A®
31 Cr.n. 11 oixwy (sic) is the reading
of A
*13 | 29 Cr.n 2 Aival is the reading of A
74 9 | 373D | éeivois éxeivns pr.
19 E | xal 18{g xal dnpo- | om. : add. in mg. A?
oig
78 19 | 376 A | mpomenovlis wpo — wewovfds COIT. to
mwpo~+werovfos by A*
79 7 c | pAdoocpor om. pr.: add.in mg. A*
18 D | a pi . . . Sufin-| Inmg. (iefidpev primitus)
pev by A?
*84 10 | 379B | pj BAdmre . .. &) om.: supplied in mg. by
8¢ ye A?
*86 | 327 | 380E| xai xweiras . . . | om.: supplied in mg. by
) oriov Te A?
*89 | 15 | 382 B | éYeicbar xai First omitted and then .
supplied bzu 1}‘
9o | 2% E | of@ Jmap Umap cOIT. to Umap by A*
ofir’ dvap ot vap
*91 | 25 Cr.n. 2 yénras dvras is the read-

ing of A
abrijs is the correction of
A!

Rep. I1.
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Page. | Line. |Steph. p. Text. Par. A
Rep. II. *g1 27 Cr.n 12 rad’ (with M )
Rep. IIl. 95 | 18 | 388 B | dugoréppo: &mpme’p::m A%: no mark
of quotation here
96 8 D | oxoAj oxorne with gloss, dvri rob
otdauds
I9 E | loxvpg A recent hand has added
karéxoiro in mg.
97 12 | 389c | rowdrous om. : add. in mg. A?
18 TS r?;:
21 &y dv = éav without accent
here and elsewhere, e.g.
411C
*99 5 | 390B | s pdwos . . . ém- | Marked off with .. .%as
Ovpiav a separate speech
19 D | qvimame r’;v‘elrram
100 7 | 391 | 3 with accent over
erasure : perhaps 83
*101 1 c | dppnoav Sppnoav
2 D | @ov o (sic)
17 E | *ol Znvds éyyds, dv| Znwis éyyds dv
Tog 9 | 396 c | abris abrds pr.
*110 4 | 397A | 3 é\éyopev Siehéyopev pr.
* 5 Bp ds Te Bpovrds ye
) 31 For 3 in cr. n. read 5
Cr.n. 18 oupat A® : opcpa A
113 10 | 398 E | ovvrovohvdiori qurrorghvdiort A
21 & 31 alrwes avrwes Pr. © alrwes A%: ad
' Twes in mg. m. vet.
* 30 Cr.n. v ob ydp olv is the reading
of A
- *11g 23 400 A | elmoupe®  moia 8¢ | elmot pupquara
wolov Blov puur-
para
11y 13 401 A | dppvlpia dpvbpia A : dppvBuia A?
*118 | 29 Cr.n. 6 adpa is the reading of A
121 3 403 B | &s foke, vopoleri-| s Eowevo | poberis els A
ges o5 Eouxevovo | poberis els A
123 3 | 404 B | émi orpareias émi orparias
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Page. | Line. [Steph. p. Text. Par. A
129 11 407 B | ¢ pi) pelerdvri, | Td py peherawvre 1) vogorpo- Rep. 111
# vooorpopia ¢ia
22 C | del alel
28 Cr. n. 15-17 Et A Socrati tribuit cum
:...tet—inmg.
129 3 408 B | rpaygdionoiol tpaypdomrasi (A on the
whole favours 7paywdio-
mouds)
28 E|] 7 (sic pr.: § rec.)
* 31 7 m pr.: # corr. p. m.
134 3 411 C | kopelp (...) copsdj
yvpvaory yvpvaoricj A? .
21 E | dppvuias dpvfpias pr.: dppveuias
A’ .
i
22 dxaporias dyapiorias A?
24 éml 8y émedn
* 31 Cr.n 13 olfe Iymiparos is the
reading of A
142 22 416 D | émapoi éndpy ’
151 24 | 424 B | émppovéovary émpovéovais (sic) A?
152 | 31 Cr.n.q adbrh A
153 | 30 Cr.n. 18 tv A (non inter versus)
154 24 | 4264 | dyeis Iyns
155 I B | alrdv abrav A?
24 D | &yoy', &b, &ywy', #pn: (sic)
157 29 428 A | éxeivo e'xt'il:) A?
159 5 D | éavrijs atriis
* 10 reléovs Tehdous (not redéws) is the
reading of A
160 | 23 | 429 c | mapiyyeder rap{,yy:;).)\ev
163 7 | 430 | Néyovres Paivovrai (sic) cum p.
Aéyovres A%
165 23 | 432B | Toird éoTw Tobr’ doTiv
*167 | 21 433 C | Smohewplev SmoX(n)dbev pr. ?
* 31’ Cr. n. 26 1 6podofia (4 not om.)
168 18 E | Toirov Toiro
30 Cr.n. 13 7p. € cavrg mg.
*169 | 27 | 434D ' &g &y pr.



138 Appendix I : Collation of
Page. | Line. (Steph. p. Text, Par. A
Rep. IV, *170 |4 & 29 434D | éxéivo éxet is the reading of A;
so that for éxeivo we are
thrown back on ¥ D ¢
172 22 436 B | Got’ édv mwov Sore dv mov
174 | 21 | 437 C | épwrdvros épa(rd)rros
175 6 D | éorl Sivra &pd ye | — éori ¢ Bivra ¢ Epdye
29 .Cr.n. g # ob yp. wov (it was at first
wov yp. 1 ov)
*179 9 | 439 E | 7 tmorelo 1, morebo (sic)
183 | 19 | 442 B | roire rovre* (letter erased)
184 | 29 | 443 A | ot8& & oddév Ay
185 (19 & 32 B | Té\eov Tekevralor yp. Tékeov mg.
*186 | 31 Cr. n. 16 #) mepi & W with I M
Rep. V. 191 i 449 A | épn om.
*193 | 29 Cr.n 35 pérpov is the reading of
A
*195 24 | 451 E | xal di3axréov xal om. pr.
31 | Cr. n. 23 xal Tois A
200 2 | 454 C | xkai Ty om.: add. in mg. A?
* ~4 D | pévov ;ufvovsv A?
5 larpwdy pév  kal | larpudy (larpicdy pr.) pév
larpuxdy xai larpucyy
201 (10& 31| 455 B | Tov pév 70 péy Pr. rov pév A?
202 24 | 456A 1% om.
loxvporépa fo’xvpon’p: A%
204 | 28 | 457 B | yvpvafopéras ywvalopévais
29 drel) yp. dre &) A* mg.
207 | 29 | 459 A | radomoiiais wadomrocian (¢ adscript)
208 | 16 B|% ' ]
*209 (17 & 31 E | vopoberqréas &oov-| vopoBerréar (omitting
Tat égovrar)
211 7 | 460 E | elxooiéridos elxogeridos pr.
8 Terrapaxovraéridos| rerrapaxovraeridos pr.
* 18 & 30| 461 A | pis,ds ép’ éxdorois| Pioas. &s éxdorous : yp. ép’
é. A' mg.
31 Cr.n. 27 ¢naopev A (no corr.)
*212 | 30 Cr.n. 8 py 8 ¥ & (sic) A?
213 1 E | émopévy émopéyme
2 Beriory Be\riorye
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Page. | Line. [Steph. p. Text. Par. A
213 ) 15 462 B | éwdj Svdel
*218 | 26 | 465 A | Dhes a@os: (ANws X ¢)
223 24 468 A | wol dv woi dv
224 | 10 B | 7i 8 ; Betiwbivas | 7l dal 8 J&:rnoﬁm cum yp.
) (mg.) i 8¢ éfsabivas: A
* 16 & 31 C | xal pndest pndert (xat om.)
229 | 28 | 471C|aim om. add. in mg. A?
231 1 | 472B| 7Y om. add. A?
16 D | poipar poipar & pr. (& erased)
233 11 473 D | Bagaijs Bagels (e« over erasure
. of three letters)
* 22 E| &g g
236 | 31 Cr.n. 26 Delete (?): naﬁq?txm‘;r A?
237 22 476 B | wov mot
*243 | 31 Cr. n. 25 & (&, sic, not &)
246 | 10 | 484B | éfis gis s é dpyiis A® mg.
250 19 486 c | mAéws mohews ? Pr.
30 Cr. n. 22 yp. dvévyra A? mg,
*251 31 Cr.n1 piw (not pn)
252 29 Cr.n. 1 wapaydpevor A* mg.
253 27 | 488 c | dmokrwrivras dmoxrwyévras (wvi in era-
sure) : krewo A mg.
31 Cr.n 8 ‘yp.’b wijfos A' mg.
260 10 | 492D | pioew ¢now pr.
*262 7 | 493D | elre 8 .. . éuAj | om. pr. add. in mg. A*
*263 | 23 | 494D | ébapeiv éfapeiy
28 xrioe krioes Pr.
265 13 | 495D | elpypdv :ipy;u'iw A®
266 1I 496 A | v & éyo &n iy & éyo
* 18 B | &v @\fo: dvéNbue
*26% | 1&30 c | 7¢ Bixalp 73 Sixaie
269 3 497 E | 8¢t & pr.
270 | 13 | 498 E | moAd ﬂo;:) A
rowadr’ drra piipara| yp. Towavri pipara A mg.
22 | 499 A | émiront e’m’,no.; (sic)
* 23 Evrerapévos gvvreraypévos pr.(y erased)
Tpdmov wposdio yp. Tpomov Al

mg.

Rep. V.

Rep. VI.



Rep. VI.

Rep. VIL

140 Appendix I : Collation of
Page. | Line. |Steph.p. Text. Par. A
*270 | 31 Cr. n. 22 v A?
*213 4 | gooc | dyduevos dydpevos (sic)
* 18 & 22 E | xakemavoioe Xakerawoiot pr.
275 |20& 30| 5024 | Tis 7is
**274|11 & 23|503 A, B| mapaxahvrropévov | wapaxalumrropévov and Bi-
.. .Qeamaopévy | eomaopém are the read-
ings of A
280 | 32 Cr. n. 26 0 8evau (sic) A?
- *284 4 507 A | xopicacfe xoplgacbar Pr.: Kopicacbe
with fa in mg. A?
16 B | alrd 8) xakdv abrodnraldv (sic)
293 3 | 5144 | id¢ e pr.
7 B | €is e 76 mpdobev | els Te mpdalbey PI.: eis Te
wpboldev A?
12 3¢ Be
295 4 | 515D | paAAdv pﬁMdvﬂ(sic)
*300 | 28 Cr.n1 robrov is the reading of A
31 Cr.n. 14 XPHo sy Te A
304 28 521 E | yupvaoriki . . . | yupraoTic) . . . povou)
povoky
311 |28& 31| 525 E | &s 306 ds (A or *)
312 28 | 526c | & elpors dvevpots
313 | 20 E |83 ob 8¢t pr.: od 3et A?
314 | 30 Cr.n. 13 ¥p. ebopodynrov A’ mg.
316 8 | 528B|7e om. pr. : supr. lin. add. A?
. 10 odk & . .. peya- | om. pr.: in mg. add. A?
Nogppovoipevor
*317 | 22 | 529B|lows. . . embuis | : lows... elnfuds : Al or?
(i. e. given to Glaucon)
* 29 Cr.n. 19 npr.: g A?
*319 | 30 Cr. n. 16 é &xpr';nm; A?
*320 | 25 | 53IB | Pbeyyopévor $Oeyydpévur (sic) A®
321 6 c | dviaow dwiaow pr.
31 Cr.n. 2y of py
322 6 | 532 A | adra ra dorpa abra dotpa
12 B | ¢ TOD T pr.: fq“:wA’
324 4 | 533 B | dmacw dnaca
*325 | 31 Cr. n. 235 $hoes (not oldév Piiges)
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Page. | Line. |Steph.p.! Text. Par. A
326 1 534 D | émwaradapldvew | émicaradapBaveiv ? pr.
*327 | 30 Cr.n. 11 wdvry (not wdvra)
329 25 537A | ép’ b ép’ & corr.
331 | 20 | 5384 | xpére, ¢ Xpdve pr.: xpzvq'r A
* 30 Cr.ng éumipmhavrar A3 .
332 4 B | aloO6uevoy algBdpevos Pr.: alofdpevos
Ai
. ¢
26 D | éfeNéyxn ébehéyxn
334 9 | 539cC | mpioera Yp. pepvioerar A? mg.
335 21 540 C | dmeipyaca dmeiyacar Pr. : &mi-;aa'm
m. vet.
337 17 | 543cC | ¢els om. pr.: add. A?
21 Cr. n. 20 @A ' (not dAhd ye)
339 14 544 D | nfov Tav 76w pr. : ﬁaa':’m
21 E | 79 3y pr.: "81, A?
341 |26, 27| 546 c | éxardv (bis) éxaorov (bis) pr.
* 30 Cr.n. 25 wapéxerar (not wapéxnrar)
is the reading of A
342 | 19 | 547 A | Pioopey PriTwper
25 B | 0 yéve TP yéver Pr.: Td yévee A?
owr 8
27 dpyvpoiy dpylpeov : dpylpeov A?
* 28 TeEVopév® . . . TAov-| mevopévay . . . mAovaiwv pr.
ol (v erased, bis)
344 5 548 A | ol Towiros oi obrot pr.: ol 1:;:'h'oc A?
*345 8 D | olpar pév oluev pr.: ol piv &Y
* 15& 31| 5494 | Tis &v nio . . with space for two
letters, but what was
first written is uncertain
347 | 30 Cr.n. 10 xat abrods rec. (not A)
348 2 | ggoc | roabryy om. pr.: add. in mg. A?
18 E | yvvaikes abtav yvraixes adrd
349 | 13 | 5518 |7 oboia 7 obala
350 |12& 30| 551 D | dAA piw 0ddé r68e | dAAG pijv | odde pr.: Kal piy
008 | 83¢ corr. rec.
(ot8¢ being written in
the right-hand margin)




Rep. VIII.

Rep. IX.

Appendix I : Collation of
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Page. | Line. [Steph.p. Text. Par. A
351 (290 & 31| 552 D | BaAhavriardpo: Bakavriardpos Pr.: BaAlaw-
riordpos A?
354 | 30 Cr. n. 22 tkal & pdhiora | €8 (two
. . lines)
355 | 31 Cr.n. 14 e?;pv';o‘us A?
356 6 | 5554 | pi kard xari (sic)
358 26 | 556 E | #wlbey Written over an erasure
of seven or eight letters
359 I énayopévwy . . . |om. pr.: add.in mg. A®
ovppayiav
*360 |25 & 30| 554 E | xai dpxew xal dpxijs A : xal dpxps A*
362 12 | 558D | elpev elpév A?
30 Cr. n. (for 12 | 8ixaiws dvayxaias
read 13)
* Cr. n. (for 22 | drayxalous (not dvayxalas)
read g and 22) | is the reading of A
363 8 559 B | #) Tootrev 7 Towvrey
364 9 E | &y om.: in mg. add. A*
10 peréBale Wzﬁa)«)«: ‘A'
366 6 | 561aA|ros smds: as a separate speech
17 B | éavrdv éndp éavrp évdg
367 5 D | dpyév xai dpyéw . . . xai (erasure of
. eight letters)
372 | 30 Cr.n y pekerToupydy A COIT.
*375 | - 4 565 E | mpoecords mpocesras is the reading
of A
377 6 567 A | mpos 7§ wpds 76 Pr.
*378 8 D | dvdyxy ﬁvdv:'r
380 | 12. | 568D | drodouévwr anodopévoy
* 17 E|# épnw pr.
382 | a1 Cr.n. 12 éyxadd A (nOt év kakd)
383 | 22 | 5724|710 om. pr.: supplied by first
hand at end of line
xal ka in erasure
*386 | 18 D|aod oV (sic)
*389 | 25 | 575¢C|iKrap ixrap
391 23 | 576D | dperj dpa 73 yp. dperjj in mg.

A2
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Page. | Line. (Steph.p. Text. ' Par. A
391 | 31 Cr. n. (23 not | &pa 3y A Rep. IX.
20)
*392 18 571 B | & o¢pbein dvochBein
*3094 |5& 30| 578 A | 83vppods 8¢ 63uppois Te is the reading
of A
*395 [ 1&30 clg 7 Pr.: COIT. m. vet.
396 | 14 | 579B | €l éi ey (sic)
27 C | éavrep Tavrg pr.
*398 | 29 Cr.n 5 - | xpive A (not xpivar)
30 Cr.n. 27 76 Aoytordw 8éferar A or ?
*399 | 17 | 5814 | daiper pausv (sic)
400 31 Cr. n. 16 Umoxeipevoy A
*401 |6& 28 D | vopitew (sic : no oddér)
8 & 31 E | riis +i8oris ‘riis #dovis (sic)
29 Cr.n. 6 Dele A? after oldév
*402 (13& 29| 582 C | T pév v pw (sic) A \
15 xal 6 gopds xal gopds Pr. : kai copds A?
*403 | 21 | 583A|dv... Biov &y pr.: ﬁi:io (sic)
404 9 1 c | Aompp nw Pr. .m)u \J
407 |11 & 30| 584 E | xdrw xdra pr. : xdre corr. A’ or ?
25 ’ 585 A | meiva melw pr.: meivm A?
408 17 c | Tob pundémore undémore (om. rod) MSS.
Ast corr.
409 |4 & 31| 585D | Yuxis s Yxis (sic)
410 [ 31 Cr.n. 24 éényiiras A3 .
411 | 13 | 587 A | éepydlorro dfepydfor pr.: éfepydfos
A’
412 2 B | véfaw vébow (but o in erasure)
414 | 30 | 589 A | éxeivwr e’xu:m Pr.: éxeivo A% .
417 13 590D | év alrg év durp A?
18 év alrg év alrg
25 E | év avrois év :u'ro'ir
418 | 22 | g91c|dN @\\a
26 (rfoe o . .. pr.: {om corr
rec.
419 | II E | adrg éavrg A?
* 13 . mA7ibos wAnbovs Ppr.



Rep. X.

144 Appendiz I : Collation of
Page. | Line. (Steph. p. Text. Par.
*422 | 31 Cr. n. 23 add. ‘but the accent is
by arecent hand’ (xAivas
infr. 597 B)
*423 | 11 | §96¢C | rdxa rdxa (the accent and x in
erasure) ve
*424 13 E | dawopémy ye dawvopémy pr. : Patvopénmy
A2
*428 11 599 A | ppnfnoduevor pnOnodpevov pr.: ::7‘000'6-
pevoy A3 )
*429 [16-18 E | ofkour . . .éuipov | The mark for the change
& 30 of persons (—:) is be-
fore ofikour, not before
d& (Not *praescrip-
tum est cw.’)
430 (27 & 31| 600D | *évwdvar dvivar A?
43 15 | 6014A |adrdv... érépas | om. pr.: add. in mg. A?
with év rois for érépors
18 B | év pérpp ... Aé- | om. pr.: add. in mg. A?
: yeaa
434 II 602 C | Tav 70 A?
21 D | aimy abry
438 i 604 C | G Te et ore 8l .
* 18 & 31 larpuci larpuciy . A? (letter erased)
439 4 E | alto om. pr.: add. in mg. A*
11&31| 6054 | Te ye (y in erasure)
*440 | 31 Cr. n. 27 el éxeivp (el not omitted)
441 14 | 606 B | dwokavew dmohabew A’
30 Cr.n, 22 phy weogs (uy corr. from )
*442 | 14 E | dfwos dfwos (not dfwv) is the
reading of A
B
443 4 607 B | mouTeky wouyricy A?
* 32 Cr.n. 19 &mwoloynoapérm (sic le-
) gendum) corrected by
erasure to dwohoynoouém
445 5 | 608D | ody om. pr.: add. in mg. A*
24 E | &yoy, &by Eyaye Tovré y &Py A*
446 | 16 | 609B | yvxi &a . ..d&|om. pr.: add. in mg. A?

1424
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Page.| Line. |Steph. p. Text. Par. A
448 | 22 | 610D | Paveirar ¢alvera: is given as an al- Rep. X.
ternative by A or ?
452 3 | 612p |4 Inserted after xrwpém by
A’
7 R | alret alrj (sic)
15 Ye :E
454 1 | 613 E | Aédyar yp- Néyorra A’ mg.
25&32| 614 B | émedy od emedY od A : émeidi) ody A?
455 | 10 D | fedobac e-a.obm (@ in space of
three letters)
18 E | dmwovoas :imoéo'ac A?
456 1 | 6154 | doovs -+ obs (two letters erased)
457 | 14 | 6164 | TovToV robrov A? (o in erasure)—
primitus scriptum rou-
TWY és
24 B | mpooepi) mpoocpepi) A’
460 7 | 617 E | ovvéora ouvesre PI.?
1I ¢3¢ e A?
27 .| 618 B | Vyeias Uyelais pr. .
462 6 | 619B | om. pr.: supra lineam
add. A?
465 5 | 6218 | éwber yp. dvelfev A® mg.
6 8y om. pr., then add. at end
of line
17 D | xeheére XOAteres Pr.: xehlert A?

VOL. II.



APPENDIX IL

Errors oF THR First HanD IN Par. A.

N.B.—To avoid undue length some slight clerical errors such as o¥ ra
for of 7ot (1. 330 B), #wep for Fwep (ibid. c), § wds for § wds (ib. 337 ),
yyeiras for dyfirac (V. 479 A), wdvras for wavrds (V1. 491 c)—although some-
times confusing enough—are omitted in the following list.

A%, for the sake of simplicity, is here made to include, together with
readings of the Diorthotes, some corrections by Al, and some by other
early hands, and only manifest errors are admitted.

It will be observed (1) that only thirty-three out of 170 errors of the first
hand (about }) are corrected by A?; (a) that the correction in forty-one
places is due to IT as the earliest witness, in fourteen places to M pr. m., in
twenty-five places to H, and in twenty-four places to g. Of the remainder
x is responsible for three corrections, Vind. D for one, Vind. F for
three, and ¢ for one; three rest on the testimonies of ancient writers?,
and nineteen are conjectural.

Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
I. 331D &pn éyd Py éyd )
333 D déoe 3 oM
s E obxoiy oix &v ody A’ mg.
336 E olov re o olov ye av Bekker (oldv ye
x)
339 B kai adros kai alTd A?
342 A 3¢l alei 8et oM
345 C maivew nowpaivew A*mg.
346 A oloe oloy Al
» B fuppépov fvpdpépew q
3474 o v M
» C det 8¢ 36 &) oM
,» E wérepov os mworepoy M
348 E pator pddiov X
351 A & épny 4
» C oot av -\
,» D Suadépwpey Sapépwpat I

To these perhaps two more should be added :—
IV. 442 B wpooijkev Stobaeus.
444 C abrd pdv odv Stobaeus.
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Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
1. 352 E ¢apév Paiper Steph.
354 B éydpm €yé pou t
1. 360E éavrg éavrov om
361cC Un’ adris dn’ abrijs Eusebius
363 A 1 dixaie ¢ ddixe g
364 D Aiwroi 8¢ orpenroire| oTpentoi 8¢ e um
365D kai juiv od8’ npiv q
366 A ai Tekerai ai rekeral ad péya | 1
Stvavrar
y» D ©Be as 8¢ A?
367 D dmooyoipny dvaoyoipny E
3'70 A padov paov q
» E €y i q
375 B d\)orpiots d\ois q
376 D yiyveras yiyverar; Wapy...| A?
© weblopey.
378 B dokd Boxel X
sy C paAoy Aexréa pakhov oM
383 B Tois alrois rois alrijs A?
*,, B édvreicOar évdareiobar A?
1. 387 c és oleras &s olov Te ? q
5 C Umd vmép oM
» E dpa dp’ & oM
388 E &Py épi Vind. D mg.
389 c mijs Tis A?
5 D KoAdoews kohdoes os o
391D 7' dov T’ d\ov I
» E {qwds éyyls, dv ol {nvds eyyis, bv Bekker (&
some MSS.)
395 A ppipard e ppipare g
5y C va va py oM
396 D éavrod éavrdy oM
397 B opuxpd opxpal Al
400 A €imoe pupnpara eimoyus* wota 8¢ wolov| M
Biov pipipara
401 C dvepdpevo vepduevor oM
402 B «xai €l eixdvas kai elkdvas M
,» D 8udre Mdn oM
404 A Te xal dvdyxn) Te dvdyxn oM

"L 2
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Appendix 11,

Iv.

111. 406 D pixpav

407c¢C
411D

.
414E
421D
425D
430E
431¢C
434D
436 A
437D
439 B

)
440cC

» E
441C

s D
442c

» B

443 A
” B
g9 D
5 D

4448

w C
4458

. 450¢C

4518
4548

Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
paxpdv M
kepakis Tds xedaki)s Tras Eg
yevopévov yevdpevov v
elmep epyor el wdpepyer 1|
3 3¢t q
Suapépes Sacpleipe oM
Anéecs Apfeas M
¢aivorras Aéyovres A? mg,
& mio & naoi H. Wolf
éxel éxeivo ]
70 mwepi & wepi Egq
év SAiyp éi My Cornarius
domep Onpiov Sowep npiov =
78ovr Erepov #8ovidy éraipoy oM
{ret (et =
70 Noyioridy Tol Aoyiorikov X
év évi éxdarov év &vds éxdarov M
xal dvBpelav ddpeiay E
Tav Adywv Tob Adyov =
ToUTor adrov ToiTo alrdv E (rovrov aird
¢j. L. C.)
éxrds éxros dv A?
TeAevrator Téheoy A’ mg.
wept éavriow wepi éavriv oM
abrdv kai abroy avrod kal am
xooufgavra Kai
Pidov yevbpevoy
. éavrg Kai
roi &' ad Bovkevewy | 1@ Tob dpxikol yé- | B
dpxiot  yévovs vous vre
dvre
7a Sixawa 76 Sikaia q
dmoxvyréoy amokpnréoy Bekker
wepd dv mwetpd> odv oM (repd &
cj. Baiter)
& nore 4 Tére =
™y abriy By Ty abriy E
latpidv pév  kal latpicdy pév kal | ¢

» D

larpucyy

larpudy
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Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
V. 455B 78 pév TOV pév A?
488 E yupvoiabar piyvvoba n
460D mpobupoipeba mpovBépeba x Stob.
461 A Pioas: ds éxdorois | Pis,ds ép’éxdorors | E (yp. ép’ é. A®)
» B Pioopey dpnoopey Eusebius
5 D éxelvov éxeiva =
467 £ 3datopévovs didafapévovs ¢ (corr.)
412 A orparevopévg aTpayyevopéve Vind. F (corr.)
» A Aéyew Adyov Adyov Aéyew M
,, D éxelvns éxeivots M = (corr.)
477 A otkovw €mi ovkovw émei émi Hermann (odx-
oy €l éml ¢)
,, B xara Ty abryy 8v- xara Ty Svvapw Vind. F
vapy
vl. 486 C dvénra davdvnra A?
48" B mapayevdpevor wapaybpevor A?
,y C Tavryy Tavrp o
493 B €9’ ols fkaoros éP’ ols éxdoras Prinsterer (ds
ép’ éxdoraisg)
» D eire 8. .. 6uj | add. A?
om.
494 B maow racly Geer
495 A dpa dpgs oM
499 B kariKkoot xarnkde Schleierm.
,» D abr) 3 Movoa atry) 1) Movoa n
501 A Seveyxeiy Stevéyrotey q
504 D # yvpralopévp . . . | add. om
peyiorov Te om,
511 A Terunuévos TeTLunpévoLs A?
VIL. 516 E drt ofros é rowoiTos oM
525 E 8o bs os A?
529 B vofjgew vofjoet q
5 C pév véwy 11
530C €€ dpxiis Tov é¢ dypiorov A?
533 E capnreig Aéyel capnreig § Néyer 2 | ¢
537 E kakdy kaxdy oM
538 D xarakdBp xaraBdy M (corr) ®
540 B ¢dogogiay Pdoooia A?
VIII. 544 C kai 7) wacdv xal wracov o
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Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
VIIL. 5§44 C S:apeiyovoa Sapépovoa -
546 D nuww piv oM
549 A Tiow s &y x
551C ff Twos foros Ast
»» D oU3¢ xakdy o3¢ T8¢ kaAdv A?
553 B # v Ay # rwa @Ay M
sy C TOV émbupnrcdy 70 émbupnricdy q
854 B kai ére pdiora xal éripa pdliora Schneider
856 E «loe ydp oddév ot map’ oddév Baiter
557E émbupj émbupgs 4
»» E dpxps xal 8ixd{ps dpxew xai Sixdfeww | X
562 B v Imepmhoiros v *mov mhoiros L. Campbell
56% E ris 3¢ atrdfev i 8¢; adréBer - q.
568D T 3 Teun b1
» D Té&rév drodopévay | raréwmwlovpéver | L. Campbell
» E érépous éraipovs oM
569 A Omd amd q
IX. 571B éykald év ka\d M
» D évdNiyp? i Nyg A?
5472 D dmokaBov dmo\avwy n
573 B émaioxuvdpevos ématoxvvopévas o
576 D &pa j dperij A’ mg.
580D Bei 8¢ 3 3ei M (corr.) =
» D 70 Aoytorixdy 8é- Séferar -]
ferar
581 D moidueba 7 oldpefa Graser
» E tijs 78ovijs riis dAnburs L. Campbell
582 c i pp Tepn pév © (corr.) v
584 B &y & éyo iy éyor A
» E kdra kdro A?
585 D Tijs Yuxils Yxis A?
590 E BovAedera BotAerac x (& corr.)
591 B &m & A?
5y Clo... {hoe M
X. 600D Jveivas Svwvdvas Ast
601 A altdv ... érépos | add. A? (év 7ois for
om. érépois) I
» B évpérpe ... N\ | add. A®?
yeobas om.
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Errors of A p.m. Corrected to By
X. 603 B f kard #) xai xara A?
» E Yuxiis xS o
604 C épei alpet =
» C wAiryovros wAnyévros 1
» D larpuciy Opnpdiay larpwc Opnvediav q
607 B dmolehoyiocbw dmolehoynobw M
608 A aiocfdpeba elodpeba q
609 B Yvxjdpa...dviv | add A®
om.
610 A dpfdrar’ v opbérard L. Campbell
61 C diaberéov Swabearéov & (Gearéor M)
612 B émpwéycaper énnuéxapev (sic) A?
» D émedy v rolvov | émedyrobww, v & | A mg.
kexpipévar eloly, éyd, Kkexpipévas
éyd eloi
613E Gpa dpa € A?
614 A éxdrepov éxdrepos = (corr.)
615 B moAhoi wOAAGY E (moMois D
corr.)
616 A els 3 rirov rdprapov | dreeis Tov rdprapoy | E
617 B TOV TpiTow Tpirov q
620B doalres ekds. Ty |  boavrws® elooryy | Vind. F Plu-

tarch




APPENDIX IIL

CORRECTION OF ERRORS AND OMISSIONS IN BEKKER'S
COLLATION OF [T AND E. By C. CASTELLANLI

Steph.  [Bekker (1823) Venetus I

Rep. p. p. 1.
1. 330B 9, 7 | ofror (not ofiror)

335B 19, 6-8 | d\N'ob Qi els mijy réw Irmov dperqy; (Omitting
els rip vaw Inmov, 8p’ ody . . . els Ty rav

irnoy)
336E | 22, 6 | edydpmi
340E | 30, 14 | drpBoloye
» E ’ ,» | xat & dpxwv fpapre om.
3424 | 33, 1-3 | kalth ... oxéerar (Ot omitted)
» B ” 3 | # obre alrijs om.
3438 | 35, 6 | bs dhybas
» E| 36, 10 | 7ois Te olkelos
350D | 49, 9 | npiv placed after xeicfo
351A | 50, 9 | 78 émoxéyracbar
» D 51, 1 xal l"“"’
352D | 53, 4 | ruom.
3538 | 54, 9-IL | orw &yov; Nai. (omitting forw. &’

odv. .. fv i pyor;)

1. 3588 59, 7 | édv ooc raira doxj
364D 70, 19 | orpemroi 8¢ Te xal
366 A 73, II | ad péya Siwavrac kai ol
37oc | 81, 6 | & xara (not & # xard)
371E | 84, 1 | &ovow
372p | 85, 11 | omovdiovot (not owovdiio)
374A | 88, 6 | Ixavol dwapdyeoba
3804 | 99, 10 | iauBia (not iduBa)

ur. 3878 | 109, 12 | d\eiBavras
39%7c | 128, 5 | xal opédpa
399D | 132, 9 | mapadéfe
400C | 134, 4 | &oye om.
404 A | 141, 2 | orparias
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Steph. Bekker (1823) Venetus II
Rep. p. p. L
III. 405D | 144, 1 | os olpas om.
408D | 149, 2 | odx duowoiy mpaypa
411D | 154, 6 | odre {yriparos
413E | 158, 13 | & 7e (noOt édv 7¢)
IV. 422C | 170, 10 | ToUro molol
» E| 171, 11 | # (DOt )
4238 | 172, 6 | pixpeod
2 16 | abrév (not adrov)
425A | 173, 8 | xelvois
4284 | 180, 18 | ra omitted
4204 | 182, 16 | #v (not #v xai)
435A | 194, 3 | BeBuwobpefa
440B | 203, 22 | pj dev
441D | 206, 18 | éaorov rév év alrd
442A | 207, II | ok alrd (not odk ad rd)
444C | 211, 15 | Td ddixa mpdrrew
, C ’ 16 | abra (not a? 7d)
V. 451A | 219, 3 | mapapvle
452 C | 221, 15 | mparol
467D | 250, 3 | mwapaddfwy
468c | 2531, 9 | xat pndevi
4778 | 268, 2 | xara T atmyy Sdvapw
478¢c | 270, 9 | otdérepa (not oiderépa)
V1. 4844 | 274, 2 | paxpot Twds
489D | 284, 17 | d\pfés (not rdknbés)
4924 | 288, 18 | omapeiod re xai Purevbeica
493C | 2091, 16 | # olv 7i Totrov Boxi) Siapépew & T
494E | 204, I | 8¢ mpds
496A | 296, 10 | mav cupoy
» B[ 4 17 | & &
501C | 306, 6 | cwppovotow .
503D | 309, 19 | xpioarro
506B | 315, I | 70 & airod
507E | 317, 20 | I should not be cited here, as (by
Bekker’s own showing) this part of
the Republic is wanting in II
vil. 516E | 330, 15.| faxov
518E | 334, 5 | &eot xal (om. te)
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Steph. Bekker (1823) Venetus I1
Rep. p. p. L
VIL 518 E | 334, 9 | xpiowdv re xal
5I9A » 12 | ravra
524C | 344, 17 | épéoba
526D | 348, 19 | év abrais re rais
» E » 21 | Aoywoudy
529B | 353, 16 | rdv alofnrév émxepf pavbdvew
539D | 372, 17 | & 8mhdoea §) Tére
540D | 374, 9 | @Ng # eloyrar
» E ’ 16 | 3woxevwpigavras X
54IA » 20 | ol yoreis
VIIL. 543D | 377, 12 | 1dv éxeivy Spowow . .. dwdpa repeated by
first hand
544A | 16 | dropolovs (NOt ad Spolovs)
547B | 383, 6 | yée
» B ’ 8 | ab 7o (not aird)
» D | 384, 5 | xarecxevioba
» E ’ 9 | xexrquémy
558Cc | 403, II | 7aird ve &)
559A | 404, 16 | dayraiws
5604 | 406, 9 | rov (not rd)
§62cC | 410, 18 | & Taira év pdvy rairy
5668 | 418, 4 | woAhoBpiAyrov (sic)
» E | 4109, § | «al before 3ig omitted
567 E | 421, 4 | 7is 8¢ alréfer
IX. 57IB | 425, 8 | éyxald
581D | 445, 1 | el 7c alraw
X. 597 E | 471, 12 | Tov pév &y
598¢C | 472, 15 | mepi ToV
» D[ 20 | mas oopds
6024A | 479, 13 | mepi dv &y moup
6ogc | 482, 3 | i pprruci Buaiovs §
6o4E | 484, 17 | aird om.
» E ” ”» M[LW[M{M
6o7c | 489, 20 | xphei
611A | 496, 11 | é\drrovos

N.B.—Some of the above corrections have been anticipated by Stallbaum
and others; see Schneider’s Preface, p. xxxi. The general result is to raise
somewhat the character of IT and also to establish more clearly its affinity
to the later MSS. DK ¢ 8'. L.C.



Appendix 111, 155

Steph. Bekker (18a3) Venetus 8
Rep. p. p. L
1. 350A | 48, 8 | & iob
s B ' 10 | lows (not iod)
1. 358B 59, I | édv oot Tabra Soxp
364A | 69, 13 | 7e xal watoaivy om.
376c | 92, 15.| 3¢t not deiv
s C v 16 | 3) (not 3ei) after pi\éaogpos
»n C » 19 | imdpxn not vmdpxy
m. 3878 | 109, 12 | d\eifavras

380B | 112, 16 | Beoioe

390D | 15, 14 | pév (for pév 83)

391cC | 116, 19 | vooiuare (sic)

400B | 133, I3 | Adpares

413C | 157, 18 | @s mowréor Toiro

415B | 160, 19 | dpyvpoiv xal é¢ dpyvpoi
» C | 161, 10 | PuvAdéy

V. 425A | 175, 7 | maifew waides
426E | 178, 19 | Téuwovoe (sic)
429cC | 183, 14 | elvu Twa (sic)
434A | 192, 10 | Boket péya BAdyas

]
437E | 199, 3 | mpodi (sic)
440B | 204, 1 | alobeaba
444cC | 211, 15 | 76 ddixa mpdrrew
445D | 213, 21 | Néye, &Py, Tives

v. 464C | 244, 3 | py Swaomdv my mAAw

4y C ” 4 | ov 10 adrd
469c | 253, 12 | ob§ (sic)
4748 | 262, 6 | mapéxes

w €| » 15 | dumyém (sic)
47718 kara . . . abris om.

VI. 4844 | 274, 2 | paxpo Twos
492 B | 289, 5 | mdre 8¢ (sic pr.)
4984 | 300, 2 | peydha iyoivra
502C | 30%, 20 | éAéyopev
520c | 336, 19 | Y (not Auiv)
533c | 361, 9 | pim

s E | 5, 20,21 | d\N ... évyvyxjom.
537D | 368, 16 | «ai rois @Aais
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Steph. Bekker (18a3) Venetus 5
Rep. p. p. 1
VI. 520B | 336, 19 | duiv re alrois
527¢ | 350, 6 cbr::
VIIL. 557 B | 401, 13 | éxacros &v xaracxeviy
» B ’ 4 | éxdore dpéoxo
561D | 409, 12 ?;«m
563c | 412, 18 | év radmy (sic)
564 A | 414, 12 | mAelom xal (om. 7e)
IX. 577A | 436, 8 | ém\irryras
581C | 444, 19 | 6éAeas
585C | 452, 9 | «pive
587E | 4587, 4 | fdwror
X. 597E | 471, 10 | 7otr’ dpa
»» ”» ” pepnris
600A | 475, II | 'Avaxdpoidos
6ora | 477, 6 | mepi oxvroropias (om. Tijs)
6024 | 479, 13 | mepi &v &v mouj
» D | 480, 20 | # xat oTijoay
6038 | 481, 17 | Tw &Yw pdvoy
6o4cC | 484, 5 | m\jrrovros
612D | 499, II | éyd mdw
6208 | 513, 16 | &0pa (not éxfpar)




APPENDIX 1V.

[By E. Rostacno.]

DE Cop. 4 PLUTEI xxvIII, QUI CAESENAE IN
BiBL. MALATESTIANA ASSERVATUR.

Copex est bombycinus, exeunte saeculo x11 maiore ex parte, ut
videtur, exaratus, foliis 418, versibus plerumque quadragenis, aut
singulis et quadragenis. Ad formam voluminis quod attinet, hanc
ita sum mensus: o, 228-40 x 0, 339—41. Complectitur autem 52
quaterniones, qui octonis foliis constant, praeter quaternionem 40
[#), cui unum deficit : in textu tamen nulla lacuna hic deprehenditur.
Singulorum quaternionum seriem numeri, graecis literis exarati, atque
in infimo ultimae paginae margine rubro charactere depicti, reprae-
sentant. Postremo quaternio 49 [u6], quamquam unius paginae
lacuna laborat (vide sis Dohreiar ¢, p. 510 p) nihilo minus octo
foliis et ipse constat,

Notandum interim est, in hisce 52 quaternionibus haud contineri
tria ff.,, quibus volumen incipit, quaeque seorsim ab illis in vol.
collocata sunt.

Insunt praeterea in ipso voluminis ingressu duo ff. membranacea,
interioris integumenti locum obtinentia (ut vulgo dicunt ‘fogli di
guardia ’), binis columnis exarata, saeculoque circiter xrv conscripta.
De re theologica in illis agitur, ut textus quidem docere nos videtur.
Hinc, speciminis ergo, quae sequuntur exscripsi:

¢ Quia [?] in superioribus consideramus qualiter deus sit secundum
se ipsum, restat considerandum qualiter sit in cogitatione nostra, id
est, quomodo cogitetur a creaturis. Circa hoc quaeruntur xiii. Primo
utrum aliquis intellectus creatus possit essentiam dei videre. Secundo
utrum dei essentia videatur ab intellectu per animi [?] speciem creatam.
Tertio utrum oculo corporeo dei essentia possit videri” Et g.s.

Provenisse hae duae paginae videntur ex eodem libro atque opere,
e quo nonnulla alia folia avulsa sunt, ut interioris integumenti locum,
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ut ita dicam, obtinerent in codd. qui sunt 3 Plut. xxviii}, Cod. 2
Plut, xxviii?; Cod. 5 Plut. xxviii®; Cod. 3 Plut. xxvii*.

In fine autem codicis una pagina bombycina locum interioris
integumenti obtinet.

Primo aspectu codex bifariam dividi posse videtur: altera enim
pars voluminis e charta dente, ut dicunt, polita constat, altera
(4™-171v) e charta obsoleta, minus levigata, ut bibulam eam prope
dicas. Ex quo fit, ut in hac priore parte folia 12r—43" et 1137-171,
cum atramenti sucum, ut ita dicam, charta elicuisset, nigrescentem
speciem prae se ferant. Alterius autem partis paginae charactere
ad rubrum vergente plerumque sunt exaratae.

Quod ad manus, ut dicunt, attinet, duas in primis scripturas
codex, de quo agitur, exhibet: altera, satis quidem elegans atque
nitida, qua maior operis pars exarata est, minutis characteribus
constat, nitidis atque subrubentibus; altera autem incompta,
deflexis characteribus, saepius nigricantibus, impolitis crassioribus-
que constans, duorum scriptorum imperitiorem manum redolet. Ut
de duobus hisce scriptoribus, seu mavis, duabus hisce manibus
nonnulla subiciam, hoc arbitror animadversione dignum in primis
esse, duas scilicet has scripturas per alternas vices saepius ita
continuari, ut altera alteram vel in mediis paginis plerumque sub-
sequatur : quod nimirum ut in promptu esset, paginas describendas
curavi, incompta—ut in superioribus dixi—scriptura crassioreque
charactere exaratas, et duas manus illas redolentes. Hinc lucu-
lenter patebit dimidiam ferme paginam saepius altera manu con-
scriptam esse, quam paulo sequioris aevi esse merito dicas.

Altera manu igitur haec ff. exarata sunt:

Altera pars f. 88r, Folium 122V,
Inferior ,, ,, 99r. ” 123".
» 9y b 112t, ” 124",
Folium 1167, 1167, ” 125",
» 118", ’ 126V,
’ 119V, ’ 128",
”» 120V " 129T.
» 121V. » 130T,

1 Cod. 3 Plut. xxviii duo ff. exhibet, ut in voluminis principio, ita in fine:
alterum folium autem cum codicis ligneo integumento compactum est.

2 Cod. 2 Plut. xxviii duo ff. exhibet in principio, quorum alterum cum
ligneo codicis integumento compactum est.

$ Cod. 5 Plut, xxviii duo f. exhibet in fine.

*.Cod. 3 Plut. xxvii duo ff. exhibet in principio.
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Folium . I3IV Maior pars folii 168v.
” 1327 ”» ”» ” I 691'.
’ 135%. Folium 170"
» 136", Inferior pars folii 1y1T.
» 137V, Folium 71V,
» 139Y. » 172%,
” 140V, ” 1747, 174"
’ 141V, » 175",
s 142%. » 77v.
” 1 447_ ”» I 7 9"
» 145%. s 180r,
' 1447, ’ 181V,
’ 148", ” 184",
” 1497, » 1867,
» I5IT. ” 188r,
s 1527, 9 19OF.
”» I 53" ” 19 i
” 154%. 9 192T.

Maior pars folii 155r. ' 200F.

Folium 156T. ’ 202F,
” 154", Altera pars folii 207%v.
’» 158%. Folium 208".
” 160V, ” 2107,
’ 161V, ’ 2117,
» 1637, Altera pars folii 211v.

166".

Altera autem manu haec ff. sunt conscripta :

Folium 214", Folium 246T.
» o 215% » 247"
* 216V. " ’248'.
” 217V, ” 249%.
» 231V, ’ 256V.
’ 232, ” 260v.
' 233". ’ 265".
' 2357, » 272r,
’ 236-". ’ 275",
’ 23 ’ 27T,
» 242", » 279V.
’ 243" ” 283r.

» 245" » 293".
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Folium 295T. Folium . 344%
» 2 9 8V. ” 3 5 7"
Folium 341v inde e verbis " 371%.

“roiro 8¢ &) woei alrg, Tois ” 375"
pév éxBpois PBAdBny ogeidecbar Folium 379" inde e verbis
xr " (cf. Uokr. o', p. 335 E). “¥xOpa ordots xémhyras, émi 8¢
Folium 344F inde e verbis 7jj Tov dA\Aorpiny wohepns k.TN.”
“ wdvra Tobrov rdvavria imdpyec. (cf. OoAer. €, p. 470 B).
Aéyw yip Svmep viw kx\.” (cf. sis  Folium 379°.

Holer, o, P. 343 E 59Q.).

Folium 393 (sc. 393, 393") erectioribus litteris atque rotundis
exaratum est. In hac autem parte rijs Iohsreias literam ¢« subscriptam
reperimus, quam nusquam in decem libris codex exhibet.

Folium 392 (sc. 3927, 3927) deflexo maioreque charactere est
exaratum, eodem nimirum atque folia 1, 2¥, quae eloaywyjy rod
d\Bivov complectuntur. F. 392 autem ceteris glutino connexum est.

Pag. 198" et alteram partem pag. 19gF diversa manus conscripsisse
videtur. Postremo ff. 12—-35 nigricante scriptura quae ceteris insignia
sunt gravique et crasso charactere : paulo sequiori aevo haec diver-
saque manu exarata videntur,

Ad scholia quod attinet, quibus marginalibus codex est adspersus,
duabus diversis manibus conscripta ea esse constat; pars enim
scriptura nitidissima, alia contra inelegante ac recentiore exarata
sunt. Quod autem ad Holirelas decem libros spectat, tres manus
deprehendi hic possunt: nonnulla enim multo recentior manus
notavit, characteribus minutis nexibusque plerumque implicitis.

Horum schol. speciminis loco quae sequuntur ita exscripsi, ut
signum quod est * recentioribus apposuerim.

Holr. ', 328D extr. &s e o Sre fuorye k1] onpelwoar Adywy
18ovai .
»  320A. maladv wapavoplav] mepl ¢ del xohowds wori Kohoww
Wdve”
» 330D. onp. Tob lovoTivov ToV Adyor
w337 A Umd bpdv rav dewdv] Bewav*
» B, 359D, ioTopia Tob yiyou
” 372 B. «pibav dr¢ira wéyavres
mupdv dhevpa ifavres
»  372Cextr. «xai rpayfuard mov] Tpayipara
’ s E. Tpudpdoay wékw
” .+ Eextr. d\nbum kai dyins wéhis
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IIohir. §, 372 E extr. pleypaivovea wdkis

» 378B. fedv ol mparor Té kal péyiore] onp. vivas mphrovs
xai peyiorous fedv Néye*

’ , Dextr. imdvoia*

w379 B. mpdros Timos Beohoyias, &re obk olrios Tiw kaxdv 6
beds

” » C. woAD é\drre tdyaba Tév xaxiv*

,» 380D, 8elrepos Tumos Beokoyias, 67 6 Beds duerdBAnros iwm

’ 382 A init.  rpiros Timos Beokoyias, 6T dAnbis & Bebs

' » B 0 & 1h Yuxi Gyvoa] 10 Peddos év T Yuxh
nporov*

» ¥, 388C. péyoros Oedw 6 Zevs

. 392C. 7& pév 8) Aéywr kT \] Adywr, Aéfews™

»s»  394D. évravba ocadéos Snhoirtar i 10 “ Néywr'
*

y I3 \
T 10
“Néfews” onpalver

»s 398 E. mforvdiori xai} Gomrisdess™®

ovvrovoAvdioTi
’ ,, E CXtr. -laori kai .
Adiori } pahaat
» 3994 dwpiori kal } drBpordes™
PpvyioTi
' » D. anp. dvipara Spydvey mamiv*

»  400B. olpat & pe danoévas, k,7.\.] piBuwy Svdpara®
' ,, E. ti enbea
»» 402 E. mepi TdV dybvay mew*
’ 403 E. tdvde Tdv dawnrev] downrai*
»» 404 A.  xopyorépas 87 Twos x.r.)\.] Tis oTparwTdv doxnots
’ ,, B. dxpoodakis els dylasar®
” ,, B. éora*
” ,, E. dmexdfovres*
» 405 D. ¢ioas e kal kardppovs] ¢pian | rdrappos™
' 406 A. émfvobévra*
. » A. O T naBaywyh x.r.)«.] 7 viv larpucs), Tadayaryw)
TGOV voonudrwy
Et alia multa id genus.
’ 416 D. xowdv Biov kal ebreki) Tois PvAaf Piwréoy
5 8y 421 D. whobros kal mevia diapbeiper Tols Snuiovpyois
” » E extr. PBAaBepai fj méhes whobros xai wevia
»  436B. Afdor On radrov rdvarria wr] onp. v mpd-
Tacw ravryy
s €, 470 B Xtr. omp. 7i Sapéper mohepos ordoews
VOL. II M
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Mokir, €, 477 B. én° g émorqun, xard xrd.] lows ofro 3¢
ypdpeobar. vai . . xurd Tiv abry divapw
# xar’ @Apv xal AAny Blvapw éxarépa
ijs abrijs ovTws
» §'5 499 C extr. dmepds (sic) 6 mapeAnhvlids xpdvos
» €/ 518 D extr. al pév roivuv MAat dperal x.f.k.] al pév dperal
xenral, ) 3¢ Gpdmats fudpuros T Yuxi®
» 534 E. Opueyxds Tois pabiuacw i) Suakexricn*
»w Wy 545C €Xtr. =nds éori é§ dpiaroxparias Tipoxparia®
» &, 580B. Bac\wdy, Tipoxpardy, SAryapxixdv, Snpoxpatixdv,
xai Tupawixdy*
» ¢ 608D. anu. dre dddvaros 5 Yuxn*
’ 611 A.  onu. ori del éorw §) Yuxh xal ob peraBdArera®
” » D EXII. onu. o1 ovyyenis § Yuxy 16 Oeg*
»  615B. ompu. 8t Bexamhaciovs drodidovrar Tipwplar (sic)*
»w  617C. cnp. mepl Tav popor*
’ 621 A. eis 1O Tijs Anbns 1r68¢'ov] onp. wepi TOU morapov ToU
s Anfns
De scholiis hactenus.
Iam vero paucis absolvam de iis quae codex complectitur:
in quibus recensendis editione Lipsiensi usus sum Hermanni
Mp.ccc.LXIv (voll. 6).

e 54

‘. 1. Rubris literis et maioribus legitur : “ eloaywyy eis Ty T0b
I\drwvos Biffov d\Bivov mpéhayos.”

Incipit “ érs 1§ péXhovre évrevfeobar Tois MAdrwvos Siakdyous,
npogike. mporepoy émiorasfas abrd toito Ti moré doTww 8
dudroyos.”

Desinit (f. 2T): * xai érws adrois kai dvrwa 1pdmov mpooPépeaa
xaxovpyobos wept Tods Adyovs.”

,» 2¥. vacuum est scriptura. Tum occurrit tabula, rubris literis
exarata, quae titulos ac seriem scriptorum repraesentat.
Haec est inscriptio eius :
» 3% diahdywv Mdrwvos dxpiBis wivaf,
,»» 4%. Sequitur deinde : ‘‘ Blos HOAdrwros ovyypapeis mapi haepriov
Awyéveus (haec autem rubris literis leguntur).”
Incipit “ M\drov dpioTwvos kal wepuridvys §) mordwns dfpwaios
xT.\.”
Desinit (f. 11%): ““ra pév meplt whdrwvos rocaira fjv és 76 Suvardy
Wuiv ovvayayeiv pomdvos Siethjoast Td Neydueva mwepi Tdv-
8pés.” | Télos Tov mAdravos Biov.



A pag. 127 incipiunt Platonis opera, et quidem hoc ordine!:

F.

”

»

»
»
»”
»
»”

»”

12T,
16V.
24T,
28r,
49"
63T,
82v,
97"
I14T.
126v.
143,
158",
1745
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Appendix IV,

eSippwr ) mept daiov 1
gwkpdrovs dmoloyia.

kpitwy 1) mepi mpaxrob.

Paidov § mept Yuxis.

xparilos #) wepi Svopdrwv dpfirnros.

Oeairnros 1) mept émaTuns.
copioris #) mepi Tob Svras,
mokirixds 7) wepi Baciheias.
mwappevidys #) wepl IBew.
¢nBos 1§ wept H8ovis.
aqupmdoov i} mept Epwros.
Paidpos 7 wepl kakov,
dAiBuddys § mept pioews dvbpimov.
dAkiBuddns B 7 mept mpogevyiys.
irmapxos #) Ppoxepdys.

épaaral §) mepi pikocodlas.
bedyns ) mepl oogpias.

Xappidys §) wept swppoaivs.
Adxns 1§ wepi dvdplas.

Adots #) mept Ppakias.

€08Udnuos i) éproTixds.
mpwraydpas i) ocopiorai.
yopylas i) wepl prropuxis.

pévey i) mepl dperis.

inmias peiwv §) wepl Tov kalov.
inmias é\drrov i) mept Tob kakov.
oy #) mept Meddos.

pevé€evos 1) émrdduos.

mepi 8walov. mwAdrevos vobevdpevor a'.

mepl dperijs.

3npddoxos # mept Tov SupBovieveaar.
aiovgpos 7 mept Tob BovAeleotar,
dAxvov i) mepi perapoppdaens.

épvéias f) mepl wholrov' év dANAg épaciarparos.

agioxos # mept Bavdrov.
Téhos Tav vobBevopévav.
xAestopdy 1) mporpenTinds.
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! Tituli omnes rubris maioribusque literis constant.
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F. 313", ripacos §) wepl Ppuoews.
»» 332T. xpirias §) drhavricds.
» 3367 pives.
s 338Y. nvfaybpov gaploo &mn vdd’ Eveort a4 xpuna:w~(cf. Cod. 9
Plut. 85, Bibl. Laurentianae, pag. 3r).
Incipiunt haec carmina :
afavdrovs peév mpara Beols, vopw bs Sudxerar
ToUs Te karaxforiovs oéBe Saipovas Evvopa pélwy kT,
Desinit ibid. : “ &roear dfdvaros Beds duBporos odrérs Bynris :om
Demum f. 3397 “ wAdrwros mohereias ;o
Reliquum vol. hic dialogos complectitur, qui f. 418
desinit.
In infimo margine pag. 418V literis evanidis legitur: ¢opfa
Platonis. dialogi nro 50.
In dialogis huiusce codicis nomina rév mpocdmev desunt : locus
vero est relictus ad literas saltem eorum initiales ponendas.
Codex demum, de quo hactenus actum est, elegantiorem perpoliti
operis speciem quondam prae se tulisse videtur. Oblita enim auro
folia circum iam fuere: ad hoc lignea integumenta, corio contecta

candentis ferri stigmate perbelle impresso, clavis vel bullis aeneis
etiamnunc sunt transfixa.



ESSAY IIL

ON PLATO'S USE OF LANGUAGE.

PART 1.
On Style and Syntax.

THE purpose of the following pages is to bring into
a general view some forms of expression and tendencies of
grammatical construction, which, although not confined to
Plato, more frequently occur in him than in other Greek
writers. In treating of his writings, principally from
a grammatical point of view, it will be difficult, if not
impossible, to separate absolutely between questions of
syntax and questions of style ; since in the Platonic dialogue,
syntactical peculiarities have often a rhetorical motive.
Whilst the subject is treated generally, the Republic, as
the work immediately in hand, will furnish most of the
examples; but reference will occasionally be made to other
parts of Plato, and, now and again, to various Greek
writers. A distinction will be maintained between those
dialogues which represent the earlier or middle style of
Plato (e.g. the Symposium, Phaedrus, &c.) and those
which reflect his later manner (e. g. the Politicus, Philebus,
Laws, &c.).

! Explanation of references: ‘Digest, § ,” refers to the digest of
Platonic idioms in James Riddell's edition of the Apology; Oxford,

1877. ‘M.andT..§ |, refers to Professor W. W. Goodwin’s Synfax of the
Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb; London, 1889.
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1. STYLE.

Plato has not one style but several. No great prose
writer has command of an instrument so varied, or an
equal power of adapting modes of expression to moods
of thought and imagination!. Without breaking har-
mony, he passes often from extreme simplicity to the
extreme of complexity, according to the subject handled
and the spirit in which he is approaching it.

The ground may be cleared by distinguishing between,
(1) simple narration, (2) ornate narration, (3) passages of
moral elevation, (4) question and answer, and (5) con-
tinuous dialectic.

(1) Simple statement or narration.—The narrative pas-
sages which introduce the dialogues or are interspersed
in them are in many places perfectly limpid and clear.
Hardly less so is the language in which Plato often clothes
his fictitious tales (Egyptian or Phoenician), using a series
of short sentences connected with the ingenuous naiveté
of the Aéfis elpopévy. The simplicity of the language often
strikingly contrasts with the incredibility of the myth, as,
for example, where Protagoras describes the creation of
man, or where the Judgement of the Dead is reported by
Socrates in the Gorgias, or in Republic X. Plato’s
simpler style, as Littré has remarked, bears some affinity
to that of the genuine writings of Hippocrates.

(2) Ornate narration.— But there are other mythical
discourses in which the language becomes more elevated
and at the same time more complex, such as the account
of the Soul’s Migrations in the Phaedrus, the description
of subterranean and supramundane regions in the Phaedo,
or of the allegorical cavern in the seventh book of the
Republic. Here the sentences are longer, and are compli-
cated with explanations, illustrations, maxims, reflexions,
and incidental statements, free play being given to fancy,

! See Phaedr. 277 ¢ wavappoviovs Aéyovs.

~
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while the effort to surround the marvellous with an air of
naturalness and credibility is still maintained.

(3) Passages of moral elevation.— Distinct from both
these narrative modes is the sustained eloquence of such
passages as-the discourse of Diotima (Symp. 211D ff),
the reflections of Socrates addressed to Theodorus on the
happiness of the philosophic life (Theaet. 172 D-177 C), or
the description of the misery of the tyrant in Rep. 1X (579
and 591-592); also, to notice some of Plato’s later works, the
creation of the world in the Timaeus (29-30) ; the summing
up of religious duties in the Laws (v. 726 ff.) ; or again, in
the same dialogue the remarks on the commerce of the sexes
(viiL. 835 D ff.), and on the sin of Atheism (Xx. 887 c-
888 D). In these, notwithstanding occasional exuberances,
there is uninterrupted harmony and continuity. But there
is an entire absence of formality, and only an approach
to that rhetorical smoothness and concinnity which Plato
well knew how to assume, as is shown by the speech of
Agathon in the Symposium.

(4) Question and answer—As in tragedy orixouvlla is
followed by pijaus, so in Plato the pervading dialectic is at
one time broken up, at another continuous and concen-
trated. Socrates everywhere begins with questions, but
often (as is explicitly stated in the Gorgias and the Pro-
tagoras) he finds it necessary to take the argument into
his own hands. In the questioning stage the logical steps
are sometimes so numerous and so minute as to seem
little more than verbal ; sometimes, as in the conversation
with Polemarchus (Rep. 1. 331 D-336 A), they have a so-
phistical effect, and, as Adeimantus complains (Rep. VI.
487 B, C), lead the respondent unawares to a paradoxical
conclusion. In the Republic, while dramatic effect is
nowhere relinquished, the use of question and answer,
after the contention with Thrasymachus in Book 1, is
retained more in form than in substance. But in laying
afresh the foundations of the doctrine of Ideas, Socrates
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again becomes minutely dialectical (Rep. V. 476 ff,, VIL
523 ff.—cp. X. 608 E).

(5) Continuous dialectic.—In departing from the strictly
catechetical method, the style becomes in one way more
condensed, and in another more expansive; more con-
densed, because Socrates does not wait so often for the
respondent to come up with him, more expansive, because,
as he flows along in talk, illustrations multiply. It is to
be observed also that the more constructive method of the
Republic is assisted by the choice of the respondents,
Adeimantus and Glaucon, who, although they are more
life-like than the Aristoteles of the Parmenides and have
many picturesque differences of character which are dra-
matically maintained, are, on the whole, predisposed to
follow the lead of Socrates (V. 474 A), and are carried
for the most part unresistingly by the full stream of
Platonic discourse. And, as they are made to stand for
the objectors, the adversary is often found more amenable
to reason than would be the case if he were present in
person (VI. 502 E, cp. Soph. 217D, 246 D, Parm. 136 B,
Theaet. 146 B, 162 B). '

These remarks lead up to the general question: What
relation is there between Plato’s use of language and the
form in which his works are cast?

Consisting of argument. embodied in fiction, his writings
fall under conditions both of exactness and inexactness
which are peculiar to them !. His style is consequently dis-
tinguished on the one hand (1) by conversational liveliness
and freedom, and on the other (2) by dialectical precision.

! The following passage from Antony Trollope's autobiography shows
the consciousness of a modern writer as to the conditions of written
dialogue :—‘ The novel-writer in constructing his dialogue must so steer
between absolute accuracy of language—which would give to his conver-
sation an air of pedantry—and the slovenly inaccuracy of ordinary talkers,
—which, if closely followed, would offend by an appearance of grimace,—
as to produce upon the ear of his readers a sense of reality. If he be
quite real, he will seem to attempt to be funny. If he be quite correct,
he will seem to be unreal.’
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(1) Thought and expression in Plato are in continual
movement. Inchoate conceptions grow while being put
into words. Illustrations are amplified until they threaten
to supplant the original statement, on which they also
react. Qualifications are perpetually inserted: abstrac-
tions are unexpectedly personified. The more vivid of
two possible constructions is constantly preferred. Atten-
tion is kept on the alert by small dramatic surprises, as
when Adeimantus suddenly remembers the ideal state
in connexion with the philosopher who is in need of a city,
VL 497 C, or when Glaucon, who thinks that in the tyran-
nical man he has discovered the most miserable of human
beings, is told of one who is yet more miserable, 1X. 578 B.
Interrogations, adjurations, apostrophes, are abruptly inter-
posed. - Crises of the argument are marked by increased
liveliness, as when Socrates turns to his respondent with
& Oavudaie, or when he delights in exaggerating the auda-
" cious image of the laughing wave, V. 473 C. At one time,
that which is imagined is treated as real, at another,
Socrates returns to sad realities, with an outburst of
 emotion, VII. 536 C. From irony, he sometimes passes to
direct seriousness, or with humorous gravity calls atten-
tion to some familiar fact, 1X. 578 D. And beneath the
ebb and flow of outward inconsistencies there is produced
a deep impression of advance and growth. (See esp.
III. 412 C, VIL 535 ff.)

Closely connected with this ever-fresh vivacity, indeed
another aspect of it, is the obvious freedom from restraint.
" Plato’s sentences are less tied down than those of other
writers, even in Greek, to a predetermined form. Con-
structions are often found to shift through the interposition
of some afterthought. Corrections, explanations, restric-
tions, digressions, break the regularity of grammar and
occasion either a new construction or a pleonastic resump-
tion of the previous statement, very often both. One
protasis has more than one apodosis and vice versa. The
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meaning is followed at the expense of concord (as in the
agreement of neuter with feminine, or singular with plural)
or, conversely, the nearer construction is chosen at the
expense of the meaning. The grammatical order of words
is modified by emphasis and by the desire of euphony.
Verbs and participles are absorbed by the neighbourhood
of kindred words. Not only cases but tenses and moods
are employed kuré avvesw. The language is at one time
more explicit, at another more elliptical than would be
allowable in a treatise or set speech. Lastly, the ten-
dency which is common in Greek, wherever there are long
sentences, to make the consfruction of the later clauses
independent of the main construction, is peculiarly common
in the long sentences of Plato.

But through all this licence, which the grammarian is
apt to censure for irregularity, the hand of the creative
artist is clearly discernible. Plato is not, like Thucydides,
continually struggling with a medium of expression which
he has imperfectly mastered ; but the medium itself is one
which has not yet attained to perfect lucidity. He moulds
contemporary language to his purpose with the greatest
skill. But the formal correctness of Isocrates would ill
have suited him. It would be unnatural in ‘dear Glaucon’
though it is natural enough in Polus to ‘speak like a book.’
When this is once acknowledged, the meaning is almost
always clear, although the combination of subtlety with
laxity does sometimes lead to ambiguity. The conversa-
tional tone, however, is sometimes fused with rhetoric, and
invites comparison with the orators. For sustained force,
directness, and rapidity, no style is equal to that of Demos-
thenes. But the oratorical style of Plato contrasts favour-
ably with the monotonous equability of Isocrates, the plain
seriousness of Andocides, and the simple passionateness of
Lysias. In ornate passages, Plato often betrays familiarity
with poetry; but in his middle period, to which the Republic
belongs, epic and lyric elemeats are more distinctly present
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than echoes of tragedy. His language coincides, in some
points, with that of comedy, but this will become more
apparent in considering his vocabulary. (See Part II:
Platonic Diction.) Tragic phrases become more frequent in
his later writings, especially the Laws.

_(2) While the dialogue of Plato has a conversational, and § 3.
sometimes a rhetorical, it also has a dialectical cast. This
gives rise to some refinements of construction, and also to
an occasional complexity appearing chiefly in two specific
ways, (@) coordination, (%) remote connexion.

(@) Coordination.—The disjunctive question, or negation,
in which two statements are bound together under a single
negative, or interrogative—signifying that they cannot or
should not both be true at once—a form of sentence pecu-
liarly Greek, attains a high degree of complexity in Plato.
See below, VIII.

(6) Remote connexion.—In Plato, as sometimes in tragedy,
the formula of assent or dissent, instead of referring merely
to the concluding words of the question, often reverts to the
very beginning of a long speech, implying in the respondent
a remarkable power of continuous attention (below, X).
Similarly, the whole work is bound together with links of
allusion to what has preceded, and preparations for what is
to come, demanding a sustained interest far surpassing that
of ordinary conversation.

2. SYNTAX.
A Chapter in Grammar.

It follows from what has been said that the sentence in § 4.
Plato, when looked at from a grammatical point of view,
presents exceptional features both of irregularity and also
of regularity, the ordinary structure being modified at once
by conversational freedom, and by the effort to be precise
and clear. This general statement will now be illustrated
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by a series of quotations from the Republic and other
dialogues under the following heads : —

I. Tenses, Moods, and
Voices of the Verb.
.II. Cases and numbers of
Nouns.
Article and Pronoun.
Adverbs and Preposi-
tions.
V. Particles and Conjunc-
tions.
Ellipse and Pleonasm.
Apposition.
Coordination of Sen-
tences.

II1.
Iv.

VL
VIL
VIIL

IX. Deferred apodosis :
(Digression and Re-
sumption).

X. Remote Reference.

XI. Imperfect Construc-
tions. :

XII. Changes of Construc-
tion. .
XIII. Rhetorical figures.
XIV. Order of words.
XV. Grammatical irregu-
larities considered in
relation to the text.

I. The Verb.

1. TENSES.

(2) The © aorist of the immediate past,’ referring to what
has just been said or felt, though less common than in
tragedy, is not infreduent in Plato.

I. 348 E 4A\a 1d¢ dadpaca, k.7A. * But this surprises me’

(in what has just been said).

(&) The ‘gnomic aorist] stating a general fact, often
occurs, especially in describing mental phenomena.
VIL 523 D obdapod yap 1) 6yns adrh) Gua dafjpnve Tov ddxTvAor

hd ’ | 4 -
Tovvavriov 7 dakTvAov €lvat.

¢ Sight nowhere tells her that

the finger is the opposite of a finger.’

Obs. 1.—In general statements Plato often passes from the present

to the aorist and vice versa.

1. 338 D, E TiBetar 3¢ ye Tods vdpovs éxdatn B dpxn . . . Oépevar ¢

émédnvav, k.1,

VIIL. 551 A $ekoxpiparos . . . &yévovro, kai Tov pév mhovoior émaivoiot

. .. Tére &) vépov TilevTar, k.7,

Obs. 2.—The smperfect is used in correlation with this as with the

ordinary (preterite) aorist.
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VIL. 524 C péya pnv xat SYis xal opxpov édpa . . . 8 8¢ Ty TovTov
oadiveiay péya ad kal opikpoy 1 vinais fvayxdodn iBeiv.

VIIL 547 B €i\xémy . . . hyémp . . . dpokéynoav.

IX. 572 D xavéor els pégov dpdoiv Toiv Tpimow, kai perpins 87, ds
@ero, éxdarow drohadwy offre dveheifepov ofire mapdvopov Biov in.

Obs. 3.—The aorist infinitive without &» is used in assured antici-
pation.

V. 457 D olpac . . . mAeiorny dugoBirnow yevéobar. (So the MSS.)
See Goodwin, M. and T, § 121.

Of course & might easily drop out before du¢.

(¢) The imperfect tense of elp{ has two special uses in
Plato and in other philosophical writers :

a. In reference to what has been previously said or
assumed—

II1. 406 E 87u qv 1¢ adrg épyov.  * Because as we suggested
(405 €) he has something to do.’

IX. 587 C & péoo yap adrdy 6 dnporikds Av.

So (according to Ast’s conjecture) in X. 603 C wif T
dAo *qv (MSS. 7}) mapa radra. Cp. ib. D éoraciale . . . elxer.

B. In stating the result of an enquiry, because what a
thing is found to be at the end of search, that it was before
the search began.

IV. 428 A ¥fjAov ydp &7t otk dANo & v ) 7O moherpfév.
‘It was all along nothing else.’

IV. 436 B,C édv mov ebploxwper év adrols Tabra yiyvdueva,
eloduefa 8rv ov TadTdv v GAAG wAelw. ¢ They were all the
while more than one.’

VI. 497 C 1d7e dnAdoel 61 Tovro pév T¢ Syt Oeiov fv. © This
was from the beginning undoubtedly divine.’

(d) The perfect sometimes signifies a fixed habit (cp.
Monro’s Homeric Grammar, p. 28).

VIL 521 E yvpvaoriki) uév mov mepl yiyvouevov xal GmoAAy-
mevoy Terebraxe—* is constantly employed.’

VIL 533 B ai ptv dA\Aat wacar Téxvar . . . mpds Oepameiav
.. . &maca Terpddarar—° apply themselves continually.’

So in VI 511 A elxda 8¢ xpwpérny adrois Tols vwd TéY xdTw
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anewcacleior xai éxelvos mpos éxetva bs évapyéor BeBobaopdvos
T€ xai Tenpnpérois—* usually esteemed and held in honour.’

2. Moops.

(a) Comjunctive—The familiar combination of the ‘de-
liberative subjunctive’ with BovAei, BovAeafe, occurs in

IL. 372 E €l & ad BovAeole . . . Oewpiiowper, obdey dmokw-
Ade.. This was misunderstood by the diorthotes of Paris. A.
See E. on Text, p. 135.

IX. 577 B BovAet . . . mpoomouodueda, x.T.A., and else-
where.

Oébs.—In such expressions as ri Aéyopev; mas Aéyopev ; the MSS.
often leave it doubtful whether =i Aéywper; &c. should not be read.

(6) Optative—Plato’s optatives are sometimes a little
difficult to explain, depending rather on the drift of the
sentence than on grammatical rule. The following are the
chief places in the Republic requiring special treatment.

I. 337 E ®@s . . . &v Tis Gmokplvairo mpdrov pév py «dds . . .
émera, €l T kal oleTar Tepl ToUTwY, dwepnuéror alrg oin . . . ;

The condition implied in the participial clause wy eldds
becomes explicit as the sentence proceeds, and is expressed
as if el pi) eldefn had followed wds & ms dmoxplvasro. Cp.
Protag. 327 D € 8éow airov xplveabar mpds dvbpdmovs, ols mire
wadeia dorl pire dikaoriipia, . . . GAN’ elev dypuol Tiwes.

Here the condition introduced in el 3éo. regains its force
towards the end of the sentence, which is continued as if
the whole from ols downwards were a single relative clause
(e.g. ot 7 Exovaw or éxoier, k.7.A.). See Xen. Symp. VIIIL 17.

I. 352 E 7{ 8¢ : dxoboais &A@ 7} daiv ;

II. 360 B oldeis &v yévoiro, s Béfeier, olrws adaudvrivos, bs
& pelverer, k.T.A.

The clause &s 8d¢etev, although not conditional, seems to
fall under Goodwin’s law of assimilation (M. and T.,§§ 558,
531). But it is to be observed also that the whole of
Glaucon’s speech proceeds on the assumption that he is
putting the case of another (359 B ds 6 Adyos: 361 E i) éue
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olov Aéyerr),and the mood is affected by the sense of indirect
discourse. Cp. IV. 420 C évaknhippévor elev.

IL. 361 C d%nhor odv elre Tob dikalov eire TdV dwpedy . . . Evexa
Towobros €iln.  Glaucon’s reasoning is hypothetical, though he
tries to treat his supposition as a matter of fact. The
language therefore wavers between the indicative and opta-
tive: i.e. elre . . . eln is brought in, as if el ddfe . . . &oovra
... &dnAov had been €l dokoly . . . elev &v . . . &dnhov &v €ly.

II. 382 D, E dAAa dediuds Tods éxbpovs Yeddoro; In both
these cases the construction is continued from a preceding
sentence having the optative with &». In the former some
editors insert &», and it may possibly have dropped out
" before &\\o.

III. 403 B vopoferijoets . . . olirws SuAety mpds &v ms omou-
8dfo.. ‘In Attic Greek an optative in the relative clause
sometimes depends on a verb of obligation . . . with an
infinitive. . .. E.g. .

AN by mohis omijoeie, Todde Xxp) KAVew,
Soph. Ant. 666 Goodwin, M. and T., § 555.

II1. 410 B, C ol xafioTdvTes povoikj) kal yvpvaoTikj) Tadedew
ody od évexd Twves olovral xabioTdow, va 1) uév 70 eépa depamedovro
™ 3¢ T Yuxiy.

Madvig would read kabicracar. But this accords ill with
xwdvvedovaw following. And for. the tense cp. VIIL. 566 B
éfevploxovaw. The indirect discourse here depends on a
general statement, which, as Riddell would say, ¢ belongs to
all time’ (Digest, § 74), or as Goodwin puts it (M. and T.,
§ 323) ‘implies a reference to the past as well as the
present.” He quotes Dem. XII. 11 rodror &xew Tov Tpdmov 6
vdpos, lva undt wewobijvar und’ éfamarnbijva yévorr' émi ¢ Sripey.

IV. 428 C, D &ori Tis émomiun & ) dpm 9¢’ Hudy oixadelon
ceo B ... BovAederas . .. Bvrwa Tpdmwov . . . mWpds Ths &AAas
woAels dpioTa Sphol,

Here ‘a reference to the past’ is implied in the words é&
™ &pre olxigbeloy. Or the reference to time is altogether
vague. Hence in the indirect discourse outAot, not SuAy.
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VI. 490 A &p’ odw 37 od perplws dmwohoynodpeda &1 mpos 7o Ov
meduxbs €l duilracdar 8 ye Svrws Pihopalbis, x.r.A. ¢ Shall we
not make a reasonable defence in saying (what we have
already indicated),’ &c. There is an implied reference to
the definition of the philosopher in Bk. v sub fin. This is
Professor Goodwin’s ingenious explanation of the difficulty,
which others have met by conjecturing dwehoynoduefa or
dmeloyioapefa,—neither of which is justified by the context:
for V. 474 B fl. is neither, strictly speaking, an ‘apology’
nor a ‘reckoning.” (M. and T.,§ 676.)

(¢) The imperfect indicative in the apodosis of an unreal
supposition is made more vivid by the absence of &v (M.
and T, § 431).

V. 450 D, E motedorros ueéy yap émob éuoi eldévar & Aéyw,
xkaA@s elxer 7 wapauvfie. ‘Had I been confident in my
knowledge of the things I say, your comfort were indeed
welcome.’

(d) Imperative. The third person imperative has a
special use in dialectic, viz. in stating or admitting a postu-
late or assumption.

VIIL 553 A dwepydobe ¥, x.7.A. ‘I may assume that our
description of oligarchy is complete.’

(¢) Infinitive. The construction of an infinitive can some-
times be gathered only imperfectly from the context :—

V. 467 C tobro pev dpa vmapkréov, Bewpois moréuov Tovs Taidas
woely, wpoopnxaviclar & adrols dopdAewav, kal xakds &fer 7}

v

mpocjmyavacla: is governed by the notion of obligation
(3t or xpi) implied in dmapxréov, and the construction is
assisted by the inf. wowetv coming between. This point
will be further illustrated in considering Zmperfect con-
structions (below, XI).

Epexegetic uses of the infinitive: a. following an ad-
jective :—

I. 330 C xohewol odv kal fuyyevéobar elolv. ° Troublesome
to converse with.’
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VIL 537 B d8drarés Ti &AAo mpdfar. ‘Incapable of (admit-
ting) any other employment.’

Obs.—In the difficult place 1. 333 E xal Naleiv ofros Bewwéraros
éumoifioat, unless something is wrong with the text, there is
a double construction of this kind:—*most clever to implant,’
‘most clever to escape notice (in implanting).’ Schneider’s
emendation éumoijoas saves the grammar at the expense of natural
emphasis.

B. In apposition with a noun:

VIL 531 C &AX oik els wpoPMipata avlacw, émaxomely, K.T.A.

VIIL 566 B 76 &) Tvpavwikdy almpa . . . éfevploxovow, alreiv,
K.T.A

The infinitive, instead of the participle as elsewhere,
sometimes follows ¢alvesfas :

IV. 432 D ¢aiverar mpd woddy Nuilv ¢ dpxiis xuhuwdeiodar, ‘It
has manifestly been rolling (ékvAwdeiro) at our feet all the
while.’

(f) The participle. In expanding his sentences Plato § 8,
makes continual use of participial expressions.

1. For pleonastic (or epexegetic) uses see especially III.
397 C 7 ¢ érépy tobrwy émirvyxdvovew . .. §) 1@ érépe 7 ¢
auporépov Twl fuyxepawvivres. ¢ They hit on one or other of
these modes, or on a third, which they compound out of
both.’

V1. 494 E 7{ olépeba dpdoew.. . od may pév &pyov, mav & &mos
Aéyorrds Te kal wpdrrortas ;

VIL 527 A @s yap . .. mpdews évexa mdvras Tovs Adyovs moLoU=
pevol Aéyovar Terpaywvilew Te kal mapatelvew xal mpooTifévar kal
mévra oltw ¢heyydpevor,

A more doubtful instance is VI. 496 A odd¢r ymjowor obde
Pporioews dfov aAnbivijs éxdpevor, where the awkwardness
may be obviated by reading &flws (&€wov bs Ven. II).

2. Alternation of participle with infinitive. In Plato’s
long sentences the participle sometimes alternates with the
infinitive :

VL. 488 B ff. (in the allegory of the mutinous crew)

VOL. II. N
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oraoudlortas . . . ¢pdoxovrag unde Sidaxtoy elvai, GAAa xal Tov
Aéyovra &s didaktov érolpovs kataréuvew, adrovs 3¢ avrd el
7¢ vavk\ijpy mwepixexdodar, k.T.A.

The infinitive wepikexiofar may have been occasioned,
but is not grammatically accounted for, by xararéuvew
coming between. This point will be more fully illustrated
below, under Changes of Construction.

Obs.—As the use of the participle with the article after the pre-
position instead of the infinitive is doubtfully admitted by some
editors in several passages of Thucydides (1. 2, § 5; 1v. 63, § 1;
v.7,§2; vi. 84, § 10: viL 105, § 2), it may be worth observing
that in Rep. 1. 346 B 8 16 fuppépev the best MSS. have &a 76
§updépov. Cp. Phileb. 58 ¢, Laws vin. 831 k.

3. The participle passive, mostly neuter, denoting a mode
of action or existence, occurs in VIIL. 561 A é vob év dvay-
xalois émbupiais Tpepopévou : X. 596 D (Tpdmos) Taxy Snpuioupyos-
pevos, ‘a manner in which it is easy to produce the effect:’
cp. Theaet. 184 C 76 3¢ edyepds . . . kal py . .. éferaldpevoy,
‘an easy-going method, without strict examination.’

4. The accusative and participle, with or without és,
have the effect of a reported statement. With @s: I. 345 E
&s odxi avrolow dderiay doopénp, ‘implying that they would
not profit thereby. II. 383 A és wire alrods ydnras Svras
k.T.A, ¢ conveying the impression that the Gods themselves
are not impostors.” IIL 390 A, B 7{ 8¢; woietv ... doxel ot
¢mrideor elvar .. . dkodew vép ... 17 Ala ... ds...dmhar-
Bavépevoy, ¢ do you think it fitting that a young man should
hear such a poetical description, or that he should hear
Zeus described as forgetting,’ &c. VI. 511 D &s . . . i
didvoiav odoav. VIIL 560 D ds dypoiklav . . . odoav. Cp. Phaedrus
245 A wewglels ds . . . dodpevos. Without &s : VI. 511 A voyrov
ey 70 €ldos EAeyov, tmobéoeat &’ dvayxalopérmy Yuxnw xpficbar
wepl Ty Girnow adrod, ¢ I spoke of this kind as intellectual,
but (said) that the mind was compelled to use hypothesis
in investigating it.’

Obs. 1.—In x. 604 B the transition from the genitive to the
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accusative @s ofire 37hov dvros . . . obre . . . mpoB.ivor is occasioned by
the impersonal verb.

Obs. 2—The subject of an infinitive or participle following
a verb is accusative even when the same with the main subject, if
this happens to be considered in two aspects. x. 621 B i¢iv. . . adrdv
« . . keipevoy émi tjj mupa. ‘ He saw that he himself was lying.” The
previous narrative referred to the disembodied soul.

Obs. 3.—The idiomatic use of the aorist participle with ye in
a reply = ‘ Let me first,’ &c. (Phaedr. 228 p 3¢ifas ye mparov, & Ppiké-
s, k.7.A.) Ooccurs in vi. 507 A Siopoloyneduerds v, épny, k.r.. - ¢ Not
until I have come to a clear understanding.” Cp. 1. 338 c éav
pdbw ye mparov with similar ellipse.

For a slightly different idiom with the present participle, see
VIII. 554 A abxpunpds ¥é mis . . . &v, ¢ Ay, because he is a shabby
fellow,” and the note in loco.

Obs. 4—The gerundive in -réov is construed with the accusative :
III. 400 D Taird ye Aéyw drolovdnréov..

So also in v. 467 E 8dafapérous . . . dxréoy, ¢ we must have them
taught and bring them,’ where see note, and cp. Tim. 88+, c Tdv 8
padnparikdy . . . kai Ty Tob cdparos dmodoréov kivnow, ¢ the hard student
must give his body corresponding exercise.’

Obs. 5.—The subordination of participle to participle is very
frequent :

VIIL. 555 E énévres dpylpiov Tirpdoxorres. ¢ Stinging by inserting
money.’

N.B—A little-noticed idiom, occurring also in Herodotus and
Thucydides, is the use of the aorist participle referring to a time
subsequent to that of the principal verb. Parm.127 p rév. .. yeod-
pevoy (= bs Uorepov Tovraw éyévero). Goodwin, M. and T, § 152.

3. VOICES. §o.

(@) Active.

a. Impersonal. X. 604 B @s olre djAov dvros . . . ofre els
10 mpdaber oddev mpoPaivor T¢ xahemds Péporre. '

IX. 580 D 8éterar, sc. 70 mpaypa (Theaet. 200 E deifew aird.
Phaedo 73 B cagéorara xarnyopet).

B. With a neuter subject, which signifies some condition,
aspect, or attitude of mind.

1IV. 442 E €l 7 juév & &y ) Yoxy dpdioPyrel.  “ If there be

N2
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any objection lurking in our mind’ More often in the
participle (cp. Thucydides).

IV. 439 B 700 Supivros xal dyorros ... éml 70 meiv. ‘The
appetite of thirst, that drags him to the act of drinking.’

y. Intransitive with cognate subject.

V. 463 D afrar . .. 7 A\t pijpat . . . Sprioovow . . .5 ‘are
not these and none but these the strains that will resound
in song?’

() Passive.— Verbs not strictly transitive acquire a
passive voice.

a. With the cognate accusative of the active for implied
subject.

VI. 460 A tols vdv doxovpévois.. Cp. X. 612 D doxelobat.

B. With the remote object of the active for subject.

1. 336 E, 337 A fjuds . . . w0 Dudy . . . xohemaiveobar (=dvpas
Xahemalvew Hpiv).

X. 602 A ovvelvar 7§ €lddre kai dmrdrrecdar (sc. vmd Tod
elddros, i.e. Tov elddra émrdrrew atrg).

This use, of which mioredesfal 1, ‘to be entrusted with
anything,’ is the most familiar example, is extended in the
later dialogues to émixepeicfar (Tim. 53 B 8re . . . émexerpeiro
xoopetadar 70 mav), diaxovetofas (Laws VI. 763 A), dvarvyeiobar,
doeBeicfar (Laws 1X. 877 E 8rav olv mis dpa dvorvxnbs «al
doefBnby Tév oikwy, ‘ when some habitation has received the
taint of misfortune and of crime’), vopofereiafar, ‘to be
legislated for’ (Laws XI. 925 E, 926 A, where the passive
émrdrreafar again occurs).

Cp. mAeovexteiofas in Xen. Mem. IIL 5, § 2 wheovexrolpevor
vwo OnBalwy.

y. Passive impersonal.

VIL 530 C &s viv dovpovopeirar, ‘as Astronomy is now
pursued.’

(¢) Middle.

a. The Middle Voice in Plato has still frequently a subtle
force—accentuating some relation in which the action stands
to the agent.
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L. 344 E Blov daywyiy, § v Biaydperos, ¢ conducting his own
life.’

L. 349 E apuorrduevos Adpay, ‘ tuning a lyre for himself to
play upon.’

IIL. 405 B 70 woAd 1od Blov . .. kararplfnras, ¢ wastes the
greater part of his life.’

0Obs.—The distinction of méévar and ribecbar, ‘to institute and
to adopt a law,’ is well discussed by Mr. Postgate in_Joursn. of Phil.
xv. 29 (1886). Sce a good example of this in Laws vii. 820 &
Tols @évras ijpas § kal Tovs Bepévous Upds.

B. On the other hand, the voice is sometimes varied
almost capriciously.

VI. 484 D pndev ... é\\elmovras . .. u1) é\elmowro : cp. Laws
1X. 853 C vopoBerodpevor . . . évopobBérovw: XI. Q13 B dveAdy . .
drehdpevos.

y. A vague reference to self is implied in what has been
called the subjective middle voice, of which wapéxopar,
dmodelkvvpar, mepidpépopar are instances. wapéxecbai, for
example, is ‘to furnish from one’s own resources,” or ‘to
produce by one’s own inherent power.’

IV. 421D dpyavd ye pi) Exwv wapéxesbor, IV. 443 B ravry
v dvauw, § Tods Towolrovs &vdpas Te mapéxerar xai mOAers:
cp. Phaedr. 240 C % . . . xpdvov lodrys . . . Ppihiap mapéxerar..

3. The reciprocal use appears most prominently in duoAo-
yetobas, ¢ to agree together.’

IV. 436 C & rolvvw éxpiBéoTepor Spohoynowpeda : VIIL. 544 A
dpohoynodpevor Tov dpiaror kal Tov kdxioTov dvdpa.

This is sometimes emphasized with reference to Adyos by
the addition of the reflexive pronoun.

V. 457 C 100 Adyov abrdv avrg Spohoyeiodor: cp. Phaedr.
265D 70 alTd air@ Spoloyolpevor,

e. A special use of the middle voice, combined with the
construction noted above (the accusative as subject of the
verbal in -réov), gives the most probable solution of the
difficulty in V. 467 E xal 38afapévous immedew, ‘and when
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they (the guardians) have had them (the young people)
taught to ride.” See above, p. 179, Obs. 4.

Obs.—When the above cases are considered such an isolated
use of the middle voice as peyahogpoveiperor in vir. 528 c appears
less remarkable. Another rare use of the middle, vi. 535 B woia
3 Sworé\e; ¢ what distinction do you propose to yourself?’ is
supported by Aristotle, Pol. 1. 8, § 17 uuxpds mepi alroi Bia-
oreihaclar BéArwv. For a similar use of the middle voice in
connexion with the dialectical process cp. Phaedo 101 E dua 3¢
otk & Pbpoo . . . wepi Te rijs dpxijs drakeydpevos kai raw éf éxeivms
Gppnpévar,

II. The Noun Substantive.
1. CASEs.
(a) Nominative and Accusative.

a. The preference for the nominative, where the subject
is identical with that of the principal verb, extends to

_instances where the clause is headed by dore, mply, or even

by a preposition. This is quite regular, but the point is
sometimes overlooked.

I. 345D émel Td ye avriis GaT €lvar Pekriom, ikavds difmov
éxmendpioras (BeAtlorn agrees with the subject of ékmemdpioras,
which is perfect middle =* she has provided for herself’).

III. 402 A wply Adyov Suvards elvar AaBeiv: VI. 501 A mply
.« . abTol TOUjTaL.

II1. 416 C €l péAAovar 16 péyiaror Exew mpds TO Tpepor elvat.

V. 454 A did 10 pn) dvvacbas . . . Siarpodperor, K.T.A,

VIIL. 526 B els ye 70 $fdrepor adrol adrdy ylyveohar.

Laws X. 885 D BeAriovs 1) . . . maparpémeatfar xnhodperor.

(Cp. Xen. Hell. VII. 5, § 5 €l Twes 81 mohets 8ud 7 opuxpal Te
elvar kal év péoais Tairais olxely Rvayxd(ovro.)

Obs—The accusative occurs in a similar connexion v. 457 B
ddpey . . . Aéyorres, Hore . . . Ti0évras,

B. In the absence of a definite construction, the accusa-
tive is the case usually preferred, and the case sometimes
reverts to the accusative, although the construction has
been previously in the dative (as in the familiar instance,
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Sophocles, Electra 479 imeori poi Gpdoos | ddvmvéwr xAdov-
oav | éprlws dveipdrwr). See note on VIIL 559 B.

y. It has sometimes been assumed (Dizges?, § 11) that all
substantives apparently out of construction are accusatives
in apposition. This point will be treated more fully below
under Changes of Construction. Meanwhile, it is enough
to adduce as an instance of the nominativus pendens
VIL 532 B #§ 8 ye...Aows Te...«kal peracrpodd, K.T.A.,
where, as the sentence proceeds, the nominative is changed
to an accusative in C radmw . . . Ty dvvauw.

A good example of the accusative in apposition is
I1. 365 C mpdbuvpa pév kal oxiipa, x.T.A.

This idiom is peculiarly frequent in the Timaeus. A
common form of it in most dialogues is &A\Xo 7¢ 7 . . . (Gorg.
4708, &c.), a special case of the familiar idiom of which
Theaet. 195E & undér &Aho 7 dwavoeiral Tis is an example.
Cp. Rep. 1V. 420 A odd&r &Mho 7 ¢povpobvres. For &Ado 7t
without 7 following see below, under Apposition.

Under this heading, whether as nominative or accusative,
may be brought the abrupt exclamations in VIIL. 557 E
d¢ pndepiar dvdyxny . . . elvar dpxew, k.T.\. : VIIL 563 B 10 3¢ ye
. .. &oxatov . . . iis é\evleplas Tob wA1fovs.

3. An adverbial accusative is sometimes abruptly in-
troduced.

IV. 436 D &s ob . . . T& ToadTa TéTE pEVOVTWY.

'V. 460 B €lte avdpiv elre yuvawéy elre dpdétepa.

VI. 492 B ¥mepBalldrrws éxdrepa.

So in such expressions as Symp. 204 C 7 7@y xaAéy
&otiv 6 "Epws ;

e. The cognate accusative (or accusative of the internal
object,—too common to be noticed here) has its correlative
in the cognate subject of the passive voice. This use is
especially frequent in the participial form (see above,
p. 178, 3), and in the adverbial accusative of the verbal noun;
VL. 510 B 7ois tdre Tunfeiaw (if the reading is sound).

¢ The accusative, equally with the dative, accompanies
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the verbal in -réov, 1IV. 421 B, 424 C: for dative see III. 413 C,
V. 468 A wés &réov oo Tods oTpatidras, where the accusative
would have given another (i.e. an active) meaning to éréov.
Cp. Tim. 88 C 7ov 8% pabnparikdy . . . Tiy 700 gdparos dmodo-
réov xlimow. So in V. 467 E, see above, p. 179, Obs. 4.

(6) Genitive—The genitive, like the accusative, some-
times stands in a loose construction with what follows, the
construction being afterwards, in some cases, made more
definite.

V. 463 B &xeis odv elmely Tav dpxdvrwy, .T.\.

V. 470 A 7i 8¢; yijs Te Tphoews s ‘EAAnuixils kal olxiGy épmphi-
oews woldy i gou dpdoovawy ol orpari@rar wpds Tovs woheulovs ;

Cp. Symp. 221 C 7év pév dAAwv émrndevpdrov tdy dv Tis . . .
elmot when wep( follows, but in construction with another word.

See also—

1. 375E olofa ydp mov tév yevvalwr xuvdv, 1t TobTO PUoEr
adrdv 16 fj0os (Where adrdv supplies the link).

IX. 571 B &lwv pév avbpdmav 9 . . . dmaAldrrecbar § SAiyar
AelmeoBai ... Tov 8¢ . . . kal mAelovs. ¢ In the case of some men,
&c., where &vlwy might be construed with draiAdrresas, but
the context shows this not to be the construction.

Special uses of the genitive are—

a. ¢ Consisting in’ (Digest, § 24).

IV. 433D # 706 . . . T& adrod wpdTrew divamus.

B. Objective=mpds with acc.

IL. 359 A évvbijkas adrdv. ¢ Contracts with one another.’

IIL. 391 C vmepndaviav Bedv Te xal drvbpdwwr. ¢ Haughtiness
towards gods and men.’ ‘

VIIL 566 E jovxia éxelvwy, ‘he has tranquillity in regard to
them.’

A doubtful instance is VIIL 558 A % mpadrys &viwr Tév Sikao-
0évrov, k.T.A. (see note in loc.). See also IX. 573D &v &v
"Epws, x7.A. ¢ Whatever things are the objects of the
passion,” &c. {Prof. Jowett construed -the genitive with
Td 7iis Yuxfis dmavra, ‘of whatsoever men love masters
the whole soul.’)
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y. Partitive.

X. 615D éfeacdpeba . . . kal Tobro Tdv Bewdv Beapdrwy, ¢ this
was amongst the terrible sights we beheld.’

VI. 496 C Tobray b3 tdv dNiywr of yevduevor. Cp. Laws VI
754 D ol d¢ %) yevdpevor tév éntd xal Tpidrorra. '

3. ¢ Requiring.

II1. 414 C weloar &¢ ouxvijs webois, ¢ but much persuasion is
required to convince men of its truth)

X. 615 A woN\oi xpévou dinyrjoacbat.

Cp. Phaedr. 246 A olov pév o, wvry wdvrws Oelas elvar xal
paxpds Sumyfoews, ¢ 3¢ doiker, dvdpunirs 7€ xal \drroves : Parm.
135B dvdpds wdvv pév ebduoils Tod durnoouévov pabeiv : Laws
V. 730 A woAMijs odv ebhaeias, x.T.A.

e. ‘In respect of.

II. 365A @s . .. &ovol Tipds, ‘how they are disposed to
regard them.

VIL 518 B eddatpoviceter &v Tob wélous 7€ kai Blov: VII. 531 D
706 wpoorpiou.

IX. 571 Dé8rav... byiewds tis &7 adrds adrod (‘ in comparison
with himself’) xal cogpdvws. '

This does not occur with other adverbs than those in ws.

Cp. Xen. Hell. V. 4, § 25 dwolvric@s adrod elxov, and Hdt.
VIL 188, 3 rolos ofrw elxe Sppov.

The genitive in ejaculations is closely allied to this :—
VI. 509 C "AmoAAov, épn, Sarporias dwepBolijs.

So perhaps IX. 576 D ed8awporias .. . kal 40\émT0s boavros ...
xplveis : cp. Laws I. 646D is . . . SuatpiBiis . . . Siavonréon.

Phaedo 99 B woAAy) &v kal paxpa pafupla el Tod Néyou.

Obs.—Double and even triple genitives are not uncommon, the
second being sometimes epexegetic of the first, as in viI. 534 B Tov
Abyov éxdarov . . . Tis obolas.

For other examples see—

VIL 525 C paordvys Te peracTpodis, k...

»» 537 C €ls avvoyw olkedrros GNMNwy 7év pabypdrov xai s Tod
vros ¢péoews. (Cp. Soph. 254 ¢ xowwvias AANNANwY s Exes Suvdpens.)

VIIL. 544 D dvfpomov iy . . . Tpbmar,

»» 560 B &' dvemompooivmy Tpodijs warpds.
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¢. Dative.

a. The dative of the person interested has an extended
use in Plato.

1. 334 E movnpol ydp avrois eloiv. ‘ For their friends are bad.’

1. 335 E roiro 3¢ &) voei adrg. ¢ And this expression means,
as employed by him.’

1. 343 A 8s ye alry odd¢ mpdéBara oddé moyuéva yiyvdokets.
¢ Since she leaves you in ignorance of the difference between
shepherd and sheep.’

I 394 C el pov pavfdvers. ‘If I take you with me’
(where some would read el pov p.).

IIL 415B & 71 adrois Tovrwy év 7als uxais mapapéuixra.
‘What alloy they find in the souls of their young charges.’

V. 451 D e #piv mpémes 3} of. ¢ Whether we find it suitable
or not, for our purpose.

V. 462 A 3pa . . . €ls pév 70 Tob dyafod txvos dpiv dpudrre:.
‘ Whether we find that our proposals fit into the lines of
good.’

VIIL 549 C, D &xfopéims, 67t od 7Gv dpxdvTwy admy & dmip éorw.
¢ Aggrieved to find that her husband is not in the govern-
ment.’

In X. 602 E, with a participle (robry d¢.. . perpiioarre, k.7.1.),
it has nearly the force of an absolute clause, i.e. ¢ when this
faculty of measurement has done its work, it finds after all,’
&c. See note in loco.

Obs. 1.—It may be worth observing that the dative so used
(except when amplified as in the last instance) is seldom or never
emphatic.

Obs. 2,—The dative of reference, in combination with a participle,
often introduces a concomitant circumstance or condition, as in the
familiar phrase év 3¢£q elowdvre &c.—

V. 451 C xat’ éxelvny Tijw Sppiy lobow,

VL. 484 A pélorr,

1X. 589 C oxomovuére.

B. The dative of manner may be added to another dative
without any feeling of confusion.
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IL. 359 C voue b¢ Bla mapdyerar éml T Tob loov Ty, ‘ But
is forcibly diverted by law and custom into a respect for
equality.’

VIIL. 552 E ods émpuekela Bia xaréxovow al dpxal. It is
added pleonastically in VIIL 555 A, IX. 576 C éuoidmr:, and
it is sometimes expanded by an additional word.

IX. 575C movnplg T€ xai 40Nty wéhews. It has the effect
of an absolute clause in IX. 578 C 7@ towolre Adyg, also
perhaps in IX. 579 C rois Towdrois kakois. The reading has
been questioned in both passages, see notes in locis, but
Cp. X. 598 D dmohauBdvew det 7§ ToiovTe, K.T.A.

y. In VI. 490 A wapad 86fav Tois viv doxovuévous, the dative
follows a prepositional phrase as if it were an adjective, e.g.
évavriov, and in 496 C T 7¢ dixalp Borfeiav it is construed
with a verbal noun# So in later dialogues, Tim. 23 C
POopav Pdaaw, Laws I11. 698 B % ITepady émifeats Tois "EANqawv.

3. The dative of the measure of excess occurs in the
remarkable expression in VI. 507 E ol ouwpg . . . l3ég, ‘by
the measure of no unimportant nature, and has been
applied to the interpretation of IX. 579 C cited above.

Obs.—The Ionic form of the dative plural in ¢i(v) according to
the best MSS. occurs only in Phaedr. Rep. Polit. Tim. Laws. In
the Phaedrus and Republic, however, it is merely an occasional
ornament, whereas in the Laws it is of constant recurrence.
(F. Blass finds examples in the earlier orators.) Of the five ! examples
occurring in the Republic (1. 345 E; ur. 388 b, 389 B; viL 560 E,
564 c), two are of the definitive pronoun 1. 345 E, vir. 564cC
abroioe (very emphatic in both cases); two of familiar adjectives
11. 388 D apixpoiot, VIIL. 560 E peydhowoe and one of feds, 11. 389 B,
in a passage coloured by frequent quotations from Homer. All
these are of the second declension (xeveayopimo: in x. 607 B, like
vorowow in v. 468 b, is in a poetical quotation, and should not be
counted). In the Laws according to C. Ritter, op. cit., there are
eighty-five instances of the form, which here extends, although more
sparingly, to feminines of the first declension. The four instances in
the Politicus include the participle éropévoiowr (304 E).

! C. Ritter (Untersuchungen, &c.) mentions six ; but he seems to include
the quotation in x. 607 B.
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2. NUMBER OF NOUNS.

(2) The plural of an abstract word is often used to
express its exemplification in the concrete. This happens
especially when other words in the sentence are in the
plural.

II. 364 C xaxlas wépt ebmereiag Suddvres. ° Offering easy
occasions for vice.’

II. 373 D larpév év xpelas. °In frequent need of the
physician.’

V. 449 A wepl Te WéAewy Bouoes,

VIIL 547 D yewpysav dmwéyecfas 10 mpomolepody alrijs. ‘ That
its military class abstains from agricultural employments.’

X. 611 C 8wkaoodvas e kal aBiuxlas. ¢ Its various modes of
justice and injustice.’

(6) In X.618 A, Bwevias .. . rrwxelas. . . WAovrois kai weviaws
the plurals serve to emphasize the variety and complexity of
human conditions. Cp. Tim. 65 C rpax¥ro{ e kal Aesdrnoww :
Laws V. 733 B a¢odpornow ladmei e, 734 A mukvdrow,

(¢) The plural is used with the meaning of the singular
to express either admiration or scorn. Cp. Symp. 218 B,
Theaet. 169 B.

Rep. 111. 387 B Kw«vrois, k.1.A.

1L 391 B &\fets . . . odayds . . . (D) dpmwayds.

VI. 495 A whobrol Te xal maoa 1 TolavTy wapackevi.

VIIL 553 C Tudpas 7€ kal orpentods kai dxivdxas.

(d) The plural of abstract verbals and other adjectives is
often preferred to the singular.

IL. 375D tadra 8¢ dduvdros &oike.

I11. 387 B émoPAnréa.

V1. 498 A peydra fyodvrac.

(¢) The singular neuter is often used in a collective sense.

IV. 442 B 70 d¢ mpomohepody.

IX. 577 C apkpdy yé 11 Todro.

For the combination of neuter with masculine or femi-
nine see below, Imperfect Constructions.
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III. Article and Pronoun.

1. THE ARTICLE is sometimes—

(a) Correlative, i.e. it marks each of two correlative words.

I. 338 D, E tiflerac . . . Tods vdpovs éxdam § dpxi (where it
may also be regarded as distributive ().

V. 455D kpareiras & dmaow . . . 1 yévos 1ob yévovs. ¢ The
one sex is beaten by ke other.

(6) Sometimes distributive— )

VIL. 540 B Grav 8¢ 1 wépos fxn. ¢ When the turn of each
arrives.’

(¢) The article of reference in ol &\\ot, ol woAlol, is to be
distinguished from the common use of these phrases.

V. 453 E ras 32 &\has ¢pvoes. € These natures which have
been described as different.’

X. 596 A OGpev .. .38 1 BovAe TGy woAAGy.  Let us put
the case of any one you will of things which exist in
plurality.’

(@) In the idiomatic use with a future participle the
article often resumes an indefinite pronoun—

L 342 A 3¢t Twds Téxrms Tis . . . oxeYopérs.

L. 348 B dikaoTdv Twidv Tdv diakpodyTwy.

(¢) For the ‘deictic’ use with a personal or reflexive
pronoun, see Theaet. 166' A 7dv éué, Phaedr. 258 A.

Obs. 1.—The article is sometimes repeated merely for em-
phasis— .

1. 334 E T0v Soxobvrd e . . . xai tov vra xpnoTéy.

Obs. 2.—The article is omitted—

(1) With common nouns used as proper names, as Awqv, dyopd,
&c. (for the harbour, market-place, &c. of the town where the scene
is laid).

Theaet. 142 A od yap § kard wé\w (i. e, in Megara),

Theaet. 142 A els Aipéva xaraBSalvwv. ‘As I went down to the
harbour’ (of Megara).

Rep. 11. 371 C xabipevos év dyopq.

(2) With a noun used in a general sense, but without pointed
reference to others from which it is distinguished—

1. 332 E iarpds . . . xvBepryrys,
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1. 369 B yiyveras . . . wélus.

VI. 499 C dxpois eis phooodiav . , . wONews . . . émpernbivar.

VIIL 562 A Tupavwis re xai Tépavros.

X. 611 B Gri pév roivvy dbdvaror YuyA.
And sometimes arbitrarily to avoid cumbrous repetition (in many
cases it may have accidentally been dropped, yet it is needless to
restore it as H. Richards proposes in 1v. 434 A (rés) repds)—

1v. 438 C xal al Bapirepa mpds kovpirepa kal bdrrw mpis Ta Bpadirepa.

V. 415 A kai pjv Pdoripovs, k.T.A.

VIIL 545 A kal OAeyapywdv al kai Snpuoxparikdv xai Tév TUpawwedy
(supra Obs. 1).

Phaedr. 254 A 16 ov{vyi re xai qmidxo.

Obs. 3.—The substantival use of the neut. adj. does not always
necessitate the article.

V. 478 C pY) Svme piy dyvoraw ¢ dvdyxns dmédopey, Svm 8¢ yrhaw.

VL. 518 A, B els pavérepov loioa Umd Napwporépou pappapuyijs épmémhna-
ras (where, even if Biov is to be supplied with @avérepor, Aaumporépov
at least is neuter).

Symp. 218 A tmd dAyeworépov.

Obs. 4—The omission of the article with damjp so constant in
MSS. is proved by the examples in tragedy, where the a is long
(e. g. Soph. Aj. 9, 324, 783, &c. all in senarii), to be often due to
the scribes; but it is uncertain whether in such instances as
IX. 543 C yiyverar . . . oire xai Towiros diip the Platonic idiom requires
us to write dvjp or not. Cp. Phaedr. 266 c dvdpes, 267 C 8ewds dwijp
yéyove (this Thompson leaves unaltered), 268 c paiverar dvfpwmos.

2. THE PRONOUNS.

The pronouns, especially the demonstratives (with their
adverbs ofrws, &%, @catrws, &c.) have a widespread use in
the Platonic dialogues, in which resumption, reference,
antithesis, are necessarily so frequent.

(@) Demonstratives.

a. The demonstratives and the oblique cases of a#7ds, as
in Thucydides, often refer to an antecedent which although
implied in the preceding context has not been fully ex-
pressed. The same thing happens in the case of the
adverb adrdfu.
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L. 334 A xwdvrebeis wap’ ‘Opipov pepabnrévar adrd.

1. 339A, B wpdoeare b¢ 37) ad1d0 70 70D Kpelrrovos.

1. 371C 7w dwaxoviay . . . Tadmv.

1L 371 E mijw Tipqp tadmp.

I1. 373 C Toiro yap (* the care of swine’) juiv év 17 wporépg
wéAeL ok évijy.

II1. 399 D 1} ob 7oiro (adAds from adAomoiols) moAvxopddrarov.

IV. 424D 7... 'u'apavop.(a .« . adm (sc. 9 & povouxy).

VI. 491 C Aafo? . . . §Aov abrol dp0bs.

VI. 507 D mapodons Bé Xpdas &v adrold (sC. Tois opwp.e’;ocs)

X. 597 B Tov punriv Tobror.

B. obros is sometimes simply the thing or person in
question.

VIL. 523 C pndér paAdov toito 7) 70 évavriov. Cp. Theaet.
180 A kv Toérov (yriis Adyov AaBeiy, 7{ elpnrev, érépy memAifer,
K.T.A.

Theaet. 199 B pi) yap &xew iy émoriuny tobrou oldy T€, AN
érépav avr’ éxelms. Hence in Rep.1V. 436 A if we read with
most MSS. el ¢ alrg robére &acra mpdrropey, Toire means
the thing in question—having no distinct antecedent.

y. 8b¢ and odros are less markedly distinguishable in § 17.
Plato than, for example, in Xenophon. The familiar rule
that 8de¢ points to what is present in perception, ofiros to
what is present in thought, applies to the Platonic instances,
but with modifications arising from the liveliness of the
discourse and sudden changes of the aspect in which a
thing is regarded.

Both pronouns are used to indicate what is familiar in
daily experience, as distinguished from what is imaginary
or remote. )

II1. 403 E 1avde 760 doxnrév.

VIIL. 544 C % Kpnrici) Te xal Aaxwvici) adm (wohirela).

Gorg. 470D 1d . . . éxf¢s xal mpdny yeyovdra Taira. So
probably ofrw in II. 377 B &p’ odv padiws ofrw (‘as is usually
done’) mapiiooper, although this may be merely idiomatic
like vy ofirws, &c. (V1. 490 A opddpa oiirw).
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3. In the same spirit the antithesis of olros and éxeivos
does not necessarily correspond to what is ¢latter’ and
‘former’ in the sentence. But whichever term is imagined
as in some way nearer to the mind is marked with o¥ros,
and that which in the same aspect is more remote, with
éxetvos. Thus, in the opening of the Euthydemus (p. 271),
it is a mistake to suppose, because Critobulus is last
mentioned, that he is meant by ofros. Crito modestly
speaks of his own son as ‘gawky’ (oxAngpds),
admiringly of the stranger who is more immediately in
question.

II. 370A odrw pgov 7 'kelvws, ¢ the familiar way is easier
than the novel plan proposed,’ i.e. ofirw and ’xeivws do not
refer to the order in which they have been mentioned but
to the order in which they occur to the mind or whxch
is more familiar in use and experience.

111 416 A 7Gs, épn), ad Toito Aéyers Srapéperw Exeivov ; ¢ How
does the plan you now prefer differ from that which you
condemn?’

IV. 421 B €ls 7y woAw SAqv BAémovras Oearéov el éxeivy
Eyylyvera.

In VI 511 A éelvois wpds éxeiva botk terms are remote,
because they are the segments of 76 dpardy, and 76 vonrdw
is immediately in question. See note in loco.

e. The vividness of Plato’s style sometimes anticipates,
as already present to the mind, something to which atten-
tion is for the first time directed. Hence ofros (&vraifa,
&c.) are sometimes used where 8¢ (év0dde, &c.) might
rather have been expected.

IV. 430E ds ye &reibev l3€iv, ¢ from the pomt of view at
which I am standing.’

VI. 510C Toltwv mpoetpnuévewy, ‘ when I have stated what
I have now to state.’

VIL. 514 A Towbte wdlet, ‘to a condition such as I am now
imagining.’

So probably V1. 488 A vdnoov . . . Towoutont yevdpevor, ‘conceive




Part 1: Syntax—Pronouns. 193

the occurrence of such a situation as I (have in mind and)
am about to describe.’

(. ofiros is used vaguely for é roiwobros.

III. 395C Ta TodTois WpoorjKovTa.

Obs. 1.—odros occurs twice in the same sentence with different |
references in viL. 532 ¢ wdou adm §) mpaypareia . . . Tabmy e T
8dvapw, where alry refers to the sciences, radryw to their educational
effect.

Obs. 2.—éxeivos in the progress of a sentence often refers to what
has previously been denoted by an oblique case of airés or ofros.
See especially 111. 405 ¢, V1. 511 A, VIL. 533 A.

7. roiodros (especially in érepa Towadra) and 6 Towdros are § 18.
often used to avoid the repetition of an adjective.

IV. 424 A ¢ioas xpnoral Towadms (sc. xpnoris) maidelas
avrihapBavdpeva.

Ib. E wapardpov yiyvopévms adrijs kai waldwy Towebrwy (sc.
Tapavduwr).

IV. 429 A 8’ b rowadm (sc. avdpeia) kAnréa % molis.

VIIL 560 C katéaxov Tov abrdv Témov Tob TowobTou (SC. TAY Tijs
Yuxfis dkpdmoAw ToB SAiyapyikod yiyvoudvov).

Similarly in VIIL 546 C éxardv vooaurdxis probably means
ékaToy éxarovrdxis.

Obs. 1.—rowires is used euphemistically in v. 452 D mdvra 7a
rowavra : and in 1L 390 C 8¢ érepa roaira the euphemism conveys also
contempt.

Obs. 2.—ulos, Towires, &c., as in other Greek, gain a peculiar
force from the context or intonation.

1X. 588 B oia &\eyey, ‘what a preposterous statement™ he was
guilty of.

Obs. 3.—The derisive use of moios (Theaet. 180 B molos pabnrais, &
Bacuéme ;) is applied in Rep. 1. 330 B mot’ émexrnoduny ; to express
the gentle amusement of Cephalus at the suggestion that he may
have augmented his ancestral fortune.

8. The deictic form rovrows( is rightly restored by Bekker
in I. 330 B. Cp. rowovrov{ VI. 488 A.

(The deictic use of pronominal adverbs may be

VOL. IL. o
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illustrated from 1IV. 430 E é&retfer, 445 B detpo, V.
477 D, VIL 527 E airéfer. This adds vividness to the
style.)

() Indefinite Pronoun.

a. Tis added to the predicate with the force of wo¥ or
wds as in Soph. Ajax 1265 tob Oavdvros Gbs Taxeid ns Bporois |
Xdpts Siappet.

II. 358 A @A\’ &yé ms, os &oixe, dvopabls, ‘but [ am a slow
sort of person it would seem.’

VIIL 548 E dovAots pév ms dv dypros eiy.

B. Combined with other pronouns:

I. 346 C Twi ¢ adTp wpooxpupevot.

III. 412 A 10D TotoUTOV TWés.

VIIL. 562 A Tpémov Twd Tov adrov.

y. With indirect allusion to a person :

Phaedr. 242 B Adyy mwi, ‘a speech of mine.’

Phaedo 63 A Adyovs mvds dvepevrg, ° one’s arguments,’ i. e.
mine.

II. 372 E tabra yap &) mwow ... otk éfapxéoer (‘Glaucon
and fine gentlemen like him’).

3. Nérepos indefinite.

VI. 499 C Tobrwy d¢ wérepa yevéoOar 7} dudorepa, x.T.A.

This is rare in other writers but not infrequent in Plato.
See IV. 439 E, Theaet. 1454, 178 C.

émdrepov in IX. 589 A seems only to be a more emphatic
moTepoy.

(¢c) Reflexive.

a. ‘Eavrod has sometimes an indefinite antecedent.

IV. 434 C 7ijs éautod wohews, ib. 443 D.

The authority of the MSS. about breathings is very
slight, and it is sometimes difficult to decide whether to
read adrob or avrod, &c., e.g. I. 344 A, IL. 359 A, 367 C.

B. The personal is sometimes used for the reflexive
pronoun, giving special point to a relation or antithesis.

V. 450D mioTedovros . . . éuod éuol. Cp. Gorg. 482 B o

-

oot Sporoyfioer KaAAwAsjs, ® KaAAlkAes.
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(d) The Relative Pronoun 8s is sometimes used where an
indefinite antecedent is implied.

1. 352C ols ¢aper, k.T.A., ‘any persons of whom we
say, &c.

This differs froni ods &v ¢pduer in assuming that we do
thus speak.

(€) Indirect Interrogatives.

When an interrogative is repeated, if there is any ground
for using the indirect form, this is usually done.

IX. 578 E év molp &v Tw kal éméow ¢poBe olet, x.T.X. Even
without repetition the indirect form is sometimes pre-
ferred—with the ellipse of einé or the like.

L. 348 B émorépws oy oot ... dpéoker. Cp. Euthyd. 271 A
Smwérepov kal épwTds.

(f) Personal Pronouns. § 21

a. The explicit use of the nominative in such phrases as
€ ye od mody (1. 351 C), &yb 3¢ Aéyw (III. 382 B), where the
sentence and not the subject of it is really emphasized,
deserves a passing notice; also the idiomatic use of 7ueis
for éyd (sometimes a cause of ambiguity).

B. One usage (though again rather rhetorical than gram-
matical) seems to claim notice as characteristic of the
Platonic dialogue,—what may be termed the condescending
use of the first person plural for the second person
singular or plural, the speaker identifying himself
with the person or persons addressed. It belongs to
the ¢ maieutic * manner of Socrates, who deals gently with
his patient and asks at intervals ‘ How are we now?’ A
clear example occurs in Theaet. 210 B § olv & xvobuéy 7
kol Qdlvouer, & Pike, mepl émaTiuns, 1) wdvra ékreTokauey ;

Somewhat similar to this are such places in the Re-
public as

IL. 368 D émedy) odv fuets ob dewol, k.7.A.

II. 373 E mokewiooper (i. e. moAeufoovow Nuiv of Tpdpiuot),
and the more distinctly ironical use in

1. 337 C &av Te Nuels dmayopevwuey édv e pij.

02
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In the mouth of°the respondent this use becomes a mere
JSagon de parler, 11. 377 E wés . . . Aéyopev ;

(g) Pronominal phrases, i. e. phrases which take the place
of nouns.

It is sufficient to glance at such expréssions as dwijp, o¥ros
dvip, rodwavriov, T5 elpnpévov, 16 moAAdkis 70y Aeyduevor and
other such phrases which avoid the repetition of a noun.
See especially 1I. 368 A éxelvov 70 dwdpds : VIIL. 560 C rov
avTov Témov Tob Towobrov (sc. T Tiis Yyiis dxpémoAw), and cp.
Symp. 212 A ¢ 3. .. § dpardv 7O xakdy.

This habit increases in the later dialogues and is especially
frequent in the Philebus, when it has an effect of manner-
ism. Something like it occurs already in Thuc. VIIL 92, § 3
where the phrase é¢’ olomep xal adros del karnydpe: is used to
avoid repeating what Theramenes has been represented as
saying twice before.

IV. Adverbs and Prepositions.

1. ADVERBS.

(@) The predicative use of adverbs (cp. Thuc. I. 21, § 1
amicrws) though not frequent is noticeable.

L. 332 A pi) owdpdvas (= pi) oddpwr &v) drairol expressing
the condition of the agent rather than the mode of the
action

IIL. 4C6 C 8 uels yehoiws (=yeroio Svres).

(6) The adverb also takes the place of an epithet.

VIL 537 C 7d Te xd3nv padriuara (with yevdpeva following
by an afterthought)—‘the subjects mdlscrlmmately taught.’

VIIL 564 A 1) . . . @yav é\evbepla . . . els dyav dovAelay.

2. PREPOSITIONS.

(a) 8id.

a. A questionable use of 8.4 with the accusative occurs
in 1v. 440 C, D fuoppayet 7§ doxodyr dikaly xal 8id 1 7ewiy kal
82 ™ puyody . . . dmopévwr kal vikd Kal o) Nifye . .. (so the
MSS. and edd.), a place which Madvig has rewritten. See
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notes and v. rr.  On the whole it seems necessary to obviate
the difficulty by reading & *rob in both places as is done
in this edition. The use of 3:.¢ will then be the same as
in VI. 494D &p’ elmerés oler elvar eloaxoboar 81d rocodrwy
KaKkov ;

The notion of persistence and of obstacles overcome is
common to both passages.

N.B.—Totake ua="on account of’ and the whole phrase

as equivalent to &vexa Tod mewdjy . . . 08 Mjyet, k.TA. (kal vikd
being 3. péoov) is hardly a tenable view.
(8) éwi.

a. With gen. after Aéyew,=‘in the case of” This seems
a slight extension of the use after alo@dvesfas, voeiv, &c.

V. 475 A én’ ¢poi Aéyew.

VII. 524 E @omep émi 7ol Saxréhov éAéyouer.

B. With accusative="* extending to.’

VL. ‘491 A éwi mdvras, cp. Prot. 322 C. Tim. 23 B éx’ avfpé-
wovs.

(¢) perd. A frequent and characteristic use is that of § a4.
conjoining correlated attributes,

IX. 591 B cwdpoolrmy Te kal BikarooUvny perd $porioews
kTopérn, 1 cdpa loxvv Te kal kdAos perd dyielas AapBdvor.

Theaet. 176 B, Phaedr. 249 A, 253 D.

Similarly with article prefixed.

VIII. 548 B Modons tijs merd Adyov, k.T.A.

(@) wapd (with accusative).

a. ‘In the course of’

II. 362 B wapa radra wdvra oderelobar: IV. 424 B; VIL
530E. Cp. 70 mapdamav, and see Hdt. II. 60 radra wapd
waoav wOAw . . . ToteboL.

B. In VI. 492 E wapa ™ tovtwr madelav memadevpévo, it
is doubted whether mapa means ‘in consequence of’ (cp.
Thuc. 1. 141, § 7 mapa T éavrod duéreiav, Xen. Hipparch, § 5),
or ‘contrary to.

() mept.

a. Like vmép, ¢ on behalf of’

v
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I1. 360 D 6 wept Tov Tolovrov AGyov Aéyww.

B. For mepi pleonastic, see esp. :

IV. 427 A 10 TowobToV €ld0s vopwy wépt.

VIL 539 C 70 6Aov ¢hocoglas mépt.

(f) wbs.

a. mpds Tun elvat or ylyveasfar, ‘to be engaged (or absorbed)
in a thing’

VIIL. 567 A wpds 1¢ xaf’ fjuépav ... elras, ‘ to be engrossed
with their daily avocations,” Phaedo 84 C, Phaedr. 249 C, D.

B. But in IX. 585 A mpds mAnpdoet .. . yiyveaha, ‘to be
close upon repletion” So in Phaedr. 254 B wpds aidrg T
éyévovro, k.7

y. With accusative.

VIII. 545B wpds . . . Tavry, ‘in comparison with this’
(emphatic).

(g) éwép. The less common use with the genitive, nearly
=mepi, ¢ concerning,’ is clearly present in II. 367 A raira. ..
@padipaxds Te kal GANos wov Tis Gmép Bikarooims Te kal ddixlas
Aéyoiey &v (Thrasymachus is not imagined as speaking 7z
belalf of Justice). For other instances in Plato see Apol.
39 E 9déws &v diakexfelny dwép 70D yeyovdros, x.r.A.,, Laws VI.
776 E vmép 10d Awds dyopedwr. And, for several in Aristotle,
Bonitz’ /ndex Aristotel. s.v. vmép, 1 b.

(%) peratd.

a. perafd Tév Adywy, ‘ by the by, Phaedr. 230 A.

B. With a participle, peragy dvayiyvdoxwr Phaedr. 234 D.

y. 70 perald, ¢ during the interval until.

See Mr. Herbert Richards’ note in the Classical Review
for December, 1888, p. 324 : ‘Instead of a thing being
between A and B, it is sometimes said to be between B,
so that perad practically means “on this side of,” * short
of,” “ before reaching.”’

Clear instances are Soph. O. C. 290, 291 7 b¢ | uerafd Tov-
Tov, ‘in the interval before Theseus arrives,” Dem. de Cor.
p- 233 sub fin. 7ov perald xpdvov Tév Spxww, ¢ the interval
before the ratification.’
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For the same idiom in regard to place, see Thuc. III. 51,§ 3.

Cp. also Eur. Hec. 436, 437, Aristoph. Ach. 433, 434,
Arist. Rhet. I1I. 5, § 2.

So, probably, Rep. VI. 498 A dpri & maidwv o pe-rafv
olxovopias kal xpnpariopod, ¢ just after boyhood, in the inter-
val before keeping house and engaging in business.’

V. Particles and Conjunctions (Diges?, §§ 132—178).

The use of particles acquires its full development in
Plato, who employs them with extreme subtlety, variety
and precision, not only to mark with minute clearness the
progress of the argument, the degrees of assent and dissent,
and the modes of inference, but also to give the light and
life of oral conversation to each successive clause.

Platonic particles have lately been made a subject of
¢ statistical ’ investigation, and W. Dittenberger and others
have attempted with some success to test the relative age
of different dialogues by the absence or comparative fre-
quency of certain particles in them. The results have been
summed up by Constantin Ritter, Untersuchungen iiber
Plato, Stuttgart, 1888. The Republic is shown to come
with Phaedrus and Theaetetus about midway between the
Symposium on the one hand and the Politicus Philebus
Laws on the other.

1. Kal. § 26.

(@) Kal adverbial:

a. The anticipatory use, though common in Greek, is
still worth noticing, from the liveliness which it adds to
many sentences :

1. 327 A xaA)) pév obv pou ke 7 Ty émiywpiwy wopwy édofev
€lvat, ob pévrol frTov épalvero mpémew Ty oi Opares Emeumov.

I1. 375 D ot pév &v mis xal év dNAois (Jois, ov mévr v
fikiora év ¢ Nuels mapeBdAdoper TG PpvAaxt.

B. Wa «xal.

IV. 445 C debpo ... Tva xal Wdys. ‘Come hither ... that
“you may really descry.’
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y. In interrogative phrases:

IV. 434 D 7{ . . . xal &poduer ; ¢ What, after all, are we to
say?’

IV. 445 C Wva . . . tdys 8oa xai eldn éxer i xaxla, ‘that you
may see how many, in point of fact, are the varieties of vice.’

Cp. Gorg. 455 A Dwpev 7{ mote kal Néyopev wepl Tijs pnropuxijs.

3. In affirmative sentences, giving additional emphasis :

1. 328 C da xpdvov yap xal éwpdkn airoy, ‘for indeed it was
long since I had seen him.’

€. xai rabra="*in this too.

L. 341 C oddév dv xai Taira =‘discomfited as usual;’ or
‘as you would be if you attempted to shave a lion.’

¢ At once pointing and softening an asyndeton (cp. a3,
ndvrws).

I. 350 D tdre xai €ldov éya, mpdrepov d¢ olmw, Bpaciuayor
épvfpidvra. See note in loco.

n. With implied preference for an alternative :—‘as
well’=‘rather’ (cp. Phil. 33 B & xai eloadbss).

II1. 400 B dAAd Tabra pév, v & éyd, xal pera Aduwvos Bov-
Aevodueda. ‘ For the matter of that, said I, I had rather
we conferred with Damon.’

V. 458 B dvaBaléafar xai forepov émokéyacar.

IX. 573 D 7obro ob xai éuol épels, ¢ that, it would be as
well (i. e. better) for you to tell me.

0. With dore, emphasizing the clause.

IV. 421 D dore xal kakods ylyvesfai, ‘I mean so as to
deteriorate.’

Cp. the idiomatic use with @s elmeiv in X. 619 D &5 d¢ kal
elmetv, where kal really belongs to the whole sentence.

«. Displacement (hyperbaton or trajection) of xal. A
possible instance is VI. 500 A 7}, xai éav ofirw fedvrai, where
(see note in loco) the difficulty may be solved by joining
xal odrw,—* If they look at it in this light rather (supra § 5)
than in the other’ But the reading is doubtful, and per-
haps 7 obx, édv should be read, with ¢, merely changing rot
in what follows to re.
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(8) Kai conjunctive.

a. In narrative, indicating prompt sequence (as in the § 2.
familiar phrase xai éy& elmov).

I. 327 B xeheler Upas, épn, [ToAéuapxos mepiueivar. xai éyd
pereorpadny 7€, k.T.A. < Whereupon I turned about,” &c.

B. In abrupt questions with a tone of surprise (as in xai
@ds ;) to which «xal gives emphasis.

1. 338 C 70 Tob Kpelrrovos ¢gis Evppépov dlkawor elvar. xal
Tobro, & Opacipaye, T{ more Aéyeis; ‘Pray, Thrasymachus,
what can you mean by that?’

Obs.—Similarly xairos interposes a sudden question.

1. 350 E xairtoi vi @\o BotAer ; ¢ What else in the name of common
sense would you have ?’

II. 376 B xaitow mds odk &v Pihopabis iy ;

VII. 522 D kaiToL moidy o’ adrdv olet arparnydv elvar;

(¢) xal virtually disjunctive (§ 7).

IIL 411 A deth) kai dypowkos, ‘either cowardly or rude’
(the former being the effect of music without gymnastic,
the latter of gymnastic without music).

VIL 518 B kal €l yeAay, x.T.A.

In these cases ral is possibly preferred to 4 on account of
euphony. The result is a slight inexactness of expression.

Obs.—The former of two correlatives «ai . .. «xai = ‘both . . .
and’ is brought in after the beginning of the sentence in vir. 536 B
Tdvavria wdvra kol mpdfoper kal Pihocopias & whelw yéhwra karavrhi-
oopev. 'This gives additional emphasis=*not only.. . but also.’ Cp.
IV. 440 D Umopévwv kol vikd kal ob Aye, x.r.h. ‘It not only prevails
but perseveres,’ &c.

2. "ANNG. § 28,

(@) In animated conversation éAAd often opposes what is
now advanced to the position aztributed in thought to the
other speaker. Thus in the opening scene of the Republic
(327 B) — &AAa mepipévere. dAAQ  mepipevoduer — the first
@AAd opposes the entreaty that they should remain to their
apparent intention of departing; the second é&AAd opposes
their willingness to remain to the supposed necessity of



§ 20.

202 On Plato’s use of Language.

further entreaty. So on the following page (328 B) the
first aAAa emphasizes entreaty as before, the second opposes
Socrates’ present assent to his previous show of reluctance.
Cp. 338 C &AAa 7{ oDk ématvels ; AN’ ok éfeArjoes.

(6) &N 4. This familiar idiom occurs frequently after
negatives, e.g. IV. 427 C o0d¢ xpnodueda énynti GAN %) 7@
marply, ‘ we will consult no other authority, but only that
which our fathers consulted.’

Also after an interrogative with negative meaning, IV.
429 B tis &v ... els &Aho Tt dmoBAéyras . . . elmor AAN' 7 €ls
todro, x.7.A. See L. and S., s. v. &\’ 7).

(¢) Since 8¢ often takes the place of éAAd in the Laws and
in Aristotle (see Bonitz, /nd. Ar. s.v. 8¢, p. 167 a 1. 19), it is
worth while to notice the use of 3¢ after the negative in—

1. 349 B, C €l 70d pév dikalov uy afol whéov Exew . .. Tob
3¢ ddikov.

L. 354 A &0Aidv ye elvar od Avoirelel, eddaipova B¢

IV. 422 D o0d fuiv Oéuts, vuiv 8¢,

8. Mévror.

Mévro. is a particle having a distinct and prominent
office in Platonic dialogue.

(@) In affirmation it marks that what is now said alters
the case.

1. 328 C xpfiv pévro. Cephalus pleads that Socrates
should make an exception to his general rule by visiting
the Piraeus:—* But you really should.’

I. 331 E &AAa pévror . .. Tobro pérro. uévror here is not
merely adversative, but implies reflection.

IV. 440 A oiros pévror, épnu, 6 Adyos onualvel, k.T.A.

(6) In guestions it calls attention to some fact or previous
statement which has been overlooked and is inconsistent
with what has just been said.

I. 339 B ob xai welfecbar pévro. Tois &pxovor dlkaiov ¢ys
elvar ; ‘ But, by the by, is it not your view that it is right
to obey authority ?’
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I. 346 A olxi éxdorny pévro. Pauéy éxdoTore TOV TEXVOY
TovTe érépav elvas;

In such expressions pévro. not ohly, like djmov, claims
assent, but also implies that the new statement is one
which affects the argument.

(¢) In replies, it often expresses deliberate assent (after
reflection) to an objection or suggestion which alters the
point of view.

I. 332 A #A\ho pévrov vy Al’) épn. ¢ There you are right,
he said ; he meant something different from that.’

11. 374 E fjuérepov pévro,

4. Tou § 30.

Tot, ‘I may tell you’ For idiomatic uses see

I. 330 B of toi &vexa fpdunp. ¢ Well, that was just my
motive for asking.’

I. 343 A 87 10l o€, &P, xopu(@rra mepiopd.  Why,’ said he,
‘because she lets you drivel.’

Gorg. 447 B én’ adrd yé tou Tobro mdpeoper. *‘Indeed, that
is just why we are here.

Prot. 316 B & Ilpwraydpa, mpos aé Tor Afoper &yd Te€ xkal
‘Immokpdrys ovrool.

The use of 7o. is often a delicate way of bespeaking
attention to what is said.

5. Mév,

Mé» is used without & following not only in the phrases
elxds pév, doxd uév, but in other connexions, as in IIL. 403 E
a0Ayral pév yap ol dvdpes Tob ueylorov dydros. ‘ For, to begin
with,” &c. V. 466 C éuol uev . . . fvuBovie xpduevos, .T.A.

Obs.—In v. 475 E dA\’ dpoiovs pév phooddois the 8¢ is supplied by
the respondent; rods 8¢ d\yfiwois, &by, rivas Néyeis; Cp. 11. 380 E dmo
pev @ov . .. 381 B ANN dpa adris airdy, kTN

8. le. § 31.
Besides its ordinary use (very frequent in Plato) in giving

a qualified or intensified assent, ye also
(@) limits the application of a statement :
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I. 331 B GAAG ye &v Gv0 évds, k.T.A.

VI. 506 E rob ye Soxobvros éuoi ta viv, and

(8) usually with participles it emphasizes what is put
forward as the ground of a preceding statement.

Polit. 260 C ) paAov Tijs émraxtikijs Gs Svra abrov Téxvns
Orjoopev, deamolovrd ye; ¢ Or shall we rather assign him to
the preceptive art, since he commands?’

Rep. VIII. 547 A &vdyxn Movoas ye ovoas.

So also perhaps

V. 478 B i) 6v ye (sc. 0 un dv). ¢ Not-being, since non-
existent, should be called no-thing.’

And, without a participle :

I. 331 D 76w ye oGy, i. €. ‘ of the argument, since it is your
property.’

VI. 485 E 8 ye roworos, ‘ since that is the description of him.’

(¢) ¢ ye (“ yes, but’) often introduces a second statement,
which in some way modifies the first.

I. 335 D 6 3¢ ye dixaos dyadds.

VIII. 547 E, 549 B, 553 C, 556 B, 561 E, &c.

7. dp.

(ye dpa remain uncompounded in Theaet. 171 C.)

(2) Explaining something implied or understood. Cp.
Hdt. 1X. 92, § 2 pera opéwy ydp, k.T.A.: VI 111, § 2 amd
Tavrns ydp o Tis pdxmns, K.T.A.

Rep. I1. 365 D émi ydp 76 Aavfavew (‘there is a difficulty,
but it is not insuperable; for,’ &c.).

IIL. 413 B vdy ydp wov pavfdvess; (I have said enough);
for I suppose you understand me now.’

VI. 491 C &xets yap Tov Vmor &v Aéyw.

So commonly in replies=*yes, for —,” ‘no, for —,’ &c.

(¢) Introducing an inference under the form of a reason,
‘the truth is,’ ‘the fact is.” Lit. ¢ That is because.’

1. 338 D BdeAvpds yap el, ‘ that shows your malignity.

Cp. Gorg. 454 D dfjhov yap ad 87 od Tadrdy éorw, ‘ that is
another proof of their difference.’
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8. Ay.

A7 marks what is said as manifest, either in itself, or in
connexion with a preceding statement: ‘you know, °of
course,’ ‘to be sure. Sometimes #ronicé, ¢ forsooth’ (as in
@s &j). In questions it demands proof or certainty, or
asks for something more explicit.

(@) Idiomatic combinations of &j with adverbs and con-
junctions :

a. With adverbs of time = ‘just,” viv &}, ‘just now’
(passim), atrika &) pdAa, ‘ just immediately’ (1. 338 B), rdre
1, “even then’ (Symp. 184 E).

B. xal ... df and xai &) xai, singling out the most promi-
nent zZem in an enumeration or series :

L 352 A (¢ &v dyyéumrai, elre moher Tl elre yéver elre
oTparoméde . . .) kol v évl B,

II. 367 C olov 6pav, dxovew, Pppoveiv, kal vyalvew B4, ‘and
in particular the being well and strong.’

VIIL. 563 E, 564 A év dpats Te xai év ¢urols xai &y oduaot,
xkai 8 xai év molirelais olx fikiora (xai & om. Par. A). Cp.
Men. 87 E, Theaet. 156 B.

y. &) odr: odw &1

I1. 382 D kard 7i 8% odv Tovrwy 1§ Oew 70 Yeddos xprioiuov ;
¢On which, tken, of these grounds, i particular, is false-
hood useful to God?’

VL 497 C bdfjhos 8% obv €l &7u pera Todro épijoer . .. ¢ Now,
then, 1 see plainly that the next thing ‘you will askis ...

VII. 526 D GAX’ odv B4, elmov, mpds pév o Towabra PBpaxy T
4y éfapxot . . ., - Howbeit, it is manifest, said I. ..

VIIL. 545 D wés odv 8, elmov, . . . ) woAis Nuiv kunbijoerar ;
¢ How, then, in point of fact, shall our city be disturbed ?’

(6) &, with imperatives, giving peremptory emphasis :

dépe i, 1. ¥ (passim), oxdmer 87 (I. 352 D), &e ¥ (ib.
353 B).

Hence Baiter’s emendation of V. 450 C mepé *3 for
wewpd &v (Par. A) is at least plausible, although the reading
of TI M mewpéd odv is perhaps preferable, because less abrupt.
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(¢) @s 87, ‘since forsooth!’

I. 337 C s 8% Spowor todro éxelve, ‘as if there was any
comparison between the two cases” Quite different from
this is the effect of s &1 7ot

II. 366 C és 8 Tot ... WOAAfy mov ovyyrduny éxei, Kk.T.A.,
¢since truly, as you are aware.’

9. Myv.

Mij» bespeaks attention for a fresh topic, generally in
combination with a conjunction, xal wijv, GAN& pyw . . . ye,
oude piy, &c.

Plato shows a growing fondness for this particle, and
employs it in new ways, especially in questions, asking for
something fresh or different from what has been said.

(@) miv alone:

VIL 520 E wavrés ply p@Adov Gs én’ dvaykaiov . . . €lov T
dpxew, * let me observe, however.’

VIL 524 C péya piw kai Syus xal opikpdr édpa, ‘you will
observe that vision too had perception of great and small.’

VII. 528 A @fovois v odd’ &v &M, x.T.A., ‘though, to be
sure, you would not grudge any incidental benefit which
another may reap.’ Cp. Phaedr. 244 B, Theaet. 193 D.

(6) AN G payw . . . e

VI. 485D &N\& pdy 8ro ye els év 7 al émbuplar opddpa
pémovaw, x.r.A., < well but, observe —.’

(¢) mwiv in combination with an interrogative :

a. In such expressions there is generally an ellipse of
4\\o—i.e. an implied contrast or antithesis. In other
words, wijv gives to the interrogative an intonation="*what
else?’ or ‘ what then?’

I. 362 D &AA& Tl pfv ;5 elmov, ¢ but what more, then, would
you desire ? said I.

VII. 523 B 0¥ wdwv, 1y & éyd, érvxes ob Aéyw. wola piv, édn,
Aéyess ; “ You have not hit my meaning.” ‘ But what, then,
are the things you mean?’
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B. Hence 7{ piv; acquires the force of strong assent:
‘what else?’ i. e. ‘ that, certainly.’
VL. 508 D 8rav 8¢ y’, olpar, Gv 6 fAtos xarakduwy, capds

opéot, kTN, Tl piv; ¢ of course.’

Obs—W. Dittenberger has shown (Hermes, xv1. pp. 321 ff.) that
7{ piv; is absent from two-thirds of the Platonic dialogues, but in-
creasingly frequent in Phaedr. (12 times), Rep. (35), Theaet. (13),
Soph. (12), Polit. (20), Phileb. (26), Laws (48).

The combination ye wijv, which is very frequent in the
later dialogues, above all in the Laws, occurs only twice in
the Republic: '

I 332 E un xdpvovei ye wiv, x.T.A., ‘well but, if men are
not ill,; &c.

V. 465 B 1a ye uny oukpdrara T@v Kakdy, K.T.A.

10. Ad and wdvrus. § 34-

A? and wdvrws, though not conjunctions, serve to connect
sentences which are otherwise in asyndeton.

IV. 427 B Tehevrnadrtov ol Ofjkai, ¢ moreover, how the dead
are to be buried’ (v. r. re ad).

VI. 504 E wévres ad1d odk SAcydkis dkijkoas.

Theaet. 143 C, Symp. 174 B, Gorg. 497 B, Polit. 268 E.

So elra—as in other Greek—expressing impatience :

1. 338 D €7’ oik olafa, k.7.A., Protag. 359E:
and aérika in adducing an example, Protag. 359E, &c.

This last idiom occurs also in a subordinate clause,

I. 340 D émel avrika latpdy kaleis, K.T.A.

11. "Apa. § 35.

“Apa is not only a particle of inference (like odv) but also,
and in Plato more frequently, a sign of reference. This
has sometimes been overlooked by interpreters. Socrates
and other speakers are often engaged in developing
opinions which they do not endorse, or in relating what
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is matter of hearsay. In such passages, dpa is constantly
used to direct attention to the fact that the speaker is not
uttering his own thought. The light particle enables
Plato to dispense with such clumsy additions as (@) ‘as my
informant said,’ (#) ‘according to the theory I am ex-
pounding,’ or (¢) with reference to other speakers, ‘according
to the theory which they uphold,’ or ‘ which you uphold,’

- or ‘as we are expected to think.’

§ 36.

(@) 11. 364 B Gs dpa xal Oeol woAAoTs . . . Blov xaxoy éveipar,
‘that, as they declare,’ &c.

(6) 11. 362 A 70 8¢ 10D Alox¥hov woAd v dpa (“is really,
according to their view ') dp8drepov Aéyew xard Tod ddixov.

X. 598 E avayn . . . elédra dpa moiely, ‘ he must, according
to them, make his poetry with perfect knowledge.’

(¢) 1. 332 E xpriowpov &pa xal év elpiivy dixatoodvn ; ¢ Justice
is useful in peace also, according to you?’

X. 600 C,D Ipwraydpas pev dpa (‘ according to the view in
question’) . . . "Ounpov & d&pa, k.TA.

13. mov.

mov="1 presume, appealing to the knowledge or recol-
lection of the respondent ; often used in recalling what has
been previously said.

VI. 490 C péuvnoar ydp wov.

IX. 582 D 31 Adywv wou Epapev Belv xplvecfar.

Hence perhaps also in VIII. 562 B we should read rofiro &’
7w *mou whodros.

13. Negative Particles—and Interrogative
Phrases.

It is needless to do more than to cite a few scattered uses
which appear to be specially Platonic. (Uses of u3 o9, for
example, in Plato fall under the headings now given in
L. and S. s.v. prj)—

(2) 09 in negation.

a. There is a courteous, reassuring use of ovdéy, oldauds,
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&c., which is not intended to be taken seriously, but only
to prepare for a modified restatement. This may in some
cases be formally accounted for by supplying &AXo, &c.
(below, p. 216 B), but not, for example, in

IX. 578 D 7{ yap &v ¢poBoivro ;

Odév, elmov’ dAAA 70 alriov éwvoels ; Why indeed?’
said I. ¢But do you know the cause?’

V. 472 B dAAa 7 Todrd y’; én.

Oldér: aAN’ é&dv efpwper, k.T.X., ¢ Oh, merely to
find,’ &c. '

The courtesy is sometimes ironical : as in .

IV. 424 D Odd¢ yap épyderai, &pn, &AXo ye 4 kard opuikpdy,
k.7, ‘Oh!’ said he, ‘it is innocent enough, I dare say.
All that it does is to undermine morality,” &c.

These examples may justify a similar rendering of

V. 461 C, D marépas 3¢ xai Ovyarépas ... wds dayvdoovra
AAfA oy ;

Oldapds, jv 8 éyd. aAN’ &g’ §s, kA, ¢ Oh! simply
in this way, said 1. '

Although it is of course possible to take the words to
mean literally ¢ not at all,’ i. e. they will never know their
actual parents.

B. 0b wéw in Plato has various shades of meaning, from
(1) ¢ not quite,” to (2) ‘not at all”’

(1) V. 474 D o yap wdvu ye évvod, ‘ I cannot quite recall it,’
rather than, ‘I have it not at all in mind.’

(2) V1. 504 E olew 7w’ &v o€ . . . dpelvar . . . ;

04 wéw, v 8 &yd, ¢ Certainly not, said 1.

The stronger meaning may, however, be sometimes
indirectly implied,—the speaker, as so often in Greek,
saying less than he means.

IV. 429 A ob wdw xalemdy, ‘not so very difficult, i.e.
‘surely not difficult at all.’

(8) Interrogatives. :

a. The regular interrogative use of o) in confident
questions (= don’t you think’ &c.) is to be distinguished

VOL. II P

37.
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from the negative assertion with interrogative meaning,
assuming a negative reply (=‘you don’t think so,
surely ?’) :

I1. 362 D ob 7i wov olet, ..., ® Sdkpares, ixavds elpfjodar mwepl
700 Adyov ;

B. Slightly different from both is the use in

V. 455 E (again assuming an affirmative answer) yvprao-
i) 8 &pa of, 08¢ mohemxii; ¢ And (will you tell me that)
there is not an athletic nor yet a warlike woman?’ Cp.
Theaet. 145 A @p’ odd¢ yewperpixds ; ¢ But will you tell me
that he is not a geometrician ?”’

y. 4 and dpa, emphatically interrogative, commonly
anticipate a negative reply.

(1) 1. 348C & ™ dikatoovrny kaxiav; ‘Do you mean to
tell me that Justice is Vice?’ (The particle here might
ironically anticipate an affirmative answer, but the follow-
ing examples confirm the above rendering.) -

II1. 396 B ra Towabra § ppijoovrar ; ¢ Shall we allow them to
imitate such things as these ?’

V. 469 C # xaA@s &e: ; ¢ Is that an honourable thing ?’

VIIL. 552 A § dokel dp0Gs éxew ;

(2) VIL. 523 E 7( 8¢ 87 ; 70 péyefos . . . dpa ixavds Gpd;
(resumed with 3p’ ok évdeds immediately afterwards).

3. But dpa; with ironical emphasis is sometimes practi-
cally equivalent to dp’ o7 ;

VI. 484 C 1d%¢ 8¢, v ¥ éyd, Gpa dirov . . . ; Kai wds, &pn, ob
8nAov ;

Cp. Soph. 221 D &', & mpds Bedv, nyvorixaper, k.7.A., ‘Can it
be that we have failed to recognize their kinship?’ i.e.
¢ Are they not, after all, akin?’

e. And 4 in 7} ydp; ‘ Surely that is so?’ puts a strong
affirmation with an interrogative tone (cp. supra a).

Gorg. 449 D % Spavriky wepl Ty Tév ipatlwv épyaciar
. yép; ¢Surely that isso?’

In X. 607 c, however, this use is ‘mixed’ with the
ordinary interrogative use of od.
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7 ydp . . . ob knAel ¥’ adrijs kal ov; ‘Do not you feel her
charm? Surely you do?’

Obs.—This use of § may be pressed into service to account for
VI. 500 A #, kal éav oirw fe@vrar. But # xai &dv may be corrupted
from # obx &dv, through dittographia of ¢ and dropping of ov.

¢. For &pa pi, pév, pdv pi (1. 351 E, VL. 505 C) in doubtful
questions, see the Lexica.

(¢) Exceptional uses of wj. These mostly occur where § 88.
either some generalized notion, or some idea of prohibition,
has been implied.

a. Where a relative has preceded :

11. 357 B 8oa &BAafBeis kal pndév . .. ylyverar &Aho, k.7.A. (Sce
abovc, p. 174, 2(5).)

VIIL 559 B 7} Te pY maboar (Gvra dvvarmj (so g). See
note.

X. 605 E ofov éavrov . . . py afiol elvat. Mo is here used in
putting the case generally.

In Hipp. Maj. 295C ol &v doxéor Toiobror elvar olot py
dvvaroi 6pav, the hypothetical turn of expression follows ot
av doxkdaw.

B. In oratio obliqua (M. and T., § 685).

L. 346 E dia 37 tadra éywye . . . kal dpri Eeyor pndéva éhew
éxdvra dpyew—recalling the general statement in 345E ras
dAAas dpxas . . . 87i oddels d0éher Epy ey éxdv.

X. 602 A wdrepov éx Tob xpiiobar moTiuny éfet G &v ypddn,
€lre kala kal dp0a elte pi ;

Theaet. 155 A pndémore pndév &v peiov . . . yevéoba ..
Tobro pire adaveslal wore pire PpOivew. Socrates is recording
the ¢ postulates’ or a priori determinations of the mind.
“Ap in the former sentence adds the notion of impossibility.
So ris &v in Apol. 27 D 7is 8 dvfpdnwr Oedr pév maidas fyoiro
€elva, Beods d¢ pif ;

y. A shadowy sense of prohibition seems present in VIII.
553D where oddév . . . &4 Aoylleaba: is followed by riav
undéy, as if dvayxde: or some such word had preceded. So
possibly in III. 407 D odx émixetpeiv . . . i) olecfar deiv Oepa-

P2
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wedew, the change to wij is occasioned by some reminiscence
of karadeifar . . . mpoordrrew, preceding. See note in loco.

Obs.—For idiomatic accumulation of negatives, see especially
X. 610 A—C f) Tolvvv , . . dréAhvolac.

14. Formulae.

(a) Of question—i) o¥ ; 7is unxavi) pi) od, &c. For 7} ydp ;
see above p. 210, €.

(6) Of reply—mdwv ye, adpddpa ye, xkal pdAa. mdvv pév odv,
wavrdmact pév ody, koudy pév odv. ¢alverar, o paiverar, dokel
yedi. wds ydp ; wds yap ov ; vl uyw (sc. &Aho); (See above,
under pijv, p. 206.)

The degree of assent or dissent implied in each case
varies somewhat with the context.

(¢) Of connexion, i 8¢ ; 75 8¢ ye, &Ako Tt 1; (cp- Herod.
II. 14, &c.), &\Xo 7 ; &Aoo Tt oy ;

a. The question whether 7{ 8 and 7{ 8¢ 615 are to form
a separate sentence, or to be joined to the words that
follow them, is one that can only be determined by the
immediate context. See especially 1. 349 B, C, E; V. 468 A
and notes in locis.

B. For &\o . in apposition to the sentence, see below,
p. 221.

Obs. 1.— Single words habitually used in parenthesis are not
treated as breaking the unity of a clause, but may be immediately
followed Ly an enclitic.  This applies, not only to oiec and the like
(for which see especially viir. 564 A), but to a vocative,e.g. 1. 337 E
nds yap dv, Epny &yd, & Béhtiore, ris dmoxpivairo ;

Ols. 2.—For the common transference of #3, &, 7o from
temporal to logical succession, see especially 11. 370 D, 1v. 430 D—
432 B.

Obs. 3.—d\pfas, i dAnbela, vrws, ¢ dvre may be taken under the
present head. M. Schanz has shown that in the later dialogues
dvros gradually takes the place of r$ &vre. But when he argues that
because dvros occurs five times in Bb. v—vir while it is absent from
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Bb. 1-1v, Bb. v—vi1 are late,’ he loses sight of his own observation
that r$ évm is naturally avoided in conjunction with other cases
of éw.

VI. Ellipse and Pleonasm. § 40.
1. ELLIPSE.

To maintain the effect of conversation and to avoid
monotony, Plato constantly represents his speakers as
omitting what, although essential to the meaning,. is
assumed to be obvious to the hearers. Hence a frequent
duty of the interpreter is to supply the word or words
‘understood ’ :—especially (a) in references, (4) in replies,
(¢) in antitheses, () in transitions, and (¢) where a word of
simple meaning is absorbed in some neighbouring word.
Under this head should also be noticed (f) familiar abbre-
viations.

(@) In references.

I. 341B 7ov &s émos elmelv (sc. odrw mpooayopevduevor).
The incomplete expression is explained by the reference to
340D Aéyopev 1@ pripar olrws.

(8) In replies.

1. 334 D pndapuds (sc. odrw Ti0Suer).

L. 349 B obd¢ Tis dikalas (sc. mpdfews).

IV. 428 E moXY, &¢n, xahkéas (sc. mAelovs olpar évéresfa
7 woAeL).

V. 451 D xowj, &pn, mdvra (sc. oldpefa deiv abras mpdrrew
Tols dppeoiv).
V. 468 A A&y, &pn, mol’ &v (sc. karapaivoird o).
V. 473A & ob dmrdrres (sc. amogalvew @s dwward éori
xal 7).
VI. 508 C &rav & ¥, olpai, v & fjAwos karahdump (sc. én’
éxelvd Tis Tpémy Tovs SpOarpors).
VIIL. 552 C éddket (sC. TGw Gpxdvrwy elvar).
IX. 585D odpa 3¢ abtd Yuxiis odk oles oirws; (SC. frTor dAY-
Ocias Te xal odolas peréxew).
Cp. Phaed. 73A il pev Ayg, én 6 KéBns, kakAiore (sc.
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rabra dwolelxpvrar supplied from molat rodrwy al dwodeifess ;
preceding).

Obs. 1.—In continuing a conversation, the indirect form is some-
times used with the ellipse of elvé. Rep. 1. 348 B dmorépws . . .
dpéoxes ; Euthyd. 271 B. Cp. Polit. 261 E émérepov dv év ¢ Aéye Eup-
Baivy (sc. dvopdaoper).

Obs. 2.—A special idiom is the ellipse of the apodosis with
a new protasis, participial or otherwise.

Phaedr. 228D 3eifas ye mparov, & Ppikémys (see above, p. 179, Obs. 3).

Rep. 1. 338 c éav pdbw ye mparov;

L. 340 A éav a¥ ¥, &Pn, alrg paprvpioys.

Obs. 3 —Note the occasional omission of a comparatwe with
7 following.

1. 335 A mpogbeivas . . . # . . . é\éyopev.

Symp. 220 E éué NaBeiv §) oavrdv.

(¢) In antitheses.

IL 360 A &w d¢ dijAo (sc. &w 8¢ adrg oTpédorri THY TPev-
d6vmy Sihe ylyveabar).

IIL. 412 D py 8, todvavrlov (sc. el 3¢ oloiro éxelvov py €
nparrovros, fupPalvew kai éavrg xakds mpdrrew).

IV. 444 D 710 3¢ vdoov mapd Ppiow, k.T.A. (sc. 7 3¢ véoor
woiely éorl Td év TQ odpart wapd dplow kabiordvar, K.T.A.).

(d) In transitions :—i. e. in passing from one alternative
to another, or to a new topic.

I. 351 B 7 évdykn abry) perd dikarootvms (sc. Ty Svvapw
Tavrny éxew);

IL. 366 D ds 3¢ (sc. ofrws &et), dihov. ‘

IV. 428 C 7( 8¢; v Imép T@v éx Tob xahkob (sc. dua T
.+ . OKEVGY émoTHENY) ;5

VL. 493 D 8 pév ydp, .7.A. (sC. Bn)\ou éori, from Soxel pre—
ceding).

0Obs.—In Plato, as in other Greek, the affirmative notion is often
“assumed in passing from a negative—e. g. éaoros supplied from
otdels in
11. 366 D oddeis éxdv dixaios, GAN’ Imo dvavdpias . . . Yéyer 70 ddixeiv.
VI. 500 B 0¥8¢ yip . . . ox0A) . . . BAémew . . . AAA& (katpis) pepeioar
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And sometimes the word to be supplied is more general than that
which precedes—e. g.

V. 469 ¢ pnd¢ "EXAmea dpa 8othov éxrijodar (sc. Sei from doxei dixasov,
x.r.\. preceding). ‘

Somewhat similarly in VIIL. 557 E undé a?, édv Tis &pxew
vopos o€ diakwAly 7 dikd(ew, pndev frrov xal dpxew xal Suxdlew,
the general notion of ‘no compulsion’ (sc. éfelvas) is con-
tinued from pndeufav dvdyxny supra. ‘There is nothing to
compel you any the less for that to be a ruler and judge,’
i. e. there is nothing any more on that account to prevent
you from exercising both functions.

(¢) Absorption by a neighbouring word. The want of the § 41.
word omitted is not felt because of another word which
suggests it to the mind. Cp. Herod. 11. 87 7robs 7& woAv-
Teléorara (sc. orevalopévovs) arevd{ovar vexpovs.

I1. 358 D €l gou Bovhopévy (sC. Aéyw) & Aéyw,

II. 364 A wovnpods wAovolovs (sc. dvras) kal dAAas dvvapes
éxovras: .

II. 366 E &X\ws %) 8dfas (sc. émawodvres, k.T.\.).

IL 372 E kai 6ya (sc. € ew) dmep xal ol vdv &xovar.

IV. 421 B 6 & éxelvo Méywr . . . (sc. Eeyev).

IV. 439 A 7@v Twds (sc. Svrwy suggested by elvar following).
See note in loco.

V. 452 A mapd 70 &os (sc. pawdpeva) yehoia dv paivorro.

VI. 488 A vadxAnpov (sc. uév) peyélew pév, k.1.A.

VL. 510 B &AN" adfis, v & éyd (sc. pabdijoe, which follows
soon).

VIL 317 D ¢alverar . . . yeholos (sc. dv) . . . duBAvdrrww.

IX. 589 C 6 8¢ Yéxmns oddév Dyies (sc. Aéyer, from drnbedes
preceding or Yéye: following) odd’ eldis Yéyer 8 v Yréyeu.

X. 615 B,C 1év 3¢ e00ds yevouévwy (sc. &mofavdvrwy: the
whole passage relating to the dead). See Essay on Text,
p. 121.

0bs.—Such omissions are not purely accidental, but are due to
instinctive avoidance of cumbrous tautology.
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(f) Familiar abbreviations. .

a. Certain adjectives readily dispense with the verb sub-
stantive. The idiom is frequent witR &fios and Zrouos
(Parm. 137 C &rowuds oo, & IMappevidn) but is extended by
Plato to other words.

IL 358 A AN’ &yé Tis, bs doixe, dvopabiis.

II1. 407 B dBlwTov 7@ pi) pelerdrre.

X. 598 D edjfns mis dvbpwmos.

Obs.—The substantive verb is similarly omitted with dvdyxn, is
pnxavi, &c., also in el phel, A : L 41T B, IX. §8ID. IniL 370 E
&v &v abrois xpela, the subjunctive j is dropped.

B. "AX\os is constantly omitted with interrogatives and
negatives.

1. 332 C @A\& 7{ ofe (sc. &Aho);

I. 348 C &AAa 7{ wiv (sc. &Ao);

V. 461 D obdapds (sc. dA\ws).

V. 472 B oldév (sc. &AXo).

Also in the hypothetical formula e p7 T GANd.

On &Moo 7, which is sometimes called an ellipse, see
below, p. 221, Obs. 2. Another phrase which is appositional
not elliptical is & avd’ évds (1. 331 B).

y. The indefinite subject is dropped, as in the common
idiom, kwAdet & T¢ vipo, &c.

IV. 445 A édv e NavBdvy &dv Te pij (sc. & dlkad Te mpdrTwY
xal kaAa émrndedwy).

V. 478 B &p’ odv 70 pun Sy Bofdle: (sc. 6 dofdlwr).

VI. 4G8 B, C 8rav &¢ ... mohurik@y 8¢ kal oTpareidy éxrds
yiymrae (sc. 6 dvbpwmos). Cp. Cratylus 410 B {ows odv Aéyer
(sc. 6 aépa Aéywr).

3. Transitive verbs used absolutely, i. e. without express
object. '

L 335 D yixew . . . dypalvew . . . BAdwrew.

II. 368 B 6 71 xpowpas (sc. Duiv or 7@ Adyw).

II1. 392 D wepalvovow.

IIL 411 A §ray pév mis . . . wapéyy.
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I1L. 411 E diampdrrerat.

IV. 420 C amoAafBdvres.

VIL 525 D oddapg dwodexSpevor.

IX. 585 E xalpew &v wowi (sc. ov dvfpwmov).

Obs.—Several of these words (xpfiofa:, mepaivew, dmolapBdvew,
drodéxesfa) belong to the technical language of the dialectical
method. See also

V. 467 B ola . . . ¢dhei (sC. yiyreobar).

vii. 565 E ola 8) pdoio (SC. moreiv).

e. In some technical ‘phrases a feminine abstract sub-
stantive is suppressed, as e.g. réxyn in 73 larpuci, &c. (sex-
centies). Similarly

IIL. 397 B wpos thv avrijv (sc. xopdny), ‘in the same tone.’
See note in loco.

IV. 432 A 8 8Ays (sc. s Avpas).

Ibid. 8i& wacdy (sc. r@v xo0pddv).

¢. One of two alternative or correlative expressions is
sometimes dropped.

VI. 486 C (wérepov) edpabiys 7 dvopabis.

Obs.—Thus ¢ pév is omitted where ¢ 8 follows, e. g. Phaedr. 266 a
oxaid, vd 3¢ 8¢fid.  This idiom appears more frequently in the later
dialogues (Tim. 63 E &c.).

N.B.—For the special idiom with perafd (vi. 498 ) see above,
P- 198,7.

n. Other conversational ellipses are

I. 343 C ofrw woppw €l (sc. Tijs yrdoews).

V. 467 C 8oa dvfpwmol (yiyvdoxovaw).

2. PLEONASM. § 42.

As the omission of words gives an impression of ease
and familiarity, so their redundancy enhances the appear-
ance of leisure and freedom (cp. Theaet. 172 C foll.). A
Plato’s periods ¢ are not made but grow’ (cp. Phaedr. 264) ;
he drifts down the wind of his discourse (Rep. II. 365 D).
Hence when a new thought or -mode of expression has
occurred to the speaker, he does not wait to round off the
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sentence before introducing it, but weaves it into that
which is half finished, often to the sacrifice of formal
coherency. Thus rhetoric interferes with grammar.

A good instance of Plato’s love of amplification occurs
in 11 (380 A foll.), where Socrates insists that evil must not
be attributed to God :

AN v Tis ;n'oq')‘ & ols tabra ta lapBeia &veort, Ta Tis
NudBys mdly, § 1d [Hehomdéy 4 Ta Tpwikd 7] ¢ dAAo Tév Tot-
olrwv, )} ol Oeod &pya &atéor alra Aéyew, i) el Beod, éfevperéor
avTois axedov dv viy uels Adyov (nToduey, kal Aexréoy, Gs 6 pev
Oeds dikaid Te xai dyaba elpyalero, ol 8¢ dvivavro xoha(duevor
Os 8¢ &0Aio pev ol dlkqy diddvres, v 8¢ O S 3pdy rtaita Oeds,
otk daréov Aéyew Ty mouTiy. GAN’, €l pev 81 édenfnoay xohd-
oews Aéyotev, Gs dONwor of xaxol, diddvres d¢ dikny ddeAodvro
¥md 10D Oeod, éaréor xaxdy d¢ alriov ¢pdvar Oedv T ylyveaar
dyaBov Svra, Siapaxnréov mavrl Tpéme mwiTe Twa Aéyew Tadra év
f) adrob woAer, el uéAAer edvoprioesbar, wite Twa dxodew, pire
vedrepor pijte mpeaPirepor, wite &y pérpy wite dvev pérpov
pvloroyodvra, Gs otre Sowa dv Aeydueva, el Aéyoiro, oire {lp-
¢popa Nuiv odre slpdwra alrd avrois.

Here observe (1) the accumulation of examples charac-
teristically summed up with 7 7 d\do 7év TowodTwy, (2) the
disjunctive mode of statement, put first affirmatively (eizker
one or other), then negatively (not botk); then affirmatively
again, then once more negatively with increased explicit-
ness and emphasis, and with the characteristic qualification
el ué\ew edropfoecfar.  Observe also (3) the addition of the
participle pvoloyodvra, and of el Aéyorro. Note further (4)
the pleonastic ¢dva: anticipating Aéyew, and (5) the clinching
of the argument in the last clause, @s ofre doua, x.7.A. The
examination of this one passage may prepare the student
for much that he will find elsewhere. Cp. especially vI.
489 ; 1L 374 B-D ’AAX’ dpa . . . mapaoyouéve ; IV. 421 B-C.
A simile or illustration is often expanded in this way, e.g.
1II. 402 A dowep dpa, k.T.A.  See also the pleonastic use of
participles in Symp. 218 A, B.



Part 1. Syntax—Pleonasm. 219

(2) The most ordinary pleonasms are those in which § 43.
a notion already implied is made explicit in a subsequent
phrase.

IL 358 E whéon 8¢ kakg SmepBdNNew, K.7.A.

1I. 371 D kamjAwy.. . . yéveow dpmorei.

VI. 486 D (yrépev Seiv.

VI. 490 A wapa 3éfav rols vy Soxoupérars.

VIIL 555 B Tob wpokeipévov dyaboi, Tod bs wAovoidraror deiv
ylyveobau.

(6) Specially Platonic is the expletive use of émixetpeiv,
PLAety, xivdvvevew, Exopar and other verbs as auxiliaries. See
also VI. 500 D peheriioar els dvfpdmav 76y . . . Tifévar: VIL
520 B ékrivew . . . mpobupeicbar. So Cephalus, in his gar-
rulous talk about old age, speaks of the time when one
comes near to thinking that he is about to die, éweddv is
¢yyvs 7} Tob olecbar reAevrjoew (1. 330 D). For the pleo-
nastic or expletive use of participles (éxwr, &c.) see above,
p- 177 (f):

(¢) The amplifying, expansive tendency of Plato's lan-
guage has a distinct bearing on the treatment of the text.
The excision of supposed ‘glosses’ and ‘accretions’ by
which editors have tried to prune away such redundancies,
must be carried far beyond the limit of even plausible
conjecture, if the tendency itself is to be disproved. (See
Essay on Text, p. 110.)

V. 477 B, C ¢rjoopev dvvdpets elvar yévos Tt T&v drrwy, als 1) kal
Hpels dvvdueba & Suvdpeda kai dAo wav 3 T{ mep &y Sdrrar, olov
Aéyw SYw kal dxoly Tav Suvdpewr elvar, €l dpa pavfdves § Bov-
Aopas Aéyew 78 eldos.

Obs—The addition of an equivalent phrase often adds a touch
of admiration or scorn.

I. 331 A 73eia é\mis . . . xai dyadl) ynporpddos.

11. 364 E 8i& uoiav kai waudids HSoviv.

(d) A special idiom, not exclusively Platonic (see L. and
S., s.v. IL 8), is the pleonastic (or adverbial) use of &\\os.

Cp. especially Hom. Odys. 1X. 367 wirnp 1d¢ marip %%
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d\\ow wavres éraipor: Herod. IV. 179, § 1 &N\ 1e éxarduBnw xai
3% xal Tplmoda ydAkeov.

a. &\os attributive. .

II. 368 B é 7od @\Nou 70D duerépov Tpdmov, ¢ from your
manner of life, not from your words.’

IL 371 A yewpy@v e kal TGy &\Awv dnuiovpydy . . . kal dj)
xal Ty &\\wv diaxdvwy, ¢ and also of that ministering class.’

II1. 404 A, B woAAas peraBolds ... peraBdAlovras vddrwy Te
xal 7oy &wr olrwr, ‘enduring many changes of drinking-
water and a/so of food.’

B. In other cases &\\os is predicative or adverbial, but
still pleonastic:

X. 617 B &\\as 3¢ xabnuévas mépif, k.T.A., ¢ and sitting there,
moreover, round about.’

The Fates are thus contradistinguished from the Sirens
(or perhaps ‘ there were others ... daughters of necessity,’
&c.). Cp. the idiomatic &4AAws in Gorg. 470 D ovyyevduevos
&v yvoins, &\\ws 8¢ avrdlev ob yiyvdokets. )

(¢) Adrés re kai, with expansion of the correlative
phrase:

III. 398 A adrds Te kai Ta woujuara BouNdperos émBeifacda,
‘bringing his poems for exhibition with him too.’

IV. 427 D adrds T€ xal Tdv d3eApdv wapaxdhet, ‘and call your
brother also to assist.’

VIL 535 E # & . . . Xakew@s ¢pépn admi 7€ kal érépwv Yevdo-
wévwy dwepayavaxty).

(f) Double comparative and superlative :

1. 331 B olx é\dxiarov . . . xpnoudrarow.

I1. 362 C Oeopiréatepov . . . elvai paAAov Tpoorjkew.

VII. Apposition.

One very frequent consequence of Plato’s discursiveness
is what may be loosely termed the apposition of sentences,
—the second being often not the exact equivalent, but an
explanation or expansion of the first. Cp. Herod.I.23,§ 2
0dvpa péywotov . . . 'Aplova . . . &mi dehgivos éfeverxOévra :
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VI. 117, § 2 8dvpa yevéalar Toidvde, *Abnvaiov dvdpa ’Eml{niov
.« . 7OV duudrev orepnbijral.

Three cases may be distinguished :—

1. Where a pronoun or a pronominal phrase or adverb
resuming a preceding statement is followed by a restate-
ment of the same thing, more or less expanded or modified.

1. 337 C kal o oltw worfoess ; &v dyd dmeimor, TodTwy 7L dwoKpLvel ;

11. 365 C émi volito d% Tpemtéor BAws® wpdbupa uév kai oxijua
kUkA@ wept éuavrdy oxiaypadlay dperijs mepiypawréov, k.T.A.

IIL. 416 B py Towitor . . . Torowor 7a0s Tov. wohlTas, émedy
atTdv kpelrrovs eloly, dvrl fvppdyxwy edpevdy deamdras dyplots
dopowbiow.

IV. 429 E, 430 A Towibtov . . . ¥mdAafe. . . dpydleadar kal fjuas
« . .« pndév olov dAXo pnxavdobar 7, Kk.T.A,

VIL. 517 B 7a & olv éuol ¢awdueva ofre aiverar, év 1o
yrword . . . pbyis Spéodar, k.7.A.

VIL. 532 A oltw kai 8rav Tis 7§ dtaAéyenbar émyxepy, dvev
Tacdy 6y alobjoewr id Tod Adyov én’ adrd & oTw éxasrov
Spud (subjunctive) xai uy éwooryi, x.T.A. Here the protasis
is expanded.

X. 605 B Tadrdv kal TOV mipnTIKOY TomTiy PriTomer kaxiy

wolirelay . . . dumorely,

Obs. 1.—The frequent formula of transition with the interrogative
follows the analogy of this mode of construction—

I. 332 E i 8¢ 6 8ikatos ; év Tiv mpdfer, kTN, ¢f passim.

This form is better suited to the majority of cases than the o her
punctuation i 8¢; 6 8ixatos év rim mpdfer, x.T.\.

VIL. 51§ B 7{ 8¢ T@v wapapepopévoy ; od radrdv Toito ;
although the latter is also sometimes required by the context:

VIL. 5147 D 7 8¢ ; 788¢ oiee Tt favpaatdy, k.T.\.

QObs. 2—So0 a\o 7, when not followed by #, forms virtually
a separate clause in apposition.

1. 337 € @\o 1 60y, &Ppn, xal ob oirw moujoets ;  You mean to say
that that is what you are going to do?’

So 1. 331 B & dv6’ évés: V1. 498 B mav Todvavriov.

Also 76 8¢ (Soph. 248 p; Laws 1. 676 c).

VIL 527 A 16 & &o7e mov mav 16 pdbnpa, k.. (Digest, § 22).
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Obs. 3.—Similarly, the relative pronoun, although not forming
a separate clause, often introduces a long sentence, towards which
it stands in apposition. (Digest, §§ 10 ff.)

1. 368 D olavmep &v el, x.r\. ‘A method similar to that we should
have adopted, if’ &c.

IV. 434 D éxredécwpey Ty oxéyw, fv ¢nbpuey, k.7,

Cp. Phaedr. 249 D mept rijs rerdprys pavias, v, k.T.\.

Protag. 352 E, 353 A 70 wdbos, § paocw ird rév H8oves frraclar.

So olov, V1. 488 A olov ol ypagis, x.rX. ¢ As painters do, when
they delineate monsters.’

§45. 2. Apposition of Clauses,—where a statement is imme-
diately followed by a parallel statement, in the same
construction, with no conjunction between (Asyndeton).

L. 329 C, D wavrdmact yap 1@y ye TowoUtwy év TG yipg oAy
epfirm yiyveraw xal éAevlepla, émedar al émbuplar mavowvral
karatelvovoa kal xaAdowot, mavrdmaat Td Toi Zopokéous ylyverar,
Seomordv wdvv WOAGY domt kal pawopéver dmANdxbar. (Some
MSS. insert ydp after émeddv.)

I1. 359 B, C ¢l Touévde movjoaiper 77) diavolg’ 8dvres &fouaiav . . .
éwaxoloubjoarper,

V. 457 C Aéye &, Bo.

VIL 530 A ol olet . . . Td év aiTg ;

VII. 540 E Siaoxevwpfiowvtar . . . éxwépdwor,

VIIL 557 C xwdvvedes . . . kaAAioTy adry) TGv ToATaldY elvac
domep tpdriov mowkidov . . . kal atry . . . kaAAlo™) Gv Palvoiro.

1X. 589 D roudvde Tt ylyverar, AapBdvwy, k.T.A. Cp. Phaedo
95C; Gorg. 493 E.

Obs. 1.—Between clauses thus related a question is sometimes
interposed,

VII. 540 E 87av . .. Siaokevwpiowvrar ... : Nds; & : ... éknépYwow,

Obs. 2.—Slightly different from the foregoing is the emphatic
repetition, with asyndeton, of what has been said—

(a) giving the effect of a second apodosis :

I. 339 E olov Tolwwy. . . dpoloyfiobu . . , brav .. ., dpa TiTe . . . oK
dvayxatov avpBaivew, k.T.\.

I. 340 B ToiTo momréow eivat, k.T.N.

L. 372 B fpéYorras . . . edwynoovrar,
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So HI. 413 C; V1. 497 B. .

N.B.—The case of vii. 545 B dvopa yip odx &w . . . Ao
Tipoxpariav, xr.\. is peculiar and should probably be met as
W. H. Thompson suggested by reading A\’ # ripoxpariay, x.r.\,

(8) The protasis is likewise (1) repeated with variation, or (2)
an additional protasis subjoined.

(1) VIL 529 B édv 7é s Evw kexquids . . . imixetp pavBdvew, obre pabei

&v moré Pnue adrdy, kT,

(2) 1. 331 C € 7is AdBot . . . € pavels dmarroi.  Cp. Theaet. 210
B, C €av roivuv . . . éyxipwy émixeipiis yiyvealar. . . édv Te yiyvy . . . édv Te
xevds Jjs, where the two alternative hypotheses are subordinate to the
principal one.

Obs. 3.—This, like other Platonic idioms, is used with greater
abruptness in the Laws. See especially, Laws 1v. 708 B drav pj

Tov TdV éopdv yiyvnrar Tpémov, & yévos dmd puas iov xdpas oiki{yrat.

VIII. Co-ordination (Parataxis). - § 46.

While in all syntax the subordination of clauses
gradually supersedes their co-ordination, this tendency is
checked in Greek by the fondness for analytical and
antithetical expression, not only giving to co-ordination
a temporary survival, but also favouring some independent
developments of it, which interfere with the complete
regularity of subordination. The crossing of the two
methods may confuse the interpreter, but it enriches the
style. _

1. Interposition of one or more co-ordinate or parallel
clauses with pév or 7¢ after the sentence is begun.

(@) pév.

II. 367 E xai éyd dxovoas, del pév &) Ty Plow Tod Te
TAavkwros kal Tod *Adeipdvrov fydunw, &rdp odv kal Tdre wdvy ye
Hobn.

III. 407 C, D pGuer Kai ’AckAnmidy rods pév ¢ioe . ..Td &
elow . . . Oepametewr (see notes in loco).

III. 415 A dre odw {vyyevels Svres mdvres 70 pév oAV Spolovs
dv Suiv alrols yewwire, &ore ¥ 8re éx xpvood yevnbeln &
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dpyvpody xal &€ dpyvpod xpvrody Eyovov xai T8AAa wdvra ofrws
&£ A fAwy.
IV. 421 A, B €l pév odv fueis pdv... 6 3’ &elvo Aéywr. .. &Ao
&v 1 ) wéAw Aéyou.
VIIL 552 B 7} éddxer pdv @y dpxdvrwv elvai, 17 3¢ aAnbeia
olire dpxwr obre Vmnpérns v adrifs, dAAa @y éroluwy dvalwris;
Cp. Laws VI. 765 E &vfpwmos 3¢, ds papev, fuepov, k.T.A.,
where although uév is omitted, the mode of expression is
virtually the same. '
(6) 7é
11. 357 A 6 ydp T'havdxwv &el Te dvdpeidratos by Tvyxdvew mpos
&mavra, kal ) kai 1ére . . . obk dmedéfaro.
1I1. 404 C xal 8p08s ye, &P, loaci e kal &wéxovrad.
See also II. 359 D &AAa e 3% [&] pvforoyobo: Bavuaord,
x.T.A,, when the same idiom may perhaps justify the
omission of &, as in Par. A.
2. A€ in apodosi.
The use of & odv in resumption is a special case of this.
The general idiom is too common to require further illus-
tration. See, however, Symp. 183 C énedav 8¢ . .. p3 &oot
. .. €ls 8¢ Tabrd 1is ad BAéyas, .7\, for a striking example
of its effect.
Aé is also added to a participle subjoined to a sentence,
VIIL. 544 C devrépa xal devrépws émawovuéyyn, xalkoupém
SAwyapxla: IX. 572 E els macav_mapavoplav, dvopalopémy &
. . . é\evleplay dmacav.
3. Two complex sentences, opposed with uér and 8¢, are
bound together by a single interrogative or negative. This
may fairly be regarded as a speciality of Platonic syntax,
though not unknown to other Greek writers. In a simpler
form it occurs, e.g. in Aesch. Prom. 507, 508—
k1 vor PBporods pév @Pélet kaipod wépa,
oavrob 8 dxider duvorvyodvros.

Eur. Bacch. 311, 312—
und’, v doxjfis pév, % 8¢ 3éfa gov vooet,
ppovely ddker T
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Cp. Shakespeare, M.of V., 1. 3,180

‘I like not fair terms and a villain’s mind.’
Mach. ii. 2, 12 :

‘The attempt and not the deed confounds us;’
and a complete example occurs in Lysias, contra Eratosth.
§ 36 odkotv dewdy, €l Tovs pév aTparyyols, ot Evlkwy vavpayodvres
.« . Oavdre ¢udaare . . . TovTovs 8¢, ot . . . émolnoay Hrrmbijrat
vavpaxobvras . . . odk dpa xpi . . . Tals éoxdrars (quiats
kohd{eafar. (See also Xen. Mem. I 4, § 17: IIL 4, § 1.)

This form is employed where the combination of the
two statements is deprecated or denied, i.e. to signify
either that they ought not to be true together or cannot
be so. The enormity or impossibility is marked more
pointedly by the union of the two contradictories in a
continuous sentence. .

1. 336 E un yap 3% olov, el pév xpvolov é(yrotuev, ok d&v
wote Tuas éxdrras elvar UmokarakAiveafar @AAfAois v T]
" (gricer kal diadBelpey T . efpecw adrod, dikaosvymy Be

(nrobvras, mpaypua moAAGY xpvolwy TiwdTepov, Emeld ofrws
" dvoijrws tmelkew GAAjAots kal ob omovddler & i pdhirTa pavivat
avTd.

II. 374 B, C’AAX’ &pa Tov pév oxkvrorduov . . . 1) ofirw pddiov,
dore kal yewpydy Tis Gua moleuikds oTai . . . merTeurikds Bé
7 kvBevtikds ikavds o0’ dv els yévoito pi) adrd Todro éx waidds
émrndedwy ;

IH. 406 C b 7juets yeholws émi pév . . . émi 8¢ . .. odk, K.T.A.

III. 407 A, B &AX’ fjuds adrovs diddfwper, moTepor pekernréov
Tobro 7@ wAovaiy xal &Blwrov TG uN pekerdvri, 7) vogorpodla
Textovik)] pév kal Tals dAAais Téxvais duwddiov T mwpooéfer Tod
vod, 70 8¢ PwxvAldov mapaxélevua oddey éumodilet.

IV. 445 A yeloiov &uorye dalverar Td oxéupa ylyveobar 7dn,
el 70D pdv gdparos Tis Ploews diadlepopévns dokel o PuwTow
elvar . . , s 8¢ adrod Tovrov § (Guev Ploews Taparropévys Kal
SiadpOeipopérns Biwtdy dpa €otai, k.T.A.

V. 456 C odx 4AAy pév Huiv dvdpas moujoer madela, dAAn B¢
yvvaikas.

VOL. 1I. Q
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IX. 589D, E el pév . .. el 8¢ ... odx dpa ; and, without puéy,
V. 456 A.

Similarly, but with the second statement deferred, VIIL
556 B, C apas 8¢ adrods kai tods atrdv—ap’ ob Tpvpdrras pév
Tovs véovs, k.T.A. (three lines), adrods 8¢ wAyw xpnuariopod rd@v
&A@y fjueknkdras, K.1.A.

X. 600 C &AX’ ofet, & TAavkwy, x.T.A.

N.B.—Such introductory words as dewdv el, yelotov e,
have the force of a negative. '

Obs. 1.—A clause is sometimes prefixed or appended to such
composite sentences, just as if the meaning had been simply
expressed, e. g.

V. 456 C mpds ye 16 ukaxikiy yvvaika yevéabar, olx @Ay pév, x.T.A.

Obs. 2.—Sometimes instead of introducing the sentence with
a negative, two altermative suppositions are co-ordinated and
followed by an apodosis relating to both combined ; so as to point
the antithesis between what is preferred and its opposite.

IV. 421 A, B €l pév odv fueis pév . . . mowdper . . . 6 & éxeivo Aéyar . ..
—@&\\o dv 7 §j méAw Aéyor.

4. Disjunctives.

A clause, apparently pleonastic, is often introduced with
7 to enforce a rule by adding to it the sanction of
a penalty. This formula is especially frequent in the
Republic.

III. 401 B mpooavaykaotéoy v Tod dyabod elxdva 6ovs
éumoieiy Tols Toujpacw | i map Yuiv woweiy, ¢ else they shall
be prohibited.’ .

III. 401 B dtakwAvréov 70 kaxonles . . . uire . . . éumoiely, § 6
pn olds te v odxk éaréos wap' Huiv dnuiovpyetv. See p. 219 (a).

V. 463D mepi . . . ToD Pmijkoov delv elvar TGV yovéwy, § priTe
mpds Oedy pijre mpds dvbpdmwy alrd dpewov éoeclar.

VL 490 A #v (sc. a\jfeiav) Sidkew . . . &et § dAaldve Svre
pndapd] pereivar pkogodias.

VI. 503 A 70 ddypa Tobro wir év wovais wir év PdPBois
. . . ¢palvecfas éxBdAAovras, A Tov ddvvaroivra dmokpiréov.
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VIL. 525B T7ijs ololas &mwréov elvar yevésews éfavadivr, §
pndémore Aoyiorikg yevéobau.

(Cp. Isocr. Aeginet. § 27 oldt yap admeNeiv oldy 7' 4w, 4
dokely dueleiv.)

Obs.—Another mode of introducing such a sanction,—not fall-
ing under the same grammatical heading,—is the incidental
assertion of a condition in a hypothetical or participial clause, in
which the wogd péA\w generally occurs—

1. 365 ¢, D ax Suws, € pé\hopev eldaiporioew, Tairy Iréov, bs Ta
Ixvm 7w Noywv épet.

II. 372 D éni e kAwiv xaraxeiobat, olpas, Tods péN\ovras pj) Tadama-
petabay, x.T.\, '

So in V1. 491 B €@ TeAéws péNNor pidoogos yevéoba, words unduly
suspected by Cobet.

5. Minute or verbal antithesis. ) § 48.

The Greek love of antithesis gives rise to forms of
expression which, if taken literally, are over-emphatic or
even inaccurate.

(@) Thus airds is sometimes emphatically used where
the antithesis is too minute to be pressed.

II. 370E &\A& pijy . . . katowkloar ye adryy Ty woAw els
towodror rémov, x.r.A. < The city,’ as distinguished from the
citizens.

1. 371 B év admy 73 moAet.

Antithetical formulae are also used ironically to suggest
the equivalence of an alternative of which one side is tacitly
preferred.

1. 373 E pA7 €l 7t kakov pi7’ € dyafov 6 wolewos épyaleral
(cp. Herod. VIIL 87, § 5 olire €l . . . ofire €l).

Cp. 1. 339 B opwpd ye lows, édn, mpocsbikn. obmw dfiAor
o0d’ €l peydhy.

Such antithetical redundancies as I. 346 A éxdorqp . .
éxdoTote, V. 462D pépous movioavros 8\, VII. 516 B adrdv
kel adtdv év T adrod xdpa, and such reduplications in
climax as III. 406 A, B mpérov uév xal pdAwrra, V. 449 D péya

. xai 6\ov are extremely frequent.
Q2
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The following are more noticeable :

IV. 441 C 78 adrd pdv &y woher, Td adrda ¥’ &y . . . ™ Yox7.

X. 605 B, C oldte Ta pel(w olre Td éAdrTw diaytyvdokovre.

X. 618 C Blov xal xpnordév xai wornpov diaytyvdokovra.

(6) The love of antithesis often gives a negative turn to
a sentence ; VIIL 556 C, D &rav . . . pndayj) . . . karappovivrar
e oo AN, KT,

6. Introduction of the reverse or contrary statement.
In dwelling on one side of a distinction or antithesis the
other side is introduced with apparent irrelevancy where it
is not immediately in point. This is another way in which
co-ordination breaks the smoothness of subordination.

A clear example is VIL 528 A &\\a cavrod é&veka 70
péyioTor moLel Tods Adyovs, lovols pv i’ &v ENNe, K.T.A.

See also :

1. 349 B, C € 710D pev dikalov wi) ol whéov Exew uyde
BovAerar 6 dlkatos, Tob B¢ &dixou ;

II. 358A mwahaw ¥m0 Opaovudxov bs Towobroy dv Yéyerau,
aBuxia 8 maweirar (om. Par. A).

IL. 371D % od xamfjlovs kahoDuer Tods . . . diakorotvras
{dpvpérovs év dyopg, Tods 8¢ mhdmras dwl 1ds Whews éumdpoys ;

IL. 374 C pf) adrd Todro éx madds émrndevwy, AAN& mapépyw
Xpépevos ; ‘

V. 455 E, 456 A moleuixr), § 8 dméhepos,

VI. 490 E 7tas ¢plopds, bs diCAAvrar év woAAois, opukpdr 8¢ T
expedyer.

VII. 520D ouk é0ehijoovor Evpmovely év i) woher Exaoror év
pépet, Tdv 8¢ wohdv xpdvor per’ GAMwr oixelv &v 1¢ xabaps ;

VIIL. 546 D (if the text is sound) #udv (rév MovaGv)
nwpdrov Gpfovtar dueeiv . . . ENatrov Tod déovros fymoduevor Ta
povoikijs, Bedrepor 88 Td yupvaoTukiis (debrepd Te yvur. Madv. cj.).

VIIL 552 A 10 éfetvar wdvra Ta adrod dmoddobar, xai &N\w
xThoacbal Té¢ TodToU.

VIIL. 559 C 8y viv &) kndfiva dvopd(oper, Tobror Eéyopev
Tov 7@V TowoUrwy NdovdY kal émbumdy yéuovra xai dpxdueroy
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T 1OV p) dvaykalwy, Tdv 8¢ dmd Tév dvaykaiwy peidwhdr Te kal
S\iyapyirdy ;

Obs. 1.—The same love of completeness shows itself in the
frequent addition of limiting or qualifying clauses, such as &rav
yiymra, & py waca dviykn, 6oa dvbpwrot, boov yé p’ eldévar, karda T
8uvardv or els 16 dwwardv and the like, also in the addition of single
words which remind the reader that there is another point of view,
especially of 8oxav, kakolpevos, Aeyduevos, Or viv Neyduevos, &c. to mark
what belongs to ordinary unphilosophic opinion. For other
examples of similar fulness of expression, see

IV. 430 C kal yap dmodéyov, fiv 8" éyd, mohiTikvy ye.

VI. 492 A G Tt kai dfwov Aéyov.

VIL. 523 A 16 ¥ époi Soxodv.

Obs. 2—Note also, as illustrating the same over-einphatic or
exaggerating tendency, the multiplication of pronominal words in
the same sentence :—roiwirovs ye xkal ofrew (111, 416 A), undapj pndapds
(Laws vi. 7974 E), eire omy &xer kal Smos,—also the addition of the
negative side in such expressions as d\\a ouwpov ofer Suagpépew, xai
obk dfiov kuwdivov, Bewpetv #) pn. A striking example of this sort of
thing occurs in 1. 369 ¢ where in introducing the division of
labour, Socrates is not contented with saying that different men
have different wants and need various helpers, d\Xov én’ @ov . . .
xpeia, but adds rov & én’ &Mov, ‘and this man yet another, for
another want,’ to show not only that different men need different
helpers, but that each requires more than one.

IX. Deferred Apodosis.
Digression and Resumption. § 49.

1. It is a natural consequence of the expansion of
sentences, and especially of the tendency of parentheses!
and subordinate clauses to take an independent form, that
the main statement at first intended is thrust aside, and,
if not wholly lost, can no longer be expressed in strict
continuation of the original construction. The sentence
becomes like a tree whose leading stem has been distorted
or broken. This is particularly apt to occur in the course
of those elaborate similes of which Plato is fond. Cp.
Lysias, contra Eratosth. § 6, Xen. Mem. 1v. 2, § 25.

! See Prof. Jowett's note on Rom. ii. 16.
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I. 337 A, B é¥ odv 7dno0a 81. €l Twa époto, k... (four lines
intervene) 37Aov olual got v, k.7.X.  Cp. V. 471 C.

1. 352 B-D 81t pév yap (twelve lines intervene) ratra pév
ody 6ru ofirws &xet, k.T.A.

111. 402 A, B dowep dpa . . . ypapudrwv wépt Tdre ixavis €iyo-
pev, dre . . . (eight lines intervene) . .. @p’ odv, b Aéya, . . .
old¢ wovaikol mpdrepov éodueda.

IV. 428 A &omep Tolvvy, Kk.T.A.

VI. 495 D, E o 37 épiéuevor moAroi drehels pév rds ¢ioes,
w0 B¢ TGY Texvay Te Kkal dnuiovpydy Gomep Ta cdpara AeA-
Bnrrai, ofrw kat tas Yyuxds fvykexhaauévol Te xkal amoredpvppévor
dia ras Bavavelas tvyxdvovow, x.7.X. The apodosis, if any,
comes half a page below, wol’ &rra ¢pduer yevvar . . . dp od

. ooplopara ;

VIII. 562 B 8 mpoifevro, x.T.A.

X. 609 C domwep odpa, k.7.A.

Theaet. 197 C donep €l Tis Spribas &yplas, xk.T.A

Hence re occurs without a distinct correlative.

V. 463 D wepl Te Tods marépas, K.T.A.

VIL 522 B al 7€ yap téxvat, k.T.A,

VII. 568 D édv re iepa xpipara, s.r.A. (if *-nw)\ovp.svwv is
read. See note in loco).

IX. 575 A Tov éxovrd Te alrdy, K.T.A.

Obs.—The apodosis is sometimes given in the reply;
IX. 5% A, B €l odv ololuny . . .: 'Opbérar’ dv . . . wporakoio.

1X. 582 E émedy 8’ éumerpig . . .1 "Avdyxy . . . elvar.

2. As in all conversation the consciousness of imperfect
expression is apt to occasion the attempt to recover pre-
ciseness by the introduction of superfluous words, so in the
conversational style of Plato it often happens that what
has been already stated or implied is resumed with some
increase of explicitness, often with the addition of a for-
mula of reference, such as 8 Aéyw, mep elmov, &c. Thus the
effort to be exact leads to further irregularity of structure
and sometimes even to a degree of confusion.
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(2) The simplest case is where the antecedent to a rela-
tive or correlative clause is made explicit with rofro, Taira
or some other demonstrative word. This is common in
Greek and is used more for emphasis than for clearness.

The same remark applies to adrds e xal and to xal rabra.
See above, p. 220 (¢).

In some instances, however, the demonstrative is thus
inserted from the fear of losing the thread of the discourse,
when the phrase that has been put emphatically foremost
has been amplified :

IV. 440 B tals &’ émbupiais adrov koworijocavra . . . olpal ae
ovk &v ¢dvac . . . ol TowoéTou aloféabar, where the construction
also becomes more definite.

So 1. 331 B 70 ydp und¢ &kovrd Twa éfamariioar . . . péya
pépos els Tolito, K.T.A.

Or, where there is no amplification, but the order has
been disturbed by emphasis, the chief word is resumed
with an oblique case of adrds.

V. 477 D émoriuny wérepov divaply Twa ¢ys elvar admiv, k...

Cp. Gorg. 483 E where the construction is disturbed by
the substitution of a general for a particular expression,
dN\a pupia dv Tis éxor Towadra Aéyew.

(6) In an explanatory clause, the chief word in the sen-
tence to be explained is often resumed by a synonym :

I1. 359 B dyawaofas . . . Typdpevor.

I1. 359 C €l & &v % éfovala . . . olav moré pact Sdvapw, k.T.A.

X. 611 C, D Tefedpeba . . . domep of . . . Spdvres odk Qv . . .
Tdowev . . ., ofrw . . . Oedpeba, x.7.A.

(¢) In resuming a deferred apodosis, a conjunction is often
introduced ; and, as pév odv usually introduces a digression,

"s0 & ol is the regular formula for resumption.

I. 330 E kal adrds,—ijro. vmd tijs 70D yfpws dofevelas 7
xai damep 710 eyyvrépw dv T@v éxel paAASy T xabopgd adTd—
twoyrlas 8 olv xal delparos peords ylyverar kai dvaloyilerar
707 kal oxomel, el Twd T NdlknKev.

This, reduced to normal syntax, might be thus ex-
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pressed:—ijroL ¥m0 This Tob yjpws dobevelas, 7) VWO ToD pAAAGY
Tt kafopav Ta éxel, tmoylas xai deiparos peords ylyverai. But
the addition of &omep éyyvrépw v, by occasioning the
change to the indicative, disturbs this orderly arrangement
and requires the insertion of &’ odv.

Cp VIIL 562 B 8 mpolfevro . . . &yaldv . . . Tobro & v *mov
wAobTos . . . ) TAoVYTOV Tolvwv dwAnaTia, K.T.A.

X. Remote Reference.

The power of holding firmly by a complex thought
appears (1) in the continuation of the main construction in
spite of interruptions; and (2) in the pertinence of replies,
showing that the respondent has fully grasped the main
question, although the previous statement has been com-
plicated by digressions.

(1) 1I1. 413 E, 414 A 70v . . . éxijparov éxPBalvorra karasratéor
dpxovra . . . kal Tyuds Soréov kai Lovmi kai Tedevrjoavri, . . .
péytara yépa Nayxdvorra. Cp. Phaedo 81 A ofrw pév &ovoa
. . . amépxerar . . . ol ddikopdvy Vmapyer abry eddaipor elvat,
wAdvys . . . dmMhaypém. domep 3¢ Aéyerar Kkard TGV pepvn-
wévoy . . . petd TGy Bedy Sidyovoal.

VIL. 540 D §vyxwpeire . . . elpnkévar. Then follows a sen-
tence of nineteen lines with a break and appositional
asyndeton in the middle, then the construction with the
infinitive is resumed with wAeloTa dvjoew 541 A.

(2) IIL 405 B, C 7} dokel oot . . . TovTov aloxior elvar . . . (ten
lines) . . . ofk, dAAa 70D7’, E¢n), éxelvov ért aloyiov.

IV. 439 D 0¥ 8% dAdyws . . . (five lines) . . . odk, &AX’ elxdrws.

V1. 491 E ofk, dAAd, %) & 8s, ofirws (see note in loco).

VIIIL 558 B, C '8¢ avyyvduy ... (nine lines)... mdww o, '
&, yevvala.

IX. 573 E Gpa ok dvdykn . . . (six lines) . . . o¢ddpa ¥,
égpm.

! didyovoa is supported by the Petrie papyrus against Siayodop, Heindorf’s
conjecture,
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XI. Imperfect Constructions.

Attraction, Hypallage, Zeugma.

Very often, however, as in all Greek, the attraction of the § 52.
nearest word, or an agreement that is apparent only,
prevails over logic. The speaker is contented with a prima
facie appearance of concord. The frequent redundancy of
expression causes this anomaly to be more common than it
would otherwise be.

1. Construction with the nearest word. (What is com-
monly known as A#traction is a special case of this.)

II. 370 E fva of Te yewpyol émi 1 dpodv Exowev Bods, of Te
oixoddpot mpds Tas Aywyds peTa TGV yewpydy xpijodar Gmwoluyiots
(i. e. & oiev vmoliyia dore xpiiohar adrols).

III. 392 D wdvra, 8oa . . . AéyeTat, dujynots oloa Tuyydvet.

III. 409 D dpery) 3¢ ¢ioews madevouérns xpdve. Mr. H.
Richards would read mawdevuévy. But if precise exactness
is required, should it not be xpnory ¢pvois wadevouévy ?

II1. 416 A aloxioTor Totpéor ToLodTovS . . . Tpépeww kvvas (Toipéon
in construction with aloxioror takes the place of wowuévas
the subject of rpépew). Ib. émixepficar 7Tols mpoPdrois
xaxovpyeiv. Madvig would omit kaxovpyeiv. But the pleo-
nastic infinitive is rendered easier by the frequent use of
émixetpeiy with infinitive in Plato so that émixeipeiv kaxovpyeiv
Ta wpdBara is also suggested.

IV. 421 C éaréoy dmwws éxdotois Tols &fveow i Plots dwodi-
8wor 7100 petahapBdvey eddaipovias (where the meaning is
éaréov 1o &vn peralapBdvew eddawpovias olrws Smws 1) Pvois
ékdoTots amodidwaiy).

V. 454 D duapépor sing. agreeing with yévos, instead of plur.

V. 459 B 8¢t dxpav elvar Tév dpxovTwY.

V. 472 D wapdBewypa olov &v el 6 kdAAioTos &vbpwmos (olov is
neuter because of wapddetyua).

V. 473 D xal tobro els Tairov ovuméonp, divauls Te woliriky)
kai ¢pthogodia. Todro is singular by prolepsis. H. Richards
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would read raira. But cp. 1IV. 435 A 8 ye radrov dv mis
wpocelmot, k.T.A.

VIL. 520 D & m\ev § fjxioTa mpdOvpor Apxew . . . TalTw
dpwora . . . dvdyxn olxeiclar (for méAw év #, x.T.N.).

VIL 526 C & ye peile wdvov mapéxer . .. odk &v padlws odde
oA\ &v efpois ds Toiro (s is said as if ofirw péyav and not
pel{o had preceded; and this is occasioned by odd¢ moAAd
coming between. ‘You will not easily find any that give
more trouble ; not many that give as much.’

VIL 534 A Twa uy fpds moAamwhaoiur Adywy éumhioy 7) Sowv
ol mapeAnAv@dres—a place at which the critics have stumbled.
It may no doubt be explained by supplying 4 Scwv Adywr
ol mapeAnAvOdres Adyor &vémAnaav juas. But it seems more
probable that 8ocwv (for 8ooi) follows the case of woAAa-
mAaciwy.

Obs. 1.—In comparisons the antecedent is often attracted into
the relative clause.

V1. 485 D al émbupias . . . dofevéorepar, damep peipa . . . TWKETEY-
pévor.

VIL. 539 D pj) @s ¥iv & Tuxdr kat oldév mpoonkwy épyerar én’ abrd.

X. 610 D pi), Gomep viw 8id Tovro U’ @A . . . dmofviaxovow of dBixot.

A striking example in Phaedo 84 a is supported by the Petrie
papyrus, InveAdémns Twa évavrios iorov peraxeipilopérns.

Obs. 2.—The mood of a verb is affected by an intervening con-
junction, though not strictly in construction with it.

IX. 591 C, D odx 8wws . . . évraiba rerpapuévos {foes, dAN’ od8é . . .
Toito mpeoBebwy, Swws . . . kakds &oTar, dav pff . . . péNNY . . . GAN dei
. «. . $aimrar. paimra: should have been paveirar depending on the

first rws. Cp. v. 466 E 3iaxoveiy, sC. Benvec.

Obs. 3.—The verb of a relative clause is often attracted into the
infinitive of oratio obligua: vi. 492 c; x.614 c; 619 C &cC., CP.
Herodotus.

Obs. 4—The conclusion or answer, instead of following the
main sentence, sometimes takes the nearer construction :

I. 336 E py ydp 8 olov . . . (five lines intervene) imeixew . . . xkai
ob omovddfew . . . olov ye 0¥ (sc. omovddew npas):—the original
sentence u1) yap 8, x.7.\., is lost sight of,
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IV. 421 E &repa 87 . . . elpikapey , . . wod Taira ; MNodrds e, v &
éyd, kal wevia.

The nominatives really answer to the accusative érepa, but this is
lost sight of, the case of raira being ambiguous.

3 L} - ’ \ ’ ’ » ’ » . 2

V1. 492 C, D ev Bq TG TOOUT® TOV VEOV . . . TLVA OLeL xapbuw toxew; 1

*moiay alr Taldelay . . . dvBéfew, iy o . . . olxfoedbu . . . kat émrndei-
oew, kT,

IoANy) . . . dvdyxy).
The answer refers to the last clauses of the preceding sentence,
and takes no notice of the question.

2. Parallelism. § 53.

() The action of a verb is extended to several nouns
although it is strictly applicable to one only (‘ zeugma’).

VIIL 553 C Tidpas Te kai oTpemtovs Kkal dkwdkas mapalwwivra :
the participle is strictly applicable only to éxwdkas.

() On the other hand, a preceding construction is
continued, although some other construction is really
required.

V. 453 D 7oL BeNdiva . . . ImoraBelv &y 7 Twa EAAnY dmopov
cwmplav (pavijvar &v).

IV. 431 C tds ¢ ye dwhds e Kkal perplas .. . &v SAiyois Te
émredfe, x.7.A\. The accusative is carried on from éanAas re
xal wavrodawas émbuulas, supra.

V. 467 C mpoounxavacfa: governed by det in Ymapxréov.

VI. 510 B 70 pév adrod . . . Yux1 (qreiv dvayxdlerar &£ dmodé-
oewy . .. 10 8 ad &repov 10 éw dpxiw dvvmdferov . . . lofoa (sc.
(nret) where to two parallel clauses a single expression is
applied, which is only suitable to the former of them. The
higher dialectic is above Necessity.

VIL 528 C 370 Tév moAA&Y . . . koAovdueva, Dmd ¢ Téov (yrody-
Twv, Aéyov otk éxdvrwy kab’ § Ti Xpiioipa.

(¢) In replies the construction is sometimes continued
from the previous sentence, although involving some
harshness in the immediate context.

VI. 507 E tivos &) Aéyeis; here the genitive may be ex-
plained as = wepi lvos ; see above, p. 184 (4), but it is more



236 On Plato's use of Language.

probably occasioned by a reference to what precedes : rivos,
SC. ui) mapayerouévov. '

VIL 531 D 70b mpoowiov . . . 3 tlves Aéyets; A construction
may be found for rlves by supplying 76 éwyor, but the
genitive is more probably occasioned by assimilation to
the preceding construction.

VIIL. 547 E 70 8¢ ye ¢oBelobar, x.7.A. The dative is
parallel to waot rois Towodrois (supra D) but is inconsistent

- with what follows (548 A) T& moAA& 76y TowoUrwy [dia éfer ;

VIIL 558 A. The words adrév pevdvrwy have a possible
construction with eldes, supra, but really follow the case of
avfpdnwr which is genitive absolute.

Obs. 1.—An imperfect construction is sometimes supplemented
by epexegesis.
V. 464 B dmewdovres . . . wAw a'\éxp.an wpds pépos alrob . . . bs Exer.

Obs. 2—The parallelism not only of cases and moods, but also
of adverbs should be noted.

V. 475 E was abrd Néyes;

O?8apas . . . padiws (‘ not in a way easy to explain’). Cp. Symp.
202 C mas Tovro, &pnw, Aéyeis; xal i, ‘Padlws, Epr.

3. Interchange of subject and attribute (Hypallage).

The common idiom by which the attribute of a subor-
dinate word (such as an infinitive) is attached to the subject
of the main verb,—e.g. d(kaids elut moretv,—has an extended
use in Plato.

VIL. 537 B ofiros ydp 6 Xpdvos . . . &dvvards Tt &AXo mpafat.

VIIL. 559 B 7 te py wadoar (Gvra dvvary, ‘in that one
cannot suppress it while one lives.” See note in loco.

Hence VI. 489 A 7als mdkeot . . . T didfecwv Eoke=1]) TGV
molewr diabéoe éoke, and in VIIL, 562 A 7ls Tpdmos Tupavvidos
. .. ylyverar; appears to be equivalent to rlva rpdnov yiyverar
Tupavwis ;

See also VI. 496 A mpoaijkovta drobrar copiopara= ols mpos-
1kew dxoboar o. (‘to be so described’). Cp. Eur. Or. 771 od
wpooijkouer kohd(ew Toiode=ov mpooijket Toiode KoAd et Nuas.

]
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4. Mixed Constructions.

"~ As a word is sometimes attracted out of its proper con-
struction, so the speaker sometimes hesitates between two
constructions and fuses both into one. Familiar instances
are—

1. 347 A &v 3 éveka, Gs Eoike, podor Belv Indpyew.

VI. 485 A 8 . .. é\éyoper, Ty Pplow . . . Beiv karapaleiv.

VIIL. 560D &s dypowklay . . . odoav welfovres Smepopilovat
(welforres . . . elvai, vmepopifovow s . . . odoav).

Cp. Theaet. 157 A (B. Gildersleeve, American Fournal of
Philology, vii. 2, No. 26, p. 175) Smep é£ épxiis é\éyopev,
03w elvar &y adrd kabd avrd.

(a) Apparent solecisms.

1. 351 C €l péy, édn, ds o¥ dpti ENeyes, Exe, 1) dikatoatvn oodla,
Cp. Theaet. 204 A éxéra 31, bs viv Ppauér, pla 8éa . . . yryvouéin
7 ouAAaf).

II. 378 C woAhoi 3ei yiyavropaxlas te puBoloynréor, K.T.A.
(woAXoD 8¢t is treated as an adverbial phrase = oddapds).

III. 414 C oi¥ ofda el (i.e. pdhis) yevduevor dv. Cp. Tim.
26 B otk &v olda el dvvaiuny.

IV. 444 B towodrov Svros . . . olov mpémew adr@ SovAedeiw.
¢ TotoUTov Svros ofov dovAeverr would be Greek. So would
ToloUTOV SvTos doTe . a. dovAederv. But the text as it stands
is not Greek at all” H. Richards. It may stand as Platonic
Greek. '

V. 478D €l 1v paveln olov dua v Te kai uy dv (confusion of
olov elvar with ¢aveln dv).

X. 615 D otd’ 4 7fjfer (expressing more of certainty than
iikor &y, more of modality than 7jfe. : Cobet cj. odde *uy fie).

Perhaps also in the doubtful passage, 1. 333 E Aafeiv . . .
dewdraros éumoiijoat, there is a confusion of dewdraros Aabeiv
éumouvjoas with dewdraros Aabdv éumovdjoar, the position of
dewdraros suggesting the construction of ¢umoifjrar. But
see note in loco.

(6) Fusion of the objective and subjective aspects of the
same notion.

§ 55.
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IV. 434D éav . . . els &va &kaoror Tdy &vfpdmwy v T8 €ldos
Tobro dpodoyfras, k... (‘It is not the eldos which goes or
turns to individual men.” H. Richards, who proposes lofov.)

IV. 442 D pij 7y Huiv dwapBhdverar . . . dikatoovrn. ¢ Justice’
here is the notion of justice as formerly conceived.

V. 450 E Oappaiéov, ‘fearless,’ i.e. not dangerous, a thing
to be attempted without fear. Cp. Soph. Phil. 106 oix &
éxelvy v’ otdé mpoouifar Bpacd ;

(¢) Abstract and concrete.

a. Attributes are personified. :

II. 382 D wommhs . . . Pevds év Oe¢ odx év, ‘ The lying
poet has no place in our idea of God.’

VIIL. 554 D Tas 106 kmdijvos fvyyevels . . . émbuplas.

IX. 575 C, D bs &v . . . mAelorov év 17 Yux7) Topavvor Ex7.

B. In X. 617 D dpxn dAAns wepiddov Ovnrob yévovs, ¢ the
beginning of another cycle of mortal race’ is put abstractedly
for ¢ the beginning of your time for again belonging to the
race of mortals.’

y. Name and thing.

V. 470 B dowep xal dvopderar dbo radra dvduara, ToAeuds Te
Kkal ordots, oirw kal elvar Vo, Svra éml dvoly Twoly diadopaiv.

(@) General with particular.

IV. 435 A 8 ye tadrov & Tis mpoaelmot, x.7.A. ¢ That which
receives the same appellation ’ is the just, whether just man
or just state, but these, although univocal, are not one thing.
Cp. V. 473 D kai 7odro €is Tadrov ovpméon, x.T.A. (p. 233).

(¢) Part with whole (synecdoche).

IL. 371 E mA\jjpopa . . . moheds elot . .. kal juabwrol, ¢ Hirelings
will Ze/p to make up our population.’

(f) Constructions xara odveswy may be included here.

V. 455D kpareira: takes a genitive in the sense of yrrarac.

XII. Changes of Construction.

1. From the relative to the definitive pronoun.
It is a well-known peculiarity of Greek syntax that in
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continuing a relative sentence, a definitive or demonstrative
pronoun takes the place of the relative. '

L. 353 D é06’ 3r¢ &A\e 1) Yux7i dikalws &v alrd dwodoiuer xal
daiper Bia ixelms elva.

VL 511 C als al vmoféaeis dpxal xai davolq pév dvayxdlovrar
.« . adrd fedobat oi Gedpevor.

IX. 578 C8s av . . . 7} kal adrd . . . ékmopiodi), k.T.A.

Gorg. 452 D & ¢gis ob péyioror dyabdv elvar . . . kal o
dnuiovpydy elvar adrod,

Obs.—In Plato although the sentence passes out of the relative
construction it is still partially affected by it.

I 35% B ai ndovai 3oar dBAaBeis xat pydév ... 8wt Tadras yiyverar
d@o. See above, p. 211, a.

So in passing from a participial clause which is equivalent to
a relative. .

I. 337 E mparov pév pi) €idbs ... &rara .. . dreppuéivor adrg iy,
where pi eldds = 8s pi elBel.

2. Another consequence of the comparative laxity of the § 57.
Greek sentence is the frequent change from a dependent to
an independent construction. (See esp. Hom. Il xv. 369,
Lysias, c. Eratosth, § 38.)

11. 383 A &s pijre alrods ydnras dvras . . . wijre fuas Yebdeot
wmapdyer. Here mapdyew returns to construction with Aéyew,
the subordinate clause, s . . . dvras, being ignored.

IV. 426 C Ty pév kardoTacwy ...y wkwewv ,..0s 8 dv. ..
Oepamedy . . . olros &pa &yabos . . . &rai (H. Richards would
read ofros (@s) &pa).

V. 465 E yépa déxovras . . . Ldvrés Te kai TeAevmijoavres Tadijs
afias peréxouaww. Here peréyovaw is co-ordinated with déxov-
rat, passing out of the subordinate participial construction.

VIII. 549 C, D 8rav. . . 1ijs unrpds éxoly dxfouérns . . . émetra
Spdoms . . . kal . . . alobdmTar. aldbdryrar which has the same
subject with épdons, x.7.A., passes out of the participial
construction, and is construed immediately with rav.

IX. 590 C 8rav 7is dofevés . . . &n 70 . . . eldos, Bore uy dv
Sivacdar dpxew . .. dANQ Oepamelew . . . kai T& Owmedpara . . .
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ulvov ddmrar pavfdvew ; ddvmrar passes out of the construc-
tion with dore, and returns to the construction with &rav.
The last two instances might also be referred to mistaken
parallelism: see above, p. 235. The reading of II. 364 C
(BAdyet) may be sustained as an example of this tendency,
and, in the same passage, 365 A wepiuéve: is to be retained.

Obs.—Note also the converse return from the finite verb to the
participle.

VIL. 531 A $aciv . . . dupeaByroieres.
and from inf. to partic.

III. 403 B, C oirws Spikety . . . €l 8¢ pn . . . Upéforra.

3. Change of subject.

This frequently occurs when there is some alternation
between the active and passive voice.

1. 333 C 8rav undtv dén adrd xpiodar &ANA xeiobar ;

II. 359 E, 360 A ddavij abrdv yevéabas . . . kal Srakéyesbar o5
mwepl oixopévou.

II. 377 B pdAwra ydp 87) Tdre Whdrrerar kal &8erar Timos.

III. 409 E, 410 A. The subject changes from the ar?s to
the professors of either art respectively.

III. 414 D 7adra . . . maoxew 1€ kal ylyvealar mepl avrovs.

4. Limitation of subject.

V. 465 C & dmnAhaypévor &v elev (sc. ol mokira) . . . koAa-
xelas Te Thovolwy wémres, k.T.A.

VIIL. 556 C, D 8rav ... &AAjAovs Oedpevor (sc. of moirar)
undapi) Tavry karadpovdyrar ol wémres Ymd TéY MAovoiwy.

5. From the dative in regimen to the accusative in
agreement with the subject of an infinitive. (This change
occurs in other Greek writers from Homer downwards.

Il. 1v. 341, 342 o¢div pév 7’ éméoike pera mpdrowsw dvras |
éorapev.)

IV. 422 B, C €l éfein . . . dwodebyorte . . . dvacrpépovra kpovew ;

6. Suspended constructions.
In many sentences, the notion which it is intended to
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make prominent is put forward either in the nominative or
accusative (see above, p. 183, y), and is left with no definite
construction, the turn of the sentence being subsequently
modified. (Cp. Soph. El 1364-1366 rods ydp .&v uéoe
Adyovs, | woAAal kvkhobvrar vikres fuépar v loal, | al Tabrd oot
Selfovoww, "HAéxtpa, cadi).)

II. 365 A taita wdvra . . . Neydpeva . . . 7{ oldueda éxovoloas
véwy Yvxds mowelv. Here the shadow of a construction is
supplied by éxovovoas.

1. 365B Td pev ydp heybpeva . . . Speros otdéy dpacwv elva.

II1. 391 B 7ds 70D . . . Smepxewod iepas Tpixas Marpdrhe fpwi,
&pn, xouny dwdoayu pépeaba.

V. 474 E peAixAdpovs b¢ ai Tovvopa, K.T.A.

VI. 487 B mapayduevor . . . péya 10 opdAua . . . dvadalvesfar.

VIIL. 565 D,E s dpa & yevodpevos . . . dvdykn 87 Todre Adke
yevéaba. '

VIIL 566 E mpds tods €fw &xOpods tois pév karaAAayy, k.T.A.

7. Addition of a summary expression, without a con- § 59.
junction, to clinch a series or enumeration which has been
given whole or in part.

II. 373 A xAival Te mpogéoovrai . . . &kagra Tobrwy Wavrodamd.

IV. 434 A wavra TéAAa peraAlarrdueva.

VIIL. 547 D waot Tols Toto¥rots.

X. 598 B Tols #ANovs dnpiovpyots.

Obs.—A conjunction is sometimes inserted.
VII. 5§23 D kai nav & i TowoiToV,

8. In resumption after a digression (see above, pp. 229 ff.)
the construction is often changed. See especially, in the
rambling speech of Pausanias in the Symposium, the pas-
sage 182 D-183 D dlupnbévr ydp . . . &0dde voullesbar, where,
amongst other irregularities, the dative &fvun0évr: is in no
construction, because the ‘deferred apodosis’ is resumed
(183 C) with a fresh turn of expression, ravry pév odv olnfeln

VOL. II. R
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dv 7is, k.7.A, in which the original construction is forgotten.
(Badham proposed to read ye for ydp.)
Rep. VIL 532 B, C 4 8¢ ye . . . Mo e &nd 7Gv deopdy xal
ueraotpodi) . .. waoa alirn ) mpayparela . . . radry e Ty Sdvapr,
The passage has been already quoted above, p. 183 y, but
it is a strong instance of the peculiarity here spoken of.

9. From interrogative with negative meaning to direct
negative :—

III. 390 A—C 7{ 8¢; mowetv &vdpa . . . (fifteen lines); odbe
*Apeds Te kai "Appoditys . . . deoudv 3’ Erepa Toiatra.

10. Other anacolutha.

The laxity of the conversational style admits of changes
which can hardly be brought under the preceding heads.
Some words have only the ¢ shadow’ of a construction, the
sentence continuing as if that had been expressed which is
only implied, or else returning to a connexion from which
the intervening clauses have broken loose; or some new
connexion or antithesis is suggested in the act of speaking.

II. 362 B 70 kedva PAacrdver Pouhebpara, mpdrov ptv dpxew
... &mara yopely . . . &Bi8var . . . fupPdAew, xowwrelv ols dv
80éxy . . . els dydvas Tolvwy ldvra . . . wepryiyreafar . ..  Here
dpxew and the following infinitives are in apposition with
Bov\edpara, but in mepiylyveaar the sentence has reverted to
the construction with ¢sjooves (supra A).

II11. 387 D, E ¢apev 8¢ &7, 87e . . . 70 Tefvdvar od dewdv fyrjoe-
Tat . .. o0k dpa ... 88dpot’ dv . .. GANG pyw kal Tdde Aéyopev,
@s .. . fixiora érépov mpoodeitar . . . fixoTa &p’ alT@ dewdv
orepnbivar . . . fjkior’ dpa Kal 88dpecbar (sc. ¢prjooper). (Cp. VI
501 D 7 éxelvovs ¢rjoew pailov, where see note.) The last
infinitive, while perhaps occasioned by orepnfijvar, which is
in a different construction, must borrow its.government
from ¢apév and Aéyouer preceding. Others would supply
wpoorjkel from dewdy. ‘

IIL. 388 E, 389 A olve &pa dvbpdmovs ... &v Tis mou, dmo-
Sexréov, moNd 8¢ firrov, dav feods.
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IIL. 389 C xdpvorrs . . . Nyew . . . u 7d Gvra Néyorn (the
participle co-ordinate with the*infinitive).

III. 399 A, B xardAewme . . . Ty dppoviav, ) &v Te mwoAemixy)
wpafes dvrog dvdpelou . . . puprfoairo pOdyyovs . . . kal dworuxdrros
- « . Gpuvopdvoy THY TUXMY' Kai GAAY ol v elpqky . . . mpdfer
Svros, 7 . . . melfovros ... 7 ... Mg . . . perameiforre Eavrov
éwéyorra. To obtain a construction for énéxovra one must
go back to wipsjoairo or to kardAeire.

1IL 407 C, D $dpev kai ’AckAnmidy ToUs uév . . . Vyrewds éxovras
« .. TOUTOlS MeV ... katadelfar larpuciy . .. Ta voorfjuara éxBdél-
Novra . . . wpoardrrew dlaitay ... Ta & elow ... vevoonkdTa gdpara
odx émyewpely Swalrats . .. dmavrhodvra . . . paxpoy xal kaxdy
Blov avbpdme woiety, kai Exyova alrdv . . . Erepa Tolabra putedew,
@AAG TOV ju7) duvdpevoy . . . (fjy pY) olecBar deiv Oepamevern.

Goodwin (M. and T., 685) quotes several instances of the
exceptional use of p7 in oratio obliqua after gainy &v, wdvres
épobo, tis &v . . . fyoiro. (I omit those in which psj is com-
bined with &», and also Rep. 1. 346 E é\eyor undéva é0érew,
for which see above, p. 211 3.)

These examples may justify the supposition that the
change from odx émixepeiv to i olesbar is merely capricious.
But I would suggest, 1st, that it is occasioned by the sound
of ui) duvdpevor,and 2nd, more doubtfully, that while émixei-
pew is parallel to &mdeifar, oledbas is in regimen after it—
he prescribed that the physician should not think, &c.
A further doubt occurs whether the subject of ¢uredew is
’AckAnmidy, Tov laTpdy, or Tovs dvBpdmwovs from dvfpdme, supra.
See note in loco.

1V. 424 B 8mws &v . . . puAdrrwot, 7O pi) vewrepiew . . . GAN
s oldy Te pdAiora Ppuidrrew.

The infinitive ¢puvAdrrew is co-ordinate with vewrepiew, but
the construction is forgotten. Plato would not consciously
have said ¢pvAdrrwoe 76 puAdrrew. The infinitive is taken as
a vague imperative, or as depending on évfexréov.

VI. 488 C adrovs 8¢ . . . mepikexiobar deouévovs, k.T.A.

In what follows the infinitive takes the place of the

R 2
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participle, e.g. dpxew, mAeiv. Then there is a return to the
participle in érawobvras . . . Yéyovras. Then, if the MSS.
are right, the nominative takes the place of the accusative
in éxalovres . . . olduevor possibly suggested by the nomina-
tives, melfovres and Bia{duevor, which have intervened.

VL. 492 C #v od xarakAvobeioay . . . oixfoeobar . . . xai
¢hoev. The subject is changed, and the sense continued
as if no negative particle had preceded.

VI. 510 E tolrois p&v . . . xpduevor, (nrodvrés ¢ atra éxetva
{detv. But perhaps 8¢ should be read.

VIL. 517 A &p’ od yéAwr' B wapdoxor . . . kal . . . dwokTwvivar
dv. If the text is sound the construction reverts to éwwdnoov
supra 516 E.

VIL. 530B xal (yreiv appears to depend immediately on
dromov Nyfoeras, losing count of the intermediate words.

VIIL. 556 C,D 8rayv wapaBd\\wow . . . % kal . . . dAA1jAovs
Oedpevor pundauy] Tavry xaragpovérrai. Oeduevor really takes
the place of a subj. feGvrar kal &reira, x.7.A.

IX. 581 D 8 ve xpnpariorikds . . . 7{ 8¢ & PiAdripmos . .
Tov 8¢ pihdoodor.

Obs.—A curious instance of wilful ambiguity occurs in

1. 344 E éyd ydp olpac . . . Tovri & ws Exew ; "Eoxas, fv 8 éyb.

Thrasymachus says, ‘you see, my view is different from yours,’
meaning that injustice is profitable.

Socrates replies, ¢ You do seem to take a different view,” meaning
¢ you seem to think the question unimportant.’

In several of the above instances, those who do not allow
for the extent of irregularity in Platonic syntax have recourse to
conjecture.

11. Specially noticeable are the frequent interchanges or
combinations (2) of singular and plural, (4) of masculine or
feminine and neuter (in speaking of abstractions), (¢) of
the artist with his art, (¢) of a city with her citizens,
(¢) of the soul (or some part or function of the soul) with
the person; and, what is equally noticeable, the opposition
of the soul to the man.
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(2) Singular and plural—

L. 344 B, C éredav 3¢ mis mpds Tols TGV TOMTGY Xpiiuact xal
adrods dvdpamodicdpevos SovAdonTas, dvrl TobTwy TGV aloxpdy
dvopdrwy eddalpoves kal paxdpior kékhqrrar . . . oou &y bwrrar
adéy, k.7.A.

II1. 399 D adlomoiols 7} abAnras . . . ) ob Toéto ToAvx0pdd-
Tatov.

III. 411 B,C Kail éav pev . . . AdBy . . . umheg.

VI. 496 C, D TovTwy . . . oi yevduevor, . . . Aoyioud NaBdv,
K.T.A. v

VI. 498 B, C 8rav . . . é&7ds yiymrar . . . ddérous véuedbar,
K.T.A.

VIIL 554B,C & adrg . . . avrdv.

VIIL 558 A &vlpdmwv karaymdiobévrwy . . . wepwoorel Gomep
npws.

IX. 571 C 1ds wepi 7ov dmvov . . . xeivou.

Cp.IL. 356 E ; IIL. 411 B,C 70v Oupdv é&lppomov dwepydoaro

. axpdxolot odv, kT.A.: IV. 426 A 7dd€ abrdv ol xapler
« « « &0biorov Nyeiolar OV . . . Aéyovra, 8Ti mply &y pebiwy,
kT : ib. 426 C dmofavovuévovs bs &y Todro dpd.

So with transition from particular to general VIIL 554 A
Onoavpomrowds dvijp: ods 8% kal émawel 10 WAHfos.-

Obs. 1.—A collective plural has sometimes a singular verb
(V. 462 E, 463 A &ore pév . . . dpxovrés e xal Sijpos) and a collective
singular, a plural relative (v1. 490 E opupdv 8¢ 70 . . . ofs, k7). In
111. 399 D, quoted above, roiro is a collective singular.

Obs. 2.—When two things are joined or brought under a single
notion, they are spoken of as one (1v. 435 A ralrov ... peifdv e xai
&arrov: V. 473 D kai Toiro . . . Slvauls Te . . . kai pihooogpia). Hence
we have the part in apposition to the whole (vir. 526 At3&v ...
foov . . . &aorov mav wavri), and singular and plural are correlated
where the former is universal, the latter particular (x. 6or D xpé-
pevov éxdaTw . . . ola dyafd #) kaxa . . . § xpijra).

(6) Masculine or feminine alternating with neuter—
1I. 359 C wheoveblav, 8 wmaca Ppiots, x.T.A.
II. 363 A ai7d dikatoovrmy.
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111. 401D § Te pulpds Kai Gppovia . . . éporra.
111. 410 E dvebévros adrod (sC. Tiis Pvoews).

1V. 428 A karddnAov . . . % oodla.

1IV. 428 B Toird ye aird, i) edBovAia.

V. 449D rowwviay . . . 8p0ds . . . yvyvouevow.
X. 611 B rowodrov elvar Yuxiy, K.T.A.

Obs.—Even where a concrete masculine noun is used abstractly,
it has a neuter correlative.

1. 382 E 8 feos anhoiv.

VL. 494 D vols otk &veorw atrd . . . T8 3¢ ob rryrdv.

(¢) The artist and his art.

III. 409 E, 410 A ovkodv kal latpikiy ... pera ijs Toialrys
dikaoTikijs kata wOAW vopoferiireis, ok T@y TOANTGY ToL TOUS pEy
€Vvels . . . Oepamevoovor, Tovs B€ pr) . . . adrol dmwokTevoiow ;

Mr. H. Richards would read adral. But observe that in
that case ddoovorw and dmoxrevobow would otk refer as
Oepamedoovar does to larpix) and dikaoriki) combined.

The plural here is kara ovveow as the dual in VIIL 550 E
wAovTov dperh) diéoTyker . . . Tovvavriov pémovre. So dialectic
and the dialecticians in VI 537 E 76 viv wepi 1™ Siakéyeobar
kaxdy . . .: wapavoplas . . . épwimharrac.

(4) The city and her citizens.

1IV. 435 E é&v 7ais méheow . . . ot &) kat éxovot Tadry Thy alriav.

VIIL. 551 D 1w pév wemjrov, Thy 8¢ whovelwy, olkodvras év
TQ adTd.

On the other hand the city is opposed to the citizens (as
in Thuc.): IL. 370E atryjy iy wéAw, IV. 428C, D olx vmep
Tov & ) wohew Twds Bovhederar, AAN’ Ymep Tauriis Shxs.

(¢) The man and his mind. (This may also be regarded
as a point of style. Cp. esp. Phaedo, pp. 82, 83.)

III. 411 A, B odros 70 pév wpdtov . . . dowep oldnpov éud-
Aafe (10 Oupoedts) . . . 8rav & éméxwv i dviy . . . Tiker . . . Ews
dv . . . &réup Bomep vedpa éx Tiis Yuxis, kTN, (With &6vuor
infra Yy is to be supplied).
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IV. 440 C, D drav 7is olyrar . . . mpaivéy.

VI. 486 A 3 odv dmdpxet Siavoig . . . oldy Te oler Tobre péya
71 dokelw elvar Tov dvbpdmwor Blov;

VI. 503 C,D 76 BéBaia ad radra iy . . . xdouns épwimkavrac,
The plural requires a masculine subject.

VI 503 D, E 3¢iv abt¢ (masc.) peradiddvar . . . omdvior adrd
olet éreofai . . . Bacavioréor 8% . .. €l . .. Buvam (sc. §) Piois
atrr).

X. 620 E dyew admyy . . . kupobvra fjy Naxbv elAero poipav.

XIII. Rhetorical Figures. § 6a.

1. Personification enters largely into Greek idiom and is
very characteristic of Plato. The argument (Adyos) is of
course continually personified. A strong instance occurs in

VI. 503 A mapefibvros xal wapaxalvmropévov Tod Adyov,
wepoPnpévov kively TO viv wapdy.

Hence in VI. 484 A 8.4 paxpod Tiwds BieteNdévros Adyov, this
reading (A ITM) is probably to be retained in preference to
defeNddvres (x v). .

Amongst many personifications perhaps the most
striking is that in VIII. 568 D describing the difficulty
experienced by tragic poetry in mounting °constitution
hill,) omep 910 dofuatos ddvvaroboa wopedeabar. Books VIII
and 1X indeed abound with bold personifications : see esp.
IX. 573 A dopvdopeiral Te ¥md pavias, IX. 587 C dopuddpois
ndovals.

The use of personifying words often adds a touch of
liveliness to the style.

#Aw (cp. Herod.): IV. 436 B radrév rdvavria wowely )
wmdoxew . . . ovk d0eMoen dua. Cp. II. 370 B.

V. 459 C ui) deopévois pév oduace papudrwy, GAAG Salry
ehévrav dmakovery.

voelv (I. 335 E), Néyew, émaweiv, éyew, xakeiv of words and
phrases (IV. 431 A Tobro Myew 76 xpelrrw avrod, .7.A.).

SpdioPnTd : 1V. 442 E €l T¢ Hudy & & rﬁ\[fvxﬁ dpdraPuret,

Iy : 111 388 E loxvpav kai peraBoliy tyrel 7o rotobirov.
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To this head belongs the adjectival use of adeAgds, éraipos
IIL. 404 B, IV. 439 D.

woud : a special use of woueiv (intrans.=‘to behave’) may
be noticed here because occurring sometimes with an
impersonal subject.

1I. 365 A 1{ olduefa dxovodoas véwy Yuxas woeir,

IV. 432 A olx olrw wowel (* acts’) atr.

So probably in VII. 523 E &3¢ woiel éxdom adrdév (rév
alobioewr).

For the same use with a personal subject see V. 474D 7
ol ofrw mouetre mpds Tods kaAoUs ; ¢ Is not this your way?’

II1. 416 B p,h Totobror . . . TOUjC@OL, K.T.A,

V. 469 B mpds Tovs moheplovs wds moujoovow ;

2. Continued Metaphor. The two chief examples in
the Republic of this figure, which serves at once to enliven
and to connect discourse, are the image of the wave in
Book v, and the allegory of the cave in Book vil. The
former is a good instance of the way in which an image
grows in Plato.

It may possibly have been suggested by some pre-
paratory hints in Book Iv. See esp. 441 C raira . .. pdyis
8wovevelxaper. This renders more natural the incidental
remark in V. 453 D &v 7¢ mis €ls xoAvuBiifpay pixpav éuwéon
&y Te els ™ péyworor méhayos péoor, Suws ye vel oldey HTTOV:
(ibid.) odxoty xal fuiv vevoréov xal mewparéor odleobar ék Tob
Adyov, firor 3eAdivd Twa \wl{ovras Nuds PmolaBetv &v i Twa
&y &mopov cwrnplav. So far, although the image of
a ‘sea of difficulty’ has appeared in connexion with the
fear of ridicule and the mockery of comic poets (452 B),
there is no hint of combining the notion of laughter with
that of the waves. Four pages afterwards (457 B, C) we
are found to have escaped from the first great ‘wave’
which had threatened to swamp us. And, after a still
longer interval,—the digression about usages of war having
intervened,—it appears at 472 A that the three stages of
difficulty are distinctly thought of as a vpicvula, of which the
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third and greatest wave is now impending. Hence, as
the result of all this, when the discussion culminates, and
the moment has arrived for the audacious figure of the
laughing wave, it is introduced without any effect of
violence, (473 C) elpijoerar & olv, el xal péMer yéhwrl Te
drexvés domep kipa éxyedv (‘ bursting in laughter °) xal é3oéig
KaTakAvoew.

Similarly, the descriptions of the evil states in Books
VIIL, IX are linked together by the growing image of the
drones in the hive (distinguished as stinging and stingless)
which culminates in the description of the master passion
in the tyrannical individual as a mighty winged drone—
twénrepov kal uéyay knpivd Twa (IX. 573 A).

Again, the incidental phrase Blov karackevi) (VIII. 557 B)
helps to render more natural the impressive conception of
the inward wolhurela, ‘the kingdom of Heaven within,’ at
the close of Book IX. 592B & odpard .. rapddetypa
dvakerar T¢ Povhouéve Opav kal Spdrre éavrdv xatouxilew.
Also in 1X. 588 E the words xai ra wepl Tov Adovra serve to
make less abrupt the introduction of the serpent element—
70 dpeddes (ib. 590 B).

Other instances of Plato’s love of climax and gradation
are the elaborate account of the misery of the tyrant in
IX. 576-588, and the demonstration of the unreality of
poetry in x. 598, 599. (Cp. the treatment of Pleasure in
the Philebus.)

3. Cumulative illustration. The effect of liveliness and § 64.
also of fertility of conception is often produced by the
substitution of one illustration for another before there
has been time for the first to'be applied. Thus in the
quick succession of examples with which Socrates poses
Polemarchus, after showing that the just man is inferior to
the draught-player as a partner in draughts, to the builder
in the laying of bricks, &c., instead of simply asking, ‘to
whom then is he superior, and in what?’ he brings in
a fresh example at the moment of asking.
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L 333 B &AX’ els tlva 3% kowwvlay 6 dlxatos duelvov xowwvds
100 xibapiorixod, domep 8 xibapioTids oD dikalov els xpoupdrwr ;
Cp. Theaet. 147 A where in showing the absurdity of the
definition of wnAds—mnAés & 7@y xvrpéwr xai TAds & TGV
Invonhafdy xai mnAds 6 T&v wAwbovpyérv—an unexpected
addition is made to it,—elre 8 Tdv xopowhadiv mwpochévres, eire
&Ny GvTivevedr dnuiovpyy.

So in IV. 421 A—where he has been arguing from the
examples of the husbandman and potter that the life of
the guardians must be arranged so as to secure their
devotion to their proper work,—instead of proceeding to
say that this is the more necessary in proportion to the
high importance of their function, he suddenly introduces
to our notice the class of ‘botchers,’ whose work is the
least important of all :—vevpoppdgpor ydp ¢adrot yevduevor,
K.T.A.

Hence it is probable that in V. 479 B—rois év Tals éorid-
geow, k.r.A\.—there are fwo illustrations and not one only.
See note in loco.

4. Irony and Litotes. The tendency to under-statement,
which in Thucydides and elsewhere renders odx #ooor=
paAdor and the like, is strengthened by the peculiar irony
of Plato. In a few places this irony has been a cause of
obscurity, e. g.—

() 1. 337 C dXho 7 olw, &Pn, kal oV ofrw moujoes; I
suppose, then, that is what you mean to do?’

1V. 423 C-E ¢addov . . . ¢pavAdrepor . . . patAa.

V. 451 A &ote € pe mapapvlel.

VIL 529 A oix dyevwés (cp. Phaedr. 264 B).

It gives rise to doubt about o? wdwv, i) wdvv 1, &c. See
above, p. 209 8.

0bs—The alternation between irony and seriousness, which
Plato sometimes introduces with marked, effect, has also given rise
to misapprehension.

1. 344 E éyd yap oluas, &pn 6 Opacipayos, Touri @\ws Exew. “Eoikas,
v & éya.  (See note in loco.)
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(6) The constant insertion of qualifying phrases, to avoid
the appearance of dogmatism, belongs to the same
tendency. To this may be referred the frequent use of
Tdy’ &v, bs &mos elmeiv, els 76 duvardy, dv ui) waca dvdykn, €els -
8aov &déxerar, and VIL 527 A kal ouikpd.

(¢) Ironical collocation of words (wapd mposdoxiav) II. 373 A
éraipar kal wéppara. (See note on I 373 B Onpevral.)

5. Recurring phrases.

Besides the qualifying expressions mentioned in the last
paragraph, Plato employs certain recurring phrases or fagons
de parler, partly (a) to maintain the resemblance to ordinary
conversation, and partly () to keep before the mind the
pervading antithesis between the actual and the ideal.

(a) Of the former sort are dpa &v iy, vis pnxavi); 7o
Aeyduevow, wdoy Téxvy, €l pi adikd, e i T (sc. &Aho), el i
o xeledews, and the ‘pronominal’. phrases noticed above,
p. 196 ().

The frequent use of & daiudvie, & Gavpdote, & mpds Auds,
&c. marks the rising interest of the discussion. See esp.
IX. 574 B dvrexopévor ) kal paxopévov, & Oavpdaie, yéporrds
Te kal ypads, x.T.A. A similar effect is produced by the
repetition of 7 & 8s in the course of a reported speech.
Cp. é¢n Aéywr in Herodotus.

(6) To the latter motive,—the contrast of actual and
ideal,—is to be ascribed the constant use of doxdv, Aeydpevos,
kahoUpevos, Sofalduevos elvas, olduevos (1. 336 A, IIL. 395 D
&c.): also of moioduevos="*esteemed ’ in VI. 498 A, VIL 538 C,
—where see notes. Special uses of ofros, éxeivos, 83,
&vdde, éketl, viv (VI. 489 C Tobs vy moMurikods dpxovras) are
grounded on the same antithesis.

6. Tautology and Repetition. § 66.

(a) Plato is not in the least afraid of repeating the same
word and often does so accidentally in the same passage
with a difference of meaning. This happens very frequently
with 3okeiy, 8dfa, and other words which have both a verna-
cular and a philosophical sense. Especially noticeable are :
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III. 415C ... wpooijkovoay Tyl &wodovres .. . Tyujoavres :
where H. Richards would read rijoavres {xar’ &flav).

V. 449 D dAAns dmlapBdres moAirelas, ¢ You are taking up
another form of State,) with V. 450 A émihaBduevol pov,
¢ taking me up,’ i. e. ‘checking my discourse’ immediately
following.

VIII. 546 D d&pxovres . . . xaracmjoovrat, ‘rulers will be
appointed ’ (passive).

Ibid. karacrijoovrar . . . Tovs dplovovs, ‘they will appoint
the best men to be their rulers’ (middle voice).

Cp. Laws VIIL. 840 E, 841 A riva 3) ovuBovAedes avrots
tlfecOar vopov, ddv & vy Tibéuevos alrovs éxgvyp; where
tl0ecbas is middle, and Ti0éuevos passive.

For Rep. VIIL. 547 E &mAobs . . . &mhovorépovs see note
in loco.

Obs—There are limits to this as to other anomalies and it is
very improbable that in vi. 499 E ff. d\)olav . . . 86€av should mean,
first, ‘a different opinion from what they now have’ and then
‘a different opinion from that which we maintain,’ or that in
X. 601 D, E 100 xpbpevoy . . . dyyehov yiyveobar 7§ womry ola dyadd
f xaxd wowel ... ¢ xpfirar olov alAqris . .. mepi T@V adAéw . . . ém-
Tdfes olovs 3¢l moiely, the words ola dyada # xaxd mowi ... xpiras
should mean ¢ what tke instrument does well or ill,” and not ¢ what
specimens of the instrument ke maker makes well or ill.

(¢) On the other hand the language is varied without
apparent reason.
VIL. 530E é&fjixov . . . d¢rjxew and often elsewhere.

XIV. Order of Words.

(Cp. Digest, §% 287-311.)

The freedom of conversation allows of great variety in
the order of words, and Plato has used this liberty for
purposes of effect, sometimes putting words to the front to
give importance to them, sometimes reserving a surprise,
and sometimes merely avoiding harsh collocations. Thus
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unusual order is employed (1) for emphasis, (2) for euphony,
or (3) for both together. (The general rule that the more
emphatic notion stands firs? in Greek—not /as¢, as often in
English—of course holds in Plato as in other writers.)

1. (@) A phrase is rendered more emphatic by separating
the words of which it is composed and placing unemphatic
words between. (Phaedr 247 B dxpav . . . &yida.)

1. 339 E &pa Tdre . . . obk dvayxaior ouuBalvew admd olrwol
dlxaiov elvar woiely Tobvarrior §) § oV Aéyes (see note in loco).

VI. 492 A éav wi ms adr) Bonbrjoas Bedv Tix1.

VL. 499 C mé\eds Tis dvdyxn dmpuekndijvar,

IX. 572 B xai wéw dokodaw Nudy évlows perpios elvat.

IX. 582C dnd ye Tol Tipdodas, oldy éori, mdvres Tis Hdorijs Eumetpor
(i. e. mdvres Eumepos Tijs ye awd Tod Typdcbar Ndovis, oldv éoTi).

(4) In order to bring an emphatic notion into prominence,
a relative, interrogative, or negative word is postponed.

IL. 363 A Tois dolois & paot feods diddvar.

I1. 377 E 8 1€ ab Kpdvos &s éripwprjoaro.

III. 390 B péros &ypnyopbs & ¢BovAedoaro.

II1. 413 C 1obto &s moréov.

IV. 437 D olov diya dovi 8iya dpd ye, x.T.A., where the inver-
sion has led to an error of punctuation (see v. rr.).

V. 453 D ob p& tdv Ala, &pn, od yap edxdAe Eowkev (=obd yap
€0kdrg Eoikev, of, pa Tov Ala).

2. Euphony. § 68.

(@) The interlacing of clauses has sometimes no obvious
motive except a more euphonious rhythm.

IIL. 396 C & uév pot dokei, v &' &yd, pérpios dmip.
~ Phaedo 99 C 1y 8¢ Tob ds olév Te BékmioTa alrd Tebijvar dvvapw
olrw viv ketobas,

(4) A special case is the displacement of adverbs through
the adherence of the preposition to its noun. (See Vahlen
on Ar. Poet. 1457 A, 31 u3 ék anuawdvrwy :  quae collocatio
et apud Ar. ipsum multa habet exz., et apud alios.’)

Cp. Herod. 11. 27 xdpra énd Oeppdv xwpéwy: Dem. de Cor.
§ 288 ds map’ olkerordro.
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II1. 391 D dppnoar odrws énl 8ewds Gpmayds.

VI. 492 A pd) & wpooyoloy,.

IX. 590 A wokd éni Beworépy SNéfpy. .

3. Both emphasis and euphony seem to be consulted in
the displacement or trajection of a?, 7o, xa.

(2) The habitual postponement of a? to the negative at
once emphasizes the negation, and, in the case of oix a?,
avoids an undesirable hiatus. The use of uy a¥ probably
follows the other idiom by assimilation.

IIL. 393 D lwa 8& uy elmns, 67 odx ad pavfdvers.

IV. 442 A 8 mypijoerov pi) . . . moAY kai loyupdy yevduevoy odx
ad d adrod mpdrm.

VI. 499 D Tois 8¢ moAois . . . 8Tt obx ad Boxel, épeis;

Cp. Theaet. 161 A olei . . . épelv @s odx ad éxes ofrw radra.

Crat. 391 C &\’ €l pY) ol o Tadra dpéoxer, k.T.A.

Aristoph. Pax 281 7 &1t ; pév odx ad Ppépers ;

A7 comes even between the preposition and the noun:

II. 371 D 7ols 8¢ dvrl ad dpyvplov.

IX. 577 B kal év al Tols dnpooiois xwdivors.

() An emphatic 8y is placed foremost although in

meaning really attached to a word from which it is thus:

separated. In some cases this arrangement avoidscacophony.

V. 452 B &AN’ kal 980 1as mpeaBurépas.

VIL 531 E dA\a 18, elmov, [ol] pi duvarol Tiwes (s. Tuwvos)
dvres, ..\, (avoiding uy 7on).

(¢) Similarly xal is sometimes separated (¥mepBdrws) from
its word.

V. 470 B, C Gpa 37 xai €l 1d8¢ mwpds Tpdmov Aéyw.

[V1. 500 A 7}, kal éav odrw Oedvrai, x.7.A. (joining xai offrw,
but see note in loco and supra, p. 200 t).]

In 1X. 573 D robro ob Kai éuoi épels, kai although joined
to éuoi really emphasizes both pronouns.

Cp. Laws I11. 680 A IToAreias dé ye 1dn xai tpdmos dori Tis
obros.

It is sometimes postponed together with the interroga-
tive, though belonging to the whole sentence.
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IX. 571 C Aéyeis 8¢ xai lvas ... ravras (i. €. rivas xal Aéyeis) ;

Cp. Hdt. viIL. 89, § 1 dAlyor 8¢ rives xal ‘EANjywr, where
xal belonging to the whole clause is attracted by the
emphasis to ‘EAMjvwr.  See also ib. IIL 36, § 4 b xal duol
ToAnGs ovpPBovAede.

(d) dAAa . . . &jf are widely separated in V. 467 D &\\a ydp,
Pricoper, kal mapa ddfav woAAA moAAois 8% Eyévero.

(¢) Observe the position of Te in Aéyewr Adyov Tein V. 472 A,
according to Par. A, and of uév in VI. 508 E, but see notes
in locis.

4. Words introduced 8.d péoov by an afterthought may
sometimes disturb the order of the sentence.

IV. 425 E &omep Tods xduvorrds Te kal odx E0éhovras dmwd dxo-
Aacias éxPBijvar wovmpds Sairns, where the position of ¥md
drolaclas belongs to the whole phrase oix é0éhovras éxBijvar.

V. 467 C kal odx &fiov xuwddvov (see note in loco).

5. Parenthetical words are introduced sometimes before
an enclitic, sometimes between a preposition and its case.

1. 337 E ©és yap &v . . . & BéATiore, Tis k.T.A.

VIIL 564 A & oluat Tiis drpordrns éhevlepias.

So in Phaedr. 227 B odx &v ole, k.7.A. the parenthetical
word divides d» from the verb.

N.B.—All these peculiarities of rhythmical arrangement
become more marked in the later dialogues, especially the
Timaeus and Laws.

XV. Grammatical irregularities considered in relation § 7o.
to the text.

It will probably be objected that in these remarks too
little account has been taken of the alterations introduced by
recent editors into the Platonic text. The emendations of
Cobet, Madvig, Badham, and W. H. Thompson are mani-
festly deserving of attention. But before adopting them
wholesale, or even to thelextent to which they were embodied
in the fourth Ziirich edition, several considerations should be
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carefully weighed. (1) The balance of anterior probability
is against the best founded conjecture when this is opposed
to the consent of the MSS. (2) How few of the changes
confidently proposed by Schleiermacher, van Heusde, Ast,
Heindorf, and K. F. Hermann, are at this moment accepted
as certain! (3) In the last resort the context must decide.
But in judging of the context, it is not enough to be well
skilled in grammar and logic, or in the law of parsimony
that presides over a terse literary style. The special
conditions of Attic dialogue should be taken into account,
and, as these are chiefly to be learned from Plato, some
such synoptical survey as has been here attempted is
required to assist the student in comparing Plato with
himself. If the result of such an endeavour, based on the
traditional text, is to bring out a series of phenomena
which to those who are intimately acquainted with Greek
and with the nature of language commend themselves even
in their irregularities as #afural and consistent, it follows
that the number of places in which conjecture is found
necessary will be considerably reduced. If, on the con-
trary, the redundancies and anomalies to which reference
has been made are to be regarded as unworthy of the
great stylist and dialectician, and the acknowledgement of
them inconsistent with true reverence for him, the process
of conjectural emendation, precarious as it is at best, must
be largely extended before all such unsightlinesses can be
removed. And should this labour be completed, the doubt
may ultimately recur whether Plato’s image has not
suffered like that of the great English poet, whose bust
(according to Sir Henry Taylor) was ‘sadly smoothed
away into nothingness at the instance of some country
neighbour of Wordsworth’s, whose notions of refinement
could not be satisfied without the obliteration of every-
thing that was characteristic and true.’

There is an extreme to be avoided in both directions,
and rational critics will probably be found to admit that
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the distinction between what is sound and unsound often
turns upon a question of degree. There are emendations
which secure acceptance by their convincing quality—
which ‘ jump to the eyes’ of the reader as well as of the
emender at the first flash. Such is Schneider’s éripa pa-
Awra for &n pdhiora in Rep. VIIL 554 B, such is Geer’s
wawoly for waow in VI. 494 B, and Mr. Archer Hind's év 7¢
uépe for énl 7@y év uéper Theaet. 1goC. There are others
of which a high degree of probability may be safely predi-
cated, such as van Prinsterer’s éxdoras for ékaoros (v. r.
éxdarore) in VI. 493 B. Such simple changes as wdvrwv for
wdvros (V1. 497 D), karnkde for karixoos (VI. 499 B), & &’ ad,
76 for 6 & adrd (VIIL. 547 B), when they have the effect of
restoring a smooth and idiomatic context, may be accepted
without cavil. The transposition of xaipwv xal in III. 401 E
(based on a reference in Aristotle—but cp. Laws VI. 751 D)
although supported by the similar syllables in dvoxepaivwy,
and even Graser’s t{ olduefa in IX. 581 D can only be
regarded as highly probable (the same may be said of
doo. for Gowy in VII. 534 A, olkelov évdvros for olxelov éxovtos
in IX. 590 D, airdxeipos for adrdxepas in X. 615C), and there
is good reason for rejecting the seemingly simple altera-
tion of 3:ddvres to ddovres (II. 365 D)2, and that of BAdye to
BAdyew (a MS. emendation) in the preceding context, II.
364 C. Madvig’s ingenious conjecture in X. 608 A, dodueba
for aloOdueda, may well appear convincing at first sight. It
gets rid of a non-classical form; it merely presupposes
the miswriting of COO for CO; and it seems naturally
enough to echo émddovres in the sentence imnmediately
preceding. But on closer inspection, the use of & odv
requires the resumption not of what immediately precedes

(with only edAaBodpevor ... Tov Tév WoOAAGY épwta coming
between) but of the main apodosis answering to the words
in the comparison, dowep . . . Blg péy, Spws d¢ améxorrar.

’,Although supported by the v. r. &3ouévov (Ven. I) for gdouévov in
1r. 398 p. But there is no reason for assuming corruption. See note in loco.

VOL. II. S
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S §

Either a¢efdueba, therefore, or some equivalent word, and
not godpeda, is what the context requires.

Accretions consequent on the admission of glosses into
the text, are a form of corruption to which all classical
writers! are liable. The assumption of such alteration
has been of late extensively applied to Plato. It is
supported by such manifest instances as Theaet. 190C,
Rep. 1X. 580D, and it cannot be denied to have a legiti-
mate place, although the condition- of some dialogues,
such as the Phaedo and Cratylus, is found in point of fact
to give more scope for it than is the case with others.
But the editors who, after the manner of Hirschig, have
bracketed or excised every phrase that could not conveni-
ently be tied upon the trellis-work “of logic, should be
asked to pause and consider whether these ‘ overgrowths’
do not belong to the native exuberance of the Athenian
language in its times of leisure (Theaet. 172C, D). Their
ideal of trimness seems too like that of the old English
(or Dutch) gardener—

¢ Go thou, and like an executioner,

Cut off the heads of too fast growing sprays,
That look too lofty in our commonwealth.
All must be even in our government?.’

But, it will be said, some superfluous clauses in the
Republic are omitted in Par. A, the earliest and most
authoritative MS. This is perfectly true, but, before
drawing conclusions from the fact, it is right to under-
stand the nature and extent of it. First, then, account
should be taken of the observation, which is easily verified,
that in most of these instances there is present either
‘homoeoteleuton ’ or some other condition slippery for
scribes ; e. g.—

1L 358 A Yréyerar [ddixla 1) émaweitar].

360 A tiv dyyéAwy yevéobar [tév mapa Tov BaciAéa, add.

in mg.].
1 See especially Hdt. iv. 127, § 5.
* Shakespeare, Richard 11, iii. 4, 33-36.
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11. 364 A 7) cwpooirm [re kal dixatoTivy].

366 A al rekeral [ad péya Svvavrai).

367 C Yéyew [@ANG 10 dokelv add. in mg.] with dAAa 73
doketv in preceding line.

373 A [xal Ty mowkihiav], xal xpvody, k.T.A.

» E [xai l8lg xal dnuociy] xaxd ylyverar add. in mg.

376 C [$\éoopor] kal dthopadi.

378 C rowatra [Aextéa].

379 A v 7€ 15 adrdv &y Emeor mouy) [Edv Te &v péheowv] ddv
e &v Tpayedia.

This argument is greatly strengthened by considering
the omissions in Ven. II, also due to homoeoteleuton, or in
some cases to the dropping of a line. See E. on Text,
pPp. 103, 104.

Secondly, it is by no means an indifferent circumstance § 72.
that these omissions all come within a certain limited
space in the Republic. We should have to search far in
order to gather an equal number from elsewhere, and those
which do occur in the later portions of the dialogue for
the most part involve the loss of indispensable words, and
are to be accounted for by the accidental dropping of
a line.

Thirdly, that some of them at least were the errors of
a scribe appears from the omitted words being supplied in
the margin by the diorthotes, either from the archetype of
A or from another MS. And it should be observed that
.the words bracketed are 7of in every case superfluous. It
would be rash to cancel a¥ péya ddvavra: (11. 366 A), though
they had been omitted in more MSS. than one, and the
clause dAAa 76 dokeiv (ib. 367 C) would have to be supplied
if it had been omitted by all the scribes. But if these
omissions are due to the copyists, the others can not be
assumed not to be so. And the redundance, even where
indisputable, has been shown to be not inconsistent with
the manner of Plato. The case of 1X. 580D where A
reads 70 Aoyiorikdy dé€erar, and another MS. (Par. K) Aoyio-

s2



260 On Plato's use of Language.

Tikoy émibupnricdy Oupixdy déferar, for the simple déferar,
stands on a different footing (see note in loco), and it may
be admitted that a somewhat similar corruption may
have crept into VII. 533 E 8 av udvov dnhot mpos Ty Efw
cadnuela & Aéyee &v Yuxn, though the interpolation is here
less manifest and correction consequently more difficult,
if not impossible. The whole sentence is omitted in
Ven. E. (E. on Text, pp. 112, 113.)

PART II.
PLATONIC DICTION.

i. NEw DERIVATIVES AND COMPOUNDS,
ii. SELECTION AND USE oF WORDS.
iii. PHiLosoPHICAL TERMINOLOGY.

Plato’s vocabulary is that of highly educated Athenians
of the fourth century B.C., enriched with special elements
derived (a) from the Socratic love of homely illustration,
(6) from poetic and other literature, in the way of quota-
tion, adaptation, imitation, and allusion, (¢) from the
innovations of the Sophists, both rhetorical and eristic, and
(d) from habits of speech fostered within the Academy as
a philosophical school.

i. New Derivatives and Compounds.

The restrictive or selective tendency of Attic Greek,
reserving one word for one idea, and rejecting many
synonyms, has been repeatedly illustrated .

‘No Attic writer would have used it (Ed¢pdry) for i :
but not only does it occur in Herodotus more frequently
than the soberer term, but even a scientific writer like
Hippocrates employs it. Again, if we compare the usage
of wdhos and kAfjpos, it will be seen that the more picturesque
of the two words has in all Attic, but that of Tragedy,

! See Rutherford, New Phrynichus, pp. 13 ff.
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been ousted by the colourless term, though in Ionic prose
the former remained the commoner.’

The converse or complementary tendency, to have
a word for everything and to invent new terms to express
novel distinctions, has been less observed. Yet in com-
paring Plato’s language with that of Thucydides or Anti-
phon, or the tragic poets, or even Lysias or Isocrates, it is
impossible not to be aware that the discarding of picturesque
or ‘coloured’ synonyms was accompanied with the in-
vention of many novelties in the expression of abstract
notions. This increasing copiousness, forming part of the
improvement and development of prose-writing, is of
unquestionable significance, and exercised a marked influence
on all the subsequent literature.

Plato himself remarks on the introduction of new-fangled
terms by Protagoras and others !, and on Prodicus’ affected
love of minute verbal distinctions. He himself might have
been asked by a malicious questioner why he should
employ dwaidris and Siapopémms when such old friends as
duwkatootrn and Siaopd were available. The answer is that
similar changes were multiplying on every side, and had
become a part of the natural medium of cultivated ex-
pression. ¢ Correct’ writers like Isocrates might be sparing
in their use, but the extent to which they had found their
way into general currency may be estimated from Xeno-
phon. Awaidrys, for example, is one of a large number of
derivative words that are found in Plato and Xenophon,
and #n no earlier writer.

A few others, of which the same remark is true, may be § 2.
cited here in passing. To name them all would occupy
more space than can be fitly given to a mere collateral
illustration.

dvdpeikerov dpeémros
ametpokaiia dvvmdoraros
avvrodnoia avidoipos

1 ’Oploéneic yé Tis . . . kal dAAa woAAQ xal kaAa Phaedr. 267 c.
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afioprnudvevros Svrwnéouat
amarnTinds (puewdns
dmethnTicds ' edaywyds
&moppgfupeiv Oepamevrijs
&dnraworos Bvpoedis
bueraoTpenti {Siorela
BaAiavrioropeiy xndearis
BAaxikds kvBeprmTiKds
BovAevrixds Aixreia
yevetdokw JeydAelos
yeddns fevayéw
Samaimpds madorpopia
Snunyoptxds Texvimns
Sievrpivéopat

Some doubt is thrown on the whole inquiry, because it
is necessarily limited to the extant remains of Greek
literature. It is impossible to trace the steps by which the
change referred to was gradually realized. But the following
list of derivative and compound words which are found in
Plato and in no earlier writer ! may serve roughly to indi-
cate the general fact that in the time of Plato a large class
of words had recently come into use (he may even have
added to the number) to express abstract notions of various
kinds. This effervescence of language is naturally corre-
lated to the stir and eager alacrity of thought which the
Sophists set in motion and to which Socrates himself con-
tributed. We may trace the beginnings of it in Antiphon’s
use of such derivative words as ptapla, alriasts, Biatdrys 2. It
would be interesting, were it only possible, to ascertain how
far the language of Democritus or of Hippocrates had
advanced in this direction. But Democritus is too often
paraphrased by those who quote him, and the works ascribed

! It has been assumed for the purpose of this Eséay that the first occur-
rence of a word in Greek literature is pretty sure to have been noted in the
edition of Stephanus’ Thesaurus by Dindorf and others.

2 Or, to go further back, in the use of dnopia by Herodotus 1v. 134.
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to Hippocrates are of doubtful authenticity. For this
reason no account is taken here of many words which are
common to Plato and Hippocrates, or the Pseudo-Hippo-
crates. Where a word recurs in later writers, I have added
the names of those by whom ‘it is used. The influence of
Plato on the subsequent usage is often apparent.

(@) New Derivatives.
a. Substantives in

-€d 1 —
énpémera Rep. 465 C: Aristot., Athenaeus.
anpoprfeia Lach. 197 B: Josephus.
dcapeia Rep. 478 C: Plutarch : Dionys. Hal.
ayeideia Rep. 485 C: Aristotle.
etpabeia Rep. 490 C: Callimachus.
védfeia Phaedr. 235 D, Theaet. 195 ¢ : Lucian.
dpfoémeia (due to Protagoras) Phaedr. 267 C: Dionys. Hal.
¢iropdfea Rep. 499 E, Tim. go B: Plut., Strabo.

-€la I —

yonreia Rep. 584 A: Diodor., Lucian, Dio C.

é0ehodovAeia Symp. 184 C: Lucian.

elpovela Rep. 337 A: Aristot., Plut.,, Dionys. Hal.

émrpomela Phaedr. 239 E (émrponia (sic) occurs in a frag-
ment of Lysias): Dionys. Hal.

xohaxela Gorg. 463, 465, Rep. 590 B: Dem., Lucian.

mpomadela Rep. 536 D: Clem. Alex.

la—
dBeArepia Theaet. 174 C, Symp: 198 D: Aristot., Plut.
&bepamevala Rep. 443 A : Diodor., Polyb.
drapia Symp. 182 A: Dem., Aristot.
dAAnAogbopia Prot. 321 A: Joseph., Dionys. Hal.
dAodofla (-éw) Theaet. 189 B: Dio C.
dperernala Phaedr. 275 A, Theaet. 153 B: Philo.
aperpla Rep. 486 D : Lucian, Plut.
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avaloyla Rep. 534 A. Frequent in later Greek.
dvappooria Phaedo 93 C: Lucian, Plut.
dnepyacia Prot. 312 D: Plut.
éppevwnia Symp. 192 A: Zeno Stoic.
dppvbula Rep. 401 A : Lucian.
dovpperpla Gorg. 525 A: Aristot., Theophr.
Baoxavla Phaedo g5 B: Aristot., Philo.
Bwpoloxia Rep. 606 C: Aristot., Plut. |
yvyavropayxla Rep. 378 C: Plut., Diodor. ) 1
yvopohoyia Phaedr. 267 C: Aristot., Plut.
yvpvacla Theaet. 169 C: Aristot., Dionys. Hal,, Dio C.,
Polybius. !
*elkovooyia Phaedr. 267 C, 269 A. ‘
é\eewoloyla Phaedr. 272 A: Schol. in Sophocl.
ebBvwpla Rep. 436 E: Aristot., Plut.
Beoroyla Rep. 379 A: Aristot. Meteor., Theodoret.
looppowia Phaedo 109 A : Plut.
iorovpyla Symp. 197 A : Theophr.
xndepovia Rep. 463D : Dio C., Philo.
pakpooyla Prot. 335 B, Gorg. 449 C: Aristot.
peyahavyla Lys. 206 A, Theaet. 174D : Plut.
peromoila Symp. 187 D: Aristot.
perewpoloyia Phaedr. 270 A : Plut.
woeavfpomia Phaedo 89 D: Dem., Stobaeus.
pooloyla Phaedo 89 D: Plut.
*pexpoavAla Rep. 469 E.
vogorpopia Rep. 407 B: Aelian.
olketompayla Rep. 434 C: Porphyr., Stobaeus.
olkopfopla Phaedo 82 C: Plut.
*3Auyoyovia Prot. 321 B.
onodofia Rep. 433 C: Aristot., Olympiod.
nadepacria (-éw) Symp. 181 C: Plut., Athen., Lucian (the
verb only).
mawdoyovia Symp. 208 E: Heliod., Theodoret.
mapapvfia Phaedo 70 B, Rep. 450D, al.: Plut., Longin.

* Words marked with an asterisk are found in Plato only.
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mbavoroyia Theaet. 163 A: Euseb., Phot., St. Paul.

mohvyovla Prot. 321 B: Aristot., Plut., Galen.

wodvedia Rep. 580 D: Cyrill. Alex.

wohvyopdia Rep. 399 C: Plut., Athen.

payedia Ion 533 B, Tim. 21 B: Aristot., Athen., Lucian, &c.

oxwaypapia Phaedo 69 B, Rep. 365 C: Aristot., Euseb.

ovupwvle Crat. 405D, al.: Aristot., Plut.

ovvroula Phaedr. 267 B: Aristot., Diodor., Dionys. Hal.

¢avracia Theaet. 161 E, al.: Aristot., Plut.

¢ikepaoria (-fs) Symp. 213 D : Aristaen. (-ia), Aristot. (-ijs).

phoyvprastia (-éw, -ikds) Symp. 182 C, al.: Athen., Plut.
(verb only).

Yyvxaywyia Phaedr. 261 A, 271 C: Plut., Polyb., Lucian.

-wov (Diminutives) :— §5
fmparloxioy Theaet. 180 A : Theodoret., Themist. ap.
Budaeum.
oxoAv0pioy Euthyd. 278 B: Pollux.
rexviov Rep. 495 D: Athen., Dio C.
rexrvdpiov Rep. 475 E: Clem. Alex.
Yvxdpiov Rep. 519 A, Theaet. 195 A : Julian, Lucian, Galen.

-pa (neut.) :—
alrpa Rep. 566 B: Aristot., Dionys. Hal,, Plut., Lucian.
dupioBimua Theaet. 158 B: Plut.
*dvahdyiopa Theaet. 186 C.
*ameixaopa Crat. 402D, 420C.
amoBAdoryua Symp. 208 B: Theophr.
&mordynpa Crat. 436 C: Plut.
andomaopa Phaedo 113 B: Galen. ‘
*apopolwpa Rep. 395 B.
duaxdvmua Theaet. 175 E: Aristot.
dvoxépaopa Phileb. 44 D: Suidas.
*xaprépnua Meno 88 C.
xowdvnua Rep. 333 A: Aristot., Plut.
ximua Rep. 461 C: Aristot., Plut., Galen,
*Nijpnua Gorg. 486 C.
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pvfordynua Phaedr. 229 C: Plut., Lucian.
veav((ox)evpa Rep. 390 A : Lucian.
ouordynpa Phaedo 93 D, al.
*pepimrwpa Prot. 345 B.
mpdopnua Charm. 164 E, Phaedr. 238B Plut.
*sxiaypagnua Theaet. 208 E.
xewpovpynua Gorg. 450 B : Dionys. Hal.
-pés :—
Badiopcs Charm. 160 C, al.
vewtepiopuds Rep. 422 A, al. : Plut,, Lucian.
opadacuds Rep. 579 E: Eustath.
aoxnuariopds Rep. 425 B, 494 D : Plut.
xwptopds Phaedo 67 D : Theophr., Plut.
-ms (fem.):—
a0Adrys Rep. 545 B, al. : Plut.
&\orpudrns Symp. 197 C : Dem., Plut. y
anadrys Phaedo 74 B: Aristot.
avopardms Tim. 57 E, al.: Plut.
diagpopdrns Theaet. 209 A, Rep. 587 E, Parm. 141 B, C:

Stobaeus.

érepordrns Parm. 160 D : Eustath.
paraxdrs Theaet. 186 B, Rep. 523 E: Plut.
dAiydrns Theaet. 158 D, Rep. 591 E: Aristot., Theophr.
duardrys Tim. 57 E: Aristot., Plut.
mbavdrys Crat. 402 A : Aristot., Plut., Philo, Polyb.
wowdrns Theaet. 182 A: Aristot.,, Hermog.
otpoyyvAdrns Meno 73 E: Aristot., Theophr.
aoxpdrys Rep. 474 E : Aristot., Plut., Lucian.
-oim —
dA\Norpompaypoovvy Rep. 444 B: Proclus.
¢Pthompaynooiyy Rep. 549 C: Dem., Pollux, Strabo.
-ong i—
&A\oiwais Rep. 454 C: Aristot.,, M. Aurel., Theodoret.
avadvois Euthyd. 302 E : Theophr., Plut.
*qvopolwars Theaet. 166 B.
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avriBoAnois Symp. 183 A : Themist.
andpaois Crat. 426 D: Aristot., Themist.
alAnais Prot. 327 B: Aristot., Stobaeus.
diaxdounos Symp. 209 A : Plut.
dujynows Phaedr. 246 A : Aristot., Hermog., Polyb.
*mmiotwos Phaedr. 266 E.
evdoxiunois Rep. 358 A, 363 A : Themist., Phot., Lucian.
nndxnais Phaedr. 246 B : Philostr., Philo, Dio Chrys.
ldrpevais Rep. 357 C: Aristot.
dlwots Rep. 462 B : Plut.
tdpvois Rep. 427 B: Plut., Strabo.
xaprépnots Symp. 220 A : Musonius ap. Stob.
xardhewyis Phaedr. 257E: C. 1. 4369 : Hesych.
xiAnais Euthyd. 290 A, Rep. 601 B: Plut., Phot., Lucian,
Diog. Laert., Porphyr.
xoipnais Symp. 183 A : Josephus, Sirach.
xdhaois Apol. 26 A, Prot. 323E, al.: Aristot., Theophr., Plut.
kdopnois Gorg. 504D : Aristot., Plut., Dionys. Alex. ap.
Euseb.
xtmots Menex. 238 A, Polit. 274 A : Plut., Eustath., Galen.
perdAnpyns Theaet. 173 B, Rep..539 D, Parm. 131 A:
Aristot., Plut., Polyb.
*uerdoxeois Phaedo 101 C.
*uerolknaus Apol. 40 C, Phaedo 117 C.
*pounois Crat. 411 D.
opoiwors Theaet. 176 B, Rep. 454 C: Aristot., Theophr.,
Ep. of James.
doppnois Phaedo 111 B, Theaet. 156 B: Aristot., Theophr.,
Galen.
moAamhaciwois Rep. 587 E: Aristot., Iambl. ap. Stob.
*mpoijobnots Rep. 584 C.
*mpoAvmnos Rep. 584 C.
*mpdaefis Rep. 407 B. Def.
mpdoAnyris Theaet. 210 A : Plut., Diog. L., St. Paul.
wrdnois Prot. 310 D, Symp. 206 D, Crat. 404 A: Aristot.,
Hesych., 1 Ep. Pet.
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wr@ais Rep. 604 C : Aristot., Plut., Lucian, &c.
piyes Rep. 378 D: Plut., Pollux.
avyxoipnois Phaedr. 255 E, Rep. 460B: Plut.,, Dio C.
*quunleais Crat. 427 A.
advayus Theaet. 195D, Tim. 40 C: Aristot., Plut., Suidas,
Porphyr.
avvepfis Rep. 460 A, Tim. 18 D : Dio C., Galen, Plotinus.
avvoyuis Rep. 537C, al.: Polyb., Pollux, Dionys. Hal., &c.
oxiois Phaedo 97 A, 101 C: Aristot, Theophr., Plut.
§ 8. -ms (masc.):—
*algOnmis Theaet. 160 D.
dvalwrijs Rep. 552 B,C: Dio C.
dnonAnpotis Rep. 620 E: Hierocl.,, Iambl., Plotinus.
dmoorepnmis Rep. 344 B: Antioch., Theophil. (Cp. Ar.
Nub. 730 &moorepnrpis.)
waykpariaoris Rep. 338 C, al. (C. .): Plut., Polyb., Lucian.
wmadevrjs Rep. 493 C: Plut., Polyb., Diog. L.
wapaokevaoris Gorg. 518C: Ep. regis Antigoni ad
Zenonem, Jo. Chrys.
wAdoms Rep. 588 c: Plut., Philo.
dournris Rep. 563 A : Theodoret., Eustath.
-TipLov :—
dikawwripiov Phaedr. 249 A : Philostr., Suidas, Hesych.
-y . —
wavromdAor Rep. 557 D: Plut., Jo. Chrys.
Verbals in -a or -n:—
dvfn Phaedr. 230 B: Theophr., Philostr., Aelian, Pollux.
ko\vpBifpa Rep. 453D : Diodor. Sic. ap. Athen., Galen,
Philostr.
*ueraorpodr Rep. 525 C, 532 B.
ovumhoxr Soph. 262 C: Aristot., Polyb., Lucian, Dionys. H.
§g. B Adjectivesin
Bys :—
dedns Phaedo 79 A, al.: Aristot., Theophr., Plut., Philo,
Dio C.
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dAmpuddns Rep. 470D : Plut., Pollux, Dio C.
Ovnroediis Phaedo 86 A : Plut., Julian.
xn¢nrédys Rep. 554 B: Cleomedes.
koAA&dns Crat. 427 B: Aristot.,, Theophr., Plut., Athen.,
Galen.
Aeovrddns Rep. 590 B: Aristot., Plut.
povoediis Phaedo 78 D, al.: Theophr., Polyb.
*seAnvddns Symp. 217 D.

-0 :—
aldvios Rep. 363D, al.: Diodor., Porphyr., Hebr., John,
Peter, Clem. Alex., Olympiod.

-xég i —
Gyavaxryricds Rep. 604 E : Clem. Alex., Aelian, Lucian.
&yopavoutkds Rep. 425 D: Aristot., Dionys. Hal,, Plut.

*&yopaorikds Crat. 408 A.
évalwrikds Rep. 558, 559 : Clem. Alex.
évarpentikds Rep. 389 D: Euseb., Pollux.
amepyaotixds Rep. 527 B: Diodor., Clem. Alex., Galen
aplBunricds Gorg. 453 E: Aristot., Plut.
apiotoxpatikds Rep. 587 D: Aristot., Plut,, Polyb., &c.
dorpovopixds Rep. 530 A : Theophr., Philo.
dorvvopkds Rep. 425D : Aristot.

*adAomorixds Euthyd. 289 C.
yewperpikds Rep. 546 C: Aristot., Plut., Athen.
dofaotixds Theaet. 207 C: Aristot.

*é\\ipevikds Rep. 425 D.
émbvpnricds Rep. 439 E: Aristot., Plut.
(ymricés Meno 81 D, Rep. 528 B: Philo, Photius.
nvioxikds Phaedr. 253 C: Philo, Eustath.
xohakevrikds Gorg. 464 C: Pollux, Lucian. .
xohakixds Gorg. 502 D, al.: Polyb. (superlative). -
Aoyoypagixds Phaedr. 264 B : Pollux, &c.

*Noyomoiixds Euthyd. 289 C.

*ueracrpentikds Rep. 525 A: Iambl. (uerarpenrixds).
perpnrikds Prot. 357 D. '

§ 10,
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wpnricds Rep. 395 A, al.: Aristot., Plut., Lucian.
*uiofwrixds Rep. 346 A.
pvlixds Phaedr. 265C: Plut., Athen., Dionys. Hal.
uvboroyixds Phaedo 61 B: Pollux.
vopoberikds Gorg. 464 C, al.: Aristot., Theodorus Metoch.
olkodopixds Charm. 170 C: Aristot., Theophr., Plut.
duovonriés Phaedr. 256 B, Rep. 554 E : Aristot.
wapaxerevarikds Euthyd. 283 B: Pollux.
wapaxAnrikés Rep. 523 D: Dionys. Hal. (-xés, Clem.
Alex., &c.).
werrevrikds Charm. 174 B, al.: Eustath.
morevrikds Gorg. 455 A: Aristot.
wopevikds Rep. 345D : Theocr., Opp., Galen.
*mpopwnmorids Theaet. 150 A.
mpootarikds Rep. 565 D: Plut., Polyb.
mukrikds Gorg. 456 D : Aristot., Plut.
*sap@dicds Ion 538 B.
*gelhnuicds Symp. 222 C.
omovdaorikds Rep. 452 E: Aristot., Plut.
agrarikds Charm. 166 B : Aristot., Strabo, Arrian.
aroxaotikds Gorg. 463 A: Aristot., Clem. Alex.
ovvonrids Rep. 537 C: Budaeus in Dionys. Areop.
_o¢evdornrixds Lach. 193 B: Schol. in Lyc. 633.
teheéaricds Phaedr. 248 D: Plut., Tetrab. in Ptolemaeum,
Budaeus.
d¢pavrikds Crat. 388 C: Avristot., Plut., Pollux, Aelian,
Theodoret. ‘
*$ihoyvuraarikds Rep. 456 A.
-Nds :—
ai(r)‘(vvrn)\o's' Charm. 160 E: Aristot., Plut.
-ps :—
aloxvvrypds Gorg. 487 B: Hesych.
70§ \—
*avapwnords Men. 87 B.
anrds Rep. 525 D : Aristot., Plut., Galen.
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*radevrds Prot. 324 B.
wapanwrés Meno 93 B: Plut.
*mapackevacrds Prot. 319 B, 324 A, C.
wAamrds Rep. 479 D: Hesych.
wpéxpiros Rep. 537 D: Aristot., Dio C.

wpoomoinros Lys. 222 A: Aristot.,, Dem., Dio C., Philo,

Dionys. Hal., &c.

okevaordés Rep. 510 A: Aristot., Theophr., Euseb.

orabunrds Charm. 154 B : Pollux, Suidas.
odomaoros Symp. 190 E: Athen., Pollux, Hesych.

y. Adverbs in
—wg i—
ayapévws ! Phaedo 89 A: Aristot.
dnapaxarinrws Euthyd. 294 D: Heliodorus.
*anralotws Theaet. 144 B.
*&umodilopévws ! Crat. 415 C.
*¢mbvunricés Phaedo 108 A.
*juaprnpévos ! Meno 88 E.
*xaprepovrrws ! Rep. 399B.
*uepehnuévws ! Prot. 344 B.
wmayiows Rep. 434 D: Aristot.
wapakwdvvevrikds Rep. 497 E: Longinus.
wapareraypévws 1 Rep. 399 B: Iamblichus.
wemhaouévws ! Rep. 485 D: Aristot.
" mpoamoujrws Theaet. 174 D: Dio C.
*svyypapikds Phaedo 102 D.
*y¢pavricds Crat. 388 C.
o

dyeraori Euthyd. 278 E: Plut., Lucian.

ayopnri Theaet. 144 B: Aristot., Themist., Lucian.

fii—

*wheovaxsi Rep. 477 A.
-0€ [ —

*undapdoe Rep. 499 A.

! From participles.

271
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-Kig i—

dprideis Parm. 144 A: Plut.

§13. 3. Verbsin

-alve :—

apadalve Rep. 535 E: Themist., Plotinus.
-elw ' —

yehacelw Phaedo 64 B: Damasc. ap. Suid., Euseb.
-€bw ;—

yvoparedw Rep. 516 E: Eustath., Philostratus.

yonreiw Phaedo 81 B: Plut., Lucian.

~éw, -dopar :—
dBovAéw Rep. 437 C: Plut., Dio C., Philo.
aloxpoloyéw Rep. 395E : Aristot., Diod. Sic.
dxpiBoroyéopar Rep. 340E, Crat. 415A: Dem Aeschin.,
Theophr., Dionys. Hal., Lucian.
&M orpiovopéw Theaet. 195 A : Dio C.
*avappooréw Rep. 462 A.
¢peaxniéw Rep. 545E: Lucian, Philo.
Aevxetpovéw Rep. 617 C: Herodian, Strabo.
perewpomopéw Phaedr. 246 C : Plotinus, Philostr., Aelian.
opodoféw Phaedo 83 D: Theophr., Strabo, Polyb.
madoomopéw Phaedr. 250 E: Aelian.
~mapaciréw Lach. 179 C: Diphilus ap. Athen., Plut.
rapixomrwiéw Charm. 163 B: Lucian..
tymhoroyéopar Rep. 545 E: Themist.
¢hoyvpvastén Prot. 342 C: Plut.,, Athen., Jambl.
¢ulorexrvéw Prot. 321 E: Epictetus, Athen., Aelian, Polyb.,
Diod.
§ 13. -Lw, -fopar:—
dnooropari(w Euthyd. 277 A: Aristot.,, Plut.,, Themist.,
Athen., St. Luke.
avfadlopar Apol. 34 D: Themist.
yapyaAilw Phaedr. 251 C: Clem. Alex.
*&fovaudw Apol. 22 C, al. (elsewhere -dw).
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émapdorepi(w Rep. 479 B: Aristot., Plut., Lucian.

peonufBpidlew Phaedr. 259 A: Porphyr.

rerpaywvi(w Theaet. 148 A, Rep. 527 A : Aristot., Pseudo-
Lucian.

YeAAl{opa: Gorg. 485 B: Aristot., Plut., Philostr., Heliodor.

-éw, -dopas : —
dvopodw Rep. 546 B: Themist.

(6) New Compounds. § 14.

a. Substantives :—

dvrloracdis Rep. 560 A: Aristot., Plut., Plotinus.
émdoloyos Rep. 614 B: Aristot., Plut., Aristid.
xAwomouds Rep. 596 E: Dem.
*xA\wovpyds Rep. 597 A.
avvorradds Phaedr. 248 C : Themist., lambl., Clem. Al
Phoxpyparioris Rep. 551 A: Pollux.
Yevdduaprvs Gorg. 472 B : Aristot., Athanas., Cyrill.,
Pollux.
B. Adjectives :—
dduardnros Soph. 238 C: Athen., Olympiod.
ddidgopos Phaedo 106 D: Dem., Plut., Aelian.
*a0eppos Phaedo 106 A.
dxevrpos Rep. 552 C: Plut., Philo, Athen.
dxpoogalijs Rep. 404 B: Plut., Hesych., Themist., Polyb.,
Clem. Al
apepris Theaet. 205 E: Aristot., Lucian, Plotinus.
apépioros Theaet. 205C: Aristot.,, Pollux, Hierocl., Clem.
Al, TIambl., Dionys. A.
dperdoraros Rep. 361 C: Plut,, Themist., Pollux.
dperdorpopos Rep. 620 E : Themist.
dvawpos Prot. 321 B: Aristot., Plut.
dvagjs Phaedr. 247 Cc: Plut., Lucian, Philo, Dionys. A.
&véyyvos Rep. 461 B: Plut., Dio C.
dvepéonros Symp. 195A: Aeschin.,, Plut., Lucian, Heliod.
dveféraoros Apol. 38 A: Aeschin., Dem., Plut., Themist.
VOL. II. T
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dvepudrioros Theaet. 144 A: Plut., Themist., Theodoret.,
Dio C.

dvopoloyovpevos Gorg. 495 A : Aristot.

avvmdleros Rep. 510 B: Aristot., Plut., Iambl.

dvérefpos Phaedo 88 B: Aristot., Theophr., Plut., Plo-
tinus, Lucian. ‘

*afioxotvdimros Rep. 371 E.

*&pparos Rep. 535C, Crat. 407 D.
dpriueris Rep. 536 B: Dio C., Themist.
dprirersis Phaedr. 251 A: Himer., Nonn.
aovpdwvos Rep. 402 D: Theophr., Plut., Lucian.
dovvleros Phaedo 78 C: Dem., Aristot., Theodor., Polyb.
doxnpdrioros Phaedr. 247 C: Plut., Plotin.
dodparos Phaedo 85 E: Aristot., Plut.
drnxros Phaedo 106 A : Aristot., Galen.
avdomods Rep. 399 D: Aristot., Plut., Galen.
&¢ppovpos Phaedr. 256 C: Aristot., Plut.

*&yvxros Phaedo 106 A. '

BpaxvAdyos Gorg. 449 C: Plut., Suid.
Bpaximopos Rep. 546 A : Plut., Philostr.
Bpaxvrpdxnhos Phaedr. 253 E: Aristot., Diodor.
dofdaogos Phaedr. 275 B: Aristot., Clem. Al

*3voyofjrevros Rep. 413 E.
dvadiepedvnros Rep. 432 C: Dio C., Themist.
dvarowdrmros Rep. 486 B: Plut., Themist., Pollux.

*3wdexdoxvros Phaedo 110 B.
é0ehddovros Rep. 562 D: Aristaen., Philo.

*¢reicaydypos Rep. 370 E. :
émeééheyxos Phaedr. 267 A : Aristot.

*Onoavpomoids Rep. 554 A (quoted by Pollux).
kaxdotros Rep. 475C: Aelian, Arrian.
Aoyodaldalos Phaedr. 266 E : Pollux.
peyahdbupos Rep. 375 C: Eustath.
pelavdpparos Phaedr. 253 D: Aristot., Pollux.
peiippvros Ion 534 A : Eustath., Nonn.
perixAwpos Rep. 474 E: Nicand., Theocr.
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perewporéoxns Rep. 489 C: Plut., Lucian.
*uerewpoaxdmos Rep. 488 E.
modroyos Phaedo 89 C, al.: Galen, Pollux.
*pvoroyikds Phaedo 61 B (Pollux).
pvloAdyos Rep. 392 D: Manetho.
wvlomods Rep. 377 B: Lucian.
‘veorehjs Phaedr. 250 E: Lucian, Phot., Hesych Himer.
ap. Phot.
vopoypdpos Phaedr. 278 E: Suid., Diodor.
vuupdAnmros Phaedr. 238 D: Plut., Pollux, Synes.
*olkrpdyoos Phaedr. 267 C.
6AdkAnpos Phaedr. 250 C: Aristot., Polyb Philo.
opoiifns Gorg. 510 C: Aristot., Eustath., Pollux.
époomabiis Rep. 409 B: Aristot., Theophr., Plotin., Acta
Apost.
opomabiis Rep. 464 D: Aristot., Plut., Plotin.
opoduiis Phaedo 86 A: Theodoret., Cyrill., Psellus.
8&dppomos Theaet. 144 A, Rep. 411 B: Theophr., Pollux,
Aristaen., Theodoret.
*wayyélotos Phaedr. 260 C, al.
wdupeyas Phaedr. 273 A, al.: Lucian.
mapwdAaios Theaet. 181 B: Aristot., Plut., Athen., Themist.
wavapudvos Phaedr. 277 C, Rep. 399 C: Lucian, Dio C,
Suidas, Jo. Chrys.
wévdewos Rep. 610 D: Dem., Dio C., Lucian, Galen.
wepiakyis Rep. 462 B: Aristot., Plut., Philo.
woAAamhovs Rep. 397 E: Themist., Aristid., Hesych.
moAwijkoos Phaedr. 275 A : Philostr., Cleobul. ap. Stob.,
Damasc. ap. Suid.
moAvfedpwy Phaedr. 251 A: Bud., Stob., Pollux.
woAvfpvAnros Phaedo 100 B, Rep. 566 B: Polyb., Lucian,
Galen, Theodoret.
molvképaros Rep. 588 C: Aristot., Plut., Lucian, Julian.
wolvueAfs Phaedr. 238 A : Pollux.
*nwrepdvvpos Phaedr. 252 C.
*qiponpdownos Phaedr. 253 E (Pollux).
T 2
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ovppadnris Euthyd. 272 C: Pollux, Phryn.
*ouumeplaywyds Rep. 533 D.
ovpymos Gorg. 500 A : Dem., Plut., Diodor.
Tepatoldyos Phaedr. 229 E: Philostr., Liban.
reravddpif Euthyphr. 2 B: Aristaen., Clem. Al, Pollux.
vméxpvoos Rep. 415 C: Lucian, Heliodor., Jo. Chrys., Philo.
tymAdvoos Phaedr. 270 A : Plut., Themist., Damasc.
¢avarwriis Rep. 548 B: Pollux, Dio C.
¢irepaomis Symp. 192 B: Aristot.
¢ihiikoos Rep. 535 D : Plut., Lucian, Polyb.
¢oyérws Rep. 388 E: Aristot., Diodor., Athen., Philostr.
¢oyvuvasris Rep. 535 D, al. : Philo, Pollux.
¢hoyivaré Symp. 191 D: Aristaen.
¢ihofedpwy Rep. 475 D: Plut., Lucian.
*¢uhomounris Rep. 607 D.
*¢Ndprvé Lys. 212 D.
¢thoodparos Phaedo 68 B: Plut., Pollux, Philo, Euseb.
¢i\drexvos Rep. 476 A : Plut., Diodor., Pollux.
XtAtérns Phaedr. 249 A, Rep. 6154, 621 D: Athen., Strabo,
Tambl.
Yogodeis Phaedr. 257 D : Plut., Lucian, Dionys. Hal.

y. Verbs:—

dvaBidoxropar Phaedo 71 E: Theophr.
dvaBpuxdopar Phaedo 117 D: Philostr., Suid.
dvaxayxd(w Euthyd. 300 D: Plut., Lucian, Athen.
dvamepmdlopar Lys. 222 E: Aristid., Plut., Lucian, Clem. Al
dvacoBén Lys. 206 A: Plut., Lucian, Polyb., Aristaen.
dveiAdw Symp. 206 D: Hesych., Suid.
avepevvdw Phaedo 63 A: Plut., Dio C., Lucian, Philo.
dvopolroyéopar Symp. 200 E: Dem., Plut., Lucian.
dvradicéw Theaet. 173 A: Dem. ap. Polluc.
dvrepwrdw Euthyd. 295 B: Plut., Clem. Al
évridéopar Lach. 186 D: Liban., Herenn.
avridofd(w Theaet. 170 D: Diog. L.

*dyrikakovpyéw Crit. 49 C.
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érrikatralelro Rep. 540 B: Tambl.
dvrimaparelvw Phaedr. 257 C: Iambl,, Dio C.
avri¢nue Gorg. 501 C: Aristot., Polyb., Diodor.
*&vrolopar Theaet. 178 C.
énabavar{(w Charm. 156 D: Aristot., Lucian, Diodor.
dmavawoxvrréw Apol. 31 C: Dem., Cyrill,, Porphyr.
dmavfadlfopar Apol. 37 A: Plotin., Euseb., Olympiod.
&modéw Symp. 190 E: Aristot., Theophr.
anofpintw Rep. 495 E: Joseph.
dmopavrevopar Rep. 505 E: Dio C., Galen, Iambl.
awopeardopar Phaedr. 255 C: Plotin.
amounctvew Prot. 336 C: Plut., Lucian, Themist., Dionys.
Hal.
amoredw Theaet. 165 A : Aristot., Theophr., Plut., Polyb.,
Lucian.
émowAnpdw Prot. 329 C: Aristot., Plut., Lucian.
*¢momoheuéw Phaedr. 260 B.
anocagéw Prot. 348 B: Lucian, Dio C., Galen, Joseph.
émooxtd{w Rep. 532 C: Dio C., Budaeus.
&nmooxkdnrw Theaet. 174 A: Lucian, Dio C.
dnooropari(w Euthyd. 277 A: Aristot., Plut., St. Luke,
Pollux, Themist., Athen.
amorixrw Theaet. 150 C: Aristot., Lucian, Philostr.
amorofevw Theaet. 180 A: Dio C., Lucian.
dmoropvedw Phaedr. 234 E: Plut., Dionys. Hal., Hermog.
dmorvwdw Theaet. 191 D: Theophr., Lucian, Porphyr.
émoxeredw Rep. 485 D : Plut., Philostr., M. Anton.
dmoxpalve Rep. 586 B: Theophr., Pollux, Budaeus.
*diapaotiydw Gorg. 524 E.
*3iaoxevwpén Rep. 540 E.
&aypialve Lys. 206 B: Plut., Philo, Joseph., Dio C.
*ueradofd(w Rep. 413 C.
uerappéw Theaet. 193 C: Aristot., Galen, Athen., Joseph.,
Philostr.
wapaldvrvpe Rep. 553 C: Theophr.,, Lucian, Dio C,
Dionys. Hal.
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wapakaAvrropas Rep. 440 A: Plut., Lucian, Aristaen.
*napamodiopar Theaet. 162 B.
mepikpovw Rep. 611 E: Plut., Themist., Plotin.
wepirNdrrw Rep. 588 D: Aristot., Theophr., Athen., Nicand.
npodofdlw Theaet. 178 E: Aristot.
npofepameiw Rep. 429 E: Plut., Joseph., Clem. Al
mpokohaxevw Rep. 494 C: Plut.
wpohvméopar Phaedr. 258 E: Aristot., Dio C.
mpooporoyéw Phaedo 93 D: Aristot., Philo.
mpomadew Rep. 536 D: Aristot., Plut., Clem. Al., Synes.
npogavarpiBw Theaet. 169 C: Theophr., Plut., Aelian.
wpoodiatplfw Theaet. 168 A: Plut., Aristid.,, Joseph.
mpoonAéw Phaedo 83 D: Dem., Plut.,, Lucian, Diodor.,
Galen, Joseph., Iambl. ap. Stob.
wpookpovw Phaedo 89 E: Alciphr, Dem., Aeschin.,
Aristot., Plut., Themist.
mpooAdumw Rep. 617 A: Plut.
avykopvBavridw Phaedr. 228 B: Euseb., Suid., Synes.
avumapaxadlfopar Lys. 207 B: Dem., Themist.
*ovumévopar Meno 71 B.
ovumepimaréw Prot. 314 E: Plut., Themist., Lucian, Athen.
ovumepipépw Phaedr. 248 A: Aeschin., Aristot., Lucian,
Polyb., Diog. L.
*ovpmpooulyvuue Theaet. 183 E.
ovvawwpéopar Phaedo 112 B: Plut., Aristaen.
ovvamepydlopar Rep. 443 E: Aristot., Plut.
ovvamorixrw Theaet. 156 E: Pollux.
ovwdéopar Parm. 136 D: Dem., Plut., Dio C.
ovvdiamepalvw Gorg. 506 B: Gregor.
*gvvdiaméropar Theaet. 199 E.
ovvdiackomén Prot. 349 B: Philo, Joseph., Athanas.
ovvdiatedéw Phaedo 91 B: Dem.
ovvefepevvdw Theaet. 155 E: Act. Anon. Combefis. Hist.
Monothel.
owemoraréw Rep. 528 C: Eustath.
ovvemotpépw Rep. 617 C: Plut., Philo.
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*gvvlauBén Ion 535 E.
ovvodipopar Menex. 247 C: Plut., Gregor.
*gvvolopar Rep, 500 A.

Obs.—The above list is not exhaustive, and in particular, it does § 16.
not include what has been characterised as the peculiar vocabulary
of the later dialogues*.

This is marked (1) by a further stage of the process which has
now been described. Such words as the following are foreign not
only to earlier Greek, but to most of the dialogues of Plato.

dduimhaoros Tim. g1 D. émrndedrns Laws vi. 778 a.
dbedrns Polit. 308 , Laws xi1. épevopévos Laws x. 897 A.

967 c. Beiopnas Phil. 48 a.
dvalyrnous Critias 110 A. kdpyrs Tim. 74 A.
dvawobyoia Phil. 34 A, Tim. 52 B, xwpddpua Laws vir. 816 .

74 E. vopodérnas Laws 1x. 876 p.
dvonraive Phil. 12 p. wapaopsrns Tim. 8% E.
dnrawoia Laws 11. 669 E. piyns Tim. 65 E.
dorpwoia Laws 1. 633 c. oracwreia Laws 1v. 715 B, VIIL
dpoBia Laws 1. 649 A, B, C. 832 c.

BAdyis Laws x1. 932 E. ovykarayipasis Laws xI. 930 B.
yebpynua Laws 11. 674 . ¢dvraois Tim. 72 B.
Svoxépaopa Phil. 44 . $ehoxpnpovéo Laws v. 729 A.
édpraaes Laws 11. 657 D. pihoxpnpooivy Laws x1. 938 c.

émiornua Laws x11. 958 E.

(2) The late dialogues show an increasing tendency to return
to earlier Attic or Ionic, and especially to tragic forms. When
Dionysius couples Plato with Thucydides as employing the earlier
Attic style, he must be thinking of the Laws and kindred dialogues.
The occasional use of rékvor for maidiov is one of many examples of
this. Another is the preference of ¢raipos to paidos®. Note also
the increasing frequency of the Dative Plural of the first and second
. declension in -gu(v).

(3) Certain changes in Plato’s philosophical terminology will be
noticed under a separate head.

! For a full treatment of this subject see Sophistes and Politicus of Plato,
edited by L. Campbell, Oxford University Press, 1867, and compare the
Essay on Structure, &c., Excursus, above, p. 46 ff.

3 See also alviyuds, kAavuovt), wéby, Téps, xapuévy, &c.
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ii. Selection and Use of Words.

The fér‘egoing enumeration serves to .illustrate some
novelties of diction which had become rife in Plato’s time.
Certain peculiarities in his choice of words, and in his
special employment of them, may be treated more briefly
under the following heads :—

(@) Vernacular words, including those borrowed from
the arts of life.

(6) Picturesque uses, (1) borrowed, or (2) imitated from
Epic, Tragic, and Lyric poetry.

(¢) Metaphorical Generalization.

(d) Playing with words (1) ironically, and (2) etymo-
logically.

(a) Vernacular words.

Words of common life.

Plato’s use of such expressions may be illustrated by
reference to the writers of the Old Comedy. Compare,
for example, the use of the following words in Plato and
Comic poets.

apére Phaedo 824 Ar. Nub. 874
dvaxoyxvAtd{w Symp. 185D Eupolis Phil. 5
aoteios Phaedo 116 D, Ar. Ach. 811
Rep. 1. 349 B
Baavels Rep. 1. 344D » Ran. 710
BdeAvpds Rep.1 338D » s 405
BAlrrw Rep. VIII. 564 E » EQ. 794
elra Theaet. 148 E » Plut. 79
é¢ éwbwod Phaedr. 229-8 » Thesm. 2
xavOiAios Symp. 221 E » Lys. 290
Kpodpa Rep. 1. 333 B » Thesm. 120
xVpPBeis Polit. 298 D » Av. 1354
Aafi Phaedr. 236 B » Eq. 841
Avyilopar Rep. 1II. 405 C Eupolis incert. 44

pada Rep. 11. 372 B Ar. Eq. 55
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pelayxohar  Phaedr. 268 £ Ar. Av. 14
puvpile Rep. 111. 411 A 5 » 1414
poppolvkelov  Phaedo 77 E » Thesm. 417
poppodtrropar Gorg. 473 D » Av. 1245
vavTide Theaet. 191 A »» Thesm. 882
VeoTTIA Rep. VIIL 548 A » Av. 642
vevpoppddos  Rep. IV. 421 A » Eq: 739
TEPLIOTTEW Rep. VIIL 558 A ., Plut. 494
womavoy Rep. v. 455 C » Thesm. 285
oKtumovs Prot. 310C 'y Nub. 254
omodl{w Rep. 11. 372 C » Vesp. 329
Té\pa Phaedo 109 B » Av. 1593
Titln Rep. I. 343A » Eq. %716
TpiBwy Prot. 335D » Ach. 184
Xévn (xodrn) Rep. HI. 411 A » Thesm. 18
yijrra Symp. 191 D » Lys. 115

We may distinguish (a) trivial or familiar expressions,
(B) ‘household words,’ in the literal sense (ra olkerika dvd-
para Soph. 226 A, B), (y) words belonging to special arts and
handicrafts. And we shall not depart from Plato’s own
view of the matter if we include under this head the ‘cant’
or ‘slang’ terms of the rhetorical schools.

(a) Amongst the familiar idioms which Plato adopted to
give the natural effect of conversation to his writings, the
following may be specially noted :—

The insertion of & dawudme, & Oavpdoie, d paxdpie, dyadé,
& rav, and other appellative formulae, some probably the
humorous inventions of Socrates or Plato.

The familiar 4 ¥ & &c. (found in Cratinus and Aris-
tophanes). The phrase is a survival from the Old Attic
speech.

Socrates’ familiar oath ») rov xiva.

The pleonastig use of fixw with participles to denote
recurrence (Phaedo 60 C djkew ¥j, xr.A.: Rep. V. 456 B
fikoper dpa €ls Ta mpdTepa mepiPpepduevor).
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moios, denoting various moods of amusement or scorn,
as in Rep. 1. 330 A wol’ émexrnoduny; Gorg. 490 D wolwy
iparioy ;

The epexegetic ld¢iv with adj. (Phaedr. 253 D Aevkos
idetv &c.).

The deictic ovros({ Rep. 1. 330 B.

woMdxis (=*perhaps '), moiée (‘I behave myself so and
so’), mowobuar pass. (‘I am accounted so and so’), alriav
éxw, ‘I am reputed’ (Theaet. 169 A): the words &yend
(‘I am content’), ddoAéoyns, axxifopar, xwdvwelw (‘I am
likely,” cp. Hdt. 1V. 105), neAayxor@, vapkd, vavrid, veavikds,
mepikpovw, axAndpds, TpiPwy, xapallnAos, xauetvior, and the
expletive use of émixetpeiv.

Obs. 1.—The idiomatic use of rod with adverbs = ¢ 7 behave my-
self so and so,’—cp. Thuc. 1. §9 modivras dmwep alrds FAmev—
occurs in Rep. 1. 330 ¢, 11. 360, 365 A, N1 416 B, VI. 494 C.

Obs. 2.—The special use of mowoipar (passive) is more dubious,
but see the notes on Rep. vi. 498 4, vi1. 538 c, where it appears
that the meaning ‘are esteemed or held to be’ is alone suitable.

But in Laws x1. 930 D 7@v motovpéver = ¢ of those who claim it
as their child’

Oébs. 3.—Plato sometimes quotes vernacular idioms from other
dialects—

Rep. 1x. 575 D pnrpidare, Kpijrés daas.

Phaedo 62 A irrw Zels, €pn, 1 atred povy elmov.

Obs. 4.—Other idiomatic uses, obviously derived from common
parlance, are the following :—

Aapmpés, of a distinguished entrance, ‘making a great impres-
sion, Rep. vin. 560 E (cp. Soph. El 685, Eur. Heracl. 280,
Phoen. 1246, Dem. de Cor. § 313 év rlow odv o veavias xai myvika
Aapmpds ;).

madaywyéw, ‘I conduct personally’ (I. Alc. 135 p): cp. Rep. x.
600 E alroi dv éraidaydyoww. * They would have been his insepar-
able followers.’

xetpas, ‘I am ruined’ or ‘undone’ (cp. Herod. vir. 176, § 8 75
nhéov abrob (rob reixous) #dy md xpdvov &ero), Rep. Iv. 425 a,
V. 451 A.
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veavixds, * glorious,” Rep. 1. 363 c, ‘ vehement’ (cp. Hippocr.

Vet. Med. 15, 79) Rep. v1. 491 E.

aipéw, ‘I gain an advantage,” Rep. 11. 359 A, I11. 410 B. aipoivros
Adyov, the common idiom, Rep. 1v. 440 B, slightly modified, Rep.

X. 607 B 6 yap Aoyos npds fpet.

ob oxav, ‘pretending not,’ vi. 555 E ob .

. « 8oxotyres . . . dpav,

¢ pretending not to see’ (cp. Eur. Med. 67 ob 8oxaw iAvew).
dpdrropar, ‘I seize by handfuls,” Lys. 209 E.
wrpoy, ¢ case,’ ‘outside,” Rep. 1x. 588 E.

(B) ‘Household words.” Cooking, nursing, familiar ob- § 18.

jects, &c.

. audidpduia Theaet. 160 E.
avewator Theaet. 151 E.
avfn Phaedr. 230 B.
émopvrTw Rep. 1. 343 A.
Bahaveis Rep. 1. 344 D.

. Bpdrre Soph. 226 B.
yvpivos Theaet. 161 D.
diartr® Soph. 226 B, Crat.

402 C.
&o Euthyd. 285 C.
fjdvopa Rep. 1. 332 D.
Alomn Symp. 193 A.

Adyé Symp. 185 D.

oPAa Phaedr. 251 C.

&Yov Gorg. 518 B.

méupa Rep. I1. 373 A.
okiumwovs Prot. 310 C.
axoAvfpiov Euthyd. 278 B.
owodl{w Rep. II. 372 C.
Tepdyiov Symp. 191 E.
tirfn Rep. 1. 343 A.
¢opuloros Lys. 206 E.
xaAearpaior Rep. IV. 430 A.
xévn Rep. IIL. 411 A,

Obs. 1.—Words belonging to games of strength or skill are
intermediate between this and the next heading,—i.e. they are at

once vernacular and technical—

dmd Tév dve feiv (?) Rep. x. 613 B.

_dmodeiudo Prot. 326 B, Rep. vI.
504 A.

dmoxheiopac Rep. v1. 487 ¢ (as a
term in draughts).

dprud{w Lys. 206 E.

doxwid{w Symp. 190 D.

dorpayakifw Lys. 206 E.

3pdpov drpn Rep. v. 460 E.

AaB7 Phaedr. 236 B.

Avyi{opar Rep. 11. 405 c.

SAvpmikds Rep. 1x. 583 B.

napaxwéo (‘flinch’) Rep. v
540 A.

wapaxpovw Lys. 215 c.

arpéBidos Rep. 1v. 436 D.

_ JomApé Phaedr. 254 E.

0bs. 2.—Allusions to banqueting customs are of course frequent ;
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and amongst these may possibly be reckoned rois év rais éoridocow
. . . émapcporepifovaw fowe Rep. v. 479 B. See note in loco.

{\iyyidw Phaedo 79 C.
\iyyos Rep. III. 407 C.
xardppovs Crat. 440 D.
vapxd Meno 8o B.
dudarnropla Theaet. 149 D.
pedpa Rep. 111 405 D. Cp.
Crat. 440 D.
o¢i¢w Phaedr. 251 D.

Music, dancing, the drama.

épporla Theaet. 175E.

3o macdy Rep. 1IV. 432 A1,

dpapa Rep. v. 451 C. Cp.
Symp. 222 D.

¢pyoldBos Rep. 11. 373 B.

Avdior( &c. Laches 188 D.

§19. (y) Handicrafts and other arts.
Agriculture.
dmoxerelw Rep. V1. 485 D. xvpirre Rep. 1X. 586 B.
dperos Rep. VI. 498 C. Cp. peAerrovpyds Rep. VIIL 564 C
Prot. 320 A. (v.1. peAirovpyds).
PddArw Theaet. 174 D. veorrid Rep. VIIL 548 A.
BAlrre Rep. VIII 564 E. ouwvn Rep. 11, 370 D.
[3vw] Soph. 226 B (MS. dwa- advepfis Rep. V. 460 A.
xplvew). ré\pa Phaedo 109 B.
kavfiiios Symp. 221 E.
Hunting.
Oduvos Rep. IV. 432 B. xvmyéaioy Rep. 111. 412 B.
Ixvos Rep. 1V. 432 D.
Medicine.

¢Aéyua Rep. VIIIL 564 B.
¢PAeypaive Rep. I1. 372 E.
PAeyparddns Rep. ITI. 406 A.
¢voa Rep. I11. 405 D.
xéoun Rep. V1. 503 D (xaopud-
opar Charm. 169C).
Xo\ Rep. VIIL 564 B.
Ywpdv Gorg. 494 C.

uelomorta Symp. 187 D.

vedrn Rep. 1V. 443 D.

woety, ‘to dramatize’ (a
fable), Rep. 1I. 379.

payedds Ion 530 C.

vwdm Rep. 1V. 443 D.

' Prob. also npds Tiw abmiv (sc. xopdiv) Rep. 111. 397 B.
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vmoxperijs Charm. 162 D.
xopevrijs Phaedr. 252 D.

6 da wavrwv xpiriis Rep.
IX. 580 B (see note in

xopds Euthyd. 279 C. loco).
Painting, statuary, pottery.
avdpeikedov Crat. 424 E. probably Phaedr.264cC.

amoxpalve Rep. IX. 586 B.
diaypadw Rep. VI. 500 E.
Siafoypagpd Tim. 55 C.
éxxafalpow Rep. II. 361 D.

Cp. Polit. 277 C.
InvomAdfos Theaet. 147 A.
xopomAdfos Theaet. 147 B.
ueklxAwpos Rep. V. 474 E.

éxpayetor Tim. 72 C. wAwlovpyds Theaet. 147 A.
(pov, ‘a figure, Rep. IV. ouily Rep. I. 353 A.
420 C, VII. 515 A, and xvrpeds Rep. IV. 421 D.
Spinning, weaving and clothes-making.
firpiov Phaedr. 268 A.
kardyo Soph. 226 B.

xepkio Soph. 226 B, Crat.
388 A.

vevpoppdos Rep. IV. 421 A.
vijous Rep. X. 620 E.

Obs.—Allusions to the arts of the fuller (yrageds), currier (éhe-
aive), dyer, @ovpydv, dvbos, devoomoidy, "éxxAifew, Bapevs, &c., are
also frequent, '

Navigation.

kehebew, to act as coxswain,
Rep. I11. 396 A.

Oéovtes 7dn ToTe éyyvrara
dAéfpov Rep. III. 417
sub fin.

The Mysteries.

xvBepritns Rep. 1. 341 C.

vavxkAnpos Prot. 319 D.

mAwtjp Rep. VI. 489 A.

Tov delrepov mhody Phaedo
99 D.

émomredw Laws XII 951 D.
émomriké Symp. 209 E.
6pdvwais Euthyd. 277 D.
pveiofa Symp.209E,Phaedr.

Rhetorical Schools.

delvwois Phaedr. 272 A.
dimhacioroyla Phaedr. 267 C.

250 C, Gorg. 497 C,
Phaed. 81 A, Men. 76 E.

vapbnkoddpos, Bdxxos Phaed.
69 C.

elcovoloyla Phaedr. 267 C.
émmlorwois Phaedr. 266 E.
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dploémera Phaedr. 267 C. mlavoloyla Theaet. 162 E.
wapdyoyos Phaedr. 267 A. vwepBardy Prot. 343 E.
wapénawos Phaedr. 267 A.

(6) Epic, Lyric, and Tragic elements.

(Rep. VIIL. 545 E ¢pbper adrds tpayikds, os mwpds waidas fuas
waifovoas kal épeaxnloioas, bs Oy omovdy) Aeyovoas, tymAodo-
yovuévas Aéyew ;)

Plato’s dialect is for the most part the purest Attic.
But, besides quotations from poetry, which he occasionally
weaves (with adaptations) into. his prose, he frequently
makes conscious use of words borrowed from the poets, and
properly belonging to the diction of an earlier time. In
adorning his style with these, sometimes half-humorously,
sometimes in genuine earnest, he not unfrequently modifies
their meaning by adding an ethical significance to what in
the earlier and simpler use was merely physical. (E.g.
BAoovpss in Homer means ‘ rugged in appearance,’ in Plato
‘sturdy in character,” &c.) _

(a) It must suffice here to give a short list of the more
striking examples: the graphic language of Herodotus
being counted for this purpose as poetic diction.

adeAgds (adj.) Rep.1v.421C.  Ikrap Rep. IX. 575 C.

dxrls Tim. 78 D. {vdaAlopar Rep. I11. 381 E.
éAynddv Phaedo 65 C. xafaipdoow Phaedr. 254 E.
dArepos Rep. X. 614 B, xvpalve Phaedo 112 B.
avaxnkio Phaedr. 251 B. peXlynpvs Phaedr. 269 A.
antds Rep. VII. 534 C. pivipua Phaedr. 244 D.
eipappévn Phaedo 115 A. vavrilopar Rep. VIIL 551 C.
Oaui{w Rep. 1. 328 C. oluos Rep. 1V, 420 B.

Oéues Symp. 188 D. duados Rep. II. 364 E.
Oeoedrjs Phaedo 935 C. wmapawalw Symp. 173 E.
Oeoeixeros Rep. VI. 501 B. wmoAvdparos Theaet. 165 E.
Oeaméaios Rep. II. 365 B. wopiwos Symp. 203 D.

! This use is rare in Attic prose, but see Isocrates, Paneg. p. 55, § 71
(Bekker). :
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mwdriwos Phaedr. 243 D. xapatwerijs Symp. 203 D.
orafepds Phaedr. 242 A. xaprds Prot. 358 A.
Tavpnddy Phaedo 117 B. xnree Phaedr. 239 D.
mnxéw Phaedr. 230 C. x0évios Rep. X. 619 E.

TWmAdppwr Rep. VIIL. 550 B. xAwdj Symp. 197 D.

(B) In this connexion it is right to observe the frequent
transference from a physical to an ethical meaning.

&Bvbos Parm. 130 D. BAoovpds Rep. VII. 535 B.
ddapavrivws Rep. X. 618 E.  éxkabaipw Rep. II. 361 D.
alfwv Rep. VIIL 559 D. émhapPdvecfar  (cp. He-
axépacos Rep. I. 342 B. rodot.) Phaedo 79 A.
dvrikepBdrvecfacRep.1.336B. éouds Rep. V. 450 B.
drrirvwos Crat. 420 D. keppati(w Rep. VII. 525E,
anopapalvopar Theaet. 177 B. (xata-) Rep. IIL 395 B.
dppevomia Symp. 192 A. xaraxdvrvue Gorg. 512 B.
avornpds Rep. III. 398 A. peraBacts Rep. VIIL. 547 C.
adyuds Meno 50 C. wotd{w Rep. II1. 405 C.

A similar (although more naive) use of graphic words
to express mental things is observed in Herodotus: e.g.
XeAemds éapBdvero (II. 121 3), &c.

(y) Poetic Allusions. These will be mentioned in the
notes. In a few cases the reference is doubtful, as in 3
Avopndeia Aeyopévn dvayxn in Rep. VI. 493 D.

Kaduela vixn (Laws 1. 641C) involves some mythical
allusion to which the key is lost. The supposed reference
to the emaprol is not sufficiently clear.

(3) Parody and Imitation.

For humorous imitations of poetic diction, see especially

Rep. VIIL 545 E 8n(w)ws &) mpdrov ordois Eumeoe.

Phaedr. 237 A, B dyere 81, ® Moboas, . . . §6p por NéBeobe
T0b pibov.

Ibid. 252 B, C (é 1év &mobérwy éwév) tov & froi Ormrol uev
"Epwra kaAobor mornvoy, | d0dvator 3¢ Irépwra, id wrepdpoiror
dvdyxny..
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Rep. VIIL 550 C &AXov &AAy mpos wéhew TeTaypévov.

In a similar spirit, if the reading be sound, a humorous
turn is given to the quotation from Homer in Rep. III.
388 A rord ¥ 8p0dv dvasrdvra | Wwillorr’ dAdort émi 01’ GAds
drpvyéroto.

(¢) Metaphorical Generalization.

In all philosophical writing, thought inevitably reacts
on language. The effort to define, distinguish, generalize,
leads insensibly to novel uses of words. And Plato’s
method, like that of his master Socrates, largely consists
in the attempt to rise to universal conceptions through
the analysis of ordinary speech. At the same time he
casts his thoughts in an imaginative mould, and his turn
of mind, as exhibited in his writings, is eminently plastic
and creative. Hence it is difficult, in describing his use of
words, to draw an exact line between the work of fancy
and that of logic, between metaphor and classification.

The extension of the meaning of Onpevris, for example,
in Rep. 11. 373 B (side by side with that of uwunmis) appears
at first sight to justify the remark radr’ éorl mopricdas Aéyew
peragopds. But in the Sophistes it is gravely stated that
the genus Huntsman comprises several species, as General,
Lover, Sophist, Fisherman, &c. Thus what a modern
reader would assign to fancifulness —in this particular
instance tinged with irony — Plato himself attributes to
ovvaywyi.

a. The use of povowj in the Republic is here directly in
point. Because in Plato’s view melody is inseparable from
words, and words from thoughts, not only povauxi, but
the cognate terms dppovla and pvfuds are used by him in
a greatly extended sense. See especially

Prot. 326 B was yap 6 Blos tod dvfpdmov edpvfulas e xal
evappoarias detrat.

Phaedo 61 A @s ¢pihoaoglas ptv ofions peylorys povakis.

Theaet. 175 E 00d¢ y' dppoviay Adywr AaBdvros, k.T.A.
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B. Under the same heading of figurative abstraction
may be fairly brought the graphic use of words denoting
physical states to indicate mental phenomena. See above,
p- 287 (4).

(1) dvarifepar, ‘1 retract,’ literally ‘take back a move’ (in
draughts), Phaedo 87 a.

dtaBoAdj, ¢ prejudice,’ lit. ¢ calumny,” Rep. V1. 489 D.

érawpos (adj.), ¢ akin to,’ lit. ‘ companion of,” Rep. X. 603 B.

01pa, ¢ pursuit,’ lit. ‘ chase,” Phaedo 66 C.

Opéupa, ‘creature’ (used of an argument personified),
Phaedr. 260 B. '

xépas, ‘an offensive weapon,” Rep. 1X. 586 B.

xvplrrw, ¢ I attack, Rep. 1x. 586 B.

poboa, extended to include philosophy, Rep. VI. 499 D.

dvap, ‘dream,’ i.e. ‘impression,” Rep. VIII. 563 D.

dvewpdrrw, ‘1 have vague (unverified) impressions,” Rep.
VII. 533 C; cp. V. 476 C.

Sxnua, ¢ vehicle,’ i.e. ground of belief, Phaedo 85 D.

wavappudmos, transferred from music to discourse, Phaedr.
277 C. :
ovAlaf, transferred from letters to ideas, Theaet. 203 C.

Umap, € with clear thoughts,’ Rep. V. 476 C, D.

¢vrdy, ‘organized being,’ ‘organism,” Rep. II. 380 E, VI
491 D.

yvxayoyla, extended to include rhetoric, Phaedr. 261 A.
(The usual meaning appears in Yvxaywyds Aesch. Pers. 687,
Eur. Alc. 1128.)

0bs—A word which properly belongs to an aggregate is applied
to a constituent part, which is thus regarded in a more general
aspect.

wAjpwpa Rep. 11. 371 E.
So ixavdv Adyov, Rep. 11. 376 D, means one which is necessary to

completeness.

(2) For bold graphic uses, see

dvalwmvpéw, ‘ to re-illumine’ (the eye of the mind), Rep.
VIIL 527 D. :

VOL. IL U
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dpparos, ‘ indefatigable’ (in Cratyl. 407 D = oxAnpds), Rep.
VIL 535 B.

80pvBos, ¢ turmoil, Phaedo 66 D ; cp. Rep. VIIL 561 B, IX.
571 E.

(d) Playing with words.

The Cratylus shows what might be made of the Greek
language by ‘victorious analysis’ at play. The freedom
which is there sportively abused has left many traces in
other dialogues. Sometimes ironically, but sometimes
also quite gravely, words are employed in new senses
suggested by analytical reflexion.

a. Ironical Catachresis.

B. Etymological Analysis.

a. The exact meaning is made evident by the context.
A good instance is the singular use of vewxopeiv in Rep.
IX. 574 D, to denote an act of sacrilege, ‘ He will indus-
triously clean out some temple.’ For other instances con-
sult the Lexicon under the ‘facetious words’ dyevris,
doreios, yevvddas, yevvaios, yAioxpds, eldaluwy, xakds (espe-
cially VIIL. 562 A), kopyds, dytalvw, padros, xaples, xpnards.

It may be observed by the way that the word elpwrela,
from meaning ‘dissimulation,’ generally acquires in Plato
the specific meaning of ‘ pretended ignorance.’

Obs. 1.—A return is sometimes made (above, p. 250) from the
ironical to the serious meaning.

Rep. 1. 339 B Xpkpd ye lows, épn, mpoobixn: obme Sijhov odd’ el
peydAn.

Rep. 1v. 426 A, B 763¢ abrav ob Xapiev; . . . . ob mdw xapiev.

Obs. 2—The constant use of émewns for xpnords or dyabds,
although not ironical, partakes somewhat of the general tendency to
understatement.  So also perpiws, ikavas (Rep. vI. 499 a), &c.

B. Etymological Analysis.

(1) Sometimes a word is used quite simply in the
etymological sense, which, however, is indicated by the
context: Theaet. 149 B 81t d\oxes oloa miv Aoxelar elAnye,
‘the goddess of childbirth, although not a mother.’
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Other examples are: Theaet. 199 D dyvwposirn, Symp.
197 D &wpos (active), Rep. IIL. 411 B &fvpos, Phaedr. 230 A
drvgos, Rep. VI. 500 A dpfovos, Rep. 1. 348 D, II1. 400 E
etijfeia, Theaet. 157 E mapaisfdveafas, Rep. X. 596 D mourifs,
Rep. VII. 521 D mpoa-éyew.

(2) More frequently the play on words takes the form of
an oxymoron or a downright pun.

Rep. 11. 382 A 76 ye Gs GAp0Gs Yebdos.

Symp. 198 A adets . . . déos.

Phaedr. 247 C, D 76 ye aAqfes elmeiv, dAAws Te kal mepi
aAnbelas.

Rep. VI. 509 D tva uy) obpavdv elmdw 3dfw oot codilertar.

Rep. VI. 507 A x{B3nAov dmodidods Tdv Néyov Tod TéKou.

Rep. VIL 527 A, IX. 574 B, C évayxaos.

Rep. VII. 540 C dalpoawy . . . ebdaluoat.

Rep. 1X. 580 B, C 6 "Aplorwros vids Tov dpiarov, k.T.\.

Obs. 1.—This tendency becomes exaggerated in Plato’s later
manner:—Soph. 254 A 7p8j, Tim. go ¢ eddaipwv, Phileb. 64 E
évpdopd, Tim. 55 c dmepos, Laws 11. 656 ¢ wadeia, ib. 1v. 717 B
vduos.

Obs. 2.—Plato’s fanciful etymologies afford no real ground for
critical judgement on his text. See note on Rep. 1. 338 A, B ¢pero-
veweiv (Cp. 1X. 581 a, B), E. on Text, p. 131.

iii. Philosophical expression.

It has been suggested in the preceding section that § 23.
the growth of reflexion and, in particular, the Socratic
search for definitions had in Plato’s time already exercised
a natural and inevitable influence on words. This was the
beginning of a process which tended ultimately to give
an approximately fixed connotation to the chief terms of
constant use in mental and moral philosophy. But the
result was still far distant, and even in Aristotle the
appearance of definiteness is often illusory.

In all ages philosophers have been apt to dream of
a language which should be the exact, unvarying counter-

U 2
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part of true conceptions!. The dream has not been
realized, and if it were, would not the very life and pro-
gress of thought be arrested? Philosophy reacts on
common language, and in employing it again, is sure to
modify it further. But the process cannot have, and ought
not to have, either finality or absolute fixity. In some
departments of knowledge, Mathematics, Chemistry, Astro-
nomy, Anatomy, Jurisprudence, such an aim is obviously
legitimate ;—the use of technical terms in them is clearly
necessary. But Mental Philosophy is in danger of be-
coming hidebound, if it be not permitted to her to draw
afresh, and to draw freely, from the fountains of common
speech.

In Plato, at all events, philosophical terminology is
incipient, tentative, transitional. And although this remark
applies with especial force to what have been called the
‘dialogues of search,” where the method is ‘peirastic’ or
‘maeeutic,’ leading to an avowedly negative result, it is
a serious error even in dealing with the more positive and
constructive dialogues to assume strict uniformity of
expression. In a few rare instances the metaphysical
significance acquired by a word or phrase in one dialogue
may be thought to have influenced the use or application
of the same term in another. Thus in the Timaeus the
meaning attached to olela (35B), and to farépov ¢vois
(35 B, 74 A), may bear some relation to the definitions in
the Philebus (26 D) and Sophist (257 D). But even where
such connexion may doubtfully be traced, it by no means
precludes the occurrence of other philosophical uses, still
less the continued employment of the word or phrase in
its ordinary vernacular sense. And the instances which
have been adduced are quite exceptional. The contrary

! See Ward in Encyc. Brit. ed. ix. Art. Psychology: ¢ It seems the fate of
this science to be restricted in its terminology to the ill-defined and well-
worn currency of common speech, with which every psychologist feels at "
liberty to do what is right in his own eyes, at least within the wide range
which a loose connotation allows.’
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practice is more frequent. The special meanings assigned
to dudvoia and wioris in Rep. VI. 511, VII. 534 A are not
to be found elsewhere in Plato. Even the definition of
Justice, so carefully elaborated in Rep. 1v, though once
alluded to in IX. 586 E, can hardly be said to affect the
connotation of the term elsewhere!. Nor does the defini-
tion of dJvaus by the young mathematicians in Theaet.
148 B for a moment supplant either the ordinary or the
scientific uses of the word.

Thus, while' attempts are made to give a precise meaning
to words denoting philosophical conceptions, such attempts
are inchoate, intermittent and casual. The very nature of
dialectic, as an ‘interrogation’ of language, forbids the
assumption of technicalities, nor can Plato’s literary instinct
tolerate the air of pedantry, which such buckram stiffening
involves. The formal terminology of Rhetors and Sophists
(8pBoémea, émoppor, &c.) is the object of his frequent ridi-
cule. In two of the most elaborate of his dialogues? he
reminds the reader that precise verbal distinctions, such as
Prodicus affected, are rarely of any use in philosophy, and
warns young men that a liberal indifference to mere words
is the condition of growth in wisdom; just as in the
Cratylus he had long since pronounced against looking for
the truth of things in words®. That second course (3evrepos
mAos), for which Socrates declares in the Phaedo* as
preferable to the bare assertion of an unapplied first cause,
—the endeavour to find in the mirror of language, however
confusedly, some reflexion of eternal truths,—is really
a method which dissolves the apparent fixity of ordinary
speech, and awakens thought to new conceptions which,
the more firmly they are held, can be more freely and
variously expressed.

These remarks are here to be exemplified by the con-

! See esp. Laws 1. 631 c. ? Theaet. 184 c; Polit. 261 E.
3 Cratylus 439 A, B. 4 Phaedo g9 p.
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sideration of a few cardinal expressions!, which may be
roughly classified as (2) Metaphysical, (§) Psychological,
and (¢) Dialectical, although such distinctions are not
clearly present to the mind of Plato.

(¢) METAPHYSICAL TERMS.

ETBos.

This word, which Aristotle and others have made the
symbol of Platonism, is used by Plato himself with entire
freedom, and very seldom with a pronounced metaphysical
intention. He has nowhere defined it.

Ordinary meanings.

The word was in common use amongst contemporary
writers.

a. Eldos was still used, as in Homer, in the literal sense
of ‘outward appearance, ‘visible form.’

(1) Xen. Cyrop. 1V. 5, § 57 éAefdpevos atrdy Tovs Ta €ldy
BertloTovs.

(2) In Xenophon (Cyn. 3, § 3 ai 8¢ ox\ypai 18 €l [xives] :
ib. 4, § 2 loxvpal 1@ €WBn), eldos nearly=3éuas, bodily con-
stitution or condition.

b. But it had acquired the secondary meaning—

(1) Of ‘a mode of action or operation’; so in Thuc. II.
41,8 1 éni mhelor &v By . . . 70 odpa alrapkes mapéyeobar,
‘to adapt himself to the most varied forms of action,” ib.
50, § 1 70 €ldos s vdoov, ‘ the course of the disease,’ III. 62,
§ 3 & oly eBer . . . Tobro Empaav, ¢ the peculiarity of the course
they took, VI. 47, § 2 é&ml robro 70 €ldos Tpemouévovs, ¢ be-
taking themselves to this policy,’ VIIL 56, § 2 tpémerar émi
Towdvde elBos, ‘ had recourse to such a method of proceeding,’
ib. 9o, § 1 évavrio. dvres 1@ TowoiTe €Be, ‘opposed to this
policy’ or ‘platform’ (eldos here seems more definite than
1déa in 7} adry) 13éq preceding).

(2) In the language of rhetoric this use was naturally
transferred from action to speech, so that in Isocrates,

1 Yva p7) raparTdpeda év moArois (Soph. 254 ).
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Antid. § 80 Ghois eBeot mpoethdpny xpficbar mpds vuas, it
seems to mean an entire course or line of argument, as
distinguished from a single phrase.

¢. Eldos was already used in common speech, with asso-
ciations from the primary meaning, in a still more general
sense, approaching to the abstract notion of ¢ mode,” ¢ sort,’
‘kind.” Hippocrates mepl dpxalns latpixiis, § 15 a¥rd 7 é¢p’
éwvrod Oepudy, 1) Yuxpdy . . . pndevl dAN €Bel kowwwéov.

Thuc. 111. 82 7ois elBeor SyAhayuéva, ‘differing in character.’

Isocr. 190 D, E (Evagoras, § 10) rols uv yap momrais woAloi
dédovrar xdopor . . . kal wepl ToYrwy SnAGoar uy povor Tois
Terayuévois Svdpacty, . . . GAAG waot Tols €deot diamoikilat THY
woinow.

Isocr. 294 D (xata 7év copiordy § 20 Bekker) deiv Tov pév
pabnmiy mpds 7@ ™y Plow Exew olav xpi) T& pév €y TGy Adywy
ualdety, k.T.A.

These, the ordinary uses of the word, may all be readily § a23.
exemplified out of Plato. .

a. (1) Rep. X. 618 A énl elBeov xal xard kdAA7.

Charm. 154 D 70 elBos wdyxaros.

Symp. 189 E 70 etdos arpoyyiov.

Prot. 352 A &vbpwmwov orkomdy éx Tob €tBous.

(2) Rep. I 402 D & 7€ 7§ Yuxij - - . &vdvra kai év 7§ €ide,
¢in mind and body.’

Symp. 196 A Dypds 6 elbos, ¢ of flexible make.’

b. (1) Rep. 1X. 572 C dppijoas els Bpw Te maocav Kkai 76
éxelvwy elBos, ¢ their way of life’ (where 7jfos has been need-
lessly conjectured).

(2) Rep. V. 449 C €lBos 8Aov ob 70 éAdxioTor éxkAémTewr Tobd
Adyov, ¢ a whole chapter. :

1. 392 A 7. ..9uiv. .. éru Aovmov elBos 5 (cp. Laws VI. 751 A).

II. 363 E &AXo a?d etdos Adywr.

See also Phaedr. 263 C xakov yoby &v . . . eldos el xarave-
vonkds. )

¢. Rep. I1. 357 C 7plrov 8¢ dpgs Tt . . . €ldos dyabod, ‘ a third
kind of good.’
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Gorg. 473 E &\Ao ad Toiro elBos éNéyxov éoriv;

Rep. II1. 406 C oddd &‘u’ﬂp(q TovTov TOb €Bous Tiis laTpikis,
‘this mode of practice.’

IV. 424 C elBos . . . xawwov povoikijs peraBdAew, ‘ a new style
in music.’

And therefore in passages of more distinctly philo-
sophical import the interpreter is by no means bound to
drag in a ready-made ‘doctrine of ideas’ (elcayayeiv ra
€idn) wherever the word el3os happens to occur. This can
hardly be done without violence, for example, in the
following places :—

Rep. 11. 380 D dAAdrrovTa 10 airod eldos €ls woANds popods.

VI. 511 A Tobro Tolvvy vonrov pér T €lBos EAeyov.

VIL 530 C ov piv &, dAAd mAelw . . . €y mapéxerar i Ppopa.

VII. 532 E (7 rob Siahéyecbar Sivapis) kard woia 7 €Bn
Siéamke.

VIIL. 544 D 87t xai dvbpdmwy €y rocadra dvdyxn Tpdmev
elvat, Soamep xal wOATEWDY.

And in the concluding passage in Book VI, where eldos is
the cardinal term, it is applied to the visible forms as well
as to the invisible (510 D Ttois dpuwpérors elBeor mpooxpdrrar,
compared with 511 B, C alofnrg mavrémacw oddevi wpooxpd-
pevos, GAN’ elBeawv adrols 8’ atrdy els adrd, kal Tehevrd els €lbn).

Obs,—In Phaedr. 249 B where ¢l8os has been used in the logical
sense (infra p. 298, y) it recurs in the same passage (1) for the
imaginary form or nature of the soul, and (2) for the form and
appearance of the noble steed.

Platonic uses.

Eldos as employed by Plato is a word of extremely wide
significance, and even where its use is avowedly technical
(as in Phaedo 102 A) it receives not a new meaning but
a new application. It is applied so variously that it
can hardly be defined more closely, as a philosophical
term in Plato, than by saying that it denotes #e objective
reality of any and every abstract notion. Nor is the word
in this its philosophical sense by any means confined to
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the Platonic ‘ideas.” The crude idealists of Soph. 246 are
no less than Plato himself believers in €fdn. And in the
passage of the Republic just referred to (V1. 510, 511) the
connotation of eidos is not confined to the classification of
natural objects, nor to mathematical principles, nor to
moral truths. It includes also émiomijun, dAijfea, odala, %
Tod dyafod 8éa and all other philosophical conceptions to
which the mind of Plato had attained when the book was
written.

The application of the term in different passages, even
within the limits of one dialogue, is by no means uniform.

a. Eldos is an ethical notion regarded as an object of § 27.
thought.

The chief instance of this use in the Republicis ITI. 402 B,C
old¢ povoikol mpdrepov éodpeba . .. Wpiv &y 10 THs cwdpooims
€idn xai dvdpelas xai é\evbepiémros xai peyalompermeias kai doa
Toltwr 43eNpd kai Td Tovrwy a¥ évavria mwavraxod wepipepdpeva
yvwpl{wper kal évdvra év ols &veorw alofavdpeda kai adra xal
elxdvas adT@y, kal pite év opkpols piiTe &v peydhows aripd-
(wpev, GAA Tijs adrijs oldpeba Téxrns elvar xal peérns; where
observe that two lines lower down the word is used in the
vernacular meaning of ‘ bodily constitution’ (& re 5 yuxj

.. kal év 7@ €Ber: supra p. 294, a (2)).

Cp. Parm. 130 B dwkalov 7 eldos alrd xad’ avrd xai xakod
xal dyabfod xal wdvrwy . . . @Y TowoVTWY.

Ib. 135 C xaAdv te 7( ral dikawov xal dyafov xai &v éxaorov
TV €lddv, )

B. This meaning is extended from ethical universals to
all universals, implying at once the abstract notion and
the essential nature of the thing.

Phaedo 100 B, C €lval 7t kaXov adrd xal' adrd xai dyabov
xal péya xal T8AAa wdvra, resumed in ib. 102 B with elval 1t
éxaotov Tdv eidav.

Crat. 440 B €l 3¢ kai airo 10 €ldos peraminrer Tijs yrdoews,
8ua 7’ &y peraminror els Ao €ldos yvdoews, x.T.A.

Rep. V. 476 A, X. 596 A eldos ydp mo¥ 7. &v éxaoTov
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eldOaper Tl0cobar mepl €xaogra T& WOAA, ols TavTdy Svona émi-
dépopev. )

Parm. 135 D. (See also ib. 130 C, D where the doubt is
raised whether there is any such essential nature attaching
to dirt, mud, hair, and other insignificant things.)

y. Eldos is the reality of a general concept.

Phaedr. 249 B 8¢t yap dvfpomov Evwiévar kar’ eldos Aeyd-
[L€voD, K.T.A.

Ib. 277 C, Rep. VIIL. 544 D fitis ral év e®e . . . keirac;
Men. 72 C.

(1) Edos is thus a logical whole, containing the particulars
under it. Rep. V. 475 B mavros Tob eBous, Theaet. 178 A, ib.
148 D.

(2) But it is also a part, i.e. a subordinate species:
Phaedr. 265 E xar’ €y ddvacbar téuvew, Rep. V. 454 A dia 76
ui) dvvaclar kar’ €8y diaipodpevor . . . émoxoneiv, Theaet. 181 C,
187 C. ‘

Obs. 1.—EBos when thus employed signifies a true and natural,
as opposed to an arbitrary division. Cp. Polit. 262, 263.

Obs. 2.—1In the passage of the Phaedrus p. 265 ff., the word is
also used in the familiar idiomatic sense of a line of argument or
mode of reasoning (see above, p. 295 b (2)) rodrwr 8¢ Twev ék Tixns
pnbévrov Buoiv €idoty . . . . 10 & Erepov 37 eldos T{ Aéyeis; See also ib.
263 B, C.

3. Eldos is applied, not only to the species into which
a genus is divided, but also to the parts of an organic
whole. These two conceptions are, in fact, not clearly
kept apart by Plato.

Thus the Soul in Rep. 1v. 435 ff. is shown to have three
forms or natures (eldn), which are her parts (uépn, p. 442),
but are also species, having varieties under them (vIiI
559 E, alib.), and are repeatedly spoken of as yévm.

e. Eldos is the type of any natural kind, comprising its
essential attributes.
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Theaet. 157 B, C &vfpwndy Te r(0evrar xal Alfov kal Exaorov
(@dv Te xal elBos.

Parm. 130 C avfpdmov eldos xwpis Nudy xal Tdv oloy Nmels
dopty mdvrwy, avrd Tt os dvbpdmov %) mupds 7 kal Pdaros.

Obs.—This is the povds of Phileb. 15 A éva @vfpamov . . . kul Boiv éva,
x.r.\., about which there, as in Parm. 130 c, b, Socrates expresses
himself doubtfully.

(. Eldos is also used of an abstract whole, conceived as
separable from the parts, as in

Theaet. 204 A 1) xal 70 8hov éx TGV pepdy Aéyeis yeyovds &v
7t l8os €repor TV WavTLY Hepdy ;

7. Eos is used not only for the type of a natural kind § 28.

(man, horse, stone, &c.),—though on this point, as we have
seen, there is in Plato’s mind a lingering doubt,—not only
for generic attributes (good, beautiful, wise, &c., Phileb. 15),
but also to denote an idea of relation, as for example, the
idea of similarity.

Parm. 128 E alro xaf’ avro ldés 11 Spoidrnros.

In Rep. V. 454 B 7{ lBos 18 7ijs érépas Te kal Tijs avdrijs
¢Pioews kai mpds i Telvov Gpu{dueda ; the meaning of eldos is
further explained by mpds 7{ retvor. And in Phaedo 74, 75,
although the term eldos is not expressly used of aird 7o
ooy, yet the whole course of reasoning implies that this,
together with pei(ov xal é\arrov, is included amongst the
€idn spoken of in ib. 102 A.

0. Lastly, €ldos is applied to each of the primary forms
or elements of thought. These come into question most
in the dialectical dialogues (Theaet., Soph., Polit., Phileb.),
but the use referred to is much the same with that which
occurs already in Phaedr. 263 B elAndévar Twva xapaxrijpa
éxatépov Tob eldous. See especially Parm. 129 D, E, Theaet.
184, 185, 197 D, 202 A, Soph. 254 C, Phileb. 23 B, C, and
again Soph. 258, where the fatépov ¢pious is described as
an eldos, and also as /%aving an €ldos (i.e. a real nature
corresponding to its definition).
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The chief meanings or applications of €ldos as a philo-
sophical term in Plato may accordingly be thus tabulated :—

Eldos is

1. an ethical notion, Rep. III. 402 C, D, &c.

2. a universal nature, Phaedo 1co B, C.

3. a logical whole, Phaedr. 249 B. a. genus Rep. V.
474 ; B. species, Phaedr. 265 E. :

4. a part of an organic whole : an organ, Rep. 1v. 435.

5. the type of a natural kind, Theaet. 157 B.

6. a pure abstraction, e. g. the whole as separable from
the parts, Theaet. 204 A.

7. an idea of relation, Rep. V. 454 C.

8. any primary form or element of thought, Theaet.
184, 185, Parm. 129 C-E, Soph. 254 C, &c.

Iévos. .

yévos often occurs in the Republic, Parmenides, and later
dialogues, interchangeably with €l3os, though suggesting
rather the notion of £:xd, than of form or nature.

Rep. V. 477 B, C ¢ijooper dvvapeis elvar yévos Tt 7@y Svrwv
... €l dpa pavldvers d BovAopar Aéyew 76 €ldos . . . ib. D, E els
7 yévos . . . 7 €els &AXo elBos ;

Parmenides 129 C adra d yém Te xai €idy.

See also Polit. 285 C, 286 D.

This use is especially frequent in the Sophistes.

yévos is combined with éa in Laws vIIl. 836 D 7o is
odgprvos idéas yévos.

Obs.—The use of yévos becomes more frequent in the later
dialogues and at the same time the applications of eldos and i8é«
become more varied. For confirmation of these assertions the
student may consult the following passages :—

elBos Soph. 219—230 (where elSos occurs fifteen times), 236, 239,
246, 248, 252, 254, 255, 256, 258, 259, 260, 261, 264, 265, 267 :
Polit. 258, 262, 263, 267, 278, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 291, 304,
306, 307: Phil. 18, 19, 20, 23, 32, 33, 35, 48, 51: Tim. 30, 37,
40, 42, 48, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 62, 64, 66,
67, 68, 69. 75, 77, 81, 83, 87, 88,89, 90: Laws 1. 630 E, VL. 751 A.

id¢a Soph. 235, 253, 254, 255: Polit. 258, 289, 307, 308 : Phil,
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16, 25, 60, 64 (1wice), 67: Tim. 28, 35, 39, 40, 58, 60, 70, 71, 75,
77 : Laws viir. 836 p (1 rijs adgpovos Idéas yévos).

yévos Soph. 228 (three times), 229, 235, 253, 254, 256, 257, 259,
260, 261, 267, 268 : Polit. 260, 262, 263, 266, 267, 279, 285, 287,
288, 289, 291, 305: Phil. 12, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 44, 52,
65: Tim. 41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 67, 69, 73, 74, 17, 78, 81, 82, 83, 85, 86,
92 : Laws vi. 797 A, viu1. 836 b, 897 B, X1. 916 D.

*IB¢éa. § 20.
l3¢a is the feminine form of eldos. It is naturally the
more picturesque word and is accordingly more frequent
in the more imaginative and exalted passages. From this
cause, and from its adoption as a term of Stoicism, the
word has passed over into Latin and thence into modern
literature and philosophy.

Ordinary meanings. -

a. In the literal sense,=*form, ‘appearance,’ lééa is used
by Pindar, Theognis, Euripides, Aristophanes, Herodotus,
and Thucydides (V1. 4 8t 3pemavoetdes Tiw ldéav 70 xwpiov éori).

b. In Herodotus it has the slightly more abstract
meaning of Nature, description (I. 203 ¢¥Ala Toifjode idéns,
‘leaves of such a nature’; II. 71 ¢vdow ... mapéxovrar idéns
Toujvde, ‘their nature and description is as follows’;
VI 119), and even of a line of thought or policy, VI. 100
éppdveov 8¢ dipacias idéas.

¢. In Thucydides, where (acc. to Bétant) the word occurs
fourteen times (see esp. II1. 81, § 5 maod Te iBéa karéory favd-
rov), it has acquired the further meaning of a plan, or mode
of operation (see above, eldos, p. 294, b (1)).

1L 77, § 2 waoav Béav émevdovy, ¢ they devised every plan.’

1L 62, § 2 7§ ... adrp 8éa Jorepov . . . drricloas, ¢ on the
same principle.’ '

b. In Isocrates 13éa already signifies a form (1) of life,

(2) of speech, (3) of thought (see also Aristoph. Nub. 547
3N’ del kawas éas elopépwy oodifopat, Ran. 384, Av. 993).
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(1) Isocr. p. 21 D (Nicocl. § 46) det 8¢ xpficOar pev dudorépacs
rais 8éas ravrars (dignity and urbanity).

32 E rds pév pi) perexodoas tovtwy rdv idedv (dperas) peydhwv
xax®v alrlas ovoas, ¢ those virtues that have no share of
temperance and justice.’

The ¥éa: referred to are cwgpoovrn and dikatoatnn).

36 A év rals airais i8éas (explained by év rais émoplais,
é&v rals dvvaorelais, &c.).

259 E (Panathen. § 141) ras . . . i8éas 16r mohiretdv Tpeis
elvac.

(2) 42C (Panegyr. § 7) € ptv undapds dAws oldv 7" v
3nhody Tas alras mpdfers AAN’ 7 dia puds Béas.

210 E (Helen. Encom. § 16) éore 3’ odx éx 7@y adrdy iBeav
.« . 6 Adyos, 294 C (Sophist. § 18).

(3) 312 C (Antid. § 12) rocatras iBéas xai TocobTor dAAAjAWY
dgeatdoas ouvvappdoar kai ovvayayeiv, ‘notions so important
and so remote from one another.

(4) A special use occurs in 216 E (Helen. Encom. § 62)
8oa Tavtns Tiis déas kexowdvmxe, where alrn 7) idéa is the
attribute of beauty.

(The word is hardly, if at all, used by Xenophon.)

Thus it is evident that by the time of Plato the word idéa
was ready for his philosophical use. But before touching
on this, it is important to observe, as in the case of eldos,
(1) that he also employs it freely in all the senses (except
perhaps that marked ) above-mentioned, and (2) that even
in philosophical passages it is by no means always used
with a scientific or technical intention. Such an intention
is only to be assumed when the context places it beyond
doubt.

a. Protag. 315 E mj . . . i8éav wdvv kads.

Phaedr. 251 A 7} Twa odparos iBéav.

Phaedo 108D mjw . .. idéav tijs yijs.

Polit. 291 B taxy 8¢ peraAAdrrovor Tds Te déas xal v
dvvapy els GAARAovs.

b. Rep. IL. 369 A v 7od pellovos Jpowdryra év T4 Tob



Part I7: Diction— Philosophical Terms. 303

é\drrovos ldég émakomodyres, ¢ the resemblance of the greater
in the form of the less.’

Rep. 11. 380D pavralesfar &AAore év dANass iBéass.

Tim. 58 D v Tod oxijparos i8éav, ¢ the shape of the figure.

¢. This meaning is possibly approached in Rep. VI
507 E ob ouikpg dpa idég, x.7.)., ‘ by a notable expedient’ (?) ;
Phaedr. 237 D, 238 A. But it is hard to find in Plato an
exact parallel for the Thucydidean use.

b. Phaedr. 253 B els 10 éxelvov émrijdevpa xal i8éav dyovouy,
‘into conformity with his practices and way of life” Cp.
€ldos, p. 294, b (1).

Even where the context is highly philosophical, l3éa
often retains its usual, vernacular, meaning. Thus in
Phaedr. 246 A it is used not of absolute Justice, Beauty,
&c., but of the nature or conformation of the soul, as it is
there figuratively described. And in Theaet. 184 C, D
the word is similarly applied, not to Being, sameness,
difference, and the other primary notions, but to the nature
of the mind perceiving them—els plav rwa i8éar, elre Yuxnw
ele 8 7L 3¢l kaAelv, wdvra Tadra vrreiver.

Platonic uses. § 8L

The transition to the specially Platonic use is well
marked in Parm. 131 E, 132 A olpal o€ éx 705 Towodde &v Exacror
eldos oleclar elvai. Brav wOAN’ dr7a peyda coi 36y elvai, pia
Tis lows dokel i8éa 7 adry elvar énl wdvra 186y, 80ev & 7o
péya fyel elvai, ‘when you look at them together, there
appears to you one and the same form (or idea) in
them all’

a. ’ldéa, as a philosophical term, signifies rather form
than 4ind. The meaning of a class, which €ldos often
essentially connotes, attaches only accidentally to i3éa.
The latter term immediately suggests the unity of
a complex notion as present to the mind. It is thus
used to describe the work of cwvaywyr, where €ldos denotes
the result of 3ialpeois :—

Phaedr. 265 D, E els plav 1€ i8éav ovwopdvra dyew Ta
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woAAaxn) Siecmapuéva, x.T.A. .'. . TO WAAw kar €Bn dvvacha
Téuvew.

Theaet. 205 D, E, Soph. 253 C, D, Phileb. 6o D.

Observe the frequent combination of pia i8éa.

See also Phaedo 103 D, E—where at first sight the terms
may seem to be interchanged—uy pdvor airé 70 €idos
afiotobar Tod éavrod dvdparos els TOv del xpovov, GAAG kal &AAo
i, 0 éomt pev oDk éxelvo, Exel B¢ T éxelvov popdlyy del Sravmep
% ... 104C ovd¢ rabra &oxe dexopévois éxelvny Tiw idéav
dv 1) &v abrois oloy évavriaj]. On a closer inspection it is
seen that l3éav corresponds not to elBos but to popdfiv in
the preceding sentence. .

It follows that each eldos, or distinct and definite kind,
has its own {8¢a, or notional form.

Euthyphr. 5 D 78-dvdowor . . . adrd &) .avr@ Suowor xal
éxov plav Twa déav katd Ty dodmTa.

Phil. 25 B 70 mukrov (€ldos) . . . Tiva idéav ¢rjooper éxew’;

B. In Rep. Vi, where Plato dwells on the unity of
knowledge and characterizes the philosopher as a spectator
of all time and all existence, the term [3éa, in the more
precise philosophical sense, occurs with special frequency.

VI. 486 D, E v (dtdvoiav) éml iy Tob Svros iBéav éxdarov 7
avropues evdywyov mapéfet.

VI. 507 B, C 7as . . . idéas voelobar uév, Spacbar &' ob.

And the process so indicated naturally culminates in
the contemplation of the {8éa 705 &yaod. Closely akin
to this last is the use in Phil. 67 B olxedrepor . . . ™) T0b
vik@vros idéa.

And in the more imaginative description of the parts
of the Soul towards the end of Book 1X I3¢a again takes
the place of eldos :— '

588 C, D plav pev i8éav Onplov moikidov . . . piav &7 Tolvvw
dMAnw i8éav Aéovros, pilav 8¢ avBpdmov (he had just said in
illustration ovxval Aéyovrar Evpmepuxviar Béar moAlai els &v
yevéofar) 1.

! To estimate Plato’s freedom in the use of terms, words like 8pos, Tvmos,



Part 17 : Diction—Phrilosophical Terms. 305

y. ’I8¢a is also preferred in speaking of an organic whole,
in which the parts or elements are merged :—

Theaet. 204 A pla 3éa ¢ éxdoTwv TGV ovwapporrdvrwy
o'rocxefwv ytyvope'vn.

The word 3¢éa may be regarded as symbolizing the
union of thought and imagination in Plato.

Adrés. '

a. The emphatic use of avrds is the most constant and § 33.
characteristic of the various modes in which Plato
expresses his belief in the absolute reality of universals.
The term l3éa in its technical sense is absent both from
the myth in the Phaedrus and from the discourse of
Diotima in the Symposium, where eldos, too, only comes
in by the way. But the pronominal use now in question
perpetually recurs. It is needless to quote passages at
length: it is enough to refer to Lys. 220 B, Crat. 439 C, D,
Phaedr. 247 D, Phaedo 74 B, 76C, 100B,C (aird xa6’ aird,
cp. Rep. VI. 485D, X. 604 A), Symp. 211 B (adrd ka6’ aird
ped’ avrod), ib. D (Gewpéve atrd T0 xkaAdv), Rep. 1. 342 A, II
363 A, IV. 438 C, V. 472C, 476 A—C, 479 A, V1. 493 E, 506 D, E,
VIL. 532A, X. 612A, Parm. 133D, &c., Theaet. 175B,C
(adriis dikatoodys Te kai ddixlas).

B. Yet, while thus consecrated to special use, the§ 34.
pronoun is far from losing its proper idiomatic sense.
Words like atrodikatosivmy belong to later Platonism,
although, through a not unnatural error, they have found
their way into MSS. of Plato (E. on Text: above, p. 71).
Such a form as adroavfpwmas nowhere occurs, and, though
the neuter pronoun is often joined to a feminine abstract
word, frequent changes of the order clearly prove that
they do not adhere together as in a compound. See for
example

popdfy, povas (Phileb.), poipa, ¢piAov (Polit.), uépos, uéos, aroixetov, udpiov,
oxiipa, évds, should be considered. This is more noticeable in later dialogues.
The expression is more varied, as the philosopher becomes more sure of his

- ground.

VoOL. II. X
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Rep. 1. 331 C 7ofito 8 avrd, Thy Sikatootrmy . . .

Theaet. 146 E émormijuny atrd &8 vl wor’ &oriv.

And consider the context of II. 363 A odx adm 3ikaioovrmw
¢rawodvres, GAAG Td5 dn’ adrijs ebBoxphoas, where Par. A
reads adrodikaioatimy.

Once more, the Platonic student must often refrain from
Platonizing. Even in passages where the ‘doctrine of
ideas’ is immediately in question the emphatic airds
occurs in the ordinary vernacular sense. The context
must decide. Thus in Rep. VI. 510 E alrd pév raira . .
511 A advols Tols ¥wd TGy kdrw dwewkacbelor, the pronoun
refers to rois OJpwpévos eldest supra, individual objects
themselves as opposed to their shadows or reflexions,
although in the words 7o} rerpaydvov adroi &vexa . . . xal
dtapérpov abris, what has here been called the special use
of airds has intervened. Compare Parm. 130D xpi) ¢pdvac
xal ToUTwy éxdotov elBos elvar xwpls, dv dAAo adviv dv THuels
ueraxeip(opeda,— the actual hair, mud, dirt, &c., of
common life’: Soph. 241 E (nepi) elddAwy .. . elre pavracpdror
adtdv, 1) kal wepl Texvéy T4V, K.T.\., ‘illusions tkemselves or the
arts concerned with them.’

y. It follows that there is nothing specially Platonic in
such uses as Crat. 432D 70 pév adrdé, 70 8¢ dvopa (‘name
and thing’), or Theaet. 202 A abrd éxetvo pdvov s épei (‘ the
term by itself apart from attributes’).

§35. Elvai, § &om, 73 &v, Td 8vra, 70 by IxaoTov, dvrws, oloia.
(Theaet. 186 A robro yap pdAiora énl wdvrov mapémeras.)
In all Greek philosophy, and not in Plato alone, meta-

physical truths are expressed through elvai, its inflexions
and derivatives. The cause of this is partly to be sought
in Eleaticism, but largely also in the Socratic form of
questioning, ¢ éoti;

The student who would learn of Plato in simplicity
should clear his mind of Aristotelian distinctions, such as
those in the third book of the Metaphysics, and, still
more carefully of Daseyn, Wesen, Ansich, Fiirsich,
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Anundfiirsichseyn, and other terms of modern German
philosophy.

a. Obola is the truth of predication, as sifted out by § 36.
dialectical discussion (Prot. 349B); in other words, it is
the reality of definition:

Rep. X. 507 A 8 ¥} daper elvar d Eor kAlm.

Phaedo 75 D mepl dmdvrwr ols émodpayi(dueda Troiro,
8 &orw: ib. 65 D.

Phaedo 78 C aidm) % olola %s Adyor Oidomer Toi elvai:
Polit. 285 B.

Phaedr. 245 E Juxijs obolav 1€ kal Néyor todrov alrdv Tis
Aéywy odk aloyvveirat.

Being, so conceived, is called in Phaedo 76 C,D 4 rowatry
obala.

B. 7& dvra, 10 8y IxaoTor, have nearly the same force.

Phaedr. 247 E kal T8\Aa doatros 14 dvra Svrws Oeacapérn :
ib. 262 B 6 pi) éyvwpikis § Eorv Ikaoror Tdv drrwr.

Theaet. 174 A 1dv 8vrwv dxdaTouv SAov.

Rep. VI. 484 D 7ovs ¢yvwkdras pév Ixaorov 7d dv.

y. But sometimes, in moments of exaltation, the whole § 37.
of Being (like the sea of Beauty in the Symposium) is
spoken of as one continuum, which, as the object of
intellectual contemplation, exists in a region above the
Visible :—

Phaedr. 247C % yap dxpdpards Te ral doxnudrioros kal
avagis obola drrws Yuxijs oboa xvBepmiry pove Oeari) vg:
ib. D,E émoriunw, odx 3§ yéveois mpdoeativ, odd’ 4 dorl mov
érépa &y érépy odoa v Tuels viv Sytwv kalobuey, &M Ty &v 1§
8 o by dvrws émomipyy ofoar. (Cp. Tim. 29C, 35A.)

The white light of Being so conceived is parted into
the primary colours, as it were, of Knowledge and Truth, as
for example in Rep. VI. 508, 509, where, however, the l8éa
T0d dyadod dominates over odofa as well as over émorijun and
aMijfeta.  See also for the totality of Being, VI. 486 A
Ocwpla mavrds pev xpdvov, wdons 8¢ odalas. And, for odala
as abstract truth, VIL 525 C é7° dAfeidr Te xai odolav.

X 2
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3. In the dialectical dialogues otola and 76 év have again
the more logical meaning, ¢ Reality, answering to truth of
conception : * or the essence of a thing as defined (Polit.
283 E, Phil. 32).

For example, in the strikingly modern passage of the
Theaetetus quoted above, this sentence occurs, 186 B rod
Wev axkAnpod Ty axAnpdryTa did tijs émadis alobioerar, xai Tod
palaxod v paiakdryra boadtws . . . Ty 3¢é ye odolar xal
3 1 dordv kal My dvavridryTa TPds dAAAw@ Kkal THY ololav -ad Tiis
dvayridryros admy) N Yvx) émavioboa kal ovuBdAAovoa wpds
I\\qAa xplveww weparar fuiv. And, just below, 7d 8¢ mwepi
Tovrwy dvaloylopara mpds Te obolav xal dpéhewav (‘ what they
are and what good they do’) pdyis kal év xpdve 3ia moAAGY
nmpaypudrov xal wadelas mapaylyverar ols &v xai wapaylyrmrar.
And in the main argument of the Sophistes, 7o dv is
positive truth or reality, as opposed to negation. The
verb of existence is attenuated to the copula, passing from
the notion of essence to that of relation. Yet this
dialectical procedure does not preclude a recurrence to the
language of ‘ ontology ’:—

Soph. 254 A, B 6 8¢ ye ¢pidaoos, 1] To0 dvros del dia
Aoyiopdy mpookelpevos 1dég, did 0 Aaumpdy ad Tmis xdpas
ovdauds evmerys dpOijvar: Td ydp rijs TEY WOAAGY Yvxils Oupara
xaprepety mpds 70 Oetoy dpopdurra ddivara.

A different shade of meaning is observable according
as €lvac is opposed to ylyvesOar or ¢alvesbar (Tim. 27 D,
Parm. 165 A).

e. A special meaning of olola = pikry odola, ¢ concrete
reality, is formulated in Phil. 24 B, and applied in
Tim. 35A. But to examine this at present would be to
travel too far beyond the stage of Platonism embodied in
the Republic.

¢. If the philosophical meanings of eldos, idéa, airds, are
crossed by the vernacular meaning, this happens inevitably
also in the case of elvac in both its meanings, (1) as the
copula and (2) as the substantive verb.
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(1) Rep. VI. 507 B moAAd Kkahd . . . kal woAAd dyafa ai
éxaara olrws eval papéy Te xai diopi{oper T Adyo.

(2) Parm. 135D, E old¢v xakendy . . . driody 7d Svra wdoyorra
amopalvew.

So otola in the sense of ‘property’ occurs in Phaedr. 2524
xal obaias 8’ dpuéAetay dmoAvpérns map’ oddey rlferar. And there
is a play on both uses of the word (property and truth) in
Gorg. 472 B émixetpels éxBarlew pe ék tijs obalas kal Tod dAnbods.

Meréxew, pédefis, perdoxeors, éxew, peralapBdrew, wpooxpiicfar, § 39.
perdiis, xowwvla, pereivar, wapeivai, wapouvoia, dyyeior (Lys.
219 D), dveivas, mpooyiyreobar, mpooeivar, mapaylyveolar, yyiyreobar,
Spoluwas, pipnos, wapddeiypa, mepipépeodar, wepipéyew, perati-
0cofar, wemorbévar, wdlos Ixerr, gupmhox.

(elre wapovola, elre xowwvla, elre 6wy 3 xal dmws mpoo-
ayopevopévn,—ob ydp &n To6t0 Buoxupilopar Phaedo 100D,
cp. Rep. v. 476¢C,D.)

See Arist. Metaph. 1. 6, § 4 ™ pévror ye uébefw % ™
pipnow, fqrs dv eln Ty elddy, dPeioar &y xowe (nrei.

a. In his first discovery of the supreme reality of
universals, Plato lightly assumes the correlation between
them and the particulars of experience. He is more
concerned in asserting this than in explaining it. And
he expresses his conception in a variety of ways. When
Socrates in the Phaedo substitutes a dialectical for
a physical method, he implies a causal relation of idea to
fact—é&pxopar ydp &) émyepdy doi émdelfacar Tijs airlas 7o
eldos d mempayudrevpar (Phaedo 100 B), and he explains
this by participation: ib. C € 7{ éorw dAAo kaddv wAyw
at1d 10 KkaAdy, olde¢ &’ & &AAo xaAdv elvar 7 Bt peréye
éxeivov Tod kahot. He does not, however, confine himself
to the word peréxew, as if this were the chosen term of
the school: peraAapBdvew (102 B) is freely substituted, also
xowwvla (100D). And it is observable that the abstract
nouns, uélefis, perdAnyns (Parm. 131, 132, 151E), do not
seem to have been at this time in use.



310 On Plato's use of Language.

§ 40. . B. The participation of the particular in the universal

§ 41

§ 42.

is otherwise spoken of as the presence of the universal in
the particular : Phaedo 1ca.D 4 éxe{vov Tod kaob eire wapovoia,
elre xowwvia. Cp. Lys. 217 D xal piy mapeln v &v adrais
Aevkdrns: Charm. 158 E.  “Eveivar—*to inhere’ is similarly
used in the Republic: III. 402 C 7a s cwppooiris ldy . . .
dérra &y ols @eorw. In the samé passage these moral
attributes are spoken of as ‘carried about’ wavrayod
wepipepdpeva ; and in Theaet. 202 A, though not in stating
Plato’s own theory, general predicates are said to run
round about, wepirpéxew, amongst particular subjects.

y. The relation of the universal to the particular is
elsewhere regarded as the relation of the Perfect to the
Imperfect, or of the Ideal to the Actual. Plato in the
Phaedo does not feel this point of view to be inconsistent
with the former. In that dialogue (p. 74) the reminiscence
which is the germ of knowledge is accounted for by the
resemblance of things transitory to eternal truths, known
by us in a pre-existent state. The perception of equality
and inequality, for example, is referred to the recollection
of Ideal Equality (a?ré 70 loov). Sense-perceived equality
recalls this by resemblance, but falls short of it. 8rav ye
dmd Tdv Spolwv drapumioxnral ls T, &p’ odx dvayxaiov . .
&vvoety, elre Tv é\Aelmer Tobro kard T dpodtyra €lre pif, k.T.A.
In Phaedo 69 B the ordinary Virtue is called a oxiuaypagia,
and in 76 D occurs the phrase, raira (rd é Tév aloBioewr)
éxelvy () ololg) dwewdloper.

This form of Plato’s Idealism appears principally (1) in
passages marked by strong ethical aspiration, or (2) where.
his speculation takes a cosmological turn. The image
often employed is that of pattern and copy, borrowed from
the ¢ imitative’ arts, especially from the art of painting.

(1) Moral improvement is continually represented as
a process of assimilation to the Divine (see esp. Theaet.
176 B). And in this connexion Plato treats the notions
of participation and assimilation as interchangeable. For
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instance in Phaedr. 253 A the words xa6’ 8oov dvvardv feod
Gvlpdme peraoxelv are immediately followed up with
mowobow Gs dwvardy Spodrator 1@ oderépy Oep. See Arist.
Met. 1. 6, § 3 miw 3¢ pélefiw Tolvopa pdvov peréBarer of uiv
yap ITvaydpeior piprioer Ta dvra paoiy elvar TGY dplbudy,
I\drov 8¢ pebéfet, Tobvopa peraBardv. ™ pévror ye pébefw
N ™ plunow, fris & ey T6v eldov, dpeicar & kow (nTeiv.

In the Republic, the perfect or ideal state is more than
once described as a pattern of which the actual state is to
be a copy:—V. 472 D, E wapddeiypa émotofuer Adye ayafis
woAews, V1. 500 E ol 7@ Oelo mapadelyuart xpdupevor {wypdpor.
And the same ideal is to be the pattern for the individual,
whether the perfect state is realized or not,—IX. 592 B
AN . . . & olpavg lows wapdderypa dvaxeirar 7§ PovAouéve
6pay xai opdvre éavrdv karowifew. This comes near to the
exalted tone of Theaet. 176 E wapadeiypdror . . . &v 7@ Svre
éordrow, Tod ptv Oelov eddatuoveatdrov, Tob d¢ dféov dONwTdTOV
.« « AavBdvovol 7@ pév dpotolperor dia Tas &dixovs mpdfets, T
3¢ dwopoiotpevor, where the conjunction of opposites has
a similar effect to that in Phaedo 74 D.

And in the Politicus (273 B, 293 E, 297 C) the true states-
man is represented as imitating from afar the principles
of Divine Government.

Similarly in Rep. V1. 500 C, Timaeus 47 C, the philosopher
is described as imitating the universal order. See also
Tim. 88 C xard 3¢ tabra ... Td Tod mayrds dmomipolpevor
€tdos.

(2) In the last-mentioned passages there is a union of § 43.
the ethical with the cosmological strain. The following
may serve to illustrate the place which péuneis holds from
time to time in Plato’s cosmogony. In the mythical
description of the Earth in Phaedo 110 foll, the colours
and the precious stones known in human experience are
but meagre samples (delypara) of those on the upper surface
of the globe as seen from above. In the vision of Judge-
ment at the close of the Republic (not to dwell on the
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Blwv mapadelypara) the orrery turning on Necessity’s knees,
although partly pictorial, is partly also an ideal pattern
(and in some occult or inconsistent way an efficient cause)
of the revolutions of the planets.

In the Phaedrys, 250 B, earthly realities are dpoidpara
1@y éel ; and each lover makes himself and his beloved like
his god (&yaApua).

And in the allegory of the Cave (Rep. viI) into which
less of what is purely mythological enters, natural objects
in their most essential forms are described as oxevasrad
€ldwla, things manufactured after the supreme realities, and
moved by hands unseen so as to cast their shadows on
the wall. Elsewhere in the Republic, the figure of
substance versus shadow repeatedly appears: II. 365 C,
382 D, III. 401 B, 402 B,C, IV. 443 C, V. 472C, VL. 510, 511,
VIL 516 A, 520C, 534C, 1X. 587 D. Cp. Lysis 219, D,
Phaedr. 250A,B. And a similar strain of metaphor is
carried further in the Timaeus, where the world is an elxdv,
or true image (not oxid, an imperfect likeness) of the
vonrov €ldos, whose forms are stamped upon the chaotic
receptacle of space ‘in a strange and hardly explicable
way.” (Tim. 50c.)!?

Meanwhile the other metaphors of participation in the
ideas, real presence of the ideas, communion with the ideas,
are by no means discarded. For the Republic it is
enough to quote V. 476 C, D, where indeed the two modes of
expression (1o 8potov . . . Ta peréyovra) are conjoined,—as
they are in Parm. 133D. See also VI 505 A 5§ xal dixata
xai TdAAa mpooxpnadpera Xpriowua xal dpétpa ylyverar.

In the later dialogues (Soph., Polit., Phil., Tim., Laws)
the relation of the individual to the universal is altogether
lessin question. See Excursus, Essay on Structure, p. 46 ff.
But uébedis still takes place between subject and predicate,
or between substance and attribute.

! Cp. Tim. 48k, 49 A & pdv ds wapaldeiyparos eldos imoredév, vonrdv xal del
xard radrd 8v, pipnua 8¢ mapadelyuaros Seirepov, yéveow Exov xal dpatdv.
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Soph. 247 A 3dikaioovrns &fet xal wapovsie (L. C.’s con-
jecture 3. & x. ¢ppovijoews has been approved by Schanz, but
see the words which follow, 76 ye dvvardy T mapayiyvesfar
xal &moyfyvesfar mdvrws elval T ¢rjoovow?), which show that
the correction is not absolutely necessary.

Ib. 248 C 8rav 1 mapy . . . SUvapus.

Ib. 256 A 8ia 70 peréxew ad wavr’ airod.

Phil. 16 D play déav wepl mavrds . .. (yreiv: edprioew yap
évoiicav,

Ib. 60 B, C mjv rayafod diadépetv Ppiow T@de T@Y EGAAwy. T ;
¢ wopelny TobrT &el 1@y (Yov &id Téhovs wdvrws kai wdvry,
undevds érépov more &rt wpoabefo‘ﬂat, 10 8¢ ikavov TeAedrarov
éxew.

Polit. 268 B povoixils . . . pereikner.

Ib. 269 D moAAGY pév xal pakaplwy mwapa Tod yevmjcavros
perei\nder, dTap ovy 3 xexowdmré ye kal odparos, K.TA.

Ib. 273 B, 2//5 D o perdy.

Tim. 34 E peréxorres Tob ... elxij, 36 E, 58 E perioxer paAov
Kwijoews, 77 A, B perdayy . . . peréxer, QO C kaf’ Soov . .. peraoyeiv
avfponivn ¢piois dbavacias dvdéxerar.

3. The éamopipara raised in the Parmenides, then (with § 45.
which cp. Phil. 15), have not had the effect of banishing
¢ participation’ (see esp. the examples just quoted from
Polit., Phileb.). Yet it was there shown that particulars
could not partake in the universal eldos, either (1) wholly,
or (2) in part, nor (3) as individuals in a common form, nor
(4) as objects of thought, nor (5) as copies of a pattern (xal
1 pélefis ol Tols &ANots ylyveolar TGy €lddv odx dAAY Tis 3
elxacfijvar abrois). Nor are these difficulties solved in the
latter portion of that dialogue. What is really shown
there is the inadequacy of the Zenonian dialectic, since by
subjecting to it the Eleatic hypothesis of One Being, this
is proved (1) to have no predicates, (2) to have all predi-

1 In Parm. 133 D there are two stages in the descent from the ideas
to individuals, (1) dpolwats, subsisting between the idea and its duolwpa or
concrete type, and (2) pélefts Tov Spoidbparos.
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cates, and (3) to have neither all nor none, but to be in
transition between them. Plato thus hints indirectly at
the root-fallacy which he has ridiculed in the Euthydemus,
and of which he finally disposes in the Sophistes—the
blank absoluteness of affirmation and negation. By the
series of inferences which Parmenides himself sums up in
the concluding paragraph, Plato, it may be fairly said,
énuorépixe TV Tob Zajpwvos Aéyov (cp. Euthyd. 360 D).

e. This is not done without a motive, and the motive
may be gathered in the words of Socrates, Parm. 129 C-E el

. « abTé Ta yérn Te xal €ldn & adrols dmodalvor Tavavrla raira
wdln wdoxovra, &fiov Oavpdlew . .. & ... wpérov pév diai-
piita Xxwpls avra kab’ avra Ta €ldn, olov dpoidrnrd TE Kal dvopoi-
dryra xal wAfjfos kal 70 & xai ordow kal xivnow kal wdvra
T& Towabra, €lra &y éavrols Tadra dvvdpeva cvykepdvrvslar kal
diarplveabal dmodalvy, dyaipny dv Eywy', &y, Oavpasrés. Cp.
Phileb. 14 D. The discussion of those édwmopiat has cleared
the ground for truer modes of conception. Something like
a theory of predication is at length formulated. But even
in the Philebus the construction of ideas into a xdopos 7is
dodparos is carried only a little way, and after the relativity
of ideas is proved, Plato still speaks of them as absolute,
and still employs metaphorical language to indicate meta-
physical relations. Yet the point of view is no longer
quite the same as before.

As the conception of the nature of predication becomes
more distinct, a new stage of inquiry is reached in the
search for an order and connexion of ideas. A rational
psychology begins to clear away the confusions of a crude
ontology. And while in the untried effort to account for
yéveaus, language is still affected with dualism and tinged
with mythological imagery, a far less dubious light is
already shining on the world of thought.

In the Phaedo and elsewhere, moral and other ‘ideas’—
atrd 16 xaAdv, dyalddv, dlxaiov, 8aiov, loov, péya—were ranked
together as coordinate, or summed up as 7 &tdios odoia and
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set over against the transitoriness of individual objects, ra
Todtwy (sc. Tév eld@v) peréxorra. But in the concluding
passage of Book VI,and in what follows it, there is a revela-
tion of the unity and organization of knowledge, implying
(1) that there is an order in the intellectual world, and
(2) that there is a way upward and downward! between
intellect and sense: moreover that above knowledge, truth
and being, there is the supreme domination of the good.
But the statement is in general terms, and no account is
taken of the difficulties which are raised, without being
solved, in the Parmenides. In the Theaetetus (185 C) it is
clearly seen that Being, Unity, Number, likeness, difference
and goodness (even when relative) are notions of a higher
order than other generalizations of experience—they are
birds that fly everywhere about the cage®—and also that
there are relations between them (Theaet. 186 B miv obolay
. .. 7fis évavridryros). The existence of such relations amongst
the highest ideas (or primary forms of thought and being)
is what the Stranger in the Sophistes undertakes to prove ;
and here the long-familiar words xowwvla, peréxew, pera-
AapBdvew, dvetva (also Elpmées, &voikety, ovvoikety, déxeoba,
npocdurew, mepitpéxew, perarifeabas, pixbivar, dppdrrew, wpoo-
apracfai, cupdwrely, olpduror Exew)?® are again in frequent
use. Even the dim form of Space in the Timaeus, the
yevéoeos 107y, is spoken of as €ldds ¢ . . . perakapBdvov . .. mp
Tod voyrod, and again as (elxdva) odolas apds yé mws dvrexo-
pérmp 4. At the same time the other metaphor of Pattern
and Copy comes once more into service, not now, however,
'merely to express the relation of particular to universal,
but to throw light upon another difficulty, the possibility

1 Cp. Heracl. Fr. 69 (Bywater) 83ds dvow xéra pla xal dvrd).

3 Theaet. 197 D : cp. Soph. 254 c.

3 See Soph. 216, 223, 228 B, 235 A, 238, 248, 349 A, 350E, 251, 253, 253,
255, 256, 259 ; Polit. 309 ; Phil. 15. 24, 37, 57, 60, 66.

+ Tim. 45D, 51 A, 52C: cp. ib. 64 D AUmys 82 xal H3ovfis ob ueréxov. The
simple words &éxew, AapBdvew, kexrijafa are often similarly used. So too u3)
orépeabar Phileb. 67. ) '
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of false opinion (Yevdis 3dfa) and of falsity (yevdys Adyos).
And as the idea of predication becomes more distinct,
other modes of expression of a more definite kind are
introduced—memovfévar Parm. 148 A, wdlos &ew Soph.
245 A, wdbnpa wdoxew, ovAaPy Theaet. 202, cvumloxs
Theaet. 202 B, Soph. 262 C, 240 C, o¥yxpaasis Polit. 273 B, &c.,
Phil. 64 D, &c., kéopos doduares Phil. 64 B.

We are at present concerned not with Plato’s philosophy,
but with his use of Language. Else more might be said
not only of his various modes of expression, but of the
increasing clearness of his thoughts, and of an approach to
system.

His expressions are various, because almost always
figurative. Metaphorical language about philosophical
notions is necessarily broken and inconsistent, and cannot
without confusion be tested by a logical standard. Many
phases of the Ideas occurred to Plato’s mind. They are
universals, realities, absolute, relative: they represent the
most abstract and the most concrete notions: they are
isolated, and also ‘flying about’ everywhere among objects:
they are akin to numbers, though not the same with them.
Plato does not attempt to harmonize all these different
views ; they are experimental conceptions of the Universal,
which he gradually brings back more and more to what
we term common sense,—to psychology and logic from
a fanciful ontology. His language about them in the
Phaedrus, Meno, Phaedo, is different from that which he
uses in the Philebus and the Laws; or rather in the.
two latter dialogues the transcendental form of them has
almost disappeared. If instead of dwelling on his use of
terms we consider his thought and intention !, we find that
in the dialectical dialogues and those which go with them
(Tim., Critias, Laws), through grappling with the diffi-

culties which his own theories have raised in relation to

! i, .. Buaroodpevos elme (Theaet. 184 A).
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contemporary opinion, he is confronted more and more
closely with the great central questions of all philosophy,
the essence of thought, the meaning of the Universe, the
conditions and possibilities of human improvement for the
individual and for communities. The last word of Plato
on the nature of Mind is hardly different from the language
of Modern Philosophy. What can be more ‘ modern,” for
example, than the definition of Thought in Soph. 265 D, E,
or than several of the psychological distinctions in the
Philebus?

Other terms having a metaphysical significance may be
dismissed more briefly.

$dots. § 49.

The word ¢vows (after appearing once in Hom. Od.
X. 303, for the ‘virtues’ of a drug?!) occurs in writers from
Pindar to Aristophanes with various shades of meanings:—
birth, growth, stature, native character or disposition, inkerent
power or capacity, as well as in the more general sense of
that whick is natural, or in accordance with experience, as
opposed to what is artificial, acquired, conventional, or
monstrous. '

Herodotus II. 45 already has the idiomatic phrase ¢iow
éxe (éva ébvra v ‘Hpakhéa . .. ks piow Exer moANds pvpiddas
¢ovedoar). Thucydides repeatedly speaks of ¢ human nature’
(0 &vbpwmela pious 1. 76, I1. 50, I11. 45, 84 ; see alsoIII. 82, § 2
ws &y ) alry) plois dvbpdnwy 1f): and in V. 105, § 2 Iwd Pplrews
dvaykalas, he alludes to the inevitableness of ‘ natural law.’

Professor Burnet in his able work on Early Greek Philo-
sophy argues with much force in favour of the thesis that
“the word which was used by the early cosmologists to
express the idea of a permanent and primary substance
was none other than ¢dots, and that the title mepl ¢poews so
commonly given to philosophical works in the sixth and

1 Also in the Batrachomyomachia, in the sense of natural endowments.
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fifth centuries B.C. does not mean “on the nature of things,”
—a far later use of the word,—but simply “concerning
the primary substance”’; and that ¢in Greek philosophical
language ¢vois always means that which is primary,
fundamental and persistent as opposed to that which is
secondary, derivative and transient, what is given as
opposed to what is made or becomes.’

The preciseness of this statement can hardly be borne
out by quotations, but it may be accepted as an expression
of the fact that the early philosophers in writing wepi
¢ioews had given to the word a new depth of meaning by
choosing it as an expression for the uniformity of experience
for which they sought to account. Hence kard ¢pdowr, pioe:,
mapd ¢vow, are phrases in common use. And the oppo-
sition of the natural to the conventional (¢doe: to vdue) was
a common-place of sophistical disputation, Isocr. Panegyr.
p.-62d, § 121 (Bekker) ¢voe. moklras dvras vdug is mohirelas
dnoorepeiahar.

In Plato the connotation of ¢voes has not more fixity
than that of other philosophical terms. The particular
meaning is to be determined by the context in each case.

The following uses appear to be specially Platonic :—

1. Phaedo 103 C rdre pév yap éxéyero éx Tob dvavrlov mwpdy-
patos 10 évavrlov mpaypa ylyvesai, vdv 8¢ 8ri adrd 10 dvavrlov
éavrg évavrlov odx &v mwore yévoiro, ofire 10 &v Ny olire ™ &
m $loe.

Here are three grades of reality 1, (1) the actual thing or
object in which the idea is embodied (o mp@ypa 16 peréyov
Tod €ldovs), (2) the idea as so embodied or ‘immanent’ (a?rd
70 & nuiv), (3) the idea as self-existent, absolute, ‘tran-
scendent’ (adrd 70 &v ) ¢ioe). Plos, therefore, in this
passage is the sum of self-existences, the immutable nature
of things.

Compare Rep. X. 597 B pla ptv 3 & 7 dboe oloa, #iy

! Asin Parm. 133 D, quoted above, p. 313, note.
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datuer v, o dyguar, Oedv épydoadbar, ib. VI. 501 B mpds 7€ 10
dboe dlxatov . . . kal wpds éxeivo ad T8 &v Tols dvBpdmors.

2. But elsewhere the supreme agency of Nature is
regarded as an heretical doctrine, opposed to the sovereignty
of Reason and of God. Soph. 265 C ¢ t@v woAAGY Sdypart

.« 7@ T $low aird yevwgy &nd Twos alrlas adropdrns xal
&vev diavolas $uoboms. ¢ Nature’ is here not Eternal Law,
but mere blind, unconscious energy, as opposed to Mind.
Cp. Laws X. 892 C ¢vow Bolhovras Aéyew yéveow iy wepi
Td Tpbra, k.T.A!

3. In Phaedr. 270 ¢dois is an extremely comprehensive
word, including both worlds, the inward and the outward.
This appears from the allusions to Anaxagoras and
Hippocrates. ®vous in this sense differs from ovafa chiefly
in referring more distinctly to the parts which make up
the whele.

4. According to another mode of expression, the subject
of philosophy is not a// nature but every nature, Theaet.
173 E, Polit. 272 C.

In so denoting single or particular natures, ¢iois is
sometimes () the nature of the thing described, and some-
times () the thing itself as characterized, and the word
in this sense is applied equally to natural kinds and to
abstract notions.

(@) Rep. 11. 359 B 7 ptv odv &) diors dikatoodwns . . . adrn ?
(including both yévesis and odola, see context).

Phaedr. 245 E dfavdrov 8¢ nepaouévov Tod U¢p’ éavrod xwov-
pévov, Yuyijs obolay te xal Adyov Tobrov adrdy Tis Aéywr odx
aloxvreitat. wav yap odpa, ¢ pev wler 10 xweiobar, dyrvxov,
¢ 3¢ &dobev adrg &£ avrod, Euuxov, Gs Tadms olons Ploews
Yxis (sc. 10 adrd éavrd xweiv).

! Plato here claims that if the study of nafure is the study of primary
substances, it ought to begin with the study of mind, since mind is prior to
the elements. He tries to wrest from the natural philosophers their chief
catch-word— more openly and disputatiously than in the Phaedrus.

2 The ¢ Naturalist’ theory is in question, see mepuxévar Rep. 11. 358 E.
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Rep. VI. 493 C v 8¢ 7ob dvayxalov xai dyalod $éow, x.T.A.

Ib. VIL 525 C i Oéav Tijs TGV dpifpdy doeus.

Ib. X. 611 B pire ye ab ) @Anfeordrpy $boer TolobTor €lvar
yxiv.

Soph. 245 C, 258 B, C; Phil. 25 A, 44 E.

(6) In the following places the nature is identified with
the thing :—

Rep. 1. 359C 8 woa $bows (‘every creature’) Sidxew
wépuxer s dyaldov.

Ib. 1V. 429 D play ¢dow iy TG Aevkdv.

Ib. V1. 491 A olai ofoai $doers Yuxav.

Polit. 306 E.

5. There is a pleonastic use of ¢vots with a genitive, in
this latter sense, which, like other periphrases, occurs more
frequently in the later dialogues. But the Phaedrus affords
more than one example:—

Phaedr. 248C % . . . 10D wrepod $iors.

Ib. 254 B hr T0od KkdAAovs diarv.

Soph. 257 A 1) Tév yevdy $éos.

Ib. 257 C, D (bis) i farépov $bas.

Polit. 257 D i Tod mpoocdmov $pbow.

Phileb. 25 E mijy dyteias pbaur.

Ib. 30B T 1@y kaAAloTey kal TyuwTdTOY $éory.

Tim. 45D i tév Breédpdpwy $iow,

Ib. 74 D ™ év vedpwy $bow. Ib. 75 A Tiw Tév loxlwy Plow.

Ib. 84 C 1) 10D pvehod ¢los.

(Cp. for similar periphrases ib. 75 A 73 tijs yAdrrns €ldos,
70 C Tyv Tod wAevpovos 1déav.)

Laws VIIL 845D v {8aros ¢baw.

Ib. 1X. 862 D 73y Tod dikalov ¢pbow.

The same use recurs in Aristotle. See Bonitz’ /ndex
Apristotelicus, p. 837 b. .

6. dvoes is constantly used in the Republic in the
ordinary sense of natural disposition or capability (esp.
Apol. 22 B,C) as distinguished from the complete develop-
ment of mind or character :—
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1II. 410 D 706 Bupoedes . . . Tijs $loews.

VI. 485 A Ty $low alrdy mpdTov delv xaTapaldely.

The great frequency of the term ¢vdous in Plato’s
dialogues represents, what has too often been ignored, the
experiential aspect of his philosophy.

(6) PSYCHOLOGICAL TERMS.

As Plato’s philosophical language becomes (1) more § 52.

subjective and (2) more accurate, his use of words to signify
mental states, processes, or faculties, becomes at once
more frequent and more precise. It would be an error,
however, even in his latest dialogues to look for consistency
or finality. When it is found that®the definition of
3ikatoovry, obtained with so much labour in the Republic,
is tacitly set aside in the Laws, and that the disjunctive-
hypothetical method so energetically put forth in the
Parmenides nowhere distinctly recurs, it need not surprise
us that the significance of 3i.dvoia in Theaet. 189 E, Soph.
265 D, E differs essentially from that assigned to the same
word in Rep. V1. 511, or that aloOnots, 86€a, pavracia, Téxvn,
émiomiun, ¢ihocodla, can only be said to have an approxi-
mate fixity of meaning.

Alobnots.

a. Any immediate perception, intuition or consciousness.

Charm. 158 E, 159 A SijAov yap 87, €l doi mdpeati swdpoavvy,
exets Tv wepl adrils dofdlew. dvdyxn ydp wov &voboav almiv,
elmep Eveorw, alobyolv Twa mapéyew, &€ fs ke &y Tis oor mepl
abrijs €ln, 8 Tu éorl kal dmoldy 1 ) cwppoairy.

This is the ordinary meaning as exemplified in Antiphon,
Herod. p. 134, § 44 ; Thuc. I1. 50, 61; Eur. El 290; Xen.
Hell. v. 1, § 8 ; Anab. 1v. 6, § 13.

Obs.—Euripides (Iph. Aul. 1243) already has alo6ypa, which,
though frequent in Aristotle, does not seem to occur in Plato.
A special meaning = ¢scent’ as a hunting term occurs in Xen.
Cyn. 3, § 5; cp. Rep. 1. 395 a.

VOL. II. Y
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B. Sense-perception in general, as opposed to yvdois,
cognition, wdnots, intellection, Aoytouds, reasoning : imper-
fectly distinguished from 8éfa and ¢avracia.

Without entering here on the discussion of Plato’s
philosophy of sensation, it may be observed that a com-
parison of Phaedo 79, Phaedr. 249, 250, Rep. VII. 524, with
Phileb. 33, 38, 43 A, B, Tim. 43 C, shows that the reasonings
attributed to the disciples of Protagoras in the Theaetetus,
though rejected as a definition of knowledge, exercise
a decided influence on the evolution of Plato’s psychology.

y. Special modes of sensation, including the five senses,
with others not separately named.

Phaedo 65 D 78y odv wdworé 1. Ty TowovTwy Tols dPBaiuots
ldes ; Oldapds, 1 8 8s. 'AAN’ &AAp Tul alobhoe 7@y 3id TOD
odparos épiyw adréy ; Rep. V1. 507 E % 10b dpav alodnais.

3. A single act of sense-perception,—an impression of
sense. Theaet. 156 D ™y Aevkdrrd 7€ xal alobpow adry
Eugurov : ib. B al ptv oty alobioas Ta rToudde fuiv Eovoww
dvdpara, S\eis Te kal dxoal kal dopraets, k.T.A.

Thus the évarria alobyois of Rep. VII. 523 B, Soph. 266 C
is an opposite impression of #ke same sense.

Obs.—Algbnrds in Men. 76 p is said to be an expression in the
manner of Gorgias: otherwise the word occurs first in Plato; and
aloOnmis, dmaf elpnuévor in Theaet. 160 D, appears to be invented on
the spot. It is cited by Pollux as an unusual word.

§53. Aéta.

The opposition of doketv at once to elvar and énioracbar -
leads to the association of 8dfa as the lower faculty with
aiocOnois. For example in Rep. VI, Vi1, where the clearness
of a faculty is said to be proportioned to the nature of its
object, 3déa seems to be concerned with the shadows, i.e.
the visible world; in Phaedo 96 it is an involuntary
judgement resulting from sense and memory, and in the
Phaedrus the unlucky charioteer regales his steeds with
Tpogn Bofaocm, because of his poverty in the ideas. But in
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Theaet., Soph., Phil, it becomes manifest that 8dfa is
simply a judgement, given by the mind in answer to herself,
which may or may not be coincident with an impression
of sense, and may be either true or false. This is in
accordance with the advance in psychological clearness
which marks the dialectical dialogues.

In the earlier part of the Theaetetus, 8éfa ¢pavracia
alolnais are very closely associated, although in such an
expression as in 179 C 70 wapov éxdore wdbos, ¢ &v ai
aloOjoes xal ai xatd tadras 8éfas ylyvovrar, the distinction
between alofnois and 8éfa is accurately preserved (cp.
Charm. 159 A quoted above). It is only after the dis-
cussion in pp. 184-190, however, that the definition of 8dfa
as diuavolas amorehevrnois (Soph. 264 A) becomes possible.
For it has now been clearly brought out that 8d¢a, opinion
or judgement, is an operation of the mind, silently pre-
dicating one thing of another. Such predication or
judgement may refer to any subject matter, but it may be
false as well as true, and this gives occasion for the
question, How is false opinion possible? See esp.
Phileb. 37 ¢, D.

Opinion, so understood, is still distinguished from
Knowledge (émworiun) which is always true, although this
opposition is not sufficiently accounted for by the definition
of ématiun as ddfa &Anbis pera Adyov. Adfa dAnbis holds
a higher place in subsequent dialogues, Sophist, Philebus,
Timaeus, than in the Republic, where it is condemned as
‘blind” Rep. VI. 506 C: cp. IV. 430 B.

For the vernacular crossing the specific meaning, see
esp. V1. 490 A wapa ddfav . . . dofalopévors.

Obs.—The naturalness of the association of 8¢fa with alonos
appears from the passage of the Charmides (159 a) above quoted.
On the other hand, the constant use of 8oxei poe in expressing
a judgement of the mind, suggested the other meaning in which
36ta is opposed to émorqun. As the two meanings were not con-
sciously distinguished, a confusion arose which helped to accentuate

Y 2
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Plato’s view of the uncertainty and fallaciousness of sensation ; to
which, however, Philosophy had from the first been predisposed, as
appears from well-known sayings of Heraclitus and Parmenides.

$avracia.

®avracla is properly the noun of ¢avrdlesfar (Soph.
260 E, Rep. II. 382 E), but is treated in Theaet. 152 C, 161 E
as the noun of ¢aivecfai. In Soph. 264 A, B 10 ¢alvecbar
is defined as 3dfa per’ alojoews or olpmlis alabijocews xai
36éns. In Phileb. 39, however, there is a more elaborate
description of imagination or presentation (Vorstellung).
Opinion or judgement having been characterized under the
figure of a scribe who writes down sentences in the mind,
it is added that the scribe is corroborated by a painter,
who illustrates what is written down. And the pictures
of this artist may have reference to the past or future,
and like the judgements which they accompany, they may
be either false or true. The pleasures of Hope are thus
accounted for. The word ¢avrasla does not occur in this
passage. But it is obvious that the thing meant might
be denoted by the term, and the mental images in question
are spoken of as (wypagrjuara (39 D) ta pavrdopara élwypadn-
péra (40A). In Rep. 11. 382 E, where ¢avrdlecfas (380 D)
has preceded, éavraciar are ‘illusive apparitions’ The
word carries a similar association in Soph. 260 E, &c.

The noun, although common (with its derivatives) in
later writers, does not occur before the time of Plato.

Audvora.

In the concluding passage of Rep. VI the word didvoia
acquires a specific meaning, to denote the faculty, or
attitude of mind, intermediale between ddfa and E&momijun,
or between w{otis and vods. This definition stands in close
reference to the context in which. it occurs, and it is
observable that Sudvoia in this exact sense is hardly to be
found elsewhere in Plato. The definition appears to rest
on a false etymology, viz. dua-voia, ‘ mediate intellection,’
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‘thinking tArough something,’ as distinguished from pure
intuition on the one hand and mere impressions on the
other ; because the abstract truths of mathematical science
are studied #krough visible symbols (VI. 511 D os perafd 7
3déns Te kal vod, cp. VIL. 533D, E). The psychology of the
Theaetetus supplies a more accurate explanation of the
term, as=* mental discourse,’ passing between subject and
predicate, or predicate and subject. This view of 3idvowa
recurs in the Sophistes (263 D). Aidvoia, so understood, is
not above and beyond &d¢a, but is the necessary preliminary
to it ; since the mind puts her questions before she answers
them, and opinion, however seemingly instantaneous, is the
consequence of thought. Thus 3déa rises in the scale, and
dudvoia, as a subjective fact, is correctly analysed.

In the great majority of instances 8udvowa (with its verb
diavoeiocfar) is used in the ordinary Greek acceptations of
(1) mental activity, (2) mind in act, (3) a particular thought
or conception, (4) meaning, (5) intention.

“Efis. § 56.

“Efts, dmwo 7od Exew mws, is properly a state or condition
whether bodily or mental. But the psychological use of
this word also is affected in Plato by a false etymological
association from the active use of &w. The active use
of &us occurs in Rep. IV. 433 E % 1od olkelov 7€ kai éavrod
s e xal mpafis, Soph. 247 A dikaiootvns e kal mapovrly,
Theaet. 197 A émoriuns . . . &w. And it seems probable
that in such passages as Phaedr. 268E tov ™y onw Hw
éxovra, Rep. VI. 509 A miv 10D &yafod w, IX. 591 B Ay
N Yoxd) - . . Tyerépay Ew AapBdve, although the ordinary
meaning of ‘condition’ is present, Plato has the other
association in his mind. For the more familiar meaning,
see esp. Phileb. 11 D #w uyiis kai dudfeow, k.7.A.

Téxm—-practical skill.
a. Skill as opposed to inexperience, Phaedo 89E dvev
Téxvns 1i)s mepl Tavlpdmeia.
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B. Enlightened practice, as opposed to mere ‘rule of
thumb’ (éumepla xal 7piBif), Phaedr. 260 E, 270 B, Gorg.
463 B (see Rep. VI. 493 B).

y. Professional practice, opposed to that of an amateur,
Prot. 315A émi réxvy pavbave.

3. Art as opposed (1) to nature, Rep. II. 381B; (2) to
divine inspiration, Ion 536 D.

e. A system of rules (Phaedr. 261 B).

(. 7éxym as distinguished from émomiun is (1) a lower
grade of knowledge (see the contemptuous diminutive
rexvddpior in Rep. V. 475E); (2) (chiefly in the later
dialogues) Knowledge applied to production (yéveots),
Laws X. 892 B, C.

Obs.—The actual sciences (as distinguished from the same studies
when enlightened by philosophy) are called réxwa in Rep. vr. 511 ¢
6 dmd rav rexviv xahovpévev. The second (B8) and sixth (¢) of
these definitions reappear in subsequent philosophy.

'Emomipn.
As in other cases (above, p. 292 ff.) the philosophical is
to be distinguished from the ordinary use.

a. (1) The proper note of émoriun, as distinguished from
36fa, is certainty (Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1115) :—

Rep. V. 477 B émomipn . .. émi 79 Svri wéduxe, yrdvar bs
&oti 70 Ov. .

(2) Hence in the specially Platonic sense, émomijun is
distinguished from téx»m as speculative from practical
knowledge.

Rep. 1V. 438 C émoripn . . . admh) pabijuaros avrod émomipy
éativ. .

Parm. 134 A adm) pév 6 omw émomip, tis 8 doTw d\ijfeta,
alrijs &v éxelvns el &momipn . . . éxdary 88 ad TOY émompav
7 doTw, ékdoTov TV SvTwy, d o, €l dv Emomipn.

It is in this ideal sense that vain attempts are made in
the Theaetetus to define émiomjun. And this is the meaning
of the word in Rep. VI. 508 E and similar places.
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B. The more ordinary use of the word, in which it is
nearly equivalent to réxsm, is sometimes guarded by the
addition of the specific object :—

Rep. 1V. 438 D énedy olkias épyacias émonipy é&yévero,
dujveyke TéGv dAAwY émampdv, doTe olkodopiki) kAnlijvat.

Or by some qualifying word such as Aeyouérn. See
Rep. VII. 533 D &s émonipas pév moAAdkis mpooelmoper dia
70 &los, déovrar 8¢ vdparos dAhov, dvapyearépov pev ) 3déns,
Guvdporépov B¢ 1) émoTriuns.

But this meaning of émomijun also occurs without any
qualification, especially in the plural, and quite as often in
the later as in the earlier dialogues.

Rep. VII. 522 C § maocar mpooxpdvrar réxvar Te kal didvoiar
xal émoTipa,

Polit. 308 C r@v ovvlerikéy émompdv : Phileb. 62 D.

The singular also appears in the sense of ¢ practical skill’
(as in Thucydides, &c.).

Phaedr. 269 D mpoocAeBov émompny 1€ kal ueAéry.

Gorg. 511 C 7 70b veiv émomipy,

d\ogodia. § 58.

The abstract noun as well as the adjective ¢iAdoogos
occurs in Isocrates, but not elsewhere before Plato,
although ¢uhosodeiv was in ordinary use (Herod. 1. 30,
Thuc. 11. 40).

a. ®looogla is defined in the Republic (v. 475E ff.) as
the love of the whole, (VI. 486 A) fewpia mavros pev xpdvov,
wdons 8¢ obolas, and is elsewhere (Sophist. 253 E) identified
with dakexrixn.

B. But the word is also used in the more ordinary sense
of ‘ mental culture,’ ¢ scientific pursuit’:

Theaet. 143 D yewperplav 7 Tiva dAAyw 4uloco¢iav.

Tim. 88 C povowkyj kal wdon $ihocodia mpooypduevov.

In Theaet. 172C ol & Tais ¢pthooodiars mOAIY Xpdvor dia-
rplyravres, the plural seems to include Theodorus as a man
of scientific culture.
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§ 59. Oupds, T Bupoedis.

A tripartite division of Yvxi appears in the Phaedrus-
myth (Phaedr. 246 foll.), in Rep. 1v. 435 foll., 1x. 580 foll,,
and in Tim. 70. On the other hand in Rep. X. 612 A
a doubt is expressed whether the Soul in her true nature
be divisible at all, and in Phaedo 80 B, C pure Soul is akin
to the povoeidés. In the Timaeus Guvuds, or resentment, is
expressly said to belong to the lower and mortal part, or
aspect, of the Soul. But the function assigned to it is
much the same as in Rep. 1v!. In Rep. IX, l. c., this part
of the soul is more exactly described as ¢uAdripor, and in
the same passage the love of honour is resolved into the
love of power. In the imagery which follows, the fvpoedés
is further analysed into the nobler and meaner forms of
anger, the ‘lion’ being reinforced with a crawling serpent
brood : IX. 590 B 70 Aeovr@dés Te kal Speddes.

The conception mythically expressed in the Phaedrus is
less distinct, and though closely akin to the psychology of
the Republic and Timaeus, is not precisely the same. The
white horse yoked to the winged chariot is altogether of
a noble strain (kalds xal dya8ds xal & towovrwr), ‘a lover of
honour, with temperance and chastity 2, a comrade of right
thinking, obedient to the voice of Reason’ He thus
corresponds rather to the ideal in conformity with which
the Oupoeidés is to be trained than to the fupoedés as such.
Nor is the nobler steed entrusted with control over his

! Tim. 70A 73 peréxov odv 1fjs Yuxiis dvdplas xal Gupod, PuAévewor ov,
xarprisay Eyyvrépw Tis kepahis . . . tva Tod Adyov Katiikoov v xowi) per’
éxelvov Plg 70 Tdv émBupdv karéxor yévos, émér’ éx Tis dxpomwblews 7§
émrdypars xal Aoyp pndapii welbeoOm ¢xdv i0éroi. TV B¢ B) xapdiay .. . els

Tv Sopudopikilv olknowv xaréarnoav.
? Shakespeare, Macbeth ii. 1 :

Macbeth. ‘When ’tis,
It shall make honour for you.’
Banguo. “So 1 lose none

In seeking to augment it, but still keep
My bosom franchis’d and allegiance clear,
1 shall be counsell'd.’
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baser yoke-fellow. His work is done if he run his own
course obediently.

It is probable that in the partition of the Soul in the
Republic, Plato has not forgotten the Phaedrus. But he
has also in mind the special requirements (practical as well
as speculative) of the work in hand, and in particular the
close analogy between individual and state, and the position
of dvdpela amongst the cardinal (civic) virtues.

Now Ovpoeidss, ‘spirited,’ is applied by Xenophon to
a high-bred horse, such as that which symbolized the
nobler passions in the Phaedrus—the word does not occur
in earlier Greek: and Quuds is the crude form of &vdpeia.
’Avdpela is the virtue of the guardians, who are ¢vAaxes Tév
Te &rds moleplor kal TGy &vTds Phlwy, and 10 Oupoedés is
now formulated as the corresponding part of the individual
Soul.

(c) DIALECTICAL TERMS. ‘ § 60.
No terms in Plato so nearly attain the fixity of technical
use as those which bear on method, such for example as
ovvdyew, ‘generalize, Suaipetsfar, ‘distinguish, AepBdvew,
‘apprehend,” diadapBdvew, ‘divide, dmoAauBdvew, ¢ specify,’
periévas, ¢ treat,’ péfodos, ‘ treatment.” This is most apparent
in dialogues which represent the conversation of Socrates
with his disciples—as in the Phaedo, Republic and Philebus.
See Rep. VIL 532 D where Glaucon says, ob yap & ¢ viv
mwapduTt pdvov dkovoréa, GANA Kal adbis mOAAdkis émaviTéov.

Acakextic)—3ialéyeadai—SBidhexTos,

Audhexros is rational conversation, with associations
derived from the practice of Socrates, and is opposed to
barren disputation :—Rep. V. 454 A &, ob Bakéxry mpos
dMihovs xpduevor. Hence 9 Siakexmhy (sc. Téxum, s. pédodos)
is the Platonic ideal of method. But the connotation of
the term inevitably varies with the shifting aspects of that
ideal.
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Meno 75D el pév ye 6v gopav Tis €ln xal épioTikdy Te Kai
dyonaricy 6 épdpevos, elmoy’ v alrd . . . kT, €l 8¢ domep
¢yd 1€ xai oV vurl iAot dvres Bovhowro &AArfAots Brakéyeodar,
3¢l 3% mpadrepdy mws xal Biakexmixérepov dmoxpiveabar.

In the sequel it is explained that a dialectical answer is
one having a true relation to the respondent’s previous
admissions.

The word therefore has no reference here to any assump-
tion of supra-sensual €3, but only to that living inter-
course of mind with mind, which was the secret of
Socrates!. In the Phaedrus 3dialexrixij is again associated
with the same vivid reciprocity of thoughts. But both the
Socratic method and its intellectual aim are now viewed
under the glow of Platonic idealism at its most fervent
heat, and the duakexrirds is now the master of knowledge
that is at once comprehensive and distinct, seeing as one
what is a whole in Nature, as different, what Nature parts
asunder ; overtaking the subtleties of reality with the move-
ment of mind —his thought adequately grasping and
following the Nature of things, at once in their infinity and
unity. Thus he realizes the privilege which belongs at
birth to every soul which takes the form of man: 8&et
yap &vlpwmov fvviévar xar' eldos Aeyduevov, éx moAAGy ldv 2
alobioewv els &v Aoywoug Evvaipodpevor. Todro 3¢ éoTw dvd-
pmots dxelvor, & wore eldev Nudy f Yuxi) ocvuropevdeioa O kai
vmepidodoa & viv elval papey, kai dvaxiyaca els 10 v Svrws.
310 3% dikalws udvy wrepodrar §) Tod PihocdPov didvoias mpds yap
éxelvois del éori pipn katd Sbvapw, mpos olomep Oeds dbv feids
éori. These latter words are of course taken from the
myth (249 C), but in the later portion of the same dialogue
(266 B, &c.) the method referred to, if not exactly formu-
lated, is more precisely indicated. True eloquence, it is

! So in the Theaetetus Protagoras is made to claim fairness from a dialec-
tical respondent. Theaet. 167 E xawpls pév ds dyowmlbuevos . . . xawpls 88
Suaheybuevos. Cp. also Crat. 3go ¢ for the simpler meaning.

2 W. H, Thompson conjectured lévr’.
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there said, must be based on a scientific estimate of the
human mind and of truth in all its aspects, and also of the
mutual relations between these and various minds. This
science is compared to that of Hippocrates, whose medical
practice was based on profound study of the human body.
Such an ideal, though vaguely sketched, is by no means
severed from experience. Its unattainableness, indeed,
lies rather in the infinity of nature than in the abstracted-
ness of knowledge. In the Republic, on the other hand,
the allegory of the cave and the ladder of the sciences
carry off the mind into a region where actual experience
seems of little account, and philosophic thought is imagined
as moving among pure €ldn,—eldeoiv adrois 3t alrév els adrd.
Yet here also, while the dyalism is more evident, it is hard
to tell how much is allegorical. For Socrates maintains
that the philosopher, who has been trained in dialectic,
will be no whit behind his fellow-citizens in practical
wisdom, but on the contrary will be infinitely more capable,
with equal opportunities, of dealing with any actual
emergency .

Zuvaywy)—oulloyiopds. . § 61

The most pervading note of dwahexrixif, and this appears
both in the Republic and the Phaedrus, is comprehensiveness
accompanied with clearness.

VIL 537 C 6 ... yap ovvormikds diahexrixds, 6 8¢ un ol. Cp.
Tim. 83 C where Socrates admires the man who gave the
name of xoAij to phenomena so diversified as those to which
it is applied. This is again insisted on in Soph. 253 C,D—
esp. in the words 8 ye 7robro duwarés dpdv piav idéav did
TOAABY, . . . whvTy diaTeTapévny ixkavds diaiocfdverai—another
locus classicus on the subject. By this time, however, the
questions turning on predication have come to the front,

! Inthe Republfc Socrates refuses to define bca}@x-ru:ﬁ: but he describes it
thus—7} xal SiakexTindy xakeis TOv Adyov éxdoTov AapBdvovra Tijs obofas; This

follows a passage in praise of SiaAexriy in the light of the account of the
mental faculties in Book vI. ’
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and the method indicated is one of logical determination,
according to the real participation of things in ideas, and
of ideas or kinds in one another : rofro &' &rrw, §j Te Kowwrety

éxacra dvvarar kal 8wy pi, dwakplvew xard yévos émloracfa.
In the Politicus again, and also in the Philebus, the notion
of method becomes still more concrete, involving not
merely relation but proportion—td uérpiov, pixri) piots, pérpov.
An increasing sense of the complexity of the world makes
more apparent the hindrances to adequacy of method. At
the same time dialectical improvement, the preparation
and sharpening of the instrument, is prized apart from the
immediate results. The notion of adapting logical weapons
to the subject to be attacked is curiously expressed in

Philebus 23 B ¢ailverar detv &AAys pnxaviis éml

Ta devrepeta

Umep vod wopevdpevor olov BéNy Exew Erepa TGy Eumposfer Adywr
éoti 8¢ lows &via kal Tadrd. And the conception of science,
without losing the associations originally suggested by the

conversations of Socrates, now includes not only the
ascertainment of differences, but of finite differences, not

only the one and many, but the ¢ how many,’ Phil. 16 D. \
Plato’s ¢ dialectic,’ then, is not merely an ideal method, ‘

but the ideal of a method, which at best is only approxi-

mately realized !, and presents different aspects according to

the scope and spirit of particular dialogues.

It is a con-

ception which grows with the growth of Plato’s thoughts. [
In the Protagoras and Gorgias it is contrasted with popular
rhetoric—the one exact and truthful, the other loose and
careless of the truth ; in other places to épiorik (dvrihoyuxii,
dyoviorici)). Its end is neither persuasion nor refutation,
but the attainment and communication of truth, of which

the tests are universality and certainty.

’EptoTex].

The marks of dvridoywci or épiorici also vary with the
stages of Platonism?; but that which is most pervading,

! Theaet. 196 E, Rep. 1v. 435¢C.
? Phaedo 101 E, Rep. V. 454, Theaet. 197 A.

B i |
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and which comes out most clearly where Plato’s own
philosophy is ripest, is the crudeness of affirmation and
negation, the root fallacy of confounding dictum simpliciter
with dictum secundum quid.

Acalpeais : Siarpety, Siaipeiobat, StalapBdvew,Siaxplvew, réuvew, § 63.
uépos, pdpiov, Tufua, Top, drapui.

While 3iatpeiv or 3iatpeiofar is the term most commonly
used for logical division, and pépos for the result, it is
observable that in the later dialogues, where classification
becomes more frequent, the expression is varied, some other
word from the list given above being used instead.

Obs. 1.— 'Amhoiv has two meanings, (1) admitting no further
division, (2z) true without qualification or distinction. (Gorg. 503 a,
Phaedr. 244 A.)

Obs. 2.—"AnokapBdvewv is to * specify,” and for this dmovépesfas is <
used in Polit. 276 p and elsewhere.

The aor. participle drohaBdv is used absolutely in Rep. 1v. 420 ¢
7w eb8aipova mhdrropev ovx dwohaBdvres.

Cp. dmopepifw, droywpifw.

AopBdvew. § 64.

The simple AauBdvew has also a special use, nearly=
vmolapBdvew, ‘ to conceive,’ or ‘¢ formulate’ sometimes with
the addition of Adyg.

Phaedr. 246D 7 . . . alrlay . . . NéBuper.

Rep. VIIL 559 A Tva Timy NdPuper adrds.

Ton 532 E NdBupev yap 7§ Adye.

Rep. VI. 496 D ratra wdvra Aoyiopud NaBdv.

Rep. VII. 533 B ovdels fuiv dudioBnrise. Aéyovaw, bs abrod
ye éxdorov mépt, 8 &oTw Ekaarov, EAAY Tis émxepet péOodos 6d@
wepl mavrds NapPdvew.

Phileb. 50 D NaBévra . . . Tobro mapd cavrg.

‘Yré0eais, dmorifeabdar. § 65.
“Ywdfeois in Plato is ‘ an assumption,” adopted as a basis
of reasoning, either (a) dogmatic, or (8) provisional. Cp.
Xen. Mem. 1v. 6, § 13.
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a. Theaet. 183 B os viv ye mpos Ty atréy dwdbeoww ol
éxovor pipara, viz. the dogmatic assumption that all is
“motion : Soph. 244C ¢ radryy iy dwbbeow Umoleuévy, the
doctrine of &v 16 wav.

B. Meno 86 E ¢£ dwobioews . . . oxomeigdar, elre didaxrdy eoTw
elre énwootv. Here the nature of such hypothetical reasoning
is illustrated by a geometrical example: ‘If the figure
applied to the base of the triangle is similar to it, then

one thing follows, but not otherwise’ @ In this sense

the word is used with reference to the Zenonian dialectic, of
the proposition which is subjected to the indirect proof that
it is untenable.

Accordingly, in Socratic reasoning, which proceeds by
testing successive assumptions with negative examples,
each proposed definition, while it maintains its ground,
is called the ndfea:s.

Euthyphr. 11 C viv 3¢, oai yap ai wobloess eloiv.

Phaedo 107 B 0¥ pdvov y’, épn, & Zippla, 6 Swrpdrys, GAAd
Tabrd Te €0 Aéyers (Simmias has just spoken of the greatness
of the subject and the feebleness of man), ai ras éwobéoers
Tds mpdras, kal €l moral Y eloly, Suws émokentéar capéo-
Tepor' kal éav adras tkavds diéAnre, . .. dkovAovlrjoere 7@ Adyw,
xal® Saov dvvardv pdAier dvbpdme émakolovbijear kdv Tobro
avrd cages yévnrar, oddéy (yrjgere mepairépw.

We may remember that it is the same Simmias, who
earlier in the dialogue (85 D) puts forth the touching image
of a raft, to represent the provisional nature of every
human theory, in the absence of a divine, or superhuman,
principle.

Now of these primary hypotheses, or first premisses, one
of the chief is clearly that notion of true causes insisted on
in Phaedo 100 B, 101 D, as the outcome of the procedure of
Socrates, viz. that each thing is what it is by participation
(nerdoyeois) in the idea. ‘All other modes of causation you
will leave, says Socrates, to those who are cleverer than you
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are. Fearing, as the proverb says, your own shadow, you will
hold on to that sure ground of the assumption (rfjs éwobéoews).
And if any one attacks you there, you will not answer him
until you have tested all the consequences of the hypothesis
itself. And if in the end you have to examine the grounds
of your assumption, you will do so by a similar process,
having framed a new and higher hypothesis, by the best
lights you have, and so on until you reach a satisfactory
result. But you will not, as the eristics do, confuse in
argument the principle with its consequences; that is not
the way to discover truth. .

Here the dpxy is the same with the iwéfeois. It is there-
fore somewhat startling to find in Rep. VI. 511 C this very
identification (als ai Ymoférers dpyai) made a ground of
objection to the actual condition of the sciences. It will
be said that this applies only to the mathematical sciences,
and to them only in so far as they work through visible
symbols, but this view is inconsistent with VII. 517D ; see
the notes.

The apparent discrepancy arises out of what may be
termed the overweening intellectualism of this part of the
Republic, the same temper which prompts the notion of an
astronomy without observations, and a science of harmony
independent of sound. Plato is aware that he is setting
forth an impossible ideal, but for the education of his
‘airy burghers,’ nothing short of the absolute will satisfy
him. Allowing for this difference of spirit, the two pas-
sages just quoted from the Phaedo, for the very reason
that they are less aspiring, throw light on the description of
the true method in Rep. VII. 533 C 7 Siahexrici) uéfodos pdim
TaiTy mopederal, Tds Swobéoeis dvarpoioa én’ atTiy THY dpyiy, lva
BeBatdonrar, and the corresponding passage in VI. 511.
For example, though it is by no means clear that by the
ixavdy Tv of Phaedo 101 D, Plato means the same thing with
the dvvndferor or the l8éa 1o dyabod, yet the description of
the progress from the lower to the higher hypothesis is
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parallel to the ladder of ideas in VI. 511 B ras dmobéoers
motoUpevos otk dpxds, GAAG T¢ SvTi dmobéoes, olov émiBdoeis Te
xai Sppds, wa péxpt Tod avvmobérov &ml T T0b mavrds dpxw ldv,
x.r.X. The contrast between arguing about principles and
their consequences also corresponds to this upward and
downward way. And the words in Phaedo 107 B édv adrds
(ras dwobéoers) ixavds diéhnre . . . dxohovbicere T¢ Adyw, xad’
8aov dwvardv pdhior’ avlpdme ¢makolovbijoar, further illustrate
the notion of a ‘higher analytic,” which in both dialogues is
imperfectly shadowed forth: while the ultimate cause in
the Phaedo 98 A, 99 C the ‘reason of the best,’ is a concep-
tion not far removed from the Idea of Good. It becomes
apparent, when the whole tenour of these kindred passages
is considered, that what Plato censures in the actual
methods of ¢ Science’ is not the use of assumptions, but the
habit of regarding them as fixed and self-evident, VII. 533C
éws &v dwobloeoy xpdpevar Tadras dxwirous o, uY duvdpevae
Adyov diddvar adriw. .

Obs.—The simple rfévar (sometimes rifegfai)—in frequent use
—is to ‘ posit’ or ‘assume,” not necessarily as the first step in an
argument. Theaet. 190 A 86fav Tabryy rifepev adris.

& xal woAd—oToixetov.

It is clear from the classical passage of the Philebus
16 ff., that ‘one and many’ had become a recognized
formula in the Platonic school. But it is also clear from
the passage itself, especially when other places are
compared, that the formula had different meanings and
applications. (a) Single objects have many attributes.
(8) Many individuals ¢partake’ in common of one i3¢a :
the eldos is therefore one and many. (y) Ideas themselves
are complex, and variously correlated, yet many are bound
in one under some higher notion, all partake of number
and being, and Being is itself absorbed in the Good.

It is characteristic of Plato’s later theory, that in the
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Philebus he not only dwells on this last aspect of the truth,
but also speaks of it as a wdfos Tév Adywr . .. wap’ Huiv, ‘an
affection or attribute of human discourse” This point of
view is all the more significant, when it is remembered that
the discussions in the Parmenides, Theaetetus, and Sophist
have intervened.

a. The first and simplest aspect of the ‘one and many ' § 67.
appears in Plato, (1) as a Zenonian or Heraclitean paradox,
(2) as a proof of the necessity of the Idea.

(1) Phileb. 14 C 8rav 7is &ue @7 ... &a yeyovdra ¢ioe,
moAods elvar mdAw, Tods éué, K.T.A., TLOépevos.

Parm. 129 C €l &’ éu¢ & 7is dmodelfer dvra xal wolNd, k.7.A.

Theaet. 166 B v elval Twa, &4AX’ olxi Tols, kal rolTovs
yiyvopévovs dmeipovs, édvmep dvopolwats ylymmrat.

In the Protagorean theory, as the mind is a bundle or
succession of momentary impressions, each substance is a
bundle or aggregate of transient attributes or presentations,
Theaet. 157 B, C ¢ 3% d0poiopar &vbpwndy Te T{levrar kai Aifov
xai éxaorov (Pdv Te xal €ldos.

(2) In Rep. VIL 523 it is shown by an example how the
mind passes through the consciousness of diversity to the
perception of unity. The finger is both rough and smooth ;
this awakens thought to the existence of roughness and
smoothness, each as one several thing, and of their oppo-
sition as a reality. This is the psychological counterpart
of many other passages where the diversities of sense are
made the ground for assuming abstract unities.

B. One idea or form is shared by many objects. Beauty § 68,
is one, the beautiful are many, &c. This point of view,
with the difficulties attending it has been already discussed
(above, p. 309 ff.; Médefis, &c.). It may be called the
formula of crude realism.

y. The problem of solving these difficulties emerges
together with the third and highest aspect of the & xal
woAd in the dialectical dialogues. It is now that, as we
have seen, clearer views of predication, a more subjective

voL. 1L z
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point of view, and a higher comprehension of the ideas as
forms of thought, of their interrelation and sequence, lead
the way towards a rational metaphysic and psychology.
The result is a scheme of thought, or as Plato himself
terms’it, a xdopos ris dodparos (Philebus 64 B), which is
indeed empty of content, but has no insignificant bearing
on the after progress of the Sciences.

In Theaet. 202, Plato deals tentatively with this later
phase of the question through the contrast of oroweior and
ovAaBi. Here cvAdaBy is the complex idea, which is itself
resolved into a higher unity—e. g. the harmony of treble
and bass notes, or the art of music as comprising various
harmonies.

But in Polit. 278 B-D 1, as well as in Rep. III. 402 A-C,
the oroixetor is the idea, while the ovAAaBy is the com-
bination of ideas in fact. Thus justice is justice, whether
in commerce, war, judicial pleadings, or any other of the
varied circumstances of human society.

wapdderypa.

wapddetyua has two very different meanings in Plato,
one of which has been already discussed (above, p. 310ff.).
The artist copies from a pattern (1); the merchant, for
convenience sake, carries about (2) examples of his wares
(3¢lypara Phaedo 110 B). The latter would seem to be the
figure implied in the logical use of mapddeiyua for the illus-
tration of one species by another of the same genus, the
complex by the simple, the obscure by the familiar, the
unknown by the known. A full account of this mode of
argument is given by the Eleatic Stranger in Polit. 277 D ff.
Cp. Prot. 330 A, Phaedr. 262 C, Theaet. 154 C, 202 E, Soph.
218 D.

For other * dialectical ’ terms, expressing various aspects
of predication, such as mpocayopelw, mpocdnraw, mpootifnpue,

! This passage is a good example of the concrete mode of conception
which belongs to Plato’s later style.
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TposapudTTw, svpTAékew, Ovoua, piua, mpdapnua, Pdots, amd-
¢aots, see the Lexica.

The wide gap which separates Plato’s use of philo- § 70.
sophical terms from Aristotle’s may be briefly instanced
in the case of (1) odola, (2) dtakextixr}, and (3) cvAdoyiTpuds.

(1) The chapter of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Iv. 8, in
which various meanings of odola both as swbstance and
essence are distinguished, would hardly have been intelli-
gible to Plato, although between the transcendent Being of
Rep. V1, and the pixry otoia of Phil. 27 B, a long step has
been made towards the conception of concrete existence.

(2) Awalexruaj in Aristotle is intermediate between
philosophy and common sense, a sort of tentative philo-
sophizing which falls short of certainty—Met. IIL 2, § 20 9
diakexTiy wepaoTiky mepl Sv N Pihooopia yvwpioriky. To
Plato, as we know, the same term represented the highest
reach of philosophic method.

(3) The word ovAloyiouds occurs only once in Plato,
Theaet. 186 D, where it is used quite simply, much as
dvaloylopara (ib. supr. C), to express the action of the mind
in forming judgements from impressions of sense. The
verb guAloy(ledfar, ‘to reason, ¢collect,” ‘infer, is not
infrequent, but is also used quite simply, as it might occur
in ordinary discourse :(—

Rep. VII. 531 D kal {uN\oyiofy Tadra 3j éoriv dAArAos oikela,
‘and these things are reasoned of from that general point
of view in which they are mutually akin.”

Ib. 516 B pera radr’ &v 1dn oulhoyiloiro mepl adrod, k.T.A.,
‘in the next place he would proceed to infer that it is the
Sun who,” &c. b

How far such uses are removed from the Aristotelian

doctrine of the Syllogism appears on comparing any one of
numberless passages :

Z2
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Rhetor. 1. 2, § 8 évdyxn cvAAoyi{dpevoy 3 éndyovra dewxvivar
ériody.

Analyt. Pr. I. 1, § 6 cvAloyopds 3¢ dore Adyos év ¢
rebévroy Twov &repdy T Ty kepbvor ¢ dvdyxns ovpPalves T
rabra elvat.

Met. 1v. 3, § 3 cvAhoyiopol ol mpator éx 16y TPy B¢ évds
uéaov,

Analyt. Pr. 1. 7, § 4 &orw édvayayelv mdvras Tovs gvlo-
yiopods els Tovs & T¢ MpdTy oxripare kabéAov cuAAoyLapods.

See also esp. Soph. Elench. c. 33 sub fin.

But it is observable that even in Aristotle both verb and
noun occur elsewhere in the ordinary Greek sense. See
Bonitz, /ndex Aristotelicus, s. vv.
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