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PREFACE

THIS book might possibly have been better if
less time had been spent over it. Worked at
with interruptions during a period of more than
twelve years it is at last, I fear, something of a
farrago. I have done my best to put myself on a
level with the times in regard to the study of Plato;
but I cannot pretend to have assimilated all the
results of foreign scholarship; at the same time
silence with regard to a work must not always
be taken as implying ignorance of it. I have
found Fritzsche’s recension of Stallbaum an
admirable sub-structure for work on the dialogue.
But it is.to scholars of my own country that
I have to express the greatest obligations. The
number of references to the work of Dr. W. H.
Thompson, Professor Campbell, R. D. Archer-
Hind and J. Adam, will show how much I
have derived from them. Above all T cannot
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over-estimate my debt to Dr. Henry Jackson as
a great pioneer in true methods of investigation
in Ancient Philosophy. If I had ventured to-
dedicate this work to any one, it is certainly his
name that I should have wished to prefix to it.

My sincere thanks are due to my friend
H. Rackham, Classical Tutor of Christ’s College,
Cambridge, for looking through the proof-sheets,
and offering many useful suggestions.

The greater part of the work I have done
alone, and I have not availed myself of the
counsel of friends so fully as doubtless I might
have done with profit. One who attempts to
interpret Plato may fairly ask to be judged in
the spirit of the words: wdvra dvdpa xpn dya-
wav, §oTis kal oTiody Néyer éyduevov ppovioews
mpaypa kal dvdpelws émefiwv diamovelTar.

EwHURST, September 21, 1900.
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INTRODUCTION

§ 1. In the history of Greek philosophy we may
recognize three main stages. The earliest of these
may be called the Poetical. Early speculation was
aroused by Wonder ; it was but to a small extent self-
critical, and there was occasionally present in its
expounders—as is likely to be the case with those
conscious of some superiority among primitive peoples
—a vein of charlatanry. Even its literary form was
in some cases (a8 with Parmenides and Empedocles)
poetical ; when it was clothed in prose, this sometimes
had a prophetic tinge, as in the ‘dark sayings’ of
Heraclitus. -

This was the childhood of philosophy. Then came
the time of adolescence, the period of questioning.
Among the influences that led in the new phase
we r:acognize as distinctly the most important the
figure of Socrates. But that we must not assign to
Socrates the undivided responsibility for the transition,
is obvious enough. If we knew more about Zero of -
Elea we should probably see more clearly than we do
how important was the part he played. As it is, Grote
(196) is certainly right in naming him with Socrates
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as the great agencies in bringing about the transi-
tion to the second, or Dialectic, stage of Philosophy.
(Cp. the phrases from Aristotle’s Metaph. which Grote
there quotes: A. vi 7=987b32 oi ydp mpérepov
StadexTixi)s oV pereixov, M. v 4=1078 b 25 Sialex-
Tiky) yop loxds ob 767 fv. Diog. L. 1x 25 quotes
Aristotle as saying that Zeno was ‘the discoverer
of dialectic.” As to the term Siualexriki) he says it
was introduced by Plato, 111 24.)

The third stage is the Expository. A thinker
having succeeded in framing a system that satisfies
him, assuming the attitude of a teacher propounds it in
a consecutive treatise. This stage really commences
with its greatest representative, Aristotle. But the
surpassing interest of Plato lies in the fact that in
him we have the bridge from the second stage to the
third. Beginning as critic and investigator, he ends
as an expositor. '

.§ 2. The form of Plato’s compositions—the dialogue
—is the natural outcome of his place in the history of
philosophy (Zeller p. 153 foll.; Grote 1 239 foll.).
One great characteristic of it is its elasticity. It
ranges from a vivid reflexion of Socratic converse, with
constant inquiry and criticism, chiefly in the earlier
dialogues, to a thin, though not altogether purposeless,
veil of consecutive exposition in the later. Plato was !
not indeed the inventor of this form: Diog. L. 111 47,
8 says that some attribute the introduction of it to
Zeno of Elea; but that Aristotle awards it to a
certain Alexamenus, of whom we know nothing. He
sensibly adds, however, doxei 8¢ pov IIAdrwy, dxpiBdaas
73 €ldos, kal Td wpwreia Sikalws &v domep Tod kdAlovs
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ovtw Tis ebpéoews dmodépecfar. Contrast the spiteful
denial of Plato’s priority in Ath. x1 505 c.

There are obviously two forms in which a dialogue
may-be written. Either the words uttered may be set
down, the several speakers being merely indicated ; or
the whole dialogue may be reported by one of the
interlocutors, or some one present. Both methods
have their advantages and disadvantages. The method
of reporting involves the wearisome repetition ‘said I’
and ‘said he,” which induced Plato to abandon it in

the Theaetetus (see 143 c). On the other hand the’

direct method precluded to a Greek anything like
‘stage-directions’ or comment. This no doubt was
the consideration that led Plato to prefer the other in

- the Republic. But for this we should not have known,
for instance, that at 350 D Thrasymachus blushed.
Nowhere do we get the #6os of Socrates impressed upon
us more strongly than in the dialogues where, as in
the Republic and Protagoras, he reports his own
conversations (see Zeller, 109, 110).

The Meno, in which the accessory furniture is
very simple, is written in the direct form. Con-
sequently we do not know, and can only conjecture,
at what point Anytus joins the party (see on 89 E 34).
On "the other hand much adroitness is shown by
the way in which the actual words of the speakers
illustrate the circumstances of the dialogue. For
instance, Socrates’ first answer serves as an introduc-
tion to the person Meno.

§ 3. The persons of the dialogue are four, Socrates,
Meno, Anytus and the Slave.

The personality of Socrates is brought before us

~——— v ..

AT,
fotbaban s F g ot 24



xii : MENO

remarkably vividly. We have indications of his
irony (710 19 o% wdvv eiul uwmjpwy, 96 D 22
kwdvvebopey, & Mévwy, éyd Te kal oV ¢adloi Tives
elvac dvdpes, kal oé Te I'opylas ovx ixavids reraidevkévar
kal éu¢ IIpddikos), his unfailing good temper and
courtesy (79 A 5 elra, & Mévwy, mailews mpds pe, 86 D
10 dAN’ €l pev éyw dpxov k1é., 95 A 5 dAN’ obros pev
édv mote yvp, oldv éoTiv TO Kkakds Aéyew, matoerar
xeAeraivoy kré), his erotic tendencies (76 C 15):
Meno’s simile of the vdpkn 80 A not only strongly
brings before us the effect of Socrates’ discourse, but
gives us a glimpse of Socrates’ personal appearance.

§ 4. Meno is a Thessalian, young, rich, and well-born.
At the time when the Meno was written Thessaly was
looked upon as semi-barbarous. ¢The abundance of
corn and cattle from the neighbouring plains sustained
in these cities a numerous population, and above all
a proud and disorderly noblesse, whose manners bore
much resemblance to those of the heroic times. They
were violent in their behaviour, eager in armed feud,
but unaccustomed to political discussion or com-
promise ; faithless as to obligations, yet at the same
time generous in their hospitalities, and much given
to the enjoyments of the table’ (Grote Htst. of Greece
Part 1. ch. 3, ep. Liv. xxxiv. 51). It is to Thessaly
that Crito, in the dialogue called after him, 45c,
proposes to smuggle away Socrates out of prison.
Subsequently (53 p foll.) the Laws, in their imaginary
speech, tell Socrates to what a disorderly place he
will go if he accepts the invitation—ékel ydp &7
mwAeiory drafio kal dxolacia—and how the gentle-
men there, far from being shocked at his breaking

—
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prison, will laugh at the story of his undignified escape.
Compare Xen. Mem. 1 ii 24 kai Kperias &) xail *Adxe-
Buiddns, éws pév Zwkpdrer cvmjoTyy, édvvdolbny éxeivy
Xpopéve ovppdxe T@V i kaAdv émibupdy kpareiv -
ékelvov & dmaddayOévre, Kpirlus pév Puydv els
Oerraliav éxei ouviy dvBpdmors dvouie paAlov 1)
Sekatoaivy xpwpévors.

Some ten years after the probable date of the
compogition of the Meno Thessaly assumed a pro-
minence in Grecian affairs such as it had never enjoyed
before. It was in the year 374 B.c. that Polydamas
of Pharsalus came to Sparta asking help against
Jason of Pherae, the Tagus of Thessaly. Under
Jason there was a brief chance that Thessaly might
play in regard to Greece a part similar to that
played later by Macedon .under Philip. But at the
time of Meno’s assumed visit to Athens — about
402 B.c.—there was no thought of this. As late as
382 B.c. the Spartans passed through Thessaly on
their way against Olynthus without let or hindrance.
Meno in Athens is something like a Russian prince in
Paris during the eighteenth century.

A short disquisition on the life of Meno, by Gedike,
is prefixed to Buttmann’s edition. Fritzsche in his
prolegomena, pp. 24 foll.,, has given a very thorough
treatment of the subject. Meno’s father’s name

- was Alexidemus (76 E 47). His town was probably
Pharsalus, the town of Polydamas, the most luxurious
town in Thessaly according to Theopompus (see on
70 B 7). Diog. L. 11 50 calls Meno PapoaAios, whereas
Diodorus x1v 19 calls him Aapwatos. It is hard to
see what can have made Diogenes call him a

2
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¢ Pharsalian’ except a true tradition; on the other
hand Diodorus may easily have been led into his
statement by a careless inference from 70 B 7. On
this Fritzsche well remarks ¢ immo potius cum Socrates
dicat oi Tod dod éraipov *Apwrimmov woliras (Larisaei),
verisimilius est Menonem ipsum non fuisse Larisaeum.’
(The fact that Aapiralov in our text there is probably
spurious, makes no difference, as it is otherwise
known that Aristippus was a Larisaean.)

It is probable then that our Meno belonged to the
same family as the Meno of Pharsalus, who in the
year 476 B.c. when Cimon was besieging Eion aided
him with twelve talents and 300 horsemen, his own
retainers. For this the Athenians granted him the
citizenship, as we read in Demosthenes Aristoer. (23)

. 199. (The author of the compilation mept svvrdfews
(t Dem. (13) 23) diminishes these statements; Meno
found 200 horsemen and only got dréAeia.) Thucydides
(11 22) names ¢ Meno of Pharsalus’ as one of the leaders i
of a body of Thessalian cavalry who came to assist J

the Athenians kard 70 malav cuppaywkdyv in the
first year of the Peloponnesian War (431 B.c.). The
distance of time makes it improbable that these two
Menos were identical (though Westermann on Dem.
Aristocr. l.c. thinks they were); but they may well
have been related.

The name Meno was not uncommon at Athens.
Plutarch Per. 31 tells us of a statuary Meno who
accused Phidias; and 4lc. 22. 5 of a Meno, father of
the priestess Theano. These two may be identical.
Meno is the name of the archon of 473 B.c. There
was also a Meno who was sent as general to the
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Hellespont in 361 B.c. (Dem. Polycl. (50) 12) and again
to Euboea in 357 B.c. (CIA. n 64, Hicks 104).
Xenophon Hell. v iv 55 mentions a Meno of Thespiae.
Lastly, there is another important Meno of Pharsalus
who took a prominent part in the Lamian War (Plut.
Phoc. 25) and was, through his daughter Phthia, the
grandfather of Pyrrhus of Epirus.

There is no reason for thinking that the Meno of
our dialogue enjoyed the Athenian franchise. He was
united by hereditary ties of hospitality to Anytus (see
on 90 B 2). He was also the warpukds évos of the
Persian king (78 D 28, where see note).

Meno is represented by Plato as young, though no
longer wery young (76 B 11). He has had a good
education ; he knows the poets, Simonides (?) 77 B 12,
and Theognis (95 D), something of the physics of
Empedocles, and something of geometry. His great
teacher and light has been Gorgias of Leontini, the
rhetorician, who spent the last years of his long life
in Thessaly. Thus he may be regarded as a product
of fashionable or ‘sophistic’ education, but with
everything to learn in dialectics ; even the grasping of
a general definition is at first quite beyond him.

Meno is chiefly known for the part he took in the
expedition of Cyrus against Artaxerzes. It was owing
to his favour with Aristippus that he obtained a com-
mand over a division of the Greek mercenaries: mwapa
*Apwrirmy &ru dpaios bv orTparnyely Siempifato TdY
Lévwv (Xen. Anab. 11 vi 28). We may think, if we please,
that it was this business that obliged him to return
home, and curtailed his stay at Athens (76 E, see
also on 76 B 11). Meno did not start from Sardis
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with the force of Cyrus, but joined it with his con-
tingent at Colossae (Xen. Anab. 1 ii 6). Xenophon
makes no secret of his hatred of Meno (cp. Diog. L. 11
50). This may have arisen from a rivalry between
Meno and Xenophon’s friend and hero, Clearchus.
He accuses Meno of dishonourably overreaching his
colleagues at the time when Cyrus was debating with
his officers about crossing the Euphrates. Meno
urged his own men to anticipate the decision by
crossing : so, if it was decided to cross, they would
have the credit of setting the example; if it was
decided not to cross and they had to retreat again,
Cyrus would in future give them the preference as
having shown themselves the most zealous in his
service. ‘Such breach of communion aund avidity for
separate gain, at a time when it vitally concerned all
Greek soldiers to act in harmony with each other,
was a step suitable to the selfish and treacherous
character of Meno’ (Grote Hvst. ch. 69).

Not long afterwards at a place called Charmande
a fracas occurred between the troops of Meno and
those of Clearchus. The outbreak was only quelled
by the personal intervention of Cyrus (Xen. 4nab. 1v 10
foll.). At the battle of Cunaxa Clearchus commanded
the right, Meno the left, wing of the Greeks. This
means that under Cyrus Clearchus had the first
command, Meno the second. This is hardly consistent
with the words of Ctesias (Persica 58) who says that
Clearchus ang Meno dei Suidopor dAAfjAows érdyxavov
8iéri -9 pév Kedpxy dmavra 6 Kipos ovveBovleve,
700 8 Mévwvos Aéyos ov8els fv. Meno was also
connected by a tie of friendship with Ariaeus, the
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commander of Cyrus’ Asiatic troops, and after the
death of Cyrus in the battle Meno was sent at his
own desire among the embassy to Ariaeus to offer him )
the crown (ibid. 11 i 5). When the rest of the em- .
bassy returned, Meno remained with Ariaeus (1rii 1). .
Ariaeus had declined the crown and seemed to e
be playing false with the Greeks. So Meno incurred <
the suspicion of Clearchus; (1 v 28) imdmreve 8¢ elvac :
Tov SiafdAdovra Mévova, €idds adTdv kai ovyyeyevy-
pévov Twooadépver per’ *Apiaiov kai oracidfovre aire
(i.e. Khedpxo) kai émtBovAedovra dmws T orpdrevna
dmwav wpds éavrdv Aafov ¢idos | Tiwwoapépve. Sub-
sequently Meno, like the other generals, went for a .
colloquy to the tent of Tissaphernes; and was there e
seized. At this point there is a discrepancy in the
accounts, which are practically two, that of Xenophon
and that of Ctesias. The story of Ctesias is preserved
in Photius’ summary of his Persica, and on it is
largely based the account in Plutarch’s Artawerwes,
and in Diodorus. That the Greek generals, including
Meno, were seized and sent to the King at Babylon,
all agree. Xenophon (11 vi 29) says of Meno drofvy-
oKkévrev 8¢ TGV ovoTparnydy STi éoTpdrevoav émi
Baoihéa odv Kipy, Tatrd meroukos odx dwébave, pera .
8¢ Tdv T@v GAAwv fdvaTov oTpaTnydv Tipwpnlels vrd Yy
BaciAéws drédavey, ovy domep KAéapyos kai of dAdoc
otpaTyyol dworunfévres Tas kedpalds, Somwep TdxioTOS
Odvatos Sokei elvas, dAAa (v ailkiolels éviavrdv os
movnpds Aéyerar Tiis Tehevrfls Tvxeiv. But Ctesias .
(Persica 60, cp. Plut. Art. 18, Diod. x1v 27) says that
it was by Meno’s agency that the other generals were

. entrapped into the tent of Tissaphernes and that

s s e T T e B L.
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for this service Meno was released. (Diodorus says
Tewoapépyys 8¢ Tods orparnyods Soas dmérreihe mwpds
’Aprafépfny - éxeivos 8¢ Tovs pév dAMovs dveile, Mévwva
8¢ pévov dikev * é8ker yap udvos odros oracidlwy Tpds
Tovs ovppdyovs mpoddoewy Tovs "EAAqyas, where the
word mpoSdoew, if sound, would seem to indicate that
JSuture services were expected of Meno.) It is note-
worthy that Meno’s enemy Xenophon says nothing
about any treachery of Meno towards the other
generals, though he gloats over his miserable death.
Of course it is quite possible that Meno was treacherous
to his comrades and yet was punished at the Persian
court. Grote (Hist. ch. 70) thinks he did betray
them, or took credit for doing so, and perished
through the agency of Parysatis, ever ready to take
vengeance on any who had wronged her darling son
Cyrus, or his friends.

§ 5. Xenophon in giving the characters of the slain
generals reserves Meno for the last, and paints him
in very dark colours. His greed of gain was un- -
disguised ; and to increase his gains he was greedy of
rule and honour. He truckled to the powerful to
secure a screen for his acts of injustice. Perjury and
falsehood he regarded as the quickest way to the
consummation of his desires; simplicity and truth
were mere folly. He loved no one; with him pro-
fessions of friendship were but the signal of an attack.
He treated no foe with scorn ; but always assumed a
scornful air in talking with allies. To attack the
guarded possessions of enemies was too much trouble ;
the defenceless possessions of friends he made his prey.
He gloried in treachery, falsehood and mockery of
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friends, as, much as others in piety, truth and justice.
He thought the best tie of discipline for soldiers was a
partnership in crime. He considered himself as
having conferred a boon if he associated with any one
Pwithout ruining him. All this, says Xenophon, is
notorious ; as to still darker stories about him there
may be some untruth (4dnab. 11 vi 21-28).

Is the portrait that we get in Plato incousistent
with this? Jowett (Meno Introd. p. 265) says ¢ The
character of Meno, like that of Critias, has no relation
to the actual circumstances of his life. Plato is silent
about his treachery to the ten thousand Greeks, which
Xenophon has recorded,! as he is also silent about the
crimes of Critias. He is a Thessalian Alcibiades.’
Again, p, 266, he speaks of Plato as ‘ regardless of the
historical truth of the characters of his dialogue as in
the case of Meno and Critias’: cp. p. 268. This seems
to me to go too far.

There is no real inconsistency between Plato’s
picture and that of Xenophon. Athenaeus is stupidly
wrong when he says (505 B) that Plato éyxduia adrod
(scil. Mévwvos) Suefépxerar, as a counterblast, forsooth,
to Xenophon, who had vilified him ; and (506 B) that
Plato disparages the great men of Athens, Mévwva &
érawel TOv Tovs "EAAyvas wpoddvra. It is quite clear,
at least to one who reads between the lines, that
Plato regards Meno as by no means an exemplary
person. His arrogance (3Bpwrrijs ¥ e, & Mévoy «reé.
76 A), self-esteem (kaitor pvpudkis ye mepi dperijs
wapwéAdovs Adyovs elpyra kai wpds woldols, kal wdvy

1 Jowett here falls into an error, perhaps based on Athenaeus
x1 505 A. Xenophon does not impute this treachery to Meno.

b
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l, s ye éuavry é86xovv 80 B), vanity (ywvdoxw od
évexd pe fjkacas kré. 80 0), want of self-control (éredy
& od cavrol pév odd éruxepels dpxew, iva &)
éLeidlepos 7js 86 D) are clearly indicated.! The charges
are made quite good-humouredly, it is true, but they
are perfectly serious. Perhaps we may add that at
74 A Meno omits 6gwémys from the list of virtues, and
remark the parenthesis 81B 8&iv &) 8w radra &s
o6cidrara SeaBidvar Tov Blov «ré., the intention
of which becomes much more obvious if it is intended
for Meno’s personal benefit. In Meno’s favour it may
be said that he is always deferential to Socrates, and
he respects conventions (78 D 33).

Plato was, of course, not indifferent to common
morality. The bad behaviour of some of his pupils
no doubt gave occasion to some of his enemies to
assert that he was. (Cp. Ath. 508 p domep kal oi
woANol Tdv pabnrdv adrod Tupavvikoi Tives kai Sudoloc
yevépevor. Much of Athenaeus’ material is derived
from Theopompus, a pupil of Plato’s rival, Isocrates.)
But Meno’s character was not Plato’s subject. He
may have been a bad man—that was a matter of

comparative indifference; he certainly was a bad’

pupil—that is a point of cardinal importance.
Compare Meno with the types of the good pupil—with
Glaucon and Adimantus, with Simmias and Cebes,
and above all with Theaetetus, and it is seen how
appropriately he is selected as the respondent in a
dialogue that is meant to show that a partial and
premature attack on the fortress of the Nature of
Virtue must be fruitless.

1 See too the note on the text of 72 A 20.
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§ 6. Anytus is the well-known accuser of Socrates.
This should be placed beyond doubt by his parting
threat at 94 B ; besides the hint at 99 B rodre uév,
& Mévwv, xal adbis Sialefdpeda and the concluding
words of the whole dialogue s éav welops Tovrov,
éotw 8 7o kai’Abnvaiovs dvijoeis. Moreover the name
Anthemion, as in our dialogue, is given to the father
of Socrates’ accuser in the scholium on Apol. 18 B,
presently quoted. The same name is given by
Plutarch in two places to the father of an Anytus
of whom he tells a story about his infatuation for
Alcibiades (d4le. 4. 5; Amat. § 27 p. 762D; cp.
Satyrus in Ath. xi1 534 g, Zeller Socr. p. 172 note) ;
80 also it is given in two places to the father of the
Anytus of whom the story goes that he was the first
to bribe judges (Plut. Coriol. 14. 4 ; Diod. xm1 64 ; cp.
Arist. ’A6. IToA. ch. 27 and see on 95 A 5). True or
false, both these stories must refer to the same man,
the personage in the Meno and the accuser of Socrates.
There may be more doubt about the Anytus who is
said (Plut. de malign. Herod. § 6 p. 862 B) to have
proposed a vote of ten talents to Herodotus, where
the father’s name is not given. Some information as
to Anytus will be found in the notes on 90 B 46 and
95A 5, and this I proceed to supplement, referring
among modern works to Grote Ifist. ch. 68; Zeller
Socrates pp. 162, 172-74; Riddell Apology Introd.
pp. ii-iv; Fr. Introd. 29, 30.

The scholium on Plato Apol. 18 B begins odros 6
"Avvros *AvBepiwvos flv vids, *Abnyvatos yévos, *AlxiSe-
ddov épacmis, wAovoios ék Pupoodefixiis. He was a
prominent democrat in the time of the Peloponnesian
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War; in 404 B.c. he was exiled by the Thirty (Xen. Hell.
1 iii 42, 44), and in the next year he aided Thrasybulus
to expel them and restore the democracy. ‘Anytus was
a man of strong political convictions: he had lost a
fortune through his fidelity to the cause of freedom’
(Riddell Introd. p. xxviii, cp. Isocr. 18. 23 OpasifBov-
Aos kal "Avvros péyrrov pév Suvdpevor TGy év T méde,
woAAGy & dweorepnpévor xpypdrwv). Anytus however
appears not to have been an extreme democrat; the
Aristotelian *A6. IIoA. ch. 34 names him as a member
of the ‘middle party’ of which Theramenes was the head.

When we read of a man wlAodoios ék [Bupoole-
Yukils, who is at the same time (with whatever
qualifications) a democrat, our thoughts naturally
turn to Cleon. Because Socrates and the democrats
were both attacked by Aristophanes, we are apt to
suppose that they were in the same camp. But in
the case of Anytus this is clearly not the case. The
key of Anytus’ character is his conversation. ‘Anytus
is the type of the narrow-minded man of the world,
who is indignant at innovation, and equally detests
the popular teacher and the true philosopher’ (Jowett
Meno, Introd. p. 266). At the time of Socrates’ trial
(399 B.c.) it was the oligarchs who were the innovators ;
democracy was the established constitution. Though
it was little more than a century old, if reckoned from !
Clisthenes, and much less if reckoned from Ephialtes |
and Pericles, prescription had won for it veneration.
This found its expression in the watchword 7 wdrpeos
molrelo, which certainly meant democracy of some !
kind, though how strong or how diluted might be a |‘
matter of individual taste.
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In the Apology 23 & Socrates represents each of his
three accusers as taking up the cudgels against him
to avenge the insults to his own class; Meletus
for the poets, Lycon for the orators, "Avvros &
Umweép TOV Smpiovpydv kai T@v wolirkdv. But there
is reason to think that Anytus had further some
private grounds for his animosity. We may well
disregard the stories of his jealousy of Socrates in
regard to Alcibiades; but there is a fairly well
authenticated story that would assign to Anytus a
motive against Socrates, which, though private, was
but a particular instance of a public grievance. One
of the commonest accusations against the new
teaching, whether of Socrates or the ¢sophists,’
was its interference between parent and son (see on
92 A 3). Just such a case of interference had Anytus
to resent from Socrates.! In Xenophon’s Apologia
Socratis (which is not, like Plato’s, a speech supposed
to be addressed by Socrates to his judges) we read
§ 29 foll. how Socrates, seeing Anytus passing,
observes that Anytus is much puffed up at having
got him condemned because he said Anytus ought
not to bring up his son to his own trade. Socrates
has met the son and formed a high opinion of his
abilities; his mind, he told Anytus, will want a
larger scope than leather-dealing affords, and if he
does not get it he will fall into bad bhabits. So it
turned out ; the son took to drinking, and Anytus even
after his death was in ill repute owing to his bad
training of his son. We know nothing certain of the
end of Anytus; on which matter, as Fritzsche says,

1 See J. S. Mill Dissertations iii. 310.
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‘neque tnter se congruentia meque ommino probabilia
memoriae produntur.’ Later writers indulge in various
stories of the Nemesis that overtook him. Diog.
L. (11 43) says that of Socrates’ accusers the Athenians
exiled some, and put Meletus to death ; that the men
of Heraclea ejected Anytus on the very day on which
he arrived there; (vi 9) that Antisthenes was the
reputed author of the decree condemning Anytus to
exile and Meletus to death. Diodorus xiv 37 says
that the accusers of Socrates were put to death with-
out trial (dxperor); Plut. de invidia 6 p. 558 A says
they were subjected to so rigorous a ‘boycott’
that they hanged themselves. (See Zeller Socr. 202.)
We may probably assume that Anytus was dead at
the time when the Meno was written.

Meno and Anytus supplement one another. They
are products of the two forces which Plato, standing as
it were between two fires, was continually combating,
the false teachers on the one hand, the philistines
(p1ooAdyor) on the other (Fritzsche Intr. p. 19 note 8).

§ 7. As to the Slave, Fritzsche says quamquam de
servuls aetate nikil injicitur, tamen quanto provectiorem
sumis aetate, tantum demis loco venustatis. He is not
a character, but an abstraction, a typical blank mind.

§ 8. The assumed date of the dialogue depends on
two considerations. Firstly, Meno is no longer very
young, and he was still comparatively young when he
started on the expedition of Cyrus (see § 4). This
makes it difficult to interpose a long time between
the dialogue and the expedition. Secondly, the
nearer the time of the dialogue is placed to that of
Socrates’ trial, the more point there is in Anytus’
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threat at 94 B. We may then assign the year 402
B.C. a8 probable. There is at least one anachronism

in the dialogue, the mention of Ismenias at 90 A. Vo
§ 9. The genuineness of the Meno was assailed by i
those two ‘qui non ita multos Platonis libros de -
supplicio exemerunt, Ast et Schaarschmidt’ (Fritzsche). L
But that was in unregenerate days. Ueberweg at one § '

time doubted its genuineness, but ended by believing
in it. The Meno can in fact say with not many .
degrees less right than the Phaedo i

el pe TINdTwv 0d ypdife, 8w éyévovro IIAdrwves-
SwkpaTikdv ddpwv dvfea wdvra dépw.

(Anth. Pal. 1x 358.) N

‘In the Menon more that is characteristic of
Plato is brought together in a smaller space than in
any other dialogue ; if the Phaedon and the Gorgias
are noble statues, the Menon is a gem’ (J. S. Mill
Dissertations 11t 350). And Mr. Walter Pater in his
Plato and Platonism, p. 52, does justice to ‘that most
characteristic dialogue, the Meno.’

Besides internal evidence, the Meno is protected by
an unmistakeable reference in the Pkaedo 72 E (see on
81E 12), and a probable one in the Republic 506 c
to Meno 97 B, to say nothing of other possibilities.
Aristotle twice cites the Meno by name; Anal. pr. 1t
21. 7=67 a 21 dpoiws & kai & év 7¢ Mévwve Adyos, om
% pdbnos dvipimors (81 D) and Anal. post. 1 1. T=
71 a 29 referring 'to the dmdpyua at 80 D 1 (where see
the note). It is true that Aristotle does not mention
Plato as the author; but in similar style he cites the
Phaedo, Phaedrus, Symposium, Gorgias and Hippias
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Minor. Further, though the Meno is not named,
there is a probable reference to it in Arist. Pol. 1 xiii,
for which see on 71 E 7.

§ 10. Hardly any dialogue of Plato is so clear-cut
and simple in its construction as the Meno. The
argument falls into five divisions, which correspond
pretty nearly to the five scenes of which the dialogue
consists.

The first scene (70 A-80 D cc. i-xiii) is between
Meno and Socrates. Meno assails Socrates with the
stock question ‘Can Virtue be taught?’ Socrates
characteristically retorts by asking for a definition of
Virtue, which Meno fails to give.

The second division extends from 80D to 86C
(cc. xiv—xxi). The speakers are Socrates, Meno and
the Slave. Meno, sore with his failure, and perhaps ‘
hoping to shelve the inquiry as to the definition of
Virtue to which Socrates invites him, propounds a
sceptical quibble that would imply the impossibility
of a genesis of Knowledge, and consequently the '
futility of inquiry.. Socrates by an experiment with
the Slave shows that Knowledge is subject to a
genesis, that its raw material is Opinion, and that we
owe our power of recovering it to Reminiscence from
a previous state of Existence.

The third scene, between Socrates and Meno, ex-
tends from 86C to 90 B (cc. xxii—xxvi). Meno’s
objection being thus overthrown he is again invited
to the inquiry ‘ What is Virtue?’ But Meno, who no
doubt regards that question as merely academic and
uninteresting, would much rather attack the practical
question ‘Is Virtue teachable?’ Socrates will meet
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him half-way. They must approach the question ‘Is
Virtue teachable ?’ from a Aypothesis as to what Virtue
is. If Virtue is Knowledge it will be teachable, and
if not, not. But will this hypothesis stand? Yes,
theoretically ; for Virtue, like everything good and
beneficial, may be ultimately reduced to Knowledge
or Wisdom. But on the practical side a difficulty
remains. Where are the teachers?

At this point Anytus, a8 a man of experience, is
invited into the discussion, and in the fourth scene
(90 B-95 A, cc. xxvii-xxxiv) he and Socrates are the
interlocutors. Socrates begins by ironically assuming
that just as for teaching in a special art we should go
to a professional teacher, so for dpemj we should go to
the Expert Teachers—the sophists. This excites
Anytus’ disgust. But when, like his colleague Meletus
in the 4pology (24 E), he says that any good citizen
is capable of instilling Virtue, he is soon faced with
a number of conspicuous instances of failure.

Anytus having departed in dudgeon, the final
scene (956 A-100 B, cc. xxxv—xlii) is left to Socrates
and Meno. This paradox about Virtue is not confined
to one place or time: he who has it for the most part
cannot impart it: he who professes to impart it for
the most part does not possess it. The only solution
is that Virtue, as we see it in the world, is not the
product of Knowledge, but of something like Know-
ledge, that is, of half-knowledge or Opinion. Opinion
may simulate the results of Knowledge; but the
possessor of it has not the root of the matter in him,
his hold on Virtue is precarious, and not communicable.
Perhaps some day there may arise a man or men
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whose Virtue is rooted in Knowledge, and then we
shall see great things. But we shall get no satis-
factory result till we attack the problem What Virtue 7s.

§ 11. As to Meno's, inquiry, Jowett (Meno Intr.
P- 262) says ‘No one would either ask or answer such
a question in modern times.” This is hardly the place
for considering why the inquiry has been superseded
in modern times, if indeed this be the case. But at
the end of the fifth century B.c. certain phenomena
forced the matter on the consideration of the Greeks,
not as a mere academic problem, but as an urgent
practical question. These phenomena were mainly
two. In the first place there was the obvious fact
that parents failed to influence their children. Great
fathers sometimes had feeble sons, good fathers
vicious sons, wise fathers silly sons. With regard to
the ordinary arts there did appear to be a certain
power of communication ; but as to the inner quality
dperi), that vaguely-apprehended something that made
one man count for more than another, the best wishes
of parents and trainers seemed almost powerless.

Just at this time arose a class of men who did
profess to fill the gap that home-training obviously
left—the sophists. Were they public benefactors or
were they frauds? Many of the young men said the
former ; most of the old men said the latter. If the
sophists were unsuccessful, it might either be because
they wer¢ attempting something in itself impossible,
or because they were attempting a possible task in the
wrong way. Thus the question ¢ Is Virtue teachable ?’
was one to interest everybody.!

! The two divisions of Socrates’ argument in the Protagoras

o —e—
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§'12. What place does the Meno take in the order of
Plato’s writings? In regard to any Platonic dialogue
this is at once the most important and the most difficult
question that we have to answer. It results from the
place of Plato in the history of philosophy that it is
precisely the development of his views that forms the
chief point of interest in them.

To Grote the question of the order of the Platonic
writings seemed an unprofitable maze (see for instance
his note at 1 16, about the Meno; and 11 120 on
the question whether the Protagoras or the Gorgias is
prior). The dialogues he regarded as pictures in a
kaleidoscope, each fascinating in itself but quite dis-
continuous from anything before or after. I wish to
speak with the utmost veneration of the work of
Grote. The ¢provocative shock’ he gave to the study
of Plato is something almost comparable in its kind
with the work of Socrates. We stand on his shoulders,
and how much we are thereby raised we have not
to-day full means of judging. Before he wrote, all
Plato’s works were supposed to be parts of a finished
and co-ordinated system. Inconsistencies were either
ignored, or got rid of by the simple surgery of lopping
off the offending dialogue from the Platonic canon.
But since Grote cleared the air, much has been done,
largely by British scholars, to bring the comprehension
of Plato nearer than it has ever been before. Though
with regard to the order of the dialogues we shall

319 A foll. (cp. on 93 B 17, 94 E 14) correspond, in inverse order,
with the above-mentioned two sides from which the question
was presented. 8o also do the two divisions of Socrates’
discussion with Anytus.
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always have to speak ds otk eiddres dANG ds eikdfovTes,
we must not listen to the dpyds Adyos that any
attempt on the problem is futile. Olympiodorus at
the end of his life of Plato tells how Plato on his death-
bed dreamed that he was a swan pursued in vain by
ifevral ; which Simmias explained to be the interpreters
who should in vain endeavour to catch his thoughts.
If the bird is not yet in our hands we may at any
rate claim that we have closed in round it and are
now able to watch its movements at closer quarters.
One great assistance to a better view of Plato’s
work is that it has come to be increasingly recognized
that we must regard Plato not merely as a tran-
scendental philosopher, but as a man living amongst
men, with human preferences and antipathies, and
undergoing human vicissitudes. The old spirit in
regard to Plato finds fine expression in the words of
Goethe (Ueberweg § 39, Grote 1 201) ‘Plato’s rela-
tion to the world is that of a superior spirit whose
good pleasure it is to dwell in it for a time. It is
not so much his concern to become acquainted with it
—for the world and its nature are things which he
presupposes (sckon wvoraussetzt)—as kindly to com-
municate to it that which he brings with him, and of
which it stands in so great need.” It was his strong
desire to get at Plato the man that made Grote cling
so strongly to the authenticity of the Platonic Epistles,
as ‘the only occasions on which we have experience of
Plato as speaking in his own person’ (Grote 1219, cp. ,
216 note). We have had to give up the notion that in |
the Epistles we have a self-revelation of Plato ; though
we may still gather from them some statements as to
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his life, of various degrees of trustworthiness. It is
hard that the very time that has shown us the im-
portance of understanding Plato’s career should alszo
have shown us how very slender are our materials for
constructing it. The fact is that the tradition is not only
scanty but corrupt, and appears to have been corrupted
at a very early time. Diog. L. 11 2 gives the name ,
of Plato’s nephew Speusippus, among others, as an '
authority for a miraculous story about Plato’s birth. ‘
§ 13. According to the most probable date of Plato’s
birth, the year 427 B.c., he was 28 years of age when o
in 399 B.c. his master Socrates was put to death.
He had thus passed what has been for many great
men the blossoming period of the mind. And yet his
work was not begun. I think Grote’s arguments (1 196 :
foll.) ought to be conclusive that Plato published no <
dialogues before the death of Socrates. Nor is it '
fatal to their cogency that the genuineness of the
Platonic Epistles, on which Grote relied, must be
given up. For the conception of the Socrates of the
dialogues a certain mythical atmosphere is required,
which readily gathered at no long interval after
his death, but which would have been as impossible
during his life-time as the appearance of his ghost.
We must beware then of expecting to find, or of
thinking we detect, marks of ‘juvenility’ in any
work of Plato. Yet it must be remembered that
precocity was rare in Greek literary genius. Aristo-
phanes is of course an instance, though his precocity .
has been exaggerated. We may be almost certain t
that Plato originally intended himself for public life, ’
and that it was circumstances that forced him into
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philosophy. For an Athenian in Plato’s position to
take up philosophy as a career in the fifth century
would seem quite derogatory, and there was indeed
no precedent for it. It was as if the eldest son of a
peer should come out as a professional violinist.

For public life he had indeed one disadvantage
from the start : ioxvépwvos v says Diog. L. (1 5 cp.
Grote 1 118). But the execution of Socrates decided
the matter ; it was the first great turning-point in his
life. The signs of the times seemed to show that it
was unsafe for Socrates’ pupils to remain at Athens;
Plato with others withdrew to Megara and thence
made travels. During the next years of his life we
may suppose the chief influences affecting his mind
to have been, firstly, a strong antipathy to the
democracy, with a feeling that he himself as far as
politics were concerned could but bide his time:
secondly, a strong desire to make himself the inter-
preter of his Master, and to present to his countrymen
his Master’s thoughts more or less recast by his own
mind.

During this period he was, as to politics, in the
position of a statesman whose party is ‘out’; as to
philosophy he was still an amateur; that is, he held
no professional position. When he returned to
Athens we do not know ; the extent of his travels at
this time has probably been much exaggerated and
we need not suppose his absence to have extended over
more than two or three years.! The dialogues that
" 1Cp. Grote 1 121; Karsten de Platonis quae feruntur

epistolis pp. 164 foll.; Ueberweg-Heinze p. 142. Zeller p. 17
says ‘there is great probability, and even some external evidence,
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belong to this period it is most reasonable to suppose
were written at Athens. His antagonists, as far as
there are any, are the old (in most cases dead) antago-
nists of Socrates. The dialogues that compose this,
the ¢ Socratic,’ series are the Apology, Crito, Charmaides,
Laches, Lysis, Hippias major, Hippias minor, Io and
Euthyphro. (1 lay no stress on the order, and I
regard both the Alcibiades dialogues as spurious.)
During the later years of this period were probably
written two other dialogues, the Protagoras and the
Gorgias, though these rather belong to the next group
of works.

Meanwhile a change was coming over the scene.
Pupils of Socrates, Euclides at Megara, Antisthenes at
Athens, had set up as heads of philosophic schools ;
Isocrates was winning a great position as an educator
in rhetoric. The thought must have pressed itself
more and more strongly on Plato that he should
emulate them and finally cast in his lot with philo-
sophy. It was not without a struggle that he gave
up politics : 70 wpdrov moAAfjs perTov dvra Spuis émi
70 wpdrTely TA Kouvd, says the author of the seventh

that long before this journey’ (of 388 B.c.) ‘Plato had settled
in Athens, and there worked as teacher and author; even
granting that at this period his instructions were confined to a
select few.’ .

Dr. Thompson Gorgias Introd. p. xvi note derides the
‘fabulous extent and duration assigned to Plato’s travels’;
Plato’s return ‘according to more than one witness must have
taken place about four years after the death of Socrates, that
is to say about 395 B.c.” Corinth is one of the places where,
according to Aristoxenus in Diog. L. 1118, Plato bore arms
for his country. Probably this was at the battle of 894 B.c.
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letter, using words which Plato certainly might have
applied to himself (cp. Diog. L. 11 23 : after Plato’s
third return from Sicily molireias pév ovx 7yaro,
kaitor woliTikds v é§ Bv éypayev).

This brings us to what may be considered the
second important moment in Plato’s life; his first
journey to Sicily and his starting as Principal of the
Academy in Athens. The seventh letter (324 A) says
that Plato first went to Syracuse oxeddv érn rerra-
pdkovra yeyovis—that is about 387 B.c. The date
of the opening of the Academy by Plato is given as
387 or 386 B.c. (Ueb.-Heinze p. 138). Lists of the
oxoldpxa:r or Heads were preserved, and these lists
were embodied in 8iadoyai published by later authors,
of whom the earliest appears to have been Sotion, a
Peripatetic who lived at the beginning of the second
century B.c. (Ueb.-Heinze 26, 2556 ; R. & P. 4 a).

There is a good deal of doubt and discrepancy
about this journey of Plato’s as well as about his
travels after Socrates’ death. I think we may draw
one conclusion about it with a fair amount of certainty,
namely that its object was not political. It is true
that the seventh letter (326 B foll.) does attribute to
Plato political objects even in his first journey to
Sicily ; but what could he expect to effect during the
tyranny of the elder Dionysius? Olympiodorus in
his life says that he went to Italy on this occasion to
see the Pythagoreans, especially Archytas of Tarentum,
and to Sicily feacdpevos Tods kpatfipas Tob wupds Tods
év Alrvy. The descriptions in Phaedo 111 E, 1133, )
make it reasonable to suppose that Plato did take
some interest in volcanic phenomena. To the same
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effect Diog. L. 11 18: 7pis 8¢ wéwrAevkey eis ZikeAiov*
wpbrov pév kars Géav Tijs mjoov kal TGV kpaTihpwy, Ste
kai Awvioios 6 ‘Eppoxpdrovs Tipavves dv dvdykacev
dore ovppifar adrg. Then comes the story how he
quarreled with Dionysius, who dismissed him abruptly ;
and how he was sold into slavery, but ransomed by
Anniceris of Cyrene and so reached Athens in safety
again (Grote 1121, Zeller p. 24). The story of the
" selling into slavery has been doubted by many. If
the incident occurred, it certainly made little im-
pression on Plato’s mind ; no sign of an allusion to it
can be traced anywhere in his writings; even the
seventh letter is silent about it. Perhaps its chief
importance is the tradition that Anniceris, refusing
to accept the sum he had paid for Plato, which his
friends wished to refund, bought with it for Plato’s
use the garden in the Academy. This serves to
connect this voyage of Plato with the commencement
of his school.1

Among the travels of Plato after Socrates’ death
Diogenes (11 6) includes a journey to ftaly to visit
the Pythagoreans Philolaus and Eurytus. Neither
he nor any one else says anything about a visit to
Sicily at this time, so that we may safely assume that
Plato’s visit to the island in 388 B.c. was—as Diogenes
mr 18 says—his first. But it is quite possible that
Diogenes is wrong about an earlier visit to Jtaly, and
that his visit in 388 B.c. was his first to that country

1 Diog. L. 111 8 says that the original form of the name
Axadnpla was ékadnuia—in which there lurks perhaps a fanciful
etymology from éxds druov. (But he there makes Plato teach
in the Academy after his first return to Athens.)

c
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also. This is rather more probable as Diogenes inter-
polates this alleged earlier journey to Italy between
Cyrene and Egypt. It is surely more probable that
Plato in his first tour confined his travels to Africa,
leaving the West for a future time.! The matter is
not of great importance; but his sojourn with the
Italian Pythagoreans in 388 B.c. becomes more im-
portant if it appears that this was his first personal
interview with them. Not that by any means we
need conclude that Plato was ignorant of Pythago-
reanism before this; see Zeller p. 20, who in a note
gives the stories about the purchase of Pythagorean
books by Plato. But whatever these stories may be
worth, no one who considers Plato’s temperament will
doubt that the cosmic imagery which was the glory of
Pythagoreanism would receive new vividness in Plato’s
mind by intercourse with the leading spirits of that
sect.

I conceive that Plato’s travels in his fortieth year
were directly connected with his resolution to start
a school ; whether it were that before beginning he
wished to supplement his knowledge and experience
in certain particular directions, or that being about to
tie himself to Athens more closely, he wished to enjoy
a spell of freedom while it was still open to him.

With regard to the Gorgias, both Cope (Intr. p.
Ixxiv) and Dr. Thompson (Intr. p. xvi) place it in the |
interval between Plato’s return to Athens after his first
travels, and his first Sicilian journey. They both re- ‘
cognize in it a certain buoyancy and comic spirit that
imply that the writer was comparatively young. This

1 To this view Zeller seems to incline: p. 16 note, and p. 19. i
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is combined withsternnessand even bitternesson certain
points. Plato, when he wrote the Gorgias, was disgusted
with politics, but he was not disgusted with life. Dr.
Thompson inclines to the conjecture that the Gorgias
was the first work, or one of the first, written by
Plato after his first return to Athens. To this the
chief objection I have to offer is that sufficient
time is not thus allowed for the earlier dialogues, all
written (I believe) after Socrates’ death. It seems to
me much more probable that the Gorgias was the
last dialogue written before Plato’s departure on his
travels to Italy and Sicily with a fixed resolve as to
his future career. He bids good-bye to Athens—for
a time ; and good-bye—probably for ever—to politics.
For this last step it is the *Awoloyia IIAdrwvos.

To make clear Plato’s procedure and attitude
when he returned again to Athens, I cannot do better
than borrow the words of the article ¢ Sophists’ in the
Encye. Brit. p. 268 b (by ‘H. J.’), only premising that
I am inclined to refer the Protagoras and Gorgias to
a time when Plato was in intention, though not yet
in fact, Head of the Academy. ¢It may be imagined
further that when Plato established himself at the
Academy, his first care was to draw up a scheme of
education, including arithmetic, geometry (plane and
solid), astronomy, harmonics and dialectic, and that
it was not until he had arranged for the carrying out
of this programme that he devoted himself to the
special functions of professor of philosophy. However
this may be, we find among his writings,—intermediate,
as it would seem, between the Socratic conversations
of his first period, and the metaphysical disquisitions
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of-a later time—a series of dialogues, which, however
varied- their ostensible subjects, agree in having a
direct bearing upon education. Thus the Protagoras
brings the educational theory of Protagoras and the
sophists of culture face to face with the educational
theory of Socrates, so as to expose the limitations of
both ; the Gorgias deals with the moral aspect of the
teaching of the forensic rhetorician Gorgias and the
political rhetorician Isocrates; and the intellectual
aspect of their respective theories of education is
handled in the Phaedrus; the Meno on the one hand
exhibits the strength: and the weakness of the teaching
of Socrates, and on the other brings into view the
makeshift methods of those who, despising systematic
teaching, regard the practical politician as the true
educator ; the Futhydemus has for its subject the
eristical method; finally, having in these dialogues
characterized the current theories of education, Plato
proceeds in the Republic to develop an original
scheme.’

Side by side with this should be put the summary
which the same author has appended to the last of
his papers on ¢ Plato’s Later Theory of Ideas,’ namely
that on the Politicus, in J.P. xv 302 foll.

¢In short, I think we may distinguish four stages

or periods of Plato’s literary career, and designate

them as:

(1) Socratic, of which the Euthyphro is typical ;

(2) educational —including the Protagoras, the
Gorgias, the Phaedrus, the Meno, the Euthydemus,
the Republic, the Phaedo ;

(3) philosophical —including the Philebus, the
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Parmenides, the Theaetetus, the Sophist, the Politicus,
the Tmaeus ;

(4) political—including the Laws.’ .

(The list does not contain all the dialogues.) :

It may be observed that in group (1) the persons '

oriticized are mainly antagonists of Socrates; in
group (2) they are Plato’s rivals, but often also
Socrates himself ; in group (3) they are Plato’s rivals,
Socrates, and also Plato himself at an earlier stage. N
In the last stage of all, the Zaws, Plato returns in a i
manner & ses premiers amours, politics. It is out of
the question for him now to take an active part in
Athenian affairs; but he so far returns to ¢ practical’
politics as to consider in the Laws the best amend-
ments on existing institutions. Plato’s second and
third journeys to Sicily, the second in 367 B.0. when
he was sixty years old, the third later, were under-
taken in the vain hope of putting his political theories
in practice.

§14. We are immediately concerned with the
second or ‘educational’ group of dialogues, to which
the Meno belongs. We may assume that Plato after
he became Head of the Academy at once began to
prepare for writing his great educational work, the
Republic, and that he would not allow more time
than he could help to elapse between the starting of
the Academy and its publication. .

Of the other dialogues of this group there are
considerable grounds for placing the Phaedo later
than the Republic (see H. Jackson in J.P. xv 303).
The rest are all earlier than the Republic, and more or
less intended to lead up to it. Assuming then that
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the Protagoras and Gorgias were written before the first
journey to Sicily, we have to fit in the Phaedrus,
EButhydemus and Meno between Plato’s return to
Athens and the publication of the Republic. The
Menexenus and the fragmentary Clitophon also belong
to this time (see Grote 11 pp. 8, 25). (The Sympostum
is reserved for subsequent consideration.)

As to the date of the Republic, almost the only
reference to external events that we have to guide
us is the mention of Ismenias of Thebes (Rep. 1 336 a).
In the note on 90 A 40 I have given reasons for
thinking that this passage was written not long
before Ismenias’ death, which took place probably
towards the end of 382 B.c! We may then con-
jecturally assign to 381, or the earlier part of 382 B.c.,
the publication of bk. 1 of the Republic. Probably
some further portion was published with it ; but the
question in what instalments the work was presented
cannot be discussed here.

Can we go any farther, and, assuming that the

: Phaedrus, Meno and Euthydemus were all written

1 As to Plato’s practice in regard to naming his contem-
poraries, see Dr. Thompson in J. P. viir 807 note (cp. X1 2 note) :
¢ This reticence, of which it is not difficult to divine the motives,
is most carefully practised in the case of the living celebrities
who claimed like" himself to be disciples of Socrates, such as
Euclides, Aristippus and Antisthenes. A cursory reader of
Plato has no idea that such men existed as the heads of rival
sects with which the Platonists of the Academy were engaged
in perpetual controversy. On the other hand Plato never
scruples to name the dead, nor perhaps those living personages
with whom he stood in no relation of commeon pursuits or com-
mon friendships, e.g. Lysias, Gorgias, etc.’
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between 387 and 382 B.0., ascertain the order in
which they came? Here our conclusions can only be
tentative. Perhaps the best method will be to take
all the educational dialogues in order, and briefly
consider their relations to the Meno.

§ 15. The Protagoras. The main subject of the
Protagoras is the same as that of the Meno ¢Is Virtue
teachable?’ It brings out the looseness of popular
views of Virtue, and the futility of attempting the
position from the side that naturally presented itself
—the practical side—before mastering the meta-
physical key to it, the nature of Virtue. ‘The issue
of our conversation’ says Socrates ‘renders both of
us ridiculous. For I, who denied virtue to be teach-
able, have shown that it consists altogether in
knowledge, which is the most teachable of all things:
while Protagoras, who affirmed that it was teachable,
has tried to show that it conmsisted in everything
rather than knowledge:—on which supposition it
would hardly be teachable at all. I therefore, seeing
all these questions sadly confused and turned upside
down, am beyond measure anxious to clear them up;
and should be glad, conjointly with you, to go through
the whole investigation—first, what Virtue is, next,
whether it is teachable or not’ (Grote 1 69 ; cp. Fr.
Intr. p. 14).

. The expectation here raised is to some extent
fulfilled in the Meno. Not that the Meno is by any
means final ; but certain important steps forward are
made. There are, to begin with, some attempts at
actually defining Virtue. These attempts though
abortive serve to illustrate the nature of the problem.

———
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The fourth section of the dialogue—the dialogue with
Anytus (cc. xxvii-xxxiv)—goes largely over ground
already traversed in the Protagoras (see § 11 above).
But in the Protagoras the question whether after all
there is an érwrijun dperijs is not faced 1; nor is there
any trace of the doctrine of 86fa, by which a solution
is offered of the paradox that although Virtue is of
the nature of Knowledge, yet the possessors of Virtue
are for the most part unable to impart it, nor of the
allied topic of ‘demotic virtue’ (see on 100 A 6).

There is ‘much ground for supposing that of the
¢ Educational’ dialogues the Protagoras is the earliest.
The argument is almost purely Socratic. In par-
ticular there is the well-known identification of the
Pleasant and the Good. Virtue is represented in the
Protagoras as a calculus of Pleasures. From this
outcome of Socratic teaching, which was developed by
Aristippus and the Cyrenaics, Plato shortly afterwards
strongly separated himself, and he criticizes it in the
Gorgias. (See Grote 11 60, 78, 119 foll.; J. & A. M.
Adam’s Introd. to Prot. pp. xxix foll.)

§ 16. The Gorgias. The main point of advance
in the Gorgias is the strong assertion of the intrinsic
difference between Pleasure and Good (Zeller p. 121).
It is true that as Grote says (11 105) ¢Plato does not
here tell us clearly what he himself means by Good
and Evil: he specifies no objective or external mark by
which we may know it: we learn only that Good is a
mental perfection, Evil a mental taint, answering to

1 ¢Plato Menone hanc quaestionem, num veritatis omnino
cognitio sit, primum tractavit, qua in Protagora supersederat’
Hermann Gesch. u. Syst. 1 483 (quoted by Fr.). .

-t
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indescribable but characteristic sentiments in Plato’s
own mind, and only negatively determined by this
circumstance, that they have no reference either to
pleasure or pain.’ But we could hardly expect from
Plato at this stage a full and complete utterance on a
point about which he perhaps never more than half
-satisfied himself.

The comparative slenderness of the metaphysical
basis in the Gorgias, and the simplicity of the mythical
materials (Exc. VI p. 289), point to a comparatively
early date for its composition. As I have already said
(§ 13) I should place it as the last dialogue written before
Plato’s first Sicilian journey. The Pythagorean passage
492 g foll. furnishes no argument against this view.

Another argument for placing the Gorgias before
the Meno is the fact that the term 86fa, later so
closely connected by Plato with the province of
rhetoric, is in the Gorgias conspicuous by its absence
(see Exc. VII pp. 299, 300).

Further, the summary treatment of Gorgias’
position and of the relations of rhetoric to sophistry
in the Meno implies the thorough discussion of these
points in the Gorgias. See on 95 C 23.

It is also just possible that in Meno 710 the
reference to Socrates’ meeting with Gorgias may be a
covert allusion to the earlier dialogue (cp. Exc. V p. 282).

§ 17. The Phaedrus 1 believe to have been written
by Plato soon after his.return from his first Sicilian
journey, and to have been his first publication as
Head of the Academy.! I lay some stress in regard

1 This was the view taken by C. F. Hermann and others.
Grote 1 178, 561, etc., Zeller p. 104 note.
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to this on the tradition that the Phaedrus was the
earliest of all Plato’s compositions.! The tradition is
preserved by Diog. L. 111 38 Adyos 8¢ wpérov ypdiac
abrdv Tov Paibpov, by Olympiodorus in his life of
Plato ch. 3 (Teubner text vi p. 192) &r. 8 7ods
8tfupdpPovs 6 IIAdrwyv tjoryro Sijhov ék Tob Pailpov,
700 Suaddyov wdvv wréovtos Tov SibfvpapSBddovs xapak-
Tipos, dre Tob IIAdrwvos Tolrov mpdrov ypdavros
8udMoyov, is Aéyerar, and lastly in the Ilpoleydueva Tijs
ITAdrwvos prdogodias (Teubner text v p. 217). The
reasons agsigned for giving the first place to the
Phaedrus are different in each of these works and in
each case somewhat frivolous; but perhaps the very
inadequacy of the grounds alleged points to some real
fact at the back of the tradition. If in the Academic
records account was only taken of tMe writings of the
Head in his official position, then the earlier writings
of Plato would be ignored, and the Phaedrus would
be set down as his first utterance.

In the Phaedrus the additional territory that Plato
has added to his domain of thought is wide and
diversified. I think most of these accessions may be
connected with the new facts of his life, namely (1)
his westward journey, (2) his professional position. The
results of the first have two aspects, which are how-

" ever closely connected. Plato’s new intercourse with
leading Pythagoreans I believe to have been in the
first place the main source from which he drew the
mass of mythical material with which is associated
his teaching on Transmigration and Immortality (Exec.

1 This view was taken by Schleiermacher : Grote 1 172, etc.,
Zeller pp. 129 foll.
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VII p. 296). Further, I believe that from the same
source fell the spark that kindled into life Plato’s first
theory of Ideas. From an early time Plato felt that to
the Universal attached a Reality that did not belong
to the particulars. Perhaps the passage most clearly
showing this is Buthyphro 6 p ékeivo adrd 70 eldos, §
wdvro, 14, Soa Soid éoTwv;  épmaba ydp mov pug idég Td
Te dvéoia dvéoia elvar kai Td Soa e (cp. B D). ;
‘Similar passages, in which the expressions which i
were afterwards used in connexion with the theory ‘
of ideas occur in speaking of the Socratic Adyos, are far
from rare in the Socratic dialogue’ (J. Adam Euthy-

_ phro, Introd. p. xxviii: see also on 73D b, cp. Zeller
p- 120 note). But what sort of independent existence
of the Ideas was conceivable? Surely the Other
World to which the Soul departed after its commerce
with earth was the natural home for those Existences
that were then the objects of its cognmition. It is
true that in the Phaedrus we are not very explicitly .
told what the Realities are on which the Soul gazes ;
only that it sees the very Justice, the very Temperance,
the very Knowledge, odx §j yéveois mpdreariwv, ovd’ 4
éori mov érépa &v érépy oloa v Wuels viv Gvrov kalob-
pev, GANG Ty év T § éoTiv Ov Svrws émwoTiuny odaav.
But that corresponding to every General Name there
is an independently-existing Idea Plato probably first
expressly said, or at least wrote, in Rep. x 596 A elSos
ydp wob 11 & &kaorov eidbopev TilerOar wept Ekacra
78 moANG ofs TadTdv Svopa émipépouer (see H. Jackson
in J.P. x 254 foll.). But it was in the Phaedrus that
the Universals were ‘hypostatized’ and the Ideal
Theory developed. Possibly we have a hint of this in
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the words (247 c) that no poet has yet hymned the
Umepovpdvios Témos. But- the separate existence of
the Ideas could only be described by borrowing the
language of Sense (see on 72 O 2); indeed the mind
refused to grasp them except as a kind of sensible.!
And thus the Ideas in receiving ‘a local habitation
and a name’ received their death-blow ; the Ideal Man,
existing apart from particular men, was after all but One
More, so that a new Idea was needed embodying the
common qualities he had with the rest (Grote 11 271).

The new aspects in the Phaedrus that may be
connected with Plato’s new position consists in its
polemical character. In the earlier dialogues there is
very little polemic against living individuals. Plato
is still a free-lance among philosophers ; his sympathies
and antipathies to other teachers are determined
mainly by loyalty to Socrates, and are very little
personal. It is absurd to suppose that the Protagoras
and Gorgias are attacks on the distinguished men
whose names they bear. In the Gorgias there is, it is
true, earnest denunciation of popular Statecraft and
of oratory as her handmaiden.

1 ¢ The Platonic Ideas are nothing more’ (than ‘first efforts’) ;
‘but of all theories that have arisen in ingenious minds from
an imperfect conception of the processes of abstraction and
generalization, they are surely among the most plausible
as well as beautiful’ J. S. Mill Dissertations 1x 348. [The
sequel shows admirably how the Ideal theory was arrived at.]
Cp. J. Adam in C.R. x11 222: ‘The doctrine of transcendent
self-existent Ideas is a creation of the poet Plato, and has a
permanent poetical if not philosophical value. It is the most
powerful stimulus to the artistic imagination which Phllosophy
has ever supplied’ (see Exc. VI p. 296).
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In the Phaedrus the point of view is greatly
changed. There is an attack upon Lysias—who is
Sewdratos TV viv ypadeww (228 o) and therefore
selected for the purpose—but the attack upon him is
not because he teaches rhetoric, but because he ‘
teaches it in the wrong way. There are in the Phae- P
drus references to the view of rhetoric taken in the
Gorgias, and something amounting to a recantation
of it (see 260 D foll. &p’ odv, & ’yabé, dypoixdrepov Tob
Séovros Aelowdoprikapey Ty Adywv Téxvyy ;). Rhetoric ,
is introduced speaking in her own defence; without oo
me, she says, however much a man may know the
Truth, the Art of Persuasion will not be his. * Yes,
she may be answered, but there is just the question ;
Gomep yap drovew Sokd Twdv mpooidvrwy kal Siapaprv-
popévav Adywyv 87i yeblerar kal odk &t Téxvny dAN
drexvos Tpifr). Again 269 B od xp7) xeAeraivew el
Twes piy émwrrdpevor Sadéyerbfar ddivaTor éyévorro

opiocarfar T{ wor’ éate pyropuki kré. ¢ This reads like ¢
a good-humoured apology for past severities’ observes \
Dr. Thompson, Introd. p. iv. The ‘faulty classifica- i

tion’ is the analogy drawn in the Gorgias between
Rhetoric and Confectionery. Presently this is repudi-
ated, and for it is substituted an analogy between
Rhetoric and Medicine (270 B). Pericles, who in the
Gorgias is involved with other statesmen in a ) .
common censure, is here praised because his oratory i
was founded on a basis of scientific knowledge. A v
large part of the Phaedrus (from 259 onwards) is an
attempt to construct a true or philosophic Rhetoric.
This is to be founded firstly on Dialectic, that is, on A
proper methods of Collection and Division (265 b foll., .
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cp. 273D foll); secondly oh Psychology, just as
Medicine depends on a proper knowledge of the body.
(For Plato’s new conception of a Rhetoric see Dr.
Thompson’s Introd. pp. =xvi-xviii). ~When Plato
wrote the Phaedrus he held that there was room
for an Art of Expression, and possibly even intended
to fit it into the curriculum of his Academy.

All this tends to show that the Phaedrus is later
than the Gorgias; at the same time the westward
journey furnishes the sort of interval necessary to
explain the transit from the old point of view to the
new. A further question may be put: was not the
new view the direct outcome of a visit to the birth-
land of Greek Rhetoric, the home of Corax and Tisias ?
To this I can only say that I know of no one living
in Sicily at the time, who is likely to have impressed
Plato in this direction ; and I think his new position
in Athens may have been alone the determining cause ;
but other speculations are not excluded.

It is in the Phaedrus that we find the first reference
to Plato’s rival at Athens, Isocrates (278E foll.).
The reference is friendly, and perhaps shows that
Plato then really hoped to find in the ¢philosophic’
rhetoric Isocrates professed to furnish, an article
superior to that supplied elsewhere.! If this be so,
the spirit of professional rivalry embittered in the

1 An approximation to Isocrates in the Phaedrus is notice-
able in the tendency towards the Isocratean principle of
avoiding hiatus. This appears especially in the dialogue
portions : the proportion being less than half what is found in
the Symposium and the Republic (Blass Att. Bered. 11 426).

For the early friendship of Plato and Isocrates see Diog. L.
1 8,
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following years the good relations with which they

started. In the Euthydemus there is a distinct note .

of antagonism (Dr. Thompson’s Phaedrus pp. 179 foll.) '

and a still stronger one in the Republic, if we are to :

recognize in the picture (495 E) of ‘the bald-headed !

tinker, who, having made some money, goes to the

bath and washes himself, puts on a wedding garment,

and proposes to marry his master’s daughter, now i

that she is poor and desolate,’” Isocrates with his !

patronage of poor forlorn Philosophy (Teichmiiller

Literarische Fehden pp. 103105, 1881, cp. H. Jackson '

Proc. of the Cambridge Philol. Society 1882, pp. 13 "

and 41). Plato is rarely so acrimonious as this.! )
The date here assumed for the composition of the '

' Phaedrus—say 386 B.c.—is merely part of a hypothesis

which must stand or fall according as it is found to

fit or not to fit the view of Plato’s career which

increased enlightenment shall show to be a reason-

able one. Dr. Thompson (Introd. pp. xix, xx) argues '

against the view of C. F. Hermann that I have here

adopted, and would place it later. So would Mr. J. B.

Bury (J.P. xv 83 foll.). On the other hand Zeller

p- 134 (see the other passages there referred to, and

the note on p. 399) argues for a comparatively early

1 See Jebb Attic Orators Introd. p. cxx ‘Nothing more
distinguishes Plato from later satirists of like keenness
than his manner of hinting the redeeming points of the person
under dissection; and whenever Gorgias comes in—whether
in the dialogue that bears his name or elsewhere—it may be
discerned (I venture to think) that Plato’s purpose was to
bring out an aspect of the man—that aspect which he con-
sidered most important—but that he allowed, and was writing
for those who knew, that there was another side to the picture,’ "
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date of the Phaedrus. It must be allowed that on
the view here taken the amount of new material in
the Phaedrus is very large, and these advances
cannot all be connected with the external circum-
stances above considered. I will mention three :
the tripartite division of the Soul; the method of
ogwayey) and Swipesis, and the recognition of two
distinct grades below the ¢iAdoodos corresponding
respectively with the ¢cAdripos and the pthoxpiuaros
(see Exc. VI p. 295). 1In the Phaedo the ¢iroodpatos
is recognized as another stage below these three.

§ 18. The next dialogue to be considered is the
Buthydemus. Both it and the Meno I regard as pre-
ceding the Republic ; but which of the two is prior is
extremely hard to say. On the whole I think it
probable that the Meno is later. The topic of the ascend-
ency of ¢pdvnos is treated elaborately in the Euthy-
demus, more succinctly in the Meno. Seeon 88 A 7.
On the other hand, the great question of the Meno
receives summary treatment in the FHuthydemus
(282¢) € & ye, & Khewio, fv & éyd, 3 oodia
88axTdy, dANd pi) dwd Tadropdrov wapayiyverar Tofs
dvfpdmois: Tobro Yydp Huiv ére dokerTov kal olwe
Suwporoynuévov éuol Te kal goi. 'AAXN &uoiye, idn, &
Zokpares, Sudaktov elvar Sokei. kal éyw Nobes elwov-
H xalds Aéyess, & dpwore dvdpdv, kal €& émrolnoas
dralddfas pe okéfews ToAAfjs wepi TovTOV avTod,
mwérepov 8udakTdv ) o 8idakTdv 1) dodia. (The shifting
of the subject of the question from dpemj to codla is
not important.) It seems to me that we have here not
8o much a reference back to a previous discussion, as
a shelving of the question at present for convenience.

1
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Plato had moreover already treated the question ‘Is
Virtue teachable?’ in the Protagoras. (For views as
to the date of the Buthydemus see Grote 1 561 note ;
11 243 note, where Grote agrees with Ueberweg that
the Futhydemus is later than the Phaedrus: Zeller p.
84 note, p. 119, and p. 126 note 80, where it is argued ..
that the Ideal theory is implied in the Futhydemus.)

§ 19. If the views just put forward be accepted, the
Meno may be regarded as the immediate prelude to the
Republic. Some corroboration is to be found in the
close analogy between the end of the Meno and the
end of Book 1 of the Republic. In both Socrates is
dissatisfied ; he has been led off on side issues from
the pursuit of the main problem. ‘I have not been
well entertained,” he tells Thrasymachus, ‘but that
was my own fault and not yours: for as your
gourmands seize upon every new dish as it goes round,
and taste its contents before they have had a reason-
able enjoyment of its predecessor, so I seem to myself
to have left the question we were at first examining,
concerning the real nature of Justice, before we had
found out the answer to it . . . so that at present the
result of our conversation is that I know nothing: for
while I do not know what Justice is, I am little likely
to know whether it is in fact a virtue or not, or
whether its owner is happy or unhappy’ (Davies’
and Vaughan’s translation).

The transference of the subject of investigation
from Virtue in the Meno to Justice in the Republic is
characteristic. In the Republic we have an important ‘
development of the Socratic doctrine that Virtue is o
One. The cardinal virtues are now regarded as '

;
d t

[P S



Lii MENO

‘broken lights’ of the One Virtue, and the grounds on
which their difference depends are examined. This
analysis finds no place in the Meno, nor in Book 1 of
the Republic (Zeller, pp. 451 foll.).

The treatment of 86fa in the Republic carries on
that in the Meno: in Rep. 506 ¢ we have what looks
like a verbal reference to Meno 97 A. Further, Meno
89 B contemplates an Ideal State, such as the Republic,
at 99 A we get a glimpse of the notion that the Man
is the microcosm of the State, and at 100 A we have
a foreshadowing of the simile of the Cave in Rep. vii.

§ 20, The next dialogues to be considered in
" relation to the Memo are the Symposium and the
Phaedo. Both of these I regard as later than the
Republic, and a fortior: later than the Meno. In spite
of their great difference they have this in common,
that both present an idealized picture of Socrates more
full and vivid than any to be found elsewhere (cp.
Grote 11 227); also that Plato rises in them to what
is absolutely his highest point of poetical beauty, both
in imagination and in diction. One strong reason for
thinking them later than the Republic is that in
agsigning the Phaedrus, Buthydemus and Meno (with
the Menexenus and Clitophon) to the years 386-383
B.0.—during all which time Plato must have been
working at his chef d’ceuvre—we are sufficiently filling
up his time. In the case of the Symposium there
is nothing that may not have been subsequent to the
Republic, whereas in the Phaedo there are things we
may almost say must have been so (cp. p. xxxix
.and presently p. liv).

_+ The main point of contact between the Meno and
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the Symposvum is in the development of the doctrine
of 8d¢a contained in the latter. It is possible that at
202 A (quoted on 97 B 17) we have a reference not
merely to the doctrine of the Meno but the actual
treatise.! - Whereas in the Phaedrus Eros is a god,
the son of Aphrodite, in the Symposium he is relegated
to the sphere of intermediary powers, and is not a god
but a Saiuwv. Thus he is brought nearer to men
(Grote 11 216).

The Phaedo is connected with the Meno by the
doctrine of dvduvnois. The Meno is unmistakeably
referred to, and its doctrine receives a further develop-
ment (see on 81D 12 and § 9 above). '

§21. A question may be raised as to the development
of the doctrine of Immortality in Plato. In five of the
dialogues that have now been considered this doctrine
appears. These dialogues come, on the hypothesis
adopted, in the order, Phaedrus, Meno, - Republic,
Symposium, Phaedo. Is this order consistent with a
probable view of the development of Plato’s views on
this subject? The main difficulty is the position of
the Symposium. Whereas in the Phaedrus, the Meno,
and the Republic we have proofs offered of the im-
mortality of the soul (though that in the Meno is a
partial and abbreviated one, in which the argument
and myth of the Phaedrus is probably presumed), in

1 Grote (11 232, note) points out that the Symposium must
have been written between 385 B.c.—the date of the diolxiots of
Mantinea—and 370 B.c. when it was re-established. Zeller
p- 133 couples it with the Phaedo as belonging ‘to a time when
the philosophy of Plato, and also his artistic power, had reached

full maturity.,” ¢Teichmiiller has shown that the Phaedo is
later than the Symposium’ : see C.R. x 41.
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the Sympostum only a ‘metaphorical immortality’ is
asserted : ‘the soul yearns for, but is forbidden to
reach, immortality : or at least can only reach im-
mortality in a metaphorical sense, by its prolific
operation—by generating in itself as long as it lasts,
and in other minds who will survive it, a self-renewing
series of noble thoughts and feelings—by leaving a
name and reputation to survive in the memory of
others’ (Grote 11 223).

In the Phaedo the question is faced with all the
solemnity and earnestness of which Plato is capable.
It is the sort of work that one might expect from a
man who had just gone through a serious illness or a
great trouble. I believe that Archer-Hind is quite
right in upholding (Phaedo Intr. p. 21 foll.) that
Plato did in the Phaedo maintain ‘the immortality of
particular souls as distinct from the eternity of the
universal soul.” Not but that it is possible to exag-
gerate the importance attached by Plato to individual
immortality (see on 86 A 8).

The explanation is probably this. Plato did offer
in the Phaedrus a very general proof of the immortality
of soul (245c¢). Some few years later he offered in
the Republic another proof (Bk. x 608 p-611 a). This
proof is different from that in the Phaedrus, to which,
so far as I can see, no allusion is made. In the Phaedo
again there is neither resumption of, nor reference to,
the arguments of the Phaedrus and the Republic. It
would seem that Plato after writing the Republic
became conscious that his arguments, so far at least
as personal immortality is concerned, were un-
satisfactory. It is strange, at any rate, that the only
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reference in the Phaedo to any previous treatment of
the subject should be to the half-demonstration in the
Meno. After writing the Sympostum, circumstances,
we know not what, brought Plato round to renew his
assault on the great problem. The result remains in
the Phaedo as his final achievement in this direction.

§ 22. I will not enter on the difficult question
of the date of the Zheaetetus. On arriving at
this dialogue we leave the stage of the ‘educational’
dialogues, and enter on the °‘philosophic.’! The
Theaetetus must be later than the Meno, containing, as
it does, an important development of the doctrine of
86fa. At the same time it contains in matters of
detail some curious parallels to the Meno.

(1) The story of Theaetetus’ attempts to define
Knowledge is very like that of Meno’s attempts to
define Virtue (see on 71 E 1).

(2) There is a kinship between the mathematical
passage at Theaet. 147D foll. and the problem the
solution of which Socrates elicits from the slave. In
the Theaetetus, it is upon surds and square numbers
that Theodorus has been lecturing, and he stops at the
number 16. Now it is stxteen feet that the figure in
the Meno 83 C contains. .

(3) The contrast between Theaetetus and Meno is
pointed. Meno is fair in body, but not in mind ;
Theaetetus is just the reverse. Meno is exactly

1 Zeller, I think, is certainly wrong (pp. 125 sqq.) in group-
ing the Theaetetus with the Gorgias, Meno and Buthydemus.
For the hypothesis that the Theaetetus as we have it is an
enlarged edition of an earlier work, see H. Jackson in J.P. xm1
244 note ; Archer-Hind T%Wmaeus Intr. p. 21, note. ‘
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described in Theaet. 150 & foll. (cp. 177 B). Theaetetus '
wonders but is not disconcerted. ;
(4) The simile of the vdpxy, applied by Meno to
Socrates, is paralleled by that of the wala, applied by
Socrates to himself.
(5) The allusion to xpépa and the theory of vision
in 153 p and 156 may be set beside Meno 76.
~ (6) The reference to épirrucii 154D, 164, 165, is
just in the spirit of the Meno.
(7) The departure of Socrates at the end of the
Theaetetus eis Ty 0 Laciréws oroav éri Ty MelMjrov
yparjv is balanced by Anytus’ threat in the Meno.
§ 23. Thus the dialogues form a series, each linked '
to others before and after. When we have a promise
of an intended work we may presume that the con-
tents of the intended work were to some extent in the
author’s mind at the time of his making the promise,
though his views would shape and develop themselves
in the process of execution. So Plato had much of :
the Republic in his head when he wrote the Meno. '
We shall not be more than a year or so out if we |
assign the Meno to 384 B.c. At that time Plato was
forty-three years of age and Socrates had been dead
for fifteen years.! I proceed on the assumption that

1 Schleiermacher thought that the Meno was written thirteen
years after the death of Socrates. See his views, Grote 11 16
note. While dissenting on some points I find it rather remark-
able that in so many I coincide with a writer who has pursued
his investigations on such very different principles. Rudolf
Hirzel (Rhein. Mus. XLIT 249) suggests that the Meno (especially
the Anytus episode) was called forth by the publication of the
karyyopla Swxpdrovs by the sophist Polycrates. This was a
feigned speech, put into the mouth of Anytus, which led to
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the works which, after Plato’s second return to Athens,
preceded the Republic, he produced because he saw
some special reason for doing so. In the Phaedrus he
sets forth his new view of intellectual concepts, and
puts himself right as to the function of Rhetoric; the
Euthydemus has for its chief object the depressing of
his professional rivals Antisthenes and Isocrates; the
writing of the Meno may have been forced upon him

by impatient and impertinent people who pressed him '

for an answer on the question of the day: ‘Can you
teach Virtue? What do you profess?’ The Meno is
thus rather satirical than polemical. It is a continua-
tion of the discussion with Protagoras, though it is
not with Protagoras that the discussion is continued.
For the role of respondent in the new discussion Plato
found no one so suitable as the spoiled and arrogant
young Thessalian, who, it was recorded, had once met
Socrates. That Meno is a pupil of Gorgias is a mere
accident. The Meno is in no sense an attack on
Gorgias. ‘Let us leave him out of the question,’ says
Socrates (71 D), as after all he is not here’: and the
explanation of Gorgias’ position, that he teaches not
Virtue, but the Art of Speaking, is received without a
word of comment.

§ 24. It has come to be recognized of late years
that an important aid to the determination of the
order of Plato’s works may be afforded by investigation

the later belief that it was the speech Anytus used at the trial
(cp. Isocr. Bus. § §; Diog. L. 11 38 ; Them. Or. 23, p. 296¢ ;
Quint. .11 174). Hirzel's case as to the Meno is weak, and I
cannot believe that the purpose of that dialogue is a defence
of Socrates.
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of points of style—points mostly so minute as to
represent half-unconscious habits of the author’s mind, !
and therefore likely to furnish a trustworthy clue to '
what we may call its ‘stratification.” Opinions differ

a good deal as to the degree of importance to be
attached to this evidence. Still it is true to say that

in ¢Stylometry ’ has been found an occasionally useful
adjunct to the old method of ‘Hylometry’ (if we

may so call it).

It is as confirmatory evidence with regard to the
main groups of Plato’s writings that Stylometry is of
most service. On the evidence of style alone it might
be asserted that the Meno belongs to a different period
from the Philebus. But it affords but little help as to
the order of dialogues within one group; it does not
help us to discover whether the Meno or the Euthy-
demus is prior.

All discussions of the order of Plato’s writings
based upon style (and to a less extent those based on
other considerations) depend on the assumption that
Plato after once issuing a work left it unaltered.
May we assume this? A certain passage in Dionysius
‘of Halicarnassus would make the assumption appear
entirely unwarranted. Plato continued up to his
eightieth year, he tells us, Tods éavrob Sialdyovs

i krevifwv kal Boorpvyifwy kal wdvro Tpbéwov dvamdéxwy
(de compos. verborwm ch. xxv p. 208 ; see Jebb Att.
Or. Intr. p. Ixxiv, R. & P. 243). Then follows the
story about the tablet which, they say, was found
after his death, with the first words of the Republic—
karéfny x0és eis Ilewpaid pers. TAavkwvos Tob Api-
orwvos—arranged in several different orders.
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We may well accept the view, which Dionysius is
here supporting, of Plato’s industry and fastidiousness
in his literary work, and yet believe that Plato for the
most part after publishing a dialogue regarded that
edition as final. There was certainly no such general
revision of his works as would have reduced them all to
the level of one style, that of his later years. Con-
spicuous differences of style among the dialogues are
obvious. With regard to subject matter the same is
clear: there are abundant instances of inconsistency,
development and self-criticism. I think, too, that .
Plato’s mind was too active to allow him to spend any :
large amount of time in ‘touching-up and titivating’
published works, to say nothing of the inconvenience
of having different editions in circulation at the same
time.

The truth about the story appears to be this. Plato
lived during a period when Attic prose was undergoing
a great revolution. Beginning with a natural order, *
in which words were set down in the arrangement .
their mere -sense would dictate, with little or no ;
attention to euphonious combination, Attic writers
ended with a style in which the arrangement of words
was almost as severely conditioned as in verse; and .
this in regard to two things mainly, the collision of R
vowel sounds and rhythm. Plato was not a leader in
this movement ; it proceeded from the orators. But .
Plato had an exquisite ear for prose rhythm, and he v
could not be deaf to the effects the innovators
produced. Moreover he was an experimenter in style. j
In the Phaedrus the influence of Isocrates is traceable; oL
the Menexenus is an attempt to rival Lysias; in the i: '
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Symposium there is a succession of parodies of leading
stylists. As time went on he elaborated more and
more the order of words, and in particular became
more and more sparing of hiatus.

We notice in Plato a growing tendency to fall in
with the new taste in prose; but this tendency is
broken by occasional experiments. This is a disturb-
ing element that must always be taken into account
when applying the stylometric method to Plato. Many
writers indeed are liable to get a particular phrase or
trick of style running in their head, an affection that
disappears as unaccountably as it came. Such a
trick we have in the use of el 6. pdAiora eight times
in the Charmides (see on 80D 4).

§ 25. The verdict of Stylometry as regards the Meno
fortunately agrees pretty well with that which would
be given on other grounds. It is marked as not
belonging to the later dialogues by the comparative
indifference to kiatus (see on 7T7TA 5, 98 C 13) and
the general simplicity of the order of words (see on
89 E 26). )

Prof. Lewis Campbell in C.R. 111 28 gives a review
of an important essay in the new method of ‘quan-
titative criticism’; namely Constantin Ritter’s Die
Echtheit und Chronologie der platonischen Schriften
(Stuttgardt 1888). Prof. Campbell had himself done’
most important work in this direction in his General
Introduction to the Sophistes and Politicus (1867).
Among foreign scholars W. Dittenberger led the way
in 1881 by publishing in Hermes xv1 pp. 321-345 his
Sprachliche Kriterien fiir die Chronologie der plato-
nischen Dialoge. ‘Having learned that the particle
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v, for example, was rarely or never used by the
earlier Attic prose-writers, he read through Plato with
this in view, and found that the familiar formula =i
pijv ; was entirely absent from about two-thirds of the
whole number of the generally acknowledged dialogues,
and that in about half ye wjv was nowhere to be
found, while on the other hand in the remaining
works more than a hundred instances of =¢ wiv; and
about sixty of ye wjv appeared.” (Neither 7 wjv; nor
e pijv are found in the Meno, but dAAG wiv and kai pwiv
both occur.) ¢The line of investigation thus marked
out by Dittenberger has since been pursued by many
scholars, of whom M. Schanz is much the most
significant name. His paper in Hermes xx1 pp. 439-
459° (zur Entwickelung des platonischen Stils, 1886)
‘has given fresh importance to this whole inquiry.

The number of test-formulae has rapidly grown, and -

the many paths of observation successively opened
show a remarkable amount of convergence.’

Among small immaterial points in which it is
thought that the workings of half-conscious habit may
be traced, a very large number of facts are furnished
by the formulae of answer. Ritter after investigating
these says that in the Meno out of 182 instances of
answer-formulae, 42, or 23 per cent, take the form
éywye, épovye or Sokel poe. This form is characteristic
of the ‘first group’ (including Pkaedo and Symposium);
is less common in the ‘second group’ (Rep., Phaedr.,
Theaet., and perhaps Parm.), and is rare in the last
group (Soph., Polit., Phkil., Tvm., Crit., Laws). I
quote some results at which he arrives in regard to
the Meno and six other dialogues.

..
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dhov Bre. 11| 15 |12 47| 8 |16
dHov s . 0| O 0 0 2 , 5 | 14
oxedév . (or| 3| 2 2 1{ 120 o | 2
separated) |
oxedby . . o} o 3 of 7 14 |122
Gs Eneyov impf. | 4| 7| 19 5| 48! 4 | 6
s elrov aor. 0| 0 1 0 7 I 5 | 24
wérepov  before | 18 | 13 | 13 4| 27| 21 |86}
vowels
wérepov  before | 8 | 15 16 8| 17 0 4
conson.
wérepa  before | O | 2 1 0 3 6 7
conson.
wérepa or whrep’ | 1| 0 0 0 1,1(50p)| 1
before vowels
Qoxep . 68 | 30 69 21 | 212 9 | 24
xafdrep . 0| 1 1 0 6 27 148
piv 3 0 3 3 10 | 29
(rare in
early
dialogues)
8¢ e 3] 6 26 12| 67 27 |81
Jorms of answer | 50 |107| 836 1821260 | 3814 |b568
Eywye,  Euovye,
doxet poi, ete 3|19 49 42 | 69 3
=% . .. 617 15 |23| 5% 1
d\n07f Néyers 6| 3 5 4 9 2 7
anbsp . 0| 0 0 0| 29 2 4
707, d. Aéyes, !
8pfds . | 6. 3 5 6| 48 6 | 22
d\nbéorara, ete., .
superl. l 0 0 0| 40 22 | 36
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D
\ ¥ 3 S 2 & § g
| 18] & (3|8 2 |8§
Repetition  of ‘
words  from ‘
questions 5(22| 2 |16[218| 35 34
with yép ofw 0l o 1 0 22| 12 .10
b ydp. 0| 1 5 2| 55 0 2
,, Oita 0| 5 8 71 11 11
wdw ye . 3720| 48 |27| 40 9 | 4
| wdvv pév odr 3 38 7 5| 64 21 1'49
I

These figures show in a general way a kinship
between the Meno and the group Protagoras, Euthyd.,
Gorgias and Republic ; from which the Philebus is
removed and the Laws yet more removed. Some of the
other results at which he arrives, however, diverge
considerably from the views adopted in the present
work.

Ritter argues that for determining the order of
the dialogues language is the only test: doctrinal
content, allusions from one work to another, historical
references, are all illusory or insufficient.

The stylometric method has been disparaged by
Ferdinand Horn (Platonstudien, Vienna, 1893)1; also
by Zeller in the 4th (German) edition of his History
of Ancient Philosophy and in two papers.

But the writer who has been most prominent in
recent years in regard to this kind of research is
W. Lutoslavski. A paper of his was read before the

1 In an Appendix (pp. 343-358) he gives an analysis and

criticism of the Meno, which he believes to have been written
later than the Protagoras, but earlier than the Gorgias.
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Oxford Philological Society on 21st May, 1897, of
which a review is given in C.R. x1 284: ‘Great
numbers of stylistical peculiarities are required for
correct inferences. C. Ritter investigated only forty
peculiarities of style, and many other inquirers have
drawn inferences from a single occurrence of a single
peculiarity. The chronological conclusions drawn by
Lutoslavski are based on the comparison of five
hundred peculiarities representing fifty-eight thousand
observations made by various investigators’ His
method has been, assuming that the latest work of all
is the Laws, to group in order of their approximation
to this the other ‘late’ dialogues, Soph., Polit., Phil.,
and ZT%maeus. Then these dialogues, with the Laws,
are taken as the standard of comparison for the
remaining works.

So far as the earlier dialogues are concerned, his
conclusions are as follows :—

(1) Gorgtas is later than Meno, Euthydemus,
Protagoras, and all Socratic dialogues.

(2) Cratylus, Symposium, Phaedo form a group
later than the Gorgias, and were written probably in
the order here mentioned.

(3) Republic Bks. 11-x were written in a few years,
and are later than the Phaedo. The composition of
this work was not interrupted by other labours; only
Bk. 1 is very much earlier, probably written between |
Gorgias and Cratylus.

(4) Phaedrus was written about 379 B.c. and after
the Republic.

In 1897 Lutoslavski’s main work Z%he Origin and
Growth of Plato’s Logic was published in English.
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A careful and elaborate review of it, by J. Adam,
appears in C.R. x11 218 foll. The work falls into two
parts; the first ¢ stylometric’ (of which a part of the
results have just been given), the second dealing
with the contents and teaching of the dialogues. The
reviewer has some excellent observations on the
limitations of the method of Stylometry. Lutoslavski
says the method of his book is ‘a result of the
author’s previous study of natural sciences and
mathematics.” He has applied the methods there
appropriate too rigidly to the workings of a human
mind.

Editions of the Meno

Platonis dialogi 1v Meno, Crito, Alcibiades uterque cum
adnotatione critica et exegetica. Curavit Ph. Buttmannus (Ed.
1v 1822, Ed. v 1830). This work was based on the work of
F. E. Biester, who published an edition of these four dialogues
in the year 1780, in accordance with a decree of Frederick the
Great, issued in the previous year, to promote the better editing
of Latin and Greek works for the use of schools, and the
publishing of German translations of the same.

Vier platonische Gespriche, Menon, Kriton, der erste und
zweite Alkibiades, Deutsch mit Anmerkungen etc., by F. Ullrich
(Ed. 11 1821). This was based on a translation by F. Gedike
issued in 1780 as part of the scheme referred to above.

Stallbaum published an edition of the Meno in 1827, and
again in 1836 as part of his complete edition of Plato’s works.
On this is based, but with great additions and improvements,
the work of R. Fritzsche (Leipzig 1885).

The Meno of Plato, with Introduction and Notes, by St.
George Stock, M.A., Pembroke College, Oxford (Clarendon
Press 1891). [This I believe is the only edition with English
notes hitherto published.]
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Ezplanation of some References

‘Grote’=Plato and the other compamions of Socrates, by
George Grote, F.R.S. (Ed. 1r 1867). (When Grote’s History
of Greece is indicated it is referred to specifically. Unfor-
tunately the paging differs so much in the different editions
that it has only been possible to refer to the chapters.)

¢ Zeller' = Plato and the Older Acadgmy, translated with
the Author’s sanction from the German of Dr. Eduard Zeller
by Sarah Frances Alleyne and Alfred Goodwin, M.A. (new
e({. 1888). (When translations of other parts of Zeller’s work
are referred to, they are specially indicated. In the case of the
vol. on Socrates, reference is made to the 3rd ed. 1885.)

‘Kiihner’ = Ausfihriiche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache
von Dr. Raphael Kiihner. Reference has unavoidably been
made to the second edition (1870) by sections (§) and paragraphs.
The numbering of the sections corresponds generally with that
of the new (revised) edition.

¢ Jelf’=Jelf's Greek Grammar (3rd ed. 1861).

¢ Riddell’=Digest of Idioms, forming Appendix B to the
edition of the 4pology of Plato with Introduction and Notes,
by the Rev. James Riddell, M.A. (Clarendon Press 1867).

‘Goodwin M.T.’ (or ‘Goodwin’)=Syntax of the Moods and
Tenses of the Greek Verb, by Dr. W. W. Goodwin (enlarged
edition 1897).
188‘{.E.T.'=A Syntax of Attic Greek, by F. E. Thompson, M. A.

¢ C.R.’ =Classical Review.

¢J.P. =Journal of Philology.

‘R. & P.’=Ritter and Preller Historia philosophiae, etc.
ed. 7, 1888. :

‘Ueb.-Heinze’=Ueberweg Grundriss der Gesch. d. Phil.
ed. 8, 1894, re-edited by Heinze.

‘J.H.8." =Journal y the Hellenic Society.

¢ Fr." =Fritzsche’s edition (mentioned above).

‘Sch.’=M. Schanz’s editjon of the text.

)(=distinguished from.

A mark T is affixed to the name of any work that is
regarded as spurious.

The old Latin translation of Plato by Ficinus was published
in 1532 (and the following years) and that by Cornarius at
Basel in 1561.
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atras elvas, T( dv dwexplvew poi, €l e Hpouny-
apa TovTe Pris ToANAs kai mavTodamas elvai Kal 25
Siadepoioas AAMAwY, TG peliTras elvai; )
ToUTR wév ovdév Siapépovaw, dAAp 8é T, olov
9 kdM\ew 1) peyélec 7 dAAp TR TEY ToloUTwY ;
elmé, i &v dmexplvo olTws épwrnlels ;

MEN. Todr’ &yarye, 67¢ 00dév Sadpépovaw, 3 3o
wéherras eiaiy, 9 érépa Tis érépas.

¢ 30. E odv elmov pera Tadra* TodTo Toivww
pot adro eimé, & Mévwv, ¢ ovdey Siadépovow
dNNQ TadTov elow Gracal” T( TobTO Pris elvac ;
elyes &rjmov dv Ti pou elmely ; ' 55

MEN. "Eqwrye. |
IV. 20Q. Odrw & ral mepl Tdv dpetdv: xdv
€l moM\al kal wavrodamal elow, & yé T €ldos
TadTov dmacas Eyovaw, 8 & elolv dperal, els &
kalds mov éyer amoB\éravra TOV AmoKpIYdpuEvoy

D 7§ épwTiicavte éketvo SnAdoar, § Tvyydvel oloa
éperijt 4 o pav@dvews 8 T Méyw ;

MEN. Aokd vé por pavBdvew: od uévroi os
Bovhopai ¥é mo kaTéyw To dpwTdpevov.

2Q. Ilérepov 8¢ mepl dperijs povov goi oiTw
Soxei, & Mévov, dN\y pév dvdpos elvai, dAAR 1o
8¢ quvairos xal T@dv EMAwy, ) ral wepl Uyielas

wn
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xal wepl peyéfovs kal wepl iloylos doaiTws ;
ANy plv avdpos Soxel gou elvar ylewa, ANy Oé
yuvawkds ; ) TadTov mavrayod €ldds éoriv, édv
s wep Urylewa 7}, édv Te v dvdpl édv Te év AN B
oTwoiv 7 ;
MEN. ‘H au'rn pot Soxel ¥ vrynem wye elvar xal
avdpos xal yvvaikss.
20. Ovrodv kal péyelos xal ioyis ; édvmep
2 loyvpd quvy 7, TG avTe eldes kal TH avrh loyvi
loyvpa &rtar; TO yap TH alTh TobTO Néyw:
ovdév Siadéper mpos To layds elvas 7 loyls, édv
Te év dvdpl 9 édv Te év yuvauki: ¥ Soxel T oo
Scapépew ; :
s MEN. O é’;wuye.
20. ‘H 8 4 apem 7rpos' 70 dpern elvas Sioice 13
T, éav Te év Taudl 7} édv Te év mpeaBiTy, édv Te
év ywvawkl édv Te év avdpl ;
MEN. "Epovyé mos doxei, & Swoxpates, TodTo
30 00KéTL opoiov elvas Tois EANows TovTOLS.
30. Ti 8 ; odx avdpds pév dperiy E\eyes
woMv € Sioikely, yuvaikds 8¢ oixlav ;
MEN. "Eqoye.
2Q. Ap’ odv olov Te €b Siowxelv B woMw )
35 olkiav 7) dANo oTeody, py) cwpovws xal Sikaiws
Swokotvra ;
MEN. Oy dijra. B
2. Ovkodv dv mep Suralws xal cwppovws
Swoukdaty, Sukatoaivy ral cwdpocivy Siowkri-
+© govaw ;

MEN. ’Avdyxy.

SR S

sl LT S

3
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2Q. Taov at'tév dpa duporepor Séovras, elmep
uéMovoww dyabol elvai, kal 7 quvi kal o avip,
Sukatoaivns kal cwodpoaivys.

MEN. Qaivovrac. 45

3Q. T8 ; mais kal wpeaBiTns pudv axéra-
atou 8vres kal adikor dryabol dv mote yévoiwTo ;

MEN. Ov &fra.

2Q. AN\ cddpoves xal Sikaios ;

MEN. Nal. 50

¢ 3. Hdvres dp’ dvfpwmor 76 avr Tpome
dyaboi elow: Tdv avTdv wyap Tuxdvtes dyalboi
yiyvovrat.

MEN. "Eocxev.

2Q. Ovk dv difmov, e ye uf) 9 ad™) dpery ss
W avTdY, TG avTe dv Tpomwe dyalol Hoav.

MEN. Ov &fjra.

V. 2Q. ’Eweidy Tolvvy % avry) dpery) wdvtwy
éoTiw, Telpd elmeiv kal avapvnabivai, T( avTo
¢nov Topylas elvar kal av per’ éxelvov.

MEN. Ti a\vo & 4 dpyew olov T elvas

D Tév avbpdmwv ; elmep v yé TL {nTels kata s
TAVTOV. ,

30. AN pw T qe.  GAN dpa kal
wados 1 adry dpery), & Mévwr, xal Soilov,
dpyew olov Te elvar Tod Seomorov, Kxal Sokel
gou éu Gy Sodhos elvar o dpywv ; .

MEN. O wdvv por Sokei, & Sdxpares.

2Q. Ov qdp elkds, & dpiore. érv 8¢ xal
168 ogromess dpyew ¢rs olov T elvar: ob mpoo-
Ofjoouey avtdce 16 Sukalws, adikws 8¢ wij ;
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15 MEN. Oluac é&ywryer 7 qap Sukawoaivy, & o
Siokpates, aper éoTiv. CooL
3. Tlérepov ape'rn, & Mévwv, 4 dperr) Tis ; / E S
MEN. IIés TeiTo Xefyel,s' ; i

30. Qs mwepl dNAov oTovodw. olov, el Bov-

20 N€L, GTPOYyUNGTYTOS TépL elmory’ av Eywrye, BT ST
oxipd Ti éoTw, oy olTws amhds &Ti oxijua. i
dia Tabra & olrws dv elmoyu, 8Tv kal dAla
éori ayipara. A

MEN. ’Opfés e MNyov ob, émel xai éyo

25 Myw ov povov Sikatoavvny dANG kal dANas elvac
apetds.

30. Tlas Tavras; elmé: olov kal éyed ool T4
elmouus &v Kal d\ha oyrdpata, € pe Kehedois S
Kal oV odv éuol elmé dAhas dpetds. o

o MEN. ‘H dvdpeia Toivvv Euovye Soxel dpern :
elvar kai coppocivn kal codia kal peyakompé-
mea kal ENNaL TauTOANGL.

30, Ildw, & Mévwv, Tavrov memévlauer:
moANNAs ad niprikapev apetas piav {nTodvres,

3s GANov Tpomov 1) vovdijs Ty 8¢ piav, 1) Sia wdvTwY
ToUTwy éoTiy, 0 8vv¢i,ue€a avevpely.

VI. MEN Ov fyap vaa,u,a:, T, @ Ewlcpa're?, B %
o5 oV {nms‘, plav dperyy NaPelv kared wdvTev,
domep év Tols EANocs.

2Q. Eilkéros ye: aAN' éyd mpobuprcopar,

s éav olos T @, Huds mpoBiBdaar. pavldives ydp ;

——

mov 87 obTwol &ye. mepl mwavrés: €l Tis g€
)y /7 ~ a \ 3\ /3

avépotro TobTo, & vvv O éyw E\eyov, T éoTww
oxipa, & Mévov; e avrd elmes 8T oTpoyyv- E




|
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AoTys, €l gou elmev dmwep éyw, worepov ayiua
% aTpoyyvAoTYs éoTiv 4 axfipd Ti ;  elmes Srijmov 0 |

&y 87 axiipd T
MEN. Ildwvv «e.
C  3Q. Oikobv 8ia Taira, 87v xal &\Aa EoTw

oxipaTa ; 1 :
MEN. Nai. 15
2Q. Kal €l ye mpocavnpdra ce omoia, ENeyes
av ;
MEN. "Eyorye.

2Q. Kal ad e wepl ypdpatos doaiTes
avijpeto 8 Ti &oTw, Kkal elwoVTOS GOV, 8T TO 20
Nevkov, petd Tavra UméhaBev o épwTdy, ToTEPOY
70 Aevkov ypiud éorw 1) xpdud Ti; elmwes Gy
81 xpdpd T, 6T Kal EAAa Tuyydve vta ;
MEN. "Eqyewrye.

D 30. Kal e «é e éxcéheve Néyeww dAAa xpw- s
pata, E\eyes dv d\ha, & oddév HrTov TUyydver
dvra ypopara Tod Nevkod ;

MEN. Nati.

32Q. Ei odv Gomep éyw perner Tov Moyov, kai
ENeyev 87u del els moMNa dduxvovpela, dAAG pr) 30
por obTws, AAN' émedy Td woAAd TadTa évi T
wpocaryopevels Svduarti, kal Pris ovdév adTdv 8 Tu
o0 oyijua elvai, xal Tavra kai évavria Svra
dMMjNous, T EoTiv ToDTo, & 0Ddéy HrTov KaTéyel
70 oTpoyyihov 4 To e00U, b 8y dvopdlers axipa 3s

Exal ovdév paddov ¢ns T oTpoyyilov oxiua
elvas ) 70 €009 ; 1) ody olTw Néyeis ;

MEN. "Eyorye.
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30. *Ap’ odv, GTav oliTw Néyys, ToTe 0Vde
10 p@A\Nov pris TO aTpoyyihov elvar aTpoyylilov %
€000, 00d¢ To evld ev0Y ) aTporyyilov ;
MEN. Ov &jmov, & Sdrpares.
3Q. TAANNY i oxipd ye ovdéy paihov ¢rs
€lvar 16 oTpoyyihov Tob ebBéos, o08e TO Erepov
+s ToD érépov. :
MEN. ’ANp67 Néyes.
VII. 2Q. T{ wore odv TodT0, 03 TODTO GVOUd
éoTiv TO oxfipa; mwepd Nyew. el odv TH

épwTdvTL 0lTws 1) Wepl ox”NuaTos 7 XpOUATOS T5 .

elmes 61e AN 00d¢ pavBdve Eywye 8 T Bovher,
s @ dvbpwme, o0d¢ olda & Ti Méyers: lows dv éfad-
pace xal elmwev: od pavldvess, s nTd TO émi
waow TovTols Tavtov; 1) ovdé éml TovTois, &
Mévwy, éxois dv elmely, el Tis épwren: Ti éorw
éml T aTporyydhe kal €0l kai émi Tols dANous,
& &) a'ijy.wm xa)\eie, TadTov émi waow; wetpé}
elmety, va kal fyewrraa gou peNérn mpos THY 'n'epc
Tis dpetis dmoKpLoLY.
MEN. Mgy, azx\a a'v, 1) Ew/cpan'ec, elmé.
30. Bodher gou xapww/mt ;
15 MEN. Ildvv e
2. *EfeMjgers odv kal ob éuol elmelv mepl
Tiis dperiis ;
MEN. "Eqwrye.
2Q. MpoBuuntéov Tolvww- &Eiov ydp.
»  MEN. Ildvv pév odv.
3Q, Dépe &, wepdpal co® elmwetv, T éaTiv
oxipa. arémet ody el Tode amodéyes avTo elvas

AGPRILLRE el e ST s =
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éotw yap &) nuiv TobTo oxfiua, b povov TdY Svrwy

C Tuyydver Xpouati del émouevov. iravis oo, 9
dM\ws Tws {nrels ;  éyd yap kv olTws dyamrdny
€l pou dperyy elmors. .

MEN. AN\ ToD76 e elinfes, & Swrpates.

3Q. Tas Myers ;

MEN. “Or. oyfipd mob éotw katd Tov oov
Aoryov, b del xpda émeras. elev: el 8¢ &Y THv ypoav 3o
Tis p) ain eibévar, dAAa doavTws dmopol damrep
wepl ToD aynpatos, Ti &v olew cou amoxexpiofas ;

VIIL 3Q. Taryff Eywye: xal e pév ye Tdv
copdv Tis €in Kal ploTIKGY Te Kal AYOVIOTIKGY
o épopevos, elmou’ dv adT@ &Ti éuol pév elpyTas

D el 8¢ u7 6pOids Méyw, cov Epryov NapBdvew Noryov
kal é\éyyew. e 8¢ damep éyd Te Kai oV vuvis
biros Gvres BovhowTo dAMjAois Sialéyecbai, St
&) mpaoTepdy mws xal ScalexTikdTEpoy Amoxpi-
vealar. éori 8¢ lows 70 SiahexTikdTepov pua)
p,évov TaAy0h dvroxp[uea@at, aA\a kal 80 éxelvev
dv v 'n'poopokoryr) eldévas o epw'rwu. WGLP(IO‘OML 10

E &) xal éyd gou odTws eimeiv. ANéye ydp poit
TeevTyy Kakels TL ;  Touovde Néyw olov mépas kai
éoyatov: wdvra Tabra TavTov TL Méyw: lows &
dv nuiv TIpodikos Siadépoitor dANG o wé mov
kaeis mwemepdvbar Ti Kal Terehevrnrévait TO s

. TowobTov Bovhouar Néyeww, ovdév moikilov.

MEN. ’A\\a koA, kal olpas pavldvew o
Aéyess,

76 280 T(&; @émwimedov kaleis Ti, xal érepov ad
oTepeov, olov TaiTa Ta év Tals yewpeTplais ; 2

S
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MEN. "Eywye kald.

3Q. "H8n 7oivvv dv pdbos pov éx TovTw,
oxipa & Myw. kata qap mwavros axriparos
TobTo Méyw, €ls & TO aTepedv wepaiver, ToT elva

25 a‘xﬁp.a' émep dv ovAhaBov elmouu a"repeoi)

mépas oxipa elvac.

IX. MEN. To & xpwpa T Méyers, Ew-
KpaTes ;

Q. T,Bpw'rne v €, & Mévov: avdpi mpe-
oB¥ty wpdypara wposTdrTets dmokpiveaOac,
s abTos 8¢ otk é0éheis avauvnabels elmeiv, § Ti B
more Méyew Dopylas dperny elvau. .

MEN. ’A\N émelddv por ov TobT e€lmys, &
Swkpates, épd oou.
30. K&y raracexalvuuévos Tis ovoln, &
10 Mévwy, Sialeyouévov oov, 6T Kalos €l kai
épaaTai oou &t eloiv.
MEN. Ti 8 ;

30, "O7e odd&y aAN' ¥ émrdrrass év Tols
Aoyous: Smep moodaiy of TpudpduTes, dTe TUpav-
15 vevovres, €ws v év dpa dow. «Kal dpa éuod ¢
lows ratéyvoras, 8Ti elul HTTOV TOV KaAAOY.

xapodpar oy ool Kal dmokpivoiuat.
MEN. Ildvv wév odv ydpioar.
2Q. Bot\er odv goi kata Topylav dmokplve-
20 pat, % v o pdhiota dkohovdicais ;
MEN. Bodhopar: mwds ydp ob ;
30. Ovrobv Méyere dmoppods Twas Tév Svrwv
rata E/wreb‘o/c)\.ea ;

MEN. 3¢68pa ve.
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2Q. Kai mépovs, eis ods xal 8 dv ai dmop-
poal mopevovras ;

MEN. Idvv ve.

2Q. Kal dv dmoppoisv Tas pév dppdTTery évi-

D ois T@Y mopwy, Tas & é\drrovs 7 pellovs elvas ;

MEN. "Eo7i Tabra.

30. Odrodv rai N kakels T ;

MEN. "Eqaorye.

3Q. 'Ex Todtov &) adves 8 Tou Méyw, by
Iivdapos, &orw wyap ypbéa dmoppony oxmudTwy
Ve alppetpos xal ailocOntos.

MEN. "Apiord poc Soxeis, & Sdrpates, Tai-
T TYY dmwokpiowy elpnrévar.

2Q. "lows ydp oo xatd cwwibfeav elpnra
xal dua, olpai, évvoels, 8r. &yois dv éf adris

E elmeiv xal poviy, & &ori, xal douny xal dA\a
MOANG TAV TOWUTWY.

MEN. Ilgvv uév odv.

3Q. Tpayichy wdp éorw, & Mévwv, % amé-
Kkpiots, dore dpéoker gou pdlhov 7 7 mepl Tod
oxpaTos.

MEN. "Epowye.

30. AN\ odk Eorw, & mai *AleEidrjuov, ds
éyw éuavrov meibw, AAN' éxeivy, Beltiwv: oluar
8¢ 008 dv ool Bokar, el i, Bomwep xbés Ehevyes,
dvarykaiov oo dmiévar mpd TOY pveTnplwv, dAN
el mepupelvais Te kai pvndeins.

77 MEN. ’AM\d mepipévory’ dv, & Sdrpates, €l
oL moANY TotabTa nyot.s'
X. 2Q. AN pyy mwpobBupulas e obde do-

35

45
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Aeiro, kal ood évexa kai éuavtod, Méywv TotabTa
@A\ Smws py oby olos T Eoopar mOANL ToadTa
Aéyew. dAN 00 &) mepd xai ov éuol T

s Umooyesw dmododvar, katd Ghov clmdv dpetijs
mépt, 8 Ti &rTw, Kal waboar WOAMNL ToLdY éK
ToD évés, 8mep Paci Tovs aquwvtpiBovras Ti éxd-
OTOTE 0l CKOTTOVTES, AAAA édoas S Kkal Oy
eimé 7( éoTw adperi. T& 8 e mwapadeiypata

10 wap’ éuod elAndpas.

MEN. Aoxei Tolvww poi, & Zdxrpartes, dpery
€lvas, kabdmep o momTys Néyer, xaipewv Te
xaloiot kal dvvaclar kal éyw TobTO Néyw
aperiy, émbupotvra TGV Kaldv SuvaTov elvar

1s mopiteabar.

2. Apa Néyeis Tov Téw Kaldv émibupodvra
ayalov émilbuunryy elvas ;

MEN. Md\iotd qe.

320, *Apa és Svrev Twev of TGV Kardy émi-

2 Qupoiaw, érépwv 8¢ of Tdv dyaldv ; od mdvres,
@piare, dokodai aov TRV dyalbiv émibuueiv ;

MEN. Oidk éuorye.

3. *AN\d Twes TGV Kakdv ;

MEN. Nal.

s 30, Olduevor Ta raxa dyabd elvai, Méyes,
7 Kal yeyvoorovres, 1. kakd éoTiw, Suws émi-
Bvpodow adTdv ;

MEN. ’Audorepa &uovye Soxei.

20."H qap Sokei Tis coi, & Mévow, yiyvoorwy
3 Td Kaxa 8Ti kaxd éoTw Suws émibuuety adTdv ;

MEN. Md\ora.

J& WA E S
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2Q. Ti émbupeiv Nyess ; 3 yevéabas adres ;
‘ D  MEN. Tevéolars 7 yap dAho ;

2. Iorepov rpyodpevos Ta kaxd opeleiv
éxeivov & dv wévnras, 9 yyvdoKkwy TE Kaka 8T 3s
BM\dmrer ¢ &v maph ;

MEN. Eioi uév of sryodpevor Ta raxa de-
Aelv, eloiv 8¢ kal ol yiyvaarovtes 8 BAdmrer.

2Q. "H kal Soxovoi oo yiyvworew Ta Kaxd,
01 kakd éoTwv, of fryoUuevor TA Kaxa dpelelv ; 4o

MEN. OV wdvv pov Soxel Toiro rye.

3Q. Odkodv frov &1t odro. pév ob TdY

E kaxdy émibupovaiw, [oi ayvooivres adrd,] aAAa
écelvwv, & dovro dyaba elvai, €oTw 8¢ TavTd rye
Kakd: @aTe of dryvooivres adTd Kal olopevol 4s
aryaba elvar Sfilov 6T Tév dryabov émibupodaiy.
i ob;

MEN. Kuwdvvedovaw odroi ye.

3Q0. T( 8 ; of Tav vakdv utv émibupodvres,
@s ¢ns oU, ryodpevor 8¢ Ta Kaxd PBAdmwrew so
éxetvov, & &v ylyvnral, yryvdokovow Sfmov 8T
BraBijoovrar im’ avTow ;

MEN. *Avdryn.

8 20. ’AN\a Tods BramTouévous odTol odk olov-
Tat ab\iovs elvar kad’ doov BAdmTovral ; 55

MEN. Kai 7oiro dvdykn.

302 Tovs 8¢ afrlovs od rxarodaipovas ;

MEN. Olupar &ywrye.

32Q. "Eorw odv doris Bovheras dO\ios kal
xaxodaipwy elvas ; 6o

MEN. O poc doxet, & Zoxpares.
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2Q. Odx dpa Bovhetar, ® Mévwy, Ta xakd
ovdels, elmep un Bovherar TorodTos elvar. T yap
o éativ d0nov elvas, 1) émibuueiv Te TV

6s kax®v xal kTaclac ;

MEN. Kwdwveders drpbi Néyew, & 3Za-B
kpates* Kal ovdels Bovheslar Td Kaxd.

XL 30Q. Ovxotv vuvdy Eneyes, &7u Eoriv 1)
apern Bovrecbal Te Tayala kai Stvacba ;

MEN. Elwov vydp.

2. Odkodv Tod Nexlévros 1o pév Boiheoar

s waow Omwdpyel, Kal TavTy e ovdév 0 &repos Tod
érépov Beltiwv ;

MEN. ®Paiverar.
3Q0. AN\ dhov 8T, elmep éoTl Beltiwv
dANos dAAov, kaTa To dUvadlas dv eln dueivov.

o MEN. Idwv ve.

2Q. Toir’ &rriw dpa, ds Eouxe, kata Tov aov
- Noyov apetr, tvauis Tob wopilecbar Tdryabda.  C
MEN. Havrdmaci por Soxei, & Zdkpares,
odrws Exew, ®s oV viv ImohauSdvers.

15 20, "18wper &) kal TobTo € dAplés Néyers
lows yap v ed Néyois. Tdyada dis olov T elvas
mopiteabar aperny elvas ;

MEN. "Eyowrye.
320, ’Ayafa 8¢ kaleis oyl olov rylewdv Te

2 Kal mTAoDTOY ; ,

MEN. Kai ypvolov Néyw kal dpydpiov xré-
c0ai kal Tipds év woNeL kal dpyds.

30. M35 @A\’ drra Myes Tayaba 1§ Ta
TotabTa ;
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MEN. Ok, dA\& wdvTa Méyw Td TotadTa. as
D 30. Elev: xpvoiov & &) «xal dpydpiov
mopilecbar apers) éatw, ds ¢nor Mévwv 6 Tob
peydhov Bagihéws matpikos Eévos.  mwoTepov
wpoaTibels ToUTR TG wWopp, & Mévwv, 7o
Sikalws kal ociws, 1) 00dév aol 8m¢>e’pet, aA 30
xdv adikws Tis adTd 'n'opcé‘n'ma, opoiws av aivTo
apeTyy Ka\els ;

MEN. O3 &jmov, & Sdxpates.

3Q. ’AMN\a xaxiav ;

MEN. Idvres &jmov. 35

20, Al dpa, ds Eowke, TobTe TG wWipe
Swcatoaivny 9 cwdpoatvyy 1) 6oiéTyTa TpOaEiva,

E7) &A\No Ti plpiov dperiis: el 8¢ i, odk éoTas
dpetr), ralmep e’mropaf{ova’a 'rdryaﬂé.

MEN és yap dvev ToiTwv dper) yévoir’
av;

Eﬂ. To 8¢ uy éxmopilew xpvaiov xal dpyd-
peov, 6tav p3 Sikatov 7, pite adTd pijTe dANp,
oUK dpeTn Kal alrTy éoTiv % dmopia ;

MEN. ®aiverac. ' 45

20. Ovdév dpa paihov o wopos TGV ToloUTWY
ayaldy 7 7 dmopla dpery dv eln, AAAd, s
éowkev, 0 pév Qv perd OSukaroovvms yiyvnrar,

19 dpety) éotar, & & &y dvev wdvTOY TOV ToloUTWY,
Kaxia. so

MEN. Aokei pos dvarykaiov elvar os Aéyes.

XIIL 320Q. Odkoiv TovTwyr ExacTov OAiyov
wpoTepoy wopiov dpetriis Epapev elvar, Ty Sikaio-
ocUvn Kai cwdpocivny kal wdvra TA TowabTa ;
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MEN. Nai.
s 20. Elra, & Mevwv, waLCetc wpos pie ;
MEN. T¢ 84, & Sdrpates ,‘l
30, "Ore dpri éuod Senbévros aov ui rar-
ayvivar pndé xeppatilew v dperiy, kal Sovros
wapadelypara xal & Séov dmorpiveabas, TovTov "
10 uév Nuénoas, Méyers Sé poi, 8Ti dper) éoTiv B
olév 7 elvav Tdryala mwopilecbar pera Sixaioay-
vns: TobTo 8¢ drjs wopiov dperiis elvar ;
MEN. "Eqaorye.
30. Odxodv aupBalves éE dv ad cuoloyels,
15 TO peTd popiov dperiis wpdrrew, 8 T dv wpdTTy,
TobTO dpeTnv €elvar TV ydp Sukatoavvny popiov
¢is aperijs elvar, kal écacTa TovTOY.
MEN. T odv &7 ;
0. Tobro Myw, 87¢ éuod Senbévros Shov
20 €lELY TV &pe-niu, avTy pév mwolhod dels elmelv
o Tt éoTw, waoay O¢ ¢>r)s' rpafw apeTy elwu,
v'n'ep /.wr& y,opéou ape‘ms‘ wpaTTyTAL, Bomwep C
elpnkis 8 T dperr éaTw TO Bhov kal H0n yvw-
aopévov éuod, ral éav o kataxeppatilns adTiv
25 kaTd popua. detrui odv cou wdAw éE dpyis, ds
éuol dokei, Ths adriis épwricews, & pide Mévww,
7l éoTw dperr), € pera poplov dperijs mica
mpakis apery &v el ; [TobTo wdp éoTiw Néyew, )
drav Méyp Tis, 81i maca % pera dikatoclvns .
w wpafis dper) éotw.] A ob Sokel ocor mwaAw
Setgbar Tis adriis épwTiioews, AN oler T
eidévar pdpiov aperijs & T EoTw, adTiv Y ’
eldota ;
c i
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* MEN. Oix éuorye doxei. ’

D 20. Eil yap xal péuvnoar, 87" éyw gov am- 3s
expwauny mwepl Tod ayfuaros, dweBdAhouéy grov
™Y TowavTyy dmwokpiow Ty Sid TéY & {nTov-
pévov kal pime Gupoloynuévwv émiyeipoicav

amokpiveafad.
MEN. Kail dpfids e dmeBdhoper, & 26 4o
Kpares.’

2Q. My Tolvwy, @ dpioTe, unde av éTv {nTov-
pévns apetiis GAns 8 Tu éaTw olov Sia TV TavTHs
’ ) ’ 4 LY < n A
E popiwv dmokpivouevos Snwoew adTtyv 0Tody, 9
. - e ~ / ~ 3 ~ ! ’ )
d\\o oTwoDY TOUTE TG alTG TPOTE Néywy, dAAA 45

’ ~ ) A ’ /’ /.

- wahv Ths avtis Senoeclar épwTicews, Tivos
¥ k] ~ ’ ’ IN/ ~
dvros dperiis Méyers & Aéyeist 1) oddév cor Sokd
Aéyew ;

MEN. "Epouye Soxeis dpfids Aéyeww.
XIIL. 3Q. ’Amokpwac Tolvvy wakiw éE dpyis-
T ¢ns dpeTiy elvar kal oV kal 6 éraipos aov ;
MEN. *Q Zdrpates, frovor uév Eywye mpiv
80 kal ovyyevéalas aoi, 6Ti oV oldév dANo ¥ alTos
Te dmopels Kal Tods dAANovs oiels dmopelv: Kai
viw, @s yé poc Sokels, yonTedes pe kai papudrres
kal drexvés kavemddeis, daTe pesTov dmoplas
veyovévai.  kal Sokeis pow mavTeNds, e 3¢t 70 kal
agrdVrai, ouototaTos elvar To Te €ldos ral TAAAa
TadTy. T mhareia vapry,mh Oalatria. Kal yap o
adrn Tov del M\yaidlovra kal dmrrépevov vapkav
mwoiel kal o Soxels por viv éué TowodTov Ti
B memoukévar [vapkdv]. drnbds yap Eywye xai
Y YUuxIY Kal TO GTOuA vapkd, kal ovKk Eéxw 8

w
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15T amokpidwual ool  KaiToL pvpdkis rye mepl
~ / ’
apetijs mwaumwoAhovs Aoyous elpnka Kai TPoOs
4 ’ ) o y ~ I/
woAMNoUs, Kal wavv €D, ds e éuavtg édoxouv:
viv 8¢ 008’ 8 T &oTiwv TO mwapdmwav Eyw elmei.
xal pov Odoxeis €) Povheveclar ovx éxmhéwy
20 évfévde 008’ dmodnudv: el yap Eévos év dAAp
/. ~ ~
woheL TowabTa molols, Tdy dv s yons amay-
Beins.
2Q. Mavoipyos e, & Mévov, xal JSNiyov
éEnmdTnods pe. .
s MEN. Ti pdiiora, & Sdxpates ;
2Q. Tupwdokw ob &vexd pe fixacas. | c
MEN. Tos 8 ole: ;
3Q. ‘Iva oe avreardow. éyw 8¢ rodTo olda
~ ~ ’
mepl wAvTwY TV KaA®dY, 8Ti Yaipovow eixalo-
~ \ b ~ 4 >
3 pEvol. AVoLTENEL ryap avTols* kalal vydp, olual,
~ ”~ € bl / k] 3 k] b /
TOV KaAOv Kal ai elkoves. AAN’ oUk avteikd-
/ 2\ / b L4 4 3 \ ~
oopal oe. éyw &, el pév N vdprn adTy) vapkdoa
olT® kal Tovs dANovs wowel vapkav, éoika avTy:
b 4 » ) \ » ~ 3\ \ »-
el 8¢ i, od. ob yap edmwopdv adTos Tods dAAovs
~ y ~ ) . \ ~ 3\ y ~
35 TOL® ATOPELY, AANA TaVTOS UEANNOY QUTOS ATOPRY
oUTws Kkal Tovs dANovs moid dmopelv. Kal viv D )
wepl dperiis, b EoTiv, éyw uév odk olda, oV uévror
” 14 \ 3 -4
lows mpotepov pév fdncba mpiv éuot dyracfa,
~ ’ L4 ~ > b N/ o \ 3
viv pévror opolos el odx eldori. Suws 8¢ éfélw
~ /7 ~ o
w pera cod aréjraclar ral ovinrijcar 8 Ti more
éoTiv.
XIV. MEN. Kal tiva tpomov {nrijces, &
Sdrpates, ToiTo, b pny oloba To wapdmwav & T
éorw ; moiov qap Gv odk oloba mpobéuevos
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Uyriges ; 7 el kal 8 1o pdloTa évriyos adTg,
wds eloer 8T TobTO éoTwv, & GV 0Ok Hdnaba ;

E 30. Mavfdvw olov Bodrer Méyew, & Mévawv.
opds TobTov ds épuaTikdy Moyov trardyes,t ds otk
-dpa Eoriw {yreiv avlpdme obre b oldev obre b uny
oldev ; obre yap dv ye b oldev {nrol: oldev ydp,
kal o0d&v Sei TG ye TotoUTe nTicews: obTe & ui
oldev o0dd¢ yap oldev 8 T {nTijoel.

81 MEN. Ovkodyv xalds coc Soxel Aéyeabar o
Adryos oDros, & Zdkpares ;

3Q. Odx Euowye.
MEN. "Exets Néyeww 8my ; 15 l
20, "Eqywye: dxrjroa qap avdpdv Te xal :
ywaikdy copdy mepl Ta Oeia wpdypara—
MEN. Tiva Aéyov Aeyovrov ;
30. *ANy07, Euovye Soxeiv, xai xalov.
MEN. Tiva ToiTov, xkal Tives oi Aéyovres ; 2
20, O uév Méyovrés el TdV iepéwy Te ral
TOV lepeidv Boois pepéNmre mepli dv pertayeipi-

B Lovrar Noyov olots T° elvar Sidovai: Néyer 8¢ kal
IIivdapos kal dANot moANol TdV momTdv, 8oo
Ociol elow. & 8¢ ANéyovor, TavTi éoTiv: AANG 35
oromee, el oot Sokobaiw aAnOf Néyew. Paai yap
™y Yuxnw Tob dvfpdmrov elvar dbdvarov, kai
ToTé pév Televrav, & &) dmobvioreww rxaloior,
roré 8 mwdMwv ylyvecOm, dmoNAvalar &’ o0ddé-
more: Selv &) Sid Tadra ds oduwrara SaBidval
Tov Biov*

wn

olot yap &v Pepoepdva woivdv malaiod wéveos
Séferas, els Tov Tmepfev @Aiov kelvwv éviTe Ere
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dvdio? Yuyas wdAw,
éx 73v Bacilijes dyavol kai oléver xparvol codig C
35 T€ péyirror

Gvépes avfovr’+ és 8¢ Tov Aourdv xpdvov 7jpwes dy-
vol wpds avBpdrwy kalebvrac.

XV. “Are odv 9 Yrvxn d0dvatos Te odoa Kal
woANdKLs yeyovvia, kal éwpaxvia xal T évfade
xal Ta év “"Awdov kal mwdvra ypripata, obk éoTiw
8 T od pepdOnkev: dote ovdév OavpasTov xal

s wepl dpetiis kal wepl dAwv olov T’ elvar adTyy
dvapvnobivas, & e xal mpéTepov nmicTaTo.
dre yap Tis ¢ivoews dmwdons ouvyyevois odons, p
xal pepabnrvias Tis Yrvyis dravra, 0bdév kel
& povov dvauvnobévra, & &) udbnow rxaloddw

10 Avlpwmor, TAANNG TdvTa adTov dvevpelv, édv Tis
avdpeios 7 Kkal pn dmoxduvy {nrdve TO Yap
Unrelv dpa kal TO pavldvew dvduvnais Ghov
éoriv. odxovv Bel melbeabar TobTe TG éploTing
Noye* obTos uév yap v fuds dpyods mwoujoetey

s kal &rTiv Tols palaxois TOV avlpdmwwv %ds
axovoar, 3¢ 8¢ épyaoTikovs Te xal {mTyTikovs
woiel: @ éyd micTedwy dMnlel elvar é0éw pera E
aod {yreiv dpery 8 T éoTuw.

MEN. Nai, & Zoxpates: dAAd mwds Méyess

2 TODTO, 8Tt 00 pavOdvouev, dANa v xalopev
pdbnaw avapvnals éotw ; Exews pe Tobro Siddfar
as oltws &ye ;

30. Kai dpme  elmov, & Mévaow, 87

wavodpyos €l* xal viv épwrds el Exyw oe 82

ss 8iddfar, bs ob P Sidaymy elvar  GAN
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dvdpvmow, va 89 ebfds Palvopar  adTos
éuavrd Tdvavria Aéyov. |
i MEN. O? pa ov Ala, & 2drpates, ob wpos
roiTo BAéYras elmov, AN’ Umo Tod &fovs: AAN’ l
el wds por Eyers évdeifactar, & Eyer domep 2
Néyees, évdeEat.

2. AN Eomi pév ob padiov, Spws 8¢ é0énw
wpofuunbOijvar cod &vexa. AGANE por mpoo-
kd\egov TV WOANGDY drxolovbwy Tovrwyl TAV

B oavrod é&va, Svtwa Polhe, Wa év TobTe ToOtL 35
émidetkwpac.

MEN. Ildwv ye. &eipo mpoaenbe.

2. "ExMp péy éore kal EApuite ;

“MEN. Ildvv e ododpa, oixoyevijs.

30. Tlpéoeye 8 Tov vodv, omérep’ dv coi e
dalvnras, e dvappvyordpevos 4 pavldvoy wap’
éuob.

MEN. ’AN\d mpocéfa.

XVI. 30. Eime &) poi, & mai, yryvooxers
TeTpdrywvoy ywplov 8Ti TowobTov éaTiv ;

ITAL "Eyorye.

¢ 320. "Eomw odv rerpdywvor ywpiov loas éxov
TaS Ypaupds Tavras wdoas, Térrapas oboas ; s

ITAL IIdwv re.

30. O kal Tavragi Tas did péoov éoriv
loas éyov ; :

ITAIL Nai.

2Q. Oikodv eln dv TowodTov Ywplov kal peitov
xal éE\aTTov ;

ITAL IIdvv ee.
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3Q. Ei odv el adrn 9 mhevpa Svoiv modoly
xal adry dvolv, mocwy Av el moddv TO Shov ;
1s 08¢ 8¢ oromers el Wy TavTy Svoiv modoiv, TabTy
8¢ évos modos wovov, dG\No Ti dmak dv W dvoiv
wodoiv 1o ywplov ;
TIAIL Nadl.
3. 'Emedy 8¢ Svoiv medoiv xal TadTn, d\No D
2 7¢ 1) Sis Svolv rylyveras ;
ITAL Tiyverar.
2. Avoiv dpa dis wyiyveras moddv ;
ITAI. Nal.
3. Tocor odv elow of 8Jo Sls wédes ;
25 Norytoduevos elmé.
ITAL Térrapes, & Zoxpates.
2Q. Odrodv évorr’ &v Tobrov Tob ywplov
&repov Surhdoiov, TowodTov &, loas &yov mdoas
TAS ypappds Gomwep TOUTO ;
»  ITAIL Nai.
3. ocwv odv éorar modav ;
ITAL ’Oxrae.
20. Dépe 81, mewpd pov elmeiv wyhlrn Tis
éorar éxelvov 1) qpauun éxdoTn; N pev yadp E
35 ToDde Svoly modoiy: Ti dé 1) éxelvov Tod Sumrhadiov ;
AL Adov &j, & Sdrpares, d7¢ Simhacia.
3. ‘Opds, & Mévwy, ds éyd TobTov oddév
diddoxw, AN\’ épwTd wdvra; «Kal viv odros
oletas eidévas, omola éoTiv da¢p’ As TO OxTwWIOUVY
© Xwpiov wyevijgetac: 1) ob dokel goi ;
MEN. "Eposye.
3Q. Older odv ;
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MEN. O3 Sira.

2Q. Otleras 8 e amo Tis Svmhacias ;

MEN. Nat. 4

XVIL 30. Bed &) adtov avapspvnoxouevoy
épekijs, ds Set avappviorectar. oV 8é pot Néye:
amo Tis Surhacias ypapuis Pns To SumAdoiov

83 ywpiov yiyvealar ; Toubvde Néyw, uy) TalTy pév

pakpov, v 8¢ Bpayl, aA\Aa loov mavrayy éorw s
damep Tovri, dumhdoiov 8¢ TovTov, dKkTWMOUVY*
a\\a 8pa, € érv gou amwd Tis Svmhacias Sokel
éoealas.

-IIAL “Eposye. )

30. Oikodv Surhacia adry Tadrys ybyverat, 1.
dv érépav TocabTny wpoolduev évhévde ;

ITAL IIdwv e.

30, *Awo Tabrys &, s, EaTar TO SkTdTOVY
X@plov, &v TérTapes TocaiTa Yévovras ;

TIAL Nai. s

B 20. ’Avaypayiuela &) am  adris loas

rérrapas. d\ho T 4 Touri &v ey & ¢ns TO
oKTOTOVY €lval ; :

IIAL IIdwv «e.

30, Odxotv & adtg éoTw Tavtl TéTTApA, 20
v &kaaTov loov ToUTe éoTiv TG TeTpdamod! ;

ITAIL Na..

2Q. Ilooov odv yiyveras ; ob TeTpdiis TogoD-
Tov ;

ITAL Tléas & ob ; 2

3Q. Avr\daiov odv éoTiv TO TeTpdKis TOTOD-
Tov ;
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TIAL Od pd Ada.
30. *AM\a mocamidoiov ;
30 ITAL Terpamidoiov.
38. 'Amo Ths Suwrhacias dpa, & mwai, ovC
Semrhdoiov dANG TeTpaTAdoiov rylyverar ywpiov. :
TIAL ’ANn07 Néyess. '
. Terrdpwv yap tetpdks éotiv éxraldexa. '
35 oUxi ;
ITAL Nal.
2. *Oxrdmovy & dmd molas ypappuds ; olyi
Ao pév TalTns TeTpamhdaiov ;

ITAL ®yul.
w 30 Terpdmwovy 8 dmwd Tis nuoéas Tavrnal
TouTl ;
ITIAIL Nat.

30. Elev: 70 8¢ dxrdmoww ol 7Toide uév
Surhdoiov éoTw, TovTov 8¢ oy ;
s IIAL <Nal.>
2Q0. Ok amo uév peitovos éotar 4 Tocav- D
™S ypappss, damo é\drrovos 8¢ 7 Toanodi;
% ob;
ITAIL. “Epovye Soxei otrw.

»  20. Kakds' 70 ydp oot doxodv TodTo dimo-
kpivov.  Kai por Néye: ody 7de pév dvoiv mwodoiv
W, 1) 8¢ TeTTdpwy ;

ITAL: Nat.
30. Aei dpa T ToD OxTdmwOd0s YwpLOV

s ypapuny weilw péy elvar Tiode Tis dimodos,
drrw 8¢ Tijs TeTpdmodos.

IIAL Aet.
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E 20 Tepd &) Néyew myhicqy Twd éas

admy elvas.

ITAL Tpimoda. &

20. Oixodv dvmep Tpimovs 7, TO dfusov
Tadrns mwpoohnyropela xai Eorar Tpimovs; Sio
pév qap olde, o 8¢ els+ wal évbévde doaiTws
Vo uév olde, o 8¢ els xal qiyverar TobTO TO
xoplov & ¢is. 6s

TIAL Nai.

20. Ovrodv &v 7} THde Tpidw xal THde TpLdY,
70 8Nov ywplov Tpudy Tpis woddY rylyveTar ;

IIAL ®Paiveras.

20. Tpeis 8¢ Tpis méoou elal mwodes ; 0

TIAIL ’Evvéa.

30. "Edec 8¢ 76 OSumhdoiov mwéowv elvas
ToddV ;

TIAL ’Oxrw.

320, 008 &p’ amo Tis Tpimodos T TO SkTd- 75
movy Ywplov ylyverau. '

IIAL O &jra.

20, AN amo wolas; mewpd Huiv elmeiv
axpiBis: ral el pn PBovher dpibuelv, dAAd

84 Seifov amo moias. %

ITAL A\ pa Tov Ala, & Zdrpartes, Eywye
ovk olda.

XVIIL 2Q. ’Evvoeis ad, & Mévov, od éotw
#dn Badltwy 83e Tod dvapsuvioxesbai ; 8Ti TO
pév wpdrov fber pév ob, % Tis EoTiwv 1) TOD
dkridmodos ywplov ypauus), domep ovdé viv we
oldev, GAN odv geto & admiy ToTe eldévas, Kal s
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Bapparéos amexpivero @s eidds, kal ody nyeito ! :
amopetv: viv 8¢ fyyeitar dmopeiv 70n, kal damep B Lo
o0k oldev, ovd oletai eldéva.

MEN. ’ANpB5 Méyers.

© 30, Odkodv viv Bé\tiov &xe. mepl TO
wpaypa b ok fides ;

MEN. Kal ToiTo ot Soxel.

30. ’Amopelv odv adrov moujocavres kal
vapray domwep % vdpen, pdv T éBNdrapey ; '

1s  MEN. Odx &uorye Soxel.

2. Mpodipyov wodv T memoujraper, s
&owxe, mpos TO éEevpeiv 8wy Exer viv pév yap
xal Omiceier &Gv Hdéws odk eldws, TiéTe 8¢ C
padlws d&v Kxal mwpos moAhovs Kal TOAAdKLS

o@er dv e MNéyew mepi Tob Sumhaciov
xeplov, @s 8t Sumhaciav ™y «ypapuny Exew

4
ke

MEN. “Eocxev.

2Q. Ole odv &v adrdv mwpdrepov émiyeipiicar

a5 EnTelv 9 pav@dvew Todro, d geto eldévar odk
eldis, mplv els dmoplav xatémweoev rynodpuevos
) eldévas, kal émébnoev To eldévar ;

MEN. O¥ por dokel, & Ea')/cpa'req.

2Q. *Quyro dpa vaprijoas ;

»  MEN. Aoxel poc.

3. Skéfar &) éx Talrys Ths dmoplas 8D
70 kal dvevprjoer {nTdv per éuod, oddév AAN 4
époTdvTos éuod kai ob Siddakovros: Pvharre dé
dv mov eDpps pe diddarovra ral dieEidvra adTd, '

3 G u) Tds TovTov 86fas dvepwTdvTa. ‘
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XIX. Aéye ydp pov a¥* od 10 pév TeTpdmoww
ToiTO Uiy éoTi ywplov ; pavfdvess ;

ITAL "Eyawrye.

'3Q. "Erepov 8¢ adr$ mpoaleipev dv Toutl
loov ; s

ITAIL Na.

2Q. Kal 7piTov T6de i’aov éxatépp ToUTow ;

ITAIL Nai.

20. Odroidv wpovavavrMpmameO av 10 év
T yovig T68e ; 10

ITAL TIldvv e

20. "YAMNo T odw qévor’ &v Térrapa loa
xwpia Tade ;

E IIAL Nai.-
3Q. T odv ; 70 S\ov 08¢ wocw:r)\.awov ToDd€ 15
iyvetas ;

TIAL Terpamhdoiov.

0. "Ede: 8¢ Sumhdawoy fjuiv yevéclar: # ob
péprnoas ;

TIAL IIdvv ee. 20

2Q. Obxoiv éoriv adrn ypapph éx yovias

85 els yoviav Telvovoa, Téuvovoca Siya ékacTov

TOUTWY TOV YWPLwY ; -

IIAL Nat.

30 Odrodv TérTapes adrar wyiyvovras ypap- ss
pal loai, wepiéyovaar Toutl TO Ywpiov ;

- TIAL Tiyvovrac.

3. Skomer &) wyMikov TL éoTev ToDbTO TO
xwpiov ;

IIAL OV uavldve. £
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30. Odxi 7Terrdpwy &vTwv TobTwy Fuicv
éxdoTov édaTn 1) ypapun dmoréTumrey évTos ;
# ob;

TIAL Nal.

35 3. Tléoa odv ™hikatra év TovTe &veoTwv ;

IIAL Térrapa.

20. Iloga 8¢ év T8¢ ;

- IIAL Ado.
20. Ta & rérrapa Toiv Svoiv Ti éaTev ;
4  TIAL Adridota.

30. Téde odv moadmovy wyiyveras ;

TIAL ’Ocxreomour.

Q. 'Ams 7rolfa9 VPapupis ;

IIAL ’Amo mv‘ms‘.

s 20. Ao Tijs éx yovias els yoviav Tewovans
Tod TeTpdmodos ;

ITIAIL Nat.

20. Kalobow 8¢ ye rabrmy Sidperpov of
copioTal’ BaT el Tabry dudperpos Svopa, dmwo

so Tiis Swapérpov v, ds oV ¢ys, & mai Mévwvos,

oylyvour’ &v 16 Sumhdaiov ywpiov.

TIAL Ildvw pév odv, & 2drpartes.

XX. 3Q. T{ oo Sokel, & Mévwv.; E&oTw
fvrwa 86kav ody adrod odTos dwexpa'vm'o;

MEN. Ov/c, a\\’ éavrob.

m Kal unv odx 786t e, os e¢a/.¢ev S\iryov
s TpoTEpPOY.

MEN. *AMp05 Néyers.

3. Evijgav 8¢ e av‘rgo adrar ai Sofar:

A ob;
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MEN. Nadi.

20. T@ ok €idote dpa mepl dv &v uy eidj
&veisw ahnlels Sofar mepl TovTwy dv odk
0ide ;

MEN. ®Paiverac.

2Q. Kai viv pév ye adrd domep Svap dpre
avaxexivnurar ai d0far adrai- e 8¢ alTov Tis
dvepriceTar mOMAdKLS TA alTd TadTa Kal mwoh-
Aax7, olod’ 87 Televrdv oddevos HrTov dxpifBids
émiaTioeTal wepi ToUTWOY.

p MEN., "Eocker.

3Q. Odrodv oddevos diddEavros AN épwrif-
cavTos émioTioetal, avahaBov alros ¢ adrod
T émioTiuny ;

MEN. Nai.

2Q. To & dvarapBdvew adrov év adrd
émioTiuny odx dvappvicreobal éoTov ;

MEN. Ildwv rye.

2Q. "Ap’ odv od TYW émiaTiuny, W viv
odros &xer, fiTor ENaBév mote 1) del elyev ;

MEN. Nai.

2Q. Odkodv e pév del elyev, del xal 7y
émicTipwy e 8¢ E\aBév mote, ok dv &v rye

ET¢ viv Bip eppods en. 1) Oedidaxév Tis
TODTOVY ryewpeTpely ; odTOS yap wougel Tepl
wdons yewpetplas TadTa TavTa, Kai TGV EANwY
pabpudrov drdvtrov. ETw odv doTis TobToV
wdvra 8edidayev ; Sixaios ydp mwov el eidévar,
dAMws Te émeldy) év ™) off oixia vyéyover Kal
TéfpamrTat.

15

a5

30




XXI 868 MENQN 31

MEN. ’AAN olda éywye 6T¢ oddels mwmore
0 é0idakev.

2Q. "Exe 8¢ Tavras Tas 8okas, 4 odyi ;

MEN. ’Avdyrn, & Sokpates, paiveras.

XXI. 20. Ei 8¢ py év 7@ viv Bip NaBdv, odx

‘H8n TobTo. Sfjhov, 8Te év AAMN@ Tl xpove elye 86

xai éuepabices ;
MEN. ®aivetac.

s 20. Odxobv odros «oé éomiw 6 xpovos, &7

ovk v &vbpwmos ;

MEN. Na..

2Q. Bl odv 8v T v 5 xpovov kai bv &v
wy 17 dvlpwros, évésovrar adTd dnbeis Sofac,

0 al épwTice émeyepleioar émicThpar yiyvovral,
dp’ ob Tov ael ypovov pepabnkvia éoTar 17
Yux) abrod ; Sikov yap &Ti TOV mdvTa Ypovey
éoTw 1) odk EaTww avBpwmos.

MEN. ®aivera:.

15 30. Odkody €l ael 5 d\jfeia Nuiv TGV dvTwv B
éotiv é&v T4 Yruxn, dbdvatos &v N Yuxy ein,
dote Qappoivra xpr, b uy Tvyydvels émioTd-
pevos viv, Tobto & éoTiv & uy pepvmuévos,
émuxewpeiv {nretv kai avappviokesta ;

20 MEN. EJ poc Soxels Méyew, & Eéxpm'es',
otk old dmws.

30Q. Kal yap éyo> éuoi, & Mévwv. xal Ta
pév ye dA\ha odk dv mdvv Vmép Tob Aoyov
Suayvpioaiuny* &te & olouevor Seiv {nreiv, &

25 wa) Tis oldev, Behtiovs &v eluev xal dvdpirdTepol

xai §TTOY dpyol 1) €l oloipeba, & uy émiordpeba,
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¢ undé Svvarov elvar edpeiv umde delv nreiv, wepl
TobTov mwdvv dv Siapaxoiumy, €l olos Te elny,
xal Moy xal Epyp.

MEN. Kal Todro pév ye Soxeis poi ed Néyeww, »
& Zdrpares. .

XXII. 30. Bovhes odw, émesds) opovooduev,
dre Cqrnréov wepl ob ph Tis oldev, émiyeipri-
cwpev kowy) {nretv Ti wor EoTew dperr);

MEN. Idvw udv odw. ol pévro, & Zo-
kpates, AAN' Eywye éxeivo dv HdioTa, Smep
Npouny 7o MpdTOY, KAl TKEYraluny xal drovoaius,

D woTepov s didaxtd Svre adrd Sei émiyeipeiv, 7
os pioer ) o5 Tl woTé TPoTE Tapayiyvouévns
Tots avBpdmois Tis dperdis.

30, CAMN €l pdv éyd Bpyov, & Mévow, ui 1o
_povov éuavrod dNAE kal god, otk dv éoxeyrdpela
wpoTepov elre SidaxTov elte ob Sidaxtov 7 dperr),
mplv 8 i EoTww WPdTOY élNTiiTauey adTo + émedy
3¢ oV cavrod pdv ovd émuyeipels dpyew, va &)
é\evlepos s, éuod 8¢ émuyeipeis Te dpyew al s
dpxets, cuyxwpricopal ot T yap xpy-wowEly ;

E &ocxev odv oxemrtéov elvas, moiov Ti éaTiv b pire
lopev 8 7o éoTw. el pi T odv AANG ouuxpoy
vé pou s dpxiis xdhagov, kal cvyywpnoov éE
tmrobécews atro oromeialai, elte SidaxTdv éoTiv 0
elte omwooty. Myw 8¢ To éf Umobéoews dde,
domep of yewpétpar WOMNdKLs oKomODYVTAL
émreiddav Tis EpmTar adrovs, olov mepl ywplov, e

87 0lov Te é Towde TOV KUKNov T4de TO yYwplov
Tplywvoy évrabivas, elmor v Tis 81 odmw olda as

w
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el &omv TodTo TooDTOV, AAN domep péy Twa
Uméfeaw mpodpyov olpar Exew mpos To mpayua
Towdvde* €l pév éoTw TobTo TO Ywpiov ToloiToV,
olov mapd Ty Sobeicav avrol wypapudy mapa-
o Teivavta é\\elmew TowovTe ywplw, olov dv adTo
T0 mapaterapévov 7, d\Ao T cupBailvew pou
doxel, kal d\ho ad, € 4&dlvardv éoTw Tabra
mafely - Umobéuevos odv é0éhw elmelv oo TO
ovpPBatvov mwepl Ths évtdoews avTod els TOV
35 KUKNoY, elte adlvatov eiTe wij.

XXIIL Ofrw &) xal wepl dperijs fuels, émeudy
ovk louev ovd § Tl éoTw oD@ omoiov T, Hmobé-
pevor avTo orxomrduev elte Sidaxtov elte o
SidaxTov éoTiv, HOe Néyovres® e moiby Ti éoTi

s TV wepl THY Yuyny dvrwy dperr, SudaxTov v
eln 7 ob dudaxTov; wpdTov pév el EoTiv dA\oiov
9 olov émotiun, dpa Sidaxtov 4 ob; B b
vuvdy é\éyouev, dvapvnoTov;  Siadepérw 8¢
pndév juiv omotépp &v TH dvdpati ypdpeba-

10 AN dpa Sidaxtdy ; 4 TobTO e wavri Sihov,
8te ovdév dAho O&iddoxerar dvbpwmos #) émi-
Ty ;

MEN. "Epocye doxei.

30. Ei 8 o éorlv émoTiun Tis % dperd,

1s Ofhov d7i SidaxTov v €ln.

MEN. Ilés yap o¥ ;

3Q. Tobrov piv dpa Tayd dmwmAhdyueba, 8t
Tototide pudv dvros SudaxTov, Towolde 8 ob.

MEN. IIdvv ve. '

o 20. To & pera Todro, ds oixe, St oxé-

D

R S
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S

Yaclai, mwotepdy éoTwv émaTiun 7 dpery
@A\olov émioTiuns.

D  MEN. "Euovye Soxei TovTo peta TouTo oKEM-
Téov elvau.

3Q. Ti8 &) ; d\\o T¢1) dryabov adTo papev 2
elvat Ty dpemiy, kal adry 9 Vmobecis péve
Nuiv, dyabov adro elvas ;

MEN. Ildvv uév odw.

0. Odxodv e pév T éariv ayabov kal dAo
xwpilopevoy émioTiuns, Tdy &v eln 1 dpery ovk
émoTiium Tis* € 8¢ pundév éoTiw dryalbov, b ovk
émoTiun  mepiéyes, émoTipmy v T avTd
Umomredovres elvar dpfds momredoipey.

MEN. “Eo1i Taira.

2Q. Kal pyw dpery oy éopév dyalboi ; 3

MEN. Nai.

E  320. El & dyabol, wpéhipor+ mdvra eyap
Taryala dpéhpa. ovyi ;

MEN. Nai.

2Q. Kal % dpery &) opériuov éorow ; o

MEN. ’Avdykn éx Tdv dpoloynuévov.

XXIV. 30Q. Zkeyroucda &) rxald’ EcacTov
avalapBdvovres, moid éoTiv & Nuas @Pelei.
trylesa, papéy, kal loyds Kal kdA\Nos kal TAoDToS
O+ Tabra Néyouev kal Ta Toaira APéiua.
odyi ; s

88 30. Tadra 8 tadrd auer éviote Kal
B\dmrew: % o dAAws dnis 1) odTes ;
MEN. Odk, &N odrws.
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to 3. Skomer &, 8rav Tt éxdoTov ToUTWV
nyiTal, dpekel nuds, kal étav Ti, BAdmwTer ;  Gp
ovy 8rav pév 8ply xpiiois, dpelel, Srav 8¢ p),
BAdmres ;
MEN. Ildwv e.
s 20 Eme tolvwy kal Td katd THv Yuxnw
’ 4 ~
oreropeda. ocwppoaivyy Ti xakels xal Sikaio-
oV kai dvdpelav ral edpabiav xal pviumy xai
peyalompémeiay kal wavra Td ToaTA ;
MEN. "Eqyoqye.
’ 4 ’ o ~ \
o 20 Skémer 8, TovTwv dTTa cor Soxel w3
émioTiun elvar aAN dA\No émioTiums, el olyi
\ \ 4 \ \ 2 ~ k) I3
Toré pév BAdmret, Toté 8¢ doPelel ;  olov avdpela,
e iy &ori Ppovnais 1) avdpela AN olov Odppos
Te ovy 8tav wév dvev vod Oappi dvOpwmos,
25 BAdmreTas, §Tav 8¢ aVv ve, dPeeiTar ;
MEN. Nad.

2Q. Odrody kal cwdpocivy doavrws kal

edpabia: <mwdvra> perd pév vod xal pavfavi- ©

peva Kal KaTapTvopeva odélipa, dvev 8¢ vod
30 Bhaﬁepd s
MEN. Ildvv o¢pédpa.
© 20, Odxodv gvAMiBdyw wdvra Td Ths Yuyiis
émixepripata Kal xaprepripata fyovuévns pév
Ppoviioews els. eddapoviav TeNevTd, adpocivis
15 & els Todvavriov;
MEN. "Eocxev.
2Q. Ei dpa dpery) T@v év T Yuxn T éoTww
kal dvarykaiov alrd opeNipp evai, $pévnow
avto 8el elvai, émeldimep wdvra T KaTa T

e PR I

PUCR
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Yoy adtéa pév kal’ adra obre Pé\ipa 4o
otre BAaBepd éoTw, wpooryevouévns 8¢ dpovri-
D oews 1) appoocivys PBhaBepd Te kai dpé\ipa
wiyvetar. xatd 8) TobTov Tov Noyov APéNiudy
ve odoav T dperiv Ppovnaw St T
elvas. 4

MEN. "Epowye doxei.

XXV. 3Q. Kai uév &) xal 1d\\a, & vovdy
é\éyouev, mhoDTOV Te Kai TA TolabTa, TOTE uév
ayaba Toré 8¢ PBhaPBepa elvai, apa ody damep
™H &N\ Yuxd 5 dpbvnais Hyovpévn dpéhpa T
Tis Yvuxiis émoler, 1 8¢ ddpoaivy PBhaPepd, s

Eoltws ad «xal TovTors % puxn Opfds uév
xpwpévn Kai Ayovuévny @dpéMpa adrtd moel, pi
opOds 8¢ BraBepd ;

MEN. IIdvv e

20, Opbas 8¢ we % Eudpwv tryeitas, HuapTn- o
plows 8 4 dpa ;

MEN. *Eo1¢ Taira.

20. Olroty olitw &) xatd mdvrwv eimeiv
éorw, 1 dvlpdme Ta pév dNNa wdvTa els THY

89 Yuxnw dvmpriclas, Ta 8¢ Tis Yuxis adTis els s
ppovnaw, e péAher dyaba elvarr kal TovTe TH
Noye ¢povnais dv eln 10 dpéhipor: Paudy B¢
™Y dpeTyy dPpé\ipov elvar ;

MEN. Ildwv e |

20. ®pdvnow dpa papiv dperiy elvas, 7ol =
Edpumacay # pépos T ; ‘

MEN. Aokel por xalds Néyesbar, & Sib- ‘
Kpates, Ta Aeydueva. 1
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2Q. Odroiv el Taita obrws Eyer, ovx &v elev .
25 Ppvoes ol dyabot. f
MEN. O% poc doxei. '
2Q. Kai yap dv mov kal 168 v+ el Ppioe B
oi ayabol éyiyvovro, fjodv mwov &v AHuiv of .
éyiyvookoy TOV véwy Tods dyabods Tas Piges,
30 ods Auels &y wapalaBovres éxelvwv dmodr-
vdvrey épuhdTTopcy év drpomoer, KaTagnumd- ‘
pevos woNY p@Ahov # T xpusiov, lva ,queie !
av-rovs‘ Stégweopeu, AN émedn a¢mow'ro els
Y HAiav, xpr)m;m:, fymow'ro Tals méheaiw.
35 MEN. Eikés oé Toi, & Sdokpates.
XXVL 3Q. "Ap’ odv. émaidy ob Pioe of
dyabol aryabol yiyovras, dpa pabijces ; c
MEN. Aoxel por #8n dvayxaiov elvai: ral
Siihov, & Sdkpates, kara T Imwéeowv, elmep
s émaTiun éoTiv aperr), 8Ti SudaxTov éoTiv.
30, "Iows vy Ala: GAAa u) TodTo od KaAds
opohoyrnaauey.
MEN. Kal g édoxer pév dpri xahids Méye-
obac. :
o 320.CANNG py otk & Te dpre pbvov 8é
a¥To Soxelv kalds Méyeafas, GANL xal év T viv
xal & 1@ Emeita, el péAher Tv adTob yies elvas.
MEN. T¢ odw & ; prs' ¢ B?\.e'vrmv Svo'xepm'- D
vels alTd Kal dmioTels url ovx émaTiun § %
15 dpeT) ;
30, By cov épd, & Mévav. 750 pév yap
SidaxTov airo elvai, elmep émioriun éorly, olk .
avatifepar py ob kaids Méyealas: G 8¢ odk '
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» b} ’ / b 4 ~ kd ’
éorww émaTipn, oxéfrar édv oot Sokd elkoTws
b ~ 4 4 k) / s v \
amiorelv. T08e ydp pou eimés el ErTv SidaxTov 20
oTwody wpdypa, py pévov dperr), odk dvarykaiov
adTod kal didackdhovs xal pabnras elvac ;

E  MEN. "Euovye Soxel.

3Q. Ovrotw Todvavriov ad, od pire &idd-
aralos pire pabnral elev, kahds dv adTo elxd- 25
tovres elxdfopev py SidaxTov elvas ;

MEN. “Eori Tadra* &AN dperijs Siddoxaho
ov Soxotai coi elvas ;

30. Io\\dkis qoiv Oyraw, e Twes elev
adriic Siddokalor, wdvra modv o Sivauar 3o
epeiv.  KaiTol peTd.moONNGY ye {nTd Kal ToUTwY
pdMiaTa, ods dv olwpar éumewpordrovs elvas Tob

’ \ ~ ko A 3 9’
mpdrypatos. kal &) kal viv, @ Mévwv, eis

\ L) v o 4 4
kaNov fHpiv “Avvros 88e mapexaléleto, ¢ pera-
Sdpev Tis nrioews. eikoTws & dv uperadoluev: 3
v A \ 0'86 ~ ! b3 \

Q 90 "Avvros yap 88e mpdTov pév éoTi waTpds mhov-
’ ~ k] ’ 3 /4
' glov Te kal copod ’Avleuiwvos, bs éyévero

4 3 b} \ ~ 3 /7 > 14
mAovotos ovk dmd Tod adTopdTov 0dd¢ Sovros
Twos, damep 0 viv vewaT! eiAnpods Ta Tohvkpd-

> ~ ~
Tovs ypripara lopnvias o OnBalos, dAN& T
e ~ !’ ’ v ’, Y
abrod a"'o¢l,q xTnodpievos kal émipeleia, éreita
> € ~
kai Ta a\\a ovy Umeprpavos Sokdv elvar mohiTys
B 000¢ dyxddns Te rai émaybis, dGAa xoopios Kkai
eboTalys avijp: émerra Tobrov €d Epedrev Kai
émraidevaey, os Soxel 'Alnpvaiwy T@ mhijOecs 4
aipodvrar wyoby adrov éml Tas peyioras dpyds.
Sikatov &) pera TowolTwy Iyreiv dperiis mépe
Sidackdlovs, €T elaiv eite u1), xal olTives.

o

-
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XXVIL 3% odv spiv, & "Avvre, oviiTnaov,
éuol Te xal 7@ cavrod Eévep Mévere T8¢, mepl
TouToU TOD Wpdypatos, Tives dv elev Siddokalot.
&8 8¢ owxéyrair el Bovhoiuela Mévwva Tovde

s dryalov latpov yevéolai, wapa Tivas &v adTov
méumowpev Sidackdhovs;  Gp’ ov mapd Tods C
larpods ;

AN. Ildvv rye.

3Q. Ti & e orvrorduov dyabov Bovhoiueba

10 yevéafai, Gp’ ob wapd Tovs oKUTOTOMOVS ;

AN. Nai.

30Q. Kal rd@\\a odros ;

AN. THdvv e

2. "Q8e &) por wdhv wepl TV abTdV elmé.

s wapa  Tods laTpols, Pauéy, méumovres Tovde
xa\ds dv éméumopev, BovNduevor laTpov yevé-
clai- &p’ 8rav TobTo Méywpev, T6de Néyouev, 5T D
wapa Tovrovs wéumovres avTov cwppovoiuey dv,
TolUs dvTimolovpévovs Te ThHS Téyrns pdlov %)

20 TOUS 1), kal Tovs pia@ov mpatTopévovs ém’ adre
ToUTe, dmoprivavras avrods OSidacrdlovs ToD
Bovopévov ivar Te kal pavldvew ;  ap’ od mpos
Tatra BAéYravres kahds &v méumoipev ;

AN. Nai.
s 2. Olxodv xal wepl adlhijoews rxal Tow
d\\ov T& alte TadTa ; TOANY dvoid éoTiLE

Bovhopévovs allqriv Tiwa moijoar wapd pév
Tods Umioyvovuévovs Suddfey Ty Téyymy Kai
pioGov mwparTopévovs ui) é0éhew méumew, dN\ois
» 8 Tigw mpdrypara mapéyew [Enrodvra pavldvew

i‘
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wapd TovTwv] of pijre wpoomwoodyTar Siddaxalo
elvar p)7’ E€amiv adrdv pabyris undels Tobrov Tob
pabiparos, b Huets aEoduey pavldvew mwap® adrév
ov &v méumwpev. ob moAN1} gor Soxei aloyia
€lvac ; 3
AN. Nai pa Aia épocye, xai apael.a ye 'lr,oos‘.
91 XXVIIL 30. Kaids Myess. viv Tolvww
éEeori oe per éuod rowp Bovheveobar mwepi Tod
Eévov Tovrovt Mévwrvos.  obros wydp, & “Avvre,
wdhar Myee mpos pe, dte émibupel TadTns ThH
gopias ral dperijs, § of dvlpwmor Tds Te oixias s
xal Tas wohews ka\ds Siotkobas, xai Tovs yovéas
Tovs aiTdv fepametovat, Kai wohitas xai Eévous
vmodékacbal Te kal dmoméuyrar émriocravrar afiws
B avdpos dryalod. TavTyy odv THv dperyv . . .
oxémer wapa Tivas &v méumovres adrov Spfis o
méumowpev. 1) Sfjkov &) xara Tov dpTi Noryov,
ére mwapd Tolrovs Tols Umioyvouuévous dperiis
Sidackdlovs elvar kal dmodrvavras adTovs
xotvods Tév ‘EAMvoy 16 Bovhouéve pavldvew,
ooy Tovrov Tafauévovs Te xal mparTouévovs ; xs
AN. Kai tivas Myeis TovTovs, & Zdxpares ;
30. Olgla Sjmwov kal av, 81 odroi eiciv obs
Cof awGpanrol. xalobao ao¢w"ras'.
AN. Hpax)»em, €U¢’I][L€l,, & Sdkpares. ;M)Seva
TOY ouyyevdy undé olreiwy undé Gilwv, pire
. aorov wire Eévov, Towavrn pavia ANafBoi, doTe
mwapa TovTovs éNOovTa NwBnbijvas, émel odroi ye
Pavepd éoTe MdPBn Te xal dapfops TéV auyyeyvo-
pévor.
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XXIX. 30. Ias Méyes, & “Avvre;  odroc

» / ~ 3 3 /7

apa povor TOY dvrimoovpévey T émicTacbac
ebepryeTeiv ToooiTOoY TGV @AMV Siapépovary, doov
ob uovov ovx dpeloday, damep ol &ANot, 8 T dv \

s Tis adrols wapadp, dANAE xai To évavriov Siaplei-
povaw ;  kal TobTwY davepds xpruata dfiobar D
wpdrreclar ; éyw pév odv olk Exw Smws oo
moTelow: olda yip dvdpa éva Ilpwrayipav
mhelw yplipara Krnodpevov amwd Talvtys TiS

10 copias ) DPediav e, bs ofrws wepipavis xald '
épya elpydlero, kai &\Novs déxa THV dvSpiavro-

~ 7 / b € A (4 /
wowdve Kairor Tépas Néyews, el of pév Ta Vmodip-
pata épyalouevo, Ta wakawd xal Ta ipdria éfa-
4 3 /. ~ ’ > e 4
xovuevor ovk dv Svvaivro Nabeiv Tpidrovd fuépas E
/ b} / 2 \ ¢ V4 4

15 poxOnporepa amodidovres ) mapéhaBov Ta ipdtid
Te xail Vmodjpuara, AN’ €l Towairra mololey, Tayd
&v 76 Mpg amobdvotey, llpwraryopas 8¢ dpa SAny
Ty ‘EM\dda é\dvlavev Siadpleipwv Tods auryryi-
yvopévovs xal poxbnporépovs dmoméumev ) wap-

4 A V4 ¥ L3 \

» endpPavev mwhéov 1) Terrapdxovra ETn: oluas yap
abrov amolBavely éyyvs ral éBSourirxovra éTr ryeyo- \
voTa, TetTapixovra 8¢ év Ty Téxvy dvrac Kal
& amavre TR Ypove ToUTe &Ti els THY Huépav P
Tavryvi  ebdoxiudy o0déy mémwavrars kal od :

s povov Hpwraydpas, dAAd kal d&N\ov mwdu- 93
wohNot, ol pév mpoTepov ryeyovoTes éxeivov,
of 8 «kal viv ér. Svres. moTepov &) odw .

~ \ \ \ 4 ’8’ k] A} i
Pduey kata TO¥ Gov Noyov eldotas adrods
étamardv xai AwPBaclar Tovs véovs, 9 Aeny- T
» Oévac kai éavrols; kal olrw paivesOas dfiw-
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4 a ¥ ’ 4
gwpev ToUTovs, ods éviol Pacge codpwTdTovs
avlpedmev evas ;

XXX. AN. IToa\o? e déovar paiveoOas, &
Sdrpates, AANA TOANY paANov of TovTois SiddvTes
dpyvpiov Tdv véwv: TovTwv & &t pallov of

B ToUTots émiTpémovTes, of mpogijxovTes: ToND B¢
4 4 (4 4 I~ > \ 3
pdAioTa TEVTOY al ToNes, édoar avTovs eloac-
~ \ 3 b] / /
wveiglar kal otk éfehalvovoas, elte Tis Eévos
émuyelpet ToLobTOY TL Touely €lTe doTos.

20. Horepor &, & "Avvre, 70iknké Tis ae :
TOv oodiaTdy, 1) T( odrws alrols yakewods
€ ; 10

AN. O08¢ pa Ala Eywrye guyyéyova madmoTe
aldTdv ovdevi, o0d &v AANov édoawus TEV éudv
ovdéva.

U ~ ~ !

20. "Amepos dp’ €l wavrdmwace Tév avdpédv ; |

¢ AN. Kai €lgp e. 15

20. Iés odv dv, & Odasudwe, eldeins mepl
ToUTOV TOD Tpdyparos, eire Tv ayabov Eyer <év>
éavte elte Ppradpov, ob wavrdmwacw dmepos elns;

AN. ‘Padiws+ ToilTovs oy olda of elow,

b ~
elT odv dmeipos adTOY elpl elTe ). 20

30. Mdvris € lows, & *Avvre: émel s e
d\\os oloba TobTwv wép, éE Gv alTos Aéyess
Oavpdloy’ dv. dAAd yap ob TovTous éliTovuey

2. ) _7 td / ) ’

Tives eloiv, map’ ods &v Mévey adukopevos poy-
D Onpos «évortor obTor pév ydp, e oV Boler, s
» [ / ) \ ? b} e
éotov of copioTais aANG 81 éxeivovs elmeé nuiv,
kal TOv maTpucov TOvde éTaipov edepryérnoov,
Ppdoas adTd, mapa Tivas dpukopevos év TogaiTy

w
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moNer TV apery fiy vuwdy) éye iAoy yévoir’
10 4v &Eios Noryou.

AN. Ti 8¢ adrd ob oV éppacas ;

20. AN obs pév éyd duny Sidagkdhovs
TovTwy elvar, elmov, A& Tuyydve 00déy Méywy,
s ob dys* xal lows T Néyers. dANd oV &) évE
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COMMENTARY

Chapters I, II (70 A~71D). MEeNo. Can Virtue be taught?
SoCRATES. I do not even know what Virtue s, much less
whether it can be taught. What 13 more, I never met any
one who did know what Virtue is. MENo. Have you never
met Gorgias? SOCRATES. Yes, but I do not clearly re-
member what ke said. Try and tell me yourself.

The first division of the dialogue extends to the end of
chap. xiii. (80 D). The speakers are Meno and Socrates. Meno
la)z?mpts to frame a definition of Virtue, and confesses himself

ten.

1. &pa 8.8akTdv 4) &perdy : for the philosophical import of this 70 A

question see Introd. § 11. It had already been made the
main subject of the dialogue Protagoras, at the end of which
(361 o B) it appears that Socrates, in ar%:ﬁng that Virtue is
éxworiumn, has ‘l’wen implicitly arguing that Virtue may be
taught, though explicitly this is the position he has denied.
The converse paradox turns out to be the position of Protagoras.
He, as his profession demanded, asserted that Virtue was teach-
able ; but by denying that Virtue was Knowledge, he has
implicitly contradicted himself. In the Euthydemus (282 B 0)
the question occurs again, though here cogla is substituted for
dper). Socrates says el &mi ye, & Klewla, 4 copla didaxréy,
dAA& pd) dwd Tadropdrov wapaylyverar Tots dvfpdmos. Cleinias
eagerly accepts the former alternative ; Socrates applauds him,
saying e éwolyoas dwalN\dfas pe oxéfews woNNfs wepl TolTov
alrod, wérepov Sidaxrdv 9 ob didakTdv ) copla. . also Clitophon
407 B. (This dialogue, if genuine, as it probably is, must be
regarded as an introduction to the Republic, left for some
reason unfinished. As the Meno is also in a manner intro-
ductory to the Republic, correspondencies between the Clitophon
and the Meno are worth noting.) In Clit. l.c. we read réw &’
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Véwv dueleire, kal odre didackdhovs avrols elpickere Tijs Sikato-
alvys, elwep pabnrév: el 5¢ pekernrov Te kal doknrév, olrwes
ékacrihoovae kal éxpeNerfoovow lkavds. In the spurious dialogue
wepl dperfis (Teubner text vol. vi pp. 86-91), which consists of
little more than excerpts from the Meno, Socrates opens with
the question "Apa 8idaxrév ot §) dpersi; 9 ob didaxTéy, GANG
@voe ol dyabol ylyvovrar &vdpes, # &N\ Tl Tpbmrp; Xen.
Symp. ii 6 exhibits it as a theme of debate in a genteel assembly :
Kkal 0 wév mis avrdv elwe, Ilob odv eVpioes rotrov [sc. T7s
xaloxdyabias] dcddokalov ; 6 0€ Tis ©s ovd¢ didaxTdv TolTo ely,
Erepos 8¢ Tis s elrep T kal NNo kal Tobro padnrév. The problem
is referred to by Aristotle NE. 1 x (ix) 1 8fev xal dmwopeirac
worepby éore padnrdy [sc. 1) dpery] A 0ioTdv § ENNws wws doxnrdy,
#) xard Twa Oelav poipav 7 kal 8id TUxWw wapayiyverar It is
probable (especially from the use of the words doxyréy and
Oetav potpav) that there is here a definite reference to the Meno.
Cp. ibid. X ix 6 ylvecOar &’ dyafols olovrar ol pév pvoet, ol &’
&fet, ol 8¢ Gidaxph. TO pév olv Tis Ploews dhov s ovk €@’ MUy
vwapxet, dAA& Od Twos Oeias alrias 7ols os dAnlds evTuxéow
Uwdpxer: 6 08¢ Noyos kal % dibaxd uimwor’ ok év dwacw loxdy,
A& 8éy mpodicipyasfar Tols Efeae Ty Tol drpoarol Yuxiw wpds
78 ka\@ds xalpeww kal puoeiv. Antisthenes the Cynic, as a
follower of Socrates, ddaxriy dwedelkvve Tiw dperfy (Diog. L.
vi 10). On the other hand, Isocrates does not believe in any
Téxyn to make men virtuous; Anfidosis (15) 274, cp. in
Soph. (13) 21. ‘Quaestio tota antiquitate non desita est
disceptari’: Fr. Prol. p. 12 note 6, who refers to Diog. L.
11 121, 122 for tracts on the subject by Crito and Simo, pupils
of Socrates. Cp. the words quoted from the wéyas Aéyos of
Protagoras (Zeller pre-Socr. 11 471 note) ¢loews xal doxrfoews
ddackalia detrac.

2. dornrdy, ‘quod exercitatione comparatur’ Ast. The word
appears to ococur in this sense only here and in CZd. l.c., Arist.
NE. l.c. and Xenophon Mem. I i1 23 wdvra éuolye doxel T4 xald
xal Tdyada doknra elvac—the only places in which the word is
used by Plato, Xenophon, or Aristotle. The word is used by
other writers in physical senses related to physical meanings of
dokéw. doxéw ‘1 work up’ or ¢ elaborate’ may be used intransi-
tively (Plato Rep. 389 ¢ ete. ‘I go into training’), or with an
acc. of the result produced, or with one of the material worked
upon, or with both (Xen. Oyr. viIt vi 10 doxetv adrdv xal Tods
otv éavr$ T4 wohemnd). The sense of doxnrés in the passage
before us is related to doxéw with an acc. of the result produced.
The other sense quoted by L. & S., of persons (¢ practised in "),
is related to dmc?w with an acc. of the subject worked upon ;
but Plut. Lyc. 80. 2 dvdpds doknrob kal gogod is perhaps to be
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referred to doxyrfs rather than doxnrés. The wo
&oxnaispdaokyricés we find applied first to the pursuit
professian or art (specially gymnastics), next to the discijture
of some philosophical school, and lastly, in Christian theolo;

to Virtue. In Plato it is represented as conferring an inferior

to the ‘ascetic’ life. .
Practice is here distinguished from Knowledge as an avenue \ .

kind of Virtue : Phaedo 82 B dnuoriciy kal wmokiruchy dperip . .
é¢ &Bous Te kal peNérys yeyovviav dvev ¢ihocoglas Te Kal vob.
In Rep. 619 ¢ an evil fate awaits one who has trusted too much
to this, e dvev Puhocoplas dperijs perekngpbra. Socrates drew
no such sharp distinction ; and the Cynics when they spoke of
‘learning virtue’ ‘understood moral exercise rather than intel-
lectual research’ (Zeller Socr. p. 318). Cp. Xen. Mem. 1 ii
19-23 (referred to above), also the fragment of Critias (Bergk
F.L.G.4 11 p. 282) éx peherijs whelovs 9 pioews dyadol. Note that
the alternative doxnréy does not meet us again in this dialogue.

In doxyrés, used as it is here, the suffix -ros has the sense of
the Latin termination -bilis; ‘attainable’ rather than ‘at-
tained. A large number of Greek verbal adjectives in -ros have
this sense, e.g. in this dialogue didaxréy (often), uabfyrév, dva-
ponoréy (87 B), wapadoréy and wapalymwrév (98 B), woyrév and
&berov in Theegnis quoted 95 E, uehernréy and édworéy, in
Plato Clitophon and Aristotle NE. quoted above; further,
yvwoTév, voyrdy, alebyrév, xaraNymwréy (comprehensibile Cicero
Aec. 1 41); likewise xr9rév, Tpwrdv and many others (Kiihner
§ 332. 6). This sense arises simply from a tendenc}hfo ignore
the difference between the actual and the possible. is differ-
ence in the case of megative verbals amounts to very little, and
it is to negative adjectives that this use of the corresponding
Latin forms in -fus is mainly confined, e.g. wnvictus, immensus ;
but not entirely, e.g. conspectus (Forbiger ad Verg. Georg. 1 206).
Riddell takes a different view, § 88.

4. §§ &\\¢ T\ Tpéwe anticipates the result (Gelg wolpg)
actually arrived at (99 E).

5. @erralol : for the omission of the article see Phaedo 57 A
and Archer-Hind there: ‘the article is continually omitted
before national names by all Attic writers.’

7. &’ imrmky: Thessalian horses and horsemanship were B
a commonplace with writers from Homer downward, 7. 2. 202,
Hdt. viz 196. Plato Hipp. maj. 284 A 6 odv kdA\\or’ émord-
pevos brmuchy wapadidbvar &p’ odx &v év T Oerrallg Tis "EXAddos
pdhora TopupTo Kkal whelota xphuara NauBdvor; Laws 625 A,
Xen. Hell. 1v iii 9 (Fr.); also Athen. Vil 278 E Imoriféuevos
adrots kard Ty Hvllay {nretv



&vdpas 8’ ot wivovow Udwp xalfis 'Apefovons.

ékgsPolit. 264 c, Isocr. Antid, (15) 298. Alexander’s Bucephalas
me from Thessaly (Plut. Alex. 6). The coins of Thessalian

towns often show a horse ; see P. Gardner Types of Greek Coins,

plate vit figs. 3 and 40 (Larisa) ; fig. 6 (Pharsalus). .

wal mholre : Isocrates Antidosis (15) 155 says that when
Gorgias, who made more money than any other sophist, went
to Thessaly, the Thessalians were the wealthiest of the Greeks.
For their luxury and hospitality cp. Theopompus apud
Athenaeum x11 g) 527 A (he gives the palm for luxury to the |
Pharsalians). Again, Theopompus (apud Athenaeum vi 260 B) ,°
says that Philip of Macedon won over the Thessalians by boo:
companionship. Xen. Hell. vi i 3 says of Polydamas
Pharsalus #» 8¢ kal &N\ws ¢uhbtevés Te kal peyalowpewys
Oerrakikdy Tpéwor. Cp. on 74 A 30. ’

U
9. "Apwrriwwov: see Introd. § 4. ©Aristippus,

fautor, non confundendus ille cum Aristippo Cyrenaico
discipulo, dynastes erat Larisaeus ex gente Aleudaruw/
rei equestris studiosissimum fuisse testatur Athen. ¥
trworpodpdv Kal imoxdv Tév 'ANevaddv lrmikdrepos.

uattuor milia conducticiorum et sex mensum aer

edit ad coercendam popularium seditionem. Xen,
(Fr.). See also Xen. An. 11 vi 28, Besides A
Meno, another leader in the expedition of Cyrus -
of Gorgias, Proxenus the Boeotian, Xen. 4n. 11 vi 1v,

mohirai, ‘fellow-citizens.” 8o often with a genitive

ive pronoun; Prot. 339 E & Ipbdixe, ods mévror Zipa.
vldns mwoMrys, 815 0, Laws 629 A, 630 A etc. The word ouu-
woNirys is condemned, Rutherford New Phrynichus p. 255.
Latin usage is similar: éuds woXlrns, meus civis, ‘my fellow-
citizen’ ; éuds Puhérns, meus tribulis, ‘my fellow-tribesman’ ;
éuds dnubrns, meus popularis, ‘my fellow-demesman.’ Cf. below
71 B 2 cuumévoums Tols wohlrais.

10. Topylas: see on 76 C 22, 95 C 28. For Gorgias’ life in
Thessaly see Cicero Orator § 176, Quint. 111 i 8. He is said
to have lived to the age of 109.

11. lpacris éml codly, ¢ persons who run after him for his
wisdom.” Cp. Prot. 817 c: Protagoras appeared to boast &rc
épacral alroi dguyuévor eluev: Futhyd. 276 D ol épacral Tolw
dvdpolv: Phaedr. 257B. For the transference of amatory
phrases to spiritual aspirations see Dr. Thompson’s Phaedrus
App. I (especially ;ip. 152-8), and :I)p. III. This is most
characteristic of Plato; see especially Symp. 184 0 sqq.

4
oroié*. N
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Ol{mpiodorus in his life of Plato, near the end (Twbner text
vol. VI p. 194), says of Plato himself woA\ois épac?s avrod
xaraoricas. The contrast between épacras éxl coplg and ‘.ods
épagris is intentional. For éml cogig cp. Rep. 600 » (Protagorl.
and Prodicus) éwl radry 19 ocopig ofrw opbdpa Pkobvrar dore
- pbvov olk éxl Tals kepakals wepipépovaw avrods ol éralpor, Hipp.
maj. 300 D drdpl wheloror dpyipiov elpyacuévy Tdv viv éwl goplg,
also 2810; Symp. 206 C; Theaet. 161c; Hipp. min. 372B;
Xen. Mem. 1v ii 1, 8 ; Isocr. 13, 2; 15. 111 ete.

*AlevaB@v : these were the oligarchic caste at Larisa.
Similar power was wielded by the Scopadae at Crannon, Hdt.
v1 127 (Holm History of Greece (E.T.) 1 p. 224). The vacillat-
ing policy of the Thessalians is to be accounted for to a great
extent by hostility between thecommon Eeo le and the dvvaoreiat.
Hdt. vir 172, Thue. 1v 78. See Whibley Greek Oligarchies
p- 117 note 3.

14. xal peyakomwpemds dmwokplvesdas : this was the
profession Gorgias made himself ; Qorg. 447 E Elré pot, & Topyla,
&\07 Aéyet KaA\ikhijs 80e, 8¢ drayyéNhew dmoxplvesfar 8 1o &y
7ls oe épwrg; TOP. 'ANnb7, & Xaipepdv: xal yip viv 8 abrd
éxnyyeN\buny, xal Néyw 8ri obdels ué ww Hpdryxe xawdv ovdev
woM& érdw. His pupil Polus is not less confident, ib.
462A. Cp. Cic. fin. 11 § 1, de orat. 1 § 108, Quint. 11 21, 21,
x11 11, 21 (Gedike).

18. v adrdy dpordy: infinitives like épwrav—epexe- ¢
getical, supplementary, prolate, or whatever else they may be-
called—illustrate the dative origin of the Greek infinitive. ‘I
give myself up for questioning.” The dative is one of purpose
or ‘ work contemplated.” See Qorg. 456 B oyl é0éNovra ) Teuciv
# xaboas wapacxely 7§ larpy, 475D (see Dr. Thompson’s note),
480 ¢, Prot. 3484 (in all which places wapéyew is intransi-
tive), Phaedr. 228 E éuavréy oot éupeNerdv wapéyew ob wdwy
3édoxras, and especially Apol. 33 B, where Socrates is contrast-
ing his procedure with that of Gorgias, duolws xal whovely Kal
wérme wapéxw éuavrdy épwriv. Also Xen. Mem. 1ii 54, Anab.
vi vi 18. Cp. Gorg. 497 B (Ywboxes). [Riddell § 230 brin
these instances under ¢ Binary Structure,’ certain idioms whic|
‘are the matical result of expressing in two parts a con-
ception which exists in the speaker’s mind as one’ (ib. § 204).
Baut the infinitive hardly amounts to a separate clause. ]

For the dative origin of the infinitive see Goodwin Moods
and Tenses § 742. 'The grammarians (Kiihner § 478. 7, Jelf
§ 669. 2, Goodwin M7. § 770, F. E. Thompson § 146, Hadley
§ 951, Kriiger 56. 8, 20, 21) distinguish instances where the
infinitive appears as a mecessary completion of the sense of a
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verb (e..g’..’v Fverb of command) from the looser use with verbs

and ad’ footives, as here, where the infinitive appears to add

f"""lﬁhing extra to the sense. But the two classes are separated
no firm line.

The active (or middle) infinitive after wapéxw and the like is
by far commoner than the passive. Cp. Phaedo 102D 7of uév
T peyéle dmwepéxeww Ty cukpbryra Vméxwy, T 8¢ 1O péyedos
Tis omxpbryros mapéxwv vmwepéxov, where Madvig translates
Umepéxew ‘superandam,’ Uwepéyov ‘superantem.’ So in Latin
tradit diffundere ventis ; and we say ‘a sight to remember,” ‘a
house to let.” Logically the passive infinitive would be equally

ible. Whether the active or passive view be taken will
epend on the presence or absence in the context of a prominent
noun that may be taken as a subject to the notion of the
infinitive. If there is such a noun, the active construction is
Ereferred in Greek. Such a noun is often provided, as here,
y & dependent dative. Gorgias lends himself 7¢ Sovhouéry for
hvm to ask. In the exceptional place Charm. 157 B és &» uh
T Yuxhr wapdoxy T émredy Vmd ood Oepamevbijvar, the dative
émpdy is not a person and cannot well be conceived as a subject ;
hence the passive construction is preferred. 8o Kiihner, who
also (§ 473. Anm. 4), quotes Isocr, 12. 156 woujoouar Thy dpxiw
70 NexOnoouévwy dkoboar pdv lows Twoly dnéf, pnbjvac &
obx Godugopov, where the passive pnfijvac can be seen to be
necessary, the active being impossible unless a subject were
expressed with it.

17. 7§ Bovhopéve : see on 90D 21.
18. oldel 8rp olk: this is a case of inverse atéraction.

Ha.dl;y § 1003, Riddell § 199. See 71 A 28, 74D 32; also on
96C 7.

TLA  20. owep, ‘as it were.” This use of dowep, standing out

of construction, is common in Plato: 87 A 26, Phaedr. 260 &
Oowep ydp dxodew doxkd Twdv wposibrrwy Noywy, 270 D, Phaedo
77¢, 88D, Crat. 384c etc. (see Ast); also in Aristophanes:
Clouds 1276 rdv éyxépadov Gomep oeceichal por Soxels, Wasps
895, 713, Peace 234.

22. d yoiv, ‘I only know that if.’

25. dperiy yobv: dperiv is not strictly object to eldévar, but
is put by ‘prolepsis’ (Hadley §878) or ‘ant'i‘ptosis’ (F.E.Thompson
§ 330) for dper+) as subject to &cdaxréyr. This idiom, perpetually
occurring in Greek, and frequent in this dialogue g.,g. 71B 6
doris Mévwya uh yeyvdoker 8amis éoriv), is brought by Riddell
§ 226 under the general head of ‘ Binary Structure.’

26. Togodrov 8éw : see App. on the text.
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27. dre p) SiBaxrdy : see on 86D 12.

28. 8 7 wor’ dorl . . &perf): ie. the real essence or nature
of Virtue. This dianlogue, the main purpose of which is not
metaphysical but ethical, leaves the question open how Plato
here regards the ‘essence’ of Virtue, whether as a mere logical
concept, or as having a substantial separate existence. In
other words, the Meno contains nothing explicitly showing that
when it was written the theory of Ideas (of the Phaedrus
and Republic) was full-blown in Plato’s mind. But there is
nothing to indicate that it was not, and the theory of Ideas
is really implicitly involved in the theory of dvdurnois. See
on 81D 12

CHAPTER II

2. ovpmévopar occurs nowhere else. Where oty is com- B
pounded with an intransitive verb, the preposition naturally
qualifies the subject; e.g. the present phrase = éyd odw Tois
wohlrass mévopar. But where ovv is compounded with a transi-
tive verb, the preposition generally affects the object, such con-
structions as ouvefaipel avrois SeAhaclav (Xen. Hell. vir iv 12)
being less common. Cp. 80 D 40. See Jowett on Thuc. viix
46 (cvyxaradovhoiv) and Jebb on Soph. Ajax 229 and 361.

3. &Bds mepl &perfis, ‘eadem structura verbi eldévac 85 C 10,
92C (add 80 D 87), érloracfa: 85D 18° (Fr.). Cp.72A14, B22.
See on 90 B 47.

4. 8 8 pillowa 7 lorw, mwas dv dmwoldy yé Tl <loTiv>
d8elnv; We have here a very pronounced distinction between
the essential and non-essential attributes of a thing., The
‘Definition’ or Aéyos of a class-name, as presented in this
dialogue, is no longer the definition obtained by a simple com-
parison of a number of particulars. It is one which consists
in referring a class to a higher genus and then marking the
specific difference (definitio per genus et differentiam). The
attributes forming the Essence or Species of a thing may thus
be divided into those contained in the Genus and those con-
tained in the Difference. The doctrine of the Predicables, as de-
veloped by the school of Aristotle, recognised besides ¢ Essential ’
attributes others that were classed either as Property (Proprium)
or as Accident. The distinction generally drawn between these
was that a Property was deducible from the essential attributes,
an Accident not so. In the present instance éwoiby 7 repre-
sents Property rather than Accident ; for the attribute dcdaxrér
turns out to be one deducible from the Essence of Virtue. See,
for the Predicables, Jevons’s Elementary Lessons in Logic pp.
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98 foll., Bain’s Zogic 1 73. See also Mill’s Logic bk. I ch. vi
8§ 1, 2 with ch. vii §§ 2, 8, 5, 6, 7 and 8, for a criticism of
the doctrine : where it is shown that in the more elastic view
which modern Logic takes of the General Notion, the distinction
between essential and non-essential attributes tends-to disappear.

The phraseology =t and éwotér 7 to express the distinction
between Essence and non-essential attribute is repeated at
86E 17, 87B 2. See Zeller Plato g 200 note 79. It appears
in the Qorgias 448 E. Polus has been asked what the art of
Gorgias 3. He replies by a eulogy of it. Socrates says he
has not answered the question.

IIQA. T &4, & Sdxpares;

ZQ. "Or, & IIdNe, épouévov Xaipepdvros Tivos Topylas éme-
orhpwy Téxys, éykwpdes pdv avrob Tiw Tény domwep Twds
yYéyorros, fris 8é éorwv olx awexplvew.

IIQA. 00 ~ap dwexpwduny 8ri ely 9 xkaXNory ;

ZQ. Kal pdha: &N\’ obdels fpdra mwola Tis elp % Topylov
7éxyn, dAN& 7is (cp. 462 ¢ foll. where the question is answered).

See also Philebus 37 c ‘Opinion (36fe), besides being
Opinion per se, may be further qualified as true or false xal
éyéver’ ol pbvov 8bka GAN& kal woud Tis éxarépa. We must
further consider’ says Socrates ‘whether, while Opinion is
subject to qualification, Pleasure and Pain are not’ (el xal 7d
puév [sc. dbfai] éore wol’ &rra, Hdorh 8¢ kal Nown uévov dwep
éori, wolw Teve 8 ob ylyvesfor), Socrates proceeds dAN’ oddéw
TolTé ye xahewdy ldetv 87 kal wolw Twe. wdhar ydp elwouer
87 peydhas Te kal ouckpal xTé.

Something similar may be seen in Symp. 201D foll. ‘I must
explain’ says Socrates ‘‘7is éorww 6 “Epws, xal woibs 7is, &reira
784 &pya abrod.” The three points are dealt with successively :
(1) 202 & foll. "Epws is & daluwy, the son of Ilevia and IIépos ;
(2) 208 c foll. he is poor, and not tender or beautiful, as people
think ; (3) 208 B foll. his &yov is described,

But the bermino}:ﬁ is not fixed or technical, wolos, or woids,
often implies an ed attribute, whereby a smaller class is
carved out of a larger. In this sense it will correspond with
Difference (in the language of the Predicables). Thus Gorg.
453 c, 454 A, 463 ¢ owotov udpiov, Euthyphro 12D wolov uépos,
Laches 194D E. See especially Rep. 438 B—E ‘If A be relative
to B, then A qualified by some differentia will be relative to
B qualified by a corresponding differentia (ca v’ éorl Towaira
ola elval Tou, T uév woud drra wowd Twhs dorw ki), If
knowledge is related to an object, a icular kind of know-
ledge will be related to a particular kind of object (éwiorhun
pév abr) pabhuaros adrob émwriun éorly, émoriun 8¢ Tis kal

woud Tis wowod Twwds kal Twbs).” So Charmides 159 A 8 7 éorer

e ——— e -
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kal dwoldr 7v 3 cwepposvry, though we cannot be sure here that
a formal definition per Genus et Differentiam is expected. Cp.
87 B 4 el wolby i éore TGV wepl THY Yuxw BvTwy dperr), and (more
loosely) Euthyphro 5¢ woiov 7¢ 76 eboefés ¢ris elvar. So
Aristotle NE. 11 vi 1 § 7i pév odv éarl T yéve 1) dperii, elpyrac:
det 8¢ uN pévov olirws elwetv, e Eks, dANG xal wola Tis: Rhet.
1ii 7 76 8¢ ExaoTéy éoTwv TV wabBlw xal wotow i, etc. [At Theaet.
152 p the difference of 7¢ and émwawovolv 7¢ seems to be that
between a Concrete term and a Quality.] <

A word is needed on the curious antithesis 8» and w06y 7 in
+Ep. vii 342 and 343 B. For an account of the passage see
Grote (I pp. 224-5), who believes in the genuineness of the
letter, and Karsten (de Platonis quae feruntur epistolis pp. 182
foll. and 197) who does not. The antithesis here, as Grote
says, is between the quid or Essence (of the class) which we
are searching for, and the quale or Accidents (seemingly of the
particulars) which we are not searching for : dvoiv 8vrow, Toi Te
8vros xal To0 mwoiol Tiwés, o 7O wody Ti, Td 8¢ Tl {MTovans eldévar
Tis Yuxfis kré. [An attack on the genuineness of the seventh
epistle should be now superfluous. See C. R. X1V, especially
p. 337 b foll. It is hard to believe Plato to have been guilty of
the sentence from which the above words are quoted, with its
horrible accumulation of participles, almost defying disentangle-
ment of subject and object. Many will find additional evidence
of spuriousness in the fact that a document professing to be
written late in Plato’s life recognizes Ideas not merely of xix\os
but wepl sduaros &wavros okevaorol Te Kal kard Plow yeyovéros
wupds §darés Te kal TV TorobTwy wdvTwy (342 D). See on 72 B 21.]

The distinction between Essence and Non-essential is other-
wise expressed in the Euthyphro, 11 A namely by the antithesis
ovgin and wdfos (see J. Adam’s Introduction p. xx, and below
on 72B 22). In Hipp. maj. 300 E foll. we have the pairs
elvar and werovfévar, odola and wdfos, though the ground of
the antithesis is not dwelt on. In Plato we see philosophic
terminology in the making, but the process of crystallization is
not complete.

For the thought cp. 86 D. That Metaphysic, a knowledge
of Being, should come before Practice and lie at the root of it,
is the text on which is based much of the Republic. See also
Laches 190 A B el ydp mwov pund’ dperiw eideluev 76 mwapdwav § ¢
wore Tvyxdver v, Tiv' &v Tpémov TovTov ovuBovdor yevoiueOa
drpoiy, drws &v alrd kdA\wora kTHoaiTo;

6. 8oris Mévava py yiwyvdoke 8oris &orlv: the differ-
ence in the mode of existence of the individual Meno
on the one hand and the class Virtue on the other is not
here for Plato’s purpose important. There are many passages

F
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by the definition (or identification) of an individual, such as
is afforded by a postal address or legal description. In the
Theaetetus 208 o ?:11., where Aéyos is treated as a knowledge
of differences (onuelov @ 7év dwdvrwv Siapéper 70 épwrnbév),
the two examples taken for illustration are both individuals,
namely the Sun, which is defined as hauwpbraror 7év xard vow
ovpavdv lbvrwy mepl vfy, and next Theaetetus himself, 209 A—c.
In Symp. 201 D the first question raised and answered about
“Epws is tis éori; In Gorg. 453 c we have a question about
the definition of an individual which in its form recalls some
of the questions about class-definition in this dialogue (72 B 22)
domwep Ay el érvyxavby oe bpwrdy Tis éoTe TOY (wypdepwy Zedéus,
el po elwes 8re 6 T& {Pa ypdpwy, dp’ ovk &y dixalws ae Npduny 6
T8 wola TdV {Ywv ypddwr ; Again compare Phaedo 102 ¢ TovTe
7@ Zwuplay elvar with 7§ uelirras elva: at 72B 26. Cp. on 97 A
13. See Whately’s Logic 11. v. § 6. For 8oris &oriwv'see on 92 C18.

8. elre xal yevvaios . . elte xal Tavavria: xal accentuates
the word that follows it, in the general sense ‘even.” Riddell
Digest § 132. It is here put with yevvaios as that marks the
climax of the three alternatives enumerated. It is put with
Tévavria as that marks the more emphatic alternative ; more
emphatic because more surprising. Cp. T%m. 21 B etre 5% doxoiv-
alrg Tére elre sal xdpw Twa ¢ Kpirlg ¢pépwv.  Ast, under etre,
supplies other instances, For xal emphasizing one member of
a contrast see Clit. 406 A T& uév y&p Eywye ovk émgvowy oe, T& 58
xal érjvow, 410 E 78 udv érawd oe, Td 0¢ ¢ kal Yéyw. Crat.
440 D lows udv olirws ¥xer, lows 6¢ xal (‘after all’) of. See notes
on C 12 xal olkade, also on D 26 éredh xal &weorww: T6A 11,
79D 35, and 84D 32. Kiihner § 541. Anm. 2. .

C  10. &XXd oV ol8’ olofa . . &ANQ Tadra dma pev 5
the uses of d\\d in the two instances will be felt to be different.
Sentences of similar form, but not interrogative, occur 76 E 47
AN’ ovx ErTw, GAN’ ékelvy, BeXtiwv, Euthyphro 3¢ &N\’ oddéy
abrdv xph ppovrifew, 4NN’ dubdoe lévar, Theaet. 146 B AN’ Gowep
fiptw i) dpleso Oearrirov, 4NN’ épra. Cp. T4 D 30 dANG w7 mot
oirws, d\\& xré. The first and second uses in each of these
places are respectively typical of two uses of dAAd, namely :

() To effect a transition to a fresh subject, often with a
special appeal to the person addressed. This use occurs in state-
ments, commands (Symp. 199 ¢ 4\A\& maplnue, AN’ épdra), and
questions (as here). In this use the matter with which d\\d
is contrasted, is not definitely expressed.

(B) To introduce the second half of a statement which supple-
ments the first half by either affirming something opposed to

in Plato in which he illustrates the definition of a class ‘
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what has been denied, or denying something o]ilposed to what
has been affirmed. Here the matter with which dA\d is con- ,
trasted is definitely expressed. Thus we have—

(1) od Ocalryrés éorew, dAN& Oebdwpos.
(2) Ocbdwpds éorev, dAN’ ob Oealryros.

In these cases the real antithesis between the two halves of
the sentence is slight. Where the sentence consists of a state- v
ment followed by the denial of its opposite, the antithesis sinks
to nil; and even where this is not so clear, the first half is
very little ‘limited’ by the second: we have rather the same
fact viewed in two different aspects. In (1) we should either
translate dA\d ‘but’; or we should leave it untranslated : ‘it
is not Theaetetus, it is Theodorus.” In (2) we should translate
@A\’ o0 ‘and not’ rather than ‘but not’; or again we might leave
dA\\d untranslated. In sentences of this form &AM’ o0 may be
replaced by kal o0, o03é (in verse), and (for emphasis) the simple
ov (Soph. OC. 1368 aid’ &vdpes, ob ~ywwaikes, not uncommon in
orators, Dem. de Cor. (18) 89, Aristocr. (28) 25). Instances of
sentences of forms (1) and (2) occur- perpetually ; see the open-
ing of this dialogue, then 72C 83, 78B 46 (which in a
continuous sentence would be otk dxéAagror dyabdol &v yévowro,
aAA& cwpoves kal dlxaior), 8¢ D 35, 86 D 20 (which = ol 6:8d-
tavros dAN’ épwriigarrés Twos), 89 B 32, Rep. 354 A B ol uévrol
xal@s 7’ elorlapar: 80 éuavrdy dAN o) did ge* AN’ domep ol Nxvo

xTé,

[Where both clauses are affirmative, or both negative, the
adversative force is stronger. The first half has then a
concessive force, the latter a limiting. The former may be
strengthened with uév (Xen. Cyr. viI i 16 74 uév xab’ Huds
éuolye doxet kalds &xew, dAN& Ta wAdyia Avmel ue), the latter
with duws (Euthyphro 3 ¢ oddév 8 v ovk dAn0és elpyka, dAN’ Suws
@Oovoiow Huiv).]

But we have this ‘ complementary ’ ‘use (cp. Riddell § 249) of
d\\d not merely in statements, but also in commands (illus-
trated above) and in questions ; thus

(3) 8p" (0¥ Oealryrés éoTw, dANG Oebdwpos) ;
(4) &pa (Bebduwpbs éorv, AN’ ol Oealryros);

The brackets here show that the interrogative refers to the
sentence as a whole. In (3) ot does not go with &pa, which
would make the first part an affirmative question. The
whole is one neutral question. This is the form of the place
before us. It may be granted that the two halves of the
uestion here are not precise counterparts, but the transition is
ﬁight. 4A\d is ‘and.” ‘Do you really not know, Socrates,
and are we to carry this report of you even to Thessaly?’ Cp.
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78D 30, 79C 30, Phaedo 58 ¢ 9 odx elwy ol &pxovres wapeivas,
AAN’ Epnuos éreevra pirwy ; Symp. 205 B etc.

(4) may be illustrated by Rep. 344 E 9 aguwxpdv oler émixeipely
wpaypa deoplfeadar, AN’ ob Blov diaywryiy; Rep. 366 B is unxavi
(rov Toolror) dikatooctrny Tiudv é0éNew, AANG ui) yeNdv éwawvov-
pévns dxovovra ; Here too édANd is ‘and’ rather than ‘but.’

See Kiihner § 535. 2, 8.

[The use of & for dAAd in such constructions is character-
istic of the Zaws (Riddell § 161 A). Cp. t Ep. vii 343 B quoted
on 71B 4.]

12. xal olkaBe drayywpev, ‘do you wish this repute of
you to be carried even to Thessaly ’—where it would of course
spoil Socrates’ reputation and chance of success. The verb is
treated as one of motion, hence ofkade. Hesiod has (O. et D.
611) wdvras dwédpemwe olkade Bbérpus.

The confusion between expressions of rest and motion is
very easy; cp. our ¢where’ for ‘whither,” and (conversely)
wot ‘ whither!” originally locative. Phaedo 57 A ®\aslwr ovdels
eémixwpidfer Ta viv "AG%jvae.

The plural is used because Meno is speaking for himself and
his party.

13. pY) pévov ye . . &ANG: from the use of dANd following a
negative clause to which it gives the affirmative counterpart
(see note on line 10) arise a number of phrases in which the
preceding negative clause is ellig';‘ical (Riddell § 158) :

(a) odx 4A\Nd 85 C 3, 88 A 9, Prot. 343 v, Rep. 475 &, Euthyd.
277 B, Soph. 263D, Phaedr. 236D ZQ. undauds Tolvuv elwys.
®AL obx, 4NN& kal 8 Aéyw, etc., Dem. Phil. 1§ 27. uh dANd
76 B 13, i pow obrws, dAAd 74 D 30, ovdauds, dAAG, Rep. 475 E,
§Thcaet. 201 B, etc. ; undauds dANd Gorg. 497 B, etc. Riddell

250. '

(B) ob ydp d\Nd Puthyd. 286 c, 305k, Aristoph. Frogs 58,
498, Eur. Bacch. 785. Riddell § 156.

() obx 8rc . . AN Xen. Mem. 11 ix 8. Perhaps never in
Plato: at Symp. 179 B the reading is doubtful. uh #rc .. d\Nd
often in Plato, Apol. 40 D uh §r ldudrrmy Twa GANL TOV péyar
Baciéa: Ep. vii 320E. Riddell § 154.

(8) oby 'mws . . dAAd 96 A 22 etc. uh Swws . . dAAd Xen.
Cyr. 1iii 10. Riddell § 152.

(€) od wévor ye dANd Phaedo 107 B. uh ubvov ~ye dANd (that
is, uh) ralra pbévor dwdyyeNNe d&ANd) here, Euthyphro 6 c.
Riddell §§ 151, 157.

(3) ob whw 4NN Gorg. 449 c ete.

(n) ob pévro. dANd 86 C 4, Phaedo 62 B (twice), Symp. 173 B.
Riddell § 155.
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(6) wh T wdoas ras Hdovds, dA\Nd Hipp. maj. 297 E. (el wh
7¢, GA\\d 86 E 18 is different.)

(1) ov (uh, ovdév, undév) dAN #, 76 B 13, 84D 32. Riddell
§ 148. i

(x) odww v’ * dANd Phaedr. 260 B.

14. s dpol 8okd: the personal use of Joxelv is far more
common in Plato than the impersonal. dpol. 36 A Mé\prov
v odv, ds éuol doxd, xal viv dwomépevya. So the 2nd person
&s yé pou doxets 80 A 6. See Sidgwick on  Personalisation,’ Class.
Rev. 111 148, Hadley § 944, F. E. T. p. 159.

15. Topylg olk &vérvxes: Gorgias first visited Athens in
427 B.C. at the head of an embassy sent from his town Leontini
in Sicily to ask aid against Syracuse. In the dialogue Gorgi
there are passages (as the beginning, where Gorgias is clearly a
new attraction, and 503 ¢ IlepikNéa Tovrorl Tov veworl Terehevrn-
xéra) which look as if Plato méant to refer the dramatic date of
the dialogue to Gorgias’ visit of 427 B.c. Some later historical
allusions suggest that Plato may have intended a later dramatic
date, perhaps a subsequent visit of Gorgias. Anachronisms are,
however,. a feature very natural in fictitious dialogue, where
the author is constantly tempted to introduce relevant matter
within his own knowledge (see on 90 A 40). At any rate the
dramatic date of the Gorgias is earlier than that of the Meno.
It is not necessary to suppose a reference here to the dialogue
Gorgias ; but I am strongly disposed to think there is one.
I have given reasons (Introd. §§ 18, 16) for believing that the
Gorgias was written before the Meno.

18. elra: as it were ‘after all this,” cum admiratione. T9A S, ‘
Apol. 28 B, and often. |

19. od wavv: this phrase means originally, as we should |
expect, ‘not altogether,” and is a weak negative. So Plato :
uses it perpetually, as here, ‘I have not the best of memories,” to
77D 41, 86 B 23, etc. Where it has the force of a sirong . -}
negative (as 73D 11, 98 B 3, etc.), this is due to ‘litotes,” the O
irony whereby the goint of some truth is increased by under- T
statement. English colloguialisms will sup})ly many parallels:

‘rather !’ (strong affirmation), ‘not muck’ (strong negative). .
Cp. Munro on Lucr. 111 361, Riddell § 189," Dr. Thompson o
on Gorg. 457 E ; also Apol. 19 A, Theaet. 150 C elui 8% olv adrds

o) wdvv Tt copds, Rep. 419 A pi) wdvv 71 eddaiuovas woelv. The v
point was cleared up by Cope, Translation of Plato’s Gorgias )
App. C.  The strongest instance of pathetic irony is Soph. 0. C. .

144, where Oedipus speaks of himself as od wdvv woipas evdac-
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povioaw wpdrys—the only instance of the phrase in tragedy. Cp.
ov op6dpa Phaedo 100 A.

ob wdvy elpl pvfipwy : in these words, and the similar passage
Prot. 334 ¢ D & lpwraydpa, éyd Tvyxdvw émiNfopwy Tis &v &vlpw-
wos k7é., Plato has no doubt preserved a trick of the historic
Socrates for inveigling his interlocutor into the wiles of his
elenchus. It is all the more noticeable because the Greeks
attached t importance to a good memory, as was natural
with people who dl;o nded so little on writing. Plato himself
makes it an essential requisite for the philosopher, Rep. 486 ¢ D,
Gorg. 466A. At 88 A 17 wwjun stands in the list of the
virtues. In Aristoph. Clouds 482 foll. Strepsiades’ memory is
tested, and in 629 he is taunted as ém\jouwv. The ¢short
memory’ of the Spartans (Hdt. 11 46) had, like that of
Socrates, its diplomatic object.

D  26. iévov ptv Tolvuy idpev, redy) kal &weoriv: the absent
authority and the speechless book are on the same level of use-
lessness for the purpose of debate. Cp. Phaedrus 274 B-276 B
(Grote 11 239 and 256 foll.). In the same way consecutive
oratory is unsatisfactory ; Prot. 329 Ao (if you ask a point of
Pericles or any orator he will make you a speech) el d¢ émavé-
pord Twvd T, dowep PBiPhia obdév Exovar obre dmwoxpivachar obre
abrol épégfas, ib. 347 E (rational beings need not resort to
citations from poets for topics of conversation) ofs otire drepéofac
olov 7’ éoriv wepl dv Néyovow, émarybuevoi Te adrods ol woAol év
Tols Noyois ol wév Tabra gacly Tév womTiv voely ol & Erepa.
Add Hipp. min. 865D, quoted below. Plato’s disparagement
of writing, which diminished with advancing years, was grossly
exaggerated by the writers of the second and seventh epistles
(812D foll., 341 B foll.), who for their own purposes tried to
make out that the true Platonic teaching was an esoteric
mystery only communicated orally. Grote, who accepts the
epistles as genuine, overstates Plato’s position (1 pp. 221 foll.) ;
for a juster view see Zeller p. 89 note ; see also on 77 B 12.

bredy xal &weorwv, ‘since, after all, he is not here’; see
on 71B 8. Cp. the similar passage Hipp. min. 365D Tov uév
“Ounpov Toivur édowuer émedn kal &d0varov éwavepéobac Ti wore
vody Tabra émwoincev.

27. o 8 adrds . . 7{ ¢rfs: Riddell § 309 ‘Interrogation
emerging late in the sentence. By this arrangement, so
common in Plato, the sentence generaﬁy gains animation, and
its emphatic part is distinctly indicated.” Cp. 78C 19, 88D 8.

28. elwov: the 2nd sing. st aor. imperat. elwov (so accen-
tuated, not elwréy, see Buttmann, Excursus I) is rare in good
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Attic, never occurring in traged{. In the two instances in .
which it occurs in Attic prose, here and Xen. Mem. 111 vi 3

wpds Oedw, Epm, uh Tolvuw dmwoxpiyy, AN elwov Hulv, it is
used in a solemn adjuration, probably for its heavier sound.
See App. on the text.

xal pi) : it is a strong note of Platonic dialectic,
borrowed from Socrates, that a man’s intellectual powers ought
to be freely at the service of his fellows for the discovery of
truth. All vulgar ¢évos is out of place among philosophers, v
as it is in the circle of the gods (Phaedr. 247 A, Tim. 29 E). .
The writer of the seventh epistle takes up the note, 344 B
&vev Pphovwr épwriceat kal droxpigest xpwpévwy. See on 91B 14. .

29. Yebopa: a rare word, nowhere else in Plato.

& : the middle and passive tenses of this verb
afford a curious study in the Greek voices. yetdouar (the '
moral connotation of which is much feebler than the English
‘lie,” see e.g. Rep. 338 B) means either (middle?) ‘I speak
wrongly,” ‘I utter a lie,” or (passive?) ‘I am wrong.” In the
former case it is opposed to dAnfetew (Hipp. min. 366 E foll.,
Euthyd. 284 A, Crat. 431B). In the latter it is opposed to
TéAnlés dotdfcww (Theaet. 194 c). Sometimes the ‘middle’ is
used transitively, Xen. Hell. 111 i 25 yevderal oe odros. Perhaps '
there is no instance in Plato of the present middle used
transitively ; but we have the aor. in Laws 921 A Ty Twuiw
70 Epywr dpeérw &v 8y Tdv éxdbvra Yedoqrar ‘of which he.
has cheated the person who gave the contract.” Cp. Rep. 3318
76 undé &xorrd Twa éfawarijoac 9 Yyevoaobar, where Twa is object.
On the other hand it seems difficult to find the present
Yebdouar in any author as a distinct passive with an expressed
agent (Yevdouar Vrd Twvos).

The meanings of &Jevouar exactly follow the meanings of
yevdouar—namely, ‘I have uttered a lie’ (middle), ‘I harbour
a lie or error’ = duabss elu (passive). But it would be hard
to find an instance either of &pevouas transitive, or on the other
hand of &pevouar distinctly passive with agent expressed. It
is not clear here whether the meaning is ‘ﬁave made a wrong
statement’ or ‘have been deceived.” Such was the temper of
the Greek mind, or such the freakish development of the Greek
verb, that they expressed by the same form ‘I am under a
delusion’ and ‘I deceive (perhaps wilfully) another.’” And so
we get the extraordinary juggle in Rep. 11 382 A~C, where it is
argued that gods cannot d]ecenve, because to deceive must imply
the harbouring of error: 1§ yuxj yetdesfai Te xal éyedofac
xal duadfi elvar wdvres fikiora dv défawvro: cp. ibid. 535 E.

dv davyis ob piv dBas . . &yd 8 dpnrds, ¢if it turns out
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that you and Gorgias know, though I said etc.’ (parataxis).
Kiihner § 518. 6 draws a distinction between °natural’ and
‘artificial” or ‘rhetorical’ parataxis. The former is the
primitive simplicity of language, before the mechanism of
the subordinate clause has developed ; the latter is a conscious
retention or revival of the primitive form for special effect.
He admits that no firm line can be drawn between the two
classes. Cases like the present he would consider ‘artificial’
(§ 518. 9). Cp. Dem. de Cor. (18) 160 airxpbr éorw €l éyo uéw
Tols mwovous, Uuels 8¢ undé Tods Nbéyous avTdv dvéfeole.

Chapters III, IV (71 D-78C). MENo. There are all kinds of
Virtue, suitable to different persons and circumstances.
SOCRATES. But there must be something in common that
makes all these actions Virtue. I want to get at that.
MENo. I do not see that Virtue is in all cases one and
the same—as, for instance, Health is. SOCRATES. Bui
it 18 by possession of the same qualities that persons exhibit
Virtue in all cases. MENo. Yes.

1. &\\’ o0 xalewdv: Meno at first naturally does not
realise the difficulty of the task, and speaks with the con-
fidence of ignorance: so presently oix dwopla elweiv, where the
word dmopla is ominous. Meno’s first answer shows that as yet
- he does not grasp the notion of logical definition at all. His
later attempts are more or less definitions in form, though
faulty. For the present, instead of giving the contents of the
notion, he gives an enumeration of instances. His answer
refers to the extension of the term rather than its intension.

In many of Plato’s dialogues where a definition is proposed,
the first stage is devoted to exemplifying and clearing up this
difficulty (Fr. Introd. p. 21 note 6’),

(1) Hipp. maj. 286E What is Beauty?! (70 xaldv).
Hippias, quite as confident as Meno in his mastery of
the subject, gives in succession three answers, each of which
is shown to be a mere exemplification of Beauty, not a general
definition at all. Afterwards Socrates suggests (professedly at
second -hand) three definitions, which are so far definitions
that ‘they keep in the region of abstractions, and seek to
discover some more general concept, of which the Beautiful is
only a derivative or a modification’ (Grote 1 879). But they
eialc fail to satisfy the examination to which Socrates subjects
themn.

(2) Euthyphro 5 c What is Piety ! Euthyphro. To do as I
am now doing: to prosecute guilty people, even if the culprit
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is your father. Socrates (6 p). That is not an answer: other
things are holy too. Euthyphro’s next answer (70 Tois feols
rpoa;pd\és) is a definition in form, though unsatisfactory. Grote .
1 317, 8.
(8) Laches 191 D What is Courage? Laches. There is no
difficulty in telling you that. Whoever keeps his place in the
rank, repels the enemy, and does not run away, is a courageous
man (Grote 1 478). Socrates. ‘But sometimes he that fights .
and runs away—like the Scythian horseman—is courageous. '
Yours is no definition.” Socrates then gives a sample definition
of Swiftness. Laches then gives a de%lnition of Courage, ex-
pressed in general terms; but it turns out too large. Subse-
quently Nikias proposes a definition which, though on strictly
Socratic lines, still leaves some difficulties unsolved. See on
88 B 23.

(4) Lastly, in the Theaetetus, Socr. asks What is Know-
ledge ? (146 ¢). Theaetetus. Geometry and the other things that
Theodorus teaches ; and again, shoemaking and practical arts.

Socrates. yevvalws ye xal ¢hodwpws, & Pile, & airnbels woANd

didws Kal mwowiha dwrl dwhob. Socrates then gives a model

definition of Clay (y# typp ¢upabeica) 147 D, after which Theae-

tetus shows that he at any rate grasps what is meant by a class- "
notion. Grote 11 320.

This list of dialogues might be increased. The Ianf'uage in
the various passages deserves careful comparison. Plato laboured
hard to bring out the point, then a new one, for the elucidation
of which little apparatus of philosophic terms was yet provided.

2. & Bodher: this phrase (also el Soverar, el Bovheobe etc.)
is used in various elliptic constructions (Ullrich on 71D 23).
We may distinguish according as there is, or is not, an
expressed apodosis. In the first two sentences of Meno’s
speech we may fairly say there is an apodosis: el BovAec (ue
einetv) dvdpds dperiv, pddiov (elmelv) xkTé. €l 3¢ Bovher (ue elmeiv) .
yuraikds dperiy, ob xalewdr deNbeiv xré. In the later instance
el pév Bovher, énevBépou, el b¢ Eoﬁ)m, dovhov, the words éNevfépov LV
and dovAov are no doubt each the relic of an apodosis, but it
has practically disappeared, and el uév Bovler, el 3¢ Bovher are
little more than elre . . elre.

The protasis in all these cases is incomplete, there being no
infinitive dependent on BotAe.. At Symp. 1778 we have a
complete protasis: el 3¢ Bovhet al oxéfacfar Tods xpnoTols
copiuoTds, (00 Sewwdv) ‘Hpaxéovs uév kal &XN\wv émalvous karalo-
yddny ovyypdeew ; .

Above at 71 D 23 we have an instance with a real apodosis. '

In the following instances we have el 3¢ Bovhet (or the like)
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without el uév BovAer preceding, the meaning being ¢ or again’:
94B 11, Prot. 320 A, Hipp. maj. 282 c, Theaet. 196 E, Crat.
892 A, Phaedr. 230 c. In these cases there is a verbal clanse
succeeding, but it is not a real apodosis. Similar is 7TSE 19
olov, el Bovhec . . elwow’ &v. In the following there is no verb
succeeding : Symp. 220D ei 3¢ Bovheole év Tals payalis ‘again,
take his conduct in battle,’ ib. 209 p, Hipp. maj. 301 A, Rep.
425 0, Laches 188 ¢, Theaet. 183 o. In the last two places the
meaning is or rather.’

‘Where el uév Bovlew or el uév Bobhera:r precedes, Bovher or
Povherac after el 8¢ is commonly omittedp (Riddell § 253).
Symp. 212 ¢ Tobrov odv TOv Noyov, €l udv Bovhe,, ws éyxduiov
els "Epwra vémuoov elpijobac- el 8¢, 8 v xai 8wy xaipeis dvo-
péfwv, Tobro Svéuale, Euthyd. 285 C el pév Bovherar, éyérw, el
&, 8§ T Bovheras, Tobro mwacitw, Laws 688 B, Crat. 407 », . dlc.
i 114 B. Riddell compares the case of ¢! 8¢ without a verb in
Homer. This is due in Homer to the original interjectional
force of el. In the cases before us there is a distinct ellipsis,
and they should hardly be regarded as cases of survival. Note
that in Symp. 212c and Euthyd. 285 c, the relative clauses
introduced by 8 7. take the place of BovAe and BovAeras respect-
ively, and would make the insertion of these words awkward.
We find a fuller constrution Gorg. 472AB édv Bodhy . . éaw
uév Bovhy . . éav 8¢ Bovhy: Rep. 482 A el pdv Bobher, Pppovioet,
el 8¢ Povhet, loxvi, el 8¢, kal *\jfe 9 xpiuaow xré. Cp. also
Prot. 342 A. See Appendix on the text, 73 A 12.

avBpds dpe-r?v the dperhy dwdpés here set forth is the
vulgar notion of civic excellence. See on 91 A 4. dpemj came
to mean anything that conduced to pre-eminence, anything
by which one could show one’s self ‘the better man,” even the
miserable art of quibbling taught by Euthydemus and his
friend, Buthyd. 273p. When Thue. (vIir 68) says Antiphon
was dvi)p 'Abpraloy TGy Kkab éavrdv dpery oddevds devrepos, this
need not be read as a testimony to moral character.

4. Tods piv Plhovs eb moielv, Tods 8t &xOpods kaxds:
this is the usual pre-Christian standard. ﬁxowoag-’e Yre éppébn
dyamioes Tov wAhoby ogov, kal wofoes Tov éxOpby oov. éyw
8¢ Néyw duly, dyawdre Tods éxbpods Vudv, Ev. Malth. v 43, 44.

The view is often given by Plato as the current one, but
never by him accepted. See Rep. 832 A B, criticised 3348
foll., Clit. 410 A, Crito 49 B (where see J. Adam’s note). The
teaching of the Gorgias, kpetrrov ddikeigfar 9 ddiketv is directed
against it. Whether Socrates took the same enlightened view
is more doubtful. Bernays Phokion und seine neueren Beurtheiler
gp. 46 foll. argues that Socrates acquiesced in the current view.

. Adam (note on Crito l.c. and Introd. p. xii) replies to his
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arguments, I think successfully. But what he says of Socrates
is also true of Plato; where Plato impugns the current doctrine
it is not from an altruistic standpoint, but from a self-regarding
one, the welfare and dignity of the agent’s own soul (Grote 11
82 and 123, J. S. Mill Diss. 111 342 foll., Zeller 182 and 454).

It must be said in defence of the popular view that if it
preaches the duty of revenge it also rates very highly the
obligations of friendship. Even Callicles (Gorg. 473 B) repre-
sents as part of the misery of the man without power in the v
state, that he not merely cannot take his own part, but that
he cannot do a good turn for a friend.

.7. yuvawkds dperfiv: this also is the conventional view.
One of the strongest practical results of the Socratic-Platonic
theory that Virtue is One, is the ignoring of any distinction in
the special excellence or moral function of the sexes. See Rep. 1
451 foll., Zeller p. 448, Socr. p. 121. Xenophon, Symp. ii 9,
appears to report the Socratic view; but adheres to the popular
view, Oec. vii §§ 22-27. Antisthenes said dvdpds xal ywwackos
% abri) dperf: Diog. L. vi § 12. Aristotle, as we might expect,
is on the side of ‘common sense’: Pol. I 13 époiws Tolvuw
dvaykaiov Exew xal wepl Tds H0kds dperds: Uwohnpwréor ety
ptv peréxew wdvras, dAN ob TOv alrdv Tpbwov, AN Soov éxdaTe ’
wpos 76 avrol Epyov . . doTe Pavepdy 8ri éotly 70k dpern TV
elpnuévay mivrwy, xal oy % alTh cwppootry yuvaikds kal dvdpés,
o8’ dvdpia kal ducatoolvn, kabdxep @gero Swkpdrns . . wOAD ydp
&uewov Aéyovaw ol efapilfuoivres Tas dperas Gomep Dopyias.
The fact that Meno is here ‘enumerating’ virtues makes
it highly probable that Aristotle is referring to the present
passage, and attributing the views Meno here expresses to his
master. Whether Aristotle had access to any deliverance of
Gorgias himself on the subject is very doubtful (Dr. Thompson
Gorgias p. 181, Zeller pre-Socr. 11 472).
Fr. well points out that the use of dperf = ‘special excellence
or function’ naturally led the way to such a recognition of '
various forms of Virtue. This use of dperj is prominent in
Plato himself. Rep. 353 B foll. odxodv xai dpery) doxet gou elvar
éxdoryw, gmep xal Epyov Tv wpooTéraxtar; kté., ib. 601 D odkoidy
Gperi) Kkai KkdN\os xal 6pforns éxdorov okedovs kal {(yov kal
wpdéews ov wpds ENNo v B THw xpeiav éori, wpds fw &v éxacTov
7 memornuévor 9 wepuxés; Cp. Arist. NE. 11 vi 2. See the
words translated below.

14. ka® xdorqy T\, ‘for corresponding to our several 73 A
occupations and ages in regard to each of our functions there is ’
for each of us a Virtue ; and in like manner, I think, Socrates,

a Vice.”
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The style of Meno’s answer is verbose and bombastic ; but
it is hard to detect in it any traits that can be set down
distinctly as ‘Gorgianisms.” See on 76 E 43 : Blass Attische
Beredsamkeit 1 58 foll. Agathon’s speech in the Symposium
(194 foll.) is full of Gorgianisms; cp. 198c. See too Xen.
Symp. ii 26, Zeller pre-Socr. 11 492. When the rhetorician
Hermogenes censures ‘Polus and Gorgias and Menon’ (Dr.
Thompson’s Gorgias p. 175) for their pompous and pretentious
way of writing, he probably bases his criticism of Meno on
slender grounds, as tﬁere is no reason to believe that the real
Meno left any literary relics.

18. woA\fj yé Tw. edrugla wrh.: cp. the ironical con-
gratulation to Theaetetus 146 p (quoted on 71 E 1).

19. opfivos bperdv: the word opfvos is frequently used
metaphorically, Crat. 401 E opfvos cogias, Rep. 574 D Hdovdw
oufinps, Aristoph. Clouds 297 oufvos dod7s. Cp. Rep. 450 B doov
éoudr Noywv éweyeipere. Plutarch Pirt. Mor. 2 borrows hence
the expression oufjvos dperdv to ridicule Chrysippus’ long list
of virtues. (Zeller Stoics p. 244 note 1.) A similar expression,
‘a mob of virtues,” was applied to Aristotle’s list by Schleier-
macher (Whewell Additional Lectures on Moral Philosophy p.18).

B 21, xard radmv v dxdva, ‘apropos of this metaphor of the
hive.’ Many uses of xard with acc. come from the notion of
Jollowing down (we say ‘following up’) a suggestion. Hdt.
viI 142 ol uév 00 kard TOv ¢pparyudy ovveBdAhovro Tolro TO
§Uhwov Tetxos elvas “ following up the notion of the stockade,’
Aristoph. Clouds 534 viv oby "HNéxrpav kat’ éxelvyy 46’ 1) kwupdia
{nrobo’ HN0°, Theaet. 179 E (the Herakliteans) drexv@ds xara 7a
ocvyypdupara @épovrac ‘are in the state of instability appro-
priate to their writings,” Rep. 576c 8 ye Tvpawvikds kard
Thv Tupavvovpévny wolw by ely opodryre.  Cp. 76 C 19, 23..

The mention of the hive suggests to Socrates the bee as a
subject for definition. It is clear that Plato devoted much
attention to zoological and botanical classification. We have
elaborate examples of the former, Soph. 220 A B, Politicus 261 B
-267 c, especially 266 E. It is true that these classifications
stand apart from the main subject of these dialogues; but it
would be a mistake to deny them intrinsic importance.
Aristotle seriously ecriticises Plato’s zoology (Part. Anm. I
chaps. ii and iii, especially 1 ii §§ 2, 8, 1 iii §§ 12, 13). See
W. H. T. in JP. vol. vIII p. 294 ; also p. 315, where he quotes
the satire of the comic poet Epicrates on the proceedings of the
Academy, who ave represented as occupied in determining the
genus and species of a pumpkin. See also H. Jackson in JP.
vol. X111 pp. 38, 243, and Archer-Hind, Timaeus Introd. pp.
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81-85, JP. vol. xx1v p. 52, who show that in Plato’s later
view theonly Ideas are those corresponding to the Natural Kinds;
mainly, that is, those of plants and animals. At the time when
he wrote the Meno Plato had not arrived at this stage ; but as
suggestive problems in classification the species of plants and
animals must have interested him at an early stage. These
species furnish the chief instances of Natural Kinds, as they were
called by Mill, that is, Kinds separated from others that stand
near them not by a known limited number of differences, but
by an unlimited number —as, for instance, the differences
between a bee and a wasp. The selection of the most snitable
differences on which to dground a system of classification is
the problem botanists and zoologists have to face. (See Mill
Logict vii § 4, 1V vi § 4, 1v vii §§ 2, 4; Bain Logic vol. 1
p. 63 ; Jevons Elem. Lessons p. 294.)

22. & pov dpopévov kTA.: the protasis is really triple, but
one member of it appears in a participial form (uov épouévov).
This becomes clear by comparing the sentence with two ana-
logous ones at 74 B and C.

72B 74B 74C
(a) pov épouévov el s oe dvépoiro el dvijpero
(B) el Eneyes el adry elmes elwévros gov
() €t o€ npbunr el oo elmey kal (e) UwénaPer

The variety is characteristic of Plato.
Sentences with a double protasis, especially as here in sum-
marising a supposed dialogue, are frequent in Plato.

Hipp. maj. 289 ¢ el ge fipbunv—el por dwexplvw—3opfds v
dmwexéxpeao.

Prot. 311 B ¢ el éwevbeis—el 7ls ae fipero—ri &v dmexplvw ; (bis).

Gorg. 458 C €l ériyxavév oe épwrlv—el por €lwes—ovx &y
dukalws ae Hpduny ;

Theaet. 147 A el Tis Eporo—el dmokpwalpefa—olx &v ~yelolol

eluey ;
T Theages 123 B el émefiueis—ral éyd ge ériyxavov dvepwrdv—
7l &y dmwexplvw ;

In Euthyphro 10 E we have a double protasis, but the second
is bifurcated, each half having a separate apodosis.

In Clit. 408 £ we have an elaborate sentence with a triple
protasis, el Tis uds wpodrpere—r«al Erara Wveidife—el & éxarnpb-
peBa—eimev dv.  In all these instances the protases are separate
and co-ordinate ; in translation they might be linked together
by ‘and.’ A more elaborate form occurs Phaedo 67 E el yap
duaBéBAnvrar kré. Kiihner § 578. 9, Goodwin MT. § 510.

‘Hic et in proximis mirum in modum alternant imperfecta
cum aoristis,” &\eyes, dwexplvw, Apduny, dmwexplvw 72 B, elmwov,



78 MENO 111728

eixes 78D, Apxov éweoxeyducbo 86 D. Heind. ad Gorg. 447 &
el ériyxaver Qv Umodnudrwy Onmodpyos, dwexplvaro dv, 514 D
kv el émixepioavres dnuooielery mwapekahobuey dANfhovs s
lkavol latpol Bvres, émeoxeyduefa djmwov &v, omnia tamen in
verbis hisce loquendi, respondendi, inquirendi’ (Buttmann).
Heind. refers inter alia to Prot. 311 B (quoted above). Fr. notes
74 CD, PEuthyphro 12D el %pdras elwov dv; add 99E 3,
Gorg. 453c, Ion 540D el érvyxaves lmmnds dv Eypws dv,
Symp. 199D el Adpdrwv elwes &v, Prot. 313A e 76 odua
émrpémew Eev Tp—mwoANL 8y wepeoképw—«kal Tols Pilovs Av
wapekdhes : Goodwin MT. § 414, Hadley 875. 6. In many of
these cases the ground of difference in the tenses comes out
clearly : thus #pdrwy refers to a process of questioning, #péunv
to a single question (see App. on text, 72C 4). But certain ‘
aorists and certain imperfects seem to be favoured, T%eaet.

144 E wbrepov €00ls &v émorevouer 9 émweoxeydueba ;

peNirrys wepl ololas 8 v wor’ ¥oriv: see Exc. I.

26. 79 pellrras elvar, ‘in their essential nature as bees,’
ie. 77 pehrrdv olole. Hipp. maj. 292D 78 xadv airé, 8
wavtl @ Qv wpooyévyrar, Uwdpxer éxelvyp xal( elvar, 299 D dp’
ody 78 7déos oTeoby bTovoly diadéper TobTy T N8V elvar ; Lysis
217B odud mov kard 7O odpa elvar o¥r’ dyafdv obre xaxbw,
Phaedo 102 c ov yap Zuplay (Zwxpdrovs) vwepéxew Tobry T
Sippbav elvar, dANG 1@ peyéfer (see on 71B 6), 72E 22 wpos
70 loxds elvas, T3 A 26.

30. § pérrar eolyv: this somewhat more technical ex-
pression is substituted for 7¢) ueXirras elvac above. Cp. Parm.
145E ) pév dpa 70 & Bhov, év ENN@ éoTly- ) 8¢ T wdvra pépm
Svra Tvyxdve, adrd év éavrg. The use becomes stereotyped in
Aristotle, and is represented by the scholastic qua.

C  86. ¥ywye: Plato spares us Meno’s attempt at defining a
bee. It would be interesting to see what Plato’s own would
have been.

CHAPTER IV

1. x8v & . . dow . . ¥ovow: in this construction the
&v originally belonged to the apodosis. It has got drawn
forward and attached to xaf, mainly owing to the desire to
mark the conditional character of the sentence at the start,
but perhaps partly from the wish to avoid the hiatus xal el.

he origin of the idiom is seen by comparing such a sentence
as 76 C 25 éyd yap kdv olirws dyamwny el po dperip elwors, which
might have been written éyd yap xér el ot obrws dperip elfmwous,
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dyamwgnr. But the &v has become *consopitum,’ and is used
often where there is no apodosis that admits of &v, as here,
Soph. 267 » (wpooelwwuev), Rep. 477 A (Exouev), 579D éorw
dpa, «lv el uh T dokel (cp. 473 A), Prot. 328 A xdv el SNlyoy
& Tis 8oris dagéper . . dyawyréy, Symp. 185¢C kdv €l Tis
ékamarnleln Spws xaly % dwary, T Theages 121 A, 130D. In
some cases there is neither an apodosis corresponding to v nor
a verb with el: the words dv and el then are the relics of a
vanished apodosis and protasis, and are almost otiose, «d»
el being little more than xal ‘even,’” Soph. 247 E xl» el pévoy
elodmaf, Polit. 308 C el Tis wpdrypa oriody . . k&v el 76 paviéraTor,
owlornow. In cases where &v retains its force, and the
apodosis contains a suitable finite verb, Plato generally repeats
&v : Soph. 256 B x&v €l wy pereNduPaver . . obdév &v &romov Fv,
Gorg. 514 » quoted on B 22, Phaedo 72 ¢ xdv el ocvykplvoiro Taxd
& 70 700 "Avaf. yeyovds ety : cp. Prot. 318 B, 353 D, Menex. 236 ¢
&are kbv SNlyou, €l pe kekevois dmwodvwra dpxfoacbac, xapioal-
pnv dv (where, however, Sch. brackets the last two words).
[But where the apodosis is an inf. or ptep. Plato usually
does not repeat &v: Rep. 4084a, 4734, 612c: Phaedo 71B:
Phil. 58c¢.]

In most of the above cases xal goes with e/, in the sense
‘even,’ the sentence being concessive (see on 98 D 35).

On «év el see Kiihner § 398. 4, Riddell § 255, Goodwin MT.
§ 195, F. E. T. § 190, Buttmann note here and on Dem. Meid.
§ 51, Heindorf on Soph. 247 E, Jebb on Soph. El. 1483, 4j.
1078, Cope on Aristot. Rhet. 1i 5. The account of dowep &v el
is analogous to that of xd» el.

2. & yé T elBos: here we have another word which Plato
moulded to philosophical usage. The meanings before Plato
are (1) ‘form,’ ‘i)lhysical appearance,” and (2) ‘sort,’ ‘kind’
(see L. & 8.). The former meaning is frequent in Plato, e.g.
80 A 9, Rep. 402 D év 19 Yuxy Kal év 7§ elder, Symp. 210 B el det
Sidkew 7 éx’ elder kalbv (so Hug, I think rightly, but there
may be a play on two senses of eldos). The second meaning
differs but little from one of the philosophical meanings in
Plato ; you can hardly separate wacyviéwr Td etdea (Hdt. I 94)
from Rep. 363 E &\No ad eldos Noywr, 424 C eldos kawdv uovoikis
(cp. Tpbwov Gbijs véov just above). See CR. x11 223,

The philosophical meanings of eldos in Plato we may thus
distinguish :

A. (metaphysical): the Form which makes a given Class
what it is, whether by infusing its being into it (Participa- :
tion), or by serving as an exemplar (Imitation). Phaedo 102 B
Quoloyetro elval Tt ExacTor TOY €ldGv kal Tobrwy TENNG peTa-
auBdvorra avTdv Todrwy THY émwvvulay loxew, Rep. 597 A (6
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xAwowods) o0 70 eldos wouel, 8 &% pauer elvac 8 Erre x\lvy, dANG
\my Twd, Parm. 129 A-135 ¢, especially 132.

[In the passages hitherto quoted some definite metaphysical
theory or other is implied as to the relation of the eldos to the
particulars. Of the following places in earlier dialogues, as of
this place (and D, E presently) in the Meno, this can hardly be
said : Futhyphro 6 D éxeivo adrd 7 eldos, @ wdvra Td 8owa Boud
éorw, Epnoba ydp wov g ldég Td Te drvooia drogia elvas kal Td Soa
80w (cp. 5 D and see on 73 B 22 above), Hipp. maj. 289 D adérd 1o
xkal\ov, @ kal TEANa wdrTa Koouelrar kal xa& ¢alverar, éredav
wpooyévnras éxelvo 16 €ldos. At Gorg. 503 E the meaning is
¢ visible form’ ; but not without suggestion of a mental type to
be realised : (the true orator) odx elkf) épet, AN’ dwofNéwwy mpos
Ti* Gomwep kal ol EN\ow dnuiovpyol SNémovres wpds 1O avTdv Epyor
ExaoTos . ., 8wws by €186s TL adTY axy Tobro 8 épydferar.]

B. (logical) (a) a genus contrasted with a smaller species, or
with particulars, Theaet. 178 A €l wepl mavrés Tis Tob eldovs
epwrn, & @ xal 7O dPpéuor Tvyxdve: 8y, 148D Gowep Tabras
woAkas ofgas évl eldec wepiéhaPes. .

(B) a species contrasted with a larger genus, Symp. 205 B
dperovres yap Tob Epwris Tt eldos bvoudfouev, T6 TOO Shov éwi-
T0évres voua, Epwra, Rep. 357 o, Polit. 258 E, 263 B, etc.

[There is also a periphrastic use, Rep. 3898 ds év gapudrov
elde. ‘by way of medicine’ (see L. & S.), with which cp. Hipp.
may. 297 B év warpés Twos ldéq elvar 7O kakdv Tol dyabol, Laws
918 E év unpds kai Tpogod o xnpare. So év puépec rvos (L. & S.
1V 8), év drdpds Néye Hdt. 111 120.]

‘Whether there is any consistent distinction in Plato’s usage
of eldos and l3¢a has been debated. Zeller (notes pp. 207 and
238) denies any such difference, and I think he is right. On
the other hand see Campbell ZTheaet. App. C, and L. & S. s.v.
{6éa. But eldos has in Plato all the meanings of idéa. The
history of the two words is precisely similar. (3éa had before
Plato the same two meanings as eldos, ‘ physical appearance ’ and
‘gort.’” Both words occur in Hipp. maj., eldos in a philo-
sophical sense, i3¢a only in the Ehrase év warpds 16ég (289 D
and 297 B quoted above). Both occur in Ewthyphro in a
philosophical sense, ¢5éa 5 D, eldos and i5éa 6 D. On the latter
passage J. Adam says ‘eldos and ldéa are here practically
synonymous : the only difference is that eldos views the thinq
in question more as to its content, [3éa more as to its form.
Cp. Fr. Introd. to Euthyphro p. 150 note 6. On Phaedo 103 B
Archer-Hind observes, ‘In fact popgy, eldos and idéa are in the

resent passage interchangeable words.” In Rep. 596 there is
I;ttle change of meaning between eldos at A and (¢a (thrice) at B.
‘We assign one eldos to each class of particulars : and so there are
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déas of the bed and of the table, which the dnuiovpyds copies.’
The key of the Ideal Theory (of the Rep.) is the representation
of Intellectnal processes by metaphors drawn from the world
of Sense. Perhaps associations of Sense adhere rather more
strongly to {déa than to eldos. In Parm. 132 A I can distinguish
no difference of meaning: Olual ge éx 700 Toioide & Exaorov
€ldos oledfar elvac* §rav w6AN' drra ueydha cor 86y elvar, ula
Tts lows doxel ldéa W) alrh elvar éwrl wdvra 06vri, 80ev & 70
péya iryel elvai, nor ib. ¢ OVx évés Twos, 8 éxl wiow éxelvo
70 vénua éwdy voel, ulav Twe odoav ldéav; Nal. Eira ok
eldos &orar ToiTo T ooUuevor & elvau, del 8y Td alrd éxl wéow ;
Cp. 135 A. Again cp. Phaedr. 249 B 3¢t vip &vfpwror cuviévar
xar’ eldos Aeybuevor, éx woNNQy vt alobhoewy els & Aoyioud
tvvaipoipevor with 265 D els wlav ldéav ovwopdvra dyew Td wON-
Aaxp Seomappéva : also Polit. 258 ¢, 262 B.

{3éa nowhere occurs in the Meno. Diog. L. 111 64 says
of Plato mwoANdris 8¢ xal diagépovorr dvduacw éxl 7ol alrod
onuaouévov xpirac: Tiw odv ldéav xal eldos dvoudet kai yévos xal
wapdderyua xal dpxiw xal alriov. Plato saw that the formation
of philosophic habits of thought must precede the fixing of a
philosophical nomenclature: Theaet. 184 ¢ 7o 8¢ e‘t?xsp%: OV
Svopdrwy Te kal ppudrwr kal uh 8 depePelas ékeralbuevor T pév
wToOAAG odk Gyewvés, kté., Polit. 261 E xlv dwagpuhdéps 70 uh
owovddew émwi Tols dvépact, wAovawwTepos els T yipas dvagarice
pporigews : Rep. 538D &ore &', ds éuol doxel, ol wepl dvéuaros
dudwoPhrnois, ols TocolTwr wépt okéyns Bowv fulv wpdkerrad
Hostility to the word-catching methods of Eristic contributed
to this feeling in him. See Campbell General Introd. to Soph.
and Polit. p. xxiv, who, after quoting from Cope’s Pref. to his
Translation of the Gorgias (p. xi): ‘one of the most striking
peculiarities of Plato’s philosophical writings is the ‘almost
entire absence of any scientific terminology,’ shows that in the
later dialogues, from the Theaetetus onwards, the tendency
to technicalities considerably increases.

3. els 8 amofAéyavra: cp. Puthyphro 6E Tatrp tolvwy
pe avriy Oldafov Thy déav, Tis woré édorw, Wa els éxelvqy
dmofNémrwy xal xpduevos adry wapadelyuary, 8 uév &v rowodrov
P .. ¢d8cwov elvar: Qorg. 503 E (quoted above) ; Rep. 501 B ete.

4. mov, opinor, 7¢B 6, T6E 14, 89B 27, 28, 97B 6. Cp.
78 C 29 (Fr.).

8. rd lpwrdpevov, ‘the point of your present inquiry’;
not 78 épwrnfév, because he is not referring exclusively to
Socrates’ last question.

9. ofirm Sokel . . &\\n pév: there is a seeming anacoluthon
here, doxet giving the impression of an impersonal use, whereas

G

D



82 MENO IV72p

a subject is subsequently supplied. Fr. quotes Rep. 334 B roiro
Euovye Bokel, dpeketv uév Tods Plhous 9 dukatostvn (where the
transition is rather stronger, as rofiro gives the impression of
being subject to doxet), Apol. 25 B (see Stallbaum) % xal wepl
Ixmous olirw cou dokel éxew: oi uév Pelrious wowovres adrols
wdvres dvOpwmor elvar, where dokolot has to be substituted for
dokel in the second clause. See on 71 C 14 ©s éuol doxw.

E 20. 7@ adrg e€de, ‘by something generically the same.’
Plato leads up to this by the phrases C 2 rairdv eldos draca
&ovow, D 14 radrdr wavraxol €ldés dorw, and for it he sub-
stitutes at 73 C 51 7¢ adrg 7péwe. Cp. Euthyphr. 6 D (quoted,
Intr. p. xlv).

21. d yip Ty adry Todro Aéyw, ‘by the words ‘‘ the same ™
I mean this.” Aéyw= ‘I mean’ generally has two accusatives:
Gorg. 489D (twice), 491 4, ete.

22. wpds 1> loxvs elvav: cp. wpds 71O dpery elvar just
below. The attraction into the nom. is quite regular in
Greek. Prot. 341A && 70 pabyrys elvar. Cp. Roby Latin
Grammar 11 p. xxiii. See on 72 B 26.

T8 A 29. Tobro odkére dpoiov, ‘hoc non jam simile’; the same
sense would be given by roir’ #6n dréuoov ¢ hoc jam dissimile.’
Cp. Soph. 247 B ToiTo odkére kata TadTa dwokplvorTar : Gorg. 503 A
Odx amholv &re Tolro épwrgs: 99 A 2. See on 83 D 52.

31. ¥\eyes: ‘ubi verba dicendi vel sentiendi (éd6xer 89 C 8)
ad superiora referuntur imperfectum -usu venit. Ita »viv &9
Eeyor 4B 7, T6E 49, T8B 1, dweBdNhouer T9 D 36, é\éyouer
87B 8,88D 2, 99 D 28, wuohoyoluer 97 A 7’ (Fr.). But see
Intr. p. Ixii. (émole: at 88 D 5 is somewhat different.)

35. cwdpdvws kal Sukalws: these are the two virtues that
constitute ordinary civil virtue. Phaedo 82 B Thr dnuorikiy
kal wo\Tikiw dperiy, fp 8 kalobor cweposivyy Te Kkal dikato-
ovwny (see Archer-Hind’s note and his App. I), Symp. 209 a
woNY 8¢ meylorn Kal kaXNioTn Tis ¢povicews % wepl Tas TEY
wodhedw Te kal olkfoewy dakosunoets, § 69 voud éoTe swdpoTiry
kal ducatosivy (see Hug's note); at Prot. 325A 76 Soiov elvau
is added. Zeller pp. 449 foll. Xenophon represents Justice
and ;I‘emperance as the common ground of the sexes, Oec.
vii 27.

B 42, ‘dpa in conclusionibus 73C 51, 78 A 62, 82D 22,
83CDE al., aliter ad 80E 8, 81D 12, 97 C 33’ (Fr.): also
91C 2. Seeon 80E 8.

46. pav is rare in the early dialogues: see the table quoted
from C’::stsntin Ritter, Intr. p. Ixil. It occurs thrice in the
Meno ; here, 84B 14 and 93 A 11.
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49. @A\ oddpoves: the dAAd is ‘complemental’: see on
71C 10.
55. & ye pd) 9 adr éper) fiv : see Exc. II. ¢

Chapter V (78C-74¢A). MENo. Virtue i3 the power to rule.
SOCRATES. But this does not suit the case of all men—slaves
and children, for instance. Moreover, to make rule virtuous
it must be exercised with certain characteristics—Justice, for
instance. These characteristics are several species of Virtue.
We have not got Virtue as a Whole yet.

Meno’s second definition has at least the semblance of unity. ,
But how has he arrived at it ? He has simply taken out of the
¢ swarm ’ of Virtues above the one that fills the largest place in
his mind, the d»dpds dpers, and ignored all the rest. Socrates
shows, first, that the definition is much too narrow ; next, that
no progress is made so long as we still regard the term Virtue
in its Extension. If we take a class of external acts, as those :
of a virtuous Ruler, we find they are virtuous because they
manifest various qualities, Justice for instance. As these
qualities are many, Virtue again, from a new point of view,
appears as plural.

ith Socrates’ criticism here must be carefully compared

that which he makes on the third definition subsequently,
77 B foll. Meno’s ready assent that Rule must be Just to be
virtuous, is parallel with his similar assent about Acquisition
at 78D 33,

5. xard wdvrwy : it is worth while to notice the different D
prepositional and other phrases used by Plato to denote the
relation of the Universal to the Particulars, during the period
of his philosophy while he either had framed no metaphysical
theory of this relation, or still regarded the Idea as ‘immanent
in the particulars’ and not, as in his later stage, merely as an
exemplar. (See H. Jackson in JP. vol. X pp. 295-6, X1 p. 297,
Archer-Hind Phaedo Intr. pp. 84, 35.)

xkaTd wdvtwy here: 74 B 2, 88 E 13 ; cp. 76 A 23, etc.

6ud wdvrwy T4 A 35: Laches 192B el 76 7ye dia mwdyvTwy
wepukds Oel elweiv. 0. ’ANNE pip Oel, el ye T épwriduevov
Gwoxpwwotueda. Soph. 240 A 10 did wdvTwy TOUTWr, & WOANG .
elwaw Hilwsas évl wpoceumely Svbuari, ¢heyiduevos eldwlor éwl
waow ws & By,

éxl wdo. 76 A 6: Soph. 240 A (just quoted), Theaet. 185 ¢ 16
7’ éxl wAoL kowdy kal 78 éml Tobros, Symp. 210 B 78 éml wdow B
Tois cduast ké\os. The metaphor implied in the use of the b,
preposition éwé to express this relation, and the difficulties
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involved in it, are brought outin Parm. 131 B #déws, & Sdrpares,
& TavTdv dua wohkaxobl mwouels, olov €l lorip karawerdoas woAols |
drfpdmwous ¢pains &v éml woANois elvar 8\ov: cp. 132¢C. See

JP. x1 pp. 289-291.

év wadou: Lach. 191 E wepd elmelv dvdpeiav, 7 8v év w@ou
ToUTots TalTéy éoTwv.

Lastly, at 74 D 34 the Universal xaréye: the Particulars.

Cp. Phaedo 104 p ; see also note on 73 E 17.

The references to the Sophistes come from a portion of that
dialogue where the ¢ Sophist’ is made to assume the mantle of
Socrates himself, and to ask for a definition in language which,
as H. Jackson has shown (JP. x1v pp. 189, 190), ‘is the very
echo of that of the Meno.’

7. &ANG piv InTéd ye, ‘yes, that is just what I am seeking
for.” For dMi uiv . . ve used in repeating with emphasis a
word from a previous speaker cp. Euthyphro 6E el olrw
PBovker. 'ANNa piy Bobhoual ve, ¢yes, that is just what I do
wish,” Lach. 193 C elwep oloré ye. 'ANN& wip olpal ve, and
192 ¢ (quoted above). (Cp. Gorg. 466 B el 76 duvacbai ye Néyes
dyadov 7e elvar 7¢) duvaudvy. SQ. 'ANNG uév 69 Néyw ye.) Other
uses of the combination occur 74 E 43, 77 A 1, 98 E 47, cp. 41.

10. ¥r¢ &v Bodlos elvar, ‘ do you think the ruler would be a
slave then ¥’

11. od wavv pos Soket : see on 71 C 19.
12. od yap elxds, ‘ I should rather think not.’

& dpuorre implies no estimate of the character of the person
addressed, any more than does ‘my dear sir’ (used in expostula-
tion) or ‘my good fellow ’ (used with contemEt). See Campbell
Theaetetus App. D. Cp. Carlyle Sartor bk. i ch. 8 ‘but I,
mein Werther, sit above it all; I am alone with the stars’;
and Sheridan’s Rivals, where Fag profoundly observes that ¢ one
always says “honest " to one’s inferiors.” Cp. 92 C16 & dacuévie.

13. mwpoobficopev adréoe: cp. Rep. 369 D.

E 17. 4 éperf) Tis; 80 oxfiua and oxfud 7o presently express
respectively the Universal and the Particular. A similar relation
is expressed by 78 xaAév and xaXdv in Hipp. maj. 287 p.

19. e Bodhe : see on T1E 2.

21. ofrws awh&s, ¢ just simply,” without qualification. Ast
8.v. arA@s quotes many examples, either word preceding in-
differently. ~ Prot. 351 c etc. ’

74 A 29. xal oV odv : olv resumes elré in the line above. For odw
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resumptive see Apol. 28 D, Symp. 201 v, Euthyd. 286 B. * Velut
ipse dicerem . . . 81 juberes, ita tu quogue dic.’

80. Meno here gives the four ‘cardinal’ virtues ; but shows
that this is no philosophical classification by adding weyalo-
wpémea (‘ pars civilis virtutis quam intellegebat Meno’ Fr.), xal
&Mac mdurolae. The Thessalian Admetus is markedly ueyaXo-
mpentis (Eur., Alc. 858: cp. on T0 A 7). Perhaps it is also
characteristic of Meno thatge leaves out éoiéTns, which Socrates
introduces at 78 D 30.

It may be noted that peyalompérea, though not standing on
the same footing as dikatootvy, is mentioned as ome of the
qualities of the true philosopher, Rep. 486 A. His character is
summed up at 487 A ; he must be wrijuwr, eduabis, peyako-
wpemss, ebxaps, Plhos 7€ kxal Evyyevys dAnbeias, dixaioavvrs,
dvdpeias, cwppostvys. Cp.on 88A 16 and 91A 4, 8. Cp. Ar.
Rhet. 1 vi 9=13862b 13, 1 ix 5, 12=1366b 2, 18 ; N.E. 11 vii
6 and IV ii.

Chapters VI-IX (74 A-TTA). Socrates helps Meno by giving
sample definitions—first, two of Figure, the former of which
18 rejected as involving terms with which the respondent has
not assured himself that the other is familiar. After the
second and scientific definition of Figure, Socrates gives in
addition a definition of Colour, hailed with acclamation by
Meno, but less scientific because it rests on a hypothesis not
universally admitted.

6. e Tls oe dvéporro ki : see on 72B 22, The triple B

rotasis is expressed by thrice-repeated ei—a rare combination.
g‘he change of mood (dvépoiro, elmes) is a change from a vague
future supposition (Goodwin MT. § 455) to a present unreal
supposition. It is important to notice that the unreal sup-
position, though expressed by aorists, is present, not past. For
the change of mood, cp. 90B 5 &v méumoiuer, followed by C 16
8y éwéumouev, +Theages 125 B—p where the main problem is put
in the optative (el &oiro . . 7{ &v ¢ailn;), the intervening
illustrations in the aor. indic. (el #pbucba . . ¢ &v dwexplvaro;):
see Kiihner § 576 Anm. 9, Goodwin M7T. § 414, Cp. el oe fpbuny
73B 24. See also 76 E 49.

As to the present passage, Kiihner § 577. 9 says that the first
member, el ris oe dvépocro, is really protasis to the second, el
airg elwes, the third member, e goc elmev, being the real
protasis to elwes dmov dv. ‘If in a certain case you would
answer so-and-s0, to a further question you would answer so-
and-so.” Goodwin (MZ. § 510), on the other hand, appears to
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regard the first member as ‘ the leading condition, to which the
rest of the sentence (including the other conditious) is the con-
clusion.” ¢ If any one should ask you ‘‘What is Figure ¢’ you
would—under certain further conditions—make such and such
an answer.” Grammatically the three protases are co-ordinate,
and might conceivably be so translated : ¢ suppose—and suppose
—and suppose—what then ?’

' 7. 8 viv 5 & O\eyov : for the impf. see on 73 A 31,
C 19. e wepl xpdpatos doadrws dvipero kré. : see on 72 B 22.

D 29. ¢ olv.. perjea: the complex protasis is in this
instance interrupted. Itisresumed at E 2, el odv . . elwes, and
the agodosis finally comes at 75 A § tows &» éfaduace (Struve,
quoted by Fr.).

30. ¥\eyev 8m : for 7« redundant in introducing a quotation
see T5A 4, C 3, 87T A 25, Prot. 356 A, Rep. 453 B etc., and ‘
Riddell §§ 279, 280.

&ANG pf) pov ofirws, GANG : dX\d transitional followed by dANd
complemental. See on 71 C 10 and 13, Prot. 818 B (Heind.).
The ellipsis with ) oirws in these places is Méye or the like. In
Hipp. maj. 299 D uy yap €l pelfwy Tis Hdovhy . . AN el Tis adrg
ToUTQR bgcanpépec we must understand oxdre or the like with both
members,

33. xal radra xal dvavrla 8vra dAAAows : it is obvious to
us that one class may contain under it two things not merely
different but opposite. The subject has been approached in the
Protagoras c. xix (330 E foll.). It is asked ¢ How can Virtue be
One, and yet the parts of Virtue (uépia éperis) different from
each other ?’ Protagoras, in setting forth his view, says that
opposites have a common point (331 D), 78 yip Aevkdy 7§ uéhave
& 8wy mwposéoke, xal 7O oKkAnpdy TP palakg, xal TéNAa &
dokel évavridrara elvar dANHas.  Cp. Phil. 12 E kal ydp xpdua,
& Sawudvie, xpdpare kard ye avrd Tobr’ obdév dioloer TO Xplua
elvas mav, 76 ye piw pélav 7@ Nevk@ wdvres yryvdokouey ws wpds
70 dudpopor elvar kal évavribraror Bv Tvyxdrve ® kal 63 kal oxfiua
oxfpare kard Tavréy kré. In Phaedo 104 A B it appears that -
dpfpds comprises the opposites dpriov and wepirriv.,

The passage above quoted from the Philebus opens up other
kindred matters, about which see H. Jackson's paper in JP.
X pp. 263 foll. In the Philebus we are confronteg by the old
difficulty of seeing how a thing can be at once One and Many.
How can One thing (e.g. Pleasure) be Many things (e.g.
and bad)? (This was one source from which sprang Antisthenes’
denial of the possibility of predication.) Philebus cannot see
how Pleasure can be of different kinds. They may have
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different or opposite origins, but in as far as they ave Pleasure, !

they must be One and the same (12D elol uév yap éx’ évavriwr, !

& Zdkpares, abrar wpayudTwy, o uiy alral ye GANHAacs évavria.

wds yap H8ovh ye ndovy ph olx opobraTov v eln;). Socrates

shows that the paradox that a thing is both One and Many

a.é)pears under several aspects. He (Philebus 14 c foll.) recognises

identification of & and woANd in three distinct senses: (1) the

identification of the One particular and its Many gualitics, (2)

the identification of the One particular and its Many parts, (3)

the identification of the One idea and its Many particulars.

In the sequel the article proceeds to show that between the

earlier dialogues and the Philebus the interest has shifted from

the first two problems to the last. The first problem is really

that of Classification, which fills so large a space in the Meno

and kindred dialogues; for each of the Many qualities is a

Class notion. But in the Philebus the first two problems are

accounted trivial and uninteresting (dednuevuéra, ‘played out,’

14 p); though in Rep. 523 A-526 B they are made the bases

of a dialectical course. [So at Phil. 13 E Socrates says he

would be a poor creature if he were not equal to seeing that one

class may embrace not only dissimilars but opposites: woAhal

Te al fuwwdmacat émarijuac défovow elvar xal dvduowol Twves adrdv

dN\Hhaus el d¢ xal évavrlaw mp ylyvovral Twes, &pa &fos dv

elny 1ol Sialéyeobar viv, el pofnlbels Tobro alrd undepiav dvbuoov

galqy émoriuny eémoriuy yiyvesfar, «ré.] ¢Similarly in the

Phaedo 102B-103 A the first identification is discussed —in

regard to the tallness and shortness simultaneously discover-

able in Simmias—at a length for which Socrates thinks it

necessary to make a sort of apology 102D, while the simul-

taneous appearance of aird 7o uéyefos and 79 év fuiv uéyedos, of

the separately existent idea and the same idea distributed

among its particulars—a case of the third identification of

& and woAd—is assumed without a word of explanation’

(note on p. 264). ‘If again we turn to Meno 73C sqq. we

remark at once a similarity and a dissimilarity to Phil. 12D

sqq. Meno’s inability to regard Virtue as a &, and Protarchus’

inability to regard Pleasure as a woA\d, have a common origin,

and Socrates in his answer to Meno takes the same sort of line,

and employs the same examples (oxfrara and ypdpara), as in .

his answer to Protarchus. On the other hand there is nothin, i

in the Meno to correspond to Phil. 14B-15¢c. The ontologic i

difficulty insisted upon in the latter has not in the former made :

its appearance.” The Meno contents itself with the attempt to 1‘

grasp the General Notion; in the Philebus that stage is E
d ; but the problem remains, ‘how does the Idea enter i

into the Particulars?’
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xal radra xal, ‘and that too though,’ L. & 8. obros C1x 2.
34. xaréxe : sec on 73D 5.

35. 8 84 dvopdtes kTA., ¢ which you call Figure, allowing the
name Figure both to curved and straight.’” This is hardly
an instance of the ordinary transition from the relative to the
demonstrative construction. This trausition mostly occurs
where the relative if repeated in the second clause would be in
a different case. Where the relative would be in the same
cage, it is naturally understood in the second clause. But even
under these circumstances the transition to the demonstrative
sometimes occurs (Kiihner § 561. 1), Xen. 4=. 111 iii 16 ‘Podlovs,
&» Tods ToANoUs paow émloraclar apevdoviv kal T Bélos alTOY
xal SurNdowov @épeobar Tdv Ilepoixdv opevdordy. In the present
place it looks at first sight as if Plato might have left out the
second oxfiua, writing 8 o7 dvoudfess oxiua xal obdér uiN\ov
Pis T oTpoyyihor elvar § 76 06U, But there would then have
been the danger that his reader, instead of supplying & in the
second clanse as predicate, might take elvai in the sense ‘exist.’
Cp. TTE 44 & govro dyabia elvar, &orv 8¢ Taird ye xaxd, 93D
17 & éxeivos adrdv éwaidevoaro, kal émolnoe cogdv oa didaokd-
Awy dya 0oy elxero: Theaet. 192 A 8 uév 7is olde . . alobdverar
8¢ atvrd pwh. See on 90 E 32.

E 39. 8" obv, 8rav ofrw Aéyps, ‘am I to understand that
when you speak thus you mean that curved is no more curved
than it is straight, or that straight is no more straight than it
is curved ¢’ Dr. Jowett’s translation (2nd ed.), by twice giving
‘any more’ instead of ‘no more,’ makes nonsense of this

Ppassage.
CHAPTER VII '
. 1. roiro is followed by 7o oxfiua epexegetically. Riddell
§'214.

75 A 4. éwes 1oz see on 74 