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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

SincE the first edition of this work was published
in 1861, there have been several important additions
to Platonic literature in Eng]and. Mr. Grote’s book
on Plato and the other companions of Socrates ap-
peared in 1865; Professor Jowett’s translation, with
the analyses and introductions, in 1871 (the second
~ edition in 1875). These great and monumental
works had been preceded by the less important
effort of Dr. Whewell, who, in 1861, attempted, not
without success, to popularize the dialogues in part,
and to assert their educational value. Of critical
editions, Riddell’s Apology, with the valuable Digest
of Idioms, was published in 1867 (after the author’s
death), Dr. Thompson’s Pheedrus in 1868, his Gorgias
in 1871, and the edition of the Sophistes and
Politicus, which forms the continuation of this
Thesetetus, came out in 1867. An edition of the
Parmenides, by Professor Maguire, published at
Dublin in 1882, is remarkable for clearness of
arrangement, and also for a point of view which

I venture to think more idealistic than Plato’s
ba
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own. Mr. F. A, Paley published a translation of
the Thesetetus, with some notes, in 1875. The
recent edition of this dialogue by Professor Ken-
nedy of Cambridge is also accompanied with a
translation.

Mr. Grote’s intensely real conception of Hellenic,
and especially of Athenian life, his perspnal interest
in the Sophists and in Socrates, have enabled him
to throw a powerful cross-light on Plato, bringing
out some features which would otherwise have re-
mained in shadow. His intellectual sympathy with
Protagoras in particular gives great piquancy to his
analysis of the Thesetetus. But his steadfast utili-
tarian point of view has made it hard for him to do
real justice to Plato’s meaning here. No part of
Mr. Grote’s singular exposition is more paradoxical,
or has called forth more criticism, than his account
of this dialogue. Mr. Cope’s just and clear rejoinder
may be alluded to in passing; and an article in the
Edinburgh Review for October, 1865, which con-
tains a powerful refutation of Mr. Grote’s ‘theory
of Knowledge,” is the more noteworthy, as it is
known to have been written by his friend and
fellow-disciple Mr. John Stuart Mill, who, although
not a Platonist in philosophy, was a warm admirer
of Plato. An excerpt from the Quarterly Review
for January, 1866, on the same subject, is reprinted,
with Mr. Murray’s permission, as an Appendix to the
present volume,
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Several interesting papers on Plato have ap-
peared in the Journal of Philology, of which those
by Mr. Henry Jackson, <On Plato’s later theory of
Ideas,’ are the most recent and in some ways the
most important.

It is needless to refer at length to the many
works on Plato which have appeared in other
countries since 1861. Of books dealing generally
in a critical spirit with the whole body of the
dialogues, that of Schaarschmidt (1866), of which
more will be said presently, is probably the most re-
markable. The voluminous work of Peipers (1874)
deals so far principally with the Thesetetus. His
exposition is learned and thoughtful, but is only
occasionally referred to in this volume. On the
other hand, I have made constant use, in revising
my notes, of three important helps to the study
of the Thesetetus which have appeared in recent
years :—the critical and exegetical commentaries
of Hermann Schmidt (1877), the revision of Stall-
baum’s edition (in the case of the Thesetetus amount-
ing to a new edition) by Wohlrab (1869), and the
critical edition of Martinus Schanz (1880), who has
in many ways done good service to the text of
Plato.

It has been no small satisfaction to me to find
that many of the views advanced in my former
edition have been since endorsed by writers of so
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much authority. To H. Schmidt, especially, my
acknowledgments are due for the close attention
which he has given to my observations, and for the
subtlety and acuteness which he has often expended
in examining them.

A full apparatus criticus has never formed part
of the plan of this edition. But in the year 1856,
being still at Oxford, and having undertaken to
edit the Theeetetus, I collated the dialogue in the
Bodleian MS. with the Zurich edition of 1839,
and with Gaisford’s collation in his Lectiones
Platonicee (1820). Bekker in his Commentaria
Critica '(1 823) had written with reference to this
work of the Oxford Professor of Greek .—‘Cogat
agmen, quem solum non ipse exploravi, (¥) codex
Clarkianus. Eius enim causa Oxonium profectus
cum Thomee Gaisfordi lectiones Platonicas prelo
paratas invenissem, nolui actum agere, totumque
viri diligentissimi libellum in mea commentaria
ita recepi, ut quae ad sententiam, ad syntaxin, ad
flexionem quoquo modo pertinerent, transcriberem
omnia, quee orthographica essent, ea fere speciminis
loco semel atque iterum posita deinde omitterem.’
Bekker’s confidence in Gaisford’s accuracy was suf-
ficiently well-grounded, but finality in dealing with
MSS. is not soon reached, and I was able in several
places to correct or supplement Gaisford’s report.
To place on record every » épercvoricdy, every accent
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or breathing supplied by a later hand, was no part
of my intention, nor has it yet been done. Any
one who turns from the Thesetetus in the MS. to
the Sophist, Politicus, or Parmenides, which have
been much less read, and are therefore more nearly
as the scribe left them, will see at once how many
accents in particular must have been added by
later hands.

I left Oxford in 1858, and was therefore unable,
at the time of bringing out my edition in 1861,
personally to verify my notes. I might else have
avoided one somewhat serious error, viz. that of
printing éxi wox¢ instead of éxi o woAv, as the
Bodleian reading in 153 B. How easily such an
error might arise under the circumstances may
be illustrated by a simple instance. Dindorf’s
critical note on (Ed. Tyr. 11, at least in the editions
of 1861 and 1868, is as follows :—* arépfavres pro
oréEavres a m. rec.’ This is the reverse of the fact,
and M. Schanz may perhaps conjecture that Diibner,
who collated for Dindorf, ‘merely inspected’ the
Medicean MS. But it must be evident to a candid
mind,—to borrow for a moment the language of
constructive criticism,—that Dibner wrote orépfarres
Pr.: oréfavres & m. Tec., and that Dindorf misread
Diibner’s note.

Schanz collated the MS. in 1870, and having
tested his work on this dialogue I can bear witness
to its great accuracy. He tells us that he went on
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the principle of registering everything, however
slight. Yet even a Schanz is compelled to place
limits to minutize. Not only are there still many
changes of accent unregistered, not only is the
resolution of a, ar, etc., by correctors unobserved
in places where it affects the reading, but the
distinction between early and late corrections (b
and recens b) is by no means completely noted.
Also, if Schanz were supposed to have transcribed
everything however slight, it might be inferred that
the MS. was not punctuated. Now the Bodleian
MS. as it stands has three distinct sorts of punc-
tuation :—1. the double colon, by which in this, as
in other MSS. of Plato, the speeches of the different
interlocutors are kept apart. These divisions are
right in some places where the earlier editors
went wrong. 2. The colon, often marking even
insignificant pauses. This, as well as the mark of
a new speaker, has been generally inserted by the
first hand. 3. The comma, frequently added by
an early diorthotes so as to indicate a slight break
in the sentence. This sometimes amounts to an
interpretation. The same hand has often added a
comma beneath the double colon, thﬁsg where the
preceding sentence is interrogative. These three
marks—in different degrees certainly, and none of
them in a significant degree, but still appreciably,—
form part of the traditional deposit which the MS.
contains. None of them, least of all the first,

L4
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should be ignored by those who undertake to
register every difference however apparently un-
important.

Having reperused the MS. side by side with
Schanz’s edition, I may be permitted to register
a few points (certainly of the very slightest
moment) where his observation seems to have
been at fault.

N.B.—T%e references are to Schan2’s edition of the Theetetus,
published at Leipzig in 1880.

Schanz, page 1, line 5. w0 wiv; Here as below p. 2, 1. 9,
b has added r for repylwy, which was however unnecessary,
as the double colon (:) marks the new persons—hence r is
not continued.

2. 9. ‘xai..elmev Terpsioni tribuit b’ This is not true in
the sense that B had omitted to distinguish the persons
with the colon (:) ; r is added, as before, éx mepiovatas.

2. 15. émmvopOotuny BT, corr. bt. doré BT (so also in 15,
L. 22 pajré).

8. 6. ta &el &v o¢, xal wepl ékelvov 41 fpdrov interp. B
vel b.

4. 11. eddoxluov Th. (rec.): elddkiuor B.

10. 35. ¢ érdxois BT, sed x ex emend. B.’ The correction
is by a recent hand. The note should run therefore ¢é&rdxois
b rec. T: ardmois B et apogr. V.’

12. 22. Post yeyovés commate distinxit b vetus.

12, 26. Post évapyes distinguit B.

13. 29. dpaipdpar bt: dpalpwpar BT.

16. 23. ‘é&nl 70 moAd revera B This is so, but émromord
b should be added.

17. 8. 7ov xohogdva dvaykd{w® mpoaBiBdlwy Ty xpvaip cepdy
@s sic distinxit b,
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19. 9. &wye is written in space of fewer letters by first
hand. The former word was oxytone: qy. éyd?

20. 9. ¢ favpavros BT, sed v in ras, B.’ Imo » erasit b,

22. 1. &roww odv (in the note) is an obvious misprint,.

283. 16. yumep (accent uncertain) B: sjmep b.

24. 15. Post dvap distinguit B.

27. 4. ‘readd. T. om. B’ It should be observed that éué
is at the end of a line (éué | wos).

27. 16, 17. 16. ‘oir’ &AAov Aéyovros dmodexréoy om. BD,
add. bd. 17. &wodexréov T: &morexréoy B.’ This is not quite
accurate. The note should run o? | révr&: Aexréov B: Litteras
T’avrd. erasit, Talr® Aexréov, oir’ &Aov Aéyov in margine
sinistra supplevit, ros o in rasura seripsit, A in 3 mutavit, b.
(The vox nihili &moAexréor was never written.)

28. 14. vlaov B: the corrector erased the stroke which
made the 7, changed o to ¢ and v to g.

29. 9. ¢ Aéyouer’ recens ‘b,

81. 1. ‘mfavoroylg TV et ut videtur B: mifavoroylais ex
emend. B.

mbavoroylais is the reading of B p. m.; only, as in number-
less other places, a has been corrected &y a recent kand to sr.

81. 9. ‘%) &epov T et recens ‘b.

82. 29. dpgn (sic) (not épg) b,

85. 24. olwv 7€ ‘in marg.’ recens ‘b.’

86. 26, map’ & &v etiam b.

87. 22. &N’ 7 (not &N’ 7)) B.

88. 19. ‘éBorjfoar B, corr.’ recens ¢ b.’

39. 1, ad rodrov rov (sic) B pr.

89. 16. 7ov axippwra (?) B.

40. 3. The confusion in B is increased by ro having no
accent :—vmijpeiro.

43. 7. tavra B.

43.13. % b,

44, 20. ‘7* B.'—Fuit Hi.

45. 15. 7 B pr. (?).

46. 5. 1 7 & B pr.

46. 18. Opar 7¢ B pr.
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47. 24. pvpla BT : pipia b.

48. 23. 7’ ad B: Téb b,

49. 15. “émdéfia B’ The accent is not by the first hand.

50. 15. xal copal B (Schanz has here corrected his own
error).

51. 34-52. 1. B omits the division of the persons after
wévv ye, and the second py ydp.

52. 2%. B has aidréu.

58. 16. I read &xvporépa in B,

54. 9. “4* B.” Fuit 4.

65. 4. Post ImepBdAres commate distinxit b.

55. 18. airois B: adrois b.

55. 24. 8wepine dépov B : 3mepupadpdv vetus b.

67. 15. dvayxalor pev otv statim post doxei sine puncto
infert et Theodoro tribuit B.

59. 7. avr@. B :—the breathing is by a second hand.

59. 16. ¢radra ut videtur in margine voluit b’—recentior.

61. 33. & * 7« B (sic).

61. 34. ‘dpydvor B, sed » postea additum.’ B wrote
dpydvwi, and the ¢ has since been changed to y—probably
not by the first hand. .

62. 34. “éudorépus T, apogr. V et ut videtur B’ The last
statement is erroneous. What may have looked like a sigma
over the line is a mark of reference to the marginal note
¢wviy Kal xpdav, which has a corresponding mark.

68, 4. 74, re (sic) b,

64. 3. % Yvxy (recens b) is not a v. r., but an interlinear
gloss.

64. 10. Here is a similar error, rotrwy nlovdr: (not &7) is
an interlinear gloss.

64. 24. ‘oid¢ B’ (cum rasura supra v), ‘el in marg.’
(recens) ¢b.’

64. 29, 30. The Bodleian while reading of for oi», also
loses the distinction of persons, appearing to drop a speech
of Theetetus, thus :—éxei 3¢ &ddvaror ¢palverar # ob: ratrow
éxetvd Te xal TodTo xakeis, There is this mark of uncertainty
:+ in the margin.
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65. 1. & (n in rasura) B.

66. 11. 3mmyoty (not Smneyotv) B.

69. 18. (Here in Schanz’s text the second Zw. should be
deleted and Kd\\ora. 16 3¢ x.rA. should be continued.
There has been an oversight in proof-correcting). ‘sjrot . .
wéper Thezeteto, kdAiora Socrati tribuit Hirzel” B reads as
Schanz intends to do, only with a superfluous colon (:) after
dvdyxn pév odv. But the lower dot is probably by a second
hand.

71. 6. ‘dvayxdfoiro . . . dofdlec primus Themteto tribuit
Heindorf’ Here B is not clear about the persons, placing
the colon (:) after é0fA Aéyeis and dofd(er. But the Cesena
MS. divides with Heindorf.

71, 23. 7 revera B: 1} vetus b, sed 7 iterum in marg. b.

72. 4. vé. B with ;. in marg.

78. 10. aloavera: sine accentu B.

78. 21. Dele ¢ airois B.

78. 24. &) B. Fuit &7:.

74. 11. In the marginal reading of b, which is prefaced
with é&v dAhous ofirws, Tovrwy is read for rotro.

75. 15. 7o sine accentu B.

75. 21. avroi sine spiritu B.

76. 4. B probably wrote emeifero émnlobero. The corrector
has erased all but the last five letters, and clumsily corrected
to émjofero.

76. 26. daBawovaw b (not B). The B8 and v are written

over erasures of » and p, and the a: is cramped into the space
of e

77. 8. &w Tod B pr.

78. 5. alrov B (P or b?).

80. 19. © ¢popd»’ recens ‘b,

81. 24. &\\w (not &A\Awi) b.

85. 11. B began to write a colon (:) after dwepofuer, then

added yérw instead, without the colon (:), and without ac-
centuating pev of dmepoiuev.

85. 12. ¢émayopelns B, sed n ex emend.” Fuit .
85. 28. airy : 7v (not aPm 76v) B.
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86. 14. dixaorpia sine accentu B pr.

87, 11. avrdv sine spiritu B,

88. 31. ‘&epyéorara B’ Sed alterum e correctum ex a.

92. 9. b (marg.) would add ¥pus (sic) after puépy. What
Schanz reads éorw is the mark of reference /. corresponding
to the mark over uépn’: in the text.

98. 6. avry B.

93. 9. The & of dyvworor seems to have been blotted off
by the first hand.

99. 7. There is no division of the persons, and the accents
in B are even fewer than is noticed by Schanz. éoxorwuévar
€L ye 3n T vvv Oy doepdy B pr.

99.23. B:#b,

More really important than Schanz’s re-collation
of the Bodleian is the work which he has done at
Venice. By singling out the Venetian MS. App.
4, 1, (T), as the archetype of all MSS. of the lesser
dialogues not copied from the Bodleian, he has
greatly simplified the task of settling the text of
this part of Plato. And his use of Ven. I (Schanz’s
D) as a witness to the earlier reading, where the
Bodleian has been made illegible by correction or
otherwise, is also very judicious.

While consulting Schanz throughout, however,
I have by no means always followed him. He has
introduced into the text, without marking them,
several conjectural readings, which appear to me
unnecessary. And he has adopted some rules of
orthography, which, even if proved correct, would
hardly be convenient in a work like the present.
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Dr.W. H. Thompson, the Master of Trinity College,
Cambridge, is so high an authority on the inter-
pretation of Plato, that an opinion which he has
kindly communicated to me must not be neglected,
although his expression of it came too late to be
inserted in the proper place. In the difficult passage
153 C: Kai éri Tolrois Tov kohopava, x.T.\., he agrees
with the late Mr, James Riddell and myself in
taking ov kohogava as an ‘accusative of the effect:’—
(he would print «ai—éxi Toirors Tov KoNoPp@va—avay-
kalw mposPiBalwv) :—but he prefers to understand
avarycdlw mposPiBalwy, sc. ae, ‘I get or force you to
admit’ He observes that wposBiBalew in the sense
of welfewv is not unfrequent, and that the accumu-
lation of évayxalw mposBiBalwr, when either seems
sufficient, is characteristic of Plato. Dr. Thompson
concurs in rejecting the old interpretation, which
made Tov kohopava accusative in regimen, and rpoo-
BiBawy = émiriBeis. i

I have also to acknowledge the kindness of
Professor Jebb, of the University of Glasgow, in
calling my attention to the oration of Lysias pro
Mantitheo (xvi. §§ 13-17),—referred to also by
Grote,—as an illustration of the keen interest

iich the Athenians of all classes felt in the battle

Corinth (B.c. 394), in which Dexilaus fell and

esetetus probably received ‘his wounds. The

icription on the monument of Dexilaus, by naming

3 archonship of Eubulides, leaves no doubt as to
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the year in which he died; although we may
never know in what way he and his four comrades
were distinguished from the rest of the Athenian
six hundred.

Mr. F. A. Paley, in a note on 202 A, says that
avrd is ¢ necessarily emphatic, being in the nomina-
tive” This is hard to understand. Why may not
the construction be the same as in Rep. 5. 472 D:
‘Qs kal dwatov yevéoOar TowiTov dvdpa?—Mr. Paley
adopts the readings of 204 C, 209 C, suggested by
me in 1861.

Lastly, I may be allowed to make here a cor-
rection in the text of the Sophist, which had not
occurred to me at the time of publishing my edition
of that dialogue. In Soph. 226 C, the word diaxpiver
has rightly been condemned as introducing the
general notion inopportunely, and where a specific
term is obviously required. Read diveur, ¢to thresh
out corn,’ and compare Hesiod, Op. et D. 595, 6,

Suwal & érorpivew Anwirepos iepov axTiy

Suvéuev.
This emendation, although conjectural, has had the
rare felicity of being adopted by Professor Jowett.

St. ANDREWS, January, 1883.
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INTRODUCTION.

AvtrovGH the three chief lines of thought in Plato,
whether to be described as practical, speculative, mystical,
or as ethical, theoretical, erotic!, are rarely quite separate,
and are blended in different proportions, yet the distinction
between them affords a convenient enough ground for a
rough classification of his dialogues. Even the simplest,
which are also presumably the earliest, of Plato’s writings,
such as the Laches, Charmides, and Lysis, may, without
violence, be thus distinguished.

In trying to ascertain the point of view from which a
particular dialogue was composed, we should therefore study
it, in the first instance, less in relation to those of the same
period but different subject matter, than to those before and
after it which dwell upon a cognate theme:—(just as a
student of Shakespeare may learn more in comparing Mids.
N. Dream with the Tempest than with Romeo and Juliet, or
Romeo and Juliet with Ant. and Cleo. than with Rich. II).

Now as the Gorgias is a clear sample of the ethical and
the Symposium of the mystical aspect of Plato’s thought,
so in the Themtetus the purely scientific tendency is in the
ascendent.

Socrates’ confession of ignorance was felt by Plato to General
imply a certain ideal of knowledge. His eager persistent 2™
search for an irrefragable definition of each term of human
interest, implied that this ideal was not merely transcendent,
but must be applicable to the world and to human life.

His acceptance of knowledge as the sole test of authority
pointed the same way. And his resolution of blameworthy

1 More generally one might speak  enthusiasm. But the words used in

of the good, the true, the beautiful, or  the text are more directly descriptive
of conduct, knowledge, and e@sthetic  of Plato.

c
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conduct into intellectual error added a religious sanction
to the pursuit of Truth.

In the simpler dialogues Plato is contented with repre-
senting Socrates as engaged in his life-work of detecting
contradiction in others, and so bringing into strong relief
at once their ignorance and his own,—pointing only from
afar off to the conception of a Science which shall be an
infallible guide. The questions, Can Virtue be taught? Are
the Virtues many or one? are dimly felt to run up into
the higher question, Is Virtue one with Knowledge? Once
in the Charmides, where Temperance has been defined as
Self-Knowledge, some difficulties concerning Knowledge itself
are started by the way, as whether there can be a Knowledge
of Knowledge—must not this be a Knowledge of ignorance
as well >—and so on. But the problem is merely incidental
and the treatment of it paradoxical and verbal. Plato knew,
however, that underneath these inquiries, and behind the
contrast between the Socratic and Sophistic methods, there
lay deeper problems, which Socrates had not distinctly for-
mulated, and still less fully discussed: viz. What is teaching?
What is the nature of Knowledge? What is the standard of
Truth ? What is meant by the distinction of One and Many ?
In approaching the concentrated investigation of these higher
problems, Plato is not content with idealizing Socrates, but
enters anew into relations with the older philosophies which
had possibly impressed his youth and certainly went far to
constitute the intellectual atmosphere in which he lived.

In dwelling afresh upon the work of Socrates he (in common
probably with Euclides) saw in it a striving towards certain
general forms, which, in their perfect abstraction, could only
be thought of as eternal. To Plato that was a vision which
enlightened all his subsequent thoughts: but on any theory
except that which denies all growth and change in him,
it must be acknowledged that there was progress also in his
conception of the Ideas. How far he was ever satisfied with
the half-mythological presentation of them which appears in
the Cratylus, Meno, and Phedo, may be left for those to de-
termine who seem to know him better than he knew himself.
However this may have been, we need not wonder, if,
in passages avowedly mythical, like those in the Phedrus,
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Timezus, and Politicus, such crude unscientific notions tend
to reappear.

But the new vision of Truth, however inspiring, was
sometimes felt to ‘raise more questions than it solved.” And
it was in consequence of these questionings that Plato was led
to reconsider his own and his master’s relation to Hellenic
thought. In order to interpret Socrates and to advance
beyond the position gained by him, it was necessary to draw
back in order to spring forwards, reculer pour mieuz sauter,
and to examine into the first principles not only of the
inquiries of Socrates, but of all inquiry. In undertaking this
new ¢ Kritik of Pure Reason,’” Plato did not desert the Socratic
spirit. He only carried into a region which Socrates had
declined to enter, the same process of self-examination and
of unwearied converse with others which Socrates practised
and enjoined. In destroying dogmatism Socrates had seemed
to get rid of metaphysics; but he had only made more fruitful
the metaphysics of the future. In exposing the conceit without
the reality of Knowledge he had only provoked the question,
‘What, then, is the reality?’ In controverting particular
fallacies, he had set one at least of his disciples thinking,
¢ What then is the np@rov Jeibdos—the main source of error ?’

While passing his hand, so to speak, over the tangle which
he had to solve, Plato found two main threads, which were
often twisted into one:—the tendency to postulate in all
inquiry either the non-existence or the absoluteness of dif-
ference,—the identity of opposites, or the incommunicability
of attributes: either to say, Black is white, or That which is
white can have no tinge of yellow.

In this more condensed treatment of first principles, Plato
still retains much of the spirit as well as the form of dramatic
dialogue. In the Theztetus, indeed, they are retained to the
full. Only the conversation is now not merely between
Socrates and his respondent for the hour, but also between
Plato and other philosophers old and new. They are brought
upon the stage and made to explain themselves. They are
confronted with each other. They are treated with the ut-
most urbanity, and with a searching criticism, ironical and
unsparing, until they are compelled, as it were, to give in
their contributions to the sum of Truth. Philosophic
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Dialogue thus becomes the vebicle of a sort of historic fiction,”
containing, with the criticism of the present, at once a re-
production and an interpretation of the past. This ¢ History
of Philosophy’ is, however, penetrated with original thought,
and each actual phase is represented as typical of a universal
tendency and necessary moment in the realization of true
ideas.

The dialogues in which Plato adopts this comprehensive
standpoint are thought by some to indicate a later phase of
Greek speculation generally, which is supposed to have passed
out of a rhetorical into a more logical mode. But Plato’s
conception of what is opposed to philosophy may naturally
have moved together with the aspect of philosophy which
was uppermost in his own mind. And until it can be shown
by some independent proof that the Euthydemus is later than
the Phedrus?, it is best to steer clear of such assumptions.
It is antecedently by no means improbable that the Phadrus
and the Parmenides represent, not different periods, but
different moods. The less known cannot throw light on the
more known: and Plato’s thoughts are better known to us
than the particular incidents of Athenian life which gave
occasion to them.

The Euthydemus and Parmenides may be regarded as, in
different ways, preparatory to the dialectical effort which is
commenced in the Thextetus, and continued in the Sophist,
Statesman, and Philebus,

The Euthydemus is a broad caricature of reigning logical
fallacies.

The Parmenides is a serious statement of the difficulties
which beset Idealism, whether (1) in the post-Socratic, or
(2) in the Eleatic form. At the same time it contains the
most uncompromising assertion of Idealism.

This is not the place for a full exposition of the Parmenides,
which Professor Jowett’s Introduction has rendered superfluous.
But it may not be amiss to point out the significance of the
dramatic situation in that dialogue.

Socrates is there represented as in early youth anticipating
the theory of eldn, which has since been generally associated

! From the allusion to Isocrates in  early date. But this presumption is
the Phedrus L. Spengel infers a very  balanced by other considerations,
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with the name of Plato, and would be naturally attributed
to him by the reader of the Cratylus, or the Phzdo, or of
the fifth and tenth books of the Republic.

By means of this theory the young Socrates successfully
refutes the thesis of Zeno, which that philosopher blush-
ingly acknowledges to have been a polemical effort of his
own early youth. But the aged Parmenides subjects Socrates
in turn to criticism, and the wonderful boy, whose speculative
impulse is praised by the old philosopher as Divine, answers
each objection with a nmew hypothesis, which always cor-
responds to some actual form of idealism. He fails, however,
to establish any of them: whereupon Parmenides puts him
through an exercise not unknown to Zeno, in which, by the
application of ordinary logic to his own transcendental theory
of the One Being, he develops a series of antinomies, which
Socrates is compelled at once to admit, and to declare im-
possible,

Is it reading too much between the lines to understand
Plato here to mean: (1) that the current mode of applying
the principle of contradiction, however much it might rest on
the authority of Zeno, was, as he says in the Sophist (259 D),
unworthy of any one who is come to man’s estate; (2) that
although the Platonic theory based on the practice of Socrates
gave promise of a mighty grasp on truth, yet, as hitherto
held and stated, it was still immature ; and (3) that, in order
to complete and strengthen it, it was necessary to go back once
more to the great fountain of speculative thought, and appeal
from the disciple to the master, from the method of Zeno to
the spirit of Parmenides, who must be approached in the
truth-seeking temper of Socrates ?

In the Thewtetus, Socrates declines to examine Parmenides.
That task is reserved for the Neo-Eleatic friend who appears
with Theodorus and Thewmtetus on the following day. The
present dialogue is chiefly occupied with the consideration of
what may be loosely spoken of as Heraclitean doctrines, but
which, as Plato says, are really ‘older than Homer.’ In
developing these doctrines Socrates makes use of more than
one saying which is still to be found amongst the fragments
of Heraclitus.

It is remarkable that Plato nowhere speaks of Heraclitus
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with unqualified respect, although much in his own teaching
was consciously or unconsciously a repetition or expansion
of truths stated or anticipated by that great mind!. If we
may trust Aristotle, Plato had first known Heracliteanism in
the exaggerated form in which it was tanght by Cratylus,
and certainly he has more to tell us of the followers, whether
in Ephesus or Athens, than of their master.

Yet it is not fanciful to say that in idealizing Socrates, and
connecting the remembrance of him with the great thoughts
of the first philosophic age, he saw in the Elenchus an
illustration in the sphere of mind, on the one hand of actual
mautability and fluctuation, and on the other of an absolute
standard,—in so far justifying both Heraclitus and Parmen-
ides. Socrates can make any opinions move; no position
remains fixed when he comes near. But he cannot and will
not argue unless allowed to assume the reality of knowledge.

In the foregoing general exposition it has been assumed that
the main body of the Platonic writings, and the dialectical
dialogues in particular, are from the hand of the master.

The position so held is intermediate between that of Mr.
Grote, who maintains the Alexandrian tradition in its in-
tegrity and defends even the Axiochus and the Epistles,
and that of Schaarschmidt, who acknowledges only nine
dialogues, The work of Schaarschmidt appeared in 1866,
when my edition of the Sophistes and Politicus was in the
press. He had previously given some indication of his views
in the pages of Rheinische Museum and elsewhere. He, and
Socher before him, have succeeded in showing the remarkable
disparity which exists between the purely dialectical dia-
logues and those which these writers leave unquestioned *—
a disparity both in the mode of handling and in the sub-
stance of the thought. The difference is not here denied,

! The following statement of Pla-
tonic doctrine, by one of the most

indem nichts sich gleich bleibt. In
diesen ewigen Processe des Werdens

zealous of modern Platonists, con-
tains the sum and substance of Hera-
clitus’ teaching : * Ohne Stillstand in
fortwiihrenden Kriege wie in Schach-
spiele Alles in geregelte Weise seine
Plitze Wechselt, so dasz das Lebende
zum Todten, das Todte zum Leben-
dens wird und nichts verlsengeht,

is das einzige Constante das Gesetz.’
Teichmiiller, Die Platonische Frage,
P- 54. Only, in the inchoate thought
of Heraclitus, the Law is not distin-
guishable from the Process.

* Schaarschmidt carries his scep-
ticism much further than Ast or
Socher did.



INTRODUCTION. xxvii

but, as in the edition of the Sophist, ete. (1867) and in Professor
Jowett’s introductions (1st ed. 1871), the dialogues in ques-
tion are assigned to a different period of Plato’s literary
activity, in which, as Professor Jowett observesl, ¢ the style
begins to alter, and the dramatic and poetical element has
become subordinate to the speculative and philosophical. In
the development of abstract thought great advances have
been made on the Protagoras and the Phadrus, and even on
the Republic. But there is a corresponding diminution of
artistic skill, a want of character in the persons, a laboured
march in the dialogue, and a degree of confusion and in-
completeness in the general design.’ ... ‘The play of humour
and the charm of poetry have departed never to return?2.’

Schaarschmidt’s three great tests, viz. literary excellence,
the presence of a moral purpose, and quotation by Aristotle,
are more plausible than some which previous critics have ap-
plied. And in his application of his method there is much
acute criticism, although a suspicion now and then arises that
insufficient grounds are being eked out by vigorous writing.

But (1) (to take first the external test) the argument from
silence is especially fallacious in the criticism of ancient
writings, and the question of Aristotle’s testimony to Platonic
dialogues is complicated with doubts as to the genuineness
of the Aristotelian treatises3.

(2) For masterly skill in composition, is there any com-
parison, for example, between the Symposium or Republic
and the Timeus or the Laws? Is there not also in both
of these last named ‘a laboured march in the dialogue, and a
degree of confusion and incompleteness in the general design?’
The cumbrousness and prolixity, which are so evident in
the Laws, are accounted for on the ground that Plato is
reported to have left his last work in an unfinished state.
Without cavilling about the possible origin of the story,
may it not be observed, in the spirit of Goethe’s pregnant
saying*, ‘It is a sketch which never could have been finished ?’
On the other hand, if the subject is taken into account, the
literary skill shown in the Parmenides is very great.

1 Introd. to Philebus, sub init. and the eleventh of the Metaphysics
2 Introd. to the Statesman. are rejected by Schaarschmidt.
3 The third book of the Rhetoric * Conversations with Eckermann.
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own. Mr. F. A. Paley published a translation of
the Thesetetus, with some notes, in 1875. The
recent edition of this dialogue by Professor Ken-
nedy of Cambridge is also accompanied with a
translation.

Mr. Grote’s intensely real conception of Hellenic,
and especially of Athenian life, his personal interest
in the Sophists and in Socrates, have enabled him
to throw a powerful cross-light on Plato, bringing
out some features which would otherwise have re-
mained in shadow. His intellectual sympathy with
Protagoras in particular gives great piquancy to his
analysis of the Theeetetus. But his steadfast utili-
tarian point of view has made it hard for him to do
real justice to Plato’s meaning here. No part of
Mr. Grote’s singular exposition is more paradoxical,
or has called forth more criticism, than his account
of this dialogue. Mr. Cope’s just and clear rejoinder
may be alluded to in passing; and an article in the
Edinburgh Review for October, 1865, which con-
tains a powerful refutation of Mr. Grote’s ‘ theory
of Knowledge,’ is the more noteworthy, as it is
known to have been written by his friend and
fellow-disciple Mr. John Stuart Mill, who, although
not a Platonist in philosophy, was a warm admirer
of Plato. An excerpt from the Quarterly Review
for January, 1866, on the same subject, is reprinted,
with Mr. Murray’s permission, as an Appendix to the
present volume,
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Several interesting papers on Plato have ap-
peared in the Journal of Philology, of which those
by Mr. Henry Jackson, ¢On Plato’s later theory of
Ideas,’ are the most recent and in some ways the
most important.

It is needless to refer at length to the many
works on Plato which have appeared in other
countries since 1861. Of books dealing generally
in a critical spirit with the whole body of the
dialogues, that of Schaarschmidt (1866), of which
more will be said presently, is probably the most re-
markable. The voluminous work of Peipers (1874)
deals so far principally with the Thesetetus. His
exposition is learned and thoughtful, but is only
occasionally referred to in this volume. On the
other hand, I have made constant use, in revising
my notes, of three important helps to the study
of the Thesetetus which have appeared in recent
years :—the critical and exegetical commentaries
of Hermann Schmidt (1877), the revision of Stall-
baum’s edition (in the case of the Thestetus amount-
ing to a new edition) by Wohlrab (1869), and the
critical edition of Martinus Schanz (1880), who has
in many ways done good service to the text of
Plato.

It has been no small satisfaction to me to find
that many of the views advanced in my former
edition have been since endorsed by writers of so



PREFACE TO THE

wch authority. To H. Schmidt, especially, my
cknowledgments are due for the close attention
7hich he has given to my observations, and for the
ubtlety and acuteness which he has often expended
1 examining them.

A full apparatus criticus has never formed part
f the plan of this edition. But in the year 1856,
eing still at Oxford, and having undertaken to
dit the Thestetus, I collated the dialogue in the
jodleian MS. with the Zurich edition of 1839,
nd with Gaisford’s collation in his Lectiones
'latonicee (1820). Bekker in his Commentaria
'ritica (1823) had written with reference to this
rork of the Oxford Professor of Greek :—fCogat
gmen, quem solum non ipse exploravi, (¥) codex
Jlarkianus. Eius enim causa Oxonium profectus
um Thome Gaisfordi lectiones Platonicas prelo
yaratas invenissem, nolui actum agere, totumque
iri diligentissimi libellum in mea commentaria
ta recepi, ut quee ad sententiam, ad syntaxin, ad
lexionem quoquo modo pertinerent, transcriberem
mnia, quee orthographica essent, ea fere speciminis
oco semel atque iterum posita deinde omitterem.’
Jekker’s confidence in Gaisford’s accuracy was suf-
iciently well-grounded, but finality in dealing with
MSS. is not soon reached, and I was able in several
’laces to correct or supplement Gaisford’s report.
[o place on record every v éperxvarixdy, every accent
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or breathing supplied by a later hand, was no part
of my intention, nor has it yet been done. Any
one who turns from the Thesetetus in the MS. to
the Sophist, Politicus, or Parmenides, which have
been much less read, and are therefore more nearly
as the scribe left them, will see at once how many
accents in particular must have been added by
later hands.

I left Oxford in 1858, and was therefore unable,
at the time of bringing out my edition in 1861,
personally to verify my notes. I might else have
avoided one somewhat serious error, viz. that of
printing éxi moAd instead of éwxi 76 woN/, as the
~ Bodleian reading in 153 B. How easily such an
error might arise under the circumstances may
be illustrated by a simple instance. Dindorf’s
critical note on (Ed. Tyr. 11, at least in the editions
of 1861 and 1868, is as follows :—*arépfavres pro
oréfavres a m. rec.’ This is the reverse of the fact,
and M. Schanz may perhaps conjecture that Diibner,
who collated for Dindorf, ‘merely inspected’ the
Medicean MS. But it must be evident to a candid
mind,—to borrow for a moment the language of
constructive criticism,—that Diibner wrote orép£avres
Pr.: orétavres a m. rec., and that Dindorf misread
Diibner’s note.

Schanz collated the MS. in 1870, and having
tested his work on this dialogue I can bear witness
to its great accuracy. He tells us that he went on
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the principle of registering everything, however
slight. Yet even a Schanz is compelled to place
limits to minutiee. Not only are there still many
changes of accent unregistered, not only is the
resolution of a, ar, etc., by correctors unobserved
in places where it affects the reading, but the
distinction between early and late corrections (b
and recens b) is by no means completely noted.
Also, if Schanz were supposed to have transcribed
everything however slight, it might be inferred that
the MS. was not punctuated. Now the Bodleian
MS. as it stands has three distinct sorts of punc-
tion :—1. the double colon, by which in this, as
sther MSS. of Plato, the speeches of the different
rrlocutors are kept apart. These divisions are
it in some places where the earlier editors
1t wrong. 2. The colon, often marking even
gnificant pauses. This, as well as the mark of
ew speaker, has been generally inserted by the
t hand. 3. The comma, frequently added by
early diorthotes so as to indicate a slight break
the sentence. This sometimes amounts to an
srpretation. The same hand has often added a
1ma beneath the double colon, thus ; where the
ceding sentence is interrogative. These three
rks—in different degrees certainly, and none of
m in a significant degree, but still appreciably,—
n part of the traditional deposit which the MS.
tains. None of them, least of all the first,

'
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should be ignored by those who undertake to
register every difference however apparently un-
important.

Having reperused the MS. side by side with
Schanz’s edition, I may be permitted to register
a few points (certainly of the very slightest
moment) where his observation seems to have
been at fault.

N.B.—T%e references are to Schanz’s edition of the Thewtetus,
published at Leipzig in 1880.

Schanz, page 1, line 5. ;rot‘i piv; Here as below p. 2, 1. 9,
b has added r for repylwy, which was however unnecessary,
as the double colon (:) marks the new persons—hence r is
not continued.

2. 9. ‘kal..elmev Terpsioni tribuit b’ This is not true in
the sense that B had omitted to distinguish the persons
with the colon (:) ; r is added, as before, éx mepovatas.

2. 15. émmvopbotuny BT, corr. bt. &oré BT (so also in 15,
L 22 wiré).

8.6. ra &et & o€, xal mepl exelvoy &+ fpdrov interp. B
vel b,

4. 11. etdoxlpov Th. (rec.): edddkyuor B.

10. 35. ¢ érdxois BT, sed x ex emend. B. The correction
is by a recent hand. The note should run therefore ¢ érdrois
b rec.T: érémois B et apogr. V.

12. 22. Post yeyovds commate distinxit b vetus.

12. 26. Post évapyes distinguit B.

18. 29. dpaipdpar bt: épalpopar BT.

16. 23. “énxl 70 moAY revera B This is so, but émromord
b should be added.

17. 8. 7ov xohopdva dvaykdw* mpooPBiBdlwy Ty xpvaiy ceipdy
@s sic distinxit b,
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19. 7. &wye is written in space of fewer letters by first
1and. The former word was oxytone: qy. éyé?

20. 9. ¢ Oavpavros BT, sed v in ras. B.’ Imo v erasit b,

22. 1. 8row odv (in the note) is an obvious misprint.

23. 16. furep (accent uncertain) B: fjmep b.

24. 15. Post dvap distinguit B.

27. 4. ‘readd. T. om. B’ It should be observed that éué
s at the end of a line (éué | Twos).

27. 16, 14, 16. ‘olir’ dM\ov Aéyovros dmodexréov om. BD,
dd. bd. 1%. émodexréov T: dmohexréov B.” This is not quite
wcurate. The note should run od | révrée Aexréov B: Litteras
“avr@e erasit, Tabrér Aexréoy, o¥r’ &Alov Aéyoy in margine
sinistra supplevit, ros dmo in rasura scripsit, A in  mutavit, b.
The vox nihili émohexréor was never written.)

28. 14. tlaov B: the corrector erased the stroke which
nade the 7, changed o to o and v to g.

29. 9. ¢ Aéyouer’ recens ‘b,

31. 1. ‘mbavoroylg TV et ut videtur B: mbavoroylas ex
'mend. B.

mbavoloylais is the reading of B p. m.: only, as in number-
ess other places, a has been corrected 4y a recent hand to st.

81. 9. ‘7 &epov T’ et recens ‘b.

82. 29. dpgn (sic) (not dpg) b,

35. 24. olwv 7€ ¢in marg.’ recens ‘b.’

86. 26, map’ & &v etiam b.

87. 22. &N 7 (not &N’ 7)) B.

88, 19. ¢é¢Bofbncav B, corr.” recens ¢b.’

39. 1. ad rodrov Tov (sic) B pr.

89. 16. 7ov oxippwra (?) B.

40. 3. The confusion in B is increased by 7o having no
1ccent :—vmipeiro.

43. 7. ravra B.

43.13. § b.

44. 20. ‘7* B.'—Fuit .

45. 15. 7 B pr. (?).

46. 5. 1 v 76t B pr.

46. 18. Opar 1¢ B pr.
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47. 29. pvpla BT : uipia b.

48.23. P’ at B: %45 b,

49. 15. ‘&mdédia B’ The accent is not by the first hand.

50. 15. xal copal B (Schanz has here corrected his own
error).

51. 34-52. 1. B omits the division of the persons after
wévv ye, and the second py ydp.

52. 27. B has adrds.

58. 16. I read axvporépa in B,

54. 9. “4* B.” Fuit 4.

55. 4. Post dmepBdAer commate distinxit b,

55. 18. adrois B: avrois b.

55, 24. 8mepune dépov B : 8mepupiadpdv vetus b,

57. 15. dvayxalov pév odv statim post doxel sine puncto
infert et Theodoro tribuit B.

59. 7. avré. B :—the breathing is by a second hand.

39. 16. ¢radra ut videtur in margine voluit b’—recentior.

61. 33. & * 7« B (sic).

61. 34. ‘dpydvwr B, sed v postea additum.’ B wrote
dpydvwi, and the ¢ has since been changed to y—probably
not by the first hand. .

62. 34. ¢ duporépws T, apogr. V et ut videtur B.” The last
statement is erroneous. What may have looked like a sigma
over the line is a mark of reference to the marginal note
¢wriy Kal xpdav, which has a corresponding mark.

68, 4. 76, 7e (sic) b.

64. 3. % Yvxy (recens b) is not a v. r., but an interlinear
gloss.

64. 10. Here is a similar error, rodrwy dnlovér: (not 37) is
an interlinear gloss.

64. 24. ‘otd¢ B’ (cum rasura supra v), ‘el in marg.’
(recens) ¢b.’

64. 29, 30. The Bodleian while reading off for od», also
loses the distinction of persons, appearing to drop a speech
of Themtetus, thus :—éxel 3¢ advvarov ¢palverar %) off: rairov
éxeivd e xal 7obro xahels. There is this mark of uncertainty
:+ in the margin.
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65. 1. & (n in rasura) B.

66. 11. §myyody (not Smniyodv) B.

69. 18. (Here in Schanz’s text the second Sw. should be
deleted and KdM\iwora. 70 8¢, x.7.\. should be continued.
There has been an oversight in proof-correcting). *dfrot. .
wépes Thezeteto, kdAiora Socrati tribuit Hirzel” B reads as
Schanz intends to do, only with a superfluous colon (:) after
dvdyxn pev odv. But the lower dot is probably by a second
hand.

71. 6. ‘dvayxdfowro . . . dofdlec primus Thezteto tribuit
Heindorf” Here B is not clear about the persons, placing
the colon (:) after b0tk Aéyeis and dofd(e.. But the Cesena
MS. divides with Heindorf.

71. 23. 7 revera B : 4} vetus b, sed 7 iteram in marg. b.

72. 4. véd. B with ;. in marg.

78. 10. alofavera: sine accentu B,

8. 21. Dele ¢ adrois B.

73. 24. & B. Fuit &j:.

74. 11. In the marginal reading of b, which is prefaced
with év &\Aois ofrws, Todrwy is read for Tobro.

75. 15. 7o sine accentu B.

75, 21. avroi sine spiritu B,

76. 4. B probably wrote emeifero émnlofero. The corrector

has erased all but the last five letters, and clumsily corrected
to émjobero.

76. 26. dwaBawovew b (not B). The B and v are written
over erasures of » and p, and the a: is cramped into the space
of e.

77. 8. &w 7od B pr.

78. 5. abrov B (? or b?).

80. 19. ‘ ¢popdr’ recens ‘b,

81. 24. &\w (not &AAwi) b.

85. 11. B began to write a colon (:) after dwepofuev, then

added yémw instead, without the colon (:), and without ac-
centuating pev of dmepoiuev.

85. 12. ¢d&mayopeins B, sed 7 ex emend.” Fuit e.
85. 28. a¥rn : rév (not alry 7év) B.
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86. 14. dikacTnpia sine accentu B pr,

87, 11. avrdv sine spiritu B.

88. 31. ‘&vepyéorara B’ Sed alterum e correctum ex a.

92. 9. b (marg.) would add ¥pns (sic) after uépn. What
Schanz reads éorw is the mark of reference /. corresponding
to the mark over uépn : in the text.

93. 6. avry B.

93. 9. The & of &yvworoy seems to have been blotted off
by the first hand.

99. 7. There is no division of the persons, and the accents
in B are even fewer than is noticed by Schanz. éoxorwpévan
€ ye 8 7L vvv 3y doepdy B pr.

99.23.  B:# b,

More really important than Schanz’s re-collation
of the Bodleian is the work which he has done at
Venice. By singling out the Venetian MS. App.
4, 1, (T), as the archetype of all MSS. of the lesser
dialogues not copied from the Bodleian, he has
greatly simplified the task of settling the text of
this part of Plato. And his use of Ven. IT (Schanz’s
D) as a witness to the earlier reading, where the
Bodleian has been made illegible by correction or
otherwise, is also very judicious.

While consulting Schanz throughout, however,
I have by no means always followed him. He has
introduced into the text, without marking them,
several conjectural readings, which appear to me
unnecessary. And he has adopted some rules of
orthography, which, even if proved correct, would
hardly be convenient in a work like the present. -
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Dr.W. H. Thompson, the Master of Trinity College,
Jambridge, is so high an authority on the inter-
retation of Plato, that an opinion which he has
indly communicated to me must not be neglected,
1though his expression of it came too late to be
aserted in the proper place. In the difficult passage
53 C: Kai érxi Tolrois 7ov kohogpiva, .7\, he agrees
vith the late Mr. James Riddell and myself in
aking Tov xohopava as an ‘accusative of the effect:’—
he would print xai—éni ToiTors TOV KONop@va—avay-
alw wposPiBalwy) :—but he prefers to understand
vayralw mposBiBalwy, sc. ae, ‘I get or force you to
dmit.” He observes that rposB:Balew in the sense
f welfew is not unfrequent, and that the accumu-
ation of &vayxé(w wpoaﬁtﬁd{wv, when either seems
ufficient, is characteristic of Plato. Dr. Thompson
oncurs in rejecting the old interpretation, which
nade Tov kohogiva accusative in regimen, and mpoo-
WBafwy = émiiBels.

I have also to acknowledge the kindness of
rofessor Jebb, of the University of Glasgow, in
alling my attention to the oration of Lysias pro
dantitheo (xvi. §§ 13-17),—referred to also by
irote,—as an illustration of the keen interest
vhich the Athenians of all classes felt in the battle
f Corinth (B.c. 394), in which Dexilaus fell and
‘hestetus probably received his wounds. The
ascription on the monument of Dexilaus, by naming
he archonship of Eubulides, leaves no doubt as to
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the year in which he died; although we may
never know in what way he and his four comrades
were distinguished from the rest of the Athenian
six hundred.

Mr. F. A. Paley, in a note on 202 A, says that
avrd is ‘necessarily emphatic, being in the nomina-
tive” This is hard to understand. Why may not
the construction be the same as in Rep. 5. 472 D:
‘Qs kai dwatov yevérOar TowiTov dvdpa?—Mr. Paley
adopts the readings of 204 C, 209 C, suggested by
me in 1861.

Lastly, I may be allowed to make here a cor-
rection in the text of the Sophist, which had not
occurred to me at the time of publishing my edition
of that dialogue. In Soph. 226 C, the word diaxpivew
has rightly been condemned as introducing the
general notion inopportunely, and where a specific
term is obviously required. Read diveu, ¢ to thresh
out corn,’ and compare Hesiod, Op. et D. 595, 6,

Suwol & émorplvew Anuirepos iepov axTiy

Sevéuev.
This emendation, although conjectural, has had the
rare felicity of being adopted by Professor Jowett.

St. ANDREWS, January, 1883.
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INTRODUCTION.

AvtHOUGH the three chief lines of thought in Plato,
whether to be described as practical, speculative, mystical,
or as ethical, theoretical, erotic!, are rarely quite separate,
and are blended in different proportions, yet the distinction
between them affords a convenient enough ground for a
rough classification of his dialogues. Even the simplest,
which are also presumably the earliest, of Plato’s writings,
such as the Laches, Charmides, and Lysis, may, without
violence, be thus distinguished.

In trying to ascertain the point of view from which a
particular dialogue was composed, we should therefore study
it, in the first instance, less in relation to those of the same
period but different subject matter, than to those before and
after it which dwell upon a cognate theme:—(just as a
student of Shakespeare may learn more in comparing Mids.
N. Dream with the Tempest than with Romeo and Juliet, or
Romeo and Juliet with Ant. and Cleo. than with Rich. II).

Now as the Gorgias is a clear sample of the ethical and
the Symposium of the mystical aspect of Plato’s thought,
so in the Thextetus the purely scientific tendency is in the
ascendent.

Socrates’ confession of ignorance was felt by Plato to General
imply a certain ideal of knowledge. His eager persistent *™
search for an irrefragable definition of each term of human
interest, implied that this ideal was not merely transcendent,
but must be applicable to the world and to human life.

His acceptance of knowledge as the sole test of authority
pointed the same way. And his resolution of blameworthy

! More generally one might speak  enthusiasm. But the words used in

of the good, the true, the beautiful, or  the text are more directly descriptive
of conduct, knowledge, and wsthetic  of Plato.

(d
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conduct into intellectual error added a religious sanction
to the pursuit of Truth.

In the simpler dialogues Plato is contented with repre-
senting Socrates as engaged in his life-work of detecting
contradiction in others, and so bringing into strong relief
at once their ignorance and his own,—pointing only from
afar off to the conception of a Science which shall be an
infallible guide. The questions, Can Virtue be taught? Are
the Virtues many or one? are dimly felt to run up into
the higher question, Is Virtue one with Knowledge? Once
in the Charmides, where Temperance has been defined as
Self-Knowledge, some difficulties concerning Knowledge itself
are started by the way, as whether there can be a Knowledge
of Knowledge—must not this be a Knowledge of ignorance
as well 7—and so on. But the problem is merely incidental
and the treatment of it paradoxical and verbal. Plato knew,
however, that underneath these inquiries, and behind the
contrast between the Socratic and Sophistic methods, there
lay deeper problems, which Socrates had not distinctly for-
mulated, and still less fully discussed: viz. What is teaching?
‘What is the nature of Knowledge? What is the standard of
Truth? What is meant by the distinction of One and Many ?
In approaching the concentrated investigation of these higher
problems, Plato is not content with idealizing Socrates, but
enters anew into relations with the older philosophies which
had possibly impressed his youth and certainly went far to
constitute the intellectual atmosphere in which he lived.

In dwelling afresh upon the work of Socrates he (in common
probably with Euclides) saw in it a striving towards certain
general forms, which, in their perfect abstraction, could only
be thought of as eternal. To Plato that was a vision which
enlightened all his subsequent thoughts: but on any theory
except that which denies all growth and change in him,
it must be acknowledged that there was progress also in his
conception of the Ideas. How far he was ever satisfied with
the half-mythological presentation of them which appears in
the Cratylus, Meno, and Phewdo, may be left for those to de-
termine who seem to know him better than he knew himself.
However this may have been, we mneed not wonder, if,
in passages avowedly mythical, like those in the Phedrus,
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Timeus, and Politicus, such crude unscientific notions tend
to reappear,

But the new vision of Truth, however inspiring, was
sometimes felt to ¢ raise more questions than it solved.” And
it was in consequence of these questionings that Plato was led
to reconsider his own and his master’s relation to Hellenic
thought. In order to interpret Socrates and to advance
beyond the position gained by him, it was necessary to draw
back in order to spring forwards, reculer pour micuz sauter,
and to examine into the first principles not only of the
inquiries of Socrates, but of all inquiry. In undertaking this
new ‘¢ Kritik of Pure Reason,’ Plato did not desert the Socratic
spirit. He only carried into a region which Socrates had
declined to enter, the same process of self-examination and
of unwearied converse with others which Socrates practised
and enjoined. In destroying dogmatism Socrates had seemed
to get rid of metaphysics; but he had only made more fruitful
the metaphysics of the future. In exposing the conceit without
the reality of Knowledge he had only provoked the question,
‘ What, then, is the reality?’ In controverting particular
fallacies, he had set one at least of his disciples thinking,
¢ What then is the mpérov Yeidos—the main source of error ?’

While passing his hand, so to speak, over the tangle which
he had to solve, Plato found two main threads, which were
often twisted into one:—the tendency to postulate in all
inquiry either the non-existence or the absoluteness of dif-
ference,—the identity of opposites, or the incommunicability
of attributes: either to say, Black is white, or That which is
white can have no tinge of yellow.

In this more condensed treatment of first principles, Plato
still retains much of the spirit as well as the form of dramatic
dialogue. In the Themtetus, indeed, they are retained to the
full. Only the conversation is now not merely between
Socrates and his respondent for the hour, but also between
Plato and other philosophers old and new. They are brought
upon the stage and made to explain themselves. They are
confronted with each other. They are treated with the ut-
most urbanity, and with a searching criticism, ironical and
unsparing, until they are compelled, as it were, to give in
their contributions to the sum of Truth. Philosophic

C2
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Dialogue thus becomes the vehicle of a sort of historic fiction,”
containing, with the criticism of the present, at once a re-
production and an interpretation of the past. This ¢ History
of Philosophy’ is, however, penetrated with original thought,
and each actual phase is represented as typical of a universal
tendency and necessary moment in the realization of true
ideas.

The dialogues in which Plato adopts this comprehensive
standpoint are thought by some to indicate a later phase of
Greek speculation generally, which is supposed to have passed
out of a rhetorical into a more logical mode. But Plato’s
conception of what is opposed to philosophy may naturally
have moved together with the aspect of philosophy which
was uppermost in his own mind. And until it can be shown
by some independent proof that the Euthydemus is later than
the Phaedrus?, it is best to steer clear of such assumptions.
It is antecedently by no means improbable that the Phedrus
and the Parmenides represent, not different periods, but
different moods. The less known cannot throw light on the
more known: and Plato’s thoughts are better known to us
than the particular incidents of Athenian life which gave
occasion to them.

The Euthydemus and Parmenides may be regarded as, in
different ways, preparatory to the dialectical effort which is
commenced in the Theztetus, and continued in the Sophist,
Statesman, and Philebus.

The Euthydemus is a broad caricature of reigning logical
fallacies.

The Parmenides is a serious statement of the difficulties
which beset Idealism, whether (1) in the post-Socratic, or
(2) in the Eleatic form. At the same time it contains the
most uncompromising assertion of Idealism.

This is not the place for a full exposition of the Parmenides,
which Professor Jowett’s Introduction has rendered superfluous.
But it may not be amiss to point out the significance of the
dramatic situation in that dialogue.

Socrates is there represented as in early youth anticipating
the theory of el3n, which has since been generally associated

! From the allusion to Isocrates in  early date. But this presumption is
the Pheaedrus L. Spengel infers a very  balanced by other considerations,
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with the name of Plato, and would be naturally attributed
to him by the reader of the Cratylus, or the Phzdo, or of
the fifth and tenth books of the Republic.

By means of this theory the young Socrates successfully
refutes the thesis of Zeno, which that philosopher blush-
ingly acknowledges to have been a polemical effort of his
own early youth., But the aged Parmenides subjects Socrates
in turn to criticism, and the wonderful boy, whose speculative
impulse is praised by the old philosopher as Divine, answers
each objection with a new hypothesis, which always cor-
responds to some actual form of idealism. He fails, however,
to establish any of them: whereupon Parmenides puts him
through an exercise not unknown to Zeno, in which, by the
application of ordinary logic to his own transcendental theory
of the One Being, he develops a series of antinomies, which
Socrates is compelled at once to admit, and to declare im-
possible,

Is it reading too much between the lines to understand
Plato here to mean: (1) that the current mode of applying
the principle of contradiction, however much it might rest on
the authority of Zeno, was, as he says in the Sophist (259 D),
unworthy of any one who is come to man’s estate; (2) that
although the Platonic theory based on the practice of Socrates
gave promise of a mighty grasp on truth, yet, as hitherto
held and stated, it was still immature ; and (3) that, in order
to complete and strengthen it, it was necessary to go back once
more to the great fountain of speculative thought, and appeal
from the disciple to the master, from the method of Zeno to
the spirit of Parmenides, who must be approached in the
truth-seeking temper of Socrates ?

In the Thewtetus, Socrates declines to examine Parmenides.
That task is reserved for the Neo-Eleatic friend who appears
with Theodorus and Theetetus on the following day. The
present dialogue is chiefly occupied with the consideration of
what may be loosely spoken of as Heraclitean doctrines, but
which, as Plato says, are really ¢older than Homer.’ In
developing these doctrines Socrates makes use of more than
one saying which is still to be found amongst the fragments
of Heraclitus.

It is remarkable that Plato nowhere speaks of Heraclitus
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with unqualified respect, although much in his own teaching
was consciously or unconsciously a repetition or expansion
of truths stated or anticipated by that great mind®. If we
may trust Aristotle, Plato had first known Heracliteanism in
the exaggerated form in which it was taught by Cratylus,
and certainly he has more to tell us of the followers, whether
in Ephesus or Athens, than of their master.

Yet it is not fanciful to say that in idealizing Socrates, and
connecting the remembrance of him with the great thoughts
of the first philosophic age, he saw in the Elenchus an
illustration in the sphere of mind, on the one hand of actual
mutability and fluctuation, and on the other of an absolute
standard,—in so far justifying both Heraclitus and Parmen-
ides. Socrates can make any opinions move; no position
remains fixed when he comes near. But he cannot and will
not argue unless allowed to assume the reality of knowledge.

In the foregoing general exposition it has been assumed that
the main body of the Platonic writings, and the dialectical
dialogues in particular, are from the hand of the master.

The position so held is intermediate between that of Mr.
Grote, who maintains the Alexandrian tradition in its in-
tegrity and defends even the Axiochus and the Epistles,
and that of Schaarschmidt, who acknowledges only nine
dialogues. The work of Schaarschmidt appeared in 1866,
when my edition of the Sophistes and Politicus was in the
press. He had previously given some indication of his views
in the pages of Rheinische Museum and elsewhere. He, and
Socher before him, have succeeded in showing the remarkable
disparity which exists between the purely dialectical dia-
logues and those which these writers leave unquestioned 2—
a disparity both in the mode of handling and in the sub-
stance of the thought. The difference is not here denied,

! The following statement of Pla-
tonic doctrine, by one of the most
zealous of modern Platonists, con-
tains the sum and substance of Hera-
clitus’ teaching: ‘Ohne Stillstand in
fortwihrenden Kriege wie in Schach-
spiele Alles in geregelte Weise seine
Plitze Wechselt, so dasz das Lebende
zum Todten, das Todte zum Leben-

dens wird und nichts verlsengeht,

indem nichts sich gleich bleibt. In
diesen ewigen Processe des Werdens
is das einzige Constante das Gesetz.’
Teichmiiller, Die Platonische Frage,
p- 54. Only, in the inchoate thought
of Heraclitus, the Law is not distin-
guishable from the Process.

2 Schaarschmidt carries his scep-
ticism much further than Ast or
Socher did.
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but, as in the edition of the Sophist, etc. (1867) and in Professor
Jowett’s introductions (1st ed. 1871), the dialogues in ques-
tion are assigned to a different period of Plato’s literary
activity, in which, as Professor Jowett observesl, ‘the style
begins to alter, and the dramatic and poetical element has
become subordinate to the speculative and philosophical. In
the development of abstract thought great advances have
been made on the Protagoras and the Phadrus, and even on
the Republic. But there is a corresponding diminution of
artistic skill, a want of character in the persons, a laboured
march in the dialogue, and a degree of confusion and in-
completeness in the general design.’. .. ‘The play of humour
and the charm of poetry have departed never to return?2.’

Schaarschmidt’s three great tests, viz. literary excellence,
the presence of a moral purpose, and quotation by Aristotle,
are more plausible than some which previous critics have ap-
plied. And in his application of his method there is much
acute criticism, although a suspicion now and then arises that
insufficient grounds are being eked out by vigorous writing.

But (1) (to take first the external test) the argument from
silence is especially fallacious in the ecriticism of ancient
writings, and the question of Aristotle’s testimony to Platonic
dialogues is complicated with doubts as to the genuineness
of the Aristotelian treatises 3.

(2) For masterly skill in composition, is there any com-
parison, for example, between the Symposium or Republic
and the Timaus or the Laws? Is there not also in both
of these last named ¢a laboured march in the dialogue, and a
degree of confusion and incompleteness in the general design?’
The cumbrousness and prolixity, which are so evident in
the Laws, are accounted for on the ground that Plato is
reported to have left his last work in an unfinished state.
Without cavilling about the possible origin of the story,
may it not be observed, in the spirit of Goethe’s pregnant
saying*, It is a sketch which never could have been finished ?’
On the other hand, if the subject is taken into account, the
literary skill shown in the Parmenides is very great.

1 Introd. to Philebus, sub init. and the eleventh of the Metaphysics
? Introd. to the Statesman, are rejected by Schaarschmidt.
3 The third book of the Rhetoric ¢ Conversations with Eckermann.
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(3) That Plato at the meridian of his powers wrote with the
consciousness of a great practical aim, may be at once conceded.
But is it inconceivable that a time may have arrived when
experience had shown him the distance of the goal, and, with-
out relinquishing ‘the end, he may have applied himself for a
while to the speculative treatment of intermediate problems?
There are not wanting traces, even in the Republic, of a belief
that if ¢ Geist* was ever to be the ruling power, a severer train-
ing than Glaucon could bear must be prepared for the Kings
of the future. And if the legend embodied in the Epistles
is not absolutely baseless, we are led by it to conceive of
a time when Plato’s hopes for the Hellenic world had been
rudely checked,—when he was ‘weary of the hateful con-
fusion ’! of Greek politics. And what is more natural than
that, at such a time, he should reconsider his whole position ;
and that even in bitterness and isolation, still remembering
his practical aim, he should bethink him of a 8e/repos mAobs,
a second best polity, which mankind might possibly receive to
their advantage, though they rejected the highest and best?

For the writer of the Politicus at least, although estranged
from his contemporaries, is fully bent on bettering the world
through a science of Politics. And the lines sketched out
by him are precisely those which Plato in his old age, with
renewed calmness and mellowness of insight, carried out at
length in his last great writing—the Laws 2.

The most brilliant representative of ¢ordinary thinking,’ or
rather of popular philosophizing, in the age of Socrates was
Protagoras, whose assertion of relativity was the counterpart
of Gorgias’ denial of the absolute. As, in the dialogue which
bears his name, he powerfully defends Hellenic education and
morality against the criticism of Socrates, so here his doctrine?
is made to serve as the type of all doctrines of sensationalism
and subjective relativity.

In the absence of external evidence it is difficult to determine
(1) how much of what is here assigned to Protagoras is really

! Meonids Ty .. . Gy kal drv-  to. (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1867.)
xfav. Ep. 7. 350D. 3 On the real value of Protagoras’

? For a more detailed attempt tosup-  saying dvéparmos pérpov see Appendix
port these views see the edition of the B: also Jowett’s Introduction, 2nd
Sophistesand Politicusalreadyreferred  edition, iv. 256-9.
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his, or again (2) whether those unnamed philosophers who
are called his ‘disciples’ were really so or not.

(1) Inthree places at least we may point with some confidence
to traces of the real Protagoras :—(a) in the interpretation of
his saying dvfpwmos pérpov,—os ola pev éuol paiverar rowadra péy
¢otw duoi, ola 8¢ ool, rowadra 8¢ ad ool, which recurs almost
verbatim in the Cratylus, and which Plato would hardly have
repeated so mnearly in the same language if he were not
quoting :—(8) in the defence of Protagoras (167, 8), where he
contends that the bettering of mankind is possible without
assuming an absolute standard of knowledge and truth ;—the
agreement even of the language here with the representation
in the Protagoras is an ‘ undesigned coincidence,” which may
fairly strengthen our belief in the fidelity of both :—and (c)
in the confession of ‘agnosticism’ which is introduced casually
at 162 D. So much being clear, it is natural to infer that
some other points, such as the illustration of ¢the wind
"blowing hot and cold,” may be Protagoras’ own. But here it
becomes impossible to speak with any approach to certainty.
Of one thing, however, we may be quite certain, viz. that
what Protagoras is said to have ‘told as a secret, was not
to be found in his writings. When he is represented as
saying that Being is an unscientific term, and should be
replaced by Becoming, that is only a dialectical inference
from his words!. He had asserted the Reality of Appearance,
but would bave been surprised to find his assertion construed
into the denial of Reality.

(2) That some actual persons are alluded to as the ‘dis-
ciples of Protagoras,” and that they held a sensationalist
theory, is rendered probable by the further reference, which
can only be construed as a sober statement of fact, to those
who ‘maintain a modified Protagoreanism. But it would be
rash to assume that the pafyrai Mpwraydpov held the doctrine
which Plato assigns to them with anything like the clearness
and consistency with which it is developed by him. It is far
more probable that from scattered and inarticulate hints he
has evolved the subtly woven theory which he ecriticises.
This probability is greatly enhanced by the passage of the
Sophist (246 A B) in which the contest between idealism

.} Kennedy’s Thowtetus, p. 231,
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and materialism is described. ¢The idealist in defending his
serene invisible height, breaks down the earthworks of his
opponents bit by bit, until what they maintain for true reality
(éAriBeia) is shown by his destructive arguments as a moving
process of becoming, and not as being.’ This is really the
manceuvre, only veiled with irony, which Plato here employs
against the disciples of Protagoras. In attributing to them the
refinement of acknowledging unseen processes, he ¢ takes them
for better men than they are,” and assumes that they would
make a similar admission to that which is wrung from them
in Soph. 247'. Those whose case is hopeless (the adrdxfoves)
are left out in the cold as duvyrol. Plato says, in short,
to the sensationalist, ¢ You are a kind of idealist, if you only
knew it. Let me take you with me as far as you can go:
and then (like the dog in Jules Verne’s Voyage to the Moon)
you shall be left hanging between Earth and Heaven.’

In favour of supposing that Aristippus was at least in-
cluded amongst the men thus designated may be urged
(1) the general resemblance of the doctrine of sense to later
statements of Cyrenaic theory ;—it is not necessary, as Peipers
imagines, that the men alluded to by Plato were so thorough-
going as he represents them to be :—(2) the person of Theo-
dorus, who is connected both with Protagoras and Cyrene
(not that he is himself inclined to hedonism). But this point,
like many others in the historical environment of the The-
ebetus, must be left uncertain,

Aristippus is mentioned by name only once in Plato. In the
Phedo it is emphatically remarked that he and Cleombrotus were
not present at the death of Socrates. If we connect this with the
strong language in which the position that pleasure is the chief
good (which Aristippus held), is met in the Republic (6. 509 B:
0 ydp 8imov o¥ ye 8oy abrd Aéyeis. Eddiue, v & éyd), it is natural
to infer that he was regarded by Plato with little sympathy, and
that he was probably one of those who left Socrates too early, and
gave themselves the credit of their discoveries?. The tone of
Xenophon's representation conveys a similar impression. Attend-

! J. 8. Mill may in like manner be  that Aristides in Thezt. 150 E is a
sald to have made admissions against sort of paronomasia for Aristippus
which his father and Bentham (the may seem an extravagant suspicion,
true ynyeveis) would have protested.  and yet it is difficult to banish it

3 To eay (with Schleiermacher) altogether.
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ing, like Socrates, to the theory of human life, of knowledge and of
the chief good, he seems to have been enabled, by the impulse of
Bocratic inquiry, to give a philosophical form to the popular doc-
trine, to which his easy temper and indolent life inclined him, that
the Good is nothing else but pleasure. With this he consistently
enough combined the sceptical assertion, The impression of the
moment is the only Knowledge. He probably supported both
these principles with certain physical and logical theories : adding
that nothing was by nature just, but by custom and usage, and
that the same word used by different men represents a different
idea.

‘Whether his doctrine had fully developed itself into the distinct
form which is given in the Thewmtetus to the hypothesis, Sense is
Knowledge, it is impossible to say. That he is pointedly alluded
to amongst the ‘disciples of Protagoras,” if not as their chief, there
seems little doubt, from what is recorded of his opinions. A com-
parison of the following extracts tends to establish this : although
it must be remembered that the discussion of these questions by
Plato and Aristotle may be supposed in some degree to modify the

statements of later writers :—
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The apparent force of the above parallel must be slightly quali-
fied by two observations. (1) Very similar language about the
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senses is ascribed to Democritus. Some of the expressions and
illastrations, as well as the argument itself in different aspects,
are thus proved to have had a wider currency. (2) In the early
part of the Thestetus, motion is said to be good, and rest evil.
In the Cyrenaic theory, and in the Philebus, three states are spoken
of, smooth motion, which is pleasure, rough motion, which is pain,
and the absence of both, which is a state of indifference, ‘like the
sea in a calm.’

But while these considerations should be allowed their full
weight, it must be remembered that Aristippus and those who
thought with him did resolve knowledge into shifting impressions
of a changing world. And here the parallel of the Philebus affords
a strong confirmation of the hypothesis we are considering. Nothing
was more natural than that the boy Thewmtetus should attribute
certainty to momentary impressions, and that the boy Philebus
should petulantly assert that pleasure is the only good. Each in
doing so presents a different aspect of a necessary phase of mind.
But when they both (or rather Socrates for them) attempt to
strengthen their theory by a peculiar doctrine of motion, which,
however popular, must have had limits to its reception, it becomes
highly probable that the two speakers drew some of their inspira-
tion from a third, who is found to have upheld both pleasure and
sensation, and to have supported them with this same doctrine of
motion.

There remains therefore some ground for the hypothesis that, in
the earlier part of this dialogue, Plato has these Pseudo-Socratics
in his eye, together possibly with others. 'Whether Aristippus
was really, or only by implication, a ¢ disciple of Protagoras,’ and
whether or not he consciously based his doctrine on the Heraclitean
theory of the Universe, are questions which it is wisest to leave
undecided.

It is more distinctly obvious that throughout the dialogue Megarians
Plato is holding close converse with his friends of Megara.
The elenchus of Socrates is whetted for the occasion by
contact with Megarian logic. Both in the attack upon
Protagoras and in his defence, weapons are plied which
bear the distinet brand of that neighbouring workshop, and
it is often hard to say whether Plato is laughing most at
the doctrine refuted or at the method of the refutation.
For reasons which will appear presently it suited his pur-
pose to make the  negative arm ’ preponderate in this dialogue.
And the Megarian dialectic was adapted to this aim.
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It may be noticed generally, that there is a peculiarity in Plato’s
manner of alluding to the thinkers of his own time. He speaks not
of definite schools, but of ‘a certain theory,’ or of ‘certain men.’
We do not read of the friends of Antisthenes, or the disciples of
Aristippus, or of Euclides and his bhand (ol dugpl Eirheidny), but
‘I have met many such men, ‘there are numbers who keep saying
this! or more familiarly, ‘there are certain refined persons, to
whom we must show courtesy.” Allowance must no doubt be made
for the natural reticence of Plato, and for the irony of the philoso-
pher, who ‘knows nothing of his neighbour.’ But it is also rea-
sonable to infer that the schools which claimed affinity with
Socrates were only in process of formation, and that their boundaries
were not yet well defined. It is from later writers, and not from
Plato, that we learn which of the other philosophers then living
exercised an influence that could survive their age.

Euclides of Megara, Plato’s contemporary and fellow-disciple,
seems in his method to have combined the negative dialectic of
the Eleatics with the cross-questioning and with the ethical defini-
tions of Socrates. The dialogue, written and spoken, seems to have
assumed with him something of a controversial form. His épi-
o) must have been more earnest and philosophical than the
vulgar drrioyuht 80 often ridiculed by Plato; but it was subject
to the same defects, though in a less degree. 'We are told further,
that he used to attack the conclusion and not the premisses of an
opponent.—One other fragment of his logic remains. He is said
to have objected to definition by comparison, because if things are
unlike, they should not be compared; and if like, it is better to
deal with the thing itself than its resemblances .

The centre of his positive teaching was the Good, which he said
was one, called by many names, as Wisdom, God, Intelligence ; and
to what was opposed to this he denied existence. Here also the
teaching of Socrates is engrafted on that of Parmenides and Zeno.
The One Being, which is above growth and decay, is to be sought
for, not in the universe, but in wisdom, the mind, and virtue.
The non-existent is that which is opposite to, or other than the
Good.

His theory of knowledge was probably less absolute than that of
Parmenides, denying reality to the impressions of sense, but relying
upon a sort of dialectic and upon certain ideas or forms, amongst
which some diversity was allowed, so far at least as they entered
into human language.

1 Cp. Plat. Rep. 476: T dvetphr-  Gpotov, GAN’ adrd sfyfirar elvar @ Eoukev.

Tew dpa ob T3¢ torly, v 7' & Tmv Ar. Eth, N. 6. 3: 'AxpiBoroyeigfar,
Tis v Te Eypyyopds 7O Spody T py)  kal i) deohovleiv Tais SuobTnoy.
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It is not easy to determine to what extent the teaching of
Euclides contained the germs of the sophisms of Eubulides, or
of the paradoxes of Diodorus and Stilpo. If it had such a ten-
dency, he must have approached Antisthenes more nearly than
would otherwise appear. It seems not unreasonable, however, to
suppose that Eubulides may have introduced a new element into
the Megarian school. At all events he gave a new and not alto-
gether wholesome impulse to its paradoxical side.

The following are the chief points in which the Theatetus affords
indications of its connection with the school of Megara.

(1) Its controversial tone.

Socrates more than once expresses the consciousness of such
a tendency. We start indeed with the virtuous determination to
conduct the argument, not as professors of word-fencing, but as
lovers of knowledge, and yet presently we find ourselves in danger
of being on a par with ‘ those skilful men'.” Protagoras is ima-
gined as reiterating this reproach, and confirming it by the reflec-
tion, which is dwelt upon also in the Phedo, that controversy leads
to the hatred of inquiry. 'We are moreover oppressed throughout
the discussion with the fear of an imaginary adversary, skilled at
the same sophistical weapons?® And on reflecting, at each stage
of the argument, what it is that has ruled throughout, and that
remains triumphant, we are compelled to answer ‘a negative
dialectic’” 'The first impression of the youth, the maxims of the
old philosophers, even our second thoughts and the strained effort
of the imagination to substantiate them, are raised, only to be
parted from the sphere of knowledge by this sharp weapon ; which
in another aspect is the liberating though still dividing instrument
of the man-widwife Socrates. In this sense the Thesmtetus may
fairly be regarded as an ‘eristic’ or Megarian dialogue; since,
although it is no mere sophistical sham-fight, it is characterized
by the predominance of that dialectical exercise which consists in
refuting theories. This is noticed by Plato himself in the passages
just referred to, and is implied in the image of pacevruxs.

And the form of refutation used corresponds to that ¢ reductio ad
absurdum’ which is described as characteristic of Euclides. In
each case the proof is not impugned, but the thing proved is laid
hold of and annihilated. Man is not the measure, for, if so, then
why not every other creature endowed with sense? Motion cannot
be the sole principle, for, if 8o, language would be impossible. Pro-
tagoras is made to object to this mode of treatment. Socrates
imagines him as challenging them to disprove his premiss, and
complaining that they use only negative proof.

! The=t. 164 D. 2 300 A-C.
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(2) Besides this correspondence of method, there are also some
coincidences of idea.

(a) The turning-point of the whole dialogue, the fulerum, by
means of which the mind is finally lifted out of the region of sense,
is the mention of the good, or expedient, which Themtetus had
at first unwarily included amongst the things which are not, but
become. The knowledge of what is good cannot be resolved inta
sensation, nor into those motions on which the doctrine of sense
was founded, because it regards the future.

This thought arises simultaneously with the eloquent digression,
in which a just and holy life accompanied with wisdom (uera ¢povi-
oews) is set forth as the way from Earth to Heaven. And the
form in which this idea of good occurs, is not transcendent, as in
the Republic?, nor, as in the Philebus, arrived at by a process of
reasoning upon the combination of finite and infinite in the world.
It is more simple and Socratic than in either of these. And while
it is conceived of as one, Socrates is not afraid of varying the name
(dyabov, kakdv, dpéipov, Sikatov, Saiov, Ppbimois).

(8) In its general aspect the Thesetetus affords only a partial
escape from the relative world of sense and opinion towards abso-
lute being, terminating with the conception of Aéyos as definition by
the distinctive difference. Where it may be noticed, by the way,
that the stress laid upon the perception of individual peculiarities
(mpiv ) ouwpdrys alm tév @y owomitev . . Sudopdy T pimpeiov . ,
kardfyrar) is parallel to the saying of Euclides, that comparison
does not convey knowledge.

This intermediate character of the Thestetus is indicated by
Plato’s own remark, that we are wavering between two factions,
not siding wholly with either. Such a position is still in harmony
with the philosophy of Euclides, who made some attempt to hold
unity and diversity in solution together, and who rested ultimately
on some form of reasoning (Adyos). It may be added, that the two
conceptions with which the dialogue closes, of the separation of
a whole into its elementary parts, and of the power of distinguish-
ing the thing in question from all others, belong to the tendency
combated in the Sophist, but more or less embodied in the Thez-
tetus, to acquiesce in difference, falling short of the highest unity,

(3) In one or two points we are reminded of the later Megarian
subtleties, and are led to suspect that they may have had their
counterpart in the school of Euclides.

The humorous account of the man, from whom there is no escape,
who shuts your eye, and asks if you see his cloak with it? may be

! 509: Obk obotas dvros 7ol dyaod, GAN’ &rt &réxewa ‘n): obalas wpeaBeig
xal Suvéue Swepéxovros, 165 B
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compared with the éyxexahvpuévos of Eubulides. And when we are
asked whether any one ever said to himself 70 érepov &repov elvai?,
we may find a later parallel in the paradox of Stilpo, érepoy érépov
p karyopeicfa,  Such casual hints confirm the suspicion that the
tendency already existed at Megara, though in a milder form than
afterwards, ¢ to part everything from everything,’ ré dwaAbew éxaorov
dmd wdvrov (Soph. 259 E). A more pleasing instance of the same
analytical bias appears in the three ¢dopara® or axioms of the mind,
by which it suffers itself to be bound ; or in the repeated difficulty,
*Ap’ olov Te 7dv €ldra py eldévar, which in fact underlies many of the
later paradoxes.

There is often no more satisfactory account to be given of varia-
tions and inconsistencies in Plato, than that in different dialogues he
is consciously approaching and examining different contemporary
theories, adopting their tone, putting on their dress, as it were
proving their armour, not without a latent confidence in the unaided
strength of Mind. )

This philosophical side of the dramatic genius of Plato is as
real as and more important than the poetical. The dialogue is not
only a convenient artistic form for bringing out the different
aspects of a question; Plato is himself continually holding con-
verse with some one: and dramatic propriety is preserved not
only in minute points, but in the tone pervading a whole dia-
logue. Those in which an Eleatic stranger is the chief spokes-
man may still be Plato’s, although they seem pervaded by a
pedantic consciousness of method not found in others: a similar
remark applies to the Parmenides: and even amongst those in
which Socrates holds the first place a marked difference is per-
ceptible ; which may be accounted for by saying, (1) that Socrates
is not Socrates, but Plato becoming all things to all philosophies :
(2) that Socrates is not altogether Plato, but a part-representation,
part-creation of Plato’s, which he contemplates and converses with,
and even criticises: (3) that Socrates himself has different faces,
reflected partially in his different followers, the most characteristic
of which, the negative ‘elenchus,’ was reflected in Euclides of
Megara.

Recent critics, both in England and Germany, have denied
all connection between the part played by Euclides in the
Preface and the Megarian element of the dialogue which
is generally admitted. And yet the significance of such
indications in other dialogues can hardly be questioned.

1 190 A, 3155 A.
d
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The prominence of Simmias and other Pythagorizing So-
craties in the Phado affords an obvious parallel. And
supposing that the Preface were merely equivalent to a
dedication, even a dedication often implies the acknowledg-
ment of special affinities. That one motive is to awaken
interest in the person of Thewmtetus is perfectly true; but
this could have been done equally by other means, for The-
@tetus had many friends in Athens. In representing this
dialogue as having been preserved and read at Megara by
the head of the Megarian school, Plato makes a departure
from his usual practice analogous to the more striking inno-
vation of making a friend from Elea the chief speaker in the
dialogues which follow.

Plato’s criticism of Protagoras, both here and in the Pro-
tagoras, is friendly and respectful,—rather indicating certain
necessary stages in the pursuit of truth, than destroying
fatal error. But for other professed thinkers he has less
tolerance. And if it were possible to aseertain who those
were with whom he found it impossible to argue,—who
were beyond the pale of dialectic, in short,—the fact would
be of no less interest than the evidence of his close inter-
course with the school of Megara.

(1) Of the enthusiasts of Ephesus, who profess to be deeply
read in the wisdom of Heraclitus, it is unnecessary to say
more than is contained in the description of Theodorus, whose
exact soul is naturally vexed by their inconsecutiveness.
‘ They support their master’s theory of a flux, only by the
absence of fixity in their own thoughts. They are fond of
explaining ‘““ignotum per ignotius;” each follows his own
inward light, regardless of the rest, and every one of them
despises his fellow.’ This picture, the oriental features of
which are noticeable, may be illustrated from the Cratylus,—
which is partly written in imitation of the same school,—
where Socrates professes himself puzzled to determine what
is intended by their symbol, Fire. By one it is interpreted
to mean the Sun, by another the principle of Heat, by
another Mind 1.

(2) The Cynics are probably the dyiuadeis of Soph. 251,

! Crat. 43.
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who are admitted to discussion ez grafia for form’s sake, who
deny predication, and ‘will not have it that a man is to be called
good. Man, they insist, is man, and good is good.’ And it
has been usual to identify these persons with the men from
whom Socrates has heard ¢in a dream’ that prime elements
cannot be defined!. But the latter doctrine is surely very dif-
ferent from such crude nominalism, and belongs to some
one who believed too much rather than too little in the
‘formal ecause,” since he asserts that the essence which cor-
responds to definition is a definite ratio between units which
are undefinable. The opinion quoted, if properly examined,
is not a denial of predication, but rather the denial that any-
thing can be predicated of tke prime elements, ¢ v fueis Te
ovykeipefa xai 7&8AAa, which is by no means the same thing,
and merely amounts to saying that matter is formless, or
that substance in the abstract is without attributes.

The conjecture which identifies notions so different would
hardly have been entertained but for some misunderstanding
of a passage of Aristotle, Metaph. 2. 3. 1043 b, where *the
Antistheneans and such rude persons’ are mentioned in con-
nection with a theory of essence as a complex (svAAapi) of
elements (¢ 7@y oroixelwr). Aristotle says that his own
view, in which olola is the concrete, of which matter and
form are the component elements, may he thought to give
a certain colour to the error of those coarse thinkers who
denied the possibility of definition. But odola (the object
of definition) is really neither matter nor form, although these
elements in their separate abstractedness are undefinable.

Aristotle in writing thus may have had this part of the
Theztetus in his mind. But the allusion to the Cynics is
a mere excrescence on his argument, and, if closely examined,
is seen to have but a remote bearing on the distinction of
oroixeiov and ovAAeBr. A suggestion put forth by the pre-
sent editor in 1861 is more defensible, viz. that Socrates
here as in other places, where he ‘speaks from hearsay’
(Pheed. 62, Phil. 20), is quoting some Pythagorean. The
whole tenor of the passage, and the illustrations from number,
measure, and music in the pages which follow, are in favour
of this, He and Themtetus, however, have not heard from

1 201, 3.

d2
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the same source, and the man who, using the term émiomyrd,
said that what was definable was knowable, but that the un-
definable was also unknowable, must have been a Socratic
philosopher, and probably (as Schleiermacher also thought)
was a Megarian.

Another thesis of Antisthenes, the denial of contradiction,
pi) €lvar dvridéyew, has a certain bearing on several parts of
the Theztetus, and in particular on the question, ¢Is false
opinion possible?’ But a fallacy which entered so deeply
into all the controversies of the time, and which Socrates
acknowledges to have had a disturbing influence on his own
(i.e. on Plato’s) mind, is not to be exclusively attributed to
men of whom Plato speaks as he does of the dyripafeis in the
Sophist. It is safer and more profitable to pass by Antisthenes
and his master Gorgias, and to refer the fallacy at once to its
origin in the Eleatic logic. The same may be said of the
‘eristic’ difficulty which occurs both here and in the Meno,
“How will you inquire about that which you do not know ?’

If the deniers of predication, who are introduced under
protest, in Soph. 251, are the followers of Antisthenes, it is
beforehand highly improbable that the same persons had
been spoken of under another aspect in Soph. 246. And if
it is true that the Cynics preferred logical and ethical dis-
cussion to physical inquiries, their nominalism can hardly
be made to represent downright materialism. Thus, on two
independent grounds, it is unlikely that the airdxoves of
the Sophist, and the oxAnpol xal dvrlrvmor &vfpwmor of Thewmt,
155 E, who are, to say the least, closely related to each other,
have any connection with Antisthenes.

More features of the personal character of Antisthenes are
preserved than of Euclides and Aristippus, but fewer of his
philosophy. From the way in which the grave Xenophon
treats him, and from the calm epithets of Aristotle, he seems
to have been the butt of the Socratic school, a sort of mixture
of Ajax and Thersites. He regarded Socrates with a rude
half-appreciating fondness, which was reciprocated with good-
humoured pleasantry. But he boasted, justly enough, of a
certain strength of character, which was in fact the piece of
Socrates that was continued in him. He is praised for his
pure and nervous Attic style, of which we have a specimen,
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possibly genuine, in a rhetorical contest hetween Ajax and
Ulysses, His genius, however, seems to have been opposed
to abstract speculation. Hence he followed rather the form
than the spirit -of the Socratic teaching, both on human life
and on the significance of terms. His views on the latter
subject were probably influenced also by his previous inter-
course with Gorgias.

There are, as might have been expected, several points of
outward coincidence between his teaching and that of Euclides
on the ethical side. They agree that virtue is one, that wisdom
(¢pdvnais) is the chief good, and so on.

But the dialectic of Antisthenes seems to have been at once
more rhetorical and more sceptical : approaching much more
nearly to the later Megarian paradoxes, with which it finally
coalesced in the teaching of the Stoics. He has been called
a materialist, and no doubt the term applies to him so far as
he denied ideas, but his scepticism had nothing to do with
physical inquiries, which he abjured. It was a part-practical,
part-logical nominalism. ‘I see a horse, equine properties
I cannot see.’—¢There is only one term applicable to one
thing!.’ Hence controversy is impossible, and every assertion
equally true, Definition is only a complex term? and ac-
cordingly no single thing can be defined, except in the im-
perfect way of comparison. You cannot say what a thing
is, except by naming it, but only what it is like. Connected
in some way with this theory was the saying, in which he
agrees with Prodicus, that the first principle of education
is the study of names. He was thus related to Aristippus
in philosophy much as Gorgias had been to Protagoras:
denying the absolute, while the other asserted the relative,
—or rather contending that nothing existed absolutely but
facts and individual things.

The one great philosophy of which Plato takes no account
is Atomism. Democritus, though a contemporary of Socrates

1 See Isocrates, ‘EAévys dyxdyuov ad  do7iv. Socrates seems to be alluded

init. karayeynparacw ol pev ob Ppdo-
xovres olév 7' elvar Yevdi Aéyew, odbe
dvridéyew, obdt Vo Abyw mepl Tav
atTdv mpaypdraw dvremeiv, ol 5¢ Siefi-
bvres s Gvdpia kal oopla ral Bikarogdvy
Tabrdy o, kal pvoe pdv odddy adTdv
éxopev, pla & tmorfun xad’ dwdvraw
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sthenes seem to be opposed.
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and Protagoras, is nowhere named by him, although he is
continually quoted by Aristotle, who speaks of him as ‘com-
prising in his definitions the material only.” The question
is at least worth raising, whether the believers in gross matter,
whose views Plato felt to be so alien to his own, were fol-
lowers of Democritus and Leucippus in whole or in part.
If the passage of the Theztetus only were in question, the
¢uninitiated’ might be supposed to be mere ordinary thinkers,
the unregenerate mass of mankind. But the men in the
Sophist are clearly philosophers who are ready to maintain
their principles against the world, although the description
may be generalized from more than one school.

The supposition that the Atomists are referred to in these
passages has been rejected on the ground that according to
Ar. Met. 1. 4, in upholding their ¢ Void,” they asserted the
existence of ¢ Not-Being,’ and not-being is of course bodiless
and unseen.

The collection of the very numerous allusions to Democritus
in Aristotle would be a valuable contribution to the History
of the earlier Greek Philosophy. They would be found to
present the student with this difficulty, that while occasionally,
as in the passage above quoted, the Atomistic doctrine is
spoken of as a kind of purely speculative dualism, it is much
more frequently referred to in terms which indicate a dis-
tinctly physical theory. It is happily unnecessary to argue
here at length a point which has been clearly established by
Dr. Zeller in his History of Greek Philosophy (2nd edition),
that the chief characteristic of the Atomistic philosophy from
the first was the firm grasp with which it held the ideas
(which to most contemporary schools were so unreal) of space,
extension, solidity, and weight.

It is not hard to believe that the abstract foundation of
mechanical science should thus have been laid in an age when
geometry was rapidly growing to maturity : the real difficulty
for us is to conceive in what manner a mechanical theory was
united with, if not occasioned by, the dialectical recoil from
the Eleatic Undivided Whole. Yet in the earlier stages even
of modern science such a confusion of physic and metaphysic
was not impossible. The ‘ Plenum’ of Descartes has probably
not been without its influence on the Interpretation of Nature.
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The Absolute Being of the Eleatics, although the object of
Pure Mind and identical with it, was not yet free from the
associations of extension. ‘Being is full of being, it is con-
tinuous, for being touches being.’ Against this aspect of
their doctrine the polemic of the Atomists was directed,
when they asserted the existence of the non-existent. It
was the non-existent, as the space in which the existent
moves: and their Existence, while uncreated and unchange-
able, was also that which has extension, solidity, and weight.
Parmenides and Democritus both sought for something ab-
solute behind phenomena: the Eleatic found it in the Unity
of Being: the Atomist resolved this into Space and body.
The relations between these made it possible to conceive of
motion and of primordial differences of bulk and form.—The
weight of atoms of equal bulk was supposed uniform.—All
else was relative and subjective (vdug): depending on the
impression produced on us by the Atoms in various com-
binations.

How far is this view of their theory consistent with the
. conjecture that some friends of Democritus may be alluded
to in the passages of the Theztetus and Sophist already
mentioned ?

(1) It does not seem impossible that Plato should accuse
such persons of denying the existence of anything ¢bodiless’
or ‘unseen.’ For the ‘bodiless existence’ which they are
represented as denying is the ¢immaterial essence’ of the
elddv Ppidor; and the ‘unseen process,” which they will not
believe in, is the movement of the Heraclitean fire which
annihilates all that is stable or tangible. Both these are
very different from the ¢void space’ of the Atomist, which
is only asserted as the necessary condition of matter and
motion. And (except polemically) he would rather say that
dropov and xerdv together constitute the reality of semsible
existence, than that Being exists and Not-being also exists.
Aristotle speaks of the Atomistic principle as 10 dmoxeluevor
odpa. And this, to use Plato’s language, is at least xara
¢bow épardy (Tim. 30 B).

(2) A presumption in favour of such an allusion is afforded
by the manner in which the sense of touch and of resistance
is dwelt upon. It is true that the atoms could not literally
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be either seen or handled : but they had all the mechanical
properties of things visible and tangible, and Plato was at
least as likely as Aristotle to represent them as the objects
of sense. See Ar. de Sensu, 4: Anuoxpiros 8¢ xal ol wAei-
oTo. TGy PuoloAdywy dromdrardy T wowobor wdvra Ta alobfnra
anta wowobot.

The sense of touch or resistance (which the Ancients
hardly distinguished) is naturally referred to those ¢ primary’
qualities of body which the Atomists upheld. Now these
are dwelt upon in the two passages in question more than
in the whole discussion of the doctrine of sense in the Thez-
tetus, and in language which is much more suggestive of
something %ard. Note especially the words, Thext. 155E:
*Ampif Tolv xepolv AaBéobar. Sopb. 246: Els yijv..é&\kova,
Tals xepoiv drexvds mwérpas xal dpbs mepihapBdvovres. TGV yap
TowovTwy épantiuevor mavtwy dioxvpilovrar Tobr elvat pdvov b
mapéxer mpooBoAny kal émadiiy Twa. 247: Ildrepov dpardy
xal anrdy 7o alrdv; Ib.: Ilav & wn Swwarol rais xepol ouu-
mélew elot.

(3) It may be observed further that in the Sophist the
men are driven into a corner by being pressed to define (a)
whether the Soul is material, which they are not afraid to
admit, and (b) whether justice and wisdom are so. Might
not this mode of attack be suggested to a Socratic philo-
sopher by the apparent contradiction between the moral
sayings of Democritus and his material system ?

The materialists are then imagined as retiring upon a more
abstract conception of Being :—* Everything in which there is
either an active or a passive power ;’—i.e. they are supposed to
rise from the idea of matter to that of force. The tendency
thus recognized surely indicates a different materialism from
that of Antisthenes, and the close sequence of the reasoning
by which it is developed is not unworthy of the tenacity and
penetration which seem to be justly ascribed to Democritus.
See Ar. de An. 1. 2: Anudrpiros mepl alrdv TovTwy yhadupwré-
puws elpnxev :—an expression which anticipates Bacon’s praise
of him.

(4) It may be urged against the above conjecture (a) that,
although Democritus might fairly (from Plato’s standpoint)
be called &duovoos, as the spirit of his inquiry was alien to
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rhetoric and poetry, and duimros, for he is known to have
written against the Protagorean maxim, yet the imputation
of coarseness which Plato’s picture conveys could not attach
to him.—This objection may be partly met, however, by
supposing his theory to have degenerated in the hands of
his followers.—(5) That the elenchus of the elddr ¢iro: is
described as levelled at the d\jfeia of these materialists, who
would thus seem to be identified with the disciples of Pro-
tagoras in the Thewmtetus. To which it may be replied, that
the account in the Sophist appears to be generalized from
more schools than one, not all of whom would deserve the
title of ‘sprung from the ground’ (swaproi xai avrdyfoves).
This last therefore alone strictly answers to the title ‘hard
and repellent’ in the Thextetus. The difficulty must, how-
ever, be acknowledged, and it remains, whatever hypothesis
with regard to the allusion is adopted 1.

If these passages really contain any allusion even to de-
generate followers of Democritus (who might be related to
him as the Ephesian enthusiasts to Heraclitus), the fact is
interesting as confirming the anticipation that no Greek
thought of any permanent value failed to obtain some recog-
nition from Plato, though it might be recognized only to be
rejected. We are also reminded of Aristotle’s saying, that
Plato’s dialectical bias unfitted him for physical studies ; and of
Lord Bacon’s, that Time brings down the lighter goods of anti-
quity but drowns what is of solid worth, which may be thought
no unfitting comment from the physical point of view.

(5) Democritus would also rank with those who argued
from dreams and madness that nothing which appears is
real (oldev dv dalverar elvar) 2

Plato’s relation to other Greek thinkers, although of great
importance, especially in connection with the dialectical dia-

! Another dAffeia is spoken of in
the Cratylus, which may perhaps be
that of Antisthenes, but the reference
there is evidently to a logical and not
& physical theory,

# It is possible that the Svoxepeis
of the Philebus, 44, 46, who are said
to be very clever in physical sci

also have been in some way related to
the Atomistic school. Compare, for in-
stance, the fragment Svduevor dvbpa-
wot #iSovrar, k.r.A. and the minute way
in which the causes of sensation are
analyzed by Democritus while its
reality is denied : also the words r@

and have an account to give of plea:
sure while they deny its reality, may

7d ovykexpipéva Big Saxely # Td
Sakexpipéva ovyxeiv, Phil. 46 ad
fin,
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logues, ought not to be conceived of in a narrow or literal
way. Contemporary theories must not be suffered to crowd in
upon him, so as to cramp the freedom and originality of his
thoughts, of which they are not the substance but the occa-
sion. It may be impossible always to trace the threads
which he has taken up and woven into the fabric of his
philosophy, but this defect in our knowledge need seldom
leave us in doubt of his meaning. He views existing opinions
in different lights and in different combinations as he moves
amongst them, just as natural objects group themselves dif-
ferently according to the point at which we stand. The
materialist and sensationalist, who in the Theztetus are
ironically contrasted, in the Sophist appear to be combined
as the enemies of ideas, differing only in the degree of their
unregenerate hardness. In the Cratylus, again, Heraclitus
and Protagoras are opposed.

Plato had certain men in his eye, but what interested him
far more were the different aspects of philosophy. And these
could not be limited to this or that individual, or extended
so as to embrace his inconsistencies. A great name in the
past might be wholly identified with one of the great streams
of thought; but from the speculative height whence Plato
surveyed the present, rival doctrines might at one time be
generalized in a single view, and at another time by a change
of position might be seen as wholly distinct.

The general significance of the Thewxtetus has been fully
treated by Professor Jowett in his Introduction. In what
follows I propose to touch separately on the following points:
(1) Philosophy and Education, (2) The Doctrine of Sense,
(3) Plato’s appeal to Experience, (4) the Ideas as Categories,
(5) Connection of Themtetus, Sophistes, Politicus, (6) Plato’s
psychology, (7) The digression or episode in pp. 172-7, (8)
The date assigned by Plato to the reading of the dialogue at
the house of Euclides.

The discussion of these topics will give an opportunity of
illustrating the Theztetus from other dialogues besides those
already quoted.
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1. Philosophy in Plato is inseparable from the higher
education, i.e. from the evolution of true thought by the
action of mind on mind. This general notion is expressed
under various imagery, in each case symbolizing the develop-
ment of an inherent power. (a) dvdpvnos (Meno, Phedo,
Pheedrus). The soul is led by questions, or by the sense of
imperfection, or by the vision of beauty, or by intercourse
with a sympathetic mind, to the reminiscence of ideas or
of an ideal, perceived by her in her prenatal state. (&) rdros
é&v xaAg (Symp.). The soul of man when he approaches
maturity aspires to break the limits of the individual being.
This is a kind of puberty or potential pregnancy of the soul,
which, through contact with what is beautiful either in per-
sons, actions, or thoughts, attains to the object of her longing,
the birth of lasting truth. (c) xdfapois, Avois (Phedo, Re-
public). The soul is bound by the force of desire in a prison
of sense, until philosophy or dialectic gradually breaks her
bonds, and purifies her from the earthly elements amidst which
she has been compelled to live, and also lifts the eye of the
soul from looking downwards on dark shadows to contemplate
the ideas, as they are illumined by the good. Then thought
attains its highest emergy, the light within is married to
its kindred light, and Reason and Truth are born. (d) Har-
monic motion (Timaus). The soul is plunged in a turbid
stream of growth and decay, and the circle of the Diverse
in her is wheeling all ways, until she is steadied by the
perception of number in the movements of the planets as
organs of Time, and this perception gives predominance to
the motion of the Same in her.

The humorous image of paievrixi, ¢ the art of delivering,’
which is peculiar to the The=tetus, brings several of these
different figures into a single form. It combines more com-
pletely than any of them the positive and negative aspect
of the elenchus, the stimulating and the benumbing effect
of Socrates. These no longer appear separately, as in the
Charmides and Meno, but exist together in harmonious
unity. The Charmides ends with the contradiction that
temperance or modesty is inconceivable, and yet Charmides,
the modest youth, is ready to commit violence upon Socrates,
that he may gain modesty from him,
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(@) Thestetus, like the slave in the Meno, is led by
questions to express what is not merely his own private
thought, but, as appears from the history of Philosophy,
a necessary step in the progress from unconsciousness to the
possession of truth. As each hypothesis is evolved and put
away, he is prepared and induced to rise naturally to the
stage next following. And as he becomes more aware of
the difficulty of the subject, he is more eager to proceed
with the inquiry.

Socrates, who has the discernment of spirits which the
Phadrus requires in the educator, perceives in Theaxtetus the
true philosophic nature. Although ¢there is no reason to
doubt that Thextetus was a real personl,” yet we may suppose
that, like Socrates, he is more or less idealized. The qualities
which are postulated in the sixth book of the Republic as
necessary for the pupils of philosophy are one and all ex-
pressly attributed to him. And when he acknowledges the
unity of the mind as the organ for perceiving general truths,
Socrates—although the features of the youth are far from
regular—declares him to be beautiful as well as good. On
the other hand, the figure of Socrates himself, as the man-
midwife, combines with the familiar characteristics of the
real man much that is Platonic and ideal. Whilst he holds
in reserve the sharp dividing instrument of the Elenchus,
which separates between the mind and her offspring and dis-
cerns the false birth from the true, he also presides, as the
Spirit of Dialectic, over the mental intercourse which alone
can satisfy the legitimate longings of the soul.

(6) The condition which Socrates by his art perceives in
Thezwtetus, is that on which Diotima expatiates in the Sym-
posium :—«kvoior ydp, épn, @ Sdrpares, wdvres dvfpwmoe . .,
xal émeddy & tun fAklg yévovray, Tikrew émixepel Yudy 3
¢vois. The signs of this travail (which Socrates alternately
aggravates and allays) are the discontented consciousness of
ignorance and the irrepressible desire of knowing the Truth.
In Themtetus it already takes the highest form, not love
or ambition, but a passion for ideas, and Socrates, with a skill
which is comparable to that of Diotima, sets before him
successive courses of wisdom, which excite or slake his

! Jowett's Plato, iv. 226.
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‘fancies,” but do not appease them. The humour of this
conception is kept up to the end .

(¢) At the same time Socrates is liberating Thewmtetus from
the prison of sense and clearing his vision that he may look
steadily at the Ideas.

At first he is only permitted to distinguish each individual
sensation from every other, though binding them together
in bundles for the convenience of naming them. Presently,
perception and memory are shown to be separable from
sensation ; but they are still occasioned by it. The bonds
are further loosened by the observation that in judging what
is expedient for the future, the present impression of sense
is worthless in comparison with reflection: but still the
future is relative to the present and the past, and the test
of past wisdom is the impression of the moment when it
arrives.—Themtetus now seizes the great truth that the mind
does perceive some things (unity, number, sameness, differ-
ence, etc.), without the instrumentality of the senses; but
still it perceives them as attributes of the object of sense.
Further inquiry is made into this process of thought. The
mind can think truly and also falsely. What difference is
implied in this? An attempt is made to conceive of it by
reasoning from an abstract alternative,—(knowledge or ig-
norance, being or not-being), but we are compelled to fall
back upon the conception of a process between sensation and
the recollection of former sensations, or between different
abstractions of the world of sense laid up in the memory.
Lastly, there is allowed to float before the mind the thought
of an abstract whole; first as consisting of the combination
of indefinite elements, then as an indivisible elementary unit
arising out of them. But if the combination is known, the
elements must also be known. Aund even the power of
analysis is an inadequate test of Knowledge. Nor is the
desired criterion fully attained, even when the complete whole

! In the notes on p. 143 a doubt
has been raised concerning the de-
scription of the appearance of Socrates,
which adds piquancy to the humorous
image of his ‘art,’—viz. whether 70
éw T@v dppbTev means ¢ prominence
of the eyes,” or * width between the
eyes.’ It is true that in Xen. Equ. 1,

1. 9 ¢é¢pfarpos is opposed to xoAég-
OaApos. But in Ar. H. A.1.8. 5 the
words éxtés and évrds seem to refer
more naturally to the position of the
eyes in the face. And the new mean-
ing suggested is rather more in ac-
cordance with the allusions in Aristo-
phanes and in Plato’s Symposium.
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which is the object of thought, has been distinguished, by
its characteristic difference, from every other.

Socrates (in the language of Rep. B. 7) has gone down
into the cave, and is leading The=tetus upwards, step by
step, till towards the end he gives him just a far-off glimpse
of the summit to be attained hereafter,—un 7a oroixela, GAN’
&£ éxelvwy & Tu yeyovods eldos, Wdéay plav adrd avroi &xov. But
he is not himself groping his way. Each footstep is firmly
planted, as by one who has tried every inch of the path
and knows the country well. In other words, Plato is no
longer satisfied with anticipations of truth, but is striving
to bridge the chasm between ideas and facts, between crude
experience and complete theory. But of this more presently.
Here only remains to say () that in this upward progress
that which most steadies the thought of Thestetus, who is
a trained geometer, is the perception of number and an adum-
bration of the idea of good.

2. Much of what is rejected in the Thextetus as a theory
of Knowledge reappears in the Timaus as a ¢ probable’ account
of the physiology of sense. The same interflow of active and
passive motions, especially in vision, of which the same
phenomena are mentioned, the carrying about of qualities
from place to place, and several points even of minute ter-
minology, are repeated there. This helps to show that the
theory here developed as that of the disciples of Protagoras
who rest their doctrine on Heraclitean principles, is not a
mere occasional Essay written for the special purpose of this
dialogue, but a serious piece of work having a real place in
the history of thought.

stated in the The-
, viz. the distinction
.56 CD. The text
ugh the reading of
not merely a cause
st not unnaturally
sensations of touch
sight and hearing.
ve more of fire, and
this distinction has
nowhere applied in
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what follows. And in the MS. text the words ¢éperar ydap . .
wépuxev appear to refer, not to all the motions, but to the
swifter only. Now in the example of wine being distasteful to
the sick palate (159 D), the term ¢épeabar, which is here intro-
duced in formulating the theory, is deliberately applied. So
that if the MSS. are right, the sensation of taste is not one
of the slower motions. And the same illustration makes it
manifest that in any case the subject and object, mdoxor and
qrototw, on the one hand, and on the other hand the sensation
and quality together, are opposed, if not as slow and swift,
yet certainly as producer and produced (yewwévra xai yevvd-
peva), And the word mAnoid(w, which belongs to the slower
elements, is applied not to the tongue, but to the eye.

Recent editors are agreed (even Dr. Kennedy yielding a Elimina-
doubtful assent) in adopting another interpretation, according .tg’:b(_)f
to which the slower elements are the mowdvra and wdoyovra, stance’
the quicker elements being the qualities and sensations. Pro-
fessor Kennedy’s doubt is thus expressed : ‘I am unable to
discern the use of discriminating between agent-patient and
their products as to slowness and swiftness.” This remark
hits the point of the obscurity, and ought to be met. The
answer turns upon the motive which Socrates here attributes
to the Protagoreans, viz. to develop a sensational doctrine that
shall not too obviously violate common experience. With this
motive, for example, they are supposed to invent the term
&fpotrpa, and to speak of each kind of concrete objects as ‘ an
aggregate of motions.” Thus, to speak with Aristotle for the
sake of clearness, they get rid of the categories of quantity
and quality. But there is another category, not less surely
given in experience, which they find it still more difficult to
dispose of, the category of substance. There is an ineradi-
cable prejudice in favour of thinking that 7 am more lasting
than my impressions, the chameleon than his colours, the
moon than her phases, etc. Thus, when sensations and attri-
butes have been shown to be ever so momentary, the doubt
lingers, whether there is not still something permanent, viz.
the subject and object in which these severally inhere (in the
language of Scoto-German Metaphysics, the Ego and the
External World). To which doubt the theorists reply by
saying, ¢ Ou, substance is only a slower motion. It would
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have been clearer certainly to have introduced the distinction
between é\\oiwois and ¢opa, and to have said expressly that
substance is altered, while sensation and quality are in locomo-
tion. But this distinction is wanted afterwards for a serious
use, and would have taken from the humour of the present
passage, where the Protagorean is represented as simply bent
on reducing all as far as possible to motion as such. Where
he is obliged to admit a difference, it suits his purpose to call
it a difference of degree. For it is not his cue in any case
to recognize differences of kind. But the implied admission
is turned against him by the Elenchus in the passage re-
ferred to (181 D).

Mr. J. 8. Mill’s ¢ Permanent Possibilities’ may be cited as
a metaphysical expedient having a similar motive.

8. Plato is well aware that philosophy, to be fruitful, must
begin and end with experience. This is the note, which chiefly
distinguishes his method, not only from the dogmatic anticipa-
tions of the fifth century, but still more from the comparatively
barren idealism of his Megarian friends. The whole spirit of
Socrates, with his common instances and his resolute preference
for human questions, in spite of his love of paradox, pointed in
this direction. And the reader of the Platonic dialogues is often
surprised, when he seems to have been carried into a region of
mere abstractions, to be suddenly met by an argument drawn
directly from the facts of ordinary life. The truth is that Plato
is perpetually striving to reconcile thought with reality both
in the individual and in the world. And although in spite of
all his efforts his thought remains abstract still, and never
entirely penetrates the subtlety of Nature, he continually
acknowledges in practice that while all things are to be
tested by logic, the conclusions of logic must be tested
again by fact. ¢That sensations differ is a matter of fact’
(154 A), “the illusions of dreams and madness are facts of
experience’ (157 E), ‘ Protagoras must be wiser than others,
else he would have no fees’ (161 D), ¢ the world is full of ex-
amples of the truth that knowledge is power’ (170 A, B), ‘any
one must acknowledge this’ (171 D), ¢ States make laws with
a view to future expediency’ (177 E), ¢Protagoras himself

_knows better than his pupil the effect which will be produced




INTRODUCTION. liii

by a particular speech’ (178 E). All these are direct appeals
to experience. And therefore the student need not be sur-
prised when, after the subtle inconclusive argument about
false opinion, the claims of true opinion are cut short with -
the example of the law-courts (201 A), or the question
whether the knowledge of the simple or the compound comes
first is settled by the experience of Themtetus in learning
to read (206 A). A similar collocation of fact and logic
occurs in Soph. 264 A, where, after it has been proved with
incredible difficulty by a long chain of metaphysical proof
that communion is possible between not-being and some
kinds of being, the further question, whether not-being in
the shape of falsehood enters into speech, is decided in a
moment by the mere repetition of the statement ¢ Thestetus
is flying’ So in the Republic, when the definition of jus-
tice has been reached, it is tested by vulgar instances,—ra
doprikd adr@ mpoopépovres (4. 442 E).

It is said in the Parmenides, and the thought recurs in the
Sophist and Politicus, that the mature mind despises no phe-
nomenon in which there are the traces of a law. In the
Philebus the dialectician is said to carry subdivision as far as
there are forms tq guide him, In the Phedrus—where Plato’s
transcendentalism is most apparent—individual experience is
not forgotten : A€l yap dvfpwmov suviévar kar' €ldos Aeyduevor, éx
moANGY iov alobicewy els &v Aoyioud ovratpoduevor—iet &) radra
ikav@s vooavra, perd Tabra Oedpevor alra év Tais mpdfeaw dvra
xal mparTdpeva, 6féws 1] alobijoe divacar énaxorovleiy (271 E).
Indeed the Phedrus sounds every note in Plato’s compass.
And his struggle to reach the individual while holding fast
the universal is nowhere more evident than in the passage
just quoted. The same purpose is evinced in the remark at
the end of the Thesmtetus: "AAN’ ob mpdrepov ye, oluai, Ocalryros
& &uol dofacticerar, mplv dv % owdrys adry @y EAAwy ot~
Tov &v éyd édpaxa diddopdy T pvmueior map’ €uol évonunvapévy
xaradijrai, kal TéAAa obrws €£ &v € od, k.T.A,

4. In accordance with this clinging to experience, Plato’s
ideal theory, so far as it is allowed to appear in the Theastetus,
deals not with hypostatized entities, but rather with neces-
sary forms of thought, which are as inseparable from percep~

e
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tion as from reasoning. In the digression indeed, which,
however luminous, has still something of a mythical tone, the
philosopher is described in language which recalls the Re-
public, as contemplating everything as a whole and as taking
men up out of the sphere of personal questions into the higher
region, where justice and injustice, kingship as kingship, hu-
man nature as human nature, are discussed apart from par-
ticulars. But in the dialectical argument, the relative aspect
which has been suggested by Protagoras is nowhere lost sight
of. The mind perceives by herself the being of objects, their
identity, difference, likeness and unlikeness, also unity and
number concerning them. She also reaches after the good and
beautiful, reviewing and comparing ker perceptions with this
“aim. Knowledge is not to be sought for in particular im-
pressions, but in generalizations drawn from them. The num-
" bers eleven and twelve are forms upon the waxen block, i.e.
they are remembered, or rather abstracted from perceptions of
sense. In the aviary there fly innumerable birds, some
gathered in groups (xar’ eldn), some flying everywhere about
(i.e. modes of thought universally applicable). Whether the
whole is separable from the parts or not (xwpiordy or éxdpi-
otov) it bears some relation to them, and for the present we
are disposed to think that the parts must be included in per-
fect knowledge.
This manner of conceiving knowledge and being is mnot
a mere concession to Protagoras or Heraclitus, nor is it only
due to the intentionally subjective aspect of the whole dia-
logue. It rather marks Plato’s advance to a more definite
conception of his own meaning.
He is not now engaged, as in the Republic, with sketching
a vague outline of philosophic method, but has entered upon
the ‘longer way’ of dialectical inquiry, in which the highest
generalizations, when he really grapples with them, are found
to be conceivable, if at all, only in relation to an actual world to
which they give light and order,and where affirmation and nega-
tion, to have any meaning, must have reference to one another,
and to the content as well as to the form of propositions?,

! The obvious fact, that obola in  question the genuineness of the So-
the Themtetus is equivalent to Daseyn  phist because there Being=the sum
rather than to Wesen has not been  of positive realities.
sufficiently observed by those who
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5. This aspect of the Themtetus is closely connected with g:hl‘ltu;ntg
the Sophistes and Politicus which follow it. po[fltiz‘,;n

In the Sophistes the criticism of sense and motion is fol-
lowed up with a no less thorough criticism of the Immutable
Being, and the question ‘ How is falsehood possible?’ is an-
swered through an examination of the idea of falsehood and of
negation. In the Politicus an attempt is made to sketch an
ideal outline of the application of Science to human societies,
and of the false or imperfect forms of society, from which
the immediate guidance of Science is withdrawn. These
dialogues were to have led up to the Philosopher, in which,
probably apart from econtroversy, Plato’s ideal of Theory
and Practice would have been bodied forth.

It does not appear that at the time of writing the Thestetus
Plato had distinctly planned the other three. The terms in
which Socrates declines to examine Parmenides might cer-
tainly lead the reader to expect a separate treatment of the
Eleatic principle. And the conversation ends with an ap-
pointment to meet at the same palmstra on the following day.
But the Preface only contemplates Socrates, Theswtetus, and
Theodorus as the interlocutors. These alone are mentioned
by Euclides as having taken part. 8till less is there any
hint of another than Socrates having taken the lead. And
although the opening of the Sophist links on that dialogue
to the conversation of the previous day, yet there is no direct
reference to the unfinished talk about Parmenides, nor is the
figure of patevric] in any way kept up, while the concrete
form in which the question is bluntly put by Socrates, ¢ What
are the Sophist, Statesman, Philosopher?’ is strikingly dif-
ferent from the ¢ What is Knowledge ?’ of the previous day.
Had Plato written the Themtetus and Sophist continuously,
it is hardly to be supposed that he would not have woven
them together with more art.

There are other grounds for believing that the Sophistes
and Politicus were written somewhat later than the Thewmtetus.
In my edition of those two dialogues (Oxford, 1867) I have
proved by ¢quantitative criticism’ that in point of diction, as
well as in other important respects, they are intermediate
between the Republic and the Laws, while the Thewmtetus
stands between the Phedrus and Republic, And in a more

e 2
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general way Professor Jowett, whose judgment on such a
question is of the highest value, remarks emphatically on
the difference of style which separates the Philebus, Sophist,
Politicus, Laws, and in some degree the Timeus, from the
earlier dialogues. (See his Introduction to the Sophist, sub
. init.) Pure Eleaticism has no doubt a great effect in drying
up the springs of imaginative expression. The second part
of the Parmenides, and the passage in the Themtetus about
the whole and its parts, may be contrasted in this way with
other portions of the same dialogues. But this remark does
not dispose of the criticisms here referred to, which relate
to the whole tenour of the dialogues now in question, nor
does it account for the change of manner both in Thewtetus
and Socrates.

These and other reasons have led some to doubt the
genuineness of the Sophistes and Politicus. I have attempted
to meet such doubts by showing, as above stated, that in the
same degree in which these writings diverge from the Gorgias
or Republic, they approximate to the Laws. The discussion
* may now be summed up in the words of the English trans-
lator of Plato: ¢There would have been little disposition to
doubt the genuineness of the Sophist and Politicus, if they
had been compared with the Laws rather than with the
Republic, and the Laws had been received, as they ought
to be, on the authority of Aristotle, as an undoubted work
of Plato.’ Schaarschiidt, the latest enemy of the two dia-
logues, is as inconsistent in accepting the Laws, as he is con-
sistent (however paradoxical) in rejecting the Philebus?.

But to return. However different from the Thesztetus
in style and external treatment, the Sophist and Statesman
are connected with it in subject, and also in their point of
view.

The theory of Knowledge, which at the end of the
Thextetus remains indeterminate, is completed by the dis-
cussion of first principles in the Sophist. And although
the subject of the Statesman is not the nature, but the

! An important contribution to the  Jackson, in his elaborate papers on
more exact definition both of the place  the Philebus and the Parmenides in
of the dialectical dialogues and of the  the Journal of Philology, Nos. 21 aud

wth of Plato’s central doctrine has  22: ¢ Plato's later Theory of Ideas’
n made quite recently by Mr, H. .
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application of Knowledge, yet there is a distinct advance in
the conception of Knowledge or Science, on which the dis-
cussion is based.

The relation of Knowledge to Experience, and the nature of
the ideas as categories (supr. 4, 5), have come out in the
Thewmtetus. But the chief conceptions of Knowledge there
put forth are those (a) of rising from particulars to universals
and so contemplating each thing as a whole, (4) of analyzing
a whole into its parts, and (c) of being able to describe an
object by its difference. '

In the Sophist it is shown that to generalize, distinguish,
and analyze is not enough. Ideas must not be seen only in
their separate abstraction, but also in their combinations and
correlations. And in the course of the Politicus it appears
further that Knowledge, in order to be fruitful, must take a
grasp of the actual world, where the ideas are not found in
elementary simplicity, but are transferred into the long and
difficult syllables of action. Logical analysis must follow the
lines of nature. Dichotomy must not be forced where it is
inapplicable. And rash generalization (misplaced svvaywy?) is
to be equally avoided. Every nature is to be separately in-
terrogated, until each has yielded all that its peculiar expe-
rience enables it to contribute to the sum of wisdom. It is
not enough to define an art by some distinguishing mark.
To know its boundaries aright, we must also know the kindred
arts from which it is distinguished. There are categories
not only of things in general, but of social facts: seven de-
partments, for example, of human industry. Plato nowhere
shows a deeper conviction of the extent and comprehen-
siveness of Science.

6. Another growth which may be traced in these three Psycho-
dialogues, and also in the Philebus and Timmus, is the in- 18-
creasing clearness and minuteness of Plato’s psychology.

Such hints towards a study of the phenomena of mind as
occur in the Phado, Meno, Gorgias, Republic, or even in the
Pheadrus, are comparatively vague, In the Thestetus Plato
is for the first time continuously employed in the close ana-
lysis of mental operations. The nearest parallel in the Re-
public is the description, in Book 7, of the effect of number
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in awakening reason by giving distinctness to contradictory
perceptions. But in the Theztetus we have a whole series of
similar observations :—the connection of aio@nais and pavrasia
in the case of the wind (p. 152), the analysis of vision (153 E
foll.), the logical postulates, which we are asked to contem-
plate steadily as ‘facts of consciousness’ (155), the further
analysis of vision (156, 7), the account given of illusory
perceptions (158, 159), the case of letters and sounds seen
and heard but not understood (163), the relation of umiun
to alofnais (ibid.), the illustration of degrees of perception
(165), the distinction between the organ and the percipient
mind (184), the whole attempt to give a subjective account
of false opinion (187-200), and, in particular, the description
of thought as self-dialogue (189, 190), the image of the
wazxen-block, accounting for confusions of sense and memory
(191 foll.), that of the aviary, for confusions of pure thought,
(198 foll.), the three definitions of Adyos (206 foll.);—all
these are instances of the working of a new spirit, which is
not found in equal strength in the Republic or Phadrus.

Now to the same reflective tendency may be referred several
passages of the Sophist and Philebus, and the effect of it may
be traced also in the Politicus and Timwzus. The following
points may be especially noted:—the acknowledgment ob-
tained from the idealists that Knowledge is a process (Soph.
248), the description of the process of dialectic (254), the
meaning of denial (&wdpacis) (257), the distinction of Adyos,
dudvoa, pavracia, alofnois (263, 4) :—the origin of ypappuarici
(Phil. 8), the description of 70wy, 8dfa, prijuy, avdurmois, pav-
racla (37—-39) :—the passage about perpyrici (Polit. 285), the
reason for the argument from example (277) :—the account of
sensation, and the distinction of vods from 3dfa dAnbis in the
Timzus. )

The question raised towards the end of the Thesxtetus,
whether knowledge is not of simple parts as well as of the
complex whole, corresponds to various éwoplar in the Par-
menides, and also to the place in the Sophist (245) where
it is shown that Becoming as well as Being partakes of
completeness and unity. A cognate point is also touched
upon, viz. whether the €37 are xwpisra or dxdpiora. The
theory that the Element (or simple idea) is unknowable, forms
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the opposite extreme to the ‘Protagorean’ assertion that
single impressions only are known. The truth is indicated
that an apprehension of unity and universality is present even
in the simplest distinct perception. The passage which pre-
pares the way for this conclusion may be compared with the
similar ¢ propedeutik’ in Rep. 4. 436.

7. The Episode or Digression, 172—-177. The Di-
Throughout the earlier part of the dialogue Plato’s moral §;2%° ™
enthusiasm has been held under a severe restraint. It here
bursts forth in a passage of still chastened and subdued elo-
quence. Socrates is represented as having hitherto found it
difficult to be quite serious, while delivering the boyish mind
of Themtetus of its first crude notions, and refuting with in-
direct arguments, which he himself occasionally suspects of
sophistry, a popular philosophy which dressed up men'’s ordi-
nary thoughts with subtle notions borrowed from past thinkers,
He has accordingly been using various arts to draw the grave
Theodorus into the discussion. In this he at last succeeds.
But even so, his attempt at seriousness at first breaks down.
He is still haunted by the humour of the previous argument,
and Theodorus rebukes him for ¢ running Protagoras too hard.’
On this Socrates lays hold of the admission, implied in Prota-
goras’ teaching, that there is a difference, if not between truth
and falsehood, right and wrong, yet between better and worse
conditions of individuals and communities. On this he is
about to base the argument that since legislation aims at bet-
tering the condition of states, it is proved true or false, right
or wrong, as it succeeds or fails. But at this point he seems
to catch the tone of his respondent, and indulges the inclina-
tion of Theodorus by interposing a pause in the game of ques-
tion and answer. In the presence of the deeper subject which
now awaits discussion he suspends the argument for a while,
and allows his eye to range over the whole position,—re-
connoitring as it were before engaging at close quarters,—
contrasting the life of the philosopher with that of the lawyer
and the man of the world. ~After this (177 D) he resumes the
argument at the point where it was broken off, and, still in
conversation with Theodorus, disposes finally of Protagoras-
and the Heracliteans. And in all that follows, although



x INTRODUCTION.

Socrates does not relinquish his playfulness, a deeper note
is clearly perceptible. The productive power of Knowledge,
the universal striving toward the good, the independence of
mind in perceiving the true relations of things, the difficulty
about false opinion, and other weighty topics, are handled
with essential gravity and sobriety.

Thus the poetical and dialectical aspects are fused together
more completely than in the Phedrus. And the correspond-
ence is unmistakable between the contrasted lives on the one
hand and the contrasted theories on the other:—as the phi~
losopher is to the lawyer, so is the émorijun rod dyados to the
¢avracia Tod alofnrod. But Peipers (Untersuchungen, i. pp.
472 ff.) is too matter-of-fact, when he treats the digression as
an integral part of the discussion, and as directly suggested
by the mention of dixaia xal xad.

Teichmiiller, on the other hand, would treat such semi-
mythical passages in Plato as wholly secondary and subor-
dinate to the dialectical, concessions to popular sentiment, or
to ‘the child in us.’ I cannot think that Plato would endorse
this view of the imaginative portions of his own writings.
They express a different but not a lower aspect of the truth
and at least equally vindicate his claim to have surveyed ¢all
time and all existence.” ¢Reason touched with emotion’ need
not have less hold of reality than reason pure and simple.
And abstract thought without such aid is not merely less
effectual (Sudvoia yap adr) olbev kwel, AN’ 3§ &vexd Tov Kkal
mpakrixi), but is also less complete.

The digression approaches very closely in style and sub-
stance to many passages in the Republic, as will appear in
the notes. But it contains no allusion to the philosopher’s
relation to an ideal state, whether (as in the Gorgias) because
Plato had not yet enounced his conception of the philosopher-
king, or because he had withdrawn again into isolation,—or
more probably because of the difference of the subject. The
philosopher here is not merely useless to his city, but looks
down upon it as from a distant height. He knows nothing
of his neighbour, but is engaged in contemplating human
nature in general. The conception is more ironical than
in the Sophist (in this approaching the Republic), and
less embittered than in the Politicus; although the con-
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tempt with which the legal spirit is described is sufficiently
biting.

8. The solemnity of this passage, and the shadow which Etzmmq
it casts over the remainder of the dialogue, is in keeping with —
the time when the whole conversation is imagined to have
taken place. Socrates, as he tells Theodorus casually at the
end, is going presently to answer the indictment: of Meletus ;
—to show, therefore, in his own person what a poor figure
the philosopher makes in a law-court. This life-and-death
occasion, however (SAiyov mpo tod Oavdrov airod), sits very
lightly on him, and he is as ready as at any moment of his
life to engage in philosophical discussion. Not only so, but
his inexhaustible humour, if less irrepressibly exuberant than
in his intercourse with Phadrus by the Ilissus, is no less
ready to spring forth in the presence of a youth who is gifted
with the philosophic nature. Yet there is an undercurrent of
more than usual earnestness, which takes advantage from the
grave presence of Theodorus, but is profoundly in keeping
with the actual crisis.

Another shadow mingles with that cast by the death of
Socrates, and helps to give a further personal interest to the
discourse. For the reader is to imagine that at the moment
when this record of his brilliant promise is being read at
Megara, Thextetus himself, who has been wounded in battle
at Corinth, has just been carried back to Athens, that he may
die at home. The memory of one thus distinguished in
action as well as in thought is intended to consecrate the
whole dialogue.

The date of the battle mentioned in the Preface can only be
fixed within certain limits. The suggestion of E. Munk
(whose arrangement of the dialogues in the order of the life-
time of Socrates of course gives a late place to the Thestetus)
that the occasion meant was in the year 369, when the allied
forces under Chabrias disputed the Isthmus with Epami-
nondas, is sufficiently disposed of by the remark ! that Terpsion
cannot be supposed to have waited thirty years before ful-

1 Wohlrab, 1869,
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filling his intention of asking to see the writing of Euclides.
So late a date also, as Professor Jowett observes, ¢a little im-
pairs the beauty of Socrates’ remark, “that he would be a
great man if he lived.”’ These are strong reasons for pre-
ferring the battle of B.c. 394, which seems to have stirred
the hearts of the Athenians in a peculiar way, as the first
great national effort after the restoration of the democracy®.
In that year Themtetus would be at most twenty-one. And
this date does not seem impossible, for the praise of his con-
duct in the fight would be all the louder if he then saw
service for the first time. The supposition which alone re-
mains, that of an uncertain date between B.c. 390 and 387
(the limits of the Corinthian war), has the doubtful ad-
vantage of giving time for the distinctions mentioned by
later writers as attaching to Themtetus,—at all events for
the discovery of the five regular solids, which he might
have hit upon even sooner than this (nafyros yap xév mais
yévour &v?).

9. In any case, therefore, the Preface cannot have been
written earlier than B.c. 394, when Plato was about thirty-
five, and in all probability was written much later, for in
fiction (unlike politics) the mention of an event is none the
worse for being ‘ancient history.” But even so much cannot
be decisively maintained respecting the dialogue as a whole,
—for the preface, and the concluding words, and other pas-
sages, may possibly have been written long after the main
portion had been composed. Internal evidence, however, as
has been already indicated, would seem to assign to the
Theztetus a place, though earlier than the Sophist, yet not
much, if at all, earlier than the Republic.

Teichmiiller has recently, with great confidence, set up
a new criterion, by which he thinks to separate once for all
between the earlier and later writings of Plato. This is
afforded by the simple statement of Euclides, that in finishing
his transeript of the conversation he has omitted the inter-
locutory words. By which Teichmiiller understands Plato

! The beautiful monument to the Afdov &v KoplvOy, Tdv wévre imméav) is
young knight Dexilaus in the Cera- commonly attributed to this year.
micus at Athens (dwéfavey én’ EBov- ? Ar, Eth. N. 1.
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to signify that the admixture of narrative in the Parmenides,
Symposium, and Republic had been a mistake, and that this
method should be abandoned by him henceforth. Our eritic
also assumes that Plato kept this resolution, and that con-
sequently no narrated dialogue is later than the Theetetus,
and no dialogue in which the several persons are directly
introduced is to be considered as earlier. The form of the
Euthydemus, Protagoras, and Phedo, where a narrated dia-
logue is enclosed in a dramatic setting, is regarded as inter-
mediate, and these dialogues are therefore assumed to come
shortly before the Theztetus.

That the words of Euclides are mot without significance
may at once be admitted. The Thextetus is the only dia-
logue which is supposed to have been written downl. This
takes from the improbability of so close and subtle an argu-
ment being repeated from memory. And the omission of
‘said I’ and ‘said he’ certainly adds to the continuity of the
effect, without destroying the illusion that we have the au-
thority of Socrates for the minute accuracy of the report. It
may further be conceded that of the dialogues which are
similarly dramatic in form, several of the most important
are on other grounds probably the last of all,—the Sophist,
Politicus, Philebus, Tim®us, Laws. But, not for the pre-
sent to state objections to an hypothesis which makes the
Gorgias a later dialogue than the Republic,—not only is
the Phedrus thus placed inordinately late, but the Laches,
Io, Euthyphro, Crito, Meno, and Cratylus must either be
rejected, or assumed to belong to the later half of Plato’s
career. A theory which undertakes so much is somewhat
heavily weighted, and this one happens to be not very securely
based. For the Preface shows, not that the Themtetus is like
some dialogues in its dramatic form, but that (in having a
formal introduction) it is unlike all. And the inference to be
drawn from this is rather that Plato was willing to vary his
style in such external respects, than that he now adopted
a hitherto unthought of plan to be henceforward uniformly
followed by him. Indeed, if he had laid so much stress
upon this point as Teichmiiller supposes, there was nothing

! Jowett's Plato, iv. 225.
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to prevent him from revising the whole series of his writings
in the same sense.

10. In the Themtetus, the various nofes of the most un-
doubted of Plato’s writings are present in felicitous harmony.
While rivalling the Symposium in perfection of form, and
containing touches of humour and of enthusiastic insight
which recall the Phedrus, it is, of all the dialectical dialogues,
the most exact in philosophical expression. And in the sub-
dued eloquence of moral earnestness it is comparable only to
the Phzedo, Gorgias, and Republic.

To return once more to the vexed question of its position
in the series. The Symposium cannot have been written
before the division of Arcadia in B.c. 384. But in the Sym-
posium, Plato has not yet broken with the poets (p. 209), and
the Republic is therefore later than thie Symposium. Now it

veen seen that the indications of style in the Thextetus
3 it very near indeed to the Republic, while it has close
ions with dialogues which are later still. The combined
writy and freshness, complexity, subtlety, and lightness of
Theztetus are consistent with the result thus indicated,
when he wrote it Plato ‘had on his back’ years (at
) forty-eight. He has himself indicated (at 180 E) the
t of view from which the dialogue was composed. The
le of the philosophies was not yet over. Socrates had set
standard of knowledge, which, supported by his dialectic
reserved at Megara, was sufficient to overthrow the
tlar doctrine of mere relativity, and to cast a shadow of
losophic doubt’ over the scepticism of the day. But
ground gained hitherto had been mainly in the region
egative proof. In order to win an entrance for Science
1 the ‘terra firma’ of positive reality, it was still neces-
to criticise afresh the first principles of dialectic itself,
to come to a final reckoning with Parmenides.
"hat came of this final reckoning need not be considered
But it may be observed that the difficulties raised in
Thewxtetus, no less than those in the Parmenides, tend to
v the inadequacy of merely formal reasoning, and to pre-
the way for a provisional solution, in which an indeter-
ate element, whether to be known as Oéarepov, dmeipov,
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moAAd, or &meipos duds, is to be admitted into the region of
speculative truth ;—in which the composite nature of odoia is
also to be admitted, and the correlation of or communion of
different categories postulated!. In working out this pro-
blem, ‘new weapons’ have to be introduced into the Platonic
armoury, while some of those here exhibited are retained
in use.

1 See H. Jackson, On Plato’s later Theory of Ideas, Journal of Philology,
Nos. 21 and 22. This discussion throws additional light on Thewt. 201, 3.
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TaE dislogue has been written down by Euclides and is pro-
duced by him on the occasion of Themtetus’ expected death.
The persons are, SocraTEs, THEODORUS of Cyrene, and the boy
THEXETETUS.

Time, just before the trial of Socrates.

Theodorus introduces Theztetus to Socrates as a youth who
bas all the essential qualities of the philosophic nature. Socrates
acknowledges the authority on such a point of Theodorus as an
accomplished teacher. He begins to question Thewxtetus. ‘You
go to Theodorus for wisdom, i.e. Knowledge. But what is
Knowledge?’ ¢Geometry, arithmetic, astronomy; shoemaking
and other handicrafts.” ‘That is an enumeration of Knowledges,
not a definition of Knowledge.’ ‘I see, you want a general
expression, such as I and young Socrates here lately invented
for irrational quantities.’ ¢Excellent, only try.” ‘I want to do
so all the while, but cannot” ¢Then come to me, who am the
man-midwife of young minds.’

Socrates proceeds to expound the nature of his art in such a
way as effectually to encourage Thestetus, whom he once more
exhorts to try his best. The youth now answers,

I. KNOWLEDGE 18 SENSATION.

This (1)is shown to be the same with the dictum of Pro-
tagoras, ‘Man the Measure,” i.e. Things are to each man as they
appear to him :—which again is proved to rest (2) on the mys-
terious doctrine of Heraclitus and other great men that Al is
Motion and that things are not but become.

(3) Sensible perception is then explained as the momentary
outcome of the meeting of action and passive motions. Sensa-
tion is an instantaneous process; all attributes are absolutely
relative.
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(4) Sensation and quality are twin vibrations, perpetually
shifting from place to place, whilst agent and patient (object and
subject) change their attributes indeed, but are comparatively
(though never entirely) stationary. They are slow motions, where-
a8 the others are swift.

(5) What are known as the illusions of dreams and madness
and the disordered taste of the sick palate are accounted for by
this hypothesis. The unpleasantness of wine is as real to Soerates
ill, as its pleasantness is to Socrates when well.

(6) Thus the doctrines of Heraclitus and Protagoras unite to
substantiate the answer of Thewmtetus, of which they are the
objective and subjective counterparts. i

L (a) 1. But the theory, if consistent, is somewhat strange.

Does it not make all percipients equally wise, and make dis-
cussion purposeless? Protagoras is no wiser than an ape:
Thesetetus is as wise as any god.

(2) This is perhaps a superficial objection. Let us examine
the statement ‘ Knowledge is Sensation.’

Then to see without understanding is to know: to remember
without seeing is not to know. :

~ Further, one may know and not know the same thing, know
it near but not far off, know it faintly and strongly, dimly and
vividly, and the like.

(3) To this Protagoras would reply by deprecating mere verbal
quibbles, and boldly accepting the facts, that memory is indistinct,
that each man differs infinitely from himself, and may at the same
moment both know and not know the same thing.

In supporting his thesis, he would maintain that men’s per-
eeptions differ not as true and false, since all alike are real; but
as better and worse. And the wise man is he who can change
them from worse to better, whether in men or vegetables, in
individuals or states.

L (8) Theodorus being now the respondent, Protagoras’ own
maxim is examined, as explained by himself:—What seems to
each man is real to him to whom it seems.

Does it not seem to each man that other men are wiser than
he ?

If all think always truly, some think falsely.

Theodorus has trouble in maintaining his opinions. Are they
false to his opponents, but true to him ?

Most men dissent from the opinion of Protagoras. But his
opinion justifies them in their dissent. Is the one ‘measure’
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here to be preferred to the many? Or does not the one confirm
the many, by asserting that they are right in thinking him
wrong !

L (y) Protagorasis not in life, and would not be convinced if he
were. But his followers will hardly maintain that all men are
equally wise in knowing what is wholesome for the individual or
expedient for the state. So much indeed has been already hinted
in Socrates’ defence of Protagoras (L. (a) 3).—

(At this point the argument is interrupted with an eloquent
digression, in which the life of the philosopher, who has leisure
for many arguments, which he can drop and take up again at
will, is contrasted with the life of the politician).

—Well, the state makes laws with a view to expediency, of
which experience is the only test. And the same is true of every
judgment which regards the future. Protagoras professed himself
a better judge than his disciple could be of the persuasiveness of a
rhetorical speech. So far, then, the doctrine of absolute subjectivity
is disproved.

I. (3) Butwhatof theimmediate perceptions of warmth, white, and
sweetness? Are they always true for the percipient at the moment?
Even this cannot be maintained by those (I. (3)), who base the
doctrine of Sensation upon the doctrine of Motion.

All motion is either change of place (¢opd) or change of nature
(d\oiwoss). And if motion is absolute, all things are always moved
in both these ways. Therefore the perception and the quality which
flit between subject and object, as before described, must also change
their nature in the instant of sensation, so that they cannot be so
much as named. Each thing no sooner ¢s, but it ¢s nof ; it is no
more thus than not thus ; or rather it is anyhow and nohow.

In the course of this argument Theodorus has expressed his
abhorrence of the Heracliteans of Ephesus, whose doctrine is as
unstable as the Universe in their conception of it. Theeetetus now
asks that the opposite doctrine,—that of Parmenides, Zeno, and
Melissus, may be discussed.

II. Socrates avoids this task for the present, but takes Thestetus
again in hand and resumes the previous question about the nature
of Perception. The sensible qualities of objects are perceived not
with but through the organs of sense. And there are some attri-
butes which the mind herself perceives without a separate organ,~—
number, difference, sameness, being. The mind’s own judgment of
these things is called Opinion.

f
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Now Opinion is either true or false, and KNOWLEDGE 18 TRUE
OPNION.

But how is false opinion possible? ‘We have already felt this
difficulty within the sphere of sense. It now returns upon us in a
more abstract form.

Three answers are proposed, and each is followed into various
ramifications. False opinion is (1) to think without Knowledge,
or (2) to think what is not, or (3) to mistake one thing for another.
For thought is the mind’s dialogue, and opinion is a silent pro-
position.

But each of these answers leads to insuperable difficulties, and,
finding ourselves in a strait, we are driven to seek aid from the
imagination.

(a) Shall we say that the mind takes impressions like a waxen
block, and that mistake occurs in the process of identifying new
impressions with the old, i. e. at the meeting-point of sensation and
memory ?

This image does not extend to mistakes in abstract reasoning.

(8) Then shall we compare the mind to an aviary containing
birds, some of which are gregarious, some grouped in families, some
solitary and ranging over all? We have caught them all, and have
them all within the mind, but as they fly about we may get the
wrong bird by the wing, and so may take a rock-pigeon for a turtle-
dove, and this is false opinion. Even here the image comes short
of the reality. For so far as we take hold of the wild pigeon we
have it actually in hand as known, and cannot err about it.

However, leaving this subsidiary question unsolved, we find a
short cut to answering the main question, whether True Opinion
is or is not Knowledge. The judges in a law-court have often been
brought by rhetoric to form a true opinion of matters of fact,
which no arguments can demonstrate. They have True Opinion
but not Knowledge, which in such cases cannot exist without
ocular demonstration.

II1. Wherein then does Knowledge differ from True Opinion ?
If we can find this, perhaps we shall at last find the definition of
Knowledge.

(a) KENOWLEDGE 18 TRUE OPINION WITH AN ACCOUNT of the
object. That of which no account can be given is unknowable.

(8) The prime elements are unknowable, while their complex or
combination is known. The element can only be named. The
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nature of language implies that an account comprises more elements
than one.

Here are two statements, which may be considered together.

True Opinion with an account or reason is a plausible definition
of Knowledge. But how can the complex be known if the element
is unknown? In learning to read, we learned the letters first,
then syllables. In learning music, we first learn the notes.

Yet, on the other hand, the syllable may be regarded as an in-
dependent unity springing from this combination of the letters.
And this leads up to the general question of the relation of parts
to a whole. Is the whole identical with all the parts, or separable
from them? Is¢All’in the singular identical with ¢All’ in the
plural? So far from simple unity being unknowable, we find that
the object of Knowledge is always one and indissoluble.

But, to return to the former of our two statements, If Knowledge
is true Opinion with an account, what is meant by the latter term ?
Three answers are again proposed :—

1. Statement in words. But this is universally attainable.

2. Enumeration of parts or elements. (Definition by analysis.)
But I may enumerate the parts, having only true opinion of them
and not Knowledge. .

3. Definition by the characteristic difference.

But here again the question rises, Does such definition rest on
Knowledge or on True Opinion? And if the former, then we have
once more to ask ourselves, What is Knowledge ?

The art of Socrates condemns all the answers hitherto given.
But Thesxtetus, who has been delivered of more than he knew was
in him, will be more fruitfully inventive, or at least more intellec-
tually modest, in the time to come.
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Euclides and Terpsion appear
also in the Phedo as the Mega-
rians who were present at tlie
death of Socrates, p. 59 C:
Kal Meyapdfev Edrheidns Te kal
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battle see Introduction.
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versation,
which
Socrates a
little while
before his
death held
with The-
=tetus,
who was
then a boy.

2 INAATONOZ

TEP. Zaovre 7 tereAevryrort;
EY. Zavr kai pdda poMs' xalewds uév yap B
éxeL Kai UMO TpavudTwY TW@Y, PANNOY uiv auTOV
aipet TO yeygros voonua €v T¢ aTpareluart.
5 TEP. Mav 7 Svaevrepia ;

EY. Nai.

TEP. Olov dvdpa Néyeis év kwdbve eivar.
EY. KaAov 7€ kal dyafov, & Tep\riwv, émei To.

~ ’ /. }} /4 N\ \
Kal vDv 7Kovoy Twov pala éyxemualovroy abtov mepl

10 TV paxmY.

TEP. Kai 0vdév 3’ dromov, dAAa moAd Bavua-
~ 9 \ - s A
OTOTEpov €l pi) TOWOUTOS Y. ATAP WHS OVK QUTOU C

Meyapoi karéAvev ;

EY. 'Hnelyero oikade: émel &ywy’ édeouny kal

I. Zavr §) Terehevrnori]
Terpsion’s fears are excited by
the word ¢epopévg.

2. Zévre kal pdla pd)\w]
¢ Indeed, only just alive.

Xakemds . . twav] Observe
the anticipatory xai, contrasting
the wounds with the disease.

3. pv] ¢ However.’ .

4. alpei] ¢ Affects him.’ Com-
pare Soph. Ant. 606 : Tav o6
Umvos aipei nof & mavroynpas.
év 1¢ orparetpare completes the
sense of yeyords : i.e. 7o véonpa o
év 7¢ oTparetpar yeyords : but
the expression is less formal.

4. Oloy dvBpa Aéyeis év kuwdivg
elvac] ‘What a noble life is
then in peril !’ The worth of
Thestetus is acknowledged by
his Megarian friends, and is
further confirmed (though con-
firmation was needless, 1. 11,
12) by the praise of him which
Euclides has just heard (xal

15 auveBovAevor, aAX’ ovk ffere. kal Syra wpoméuras

viw, L. 9).
9. ﬁ'xovovil The imperfects
here and below, 11, 14, 15, re-

fer to the time spent by Eu-
clides in company with These-
tetus and those who carried
him.

11. bavpacrérepov] Se. fv dv.
The conversational ellipse, con-
tinuing the idiom from oddév
ye dromov, avoids the awkward-
ness of repeating #v. (avpa-
arérepov fiv Schol., Thom. Mag.)

14. émel.. édedppp] Wohlrab
compares infr. 150 A B, 158
A, 167A,etc. émel..ye in such
places marks the necessity of
the foregoing explanation. It
was not for want of friendly
insistence that Thesetetus did

. not stay, but because he longed

to be at home.

15. 8fjra implies that there
is something important to be
said. ‘And, I may tell you.

p- 142.
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NAwclay éAfo.

TEP. Kal aAn8y ye, ds éokev, elmev. drap Tives
76 » P
9 0] A' . 4 A 8 / 0 .
fioav oi Aoyou; éows av Spynoactou ;
EY. OY ua tov Ala, odkovv ofre ye amo aro-
paros: AN éypaauny pév Tor" ebbus oikald éAdov

1. dmdy mddw] ‘As I re-
turned.’

dveprijobnpy]  Sc. 4 elme 3.
wepl Tovrov. The sentence is
modified by the introduction of
the verb éfadpaca. ‘I recalled
the words of Socrates about
him, and marvelled at the pro-
phetic insight, which, like many
sayings of Socrates, they show=-
ed‘)

3. doxel ydp po] Boxei gives
a slight uncertainty to the ex-
pression. It here qualifies ra-
ther the mark of time éAiyov wpd
700 favdrov than the infinitive
évruxeiv,  So below, 144 C, 8-
xoios belongs more in sense to
devfdpevor than to lévaw, ‘I
think it was a little while be-
fore his death that he met with
him.
© 8. etwep els fAwiay o
‘If he lived long enough.
These words also, as inter-
preted by the event, have a
prophetic sound.

els Muxiav]  Sc. Tob ENASytpos
yevéobaz,

10. Kal d\nfij ye..elmev] In
the editions before Heindorf
these words were given to EY.
But in the Bodleian MS. they
are properly assigned to Terp-
sion,

12. The particles ofxovv . . ye
imply, ¢ Not, at least, in the
way you mean.’

oVrw] Compare the use of viv
oires. Heindorf quotes Xen.
Mem. 3. 6. 9: Oix & &owpl
oo ofrw ye dmd ordparos elmeiv.

13. éypayduny . . &ypagor] ‘1
wrote for my own use—I went
on writing.' 8o the change of
voice may be rendered. But
éypayrdpny . . Tov Aéyov below,
143 B, has a different force, ¢ I
made my transcript’ And in
143 C, where the notion of
writing recurs without any
personal reference, the middle
voice is drop Such varia-
tions belong to the freedom of
Greek idiom, and must be
noticed, although of slight sig-
nificance. The Bodleian MS,
omits pév, and Schanz formerly

B2
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Sropviuara, Dorepov 8¢ Kard oXONY GVOMLUVNGKO- P. 143

pevos &pacpov, kai oaaxis *Abpvale apuoiuny, éra-
vpdTwy Tov Swkparn O py éuepmiuny, kel dedpo
éNwv érmraplovuny: doTe por axedov T¢ Tds 6

5 Adyos yéypamras.

. - , ,
TEP. A6 1jkovad aov kal mpoTepov, kai pev-

ToL g€l péA Aoy Kkehevaew émbeifar dwrérpupa Sebpo.

ad\a Ti kwAVer viv qnuds Owlbelv; mavTes eywye
\ , ’ e 3 3 ~nA @

kol avaravoaclu dopa, ds €£ aypob fkov.

(1871) proposed &papa pév.
But both the middle voice and
the particle are idiomatic and
expressive. And although pév
at first opposes the written
notes to an extempore repe-
tition, it is quite Greek, though
not quite logical, to utilize it
for the minor opposition (with
Torepov 8€) of. the fair copy to
the notes or rough draft. -

1. {mopvipara] ‘ Notes. See
Pheedr. 275 A, where letters
are called Smopviioens Ppdppaxoy :
ib. 276 D.

3. & pi épepvipnp]=el ¢ pi
épepvipny,  pi gives indefinite-
ness to 8.

6.’ANnfi" fxovoa] The clauses
are parallel and not consequent ;
hence the dotvderov. Heindorf’s
conjecture, adopted by Schanz,
GAN’ 87 fxovad oov kal mpdrepov,
although most ingenious, is less
idiomatic than the MS. text.

xal pévroi, k, 7. \.] pévroi op-
poses Terpsion’s present con-
fession to his question in 142
D, which implied ignorance of
the story. “And, now I think
of it, I have always meant to
ask you to show it me, but
have let opportunities slip till
now.” That which is really
most emphati¢ is expressed by
the participle. It has been

objected to this rendering, (a)
that 8eipo is not used as an
adverb of time except with
péxpss or del, (8) that duarpiBew,
meaning ‘ to delay,’ could not
have been used here without
an adverb of place. But, (a)
such transference of adverhs
from place to time is not un-
usual, and it occurs in the case
of 8eipo in Plat. Tim, 21 D:
‘Hy i8¢ 1§ mé\is &mpafe pév, did
8¢ xpdvov xai ¢pbopiv tdv épya-
aapévov ob Sipreae deiipo & Ndyos.
In the present passage, the
deviation from common use is
softened by the neighbourhood
of del, Comp. Asch. Eum. 596 :
Kai 8eipd ' del v ixnw od pép-
¢opai. Such a refinement upon
a common phrase is in the
manner of Plato. And (g)
SiarpiBew is elsewhere used ab-
solutely, with a touch of blame
in it, as meaning not simply
‘to delay,’ but ‘to waste time.’
See Rep. 5. 472 B: Aéye, xai
py duirpiBe : Thue. 7. 42, 43,
47: also Aristoph. Eq. 515 :
®nol yap dwmjp oy Un’ dvoias
roito wemorfds darpiBew, where
it occurs together with a par-
ticiple, as here.

8, wdvres &wye .. déopar]
¢ Besides, as T have walked in
from the country, I should in
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Yyvwoeral,

TEP. *Oplis Aéyes.

EY. To uév 8y BBAiov, & Tepriww, Tovri- éypa-
Vauny 8¢ &) ovrwai Tov Adyov, olk éuoi Swrparn
Suryolpevoy s Supyeiro, dANG diadeyduevov ois &b
Sarexfivar. épn O¢ 16 Te yewpérpy Ocodwpe Kal
c7¢ Oeaurirep. Wa odv év T ypady py mwapéxowey
mpaypara ai perakv Tév Adywy Suyynoes mwepl av-
700 T€, omoTe Aéyor 6 Swkpdrns oiov Kayw épny §

any case be glad of a rest.
This asyndeton is frequent,
ndvros having the force of a
particle. Infr. 162 A: Hdvres
xal viv 8 pd\' éupedds oos édai-
vero Umaxoverv. Polit. 268 E:
Idvres ob moAAd éxpelyes madids

1. "Epwoi | "Epiwvedv was a spot
onthe Cephisus, close to Eleusis,
where it was fabled that Pluto
had descended with Proserpine.
Paus. 1. 92. There were other
places of the name,

3. 6 mais] Euclides’ servant.

%. odx éuoi Swrpdry duyyoipevoy
x.rA] These words are parallel
to oirwol rov Aéyov, depending
on éypayrdpny, Compare Apol.
19 C: Taira. . éwpdre. . Swxpdry
+ . mepupepduevor.

9. TG Te yewpérpy Oeodibpay]
Theodorus the mathematician
of Cyrene, with whom, accord-
ing to a doubtful tradition,
Plato once studied. He is
a geometrician, and stands
thus on the threshold of phi-
losophy ; and he is of Cyrene,
the city of Aristippus, with

whom he may be also connected
as being one of the friends of
Protagoras.  See infr. 164 E:
Ol émirpomos obs Mpwraydpas xar-
é\mev . . by Beddwpos els 8le.

10. a odv é&v 7j ypaf, x.T\.]
Imitated by Cicero, de Amic.
c. I: ‘Quasi enim ipsos induxi
loquentes, ne inquam et inquit
sepius interponerentur.’ Teich-
miiller finds in these words the
transitien from the earlier to
the later manner of Plato. But
this seems to prove too much.
See Introduction.

11, al peragd . . Supyfoes]
‘The bits of narration inter-
rupting the dialogue.’

wepl abrod Te] mepl adrod de-
pends immediately on 3upyfoes,
and dmdére Aéyos is epexegetic.
Editors -have preferred airod,
placing the comma at dqyjees,
which makes the syntax more
regular, though with an awk-
ward inversion. The MSS.
often err in reading abroi for
abrod, but it is safer to follow
them where there is no mani-
fest error.

They enter
the house,
and Eu-
clides pro-
duces the
roll, which
his servant
reads to

10 them.



The

Dialogue..

Socrates
meeting

6 INTAATQNOZ
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Kai €yw eimov, 7 ad wepl Tob amokpopeévov, ot p- 143

Svvén 7 Ovy dpoAdyer, Tovrwy éveka ds abrTov av-
Tots SuxAeyopevor éypayra, éfedaw Ta TowiTa.
TEP. Kai 00dév ye dmro Tpomov, & EdxAedn.
8 EY. "AMq, mai, Aafé 1o BifAiov kal Aéye.

0. Ei pev Tedv év Kupijvy paAdov éxndopn,

’ v A ¥ \. \ 9 ’ E 4
® Ocodwpe, T €KEL v g€ Kal TEPL EKElVOY AVYPATWY,

1. #) ab wepl Tob dmokpiopévov]
sc. Aéyot. #, k.., referring to
émdre Néyou is introduced instead
of the regular xai, k.7.\. anSwer-
ing to mepl abroi re. This helps
to confinm the reading and
punctuation, for the change
from xa{ to 7 is more natural,
if the epexegesis begins with
émére. ¢ The interruptions both
concerning Socrates himself,—
when he said; for instance, I
remarked,” or “ I replied ;”—or
again, when he told of the re-
spondent, that “ he assented,” or
“he did not agree.”’ Cp. infr.
203 B. The forms here quoted
are commonly reserved for the
more emphatic- places in nar-
rated dialogue : cp. esp. Rep.
427 B, Prot. 317 D.

4. 0bdév ye dmo fp61rou] Comp.
Rep. 5. 470 B: Kai ovbev'yc, §'¢q,
dmo Tpbémov Néyeis. ."Opa 8y xal
T8¢ €l wpds Tpdmov )«éy_a». Also
the emphatic use of the prep.
“from’ in Elizabethan poetry :
e.g. Jul. Ces. 2. 3,  Why bird
and beast from’ (i.e. contrary
t0) ‘ quality and kind.’ (dmo.is
the Bodleian reading.)

5. Aéye] “Let us hear.” Not
said facetiously, as Wohlrab
supposes, but more vivid and
conversational than dvaylyvooxe.

In this Preface we have
been introduced to Thestetus
as a man already distinguished
among his fellow-citizens. In

- what follows we are to see the

promise of his youth. We are
told of Thextetus by late
writers (besides the fact that
he heard Socrates and followed
Plato) that he taught mathe-
matics at Heracleia, and that
he was the author of the first
treatise on the five regular
solids. The interval which this
seems to require between the
trial of Socrates and the death
of Thestetus (to which it is dif-
ficult not to suppose an allusion
here) increases the uncertainty
of the date. But see Intro-
dnction,

6. El pév..] ‘If my heart
were in Cyrene” There is an
imperfect sequence of clauses,
arising out of the interpo-
sition of the clause frrov yap
. . émewels., The last words
form a transition to the main
thought, to which the speaker
gradually returns. The open-
ing is characteristic of Socrates.
He begins by putting an ana-
logous case, in. which the person
addressed is interested.

7. td ékei dv . . dwmpdrav]
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OEO. Kai i, & Sorpares, éuol T eimelv kal

‘I should have examined you
about things there and persons
there” éxelvov is masc. The
Bodleian MS. reads d npb-
o (sic), in which the repetition
of & may be defended by com-
pering Rep. 7. 526 C: odx &
padios ov8é moAa &v elpois. But
the other reading, which is
supported by T, is on the
whole more probable, and the
compound is expressive of the
thorough-going,persistentques-
tioning of Socrates.

I. § Twa A\ ¢L7\oao¢iav]
‘Or other liberal pursuit.
Comp. Tim. 88 C: Movouj
xal mdoy Pihogopig mpooxpdpevor,
This word, like émariun, gop:-
oris and others, is used by Plato
sometimes in the more general
and familiar, and sometimes in
a more restricted and technical
sense,

2. viv 8, x.m.\.] Tt makes
little difference whethor viv 8¢
is joined immediately with
raira 87, x.T.\., or with a sup-
pressed apodosis of which these
words are a resumption. In
the latter case we should omit
thebreak with Wohlrab, Schanz
and H. Schmidt.

4. rives fulv 1oV véwv] piv
(sc. rois *Afpvaiois) is not em-
phatic. The emphasis is anti-
cipated in roiode.

7wy réy véwv . . (8.) 1. Dpiv
v wolirdy] Comp. Thue. 1.6:
0! mpeaBirepor adrois Tav eddar
pévev,

yevéola émeeis] ‘ To make a
good figure” émewss in Plato
seems frequently to mean sim-
ply ¢ excellent’ (laudabilis, Ast.
Lex.),cp.Legg.12. 957A: "Eor
év moheaw olk doxnpova émiekdy
davdpdy odx SNiya vopoferpuara.
Symp. 210 B: "Qore kai éav émi-
ewjs by Ty Yuxp kat éav opkpov
dvfos &xp, éfapketv alrd, x.T. A,
Rep. 3. 398 E: "Axpnoroi yép kai
yovakiy ds el imiewkeis elvar, py
ot dvdpdow. (Cp. 387 E: Twaidi
8¢ dmodidoipev, kai odd¢ Tairais
anovdalais.)

8. dfws ydp] The adjective
receives greater emphasis by
the omission of the substantive
verb. Comp. Soph. (Ed. Col.
758 : Tivde mw wohw pilws Ei-
wov, émagiaydp. Also Rep.6.499
D : Oepl Tovrov Erowpot (sc. éopev)
7 Néyw Suapdyeabar.

11. elmeivreferstordyovinl. 9.

10

Theodorus
in an Athe-
nian pale-
stra, asks
what youth
of promise
he has met
with, not
in Cyrene,
but in
Athens.
Theodo-
rus speaks
warmly in
praise of
Theate-
tus, who,
though not
beautiful,
is at once
bold and



gentle and
intelligent,
& rare coms-
bination !
Like a
stream of
oil, flowing
smoothly
and swiftly
without a
wurmur,

8 [TAATONOS
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3. pn xal T 36fw] The ex-
pression is softened by the im-
personal 7. ‘Lest it should
be thought.’ This indirect re-
ference to persons is common
in Plato, as in other Greek.
Cp. infr. 175 B: "Orav 8¢ yé rwa
v « E\xloy dve, Viz. Tov Sukawikdy
éxewov, Pheed. 63 A : "Ael § Ké-
Bns Adyovs rTwas dvepevvd, Sc.
épods.

4. xal pj pot dxﬂo;% kal in-
troduces what is suddenly in-
terposed. Comp. 1. 7, and
Gorg. 486 A: Kairoi, & ¢pike
Sdxpares—nral pos pndeév dxbeabijs
evoig yap épd 1jj ofj—olk aloy-
pdv Bokei gor, x.7.\. The out-
line of the sentence is el uév
A .oy époBotpny dv .. viv 8e..
ofk éore .. ddeds 8y Néyo. 87
has an illative force=* where-
fore! In odk éore the sentence
breaks from the subordinate
form. Cp. Euthyphr. 11 C:
xal €l pév .. okdpparos.

5. Tqv Te oupdryra Kkai 16 éfw
dv updrov] This passage and
the speech of Alcibiades in the
Symposium, p. 215 : "Ore pév 8
€lBos powos €l TovTots (Tois Sen-
vois . . kal ¢ Mapoig) old' adrds
87 mwov dpuoPnrices—are the
chief allusions to Socrates’ per-
sonal appearance in Plato. Cp.
infr. 209 C: Tov owpdy Te xal

70 yap evpady ovra, os
éfépbarpov.  An imitation of
this passage occurs in the Sym-
posium attributed to Xenophon,
c. 5.

0 &w Tdv Sppdrav] (1) ‘In
having prominent eyes’ So
this point in the description of
Socrates has been commonly
understood. But may it not
rather mean (2) ‘in the width
between the eyes,’—a confor-
mation sometimes accompany-
ing a powerful brain? This suits
with the ré¢barud mapaBdNiov
of Aristophanes quotedby Plato
in Symp. 221 B (cp. Pheed. 86
D). As&wwith the article takes
the place of an adjective, so it
is used here, like a neuter ad-
jective, for the abstract notion
of ‘outwardness.” Cp. 74 ap63pa,
Symp. 210 B, Phil. 45C.

9. 10 yap edpali dvra .. yryvo-
pévovs] The anacoluthon adds
to the expression of surprise.
Comp. Protag. 317 A: Td olv
drodidpdaxovra py Svvacac dmo-
Spavat, d\N& karadavi elvar, wokj)
popla kai Tod émyepiuaros. Parm.
128 B: T odv . . olrws éxdre-
pov Néyewv dare pndév Tév adrdv
elpnrévar  Soxelv  axeddv Ti Né-
yovras rtabrd, Umép fpds Tovs
d\\ovs paiverar Upiv Ta elpyuéva
eipiofac.

os @A\o xa)\mdv] The simple

P 144.
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and obvious meaning of these
words, ‘as it is hard for an-
other to be, i.e. ‘in a degree
hardly to be equalled,” has been
questioned by critics because it
was thought that xakendv could
not be applied to qualities that
are not acquired. But the
word is not tied down to this
preciseness of meaning. It has
passed out of it even in Homer.
Cp.Od. 11.156: Xakemdv 8¢ Tdde
{woiow dpacfac (which may be
similarly explained as=xak\e-
wov éare Tobs {wols rdde Spdobar).
So elsewhere in Plato xa\emés
occurs where human agency is
not in question to signify ¢ next
to impossible.” See Rep. 6. 502
C: XaXemd yevéobar, ob pévrow ddv-
vard ye—viz. that philosophers
should be kings, a consumma-
tion requiring, as a precedent
condition, the combination of
qualities which is indicated
here. What Plato would think
of this grammatical refinement
may be inferred from his cari-
cature of it in the Protagoras,
344 E: 30 8¢ ¢ys, & Hirraxe,
Xakemdy éoOAov Eupevar 7o 8¢ . .
ddivarov,

3. yevéolas (towoirdy Twa), ¢ 1
should not have thought there
could have been an instance of
this combination, nor do I find
it usual.’

yiyvopévors| Se. rowdrovs, Cf.
Rep. 6.492 E: Obre yap yiyveras
ofire yéyovev ofir’ odv py yémrai
d\oiov #fos, x. T. A

d\\' of 7, x.7.A\] The

thought is exactly paralleled
in the Republic, where the
same combination of qualities
is described as essential to
the philosophic nature, and
its rarity is dwelt upon in
similar words. Rep. 6. 503 C:
Edpaleis xal pvipoves kai dyxivos
xal Ofels olo@ Sri obx é0éNovow
dpa ¢iecbac xal veavixol Te Kal
peyakompeneis Tas Siuavolas, oot
xoagpiws pera novxlas xai PeBaid-
ryros é6éhew {fv, dAN’ ol TotodToL
Un’ 8firmros pépovras 8wy v TU-
xoot, xai 70 PBéBatov dmway alréw
ébolxerar, 'ANnbi, &by, Aéyes.
Olkoiv 14 BéBawa ad raira 76y xal
odk ebuerdBola, ols Tis pa\lor os
I TOls XpHoaLTo, Kal év T@ moNépe
wpds Tovs PdBovs Svokivyra dvra,
mpds tas pabices ab wouel TalTov,
Svorwiras Exer xai Svopalbis, kai
Umvov Te Kal xdopns éumimhavras,
Srav T¢ 8y TtowiTov Samoveiv;
So the difficulty of combining
bravery with gentleness is dwelt
upon, ib. 375, 6. See also Polit.
309, 310, Legg. 6. 773. The
essentials of the philosophic
nature enumerated in the 6th
Book of the Republic are, love
of truth, quickness in learning,
good memory, liberality, justice
and gentleness, temperance,
courage. Thextetus is the
embodiment of this nature.

4. 8&€is] Quick.” Cp. Rep.
6.503 C: Edpaleis kal pvijpoves kai
dyxivoe xai d¢eis—quoted above.

§. mpds Tas dpyds oflppomor]
¢ Impetuous.” * Quick in temper
as in mind.
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14 (4 \ 4 ~ \
e (EporTaL WOTEP TR AVEPUATIOTA TAOLR, KAl MOVL- P. 144
’ A s ’ ’ o 3 B
wrepo 7 avOpetorepor vovrat, ol Te ad éuPpbeae-
ot vwbpol mws amavtdat wpos Tas pabnoes kal A1j-

/ i3 \ [ 4 ’ \ 3 ’ \
ns y€uovres. 0 O oUTw Aelws TE Kal amTaloTws Kal

’ ¥ s A\ , \ ’
vwoipws épxerar émi Tas pabpoes te kal Gprioes

\ ~ 14 < > ’ e A s \
€7@ woAAS TPaoTNTOS, olov €Aalov pevua aroPnTi
G4 ~

dovros, waTe Oavudoar 10 THAobToy SvTa OUT®

~ 4
avra Owamparreofou.

2Q. Ed ayyéAeis. tivos 8¢ kal €ori TGV mOAL-

v ;

OEOQ. ’Axikoa uév rodvopa, pvnuovevw O ob.

4 ~ ~ 4 ~ ’
AAa yap éari T@VOe TGV TPOTIOVTWY 6 €V TG WETE.
' \ 3 ~ -vg 8 ’ > A ’ [ R 4 eI LVE
pri yap €v 7§ éEw Opoue NAeiovro €raipoi TE Twes

2. ¢bovrar] Rep. 6. 503 C:
Uk é0edovar . . piecbar. ¢ Have
tore the nature of madmen
1an of courageous men.’

3. Nifns yéuovres| Rep.6.486
't El pndév &v pdboc golew 89-
uro, Anfns v whéws, &p’ &v olds

ely émariuns py kevds elvat,

5. dwoipws] ¢ Successfully’—
Making rapid progress.

4. bore bavpdoas] Soph. EL
04: Kalds yip oluds Bioros,
ore avpdoar.  Aristoph. Plut.
10: T& okevdpa whipn ‘oriv,
ore favpdoar. By an expan-
on, the particular cause of
ronder is here expressed and
1ade to depend on favpdoar.

9. xai asks for further in-
>rmation.

11. ’Axikoa pév Tolvopa, pvnpo-
eVw 8¢ off] Theodorus takes the
aterest of a teacher in the
outh himself, Socrates that
f a fellow-citizen in his father,

12. d\Aa ydp €ore. . dA\a oKd-
«] This double d\\d is fre-
uent in Plato. Comp. also
joph. Phil. 520: "ANN' aloxpa

pévroLaov ¥ &' évdeéarepov | féve
davivar wpds 76 Kaipioy moveiv. |
&\N’ €l oxei, TAéwpev. Thesecond
d\\d puts definitely forward the
proposition for which the first
d\\d has cleared the way.

13. év 7§ &w 3pipep| The
scene then is a gymnasium,
perhaps the Lyceum. Compare
Euthyphr. 2 A: 30 ras év
Avkele karahuroy SiarpiBas évfdde
viv BiarpiBeis wept Thy Tov Baoi-
\éws orodv; taken in connection
with infr. 210 D: Niv..
dmavryréoy poi els v Tou Baot-
Néws orodv. Theodorus had
seen the young men in the
portico as he entered. The
word 3pduos seems to have been
applied to several parts of the
gymnasium, Euthyd. 273 A:
’Ev 1§ karacréye 3pope.  (See
the whole passage.) Aristias
ap. Polluc. 9. 43: "Hy po
wakalorpa kai 8pdpos §uords wéhas.
Archmologists are not agreed
as to the exact part of the pa-
leestra which is here indicated.

éraipol 7é Twves] One of these,
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~ 14 ~ ~ ’
P- 144. odToL avTob kai avros, viv O€ por Sokovow aAenpd-

~ L Y4 ) \ 14 () 4 LI 4
pevor Sebpo vas. aAAa gKOTEL €& YryV@OKES avTov.
4 ~ /’ ¥
2Q. Tyvéoke' 6 Tov Zovwiéws Evgpoviov éori,
’ ‘' \ L3 \ .~
Kal Tavv ye, ® Pide, avdpos olov kai ov TovTov Oum-

~ ’
yel, kal dAAws evdokipov, kal pévToL Kal ovolay pala s

moAAw karélure. 70 & Gvoua ovk olda Tob pepakiov.
p  OEO. Ocairyros, & Zwkpares, TO ye ovopa TV
’ > ’ ~ ’ 3 /7 ’ ’
pévrot ovaiay Sokobal pot émirpomol Twes deplapré-
3 ’y o \ \ \ ~ ’ b
varr AN’ Opws Kal wpos TNy TV Xpnuarwy éAevbe-
pornra Bavpacris, @ okpares.
2Q. Tevvkov Aéyes Tov dvdpa. kai por kéXeve
avrov évbade mapakalileabau.
OEO. "Eora: raira. Oeairyre, Seipo mapa -

Kpar.

4 \ 7 ’ 4 \ \
3Q. Iavv uév odv, & Ocairnre, va kayw éuavrov
/ ~/ LA \ 14 \ \
avaoKkeyoual, oy Tt €X® T0 TpoowTov. Pnot yap
’ ¥ \ ~ ’

E Ocodwpos Exew pe gol duowov. arap €l Ve éxovrow
K3 / ’ ¥ 3\ € ’ € ’ 4
éxarépov Avpay épn avras npuocbar opoiws, worepov

N\ A 3 ’ A 4 A ’ \
evfus av émorevopcy 1) émeakeyraped o € povaikos

A
ov Aéye ;

Néos Swrpdrys, is named in this
dialogue, and is an interlocutor
in the Politicus. The others
remain mute. Such «dpa mpé-
gama occur in many dialogues ;
e.g. Lysias, Charmantides, etc.,
in the Republic. Observe the
idiomatic use of Soxeiv here and
infr. D. Cp. supr. 142C.

4. xal mdw] xal is intensive.

5. Kkai ;u'woz]
now I think of it.” This is a
reason why the youth should
have been better known. The
construction returns to the in-
dicative,

9. é\evbepiérnra] Rep. 6.485
E: Kal piy mov xal 168 3

‘And surely,

aromewy, Srav kpivew péXhys Yy
¢doopdy Te kai pn. Td moiov;
M7 oe \dlp peréxovoa dvelev-
Oepias.

11, 7ov ddpa] Not pepdxiov.
‘He must be a capital fellow.’

xal, as elsewhere, adds a
touch of earnestness to the im-
perative.

3. Geairyre] The abrupt vo-
cative, without &, is the address
of the master to the pupil.

15. kdyd] xai is to be taken
closely with wa and the verb.
Cf. Soph. Auntig. 280: Haioa,
wpv Spyis kdpe peordoar Néywv
(where join mpiv xai peordow).

19. € povawds dv Néyer] The

the gym-
nasium
with some
compan-
ions. Theo-
dorus adds
tll:at, ;l-
though im-
poverished,
the youth
is most
liberal. He
is made to
sit by So-
crates.
They con-
verse.

10

15 *If Theo-
dorus were
a draughts-
man, he
would be
an autho-
rity on the
subject of
our per-
sonal ap-

30 pearance.



‘Asheisa
cultivated
man, we
must re-
spect his
judgment
of our
mental en-
dowments.
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OEAL ’Emeaxefapet dv.

2Q. Ouvkovv Towoiror uév ebpovres émreldoued’ dv,

¥ ’ b ~
apovaov O€, NTLOTODMEY §

OEAL *AMf5.

2Q. Niv & y oluwm, € Tt uélet Huiv t4s TOY
TPOTWTWY OUOLOTYTOS, TKETTEOV 6 Ypadikds dv Aéye p. 145.

A ¥
7 ov.

OEAIL. Aoxet po.

2Q. "H odv {wypadikos Oeddwpos ;

OEAL Ody, doov ¥’ éué eidévas.

Q. Ap’ ovdé yewperpikos ;

OEAL Ilavres &) mov, @ Zdkpares.

SQ. "H kai aoTpovopukds Kai AoyLoTikos T€ Kol

povokos kai doa waudelas Exera ;

OEAL “Epovye dokel.

E] \ ¥ e -~ ~ /’ ’ (3 14
2Q. Ei pev apa nuds Tob coparos TL Opoiovs
3 ~ ~
Pnolv evar émawdv wy § Yéyov, o0 mavv avTe

¥ \ ~ /
a&ov Tov vobv mpooéyew.

OEAL "lows od.

P- 144.

2Q. Ti &, e worépov T vy émawol mpos s

man then is not the measure of
the likeness of musical sounds !

Yet afterwards Themtetus is.

wholly unconscious of contra~
dicting this his first admission.

1. "Emeoxeyriped dv] Cp. esp.
Crit. 47 B: Tupva{dpevos dvijp xal
Tolto mpdrrwy wérepov wavrds dv-
8pds émalvy kal Yéyp kal ddfy rov
voiy mpoaéxes, ) évds uévov éxeivov,
bs &v Tvyxdvp larpds ) madorpiBys
év; Lach. 184 DE,

10. Oy, doov ' éué eidévar]
The Cesena MS., with a few
others, has 3 éué, but the
greatest number (including the
Bodl.) read y¢é pe. éué seems
more pointed, ‘ not that 7 know

of,’ but pe is possibly right.

11. "Ap’ odd¢ yewperpiuxds ;]
‘Nor a geometrician, neither,
eh4’ There is an archness in
the question, which affects to
make doubtful what is matter
of notoriety.

13. "H xal dorpovopcds] ‘I
wonder if he is also an astro-
nomer.’

20. €l worépov] ¢ The mind of
one of us two.” The indefinite
mdrepos occurs several times
in Plato. Cp. Soph. 252 A:
"Eorar mwérepov adrdv, odaias uy
wpookowdvovw ;  Though not
common in other writers, it
is precisely analogous to the

b
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Ed 4 . \ ’ T 9 > ¥ ~ \ k] 7
P- 145. dperny 7€ kai godiav; ap ovk dfiov TG pev axov-
~ L] / \ E) /
agavre wpobvucicBou avaokéyaobar Tov émavebévra,
~ \ ¢ ’ € \ 13 ’
76 08¢ mpolupws éavrov émdekvvvau ;
OEAIL Ilaww uév odv, & Sdkpares.

indefinite use of ris, mod, wobé,
ete.

9. E} & &o] <‘That is
good' '—¢I am glad to hear
it.” Or rather, perhaps, more
hypothetically, ‘It is well, if
it is so.” For (1) cp. Menex.
249 E: Xdpw & 16 elmivre,
3. EJ &v &ot. d\N’ mes pov pi)
xarepeis. And for (2) Polit.
277 A: Kodueber Télews &
npy Eew. 3, Kakds dv, & 3.,
uiv ot et 8¢ pi) ool ubvy raira,
d\\a xa;w}—&w&oxew.

I1. i) dvaBiov & bpodoynuéval
‘Do not shrink from what you
have agreed to.” Cp. Hom. Il
13. 225: Ofre nis Sxvp Eikow
dy8lerar maképov kaxot, Euthyd.
302 E: Ok & ydp por dvd-
8vois.

14. émoxiye abrg] < Will be
found to impugn him.’ The
verb émwoximrew, to accuse of
murder or false witness (¢dvov,
Yevdopaprvpley), is commonly
found in the middle voice, be-
cause the accuser in such cases
is generally an interested party.
The passage of Aeschines contr.
Timarch., formerly quoted in
support of the active, is found
to have the middle in the best
MSS., and Wohlrab tries to
substantiate & different mean-
ing here, while Schanz writes
émariper abrg from conjecture,
Neither is really necessary.

17. pavBdveis] There is a stress
upon the word, preparing for
what follows,

Q. “Qpa Tolvwy, & Pire Oeairyre, doi pév ém- 5 « Thersfore,
~ eztetus
detkvvvas, éuol 0¢ aromeiocfar os €6 o 61t Oeo-  you must
be cate-
Swpos moddovs 8 mpos pe émawéoas Eévous Te Kal  chized by
s \ XY, s ¢ . \ A ’ me; for he
doTovs ovdéva Tw emyreder ws g€ vov &). has praised
5 N ou to me
OEAL E? dv &ot, & Sdrparess aAX” Spa py Yo
’ ¥ highly.
c mailwv é\eyev. 10
2Q. Ovy ofros 6 Tpomos Oeodibpov: aAra uy)
i) ’ \ e / 4 ’ /
avadvov Ta opodoynuéva arnmTopevos wailovra Aé-
yew Tovdé, a w) kel dvaykagby paprvpev* mwavrws
\ SO\ ’ 3 A £} \ ~ ¥ ~
yap ovdels émakmper avrp. alda Bappdv éuueve )
[ ’
opoAoyia. | 15
’ \ \ ~ ~ ~
©EAL ’AX\a xpn Tabra mwouiv, €l gol Sokel.
2Q. Aeye 8 pou ;/,avﬂavets‘ wov mapa Oecoddpov +Yon learn
m €0~
EWJLET, wzg a'r'ra dorus seve-
4 P ? ral things.



‘Tolearnis
to become
wiser. To
be wise is
to know.
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2Q. Kai rov wept agrpovouiov Te kai appovias o

\ U
Kat Aoywopovs ;

OEAL TIlpofuuotual ye &.

~ ’ ’
3Q. Kai yap éyo, & mal, wapa ye TovTov kal wap

4
dA\wv, obs av olwual TL TOUTOY émaiew. aAN’ Ouws,
\ \ ¥ ¥ \ s\ ’ \ /
Ta pEv dAAa €xw TEPL QUTA METpiws, fuKkpoy O T

~ Yy ~ -~
amopd, 0 pera oob TE Kal TOVOE TKewTéOV. Kol poL

/4 T L \ ’ » \ ‘ 4 4
Aéye: ap ov To pavfevew €oTiTo ToPwrepoy Yiyve

OEAL IIés yap ob;

2Q. Sopia 8 ¥ olpar dopol oi gogpol,

OEAI. Nal

Q. Toiro 8¢ pav Sapépe Tu émarnuns ;

OEAI. To moiov;

Q. ‘H oopia. 7 ovx amep émaripoves, Taira

Kkal gogol;
OEAIL. T! wjv;

3Q. Tavrov dpa émoriumn kai coPia ;

OEAI. Nal

~ \ a ~ ’
2Q. Tovr avro Tolvvy éoTiv 6 amopd Kkai ov Su-

2. 76w wepl dorpovopiav] ¢ A-
stronomy, and what relates to
it

4. HpoBupoipal ye 3] ¢I cer-
tainly do my endeavour.” He is
more modest about these higher
subjects.

5. mapd ye roirov] ye (the
MS. reading) may be defended :
¢ certainly when I have such a
master,’ referring to mpobupoi-
pac: althongh re, the correction
of Heindorf, which is supported
by the version of Ficinus, per-
haps reads more harmonious-
ly; and the change is slight.
Cp. Crat. 384 E.

6. a\N’ Spws, & pév d@a. .
mxpdy 8¢ i dmopd] For the
parataxis cp. Rep. 2. 367 E:
Kal éyd drovoas, del pév 8)—
frydpnw, drap ody kal Tére mdvv ye
Hobny.

7. For the ironical pwpdy
7¢ cp. Charm, 154 D.

16. dmep émornuoves, aira xal
dogpoi]| For the indefinite plural
cp. Georg. 457 C: 0 padiws
Sivavrai—Bdiopioduevor mpds dAAij-
Aovs—olrw diaklecfm Tas ouvou-
gias. And for the sense cp.
Xen. Mem, 4. 6. 7: *O dpa
éxioraras éaoros, Tatra xal copds
éoTw,

E
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P- 145 vapas Aafew ikavos wap éuavrd, Emomun 6 Timore
4 ¥ 3 3 \ ¥ ’ s 7 ’
p. 146. TUyxaveL 6v. ap obv Op éxoper Aéyew avro; Ti
daré; Tis dv Nudv wpdros elmor; 6 O apaprav,
N A A N e ’ ~ o \ e
Kai 0s av ael auapravy, kabedetrou, womep Paciv ol
-~ [3 1/ ¥ & A ’
waides o apapifovres, dvos. bs 8 av wepryévnras s
> / ’ € ~ \ 3 4 [ 4 A
avaudpryros, Bagi\evoel Nudy kol émrafel § T v
BOJ/\ ) ’ 0 T/ ~ R ¥ ’ 3
nraw amokpiveabau. 'Ti ovyare; ob i mwov, @
Ocodwpe, éyw vmo rhodoyias aypowifopas, wpoly-
povpevos npds momjoar SaAeyesfu kal pilovs Te

A pause.

Kkal mpoayyopovs dAAjAois ylyveolu ;
3 OEO. "Hrwora pév, @ Sdkpares, 70 Towobrov dv
v ¥ L] \ ~ ’ ’ ’ L]
€l aypoLkov, GAANG TV UELPOKIWY TL KEAEVE TOL aTO-
’ 3\ \ \ s/ ~ ’
kplvealar. éyw pev yap anbns s Towawrns Owa-
Aéxrov, kai 008 ab avvedi(eabar nAikiay éxw. Totode

1. \aBeiv ixavas] ¢To grasp
adequately” ‘To get a clear
conception of’

AaBety  ikavds map’ ¢
Phileb. 50 D : AaBdvra 3¢ roiro
wapa oavrd ddeivai pe, k.T.A.

3. 6 8¢. . dpaprdvg] ‘ But he
who makes a blunder, or who-
ever is in error from time to
time.’

4. xabedeirac . . dvos] Schol.
Tav odv wa{dvrav Tabra. Tovs pev
wxdvras Baoikeis éxdAowy, kal 8 Tt
& mpogerdrrov Tois d\hois Umij-
xovoy, ToUs 8¢ frrwpévovs Svovs.
Cp. Hor. Ep. 1. 1. 59: ‘At
pueri ludentes, Rex eris, aiunt,
Bi recte facies.” ¢ Mant. Prov. 1.
34 : Bacikels §) dvos® ffyouw wikdv
#) frrédpevos.” Wohlrab,

9. #uas] So the Bodleian
MS. Others (including Ces.)
have duas by a common error.
The first person is obviously
more in keeping with the ur-
banity of Socrates.

10. mpoonydpovs] The active

-

and passive meanings are com-
bined. ¢Mutually conversable.’
Cp. Republic 8. 546 C: Hdrra
npogiyyopa Kkal pyra wpds ENAnha
dmépnvav. There is possibly an
allusion to the mathematical
meaning here : ‘to make you
friends, and bring you into
relations with one another.
Cp. Republicy.534 D: *ANéyovs
dvras &omep ypappds, and the
phrases Sdu¢pwva xai wordyopa,—
“Oposa Kai wordyopa, in later Py-
thagorean writings.

11. pév is omitted in T.

12. vav pepaciov 7] Steph.
conj. rod, which is also found
as & correction in one MS., but
cp. Euthyd. 274 D : T'vods Bam-
Ti{dpevov 10 pespdiov, Bovkdpevos
dvamratoat abrd.

13. &iakérrov] ‘Conversation,
with something of the more
technical meaning of ‘abstract
discussion.’” Cp. Republic 5.
454 A: "Epdi, ol duahéxrg,
wpds dAAjhovs xpduevol,

10



Thestetus
is at length

encouraged 3o KEAEVETE,

to attempt
an answer.
¢ Geometry
and other
branches of
. education,
shoe-mak-
ing and the
other use-
ful arts, all
and each
of these is
know-
ledge.

But these
are many
and vari-
ous; know-
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O¢ mpémoL Te av Toiiro kal moAV mAelov émdidotev® P. 146.

~ \ ¥ € ’ £ ~ » 18 ¥ ’ 9
TG yap OVTL 1) VeoTNs €ls way emidoow exel. oA’y
o » \ 3 ’ ~ ’ S LI 4
womep npEw, py ddleoo Toi Oearrnrov, e\’ épora.

Q. ’Axovers 8, & Oealrnre, d Aéyer Oeodwpos,

]

A4 ~ \ L2 \ ’
5@ amoTEw, os éyw oluw, ovTe av €fehnoes, ovre C

0’ \ \ ~ i) 6 \ ~ 9 /’ VE I-
EMLS TEPL TA TOLRUTA QV pL 0'0¢(t) ETWLTATTOVTL (0]

~ ’
Tepov amelelv. AN’ €b kal yevvaiws eimé: Ti oo do-

~ 3 .
Ket elvar émoTiun 3

OEAL "AM\a xp1, & Sdkpares, émedipmep Vpeis

Odaere.

4 4 ’
TAVTOS YaAp, GV TL KAl GUAPT®, ETaVop=

2Q. Iavv pév odv, dv mép ye oloi Te Guev.
’ P
OEAL Aokel Tolvov por kai @ mape Oeoddpov dv
/’ i) ~ 3 ’ \ A ~ \
Tis pafou émoTium elval, yewperpla T Kai s viv 6y)

\ ~ / ~ ¥
15 00 8ujAfes, kal ab aKkvroTOMKT) TE Kal ai TGV GAAwY D

~ ~ (3 4 ’
Onuovpydv Téxvau, mioal T€ Kol €EKQTTY) TOUT®Y, OUK

dANo 71 ) émoTiun elvar.

Q. Tewaiws ye kal Prroddpws, & Pile, &v airn-
Oeis moAAa didws kal mokiAa avTi amwAob.

2. énidoow &e] Rep. 4. 536
D: 3on ydp ob mewréoy, os
ympdokoy Tis woAN& Svvards pav-
Bdvew, dAN’ frrov 1) Tpéxew, véwv
8¢ mdvres of peydhot kai of moAkot
wévou,

3. p) dpleco Tob Oearriirov,
A\’ épdra] Cp. Lach. 184 C:
Xp) & mep o é£ dpxiis ENeyov,
xal Swxpdrny Tévde pi) diévas, dANG
8eicfar ovpBovketew. Rep. 5.
449 C.

§-4. dmoreiv, ‘to disobey ;'
arelfeiv, ¢ to be disobedient.’

5. obre Oéuts . . vedrepoy dmer-
Oeiv] Instead of making dmoreiv
depend on 6éus, a new clause is
introduced expressing the par-
ticular points in this disobedi-

ence which make it unlawful.
The like change occurs often in
Plato, and is part of the fulness
of his style. See above, 144
B: “Qore favpdoar, x.1.\., and
note.

10. wdvresydp, x.r.\.] These-
tetus is not yet alive to the dif-
ficulty of the subject. He is
sure that Theodorus and So-
crates have entire command
of it.

14-17. émoripac . . émoripy ]
Theetetus does not distinguish
between ‘sciences’ and ‘sci-
ence’ Grammatically, the va-
riation is caused by the intro-
duction of the singular éxdory.

18, T'ewvalos ye| Referring to

e me
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OEAL Ilés 7i Todro Aéyes, & Zdkpares ;

2Q. "Tows pév oddér o pévror olpar, Ppdoo.
drav AMéyns arvruay, w) v dAdo Ppales %) émoTi)-

pnv vmodnuarwy épyacias ;

OEAIL Ouvdév.

e 3Q. Ti &, drav rexrovucny; uip Tt dAAo 7 émi-
aruny s Tév Evliver akevéy épyadias ;

OEAI. Ouvdé rovro.

~ ~ ’
3Q. Ovkotv év augoiv, ob ckarépa émwormiun,

~ e /
TobTo Opilets;

©EAI Noi.

3Q. To & émepwrnbév, & Oealryre, ob TobTO TV,

.e¥ xai yewalos above, and to
Theodorus’s praise, supr. 144 D.

19. mowida] Either ‘a rich
variety of things,’ or ‘many
complex notions for one simple
one’ The analysis of terms
which follows points rather to
the latter meaning; but the
former is more natural, and is
supported by comparing Phile-
bus 12 C (at the opening of
the dialogue): Tijv 3¢ ndomy olda
bs éore wouldow. . . . EoTe yap
dxovew pév oltws dmhds &v T, pop-
¢pas 8¢ Sfmov mavrolas eihnpe xai
Tiva Tpdmov  dvopolas dAAAwv.
The two objections (woAAd, mot-
xia) are discussed in the re-
verse order. See below : Tivwy
.. éméoar, Mpdrév yémov . Emeird
¥é wov, KT\,

1. Oos n'] ‘What (i), and
with what meaning (=as). Cp.
Soph. 261 E: Haés i roir
elmes ; Gmep gnfpw, xr . Some
editors interpunctuate in all
such cases (wds; i, x.7.\.). But
the Greek idiom often combines
two interrogations in a single
clause,

2. "Iows pév oddév] Se.\éyw,
‘perhaps I am talking non-
sense.’

8 pévroi olpa] Sec. Néyew.

3. oxvrucqy] This is said to
have differed from oxvroroun
(above); and the change of
word is an instance of Plato’s
love of variety (cp. supr. C:
dmreiv . . . drefeiv). Perhaps
the one was a generic, the other
a specific term. At least they
do not exclude each other in
Plato. See Rep. 2. 374 B:
*H odv okvrixiis 3l paliov kide-
abas §) mokexijs ; OdBapds. 'ANN
dpa Tov oxvrordpov, xr. Ib.
10. 601 C: Hojoer 3 ye oxv-
tordpos xal yahkeis;...odd &
moujoas & Te xalkels kal & okxv-
Tels ;

érav. . ppdles] ¢ You express
by the term “shoemaking.”’

12. T8 & émepwrnbév] ‘But
what I went on to ask you.’ Cp.
supr. p. 16. L. 3, pi) dpicoo, k...
T3 8¢ ¥ épamnbév is a MS. con-
jecture (‘7o 8¢ ye, t mg. 70 3¢ ye
épwmbév, Vind.suppl.7.’ Schanz).

10

ledge is one
and simple.
To enume-
rate is not
to define.
This is il-
lustrated.
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Ty 1) émaTiun, 0bde omoTa Twes. oY yap aplui)- p. 146.

ow avras BovAduevor npopeba, dAAa yvéva émoTi)-

y \ o ’ 9 3 14 A ’Be\y ’ .
UMY QUTO O TL TOT’ €0TV. 1) OUOEV A€yw 3

OEAIL Ilaw pév odv dpfiss.

3Q. Sképou Oy kal Tode. €l Tis Nuis TGY pavAwy

\ ’ ¥ < \ A o ’ 9
Tt Kal TPOXELPWY EPOLTO, OOV TEPL TNAOD, O Ti TOT

£ ’ s [ s A~ | [ ~ ’
éoriv, € amokpwaiueda avT® THAOS O TWY XUTPEWY

\ ~ ~ ~
Kkal TAos 0 TGOV imvomrAaldy kal TMAOS O TGV WA=
. -~ A ~ b J
Bovpydv, ovk av yelotor eluev ;

OEAI. "Tows.

~ ’ 14 ~
3Q. Hpédrov puév yé mov oiopevor auviévar éx Tis

e ’ ~
NueETépas amokpioews Tov EpwTdvTa, dTav ElTWwMEy

1. tivwy §) émoriun, 0dd¢ énd-
oa rivés| The first answer of
Meno to the question, ¢ What is
virtue?¥’ is exactly analogous to
this of Thesetetus about know-
ledge. Instead of attempting
to generalize, he enumerates
the several kinds of virtue.
Men. 71 E: "Avdpds dperpy . . .
yuvawds dperqy . . . madds dperi,
x7\. Socrates replies (Men.
72 A): Ho\\j yé Tw elruxig
éowca kexpiiobas, & Mévov, €l piav
{nrév dpemy opijyds T dvelpnra
dperdy mapd ool Keypévov, KT
The whole passage should be
compared with this. See also
Lach. 191, 192, where Socrates
finds a similar difficulty in lead-
ing the respondent to the con-
ception of a general notion,—
and Soph. 240, where Theste-
tus is again entrapped into a
similar mistake in defining the
word eldwhov.

3. émoriuny abrd] Rep. 473
C: 'E{yroduev adrd e dikatoavwny
oldy éer.

5. €i Tis fpas—el dmoxpwai-

pueba] For the double e comp.

Rep. 331 C: El ris AdBo: mapa
¢idov dvdpds cwppovoivros dmha,
el pavels dwacrot, k.r.\,

Tév @atwv T kal mpoxeipav]
¢ Some trivial and obvious mat-
ter.

8. Imm)\aﬂ&v] For this, the
reading of all the MSS., xopomrha-
6av has been substituted in the
margin of some MSS,, for the
sake of the uniformity which
Plato avoided. See below, note
on kopomhabav, p. 19. L. 1.

II. oldpevor ovmévas] Cp.
Rep. 505 C: El dvedifovrés e
ore olx iopev 10 dyalbv, Néyovae
wd\w bs elddoe Ppbmaw yap adrd
paow elva dyaboi, bs ad vmérrov
Nudy 8 T Néyovow, éreday 1o TOU
dyabob Ppbéytwvras Svopa. Soph.
244 A: Ti more Botheofe anpai-
vew omérav bv Ppléyymofe; We
find ourselves involved in a
further stage of the same ab-
surdity at the end of the
dialogue, p. 210 A: Kal mar-
rdmaci ye ebnbes, {nrodvray juav
émarnuny, d6fav pdvac Spbiy elvas
per’ émaripns eire Suadopdryros
¢ire drovoiw,

P. 147.
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P- 147. TNACs, €lre 6 TGV KopomAaddy wpoafévTes eire IAAwY

~ ~ A
B ovTwovoty Snuovpydy. 1) olel Tis Ti quwwinal Twos

\ 93
ovoua, o uy oide Tl éaTw ;

OEAL Oddapss.

2Q. 008 dpa émariuny dmodnudrey ovwinow 6 s

émariuny Wy €idds.
OEAIL Ov yap.

3Q. Skvrgy dpa o owinow bs &v €maTiuny
S ~ SN/ ¥ /
ayvoy), ovdé Twa aAAny TEXVIY.

OEAL “Eorw otrws.

’ ¥ e 3 14 ~ / 1
2Q. Teroia apa 7 amokpiois ¢ épwrndévre ém-
/’ /7 \ ¥
C oTun 7i éoTw, Grav amokpivyras Téxvns Twos dvoua.
TWoS Yyap émaTiuny dmoxplveras, ov TodT éparnlels.

OEAL "Eocwev.

10

’ [ 4
2Q. "Enard yé mov éfov pavdws kal Bpayews 1s
L] ’ ’ i / e’ < \
amokpivacfos meppxerar amépavrov 0dov. oiov Kal
€ ™) TOob TAOD épwrnae. PavAov mwov kal amAody

I. €ite & & xopomhabav wpoo-
évres] It is in Plato’s manner
to surprise us with a fresh ex-
ample at each step of the argu-
ment, instead of dwelling upon
one already adduced. Rep. 3.
333 B: “Qomep 6 xbapiorixds,
xrX. Prot. 312 D: “Qomep 6
xfapioriis, kv, and in this
dialogue, p. 161 D: Barpdyov
yupivov. 169 B: 3V 8¢ «ar’
"Avraiov, xTA. 178 D: 0dx 3
rob xfapiorod. 190 C: ‘Yyai-
vovra {) pavdpevov,

2. i) oles Tis 7] ris is made
oxytone here because of ¢ fol-
lowing. oie is parenthetical,
and therefore does not affect
the position of the enclitics.
For the sense cp. Men. 8o
D: Kal riva rpémov {yrices, &
Sdkpares, Tovro, § pi oloba Td
wapdmay § 74 Eori,

12, drav..3vopa] ¢ When he
gives as an answer the name
of a particular art.” The ac-
cusative is cognate.

15. "Emard yé mov] This
ought strictly to refer to the
illustration : to which the sen-
tence presently returns. But
Socrates had reverted to the
main subject in the preceding
instances. )

16. wepiépxeras dmépavrov 636v)
Ar. Met. 3. 1007 a: ’A8ivaror
dnewpd ' dvra T& ovpBeBnxrita di-
eNbeiv* §) olv dmavra SieNbérw i)
punbév,

17. & 7§ 1o mnhoi épamioec]
For the form of reference with
év cp. Thucyd. 1. 9: 'Ev rob
oxqnrpov i wapaddoer. Phileb.
33 B: ’Ev ) wapaBolj téw Blwv.
The frequency of this idiom
perhaps assists the genitive

Cc2




Thestetus
perceives
that the
answer re-
quired is
analogous
to a geo-
metrical
expresgion ;
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eimev 81v ¥ vypop Qupabeica mmAos av €, 10 &

drov éav xalpew.

’ ki ~
O©EAL ‘Pgdiov, & Sarpares, vov ye olreo daive-
Taur arap kwdvvedels épwTay olov kal avTols Huiv
¥ , ~ ’ 3 ’ \ ~ ~
évayxos elonAde OwaAeyopévors, €uol Te Kai TP G

e ’ ’ /’
OU@YUUR TOUTG SwKPATEL.

3Q. To moiov &), & Oeairyre ;

mmhov, which is descriptive
rather than objective. ¢In the
question of the clay.’

1. m\os & ein] Either, (1)
‘earth, if tempered with mois-
ture, will be (& €iy) mud,’ or
(2), ‘moistened earth would
seem to be (& €in) the definition
of mud.

2. 8rov is masculine (supr.
AB}, although rwds above (p.
19, 1. 13) was neuter.

3. viv ye oirw] ‘Now as you
put it So far Theetetus has
appeared wholly unfamiliar with
the conception of a universal
notion. But Socrates’ illustra-
tion reminds him of the com-
prehensive simplicity of geo-
metrical expressions. And thus
he finds a clue in what he
knows to the new labyrinth of
inquiry into which Socrates
invites him. Mathematical
ideas, being the first pure
abstractions obtained by the
mind, are peculiarly fitted to
guide it to the contemplation
of abstractions generally. So
at least thought Plato: Rep.
¥. 522-531. On the mi-
nuteness of such illustrations
see Hegel, Gesch. d.Phil. (1840)
P-197: ‘A number of Plato’s
dialogues are intended merely
to produce the consciousness
of a general notion, which we
possess without the trouble of
acquiring it. Hence his dis-

cursiveness has often the effect
of tediousness to us.’

In reading what follows, it
must be borne in mind that, by
the ancients, arithmetic was
studied through geometry. If
a number was regarded as sim-
ple, it was a line. If as com-
posite, it was a rectangular
figure, whether plane or solid.
To multiply was to construct a
rectangle, to divide was to find
one of its sides. Traces of this
usage still remain in terms like
square, cube, common measure,
but the method itself is obso-
lete. Hence it requires an effort
to conceive of the square root,
not as that which multiplied
into itself produces a given
number, but as the side of a
square, which either is the
number, or is equal to the
rectangle which is the number.
The use of the Arabic notation
and of algebra has greatly as-
sisted in expressing and con-
ceiving the properties of num-
bers without reference to form.

6. Swxpdres] Young Socrates
becomes the respondent in the
Politicus. To introduce him
here by name is quite in the
manner of Plato. Naber’s pro-
posal to cancel this word, and
Meyapoi supr. 142 B, is surely
erroneous. To do so would be
to blur the outlines which Plato
has made distinct.

P 147.
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OEAL Ilepi Svwvauedv 7¢ nuiv Oeddwpos &de
¥ ~ ’ /7 \ / E]
éypae, s T€ Tpimodos mépt kal mevrémodos amo-
Palvov ore pike ov Evpperpor ) modalg, Kai odre

1. Hepl duwdpedv T, x.7.\.]
See Eucl. B. 10. Deff. 3-11:
Evfeéiar Suvdpec aipperpoi elow, o-
rav 7& dn’ abrdv TeTpdywva 7 adrd
xwple perpiitac. Acipuerpor 8,
drav Tois &’ abrdv Terpaydvots pn-
3év évdéxerar xwplov xowdy pérpoy
yevéobar. Tolrwv dmorespévay dei-
kvvras Ore 1) wporebeloy edfeia
vmdpxovaw ebfetar mAnbes dmecpor
dovpperpoe al peév pixes pdvov, al
8¢ kai Suvdper, (V. L. odpperpot xal
dovuperpos,al pév pnkes kal Suvduet,
ai 8¢ duvdpes pévov.) Kalelofw olv
7 pév mporefeiga ebbeia pyry. Kal
al atry ovpperpos, elre prxes kaldy-
vdpe, elre Suvduer pudvoy, pnrai. Al
8¢ rairy dovpperpor, doyor xakel-
clwoav, Kal 10 pév dnd rijs mpore-
Beions ebdelas Terpdywvoy, pnrdv.
Kai rd voirg aglpperpa, pnrd. Ta
3¢ rolire dovpperpa, @\oya xakel-
ofo. Kal al duvdpevas atrd, dho-
Yo €l pév rerpdywva €, adral ai
mAevpal, el 3¢ érepd Tva €bOypap-
pa, ai {oa abrois verpdywva dva-
Ypdpovoar. B. 7. 17. 19 : Te-
Tpdywvos dpilfuds éorw & lodks
ioos, ) 6 twd 8vd lowv dpifpav
mwepiexdpevos. “Orav 8¢ dud dpibpol
woM\emhagidaavres d\Aijhovs moi~
@0l Twva, & yevpevos émimedos ka-
Aetrar: mhevpat 8¢ alrod of moXha-
wh\aoidoavres d\Anhovs dpibpoi.
Prop. 21: TS Omd pnraov Suvdpes
pévovovppérpwy ebdedy wepiexopé-
vov Sploybvioy dhoydv éori. kal )
8uvapérm adrd doyds éori. Ka-
Aeiodo 3¢ péom.

dwdpewv] In mathematical
language 3vvdpes, or ¢ powers,’
are commonly understood to be
the squares, cubes, etc., of sim-
ple quantities. And the word
has been so interpreted here.

But it is not clear that in Plato’s
time this point of terminology
was fixed. And on comparing
148 A it would rather seem that
8dvauss is here .an abbreviation
for ) Svwapém ypappy) edleia,i.e.to
speak arithmetically,not (1) the
‘power’but(2)the ‘root,’and the
same term is presently limited
by Thestetus and young So-
crates to irrational roots. Cp.
Eucl. B. 7. Deff.: *Ex 8o -dveo-
pdrov wpodrn, Sevrépa, ete. dmo-
Topn mwphry, Sevrépa, etec. This
explanation suits the context
best. But the question is not
one of much consequence. For
just as the sides of the squares
which are equal to 3,5, 6, 7,
8, 10, 11,12,13, 14,15,1%7 are
duvdpes ovpperpos, the squares
themselves may be described as
urikee dobpperpor Tf modualg, i. e.
having irrational sides.

2. H. Schmidt, who is fol-
lowed in this by Schanz, has
deleted the comma which was
placed after mevrémodos in pre-
vious editions.

3. i moduaig] Sc. (1) Suwdyes,
or (2) edfelg :—the unit of mea-
surement for integer quantities.
The meaning is that the line
=4+/10r 1 is incommensurable
with the line= /3.

H. Schmidt takes 7 wodiala
(8vvdpes) for an instrumental
dative, ¢ commensurable by the
“unit.”’ This is less natural
than ‘commensurable with uni-
ty,’ and particularly awkward if
8vvapus is the square. For how
can a square be the measure of
a line? If the words 7§ modtalg
were cancelled as a gloss, they

i.e. simple
and com-
prehensive,
He relates
the disco-
very of the
integral
and poten-
tial root.
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dexamodos év 8¢ TavTy wws évéaxero. Nuiv odv eig-
~ /’ ~ 9 \ ¥ \ ~ e 4
7AG€ Ti TowoDTOV, émedn ameipor To wANbos ai Svva-
» ’ ~ ~ L] [:4 o
pz’cg épaivovro, wetpaﬂw;u:u fv/\)tfzﬁew 'ets‘ v, oTw
’
3 Tdoas TaUTAS TPOCEYOPEUTOUEY Tas Suvapets.
2Q. "H «kai edperé ¢ TowovTov ;
OEAI. "Euocye dokouev. akomes Oé xai ov.

2Q. Aéye.

OEAI. Tov apilfuov mavra Sixa SwehaBopev. Tov
10 uév Suvapevov loov ioaxis yiyvealu ¢ Terpaywve -

could be more easily spared
than many phrases which have
been excised by recent editors.

The square root of 2 was
also incommensurable with the
unit-line. But this had been
already proved in the familiar
theorem about the side and the
dismeter of a square, and was.
therefore passed over as already
known.

The sides of the square could
easily be found through the
familiar relation between the
hypotenuse and the other sides
of a right-angled triangle.
Thus, the diameter of 1=+/2.

The hypotenuse of v/2 and
/1=4+/3. And so on.

a
a

V4a Vsa

V3a a

J6a
2! Jaa
a
Ve a

a8

v8a

4. Ev\\aBeiv els &, Gro] &
is not the antecedent of ére;

the construction is xard aiveow,
as if it were elpeiy, orp, k..
‘To generalize and find an ex-
pression whereby we should
embrace them all.’ Cp. Soph.
Philoct. 341 : Toryapoiv r6 adv
pdooy | abiswdNwpos mpdyw’, Sre

* évy Charm.166B: 'Ex’

o’ éwBpwrav.
alr) fxes épevvdw, dre diadpéper ma-
adv 1oV émampdy 3 coPpoaivm.

9. Tov dpfudv mavra] For
this collective use of dpifuds
cp. Phed. 104 A: ‘H rpuds xat
weuntas Kai & fuovs Tod dplbpod
dmas, Soph. 238 A: Apbpdv
8y rov flpmavra,

10. durdpevor] Used here in
its ordinary sense, without any
reference to duwipewv above.

Toov lodkis yiyveaba] L e. to
be made as a square number,
which, as Euclid says, is 6 iodxis
ioos, ) 6 Omd Bvoiv lowy dplbpdy
wepiexdpevos. ¢ To arise by the
multiplication of equal num-
bers.” Such technical abbre-
viations hardly admit of strict
grammatical analysis. But this
formula may be accounted for
by the apposition of parts to
the whole. Cp. infr. 148 A :

'Adlvaros loos lgdxis ylyveaOm,

xrX. 193 C: Aefua eis dpiorepd,

and note.
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TO OXT® GTEKATAVTES TETPRYOVOY T€ Kal lodmAeupoy
T poTeElmouey.

20Q. Kai e ye.

OEAIL Tov 7olvwv perald tovrov, v kai 7o

’ N ’ \ A A v ¥ s 7
Tpla Kol Te TEVTE KAl Tas oS a8vua1'os' loos loakKts 5

’ A
yevéobar, aAN ) mhelwv éAarrovdkis 7 ENdrTev
4 ’ | ’
wA€ovakts yiyverat, pei(wv 8¢ kal éAarrwy del wAevpo.
\ ’ ~ U
avrov weptAapBaveL, TG TPOUIKEL ab TYXNUATL GTrELKd-

oavres mpounkn aplfpoy ékaégauey.

2Q. KaA\wra., aAda i 10 pera Tovro;

OEAL "Oca pcv ypappai Tov iocomAevpoy kai
émimedov aplfuov Terpaywvifovat, pikos Gpiodueda,
ooar 8¢ TOv €repounk, Ouvaues, ds piKeL ey ov

I. Terpdywvdy Te Kai imhr)«evpm:]
The expression is amplified an
varied for the sake of non-ma-
thematical readers.

9—13. mpopikn . . érepopiin
These terms were distinguish
by the later . Pythagoreans,
Nicomachus says that érepopnxys
dpibuds has one factor greater
than the other by 1, mpopqxns
by more than 1.

12. rerpayovifovae] ¢ Form as
their squares.” This use of
rerpayavifew is enough to show
that geometrical terminology
was not yet fixed. See the
notes on Surduewy . . mpopikn . .
érepopnan. .

13. doas 3¢ tov érepopixy] Se.
rerpaywvifovar. See Eucl. 2.14.

Os pnkee pév  ob  uppérpous
éxelvais, tois &' émumédois & Svwav-
ra:] Translate either, (1) ‘not
commensurable with the former
in linear measurement, but in

* the superficial content of their

squares,’ or(2)‘not commensur-
able with them in linear mea-
surement, while they are mu-

tually commensurable in the
surfaces of which they are
severally roots” I.e. the lines
which are (or stand for) the
irrational roots are not com-
mensurable with the integral
roots or with unity (v modiaig),
but their squares, being inte-
gers, have a common measure.
They are commensurable not in
themselves,but in their squares,
that is, they are potentially
commensurable (Svvduec pdvov
oipperpod). For the construction
4 3Vvavrar comp. ai dvwdpevas adrd
in the Deff. of Euclid quoted
above ; also, Eucl. 10. 22 : ‘H
Suvapévy abré. It remains doubt-
ful whether the one set of roots
(8vvdueis) or both are the no-
minative to 8vvavrai, and conse-
quently, whether rois émmédos
refers (1) only to oblong number,
or (2)to both oblong and square
number. The former alternative
may be adopted as the simpler ;
although the latter would be
the more accurate expression.
Instead of enumerating all the

10
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Tepl Ta gTEPER dANO TOLOTTOV.
3Q. "Apwrrd ¥ avfpomov, ¢ maides* GaTe pol
Soxel 6 Oeodwpos ovk évoxos Tois YevBopaprupiots

éoeobou.

o

irrational roots, which seemed
infinite, they conceived the idea
of finding an expression which
should embrace them all. They
first went for assistance from
arithmetic to the less abstract
forms of geometry (Ar. Met.
1. 2: Al yap é§ élarrdvov drpi-
Béorepar Tav éx mpoobécens Aeyo-
pévaw, olov dpidpnTics) yewperpias).
Here they at once found a
generalization. All numbers
which can be produced by equal
integers they called square num-
bers. The rest, formed of un-

In other words, /16 = 4 or 16 =

equal factors, they called ob-
long. The roots of the former
can be measured by unity, the
roots of thelattercannot, though
the numbers themselves can.
Hence a general distinction,
and a simple nomenclature.
The roots of square numbers
they called iy, i. e. pixer oip-
perpot, commensurable in whole
numbers, the roots of oblong
numbers, duwdpets, i.e. Suvduer
povov ouppérpovs. And similar-
ly, in regard to solid quantity,
i.e. the cube roots of numbers.

4

»

.
’

and 4 = %:2:3:4- — the line forming one of its sides.

On the other hand

6 ¢ 8.464
V12 =3.464 or 12 = g | and 3] |=a.[464 .

and 3.464 = =-2:3- which is
not commensurable with the
side of the former square, al-
though the squares are com-
mensurable. The boys ended
with the term with which they
started; and yet they had
gained much: they saw now
as one, what they had seen as
many; as a whole, what they
had seen as infinite; and this
by limiting the application of
the term and distinguishing
the thing from that with which
they had confused it. In like

manner an advance is made
towards a true conception of
knowledge, when we havedistin-
guished it from sense and from
true opinion, although we fail to
define it as it is in itself.

4. odx &oyos Tois Yrevlopap-
Tupiots Erecbm] ‘Will not be
found guilty of perjury’ Cp.
supr. 145 C, oldeis émoxnye,
and note. The article refers
to what has been already men-
tioned. The feminine form
Yrevdopaprupiiv is used in Legg.
11. 937 B.
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OEAIL Kal pngv, @ Sokpares,”0 ye épwras mept
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OEAIL. Oix &oye.
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2Q. 'ANa ™y émaTiuny, comep viv &y €yo
14 3 ~ ~ ’
é\eyov, auuxpov Tt oler elvau éfevpelv kal ob TGV mavTy

dxpwv ;

OEAIL. N7 rov Al &uaye kal pada ye Tév axpo-

’
TATWY.

2Q. Oapper Tolvvr wept cavrp kal Te olov Oeo-
\ ’ ~
D dwpov Aéyew, mpofuunbnre 8¢ mwavri Tpome THY TE
’ ~
dAAov mépt kol émaTnuns AaPelv Aoyov, T more

4 ¥
TUYXaVEL oV.

3. xal] re kai T.

7. 81abéwv] Running a course.
Comp. Prot. 335 E: Niv & éo-
7iv domep dv €l déod pov Kploowm
76 ‘Ipepaiey Spouet dxudfovre Eme-
oba, §) Tév Bohexodpdpwy To § TaY
npepodpduwy Sialeiv Te kal émeabar.

9. d\néjj is cognate or adver-
bial accusative, asin Menex. 242
D: “0r otk d\nbij dupioBnyroiev.

11. domepviv &) Viz. above,
145 D: Spuxpdv 3¢ v dmopd.

12, Tév mdvrpdxpwv] The Bodl.
MS. has &pifav, with an accent
over the a, and a dot over each
of the letters ¢ B. dxpov is
required by the words which
follow. Cp. Lach. 192 C: Tav
waw ka\dv wpaypdrov nyel ov
dvdpiav elvac; EJ pév odv lobe ore

rév xkaM\lorwv. The mistake
perhaps originated in not per-
ceiving that dxpwv is masculine.
¢Knowledge is no trifling mat-
ter to find out, but it belongs
to men every way complete ;’
i.e. not, like the runner, ac-
complished in one thing only.
14. kai pdha ye 7@y depordrav]

¢ Most certainly, to men com-

plete in the highest degree.
The superlative of dkpos, sum-
mus, is a kind of double su-
perlative. Cp. Legg. 10. 9o6
B: Tév mavrdmaow dxpordrev
8eamordv,

17. mpofuphbyrs] Supr.145 D.

18. émoriuns is governed
partly by wép:, but chiefly by
Adyor.

10

15

But he
fears that
the ques-
tion about
knowledge
is not so
easy,

Socrates
still urges
him,



He an-
swers

he has tried
ineffectu-
ally before ;
but is still
anxious,

¢ :I‘hisdis a
sign, dear
lad, that
_there is
something
in you, and
that you
ought to be
made to
feel the
power of
my art.
You have
" heard that
ITama
strange
fellow, but
you were
not aware
that I prac-
tised my

26
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2Q. 16 &) xards yap dprt VPnynoe: mepd
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JALLOUUEVOS TNV Trepl TGV OUVEUEWY GTOKPLOW, BOTEP

5 TavTas moAAas oboas €vi €ldel mepiéAaPes, otTw Kal

\ \ > 4 €\ ’ ~
TaS TOAAGS €maTNias Vi AOY® T POCELTED.
OEAL AN’ & 00, & Zdkpares, moAhdxis &)
3 \ 3 ’ ’ 3 4 \ \ ~
avro emexelpnoa okepacbal, akovwy Tas wape oov
kd y /’ 1 ’ » \ \ v 9 3\ 4
amopepopévas €pwrnoess arAa yap ovr avros Ov-

~ ’ \ e [ ~ / Yy 9y ¥
10 VoL TTELOAL EQOUTOV @S IKAV®DS Tt A€yw, 0UT’ aAAov

E ~ ’ [ e \ U > \ \
akovoar A€yovros olTws ws ov diakeAever: ov uev On

ad 008 amalAaynvar Tob pEAew.
2Q. *Qblvets yap, & Pide Oeairnre, Sz T0 My

Kkevos GAN’ éykvpwy elvod.

1. Opobuplas . . &vexev] Cp.
Phaedr. 272 C: Depd Aéyew . .
"Evexa pév . . melpas Exous’ dv.
Polit. 304 A: Heipas pév roivvw
€veKa.

3. kads yap dpre ipnyiow)
Comp. Gorg. 455 D: Airds yap
kalés Vpnyiow. Upnyeioba is
sometimes ‘to set a pattern,
as in writing or drawing. Rep.
3. 403 E, Legg. 10. 890 C.

5. évi €l8et mepiéafes . . 8l Ad-
y9 mpooemeiv] The processes of
generalizing and of defining or
naming, although more clearly
distinguished here than supr.
147 D (ovM\aBeiv els & . . 6ro
npogayopeiaopev), are still consi-
dered as different aspects of the
same thing.

8. drotwy . . épomjoes] Thus
it is indicated that, although
this is the first meeting be-
tween Thestetus and Socrates,
the curiosity of the youth had
been previously awakened.
Those whom Socrates had puz-
zled, had puzzled their com-

panion in turn. See Apol.23
C, Symp. 215 D.

12, péhew] The reading is
doubtful. péew has on the
whole the best authority; but
the reading of the Scholiast,
elpeiv, which is found on the
margin of several MSS., sup-
posing it to have been origin-
ally a gloss, agrees better with
pé\\ew. There is an idea of
uneasiness in pélew which suits
well with the context. And
although oi® dralkayjvar Tob
pé\ew (sc. lkavds 7o Aéyew) is
sufficiently Greek, yet ‘to get
rid of a care’ is a simpler
notion than ‘to get rid of
an incipient act’ For uékew
used personally comp. Aesch.
Ag. 370 Beods Bporav dfrotoba
péhew. Soph.Electr. 342: Keivov
Aabéobar Tiis 8¢ Tikroloms pélew
(where it may be impersonal,
as perhaps here). Eur. H. F.
7%72: Ocoi feol Tov adixwy uélovai.

13.'Q3iveis ydp] Rep. 6. 490 B:
Kai olre Njyos @divos, mplv 8 ofl.
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OEAIL Oixk olda, ® Sokpares: 6 uévror mémwovba
Aéyw.
X
2Q. Elra, & xarayéagre, ook dkikoas, ds €y
E 4 e\ ’ ’ ’ \ ~
el vios palos paha yevvaias te kai BAoovpds, Pau-
/’
vapérs ;
t 4 -~
OEAIL "Héy roiro ye fikovoa.
k4
2Q. *Apa kai, &1t émmbevew ™ adry Téxuny,
axnroas ;
OEAIL. Ouvdauss.
2Q. AN & o Gre un pévror pov kareimys
\ \ . ~
wpos Tovs dAAovs: AéAnfa ydp, @ eéraipe, TavTny
¥ \ ’ [3 /7 @ > X4 ~ \
éxwv T Téxumr+ ol &, are ovk €ldores, TolTO eV
> /’ \ k4 ~ o \ > /’ ’ £l \
oV Aéyovat mepl €uod, ot 8¢ dromdrTaros elu Kol
~ \ ~ ~
mwoud Tovs dvfpdmovs amopelv 7 Kal TOUTO AKTKOAS ;

3 OEAIL "Eyoye.

3Q. Eifre odv oo 70 alrov;

OEAIL. Ilavv uév odv.

| o
2Q. 'Evwonoov 8y 70 mepi Tas paias amav os
¥ \ e~ / a ’ 5 ’
€xet, kai paov uabnoe o BovAopar. oioba yap mov
~ . ’ N
o5 ovdepla avTOY €L avTy) KUITKOMEV) TE Kol TiK-

4. pda yevvaias e kal Bho-
aupis] ‘Truly noble and va-
liant,” or ¢ commanding,’ ¢ of no
common or feeble mould.’

yewaias] ¢ Of the right sort.
Bhoavpas, ‘burly.’ Comp. Rep.
7. 535 B : Tewalovs re kai Broov-
povs Ta 70y,

13. droméraros, k.r.\.]¢ That I
am the strangest of mortals,
and bring men to their wit's
end. dromdraros is the very
word to express Socrates’ idea
of himself,—adrdv re kal rods Ad-
yous, Symp.215A: Obydp
padiov v oy drowiav &Y Exovre
ebmdpos kai épefis karapfuioar.

dromdrards elps kai woid TOVS

dvfpdmovs dmopeiv] Comp. Men.
79,80 : "Hrovow pév Eywye kal mplv
ovyyevéolar aou o1 oV oddév d\o
7} alrés Te dmopeis kai Tovs d\Novs
moteis dmopetv. . . kai Sokets pos
mavre\ds, el 8ei T kalakdyrat, Spotd-
taros elvaw 6 e eldos kal rdAAa
ravry Tj) wAareig vdpkp T Oalar-
rig. 'This whole passage is at
least as much in favour of the
MS. reading dromdraros, as of
Stallbaum’s conjecture, dmopd-
raros, which was suggested by
the former part of it. Men
thought Socrates a strange
being, because he made them
discontented with themselves.

[

-}

15

mother's
trade.

¢ Consider
the mid-
wives; they
have once
had chil-
dren, but



are now
past the

. They
have thus
experience
of child-
birth and
are also
such as the

Goddess
approves.

They per-
ceive the

state of
those they
meet with.
They can
arouse or
allay the
travail of
a patient:
and cause
abortion
when they
think it
meet. They
are also
naturally
the best
match-
makers.

15
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OEAIL Ilavv uév odv.

3Q. Airiav 8 ye Tovrov Qaoiv elvar Ty Apre-

5 v, 81 dAoyos odoa T Aoxelav €iAnxe. oTepidaus

¥ ’
peév odv dpa ovk €dwke paeveabas, dre 7 avBpwmivy

U b / + ~ / ° ) T v
Pvots acbevearépa 1) Aafelv Téxvyy wv av ) amepos:

~ \ y e ’ s/ ’ -~ Y
rais 8¢ 8 nAwiav drokois wpooerafe, Tyudoa THY

avTis opoLTNTA.

10  OEAI. Eikos.

~ ’ 4 ~ \
3Q. Odkovv kai T0de €ikoy Te Kkal avaykaiov, Tas

’ \ \ /’ ~ e \ ~ ~
Kvovaas Kal jun) yryvookeslar paiov vmo ToV poudy

A ~ ¥
7 TOV aAAwv;

OEAIL Iawv ye.

Q. Kal pjv kai Siboboal ye ai pator papuoxic

\ 3 ’ ’ ’ \ 3 O~ \
ki éradovoar Ovvavrar éyeipew Te Tas wlivas Kal

’ A ’ ~ \ ’
paAbokorepas, av PovAwvral, oy, Kal TIKTEW TED

8 tas Svorokovoas, kal éav véov Ov 8ofn auBAi-

okew, auBAlokovaow ;

4. Alrlav] An adjective
agreeing as predicate with
"Aprepw, ‘Artemis is said to be
responsible for this.” Cp. infr.
150 E: Tijs pévrot paielas & Geds
xal éyd alrios.

5. doxos] Used etymologi-
cally, as if from 4 priv., and
Aéxos or Aoxelw.

6. dpa] According to this
tale. Cp. ¢aoiv supra.

7 dvbpomiv ¢ious, k] It
is not in human nature to be-
come skilful where it is not
experienced.” This point is
dropped in the comparison :
unless Plato means to hint that
the art of Socrates was super-
human.

8. dréxais] Bodl. p.m. drémous.

The correction is by a recent
hand.

Tipdoa riw abris Sporéryra) ‘In
honour of their resemblance to
herself. rpéea, ¢ prizing.” Cp.
Symp. 179 D: O¥re xai feol Tiv
wepl Tov &pwra omovdiv. .. Ti-
pdow,

15. pappdxia] The Diminutive
is noticeable. ‘Gentle reme-
dies.

17. vikrew Te 8] Sc. moueiv,
Cp. Symp. 206 D : Sxvfpwndy Te
(sc. ylyverar) kal Avmovpevor ov-
omepara, kTN

18. véov 8v] Sc. 76 Bpécpos, said
here of the embryo, ‘At an
early stage,’ i.e. before abor-
tion is dangerous. Cp. Hipp.
de Morb. Mul. § 3, 97: Hv
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k4 4 ~
2Q. *Ap’ odv & kal T0de avrev oo, oTt Kal
4 ’ ] ’ e ’ 5
wpouvioTpal elot Oeworaral, ws mwacoodor odoau
~ ~ 1 \ ~
mepl TOD yv@var Toiay Xpy moie avdpl cvvotoay s

s / -~ /
apiorovs waidas TikTew ;

OEAI. Ov mavv Toiro olda.
Q. AN 06 &re émi Tovre peilov Ppovoiow 7

13 ’ ’ ~ y ~ A ¥
€VVoEL yap: TI)s auTis 1) @AA7S

oter Téxvns elvaw Bepamelay Te kai Evyxoudny TéV ék
yiis Kapmdy Kol ab TO yryveakew eis wolav yny molov
Purov Te kol omépua karaBAyréoy ;

OEAIL Ok, adAa Tis avris.

2Q. Eis yvvaika 8¢ & ¢ide, dAApy uév oler Tod
TotoUToV, dAAYY 8¢ Evykomdis ;

OEAIL. Oukovv eikos ye.

Q. OV ydp. dd\a dwa Ty ddiov Te Kal drexvov
Evvaywyny avdpos kai yvvaikss, 5 87 mpoaywyeln
dvopa, Pevyovar kal TV WPOMVMOTIKNY GTE Teuval
odoar ai paias, PoPovuevar i) €ls éxelvmy TV airiay
dux Tavryy e’mréo*wa'w. émel Tais ye Ovros ualus
povais oV TPOTTKeL Kal TpopviTacia opﬂws‘.

OEAI. ®alvera.

pnwaiov Pbelpy v6 waidlov, where
the same thing is spoken of.
(This explanation is adopted
by Schaarschmidt, 1874, and
by H. Schmidt, 1874.) For the
ellipse, which is a little diffi-
cult, cp. infr. p. 161 A, 76 ye adv,
sC. xkUnua. Slvavra: is lost sight
of as the sentence proceeds.
The subject of duBhiskovow
(nsed causatively) is still al
paiat,

4. molav xpi] < What woman
should be married to what man,
to produce the noblest off-

spring.’

13. Els yvvaixa simplyrepeats
the construction of eis woiav yijv.
In such cases the construction
is often elliptical, as here.

Tob rowurov] Sc. ot moudy
améppa els wolav karaB\nréov.

16. d3ixdy re kal drexvov] ¢ Un-
lawful and skill-less ;" contrary
to morality and nature. So-
crates, according to his wont,
assumes that vice is simply
ignorance, so that ‘vicious’
and ‘unscientific’ are convert-
ible terms.

¢* They are
slow, in-
deed, to
acknow-
ledge the
pride they
take in
this, though
they bring
people to-
gether law-
fully, and
not unlaw-
fully.

15
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8¢ 7ob éuob Spauparos. ob yap mpooeart yvvaufly
éviore pév €ldwAa tikrew, éore & ore aAnbuwd, ToiTo B
\ ’ 3 ~ \ ~ ’
8¢ u1) padiov elvaw Sayvivar. €l yap wpooTy, uéy-
’ \ 4 ¥ 3 A ~ ’ \
50TOV T€ Kal KAAAIGTOV €YoV WV av TGlS MOLOLS TO

4 \ ’A 0! \ 4 A L 3 .
kpivew 7o aAnbés Te kal un. 1) oUK otet;

OEAL "Eywye.

Q. Ty 6 ¥ éup méxn 1ijs puedoens Ta pcv

1. arrov 8] There is a
slight irregularity in the an-
tithesis, occasioned by the
stress on rooovror. The balance
of clauses is, however, com-
pleted with =i 8¢ 4’ éuj, kT

2. rob éuod dpduaros| It is
doubted whether 8pdua here
and infr. 169 B, Rep.'5. 451 C,
is literal=*function ’ or figura-
tive=¢‘réle.” In either case the
unusual word (‘performance’
for ‘work’) has here a humor-
ously imposing effect.

8. T 8 v éuj véxop mis
patetoews] For the well-known
metaphor,which is nowhere else
so completely elaborated, com-
pare Symp. p. 206, sqq. (where
Diotima proceeds to explain the
mystical expression 7éxos év
xal@) kvovas ydp, Epn, & Sdrpares,
wdvres vfpomos kai karc TO odpa
xai kard T Yuxiy, kal éraday &
Tan fhikig yévovras, Tikrew émbu-
pet quav 1 Puoss, Tikrew 8¢ év pev
aloxp@ ob 8lvarar, év 8¢ 7§ xa\(.

"r¢ 8¢ Tovro Oetov TO Wpaypa kal
Uro év Ovprd dvre ¢ (bg ddva-
w éorw, 1) kinous kal 3 yévmois,
. 80ev 8 7 xvoiwri Te kal 9dn
rapydvrs woA\y) 7 wroinois yé-
we mept 70 kakov 8id TO peydAns
Sivos dmohvewrdvéxovra. Ib. 209:
wrav ad drav Tis éx véov éyxipwy
v Yuxi Beios dv, k.7.\, to the
id of the speech. Repub. 6.

490 B: 0k duBAivorro 008 dmo-
Ajyos Tob &pawros, mpiv abrod § -
1w édorov Tijs Pioeas dpaclu ¢
mpooikes Yuxijs épdmrecbas TOb
TowiTov* mpocikes 8¢ ovyyeverr &
mAnaidaas kal peyels T vt Svrws,
yewioas voiv xal dAibeav, yvoin
e kal dA\nfas {gn Kal Tpédoiro xal
olre Mpyor &divos, mplv 8 off, So
far of the relation of the mind
to knowledge. For the relation
of the teacher and the taught
see Pheedr. 276 E, 278 A : oAy
&, oluar, ka\iwv gmwouds) wepl adrd
ylyvera, 8rav Tis i) Biakexrixfj Téx=
vy xpbpevos, NaBoy Yruxiv mpoo-
fikovoav, ¢urely T€ Kal omeipy
per’ émaripns Adyous, of éavrois
¢ e Pureboavre Bonbeiv ixavol,
kal olxl dkapmor dNAG Exovres
anéppa . . B€iv 3¢ Tovs Towolrovs
Ndyous airoi Néyeafar olov vieis
ymalovs elvar, mpdrov pév Tdv év
avrg, éw ebpebels é&vfj, Emera €
Tives ToUTou Ekyovol Te kai ddegol
dpa é&v E\aow E\\ov Yuxais xar’
dtiav évépuoav. For the theory
of teaching and learning thus
illustrated see Rep. 7. 518 B:
Act 87, elmov, npds Towbvde voploas
wept abrav, € rabr d\nbi, T
wasdelav, oy olav Tives émayyeAAd-
pevol pacw elvas, TosavTny kal elvas,
¢agt 8¢ mov olk évolons év Tj
Yuxi émoripns opels évrdévas,
olov Tudhois Splauois SYw évri-
Gévres, x.TA\.—where it occurs
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ywrov 8¢ ToiT év T nuerépa Téxvy, Bacavilew
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c Svvarov elvau mavti Tpome, morepov €dwAov Kal
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Yevdos amorikres Tod véov 7 dutvowa 7) yovuoy TE kal
’ ~
aAnlés. emel Tode ye kai éuol Umapyel, omep Tals
’ ¥ ’ £ ’ \ o ¥ ’
paious  ayovos el oopias, kat omep 70n woAAol pot
1] / e \ | . 4 ~  \ \ LX)
wveldioay, os ToUS pev dAAovs €pwrd, auros O¢ ovdey

3 Ié \ 3 \ \ \ \ ¥ 4
amokpivopar mepi ovdevos O To undev éxeww aopov,.

aAnbes ovedifovat. 7o 8¢ alriov TovTov Tode: pouer-
edfal pe o Oeos avaykale, yevwav 8¢ amexdAvoev.

under a different metaphor, that
of the cave.

It is always difficult to sepa-
rate the Platonic from the real
Socrates. In the present pass-
age they are indissolubly blend-
ed. That men thought Socra-
tes the strangest being, and
that he brought them to their
wit's end, is matter of fact.
The quaint humour, perbaps
even the name Son of a Mid-
wife,’ is Socrates’ own. But it
is impossible to determine how
far the theory based upon his
practice, that to teach is not to
put something into the mind
but to evolve something out of
it, or to turn the mind from
darkness to light, was con-
sciously held by Socrates him-
self, and how far it is Plato’s
theory of the method Socrates
pursued. It receives its full
developmentin theseventh book
of the Republic, but is not
there, as here, combined with
the Socratic confession of ig-
norance,

3. péyworov 8¢ roir’ @] ¢ But

as its greatest triumph my art
comprises this.” 3¢ answers to
pév above, the former 8¢ being
parenthetical. péyiorov recalls
péytoroy kai kdA\egTov SUpra.

5. vvardv] Sc. 7dv &ovra ai-

™.

€idwhov] Comp. Symp. 212 A,
Rep. 7. 520 C. m whence
Bacon probably took his Idola.)
Soph. 240 A, 264 B, 266 C.

6. dmoricre] ‘Is delivered
of dwo- denotes completion or
result, as in dmocacpeiv, dmore-
Aevrav,

4. émel 763¢ ye] ‘For I have
the same previous condition
which the midwives have, in
being barren of wisdom.” émei
implies ¢This is our highest
function, for like the midwives
I cannot pretend to what is
higher still, viz. original pro-
duction.’

12. 6 feés] Who presides over
my art as Artemis does over
that of the midwives. & feds
must not be identified with
76 dapdviov, though they are
probably connected (see below,

.

[

o

than theirs,
for it is ex-
ercised

upon the
minds of
men,and I
can

discern the
false birth
from the
true. I am
childless of
discoveries,
by the will
of the
Deity
whom I
serve in
this. But
those we
take in
hand, how-
ever stupid
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at first,
make won-
drous pro-
gress and
do great
things, If
they leave
me too
soon, their
minds mis-
carry: un-
less they
return to
me, when,
if I am
permitted
to receive
them, they
again im-
prove.
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and cp. Apol. 40 B: 73 rob feot
anueiov), but belongs rather to
the belief expressed in Apol. 21,
23, where Socrates speaks of his
cross-questioning as a Divine
service, because occasioned by
the oracle at Delphi; and Pheed.
85 B: "Eyd 8¢ xai alrds fyotpa
SpdBovdos elvar TéY Kkikvav kal
{epos Tob abrod @eod, i.e. sacred
to Apollo the god of the true
povow (ib. 61 A; ‘Qs pihogocpias
oons peylorns povoudjs): but
here, as in one or two places
of the Apology, the feeling is
generalized. The impression
remains, however, that Apollo’s
part herein corresponds to that
of his sister Artemis.

1. ml This is preferred as
the Bodleian reading. =, the
reading of T, etc., may possi-
bly be right. C. F. Herm.
compares Pheedr. 228 B: El
wdvv Tis fiv pakpds.

ot8¢ i po] ‘Nor have I
had such a prize of my inven-
tion born to me, the offspring
of my own mind.’ Perhaps
there is a slight play upon the
word eJpnpa. Compare Soph.
@Ed. Tyr. 1107: Ef é Baxyeios
Oeds | edpnpa 8¢$ar & tov | Nupgpiv
‘E\ikwniday, als mheiora avpﬂm(u

but the primary meaning is

s pévroL paselas

‘invention.’ Cp.Pheedr.278A:
Yieis ywmoiovs . . éavrod, éav edpe-
Oeis évjj, and edpdyres below.,

2, &orw . . yeyovds| This differs
from yéyover 88 Exo with aor. or
perf. partic. differs froim the
perf. act. This punctuation is
upheld by Burger, De Thest.
47, who, however, suggests that
yeyovds may be interpolated.
Most editors place the comma
after rowiro. Cp. Lach. 186 E:
Ofire yip elperis olire pubyris ol-

s...yeyovévae. The dior-
thotes of the Bodl. MS. has
placed a comma after yeyovds,
as in the text.

6. cm&&fwes] Sc. paivovras,

%. xal ToiTo cvapycs én] ‘And
that manifestly.’ roiro, sc. woi-
obgw : viz. émdiddaow.

évapyés 8r(] A strengthened
form of 8f\ov . ¢ As clear as
day.’ Plato frequently thus
extends an idiom. C. F. Her-
mann, Wohlrab, and Schanz
agree in deleting the comma
after évapyés. It must be ad-
mitted, however, that xai raira
is more usual than xal Toiro
in such a connexion. The Bodl.
MS. favours the punctuation of
the ea.rher editors.

9. elpovres Te Kal xaﬂxowes]

‘Holding as their own dis-
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coveries.” Schanz reads xal re-
«dvres, which is found in some
inferior MS. authorities, and
may possibly be right, but may
also be due to corruption,
through the accidental omis-
sion of xai, or to MS. conjec-
ture. The v.r. kai éxdvres rather
points to this; and xaréyovres
gives a perfectly good sense,
expressing the satisfaction a
man feels in the secure pos-
session of that which he owes
to the exercise of his own
powers. Those who left So-
crates too early had no such se-
curity. Wohlrab quotes Symp.
175 D: Ajhov yap 8re eSpes adrd
xai Exets,

3. # abrot in’] ‘They left
me, whether it was that they
despised me, or were themselves
won over by some one else.
The needless emphasis has
given rise to suspicion. Hein-
dorf read # adrol §§ (‘of their
own accord, or through the in-
fluence of others’) for which
there is slight MS. authority.
Schanz proposes { aJ, where a?
is still more superfluous than
the minute antithesis. If %
adrol 7 is read, the clause may
be either joined to kuragppovi-

~ 3.
ofav aualbeis elvar. v eis yéyover *Apuoreldns o
4 ’
Avapayov kai dAAot Tavy TOAAOL.

3 [:4 4
ols, oTay TAAW

oavres or (with L. Dissen quoted
by Wohlrab) to dmijAdov. The
latter is more probable.
mwecw:s] ¢ Attracted,’ ¢ cap-
tivated ;’ cp. Thucyd 6. 54.

4. T&.. . domd] ¢ What more
they had in them. Cp. infr.
210 B.

5. étipBhwoav] Cp. Aristoph.
Nub. 137 : ®porri8 é&quBrokas
éevpnuévy (where, however, the
verb isused causativelyas above
149 D, apﬂ)uo-xovaw)

Su wompav £wov¢nav] Symp

206 C: Tikrew 8 év pév aloxpd ov -

dtvaras, év 8¢ 7§ kari. Cp. infr.
151 A B. The image of paevricy
is merged in that of mpoprmori~
xf. The word fvveiva: expresses
more than one kind of inter-
course.

9. 'Aporeidys 6 Avopdyov] We
read of the introduction of this
youth to Socrates in the Laches,
179 A Avoup. ‘Hpiv elow viels
obrail, 63¢ pev Totde . quk 8¢ ad
88¢ mamm@oy 8¢ kai olros dvopa
&xet Todpod warpds,"Apioreldny yap
abrdv kakovpev. Lysimachus and
Melesias are consulting Nicias
and Laches, in the presence of
Socrates, about their sons, Ari-
stides and Thucydides.



¢ My pa-
tients also
are in tra-
vail, and
my art can
rouse or
allay this
pain. And
if some
come to me
whom I
perceive
not to need
my skill, I
give them
away to
Prodicus or
to some
other ; and
in this de-
partment
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5 TOUTO TQUTOV Tals TIKTOUTALS* WOLVOUTL Yyap Kai amo-

plas éumimAavras vokTas T€ kal nuépas wOAD uaAAov

A 9 A~ ’ \ \ ) > ’ \ 9
7 éxetvau. Tavrny 8¢ TNV wdiva €yeipev TE Kai amo-

’ e 5 \ 7 ’ \ ® \ \ [
wavew 1) €un Téxyn Ovvarar. Kai obrot pev On olTws. B

3/ /7 3 ’ A ¥ \ ’ ’ )
éviore ¢, & Ocairyre, ol dv por uy dofwol wws éy-

U 5 \ o 3\ 3 ~ ’ ’
10 KUuoOvEs elvat, yvovs 6Tt ovdev éuov Ocovray, wavy

~ ~ \ ~ ~ -~
eDueves mpopvadpal, kel Eov Oep elmeiv, mavy ikavds
’ L4 a ’ ¥ < \ \
romalw ois av Evyyevopevol dvawro. v ToAAovs pev
\ \ \ ~
0y ééédwra TIpodikg, moAdovs 8¢ dAAois dodois Te

kai Oeameaios avdpaot.

1. Oavpaora Spavres] ¢ Show-
ing extraordinary solicitude.’
‘Going on their knees to
me.” Cp. Apol. 35 A : ‘Edpaxd
Twas . .. Qavudoia épyaouévous, os
Sewdy 71 olopévovs meioeofar €l
amobavoivras.

2. 78..8apudviov] Here, as al-
ways, not commanding, but for-
bidding; and, as generally,
neuter and impersonal. This is
not the place to discuss the
subject. It suits well with the
intensely self-reflective nature
of Socrates (lost sometimes for
whole days in thought) that he
should puuse suddenly on the
eve of doing something, with-
out being able (at the time) to
explain to himself and others
the motives of reason or feeling
which checked his impulse.

3. obros] This is the reading
of T and most MSS. The Bod-
leian has alrol, which is cer-
tainly admissible, and is per-
haps also preferable as the more

Tavra 67 ooy, & dpuore,

difficult reading. ‘In some
cases I am permitted to do so,
and the men themselves im-
prove” But ofros is on the
whole more probable.

7. # éxeivar] T has # xeivas,
Schanz reads # "xeiva.

9. was| Qualifying py) 8éfwot.
¢ Whom, somehow, I perceive
not to be, etc.

13. é¢édwxa] For the word
cp. Soph. 242 D: Aud 3¢ érepos
einiw (v Bvra), Sypdv kal Enpdv )
Oepudv xal Yuxpdv, avrowife: Te
abra xal éxdidwas, For the thing
cp.Lach. 200 D: Ké éydrov Nuxg-
parov ToUte fjdioTa émirpémopt, €l
é0éhos olros* dANG ydp dNovs pou
éxdarore owiornow. For the
ironical hyperbole in feamecios
cp. Euthyd. 289 E: Kal ydp poc
o e dvdpes atrol oi Aoyomoroi, Grav
ovyyévopas abrois, Umépoodor, &
K\ewia, 8oxotow elvas xal abry) 7
Téxm alrdy Oeomecia s kai

VPG,
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obd¢v Spd, aAAa poL Yebdos Te Evyxwproar kal aAn-
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® Ocairyre, & 7L WOT éOTWV émITTRUY, TEWPD Aéyev
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OEAL 'AA\a pévroy, @ Zwkpares, cob ye olTw
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TAPAKEAEVOUEVOV aiaypOV p7) OV TavTi Tpome pobu-
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E petofo 6 i Tis éxet Aéyew. Ookel odv pot o émoTa-

’ » 4 -~ A& 3 7 \ o
pevos Tt aioclaveabar ToUTO O €micTATAL KAl ©S YE

vl Qaivera, ovk Ao
obnas.

I. domep kai abrds oter] Cp.
supr. 148 DE: AN\ & (o6
o« « mémovba Aéyw.

2. mpoogépov] Charm. 165
B: 30 pév os dokovros époi
eldévar wepl &y épard mpoopéper
wpis pe.

6. elra] Cp. Apol. 23 C:
ToMAdkis éué pupoivras, elra ém-
Xetpotiow d\ovs éferalew.

dmefapdpas] The MSS. have
Umefaipopar, Bekk. corr. See
below, dpatpapar, where T and
B pr. have dpaipopac.

[ ] > 4 A t4
TL €OTWV €EmMOTYUN-7) Ol

dﬂoﬁd)d\m] tmoBd\w B.

10. TwaAijpov] Some ¢ barren
stuff!

olovrai] Plutarch in quoting
this passage reads olovrai pe.

11. ob3eis deds] And therefore
2(;1; the presiding genius of my

18. oo ye] L e. ¢ You, whom
I respect so highly.’

22, émoripn . . « alobnas] The
term alofpois is more simple
and more extensive than any
one by which it could be ren-

D2

5

too I gel-
dom fail,
Take cou-
rage then,
and be not
angry if I
put aside
zgur first-
rn as not
worth rear-
ing. Iam
guided in
this also by
the Deity,
who desires
your good.’

Thesetetus
now ven-
tures to
answer,

1. Know-
ledge is
Sensation.

1. * Why,
Protagoras
meant this
when he



said, ‘‘ The
Man the
Measure of
what is.”
I.e. What
appears to
me, is real
to me.
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amopawopevor Aéyew. @A Pépe 8y avro xowy
okeyrdpuela, yovyiov 1) dvepuaiov TvyXaves ov. aiobr-

ats, pifs, émoTiun ;
OEAI. Na!.

3Q. Kwdvveves pévror Adyov ov Padrov eipn-

dered in English or any mo-
dern language, in which the
notion of the five senses has be-
come fixed. ‘Sense-perception’
is too definite for it here. See
below, 156 B: Al pév odv alabi-
oets & Towdde Huiv Exovow dvdpara,
&Yeas re kal droal kal dodpioes
kal Yifeis kal kadoes kxai 78ovai
ye 8 kal Aimac xal émbupiar xal
¢dBos, k. .A. Perhaps ‘to see
and feel is to know, is the
nearest equivalent to what
Themtetus means. But *feel-
ing’ has ethical associations
which must be excluded here.
The Geerman word ¢ Sinn’ pre-
sents a nearer parallel.

Before reflection begins, our
individual impressionsare those
of which we are most conscious
and most certain. And sub-
jective certainty is the primi-
tive meaning of v émioracfac.
Hence alobnois seems at first
sight identical with émworiun.
Cp. Phaed. 83 C: “Ore Yruxs) mavros
avBpdmov dvaykd{eras dua e fabij-
var ) Avrmbijvas op6dpa émi T kal
nyeiola, wepl & &v pdMiora ToiTo
wdaxy, Tobro évapyéorardv Te kal
d\nbéararov, oy oVras dv. Ari-
stotle, Metaph. 3. 1009 b: ‘H
wept ta Pawdpeva djfea évios
éx 7ov alabnrav fAvley. . . . A\os
8¢ & 10 ImohapBdvew Ppdmow
pév mpy alobpow, Tabry 8 evar
a\\oiwow, 76 pawvdpevor kard Ty
alofnow é¢ dvdykns dinbés elval
¢aow. The saying of Thewte-

tus is shown to be the meeting
point of two lines of specula-
tion; the one of which may be
termed in modern language,
subjective, the other objective :
the one regarding all know-
ledge as relative and apparent
to man: the other regarding
things without reference to man
as in a state of transience or
relation : thus sense cannot be
knowledge, unless knowledge is
relative, and being is change.
This leads to an analysis of
Sensation. We are made aware
of its real nature, and so taught
to distinguish Knowledge from
it. See Aristot. de An. 3. 3:
Aokei 8¢ 10 voetv xal TO povely
damep alobdveabai T¢ elvar év dp-
orépais yap Tovras 1) Yuxy Kpi-
vet 76 kat yvapifer v dvrov' kal
ol ye dpxaios 70 ppovelv kal 7o
alofdvecfas Talrov elval Paow,
&omep kal "Epmedox\ijs eipnre, Opds
wapedy yap piris déferar dvOpi-
wowgw, kai év A\oes . ."Ofev apiaw
alel kat 70 Ppoveiv d\\oia wapiora-
Tat. To &8 adrd Bovheras Tovrois
kal 76 700 ‘Opnpov, Tolos ydp vdos
éorlv émyfoviwv dvBpodmwv, olov én’
Jnap Gynou warip dvBpdv Te BedvTe.

I. E3 ye xal yewvalws] Supr.
146 C.

2. adré here—sc. 16 drodpav-
0év—and supr. 148 E, has no
distinctlyexpressed antecedent.

6. Kwdvvevass pévror] ¢ Well,
after all, I should not wonder
if...
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P. 152. kévar mepl émaTums, GAN ov éXeye kal [pwrayopas.

’ /’ ¥ t4 \ \ ~
Tpomov O€ Twa @AAov €ipnke Ta avre Tavra. ol

’ ’ ’ 3
Yap mov mAvTWY XprpTY ;Ae'rpov &'vﬂpmoy vas,

TOY ey owcov, s eo-rt, Tov 66 wy Ovrwy, ws ovK

GU TW.

avéyvokas yap mwov ;

OEAL ’Avéyvoka kai moAAdks.

~ / < \
2Q. Ovkodv olrw mws Aéye, o ola pcv €kaora

» \ ’ ~ ’ 3 » ’ < \ ’
€0L ¢alV€1‘a£, TOLQVUTO MUEY €EOTLY €j0L, Ol 86 agot, TOoL=

abra 8¢ ab ool dvbpwmos 8¢ oV TE KaYS ;
OEAL Ae'yec yap odv ovrws.
8 32Q. Eixos ;usvfoc ao¢ou av8pa ;n) /\npezw éma-

Ko)\ovﬂwya'wp,ev oty avre.

ap OUK EVLOT € WVGOVT os

avéjov ToD avTob 6 pev NuGY pryot, 6 8’ o¥; Kkal 6

pév npépa, 6 8¢ aodpa ;
OFEAL Kal pdha.

2Q. Iorepov obv Tore avro éP éavro 70 mvetpa

3. &bpemov] Not ¢Man,
i.e. collective human nature ;
nor yet exactly ‘Each man/’
As we have seen, p. 147, Thee-
tetus is little conscious of the
universal. Hence dvfpwmos sig-
nifies to him not humanity, nor
yet the individual, as opposed
to it, but this or that man,
‘any man you choose’ And
whether or not it was so in-
tended by Protagoras, it would
certainly appear to have been
so understood by his ‘disciples,’
to whom Socrates presently
refers.

7. &s ola pév, x.7.A] Cp.
Cratyl. 385 E, 386 A : "00'1rtp
l'lporra'ydpar a:ys, )\eywv wdvrey
xprma'rwv perpov elvac &vbpomo,
os apa ola pw &v épol ¢awrrnu
rd4 wpdypara elvae, Towaira pév
éorw épol, ola & &v gol, Towira
8" ab ooi, This repetition of

the same language affords a
presumption that the explana-
tion, as well as the original
saying, is Protagoras’ own.

11. pévroi] ‘Well,atallevents.’

elkds pévros . . pi) )\v;pﬂv] Cp.
Phaedr. 260 A : Oix dwdBAyrov
&ros elva 8¢i . . § &v elrwot oogoi,
d\\a gxomeiv pi Tt )‘s"ymm' Kkai 87y
Kkai 70 viv Aexbév olx deperéov.

16. ¢¢’ éavrd] ¢ éavrov Vindob.
suppl. 7. éavré B T.” Schanz.
The accusative may be defend-
ed from Thucyd.1.141: "Orav..
10 éP’ éavrov Ekagros ameldp.
4. 28: T émt oas evae. The
prep. is used in a slightly
pregnant sense, =tpsotenus, ‘As
far as to itself, and no further.’
Cp. infr. 160 A: 0U8¢. . éeivo
. . éavr Towodrov yevijoerar. (Per-
haps the accus. is also partlv
due to the idea of m
in nveipa.) éP’ éavrd >

I0

15

¢ E.g.When
it is asked,
Is the wind
cold? Pro-
tagoras
would say
it is cold to
him who
feels cold.
Appear-
ance in this



case is sen-
sation, The
wind is to
me as I
sensibly
perceive it.
i.e. Sensa-
tion dis-
covers
Being.

38
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Hporayope &re 7¢p pev pryobvre Yuxpov, 7¢ 8¢

p ov;
OEAI. "Eowev.

Q. Odkoiv kai paiverar olrws ékarépy ;

OEAI Nai.

Q. To & ye paiveras aicfaveobal éoTw ;

©EAI. "Eor. yap.

32Q. davragia dpa kal alobnois Tadrov é&v Tec

~ ~ ~ 4
10 feppots kal wagt Tols TotouTols. ol yap aicfaveras

o ~ e 7 N ’ 3
€EKAOTTOS, TOLOUTA EKATT (t) Kai KLV&UVGUE‘ €wol.

ported by H. Schmidt. For &’
éavrod, which is preferred by
‘Wohlrab, Schanz and others,
cp. Tim. 51 B: *Ap’ &ori 70 mwip
abrd éP’ éavrod., For the use

of the reflexive pronoun cp. *

Rep. 4. 419 A: Kai raira 8¢ éav-
tovs. This notion is carried
farther by Locke, Hum. Un-
derst. 2. 8. § 21: ¢The same
water may produce the sensa-
tion of cold in the one hand
and heat in the other.’

¥. Td 8¢ ye cpaiverar alofdve-
obal ¢'o'rw] ‘When you say
“appears,” it is that he has a
sensation.” The example iskept
in view throughout. There is
MS. authority for alofdvera:.
(Cp. inf. 164 B: Td 8¢ ye oty
6p@ ol émioraral éorw, elmep kai
70 06pd@ émioraras) But the
cbange of subject makes alofd-
veafas preferable. Cp. inf. 186
D: Ti odv 8) éxeivgp dmodidws
dvopa k. 1. \.; Alofdvesbac Eywye.
Crat. 410 C: To yap yeydaot
yeyewijoba Néyee. And the re-
petition of the termination is a
more probable form of corrup-
tion than the recurrence of of
in the same word. ¢aivesfat ap-

pears as a correction for ¢ai-
veras in some MSS.

9. ®avracia dpa] L e. ‘In
regard to heat and cold and
the like your theory and that
of Protagoras agree.” ¢avracia
occurs here simply as the noun
of palveoar,=‘appearing,’rather
than ¢ appearance,’ and must be
kept clear from the notion of
faculty, and the associations
due to Aristotle, (see de An.
3. 3, where he defines it, «i-
vois Uwd 1i)s alobioews Tis xar’
évépyeiavyiyvopévys.) Appearance
(or relative being) becomes a
middle term between sensation
and being, so that all is merged
in sensation. Thus, while the
answer of Thestetus is shown
to coincide with the saying of
Protagoras, the reader is gently
led to acquiesce for the mo-
ment in their common point
of view.

& e feppois] Cp. infr. 204
D: "Ev ye rois 6oa éf dpibpoi
éorw. These are instances of
Plato’s tentative method.

10. ola yap alobdveras) (1) Se.
atrd, whichhoweveris purposely
omitted; viz. ra Oeppd, k. .\,
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OEAI "Eowev.

2Q. AlgOyots dpa Tob vros ael éore kal dyrevdés,

os émaTiun oboa.

OEAIL. davera.

2Q. *Ap’ odv wpos Xapirwv maoaopos Tis H 65

Hpwraydpas, kai Tobro quiv pev yvifaro T¢ moAAG
ovpPerd, Tois 8¢ palbnrais év amoppirey T dAjfaay

éleyer ;

Or, (2) while ra beppd, x.7.A.
are subj. of xwdureles, ola may
be cogn. acc. ‘For they would
seem to be to each according
to his sensation.” As we dwell
upon the above example in
support of the identification of
appearance and sense, ort ¢
pév pryodvre Yuxpdy, T 8¢ i) of,
(where, however, éor{ was care-
fully excluded,) we are led in-
sensibly to substitute ‘relative
being’ for ¢appearing,’ by a
play of words, which may be
preserved in English, ‘ What
appears to me, is to me.” And
from relative being(ékdore elvar)
we argue at once to ‘being’
(aobnous dpa Tob vros). For a
similar recapitulation, in which
the argument is really carried
a step further (with ydp), cp.
190 E: Ofre yip ralrp obre
kata t& mpdrepa cpaiverar Yevdis
€ Nuiv oboa 8éfa.

For ydp, introducing as a
reason what is properly an
inference, cp. also Gorg. 454 D.

2. Alofnous dpa] ‘Sensation
then is of Being, and is infal-
lible, in accordunce with your
theory.”  Certainty is here
implicitly assumed as the mark
of émarnpn. The genuineness of
the last words has been need-
lessly questioned by Wolff and
others. They are required
in order to bring ‘the wheel

full circle’ and to complete the
identification of Protagoras’
theory with that of Thestetus.
Compare with &s émariun odoa,
iofr. 160 C: Kara rov Hpo-
Taydpar.

5. "Ap’ oy, x.v.\.] If sensa-
tion is of Being, then Being
is not Being but Change. &pa
in such questions (cp. infr. 200
C) is more emphatic than &’
ob. Here it expresses delighted
surprise. ‘In the name of all
that is charming, was Prota-
goras even wiser than we knew?’
For the Graces in this con-
nexion cp. Prot. 320 C: Aoxel
Tolvuy pot . . . XapLéoTepor eiva
pobov Vuiv Aéyew.

‘What ? says Socrates, did
Protagoras then teach an ob-
scure exoteric doctrine to the
multitude, and tell the truth in
esoteric confidence to his dis-
ciples ? Did he teach the ome
to believe in dvra, the others in
nothing but ytyvépeva?’ Prof.
Kennedy.

7. rois 8¢ pabnrais év dmoppiire)
He told the real truth, not in
his book which is so entitled
('AA7feia), but privately to his
disciples. Cp. Crat. 413 A:
Eyd 8, & ‘Eppdyeves, dre Murapijs
by mwept abrov, raira pév mdvra
Siamémvopar év dmroppyros.  (So-
crates has just given a deriva-
tion of the word 8waiooing,

ledge, then,
depends
upon &
theory of

ing,
which Pro-
tagoras re-
served for
his disci-
ples, to
whom he



told the
veul truth
in a mys-

tery.

2, ¢ If Sen-
sation is
Know-
ledge,
Being is
Change.
Things are
not, but
become.
Heraclitus,
Empedo-
cleg, Ho-
mer, Epi-
cllxlarmus.
all agree
in this.
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~ ’ 4 o (4 \ L4 e \
kovov, Ebumavrd Te ovrws, Gs undevos Gvros Evos

4 \ 4 [4 ~ > \ \ -~ \
unTE TWwos pTe omowvovy: €k O¢ On (opas Te kai

’ ’ \
KWioews Kal Kpaoews mpos dAApAa ylyverar mwavras

a 5 ~
a &) papev elvar, ook opfos
\ \ ’/
1o uev yap ovdémor obvdév, ael
’ 4 -~
TovTov Tavres €€ oi oodol

which he thus ironmically at-
tributes to the disciples of
Heraclitus as an esoteric doc-
trine.) By a similar irony, he
says here that the friends of
Protagoras’ have learnt their
doctrine from their master ‘in
a mystery.’ Clearly then the
doctrine which Socrates pro-
ceeds to develop was not to be
found in the written teaching
of Protagoras, but in the in-
terpretations of his reputed
followers. The question, how
far the Cyrenaics are indicated
by the phrase, ‘disciples of
Protagoras,” has been discussed
in the introduction.

v d\jfeiar] There is
a slight allusion here to the
work of Protagoras of this
name, which is more distinctly
referred to afterwards.

2. kal pd\’ od paihov Aéyov] ¢ 1
will tell you, and it is indeed a
highargument.” He hadspoken
of & Adyos od ¢aidos above
(151 E). Cp. infr. 179 D.

3. o0& dv 1 mpocelmois] (1)
‘Nor can you call anything
rightly by any name.” Or (2)
with H. Schmidt, making oidév

wpoTayopevovTes: EaTL
8¢ yiyvera. kai mepi
wApv Mappevibov Evp-

the object and ¢ predicative,
¢Nor can you rightly call it
anything or any kind of
thing.’ But this is less prob-
able, and is certainly not re-
quired by what follows.—Who-
ever the contemporaries were
to whom Plato refers as the
disciples of Protagoras, he
aims beyond them at the whole
relative side of Greek thought,
of which Heraclitus was the
most prominent exponent.

8. xal xpdoews mwpds @AyAa]
These words are introduced in
order to include Empedocles,
whose elements, however, were
not subject to growth and de-
cay, and who was probably not
independent of an Eleatic in-
fluence. His Muse is called in
the Sophist (242 E) pakaxwrépa
(in contradistinction to the
ovvrovdrepar povoar of Hera-
clitus), because his two prin-
ciples of friendship and strife
do not possess the world to-
gether, but alternately.

11. fupdpepéofor] MS. autho-
ity preponderates (numerically)
in favour of fuudépeafov, which
Stallbaum and Wohlrab have

o eo—
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p. 152. Pepéobuwv, Tlpwrayopas e kai ‘HpaxAeros kai "Ep-

~ ~ ~ ¥ ~ 4
weQokAT)S, Kal TOV TOTOV 0L GKPOL TNS TOL|TEWS

ékarépas+ koppdias pev, 'Emixapuos, Tpaywdias &,

"Opnpos, [*os] eimaw

"Qreavoy Te Oewv yéveaw kai unrépa TrOvv,
Y i

vainly attempted to defend.
Even if it were clear that Em-
pedocles was set over against
Protagoras and Heraclitus, or
that these (coupled with re xai)
only counted for one, the use
of the dual here would still
be unnatural. Stobzeus, who
quotes this passage, has &up-
¢épovrar, which is possiblyright.
In the Bodleian MS. there is
an erasure to the right of the
omicron, which seems origin-
ally to have been o. An
accent on the penultimate has
also been erased. Thus fup-
Pepéoboy (or ouupepéobor) is
supported by the Bodleian first
hand, besides three other MSS.
‘Be it assumed (since we can-
not ask them) that the philo-
sophers of all ages speak with
one voice concerning this.” For
the imperative, denoting a pro-
visional assumption, cp. infr.
187 B: Kai pos roiro dmokexpicfo:
197 E: HOemolpobw: Soph. 248 A:
IIpds pév odv rovrous Toiro Huiv
pevérw  fuvopohoyndév: Rep. 6.
485 A : Toiro. . .. buokoynofe
ouiv, ére, kv A, Legg. 2. 672
E: Awrerepdvfo. Possibly the
word fvppepéobwy retains here
something of itsliteral meaning,
‘are gathered together,” ¢ move
all one way.” Thuc. 7. 36. The
boldness of the language, espe-
cially the word orparémedor, is
in favour of this.

3. ’Emixappos| Epicharmus,
ed. Kriisemann, fr. 95: Suve-
xpifn, xai Oiexpify, xal dmnvbev

30ev fwle mikw ya pév els yav,
nveipa & dvo. Ib. fr. go: ®ios
dvfpdmwv dokol mepuanpévor. The
passage quoted by Diog. Laert.
3. 10 (who says that Plato
borrowed from Epicharmus),
though interesting, if authentic,
is too long for quotation here,
except the line év perallayg 8¢
wdvres évri mwdvra TOv xpbvov.
(Cp. Mullach, Fragment. Phil.
Gr. Epicharm. vv. 177-194.)
Epicharmus (cire. 490 B.C.) is
called a Pythagorean. One or
two of his yvépar remind us of
Heraclitus, although, as only
fragments from his Comedies
are preserved, we cannot tell
in any case how far the notions
expressed are his own.

rpaygdias 8¢, “Opnpos] Where
the form is in question, &m are
distinguished from paywdia:
as in Rep. 3. 3904 C. Where
this is not the case, they are
combined as tragedy, this being
another name for omovdaia -
pyrcy @ e.g. Rep. 10. 605 C:
*Axpodpevor ‘Opipov §) d\kov Twds
Tév Tpayedomotdy.

4. *[8s] eimdv] The best MSS.
read “Opunpos eirov. A few add
ydp, as in a similar passage,
175 D (eypdv. 7e k7)) ydp
is added in one MS. (Ven. 5.)
& eimdv is Heindorf’s very
probable emendation. The MS.
reading is to be defended, if
at all, by supposing a ‘return
to the indicative.’

5.0« 6. y.x.p.T.] Il.14.201,
3oz.



¢ Motion is
the prin-
ciple of
growth,
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TavTa €lpnKey ékyova pos TE Kal KWIGEwS. 17 OU p. 152.
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Ooket TovTO AéyEw ;

OEAL "Epnocye.

3Q. Tis odv av ér mpos ye TogovTOY OTPATO- P. 151

5 medov kai arparyyov “Ounpov Svvacro aupioByrioas
un karayéraoros yevéalar ;
OEAI 00 padiov, & Zdkpares.
2Q. Ov yap, & Ocalrnre. émel kai Tade T Aoy

6. p). . yevéobar] A few MSS.
have p3 od. But the omission
of ob may be defended by the
remoteness of the supposition.
Cp. Sophist 241 E: Toirwr yap
pire ENeyxbévrwv pirre Spokoynlév-
Ty oxoNj moté Tis olds Te EoTas
« « « @) karayéNaovos elvas : Soph.
O.T. 76, 7%7. pn belongs to
the adj. ‘Who could prove
other than ridiculous?’ Com-
pare with the whole passage
Cratyl. 401 E, 402 A, where,
after proposing first ‘Eoria(fire)
and then doia (displacement),
as derivations for odoia, So-
crates says: "Q ‘yalé, évvevs-
nkd Tt opqpos oopias. Epu. Moiov
&) Totro; Sw. Teloiov pév mdwv
eimelv, oluas pévros Teva mbavéryra
&ew. ‘Epp. Tiva tavryp; So.
Tov ‘Hpdkhetrdy pot doxd xabopav
wakal’ drra copa Aéyovra, drexvis
ta éml Kpdvov xai ‘Péas, 4 kai
“Opnpos e\eyev. ‘Epp. mas Toiro
Aéyets ; Sw. Aéyet wov "Hpdxheiros
8t mdvra ywpei kal oddév péver, kal
morapol pojj dmewxd{wv Ta dvra
Aéyet ds 8is é Tov abrdv morapody
ook &v épBains, x.v.A. Two
Orphic lines are then quoted
besides this of Homer and
Hesiod : ’Qxeavds mpéros kaip-
poos fipge ydpoto, 35 pa kacyvi-
™y Spounropa Tnddy Smuev. So-
crates adds, rair’ odv oxémer Sre
kal d\A\jhois ovpdovel kai mpds

7& 100 ‘Hpaxkeirov wdvra reiver,
The last words are a good
commentary on fvuepéobar.
The theory of Knowledge,
¢ All impressions are true,’ is
shown to require the theory of
Being, ¢ All things come and
go” And thus of the Prota-
gorean and Heraclitean tradi-
tions there is woven a doctrine
of sense, similar to that which
was held by the Cyrenaics and
perhaps others at this time.
As a doctrine of sense it is re-
ceived, as a doctrine of know-
ledge and being it is negatived.
Compare the way in which
36¢a is treated in the Republic,
5. 479 A: Tav moA\av kahdy
pav 7 Totw,  odx aloypov pavij-
gerat; xai tdv OSiwkalwv, & odk
d3wov; kai TéY dolav, 8 ol
dvégwr; k.1 .\, Ti8é; T4 moANd
dimhdota frrév T nploea § -
wAdowa Qalveras; O03év. Kai pe-
yd\a &) xal opiwpd kal xodpa kal
Bapéa uf) e pakiov, 4 &v Piowper,
raivra wpoopnbiceras §) rdvavria;
8. émei kal 7dde, x.T. )«.] The
clause &ri .. . fjovyia is added in
explanation of r¢ Adye onpueia.
¢The theory is confirmed by
the following indications of the
fact that,’ etc. H. Schmidt
quotes Menex. 237 E: Méya 3¢
rexpfpioy  ToUT® TH Adyw, &7,
k. 7.\ ... %wa@v ydip, . 7.\, Cp.
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YEVVQ Kol €MITPOTEVEL, QUTO YevvGrau €k (opds kal

-~ A
Tpiews: ToUTo 06 Kivnoust 1) ovy adrar yevéges s

TUPOS 3

OEAIL Afra uyw odw.

\ ’ ~ ~ ~
B 32Q. Kai unv 70 ye 7év {dwv yévos ék Tév adrdv

’ ’
TouTwY (Puerar.

OEAI Ilos & ov;

Thue. 1. 2: Kal wapddecypa rd8e
100 Adyov ovk éAdxtoTdy éori, it
Tas perowias és Td dA\a p1) Spolws
abgnbijvar éx ydp, k. 7.\,

1. 8oxotv] The expression has
been thought harsh [Boxoiv]
Schanz; and Badham proposes
to read érwoiv. But cp. supr.
152 D: *A 8) dpapev elvar. Infr.
153 E: Kai & 8) éacrov elval
papev xpapa: also 176 C: Ae-
véryrés te doxotoar. ¢ Being, so
esteemed.’” ¢ What passes for
Being.’

3. & & xal t@ha yewi)
¢ Which our theory assumes to
produce all other things. The
symbol of fire as the primal
element is elsewhere associated
with the theory of a flux. See
Cratyl. 401 (quoted above), ib.
413 B (speaking of the Hera-~
cliteans) : ‘O pév ydp ris ¢noe
Toiro elvac Sixatov, Tov fAwov* TOD~
Tov yap pbvov Swidvra kai kdovra
émirpomedew Ta dvra. émedav odv
79 Aéyw alrd dopevos Gs kakdy
T4 dknkods, karayeh@ pov olros
droboas Kkal épwrd, el obdév Sikatov
olpac elvar év Tois dvfpdmos, émei-
8av 6 fAwos 8Uy. Aurapoivros odv
épod & T al éxeivos Néyer, alrd
10 wip Pnol* Toiro 3¢ od padidy
éorw eldévar, 6 8¢ odx alrd T

wip ¢Pnaiv, dAX’ aird 10 Oepudv
10 év 16 mupl évdy. & 3¢ Tolrwy
pév mdvrov karayedav ¢pnoly, elvas
8¢ 10 Bikatov & Néyer *Avaaydpas,
voiv elvar toiro, x.7.A. Thus
the mythology of the doctrine
was rationalized by its ad-
herents. In this dialogue every
feature of it is presented, from
the most sensuous symbolism
(7\eos, xpuoi) oetpd) to the most
abstract principle (76 wav cimo:s
v, 156), and its most remote
application. See alsothefamous
saying of Heraclitus (fr. By-
water) : Kéouov 7ov abrdv dmdn-
rwv, ofre Oedv Tis obre dvfpldnwy
émoinaev, AAN’ éoTw v Te del kal
éorar wip del{wov drrdpevoy pétpa
kai oBewvipevoy pérpa. But the
symbol fire was by no means
confined to Heraclitus (cp. the
Atomists, Pythagoreans, etc.).

5. Toiro 8¢ xivpous] This is
added parenthetically with re-
ference to rpiyews. Tolrw 8¢
xwioes has been adopted by
editors on the authority of the
Bodleian MS. But roio is also
the reading of the Bodl. first
hand. The marginal note Suvikas
is due to the corrector (b) who
changed roiro into roire, in-
stead of restoring kivmous.

rest of

ecay.
Fire, the
presiding
element, is
generated
by friction,
that is, by
motion.

¢ Living
creatures
owe their
origin to

& gimilar
cause,



‘Exercise is
esgential to
the preser-
vation and
improve-
ment both
of body and
mind,
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Q. Ti&; 5 10v coparwv é&is ovx vmo nov- p.153.

i \ \ 9 ’ 7 L) ’ \ \
Xlas pev kai apyias 0oAAvrat, vro yuuvaciov O Kai
\ ’
Kkwnaewy émi moAD odlerar ;

OEAI. Nai,

5 32Q. ‘H & év m Yuxy éEis—ody vmo pabioews

\ ’ ’ ~ ’
eV Kal HEAETNS, KIaewy OVTwY, KTATAl TE uabnuara

\ ’ \ 1
kai ocolerar kal ylyveras

3. émi no)\vif] ‘To a great
extent ;’ or ‘for a long time.
The MSS. vary between (o) émi
wokd (T etc.), and émi 76 mory B
ete.), from which és éml 7 moAv
has been conjectured. But ésin
T was at first omitted, and énmi
mwok gives a better sense. Cp.
Thuc. 8. 1: ’Eml mokd pév jmi-
grovv. Crat. 415 A : Tob dvew
éml wold,

5. ‘H & & j Yuxi Eis] Ehs
in Plato, like ¢avracia, is less
technical than in Aristotle. It
is simply the noun of &ew,
whether transitive or not.
The body is said &ew mos,
the mind is said &ew ra pa-
Onpara ; hence 7 rov odparos &,
‘the condition of the body;’ but
1 év i) Yuxi &s,  the having in
the mind.” Cp. Rep. 9. 501 B:
‘H Yvxy mporépay &w Aap-
Bdvet coppoaivy Te kai Sikatoai-
vp ... kropém,  Ar. Met. 4.
1022. 6: "Efis 8¢ Aéyerar éva
pév Tpémov olov évépyed Tis TOU
€xovros kai éxopévov . . d\lov 8¢
rpdmov Buibeos, k. 7.\,

For a similar transition from
one sense of a word to another
cp. 158 E: Ta del doxotvra 7¢
8oxoivrs elvar d\nbh.

¢ But with regard to the hav-
ing the mind, is it not through
learning and practice, which
are motions, that it gains what
it learns, and is preserved, and
becomes better ¥’ The sentence

BeAtiwy, vmo & novylas,

proceeds as if Yvxn were the
subject, at all events of the
latter part. Cp.Rep.%.532B:
‘H 8¢ ye, fiv & éyb, Mois re dmd
Tév Seapdv, k. .\

6. xwigeav dvrov] Cp. Prot.
329 D : “Or évds 8vros ijs dperijs
popid éarw 4 épords. dvrav 18
neuter ; ‘things which are of
the nature of motion,’ like rotro
8¢ rimais above. Others sup-
pose dvrwv to be the masculine
form used for the feminine
according to a well-known ten-
dency of Attic Greek. But in
this case it would be better to
read xwyaéow dvrow with Butt-
mann and Schanz.

7. obferas] (1) ¢Retains’
(middle), or, better, (2) ¢is pre-
served’ (passive). &us,as above
interpreted, the precedingkraras
e . . kal, and émavfdveras in the
.corresponding clause, may be
urged in favour of the former :
for which cp. 163 D: "En
éxovra pviuny ToiTov Kkai ow(d-
pevo. Rep. 455 B: Mpd 4
&uabe odloro. But when od-
{erar is rendered as passive,
there is a more natural pro-
gress in the thought, ‘gets
knowledge, is preserved, im-
proves,’ while émiAavfdvera: may
be as justly opposed to im-
provement as to retention.
And we avoid the difficulty of
supposing that the word is used
differently here, and a few lines



OEAITHTOZ. 45

> ’ \ 3 ’ ¥ ¥ ) ’
P. 153. duelernoias T€ kol aualbias ovoms, ovre Tt pavBaver
c & e av palby émavldveras ;

OEAI. Kai pdAa.

\ ’ ’
2Q. To uév dpa ayabov, ivnos, kard Te Yvxmw + Motion,
~ o\ ’ en, is
Kal Kata oduae, To O¢ TovvavTiov ; 5 good, and
rest is evil.

OEAI. "Eowev.

=Q. "Ert odv ogou Aéyw vyveplas Te xkal yaAjvas

above and below: cp. Symp.
208 A: Me\em) . . odlee Ty
émoriuny. See the whole pas-
sage. In the indeterminate
state of grammar, may there
not be a real,though not uncon-
scious, ambiguity? H. Schmidt
thinks that oderas may be
taken reflexively throughout
sections B to D, ¢ Es lisst sich
in allen drei stetter medial
fassen, in der ersten und dritter
als “servat se” und in der
zweiten als “servat sibi.”’
This comes practically to the
same thing as (13

4. 70 pév dpa] ‘The one,
then, namely, motion, is good.’

There seems no reason to
suspect a gloss. There would
be a want of Plato’s usual ex-
plicitness without xivpois ; and
the variety of genders presents
no difficulty. Cp.Rep.433D:
*Evdpd oy dpa—ri—DBivapus ; inf.
156 B: To 8¢ alobnos.

7. "Ers odv oot Néyo . . Ore]
(1) ‘Must I go on to men-
tion still weather and calms,
and the like, showing how
quietness in every case cor-
rupts and destroys, whilst its
opposite preserves: and for
my crowning instance, pressing
it into the service, shall I insist
upon it that by his golden
chain Homer means the sun ¥’
For mpooBiBdfwr, ‘making it

yield to my theory,’ cp. Pheedr.
229 E: Als €l nis dmordv mpoo-
BiBa kard 7o elxds éxaorov.—  If
one is to force each of them
(the mythes) to harmonize with
probablhty Cratyl. 427 C:
Kal 78\\a ofro palvera mpooPi-
Bddwy—a vopobérys, ¢ forcing the
sound of words to square with
the sense.” Mythology, poetry,
nature, body, mind, the ele-
ments, had alreadybeen‘pressed
into the service” But this
final instance requires still
greater force. Thus Plato
lances, as he does elsewhere,
at the absurd allegorical in-
terpretations of Homer which
were current (amongst Hera-
cliteans and others) in his day.
The position of theaccusativeryv
xpvoiv cepdy is possibly due to
the attraction of the active
wpoaBiBifwv, and to the previous
accusative, 7o» xohopdva, which
is in apposition to the sen-
tence(Riddell, Digest of Idioms,
§§ 11, 13). For the transitive
clause with dvayxd{w cp. Symp.
202 A: M) rolwv dvdyxale, 8
p) kaAdv éorw, aloxpdv elvar.
Parm. 133 C: ‘0 dyvwora dvay-
xd{ov abrd elvar. Or (2) ¢ And
finally, shall I clinch the proof
(or shall I compel assent) by
bringing on my crowning ar-
gument (and showing) that by
his golden chain Homer means



‘Waterand
air are pre-
served by
motion.
The whole
may be
clinched
with Ho-

mer’s gold-

en chain,
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amoAAvagy, Ta & érepa owlet; Kai éml TouTOls TOV
koAopdva avaykalw mpoaPiBalwv THv xpuaiy aepay

@s ovdev dANo ) Tov Ao “Ounpos Aéyet, kai dnAoi
o 4 \ A < \ 7 / \ ¢ o
5 81¢ €ws pév av 1) mepupopa 7 Kwovueévn Kai 6 fAtos, D

the sun? For dvayxdi{w here
cp.Rep. 10. 611B: “Ori. .dfiiv-
arov Yuxn kai 6 dpre Adyos kal
o Aot dvaykdoaay dv. In (2)
mpooBiBdfwr is not used as in
Phedr. 229 E, Crat. 427 C,
and the Bodleian reading mpo-
BiBdfwr would do equally well.
In either case dvaykd{w, like
Aéyw supra, is deliberative sub-
junctive. Schanz brackets dv-
aycd{w, and reads mpooBiBd{w
(‘Shall I adduce?’). Dobree
conjectures dvayayov mpogBi-
Bd{w.

1. al pév fovyia] There is a
slight redundancy of expression
in order to bring the instance
in question under the general
theory. Here, as elsewhere,
Hirschig prunes the text.

3. mw xpvoiy cepdv] Il 8.
18, foll. At this point Socrates
has entered fully into the He-
raclitean vein ; as when he says
of himself in the Cratylus, 407
D: "0¢pa Bna oo EiOippovos
trmoi, or in the Pheedrus, 238
D: Oikére wéppew AbupdpBwv
¢béyyopar. This is the crown-
ing argument, because it ad-
duces the capital fact of nature
witnessed to by the oldest and
gravest authority (crparnydy
*Opnpov). The lines chiefly ad-
verted to are 23-26: AN
8re 37 xev éyd mpodpwv é0éNowue
épiooas, | alrhi xev yaiy éploay’
abrij e fakdooy’ | oepiy pév kev
&neira mepl plov OONIpmow | dnoai-
pn, Ta 8¢ & adre periopa mdvra

yévorro, Cp. Heracl. fr. 31, By-

water : El uy fAws v, edppdim
& jv.  Fr. 29: fAwos ody imep-
Bioeras pérpa, el 3¢ pi, "Epwies
pw Aixns émixovpor éfevpiioovor,
See also Eur. Orest. 982—4.
As fire was the symbol of mo-
tion, so the sun was the still
more concrete symbol of fire.
See Rep. 6. 508, where the sun
is allowed to be paramount in
the region of sense; being
essential to vision and to life.
For the way in which the au-
thority of Homer and the poets
is used, ironically by Plato, but
seriously by those whom he
imitates, cp. Cratyl. 391, where
an argument is based upon the
line & XEdvfor kakécvas Oeol,
dvdpes 8¢ Sxdpav8pov, and infr,
194 E: "Orav 7oivwv Adowdy
Tou 76 Kéap pj, & 8 émpjveaev &
wdvra oopds mouTis.

5. 1 mepupopd 3 kwoupérn kai &
#hos] The motion of the whole
universe, and the perpetual
interchange of the different
elements, was symbolized in
the Heraclitean theory by the
revolution of the sun, who not
only rose and descended, tra-
versing the sky, but was also
quenched and rekindled daily,
Néos ép’ fjuépy (fr. 32). Lassalle
compares Ar. Meteor. 1. 9 : ‘H
puév ody os xvovoa kal xvpia xal
wpbry TéY dpx@v S kiKNos éoriv' év
& Ppavepis 1) Tov Hhiov opa diaxpi-
vovga kal cuykpivovoa ¢ yiyveabas
mAnoiov §) woppdrepov, ailria rijs
yevégens xal Tijs Pbopas éore . .
YEor 8 1) pév é¢ U8aros dvabupia-

4
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3Q. “YwolafBe Tolvuv, & dpiore, ovTwal. Kkara Ta

aus, drpis® 1) 8 é£ dépos els Jdwp,
vépos. . . Tiveras 8¢ xixhos odros
ppolpevos Tov ToU fHAiov KkikAow,
dpa yap éxeivos els Ta TAdyia pera-
BdA\et, kal o¥ros dve Kal kdTw, A€
8¢ vofjoar Touroy &Homep worapdv
péovra kixhg @vw kal xdTw, kowdy
dépos kai Udaros. . . QoT elmep
fvirrovro Tov 'Qreavdy ol mpdrepov,
rdx’ &v Tobrov Tov morapdy Néyorer
v kUK péovra wepi i yiw. Cp.
infr. 181 D: Tyv 8¢ mepipopdv,
and note: Phil. 28 E.

2. ¢l 8¢ orain] Cp. Pheedr. 245
C (where the point of view is
nearer to Plato’s own): T deuxi-
wrov dfdvaroy, 16 & dANo xevoiw kal
Un’ @\\ov kwoiuevoy, mathav Exov
xwioews, mavhav éxes {wfis . .
otrw &) kwoews pév dpxi) 76 adrd
aird kwov, Toito & ofir’ dmdh-
Avobas ofire yiyveabar Svvardy, )
wdvra te ovpady waodv Te yéveow
gvpmecoioay oTivar Kal pimoTe
allis Exew 60ev kmbévra yevéabau.
. In the text all is made to de-
pend on change; in the above
passage all change depends on
that which is self-moving ; but
in both, motion is essential to
being. Cp. also Legg. 10.895
A: El oralp mos T4 wdvra Spod
yevdpeva, kalamep ol wheioror T
rowdTor ToApdoL Aéyew, T dpa
év alrois dvdykn mpdmv Kimow
yevéoOa v elpnpévav; Ar. Met.
1.994 A: Tov pév dvbpormov imd Tod
dépos xwnbijvar, roirov 8’ Imd Tov
iAoy, Tov 3¢ ffAwv Omd Tob velkous,
xal Tovrov undév elvat wépas, Ib, 11.

6-10. Simpl. in Aristot. Cat.
p. 1056. Bas. (quoted by Las-
salle): El ydptd érepovréov évavrivy
ém\eimer, olxoro &v wdvra dpave-
obévra® 815 xai pépderar “Opnpep
‘Hpdxheiros elmovrs, ‘Qs Epis k.T.A.
OixnoeosOus, ydp, ¢not, wdvra.
Schol. Ven. ad Iliad. 18.
107 : (Qs &us & Te Oedv & 1
dvfpdmay dméhoro) ‘Hpdiherros
™y Tév drrov Piow xar'
ovveordvas vopi{wv pépderas ‘Opi-
pw, oUyxvow kdopov Soxdv adrov
edxecfas. In the words dve
xdrw there is perhaps an allu-
sion to Heraclitus’ 68s dvw kdre
pia. See also Phedo 72 C.

Some of the latest guesses
at truth have sometimes had a
real or fanciful resemblance to
the earlier ones. See Comte in
Miss Martineau’s abridgment,
vol.1.p. 429: ‘Amidst the con-
fusion and obscurity which exist
on this subject, I think we may
conclude that no organism, even
the simplest, could live in a
state of complete immobility.
The double movement of the
earth, and especially its rota-
tion, may probably be as ne-
cessary to the development of
life as to the periodical distri-
bution of heat and light.’

6. “YmohaBe] If being then is
motion, how are we to conceive
of knowledge, i.e. of sensible
perception ¥ This is now
evolved, a fresh appeal to ex-
perience being made at ev

If the revo-
lution of
the sun
and of the
heaven
were stop-
the
g:g;r of
the uni-
verse would
be over-
thrown.’



3. The
theory is
now ap-
plied.

(1) Colour
is not
something
without
nor in the
eye, it
arises
tween,
when the
eye en-
counters a
particular
motion.
Hence it is
different to
man and
other ani-
mals, to
different
men, and

5
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adro érepov T éfw TGOV oGV opparwv und év Tois
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oppace unde Tw' adrp xdpav amorafns: 1oy yap

A ¥ *¥ ] ’ \ ’ \ > A >
av €y e *ov mov év Tafe Kkal pevor kal ovk av év

’
yevéaes ylyvorro.

OEAIL. ’AMa 7as ;

(4 ’ ~ ¥ ’ \ LY
2Q. ‘Eroueda ¢ apre Aoyw, undev avro kel
e \ A A ’ \ ¢ ~ [ 4 ’ \
avto v ov Tiflevres Kal MUy oUT® pEAaY TE Kal

Aevkov Kkal oTwoby dAAo Xpdpa ék Tis wpooPoAis
~ ’ ~
TGV OppdTRY TPOS TV TpooKovaay Popav paveira

’ 3 ~
yeyemuevov, kai o O ékaorov elvai pauer xpdua,
\
olre 70 wpoaBarAov odre To mpooBarlouevor érTat,
dAa peraly T éxdaTe idtov yeyovos: 1) ov Siaxupi-
? Y€yovos® 1) WO XVp

step. Each sensation is the
result of a double movement
from within and from without.
Hence all sensations are, (1)
relative to the individual (éxd-
oro Bovyeyovds); (2) relative to
each other. (1) is proved chiefly
of the sensations of colour,
warmth, etc.: (2) of the per-
ceptions of size and number.

kard 7 3ppara] ‘In the sphere
of vision.'

2. érepdv i)
thing.’

3. xpav] Cp. infr. 156 C.

4.%3v] MSS. &. Heind. corr.
8 wov év Tdfet==¢l Tis adrd xdpa
dnoraxfeily. The change from
@ to v is more probable than
the repetition of & in this
place. For 78p="*if that were
done,’ cp. infr. 201 E: "Hdy ydp
&v obolay . . mpoorifeabar.

10. wpds Ty mpoornkovaay ¢ho-
piv] The theory does not con-
sider the origin of this motion.
The instinctive belief in the
reality of external things is

already weakened.

‘A separate

11. 8 ) éxaorov elval papev)
Cp. 152 D: ‘A ) pdpev elvac.
70 wpoaBdAiov, BC. 3 ¢popd. T
wpooBaX\dpevoy, 8C. ra OSppara.
Cp. infr. &\\e 1@ mpoomeady . .
d\\ov mpooeNbévros.

12. olre 70 mpoorBdAlov ofire 7O
mpooBaNiduevoy| ¢ Neither that
which strikes, nor that which
is struck,’ i.e. Neither the
motion from within nor that
which meets it from without.
Here, as elsewhere, ‘sight’ is
conceived of as an act, and not
as a passive impression. And
76 mpooBaAdpevor is the object,
Tovro, ¢ mpooBd\\es t& Jupara.
This is a curious use of the
passive voice. But the com-
parison of other passages, esp.
Tim. 45 C: dnpmep &v dvrepeilp
76 wpéomimrov Evdobev mpds & Tav
o fvvémeaev, excludes the pos-
sibility of doubt, although the
expression 8o understood is in-
consistent with the theory of
active and passive elements,
which is afterwards introduced
(infr. 156 A).

P 154.
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P- 154. 0aL0 Gy ®s oloy T ol Palvera ékaoTov Xpdua, TowiTOY o the e
~ man {n dif-
Kkai kvl kal orgovy (B ; foront
wbaten,

OEAIL Ma A ovk éywye.

2Q. Ti 8¢; dAAgp avbpdme dp' duowov kal ool
dalveras otiody 5 éxets ToiTo loyUpds, 1) TOAY uaAAoy, 8
ot 0vd¢ oot avTe TavTov Swx TO undémore opolws
avTov geavrp Exew ;

OEAIL. Toiro uaAAov pow Soket 7 éxeivo.

3Q. Oixoiv € pev § mapaperpovueda 7 ob épa- (3 Warmi
wropeda, péya ) Aevkow 7 Oeppov v, otk &y more 1o fhnen

mmanner in

» \ ¥ . ’ ’ 9/ ) rolative to

dAA@ TpooTETor dANO Qv €yeyovel, avTO Ye UNSEY  thy tmish,
’ > @ . ’ ) / ond wizm

perafBaAov: € 8¢ ad 1o TAPRYUET POUIEVOY 7) €PATTO= ot poms
pevoy éaarov v TOUTwY, oUk av al dANOY TpogeA - :;‘;',,j"’

Govros 7 T« wabovros atro undév mabov dAAo v i
s s 3 N A 54 ’ 4 4 - oA Amayy
éyévero. éxel viv ye, © Pile, Qavpaora Te Kui yeAoin 13 fung this,

9- @ sapaperpoipeba] Corna-
rius, followed by most editors,
reads &, taking wapaperpodpefa
actively. Although (as H.
Schmidt remarks) in the ex-
ample given infr. 1535 B the case
is altered by the suppecition
that Thewmtetus has grown, I
stiil adkere to the MS. text ard
interpret (with Jowetr) “that
with which we ermpare osr-
seives in size” The irstazce
most In point I8 thaz ad-
duced m the Phain 102
B. where Simmias is sborer
than Sceratss, but taler thaa
Pazdo. There @ In any a9
some ennfigicn herwaen reiz-
tivity and smhiertizicy. Thia
® parvisily evaded by meang
seif e sibiers of enmpariana.

et f 3 s rmad.  None of
the emampies roen are meh 1@

to sugypest the nition that big-
Dese is in the eye.

We are introdueed to a
new dass A oljprts, and make
8 transitiom in the srgmment
at the same time. A, that
I an s, hear, fe2l, o1,
ia sern, heard, fol:, ote. by
me alone, ard aries o007 in
relation to me. Again, | view
the 3ize oA othex bost an in raia.
ticn o my own, x| cmnpars
2. %erart uanticien. 1 eannos
th.ox of any magiiinde oy
AN AT 33 Freat oF IMa.., 4T
PTL D IMation S e AtneT
mag.Tide sy pnmney,

52. 75 magapermusew k itn
wriveww Lo ‘L che moen
m e sne eawe of wiimes
mrament. i *is rasr of wnes
wn” (o 5328, 7. . wdysow
Ao fra, N. 525, 4.3 5 Aorrw 4
l=wp sighnony aspov iveypiv k do
& i pndew Jneyére,

xd




we allow
ourselves
to fall into
manifest
contradic-
tions,

E.g. We
say that
six dice are
more and
fewer ;
more than
four, fewer
than
twelve.

Can any-
thing be-
come more
unless in-
creased ?

5
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Tayopas Te Kal WAS O TR GUTR €EKEVQ ETIXELPOY

Aéyew.

OEAL Il6s 6 xal moia Aéyes ;
3Q. Swkpov Aafeé mapaderyua, xal wavra €loes a o
Bovdopm. daTpayahovs yap wov €€, av pev Térrapas
abrois wpoaevéykns, wAelovs Papey elvar TGV TerTapey
\ ¢ / 1\ \ ’ 3y 7/ \ (N4
kal 7MuoAiovs, éav O dwdeka, EAarTovs Kal TioELs
Kkal ovd¢ avexTov aMws Aéyew. 1) ov avée;

OEAIL Oux &yowye.

3Q. Ti odv; av oe Ipwrayopas éppra

¥
N TS

@\os, *Q Ocairyre, érl’ dmos T peilov 7 wAéov
yiyveraw @AAos 1) adénbev ; Ti amoxpuvet ;
OEAL ’Eav pév, & Sokpartes, To dokoby mpos Ty

~ s /7 > ? o 3 ¥ 2\ \ \
15 VOV €POTNO LY ATOKPIVWMAL, OTL OUK €0TW: €av O€ TPos D

M ’ /’ \ ’ ¥ o ¥
TV TpoTépav, puAarteyv ui évavrio emw, ot 0TI
3Q. E3 ye vy v "Hpav, & Pike, kai Oeilws. ardp,
L4 ¥ I\ b ’ -4 ¥ b 14 ’
os €oukev, éav amoxplvy ot éaTw, Edpurideov v Evp-
A ~ ~
Broerau: 1) uev yap yAdrra avéleykros nuiv éoTa,

209) 8¢ pnw olk dvéeykros.

1. ebxepis mos dvaycaldpeda]
‘We allow ourselves to be
drawn into using strange and
ridioulous expressions.’ Pro-
tagoraswould not find fault with
us for calling the six dice more
than the four, but for using the
verb elvas to express the rela-
tion.

6. dorpaydlovs ydp mov &
The difficulty has been state
with regard to size, it is now
E‘Iaustmted with regard to num-

T,
14. 7 doxoiv] Cp.p. 157 C:
Aoxoivrd ooi.

16. ¢uddrrav] Not exactly
‘avoiding’ (puharréperos), but

¢ being careful :” keeping watch
ou one point only. Cp. Gorg.
461 D : "Edv poi & pdvov purdr-
7ps. Ti Toiro Néyers ; Tiw parpo-
Aoylav . . fjv kabeipéps : infr. p. 180
A : EJ ndw ¢uldrroves 70 pundéy
BéBawov éiv elvas. Also infr.
169 C: mwdw miper 5 Toidvde, pi,
T,

17. ED ye . . xal Oelos| Thesete-
tus’ answer showed great dia-
lectical aptitude. He perceives
the contradiction, and yet will
not answer wapa 16 8okodv airg.
Cp.Rep.1.346 A: xai, & paxdpte,
pn mapa 8égav dmoxpivov, va T
xal wepaivoper.

19. i) pév yip YAérra] ¢ Our
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2Q. Ovkoiv € uév dewol kai ool €yt T€ kai av

9 ’ \ ~ PO ’ o Iy \

ey, mavra Ta TOV Ppeviy éfnTaxores, 10 Ay To

Noumrov éx mepiovaias AAA)AwY amomeipduevor, EvveA-
’ ~ ’ / ’ L 4 \

E fovres oodioTikds eis paxmy TowwTyy, eAAAay ToUs 5
’ ~ ’ b4 U4 ~ \ o Ed ~

Aoyovs Tots Aoyots éxpovouev: viv O¢ are idudTal

wpoTov BovAnooueda Oeaoactu avra wpos avrd, T(

mor’ éotiv a Ouawoovueda, mworepov nuiv aAAjAocs
Evpdovet ) 00d omwariovy.
OEAL Ilavv pév odv éywye Toir’ av BovAoluny.
Q. Kai ujw ywye. ore & obrws €xet, dAAo 1)
Npéua, s mavv woAAY axoAny dyovres, maAw émava-
oxefoueda, ov Svokohaivovres, dAA& TP OvTL Nuas

tongue will be unconvinced,

‘but not our mind.” Eur. Hipp.

612: ‘H yAdod’ dudpoy’, n ¢
$pyy dvdparas.

3. mdrra . . ééqraxéres|  Hav-
ing ransacked every mental
problem.

4. é mepovaias] ¢ Out of our
superfluity,’ ‘for mere pastime.’
Dem. de Cor. 226: Ofros & é

‘weprovaias épod karyyopel.

5. Towabrqv] Sc. ocoprorixiy.
Cp. Symp. 210 B C: “Qore
xal éav émeuays dv T Yuxiy Tis
xai ouwpdy dvlos Exy, éfapxety
alrd kal épav kai xndecbac xat Tik-
Tew Aéyovs TOLeUToUS, ViZ. émteckels.

Plato is thinking of such en-

counters as those which he has

satirized in the Euthydemus.

tods Adyous Tois Aéyors éxpoi-
opev] Ar.Nub. 321: Kai yrau-
8ip yduny vifad’, érépe Ny dv-
TAoyiow,

6. éxpovoper] ¢ Would have
knocked our arguments to-
gether,’ like swords in a sham
fight; ‘would have bandied

-arguments.’

4. abrd mpds aird] “Com-
pared with one another.” The
reading of the old edd., atma
wpos aird, might be defended,
but aird is the Bodleian read-
ing.

8. fuiv] Cp. Rep. 1.343A.

I1. Kal piv &oye] V.r. Kal
wiv ¢yé (B pr.T11.) The abrupt-
ness of éyd without ye may be
defended from Rep. 6. 500 A :
Kai ¢yd, duéle, épn, ovwolopa,

Anfr. 164 A,Eur.Med. 1375: Kai

piy éyd onpy. Alcest. 369 : Kai
piw éyd oot wévlos . . ovvolow. But
the correction of the Bodleian
MS. is in the ancient hand. In
either case xai belongs to the
pronoun.

12. Os wdvv WOy oxoAyy
dyovres] Plato does not forget,
either here or infr. 172 E, that
Socrates has been summened to
appear before the King Archon.

13. ob vacokat'vower] ‘With
no feeling of impatience.” Cp.
Men. 75 CD: E! pév ye rov

~ LA \ 3 ~ > 7 .
gopdv Tis €l kal éploTikdv 6 épd-

pevos, elmoy’ &v abr, 6 'Epol

E 2

[

o

Let us con-
sider this,
not in the
spirit of
contro-
versy, hat
with calm
inquiry.

‘What are
these ap~
paritions
that have
been raised
within us?



One voice
ey can
thing can
become
more or
fewer,
greater or
less, while
it is equal
to itself.
Another:
—That to
which no-
thing is
added, and
from which
nothing is
taken, re-
oy
equal to
itself.
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» ¢ A ° ~ 3 -~ ’ € 3 N\
€V YUV ; OV TPRTOV EMTKOTOVVTES PIITOUEY, S EY®
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olpau, undémore undev av pei{ov unde éAarrov yevé-
ofu wire Sykp pire aplbue, éws ioov € airo

3 ~ 3 o .
€aQTE. OVX OUTWS ;

OEAI. N,

3Q. Aevrepov & ye, ¢ pyre mpoariforro e
apaipotro, TovTo wire avEaveodai wore prre Pphivew,

3\ \y <
ael O¢ loov ewad.

OEAIL. Kowdy uév odv.

3Q. Ap’ odv oV kal

pév elprrar el 3¢ py Spbas Néyw,
ady Epyov hapBdvew Aéyov kai
Aéyxewr el 3¢ domep éyd Te xal
ad vunl pikoe dvres Bovhowro dh-
Afhots Siakéyecbas, et &7 mpadre-
pbv wos xal Siakexrikdrepoy dmo-
xpiveoOas.

1.¢pdopara] Thesemental phe-
nomena (that have started into
prominence). The dmopiat just
stated have made us aware of
certain facts of consciousness’
or postulates of our own minds,
These are here called ¢pdopara,
but presently, when they have
been expressed and assented to,
dpohoyipara. Cp. Polit. 268 E :
To wepl Tiv "Atpéws re Kkal Ovéorov
Aexbeicay & Ppdopa.  Meno
85 C: "Qomep dvap dpr dvaxexiv-
mwrar al 8éfar aPras, kTN, For
the thought cp. infr. 203 A:
Bacavi{opev 8) atra dvakaBdvres,
paNov 8¢ fpas abrovs. Prot. 331
C: 008y yap déopas 75 €l Bovhe
routo Kal €l goi doxel ENéyxeoOau
d\\’ éué e kal 0é.

2. &v mparov . . pigoper] ‘The
first of which, as we look stea-
dily at it, we shall thus put
into words.’

. 8. apaipoiro] Be. dn' abrod,

TpiTov, O J7) WPOTEPOV TV, B

Or, possibly, the pronoun is
here the subject : ¢ And it suf-
fers no diminution.’ Cp. infr.
B: dopapebévros.

11, & ph mporepov #v] This
may be construed in two ways.
(1) ¢ What existed not before,
but (exists) afterwards, this
cannot be, without production
and a process of becoming.” (2)
¢ What was not before, neither
can that be afterwards, without
production,’ ete.

The latter is the more subtle
interpretation, but is probably
right, Schol.: ‘0 Hpéxhos 7o
d\\d wapéhkew Aéyer. ¢ Prorsus-
que ita Latine dixeris quod
non prius erat af postea id
esse.” Heindorf.—¢ Nay but, if
it was not before, it cannot be
afterwards.’ Cp. Soph. 265 B:
"Hris &y alrla ylyvpra rois py
wpbrepov obow Yorepov yiyveobas,
The position of d\Ad in the
MSS., however (iorepov dA\d
libri omnes, W.), throws some
doubt upon the reading, and
dpa may be suggested. vo-
repov *dpa rTotro elvai, kT,
‘that, as our postulate runs,
this cannot afterwards be with-



OEAITHTOZ.

yveatar advvarov ;

OEAIL. Aoxet ye &7).

53

~ 3 ~ ’ ’
P 155. *@AAa Dorepov TodTo elvau dvev Tod yevéalou kal yi-

N~ 4 7 4 ’ 4
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avra avrois év T nuerépa Yuxy, Srav Ta wEpL TWY 5
L] 4 4 K4 ~ » \ 14
aoTpayadoy Aéywpey, 1) otay (Pouey éue TnAkovde
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ovra, pire avénbévra uire Tovwavriov mwalbovra, év
~ ~ ~ ~ \ k] \
éviavrg aob Tob véov viw pév peilw elvar, JoTepov 8¢
~ ~ ¥ 3 /’ \
éAarro, undév Tob éuov dykov apapefévros dAra
~ b / N\ \ \ o & ’ 3
c gob avénbévros. eipl yap 8y VaTepov 6 wporepov ovk
~ /’
79, 00 yevouevos: dvev yap Tob yiyveaOa yevéoOau

out becoming and having be-
come.” For the addition of
yiyveaba cp. infr. C.

H. Schmidt observes that
the contradiction is not be-
tween the assumptions them-
selves, but between the as-
sumption and the fact. But
pdxerar alra afrois can only
mean ‘fight amongst them-
selves,’” and if the logic of such
a half-humorous passage is to
be pressed, No. 3 may be sup-
posed to say ¢ Socrates is what
he was not; he must have
changed.” ‘No,’ says No. 2,
‘he cannot have changed, for
nothing has been taken from
him, therefore he is not dimin-
ished.” No. 1 then comes to
the aid of No. 2.

6. mAwdrde] ¢ Of the height
you see me.’

7. év énavrg| ‘In the space
of a year' ‘Within a year’
This very natural expression
has somehow given offence,
and Madvig conj. wafdvra év
épavrg, an emendation which
appears to have been antici-
pated by the copyist of Par.
1814.

9. undév rov épot dyxov dpai-
pebévros] ¢ My size having been
stripped of nothing,’ i.e. * With-
out anything being taken from
my height” Badham conjec-
tures undév époi 7o dyxov dpar-
pebévros. But this is unneces-
sary.

11. dvev yap Tov yiyveoOa yevé-
o6as dddvarov] Thisaxiom is sup-
plementary to the three former.
In the first, the aorist was used
(yevéobar), the present in the
second (adédveabar,pbivew). Both
(yevéobas xal ylyveohar) are ac-
cordingly combined in thethird,
by means of which the two
former are applied. It is now
shown that the aorist implies
the present. To us such re-
finements are difficult, because
needless. The subtlety is car-
ried still further in the Par-
menides, until it is reduced to
the formula, ¢ That which is,
is) Parm. 156 C: ‘Eords re
wpbrepov  Torepov  kweicOar  xal
wpdrepov kwovpevor voTepov éard-
vas, dvev pév Tov peraBdAlew ody
oiby re Eoras Taira mdoyew* . . AN’
08¢ pév peraBdN\\et dvev Tob pe-

TaBd\\ew.

10

Nohing
ng
can be
what it was
not, with-
out be-
coming.
These seem
to jar, when
we say that
the dice
which were
fewer are
now more
;vij;hout
eing in-
creased ;
or that I,
who was
taller than
you, am



3. The
theory is
now ap-
plied.

(1) Colour
is not
something
without
nor in the
eye, it
arises be-
tween,
when the
eye en-
counters a
particular
motion.

Hence it is
different to

man and
other ani-
mals, to
different
men, and
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yeyevrnuévov, kal o On éaorov elval paper xpdua,
14 \ 14
olre 70 mpoaParAov oire To mpoaBailopevoy érTar,
3 \ g ’ é 4 ﬂstov € " ’ . A \ 8 .o '-
aAa peralV T ékaoTe idiov yeyovos: 7) ov Siioxupl

step. Each sensation is the
result of a double movement

from within and from without.

Hence all sensations are, (1)
relative to the individual (éxd-
oTo ovyeyovds); (2) relative to
each other. (1) is proved chiefly
of the sensations of colour,
warmth, etc.: (2) of the per-
ceptions of size and number.

xard t& Sppara) ‘In the sphere
of vision.'

2. érepév i)
thing.’

. xépav] Cp. infr. 156 C.

4. %3] MSS. &. Heind. corr.
8 mwov év rafer=¢l Tis abr xbpa
dmoraxfeln. The change from
dv to dv is more probable than
the repetition of & in this
place. For #dn="*if that were
done,’ cp. infr. zo1 E: "H8n yap
&y obolav . . mpoarifecbar,

10. mpds Ty mpooKkovoay Po-
piv] The theory does not con-
sider the origin of this motion.
The instinctive belief in the
reality of external things is
already weakened.

¢A separate

11. 8 ) éxaorov elval apev)
Cp. 152 D: *A &) ¢dpev elvar.
70 mpooBdA\iov, sC.  ¢opd. T
mwpooBa\\dpevov, SC. Ta Oppara.
Cp. infr. d\\e 7o mpoomeody . .
d\\ov mpogeNivros.

12. obire 76 mpooBd\lov offre T6
mpooBalhdpevor]| ¢ Neither that
which strikes, nor that which
is struck,’ i.e. Neither the
motion from within nor that
which meets it from without.
Here, as elsewhere, ‘sight’ is
conceived of as an act, and not
as a passive impression. And
76 mpooBakNdpevov is the object,
roiro, § wpooBd\\et Ta dppara.
This is a curious use of the
passive voice. But the com-
parison of other passages, esp.
Tim. 45 C: Smymep &v dvrepeidy
10 mpdamimrov &dofev mpds & T
& fuvémeaer, excludes the pos-
sibility of doubt, although fhe
expression so understood is in-
consistent with the theory of
active and passive elements,
which is afterwards introduced
(infr. 156 A).

p- 154.
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9. ¢ mapaperpoipeda] Corna-
rius, followed by most editors,
reads &, taking wapaperpoiuefa
actively.  Although (as H.
Schmidt remarks) in the ex-
ample given infr. 155 B the case
is altered by the supposition
that Thewmtetus has grown, I
still adhere to the MS. text and
interpret (with Jowett) ‘that
with which we compare our-
selves in size The instance
most in point is that ad-
duced in the Phedo, 102
B, where Simmias is shorter
than Socrates, but taller than
Pheedo. There is in any case
some confusion between rela-
tivity and subjectivity. This
is partially evaded by making
self the subject of comparison,
but would be increased if 7o
wapaperpolpevoy Tueant ¢ that
which perceives size, as it
must if § is read. None of
the examples given are such as

to suggest the notion that big-
ness 1s in the eye.

We are introduced to a
new class of objects, and make
a transition in the argument
at the same time.
I can see, hear, feel, etc.,
is seen, heard, felt, etc. by
me alone, and arises solely in
relation to me. Again, I view
the size of other bodies in rela-
tion to my own, or I compare
different quantities. I cannot
think of any magnitude or
number as great or small, ex-
cept in relation to some other
magnitude or number.

12. 710 wapaperpovpevoy fj éda-
nrépevor] Le. ¢I, the subject
in the one case of self-mea-
surement, in the other of sensa-
tion.” Cp. 182 A, 7 .. wdoyor.
Ar.Eth, N. 10. 4.§ 5: Adriw 8¢
(riv aigbnaw) Néyew évepyeiv ) év
¢ éori pndév dadepéra,

All that _

A L3 ~ ~
P- 154. TaLO AV @S 0lov ol PaiveTaL EKAOTOY XPOUA, TOWUTOV  to the same
\ \ \ ¢ ~ ’ man in dif-
Kal kvvl kal oTgovy (B ; ferent
states.
©EAIL. Ma AP odk éywye.
5
3Q. Ti 8¢; dAAp avbpdme ap Suowv kai oo
14 € ~ » ~ ’ ~ A \ -~
QaiveraL oTioDY 5 €XELS TOUTO LXUP®S, ) TOAV uaAAov, 5
.4 3o\ \ 3 ~  \ \ \ ’ € ’
ote 0vdé ool avrg Tavrov Ow. TO pndémore Opoiws
abTov geaurg éxew ;
~ ~ ’ ~ A -~
©OEAI. Tovro paAlov pow dokel 7 €éxewvo.
E) ~ L) o T ’ A e
B 2Q. Ovkotv el pev @ mapauerpovuela 7 ob épa- (2) Warmth
’ ’ A A 9 > o in like
wropela, peyea 1 Aecvkov 7 Gepuov N, OUK @V TOTE 10 manperis
¥ \ ¥ A s ’ s 8\ relative to
dAAp TPOTTETOY GAAO Qv €yeEYovel, QUTO Y€ UNOEV  th touch,
A d si
peraBaldov: € 8¢ ab To wapaperpovuevoy 7 éPamTo-  nd num-
’
pevov Eaarov v TOUTwY, 0UK Ay ab dANov TPOTEA-  Can
\ \ A ive.
Govros 7 7. mabovros avro undev mwabov dAdo dv  fosive.
> 7 > A~ kP ¥4 4 \ ~ of observ-
€YEVeTO. €mel VUV Y€, © Pile, Qavpaora Te kol yedoia 15 § ]



we allow
ourselves
to fall into
manifest
contradic-
tions,

E.g. We
say that
six dice are
more and
fewer ;
more than
four, fewer
than
twelve,

Can any-
thing be-
come more
unless in-
creased ?

5
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’ \ ~ [ \  \ 3 14 il ~
TAYyopas TE KaL 7as 0 TA avra GKGLV(? € CXEtp(DV

Aéyew.

OEAL Ilés &) xal moia Aéyets ;
3Q. Swxpov Aafeé Tapaderyua, kal Tdvra €loe & c
BovAopm. aaTpaydlovs yip wov €E, dv pév Térrapas
avrols mpooevéykys, wAelovs pauey elva TV TerTdpwy
\ € ’ 3\ \ /’ b /’ \ e
kal 7Muoliovs, éav O¢ dwdexa, éAarTovs kal Nuicets:
Kal 000 avekTov aMws Aéyew. 1) oV avéfe;

OEAIL Oix &aye.

3Q. T¢ odv; av oe Ipwrayopas épmra

¥y .
7 TS

@Aos, *Q Oecairre, é76’ omos T peilov 7 wAéow
ylyveraw aAos 7 avénbév ; Ti amoxpwer;
O©EAL ’Eav pév, & Sdikpares, To dokodv mpos v

~ s 7 ] 4 .4 3 ¥ 2\ \ \
15 YUy eparn;o W ATTOKPLWM®UGL, OTL OVK €TTLV: €aV 86 mwpos D

\ ’ ’ \ ’ E 4 ¥

v mwporépav, PuAarrev uy évavria eirw, dri éoTw.
\ o k4
3Q. Ed ye vy v "Hpaw, & pike, kal Gelws. arap,

[ ¥ 3\ > ’ .4 ¥ 3 14 ’
os éowkev, éav amoxplvy &ri éorw, Edpurideoy Ti Evp-

4 h) ~
Broerar: 1) pév yap yAdrra avéeykros nuiv éoTar,

107) ¢ pyv ovk dvéreykros.

I. ebxepds mas dvayraldpeda]
‘We allow ourselves to be
drawn into using strange and
ridiculous -expressions.”  Pro-
tagoraswould not find fault with
us for calling the six dice more
than the four, but for using the
verb elvau to express the rela-
tion.

6. dorpaydhovs ydp mov &
The difficulty has been stas
with regard to size, it is now
illustrated with regard to num-
ber.

14. 70 doxoiv] Cp.p. 157 C:
Aokovvrd Tot.

16. ¢uhdrrov] Not exactly
‘avoiding’ (¢pvharréperos), but

¢being careful :’ keeping watch
on one point only. Cp. Gorg.
461 D : *Edv pot & pdvov purdr-
rgs. Ti rovro Néyess ; Ty paxpo-
Aoyiav . . fjv kabeipéys: infr. p. 180
A : E? wdw ¢pvrdrrovos T undév
BéBawy éav elvar. Also infr.
169 C: wdw mipes 70 Toidide, pi),
®T.A.

17. E ye , . xal Belos| Thesete-
tus’ answer showed great dia-
lectical aptitude. He perceives
the contradiction, and yet will
not answer wapa 16 8oxoiy airg.
Cp.Rep.1.346 A: xal, & paxdpee,
p) mapa 86fav dmoxpivov, va T
kal mepaivoper.

19. i pév ydp YAérra] ¢ Our
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3Q. Ovkoiw €l pév dewol kal ool eyt Te kal ov
k4 4 \ ~ ~ 3 ’ k.4 A \
ey, Tavra Ta ToOV Ppevov ééqraxires, 70y Av To
\ 3 [ b 4 3 ’
Aourov éx mepiovaias aAAJAwY amomeipipevor, vveA-
’ ~ > ’ ’ > ’ \
E Qovres ToloTIK®DS €ls paxnY TolwTnY, aAAA@y ToUS 5
Adyovs Tois Adyois éxpovouev: viv O¢ are ididTas

mparov PBovAnooucla Gedoactu aira mpos avra, Ti

mor’ éoTiv a Suavoovuela, mworepov Tuiv dAAjAots
Evpdwvet 1) 008 omwarioty.
OEAIL Ilavv pév odv &wye Tovr’ av BovAoiuny.
3Q. Kai ppw &ywye. dre & otrws €xer, dAo 1)
Npéua, ds TavY TOAAYY X0V dyovTes, TAAW émava-
axefoucda, -ov Svokohalvovres, dAAa T@ OvrL Nuas

tongue will be unconvinced,
but not our mind.’ Eur. Hipp.
612: ‘H y\aoo" dudpoy’, n ¢
$piv dvdporos.

3. mdvra . . ééqraxéres] ‘ Hav-
ing ransacked every mental
problem.’

4. é mepovaias] ¢ Out of our
superfluity,’ ‘for mere pastime.’
Dem. de Cor. 226 : Ofros & é

‘wepiovaias éped xaTyyopei.

5. Towabrqv] Sc. copuoTiiy,
Cp. Symp. 210 B C: “Qure
Kai éav émeuays v Ty Yuxw Tis
xal ouupdy dvlos Expy, éfapxetv
adrd kal épav xai kndecfar kai Tik-
Teww Aéyovus ToroUToUS, ViZ. émiesxels.
Plato is thinking of such en-
counters as those which he has
satirized in the Euthydemus.

Tovs Abyous Tois Aéyois éxpov-
opsv] Ar.Nub. 321 : Kal prop-
8ip yvdpny vifad’, érépe Ny dv-
rdoyfow.

6. écpotoper] ¢ Would have
knocked our arguments to-
gether,’ like swords in a sham
fight; ‘would have bandied
arguments.’

4. alrd mpds aird] “‘Com-
pared with one another” The
reading of the old edd., alma
wpos abrd, might be defended,
‘but adrd is the Bodleian read-

ing.

8. #uiv] Cp. Rep. 1. 343 A.

11. Kai ppv e'yarye] V.r. Kai
v ¢yd (B pr.T11.) The abrupt-
ness of éyd without ye may be
defended from Rep. 6. 500 A :
Kai ¢yd, duéle, épn, ouwolopam,
Ainfr.164A,Eur.Med. 1375: Kai
piy éyd onv. Alcest. 369 : Kai
piy éyd goi wévbos . . ovvoicw. But
the correction of the Bodleian
MS. is in the ancient hand. In
either case xal belongs to the
pronoun.

12. &s wdvv WOAAjY oxoAjy
&yovres] Plato does not forget,
either here or infr. 172 E, that
Socrates has been summoned to
appear before the King Archon.

13. od duoxolaivovres] ¢ With
no feeling of impatience. Cp.
Men. 75 CD: El pév ye rav

coiv Tis €l Kal éproTikdy 6 épd-"

pevos, eimoy’ &v alrd, o "Epol

E 2

-

(-}

Let us con-
gider this,
not in the
spirit of
contro-
versy, hut
with calm
inquiry.

‘What are
these ap-
paritions
that have
been raised
within us?



One voice
says, No-
thing can
become
more or
fewer,
greater or
less, while
it is equal
to iteelf.
Another:
—That to
w];hich no-
thing is
ad%, and
from which
nothing is
taken, re-
mains
equal to
itaelf.

5
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olpau, undémore undev av

peilov unde éxarrov yevé-

4 ¥ ’ » ~ (4 E) L4 3 \
obar ppre Oyke pire aplpg, éws ioov € avro

éavr®. ovY OUT®S ;
OEAI. N,
3Q. Aevrepov &€ e,

A4 4 1/ 4
® pnre wpoorifloro pnTeE

» ~ ~ 4 3 4 ’ 4 14
agaupotro, Tobro pire avfaveabal more wire Ppbivew,

L
ael 8¢ loov elvar.

OEAIL Koudy pév odv.

3Q. ’Ap’ odv ov kal

pév elprrar el 3¢ py Spbas Aéyw,
adv Epyov hapBdvew Ndyov kai
Aéyxewr € 3¢ Gomep éyd Te Kal
oV yunl pikos dvres Bovhowro dA-
Afhots diakéyeaBas, 8t 87 mpadre-
pév mos xal Siakexrikdrepoy dmo-
xpivealas.

1.¢dopara] Thesemental phe-
nomena (that have started into
prominence). The dmopia: just
stated have made us aware of
certain *facts of consciousness’
or postulates of our own minds.
These are here called ¢pdopara,
but presently, when they have
been expressed and assented to,
épooynuara. Cp. Polit. 268 E :
TS wepl Tiv "ATpéws Te Kai Ovéorov
Aexbeigay &pw pdopa.  Meno
85 C: "Qomep dvap dpri dvaxexiv-
pras al 8éfar adrar, kv A, For
the thought cp. infr. 203 A :
Bacavi{opev ) atra dvakaBdvres,
paNov 8¢ npas abrovs. Prot. 331
C: 03¢y yap 8éopas 70 €l Boves
ToiTo Kai €l oot Soxel éAéyxeabas
a\\’ éué Te xal oé.

3. v mparov . . Ppiooper] ‘The
first of which, as we look stea-
dily at it, we shall thus put
into words.’

. 8. dpaipoiro] Sc. dn’ abrov,

/ a \ ’ k4
TPLTOV, O M7) TPOTEPOV 1V, B

Or, possibly, the pronoun is
here the subject : ¢ And it suf-
fers no diminution.’ Cp. infr.
B: dpapebévros.

11. & pd mporepov fv] This
may be construed in two ways.
(1) ¢ What existed not before,
but (exists) afterwards, this
cannot be, without production
and a process of becoming.’ (2)
¢ What was not before, neither
can that be afterwards, without
production,’ ete.

The latter is the more subtle
interpretation, but is probably
right. Schol.: ‘0 Hpéxhos 7d
d\\a wapéhkew Néyes. “ Prorsus-
que ita Latine dixeris quod
non prius erat at postea id
esse.” Heindorf.—* Nay but, if
it was not before, it cannot be
afterwards.’ Cp. Soph. 265 B:
“Hris & alrla yipmras rois py)
wpbrepoy odow Uarepov yiyveabas,
The position of d\Ad in the
MSS., however (Sorepov d\Ad
libri omnes, W.), throws some
doubt upon the reading, and
dpa may be suggested. Jo-
repov *dpa Toito elvai, KT,
‘that, as our postulate runs,
this cannot afterwards be with«
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3Q. Tavra &7, olpat, opoloynuara Tpia paxeras
avra avrois év T nuerépa Yy, Srav Ta mepi TOY 5
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aoTpayadoy Aéywuey, 7 oray (pouer éue TnAikovde
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éviavrgp gob Tod véov viv pév peilw elvar, doTepov 8¢
~ ~ L.d / 3 \
éAarre, undév Tob éuod Oykov apapefévros dAra
~ 3 /4 3\ \ \ o a ’ >
c gov avénbévros. eipl yap 8y UaTepov 6 wporepov ovk
\ ~ Ié
7, OV yevopevos: dvev yap Tob ylyveoOa yevégOau

out becoming and having be-
come.” For the addition of
yiyveoba cp. infr. C.

H. Schmidt observes that
the contradiction is not be-
tween the assumptions them-
selves, but between the as-
sumption and the fact. But
pdxeras atrd abrois can only
mean °‘fight amongst them-
selves,’ and if the logic of such
a half-humorous passage is to
be pressed, No. 3 may be sup-
posed to say ¢ Socrates is what
he was not; he must have
changed.” ‘No,’ says No. 2,
‘he cannot have changed, for
nothing has been taken from
him, therefore he is not dimin-
ished” No. 1 then comes to
the aid of No. 2.

6. TAwdvde] ¢ Of the height
you see me.’

7. év énavrg| ‘In the space
of a year) ‘Within a year.
This very natural expression
has somehow given offence,
and Madvig conj. mafévra év
épavrg, an emendation which
appears to have been antici-
pated by the copyist of Par.
1814.

9. pndév Toi épov dyxov ddai-
pebévros] ¢ My size having been
stripped of nothing,’ i.e. ‘ With-
out anything being taken from
my height” Badham conjec-
tures undév éuov rov dyxov dpar-
pebévros. But this is unneces-
sary.

I1. dvev yap Tod yiyveoOas yevé-
ofau ddivarov] Thisaxiom is sup-
plementary to the three former.
In the first, the aorist was used
(yevéobas), the present in the
second (adédveabas,pbivew). Both
(yevéobar xai ylyveoOas) are ac-
cordingly combined in the third,
by means of which the two
former are applied. It is now
shown that the aorist implies
the present. To us such re-
finements are difficult, because
needless. The subtlety is car-
ried still further in the Par-
menides, until it is reduced to
the formula, ¢ That which is,
is” Parm. 156 C: ‘Eords re
wpbrepov  Uorepov kweiocbar  kal
mpdrepor kwvovpevoy Uarepov éord-
vas, @vev pév Tot peraBdAlew ody
oldy Te éoras raira wdoxew’ . . dAN.
ov8¢ pév peraBdA\es dvev Tov pe-
7aBdA\\ew, .

1

o

ﬁ ttl;jird:
of
can beng
what it was
not, with-
out be-
coming.
These seem
tojar, when
we say that
the dice
which were
fewer are
now more
;vi.thol}t

eing in-
creasedng 3
or that T,
who was
taller than
you, am



now short-
er, wit!mnt

ment at
this contra.
diction :—
asignofhis

philosophic 10 Tomrd(ew wepL Ths PUoEds cov. paAa yap GukoooPov

nature.
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OEAL Kai ») Tovs Beovs ye, & Swxpares, vmep-
Pvos os Oavpalew T wor’ éaTi TabTa, Kai éviote as
aAnlis BAémrwv eis avra groToduwNd.

2Q. Oeddwpos yap, & pile, aiverar ob kaxds o

Tooro 70 wabos, T0 Bavpalew: ov yap EAAy apxn

3. xai, which implies a subtle
connexion between raira and
@\\a pupla, can only be express-
ed in English by the emphasis
on ‘these.” Cp. Soph. GZd. Col.
276 : “Qomep pe xdvearioal’, ble
odfere,

tmapadefopeda] Sc. mapa rob
Hparaydpov. * If we are to take
this at his hands;’ i.e. not
only aecept, but adopt this as
our own difficulty. Cp. infr.
r61 B, Charm. 162 E: Ei oy
Evyxwpeis Toir’ elvar owppooivy
3mep ovroot Néyet, xal mapadéxer
Tov Néyov, Eywye mohV &v 1diov
pera gob oromoipny. .. "ANAG wdvy
bvyxopd, éPn, xal mwapadéxopar.
But it must be admitted that
eimep xat Tair’ *8p’ *&wodefpela
would give a plainer sense.

*&mes ydp mov] ‘¥ assume this
(87), for I suppose I take you
with me.’ Cp. Euthyph. 12 C:
"Emes ydp wov viv ye: B, md-
w ye. The MSS. have einé, but
there can be little doubt of the
truth of Heindorf’s emenda-
tion. The six dice are more
when compared with four. They
‘were fewer when compared with
twelve. They cannot be more

without having become more,
and they cannot have become
more without increase. Pro-
tagoras would say: It is true
the same thing cannot be more
without additien, but the dice
in the two cases are net the
same thing, for they are in a
different relation.—The distinc-
tion between relative and abso-
lute quantity is so familiar to
us, that this is apt to appear a
mere verbal quibble. But the
solution of such difficulties was
one of the steps by which the
Greeks arrived at that distinc-
tion.

9. ob xaxds romdfew] ¢ Theo-
dorus is evidently right in his
surmise about yow. For this
‘Wonder is a true symptom of
the philosophic nature.’

I1. ob yap &Ny dpx1) Pihogo-
¢ias § alry| Arist. Metaph. 1.
2: Aid 10 Gavpdfew of dvbpwmo
kai viv xai 10 mparor fipfavro
pukooodeiv, k. T. A

Aristotle also observes that
if wonder is the beginning,
cessation of wonder s the end
of philosophy ;—so reconciling
Plato’s saying with that of
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Democritus, who made d6av-
pacia his aim, See K.F. Herm.
Gesch. d. Plat. Phil. p. 153.

1. i *pw Oadpavros Exyovor |
Hes. Theog. 265: ©alpas &
"Queapoio  Bafuppeirao  Bvydrpa |
yydyer "Hhékrppy 1 8 dxeiay
réxev Ipw* cp. V. 780.

2. mérepov pavfivess 785] ‘Do
you begin to perceive what is
the reason of this, according
to the theory we attribute to
Protagoras ¥’

Aristotle, Met. 10. 1063 A,
points out that the Protagorean
doctrine rests very much on the
relativeness of quantity: ®ai-
vovrar yap ovy fKaTa T& Kara Tas
avripdaeis TaiTo Karnyopeiv ék Tob
76 moady Umenévar ui) pévew émi
Tdv cwpdrov 8id 76 kal elvat rerpd-
myxv 70 adrd kal odk elva. 78
oboia kark 16 woidy, TovTo 3¢ Tiis
oprpéms Puoews, 70 3¢ woodv Tijs
dopioTov.

6. Xdpw, x. 7. ] ‘Shall I
then earn your gratitude, if
in regard to a man, or rather
men, of high renown, I help
you to elicit the truth of their

meaning from its hidingplace
in their minds %’

uakhov 8¢ dvdpav] Viz. Hera~
clitus, Homer, and the. others
mentioned above, 152 E.

7. dwdpiv . . abrav] The two
genitives are not precisely in
the same construction: dvdpav
is governed by «avoias, adrév by
é€1n ovvefep. The pronoun airds,
however, is frequently used to
recall a noun, which, forthe sake
of emphasis, has been placed
in the forepart of the sentence,
e.g. Rep. 5. 477 D: *Emoriugy
wérepov Suvapiv Twa Pjs elvar ad-
v, k. 7. A. Cp. Shak. Winter’s
Tale, 5. ¥: ¢ Whom | Though
bearing misery, I desire my
life | Once more to look on
him.’

dnokexpuppévny is to be taken
closely with owvefep., as the
order shows. Cp. Phed.89 A:
wepevydras dvexakéoaro.

12. dmpi Toiv xepotv kaﬂéaﬂas]
What may be ‘grasped thus.
The extreme materialists are
here discarded ; in the Sophist
they are made better for the

4. To
meet these
and other
difficulties
the ¢ Pro-
tagorean’
doctrine is
further de-

concealed,
however,
from the
uninitiate,



those * im-
penetrable’
men, who
believe in
no unseen
operations,
but only in
what they
can clutch
with both
hands.

- born and impenetrable.
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argument’s sake, that we may
be able to discourse with them.
The description there is very
similar. Soph. 246 A B: ol
pév els yiy €€ olpavoi kai Tob
dopdrov wdvra E\xovot, Tais Xepoiv
drexvas wérpas xat Spis wepap~
Bdvovres. TdV yip TowolTwy éPa-
wrépevor  wavrov Suoxvpiforras
Tobro elvar pévov & mapéxes mpoo-
BoAjy kai émapny Twa, Tabrdv
odpa kai ovoiay Spi{dpevos, Tdy 8¢
oy €l Tis Pnoe pj) odpa Exov
elvai, karappovoivres T8 wapdmay
kai ovdév éféhovres @\No drovew.
247 C: rolrov 0¥ & & érai-
axvvleiev ol ye abrav omaprol Te
kal abrdxfoves, d\\a Swarelvor’
& mav & pn Suvarol Tais yepol
Svpmiélew eloiv, s dpa Tovro oldéy
70 wapdmav éoriv.

mpdtes] E.g. dixala xat dicos
npagis. Cp. Soph. 247 A B.

I. 16116'0'«9] E. g. digtyos, xi-
vnas, H8ovi).

Sensationalism ishere treated
as already a kind of idealism,
whereas in the corresponding
passage of the Sophist, p. 246,
the doctrine of an unseen yéve-
ous is regarded as an inference
which the idealist by his dia-
lectic compels the reluctant
materialist to accept. See In-
troduction,

3. oxAnpobs . . kal dvririmous |
¢ Hard and repellent,’ i. e. stub-
Soph. 246 B: "H ewois e'ipr;cxapc
dvBpas® 78 yap kai éyd ToiTew
ovxvois mwpooéruxov, For the
verbal climax cp. Tim.62 BC:

Skhnpdv 8, Soois v Hudv § capé
Umelxp . . 70 3¢ éx Terpaydvoy Bv
Bdoewy . . dvrirvrdraroy  €los.
There is perhaps a humorous
intention in the application of
these material attributes to the
men in question, similar to the
play of words by which the
Heracliteans are called péuvres,
infr. 181 A.

5. d\\os 8¢ mohd kopyrérepor]
In comparison with these advo-
cates of gross bodily ¢ matter,’
Protagoras is almost an idealist.
His disciples believe not indeed
in a world of vonra €8y, but in
a hidden process underlying
appearances. Cp. Rep. 5. 477
C: Buvdpews yip éyd obre Twd
xpbav dpd obre oxipa, k. 7.\

@os 3] Viz. the pafyral
Npwraydpov, to whom he com-
municated his doctrine év dmop-
pire, 152 C.  Schleiermacher
(who isfollowed by Schanz)con-
jectured &\’ oide : but the men
would then be apt to be con-
fused with the dvdpes dvopaaroi
above. The ¢ disciples of Prota-
goras’ are evidently contempo-
raries of Plato. Aristippus is
probably included. (Kopyds and
aupgerds are opposed, Hippias
Maj. 288 D: 00 kopyds dAAd
aupgperds.) The word xopyés is
used similarly of certain name-
less (Pythagorean?) philoso-
phers in Polit. 284 E, 285 A :
oMot T@v xopyadv Aéyovow s
dpa perpnrucy) wepl mdvr’ éorl Ta
ywyvdueva. Cp.Phil. 53C: xopyrol
yép 37 twes (Megarians?) o

p. 156.
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3. #v] ‘Reallyis,’—according
to the well-known idiom, which
becomes more frequent in Ari-
stotle. What a thing proves to
be when an inquiry is finished,

- that it was before the inquiry
began. It is a transference of
the reality of history to a ge-
neral statement. H. Schmidt’s
argument for taking #» literally,
‘In the beginning all was mo-
tion,” is not convincing.—The
doctrine asserted above is now
more minutely developed.

o . . oidév] Sc. .

8. owexninrovoa] ¢ Tumbling
forth to light at the same mo-
ment.! Compare the lively ex-
pression in Rep. 4. 432 D, when
Jjustice is discovered : wdhai, &
paxdpe, alverar mpd moddy fuiv
é¢ dpxns xAwdeicba. For the
insertion of xal yewwwpén cp.
Soph. Ant. 537 : Kal gupperioyw
xai Ppépw rijsalrias. Aesch. Prom.
331: Idvrwv peracxov kai Te-
toAunkds éuoi,  The present

tense denotes a process that
is always in transition.

10. rdTowdde . . Exovaty vdpara,
Syes . . kenpévar] The slight
redundancy helps to connect
the sentence.

11. The senses of taste and
touch are added in the version
of Ficinus: ¢olfactus, gustus,
tactusque frigidorum et cali-
dorum,” and Cornarius inserted
xal yeboes kal Oifeis after doppi-
ges, perhaps with reference to
the false interpretation of infr.
C D, Bpadd . . bdrre,

12. n8oval ye 8{1] The particles
mark the transition to a class
of things less familiarly known
by the name aiofyots.

13. al dvdwpor] See Locke,
Hum. Und. b. 2. ¢.3: ‘I think
it will be needless to enumerate
all the particular simple ideas
belonging to each sense, nor in-
deed is it possible if we would,
there being a great many more
of them belonging to most of
the senses than we have names
for! Also Spinoza, Eth. 3

o

Far more
refined are
those
whose mys-
teries we
now reveal,
Theix: ﬁlrst
rinciple,
ll.;pon vl:hich
the whole
depends, is
that ALl
is motion,
Motion is
active and
passive,
and each
kind is
infinite.
These meet
and pro-
duce in-
numerable
twinbirths:



sensation
and sen-
sible thing

spriaging
forth to-
gether,
Sensationa
include
pleasures,
pains, de-
sires and
fears, and
there are
many with-
outa name,
Sensible
things are
colours,
sounds,and
the like,
All the
things now.
spoken of

10
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(quoted by H. Schmidt): *uni-
cuique ex jam dictis clare con-
stare credo, affectus tot varia-
tiones oriri, ut nyllo numero
definiri queant . . . plerseque
animi fluctuationes nomina non
habent.’

2. The Bodleian, with most
other MSS,, has éxdorne,

5. odros & pifos] Cp. Soph.
242 C : M6y rwwa éxaoros Paive~
Tai pos Snyeiobat maoiv bos olow
Ay, . 7. A, For the spirit with
which all this is done compare
Rep. 8. 545 D E: ®dper alras
rpayikas, &s wpds wawas npds
wa{ovaas kai éperynhovoas, bs 8%
omovd) Aeyoloas, Uymhokoyov-
pévas Néyew ;

6. wpds ra mpdrepa] In rela-
tion to what came before,” viz.
from 153 D, ‘YadhaBe—to 155
C, mapadefdueba.

8. AN\’ dbpes édv] ¢ Well, look
attentively ; perbaps we shall
be able to finish it” Cp. infr.
192 E: I8¢ 3, édv ¢ palov
viv émonj. <av=°‘in the hope
that.’

9. Taira] wowivra, mdoyovra,
alotyrd, alabyoes,

wdvra . . kweiras] Cp. Locke :
‘The next thing to be con-
sidered is, how bodies produce
ideas in us, apd that is mani-
festly by impulse, the only way
which we can conceive bodies
operate in.’

11. 3gov pév odv Bpadi] ¢ The
slower have their motion in
one spot, and in relation to
what is in contact with them,
and are thus the producing
elements ; but those which are
gthus] produced are swifter;
or they are carried about, and
their motion is from place to
place.’

For év 7§ alrg cp. infr. 181
CD: "O7av jj pév év 7 airrg, k...

12. Ta 8¢ yewwdpeva todrw 37)
Schol.: Eis o 8) Umoorikréov.
This only means that ofre &
is to be taken with the pre-
ceding words. The phrase has
been felt to be somewhat harsh ;
and perhaps the second ovre
may have crept in from the
preceding clause. The (proh-
ably conjectural) interpolation
of Cornarius after olre &)
[Bpadirepd éorwr Goow & ad
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p. 156. yevvdueva. toire 8y Oarrw éori- Péperar yap Kal év

~ » A (3 ’ ?’ 3 \ 3 L4
¢opa avradv 7 kamois mwéPukev. emedav oy Opue
Kkal dAXo Ti Tdv TouTe Evppérpwv mAnowoay yev-

Tayv, mpds T& wlppwlev Ty xivy-
ow loxe xal ovre yewd, Ta 8¢
yewbpera olrw 7] is quite un-
necessary, and confuses the real
sense. It was occasioned by
the condensation of the lan-
guage and the inversion or
‘chiasm’ in what follows, which,
to correspond exactly, should
have been 7& & ad ddrrw pépera
xal yewarai. The slower mo-
tions are the mowivra and wd-
oxovra, which, when in con-
tact, produce (without changing
place) the alofyrd and alobioes
(i.e. qualities and sensations),
which are the ‘quicker mo-
tions,” and pass to and fro be-
tween the mowiv and wdoyov.
€p. inf. p. 159 C D: ’Eyér-
moe yip 3j) éx Tdv mpowpoloyn-
pévay 16 Te Totoly Kai T wdayov
YyAvkbryrd 1€ Kkal aigbpow, Gua
Gepdpeva dpdérepa.  Qualities
and sensations are in locomo-
tion, because existing merely
in the act of flowing from sub-
ject to object, and from object
to subject, perhaps also because
they are realized now here, now
there. Cp. 153 D E. When it is
said that they are the swifter
motions, the theory is vaguely
connected with Heraclitean
doctrine. Sensations and qua~
lities are drops in the ever-
flowing river of succession.
The man or the tree is like
the dull weed that clogs it,
itself to be carried down in
time. Subject and object are
more of the nature of Earth,
sensation and qualityare sparks
of the everliving Fire. That
the mowiv and mdoxor are both

yewavra appears from 159
C D: 'Eyénnoe yap 8 .. 16 7€
mowody kal T mdayov, quoted
above.

Sensational idealism is ham-
pered by the necessity of dis-
solving ¢substance’ (whether
matter or mind) into a series
of transient processes, without
too violently contradicting ex-
perience. An instance of this
logical necessity has appeared
since the above note was
written,in Mr.J. S. Mill's ¢ Per-
manent possibilities’ (Mill on
Hamilton, ch. XL), a device
which unintentionally throws a
vivid licht on Plato’s meaning
here. Pereeption and attribute
are conceived as momentary ;
things and persons are imagined
as a gradual growth and decay.
By ‘slow’ and ¢ swift’ arve really
meant ‘lasting” and ‘ momen-
tary.’ The distinction of kinds
of motion (d\\oiwaus, ¢opd) is
purposely slurred over here,
that it may come in as a fresh
point at a later stage of the dis-
cussion, 181 C. Cp. 157 B
See aleo Kant, Krit. d. r. Vern.
B, 230.

3. T@v rovrep fuppérpov] Men.
76 D: ’Eori yip xpda dmoppo
oxiparos des olpperpos Kai ai-
obnrés. This definition is said to
be ¢ kard Topylav. In Tim. 67 C
Plato calls colour ¢Aéya av
cwpdrav édotey dmoppéovoay,
e Eopperpa pépia Exovoay wpos
alepow, Cp.ib. 45, 6. Plato’s
account of sensation in the
Timeus coincides in many
points with this part of the
Theetetus, showing that, al-

are in mo-
tion. But
the motion
of some is
swift and
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though rejected as a theory
of knowledge, the hypothesis
is retained as a ‘probable’
doctrine of sense. See also
Phil. 34.

3. ére 84, x.r.\] ‘Then it is
that while these are issuing in
the midst, sight from the eyes,
whiteness from that which helps
to create the colour, the eye is
filled with seeing, and sees now,
and becomes not sight indeed,
but seeing eye, and that which
helps to give the colour birth
is covered with whiteness, and
it too becomes not whiteness
but white, whether stick or
stone, or whatever it is that
happens to have been coloured
with this hue.’

perald  Pepopévoy It is
doubtful whether this means
¢ whilst they are moving,’ or “as
they are moving in the midst.’
The former is idiomatic Greek,
but the latter seems preferable
if we turn to 154 A: Merafd
Tt éxdore 1iov yeyovds, and infr.
182 A: ®épeobut €xacrov roi-
Tov dpa alobioe: perald Tob mor-
oivrds Te xal Tob mdoyovros. And
the idiematic use of peraf? be-
longs rather to cases in which
one action supervenes upon
another, than where both are

simultaneous, as here.

9. elre *érgoiw, x.rA.] The
MS. reading is érovedr £ xpdpa.
Heind. who receives drwovw . ..
xpipa from Cornarius, adds,
¢ ne ipso quidem ypijua opus fue-
rit,h.1 But érwoiv has scarcely
more authority thanypijpa. One
MS. (Par. H.) has sépa on the
margin, but drovoidy . . odpa,
though it has thus some slight
authority, is not satisfactory.
The real text is perhaps re-
stored by dropping xpdpa, and
reading érwoiv as in the text

(érwoiv Par. F.) ‘ White,whether
stick or stone, or whatsoever
happens to be coloured with
that colour” The repetition
of similar consonants is a fre-
quent form of corruption; cp.
esp. 158 C; 8rp xpi, xT.;
where three MSS. (Bodl. Vat.
Ven. I1.) read dre xpdve xpn,
k1. (Xpdvov, xpdvov, xpdvov,
Xpdvov, occurring within the
next few lines.) Also, 149
C, drémais for dréxos Bodl. pr.
Vat. pr. Ven. II. with dromd-
raros a few lines above.
Another way is opened by
the ingenious conjecture of
Schanz, who reads drovodw . .
oxiipa. Cp. esp. Men. 75 B:
"Earo yap 8 quiv Toito oxijua, §
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pbvov Tév dvrev Tuyxdre: xpbpare
del émdépevor. But the language
is clearer and simpler without
introducing the notion of
‘form.” For eire £olos eire Nifos
cp. infr. dvfpomdv re xai Aifov
kal &agrov {Pov Te xal eldos.
Hipp. Maj. 292 D: Kal Aife
kal £0h@ xal dvbpdme kal O,
xrX. The sentence is turned
like Phaedr. 237 A: Eire &
@dns elBos Aeyeiwt, efre dia yévos
povowdy vo Avytwy Tabmy éoxere
v émovuplav, Rep. 10. 612A:
Eire mohvedis eire povoeds eire
omp &e kal émos. The aorists,
while marking the moment-
ariness of each act of sense,
give picturesqueness to the

" expression, referring, as in the

Homeric similes, to an ima-
ginary case.

4. 7ére] Supr. 152 D.

6. émel kai 1o wowfng A fur-
ther effort is here made to melt
away the ‘category of sub-
stance’ into thin air. The
¢ permanent possibility’ (which
is only relatively permanent)
is incognizable in itself. ‘For
it is impossible to have a firm
notion (they say) even of the

active and passive elements as
existing separately in any sin-
gle case. adrdv, sc. Tov Kivou-
pévoy, ¢ To distinguish in them
the active or passive element
as existing.’ adraw refers, as H.
Schmidt points out, to oxAnpow
xai Oeppdv kai mdvra, kT, i.e.
sense-phenomena generally. It
depends rather on & motoiw kal
70 mdoxov than on évés. Cp.
Arist. Met. 5. 20: Mpdév dbiav
Aéyeobar wh\iy 7 olkelp & éP
évds. For atrav Cornarius sug-
gested a¥ 7. If a change were
necessary, a8 Tdv would seem
more probable. rav émi évés,
¢ of things taken singly,” might
then be compared with rév &
éxelvov, Phil. 16 D. (Wohlrab
joins émi évds adrav, ¢ in the case
of any one of them.) For éni
évos cp. infr. 186 A, éni mdvrwv,
7. voijoas . . mayios] Rep. 5. 479
C: Kai yap ravra énaporepifew,
xai ofr’ elvai obre py elvar obdév
abrdv duvardy mayiws vojoat, oir’
duporepa obre ovdérepov. The
word is used by Aristotle.
11. wdoyov dv¢¢évq] E.g. The
same eye, when seen, is active,
when seeing, passive,

]

become,
—The

eye and its
a ri-
ate acitve
motion
come in
contact.
Then sight
begins to e
flit from
the eye and
colour from
the object
of sight ;
the eye be-
comes &
seeing eye,
and the
object be-
comes co-
loured.



Neither

62 ITAATONOZ

~ 3 S a \ ’n® ’ /’
apxis é\éyopev, ovdey elvar v avro kal avTo, GAAG P.157.
3
run ael ylyvealou, 70 & elvar wavraxolev é aiperéov, B
3 4 e ~ \ \ ¥ b ’ e \
WX o7 nuets woAda. kal apre naykeo peba vro gy~
7’ \ k4 ’ ~ > ~ \ L
9elas kal avemoruoaurnys xpnoba avrg. 710 & o0V
~ ~ ~ ’ ~
Set, s 0 TGV ToPdY Adyos, otre Ti Evyxwpetw oifre
~ ~ ¥ \
rov obr’ €uod olre T00e oUr éxetvo ovre @AXo ovdév
~ \ /’ ’

Yopa & T av ioT, aAla kara Puow POeyyesbou
’ \ 4 \ 3 /’ \ 9
yLyvopeva Kal oloupeve. Kai amoAAvueva kai aAAot-

’ ~ / ’
Wueva: @s éav T TIS OTNON TG A0Y®, EVEAEYKTOS O
~ ~ ~ \ \ \ / o / \
rovro woudy. Ol O¢ kal Kkata pépos oUTw Aéyew Kal
\ ~ € / T \ e ’ ¥
repl moAADY abpowodévrwv, @ Oy abpoiopar. avbpo-

.4 ~ 7
mov 1€ Tilevrar kal Alfov kal ékagrov (Pov Te kaio

ci0os.

Taira &), & Oealryre, dp 710éx Sokel aot

5 ’ A 3 A 3 > ’
Ezl/al, Kai }’GUOLO ayv vty WS apea' KOVT G)V;

3. olx dri fpeis] ¢ Though, as
[ need not observe.” The irony
of this appears very clearly, if
we compare 1947 A: Ei pévro
fv dvrioyexds, k..

4- 1 & ob 86?] Sc. moceiv.
Or rather v is an accusative
in opposition to the active of
Evyxwpety, kT,

5. obre Tov] The genitive is
a point of transition to épod.

7. @Oéyyeobar..] ‘To use’

the expression. (‘Man muss
Ausdriicke wie yiyvipeva ff.
brauchen.’ H. Schmidt.)

9. 6 tobro madv] For the
redundancy cp. Rep. 6. 506A :
Aixaia Kxai xkaAG@ dyvoovpeva &my
moré ayafd éorew, ob moAhoi Tivos
fwov Pivlaxa xexriiocfas Tov TovTO
Hyvooivra.

11. ¢ &) &fpolopars .. ﬂ'chac]
Sc. dvopa. The subject of ri-
fevra: is indefinite. From our
Protagorean point of view, that
which answers to a common
name, or which counts for one,
i8 not é émi moA\aw, nor & mapa

-nomena.

7a mwoANd, but an arbitrary or
conventional aggregate of phe-
Cp. Parm. 165 A,
where the word 3yxos answers
to dbpoiopa here, but implies
something even more vague and
formless. The same termino-
logy recurs infr. 182 A, od
pavfdvess d6pdov Aeyopevoy, where
it denotes genus as opposed to
species. A doubt may be raised
whether the wholes here in-
tended are general (a class=an

aggregate of individuals) or

particular (a thing or person=
an aggregate of attributes).
The former is preferable. Cp.
however Tim. 56 C: =wa-
OpotoBévrav 8¢ woXAdY Tovs Syxovs
atrév épaclai (of the invisible
particles of bodies).

12, «xai ékaorov (Hdév Te Kai
€ldos] These words, which have
occasioned needless difficulty,
are to be explained by the
common ellipse of &\Xo. ‘Men
and other animals, ‘animals
and other forms.’
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BEAIL. Oik olda €ywye, & Sikpares: xal yap

3\ \ ~ ’ ~ / ~ 4
ovde mepi gov Ovvapar ketavonoal, mworepa Sokotvra
gou Aéyeis avra 1) €pob amomepa.

’ k4 \
3Q. OV pmuoveves, & ¢ie, ot éyw pev odr
olda olre mowobpar TGOV TOLUTWY 0VOEY €uov, dAXN 3

N\ 3 ¥ 1 o\ ’ \ ’ .4
€lul aUTOY dyovos, g€ O poaucvouar Kal TOUTOU €vexa

imado 7€ Kol maparibnue ékaoTwv TGV TOPdy dmo-
EW‘ A pa ’l \ \ ’ 4
’ o > ~
pyegacu, Eos av eis pos 10 oov Soypa Evvelaydyw:
1 Vd ’ 7y W / ¥ ~ 4
éfaxOévros 8¢, Tor' 10n okéopar €T’ aveualov eire
i \ ~ ~
yovyoy dvapavioerar. aAAa Oappdv kel Kaprepdy
< \ ’ > ’ A A ’ , e
€0 kai avdpelws amokplvov @ av Paimral oo wepl v

A 3 ~
av EpuTO.

OEAI. ’Epdra &).

4
3Q. Aéye tolvov malw, €l oo dpéoke. TO pi) T
elvar GAAa ylyveaOos ael ayaBov kal kaAov kal mavra

a apre Ouppev.

5. mowipa] ¢ Tanquam pro-
prium mihi vindico, velut diei-
tur woeicfal rwa vidv” Heind.
Is it not rather, ‘give birth
to?’ ¢Produce.as mine?’ Cp.
Rep. 2. 372 C: Howotpevor Tods
waidas. Crit. 45 D : *H yap o
-Xp1) woweiobar mwaidas.

4. waparifpu] Supr. 149 C:
Adldoigal ye al paia Ppappdria xal
énddovoar. See the description
of the education of a Greek
youth in the Protagoras, 325
E: Haparibéacw airois éml riv
Babpov  dvaycyvborew  mouTdw
dyafav moujpara, The genitive
is perhaps partitive with wapa-
ribyue, but more probably go-
verned by droyetoacbas.

10. xal raprepav] ¢ And with
perseverance.’” Boldness was all
he required at first; 148 C,
bdppes: 151 D, éav . . dvdpily.

14. €l oo dpéoxet] ¢ Whether

you are pleased with the idea
that nothing is, but is ever
becoming, good and noble, as
well as what we have just
enumerated.’

15. dyafdy kai kakév] Asin 156
B uinbyaus is made to include de-
sire, fear, etc., 5o, by the subtle
introduction of these words, the
doctrine is pushed to its far-
thest limits, and thus its chief
fallacy is hinted at—that of
arguing from sense to higher
things. 8o afterwards Prota-
goras is made to assume that
the doctrine applies to states
as well as individuals.

dyafdv xai kaAdv are brought
in as it were accidentally,
merely as a fresh example, like
xopomhabév supr. 147 B. But
this, to the Platonic reader, was
already a tacit ‘reductio ad
absurdum,’ and for all readers

o

bundles of
things,
which men
call sorts
or natures.

Theztetus
is invited
to acknow-
ledge the
theory so
ﬁ:egevgl;
oped.
crates dis-
glaims
aving
any share
in it, ex-
cept that
he has
helped to

‘bring it to

the birth.
The Good
and Noble
must be
thought of
with other
things, as
not exist-
ing, but
arising cone
tinually.



5. A for-
midable
class of ob-
jections is
now dis-
posed of,
It is com-
monly said
that in
dreams and
madness
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NAATQNOZ=

OEAL ’AAX’ éuotye, émedy oob axovw otrw Oi- p.157.
4 I3 ’ L4 ’ \ e
efwvros, Qavpacios Paiverar ds éxew Aoyov kal vmo-

Anmréov yymep SehpAvbas.

-4 ~ ~
3Q. My rolvuv amoAimwuey doov éAAeimov avrov. E

\ / 14 ~
5 Aeimeras O¢ évumrviow T€ mépL KAl VOTWY, TGV TE AAAWY
\ ’ o ’ A ~ ¥ ¥
Kol pavias 6oa TE Tapaxovew 1) Tapopav 1 Tt GAAo
4 / 37 4 o -~
wapuolaveaor Aéyerar. oigba yap mwov &re év wao

’ € ’ sy 2 ~a ) -~
ToUTOIS OpoAoyoUuEvws éAéyxeabfar Bokel ov apri Oup-
pev Adyov, ds wavros paAAov fuiy evdeis alobpaets

» ] ~ ’ \ ~ ~ \ 4
10 €V avTols YyLyvoutvas, kal moAAOD Oel Ta (awoueva

’ ~ 3 \ ~ ’, \
€kdoTe TavTa Kal €lvat, GAAG waAy TovvavTiov ovdey

< 3
®v paivera evar.

it prepares the. way for the
pivot-argument from the 8é¢a
1o} dpehipov in what follows,
177 i H. Schmidt, how-
ever, approves of Heindorf’s
proposal to cancel these sig-
nificant words.

2. Oavpacios aiveras bos Exew]
The order is gaiverar favpacios
&s Exew. Bavpacios os is stronger
than bavpacios, and is formed
by attraction of the antecedent
from faypdoidy éorw os.

4. My rolvww] The doctrine is
now so far developed that we
have only to notice an objec-
tion, and it will be complete.
As false opinion is our stum-
bling-block afterwards, so now
false impressions have to be
accounted for. The solution is
a simple one, and confirms our
theory—they are not false to
him who is the subject of them.
The position, Sense is know-
ledge, was at first made equi-
valent to the reality of the
object of sense (p. 152). But
are dreams real? Are the illu-
pions of madness true? Is that

really bitter which tastes so to
the diseased palate ?—1If truth
is wholly relative, if nothing is
but what becomes, this must
be so.

5. kal Woov, rév re E\ov kai]
¢And disease, especially mad-
ness and its delusions of sight,
hearing, and other senses.” pavia
is the subject of Aéyeras, and Goa
is cogn. accus. Cp. Soph. Trach.
406 : Aecloowy pdraa.

6. 80a .. vi @\o] The double
cognate accusative is also no-
ticeable. ¢The cases in which
it is said—to have any other
illusory impression.’

10. moNhob d¢i] This phrase
has become equivalent to an
adverb. Hence it is unneces-
sary to adopt Seiv from Hein-
dorf’s conjecture. :

11. d\\& wiv Todvavriov obév &w
¢aivera elvas] E. g. Democritus
(who is believed to have written
against Protagoras) said of all
sensations except hardness and
weight: Snpeiov & &s odx elot
¢ioes 76 pij ratrs waor gaivesba
Tois {Pois, AN’ § iy yAud, Toir

p- 158.
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OEAL ’AXpbéorara Aéyes, & Sirpares.

\ 5 ~ ~
2Q. Tis 8y odv, & mai, Aelmerar Adyos 7 THw
¥ 1) 4 ’ \ \ ’ (34
algbnow émormuny Tilhepeve kal Ta Pavoueva éxa-
~ 3 ’ e
0T Tavra Kal elvar ToUTe ¢ Paivera;
\ 14 Kl ~ ~
OEAIL 'Eyo uév, & Sdkpares, oxvd eimelv ot 5
3 ¥ A4 ’ ~ N s 7 (4
ovk €xw i Aeyw, Owort pou viv &) émémAntas eimovre
14 ~
B aUTO. €mel O aAndds ye ok dv Svvaipny apduwPy-
~ ’ ~
ToaL @ o pavopevoL 7) oL OveLpdTTOVTES 0V Yrevdy
’ ~ S
- dofafovow, drav o uév feol abrdv olwvras elveu, oi

\ ’ \ (4 4 ? ~ o
0c wrvol 1€, kal s merdpevor €v T Umvey Ouwo-

ovrat.

2Q. "Ap’ odv obde T Towwde audioBiTnua évvoeis

\ S ~ ’ \ \ ~ ¥ \ &
TEPL aVTOV, paAioTa O€ wEPL TOD Ovap TE Kal Umap ;

©EAI. To moiov;

3Q. *0 moArdxis o€ olpar axnroévar époTdVTWY

’ ¥ ¥ 4 k] ~ L4 ¥ ~
7{ dv Tis €xoL Tekunpiov dmodeifau, € Tis époro viv

olrws év T¢ wapovre, worepov Kabevdouey Kkal mwavra

a dwoovpeda Sveipdrropey, 1) éypnydpauéy Te Kal
c Urap aAjros duxheyopela.

OEAI Kai pjv, & Sdkpares, dmwopov ye 1o xpn

d\\ois mipdy xal érépois 6£Y kal
dois 8piud, Tois 3¢ oTpuriy’
xal d¢ d\\a 8¢ doavros.

6. viv 8] Supr. 151 D.

9. ol pév..airav] Le. the
madmen.

10. 7ryvol €| Se. olwvrar elvar.
Cp. supr. 149 D: rikrew e 87,
and note.

15.°0 moA\dxis| 8 is not ex-
actly governed by dxnxoéva
épwrdvrav, but is cognate ac-
cusative in apposition with the
whole sentence which follows.
¢ What question do you allude
to? This. Idare say you have
often heard it asked, etc.’ Rid-

dell’s Digest, § 15, b. Cp. 165

D: *A &loyav &v meAraorirds
avjp piafopdpos év Aéyots épduevos,
xrX. Rep. 4. 443 B: T évi-
mmov, b épapev tmonrebaar, kT,

Arist. Met. 3. 6. 1011 A: T
8¢ rowira dmopipara Spowd éore
7¢ dmopeiv worepov xabeldoper viv
% éypnydpaper. Ib. 7. 5.

20. dmopdy ye 510 xpi) émideifar]
Descartes de la Méthode, p. 164
(Cousin) : * Et que les meilleurs
esprits y étudient tant qu'il leur
plaira, je ne crois pas qu'ils
puissent donner aucune raison,
qui soit suffisante pour Gter
cette doute, #’ils ne présup-
posent I'existence de Dieu.’ Des-
cartes, however, would not say

nothing of
what ap-
pears is
real. Pro-
tagoras
says, All
that ap-
pears to me
is real to
me. What
account
does he
then give
of these
pheno-
mena?

There is

& doubt
which is
often
raised
about
them:
e.g. when
it is asked,
Can we
prove that
we are not
dreaming’
now ?



Dreams
have as
much real-
ity to the
dreaming
mind, as
daylight
impressions
have to
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émdeifar Texumple. mavra yap domep avriocrpoda p.158.
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~ o \ ’
Ta abra mapakoAovdel. a Te yap vuvi OwtAeyueda,
~ ~ 4 ’
ovdév kwAveL kal €v T¢ Umvey Sokely aAAnlois diaAé-
I4 ~ ~
yeabou kai drav O ovap oveipara Sokduev Omyei-
14 ’ 14
5 0faL,—dTOTOS 1) OMOLOTYS TOUTWY €KELVOLS.
< ~ 3. 9 ’ ) ~ 3
2Q. "Opas odv ore 70 ye audurPyrioas ov xale
’ o \ ’ ’ 3 4 A ¥ ] ~
wov, OTe Kal woTEPov €aTwv Umap 1) ovap audurByrei-
\ \ ¥ ~ 14 a ’ T
Tat, kai 87 loov Ovros ToU Ypovov ov kabevdouev ¢
/’ € ~ ¢ \
€ypyopauev, év éxarépp Owpaxerar Mudv 7 Yoxn

Spolws ép’ éxarépois Siaxupi{opeba.
Attention was of course early
attracted by the phenomena of
dreams. See esp. Il. 22. 199:
‘Qs & év dvelpp ob dtwarar cpel-
yovra Sibxew,

B has 3re xpéve xpi, whence
Schanz formerly conjectured ér¢
Xpbpevov xpn, and now reads ére
xpedv. But T gives xpn, and
xpdvov occurs a few lines below.

dmopov] Sc. 10 dugproBimmua
yiyvera. 8re, k.., explains the
point of the difficulty.

1. wdvra yap domep dvriorpoda
té alra mapaxohovdei] ¢ For
everything corresponds in each
exactly, as if one series was the
counterpart of the other.”

3. & 19 ¥ This is the
reading of the best MSS., though
&umie is supported by the
greater number. If the latter
reading were adopted, év ¢
must be changed to & ro.

4. xalérav 8] ‘And whenin a
dream we do seem to be relating
dreams,—it is strange, the re-
semblance of this state to that.’

dveipara . . Ou)y('itram] Either
(1) “to tell dreams, or (2) ‘to
give utterance to thoughts
which are only dreams’ Cp.
gupr. wdvra & diavooipeda dveipirr-

\ - 5 > -~
10 T a€l Tapovra Soypara wavros paAAov elvar aAnéi,

ropev. dveipara in (2) is a sort
of cognate accusative, or rather,
is in apposition to the suppress-
ed object of duryeicfa:. dvap is
adverbial to doxduer. (Meno 85
C: “Qomep Bvap dpre dvakexivmyrar
al 86¢at abrai). But the former
explanation (1) is simpler and
is really free from objection.
drav 87 has a different force in
(1) and (2). Either, (1) ¢ When
it comes to this’ marking a
climax, or, (2) ¢ When in fact,’
marking the correspondence to
the previous clause. The second
interpretation (2), although in
some ways plausible, seems to
require Hirschig’s emendation
Saléyeobar for dupyeiobar. Tov-
Taov refers to the waking, éxei-
vois to the sleeping state, like
év0ade and éxei of the visible
and invisible world. There is
a slight break in the sentence
before dromos, x.r.\. Heindorf’s
conjecture drra (for dveipard),
approved by Cobet, and adopted
by Schanz, (‘and when in
dreams we do seem to be re-
lating something’), is rather
flat, but is more plausible if we
adopt Hirschig’s emendation :
‘when we seem to have a con-
versation in our dream.” -
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p. 158. Gare loov pev xpovov Tade pauiv dvra elvar, ioov 8¢

» ~ a4 ¢ ’ 31y ¢ ’ o 4

éxetva, Kkai opolws ép’ éxarépos diioxvpilopeda.
OEAI. Iavramagt v odv.

E

3Q. Odkodv kai Tepl VOTWY TE KAl PAVIOY 0 AVTOS
’ \ ~ ’ o S \ ¥
Aoyos, wAnY Tob xpovov, dre ovxt loos ;

©EAI "Opdas.

3Q. T¢ odv; wAjfer xpovov kai OAryornTL TO

ainbeés opiothoera ;

OEAL TeXotov pévr’ av eln modrays.

3Q. 'AMa 7 dAho éxers oades évdeifactu, o

omoia ToUTwY TRV dofacpdrev dAnby ;

OEAIL. OV pot doxa.

Q. "Euob Tolvvy drove oia mepl avT@v av Aéyowey

~ oA ~ 3 ~

oi Ta ael Soxobvra opulopevor T Sokodvre elvaw alnb. .
’ \ 3 ~

Aéyova &, ds éyow olua, obrws épwrdvres, QL Oeal- 14

A 3 [4 ’
TTE, 6 Qv €repov 1| wavramagt, uy mY) Twae Svvemw
\ s N\ o, ~ ¢ / \ \ e ’ ~
v avm éfe 19 érépp; kai pi UmoAeBwpey T
\ 9\ 3 . ] ~ ~ \ o 3 LN 4
eV TaUTOV €vau O EpwTOUEY, TT) O€ €T€pov, AN’ OAws

-4
€Tepov. .

7. m\jbe xpdvov kai Shiybryre]
The supporters of the same
doctrine as quoted by Aristotle
extended this argument to meet
that from general consent. Met.
3. 5. 1009 B: T8 pév ydp dAnbés
ob mAnber xpiveabas olovras mpooi)-
xew oddé SAvyornre.

10. 7t @\o . . gadés]
other certain test.’

14. Spulopevor] < Who deter-
mine.” Perhaps there is a touch
of irony in the application of
this word to the Protagoreans.

17. py UmoNdBopev Tj pév
rabrév] These words expand
wavrdraci, and are required
in order to place Thestetus
at the right point of view.
Megarian subtlety is here ironi-

(Any

cally brought to the help of
Protagoras, by the introduction
of a fallacy in the Euthydemus
vein. The language of logic is
applied to the sensible world :
the language of ideas to things
which admit of degrees. And
the idea dwelt upon throughout
is that of difference. The lan-
guage is humoured accordingly.
Socrates ill can hardly be said
to be S\ws érepoy, wholly dif-
ferent, from Socrates well, but
they differ when taken each as
a whole, d\ov roiro GAe éxelvg
(159 B). Cp. Democritus ap.
Ar. de Gen. et Cor. 1. 2: Kal
S\ws Erepov Paiveofas évds perax-
wmbévros éx rév adrdvyap Tpaypdia
xal kopedia ylyveras ypappdrov,

F 2

the waking
mind,

And half
our life is
spent in
dreaming,

The im-

time to him
who expe-
riences
them.

In both
cases it is
impossible
to demon-
strate
whicb is
the real
world.
Our theory
resolves
this doubt
as follows :



That which
is different
has a dif-
ferent
power,

‘Whether
this be

active or
passgive,

And the
same thing
in combi-
nation with
different

10
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’ ¥y oA
OEAL. ’Advvarov Tolvvv Tavrov Tt éxew 7) év dv- Pp.158.
’ A 2 ¥ [ ~ o hd ~ e °
vape ) év dANg oT@ovy, oTav 7 koudy érepov.
s s ¢ > s 7 > ~ \ ~
2Q. *Ap’ odv ov Kkai avouoLoY aveyKeiov TO Towv-

TOV OpoAoyely ;

5 OEAIL "Epovye Soxet.

A
2Q. Eidpa 7t fvpPalver dpowy o yiyveabar 3
y ’ » 3 ~ £'2 » € ’ \ »
QVOUOLOV, ELTE €QUTQ E€ITE XAAQ, OJLOLOVMEVOV |IEV TOU-
’ \
ToV (riagopev yiyveaOum, avopoovpevor O érepov ;

OEAL ’Avayxy.

3Q. Odkodv mpoalev éxéyoper ds moAda uév €l

\ ~ \ ¥ (1 ’ I \ 4
TO TOoloVVTA Kol amtpa, WOaVTWS 86 Y€ TQ TTA~

aoxovra ;

O©EAI. Nai.

2Q. Kal pgv &re ye dAo dAAg auppyvipevov

1. 7oivww] ‘Then,’ i.e. tak-
ing the question as you put it
in their behalf. The particle
is added with reference to the
words xat u7, x.7.\., above.

2. érav] Hirschig and Schanz
read 8 dv from Badham’s con-
jecture. But the subject of
#ew is easily supplied from the
preceding sentence, leaving
Jjoined to rairdv as the object.

6. Eidpa] ¢ What is the same
is like, therefore what is like is
the same.” This is one of many
examples of the imperfect state
of logic, which puts Socrates’
respondent at his mercy. He
does not always escape un-
checked, however, see Prot.
350 C: "Eywye épornbels tmd gov
el ol dvdpeiot Bappakéot eloiv, bpo-
Aéymoa: el 8¢ xal ol Bappaléo
dvBpeios, odx fparibny €l ydp pe
rére fipov, elmov &v ri ob wdvres,
And Socrates is not now speak-
ing in bis own name.

4
15 kel A ob TavTa aAX érepa yevvioe ;

) -

8. dvopoioipevor] poid i
used several times by Plato,
but is not found in other
writers. It seems to be a coin-
age of some philosopher. See
esp. Rep. 8. 547 A.

10. mpéafev éNéyopev] Soph.
259 C: *0 xal mpdobev elpyras.

14. o dNg. . kai AAg] Cp.
Rep. 2. 369 C: HapakapBdvey
dos d\ov ér’ dov, Tov & én
dov xpelg. ‘The combina-
tion of one element with this
and another with that, and
again with another different
from all” Compare with what
follows, Ar. Met. 5. 2. 1026
B: Eloi yip ol tov copirrav
Adyor mwepl TO oupBeBnxds s
elmetv  pd\iora wdvrov, worepoy
€repov ) Talrov . . povaids Kopi-
oxos kal Kopioxos, k.T.\.

15. yewjoe] The future is
used because cvppiyvipevor=éav
quppicynrac,

P 159.
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\ \ 9\ ’ 4 € ’ \
KaTa TOV QUTOV AOYoVv: ZwKPATY) UYLUVovTa Kol Zm=

’ 9 3 ~ ’ o ~ 9 3 2 A
kparn ad aobfevobvra: TOTEPOV OUOLOV TOUT €KEWE 1)

s /7 /
avopotov (noopey ;

OEAL ’Apa rov agfevotvra Swkparn, dAov TovTo
Aéyeis S éxelve, TG Uywalvovtt Swkparet;

Q. KdA\wra vméhaBes: avro Tovro Aéyw.

O©EAL ’Avopowov 8 mov.

3Q. Kai érepov dpa obros domep dvopotov ;

OEAL. ’Avdayry.

¢ 32Q. Kai xabevdovra &) kai mdvra @ viv SumA-

Oopev, doavros Praes ;
OEAL "Eywye.

\ ~ ’ ~
2Q. “Exagrov 8 7év medukoTwy T mwoUElv, dAXo
o \ 4 e ’ 4 [ ¢ 7
i, oTav pev Aafn vyalvovra ZwKpari), @s €TépE pot
xprioera, drav 8¢ aofevoivra, os Erépy ;
OEAL Ti & ov péAe;
3Q. Kai érepa &) éP’ ékarépov yevmjoouev éyc
¢ , \ 3 \ A~
T€ 6 TATXWY KAl €KEWO TO TOLODY

2. Aéyoper 8)] Phed. 100
C: Kal mdvra &) olro Aéyw.
Saxpdrn is in an imperfect con-
struction, governed partly by
Aéywpev, partly by pqoopev. The
object here is to impress us
with the assumption of the ab-
soluteness of difference.

#8n] I.e. Having laid down
these premises. 'We now ven-
ture to apply our theory uni-
versally : not as supr. 153 D:
Kara ta Sppara mpérov.

12. kafetdovra] Par. F. marg.
add. xal“ éypnyopoivra.  Bodl,

xabevdovre, Is it possible that

xafedSorra 3% éypnyopém may
be the true reading? But cp.

supr. 149 E : Els yvraixa 8¢, and
see Riddell'’s Digest, § 232.
— Platoni satis visum est res
quasdam significasse” Wohl-
rab.

13. doatres pices]| Sc. dvé-
potov kal érepov elvas Tob éypryopd-
TOS§, K.T.\,

15. 7 moweiv] “To act upon
something ;’ to be agents. So
70 mowiy épé, below. Soph.
247 D : Elre els 1o moweiv &repoy
ériovw,

19. ¢’ éxarépov] In either
case. Cp. Parm. 130 A: Aé-
yovros &) Tob Swxpdrovs . . é’
éxdorov dxfeofar Ty Te Mappevi-
Sy xal Tov Znyava,

things has
different
products.

Socrates
ill, is a dif-
ferent man
from So-

5 orates well,

10

;Slomtes
eeping
from So-
crates wak«

ing, and so
on.

-

5 Therefore,
in combi-
nation with
the same
active mow
tion they
will pro-
duce dif-
ferent re-

20 sults,



According-
ly, wine
both

and really
is pleasant
to me when
well,

But the
same wine
both seems
and really
is distaste-
ful to me
when ill.
For I am
then a dif-
ferent man.
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Q. ‘Orav &) olvov Tive vywaivev, 16vs pot Pai-

\ ’
veraL Kai YAUKUS ;

OEAI Na..

5 2Q. *Eyéuwnae yop &) éx tév mpowuoloynuéveor
70 T€ WoLODY Kal TO TATXOV YAVKUTYTE TE Kal aigln- D
[4 4 3 4 \ ¢ \ >
ow, aua Qepopeva audorepa, kai 1) pev aiobnois
mpos Tob maoyovros odoa aiocOavouéimy Ty yAdo-
gav amepydoaro, 1 0¢ yAvkuTys mPos ToD olvov mep:

9\ ’ \ \ ) ~ e ’
10 quTOr (Pepopery YAvKUY TOV OOV TI) VYIALYIOUOY)

4 1] A \ 3 \ 4
yAwrTy émroimae Kkl eivat kai paweobas.
OEAL Ilavv uév odv Ta mporepa nuiv otrws

dpoAdynro.
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9. dmeipydoaro] ‘The sen-
sation, arising on the side of
the subject, renders the tongue
percipient.’

14. dofevoivra] The former
construction is resumed from
érav . . \dBy, supr. C.

18. éyewnadry] The use of
the third pers. helps to support
the notion of ‘Socrates being a
different man.” Observe, too,
the accuracy with which not
the wine, but the drinking of
the wine, is spoken of as the

¢ active motion.’ The dual is
expressive.  ‘They produce
when paired.’

For this whole example cp.
Symp. 186 B, where the same
thing is briefly stated by Ery-
ximachus: Td yap vyés rod
odparos kal TO vogoiv Spoloyov-
pévos Erepdy re xal dvipoidy éori,
70 8¢ dvdpotov dvopolwv émibupet
kal épg. &\os pév olv & émi TP
Iypewd Epas, d\hos 3¢ 6 émi TP
vooddet,
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3Q. Ovkoiv éydd Te ovdeév dAAo wore yeviiooum
~ 4
oUrws aiofavopevos: Tob yap dAAov dAAY aiobnots,
-~ ~ \ ’
xal aAAotov kal dAAov woel Tov aigBavouevov: ovr’

-~ \ -~ \ ’ ¥ \ \
éketvo 70 ToLoby €ué prmor’ dAAe guveAdov Tavrov

yevvijgay TowvTOV YémTar amo yap dAAOv GAAo 5

yevvijgav aAAotov yevmjoerat.

OEAl. "Eor: ravra.

\ ~ ~ ~ 7
Q. Ovée ppv éywye éuavrg TowiTos, éxelvo Te

3 ~ - ’
€AVUTQ TOLOUTOV YEVNTETAL.

©EAIL. 09 yap odv.

3Q. *Avayxy & ye éué te Twos ylyveaOwm, drav

» ’ ’ £ ’ 4 \ \
aioBavopevos yiyvopu: aiobavopevov yap, undevos de
algOavopevoy aduvarov ylyvesOu- éxevo e Twi yi-

1. oddév d\o . . yevijoopar
oires alobavépevos] ¢ There is
nothing else from which I can
receive the same sensation.’
That &Xo is the object of
alofavdpevos is evident from
what follows. For the accu-
sative see 185 A : *A 8¢ érépas
Suvdpews alobdver, dSivarov elvac
& dM\gs rair alobégbar, and
elsewhere. There is a stress
on otrws. For yevjoopar . . aloba-
véuevos see a few lines below,
érav alobavépevos yiyvopar. The
words yiyvecba:, alobavépevos,
have become in a manner
technical ; cp. infr. 182. yerioo-
pat alobavéperos answers to éyer-
wodry . . algbavdpevov above.
The point insisted on is not
the identity of the subject
while in the same combination,
but the difference which arises
with every new combination.
For d&\ov mowi (the Bodleian
reading) cp. supr. od v airdw
@aBev.  ‘For a different ob-
ject implies a different sensa-
tion, and makes him who per-

ceives it a different man:’ i.e.
I and my sensation become
different with every change in
the object of sense.

The intention of these words
is to mark the incommunicable
individuality of every act of
sense: 1.e. not wine or bitter-
ness, but the peculiar bitter-
ness of a particular wine to a
particular palate at a particular
moment. (This view of the
passage is disputed by H.
Schmidt, but accepted by Wohl-
rab and Prof. Jowett.)

4. 70 wowvy t’pe’] ¢ Which
(in this case) affects me.’ It
is unnecessary to supply ai-
ofavépevov. Supr. 159 C. As
the sensation changes with the
object, so the quality changes

with the subject.

8. rowtros| Viz., olres ai-
alavipevos,

11. rwés] The genitive is

caused by alofavépuevos, but cp.
Rep. 4. 438 A : Towira ola elvai
rov. Cp. also ib.5.478 B: Aogd-
{eww pév, Bofdfew 3¢ pndév.

10

I should
never re-
ceive the
same im-
ression
m any-
thing else.
And it
would
never pro-
duce the
same im-
pression
upon an-
other per-
son. Nor
could
either sub-
ject or ob-
ject beco;ne
se tel
wmheg
become to-
gether,



I become
percipient
of some-
thing. It
becomes
sweet or
bitter or
the like to
some one.
Subject
and object
n percep-
tion are
thus mu-
tually de-
pendent
and inse-
parable.

Thatwhich
sensibly
affects me,
is to me
alone and
I alone
perceive it.
My sensa-
tion there-
fore is true,
for it is in-
separable
from my
present
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3Q. Aetmeras &), olpou, Nuiv aAAjAots, €T’ éouév,
3 s 14 ~
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’ o £ 3 7 3 ’ \ 3
aguvdedeacfuu. @aTe eire Tis elval Tt dvopder, Twi elvau
A \ A / ~
7) Twos 1) mPos TL prTéor avT, eire yiyvealar airo

oUr’ dAAov Aéyovros amodexréov, ds 6 Adyos ov SieA-

Avfapey anpaive..

OEAL [Mavramwas: uév odv, & Zdkpares.

~ o \ \ \ ~
3Q. Ouvkovv re 8y 70 éue mwowody éuol éore Kal

OEAL Ilés yap of;

\ 4 ~
15 ok dAAQ, €Yo kal aigfavopar avrod, dAdos & ol ;

3Q. *AXpdis dpa éuol 1) éuny alabnose Tis yap

2. adlvarov yevéoba] ‘It is
impossible a thing should ever
become, etec’ Heindorf and
others would change vyevéocOa
here to yiyveobas, to avoid the
change of tense. But, as H.
Schmidt points out, such varia-
tions are too common to allow
room for objection here. And
it may fairly be maintained
that the aorist has the effect
of making the negation more
absolute in the second state-
ment.

8. elval v dvopdle] “Uses
the term Being in reference
to anything’ Infr. 201 D:
Oirwot kai dvopdi{wv. Parm.
133 D: Qv dpels peréyorres,
elvas éxaora émovopalipeba, Cp.
Pheed. 92 D: ‘H oloia &ovoa
éraovvpiav tob & &rw., The

alternative is repeated below,

D: 7a dvra f) yeywdpeva. Schanz,
from Frei's conjecture, unneces-
sarily repeats yiyvecfa:. The
ellipse is easily supplied. The
doctrine at first rejected the
verb ‘to be’ (157 B). Now,
grown bolder, it professes in-
difference as to the language
employed, seeing that the fact
has been made so clear, and
the consideration of the most
formidable objection has ended
in triumph. .

14. dre 8] ¢Since it is so.’
Cp. supr. 154 E, Symp. 206
A 8re &) Tolrov 6 s éarw.

17. Tijs yap éuijs odoias del
éori] (1) * Since it is inseparable
from my being at the particular

time.” Cp. supr. B: ‘Hpdv
7 dvdyxn Ty obolay cuwwdel pév,
oudet 3¢ oldei TaY dANw.

¢ Denn sie ist immer ein Stiick

\ 9,9 e ~ A A A ’ ¥ 3 A ’
10 0 € auTOD TL 1) OV 1) YLYVOuEVOY, OUTE QUTG A€KTEOY C
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70 TowobTor PiAov olov pedpara kweiolu Ta wavra,
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kara 0¢ Ilpwrayopav Tov coporarov wavrev xpm-
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parov dvBpemov pérpov elvau, xara O¢ Oeairyrov
’

E ToUTWY oiTos éxovrov digbyow émariuny yiyveolou.
2 k4 ~ ~
7 ydp, @ Ocairnre; Pdpey TobTOo TOV WV €lvau olov
\ ’ 3\ \ ’ A ~ ’

veoyevés maudiov, €uov O¢ paievua ; 7 wds Aéyers ;

OEAIL. Otrws avaykn, & Sokpares.

meines Setns.’” Deutchle. Other-
wise (2), making oolas a geni-
tive of the object :—* For it is
conversant with the Being of
that which is to me.’ Supr.
152 C: Alobnois dpa Tob dvros
éore kat dyevdés. For a some-
what similar use of odola (with
a play upon the word) cp.
Gorg. 472 B: Yevdopdprupas
moh\oVs kar' €éuol mapacyduevos
émixetpeis éxBdhew pe éx Tijs 0l-
alas «al Tov dAnbois.

7. alofyris] The newly-coined
word helps to celebrate the
establishment of the theory.
Cp. infr. 208 E: Atroi émori-
pwv yeyovds Eoras, o mpdrepov Hv

aoTis.

13. Operaydpav rdv gopérarov]
Prot. 309 D: Sodwrdre pév ody

8imov T@v ye wiv, €l oos Boxel

gopdraros elvu  Hpwraydpas.
Perhaps Plato is ironically
preparing the way for what
follows, p. 161 D, 162 C.

15. alobnaw émoriuny yiyve-
oba] The proposition which
Thesetetus ventured ¢ out of his
own consciousness’ now ap-
pears as the resultant of pre-
existent tendencies of thought.
The doctrine ¢ Sense is know-
ledge’ is the meeting-point of
the two theories ‘Man is the
measure,” and ¢ All is motion.’
The several topics are recapi-
tulated in the reverse order.
So Ar.Eth.N. 1.3.8: Iepi pév
dxpoaroi kai wds drodexréov kal Ti
wporibépeba,

yiyveaba: here nearly=ovp-
Balvew. Cp. Soph. 260 C:
Adfa Yevdis yiyveras kai Aéyos.

§

]

being: and
I am the
judge, as
Protagoras
says, of
what is
and is not
to me.
Surely
what Ithus
perceive [

il to
know.

Thesetetus
then was
right. Sen-
sation is
knowledge.
And in this
formula the
doctrines
of Heracli-
tus and
Protagoras
meet,




1. a. Pirst
criticism
the doctrine
of sense.

74

ITAATQNOZ
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Ta apPidpoa avTob s aAnbos év kUukAp mepfpe-

’ ~ A’ / \ A ’ ¢ A 3
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5 dwov 0v Tpodils TO yryvopevov, GAAG GVEWaIOV Te

1. Toiro pév &) . . . éyer-
vigapev] QOur theory is now
complete. (1) First the hy-
pothesis was ventured, Sensa-
tion is knowledge. (2) This
was at once identified with the
axiom of Protagoras, ¢ The man
the measure of what is:’ and
their common meaning was
brought home to us by the
analysis of a familiar example.
(3) The mystery was revealed
which lay beneath this saying,
but had been reserved for
certain ‘disciples of Protago-
ras,’ the Heraclitean theory of
the universe that ¢ All is mo-
tion;’ in which all philosophers
save Parmenides concur: which
is witnessed to by poetry; and
confirmed by the observation of
nature. (4) This theory of be-
ing was then applied to the
phenomena of sense ; by which
means the contradictions of
common language were re-
moved; and (5) in meeting
the formidable objection drawn
from what are commonly called
false impressions, the doctrine
was still further developed,
and shown to be universally
applicable.

At each step it has grown in
distinctness, and boldness, and
apparent certainty. At first
only warmth, colour, and the
like were spoken of ; gradually
our eyes were opened to the
relativeness of size and number.
By and by it was assumed that
the term aiobnois includes plea-

sure, pain, hope, fear, etc. Then
we are quietly asked to concede
that things good and beautiful
have only a relative existence.
And, being now fairly at the
meroy of the argument, we can-
not resist the admission that
the illusions of dreams and
madness are as real as our
waking and sane impressions.
They are real to us at the time
when we experience them ;
which is all the reality any
thing is permitted to claim.

3. & dupidpéma adroi] Accu-
sativein apposition to the action
of mepibpexréov, k.r\, like 7ow
xohopava, supr. 153 C. ‘And
now to celebrate its birth in
due form, we must really in our
argument “run round about”
with it, and consider, etc.
Schol.: ‘Hpépa wéumm rois Bpé-
peow éx yevéoews otre kAnbeica
wap’ doov év rairy xabaipovat Tas
Xelpas al gvvepaydpevoc Tijs pai-
eUoews, kai 10 Ppéos mepl TiY
éoriav pépovor Tpéxovoar Kikhg,
kal todvopa rifevrac Toire, Sdpd
Te mépmovor ¢ mwwdip, bs éml
mAelorov mohvmodas kal anmias, o
7€ Ppilot kai olkeior kal dmwhds ol
mpooikovres.,

év ke mepibpexréov] ¢ All
round;’ i.e. leaving out no
point of view.

4. 7 N\éye] ‘In our argu-
ment.’

5. 18 ysyvdpevov] ‘That which
is now born to us’ In this
and in some other cases where
the reading bas been ques-

p. 161.

L
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pévov, éyd> 8¢ obdév émioTapar wAéov wARY Bpayéos,
doov Aoyov mwap érépov godoi AaBelv kal dmodé-

Eagbar perpios. xai vov

aopau, ob TL alTos €imeiy.
tioned, the present or imper-
fect tense really gives addi-
tional vividness.

3. ms oov| The Bodl. first
hand gave riorov?

bs mpwrorérov]  Although
these words are added to the
second clause, they belong in
sense rather to the first, i.e.
Xakemavels @s mparordros. Cp.
supr. 151 C.

5. oldapds dloxolos] 144 B:
Mera mohNijs mpadryros. 155 A:
Ov 8vaxohalvovres, k...

6. a?] * You have proved that
it is so.—Is this position now
to be reversed 1’

8. ®\oAdyos ¥’ el drexvis kal
xXpnords, & Oeddope] Phaedr. 235
E: di\raros el xal bs dAnbas xpv-
gois, & ®aidpe. Ib. 264 B: Xpn-
ords el, 3, kT, xpnorés is
said in a tone of good-humoured
pleasantry.

‘You are truly a patient

~ \ ~ 4
TOUTO Tapa TOUOE meELpa-

inquirer and an ingenuous per-
son, Theodorus, if you take
me for a sack full of differ-
ent theories; and expect me
without any difficulty to pull
out the refutation of what
has been now stated. But you
do not perceive what is really
taking place all the while (rd
yeyvdpevov).’

10. otr ad] The transposition
of ad (to vary the expression
and emphasize the negative)
has caused needless embarrass-
ment. Cp. Rep. 3. 393 D, 4.
442 A, 6. 499 E, Crat. 391 C,
infr. 195 E, pévov_‘aﬁ.



1. Why
did not
Protagoras
say that a
pig or a
tadpole was
the mea-
sure of

5
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Ocias &r wmavrov xpnuatev pérpov éoriv s 1) kvvo-

fairness.” 1479 A : Merplos dpa
npiv wpds Tdv &ddoxakdy oov eipin-
geTat.

mapi roid¢] From Thesetetus.
Or is Protagoras meant ?

3. & ©eddwpe] Theodorus is
now gradually drawn into the
discussion, but proves a shy
respondent. He shrinks from
being made the instrument of
his friend’s defeat (162 A), is
not moved by Socrates’ hu-
morous challenge (ib. C), will
not accept the responsibility of
‘guarding the orphan’ (165
A),—he is a mere geometrician
and unused to dialectic (ibid.),
and only when Socrates de-
clares that with no one else
can he conduct the argument
with becoming gravity (168
D E) is he induced to come
forward and discuss the ques-
tion so far as his own subject
is involved in it, but no further
(169 C). He listens quietly to
the long digression (172-177),
but evinces some impatience
when the discussion is resumed
(177 C), and although at one
point (181 B) he shows un-
expected eagerness, he refuses
to be drawn into further argu-
ment (183 D).

8 bavpd{w] A courteous way

of expressing strong dissent.
Prot. 329 B: Eimep dg 19
dvfpdmov melboluny dv, kal ool
weifoparc & & éfadpaca gov Aéyov-
tos ... Gorg. 458 E: "Axove
87, & Topyla, & favpdl{ew év rois
Aeyopévors Omd gov.  No fault is
found with the arguments of
Protagoras, only if we follow
his doctrine to its results, all
creatures that have sense must
be equally infallible. Hence
there can be no teaching and
no discussion.

6. Ta,.dNa .. epnrev, bs]
‘For the most part I am
charmed with his statement of
the theory that, etc.” s, x.7.A
explains elpneev and not the
whole clause.

8. tis dAnfelas] ‘ANffea
seems to have been the title,
or at least one title, of Prota-
goras’ work. It is often co-
vertly alluded to in this and
other dialogues. See esp.
supr. 152 C, and cp. Cratyl
391 C: El vy pév d\ibeav Ty
Hpwraybpov \ws odx dmodéxopat,
74 8¢ 1§ rowadry d\nbeig pnbévra
dyargny &s rov dfa.

9. ¥s] The type of stupidity.
Lach. 196 C: Kara mjy mapotuiay
otk &v waga Us yvoin.

xuvoképalos | Something more

c
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remote even than the Mvodv
&oxaros, infr. 209 B. As we
might say, Why not the lemur
or the chimpanzee ?

2. wdvv xarad)povqﬂxa)s] ‘Show-
ing a magnificent contempt for
our opinion of him.’

3. #ipfaro] This use of the
aorist indicative with v, émws,
etc., is not infrequent. Euthyd.
304 D: Kal piw, &by, ddv
fv drovoar. Ti 8é; w & éyd.
“Iva fjkovoas dvBpdv diakeyopévo,
ol viv copdrarol elow. Asch.
Prom. 749: “Onws médg oxiyraca
76y mdvrey wévay | dmnAhdyny.

5. Barpdyov has been rejected .

by several editors as a gloss on

pivov. It is sufficiently de-
fended by Stallbaum,whoquotes
Bernhardy, Syntax, p.193. The
introduction of yuvpivov alone
would be too abrupt, and the

reference in infr. 167 B would
not be clear.

¥. d\nbés &orai, xr\.] The
future indicative with el 1s often
used in dwelling on a supposi-
tion which is unendurable. Cp.
Sophocl. Philoct. ¢88: EI g’
olros éx Tav odv p’ dwdferar Big;

10, 8ph # Yevdis| For eire
omitted cp. infr. 169 D, 203 A.

13. cogpés] Sc. v, anticipated
from below.

dore xkal ANy &&imta)\os]
The negative form of the same
saying, viz. Odk elvac dvriNéyew,
is in like mannerturned against
itself, Euthyd. 287 A : Ei yap
p dpaprdvopev pnre mpdrrovres
pnre Aéyovres pnre Suavoovpevor,
Upeis, d mpds Aids, €l olTws Exe,
rivos diddoxalot fkere ;

15. 9] Viz. in his life-time.

17. 7aira] The old edd. with



Not to say
that it cuts
at the root
of dialectic
and of all

discussion.
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’ \ \ \ E 4 \ ~ 3 ~ 7 ~
yopav; To Oé Oy €uov T€ Kal TS €uns TEXYNS TS P. 161
~ ~ ./

RaLEVTIKTS OUY®D, doov YéAwTa SpAwrkavouev: oluas
8¢ kai Evumaca 1) Tob dwAéyeabar mpayparela. TO

\ 3 ~ \ 9 7/ \ ] / ’
yap émwrKomelv Kal EAEyxew Tas aAAnAwy Qavracics
\ ’ 3 \ e / » 3 | 1 \
5 7€ kai dofas, opfas éxaaTov ooas, o paKpa jcv Kai

some inferior MSS. read «al
vabra,

1. s ;mcvnn,c] Here Na-
ber would again prune the
text.

2. oluas 8¢ «kal fv;maa’a]
Locke, Hum. Und. 13. § 88:
¢ But if it should so happen that
two thinking men have dif-
ferent ideas, I do not see how
they could argue or discourse
with one another.’

3. 1 roi &akéyeaba mpaypa-
rem] Ar. Met. 3. 4.1006: Td -yap
'u) ev T m)pa[lmr o8¢y o‘rmawsw
éorly, py) onqpawdvroy 8¢ Tév dvo-
pdrev dvjpyrac 16 Siakéyeabas wpos
d\\ihovs, kara 8¢ iy dApfeav kai
npds alréy: oldéy yap évdéxeras
voeiv py) vootvra év. Euthyd. 286
C: Toirdv ye Tow Néyov oA 87)
xai woAAdkis dknkods det favud{w.
kal yap oi dudt Hparaydpav apd-
8pa éxpavro alrg kai ol &t ma-
Aawrepor éuot 8¢ det Bavpaords
7is Soxel elvar kai rovs Te E\ovs
dvarpéray kat abrds avrdv. olpa
8¢ alrov Ty &MBetav mapd gov
kdA\\iora meboeabar. &\o T #
Yeudi) Néyew olk &ori; Toiro yip
8urarac 6 Néyos. QGorg. 481 C:
El pi 1 v Tois dvfpdmos mdbos,
Tols pév d\\o i, Tois 8 Ao 71, T
alré, d\N\d 7is npov 8y 7 Era-
oxe wdfos # ol d\ot, odx & Ay
pddov évdeifacba 1¢ érépp Td
éavrod wdbnpa.

4. mwxmmv] ‘To contem-
plate, or ‘consider. Supr.
155 A, infr. 207 C.

5 paxpd pév xal dwhiyios)

‘Great, nay enormous.’ pév
points forwards to the alterna-
tive implied in dA\\a p1j maifovoa,
xrX. ‘But then perhaps he
was in jest.” Others, with
Buttmann on Men. 82 A, "EN\py
pév éom, take pév to mean, ‘I
presume.’ But in that and simi-
lar passages the question is the
first of a series, or at least pre-
liminary to something which is
to follow. &whiyeos, Schol.:
Meyd\n, 3 éml mokd Sujrovoa,
dvrl Tov mepiBénros .. omuaives &
&6 Gre kai T0 ororewdv kal T
vucrepwév, The meaning, ‘loud’
(if it really existed, but it is
perhaps due to a fanciful deri-
vation from éAoAi{w), must have
been derived from the meaning
‘long.” Cp. Maxpdv direiy, povy
odpavopikns. The idea of vast
size, or length, may again have
arisen from the association of
infinity with gloom. If so,
the word is possibly related
to Mvyn, Avyi. Compare pdé,
pof mricow, mrdooe, ete. ¢ Vast
in extent’ is the only mean-
ing admissible here and in
de Legg. 10. 8go D: Ti &
ob xuherd re éart Evvaxolovbetv
Adyos otrws els wAnfn Aeydueva,
pikn 7€ ad xécrprar Swwhdyia ;
This, too, is the meaning in
which it is used by Neopla-
tonist writers. For the climax
with «xal compare 155 E:
Skhnpols Te . . kal dvririmovs.
173 E: Spuxpd xat oddév. Rep.
5. 449 D : Méya xal Ghov,

p. 162,
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p- 162. dwAvyLos pAvapia, €& aAnts 1 aAnbea Tpwrayopov,
ale p7) mailovoa éx Tob adurov s BiBAov éPbéy- _
Earo; ‘

OEO. "Q Zdkpares, pidos avrp, damep av viv

07 elmes. ovk av olv defaluny & éuod opoloyodrros s
Aéyxeobauw Tlporayopav, ovd ad ool mapa Sofav
L [4 \ 3 14 4 4 4
avrirelvew. Tov oov Oealtnrov malw Aafé mavrws

~ \ ’ ~
Kkal vov 81 paX’ éuperds oot épalvero vraxovew.

2Q. *Apa kv eis Aakedaipova éAGov, @ Oecdwpe,

2. é Tob dadivrov Tijs PBiflov]
¢If the Truth of Protagoras is
sincere, and was not laughing
when she uttered this from be-
hind her impenetrable screen
of written words.” There is an
allusion to the etymology of
dduvror.

Cp. the celebrated passage in
the Phadrus, about written
teaching, 275 D: Aewdy ydp mov,
& ®aidpe, Tovr’ Exer ypadi), kal bs
d\nbas dpotov {wypacig® kai yap Ta
éxeivns Exyova éoTnre pév s (Gvra,
éav 8 dvépn i, cepvis mivv ovyd,
xrX. For the imagery which
is here resumed see above,
152 C: Toiro npiv pév gvifaro 1@
woA\G ovpderd, Tois 3¢ pabyrais
év dmoppnre Ty d\ffeay Eeye.
155 E: Tjv d\jfeay dmoxe-
kpuppémy, . . pi) Tis TGV dpuiTey
émaxoty. . . v péN\o oot Ta pvo-
ripia Néyew. . . odros 6 pibos. At
first Protagoras himself spoke
in riddles—now his ¢ Truth’
is personified, and speaks ob-
scurely from her hidden shrine.
Plato often thus follows up a
metaphor. Compare the well-
known image of the wave Rep.
4. 441 C: Taira pév péyis Suave-
vevkapev. 5.453D: Ay vé is els
xoAvpBnfpav pkpav éuméon dv Te
els péyiorov wédayos péoov, Spws

ye vel ovdév frrov. 457 B: *Ev
Bomep kipa Papey Sapetyew dore
p) karaxkvolijvar, 472 A : T
péyiorov Tijs Tpwvplas. 443 C:
‘Qomep kipa écyedv karaxAvoew.

4. Somep 0¥ viv 8) elmes] 161
B: Toi éraipov oov pwraydpov.

6. mapa 3ifav] ¢ Against con-
viction.” Rep. 1.346 A: Kai,
paxdpee, py wapa défav dmoxpivov,
va ¢ kai wepaivopey.

4. mdvros xai] See above,
143 A, and note.

8. éupeNds . . imaxodew] Cp.
Soph. 217 D: Hdvres ydp tma-
kovoovral ooi mpdws. Rep. 5.474
A: Glaucon says, ’AANd Tol e
od mpoddow, AN’ duvvd ols dvva-
pat. 3ivapar 3¢ ebvoig Te Kkal TP
wapaxehebeadar, kai icws dv dAkov
Tov éppeléoTepdy oot dmorpivoiuny.
The notion is not that of a
respondent who assents to
everything, but of one who
apprehends the drift of each
questioninturn. See145DE,
155 D E, 159 B.

9. ’Apa x&v els Aaxedaipova
It appears from this, an
169 B, that the Lacedsemo-
nians used to compel bystand-
ers to join in their gymnastic
exercises. ("Elxew mpds 16 yup-
vdgioy. . . dmévas 1) dmodvecfas

xe)\eﬁwaw.) This is probably
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wpos Tas mwalaloTpas afwois av dAAovs Oedpevos p.162.
’ s ¢ ’ 3\ \ ’ \ B
yupvovs, €viovs pavAovs, avros uy avremidekvvvas T0
€ldos wapamodvopevos ;
OEOQ. AXa 7i unv Ookels, eimep péAhotéy po
s émrpéew kal meloeabar; Gamep viv olpa Vuds
’ 3\ \ A 2o ~ \ \ \ \
mweloew €ue pev éav Oeacfou kai pn €Akew mpos TO
’ \ ¥ ¥ ~ \ \ /4
yvuvagiov axkAnpov 100 ovra, T¢ O¢ O vewrépe Te

Kkal Uyporépe Svri mpooTalaiew.
Q. AN’ € oPrws, & Oeodwpe, ool Pilov, ovd

10 ol éxfpov, paciv oi mapoyualopevor. waAw 8y ody o

Ascording éml Tov ootpov Oeatrprov iréov. Aéye &), & Oeai-
to thi - ~

theory, TNTE, TWPWTOV uev a viv SumAfopev, &pa oV ovvbav-
:rhe@be.t‘“ 4 s 3% ¢ o 3 , \ ’
swiee  palas € éfalms obros avapavioe undév xelpwv
asany God.

~ A ~
els oopiay orovoty avfpémwv 7 kal fedv; 7 frrov

movs Aéyeafou ;

the point of the allusion here.
There is no reason to suppose
that the human form was less
visible in an Athenian than
in a Lacedeemonian palestra.
The law observed in severer
times at Athens, which for-
bade adults to enter a gym-
nasium where boys were ex-
ercising, perhaps throws some
light on this Spartan custom.
(&sch. c. Tim. p. 2. § 12.)

2. éviovs ¢pathovs] Socrates
courteously implies his own in-
feriority. H. Schmidt objects
that Socrates, although pretend-
ing ignorance, professes to have
a special gift in dialectic. But
the words have the same ironi-
cal tone as supr. 154 E, dre
idras, Rep. 2. 368 D, énedy
odv fueis ob dewoi, and are used
with reference to the failure of
Socrates and Thegtetus to come
to any conclusion hitherto.

ts \ ’ /7 ’ N A s L] 4
15 71 otet 7o Ilpwrayopeiov pérpov eis Geovs 1) els avbpo-

3. mapamoduduevos| ‘Stripping
beside them,’ i.e. to compare
with them.

7. oxpdv] ¢ Stiff;’ opposed
to dyporépp, ‘more supple.’
Symp. 196 A: ‘Yypds 75 eldos
(6 &pas) ob yap &v oids 7 v wdvry
mepurriooecbas . . €& axAnpds .
Cp.Rep. 3. 410D, where oxAypéy
is metaphorically applied to
character: Aypidrnrés Te Kal
arAnpdrros kal ad pakaxias Te kal
fJuepérnros. See too Hor. Od.
4. 1: ‘Desine..flectere molli-
bus Jam durum imperiis.’

8. mpoomakaiew] Sc. oe. ‘Let
more supple youth try a fall
with you, and do not drag me
into the gymnasium.’ (Jowett.)

I1. oogév] ¢ Qui scientiam ai-
abnow esse ponendo repente sa-
piens evasit” Heind.

12. owbavpdfes] Cp. supr. §
Bavpdlo.

15. els Beovs] Contrast with
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OEAI. Ma Al odk éywye. kal &mep ye épwras,

’ 4 ¢ / \ ~ & ’ ’
wavv Gavpalw. nvika yap Oujuev ov Tpomov Aéyoiew

\ ~ e 7/ ~ KJ ~ ~
D 70 OokoDY €kaoTe TOUTO Kol €lvar T¢ SokodvTi, TAVY

» /’ ~ \
por €0 épaivero AéyeaBu- viv 8¢ Tovwavriov Taxa

’
METOATTETTWKEY,

2Q. Néos yap €l, & Ppike wai- T1s odv Snunyopias

ofews vmaxovels kal meilfe. wpos yap Tavra €pel
Ipwrayopas 1§ Tis dAAos vmép avrov, *Q yevvaior
maidés Te kal yépovres, Snunyopeire Evyralbe(ouevor,
Oeovs Te €is TO péoov . dyovres, ods éyw ék Te ToD

this Legg. 4. 716 C: ‘0 &y feds
Npuiv wdvrev xpnpdrov pérpov &v
€in pd\wora, kai woAU palloy i
wou Tis &s Qacw dvbpwmwos,—a

truth of which Plato here -

throws out a distant hint.

4. tobvavriov] Viz. ol €5 par-
vépevov Néyecfar. This word is
not the subject of peramémraxe,
but in apposition with the sub-
ject, forming part of the predi-
cate. ‘Nunc autem res subito
in contrarium vertit. Ut Me-
non, 70 C: ’Evfide 8 . . 7o
évavriov mepiéornrev.” Heind.—
Riddell (Dig. of Idioms, § 13)
would treat all such examples
as accusatives. But with verbs
of becoming, etc., the above ex-
planation appears more prob-
able.

rixa] So the Bodleian MS.
with Vat. Ven. II.  Other MSS.
have Taxd.

6. Néos yap €] Parm. 130
E: Néos yap €l én, pdvar 70w
Happevidny, & Sdkpares, kai odmw
gov dvreikpmrar  Plooodia Gs
& dvrerar.

Tijs . . Snunyoplas oféws Uma-
xovets kai meiber] ¢ Your ear is
quickly caught, and your mind
influenced, by popular argu-
ments.

9. Onunyopeire] ‘You talk
clap-trap.’

10. &yovres] Hip. Maj.298 D:
Mn8év 16 Tév vopwy eis pégov wap-
dyovres. Phaedr. 267 A: Tov
8 . . Ednov els péoov odx dyope.

The Bodl. MS. with its two
followers, Vat. and Ven. I,
gives Aéyorres.  But the tend-
ency to the repesition of
consonants, already mnoticed,
weakens its testimony in this
instance with Aéyew and Aéyere
following. Compare, besides
the instances adduced in the
note on 156, 169 C: ’Avridéyn,
d\\’ dye, Bodl. Vat. Ven. IL
drriéyw, dAAG Aéye. As regards
the sense there would be a
slight awkwarduess in the re-
petition of the same common
word, which it is in Plato’s
manner to avoid, though, on
the other hand, the expression
& 1e Tob Néyew kal Tob ypdew
is made more pointed at first
sight. But the general sense
with Snunyopeire 1s enough to
occasion this, without the in-
troduction of Aéyovres. And if
we look closely at the expres-
sion és 70 péoov Néyew beots, it is
hardly supported by comparing
Herod. 6. 129: "Epw elxov

I

o

The confi-
dence of
the youth
is shaken
by these
objections,

who points
out that
argument
should be
met with
argument
and not
with ridi-
cule,



82

A, \ ~ 4 \ S [ 4 N\ A [ 62
éyew kal ToU ypadew wepl avrdv, ws €lolw 7 s é). 162.

ITAATQNOZ

~ a A 4
ovk eloly, éfaipd, kal @ ol moAloi av amodéyowro
3 ’ / ~ (4 \ t] \ 7’
akovovtes, A€yere Tavra, ws Ocwov € undev dioioet

’ ’ o ~ > ’ 4 3
eis gopiav ékaoros Tov avfpoTev Booknuaros orov-

~ 4 ~ /
500y amodebw O0¢ Kkal avaykny ov® nwTwovy Aéyere,

R \ ~ y 7/ ~
aA\a T¢ ekort Xpriole

® € 0éror Oeadwpos 7

~ ~ ’ ~ 'S
GANOS TS TGOV YEDUETPOY XPOLEVOS YEWIUETPELY, GELOS
s ¢ N\ ’ a 3 ~ 3 ’ \ 14
ovd’ €vos povov av €i). oTKomelre oy oV T€ Kal Oeo-

dudl povowg kal 1§ Neyopévw &g
70 péoov; Legg. 4. 817 C
(the poets are addressed): My
8 88&nre fpds . . émrpéyrew pas
Snpryopely . . mplv Kkpivas Tas dp-
Xas ¢lre pnra kal émrndea mwe-
woujkare Néyew eis 10 péoov eire
pn.  Here Néyew els 76 péoov is
not equivalent to &nunyopei,
but means rather to ‘recite in
public.’ Cp.ib. 2. 664 C: Eis 7o
péoov dadpevos. The passages
already quoted show that dyew
els 70 péoov, meaning ‘to ad-
duce in illustration or argu-
ment,’ is quite Platonic. See
also Phil. 57 A: 03 & évexa
Tavra wponveykdpeda eis T péoov.
There is a slight expression of
violence in feods . . dyovres,
‘dragging in the gods,’ which
suits the context well.

I. bs elolv § bs odx eloiv]
Here, as 152 A, Protagoras’
opinion is quoted in his own
words. Diog. Laert. 9: Hepl
Bedv odk Exw eldévar, 0 s eloiv
olf® bs obk elolv. woANd ydp T&
kohlovra €ldévar, 7 Te ddnhérys,
kal Bpaxls by 6 Bios 6 Tov dv-
bpémov.

2. éfaipd] Rep. 6.492E: Ocioy
pévrow kara v wapopiay éfaipd-
pev Néyov.

5. amdderfw 8¢ kal dvdyxpy] In
dealing with a metaphysical
theory it is not enough to have

shown its inconsistency with
common sense. It must be met
upon its own ground, and the
truth which it contains, as well
as the sources of falsehood,
clearly distinguished. This, and
not merely, as the Scholiast
says, that he may draw out
Theatetus further, is Socrates’
motive in relinquishing the
ground he had taken in 151
C. This point of method
has two aspects, the Socra-
tic defiance of opinion and
the Sophistic contempt for ob-
vious facts. Gorg. 472 B:
ANN’ éyd oot els dv odk Spoloyd
ob ydp pe ov dvaykders. Soph.
293 E: Eev. ¢avepds, & Ocai-
™Te, €l oopoTiv oly éwpakds.
Oc. 7( 8n; Eev. défer gou plew
#i mavrdmaow odk &xew dppara
e oos 78 8 ¥k TOV Nywy poriioe
g€ pdvo,

8. od¥ éwds pévov] Schol.: "Ex
Tijs 7@V kvBevdvTov gumbeias EAaBe
70 oldevds pdvov, drav éxel wéay év
7 maifew év 75 é\dxioToN.

(1) ¢Not worth an ace.” Or,
if, as Wyttenbach thought, the
phrase originated in the line
of Homer, Il 8. 234: Niv &
obd évds dkuoi elpev "Extopos, (2)
‘No better than a single man,’
whereas he is now érépov mor-
Aav dvrdfios. Cp. Polit. 297
E: Tov érépov moAAGv dvrdfiov

N
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P. 163. dwpos €l amodéfeate mbavodoylais Te Kal eikoo wepl
ToUTwY Aeyopévovs Adyovs.

OEAL ’AMNX oV Slkauov, & Zdkpares, ovre av

olre av nueis paipe.

3Q. "AM\y &) okenréov, ds eoucev, os & T€ aOs 5

Kkai 6 Oeodwpov )\oyosn

OEAIL Ilavv pév odv dAAy.
2Q. Tyde &) oxomduey, € dpa éoriv émomiun Te

\ EJ 9 N\ A o
kal aiobnois Tavrov 1) Erepov:

\ ~ 7
€ls yap TOUTO OV

~ [3 ’ e A~ ¥ \ ’ 4 \ \
TaAS 0 AOYOS TULY ETEWE, KAL TOUTOV XApW To TOAAQ

~ /
Kal dToma TabTa éKWnTauey.

L] ’
oV yap;

’ \ 3
©EAI. Ilavrawast pev odv.
s 3 € ’ a A e A > ’
2 2Q. "H odv oporoynoouev, a 7¢ opav aicbavo-
Ly ~ ’ 4 ~ o
peba ) 7¢ axovew, mavra Tavta apa ki érioTacba;
? - ’ ~ \ \
oiov Tev BapPBapwv mplv pabely ™y Gwrmy worepov
> 4 3 ’ o /’ A > 7
ov ¢nooper akovew, oray POéyywrrar, 7 akovew Te
a 4 \
kal emigracbar a Aéyovar; kol ab ypauuara ui
4 \ / ~ A
émaTapevor, BAémovres €ls avTa woTEPOY OVX OPAV, 1)
émioraclas, eimep opduey, Siioyvprovueda ;

larpdy. See above, 143 D:
YAfios yép . . yeoperplas évexa,
and below, 167 C: ‘O gopioris
. . dfios mwOANGY xpmpdrev Tols
nadevbeigrv. Bonitz questions
such a use of &fwos=(drrdfos),
and would read oddevds Néyou.

1. mfavohoylais Te kal eikdor]
The Bodleian reading in the
ancient hand. (Schanz doubts
of this, but the erasure of or is
quite discernible.) Most MSS.
have mifavoroyia. Cp. Ar. Eth.
N. 1. 2 : Haparhicwoy yip ¢ai-
verat pabnparikot te mbavoloyoiv-
70s drodéxeafas kal pnropikod dmo-
deifews dmareiv.

2. roiraw] Several MSS. have
TAwovTwOY,

5. 6 Te ods xai] Thesetetus

has answered for both. See
above, o Te kai Oeddwpos.

9. 1 ercpov] wérspov B.

I0. Ta woAAa kai arorra] The
novel doctrine of active and
passive motions, the reality of
dreams and phantasies, etc.

11. écwnoapev] Rep. 5. 450
A : “Ocgov Ndyev mdhw, bomep é£
dpxis, Kwveite mept Tijs molireias |

13. "H ody, xr.\.] The argu-
ment is in brief as follows:
¢If sensation is knowledge, we
can know and not know the
same thing ; since (1) we have
perfect sensible perception of
things we do not know tho-
roughly; and (2) we remember
(i. e. know) things which we do
not sensibly perceive.’

G 2

L

5

3. The doc-
trine is
therefore
examined
in the
shape in
whil:;l it
first ap-
peared ;
viz. ‘ Sense
is know-
ledge.’
If to see
and hear is
to know,
when a
n

ears a
strange
language,
or sees
characters
which he



has never
learned,
does he
know or
not know
what is
said and
written ¢

Allowing
this to pass,

Can I be
ignorant of
what I re-
member ?

84

. 5 - ~
OEAL. Avro ye, & Zwrpares, TovTo avTdv,
~ U /

opdpéy Te Kkal akovouev, émioTacfar @roouey:

~ |\ ~ ~

UV yap To oxNua Kai TO XPOMUE Opav TE€ Kal

ITAATQNOZ

TWY
s g
€miL-

~ \ \ 3 3=/ \ ’ s ’
oragfou, Tév Oé Ty oEvrnra kal BapurnTa dxovew c
a \
5T€ aua kal eidévar a O¢ ol Te ypauparioTal TEPL

y A~ W e ¢ ~ V4 ¥ > ’
avT@v Kai ot épunvels Odaokovow, ovre aiolaverfu

~ ¢ A L ] ’ ¥ 3/
TG 0pav 7) akovew ovre émioTacbo.
£ ’ K3 / ’
2Q. "Apwora ¥, & Oeairyre, kal ovk dfwov go
\ ~ ~ o \ 4 ' &
wpos Tavra dudioBnricas, a kal abfavy. aAX’ Gpa

aopeba.
©EAI. To moiov &7 ;

¥ ’ ’ ~ \
10 07) kai T00€ dAAO TPoOTLOV, Kal oKomEL T avTO Ouw-

3Q. To rowvde € Tis époro, apa Svvarov, drov

4 ’ ¥ ¥ ’ ~
Tl €MOTUWY YEVOLTO TOTE, €TL EXOVTA UYTUNY QUTOD D

9. wa kal adfdvy] ‘That I
may let you grow,’ i.e. ‘That
I may not be always stunting
and stopping you.” Cp. Lys.
206 A: Oi kahol, émeiddv Tis abrods
érawjj kai adép. Also Phedr.
246 E: Tolrais 8y tpéperal te
kal abferar pd\iord ye 1O TijS
Yuxils nrépopa. Rep. 497 A :
’Ev yap mpoonkoioy abrés Te pak-
Aov adffjoerar. Symp. 210 D:
ANN’ émi 76 wohd wéhayos Terpap-
pévos Tob kakov kai Oewpdy woN-
Aols kal kalols Aéyovs Tikrp . .
éos dv évraifa pwobeis kai adién-
Oeis, x.tA. The expression in
Aristoph. Vesp. 638, Hifavéuny
dxobwy, though more humorous,
also affords an illustration.

We may naturally ask what
objection Socrates would have
raised, had he not:feared to
check Thesetetus’ growing in-
telligence. This may perhaps
be gathered from below, where
he ventures to puzzle him a
little further, 165 D : "Icws 8¢

v, & Oavpdoie, whelw &v Towair

&rabes, xr\. Socrates might
have asked, Does every one
who sees the forms of the let-
ters, or who hears the sounds,
possess the sciences of them
(ypapparwi, povowy, 145 A)?
Could he give an account, e. g.
of the é&irps and Bapirys of
what he hears t Cp. Rep. 4. 524
C: Méya piy xai 3yris kai opixpoy
édpa, AAN’ od kexwpiopévov dAa
auvykexvpévor .. Not even the
objects of sense are Anown by
sense, but by a higher faculty.

10. 7d8¢ &\o mpoaidv, KT ]
The implied metaphor is prob-
ably that of the wave. It is
continued below, 172 B : Adyos
8¢ npds . . é Ndyov, peifwv €&
é\drrovos, karalapfBdver: and is
slightly varied, 177 C: I\eiw
del émippéovra karaxdoes Huiv ToV
€€ dpxijs Néyov.

14. & #xovra] The Bodl. MS.
has éméxovra, for whicheerror cp.
Rep. 4. 532 B. H. Schmidt
(as Schanz formerly) defends
éméxovra, in the sense of ¢ main-

(4
OTrEP p. 163.
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P 163. ToUTOV Kai Tw(Ouevov, TOTE OTE MéUVTAL M7 émi-
\ ~ ~
oragbor abro TobTo O péuvnTAL.  paxpoloyd O, ds
¥ 14 y / E) ’ 14
éowke, BovAouevos epéofar, €& pabov Tis. Tt pepvn-

uévos ui oidev.

OEAL Kai wds, @ Zdkpares; répas yap dv elns Surely not.

0 Aéyes.

2Q. My odv éyo Anpd ; axome 8. dpa TO opav

’ \
ovk aigBaveoOur Aéyers kal Ty N alobnow ;

OEAL “Eyoye.

3 ~ [ W4 3 4 3 / /
2Q. Ouvkodv 0 i0wv Tt €moTHUOY EKEWOV YEYOVEY 10

A 5 \ \ el ’
0 €l0e kara TOV aprTL Aoyov ;

OEAI. Nui.

Q. T 85 pruny od Aéyes pévror Tu;

©EAI. Nal.

2Q. Ilorepov ovdevos 3 Twos ;

OEAIL. Twos 8 mov.

-~ < L4
3Q. Ovkodv av éuabe kai wv fobero, Totovrewvi

TWOV §

OEAL T! piv;

3Q. 0 &) €ldé Tis, péurnral wov éviore;

©OEAIL Méumra.

3Q. "H kal pvoas ; ) Tovro dpdaas émrerdbero ;
OEAL 'AAAa dewov, @ Swrpares, TovTo ye pavar.

taining,’ ¢ keeping up,’ i.e. not
allowing to fade. But &7t éxorra
is simpler, and is sufficiently
supported by MS. authority.
5. Tépas yap v ein & M’yeu‘]
¢ The supposition is monstrous,
Parm. 129 B: Ei pév yap alra
7@ Spoid Tis dwédawev dvépoia
yiyvépeva f) Td dvépoia Spoia, Tépas
dv, olpa, fiv. Pheed. 101 B: alib.
The word repareiain Ar.Nub.418
(with the verb reparetopar) is
connected with this use of répas.

13. T¢ 8 ;] So Bodl. first
hand, Vat. Ven. 1. It seems
more appropriate in serious
argument than r{ 8ai, the com-
mon reading.

uévror] The particle brings
forward something hitherto lost
sight of, which may tend to
modify the foregoing statement.
‘We have hitherto d
alofnos to the exc’
prip, ete.

20

And yet,

when I
shut my
eyes and
remember
what 1
have seen,



I remem-
ber it and
do not see
it.

Le. If to
see is to
know,

I remem-
ber it and
do not
know it.

But this
seemed to
us & mon-
strous sup-
position ;
Therefore,
Sense is
not Know-
ledge.

5

15

20
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OEAL Kai éyd, vy Tov Ala, vromrevo, ov iy

~ ~ ’ \ ~
ikav@ds ye quvvod: aAN elme ).

~ \ ~ > ’ / ’
3Q. Tpder 6 pév opdv émwornuwy, Paucv, TovTOV
~ ¥ \ s/ \ 2
yéyovev obmep opdv: Sis yop kai alabnais kal em-

TN TAVTOV OUOAOYTTAL.
OEAIL Ilawv ye.

-~ \ ®
Q. ‘0O ¥ ye opv kai émoTnuwy Yeyoves od

~ \ ’
10 €dpa, €av pvoy, péuvnrar pév, ovx opa O avro

7 yap;
OEAI. Nel.

-~ v
Q. To & ye oty opa ovk émiorarai éoriv, elmep

\ \ ¢ ~ 3 7
Kol TO 0pQ €ETIOTATOL.

OEAL A\f5.

4 s /7 v
3Q. SvpBaiver dpa, od Tis émoTIUGY €YEVETO, €TL
’ \ » \ > e ~ a
pepvnuévor avrov uy emioracbu, émwedy ovy 0pa. o
3
Tépas épapev av elvas €l ylyvorro.

OEAL ’AMféorara Néyes.

3Q. Tav adwarwr 8y

7t ovuBaivew Palverar,

>/ Iy ’ \ oy RN ~ 3
éav Tis emaTHUNY Kai aicOnow Tavrov ¢y evar.

OEAL “Eowev.

2Q. "ANXo dpa éxarepov paréov.

I. €l m.'w'oxp.sv] The use of
the optative is questioned, and
oboopev has been conjectured.
But see Riddell’s Digest, § 77.
He observes that the time of
the infinitive after 8¢i (sc. roiro
¢dvar) is undefined. A simi-
larly doubtful optative occurs
in Polit. 268 D ; Toiro Toivwy . .
Ny wouréov, € py péNowev . .
karasoxivae Tov Aéyov. For the
sense cp. especially Pheedo, 89
B: ’Edvmep ye fjpiv 6 Adyos Tehev-
707, kT

3. ob piy ixavés ye ouvrod)
‘But I do not quite compre-
hend why it is so.”

6. omep épiv] So Bodl. Vat.
Ven. II. dpév, sc. éariv or yéyovev.
Compare the’ technical use of
alafavdpevos, noticed above, 159
D, 160A. Also156D: "Eyévero
off 7t 3yris AN’ 8pakuds Spdv. See
also 160 D : ’Emoriuwy . . bvmep
alabnris.

13. Td 8¢ ye ody 6pd] Soph,
364 A ; ®alverac & & Néyopev.
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2Q. T odv 097 dv €l émornun, maAw € apyis,
os éoke, Aextéov. Kairor 7i more péMhoper, @ Oeai-

e, Spav ;
OEAIL Tivos mép:;

’ ’ ’ ~
2Q. Pawopefa por alextpvovos ayevwvovs dikyw,
’ ~
Tplv vevknkevat, amomndjoavres amo TOU AGyov

adew.

OEAL IIés & ;

3Q. *Avridoyikds éolkauev wpos Tas TGV ovo-
paTOY OpoNoYins dVOUOAOYTTAEVOL KAl TOLOUTQ TVl
mepLyevopevoL Tob Aoyov dyamdy, kai ov (agKovres
dyovioral ¢AAa ¢irooodor elvar Aavfavouey TavTa

1l ’ ~ ~ il ’ ~
€EKELVOLS TOLS &wow au8pa¢r L TTOLOVVTES,

2. md\w] py médw Bodl. (k7),
Vat. Ven. 1. The Bodleian
margin however says, év érépp
Aeimee 76 p.  If pip were right,
the subjunctive  would be re-
quired to complete the sense.

7. dmd rob Aéyov] Viz. the
theory of Protagoras, which we
have been trampling upon. Cp.
infr. E : OponyAaxifopev.

10. "Avrikoykds éoixaper] Rep.
5. 453 E, 454 : "H yewaia, iy &
éyd, & Phavkwy, 5 Sdvaues Tijs dvre-
Aoyuijs Téxwns. Ti 87 ; “Or, elmov,
Sokotai pou els abmjy xal dxovres
woM\oi éuminTew kai oiecfar odk
épifev dA\Aa Biakéyeafar, 81a 1O pi)
8ivacla: kar’ €idn Siaipolpevor T
Aeybpevoy émiokomeiy, dAA& kar
abrd 16 dvopa Sidkew Tob Aexbév-
Tos THY évavrioow, €pdi, ob Sa-
Aéxre, mpds d\Aqjlous xpdpuevor.
Lys. 216 A: Kai guiv edfs
dopevor émmndpoovrar olror ol
mwdvaopor dvdpes, ol dvriloyixol, kai
épfiaovras €l otk évavridrarov Exlpa
¢ia; The tendencies of *Avri-

Aoywk are, first, to argue from
contradictionsof language, lead-
ing in the last resort to scep-
ticism. Phed. go B: Kai pd-
Aiora 8) of wepl Tois dvrihoyicods
Adyovs Siarpiyravres olof' 8ri Te-
Aevrdvres olovrar copdraror yeyo-
vévas T€ Kal karavevonkévai 6t TV
wpaypdrev 0bdevds obdév tyiés odde
BéBasov alire Tév Néywy. Secondly,
to confuse ideas or principles
with facts or results. Ib.101 E:
“Apa 8¢ odx dv Ppipoio Homep oi
dvriloykol wepi Te Tis dpxijs Sia-
Aeydpevas xai dv €€ éxeivns bpun-
pévav, etmep Bovhod 1L TEY SvTew
eDpetv.

wpds Tds TGV Svopdrwy Spolo-
ylas] ¢ With a view to mere
verbal consistency.” The whole
fallacy of such formal reasoning
is elaborately exposed in the
Sophist.

12. ol ¢doxovres| Viz. supr.
154 D: Odxov €l pév Sewol kal
gopol, k7N, echoed in éxeivois
7ois 8ewols dvdpdot, below.

—We are
in too great
a hurry.

5

10 Perhaps
the contra-
diction is
onlyverbal.
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OEAL. Oiro pavfave érws Aéyes.

2Q. AN éyw mepacopar nAdoar wepl abrodv O
ye 1) vod. npoueda yap Oy el pabov kal pepvnuévos
Tls TL W) émioTarar, kal Tov idovra kal pvoavra pe-

4 ~ . ’
5 pvnueévoy, opdvra 8¢ ol, amodeifavres, ovk eidora

3 ’ \ o ’ ~ 5 SN/
aweﬁetgapeu Kal auo pepvnuevoy: Tovro O elvar adu-

~ ’
vatov. kai obrw &1 uvbos amwAero o [lpwrayopeos,

\ ¢ \ L4 [3 ~ ) ’ \ t] ’ o
Kal 0 oos aua O TNs €moTuns Kal alodnoews, oTt

> 7 s
TOUTOV €0TWY.

10 OEAIL ®alvera.

¥ 7 3 A
2Q. OF 7t av, olpot, & Pike, elmep ye 6 warnp
70D €répov pibov €0y, aAA moAAG dv fuvve: viv O
s \ s N\ 3 ~ 2 \ \ )
oppavov avrov nueis mpomnAaxiloper. kal yap ov8
¢ 3 / a ’ ’ ~ '’
ot emiTporror ovs [lporayopas kareare, Bonbeiv éfe-
15 Aovow, ov Oeodwpos eis 60e. dAAa 8y avrol kuwdu-
’ ~ 14 o k4 > ~ ~
vevgoper Tov Okalov evex’ avrg Bonbeiv.
OEO. O) yap éyd, o Zdkpares, aAla pailov

KaMAias 6 ‘Trmovikov Tédv ékelvov émirpomos: muels

4. pdbos dmdhero] Schol. :
Napowpia émt Tav Ty Sufynow w)
émi mépas dyévrov. Hence prob-
ably the ahsence of the arti-
cle. Cp. Rep. 10. 621 B: Kai
ovrws, & Thatkwv, pifos éodfn
kai odk drodero, Cp. also Phil.
14 A: ‘0 Ndyos, domep pibos,
dmolduevos oixotro.

pibos . . 6 prrayépctos] Cp.
supr. 157 C: Ofros 6 pibos.
Soph. 242 C: Mifév rwa éxa-
aros Paiverai por dinyeiobar matoiv
os odow nuiv. Arist. Met. 1.
993 a: YeA\tfouévn yip Eoixev
7 mwpdry  Phocodia.  Gorg.
485 B.

I1. eimep & marip] See the
passage of the Phaedrus already
quoted, 275 E: D\nppedotpevos
8¢ 6 Aéyos xal odx év dikp Aotdopn-
Ceis Tob marpds dei Seirar Bonbod,

xr.X. Cp. Soph. 241 D: Mjp
pe oloy marpaloiay UmohdBps yiy-
vegbal Twa, Ti 87 ; Tov Tob war-
pds TopueviBov Adyov dveyxaiov
v duvvopévors €orar Bacavifew.
It is in another sense that
Pheedrus in the Symposium
(177 D) is marjp ob Aéyov.

15. kwdvvetaoper] Not, ‘I will
undertake the risk,’ but =«xwdv-
velw Bonbioew, ¢ It seems I shall
have to take his part myself.’
Cp. Cratyl. 399 A : Kal xwdv-
vevoo éav uy ebhaBdpar, €1 Tipe-
pov coporepos Tov 8éovros yeve-
gbar. Symp. 174 C: "Iows pévroe
xwdvvelow Kai éyd ady bs oV Né-
yets, & Sbrpares,d\\a kad "Opnpoy
Gavhos by émt oopoi dvdpds lévac
Bowvyy dxAnros.

18. KaA\ins ¢ ‘Imrow'xou(]
‘With whom Protagoras staye

p- 164.

p. 165.
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p. 165. 8¢ wws OarTov ék TOVY YAy Adywy mpos TV yew-

4 ’
perplay dmevedoapev. xapw ye pevror [ool] éfopev,

3\ 3 A~ ~
éav avrg Bonbys.

3Q. Kalds Aeyers, & Oeodwpe. axeyrai odv 1w

s 3 N\ ’ ~ \ ¥ ’ ¥
Y éunv PBonbeav. Tdv yap dpre Oeworepa av Tis 5

’ ~ 4 \ ~ <
OJOAOYNCEE 1) TPOTEXWY TOIS PIUATL TOV VOOV, 7
\ \ spr ’ \ ~ \
70 woAv elfiopuela Pavar Te Kkai amapveicbor. ool

Aéyw &my, 7 Oearrire ;

when he came to Athens. Apol.
20 C: *Avdpi, 8s Teréhexe xpipara
ooiorais mhelw ) Ebpmavres ol
&\Xoi, KaMig 7§ ‘Irmovikov. Prot.
311 A, 315 D: Xen. Symp. 1.
5. It hardlyneedstobeobserved
that émirpomor, like dppaviv, is
used figuratively, with refer-
ence to doctrines.

I. é& Tdv  Yov Réymv]
‘From the abstractions of dia-
lectic” We are accustomed to
speak of Geometry as a purely
abstract science, but see Arist.
Met. 1. 2: Al yap é¢ éharrévav
dxpiBéorepar Tav éx mpoobivews
Aeyopévwy, olov dpifunTici yeope-
rpias. The expression yois
Ayms is used differently in
Symp. 215 C: ¥dois Adyos
édvev Spydvwv, but cp. Pheedr.
262 C: Niv yap Vs wws Né-
youev olk Exovres ikava mapadely-
para. Antisthenes is said to
have called the Ideas of Plato
Yai &wou. For Adéyor=38wa-
Aexrucy cp. Phad. g9 E: "Edofe
87 pou xpijvar els Tovs Néyovs xara-
Puydvra év éxelvors okomeiv T
d\jbeiav. See also Arist. de
An. 1. 1, where a distinction
is drawn between @doogos,
pabnparicds, and Puaixds.

2. pe'wot] ool is omitted in
Bod. Vat. Ven. m. Although
retained in the text by Schanz,
it is not necessary to the sense.

If retained, it should be accent-
ed, as H. Schmidt observes.

é¢opev] Theodorus speaks on
behalf of the émirpomor Ilpw-
Taydpov,

4. v ' éuiv] Cp.infr. 168 B:
Kar’ éujv 8bvapw, and, for the
‘modest ’ use of ye, Crat. 44 E,
Rep.1.329 A: Oldvyépoipaiverar.

6. py mpooéxwv Tois prpagt Tov
voiv, 3] 18 moAd elfiopeba] By
freeing ourselves from the ha-
bitual oppositions of words, we
are sometimes reconciled to
what at first appears a pure con-
tradiction. Spinoza(Cog. Met.1.)
shows a still loftier indifference
to common language: ‘At vero
si rem accuratius examinare
vellemus, possemus forte osten-
dere Deum non nisi improprie
unum et unicum vocari; sed
res non est tanti imo nullius
momenti iis qui de rebus non
vero de nominibus sunt solli-
citi’ Many of the difficulties
in Greek philosophy arose, as
Plato himself points out in the
Sophist, from the too great
stress laid upon logical altern-
atives ; while the complexity
and variety of things as they
exist was lost sight of.

7 16 WOAD elﬁt’apcGa] ‘Ac-
cording to our common mode
of affirming and denying s’ viz.
with a view to words.

The ‘cru-
cial ’ ques-
tion is this,



Is it pos-
sible for
the same

You are
bound to
say it is, if
sight be
knowledge.
Nay, you
may be
driven to
it without
reference
to memory,
within the
sphere of
sense itself.
A relent-
less adver-
sary will
pin you
down, co-
vering one
eye with
his mantle,

15

90

OFEO. Eis 70 xowov pév odv, amokpwéabw O¢ 6 p. 165.
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vedTEpost apadels yap fTTOY dTXMMOVITEL,
3Q. Aéyw &) 70 Seworarov épdrnua. éoTi Oe

35 14 3 ¥4 \ » N\ s\’
olpas Towvde T+ apa oiov TE TOV aVTOY €idoTa

~ ) \
5 TobT0 0 0l0€ M7} €ldévau ;

TL

OEO. T! &) odv amoxpwovueba, & Oeairyre ;

OEAL ’Advvarov mov, olpar éywye.

3Q. Ovk, €l 70 opav ye émioracbou Gpoes. Ti
\ 4 4 4 \
yap xpnoe. aPukre €épwriuari, TO A€youevov €v

’ ’ o 3 ~ s / A > 7/
1o (ppeart TuVEXOuEVOs, OTAV €PWTQ QVEKTATKTOS avi)p,

\ ~ ~ 14
karedafBov TN Xepi oob Tov Erepov opfaAuov, e
~ \ /’ ~ ’
0pas TO LUATIOV TR KATELANUUEVE ;

OEAL O) ¢now, olpar, Tovre ye, TG pévrol

¢ /
€TEPQ,

-~ -~ ~ 4 ’
2Q. Ouvkovr opas Te Kal ovX 0pas apua TavTOV ;
OEAIL. Obre yé mwws.

2Q. Ovdév éyw, Proe, Todro olre TarTw oUT

tl 14 \ o i ’ ’ a s ¢ ~ \ 3
NPOUNY, TO OTWS, AAN €l, O ETLTTATAL, TOUTO KAl OUK

3. Aéyo 87 7 dewdrarov épd-
pa] Cp. Rep.5.473C: "En’ abrd
3, v & éyd, elut 8 ¢ peyiore
mpocekdfopev xupare. Where So-
crates assumes the same ‘ tragic’
tone as here.

4. &pa oldv Te Tdv adrév elddra Tt
.o pn u’ae'vat] This (Megarian)
question lies at the root of
most of the dmropiae which follow.

9. dpixre] Euthyd. 276 E:
Towaira Hucis époTdpey dpuxra.

év péari ouvexdpevos|¢ Caught
in a pit, i.e, unable to stir hand
or foot.

11. karakaBov.. tdv..op0a-
uév . . el dpas 76 ipdriov] The fal-
lacy called éyxexalvppévos (¢ ob-
velatus’), which has been called
the invention of Eubulides,
seems to be here anticipated.

1. 0bdév . . oi70,K.T.\.] Tdrro,
sc. dmokpiveafar. Cp. Rep.5.473
A ’Efevpnrévar dsdvvara ravra ye-
véobar & oV émrdrres (sc. éfevpeiv),
For the sense cp. supr. 158 E:
MJ) imohdBouev 1h pév Tadrdv elvas,
k7., Cp. Euthyd. 295 E: Ilére-
pov émigracai Te & émioraca, )
ot ; "Eywye, &Py, ) ye Yuxi.
Odros ad, &pn, mpooamoxpiverat Tois
épwTwpévos, ob yip Eywye épotd
ére, AN’ € émioracal T, KT,
For the intentional abruptness
of the expression (‘ None of
that! I never asked you for
it’) cp. Phil. 28 E: 0vdév rav
abrév.

TOUTO . o TO 6'1r¢or] Tobro, al-
though presently explained by
76 émws, is in the first instance
pronominal for ofrw yé mws.

B

c
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s 7/ ~ & L e ~ ¢~ ’ e
émigracat. viv & 0 ovy 0pas, Opev paivel. @polo-
4 -~ \ \
ynros O¢ Tuyxavels To Opav emioTaclar Kkal TO i)
¢ ~ N sy 3 % , ’ ’
opav un émloracbar. €£ odv TovTwy Aoyilov Ti oo
aguuBaivet.
\
OEAL ’AA\a Aoyiloum ort ravavria ois vme-
14
Oeunv.
v ’ 3 ’ A ~
3Q. lows 8¢ ¥, @ OBavpdote, wAelw av Toavr
b b
¥ v 14 /’ s 9 / ¥ \
émabes, €l Tis o€ mpoonpwTa € émioracbar éoTL pev
’ ¥ \ ’ \
ofv, éoru 8¢ apPBAY, kai éyyvbev pév émioracbau,
14 \ 4 \ ’ \ 7/ \ s !/ \
mwoppwlev O¢ pi), kal oPodpa kai npéua TO avro, Kai
¥ ’ a ~ A \ » N\
aAla pvpla, a €EAAoxwv av meATaoTikos avnp puobo-
’ 3 ’ s / e /79 ’ \ 4
(opos év Aoyots épopevos, ik emaTnuny kol aloOnaw
3\ .vo 3 a/\‘ A » \ ’ \ 9 /
ravrov éov, éuBadov av €s To akovew kal doPpaive-
\ \ U ’ 4 L4 A s !/
ol kal Tas Towavras aiotnoes, Aeyxev av émexw
’ 4 \ 4
Kal UK awieis, wpiv Gavpacas v wolvaparov gopiav

7. & Oavpdoie] Such ad-
dresses interposed give a tone
of increased earnestness, ex-
pressing the interest of Socrates
in what he is about to say.

9. 6£v..duBAi] These terms
are properly applicable to
vision.

éyyibev pév . . méppwbev 8¢ pp)
This probably refers to the
sense of smell, cp. 76 doppaivesfa
below, perhaps also to taste
and touch (so H. Schmidt).
Or éyyiev . . 76 airé may refer
to all the senses except sight.

10. opddpa kai fpéua 6 aird]
‘To know the same thing
strongly and feebly: e.g. T
Yuxpiv,—152 B: ‘Piyoi. . d pév
Npépa, 6 8¢ opédpa; but the re-
ference here is probably to
sound, cp. 76 drovew below,
(H. Schmidt takes 76 adré ad-
verbially, ¢ stark und leise eben-
so: but cp. infr. 166 B.) Aris-
totle does not feel the difficulty.

Met. 6. 1029 b: Ta & éxdoros
yvépipa kal mpdra moANdKes Npépa
éori yvépupa.

xal &Aa pvpia] Cp. Phil. 14
D: Bapiv kai xoipov Tov abrov,
kal d\\a pvpia.

11. &] An accusative depend-
ing chiefly on épduevos, but
vaguely also on all that fol-
lows.

walboddpos €év Adyos] ‘A
logical mercenary.” mofopépos
is aimed at the Sophist’s fee.

13. éuBakdv] * Making his
assault.

14. éméxov kai odx dmeis] Rep.
3. 411 B: “Orav & énéxwv pi) dvip
da «mpj.  ‘Keeping up the
attack.” Cp. Odyss. 19. 41:
Ti poe &8 éméxets kexorndre Gupd ;

15. molvdparov] Buttmann
conjectures wolixkporoy, ‘cun-
ning,’ which occurs as a v. 1. for
wokbrpomov in the first line of the
Odyssey. Heind. conjectures
mo\viparov, but adds, ‘ne hoc

5

to confess
that you
see and do
notsee,and
therefore
know and
do not
know. And
thus you
will be
roved to
now both
vividly and
dimly, near
but not far
off, softly
and vio-
lently.



How would
Protagoras
defend his
own ¢
against the
attacks of
such a
light-
armed mer-
cenary ?

3. He
would say

10
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Evvemrodialns v’ avrod, o &) oe xepwodpevos Te p. 165.
\ ’ ¥ A ’ 3y 7 , o
kai Ewwénoas 10y dv Tore éAvrpov xpnuarwy dowy

’ 1] ’ 3 ’
o0l TE KaKEWED €doket.

T odv 8y 6 Ipwrayopas,

’ A L) ’ 3/ ~ € A 3 A
pams av lows, Aoyov €mikovpov TOIS QUTOD €peL;

o

dAAo Ti Tepipeda Aéyew ;

OEAL [lavv uév odv.

3Q. Taira 7€ 8 mavra doa fues érauvvovres
abrg Aéyouev, kai ouoge, olpai, xwproeral, Kara-
~ ¢ ~ \ 14 ? \ € /’ (3
ppover nudv kai Aéyov, Ovros dn o Zwkparns o

quidem satisfacit.” In Ven.IL
both a's are written over era-
sures. wolvdpnros occurs twice
in the Odyssey, 6. 280; 19.
404 : "Ovop’ 8rru ke Belns | maidds
7adl Pp@® wolvdpnros &€ Tol
éorwv.  Protagoras seems to
have affected certain rhetorical
expressions, and he or some
other Sophist perhaps may have
used thisword. See Pheedr. 264
D : ’0pboérea, etc. Stallbaum
quotes Themist. Orat. 22.
325. 19. ed. Dindorf.: Tév mo-
Avdparov mhotrov Ti 8v kal Néyotpey
émolwy dywvobérns moképwy EoTw,
Forthe sense cp. Euthyd. 272 B:
Tijs coias fjs Eywye émbupd, Tijs
épioriciis. 1b. 273 E: Ei 8¢ viv
d\nbas Tatmryy Ty émoTiuny Exe-
Tov, ihew €lnTov. drexviys yap Eywye
apd domep Bed mpooayopeiw. Ib.
296 D: AXN\a BovAnbeins, v &
éyd, & mohvriunre E06udnpe. I,
301 B: "Hdn 8¢ roiv dvdpoiv Ty
goliav émexeipovy pepeicbas, dre
émbupdv adris.

2. xpnpdrav . . é86xet] Protag.
328 B: Kai 7ov Tpémov mis
mpdfews Tov piobod TotoiTov me-
woinuar, émedav ydp Tis wap
épov pdby, éav pév BodAnrar, dmo-
3édwrev & éyd mpdrropar dpylpiov

’ 3 8\ 3~ 8, ] 0\ UB ’
xp"]O’TOS‘, €TTELOT) av'rcp ooy T Ep&)T?] €V €EOELTEV, €L

éav 8¢ pn, ENOow els iepdy, Sudaus,
8aov &v ¢f dia elvar a pabipara,
ToooUTov KaréOnkev.

3. r¢] Bodl. ye, which Wohl-
rab defends.

4. Tabrd te wdvra] From
162 D onwards.

8. éudoe . . xwpioera] ‘He
will grapple with us.” There
is a change of construction
similar to that in supr. 149 D :
Kal rikrew Te 8 Tas Svorokoiaas,
xat . . duBhiokovor. Protagoras
is first imagined as pushing his
adversary ‘over a precipice,’
by stating the Eristic objection
to his doctrine in an extrava-
gant form, and then as turning
from arguments to facts, and
showing the bearing of his
theory not on truth and false-
hood, but on (relative) good
and evil.

10. xpnords| Here almost=
edxepis, ¢ Good easy man !’

éredy atrg, x| < When
he had found a child who was
terrified by the question,” etc.
For the dutive cp. Rep. 1. 343
A: G5 ye adrh) . . poyvéooxes.

madiov] Cp. infr. 168 D,
where the same exaggeration
is used.

p. 166.
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€idévar, kal Seigav amépnoe Sa 70 py Svvaclu
~ 2 \ \ 3 \ ~ 14 3 I4

mpoopav, yéAwra &) Tov €ué év Tois Adyors amédefe.

70 8, & pabuuorare Zokpates, THO éxer. rav T

~ ;] -~ ] ’ ’ ~ "N \ [ b \
TGOV €udy 0L épwrnoews oKomys, €av pev o eporlels 5
X4 A 3\ s ’ ’ ’ ) ,
0laTTEP GV €Y® ATOKPWALUTY CTTOKPLVAUEVOS O PAAAN-
13 \ 3 ’ 9 \ L ~ 3 \ e id ’
BTaL, €Y@ EAEYXOMOL, €L 0¢ aAldota, avros 0 epwmﬂetg.
\ ~ ’ ’
avrika yap Ookets Twa oo Evyxwpnaeotou pynuny
~ Gl ¥ ~ ! <> 4 <
mzpewau' TR wy éwabe TowovTov TL odaav walbos, oiov
o ¥ ’ ’ ~ ~ A >
OTe EmaTxe, PNKETL TaoTXovTt; WOAAOD ye Oel. 1) av
) ’ 1] ~ 34 s 3 'O/ \ \ H
amokiaew OpoNoyew oiov T' elvar eldévar Kal u1) €i-

/ \ \ \ 14 A ’ ~ ’ 4
dévar TOV avTov TO aUTo ; 17) €avmep TovTo Oelay, Ov-

\ \ » N\
TEL TOTE TOV QUTOV
~ ¥
avopotovalar ovre

3. mov éué] The use of the
article has a humorously pa-
thetic rather than a pompous
effect. Cp. Soph. 239 B:
Tov pév Tolvuv éué ye &r Ti
mis & Néyor; Phadr. 258 A:
Tov atrév. 1Ib. 20 B: Tov éué.
Ib. 50 B: Tobs pév 8y o¢ xai éué
xai Topyiav kai ®iknSov.

4. & pabupdrare Sdrpares)
¢Slovenly Socrates !’

7. €l 8¢ d\hoia] Sc. dmorpidpe-
vos opd\herar. The former case,
év o¢pd\\yrai, was contingent.
This is present fact. For the
sense cp. Charm. 162 C D.

8. airixa] ‘To begin with.’

Twd oo fvyxwpioesar] L. e.
éué. ‘Do you think a man would
admit ¥’

pvipnv] ¢ That the memory
a man has of an impression
when it is past, is anything
like what he experienced at
the time.'

9. Towitdy 7t oloav wdbos)
Hume, Inquiry Concerning Hu-
manUnderstanding : ‘Everyone

3 \ ’ ’ ~ \

€LVaL TOV QVOUOLOUMEVOV TG TPV
~ \ \ 5 ’

HaAdoy 8¢ Tov elval Twa, aAN’

will readily allow that there is a
considerable difference between
the perceptions of the mind,
when a man feels the pain of
excessive heat, or the pleasure
of moderate warmth, and when
he afterwards recalls to his me-
mory this sensation, or antici-
pates it by his imagination.'—
‘We may observe a like dis-
tinction to run through all the
other perceptions of the mind.’
—<When we reflect on our
past sentiments and affections,
our thought is a faithful mirror,
and copies its objects truly ; but
the colours which it employs
arefaint and dull,in comparison
of those in which our original
perceptions were clothed.’

14. tov elvai Twa)] rivais sub-
ject, rdv predicate. Cp. Phil.
14 C: "Ap’ odv Néyeis, Grav mis
éué ¢p Hporapyov éva yeyovora
Piaet woAovs elvar wdhw, Tovs épé
kat évavriovs dAAfjAois péyav kai
opixpdy Tibépevos, xat Baptv kai
kotov TO¥ avTdy Kkat d\Aa pvpia.

that he is
notrefuted,
because not
fairly re-
presented
by you.

He would
urge that
memory is
far less
vivid than
sensation.
And, while
not fearing
to admit
that it is
possible to
know and
not to
know the
same thing,
he woulgg
assert that
the man
knowing

is different
from the



man
ignorant,
and that
every man
becomes

a8 many
as the
ch,x:inges he
undergoes.
Morerg::i-
ously, he
would chal-
lenge us

to prove
either that
each man’s
sensations
are not pe-
culiar to
him, or
that it
does not
follow from
this, that
what ap-
pears to
each man,
is to him.
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’ , 3 9 3N 3 A\ A N2 s @/
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’ A e N/ /4 I/ A ~
ylyvovrau, 1) os ibiwy yryvouévwr ovdev TL av palov

\ ’ ’ > / A s 3 8€f~
70 Qaiwoucvor pove exele yiyvorro, 1) €l elvou Oet

’ EA < \
ovopalew, €, pmep Palverar. s 8¢ Oy Kal kvvoke-
’ /7 ) ’ 3\ € ~ ] \ \ \
datovs Aéywyv ov povov avros vmets, @AAa Kai TOUS

10 akovovTas TOUTO Opav €ls TA TUYYPAUUATA MOV AVe-

welfets, ov kalds mwody. éyw yap Pnul pcv T
aAnbeav éxew o5 yéypada- pérpov yap ékaoTov

¢ ~ 5 ~ ¥ ’ I3 /
UGV €lvaw TOV T€ OvTwY Kal ) puplov pévror dua-

4 .4 e / 3 ~ ’ o ~ \ ¥
(épew €repov €répov avrg TOUTR, OTL TG MEV GAAQ

¥ ~ 4 ’
15é07L T€ Kal Qaiverar, 7o 8¢ dAAa. kal coiav Kai

\ ¥ ~ ’ 35 ’
ogopov dvdpa moAod 8éw TO p) Pavar elvai, aAX
3 \ ~ \ / 14 a ¥ € ~ °
avrov TobTOv Kal A€yw godov, s Ay Twa MUOY @

paiverar kal éori Kaxd, peraBadiwy moujoy ayaba

/4 3 ~ /
daiveolal e kai elvar. TOV 8¢ Aoyov ab un TP -

Compare a strange fancy of
Comte’s, Catéchisme Posit. p.
2: ‘For each man differs from
himself successively as much
as he differs simultaneously
from other men.’

1. Kai ToUTOUS Yryvopévovs dmel-
povs] ¢ Which become multi-
plied to infinity, if only alter-
ation take place.’

2. dvopoiws ylyvyra, the reading
of Bodl. Vat., admits of a pos-
sible rendering,‘If only the man

ecome in a different way:’ i.e.

'hen he is the subject of a dif-

rent process. But the read-

1g in the text (that of T and
ther MSS.) is probably right.

Svopdrav . . . Br]peétnu‘;] ¢ En-

anglements of words” The

genitive is not objective but de-
scriptive. Cp. Euthyd. 295 D:
BouAdpevds pe Onpetioar Ta dvépara
mepiorioas.  If we must really
be on our guard against being
entangled by each other with
words.’

3. & paxdpie] ¢ By all that is
sincere”  Protagoras is sup-
posed here to appeal to Socrates
as an ingenuous, single-minded
person. In other cases & ua-
xdpte conveys a hint of elnfea
(“ Bless your simple heart!’),
Phaedr. 236 D.

4. yewvaworépas] ‘In a nobler
spirit,’ viz. than that of mere
verbal dispute.

8. dvoud{ewv] Supr. 160 B.

19. 1§ pfpare| * In a verbal

D



p. 166.
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ovde yap Svvarov. ovde KaryyopnTEOY OFS O JEV KA~
4 o ~ 4 \
vov apabis, &t roadra Sofalel, 6 8¢ Dyraivev godds,
~ / ’
ot dMoiar  peraBAnréov & éml Garepa- duelvov yop
e ¢ /7 24 o \ \ ~ ’ 3\ e /
7 érépa Eéfis. olrw 8¢ Kal év T waudelp dmwd érépas
\ /’ \
éews éml Ty dpelve peraBAnréov. aAX 6 pév iatpos
’ ’ - o\ \ ’
dappaxois peraPalle, o' 0¢ oodiuorrns Adyors. €mel
~ ’ ~
o 7 ye Yevdy Sofalovra tis Twa ToTepov aAnbdi
1) 4 ’ ¥ \ \ \ ¥ \
émoinoe Sofalew. ovre yap Ta iy ovra Svvarov
td 4 ~ \
dofacau, olre dAAa wap @ av waoxy* TavTa O del

BaAnd). aAX olpa, wormpas Yuxis éfe Sofalovras

way.' Cp. Rep. 1. 340 D:
Aéyopev 16 prpare ovtws, k.T.\.

1. pov] To be taken with
Adyov.

3. ¢alverar . ..xal & ...
&ore kal gaiverar] What is to
the healthy man, also appears to
him. Protagoras asserts that
what appears to the sick man
also is to him.

6. xarpyopnréov] Sec. Tob kdp-
vovros. The word has here its
proper vernacular meaning
‘to accuse,” although this is
inapplicable to the succeeding
clauses, where a more general
notion has to be supplied.

8. peraPhyréov . . éhis] 'This
¢practical’ view of education
is in close accordance with that
which Plato attributes to Pro-
tagoras in the dialogue which
bears his name. See esp.
328 A: AX\a xdv €l dNiyov Eore
mis Soris Suadéper Npav mpoP-
Bdoas els dperiy, dyamrdv.

18. wovnpasyxijséfes Sofdfov-
Tas ovyyevij éavrijs| mownpas is the
reading of all the MSS., dofd{ov-
ras of Bodl. (with marks over
o by b) Vat. Ven. 1, éavrijs is
found in all the MSS, but one
(Flor. b. abrijs). movnpas Yruxis
étes, ‘ through having a bad or
vicious soul’ é&us, like ¢pavra-
oia,isnot with Plato, as with Ari-
stotle, a term of art, it is simply
(as observed above on 153 B)
the noun of the verb &ew, and
accordingly has two meanings,
‘ condition,” dmd 7ob Exew mws,
and ‘having;’ and, like mpass, it
sometimes wavers between both.
Forinstances of the active sense
cp. Rep. 4. 433 E: “H rod oixelov
Te Kal éavrou €fis kal mpabis.
Soph. 247 A: Awawocivys &e
xai mapovoia, and infr. 197 B:
’Emoriuns wov éw Qacv elvar.
Also Crat. 414 B, de Legg.
1.625C, Tim. 73 A, 74 B,87 E.
For an instance where it seems

o

He would
tell us that
he is far
from Slis-

the wis-
dom of the
wise: but
he would
define wis-
dom as the
power of
bringing
men over,
not from
false ideas
to true
ones, but
5 from a

I0




worse to
a better
state, Un-
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avra, a O Twes Ta pavraguare vro ameplas aAnbn

to waver cp. Rep. 509 A: "En
peldvws TipnTéor v T0v dyabod
&w. Ib. 591 B: ‘H Yy ..
Timwrépay Efw NapPBdver, ocwpo-
otvpy kropéry. Gorg. 524 B:

"Exe. Ty €éw Ty adrob,

above, 153 B: ‘H 7100 o~
paros éhis...n & & ™ Yuxi
é6is, we seem to pass from one
meaning to the other within
a few lines, as here. Comp. also

. Gorg. 523 C: Yuxas mompas

éovres.  éavris presents more
difficulty, but it may still be
genuine. The transition is easy
and not unfrequent from the
person thinking to the mind
thinking. Cp. Phado. 82,
where the change from the
masculine to the feminine, i. e.
from the persons to the souls,
occurs several times together.
Gorg. 526 B: Towirdy twva . .
éviore & é')\)«r;v Infr, 173 A:

Zw.xpou. 3¢ kai odx 69001. Tas *Irvxas-.
-rr,v yap abény kal 10 €060V . . 7 éx
véwv Sovhela dprpnrac . . kewdivovs
. . & amakais uxats émBd\-
Aovoa, obs o duvdpevor, x.TA,
See also, for an instance of a
like change of subject, Rep. 4.
441 E: Movauwijs xal yupvaoruijs
Kkpaots . . mpoarioerov. Thatsuch
a change of subject does occur
here, is evident from the nomi-
native xpnor). The reflexive
pronoun is also facilitated by
ovyyeri), being a correlative
word. Cp. Phadr. 238 C:
Tav éavriis ovyyeviv émibupiv.
Compare also for the use of
the reflexive pronoun, where it
cannot be strictly referred to
the subject of the sentence,
Rep. 419 A: ’Edv 1is ge 5
waw  eldaipovas oty ToUTOUS
Tovs ddpas, xai Tatra 8¢ éavrovs.

Supr. 152 B: Hérepov . . é¢’
éavtd 70 mvetpa Yuxpov i ob
Yuxpdv Pproopev.

8ofdlovras is preferable as
the reading of the best MS,,
as the harder reading, and be-
cause the change to 8ofdfovra
was 80 easy with the same word
occurring a few lines above.
For the change from the sin-
gular 7wé to the indefinite
plural cp.Rep. 1.344 B: "Emedav
8 15 . . alrods . . SouhdomTar
. . dvri Tovrey TGY aloxpdv bvo-
parwy . . pakdpior kékhnvral, od
pévoy Umd TV moktrdy dAA& kai
Umd Tév d\\wy, Sooc &y Tilovrar
adtdv Ty SAny ddixiav {Biknkdra:
et passim.

‘For it is not to be supposed
that anybody ever makes one
who thinks falsely afterwards
think truly. For it is impos-
sible eitherto think what is not,
or to think anything beyond
the present impression, which
is always real. But, I suppose,
whereas men through having an
inferiormind entertain thoughts
of a kindred nature, a good
mind causes them to have good
thoughts, those, namely, which
men in ignorance call true.’

If any change of reading were
required, the most probable
would be the transposition of
Evyyern) éavrijs and érepa rowavra,
—movijpas Yuxijs ke Sofdlovras
&repa Towadra Xpnom) émoince
Sotdoar ouyyerii éauTijs.

1. xpnori] Sc. yuxa.

frepa  Toavra) xpnord.
¢ Whereas inferior minds have
opinions kindred to themselves,
a superior mind creates in them
opinions which resemble it.’

2. ¢pavrdopara] Thisword here
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Kkpares, ToAov Oéw Barpdyovs Aéyew, dAAa Kara pev
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gopare iaTpovs A€yw, kata O Pura yewpyovs. Pnul

yap kel TovToUs Tols (uTois avTi wovnpdy aigbiaewy,

orav T albrdy dobevy, xpnoTas kol vywas alotioes

contains no association of false-
hood, seeing that ¢aivecfac and
elva: are identified; but neither
does it imply truth.

2. d\nbéorepa & otdé] Le.
‘all are equally real’

4. kara 8¢ ¢urd  yewpyois)
The theory is exposed by being
gravely carried to the farthest
point. Man is reduced to a level
not only with brutes but with
vegetables. Cp.Ar.Met. 1008b:
Ei8)unfev imohapBdves dAN’ dpoiws
oleral 7e xai odx olerat, v &v Sia-
pepdvras Exor rév ¢urav; This
however is only remotely hinted
at. At present we are to re-
ceive this as an additional proof
of Protagoras’ boldness. For a
more serious use of the analogy
between human nature and the
vegetable world see Rep. 6. 491
D: Znépparos méps #) Ppirov eire
éyyeiov eire Tav {dwv, k.T.\. and,
for a still closer parallel, Tim.
77 A: Tis yip dvbpomivys fvy-
yevij Ppioews Piow @has i8éas
xal alobijoeae kepavvivres, &ab
&repov {Gov elva, Purebovow 4
&1 viv fjpepa Bévdpa kai Pura xal
oméppara waldevbévra Umd yewp-
Yias Tlfacds mwpds qpas Eoxe
wplv & fv pdvov Td& TéV dypiwy
yévn, mpeaBirepa Tav Hpépwr dvra.
Heind. quotes Aristot.de Plant.
1. 1, where, after mentioning
the opinions of Anaxagoras and
Empedocles on the question,
‘Do plants feel?” he adds,

‘Qoatrws xal 6 IM\drov émbupety

pévoy adra 8ux Ty oPodpav tijs
Openruxis Buvdpews dvdyrmy Epnoer,
& éav ovaraln, fdecbar dvros atra
kai Avrretgbae alobdvecbal e ovp-
¢pwvor &orai. Cp. Asch. Eumen.
9II: AO. orépyw vydp, dvdpds
Pervmowuévos dixny, | 10 T@v Suxalew
T&v8 dmévOnrov yévos.

6. xpnords kal dyiewds alobn-
gets 7€ kat Td\nbeis] ‘Impart to
them good and healthy sen-
sations and real ones too;’ i.e.
not only real (which they all
are), but also good and healthy.
The difference of idiom by
which in Greek what is most
emphatic is put first, though
well known, is often a source
of difficulty.

Cp. supr. 150 E: Adrols Te
kol Tots dN\ows €dofav dpalbeis
elvau, .

Schleiermacher’s conjecture,
&\q0eias, has been generally re-
ceived, but d\nfeis (in which
‘Wohlrab agrees) is very pos-
sibly right. For the difficult
position of re cp. Rep. 4. 465 E:
Kai yépa 8éxovras mapa Tiis avrav
mwohews {Ovrés T€ Kal TeAevrnoavres
raijs afias peréxovow. 1b.5. 472
A': Eléros dpa Sxvovy Te al éde-
3oixn oirw mapddofor Néyew Aéyov
7€ kal émixepeiv duaoxometv. The
objection drawn from supr. &
3 Twes . . Omd dmesplas dAnbi) xa-
Nobow is cancelled by the pre-
ceding raira 8¢ dei dAndij. The
state of plants has as much
reality as that of the wise man:

til this is
disproved,
Socrates
must be
content
to be a

‘ measure
of things.’




Protagoras
would be
willing to
proceed by
question
and answer,
only he
would de-
mand fair
treatment.
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and the latter bas no advantage
in point of truth.

2. tais mé\eoe] A further step
is thus made in advance. Hav-
ing already (supr. 157 D) in-
cluded the good and noble
amongst the things of which
each man is judge for himself,
it is natural to apply the same
theory to the State, and to law
and justice. It is on this point
that the dialectic of Socrates
afterwards lays hold :—infr.
172 A, 177 C.

3. elvar has been needlessly
suspected.

9. dfos  moMAGv  xpnudrav]
Prot. 328 B.

12. é robrais] ¢ Through the
instances herein adduced.’

14. Nyo dvridie£eNddv, x.T.\.]
Protagoras himself is repre-
sented as master of both styles
(Prot.329 B: ‘Ixavds pév paxpods
Adyovs . . eimeiv ., . ikavis 8¢ kal épw-
m™bels dmoxpivaofar kara Bpaxv),
and in the Pheedrus Socrates
himself adopts both, of course
to the implied disadvantage of
the rhetorical. See also Gorg.
449 B C, Soph. 217 C: mé-
Tepov elwbas paxpd Ny Siefiévas
. o ) & éporijoeay;

€l 8¢ &' épwroewy Bou':)m] Se.
Biefeeiv.  Protagoras is sup-
posed to add this out of com-
pliance with Socrates’ humour.
pévin the preceding clause really
looks forward to mole: pévros,
KT

———
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1. é 16 rowoire | Sc. év 16 épo-
Tdv, év Adyoss, supr. ‘To play
false in. this particular game.’
Cp.infr. 187 D: "Ev 7ois Totoiade.
207 E: Ev 7§ towofre kapd.
Ast and others take rowire of
what follows : ¢There is false
play in such a case as this,
viz. when,” etec. This is also
possible, but the context points
the other way. The whole pas-
sage contains a covert censure
of the eristic method which has
pervaded the argument hither-
to. Cp. Rep. 6. 487 B, where
perhaps Socrates himself is
gently criticized : ‘Hyoiwrac
.. Umd Tob Néyov map’ éxagrov
70 épbdrnpa ouikpdy mapaydpevor,
.. éml Tekevrijs &Y Ndywy péya Td
opdpa kai évavriov Tois mpdross
dvagaiveaba.

5. éxeiva . . 14 opdparal
‘Those slips and deviations
which are due to himself and to
the company he has previously
kept.’ mapaxpotew (to deflect) is
said to have been a wrestler's
term. Thelanguagerecallssupr.
150 E : Aws wovnpav fvvovaiav.

1t. & &hot . . foav] Prota-
goras here applies his theory.
Supr. 166 B,

15. mooivras robro 16 mpdypa)
Viz. vy ¢dogopiar, i. e. poo-
Adyous yeyovéras. See the re-
markable passage in the Phaedo
on this subject, 89, go; where
a parallel is drawn between
the growth of misanthropy and
scepticism.

16. & xai mpérepov éppébn] Viz.
supr. 166 C: Tewvaworépos én’
airo éNdov & Aéyw,

H 2

For Dia-
lectic, if
fairly used,
leads to
gincere in-
quiry: if
controver-
sially, to
the hatred
of inquiry.




ITe would
invite us to
examine
the mean-
ing of his
own say-
ing, and of
the princi-
ple of mo-
tion, and
thus to
meet the
doctrine of
sense on
its ow:ln
ground,
avoiding
the cap-
tiousness
of verbal
criticism.
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1. Mep 7 davola ovyrabels]
Sc. geavrév. Cp. infr. 174 A:
Aimiy ovykaficioa. ¢ Meeting us
without reserve, in a candid
and good-humoured spirit.’

6. dmp &v rtOxwow E\kovres)
Soph. 259 C: Tére pév ém
bdrepa tére 8 éml Odrepa Tols
Aoyovs &xwov, Phil. g7 D:
Tots dewwois mept Adywv dAxqy.
Infr. 195 C, 199 A.

9. tmpoonpédunv] ‘I havecon-
tributed as a beginning.’ Not-
withstanding Buttmann’s in-
genious defence of this word,
Lexil. 1. 103, it is difficult not
to incline to the conjecture of
Coraiussuggested by Schneider,
wpoofipeoa pév. Cp. Legg. 6.
757 B: Suxpd pév émapxei, mav 8
doov & émapréoy: Soph.Ed. Col.
72: ‘Qs dv mpocapxdv apikpd, kep~
8dvp uéya. See however infr. 171

E: “Yreypdyapev Bonbodvres,—
and cp. the use of érdpyeofa in
the Homeric hymn to Apollo, 1.
125: 008 dp’ "Amd\\wva xpvodopa
6noaro pirp, | dAA& ©¢uts véxrap
e kal dpBpoainy éparewiy | dba-
varpow xépow émipéaro, and the
use of dmapgdpevos in Tim. 41 C.

10. peyakewdrepov] A rheto-
rical word, used probably in
ironicalimitation of Protagoras’
style. See note on moAvdparoy,
165 E. Cp. Xen. Mem. 2. 1.
§34: OUro was Sidke Mpddikos Ty
Un’ ’Aperijs ‘Hpax\éovs maidevow,
éxdopnoe pévrow Tas yvdpas €
peyakeworépos prpaow f éyd viv.

12, wdvw yép veavikds TG dv-
8pi PBeBonbnkas] ¢ Your defence
of our friend has been most
vigorous.” For = awdpl cp.
supr. 162 A : ®dos avip.

17, xapievriopdy twa . . Aoyov]
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TOywvas éxovTey auewoy av emakoAovdiaee Aoy

Seepevvoruéve ;

2Q. AMX of 7t gob ye, @ Oecdwpe, apewov. uy
odv olov éué pév T 0@ Eraipp TeTeAevrnKoTL €ty
TavTi TPome emapvvew, oe 8¢ undevi, gAX' i, ®
apwore, 6Aiyov émiomov, péypt TovTov avTob éws av

I\~ EY E 4 \ ~ ’ ’ ’
€iddpev, €ire apa aé Ol Suwypappdrwy wEPL WETPOV 30

¢ Giving a bad name of ““ quib-
bling” to our argument and
exalting the respect due to his
maxim, he bade us be in earnest
when we are dealing with his
theory.” TFor 70 mdvrov pérpov
cp. Phil. 20 B: Té ., el Bodhee,
The sentence continues as if
évevénoas ér had preceded. For
xapwevriapdy cp. supr. 167E, and
for dmoaepviveor 166 C. 7ot (which
Schanz omits with pr.T.) adds a
touch of humorous earnestness
to the request of Socrates.

4. 7dd¢ mdvra] Viz. Thes-
tetus, the younger Socrates, and
their companions. Supr. 144
C, 146 B. ’

I1. ad 'l'roﬁrovr&v)\éyov] Coisl.
p- m. Adtod 18 Néyov. The Bodl.
p- m, had adrod Tov Tow Adyow.
Cp. 166 D: Tov 8¢ Néyov ad pj
76 pnpari pov diwke, roirov TV
Adyov, if correct, refers to the
fresh arguments which Protago-
ras had assumed in his defence,
and the discussion founded on
them.

18. ¢ 8¢ undevi] The pronoun
is simply used to strengthen
the negative. Cp. Soph. (Ed.
Tyr. 1019 : Kai wés 6 ¢pioas é&
foov 7 pndevi; '

20, Suypapudrov. . dorpovopiav]
Note the variety, and cp. supr.
147 A B.

That Pro-
tagoras
may be
treated
with due
gravity,
Theodorus
is at last
compelled
to join in
the discus-
sion.
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2Q. "Apora ye, @ Oeddwpe, Ty véoov pov amei-

Kagas*

’ /
ioxvpikeTepos wévror €yw éxelvwv.

puplot

15yap 170y pou ‘HpaxAées 1€ xal Onoées évruvyya-

2. alrlay &es] ¢ You are re-
puted Rep 4. 435E Ol 87 xat
éovae Tabmy v airiav (rod Gv-
poeideis elvar), Gorg. 503 B. Cp.
the use of aim@pa in Rep. 10.
599 E, 4. 435 E.

8. reivew] Cp. Pheed. 65 A :
’Eyyls Tt Telvew ToU rebvdvas.
‘You come nearer to the an-
alogy of St.iron

9. xar’ "Avraiov] The allusion
to the Lacedeemonian custom
(supr. 162 B) is repeated, but,
as usual, with fresh imagery,
and additional point. The
Lacedeemonians tell one to
strip or go away. But you,
like Sciron, strip all you meet
with, and, like Antseus, force
them to wrestle with you. H.
Schmidt needlessly suspects

r* 'Ayraiov. There is a slight
inversion for the sake of em-
phasis. The mnatural order
would be paX\\dv 7t kar’ *Avraior.

10. 76 8papa dpav] (1) ‘To go

about your work.” Or (2) ‘To
perform your part.” Cp. supr.
150 A: "Eharrov 8¢ Tob épod
dpdparos, and note.

I1. mplv dvayxdoys| Schanz,
following Heindorf, thinks it
necessary to read wplv dv. v
might of course easily fall out
before dvayxdoys. But its omis-
sion may be defended on the
ground that dvins contains a
general statement.

dmodicas] ‘Having stripped
him of every pretext.’

13. For véoov Heindorf aptly
compares Pheedr. 228 B: Té
voooivre wept Adywy Gronp.

14. loxvpicdrepos pévror éyd
éxelvov] ‘But I have more of
the athlete in me than they
had ;' (loxvpwds=* given to
trials of strength.’)

15. ‘Hpaxhées Te kal Onoées
‘Winkelmann (Fr. Antisthenis;
suspects an allusion to Antis-
thenes here. But the Scholiast



©OEAITHTOZ.

108

p. 169. vovTes Kaprepol wpos TO Aéyew uaX €6 Evykekdpaow,

dAX éyo 0bdév T paldov aioTapar ovre Tis épws

c Sewos évdéduxe Tis wepl TadTa yvuvacias. uy odv
\ \ ’ ’ ’
undé ov ¢lovnans mpocavarpupauevos cavror Te

o \ 2 \ » A
QU KOL ELE OVT)TOL.

S
OEO. Ovdév érv avridéyw, aAX’ dye &my é9éAeis
4 \ \ ~ e / a | \ 3 ’
TAVTOS TV TEPL TAVT® ELpapuerny, Ny [av] ov émikAd-
oys, Oet avarAnvau éNeyxouevov. ob puévror mepartépe
G ’ ~
ye &v wporifeaas oios T éTopar Tapaoxely éuavrov aot.

3Q. AAX’ apket kal péxpt ToUTwY. Kai pot wavy

’ ’ 5
TpeL 70 Towovde, ) wov Tadikov Ti Aabwpuev €ldos
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3 /
oveldion.

OEO. ’AMa &) meipagopai ye kab' daov av 8v-

vouaL.

2Q. Tovde Tolvov mpdrov waAw dvridaBoueda

is probably nearer the mark:
Oi ©paovpayor, Kalhixheis, Aiw-
waddwpot, ELGV8nuot katoi Totovrot.
Cp. Euthyd. 297.

I. xaprepol mpds TO )\c’yezv}l
‘Men of valour in the art o
controversy.’

pdX’ €3 Lvyxexdpacw]  Have
bruised me well.’

2. ot Tis épos dewds évdé-
duxe] Sc. pe implied in éyd supr.
It is left doubtful whether ofro
is to be joined with 8ewss or
évdéduxev. ¢ So strong a passion
for this kind of exercise has
taken possession of me.’ It is
not forgotten that Socrates says
this at the close of his career.
For évdéduxe cp. Pheed. &89 D :
"H 7e yap moavbponia évdierar.

3. 8ewds] For the inversion
(=oilrw Sewds 7is &ws) cp. Rep.
3. 391D, 6. 500 A.

4. mpocavarpifrdpevos] ‘ Giving

me a grip,’ ‘trying one fall
with me.’

6. a\X’ dye] The Bodl. has
da Aéye. See above 162D :
Eis 10 pégov dyovres, and note.
dye is more vivid and in better
agreement with the image
which follows. Hermann’s ob-
jection is well answered by H.
Schmidt.

7. [#]] & has weak MS.
authority. Cp. supr. B: Hpi,
x. 7. A. and note.

9. &y -
pATOY T

11.)

C: Aaw
There i
Socrate:
against
gument

12. 1
tagoras,

16. d

15
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tack the question from the same
point as before.” Cp.Rep.8.544
B: ODd\w.. &omep makatomys T
avryv AaPBiv mdpexe,

3. xal fuiv fwvexdpnoev] The
sentence breaks and reverts to
the direct form. Cp.Rep. 6. 489
D: obds &) ov s, kTN kdyd
Suvexdpnoa  d\nbij oe Aéyew.
(Others, with Heindorf, ‘and
whether Protagoras was right
in admitting.) In conceding
for Protagoras that some men
are wise, we went beyond his
own words. We must try to
prove it out of his own mouth.
He says, What appears to each
man, is to him. Now it cer-
tainly appears to every man
that some are wiser than him-
self, and some less wise; that
some think truly, others falsely.
Therefore, whether Protagoras
be right or wrong, it is the case

that some think truly, and
some falsely.

11. kaX\idvas &xe] ‘It would
seem the less exceptionable
course.” The rare form of the
adverb in -ws avoids the ambi-
guity of xd\\ewov &xes.

12. Swpoloyijoacba: implies
greater thoroughness than dv-
opohoynodpevor, supr. 164 C.

ob ydp Tt opuxpdy mapaNhdrre:)
‘It is of no small importance
to the question at issue.” So-
crates appeals again to the
geometrical consciousness of
Theodorus, to whom possibly
mapaN\drre:, & half-technical
word, may express more than
the simple Siapépe:.

15. 8’ @wv . . &k 10D .. NMdyov]
¢ Not through any third person,
but from the data supplied by
himself.’
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c

6. xai cpapév is paratactic
for Aéyovres.

10. xewd{wvra] There is a
zeugma only in so far as the
verb is used literally with év
fa\dooy and figuratively with
év arpareiats §) vooois. Cp. Lach.
194 B: *Avdpdot pidas xepado-
pévors év Abya . . Bonbnaov.

domep mwpos Bewds Exew] Cp.
Rep. 6. 489 C: Td & dhnbes
mwépukev, édv Te mAovoios édv Te
wéms kdpvy, dvaykaiov elvar émi

larpov Oipas lévar, kai wdvra Tov
dpxeobar dedpevov émi Tis Tob dp-
xew dwapévov. On the omis-
sion of mpés with the second
word see Cobet, Var. Lect.
pp- 163 8qq.

23. & Hperayépa] Bodl. Vat.
pr. Ven. II. have ¢ Hporaydpg.
But the Bodleian has & in the
margin by an ancient hand.
The reading r¢ may have been
suggested by ri 8¢ atr¢ Mpwra-
yépe infr. E.

o

10

‘ What ap-
pears to
each man,
is to him.’
And does it
not, then,
appear to
every man
that some
know more
than he
does and
some less :
so that in
the great-
est dan-
gers, they
look up to
the wise
man as to
a God, sub-
mitting to
be taught
and ruled
by him ?
And they
account
wisdom to
be true
thought ;
and folly
to be false
opinion.



Tt follows
that, if all
men think
truly, some
men think
falsely.

I

As a mat-

ter of fact
men do
become
judges of

one an-
other’sim- 1
pressions.
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TEPL THs OIS KPLoEws TOTEPOY OUK €0TL KpLTals Yevé-

5 g0, 1) ael g€ kplvouev aAndy Sofalew ; 7 pvploc
ékaororé oou payovrar avridoalovres, TyoUpevo
Pevdy) kpivew Te kai oieofar ;

OEO. Ny rov Ala, & Zdkpares, pada pvpiot =

dnra, ¢naiv "Ounpos, ol yé por Ta €€ avbpémov
20 TPAYUATE TAPEXOVTLY.
Q. T odv; PBovAer Aéywuev ds av ToTe TAVTSH
pev aAnby Sofales, Tois 8¢ pvpiows Yevdy) ;
OEO. "Eowev é ye Tob Adyov avaykn elvas.

8. els Toiro . . dvdymys . . fket]
‘Is driven to this’ ‘Is re-
duced to a point where this
is inevitable! Cp. Soph. (Ed.
Tyr. 687 : ‘Opas i’ fkes ;

18. N3 rév Ala . . wapéxovow
“Yes, truly, Socrates, I have
opponents more than I can tell,
as Homer says, and they give
me worlds of trouble.’

19. ¢1)m'v"0yqpos‘] Od.16.121:
Té viv Suouevées pdla pvpios elo’
ént olka.

ra é¢ dvbpbmav mpdypara]

¢ The trouble of the world,’ i.e.
troubles, the greatest that can
come from all men. Cp. Aschin.
c. Timarch. 9: To 8¢ rehevraiov
Sfjcavres mpds Tov Kiova alrov Tov
Iirrdhakov éuaatiyovy Tds €€ Gv-
Opdmav mAnyéas olrw wokdw xpdvow
&ore, kA A somewhat similar
use of dvfpdmav occurs in Soph.
Phil. 305: HoM\& yip rdde | év
¢ paxpd yévor v dvfpdmev
xpdve. ‘ Respondet vulgare illud
nostratium, alle menschenmg-
gliche Heindorf.

!
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3Q. Ti 8¢ avre Mpwraydpa; ap’ ovxt avayk, el
\ \ 3\ E4 ’ 5 b \ 3
pev unde avros @ero perpov ewor avlpamov pnde oi
4 o LX) L4 \ \ 3 /’
woAAoi, wamep ovde olovras, unlevi Oy elvar TavTny
\ > 4 a > ~ LA £l \ 9 N\ \
™y aAnbeav nv ékeivos €ypaev; el O avros pév
¥ \ 66‘ A»e \ ’ 7 6'1 o ~
@ero, 70 0¢ wAnfos un ovvoierar, oicl 8ri wpdTOV 5
\ o / < \ ~ A < ~ ’
peév 60¢ wAelovs ois pr Ookel 7) ois Ooket, ToooUTR
-~ 3 ¥ A ¥
pudAAov ovk éoTw 1) éoTw.

OEO. ’Avayxy, elmep ye xal éxaoryy Sofav
éoTou Kkal ovk €oTau,

2Q. "Enera ye Toir éxer xopporarov éxeivos 1o
uev Tepl Ths avToD objaews ™ Tév dvridofalovrwy
otnaw, 7) éketvov fyovvrar pevdeobau, ovyxwpel mov
) ~ 5 [3 ~ \ ¥ ’ o
aAnfy elvar oporoydy Ta dvra Sofdlew amavras.

©EO. Iavv uév odv.

Q. Ovkobv Ty avrod av Yevdy avyxwpor, € T 15
TOV Tyouuévev abrov evdeabar opoloyel aindy
elvas ;

OEO. ’Avayk.

2Q. Oi &€ y dAAot 0V guyxwpotow éavrovs Yev-
OeaOou 5 20

©EO. Ov yap odv.

3Q. ‘O &€y’ ad ouoroyet kai Tavryy aAndy T
Sofav €€ dv yéypagev.

OEO. daivera.

1. Ti 8 aird Mpwraydpa ;] Sc.  because it has been asserted
dvdyxn éoriv; Or rather, as H. just above in &omep . . olovrar.
Sch- *° ’ e T
gen
for.
pell

re
8¢,
ind

For in-
stance,
they con-
demn Pro-
tagoras.
Hisopinion
therefore
may be
true for
him, but,
on his own
showing, it
is fals:%or
all men be-
gides. Its
truth is to
its false-
hood, as
one man is
to all man-
kind. But
further, in
saying that
they think
truly, he
confirms
them in
saying that
he thinks
falsely:
and up-
holds them
in denying
that they
are wrong,
Thus the
unanimity
of dissent is
not broken
even by
Protagoras
himself.



The saying
of Protago-

ras is true
for nobody.
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3Q. Ef aravrov dpa amo Mpwrayopov apEaué- p. 1.

vov aupurBymioerat, paAdov 8¢ vmo ye éxelvov opo-
A ’ 4 ~ 3 / A ’ ~ 3 -
oynoerat,—oray T¢ Tavavria Aéyorrt guyxXwpy) aiy

~ s \ /’ ’ \ ¢ /4 N\
0 atrov dofalew, Tore xal 6 Ilpwrayopas avros avy- ¢

5 wploeTaL wire kvva pijre Tov émruyovra dvfpwmov
’ 5 \ \ e N\ A \ ’ L]
pérpov €elvar pmdé mepi €vos od av pn) pabdy. ovy

10

(4
ovTwS ;

©EO. Ovrws.

~ \ ~ \ 4
2Q. Ovkovv émedn apdioByreirar vmwo mwavrowv,
A £
ovdevi av eln 7 Ilpwrayopov arjfea aindis, o Té
¥ ¥ kd ~ ) ’
Tt GAN oV avT éKeive,

OEO. "Ayav, & Sdrpares, Tov éraipov pov kara-

Oéopev.

Q. "ANa Tou, & Pie, &Snhov € kai mapabéopey

1. ’E¢ dmdvrav dpa] ¢ So then,
the result obtained from them
all is this. Cf. Soph. 245 E:
Tobs 8¢ d\\ws Aéyovras ad earéoy,
W ék mwédvrwv eldopey 3 16 by
Tob py Svros oldév edmopdrepov
elmeiv 8 v{ more éorw. Ar. Met.
088 a: Togoitdy y &yopev é£
abrdw, ér, xrX. The prepo-
gition is probably suggested by
é¢ &v immediately preceding.
‘On all hands, then, including
Protagoras, we find it disputed,
or rather on his part it is ad-
mitted.” This use of é£ has
been needlessly disputed by
Heindorf and others, and
Schanz reads 9@’ drdvrov. Bad-
ham suggests é¢ damdvrov dpa
dno Tdv Hpwraydpov.

3. érav .. ovyxwpioera] These
words are explanatory of dmd
éxelvov dpoloynoerar, and what
follows, from pfre onwards, de-
pends immediately on gvyxwpy-
oerar, but really also on all
that precedes. The construction
of a sentence is frequently thus

disturbed by the introduction of
an explanatory or appositional
clause. Cp.Rep.7.529B: 09
Sdvapas d\ho Tt vopicat dve wouely
Yuxiv BAémew pdbnpa 7 éxeivo, &
&v mept 76 Ov Te ) kal T ddpatov,
édv Té Tis dva kexnVds 1) kdTO CUN-
pepvkos Tav alolnrév o émixep]
pavldvew, otire paletv moré Pnue
alrdv, obre dvo d\Ad kdre adTov
BNémew T Yuxiy, kv é£ Imrias
véwv év yjj # év Bakdrry pavdvy.
The futures middle are used
with passive meaning.

5. pire kiva] Supr. 154 A.

12. "Ayar] ¢ We are urging
my friend too vehemently,’
‘running him very hard.’

xarabéopev] Cp. Legg. 7. 806
C: Ti dpdoopev, & Khewia; rov
Eévov édoopev Ty Smdprnv Tpiv
oUrw karadpapeiy ;

I4. "ANAG . . @3qhov] ‘But it
does not appear that we are
outrunning what is right,’ i.e.
I do not see that we are trans-
gressing any rule of truth or
fairness. 16 dpfdv means simply
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\ 14 y 7/ v )~ 4 b4
P-171. 70 opfov. eikos Y€ apa exetvov mpecBUTEpOY OVTA TO-

D (péTepoy NuGY elvaw- Kal €l avrie évreblev dvaxiieie
péxpt Tob avxévos, moAAa. v éué Te ééyEas Anpodvra,
@s TO €lkos, kal g€ opoAoyotvra, karadvs dv oiyoro
amorpéxwv. AN fuiv dvdykr, oluat, xpnobar Huiv 5
avrols, omoiol Twés éouev, kai Te. SokovvTa ael TavTa
Adyew. «ai Sfra Kkal vy @Ado T Pduev opoloyetw
av TobTo Y€ ovTwoiy, To elvar gopoTepoy Erepov éré-
pov, elvar 8¢ kal auabéarepov ;

OEQ. 'Epol yovv dokel.

7 A
3Q. "H kal Tavm av palwora loracfu Tov Adyov,

(as in Rep. 7. 540D T3 3pbdv
wepi mhelorov romaduevor. Meno,
99 A : ‘“Hyepow . . émt 76 Spfiv),
‘What is just and true.’ There
is no necessity therefore for
making mapabeiv (with the accu-
sative) mean ‘to swerve from.’

I. elds ye dpa] Socrates ad-
mits that there is some ground
for Theodorus’ remonstrance.
‘It is reasonable, I grant, to
presume that as he is older so
he is wiser than we are. dpa
refers to an implied argument ;
‘as your words imply. For
eixds ye cp. infr. 202 D.

4. xal o Spohoyoivra] Sc. Ay-
padn. Steinhart suggests that
the notion of Protagoras put-
ting up his head and disap-
pearing again is perhaps taken
from the use of Charon’s
steps’ in the theatre. H.
Schmidt well observes that
xaradis . . . dmorpéxwv implies
that the Sophist would not
have waited for a rejoinder.
Cp. Rep. 1. 344 C D, esp. the
words & 3aiudme ©paovpaxe, olov
éuBaldw Néyov év vj Exeis dmiévas,
npiv 8iddfar ikavds §) palelv eire
ovrws €ite s Exet.

5. d\N’ iuiv] Socrates returns
to the charge with the second
d\\d.

6. & doxoivra] 154 C: 'Edv
pév 70 Soxoiw, xrA. Men. 83
D: "Epoye Boxei otrws. 3.
Kak@s® 10 ydp oot 8oxoiv TovTo
dmorpivov. Cp. esp. Crat. 386

11. rairp & . . Oparaydpg]
¢ Will be most likely to take
up this position, which we
sketched out for it in our de-
fence of Protagoras” Cp. Il
TI. 5§70, I Alrés ¢ Tpowy xal
*Axai@v Oive peonyds | tordpevos.
Ib. 590, 1: *ANAA pdX’ dvryy | To-
7000’ dud’ Alavra péyav. Parm.
130 D: “Orav rairy o1é. *The
argument’ is personified, as so
often in Plato (cp. Rep. 6. 484
A : Aw paxpoi Twos Biefenfbvros
Aoyov. Ib. 503 A: Towair’ drra
v T& Aeyopeva mapefidvros Kal
wapaxalvrrrouévov Tob Adyov), and
is the subject of svyywpioerar,
é6eNijoas, dpoloynoer and Toh-
pnoeie, in what follows. (If
Protagoras were the subject, as
H. Schmidt suggests, the da-
tive Iperayipa should have
been air). foracfar depends

109

10

Could he

ut his

ead above
the ground,
no doubt
he might
convince
us of much
folly. But
we have
done our
best.
No onewill
deny that
one man is
wiser, and
another
less wise,
than his
neighbour,



1t is clear,
too, that
the
strength of
the posi-
tion lies in
the region
of sensible
things,
which we
made the
basis of our
defence of
Protagoras,

(Transi-
tion to the
conception
of the Bene-
Jicial.)

If the the-
ory would
concede

any thing,

10
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R ¢ ~ 4 ’ ~ ’ [3 \
n nuets vreypapapey Bonbfovvres Ilpwrayopa, s ra p. 171.
pév moAda 7 Ookel TavTy Kal éorww éxdoTe, Oepud,

’ ’ 4 [:4 ~ ’ ’ » /’

Enpa, yAvkéa, mavra doa Tob TUMOV TOUTOV: €l O€
4 4 L4 ¥

mov € TioL guyxwpnoerar Sadépey GAAov ailov,

\ \ e \ \ 4 bJ ~ A /’ \ ~

5 wepl Ta Vytewa kal vogwdn edeAnoar av pavar un wav
’ \ I \ 7 \ e \ 5 ~

yvvawov kai woudiov kal Onplov O€ ikavov elvar iaofa

e\ ~ (3 ~ \ e / L] \ ~ \
aUTO YLyv@OOoKOY €aUTG TO VYLEwov, aAAa évraifa Oy
¥ b4 L'
aAdov aAAov Saépew, eimep mov ;

©EO. "Euowye doket otrws.

~ ~ \
3Q. Ovkodv kal mept mwoMTIKGY, Kala uev Kal

’ \ \ ’ \ ¥ \ @ \ 4 < A
aloxpa kal Oikaua kai adike kai ot kal pui), ola av
¢ 7 ’ » -~ ~ ’ ] ~ -~ N
€xaory moAts oinbeioa Onrar vouua éavry, TavTa kal
3 ~ /\ 0€/ ¢ 7 \ ’ ot ) ) 86‘
evar 1) aAnbeig €kaoTy, Kai €V TOUTOLS uEV OVOEV

4 ’ ’ ’
goPdTepor olre Ty idwTov olre TOAw ToAews

immediately on ¢ouer.—May
there also be a slight play upon
the word ioracfac? ¢This un-
stable theory will make a stand
hereabouts if anywhere.’ See
also Thuc. 6. 34: IIpos 7d Ae-
yopeva xai ai yvdpar {oravras.

I. § fueis Omeypdyrapev Bon-
oivres Hpwraydpa| This ‘new
wave’ of discussion rises upon
the last, 167 B, 168 : Kara pév
odpara larpods Néyw, kard 8¢ Pura
yewpyois . . Tals moNéas Ta xpn-
oTd dvri @V movnpay Sikata Sokeiv
elvas mouetv, émei old y' v éxdory
wo\e dikata kal kaka Soxjj, Taita
kal elvat adrjj, Ews &y adrd vopily.
The argument is beginning to
relax a little under the influ-
ence of the dyafov xkal xahdw
thrown carelessly in, 154 D.

4. ovyxwpiioerai] Sc. 6 Aéyos.
Others go back for a subject to
évrwody, supr. D. But if the im-
aginary opponent were wholly
indefinite, why should a doubt
be expressed whether he would
make a reasonable admission

So in what follows, 172 A, the
words eimep mov, ol & mdw
roApnoee, imply certain pre-
conceptions and tendencies.

6. xal Onpioy 86’] ‘Nay, even
every inferior animal” Vege-
tables might have been in-
cluded. Supr. 167 B C.

10. Obkolw . . wepl moNirixiov |
The distinction in the case of
sensible things between the im-
pressions of sense, and the
knowledge of what is good, is
evident enough. The analo-
gous distinction in the case of
things moral and social is less
obvious. See, amongst other
passages, Rep. 6. 505 D : Ti 8;
768¢ oV Pavepoy, os Sikaia pév kai
kaka woAhol &v éNowro Ta Soxodvra
xby pi) §j Spws raira mpdrrew Kal
xexrijoOat xal Soxelv, dyaly 8¢
ov8evi &re dprel T& Bokodvra Kra-
obas, dA\& T& Svra {yroio, TV
8¢ 86fav évraiba 78y mas dr-
pddes ;

12. olyfeiga] Sec. kad, Sikaa,
X AW

p. 172.
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P-172. €war €v O¢ T auupéporra éavrn N un ouupéporra

7/, ~ £ 4 4
7il0eabar, évrail’, eimep mwov, ad dpuoloynoer avpBov-

Aov T€ gupBovdov Stapépew kal molrews Sofav érépav

e / \ > 4 \ > A 4 /
erépas wpos alnbeav, Kal OVK av waAVY TOAUTOELE
~ a A ~ 14 / ’ ~ e
B pnoat, a av Oraw woAis avugéporra oinbfeiga avry, s
\ ~ ~ \ /’ ) t] 3 ~ [
TAVTOS MAAAOY TAUTA KAL TUVOILTEW. QAN €KEL OV

’ ~
Aéyw, év Tois Suaiots kal adikois kai oaios kai avo-
’ N/ E] 2 L4 » ¥ ’
alos, é9érovaw ioxvpileatu s ovk_éoTi Puoe
3 A~ 3 a\ s/ 3 ~ ¥ 3 \ \ ~ ’
abT@dv obdev oboiav éavrod éxov, aAAa 1o kowj) dofav

~ ) o A
TobTO Ylyverau alnfeés Tore Srav Sofn kal doov av

~ 14 \ \ \
Soxj xpovov. kal oo ye 81 uy wavramaose rov Ipw-

’ ’ I4 TN/ \ / b4
Tayopov Adyov Néyovow, @€ mws v oopiay dyovat.
Adyos 8¢ fuas, & Oeodwpe, ék Adyov, peilwv €€ éar-

/’
¢ Tovos, KaralauBavet.

8. édéovow ioxupifecfar] He
drops the figure, and passes
from whatthe ‘argument’would
be apt to say, to what certain
persons, who are presently de-
fined, actually do say. For a
somewhat similar transition
from ‘arguments’ to ‘certain
persons’ cp. Gorg. 457 C:
Olpat, & Topyla, kal oé¢ Eumeipov
elvac moA\Gv NSywv kal xabewpa-
kévas év adtols 70 Toidwde, &ri
ob padios divarral mepl dv v ém-
xetpiiooos Siakéyeabar Biopiodpe-
vou mpds dAMAous kai paBévres
kai 3iddfavres éavtods olrw Bia-
Adedbar Tas avvovalas . . kal ol
ye Tehevravres (Cp. Kkal Goos ye
in the present passage), x.r.A.

I1. pj mavrdmaos] ‘In part
only” For the negative form
cp. Soph. 247 B: Toiro olkér
xard rabra dmoxplvovras wav (‘here
they make a certain distinc-
tion’). Aristotle (Met. 1008 a)
uses the expression rois Tév Opw-
Taydpov Néyovos Adyov.

12. &8¢ mas Ty codiay Eyover]

¢ Conduct their philosophic pro-
cedure thus. ¢Proceed some-
what on this wise in their

philosophy.’ Cp. Men. 80 E:
‘Opds TovTov Gs épuoTikdy Aéyov
karayets ;

&de refers either to the pre-
ceding sentence, or to the ex-
position which is broken off by
the digression :—certainly not
(with H. Schmidt) to the di-
gression itself.

The digression which follows
is not merely an ornament. As
in the Sophistes the philosopher
and the sophist are the counter-
part of being and not-being re-
spectively, so here the man of
the world and the philosopher
represent the contrast between
the life of sense and the life
of knowledge.

13. peifov é§ édrrovos] The
question of Justice and In-
justice, ete. is greater than the
question of the relativity of
Sense. The greater question is
not fully resumed in the pre-

-

o

it would be
this, that
all are not
equally
judges of
what is
wholesome:
and in the
case of
states, that
although
honour and
Jjustice are
matters of
convention
merely, yet
in deciding
what is ex-
pedient,
mistake is
possible
both to in-
dividuals
and states.



This is
the atti-
tude of
some who
have par-
tially relin.
quished the
Protago-
rean doc-
trine, They
offer us a
new and
important
handle for
discussion,
(Digres-
sion.)
Before en-
tering
upon this,
however,

112

I[TIAATQNOZ

OEO. Ovkoiv ayoliy dyouev, & Swrpares ;
3Q. Pawdueda. kai wodraxis pév ye &, & dau-
pOVIE, Kol EANOTE KaTEVONTQ, ATAP KAl VIV, O EIKOTWS
oi év Tais Purodopious moAvy xpovov Srpiravres eis
5 Ta dicaomipua iovres yelotol Palvovrar prropes.
OEQ. Ilas &) odv Aéyes ;
3Q. Kwdvvevovow oi év Sicaomnplos kai Tois
’ . > / ’ \ \ >
TOWOUTOLS €K VEWY KuAwdovuevoL mpos Tous €v (PrAo-
’ \ ~ ~ -~ / e 7/
gotpia kai 1) Toiade SrarpiBy Tebpapuévovs ws oikéras o

10 wpos éAevdépovs Telpapio.

sent dialogue, but is treated at
large in the Gorgias and Re-
public.

1. Olkolv oxohip  dyopev]
Compare the opening of the
digression in the Phedrus,
258 E: Sxohn pév 81 os €owxe ..,
and Cic.de Amic. 5 : ¢ Etsumus,
ut dixit Fannius, otiosi” We
must suppose that the impend-
ing trial of Socrates, although
not alluded to until the end of
the dialogue, is in Plato’s mind
throughout this passage. Cp.
Gorg. 522 B.

2. & bacpdm;] ‘In sober
truth.’ The words add a touch
(not here of expostulation but)
of solemnity.

4. é&v 7Tais t[)t)\oa'o(ﬁc'ats] ‘In
scientific pursuits.” Supr. 143
D: Tewperpiav §f Twa @Ay Pedo-
agoplav. Tim. 88 C: Movojj xai
wdoy Ppihngopia. Socrates takes
common ground with Theo-
dorus, Cp. infr. 173 E: Td ve
yas Uméveple kai T& émimeda yew-
petpoiioa, olpavoi Te Umep doTpo-
vopoioa. Compare with the
whole passage the opening
words of the Apology (esp.
dpoloyoiny &y &ywye ob xara Tov-
Tous elva piirwp), and the dispute
of Socrates with Callicles in

the Qorgias.

8. éx véwv kuhwdotpevor | Who
have knocked about from their
early days” Compare Aristo-
phanes’ mepirpiupa dixav (Nub.
44'), and Dem. de Cor. 269.

xvAwdodpevor] The word ex-
pressescontempt for the‘ casual,’
‘hand to mouth,’ intellectual
existence of the lawyer. Cp.
Rep. 5. 479 D: Merafi mov
xuladeiras, Pheedr. 257 A, Polit.
309 A.

10. wpdséhevfépovs] Soph.253
C (referring to this): *H mpés
Aws \dfopev els Ty Tav éNev-
Oépwv épmeodvres émaTiuny, xai
xwdvveboper (nroivres Tov Togpi-
omiy wpbrepov  dvevpnxévar  TOV
¢Adaopov; Rep. 6. 499 A: 08¢
ye ab Aéywv, & paxdpie, kaNdy Te
xal é\evbépav ixavids émikoor ye-
yévaow, otwy {nreiv pév 16 dAnbés,
kT, 7. 536 D: 038y pdfnpa
perd dovhelas Tov éNetfepov xpi)
pavfivew—and the whole image
of the cave with its captives
and their liberation. See also
Aristot. Met. 1. 2: Ajov ody
bs 8 obdeplav adrd (nrovpev
xpelav érépav, AN’ Gs dvbparmos
Pduev é\etfepos & alroi évexa xal
) @\ov &y, olrw kai airy pdwm
é\evfépa oloa TdY émaTnudv.

p. 172.
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2Q. "He rots pév, Todro 0 oV elmes, ael wapeaTe
\ \ \ ’ » s 7 PR ~
OX0AT) Kal ToUs Aoyovus €v eipnuy €mi oXOAT)S ToL-
~ o ~
obvTau, GOTEP Tues YUVl TpiTov 110N Adyov ék Adyov
4 ~ \
peradapBavouev, oUTw Kakeivor, €y avTovs o émreAdwv 5
~ 4 ~ / e A y /7 \
TOU TpoKeuévov paAlov, kafamep Muas, apéon: Kai
8[& ~ A B / ’A 3 86‘ A, Ly ’
paxpdy 1) Bpaxéwy utlel ovlev Aéyew, av povov
’ ~ ¥ e \ L / 3\ /
TUX®OL TOD OvTos® oL O¢ €v aoxolia Te ael Aéyovot
(karemeiyer yap Gdwp péov) kal ovk éyxwpel mepi od
A ’ \ ’ -~ > s 3 2
av emilfvpnowat Tovs Aoyovs moweiofat, aAA’ avaykny

2. roiro 8 o elmes] H.
Schmidt would delete the
commas, because Theodorushad
only spoken of himself and
Socrates. But such ‘apposition
of general and particular’ is
common in Plato.

4. Tpitov 8y Nbyov éx Ndyov]
‘We are for the third time be-
ginning a fresh argument.’ The
first fresh Adyos was the criti-
cism of Protagoras and his de-
fence; the second begins where
Theodorus is induced to ac-
cept Socrates’ challenge (see the
doubtful words, 168 E: AJ roi-
Tov tév Aéyor); the third and
greatest (uei{wv, supr. B) arises
with the mention of the whole-
some and expedient, and the
partial supporters of Protago-
ras. Cp. Rep. 1. 354, Where
Socrates owns to a similar
discursiveness, and is by mno
means exact in recapitulating.

§. olrw rdkeivo] Sc. perakap-
Bdvovor. This purt of the sen-
tence (from &omep . .) stands in
apposition to what precedes.
Cp. supr. 171 C: 7Tére xal &
Tpwraydpas . ., and note ; also
Rep. 8. 557 C: Kuwdwrede, fjv &
éyd, kakNioT) avry TOV mOMTELDY
elvar damep lpdriov wowiov waow

dvfeo memowdpévoy, ot Kkat avry
naow H0eor memowiApérm xaAkiom
&v ¢aivoro. Alsoib. 7.532 A :
Oirw Kai érav vis 1§ Suakéyeobau
émxep], dvev waocdv Tav aloby-
oewv 8a Tol Adyov én’ alré &
€orw Sppa, ai pi dwoory wpiv dv
atrd & &orw dyabov alri vonoe
AdBy, én’ alrg yiyverar T$ Tob
vonrot 1é\es, domep éxeivos émt TP
T0U dparod. But as the verb
is omitted in the second clause,
the comma is preferable to a
colon after mowtwrac.

6. xabimep fjuds] Such slight
redundancies are natural in
conversation.

dpéoxeww governs the accu-
sative where it means ¢o sat-
isfy. It has the dative supr.
157 D. The whole sentence is
in construction with *H..

7. && paxpdv §) Bpaxéwv] See
Polit. 286.

10. dvdyxny] Hesych.: Avdyxn®
7 Swuoriy xheyidpa. Pollux
8. 1 ’ T
dvdy
The
doul
tions
arise

The

(1'6—

o

we pause
to reflect
upon the
happiness
and free-
dom of the
philosophic
life, which
has leisure
to take up
fresh topics
or to lay
them down
at will.
Not so the
mind which
is exercised
in the
courts of
law. The




one is the
training of
a freeman,
the other of
a slave—
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éxwv 6 avridicos épéarnke kai vmoypadny Tapavayt- p. 172
/ L4 \

yvookouévmy, dv éros ov pyréov: (Nv avropodiav

Kkalobaw:) ol 8¢ Aoyor ael mepi opuodovAov mpos Se-
amorny kabiuevov, év xepl Twa Slkny éovra, Kkal ol
5 aydves ovdémore TV GAAws dAX ael TV EpL avTob-
woAAaks 8¢ kai mept Yuxijs 6 Spopos: dor €€ amav-

dvdyxn here with the clepsydra,
which has been already alluded
to. It is rather ‘the strong
arm of the law,” which the ad-
versary could bring to bear, if
the speaker wandered from the

indictment. (So also Ast and
H. Schmidt.) ‘But the other

sort are always pressed for
time: for the ebbing water
hurries on the speaker: and
he has no liberty to follow
whither fancy leads him, but
the adversary is at hand to
wield over him the resistless
logic of coercion, holding a
written outline of the points
to which he must confine him-
self, which forms a running
commentary to his oration.’

2. &v éxrds od pyréov] Smoypadiy
retains its yerbal force nearly
as if it were Umoyeypappéva, but
is not the antecedent to &w.
See 147 E, note on éro.

#v dvropooiav kakotow] ‘What
they call their affidavits.’ The
affected unfamiliarity with legal
terms is in good keeping. Com-
pare Rep. 3. 400 B: Kai, ds éyp-
pa, lapBov kai Tiv' @\\ov Tpoxaiov
dvdpale.

3. mpos deamdrmy] Not simply
the 3iwaorys, but rather Sjuos or
vwépos, whom herepresents. Com-
pare the passages in the Repub-
lic in which Afjpos isspoken of as
the master of the ship (488), as
thegreat Sophist (492), and asa
mighty beast(493); and cp. Eu-

thyphr. 2 C: "Epxera: xarnyopi-
gy pov, domep wpos pyrépa, mpds
v mé\w.  Also Herodotus, 7.
104 "(of the Spartans) : "Emeont
ydp ot 8eomdrys, véuos, Tdv Umo-
Betpaivovas oA &re pa\lov, ) of
oot ¢é. Pindar, 3. 38: Ndpos
mdvrov Bacikels.

4. Twa 8ikpy] So the Bod-
leian MS. ‘Some cause or
other” This reading suits the
distant, unfamiliar tone, in
which judicial proceedings are
here described. The other
reading, & xepl T Sikyy
&ovra (T, etc.), gives a different
force to év xepl . . Eovra,—not
merely ‘engaged with’ but
‘having in his power.

kai of dydves] ‘And the trial
is never for an indifferent stake,
but always immediately con-
cerns the speaker. airob is
surely masculine not neuter (as
Stallb, and Wohlrab).

6. mwepl Yuxis o depos‘]
Il 22. 161 (of Achilles an
Hector) : ’Emei ody iepfjiov, obdé
Boeiny dpviabyy, d re moooiv défhia
yiyveras dvdpay dAN& mwept Yruxis
éov "Exropos lmmoddpoo. In He-
rodotus, 7. g7: Iept éavrod
mpéxwv (said of Xerxes), the
metaphor is already softened
down. Cp. Aristoph. Vesp. 375:
Howjow daxelv | v kapdiav xal Tov
wept Yuxijs 8pbpov | 3papeiv. The
expression Thv mepi alrod i8
suggested by iy dAws.

P 173



OEAITHTOZ.

115

/ ¥ ~
P. 173. TwV TOUT®V €vTOvOL Kal Opuels yiyvovrau, émoTapevor

\ 86 4 A ’ 0 ~ \ ¥ ’ 0

Tov Seamorny Aoy Te dwmevoar kal épye xapicacbu,
\ \ 4
apukpol 8¢ kal ovk oploi Tas Yvxas. T yap adény
\ \ > ’ \ \ 9 U e 3 / ’
kai 170 €VBV Te Kai TO EAevfepov 1) ék véwy OovAeia
E 4 ] /’ ’ Y 4 ’
apnpyras, dvaykafovoa mparTew oKkoAid, peydAovs s
14 ~ . ~
kwdvvovs kai PoBovs €re amalais uxais émBaA-
\ ~ ~
Aovoa, obs ov Suvauevor pera Tod Sikaiov kal aAnfois
\ \ ~ .\
Umoépew, evfvs éml To eddos Te Kkai TO dAA)Aovs
~ ’

avTadikel TPETOUEVOL TOAAG KAUTTOVTAL Kol TUy-
~ o » e \ O\ L4 ~ ’ ]
kAovra, gl vyies ovdev éxovres s Owavoias eis
dvdpas éx petpaxiov TeAevrdat, Sewol Te Kal oopol

’ t4
yeyovores, @s olovrad.

1. &rovou kal dpipeis] ¢ Keen
and shrewd.’” As H. Schmidt
observes, the former epithet
points to concentration of will,
the latter to mental penetra-
tion.

3. Ty yap ablyy . . e’knwcpov]
¢Of all mental growth, and al
honest and liberal culture;’ ‘of
self-respect and the spirit of
upright independence.’ Both
meanings are expressed in the
Greek.

7. obs ob de;mm(] ‘So that,
not being able to undergo these
consistently with righteousness
and truth, they betake them-
selves forthwith to falsehood,
and to avenging therfiselves on
one anotherby wrong,and soare
repeatedly hent and stunted ;
whence they pass from youth
to manhood with no soundness
in their mind, but supposing
themselves to have become ca-
pable and accomplished men.’
Cp Rep 7- 519 A *H odre

nkas T@v ey X,
mv agoiv 8é, bs 8ptpv pev 3)\e1m
70 Yuxdpiov kal 8&éws dwopd TaiTa
&P & rérpamras, s ob pathpy

~ 3
Kai ofror pév 8y rowoirol,

Eov Ty 8w, kaxig 8 fJraykaopué-
vov Umnpereiy' Gore Sow dv 6£0-
repov BAémy, ToooiTe mAelo kaxd
ep‘ya{d;uvov . . Tovto péiror, ﬁu &
éyd, 76 Tiis TowalTns Pioews, € éx
madds ebfvs komrduevoy mepiexdmm
Tovs Tijs yevégews avyyevels Homep
pokvBdidas, at 8y édwddis Te kai
r&v TotolTwy ijdovais Te kal Nixvelms
mwpooPueis yryvdpevar, wepi Td kdTw
arpéovae Ty Tijs Yuxijs S,
k1.

9. moA\& kdumrovrai kai ovy-
Qdvra]  ‘Are continually
thwarted and cramped in their
growth.” Rep.6.495D: 'Areheis
pév tas Pioes, imd 8¢ rav Texvav
7€ kai Bavavoidy Howep Ta cdpara
AeAdBnvrar olrw kal Tas uxds
Evyrexhaopévos Te kal dmorefpup-
pévor 8a as Bavavaias Tvyydvov-
ow. 10.611 C: Tebedpeba pévror
Siaxetpévov avrd, domwep ol Tov ba-
Adrriov TAauxov épavres odx &v €
padios abrov (Bowev Tiv dpyalav
¢iaw, Umd Tob Td TE MAAw TOD
agdparos pépn Ta pév éxxexhdaba,
& 8¢ guvrerpipbar xal wdvros Ae-
Awffjoda ind Tdv kupdrav. Gorg.
525 C-E

12

o

Whose *
mind be-
comes in-
evitably
dwarfed
and crook-
ed and
servile,



Turn we
now from
them ; and
let us still
uge our
liberty to
describe
the leaders
of our own
band.

5
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dierfovres 1) éaoavres waAw €mwl TOY Adyov Tpemw®-

~ \ ’ \ ~
peda, va uiy kai, 6 vov O éAéyouev, Aiav moAv T3

éxevfepia Kal peradipper TGy Aoywy keraxpoueba ;
OEOQ. Mnpdauds, & Sokpares, atAAa SweAovres.
Tavy yap €b TobTo €lpnkas, OTi ovy Nuels ol év TG o
Toupde Xopevovres TGV Aoywy Umnpérat, gAX oi Aoyor
toi nuérepor domep oixéras, Kxai ékaoros avrdv mepe-

/ ~ ~ ~ \
péver amoreneaOivas Srav nuiv doxy* oire yap dika-

1. Tols 8¢ Tob fjuerépov xopoi]
Pheedr. 247 A : ®bévos yap &
Oeiov xopov forarac.  Polit. 291
B: "Hugeyvénoa xari8ov rov mepl
T4 TV mWoAewv mpdypara xopdy.
The metaphor is continued in
the words ol év r¢ Toigde xoped-
ovres, . . olire feary)s domep wour-
rais . . wepl Tév xopvaiov . . .

2. 8eNbévres| The expression
is a little confused : for the
words wd\w émi Tdv Néyov Tpemd>-
peba, as understood with 3cek-
Oévres, are unemphatic, while in
the second part of the clause
they are emphatic. Probably
but for the attraction of the
other participle, 3ieAdévres would

have been 8&iéNdwpev. (Coisl.
tpawdpeba.
édoavres| Since here, as in

the ¢Sophist’ (253 D), we have
stumbled prematurely on the
philosophic life.
3. & viv 8 . . perakjpe]
‘Our freedom, which consists,
as we have said, in the power
of ranging from one topic to
another.” The words & »iv &)
é\éyopev belong to éevfepia xal
perakjyree and not to Nav mold
xaraypopefa, But in deleting

\ ~ ’
10 aTs olre Dear)s, GOTEP TOMTALS, EMTUUNTWOY TE Kad
¥ ~ ~
dplwv émararel wap puiv.

the comma H. Schmidt is again
led by too strict a requirement
of minute logical coherence.
Cp. Tim. 26 E: Kal i’ &,
& Kpirla, pa\lov dvrl Tolrov pe-
rahdBopev; Polit.257C: Awwva-
wmavowpey abrdv perakaBdvres ab-
Toi TOV ovyyvpvaoTiy Tévde k-
xpdry ; . . Kaldmep elmes, pera-
AduBave,

8. tol fuérepo] The article
is rather doubtful. If genuine,
it still belongs to the predicate,
—*our servants, 1i.e. those
which,as philosophers, we have.

wepipéver] ¢ Waits our plea~
sure for its completion.’

9. The word &waoris re-
calls the previous description.
‘With ofire bearijs domep mourais
a new illustration is brought
in. Cp. supr. 147 B. The
Oearis is the same 3eondrys (viz.
Afjpos) in another aspect. The
image of dramatic poetry was
suggested by Socrates using the
expression Tovs Tob fjuerépov
Xopov.

10, émnpnowy . . . 31rw‘mr¢'4;]
¢ Stands over us to criticise an
to compel.’
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3Q. Aéywpev &1, ds éoukev, émet aol ye doket, mepi

T@V KopuPaiwv: T yap dv Tis ToUs ye PavAws Sa-

TpiBovras év Pirogodia Aéyor; Obrow 8¢ mov éx véwy

~ \ ) L] \ > ES \ e/ SO\ @
D TPWOTOV L€V €ls ayopav ovK loact Tiy 0dov, ovdé dmov

dwaaripov 7 BovAevrijpov 1 TL Kowov dAXo Tis mC- 5

Aews ovvéSpiov:  vopovs 8¢ kal YmPiouara Aeyoueva

A /4 ~ ’
7 veypappuéva olre opdaw ovTe axovovai. amovdal

\ -~ ~
8¢ érawpeidy ém’ apyas kai gvvodor kai detmva Kal Vv

E) ’ ~ S\ ¥ 4 ’
avAnTpioL KGO, OVOE Ovap WPATTEW WPOCIOTATAL

5~ 3 o\ A ~ ’ 3 ’ Ay
avrois. €) O¢ 1) kak®s Tt yéyovey v moleL, 1) T TQ

1. &s Zowcev] The sentence
continues as if Aéyopev had been
Aexréov.

2. tods ¢padhws SwarpiBovras
év phooopla Néyor] év pdocopia
is emphatic, i.e. ‘who are fri-
volous in such a pursuit.’ For
an account of these gentry see
Rep. 6. 489 D-496, where they
are called wapmdmpor . . Somep
ol éx Tav elpypdv els Td@ lepd
dmodi8pdoxovres, k..,

3. Ofrot 8¢ wov] Compare the
less ironical description in the
Republic, 6. 488 A : Nénoor yap
Towovronl yevduevov, x.7.\. The
contradiction between philoso-
phy and common life is here
stated in its most paradoxical
aspect. No existing common-
wealth is great enough to in-
terest the philosophic mind.
Cp. Rep. 6. 496 B:*H év oppd
méhes drav peydln Yruxy Pvj xal
dripdoaga Ta Tijs méhews Umepidy.

7. omovdal &, x.r.\] ‘But
the ambitious striving of poli-
tical clubs for power, and pub-
lic meetings and banquets and
revellings with minstrelsy, are
actions which do not occur to
them even in dreams.’ For
wpooioraras cp. Hyperides (%)
Pro Euxenippo sub init. : Ei u3

wpooioravrar Yuiv al TowavTas
eloayyeliat, kTN,

For a similar ‘nominativus
pendens’ cp. Rep. 7. 532 B: ‘H
8¢ ye Ndois . . ) mpayparela Téov
Texvaw . . Tadmy Exe Ty Shvauw.
The irregularity is softened in
the present instance by the fact
that the earlier part of the sen-
tence forms a sort of collec-
tive nominative to mpooicrarar.
With this list of *worldly
goods’ compare Rep. 6. 491 C:
Idvra & Aeydpeva dyadd, xd\hos
kai whovros kai ioxVs odparos xai
Luyyéveia éppopévn év woler kal
wdvra td Tobrwv olkela.

8. érapaav] “Clubs’ or
‘leagues.” See Rep. 2.365 D:
’Emi y&p 10 Navbdivew fuvopocias
Te xai érapelas ouvmifopev . . .
Thucyd. 8. 54 : Kai 6 uév Hei-
aavdpos 1ds Te fuvwpooias, aimep
ériyxavov mpdrepov év T wo\et
oloas éxw ) to
émeNbiw,

I0. L
and se
cluding
But Cl
passage
jority ¢
howeve:
out of w

(o)

They know
nothing of
politics or
of public
life, still
less of
revels and
intrigues
for power.



The philo-
sopher’s
ignorance
of these
things |
and of his
neighbour’s
pedigree, is
not ironical
but real.
His body is
at home in
the city,
but his
mind is
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yovoukdy, paAdov avrov AéAnfdev 1) oi Tis Gararrys
’ 14 \ -~ ’ L] I O E) 3
Aeyouevor xoes. Kkai Tavra mwavt ovd &ri ovk oldev,
) 3 O\ \ L k4 /’ ~ > ~ ’
oldev+ ovle yap avT@Y amexeraL ToU €VOOKLEY XapL,
5 GAAG T OuTL 7O TG bvov év TR woAeL Ketrau av-
a TP OUTL TO TOUR MOVOY €V TY TOAEL KELT
~ » ~ € \ /’ ~ 4 3
Tob Kkai émibnuet, 7 6¢ Odvola, TavTa wAVTA YYNTO-
’ \ / ~ 4
uévm ouxpa kal ovdéy, arypaocaca wavrayy) éperas
\ / /’ ~ L4 / \ \ 3/
xara Ilivdapov, Ta Te yas vmévepfe kai Ta émimede

says, ¢ Si quis alius, certe phi-
losophus scit, quid recte, quid
secus in republica fiat.” But if
he is ignorant.of what is pass-
ing, how can he judge of it?
See above, vépovs 3¢ xal Ymepio-
para, k1A, and infr. 174 C:
Oix €ldos kakdy ovdév ovderds
éx Tob pn pepelernkévar. And
cp. Rep. 6. 496. This reading
is consistent with the spirit
of paradox which is unmis-
takably present throughout.
No part of the description ex-
cept the absence of rhetoric
would apply to the real So-
crates. Even in this dialogue
we have seen that he knows
some of the antecedents of
Thesetetus and is interested in
knowing more.

2. ol tis fakdrmns Aeyopevos
xdes] Aristid. Or. 3. T. 1. p.
3o. ed. Dind.: T3 Aéyew mepi
robrwy Kal éyxepeiv bomep dv €l
mis éfapibpeiocfas Botdorto Tobs
Xdas ijs Oakdrrys.  (Stallb.)

4. o8¢ yap adrdv dméxerar Tov
ed8oxipeiv xdpww] Cp. Ar. Eth. N,
4. 3. §§ 27, 28 (of the high-
minded man)}—mpds v &ripa py
léva . . elpwva mpds Tods woAhovs,

Y. dripdeaca] Cp. Rep. 6.
496 B, quoted above.

8. xara Mivdapov] The frag-
ment is thus quoted by Clem.
Alex. Str. z0. J07: Oérara kara

Mivdapov Tds Te yis imévepfev od-
pavoi Te Umep doTpovoudy, kai wa-
cav wdvrn piow épevwdpevos (V. 1.
épevvdpevos). He seems to have
had the poet’s words, as well as
this passage, in his mind. Plato
therefore seems to have changed
wéraras into the more prosaic
éperac (méreras occurs as a mar-
ginal reading), and to have in-
troduced the words xai ra émi-
meda yewperpovoa (perhaps also
darpovopoioa), in compliment to
Theodorus,adding rév dvrew ékd-
orov, x.r.\. Plato almost always
thusinweaves quotation with his
own language, and accommo-
dates the poet’s measures to the
rhythm of prose; e.g. Rep. 2.
365 B.: Iérepov Bixg reixos tyriov
# axollais dmdrais dvaBas kal épav-
tov olrw mepippdlas 8B ; Ib.
364 D : Tijs & dperijs i8pdra beol
wpomdpofey Enkav kai Twa 686w
paxpdv Te kat dvdvry. Protag.340
D: "0rav 8¢ 7is abrijs els dxpdv
ikqra, pidipy & fmera mwékew,
Xxakemqy wep éobaav, éxrijabar.

ré 7e yis| Bodl. rare (but
with an erasure over a). Is
it possible that Plato wrote ras
¢, 88 in the quotation of Cle-
ment ? This seems probable,
when it is considered that ra
énlmeda, k.7, is an afterthought,
to which the transition as the
words stand in the text is
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(4 £ ~ 3 \ 3 a\ e\ ~
OAav, €ls TOV éyyvs ovbey avryy gvykabieioa.
OEO. IIés Toiro Aéyes, @ Sokpares ;

2Q. “Qomep kai Oaliy agrpovopoivra, & Oeo- 5
Swpe, kal dve BAémovra, megovra eis ppéap, Oparra
Tis éupedns kal xapieaoa Oepamrawis amookdyrar Aé-
yerau, ds To. pev év ovpavy wpobupoiro €idévar, Ta
8 éumpoolev airov kai wape modas AavBuvor avrov.

3\ \ td ~ ~ 3 N\ 4 -4 ?
Tavrov 8¢ apket okduuo émt mavras Sao €v Pio-

somewhat abrupt; and also that
the term yewperpoioa is more
naturally applicable to the sur-
face than to the lower parts of
the Earth.

2. 7av Gvrev éxdorov Shov])
‘O yap ovvomrrids Biakexrids, &
8¢ pp, of. (Rep. 4. 537 C.)
See the humorous illustration
of this in the Republic, 5. 474
C: Or & & pduer Ppev 7,
8¢t pavijvac abrov, éav Spbiss Aeyi-
Tai, o0 70 pév Pihotwra éxeivov, Td
8¢ pn, d\\& mav orépyovra, kT
And ib. 6. 486 A : "Evaymidraroy
oppoloyia Yuxj peNNovey Tob
d\ov kai mavrds dei émopéfecbar
feiov Te Kai dvbpomivov. . . Jj odv
{mdpyes duavoig peyakompémeia kal
Bewpia mavrds pév xpdvev, mdons
8¢ obaias, olév Te ole TovTe péya
74 Soxeiv elvas Tdv dvfpdmwov Biov;
Ibid. 500 B.

3. Sov] ‘In its universal
aspect.’

els Tav éyyls] ‘Not lower-
ing herself to contemplate any
of the things surrounding her.’

4. Theodorus does not at
once understand the contrast
between ¢ things universal and
things near.’

6. ©pirrd 1is] ¢ Opirrav a pa-
tria ancillam hanc dicit. éupergs

autem h. 1. ad leporem et ve-
nustatem in jocando trahendam
docuit Ruhnken. ad Longin.
p- 261. Fabellam hinc forte
duxit Lagrt. 1. 34." Heind.
Does not éuperys rather refer
to the slave's neatness in her
own department? Cp. ropds xal
oféws 175 E. ‘A trim and
dainty Thracian handmaid.’
The opposite is implied in
doxnpoauw . , dBekreplas, infr. C.
The same jestoccursin Chaucer,
The Millere’s Tale, 345860 :
‘He walked in ‘the feldes for
to prie

Upon the starres, what ther
should befalle,

Til he was in a marlepit
yfalle.

10, rtabrdv 3¢ dprel oxdppa)
‘The same piece of raillery does
not fail to apply,’—¢will serve.’
For the metaphorical use of
dpxeiv émi cp. Soph. Ant. 611:
Té r &nera kal T péNhov kai T
wplv émapréaes vépos 3.

For the application of the
oxdppa in the mouth of an
enemy see the speech of Cal-
licles in the Gorgias, 484 8qq.,
which presents many points of
similarity to the present pas-
sage.

traversing
the earth
and hea-~
ven, com-
passing the
whole of
everything.
He is
laughed at
by ordinary
mle. as
s was
}F the
hracian
maid-ser-
vant. For

knowing
nothing of



his neigh-
bour, while
he searches
into the
nature of
man, he
appears
helpless in
public and
private life,
having no
topics for
scandal,
and despis-
ing the
common
subjects of
Bmise and
oasting :
thinking of
a king
merely as
the shep-
herd of a
trouble-
some flock,
who for
want of lei-
sure must
be a clown :
looking
upon broad
acres as &
narrow
strip of
earth: and
on high pe-
digree as
but a single
reach in
the descent
of an end-
less river.
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pavvov 1€ yap 7 Baoihén éykwpalopevor éva Tiv

4. 7 roairp] Sc. dvfporivy.

10. Smep dpxdpevos &\eyov]
These words refer only to 8-
pooia, and recall 172 C.

14. els ppéara] ‘Into pitfalls
and all manner of perplexity.’
Cp. supr. 165 B: To-Aeydpevov
év ¢ppéari ovvexdpevos. But the
words immediately refer to
supr. A : Oeodvra és Ppéap.

15. 7 doxnuoaivy| ¢ And the
awkwardness of the position is
terrible, making him seem no
better than a fool.

17. Wwv] I. e. he cannot use

personality in invective.

20. ob mpoowoujrws, dAA& TG
m] Cp. 113 E: 0) yip ai-
Tdv dméxerar Tov ebSokepety xdpw,
KT

21. Thpawoy. . éyxopmalopevor]
Governed (1) by drodwy, im-
plied in dxodew below : or (2)
more truly, an accusativus pen-
dens. re is answered by ¢ in
viis 8, x.r\. infr.

22, &va Tdv vopéwv] Comp.
the Politicus, 266 D, where
this is regarded as the most
universal conception of the
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kingly office; contemplating
vopevricn as a whole, the phi-
losopher thinks of Bagt\uxq only
as a part of it: "Orc 7§ Toidde
pebédep Tdv Noywv ofire aepvorépov
pa\kov éuénoev ) pn, Tév Te T~
kpdrepoy oddév qripaxe mwpé Tob
peiovos, dei 8¢ kad’ adriv wepaiver
rd\nbéorarov. Soph. 224 A:
Tjj 70w Noywv pebéde onoyyioris
f) pappaxoroaias oddéy Hrrov oddé
Tt paXhov Tvyydves pélov, €l T pév
oukpa 70 8¢ peydha dpehel npds
xafatpov. Tov ydp xriicacba Evexa
voiv macdy rexviv T0 Evyyevés
Kkai 18 pi vyyevés karavoelv mei-
popérm Tipd wpds Tovro éf loov
wdoas, kai Odrepa Tév érépwv kara
™Y dpodTnTa oddév fyeitas yeloi-
drepa, cepvérepov 8é T Tov Biua
orpamyiis 1§ Plepioricis On-
Novwra Onpevrixiy otdéy vevdpuikev,
AN bs 18 moAd xavvdrepov.—
The latter passage has also
a slight tinge of the irony of
the text. The figure may have
originated in some saying of
Socrates. Compare Xen. Mem.
I. 2. § 32: “On bavpaordv ol
Soxoin elvas, €l Tis yevdpevos Bodv
dyé\ns vopeds kai tas Bois éNdr-
TousS T€ Kal xeipovs moidy 1) duolo-

yoly xaxds Bouvkdhos evas. Ih.
§ 37 : ‘0 8¢ Kpirlas® *ANNG Tavdé
ol e dméxeabar defjues, ToV Try-
Téov kal TGV TexTévwy Kal TOV
XaAkéov. . . Nal pd AC, &pn &
Xapuhijs, kai Tdv Bovkéhor ye* €l
8¢ pn, Ppukdrrov, Smws py Kkal oV
é\drrovs Tas Bovs mouoys.

2. woXd B&i)\)‘ovra] ¢As be-
ing rich in milk,’ i.e. ‘squeezing
out much wealth’ Compare
the speeches of Thrasymachus
in Rep. 1.

3. éxeivov] Masculine.

4. mwopalvew Te Kai B&i)\)\sw]
Only he thinks that the crea-
ture whom they tend, and out of
whom they squeeze their wealth,
is of a less tractable and more
insidious nature.’ There is here
an anticipation of the bitter
satire or actual human nature
which appears in the Politicus.

dypowxov 8¢, .doxohias] ‘Rough
and uncivilized from stress of
work. '

6. onxdv év Bpe, x.r.k.] And
8o cut off from the great world,
over which the philosopher
freely ranges, supr. 173 E.

0. yém dpvotvrev . .| ¢ And
when they cant of pedigree ..’

Laind o o
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éov dmodivar, mavramaow auBAV Kol €mi ouKpOV P. 174
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OpovTwY Tyeitas TOY émawov, vmo dmadevaias ov P. 175.
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Svvapéver eis 10 wav ad PBAémew ovdé Aoyileaba
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Ore mammoy kal wpoyovwy pvpades €KAOTH Yeyo-
svagw dvaplunrot, év als wAovoior kal TTwXOL Kal
~ ~ ’ o
Baoieis kai SovAoe PBapPapoi Te kai “EAAnves mwoA-
~ ’
Aakis pvpior yeyovaaw OT@oby, GAXN éml mwevre Kal
’ »
€lkoaL KaTaAGY® TPOYOVWY TEMVVVOUEVDY kel avape-
’ s ¢ ’ ANy ’ ¥ s A
povrawv eis “HpaxAéa Tov ’Apudurpiovos aroma avre

1. wavrdmaow dpB\Y. . dpdv-
rov] ‘Betraying a dull and con-
tracted vision.” In what fol-
lows, theapodosisyeiras is twice
resumed (xaracpaiveras, yeA@) with

variations of the protasis.

4. O mdmmay kal mpoydvav)
Compare the comic fragment
ascribed to Meunander: Men.
Fragm. Inc. 4 (Meineke) :—

*Amokei pe 10 yévos' py Néy', €l pihels éué,

Mijrep, ép’ éxdore 6 yévos' ols &v 1)) Pioe
*Ayafdv Imdpxy pnbév olxeiov mpoady,

*Exeioe xarapelyovow els T priuara,

Kai 73 yévos, dpibpoiaiv e Tods ndmrmous doot.

08 éva 8 ¥xots ideiv dv, ob¥ elmeiv, org

Oix elol wdmmor: wds yap éyévorr’ dv more ; k.7 A,

pvpiddes . . dvapifunros] This
expression recurs frequently in
later Grreek authors.

6. PBdpBapoi Te xai "EXAjes]
These words belong to all the
preceding nouns.

Y. émi mévre .. mpoyovwv] The
order is énl xaraléye mwévre xal
€ixoo mpoydvar,

8. dvagepdvrav] ‘Se. 0 yévos,
or mv ebyévetav. The genitives
depend upon gpixpodoylas, or
rather, more vaguely, upon the
sense of the words droma airé
karadaiveras Tijs apwpoloyias, a8
dvvapévay upon yeAg below, xara-
in xaragpaiverar being perhaps
used in its condemnatory sense,
a8 in xarayryvbdokew,

9. droma. .ijsopicpooyias] The
genitive is not quite analogous
to duixavoy ebdaipovias, Apol. 41
C, which is rather quantitative:

nor is it exactly equivalent to
dromos ) apukporoyla (like donpa
. . Boijs, . . pdrwy diAivwy ikrijpua,
in Sophocles), though, as in
these last cases, the adjective
is isolated for the sake of em-
phasis; but the genitive has
the additional meaning, ‘in
respect of,’ as after interjec-
tions and epithets. Cf. Pro-
tagoras 317 B: oA\ pwpia xal
rob émyetpiparos. Rep.1.328 E:
Xakerov Tov Biov (for its way
of life?) 4. 531 D: Hdumolv
&yov Néyeis. Tov mpoopiov, v &
éyé ; Pheed. 99 B: oAy &v kai
pakpa pabupia &v eln Tod Adyov.

The whole sense lies some-
where between oepvvvdpevor xal
dvapéporres .. dromor Paivovrat ijs
apuxpokoyias and gepvvvopévor kat
dvapepdvraw . . dromos Ppalvera 7
opipoloyia,
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P 175. karaalverar s opkpodoylas, dre 8¢ 6 dn’ "Apdi-
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év €kaaTols ATOPOY.

OEO. Iavramact Ta yryvoueva Aéyes, @ So-

Kkpares.

L4 / ’ ’ ki I4 K3 4 ¥
32Q. “Orav & y¢ Twa avros, © Pile, EAkvoy avo,
kal ey s avre €ékPnvar ék Tov Ti éyw oé
c noy Tis ; n y
£l ~ A \ 3 7 ] ’ 3~ ’ \
adik®d 1) oV €ué; eis ok avris Okauoovims T€ Kal
~ ’ ~ ’ A
adwclas, T¢ T€ éxdTepoy avTOW Kal TL TGV TAVTGY 1)
» ’ A ~ \ L) !’
aA\jAwy duapéperov ; 1) éx Tob Ei BaoiAevs evdaipwy

2. ola ovvéBawev] The Bodl.
reads ola guvéBawev alrd Tixy.
Perhaps rightly. The meaning
in both cases is the same.
¢ He was,—what Fortune made
him.’

3. dn’ abrod] Se. (1) rod mev-
TekateikooTod : Or (2) 7o Apce-
rpiwvos, But the latter (2) has
less point.

11."Orav 8¢ ye, x.7.\. ] Compare
Rep. 4. 515 E, 516: Ei &, jv &
€yd, évrevbev €Axot Tis abrov Big dua
Tpayeias Tijs dvaBdoews kal dvdy-
Tous, kal pi) dveln mwpiv éfehxioete
wpds T8 Tob fAiov pds, dpa odyi
08wicbal Te &v kai dyavaxreiv
é\kduevoy, xal émedy mpos 10 s
&\lor, alyijs v éxovra Ta Sppara
peora dpav odd &v & Bivagba
TV viv Neyopévov dAnbav.

rwva . .mis] The indefinites
are used with an indirect refer-
ence to rdv omkpov éxetvor kai
Spiudw kal Sixavixéy below (D).

12, kai..adrg] ¢ And he finds

some one willing Supr. 154
E, Rep. 1. 343 A, ete.

15. Ei Bagdeds ebdaipwv] See
the passage of the Gorgias
(471), in which Polus con-
tends that Archelausis happy.
(Diog. L. mentions a diatribe
of Antisthenes, called *ApxéXaos,
# wepl Baoikelas, in which Gor-
gias was assailed.)

Buttmann thus defends e,
which a few MSS. omit:
‘Quamvis certum exploratum-
que haberent vulgares illi ora-
tores, regem propter divitias
suas unice beatum putandum
esse, tamen rem ita in encomiis
tractabant, ut, quasi dubia ea
videri posset, multis eam exem-
plis argumentisque probarent.
Quidni igitur v. c. encomii
alicujus in Creesum argumen-
tum his verbis indicari potu-
erit; e Kpoigos ebdaipov;’ If
el is retained, a certain point
may be given to af (with Cou-

10

But when
be takes
the other
up into his
own region,
from ques-
tions of pri-
vate wrong,
15 to inquire



what jus-
tice is, from
diatribeson
the theme
¢ Is a king
happy ¥’ to
contem-
plate the
idea of the
royal office
and of hu-
man happi-
ness,

Then that
dwarfed
shrewd le-
gal mind is
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Yw, molw 7€ Twe éoTov Kal Tiva Tpomov avBpemov
4 4 \ \ 4 L] ~ \ \ 9
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\ ~ \ \ \
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sin, Wagner, H. Schmidt) by
supposing Baceds and xexrn-
pévos to be distinct subjects:
‘Is a king, or, again, one pos-
sessed of much gold, to be ac-
counted happy? It may be
questioned, however, whether
7 Baoeds might not give a
better meaning.

In any way of taking the
words as they stand, re seems
to impede the sense, and a? is
superfluous. If Plato is really
quoting from a rhetorician,
this is possibly not a fatal ob-
jection, though the conjectures
waw  mokv, wdumolv, (Heusd.
Hirschig. Badh.) would seem
probable. (Schanz reads from
Madvig's conj. Baciheds ebdaipwy
kexrnuévos Tab xpvoiov.) Pos-
sibly, however, the words Bao:-
Aels . . xpuaiov are adapted from
some poet. (Cp. Theogn.: Ed-
8aluwy elpy, xai Beois Ppilos dbavd-
Towae, Kipy', dperijs 8 dAAns oddepuds
épapar) In which case yav wokd-
Xpuoov is perhaps the true
reading. For xexrpuévos in such
an adaptation, cp. (besides Pro-
tag. 340 D quoted above), the
quotation of Tyrtzus in the
Laws, 629 A: ot & umy-
gaipny ofir’ év Nyw dvdpa Tlei-
pnv, o’ el whovoubraros dvlpde
mov by, Pnoly, odr’ €l moAd

dyaba xexmpéros, elmdv oxedov
dnavra, k. (E.g. the lines
might run Ei Bac\eds elpy, lox-
otps 8¢ ydv mokvxpuoor.)

There is a close parallel
between the present passage
and 174 B: Towydpro, st
Cp. 7l éyd oé adwd with év
Sixaomply . . . dvaykagbij Néyew :
#i ov éué with év rais Nodoplass :
el (or #) Bavikels .. with ri-
pavvéy Te yap . . .

2. éml oxé] MSS, émioxedv,
Bekker corr.

3. dvfpémov pioe] Cp. supr.
174 B: Tj rowairy Ppioe.

8. iuyyiav re] ‘He gives the
philosopher his revenge ; (for)
dizzied by the strange experi-
ence of hanging at such a
height and looking downwards
from mid-air, and being dis-
mayed and lost, and broken
in his utterance, he is laughed
at, not by Thracian handmaids,
nor by any other of the un-
educated, for they do not per-
ceive his plight; but by all
whose nurture has been the
reverse of servile.’

The sentence probably di-
vides after dnfeias, and ddnuové
7€ . .. answers to vypav Te.
(eyyidv re. ydp add. Ven. &.
This is quite unnecessary.)
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P- 175. kai BapBapllwy, yéwra Opgrras ptv ob mapéxer ovd

¥ ’ -~
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3 (-4 3 \ 1 14 4 <
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oTpouarcdeapor puY) €mTTAUEVOV OvTKevaTaca
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unde &pov ndvas ) Odmas Aoyovs: 6 & ad Ta pév
Towabra mavra Ouvauévov Topds Te kai oféws dia-
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Kkovety, avaPalreafar 8¢ ovk émorauévov émdéfia

1. Bapﬁapi{wvi] Lit. ¢ Speak-
ing a strange dialect :'—strange
i.e. to the inhabitants of the
higher region. Schanz admits
into the text Pierson’s con-
jecture Barrap{{wv (‘ stammer-
ing "), founded on a passage in
Themistius which seems an
echo of this ; Themist. 22. 248
b: "Oyes yap Deypidoar edbéws
xai Noyi{opévmy kal Barrapifovoay.
But there is no sufficient reason
for rejecting BapBapifwv.

6. ¢ dvepéonrov] ¢ Who may,
without our surprise or cen-
sure, appear simple and a mere
cipher, when some menial ser-
vice is required of him, if he
has no skill, for instance, in
tying up bedclothes with the
proper knot, nor in flavouring
a sauce, or a fawning speech :—
the other character is that of the
man who is able to do all such
service with smartness and de-
spatch, but has not the skill to
throw his cloak over his right
shoulder with a gentlemanly
grace; no, nor to celebrate
aright with the music of dis-
course, in his turn, that life
which is lived in truth by the

immortals and by heaven-fa-
voured men.’

Cobet requiresoddévforoddevi.
But the dative, whether mascu-
line or neuter, is analogous to
Soph. @Ed. Tyr. 1019 : ’E{ ioov
1§ pndevi, and agrees better
with elqfe.

8. émorapévov] So Bodl. Vat.
Ven. II. émwordpevos cett.

10. Topds] ¢ Smartly.” dre 8
Spipds dv.

11. dvaBd\keobac . . c'm&'&a]
Probably, (1) *to wear his gar-
mentoverhis rightshoulder in a
gentlemanlyfashion.” Aristoph.
Av. 1567 : Ofros, 1i 8pas; én’
dpiorép’ olirws duméyes ;| ob pera-
Bakeis Ooipdriov HF émi defid;
Or, possibly, ém8ééia may mean
‘cleverly,” ‘deftly” Cp. Hor.
Ep.1.1.96: ‘Sitogadissidetim-
par, Rides. Quid, mea cum pug-
nat sententia secum? (2) A pos-
sible rendering at first sight is,
‘to strike up the song in his
turn’ Cp. odd 5’ dppoviav Né-
~yov AaBdvra, and cp. Rep. 4. 420
E: Karax\ivavres éni defua mpds v
wip Samivovras. Symp. 177 D:
Eineiv &rawov "Eporos éml Sefud.

But one person could hardly be

o

puzzled in
its turn,
and be-
comes a
laughing-
stock not to
the unedu-
cated, but
to the wise
and free.
The philo-
sopher may
be well con-
tent toseem
unskilledin
servile arts,
in compari-
son with
those who
are dumb
in the high-
est music of
the soul,
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said to sing éml 8efid, and the
antithesis requires the other
rendering. The slave can tuck
in and pack up bedclothes, the
freeman wearshis garment with
a grace. Theslaves'contribution
to the banquet is literally syov
#8ivay, figuratively 6émas Adyovs
#8ovar. Supr.173A. (Cp.Gorg.
465D : Ty pyropuciy .. dvriorpo-
¢ov Syromotias év Yuxf bs éxeivo
& odpari) The °freeman’s’
part is literally the lyre and
song; in a higher sense, dis-
course of philosophy and
virtue. This is his proper
épavos. Cp. Symp. 177 D, where
the minstrel is dismissed, and
Eryximachus proposes that
they should discourse of the
praises of love: Aoxel ydp poc
Xpivas €kacrov fjudv Néyov elmety
&rawov "Eparos éml defud s &
dimrar  xd\\orov, Prot. 347
E. There is a further ¢har-
mony’ between the discourse
and life of the philosopher;
Lach. 188 D: Kal xomdj po
doxel povawds 6 rowoiros elva,
dppoviav kak\iomyw fppoguévos o
Npav obd¢ mawdias pyava, d\Aa
¢ v {7y fppoouévos abdrds ad-
70b 7ov Biov EVpdwvor Tois Adyots
npds 1& &pya, drexvds Swpiori
d\N’ olk laori, olpa 8¢ odde
@pvysorl oldé Avdiori, dAN’ imep

pém “EXApuixy) éorew dpuovia,

There is an allusion to the
well-known custom of taking
the lyre in turn. O@mas Néyovs
is perhaps rightly supposed by
Rubnk. ad Tim. p.146 to be
& poetical expression, quoted
perhaps from Euripides or
Epicharmus,

2. Oedv Te kal dvdpiv eddai-
pévov Blov d\n6;] There is a
rhythmical cadence in the
words, cp. Phedr. 261 A:
Hdpire 87, Opéppara  yewvaia,
kaM\izadd Te Paidpoy mweilbere,
Rep. 617 D: "Avdyrns Gvyarpis
xépns Aaxéosews Adyos, k. 1. A,
Symp. 197 E, the end of Aga-
thon’s speech. This is not
improved by deleting d\néi
with Cobet, and so leaving an
iambic ending ——u—u—,

4. Ywevavriov ydp] Compare
the saying of Heraclitus, Fr. 56:
ITa\ivrovos dppovinkdapov Skwamep
Alpas kal rdfov. The preposi-
tion conveys the idea of * bear-
ing up against.’

9. tévde Tov romov] Viz. rov
cwparoady Te kal dpardy Tdmov,
Rep. 7. 532 D. The imagery of
place in which Plato’s philoso-
phy is enfolded appears most
prominently in the Phedo, the
Pheedrus, and Rep. 6 and 7.

The notion that evil must
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I 176. 810 kai mwetpdolou xp) évOévde éxeioe pevyew & T

4 ~
Braywra. Quyn Oé opoiwais e kara To Suvaroy:
€ ’ \ / \ o \ 4 /
opoiwots O¢ dikatov kal Ootov pera poviaews yevé-

exist in everything but the
Divine Nature reappears in a.
curious mythical form in the
Politicus, 270 ; and is im-
plied Tim. 48A: "E¢ dvdyxns xal
voi gvordoews. 86 B : Ta 3¢ mepl
Yuxiv (sc. vooijpara) 8t obparos
&w, k. Ib. 69 D: Evyepa-
oduevoi T’ abra dvaykaios T G-
700 yévos fwwébeoav. In the
Phedo evil is almost identi-
fied with the bodily principle.
Our ignorance on the subject
is, however, confessed in the
Lysis, 220 E, 221: Hérepoy,
v & éyd, éw 16 xaxdy dméryra,
otd¢ wewiy €rs Eoras oldé dupijy
otd¢ d\\o oddév Tév TotovTRY ; . .
# yehoiov 16 épdornpa, 8 Ti mor
€orac tére §) py €orar; Tis yap
olBev ;

2. ¢uy) 3¢ dpolwois RG]
Pheedr. 252 E, 253: ’Iyvedovres
3¢ map’ éavriv dvevploxew Ty Tob
operépov feot plow, elmopoiat
&id 70 ovvrdvws fvayrdobas mpods
Tov Bedv BNémew, xai épamripevor
atrob 1§ pvipp, évlovoiavres, é&
éxeivov NapBdvovar & €0y xal Ta
émundevpara, xad Soov Bduvardv
Geoi avbpdmg peracyeiv,

Rep. 10. 613 A: 0) yip )
Um6 ye Oedv more dueheirar, bs dv
wpobupeiobar ééNy Sixawos yiyve-
obar xai émmdelwy dpemy els
Soov Suvardy dvfpdme dpotodolba
bep. Ib. 6. goo B: 0v8¢ ydp
wov, & ’Adeipavre, oxoli TH ye
Gs dA\nfas mpds Tois odos Ty
Sudvotay Exovre kdrw PAémew els
dvfpbrey mpaypareias kal payd-
pevov abrois pldvov Te kai Svo-
peveias  éumimhacbar, AN’ els
Teraypéva drra kal kard ravra
del &xovra dpavras xai fewpévovs.

ofr’ ddikotvra ofr’ ddwovpeva
O Aoy, kdope 8¢ mdvra kal
kara Aéyov &xovra, Tavra pipei-
obai Te xal 8 T pd\iora dgopor-
ovofa,
énedy dbdvaros cpaiveras olaa,
obepia dv ely adry. ANy dmoduyn
kakdv ovdé owmpia WA TOU bs
Be\tioryy Te Kal pponpwrdrny
yevéobar. Tim. go B: T 8¢ mepl
¢hopdleiav kal mepl Tas dAnbeis
Ppovigess éomovdaxdre kai Taita
pd\ora TéV alrol yeyvpvaopévg
¢povewy pév dbdvara xai Oeia,
dvmep dAnbelas épdmryras, maca
dvdyxn wov, xal® doov & ad pe-
tacxely dvfpomim Piows dbava-
alas évdéxerar, Tovrov pndeév pépos
dmoheimew . .81 70 karapavldvew
Tas ToU wavrds dppovias Te Kai
wepipopds, TG raravoovuéve TO
xaravoody éfopotdoar karé TV
dpxaiay piow.

3. polwous 8¢] ‘And to be
made like to Him is to be-
come righteous and holy, not
without wisdom.’

pera ¢pow')a'¢wc} Is virtue
possible apart from know-
ledge? This question is dis-
cussed in the Protagoras and
the Meno. The answer given
is, that practically it would
appear so, but that perfect vir-
tue must be inseparable from
knowledge. And in the Meno
the paradox is solved by saying
that practical virtue is a Divine
gift, Oeig poipg mpooyryvouéry
dvev vod, but that if ever there
should be a virtuous man who
could teach virtue, he would
be like Teiresias amongst the
shades ; dowep wapa oxias dAnbés
& mpaypa €lp mwpos dperiv. In

Pheed. 107 C: Niv 8¢

Men will
not hear



this: for
there must
be some
evil to re-
sist the
good, and
this cannot
dwell in
heaven,but 5
must wan-
der about
this lower
world. Our
wisdom

' therefore is
to escape
heaven-
wards, by
becoming
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gBu. aAAa ydp, & dpioTe, ob wavy padiov melgar G p. 116.
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dpa ody &v &veka oi oMol Pact Setv wovnplay ey
Pevyew, dperny 8¢ Sudkew, ToUTwY XAPY TO MV émi-
mdevréov, 0 & ol, wa &) ) raxos kal e dyabos
Soxy) elvar. Tabra ydp éoTw 6 Aeyouevos ypady
#0)os, ds éuol Paiverar. 70 8¢ aAnbés e Aéywpev.
Oeos obdauy ovdauds ddikos, GAN’ ds oiov Te Oikaio- ©
Taros, kal ovk éTTw avT® OpooTEPOY VOV 1) Os AV
7udY ad yémrar & T dikaworaros. mepi ToUTOV Kal 7

the more dialectical dialogues
one side of the contradiction
disappears, and it is assumed
that philosophy is essential to
real virtue. Phed. 69 AB:
’Q paxdpie Sippia, pi yip oy
abm § 7 8pby mpds dperyy dA-
Aayn, 70ovas mwpds nlovds kai
Aimas wpds Admas kal péBoy
mpds PoBov karaNhdrrecbar . . .
@A\’ éxeivo 10 véuwopa dpddv,
oo Ppbmots, ... xat EvA\yB-
Sy d\nbys dper) 3] perd Ppovi-
geaws, . . . xopi{opeva 8¢ Ppoviioens
kai d\arrépeva dvri dAAAjAwY, pi
axaypadia Tis J 1) TotatTy dpern,
«.7.A. In the Republic it is
again acknowledged that it is
possible to partake of virtue
without philosophy, but in an
imperfect way; e.g. in the
case of the soul which laments
its choice of another life; xo.
619 C: Eba 8¢ alrov tav é
ToU odpavol fKkévTwY, év TeTayuévy
mwokreig év 7§ mporépe Bip Be-
Buwxbra, €les dvev cpihogodias
dperijs peredngpdra.  And the
education of the ¢vhaxes gene-
rally (not of the rulers) is
independent of reason, though
in harmony with it. Rep.
3. 401, 402. (In the Philebus
also the perfect life contains
the knowledge of practical
things. The philosopher must

by Schanz.

know his way home.) Thus
the contradiction felt at first
is reconciled by acknowledg-
ing the existence of different
parts of our nature, which,
though connected, and indis-
pensable to each other’s per-
fection, are not identical.
There is a slight emphasis on
pera @povigews in opposition
to what follows.

4. wa .. 8«kj elva .. dyvo-
obh ydp (nuiav ddwcias] The
whole of this passage is paral-
lel to the speeches of Glaucon
and Adeimantus in the second
book of the Republic, and the
same thought is differently
worked out in the Gorgias.

5. 6 Aeyduevos ypadv Ufhos)
¢ This is what men commonly
repeat, an old wives’ fable, as
appears to me.’” The meaning
of Aeydpevos here (not="*as the
saying is’) seems determined
by Aéyouev following.

9. mept Tovrov] ‘ Moreover a
man’s real ability, or else his
nothingness and want of man-
hood, i8 concerned with this.’
wepl Todro is read in the quo-
tations of Jamblichus and
Theodoret. It is approved by
Cobet, and has been adopted
The genitive is
accounted for by the indeter-




minateness of the point in
question. ‘On this, one way
or other, depends,’ etc. dvavdpia
is suggested by dvdpds.

5. oprixai . . Bdvavoo] ¢ Vul-
gar—° mechanical,’ or ¢ mean.’
The contrast here is not be-
tween truth and falsehood,
but, as in the Politicus, be-
tween the actual and the ideal.

6. 7§ odv adwoivri, k. T. \.]
This very favourite thought is
developed in the Gorgias. See
esp. 524—7.

¥. 78 py . . dwd mavovpylas
elvai] ‘Not to admit that vil-
lany constitutes him a clever
man,’

9. ob Ajjpot] ¢ That they are
not mere absurdities, camber-
ing the ground :'—*not sole-
cisms,’ as Carlyle might say.

yiis @ws dx0y)] érdaiov dxbos
dpoipns (Il. 18, 104, quoted
in Apol. 28), Od. zo. 379,

Aristoph. Nub. 1203 : HpdBar’
d\\es. Milton, Areopagitica :
‘Many a man lives a burden
to the Earth ; but a good book
is the precious life-blood of a
master spirit.’

Nijpo] Charm. 176 A: ’Epe
pév Xijpov fyeicfa elvar xal ddi-
varov Néyp ériwoiv {yreiv. Pheed.
42 C: Te\evrdvra wdvr *&v Nijpov
7oy "Evduplova dmodelfece xal od-
8apot &v Paivorro.

10. ofovs . . Tovs cwlnoopévous)
‘Such as all must be in the
city who are to live securely
there. ‘Such as those must
be in the state whose lives
are not to be forfeit,’ i.e. en-
dangered by every accusation
(Wohlrab). Cp. Soph. Ant.
189 : "H¥ éoriv ) odfovaa.

14. &v évlore mdoyovow obdév
adwcovvres] ¢ Which men often
escape entirely in doing wrong.’
¢ &v pendet ab oddé’ Heindorf,

OEAITHTOZ. 129
~ ’
p 176. o5 aAnfds Seworns avdpos kal ovdevia T€ Kal dvav-  wise and
\ \ ’ ~ just and
Spia. 7 pév yap rovrov yvéais codla kal dperi)  pure s
) r ¢ o\ w > / \ ) ’ 3 min,
aknluny, 1) O¢ ayvown apalbia kol kaxio évapyns: ai  liketoGod.
8 dAaw Sewornrés Te Sokoboaw kal copiae év pev
woAirikals OSvvaorTeius yiyvouevar poprical, év 8é s
4 4 ~ ~ e
Téxvaus Bavavaor. TP ody adikodvTe Kal dvoota Aé-  Thisis Al
A 4 ~ man s e
D YOUTL 1) WPATTOVTL PaKPG GpPLOT EXEL TO u7) TUYXew- “oleverness’
~ -~ and proo.
petv dew vmo mavovpylas elvar. dyeAlovrar yap of virtue,
~ / ~ -~ n (-]
76 Oveibel, Kai olovrar akove ori ov Anpol €iat, yis real peaalty
y v -~ of vice 18
dA\os dxln, aAX' dvdpes olovs Ol év WOAeL ToUS 10 one which
’ ’ Y » ' ’ cannot be
gwbnoopévovs. Aekréov odv TaAnbés, OTL TOTOUTQ  escaped by
~ ’ » @ ) ¥ o s\ ¥ ) clever
HEANOY €loy 0l0L OUK OlOVTaL, OTL OUYE OLOVT@L" AYVO- shifts. For
~ \ ’ » ’ A ~ o » - > to act
ovar yap (quiav adwkias, 0 Ol fkioTa dyvoelv. 0D  wronglyis
, » a ~ ’ N ’ [ to be re-
yap €arw My dokovat, wAnyal Te kai favarol, @Y  movedfrom
) 4 sa\ ~ "aa\ A g/ the Divine
eviore wagxovaw ovdev adikobvtes, aAAa 7y adUVaTOoV 15 pattern,
3 ~ : and to be
E ékpuyetv, brought



nearer to
the likeness
of the Evil.
The soul
that does 80
will not be
received at
death into
the region
pure from
evils,-They
will laugh
at this,
and call us
simple men.
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ITAATONOZ=
OEO. Tia &) Aéyers;

3Q. Mapaderypdrov, @ Pike, év ¢ dvi éardrawv,
100 pév Belov eddaupoveardarov, Tov O abéov afAuw-

4 L [ e .4 (.4 v e\ L ’ ’
TaTOU, OVY OpdUTES OTL OUT®S EXEL, o NABLoTNTOS
~ /’ ~ \

5 T€ Kol Tis éoxarns avoizs AavBavovar T® pev opor

’ \ \ SN/ ’ ~ \ s ’

ovpevor 8w Tas adikovs mwpafeis, T 6¢ avouolovuevor.
? \ / ’ ~ \ (4 ’ e ¢

od 6 tivovar dikny {Gvres Tov eikota Biov ¢ opot-

~ I\ t 4 -4 A \ 9 ~ ~

ovvrau. éav & eimwper orL, av p) awaAlaydot Tis
4 \ ~ \

dewornros, kal TeAevToavras avTovs €kelvos uev O

10 TGV Kakdv kalapds Tomos ob Oéferau, évfade S¢ T

~ ’ ~ ~
adrols opowrnra Tijs Saywyns del éfovat, kaxol Ka-
~ ~ \ 4
Kkols guvovres, Tavra 01 Kai wavramwao os Sewol Kal

~ 4 ~ ’
TavoUpyoL avonTWY TWEY GKOVTOVTAL.

2. l]apabﬂ'ypérwv; Cp. Rep.
9. 592 B: ANN, v & ¢yd, év
olpavy lows mapadeiypa dvikerrar
t$ Povhouévy dSpav kal dpavre
cavrdv katowxifew.

3. dféov] ‘From which all
that is Divine has fled.’

8. rijs dewdrnros] ‘ From this
.cleverness which is their boast.’

10, Tav xaxdy xafapds] Viz.
wAdws kal dvolas kal PéBwv kal dy-
ploy éporwv kal Tdv d\\wv kakdv
1dv dvfpameiov, Pheed. 81 A.

xabapés] Pheed. 83 D: "Ex yip
tob dpodofelv T ohbpart xai Tois
abrois xaipew dvaykd{erai, oluas,
dpdrpazos kai dpdrpopos yiyveoba
xal ota undémore kabapis els"Aidov
dpwéofar dAN' del Tob odparos
dvanéa éfiévas, dore Tuxd wdlw
winvew és dho odua xal Somep
awepopérn éupieca, xal éx Toi-
Twv duoipos elvas Tijs Toi Beiov e kal
xabapob kal povoeidoi's ovvovaias.

Ibid. 69 C: Kal §) coppoaivy,
k.7.A. kal adm) 5 Pppémais i) xa-
Bappds Tis 3. xal kewduvedovas kal
oi Tds Tekeras . . karaoTiHoavres . .
wilas aivirreadar ot bs v dpinros

xal dréearos els "Adov ddpixnras,
év BopBipy keiverat, & 8¢ xexabap-
pévos T€ xal Tereheauévos éxeige
dixduevos perd fedv olknoe:.

v abrois Spowbrnra Tis Sia-
yoyis] I e (as H. Schmidt
remarks) mjy adrois Spolav Sia-
yoyiw tov Biov. “They will
always retain their way of life
like to themselves—evil as
they are, associating with evil
things” Compare the well-
known passage of the Phaedo,
81 C-82 A : ’ANAG Siechnupémy
¥€, olpat, Swd Tob cwparoedobs . .
katd Tds alrdv dpodmTas THs
peNéms (imitated by Milton,
Comus, 467-9:

¢ The soul grows clotted by

contagion,

Imbodies, and imbrutes, till

she quite lose

The divine property of her

first being.’)

I1. Kaxoi kaxois a'w6vr¢s] ka-
xois is probably neuter. See
H.Schmidt, Exegetischer Com-
mentar, p. 139.

12, xai mavrdmaow bs Sewoi]

p- 176.

p. 117.
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©EAITHTOZ.
OEO. Kai pdla &), & Zorpares-
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¥4 3 ~ ~
B 2Q. Oida 7o, & éraipe. év uévrot Tt adrols oup-
7/, .4 A ~
BéBnkev, &ri av ig Adyov 8éy Sovval Te kai Oéfa-
\ < ’ ~
glos mepl v Yéyovor, kai éBehjcwTw avdpikds
\ ’ ~ \
moAvY xpovov Umopetvar Kol py) avavdpws (evyew,
’ ’ k4 ’ ~
T0T€ ATOTWS, & OaLLoVIE, TEAEUTDITES OUK GPETKOVTLY
~ <
avrol avrols wepl @y Aéyovat, kui 1) pyTOpLKY) éKeivy
il ’ o ’ \ ~
TS amwouapaiveral, wore wmaldwy undev Svkety Owi-

Pépew.

H \ \ 3 ’ » \ \ 4
€pl pev odv ToUTWY, €mEd]) Kal Tapepya

4 ’ ) ~ H) \ 4 ’ 3\
TUyXaveL Aeyoueva, amoaTdpuer—ei O¢ w1, wAelw ael
’ ~ ~
c émppéovra Kataxdoe qudy Tov €€ apxis Aoyov.—
3\ \ \ ¥ £4 L] \ \ ~
éml O¢ Ta éumpoafev lwuev, € xal aol Ookel.
\ ~
OEO. ’Epol pév 1a rowira, @ Zwkpares, ovk
mbéorepa axovew: paw yap THAK@Oe OvTL émaxo-
anbéarepa paw yap ™Aik@de Gvri émaxo
-~ ’ -~ ’
Aovdetv €t pévror Sokel, TaA émaviopey.
E) ~ » ~ ’ k4 ~ ’ *
2Q. Ovkotyv évravfa mwov fjuev Tob Adyov, €v @

I e. the feeling of superiority
will only be confirmed in them.
The force of &s extends to
dvofrov T,

2. Oldd roi, & éraipe] ‘I am
quite aware of it, my friend !
1.e. I know the full extent of
the ridicule that they will pour
on us.” He refers to the em-
phatic answer of Theodorus.
(This explanation is accepted
by H. Schmidt.)

3. ig] ‘Singly’ I e. in
conversation with one person,
instead of haranguing els 7o
péaov,

5. Kkal p dvdvdpes eedyew)
Cp. Rep. 7. 518 A : Odx &v dho-
YioTws yeA@.

Y. 7 pnropur) éxelvy mos dmo-
papaiverar] ¢ That brilliant rhe-
toric of theirs fades utterly,
leaving them to appear no bet-
ter than children.’ Meletus,

in Apol. 24-27, is a case in
point. For mes cp. supr.
144 B.

8. maldwv undév doxeiv diaché-
pew] Cp. Crit, 49 A : 'ENdbopev
fpds atrovs maidwy oldéy Siahé-
povres.

10. mhelw del émippéovra kata-
xéoe fpdv rov €€ dpxiis Abyor]
“They will come in like a
flood and bury our main argu-
ment.” The image is that of
a torrent covering with its
¢drift’ the works of man. Cp.
Crat. 414 C: Ta wpara évdpara
refévra Karaxéyworas f§8n Umd
Tdv Bovhopévov Tpaypdely abrd.
Polit. 302 C: Toi viv dmikexu-
pévou Néyou kar’ dpxds. Legg.
7.793 B. A still more lively
image is employed below, 184 A.

13. 74 rowira] ‘Quam spi-
nosiora ista.” Cic. Tuscul. 1.

K 2

G

[

(]

15

But if they
would con-
sent to rea.
son with us,
they would
erelong be-
come con-
fused and
silent, and
their fluent
rhetoric
would fade
away, leav-
ing each of
them as
helpless as
a child.
But we
must re-
turn, and
take up the
broken
thread of
our dis-
cussion.




1. v. Third
eriticism of
the doc-
trine,
What ap-
Ppears to me,
8 to me,
‘We found
that even
those who
make jus-
tice con-
ventional,
hesitate to
apply their

132

épauev Tovs T epopdmy ovaiav Aéyovras, kel p.177.

HAATQNOZ

\ LAY ~ € /’ ~ \ 3 4 G ~
70 ael OokobY €KAOTQ TODTO Kai €lval TOUT® @ OoKeL,
~ . ’
év pév Tois dAdois é0éew Sioyupileabas, kai ody
\ ~ a4 A ~
frwora wepl Ta Sikaua, ds wavros paAAov, @ av Onrai o

~ ~ L4 4 ~
s mo\is Sofavra avry, Tadra kai éoTi dikaw T Oe-

/ 4 LY 4 \ \ L ~ LE Y4 L
pévy, éoamep av kénrar: mwept O¢ Tayabod ovdéva av-
~ 5 4 ~ 4 o
Speitov é0° otrws €elvau, wore ToAuar Swpaxeabor ot
~ ’ ~ ~
kol @ av oPéApa oimbeiga mols éavry Onras, Kal

3. é&v pév . ., mepl O¢ rdya-
600] ‘In other cases they
would insist strongly on the
truth of their principle ;—
with respect to justice in par-
ticular they would insist that
the enactments of any state
are just for her, so long as
they remain in force ;—but
when good is in question—'

4. mepl T4 Bixawa . . . wepi
rdyafoi] ‘In regard to what
is just — concerning what is
good.

5. 13 Oepévy] So Bodl. with
Vat. Ven. I1., rifepévy T cett.

6. éwogmep &v égrai] Supr.
172 B: “Ocoy &v 8okjj xpbvov.

mepi 8¢ rdyadod] Rep. 6. 505
D : 0 8) 8idket pév draca Yy
kal roitov &vexa wdvra mpdrret,
dmopavrevopévn T elvas, dmopoioa
8, xr.\. . What is good can-
not be apparent merely. (Com-
pare the saying of Des Cartes
nd Spinoza : ‘The idea of God

lies His existence.”) This

3 not, however, universally

nitted. Ar. Eth. N. 1. 3.

: Towatryy 8¢ Tiva whdvny €xet

rdyadd, . 7.\,

‘dyabod..bpéAiua] Rep. 5.457

458 E: Kd\\wora yip roiro

Aéyerar xal Nehéferar, Ore 16

depéhepov Kkakov, 76 8¢ Bha-

w alaxpdy, .. ydpovs . . mot-

fiooper lepods els Stvapww Ore pd-
Mora' elev 8 &v lepol ol dpes-
pdrarot,

We have not yet risen to the
couception of the ideal good
éméxewa 1ijs obolas: good is still
a relative term, though know-
ledge begins to find a resting-
place there. In the concrete
the good and expedient are
identical. See Spinoza, Cog.
Met. 1. §§ 6, 11: ‘Res sola
considerata neque bona dici-
tur, neque mala, sed tantum
respective ad aliam, cui con-
ducit ad id quod amat acqui-
rendum, vel contra; ideoque
unaqueeque resdiverso respectu
eodemque tempore bona et
mala potest dici—Deus vero
dicitur summe bonus, quia
omnibus conducit, nempe uni-
uscujusque esse, quo mihil
magis amabile, suo concursn
conservando. Malum autem
absolutum nullum datur, ut
per se est manifestum.

¢Porro uti bonum et malum
non dicitur nisi respective, sic
etiam perfectio, nisi quando
perfectionem sumimus pro ipsa
rei essentia, quo sensu antea
diximus, Deum infinitam per-
fectionem habere, hoc est infi-
nitam essentiam, seu infinitum
esse,’
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v ~ 4 o A / L] /4 \
P 177. €Tt TogODTOY XpovoY doov av KéqTar dPéAua, TAY
¥ ~ ~
€l Tis T0 ovopa Aéyorr TovTo 8€ WOV oKBuM Ay €l

p- 178.

wpos 6 Aéyouev. ovyi;
OEO. Iavv ye.

3Q. My yap Aeyéro 70 dvopa, GAAa TO TWpdypa 5

0 dvoualouevov Gewpetrat
OEO. My yap.

? A A ~ 4 ’ U
2Q. AAX’ b dv TovTo 6vopaly, Tovrov &) mov
oroxaleras vopolerovuérn, xal wavras Tovs vouovs,
y o L ’ \ ’ e ) ’
ke’ ogov oleral Te kai Svvaral, ws OPEApwTATOVS
~ y
éavry) Tilferaw. 1) wpos dAXo T BAémovoa vouole-

TelTOU §

OEOQ. Ovdauds.

3Q. H odv kai Tvyxdves dely 7 moAAG Kkai Oa-

/’
MapTaveL ékaoTy ;

1. w\w €l is. . Néyopev] Rep.
7.533 D: "Eons &, s époi Boxei,
ob mepl dvdparos duaBirnas,
ols Tog0VTOY WépL oKéYus Gowy
7uiv mpéxerar. The scoffer is
supposed to say that the legis-
lature may give the name
dpéhpor to what it will. Cp.
Charm. 163 D.

3. mpos & )«e‘yopsv] In respect
of that which we mean.

5. Mj ydp Aeyéro 76 Svopa]
¢Let him not intend the name
but the thing which is con-
templated under it.’ ydp re-
fers to Theodorus’ mdw e
Badham’s conjecture, v mpaypa
8 dvopdfopev Oewpeirw, has re-
ceived a curious apparent con-
firmation from the variant
which appears on the margin
of two MSS. (Ven. I and Ces.),
&A\& 73 mpiypa T dvopaldpmevor
Oewpeirw. But it may still be
doubted whether this is not
a coincidence of conjectures.

For N\éyew in Plato is rather
‘te mean’ than ‘to say.’ For
the sense cp. Ar. Met. 1.
1006: T & dmopolpevor o
Toiré éorw, el évdéxerar 76 avrd
elvas kal py elvar dvBpomov T
dvopa, d\\& T mpaypa.

7. My ydp] These words
were put into Socrates’ mouth
in the edd. before Heindorf.
Cp. Soph. 255 B: Mj roirww
Aéyoper, kTN,  Oe. pi ydp.

8. 8 &v roiro dvoud(y] ¢ What-
ever name the State gives to
this’ (8 mpayua, supr.).

10. xaf’ doov oieral Te Kkal Sv-
varac] ¢ To the extent of her
opinion and her power.” 1. e.
She prescribes what she thinks
beneficial, so far as she is able
to enforce it. (She may be
blind to her true interests, or
a stronger power may prevent
her from legislating according
to her own views.) Cp. Rep.
1. 338 foll.

principle to
what is Be-
neficial and
good.

A state
makes laws
for the be-
nefit of its
members,
but they
are not al-
ways bene-
ficial,



Or, to put
it more
generally,
(for the
laws regard
the future
benefit of
the citi-
zens,)

The man,
you say, is
the mea-
sure of all
‘things
white,
heavy, and.
the like,
for he has.
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OEO. Olua éywye xai Supaprdvew.

3Q. "Ert Tolvuv évbévde av paidov mas Tis opo-

U s\ ~ H) \ ’ ~ »
Aoynaeie TavTa TabTA, € TEPL WAVTOS TS TOD €LOOUS

3 ’ 3 K4 \ N /2 ’ 4 v V4
épwTwn, €v @ Kai T0 apEAyuor Tvyxavel ov. €oTe O€

\ N \ ’ o \
5 ov kal mwepi To¥ péANovra Xpovov. OTav yap vouo-
Oerdpeda, os éaouévovs dPelipovs Tovs vopovs Tilé-
* \ L 4 14 ~ \ / ’ ~
uela eis Tov erera xpovov. TovTo 8¢ pEAAov opfids

10

av Néyoupev.
OEO. IMavv ye.
Q. "I6. &, evrwai

épordper Ilpwrayopay 1)

¥ \ ~ \ ’ 4
dAay Twa TéV ékelvy Ta avra Aeyovrwv, Ilavrov
, ¥ 0 ’ ] € 4 ki H ’
puérpov avlpwmos éorw, ws ¢Paré, & Ilpwrayopa,
~ ’ ’ \ o ~
Aevkdy, Bapewy, kovdwy, ovdevos dTov ov TGY Tol-

’ ¥ \ e I A
oUTWY., EXWV Yap avTwy

2. évféde] ‘From the fol-
lowing point of view.

4. év & xai] For the me-
thod cp. Rep. 6. 491 C: AaBov
Tolvuy 6hov abrod Spbas . . . wdm
ros mepl omépparos §) Purod. By
analysing the term ¢ beneficial’
into ¢ future good * Socrates is
able to extend his proof to
sensible things, and thus di-
rectly to refute Protagoras.
For not only ‘future good,’
but ‘future hot,’ ¢ sweet,’ ‘tune-
ful,” ¢ persuasive,’ is known by
the émoripor, and by him alone.
Plato also brings out the signi-
ficant principle that predic-
tion is the test of science.”

for 3] €Cp. 10 SPpépor.
‘Whatever is expedient is also
referrible to future time. As
elsewhere, the connotation of
the term is limited by the
example given, so that o d¢é-
Apov here really=1d év vopofe-
rioec  dpéhipov, * Expediency
as 8 principle of legislation.’

’ ~ Q
70 Kpurnplov €v avT®, ol

Cp. infr. 179 A.  And, for the
use of xal, supr. 152 B : Odxoiv
kal Gaiveras olTws éxarépy ;

7. rovro 8¢] Cp. 70 éadpevor
els Tov &mesra xpovoy.

p.s'k)ov] The MSS. vary be-
tween pallov (Bodl. Vat. Ven.
1), pkes pardov (Coisl.), and
wéNhov padov (T pr. cett.). But
péMov is given by the cor-
rector of T

£3. A “';B"P"m’: b ,00=
3evds Grov o] Cp.supr. 171 E:
Ta pév mwoAAa 5 Sokel Tairy Kai
Eorw éxdor, Beppd, npd, yAvéa,
wdvra 8oa Tod Tumov Tovrov. And,
for the omission of peAdvwr,
supr. 159 C, xabeidorra, and
note.

14. 70 xpirqprov| The word
is formed from «pirqs, on the
analogy of &waoripwor. Cp.
Legg. 6. 767 B: Aio &) rar
houmaw &ore xpiripia, The pre-
sent is probably one of the
earliest instances of its use.

ola wdoxe Towaira oldperos)

p. 148.
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p. 178. TAOXeL TowaiTa olduevos, aAnb) TeE olerar avTg Kal

K ~ ’ 3

2Q. *H kai 76v pelovrov éoeabas, Prioopev,
~ 3 )

¢ pwraydpa, éxer 70 Kkpiriprov év avre: xai oix av s

~ ~ ~ /4
oinly égeabar, Tavra xal yiyvera ékeive T oindévr. ;

oiov Geppd, ap’ drav Tis oindy ididTys avTov muperov

’ \ ¥ ’ \ ’ \
Aeobas xai éoealu Tavtyy THv Bepuoryre, Kai
4 » \ / 9 ~ \ \ /7 4
érepos, larpos O, avromOy, kara Ty worépov dofav

~ \ 7 ’ 4 A \ \ ’
Pouer 70 uéAdov amoPnoeslor; n kara THY aucpo-
Tépwy, kai T7¢ ueév latpe ov Oepuos ovde muperTwy
yeviigerar, éavre O¢ aucorepa ;

OEO. Teloiov uév 7 dv ely.

2Q. "ANN, oipa, wepi

Sc. alrd. Or rather the ac-
cusatives are cognate. Cp.
supr. 152 C: Ola yip alobd-
verat, and note,

2. dvra] There is a slight
stress on the present tense in
opposition to peANdrrwr éoeabar.

4. "H kal Tdv peA\évrov &o-
ecbai, Ppiioopev] As here know-
ledge seems to emerge with
the mention of future time,
8o in the Protagoras, 357,
virtue is shown to be know-
ledge, because it implies the
power of comaparing the future
with the present. (Cp. the
line of Homer, Il 1. 343 : 008¢
7 old¢ vojjoac dpa mpboow kal
énioow.)

4. olov chya’;l The word is
placed absolutely, or in a loose
construction . with ¢apev infr,
Heindorf comp. Crat. 393 E:
Olov 70 Bijra dpis 8re Tob 7 kal
100 7 Kkal Tob & mpooredivray ob-
8¢v é\vmoer, kT

dpa . . xard Ty morépov ddfav)

L4 ’ \ L
0oV YAURVTYTOS Kek Q=

¢ Surely we must suppose (must
we not?) that the resalt will
be according te the opinion of
one of them, or shall we say
that it will be in accordance
with both?’ It is implied in
what follows, which opinion is
probably right. For the in-
definite morépov see above, 145
B, el morépov, and esp. Lach.
181 D.

airév] The accusative (not
abrés) is used because the man
is supposed to consider his
own case objectively.

12. éavrddédpcpérepa] Viz. xal
Ocpuds xai mvpérrov, The same
word is repeated in a different
relation. Cp. supr. 147 E,
Suvdpevor, and note.

Cp. Aristotle, Met. 1. 5.
1010 b: "Ere 3¢ mepl rob pék-
Aovros, Gomep xat Idrwy Aéye,
od 3nmov dpolws xupia ) Tob larpov
36gu xal 1) Tov dyvooiwros, oley
mept Tov péllovros Erecbar Uyiois
# ) péNhovros.

the stand-
ard of them
in himself.
Has he also
the stand-
ard in him-
self of
Future
things ? If
he thinks
he is going
to have a
fever, and
the physi-
eian tells
him No,
which
opinion
will prove
true for
him in the
sequel ¢



The musi-
cian is a
better
judge of
future har-
mony than
the gym-
nast, as the
latter will
himself
confess
when he
hears the
sounds,

Surely Pro-
tagoras
himself
professed
to be a
better pro-
phet than
those
whom he
taught, of
the proba-
ble effect
of a rheto-
rical argu-
ment,
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3Q. Odkovv kal Tob péAhovros éoridaesdar i)
1o payepikot dvros, akevalouévns Bolvs, dxvporépa 7
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TEPL €y yap T0D 10N OvTOS €kaaTe ndéos 1) yeyovo- E
Tos undéy mw Te Aoy Swpaywueda, dAAa wepl Tob
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ué\dovros ekaare kai Sofew kal éoeabas morepov
15 alr0s AUTY ApLaTos Kpurys, 1) ov, & Hpwraydpa, To
ye mepl Aoyovs milbavov ékdoTe BV Exouevov eis
dicaamipiov BéAtiov av mpedofagais 7 TV iwTdY

00TLOO0DY §

OEO. Kai pdra, ¢ Ewkpa'res', TobTo e opodpa
UToXVETO TAVTOY 8m¢epew avros.
2Q. Ny Ala, & pére: ) obdels ¥ av adrgp Sie-

4. dvappbotov . . éoopévo]
The neuter is used without the
wrticle here, because the ques-
iion refers to a particular case.

9. Here, as in the Gorgias,
'463, 4) cookery prepares the
way for rhetoric. Cp. supr.
t75D. Even éyomouxy, how-
aver, is not an drexvos TpiBy if
it can foretell consequences.

13. pndév ww ¢ Aye dia-
saxopeda] The certainty of
vresent Impressions is after-
wards swept away together
with the doctrine of motion,
infr. 182. Aud the relation
of present to past impressions

is further discussed under the
guise of a new inquiry, 191
foll. (See especially the word
pvnpeior.)

15. 76 ye mept Néyovs mbaviv]
A further homethrust at Pro-
tagoras, of a different order
from his own uqum supr. 166 C.

16. éxdore npdv éoduevov els
Bucaa'fr)ptov] ¢ That which each
of us will find persuasive to be
spoken in court. ‘Each of us’
includes not only those who
are to hear, but the man who
is to speak the speech in
court,

21. & péke] This comic ad-
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P- 179. Aéyero 8idods moAD apyvpiov, €l *O1) Tovs guvovras

érelfev 1 kai 70 pédov éoeafal Te Kai dofew odre

dress, nowhere else used by
Plato, marks Socrates’ exqui-
site enjoyment of the humour
of the situation.

1. & *3)] The MSS. have
all e pj. Heindorf corrects
this to e @y, and gives the
following note :—* Profecto in
futurarum quoque rerum cog-
nitione omnibus precellere se
Protagoras profitebatur, aut
nemo ipsi magnam doctrine
mercedem solvisset, si quo
modo persuasisset discipulis,
etiam de futuris rebus neque
vatem neque alium quemquam
melius posse judicare, quam
ipsum sibi unumquemque. V.
ad Gorg. § 75. 47. Platonis
autem sententiam restituimus
unius litterulee  mutatione.
Quippe vulgo scriptum e gy
rols vy, unde contrarius pror-
sus et absurdus sensus effi-
citur. Quam scripturam nequis
tuendam arbitretur verbo airds
ad Protagoram trahendo et
air¢ mutando in alrg (sc. 7¢
ouvdvrt), manifesta h. 1. est
superiorum verborum wdrepov
alrds alr@ dpioros Kkpiris Te-
petitio, neque tum ferri posset
hoc airg: adeo id moleste re-
dundaret. Idem vitium insedit
Phileb. 34 C: "va py iy Y-
xiis 78omy xwpls odparos 8re
pd\iora kai évapyéorara AdBopev,
Corr. tva m), et Protag. 331 D:
Kal ydp driobv érobv dunyémn
mpogéoke. 1O yap Nevkdy TG pé-
Aaw &orw & py (l. 6m) mpoo-
éowke Kai O aKAnpdy 6 pakaxd.”

This reasoning is in the
main correct. But 8, which
is the received correction of
Phil. 1. ¢c., seems more forcible
here than =y, which has no

particular aptness in this
passage. ‘If it had really
been his wont to persuade
them of that which has been
now suggested’ Cp. 166 C:
El 8 dvopdrav ye....: alib,
The corruption probably ori-
ginated in the slightly obscure
reference of alrds airg, or per-
haps simply from the neigh-
bourhood of Nj (written pp).
Schanz also, it would seem
independently, suggests el 87.]

Schleiermacher solved the
difficulty by omitting air@
(which, as H. Schmidt ob-
serves, might be suggested to an
emendator by wérepov adrds adr,
supr. 178 E), and referring atrds
to Protagoras. But this de-
stroys the force of xai, and the
question is not between one
oracle and another, but be-
tween the opinion of the
master and of the common in-
dividual. For air$ referring
to an indefinite subject cp.
Apol. 39 D: 0) ydp éof’ abry)
7 dmaXAayy) ofire mdvv Suvary) olire
kaki), AN’ éxelvy) xal ka\AioTn xal
pdorn, p Tods d\lovs kolovew,
d\\' &autdr mapaokevilew dmws
éora. &s PBétioros. For the
change from plural to singular,
which has been elsewhere illus-
trated, cp. esp. Rep. 1. 344 BC.

The pdvres is introduced as
being émoripov of the future
generally, just as the physician
is of future health or sickness,
the musician of future har-
mony, etc. 7is d\los points
distantly at Protagoras him-
self, and his position as the
prophet of the school is hinted
at. Cp. supr. 162 A: ’Ex rod
ddlrov tijs BUBAov éPbéyfara,



And it is
acknow-
ledged that
a state
must often
fail in its
legislation,
which re-
ards the
ture.
Therefore
one man is
wiser than
another,
and not
every man,
but the
wise man,
is the mea-
sure of

things.

On ﬁ:,is
un
%I:zn, the
theory can-
not stand.
And there
are other

15
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€y / [ ’ 3 ’ \ ’ < \
aliokeabar 6 Adyos, aligKouevos Kai Tavry, 7 TGS
Tév dA\\ov 8ofas kvplas mowet, abrar 8¢ épavnoay
A » ’ ’ ’ ~ 3 ~ € ’
Tovs éxevov Aoyovs ovbauy) aAnlels 1yovuevat.
~ ’
2Q. IMoMayy, & Oeddwpe, kal dAAy av 70 yeo
~ ~ ~ 3
20 TOLOUTOV @Aoly, wy waoay wavros aApdy Sofav elvau.

H. Schmidt remarks that the
descriptive imperfects are con-
tinued from dmioxveiro supr.

4. ai vopeleaias xai Td bpé-
pov] ¢ Legislation and expedi-
ency’ (which is the principle of
legislation).

5. mds 4v éuokoyoi] An ap-
peal to common sense like
supr. 171D : ‘Ouokoyeiv &v Toird
ye Svrwoiv. Thus we return
to the chief statement, which
has been reinforced with the
additional argument beginning
with "Ere Tolvuw, supr. 178 A.

Arist. Met. 11. 1063 & : Tod-
Tov & dvros TowiTov, Tods érépovs
pév imolnnréor pérpov elvas, Tove

¥ érépovs ody tmoNnmréov.

12. 1 dremaripon] Supr.
150 C.

13. &s dm] Supr. 167 D.

15. 'Exeivy . .. rairy] The
position which Theodorus has
previously accepted is nearer
and more familiar to him than
that to which he points as still
in the hands of Socrates. Hence
the use of the demonstratives.

16. xai rabrp] 171 foll.

2o. pq] Cp. supr. 166 C.
10 rowirov is either (1) the
theory, or (z) (as cognate sub-
ject of dhoin) the refutation
of the theory.
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I. mept 8¢ 70 mapdy, x.TA.
This was the point reserv
above, 178 D E: Hepl pév yap
700 48y dvros, xA. For the
change from singular to plural
cp. Rep. 2. 373 E: HoAéuov. . .
& b,

é¢ &] ¢The momentary
effect produced on each man,
from which arise the sensa-
tions, and the beliefs which
are in accordance with them.’
Vid. 156 DE; and note the
incipient distinction between
alofnos and 86fa. «ai. . 8éfa
is added because we are now
directly engaged with Pro-
tagoras, who said 75 S8oxoiw
éxdore elvar, or rather with
those disciples of his. who
support his theory on the
Heraclitean principle. mdfos
in this sense appears to have
been & technical term of the
Cyrenaic school. Cp. Sext.
Emp. adv. Math. 191: ®dow
odv ol Kvpyraixol xpiripia elvav
ré mwdfp xal pdva xarahapPd-
vealar xai ddudyevora Tvyydvew,
xrX. But we may observe
that Plato here, as elsewhere,
distinguishes the physical im-
pression from the sensation
itself.

5. &vra] Ast conjectured ra
8vra, but see above, 178 B:

*ANnbij Te oleras alrd kai dvra,

6. odx dmd axomod elpykev]
Hom. Odyss. 11.344: "2 ¢idos,
od pav fuw dnd oxemob odd dwd
ddns | pvbeirar Bacihea mepi-
Ppov.

8. &s ..émérarre] Supr.
166 C, 168 B. In the pre-
vious section Socrates was
dealing directly with Pro-
tagoras. He now goes still
more closely to work by grap-
pling with the principle on
which the theory of Protagoras
is grounded by his disciples,
especially by those who. are
also followers of Heraclitus.
We have already answered
him (supr. A), in his own per-
son, but we have not quite
done with him (infr. 183 B)
until the Heraclitean °flux’
has been finally disposed of.

oxerréov . . duakpovovra] Soph.
246 B:: Totyapoiv oi mpés av-
Tovs dupioPyroivres pdia edha-
Bas dvwbey € dopdrov moléy
dudvovras, vonra drra kai dod-
para €idy Baldpevor Ty dAnbumny
obaiav elvar Ta 8¢ éxelvwy chdpara
xkai v Neyopévqy U’ abrév d\q-
Oeiav kard opikpa diabpatovres év
Tois Adyois yéveaw dvr’ oboias
Qepopérmy. Twwd mpooayopelovow,
év péop 3¢ mepl raira dmheros
duporépwv pdxn Tis, & Oeaityre,
det fuvéorneev. This combat
is somewhat differently de-

points
where it is
easily as-
sailable.
But it is
more diffi-
cult to at-
tack the
main posi-
tion, viz.
that the
present
sensible
impression
is always
true.



Perhaps
this is im-
pregnable,
but let us
approach,
and
whether its
foundation
in the doc-
trine of
motion is
secure,

1. 3. Criti-
cism of the
principle,
All i8 mo-
tion.

Final re-
Jection of
the doctrine
of sense.
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2Q. T tot, & Pike Oecdwpe, paAdov orerréov:
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OEO. MNavramas: uév odv. kal yap, @ Sorpares,

\ ’ ~ e / L4 \ 4
mepl Tovtwy ToOv HpakAerewy, ) womep av A€yes

scribed in the present pas-
sage.

I. Ty Gepopévmy . . . obolav]
ravryy refers to the conclusion
in 160 C and the preceding
argument from 156 A on-

wards.

Siaxpovovra] (dxovorra Bodl.)
Schol.: ’Ex perapopis rav Sua-
xodwvovvTwy TG Kepdmea, € dé-
pawd elow. Cp. Phileb. 55 C:
Tevvaios 8¢, €l mwp oablpov &xer,
wav mepiepovwpev. Compare the
English expression, ¢ As sound
as a bell!

5. emBidwat ﬂdpﬂo)\u] ‘Gains
in importance,’” ‘is waged with
increasing energy.’

6. xopyyoioi] Cp. Demetr.
Byz. ap. Athen. 295. ed.
Schw. : ’Exd\ovv 3¢ xai xopn-
yois, &s ¢now & Buldvrios An-
unTpios, ovx &omep viv Tols
pafovpévovs Tovs xopovs, dAA&
tols kafpyouuévous Tob xopod,
xalimep Tolvopa onpaives.

It would appear from this
that the Heracliteans of Ephe-
sus upheld a doctrine akin to
that of the Cyrenaics.

robrov 100 Aéyou]  Adyos
is here almost equivalent to

¢ school of thought.” Cp. supr.
ToUs Tob nperépov xopol, k. T.A.,
infr, rév éneokwpalivror Néywr.

8. T¢ ra] ‘We are the
more bound to consider the
question, and that in the light
of its first principle, even as
they present it to us in the
discussion.”  Gorg. 448 E:
‘Qomep oo T Eumpoolev Umerei-
varo Xapepow. (xal é¢ dpxijs is
theBodleian reading, é¢ dpxijs T\
The words 7 roudde oxéyrs .,
paXhov é¢ dpxis €lp & occur in
Lach. 189 E.

9. domep adroi Umorelvovrai]
Viz. in referring everything
to a first principle, whether
of fire or motion.

II. r&v'Hpax)\etfﬂ'ov] Sc. doy-
pdrwv, mepirovTwy, k.T.\. depends
verbally partly on 3wexbijvar,
partly on &umepor, but really
upon the notion ‘there is mo
discussion possible.” Cp. infr.
180 C: “Omep fla épav. If the
genitives were masculine, and
out of construction, the use
of &umeipor without an object
would be too abrupt. Com-
pare, however, waps pév roirwv,
below.
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domep oV Néyeis] 152 C. Cp.
Cratyl. 439 C: ®alvovrar yap
&uovye xat adrol oVrw duavonbijva:.

1. ‘Ounpelwv] Cp. 152 C.

& makawrépov] ¢ Orpheum
intelligit : conf. tyl. § 41.
(402 B.)) Heind.

abrois uév] pév points to the
opposition which comes out
distinctly afterwards (180 C)
between the men and their
doctrine. There is no con-
versing with the men; we
must examine their doctrine
on our own account.

2. [elva] ] Omitted in most
MSS. including BT.

3. Tois olorpdow] ¢ With men
in frenzy.’

4. drexvas ydp] ¢ For, in true
accordance with their master’s
writings, they are ever in mo-
tion ; but as for dwelling upon
an argument or question, and
quietly asking and answering
in turn, they are absolutely
without the power of doing

80 ; or rather they possess in a

surpassing degree the most
perfect absence of all quiet-
ness, even in the minutest re-
spect.’

More literally, (1) ‘It is
beyond everything, how ut-
terly incapable they are of
rest even in the most trifling
respect.’ Cp. Ar. Eth. N. 4.
I. § 39 : “YmepBolijs. . Tob pndevi
& 8iddvar. Infr, 192 C.

The doubtful point in this
rendering of the last words is
mpds 16 undé opwpév="*in re-
spect of what is less than

little! For mpés compare
Soph. 248 C: “Orav ¢ mapji 7
To0 wdoyew # 3pav kai wpds To
oupdrarov Sivams. And for
pndé opwpdv cp. Phileb. 6o C:
Spdvnow . . Hdovijs pndé T8 opux-
pérarov éxovoar. See also Phedo,
93 B: “Qore kai kara 10 opk-
pérarov . . . éml mhéov .. .H én
&arrov . . . adrd Tobro elvar.

Here it is assumed that by a
stretch of hyperbole, made pos-
sible by the negative sentence,
pndé omxpdy is substituted for
opwpérarov, Cp. firrov .. # 7o
pndév, supr. There is a similar
emphasis, though with less
complexity, in Symp. 192 C:
Olx  éBéhovres, Gs &mos elmeiv,
xwpifeabar AAAMwy 0dd¢ opixpdy
xpévov . . . (where od8¢ ouuxpdy
Xpévov might be rendered ‘any
time at all’). OmepBdAhe: is
here taken as impersonal, and
7é, x.v.\. as epexegetic. The
use of ui (not odx)is occasioned
by the hypothetical turn=oi¥’
el pndé opuwpdy ety. The geni-
tive jovxias is postponed.

(2) Mr. Riddell, in his Di-
gest of Idioms, § 246, observes
that ‘to 76 o0& oddév must be
supplied éveivas :’ i e, he would
render ‘the utter absence of
it is extraordinary, in regard
of the entire absence of rest
in the men even in the least
particular” But this is surely
too harsh.

(3) H. Schmidt (Fleckeis.
Jahrb. 103. 806) suspects the
whole sentence (pdlov ..
fovxlas) as interpolated.

Great has
been the
conflict and
many the
combatants
on either

side.

The



friends of
Heraclitus
in Ionia
defend the
doctrine of
motion
with all
theirmight.

But we
must take
theirtheory
into our
own hands
to test it.
For the
men are in
a flux, and
offer us no
hold for ar-
gument,
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The point in dmepBdNhe: is,
not that ol oldé is a
stronger expression than pr-
8év (it should be compared
vith frrov . . . § 70 pndév), but
a) the negation is put more
trongly by being affirmed ;
b) dmepBaNhe. assists the cli-
nax, as being a stronger word
han any in the former clause;
wnd, (c) if the first rendering
s correct, what was at first
ipoken of only with reference
‘0 argument, is now asserted
renerally (mpos 76 undé opwpdv).
Jp. infr. Mir’ év Nyo pir’ é
-ais avrav Yuxals.

5. domep éx apérpas, x.T\.]
Jp. Protag. 342 D (of the
Spartans) : Ta pév woAAa év rois
\byois ebpnoes adrov paildy Twa
pawvopevov, Emeira, émov &v Tixy
-@v Neyouéva, évéBale pijpa Bpayd
wal ovveaTpappévoy, Gomep Sewds
ixovTioTis.

pnparioxa . . . dmorofedovot]
¢ Plucking up as from a quiver
sayings brief aud dark, they
let them fly at you.’

6. dvacwavres] Cp. Soph. Aj.
302: Adyous dvéoma.

rolrov] Sc. Tob pnparioxiov.

4. 7 eipneev]  Se. 70 pnpari-
agKwoy,

kawids peravopacpévy] ¢ Of
words new-fangled ill, ¢of
terms strangely twisted to an
unheard-of sense.” Compare
the humorous simile in Protag.
329 A : “Qomep td xahkeia, x.T.A.

10. PBéBaiov . ... ordoipoy
‘Fixed or settled—stationary.

elvai] yevéobar is purposely
avoided.

12. abré] 8e. rd BéBaov.

16. ob ydp cou éraipol elow]
The dislike of a geometrician
to the Heraclitean ‘method’
is not unnatural And it is
unmistakably evident here
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8¢t waparaBovras womep wpoPAnua emaromeioa.

that Plato has used a * tour de
force’ in bringing together
the Heracliteans aud the dis-
ciples of Protagoras.’

1. 7& rowabra] Se. elppuxd
(Heindorf) or, rather, ra 8¢Bawa
€v Tois Adyoss.

4. Holos padyrais] ‘Disciples
forsooth I’ Rep. 1. 330 B: Io?
émexrnaduny, & Sopares ; alib,

5. alrdparos dvagpiovras] ‘They
spring up unbidden, wherever
each happens to have caught
the afflatus.’

6. omdfev &v Tixp .. évbov-
ousas] Contrast with this
Hegel, G. d.Ph. ed. 1840, p.55:
‘It is the very spirit of this
whole recital, that the more
developed Philosophy of a later
age, is really the product of
the previous labours of the
thinking mind: that it is
required and determined by
these earlier views, and has
not sprung of itself independ-
ently from the ground.” {*Nicht
isolirt fiir sich aus dem Boden
gewachsen ist”) For the ex-
pression airéparos dvagpiovras cp.
Rep. 7. 520 B: Adrduaros yép
éupiovras drovoms Tijs év éxdary
molrelas. As in supr. 172 foll.
we had a description of the

man’ corresponding to Pro-
tagoras’ theory, so here we
have the men of Heraclitus.
The wildness and the enthu-
siasm, at once speculative and
irrational, are Oriental rather
than Greek, and are probably
due rather to the soil than
to the germ, Comparatively
little of this is to be found in
Heraclitus himself, although
for their abrupt quaintness
his sayings might be called
prparioxa alviyparddn.

8. olx dv more NdBois Adyor)
Ar. Met. 3. 4. 1006 & : Teloior
10 {nreiv Ndyov wpds Tov pnbevds
&xovra Noyov, §j pij Exes Spoios
ydp ¢vrg & Towiros fj Toiwiros
#8n. 0. 1063 a: Mnbév yip
Tilévres dvaipoiors 10 Sialéyeobas
xai G\ws Adyov, dore @pds pév
ToUs TotoUTovs olk €ore Adyos.

9. abrovs 8¢ 3¢l mapakaBdvras]
‘But we must take the doc-
trine out of their hands, and
con it over by ourselves like
a geometrical theorem.” Theo-
dorus speaks as & mathemati-
cian. The object of wapaka-
Bdvras is vague ; neither Aéyov
in the sense just used, mor
dpxiv ; but ra ‘Hpaxeirewa raira,
7 T4 TotwUTOV.



The ques-
tion now
before us
has come
down from
ancient
times. But
wise men
formerly
veiled their
meaning
from the
multitude
in poetry,
not as these
now, who
make no se-
cret of their
views, and
seek to win
universal
suffrage for
them, and
to convert
men from
the foolish-
ness of com-
mon sense.
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1. 76 ye 8) mpdfinua] ¢ Well,
the theorem, as you call it.
Compare with the repetition
of ye the double use of ydp,
dA\\d, k.T.\,

2. mapeidapey . . dmodeikvy-
pévov] ‘The doctrine comes
to us from auncient and from
modern sources. The ancients
indeed veiled their meaning
from the multitude and said,
etc.; but the moderns openly
declare their meaning.’ See
H. Schmidt, Krit. Comment.,
p- 509.

4. pedpara Tvyxdve] Sc.
dvra, which is purposely (or
instinctively) omitted. ‘Qcea-
vés Te xal Tpfis are in appo-
sition with § yéveois, and pei-
para is predicate. s, ete.
expresses not what the poets
said, but what they meant,
depending partly on mapei-
Papev,

B cxvrotd;wc] I e. The
meauest artificers. Cp. Prot.
324 C: ‘Qs pév ... elxdros

dmodéxovrar . . . kal xalkéws kal
oxvrordpov gupBovhelorros T& o~
Aericd @ alib,

10. Tpdow alrois] These
words merely satirize the ¢:-
Moripia of the Sophist. H.
Schmidt’s remark that the
multitude are predisposed to
extol a doctrine which reflects
the arbitrariness of their life,
introduces a subtlety which is
not present in the text.

11, Olov] MSS. olov. But the
words of Simplicius in Aristot.
Phys. f. 7. a. are decisive :
*Axivproy adTd dwupvei xai pévov
ds wdvrwy Enpipevor.

12. treAéfe, v 1ravﬂ'1'] So all
the MSS. Buttm. conjectured 7’
épevar 7 wdvr'. This is gzathered
from the quotations of Simpli-
cius, and is probably right.
Cobet, relying on the. same
source, changes olov to odhoy.

14. &omrev aird. v aird)
¢ All Being is One, and stand-
eth self-contained, not having
any space in which it moves.
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The nearest approach to this
latter assertion in the frag-
ments of Parmenides is in the
lines— »

(78-85 Mullach) 003¢ diatpe-
v éoTw, émel wav éoTiv Spotoy, |
008¢ T T pallov 16 kev €lpyor pew
Evvéxeabm, | 0l8é 7o xeprepov’
way 3¢ whéov éoriv €ovros. | TP
Euvexés wav éoriv, édv yap €ovri
wekd{ec. | Abriap drivnrov peydhaw
év meipaos deapdv | éorw, dvapyov,
dmavoroy, émel yéveats kai 6)\(0,06;'
Tike pd\’ émhdyxOnoav, drwoe 8¢
wigris dAnbis. |Tabriv & év rolrd
7€ pévov kal' éavrd Te ketrac,

He asserts, however, that
Being is net without bounda-
ries, else it would be imper-
fect.

Zeno appears to have said,
that being was neither with
nor without boundaries. Cp.
Arist. de Xenoph. Gorg. et
Melisso, c. 3: *Aidiov 8¢ 3vra kai
éva kal opapoedij, ot dmeipov,
ofire memepacbar "Amepoy yap 1O
p elvac .. .. 70 3¢ & olre 1¢
odx 3vri obre 7ois mé\Nois Spoc-
olgbai. °Ev yip ok Exew mpds
8 ¢ wepavet.

¢ Dasz hier Melissus als Ver-
treter der Eleatischen Schule
genannt wird, hat seine Grund
darin, dasz der Beweis ...
&otnkey alrd & alrg odx Eov
Xxbpav év 7} kweirar nach der von
Heindorf angezogenen Stelle
Aristot. Phys. 4. 6, dem Me-

lissus angehort.” H. Schmidt.

The Eleatics did not ab-
stract the' idea of Being from
that of extension, although its
fulness destroyed the idea of
space. It was here that the
Atomists joined issue with
them. To Leucippus and De-
mocritus the relations of body
were not symbolical but real.
They felt that they must ac-
count for motion. Hence their
assertion of the existence of
empty space, 1o kevdv, or, in
other words, 7o uj dv in the
material sense.

3. es 10 péoov] Viz. by
having partly discarded and
partly retained the principle,
émoraun aiobnots, . . . Tov Hpo~
taydpov Néyov i) wavrdmace Né-
yovTes.

5. dikqy ddaopev] For the
humour cp. Rep. 5. 4%4 A: Té
Syt rwbaldpevos Soaers Sixny.

8ua ypapuis ﬂa{{owec] A game,
like our French and English,
was called SieAkvorivda.

7. Boxei odv por] ‘I think
therefore we ought first to
examine the one faction, to
whom we first addressed our-
selves, these wavering movers
of unrest, and if we find any
truth in them, we will join
our efforts with theirs to pull
us to them, endeavouring to
shake the others off. But if
those who stand for the une

Their vehe-
mence al-
most makes
us forget
the oppo-~



sitefaction,
who say
that the
One Being
which fills
all things
doth not
move,

We find
ourselves
on the dan-
gerous mid-
dle ground
between
these ar-
mies. With
which side
shallwe go?
Shall we
declare for
the inviol-
able consti-
tution of all
things, or
for the
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broken Whole of Being seem
to speak more reasonably, we
will desert to these again from
the revolutionary violence of
the movement party.’

1. rods péovras] “The un-
stable philosophers.” (‘ The
river-gods,” Jowett.) They are
humorously identified with
their prineiple. Vid. supr.
drexvds yap Kardk TG Ovyypdp-
para pépovrar. This way of
taking péovras—not as causa-
tive—is also confirmed by the
parallel passage in the Cra-
tylus, 439 C: Alrol re Homep
6ls Twa 8lmy éumeadvres xukdvrar
kal npds édelkdpevor mpooep-
Bd\\ovar. Socrates adopts the
jest of Theodorus, supr. 180 B:
Mpdév BéBatov éav ... év vais
atrdv Yuxais.

For a similar reference to a
set of persons by an epithet
cp. Phileb. 46 A: Obs eimoper
Bvaxepeis. Soph. 248 C: Té viv
&) pnbév mpds Tods yyyeveis. Rep.
6. 488 A : TO mdbos Tov émeeixe-
"éfﬁ”‘;

5. dar' al tav] (dr' abrév
Tav wap’ abrovs Bodl. Vat. Ven.
II. map’ adrovs dn’ alrav T cett,
Schleierm. corr.: ad dmd Tav
Bekk. But for the position
of al cp. supr. 161 A, and
note). We pass from the image
of a game to that of a civil
war, in which the Heracli-
teans are the ‘movement,” or
revolutionary, party. There is
probably a slight play on the
word oracidra, and certainly
also on the phrase ra drivyra
xwetv. For ‘ to move what may
not be moved’ was, as the
scholiast indicates, a prover-
bial way of speaking of sacri-
legious actions. See esp. Legg.
8.842 E : Aws oplov peév mpdros
véuos &8¢ eipnobo’ py Kkweite
vis 8pa pndeis . .. voploas 7o
rdximra Kwely dAnbis Toiro elvar,
Thuc.8.15: 1d re x{\ia rdAavra
oo KivEw,

7. pndév pe'rpwv] ¢ Nothing
wotthy of our reception.’

12, OUdév pév olv dvexrdv]
* Nay, Socrates, we can by no
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means endure to stop short
of thoroughly examining the
meaning of both sets of think-
ers.’ oddévis,of course,adverbial.
Madvig’s conjecture, &veréov,
had occurred to others. But
the humour of the place, where
Theodorus, who had been so
backward, is now become so
eager and drexvds ¢hoAdyos in
the hands of Socrates, is more
pointedly expressed by dvexrdy,
the MS. reading.

I. oob ye] Le. You, that
were so reluctant to enter on
the discussion. Cp. supr. 169
C: 0b pévrow mepairépw ye &v
mporifeaar olds T E€oopas wapa-
oxeiv épavrdv oot

2. dpxi] This is the predi-
cate, the subject being con-
tained in what follows. Hence

no article is required.

5. i &omep épol cpaiverar,
80| Parm. 138 B: Kwoipevdy
ve 7} Ppépoiro #) dAhototro dv' adras
yip pévas xomoess. No argu-
ment can be drawn from this
about the comparative dates of
the two dialogues. d\\oiwots
as yet includes atignoss.

Aristot. Phys. Ausc. 8. 3.
§ 3: Hpds ois, kalmep ob diopifov-
Tas wolav kivnow Aéyovow f) md-
oas, od xakewdy amavrijoat.

6. a xoiyy wdoxwper]
Socrates continues the notion
of danger from supr. A B, and
with his usual irony professes
fear of r@v r& dxivpra kwolvrov.

11, Srav 8¢ J pév év 76 alrd)
Cp. supr. 156 CD.

18, d\\olwaw, Ty 8¢ + mepipo-
pav] “Coisl. mip pév d\holwow,

L2

10

15



On their
granting
this,weask,
Do you
mean that
all things
move in
both these
ways? And
they must
say, Yes;
or else it
will be as
true to say
that things
stand still,
asthatthey I
move,

1
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v 8¢ mepipopdv—quod glos-
sema sapit.” Stallb. Cp. Soph.
221 E,alib, It may be asked
why circular motion should be
chosen to represent ¢opd. The
answer possibly is, that the
revolution of the Heavens is
conceived of as embracing all
other kinds of motion. Cp.
supr. éos puév 7 mepipopd f Kkivov=
pévn kai 6 fheos,

Perhaps also the revolution
of the Heavens (or of the Sun)
is symbolical of the Heracli-
tean cycle of elements. (Las-
salle) For mepupopd inter-
changed with ¢opd cp. Rep.
7. 528 A Ev mepupopa 78y bv
orepedv NaBdvres . . . doTpovouiay
&\eyov, Popav odaav Bdbovs.

It must be admitted that
dopdv would be more exact.
But the compound is more
rhythmical, and, as mepipé=
pecba does not always mean
‘to vevolve, it may be used

here for locomotion in gene-
ral. Bee Tim. 70 B, Apol. 19C,
Rep. 3. 402 A-C.

2. Suakeydpefa 1‘7'317] Imagin-
ing them, for the sake of our
argument, to be less imprac-
ticable, {morféuevor wvopiudre-
pov abrods # wiv éBéhovrus v
dmoxpivacba. (Soph. 246 D.)

5. 7O péy Te. .. 70 8'] Rep.
4. 436 C.

6. érépws] ‘In one or other
of these two ways.' Cp. Soph.
226 A : 0D 1} érépa Anmréov.

9. xwoluevd 1€ *abrots kal
éorara ¢aveira] Cp. Rep. 4.
436 D: ‘Qs ol ye orpdBiho Ghoe
éordai e dua xai kwovvrar, Most
MSS. éavrois. For airois, ‘ They
will find,’ cp. supr. 170 E: T{
8¢ abrg Hpwraydpa, k.7

14. éveivae] Almost all the
MSS. have & elva.. But the
correction of the Bodl. MS.
to éveivar appears to be in an
ancient hand,

p- 181,

p. 182.

J
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2, Sxémet 87 por Tdde abrov]
‘I would have you consider
this point in them,’ i.e. in
their theory. Cp. 149 D: *Ap’
oby & xal Td8e adrdv jjobnoar;

3. olrw wws éNéyopev] Supr.
156, 157, 159.

§. 10 pév mdoyor *alobavdue~
vov] The MS. reading aloyrév
is inconsistent with the con-
text, and with the language
used elsewhere in the dialogue.
Buttmann conjectured alofyriy,
to which Schleiermacher ob-
jected that 76 mdoxov means
the sensorium, and not the
sentient subject. But the dis-
tinction between them is not
clearly marked from the Pro-
tagorean point of view. Indeed
the conception of a *senso-
rium’ nowhere appears, at least
in this part of the dialogue.
It is only in speaking of a
particular sense that ré wdoyxor
means, for instance, the eye
(157).

In 159 A it appears
doubtful whether =5 mdoyor
means the tongue of Socrates,
or more indefinitely the per-
cipient” And even if 7o mdo-
xov is limited to the organ of
sense, there is no reason why
alobyrys should not be used of
this. (Cp. Xen. Mem. 1.4. 5:
‘H yA\édooa yvdpwy Toirav évetp-
ydabn.)

The noun aiofyrjs appears
to be suggested in 160 D

by the use of émorjuar just
before. In the present place
it might recur naturally, as
it is in the manner of Plato
to recall a train of thought by
repeating some remarkable
word. (Rep.488 A: Oi éme-
xéoraror.  Supr. 180 C: Té
ye ) mpoBAnpa.) To which it
may be added, that there is
a consciousness of technicality
observable in the present pas-
sage. (lows odv 1§ mowbrns dpa
d\X\dxordv e paiverar Svopa, k.T.\.)
Apart from these considera-
tions, the rareness of the word,
which would be a strung argu-
ment in its favour if it had
MS. authority, must be al-
lowed to weigh against it as a
conjectural reading. And it
may also be urged, that the
masculine gender of .alofyris
would impair the effect of the
passage, in which everything
seems to be made, as far as
possible, neuter and imper-
sonal,

But Heindorf’s emendation,
aiodavdpevor, agrees perfectly
with the context and with all
that precedes (esp. supr. 159
E, 160 A), and it is quite
possible that alofyrév may ha -
slipped in instead of it by :
unconscious logical inver:
on the part of theco ~
conjecture is therefore a
in the text. ]

6. ¢¢] ILe. wher

Let us now
recall their
theory of
sensations
and quali-
ties, which
were said
to flit be-
tween the
subject and
the object.
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our analysis beyond the act of
sensation to that which under-
lies it. & is omitted in one
MS., and Schanz reads dpa
instead.

1. mowy ﬂ{ MSS. mowivre.
But the Bodleian margin has
woidy i, with marg. F, corr. E.

7 modrys] Two difficulties
stand in the way of the recep-
tion of any new ¢ term of art ;’
the strangeness of the word,
and the effort required to fol-
low the generalization which
it presupposes.

2. d\Adroror] ¢ Strange and
uncouth,” d\\okordrepor is a
V. T

3. dbpdov Aeydpevor] ¢ The

ollectlve (i. e. general) expres-
tion’ This harmonizes with
the language adopted above,
157 B: Aei 8¢ kal kard pépos
olrw Aéyew kal mwept mWOAAGY
dbpowobévrav, ¢ B dbpolopars
&vbpordy Te tifevrar xai Aifov
xal ékaorov {§ov Te Kat eldos.

The conception of quality is
of later growth than that of
kind or form ; since the latter
is less abstract, and still re-
tains a tinge of metaphor.

6. év] xal év Bodl. corr.

7. pnd ad 16 mowiv § wdaxov]

Supr. 157 A. a? distinguishes
the active and passive elements
from the crude notion of an ob-
ject, which is analysed into
these.

8. ax’ ef dpcporépay . . . .
alobavipeva] ‘ But out of both
as they come together—they
become, while producing sen-
sations and sensible things,
the one of a certain kind, the
other percipient.’

Attribute and perception
arise together in the act of
sense out of the meeting of
agent and patient, neither of
which bas any independent
existence. The text is not
grammatical, but neither is it
really open to suspicion, and
Madvig'sconjecture,dmorexfévra,
makes nonsense. The con-
struction may be explained by
substituting éx rob ovyylyveola
dugdrepa for é§ duporépwy auy-
yyvopévov, — or the sentence
from ras alofjoeas to the end
may be taken as an expansion
of ylyveofar 10 roiaira aviva,
Cp. the construction of infr.
194 CD, where, conversely,
r& ldvra should in strict gram-

mar be a genitive governed by
T8 onueia,

lows odv 1} p- 182.
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2. eire Aas . . . Aéyovow]
We need dwell no longer on
the details of the theory, since
our business now is with its
first principle—«ivyass.

1. Odrovw, x.-r.)\.] Sc. xewetrae

Lt

7uév Aeydvrov @\No alrd ebfis
yiyveclae kal Umefiévac xai pnkére
ovrws Exew;

i mpocemeiv xpopa] To give .

the name of any colour (to an
object)—To use the name of

If the qua-
litiesmoved
without
changing,
we might
give them
names, But
now, while
each of
them is
moving be-
tween ob-
ject and
subject,

it also
changes,

80 that
while you
are naming
it, it has
become
another
thing.



And the
same argu-
ment ap-
plies to the
sensations,
and to Sen-
sation,
which we
said was
Know-
ledge.
Therefore
when we
said Senza-
tion was
Know-
ledge, it
would have
been equal-
ly true to
say, Not
knowledge.
The princi-
ple of mo-
tion has
proved a
fallacious
support,
since ac-
cording to
it every
answer,
whether
Yes or No,
is, or rather

15
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1. T 8¢ mept alofjoens] So
far of alofyrd, now of alobjoes.
2. pévew] Sc. Ty alofpow.

§. Obre dpa, kr\.] ¢ Then we
must not at all predicate seeing
in preference to not-seeing, nor
any other sensation rather than

. the absence of it, since all
things move in every way.
Join offre paiov.

6. Bekker reads offre.. odre,
perhaps rightly.

12. O¥8é is adverbial. For
émoruny . . o . dwexpindpeba cp.
supr. 147 B: “Orav dmoxpivyras
Téxps Twos dvopa. We gave
‘sense’ as an equivalent for
Knowledge. But ‘sense’=
‘ not-sense,’ therefore if ¢ sense’
=‘knowledge,’ ‘sense’="*not-
knowledge.’

15. Kaldw &v r');[iv] ‘Hereisa
fine result of having corrected
(or completed) our first answer
in our eagerness to prove that
nothing is at rest, and so to
make it clear that that first an-
swer was right, whereas it would
seem to be made clear that if
nothing is at rest, every answer
uponwhateversubject isequally
right, both “ it is s0” and “it is
not so,” or, if you choose, * be-
comes 80,” that we may say no-
thing that would bring them
to a stand-still.’ For the asyn-
deton, and for dv (‘ would seem
to’) Heind. well compares Rep.
10. 602 A : Xaples v ein, k.r.\,
Badh. conjectures Kahov dp’ juiv
ovpfaives,

E

p. 183.
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1. otrw 7 &ew ¢dval] These
words are added in explanation
of mdga. "While you are nam-
ing a quality, it is altered and
slips away ; and while you are
naming a sensation, it has
given place to another. While
you say the words ‘Sense is
knowledge,’ your theory of
change compels you to utter
in the same breath, Sense is
not knowledge. In supporting
your answer by the doctrine of
motion, you have made this
and every other answer alike
unstable.

3. a p) oriowper abrols)
¢ That we may not arrest them
(rods péovras) in their flow.
Cp.supr. 181 D E, 182 A. The
humour is lost by reading
avrovs.

5. O\jy ye, & ©eddupe] ui
is changed to ody, because the
words are taken out of their hy-
pothetical connection.—Com-
pare the conclusion of the Par-
menides.

6, 7. *ré] The articles, which
seem necessary, were added
by Schleiermacher. Their ab-
sence is defended by Wohlrab,
who quotes Soph. 244 A : ‘Ond-
Tav by Ppééyynale.

7. obd¢ ydp] ‘For when we
think of “so,” there is no mo-
tion in it : nor yet in *“not go.”’

8. dd T
eréov] Cp. supr. 157 B, Soph.
252C: T re elval mov mepl
wdvra dvayxd{ovrac xpijofat xai
T¢ xwpis kai T¢ Aoy kal TG
ka6 aird kai pvplois érépois, &v
drpareis Ovres eipyecdar kal pi
guvdrrew év Tols Adyots odx dA-
Awv Séovrac Tdv éfeheyEdvrav, kT,

¢ovir] ¢ Dialect.

Arist. Met. 3. 4. 1008 a:
Otire yip olrws o1’ ody olrws Né-
e, AN’ olrws T kai ol oUraws,
xal wd\w ye ravra drépnow dupw
ore o6 olrws ofire oy olrws. el
yap uf), 78y &v elp 1o opiopévoy,

Aristotle points out (1), that
it does not follow, because
quantity is wholly relative, that
quality need be so also; (2)
that it is not the quality, but
the subject of it, which changes.

Sensations are wholly shift-
ing and relative. They could
not be the objects of the mind,
unless we perceived resemblance
and difference in them. In
every act of sense, therefore,
there is a universal element,
and the mind gives to it its
own stamp of unity.

Arrist. Met. 3. 4. 1007 b: Kai
ylyverar 8 10 ’Avafaydpov, duod
wdvra xpipara® dore unbév aknbis
Umdpyew. T ddpiaTov odv éoikaot
Aéyew, xal oldpevor 76 bv Aéyew,
mepi Tob pi) dvros Néyovow' T yap

Ay paviy

becomes,
equally
true, except
that both
YesandNo
are falsified
while we
are utter-
ing them.
A new dia-
lect should
be invented
to carry out
this theory.
The only



word for it’
in existing
languageis,
¢No-how,’
Thus we
are rid, not
only of
Protagoras,
but also of
the theory
of sense, 80
far as it is
based cn
motion,
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2. 70 0¥ émws . . dreipov Neyd-
pevor] With most of the Greek
philosophers the Infinite was
a purely negative idea.

At this point sensation ap-
pears to be annihilated. And
yet if we view the dialogue as
a whole, the impression we re-
ceive from it is rather this:—
Sensations are purely relative
to the individual, and infinitely
diverse : taken alone, therefore,
they cannot be the objects of
knowledge and thought: but
it is not denied that they are
the occasions of thought and
the conditions of knowledge.
(186 D : ’Ev pév &pa rois wabi-
paow otk & émaripy, év 8¢ 16
wepl dxelvwy oulhoyiopg.)

3. olrws . . . Aeydpevov] Viz.
ovd' Smrws.

6. Tob 7e oob éralpov] This
7e is answered by émoriuny
te. .. «al is epexegetic.

Aristotle, Met. 3. 4. 1009 8,
expresses the same sense of re-
lief: Kal tod Aéyov dmn\haypévos
&y elppev Tod dkpdrov kal KwAiov-
s 1 77) Siavoig Spicar.

10. el pij vi mos] Themtetus
is to follow the argument, but
Socrates has no intention of re-
linquishing Theodorus, now that
he has dragged him in. This
gives occasion for the banter
which follows.

15.0x0in] Theoptative depends
on guvfyeds. ¢ As it was agreed
I should, when the discussion
of Protagoras’ argument should
be completed.” Supr. 169 C.
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1. Tods mpeaBurépous] Viz.
Socrates, who, in his character
of Sciron (supr. 169 A), is not
likely to be over-scrupulous.

3. 7av émdolmwv] Viz. the
discussion of the Eleatic prin-
ciple according to Socrates’
own proposal, supr. 181 A.

Y. ‘Imméas els mediov] *You
challenge cavalry to an encoun-
ter in the open plain.

Schol. : ‘Irméas mpoxakeiofa
els mediov, émi Tav TOds & Tioe
Bekriovs kai émiorTnuovikwrépous
alréy els &pw wpoxalovpévwy,
M\drwv év Oearrite kal Mévay-
8pos Karayevdopéve. ypdderar 8¢
kal “Inmov els wedlov mpokakeiola
ém 10y elg & Bodheral Tis mwpo-
xalodrrwv. The latter inter-
pretation is alone suitable here.
For the point is, not that The-
setetus is provoking defeat, but
that Socrates is eager for the
fray.

ovumpocéuéa yap &y 16

11. T¢ 8) odv] Either ‘in
what respect?’ or ‘for what
reason}’ The former is pre-
ferable. Theodorus is puzzled,
as supr. 161 A. ‘ How do you
mean, Socrates, that you will
not comply with his request
Rep. 5. 449 C: Ti pd\iora, épny,
Vuels otk dplere; 3¢, 5 & 8s. "Eme
éyd elmov, 1l pdMiora ; "Amoppabu-
peiv nuiv Bokeis, €pn . . . .

12. éorés| So Bodl. (though
rather doubtfully) with Vat.
Ven. 1, and other MSS.

15. 7o rob‘Opipov] Il 3.1722
Aldoids 1é poi éoot, pike éxvpé,
8ewds Te.

16. elvas dua] This is theread-
ing of the Bodl. MS. and of T.

oupmpogémba yap . . ¢ dvdpl
mdw véos wdvv npecﬁﬁm] In
what connection do these words
stand with the Parmenides?
Do they imply that Plato had
already written it, or that he

Theztetus
desires now
to hear the
opposite
theory(that
of rest) dis-
cussed. But
Socrates
declines.
¢ Parmeni-
des, whom
I once saw
in his old
age, in-
spires me,
for his
glorious
depth, with
reverence
and awe.

I fear,
therefore,
lest we



should
mistake
his words,
and still
more his
thoughts,
and lest the
crowd of
discussions
which
would
enter in
should
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had conceived it? or do they
refer to a fuct or to a supposi-
tion which was the germ from
which that dialogue sprang, or
which was used to ornament it,
by Plato or by some one else }
Or did Plato add the present
passage after both dialogues
had been written? Some light
is thrown upon this question
by comparing Soph. 217 C:
Olov (8¢ épwrioewr) kal Mappevidy
Xpopéve xai diefidvrs Ndyovs may-
kd\ovs wapeyevouny éyd véos v,
éxeivov pdda &) rére dvros mpeo-
Birov. This passage conveys
the impression that the written
dialogue is referred to. At
all events, the repeated refer-
ence helps to mark the Par-
menides as belonging to this
series of dialogues. (See In-
troduction.) The same concep-
tion of the time at which Par-
menides lived, and the same
reverence for him, is implied
in the words of the Eleatic
stranger (hisprofessed disciple),
Soph. 237 A: Happevidys 8¢ &
péyas, & mai, waioiy uiv olow
« « dmepapriparo . , &3¢ éxdorore
Aéyov,

1. Bdbos .. ‘ytwa'iov(} ‘A mag-
nificent depth of mind.” Schol.:
Daiverac kai *ApioToréNns Tepvivay
rdv Happevidnv.

2. olre ta heydpeva] It is re-
markable to fiud already in

Plato such a distinct perception
of the difference between the
grammatical sense and the real
drift of*an author. The ex-
pression & Siavoolpevos fpduny
occurs in Lach. 190 E.

§. dokemrov . . Aéywr] ¢ Should
fail to be considered through
the endless intiusion of alicn
subjects of inquiry.’

6. Tov éreokwpaldvroy M‘ymv]
We pass from the image of a
flood (supr. 177 B) to that of
a disorderly crowd of discus-
sions. Compare Philebus, 62
C: Bolke 3ijra, Gomep Bupwpds
Un’ §xhov Tis dbolpevos kai Pia-
(dpevos, nrryfels dvamerdoas ras
6lpas dpd wdoas Tas émoriuas
elopetv kal piyvvobar Spob kabapd
v évdeearépav; See also Shake-
speare, Lucrece, 1301, 2 : ‘Much
like & press of people at a door
Throng her inventions, which
shall go before” For the use
of the verb see Rep. 6. 500 B:
'Ereioxexopardras . . said of the
bad philosophers.

el ris . meloerat] < If we once
let them in'—*‘give them a
hearing.’

7. @Mos re xai] ¢ Especially
as” For the paratactic struc-
ture cp. Aesch. Pers. 689:
YAN\ws e mdvras xol kard xovds
Ocol | NaBeiv dpelvovs elolv #) pes
Ouévas,
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9 4 L4 / 1 / / s 7/ ? A
p. 184. aunyavoy, € 7€ Tis év wapépyw oréerar, avall av

wabot, €iTe iKavds, WUKVVOUEVOS TO TIS €mTTIUTS

napavel. Oet O¢ ovdérepa, dAAa Oealrnrov Gy Kkvel
’ -~ ~ ~ ~

mepl émaTiuns wepdolar quds T) paevriky TéxVy

amolvoat.

OEO. "AAa xp1, €i Soket, oUrw moueiv.
kd -~
3Q. "Ert Toivwv, @ Oealrnre, Togovde mepi THY
£] / >/ ¥ \ \ 3 ’
eippuévoy €rickeyar. alobnow yap On émaTyuny

» ’ ki 4
ATEKPLV®. 7] Yoep ;s

OEAI. Nai.

) ’ ? » ’ A~ N\ \ \
2Q. Ei odv tis o€ &0 épwren T Ta Aevka Kal

5

10

4 e A ¥ ~ \
péhave opg @vlpwmos kal Te Ta 6fén kai Bapéa

] ’ t 4 ¥ 3 ¥ ’ \ 9 7/
QKOUVEL ; ELTTOLS AV, OLULOL, OMMACTL TE KO DT LY.

OEAL "Eyoye.

¢ 2Q. To 8¢ elyepés TV Ovoudrwy TE Kal pypuarwy
. N ’ » , \ \ \ »
Kkal pn & axpiBelas éferalopevor Ta pév moAda ovk

1. el TéTis, k.'r.l.] The reasons
given here for avoiding a criti-
cism of Parmenides and the
Eleatic doctrine are not such
as would prevent its being
discussed in another dialogue.
It would therefore be a mis-
take to arguefrom them against
the genuineness of the Sophist,
Compare with the expression
By viv éyeipopev whffes dpnyavov . .
Rep. 5. 450 B: 0ix iore Soov
éopdy Ndywy émeyeipere.

3. Svrvei] Bodl. Vat, Ven. Il
ov. Perhaps rightly. Schanz
gives «be, the reading of the
Bodleian first hand, and of T.

&y kvei wepl émoripns] Supr,
149 E. This reference to
patevrwy) prepares us for the
‘appeal to experience’ in what
follows.—A different method
is required for the ontological
problem,—Theetetus’ first an-

swer has been disposed of,
but lis second is to be
evolved through a final criti-
cism of the first. He is now
prepared to see the limits of
sensation and to pass beyond
them. The present criticism
was already implied in the lan-
guage of 179 C.

5. dmohioad] ¢ To deliver.)

15. T .. elxepés] ¢ Facility
about words and phrases rather
than captious minuteness.” Cp.
supr. 177 E, Polit. 261 E:
*Av duapuldfps 16 py omovdilew
éml Tols ovduaat, wAovaidrepos els
70 yijpas dvadarioes Ppovigews,
Cp. Arist. Met. 1.3. 995 a: Tods
8¢ Aumrei 70 dxpiBeés § dua T pyy 80-
vaofat ovvelpew #) Sia Ty pekpolo-
ylav Eew ydp T¢ 75 drpifeés Tolvi-
Tov, bore kabdmep ént v ovpBo-
Aalwy, kal éml 6y Noywy dveheilfes
pov elval Tio Boxei,

el

5

cause the
question
a:[.(boul;l a
nowledge
to be end-
lessly de-
ferred.

Transition
Jrom Sense
to Opinion.
We there-
fore return
once more
upon our
old track,
and ask,
With what
do we see
and hear
what is
white or
shrill ?

Do we see
and hear
with our



eyes and
ears, or
through
them ?

Not with,

butthrough.

We are not
each of us
a sort of
Trojan-
horse full
of discon-
nected
faculties,
There is
one pre-
siding na-
ture, in
which

they all
meet, This
it is with
which we
see through
our eyes

15
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v 8\ o 3 ~ < \ ~ L] 4 b
POV, €CTL O€ OTE AVAYKALOV, OLOV KAL VUV QVYKT) €TrL=

AaPéobBa s dmokploews v amokpiver, ) ovk 6pdn
aPéabar s pioews 7 pivet, 1) ovk opdh.
’ ’ ’ /’ < ~
aKomeL ydp, amokpiats mworépa opborépa, @ Opduey,
vro elvar o¢pdarpovs, 1) 8 od opodpev, kal ¢ axovo-
5 TOUTO opfaipuovs, 7 POUEY, Kal G

pev, ora, ) 6 o akovouey ;
OEAL. A’ ov ékaora aigbavoueda, éuorye dokel,

& Sdkpares, paAdov 7 ois.

ki ~
' 3Q. Aewov yap wov, & wal, € TOAAQL TIVES €V D

el o ] 8 ’ ” » 61 3 ,
1o NV, WOTEP €V OUPGlOLS‘ trmols, aLaonaeLs eyKaﬂnv-

L] \ \ I4 \ s/ £ \ ¥ o
Tat, ada un els plav Twa idéav, ére Yuxy €ire 6 T

~ ~ ’ ~ ] < \ ’ <
8& KaAﬂV, VT TAVUTA SUW €LVEL, Z] &a TOUTWY OV

opyaver aiclavoueda Soa aiotyrd.
OEAL "AAAd pot Soxel otTw uaAov ) éxelvas.

3Q. Tobd¢ o évexa avrd gou SwaxpBobpa, €

~ ~ ~ ~ \ \ ~
TWL eV avTdr TG avte O ey oPlaAudy épi-

’ ~ 4 \ \ ~ ¥,
kvovuela Nevkdv T€ kol pelavwv, Owx 06 TGV AAAWY

e/ 3 ~ \ 13 ’ ’ \
ETEPO.)V av Twwy: Kat Gfﬂs‘ EPOTWUEVOS TTAVTA TR TOlL-E

2. ém\aPéabar. . odk ape;,(]
‘To check your answer an
show where it is erroneous.’
Cp. Rep. 5. 450 A: Olov. . elp-
ydoagfe émihaBdpevol pov.

9. Aewdv ydp nou] “Would it
not be strange, if in each of us
there were perched, as in a sort
of Trojan horse, a number of
separate perceptions, and these
did not all meet in some one
nature, the Mind or what you
will, with which, through the
medium of these, we perceive
the various objects of sense?’

10. damep év Sovpelois inmous]
The plural is caused by #uin
As if each of us were a sort of
wooden machine, like the Tro-
jan horse (‘a sort of Noah’s
ark,’ as we might say)—Man
cannot be regarded as a bundle

of separate faculties having no
higher unity: that would be
too mechanical a conception of
bis nature. The term ‘organ
of sense’ perhaps originates
with this passage. The differ-
ence between ¢ and &' of, di-
rect and indirect instrumen-
tality, is obvious, but difficult
to render exactly.

I1. idéaisused in the concrete
vernacular sense ; Thuc. 2. 512
Towodrov v ért mav v idéav,

15. Toidé ros évexa] ‘It is with
a view to this that I am so
precise with you, namely, to
the inquiry whether,’ ete. roide
(better than 7o &¢) has a
double reference to eis play rovir
15¢av.. alobyrd and to el 7w, k.7\,

18. mdvra 74 rtowatra must
mean ¢ all attributes,’ preparing



p. 184.
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~ L) \ ~ 3 ’ » \ / \
abra es T0 oope avaépew; lows O¢ BeéAtiov o€
/’ y \ 3 14 -~ N\ 9 \ e \ ~
A€YELy avTa QmOKPLYOUEVOY MAAAOY 1) €uE UTEP 00D
~ ’ \ \
moAvmpaypovely, Kai pot Aéyer fepua kai okAnpa
\ ~ \ ’ y < ’ 4 ki > ~
kol kova kal yAvkée O wv aiobaver, apa ov TOD
4 o 7, A\ ¥ ’
ocouaros ékaorae Tifns; 7 dAAov Twos ;

OEAIL Ouvdevos aAlov.

3Q. ’H kai éfedjoers opoloyeiv, a & érépas

Svvduews alobdver, advvarov elvar 6 GAAys Tabr
< a ~ a ¥
aigbeabar, oiov a 8 akons, O Sews, § a O SPews,

’ ~
OU akons ;

OEAI Ilés yap oik éderjow ;

3Q. El 7t dpa mepl dugorépwy Savoel, ovk av

4 ~ 14 4 i 3 \ ~ 4
S ye Tov €répov Opyavov, ovd ad O TOD €Tépov

A ’ N ’ s w
mept audorepwy aicbavor av.

OEAIL. Ov yap odv.

SQ. Iepi 81 povijs kal mwept xpoas mpBdTOY Uev avTOd

~ \ ’ 3 ~ o L] ’ > ’
TOUTO TEPL apqSo-repaw 7 Savoet, ot auporepw €otov;

OEAL "Eywye.

~ 4 4 \
3Q. Ovkobv kai Ot €xaTepov €KATEPOY uev ETEpov,

(4 ~ \ LN
éavre O€ TauTOV ;

the way for thé suprasensual
attributes to be adduced below.
For 76 airé cp. Rep. 4. 436 A.
In xal ées .. . dvapépew ; the
question is put more strongly
instead of continuing xai el dei
&nd ye @y TowdTwy dvapépew els
pn coparwéy mi.  This passage
is differently interpreted by H.
Schmidt, who takes el rwe,x.m.\,
as hypothetical, and supposes
the apodosis to be deferred,
where Socrates breaks off at
lows 8¢, x.T.\.

3. ﬂo)\uwpay;mve'iv] Socrates
will not, if he can help it, act
beyond his part as questioner
and patevriss

7. & 8 érépas duvdpews| The
object of one sense cannot be
perceived by another. There-
fore if I perceive anything
about the objects of two dif-
ferent senses, it cannot be
through either of them.

12, odk dw..alobdvos dv] ‘This
cannot be a perception of either
sense which embraces the ob-
jects of both.

17. 7 Siavoei | ‘I wonder if you
have this notion,’ i.e. ¢ Surely
you have.’ Cp. supr. 1454 ;
and for the position of 7, Rep.
2. 396 B, inmous, k.7, . . peun-
oovrat ;

10

15

20

and hear
through our
ears.

Butwecan-
not see
and hear
through
the same
organ,

There are
somethings
which we
perceive
about the
objects of
bothsenses,
e.g. that
they are
both, that



they are
different
from each
other, and
each the
eame with
itself. That
both are
two, and
each is one.
That they
are like or
wunlike.
Through
what organ
do we per-
ceive these
things ? If
I had
asked,
through
what do
we per-
ceive that
they are
salt, you
would have
said ‘the
tongue.’

Through
what, then,
do we per-
ceive being
and not-be~
ing, same-
ness and

160
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Q. Kai &1 duorepo dvo, éxarepov 8¢ év ;

OEAI. Kai rovro.

~ 13 » ’
3Q. Ouvkodv kai eite avopoio €irte opoico aAAniow,

5 duvaros €l émokepactou ;

OEAI “lows.

2Q. Tabra &) wavre S Tivos wepi adrotv dia-

~ \ ~ v 4 -\
voel; ovre yap O axons olre O oews oiov Te TO

\ 4 \ )~ ¥ A \ 14 ’ ’
kowov AauPavew mepl avTdv. €rt O€ Kal TOOE TeKkuT)-

\ ol ’ ’ \ \ L4 L ’
10 pLov Tepl 00 Aeyouev: € yap Ovvarov € auporépw

5 \ \ A 3 o
oképagbar, dp’ éarov aAuvpo 7 ob, olal &re éfes

’ ~ T I / \ ~ ¥ ¥ ¥ > \
ELTTEWY (P €T KG\IIél, Kal TOUTO O0VvTE O\IILS‘ OUTE aKom

’
Palverar, aAra 7L dAAo.

OEAL T( & o pédre; 7 ye i Tiis yAdrrys

15 Suvauts.

.~ \ \ ’ ’ ’

3Q. KaXos Aéyes. 1) 8¢ 8y Sua Tivos Suvauts 10
LY ~ \ \ N9\ ’ ~ < \
T €éml mdoL Kowov Kal TO €ml TovTols ONAoL Tol, @ TO

¥ » 4 TR sy A\ A A A\
€«oTWw 671'01/0#&(2‘5‘ KaL TO OUK €0TL KalL a vvv 87] npw=

~ ~ -~ ~ ’
TOUEY TEPL QUT@V; TOUTOLS TAOL TolX Qmodwaels

8. 70 xowdy] ¢That which
regards them both, You can
refer any particular sensation
to its proper organ. Can you
do so in the case of these com-
mon perceptions }

Cp. Rep. 7. 522 C: Olov roiro
78 kowév, § waoar mpoaxpbvras ..
émoTipat .. 6 € Te Kkai T& So
kat 7& Tpia Suayryvdakew.

10. duporépw] So B: dugo-
répws T

16, 76 7' éml maa xowdv kat T
ént robrais] ¢ Which is common
not only to these sensible ob-
jects, but to all things.’ H.
Schmidt would confine nds: to
objects of sense (sc. rois alofr-
Tois), referring rovrois to Govi,

xpda, xvpds only. Although this
is more strictly logical, it seems
improbable that the notion of
émi mioe (and of émi wdvrav, 186
A) should be thus narrowed.

18. &viv &) jpwraper] Viz. as
Theatetus understands it, époc-
dmra kai dvopoidTyra, Kai T Tav-
TOv T€ Kal TO €repov, €Ty 8¢ év Te
xal 7ov GA\ov dpilfudv wepi avTdv,
referring to what has just pre-
ceded.

“Ymépev] This warm praise of
Theewetetus for dialectical ap-
prehension prepares the way
for the unwonted outburst of
admiration which follows.

19. mept adrav] Concerning
the objects of sense,

p. 185,
B

Q
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p.185. opyava, O wv aicfaverar Nudv To aiocfavouevov

OEAIL. Odgiav Aéyes kal 70 pi) elvau, kal opotd-

\ ’ \
TNTA KAl AVOMOLOTYTA, KAl TO TAUTOY T€ Kal TO €TEPOV,
\ ~ ~
D é71 8¢ év Te Kal Tov GAAov aptBuov mepl abrwy. SnAov

\ @ \ ¥ ’ \ b 3 ~ . 3
O€ OTt Kal GpTIOY TE Kol TEPLTTOV EPWTAS, KAl TAAAQ

\ \ ~ ~ ’
0oa ToUTols émeTat, Ol TIVOS TOTE TGV TOD TOUATOS

) Yoxn aiocfavopeba.

Q. “Yrépev, & Oeairnyre, dxolovbeis, kal éoTw &

~ \ ~
€pwTO avra TavTA.

3 a
OEAL ’AMa pa Ala, & Sokpares, &ywye ovk av
¥ E) ~ 4 y o ~ \ 3 \ 3
éxoyu eimely, A ¥ &r pot Soxel T apxmy ovd
elvar TowobTov ovdév TovTols Opyavov diov womep
. b4 ’ > 3 » \ L e~ L3 \ \ 4
E ékelvors, aAN avrn O avrqs ) Yuxy Ta Kowa po
/’ ~
daiveras wept mavToy €moKomey.
" \ 3 3
2Q. Kalos yap €, & Oeairnre, kai ovy, ds éAeye
/4 € \ ~ 4
Oeodwpos, aioypos: 0 yap kaAds Aéywy kalos Te
’ ’ 2 \ ~ L I A/ ’ 4
kayafos. wpos O€ TG kalp € emoimaas e poAa

13. 8pyavov iov] The Bodl.
MS. has dpyavibior.

16. Kalds yip el] The en-
thusiasm with which Socrates
accepts Thesetetus’ acknowledg-
ment of the truth that the mind
has its perceptions, independent
of sense, belongs to the most
interesting aspect of Greek Phi-
losophy. ‘Gradually it threw
off the garment of sense ; it re-
vealed a world of ideas. It is
impossible for us to conceive
the intensity of these ideas in
their first freshness : they were
not ideas but gods, penetrating
into the soul of the disciple,
sinking into the mind of the
human race ; objects not of spe-
culation only, but of faith and
love.'(Jowett.) Compare, as an-

M

other instance of this religious
feeling, Soph. 265 D : Niy pjv
BN\érwv els oé kai UmolapBdvwv
oleafai e xard ye fedv abra ylyve-
dbar, Tavty Kkal adrds vevduixa.
KaAds ye, & Oealrnre.  kal €l pév
¥é g€ yyolpeba Tév els TOv Emerra
xpévov &\\ws mos Bofaldvrwv elvar,
viv &v T$ Noye perd webois dvay-
kalas émexepodpev woiely duolo-
e émedn 8¢ ocob karepavdve
™y ¢iaw, 81 kal dvev v map’
Wpdv Xéyov abm) mpdoeow €’
dmep viv E\kecbar dyjs, édow xpd-
vos yap éx mwepirrod yiyvorr’ dv.

17. 6 yap rakas Méyov, k]
Rep. 3. 402 E.

18. wpds 8¢ 7§ kaXG] (1) ¢ Ad
xaA¢ ex prazcedd. mente repe-
tendum eba, quee notatu dig-
num est ellipsis, quum post

n

10

15

difference,
unity and
plurality,
odd and
even?

Thestetus
answers,
that these
are perceiv-
ed through
no special
bodily or-
gan, but by
the mind
itself, sur-
veying
what is
common to
all.

Socrates
receives his




iinswer
with de-
light.
There are
somethings
then which
the mind
itself per-
ceives with-
out the
help of the
bod;

Beizg is

_ the most
universal
of these,

The Good
and Beauti-
ful are also
thus
ceived,

5

10

15
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avxvot Aoyov amadhafas, €& Qaiverai oor Ta pev p.185.
3 \ L] e~ 3 \ 9 ~ \ \ \ ~ ~
avry O avrijs 1) Yuxy emokomei, Ta O¢ S TV TOU
odparos Svvduewy. TODTO Yap v 6 Kol avry pot
édoket, éBovAouny ¢ kai aol Sofa.
OEAL ’AAAa v aiveral ye. .
Q. Iorépwv odv Tifys v ovaiav; Toiro yap

RAAOTA €Ml TAVTOY TapémeTaL.
OEAL ’Eyo uév v avr) 1 Yvxy kel adry

émopéyerac.

k2 \ o \ ’ \
3Q. H kai 70 duotov kal T0 avopoLov, Kal T0 Tav-

\ \ o
TOV KQL ETEPOV

OEAIL N

3Q. Ti 8¢ kaAov kai aioypov, kai ayalov Kai

KaKov ;

OEAIL. Ka! Tovrwv pot Soxel év Tois paliora
\ ¥ ~ \ s /7 b /
mpos dAApAa oxomeiglar Ty ovoiav, dvaroyouéin

heec mpds 8¢ 7§ kaké non infera-
tur nominativus, verbo el vel
addito vel subaudiendo, velut
infertur Sympos. 195C: Néos
pév ody dori, mpds 8¢ T vé
dmaXés...! Heind. (2) ¢ Preeter
hoc pulchrum, quod in te lau-
davi,’ Stallb.

The latter (2) is right. ¢ Be-
sides this beauty you have
shown,you havedonemea kind-
ness.. Cp. Eurip. Hec. 382
Ka)ds pév elmas, Biyarep, dA\& 76
xakg | Aémn wpéoeorw. Thue. 4.
08. 2. The phrase in Symp.
195 C ought to be similarly
construed.

6. roiro ydp pd\igra éni mdv-
Tov wapémeras] Le. éml wioe Kot
véy éore (supr. 185 C). It will
serve therefore as a sort of
crucial instance.

9. émopéyerac expresses Plato’s
notion of the intuitive action

of the mind (vnots), not as mere

contemplation, but as a passion-
ate outgoing. Rep. 6. 490 A B.
¥5. év Tois pd\iora] Inthis and
similar phrases the article re-
tains its demonstrative force,
as is evident where the words
are separated; e.g. Euthyd.
303 C: "Ev 3¢ 7ois xal Toiro pe~
yakompeméarepov.  Soph. (Ed.
Col. 742 : "Ex 8¢ 7év pdhior’ éyd.
16. mpds dNApha oxomeiofar]
‘To consider in relation to each
other:’ viz. as opposites.
Thegetetus is probably think-
ing of the recent argument in
which dyafdv, dpéhcpov, péXhov,
were identified. The ¢idea of
good’ is still regarded by him
‘hypothetically,’ and, as it were,
from beneath. But he is no
longer capable of the fallacious
admission into which he fell
unwarily, supr. 157 D. The

p. 186.
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186. €V €avT®d TA YeYOVO i Ta ) os 7o uéA
p. 186. UTQ TG YEYOVOT® K&l TG TGPOVTA TPOS TQ €A~

3Q. "Exe 8¢ dAXo 7t Tob puév akAnpod Ty oxAy-
poryra S s émagijs alobjoerar, kai Tod palaxod

\ ’ ’
TNV MAAQKOTYTA OTAVTS }

OEAI N,

\
2Q. Tyv & ye ovolav xai & Tt éaTov kal v
3 14 \ ~
évavTioTyTa. TPos GAAAw kal THY ovgiav ad Tis
> ’ » \ (] \ ) ~ \ 4
évavrioryros avry 7 Yuxn €raviovoa kai ovuBaA-
\ ¥ . ’ ~ e ~
Aovoa Tpos aAANAQ Kpivew meiparal MuLv.

OEAL ITavv uév odv.

~ \
2Q. Odkodr Ta uév evlvs yevouévors mdpear
’ 4
¢ puoer aiofaveclor avlpimors Te kai Onplos, doa
\ ~ 4 ’
S 7o ooparos wabiuara éml Ty vy Teiver

question pressed by H.Schmidt,
¢ How past and future enter into
the notion of honour,’ is hardly
present in the Greek, but may
be answered by the familiar
example of an act of ordinary
courage, in which the fear of
future disgrace overcomes that
of instant danger. The sense
of honour emphatically belongs
to a creature of ¢ large discourse,
looking before and after.’

dvahoyiopévn] ‘ Thinking over
the past and present with a
view to the future.’

3. "Exe 87] ‘Hold there!’
Socrates sees his opportunity
of furthering the argument by
applying the last expression of
Theeetetus, and therefore bids
him pause over it.

7. Tiw 8 ye obolav] Sec. rob
ox\npod kal Toi pahaxod. ¢ The
fact that they exist’ (Germ.
¢Dasein’). In this and similar
passages Plato may be said to
be appealing to the .conscious-
ness of his reader.

9. émanoiva xal oupBd\lovoa)
Returning upon (reviewing)the
sensations, it perceives the Be-
ing of their objects, and com-
paring these together, perceives
their opposition, and the Being
of this again,

12, Oixoiw, k] For the
rarity of Reason cp. Rep. 4.
428, Tim. g1 E: Kai Tob pév
mdvra dvdpa peréxew ¢aréov, vov
3¢ Beols, dvBpdmawy 8¢ yévos Bpaxi
L

14. éml mip Yuxiw reive] ¢ Ex-
tend to the mind.” Cp. Tim. 64
B: To pév yip xard ¢iow edri-
vrov. . kal Bpaxd wdbos .. 81adide-
aw .. éni 10 Pppbupov. .70 & évav-
riov é8paiov bv . . dvalobnrov map-
éoxe 16 malbov.

Phileb. 33 D: ©és rdv mepl 78
odpa Hpav éxdoTore mabnpdrov Ta
pév & 7 obpare karacBewipeva
mwpv émt v Yuxw SiefeNbey,
dralij ékelvyy édoavra, Ta 8¢ 8
dugpoiv lovra, kai Twva domep oe-
audv évrilévra 8y Te Kai kowdy
éxarépg,

M2

I0

All such
ideas the
mind im-
mediately
contem-
plates, sur-
veying
with a view
to the fu-
ture the
present and
the past:—
e.g. The
quality of
hardness is
perceived
through
the touch.
But that it
1s, that it is
opposite to
softness,
and that



this opposi-
tion 13, the
mind itself
seeks tode-
cide, re-
turning
over its
sensations,
and com-
paring
them.

The one
power be-
longs to all
live crea-
tures from
their birth :
the otheris
slowly at-
tained, and
only by
some 1men,
Sensation
does not
reach be-
ing, there-

10

164 ITAATQNOZ

\ \ \ ’ b ’ 4 L4 \
Ta O€ TEPL TOUTWV QVAAOYITHATA TPOS TE OUGLaY Kal p. 186.

> /’ ’ \ 3 14 \ ~ ’
OPérewar poyis kal €v xpove Owa TOAANGY Tpayuarwy
Kkal moudelas wapaylyveras ois dv kal wapaylyvyrat.
OEAI. Ilavraract pév odv.
< / 3 > ’ ~ ° \ y /7 .
s 2Q. Olov Te odv alnbeias Tvxey, ¢ unde ovoias ;

OEAIL. ’Advvarov.

3Q. O 8¢ aAnbeias Tis arvynoet, woTe TOUTOV

4
émoTiuY €oTL

OEAIL Kai 7és dv, @ Sokpares ;

3Q. Ev uév dpa Tois mabjuacw ook év ém-

’ » 8\ ~ \ 3 14 ". > ’
oTuT, €v 0 TR TEPL EKEWWY TUAAOYTUG® ovTias
\ \ 3> ’ b ~ /’ L ¥ \
yap kai aAnbeias €vravfa pév, @s éoke, Ouvvarov

aaaar, éxet 8¢ advvarov.

OEAI. ®daiverad.

1. dvahoyiopara] ‘But what
the mind discovers by reflecting
upon these” The idea of pro-
portion (70 dvdloyor) does not
seem to enter into the verb
dvakoyilopar and its derivative
noun. dvaloyifecOar is rather
els €ldds ¢ dvapéperv 7 Adygp.

obolav] German critics raise
the doubt whether oloia is to
be taken in the same sense
throughout this passage. Plato
had not present to his mind
the distinctions between ¢ Sein,’
‘Dasein,’ Wesen,’* Fiirsichsein,’
etc., but if one meaning is to
be he!d throughout, it is rather
the ¢fact’ (‘ Dasein’) than the
‘mode’ (‘ Wesen’), If this is
emphasized, ppdé (1. 6) retains
the force of ‘ not even.’

5. ¢ pndé odoias] (1) ‘Ad dat.
hunc ¢ repetendum est oidy e
(potestne illud verum assequi
quod ne odgiav quidem assequi
potest 1), ut declarant illa mox,
Evumav dp’ alrd kakeis alofnow;
"Avdyxn. Qlre, pdpev, ob péreoTwv

d\nfelas draobar,o08¢ yap odoias.’
Heindorf. And so H. Schmidt.
But (2) in the present con-
nection ¢ is probably masculine.
¢Is it possible for him to reach
truth who misses truth?’ (Wohl-
rab assents to this.) Thereisa
transition in the next question
from the subject to the object,
from aiobavduevos to alonrov.
‘But can one have knowledge
of that, the truth of which he
misses ' A third way may be
mentioned, but only to be re-
Jjected, viz. (3) making ¢ instru-
mental dative. ¢Can one reach
truth with that,’ etc. Schanz
reads o from Heindorf’s conj.
I1. év 8¢ 7§ mepl éxeivay oulho-

ywpp) Something very different

from syllogism is meant, and:

more nearly analogous to ge-
neralization. Cp. Pheedr.249 B:
A€t yap dvfpamov oumévas kar el-
8os Neyopevov, éx woANw low alabi-
oewy els & Noyiopd auvatpoiuevop.,

Phil. 41 C.

[N
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N e ) \ ~ ! ~ ~
p-186.  ZQ."H odv Tabrov ékeivo Te kal TODTO KaA€ls,

E

rocavras Supopas éxovre ;

OEAI. Odkovv 8y dixaiov ye.

ZQ. T{ odv Oy éxelvy amodidws dvopa, T¢ opav,
drovew, dodpaiveabar, Yvxeobas, Oeppaiveoto ;

OEAL Aigfavesbor &wye: Ti yap dA)o;

3Q. Evumav dp adro kadels alobpow ;

OEAL ’Avayxy.
Q. "Qu ye, papéy, ov
dlars  0vdé yap ovaias.

OEAIL. Ov yap odv.

péreorw dAnbelas aya-

3Q. 00 ap’ émarjuys.

©EAL O ydp.

b4
3Q. Oik dp’ dv ey wore, & Oeaityre, aiaOnais

. 4 ’
T€ Kal EMOTYUT) TAVTOV.

OEAIL O ¢aivera, & Siokpares. kol paliora
ye viv karapavéararov yéyover dAMo ov aigbioews

émoTHuY).

9. " is neuter here—refer-
ring to the fem. alofyouw.

12. 008 dp' émoriuns] The
genitive is governed by péreory
alone. d\pfbeias and odoias are
governed partly by pérearw,
partly by d¥acfa.

16. pd\iord yevivkarapavéora-
rov] Forthe double superlative
cp. Rep. 1. 331 B: "AAAd ye &
& évds ok éNdytoToy Eywye Oeiny
&v €ls ToiTo dvdpl voiv Eowri, &
Sdkpares, mhovToy xpnoudraroy
Gz’m. . .

17. karapavéorarovyéyovev] The
criticism of Sensation is now
complete. We see it clearly, as
relative, shifting, momeutary;
inseparable from physical con-
ditions: we have placed our-
selves above it, and proceed to
explore the region next beyond,

that of Opinion.

To recapitulate the criticism
of émarnun alobnors. 1. Certain
presumptions are raised against
the saying dvfpwmos pérpov, 88
that it makes all beings equally
wise, and that it implies that we
can at once know and not know
the same thing. 2. Protagoras
is convicted out of his own
mouth, for in confirming the
opinion of other men he con-
futes himself. 3. There is at
least one sphere of knowledge
which is above sense, the fore-
sight of consequences, the
perception of what is good.
4. And within the sphere of
sense, if sensation depend on
motion, and motion include
change, no quality can be so
much as named. 5. The mind

fore it fails
of truth,
and is not
knowledge.
This lies
not in our
impres-
sions, but
in that
which the
mind col-
lects from
them.

5

Sensation,
therefore,
has no
share in
knowledge.
They are
wholly dis-
tinct.

10

We have
found what
knowledge
is not. Our
aim was to
find what

P



itis. Yet
we have
gained
something.
‘We shall
not seek
for it any
more in
sensation,
but in
whatever
that is call-
ed, when
the mind is
by itself
engaged
with being.
Opinion is
the name
for this.

We ven-
ture ac-
cordingly
on a second
defini-

tion :—

166

Q. "AAX oF i pév 8y Tovrov ye &vexa rjpxopeda p. 187
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dwadeyopevor, wa ebpopey Ti wor' ovk éoT émaTiuy,
L] \ 'y o \ ~ 7 ’

aAda 7i éoTw. Suws Oé TooovTov ‘ye mwpoSeSnKkapey,
o \ ~ 3\ ] ) 4 \ ’ > 9
wore u) Gyrelv adry év aioBioe 10 Tapamav, GAA

3 1] ’ ~ 5 / o 14 )y ¥ [ ’r o
5€v €Keivp TG OVOUATL, O TL TOT €xeL 1 Yuxm), oTav

alry) kad avry wpayparemTar mepl T Gvra.
OEAL 'AX\a unw 10070 ye kadeirar, & Sdkpares,

os éyguas, Sofdlew.

2Q. 'Opbis yap oley, & pie. ki Spa 8y viv

~ ’ \ t4
1w maAw €€ apxis, mavra Ta mpoalev éfaleifas, €l Tt

paAdov kabopds, émedy évravba mpoedAvdas. kal
Aéye adbis T( wor’ éoTiv émaTiuy.

OEAIL Aofav pév macav eimelv, & Swrpares,
&SJuarou, émedn) kal \[&v&és' oL &wa Kkiwdvvever O

i 7 aAnbys 3ofa em'w'm/.m elvau, Kal j10l TODTO ATOKE-

Kkpiabew. éav yap iy pavy mpoiobaw, Gamep TO ViV,
dAAo Tt meipacoueda Aéyew.

receives impressions from with-
out through certain bodily or-
gans; but knowledge implies
the comparison of the impres-
sions received through different
organs, and this must be the
immediate function of the
mind. The whole of this last
section should be compared
with Rep . 522-6

5. éxeivp ¢ dvdpart] ¢ But in
that other term, whatever it is,
which is applied to the mind
when engaged alone with being.’

The form of expression is
partly influenced by the words
(186 D), Ti odv éxeivep dmodidws
dvopa; xrA. The distinction
between dvopa and pipa is not
observed here.

10. mdvra T& mwpéobev éfakel-
vas] As if in a mathematical
demonstration.

13. Adéfav] 8d£a follows natu-
rally upon aiofnos. Charm. 158
E,159A.: Afjdovyap 67 €l dou mdp-
eart cwPpoaiv, éxets i wept al-
Tijs 8ofdfew. dvdykn ydp mov évot-
cgav altiy, etmep &vearw, alobnoiv
rwa mapéxew, é fis d6fa dv ris
aor wepl alrijs €t 8 Tl éore xal
Smoidv T 1) cwppoaiv,

As in finding the mathema-
tical 3vvaus Thewtetus used a
word which had been employed
in the previous inquiry, so here.
But hitherto 3da has been
bound up. with ¢avracia and
alofnais, and even where So-
crates had preserved the dis-
tinction between apprehension
and judgment (179 C), this had
passed unnoticed.

16. domep Td wv] Sc. ¢aiverar.

7. @Xo r¢ (‘ something else’)
is not adverbial here.
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2Q. Ovro pévrow xp1), & Oealrnre, Aéyew mpolby-

~ A e \ ~ b4 3 ’
HoS PEANOY 7) @S TO TPOTOY WKV amokpiveaar.
3\ \ o ~ ~ ’ A € 4 49
éav yap ovrw Opduev, Svotvy Barepa, 1) evpnaoper ép
A ’ A R ’ 14 IN/ a ~
co épxoueda, § Arrov oinooueba eidévar o6 pndauy
louev: kal ToL ovk av €l pepmros pabos 6 TolovTos. 5
xal 8y kel viv Ti Prs; Svoiv dvrow *eidéow Soéns,
T00 pev aAnbuwod, Yevdods 8¢ Toi érépov, TV dAnbi]

Sobav émariuny opile ;

OEAI "Eywye: 7oiro yap abd viv por Paiveras.
Q. Ap odv & dfiov mepl Sofns avadaPeiv

TaAAw §

OEAI. To moiov 8 Aéyes ;
Q. Oparrer ué mws vov Te kal dAAore &) woA-

’ o » > ’ ~ \ ’ \ \ \
D AaKis, @OT €V amopig TOAAY TPOS EUAVTOV KOl TTPOS

¥ / L ¥ L ~ ’ > 9 \ ~

aAAov yeyovéval, OUK €XOVTQ ETTELV TL TOT €OTL TOUTO
\ ’ e A 7

70 wabfos wap’ Nuiv Kal Tiva TPOTOV €yyLyvouEVOY.

OEAL Tb moiov 8

Q. To dofalew Twa Yevdyj. okomwd & kai viv

3. éw ... 8papev] For the
first person cp. infr. 210 B.

6. *eidéow] MSS. idéaw.
“eldéow ex emend. apogr. H.
Schanz.

10. dvakaBeiv md\w] ¢ To take
up a thread of the previous
argument.’

Though we have dismissed
the saying of Protagoras, so
far as it is bound up with
sense, 10 dokotv ékdoTe ToiTO
xai elvai, (¢pavracia being olp-
pibis alobioews xat 86gns, Soph.
264 B), yet the same ques-
tion returns upon us in re-
gard to opinion considered
by itself. This forms a link
of connection between the
present inquiry and the fore-
going. Cp. Cratyl. 429 D:

*Ap’ ot Yeudij Aéyew 16 mapdmay
otk €orw, dpa Tovré goi dvvarar
6 Nbyos; ouxwoi ydp Twes ol
Aéyovres, & pike Kparie, kal viv
kai wdkat,

SBee also Euthyd. 284 A,
286 C, where the dmopia (67
Yevdeabar, dvriéyew, odk Eoriv)
is ascribed to the followers of
Protagoras amongst others.
It has generally, however,
been associated with the name
of Antisthenes. .

15. Tobro & mdfos wap Hpiv]
¢ This experience of the human
mind.” Cp. supr. 155 A.

18. oxord &) xal wiv n]
Though the past discussion
has been ¢ wiped out,’ this still
remains ‘to trouble the mind’s
eye! Badham would read

-

o

II. Know-
ledge 13
true

opinion,

But, still
to return
upon a for-
mer track,

Is false
opinion
possible ?
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ére Sioralwv, worepov éagwper avro 1) émakedueda p. 187.
dAAov Tpomov 1) SAlyov mpoTepov.
OEAIL T unv, & Sorpares, € wép ye xal omy-

~ ’ ~ ¥ \ t] ~ \ \
oty Qaiverar Octv; dpri yap ov KaKds Y€ OV Kal

5 Oeodwpos éNéyere axoAijs mépt, ds ovdey év Tots Toi-

10

1. Inre- 15
gard o
everything

~ ’
oo O karemeryet.

2Q. 'Opbos vmépvnaas. ilows yap ovk dmo Ka-
pov maAw @omep ixvos pereAdeiv. KpetrTov yap mwov
opKpOY €D 1) oAV p1) ikavis mepaval.

OEAL T! uyv;

2Q. s odv; 7( 8y kal Aéyoper ; evdy Paucy
ékaorore elvar Sofav, xal Twa Hudv dofalew evdy,
. 3 ~ e ’ o s 7
Tov & ad aAnby, ds Puoe odrws éxovrov ;

OEAI. ®auev yap o).

2Q. Ouvkody 700e v €06 quiv mepl mwavra kai
¥ IN/ a \ s/ ’
kal' éxaorov, vrov eidévar N un €idévar; pavlavew

b 6bpdrret, but the asyndeton is
expressive. &7 also has been
changed to 8¢ (Buttmann), but
without reason.

2. &ov Ttpémov 7 OMiyov
mpérepov] I.e. not with refer-
ence to sensation and motion
(supr. 164, 167, 171, 180),
but in a more abstract way.
The new ‘ manner’ has some-
thing in it of the Eleatic spirit.
For the expression compare
Soph. 245 E: Tols 8 &\\ws
Aéyovras ad Bearéov.

3. émpoiv] The Bodl. has
émpyotv. But the second ye is
awkward, and émpodv has good
authority in T.

6. xaremeiyer] Supr. 172 D.

8. wd\w &omep Txvos perel-
6éiv] We seemed to ourselves
to be launching into a wholly
new inquiry, but we have
fallen into the same track by

a different route. Cp. Aristot.
Eth. 1. 7. 2: MeraBaivay &) 6
Adyos els Tadrdv dpinras. Aesch.
Prom. 845: Tairdv pereNdov rav
mwdkat Adywv ixvos.

xpeirrov . . . . mepavar] This
is said in order to obviate the
discouragement which may be
felt at having to return again
upon our footsteps. Cp. Soph.
261 A B.

13. éxdvrov is neuter. For
the plural cp. Rep. 2. 375C:
Tatra 8¢ duvvdrots €ocke.

16. ifroe eldévar § py eldévar]
Socrates here takes up the
thread of reflection introduced
above, 165 B: *Ap’ oldv 1e Tov
abrov eld6ra ¢ Toiro & olde py) ei-
8évar; It was one weakness of
the sensation doctrine that it
led to this contradiction. The
same opposition considered in
the abstract is now used to

p. 188.
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p. 188. yap kal émAavBaveabar perafd Tovrwv os dvra xai-

~ 4 ~ ~
pew Aéyw év TQ wapovTie v yap Nuiv wpos Adyov

’
€oTiv ovdév.

OEAIL 'AMa ujv, @ Sdkpares, GAXo Y’ ovdev
Aélmeras wept EkaoTov ANy €idévar ) p1) €ldévau.
2Q. Ouvkoiv 178y avaykn Tov dofalovra dofalew

LAY ) A \ 9
7 wv T oidev 7 un oldev ;

OEAL ’Avayx.

3Q. Kai ujv eidora ye wy €idévor 1o avro § uy

B €idora €ldévar advvarov.

OEAL Ilés &8 of;

2Q. "Ap’ odv 6 Ta Pevdij dofalwy, & olde, Tavra
P n » ’
3 L] ~ ) 3 \ o ¥ A3 5 \
oieTar ov TavTa €lvar aAla €repa drTa Wy oid€, Kal
Ed ’ LX) Ed ~ 9 4
apdorepa eidws ayvoel auporepa ;
OEAL 'AMX advvarov, & Zdpares.

3Q. AN apa, @ uy
.4 ¥ © 9 \
érepa. arTa wv p1) o€, Kal
prove the impossibility of
falsehoed in opinion.

The discussion which fol-
lows probably bears some rela-
tion to the notions of Gorgias,
and perhaps of Antisthenes.
At all events it would seem to
be a fragment of Eleaticism ;
being exactly analogous to the
difficulties raised by Zeno
against the possibility of mo-
tion. It runs parallel also to
the subtleties of the later Me-
garians.

I. perafd...Aéyw] The
construction follows the ana-
logy of xaipew éa. Cp. Soph.
258 E, where the phrase again
occurs in a loose construction.

2. viv ydp fuiv mwpds Adyov
éoriv 0ddév] Because we choose
to dwell on the absolute al-
ternative, knowledge or igno-

5 e A s\ 5

0!86]/, nyet'rat avra €wat
o1’ € » unre Oeal-

TOUT €0TL T(P ,L?]T ol

rance. Cp. supr. 158 E: M)
vmoAdBwuev, k.7.\., Wwhere a
limited ¢ Standpoint’ is simi-
larly emphasized.

Plato thus hints at the true
solution of the difficulty, viz.
the conception of a gradual
process, which is afterwards
presented under the image of
the impressions on wax, etc.

The doctrine of dvduvnous
which had been developed in
the Meno and Phedo, is per-
haps also held in reserve.

5. Aeivera] ¢ Remains’ —
when learning and forgetting
are left out.

6. 78y] ‘Since that point
is settled.’

7. & 7 oldev] For . thus
interposed cp. infr. 192 A.

12. 6 7d evdij Sofdlwr] The
articles refer to supr. 187 E.

5

10

18

one of two
altern-
atives is
true of us.
Either we
know it, or
we do not
know it.
(The inter-
mediate
processes of
learning
and forget-
ting may
be left out
of sight as
beside our
present ar~
gument.)
In think-
ing, there-
fore, I must
think of
something
which I
know, or
which I do
not know.

But I can-
not know
and be ig-



norant of
the same
thing.

Therefore
I cannot
think
falsely, for
I cannot
think one
thing which
I know to
be another
which I
know, else
I should
know it
and not
know it.
Norcan I
think what
I do not
know to be
something
else which
I do not
know, for
what I
know not
cannot be
present to
my mind.
Nor can I
think what
I do not
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os 6 Swkparns Oealrnros ) 6 Oeairyros Swrpdrys ;

OEAI. Kai wés dv;

3Q. AAX’ o0 i, @ ¥é Tis oldev, oleral wov & i)
5 0l0ev avra elvau, 008 ad & py oidev, & oldev.
OEAI. Tépas yap éorau.
3Q. s odv dv Tis éru Yrevdy dofdoeey; ékros
Ui ;

\ ’ L4 ’ 4 1) ’ 4 9 N
yap Tovrwr advvaroy mov Sofalew, émelmep wavr’ 4
ES A L £’ 3 \ 4 L] ~ /4
lopev %) ovk lopev, év 8¢ Tovrors ovdapod Paiverar

10 Suvarov evdy Sofaoar.

OEAI. ’ANféorara.

3 3 / I's a ~ \
2Q. Ap’/ovv oV TavTy okemréov 6 (yrovuev, KaTa

\ N/ \ \ 1IN/ s/ k] \ \ \n 3
70 €l0évaw kol pun) €idévau iovtas, aAda katTa TO €lvou

\ ’
Kal p) 3

15 OEAIL Iles Ae"yew;

2Q. My amAodv 1) ére 6 Ta i dvra mepl oTovODY
dofalwr ovk €58 o5 ob evdy) dokdoet, kdv omwaody

dAos Ta Tijs duwolas éxn.

4. AN od piy ... & olSev]
‘But surely when a man
knows anything, he cannot
take for that thing one which
he does not know, nor for what
he does not know can he take
what he knows’ Cp. infr.
191 A, and note.

5. aird] Cp. Phzd. 99 B:
O 87 pot Paivovrat . . . &s alriov
aird mpooayopelew : and see
155 E.

6. Tépas] Supr. 163 D,
and note: Tépas yap &v €lp &
Aéyers. Pheed. 101 B, alib.

9. & 38 roiras] ‘And
under this alternative,’ viz. as
developed in the above in-
stances.

12, & {yroiper] The Bodl.
MS., by an obvious error, has
éyrovuev. Cp. Polit. 2476 C:

e

*0 Néyopev, and v. rr.

13. elvar] So the Coislinian
MB. and the corrector of T.
Most MSS. have eldéva.

16. Mj) dmhodv ] ¢ May not
the case possibly be simply
thus? pf expresses suspicion
=‘I should not wonder if.’
Cp. Pheed. 67 B: My od fepirdv
7. Ibid. 69 A: My yap odx
adm 3] 1) épfy d\kayd, k. 7. A, pi
axaypapia Tis 7] 1) Towavry dpers.
Crit. 48 C: My ... raira...
oxéupara 3 : and see Ast, Lex.
sub v. For dmhoiv in this
sense cp. supr. 147 C: ‘Amhoiv
elmeiv. Symp. 183 D. Polit.
306 : Idrepov ovrws dmhoiw éore
To0T0 ) .., éxes Siagpopdy . . .
Aristot. Eth. N. 5. 9. 9 :*H o8¢

n tn
TOUTO amAouy,

(v}

D

9
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A 4
OEAL Eikos ¥’ ab, & Sorpares.
~ ~ k3

3Q. Ies odv; ti épobuev, & Oeairyre, éav Tis
(N ’ \ \ e AR ’ ’
nuds avakpivy: Avvarov O¢ orgovv o TA€yeral, kal Tis
] 4 \ A ’ t4 \ ~ ¥
avBpdmov To py ov Sofacer, eire wepl TGV dvTwY TOV

S 3\ L4 \ ¢ ~ ’ ¢ ¥ \
elre avro kal avro; Kal nueis &7, ds éowe, mpos s
E radra ¢noouer "Orav ye uy aAnbi olyrar oiduevos.

7 wds épodpuev ;

OEAI. Ovrws.

s ' \ ~
3Q. "H odv kai dAAdL wov T0 TowobTOY éoTw ;

OEAIL. To moiov;

2Q. El 1is opa pév mi, opa 8¢ ovdev.

OEAIL Kal wos;

\ \ ’ ~ ~ ~
3Q. "AAAa pny €l € ye L 0pa, TGV GVTOY TL 0p.

A \ t) \ \ A 3 ~ \ 3 3
7) GV OlEL TTOT€ TO €V €V TOLS [A7) OVCLY €lval

OEAI Oix éywye.

2Q. ‘O dpa & yé 1 6pdv ov T opa.

OEAI. daivera:.

’ .4 4 ’ A
2Q. Kal o dpa 7t axovwr & y€ T akove kal ov

s 7
QaKOVEL.

OEAI. Nai.

3. 8 ‘I'Xe"ye'rac] ¢ Which is
herein asserted.” Buttmann
and Bekker conjecture Néyere,
which seems probable, but not
necessary. Cp. Pheed. 77 D:
*Anodédeikrar pév olv dmep Néyeras
kal viy, where there is a simi-
lar doubt.

11. Ei] Interrogative. ‘I
mean to ask whether (for ex-
ample) a man who sees some-
thing, sees no single thing ¥

13. el & yé r 6pa] The con-
verse argument is used Rep.
5. 478 B (where it is asked,
¢ What is opinion concerned
with?’): *H oléy 7e ad Sofdlew

pév, Bofdlew 8¢ pndév ; "Advvarov.
'ANN’ & ye 7t dofdles & Bofdlwy ;
Nai. ’AN\G piv py) 8v ye obx év
7t, dA\& pndév dpbérar’ &v mpooa-
yopetorro. Tldw ye. This close
relation between " ° -
unity and being,
Parmenides, appe:
See especially £
*Avdykn Tov TE Aé
Aéyew, The min
cognise Being ¢
it finds its owr
Unity.

Ar, Met. 3. 4.1

Yap évdéxerai voeiy

10

15

20

know to be
what I
know, nor
what I
know to be
what I do
not know.
And what
other case *
(under the
above al-
ternative)
is conceiv-
able ?
2.The path
of know-
ledge being
thus hem-
med in, we
try the path
of being.
To think
that which
is not, is
to think
falsely.
But can I
think of
what is
not, either
absolutely
or with re-
ference to
anything ?
I cannot
see, and
yet see
nothing.



And that
which I
see, being
one thing,
must have
existence.
For unity
and being
are insepa-
rable. The
sameistrue
of hearing
and touch,
And of
thought
also.
To think
what is not
is to think
nothing,
and to
think no-
thing is not
to think,
False opin-
ion, if it ex-
ists, must
be some-
thing dif-
ferent from

10

15
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3Q. Kai 6 anrouevos 87 Tov, €vos y€ Tov amwrerar p: 189.

\ ¥ ¥ e /s
Kot OVTOS, ELTTEP EVOS ,

OEAI. Ka rovro.

ITAATQNOZ

2Q. O 8¢ 8y Sofalwv ovy & Ti dofale: ;

OEAL ’Avayxy.

32Q. ‘O & & 7t dofawv ovk ov T

OEAL Evyxwps.

32Q. ‘O dpa uy ov dofalwy ovdeév Sofale:.

OEAIL Ov ¢aiverar.

3Q. *AXa unw & ye undév dofawy To mapamav

ovde Sofalet.

OEAL. Ajlov, s éoikev.

2Q. Odk dpa oiov T€ 0 pr) ov dofaew, ovre mepl v

~ E's \ 14
TOV OvTwY ovre avro kald avro.

OEAI. Ov daivera.

2Q. "AXo T dp éori To \evdy Sofalew Tob Ta

pn dvra dofdlew.
OEAIL "AAXo éowkev.

2Q. OF *1e yap obrws odre ds dAiyov mporepov

20 égkomovpey, Yevdis éar Sofa év Huiv.

©EAIL. O0 yap odu 8.

2Q. "AMN épa &de yuyvipevov Toiro mpooayo-

pevouey ;
OEAL Tlés;

13. mepi Tov Svrov] Arist.
Met. 3. 2. 1004 a: ’Amdpacw
8¢ kal orépnow mas éore fewpijoar
8 70 "dporépws Bewpeigbar. 7o
&, of §) dndpaois § i orépnous (§
~yap amhas Néyopev 8t ody Umdpyxes
éxetvo ff T yéver, k.T.N.)

19. OF *re ydp] MSS. od ydp.
te seems required (as Van
Heusde observed), but ydp is
right. Cp. 190 E: Otre yap

Tavry, KT,

ofire &5 Niyoy mpdrepov] Viz.
katd 76 €ldévar Kai pn  elbéva,
188 C.

22, AN\’ dpa &de yryvépevor]
¢ But may it be supposed, then,
that what we express by this
name arises in the following
way? ¢In what way? ¢That
what we call false opinion is
really a sort of crossing of
opinions.’
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p189.  2Q. AN odofiay Twa odoav Yevdy Pautv elvar 3. Can it
’ o ’ ~A ¥ v s A ¥ then be a
c 8ofav, brav Tis TL TGOV GvTwy dAAo ad TOV OvTwY,  cros-appli-
R AN ’ -8 , - 3 o v oA cation or
avraAdafapevos ) Swavolg, P €lvar. oDTw yap 6v  transfer-
\ EJRN 4 o LY, 4 \ e ence of
pev ael Oofalet, Erepov O¢ dvl érépov, kal auap-  thought:
’ @ 2 ] 2 -~ ~ ’ i.e. When
Tavoy ob éokome Oikaiws Gv kaloiro Wevdy Sofd- 5 1 think one
existing
{OJV. thing to be
’ ’ ~ ~ another {
OEAI. ’Opforara pou viv dokeis elpnkévasr. 8TaV — Themtetus
, PR A AR s N ~ N believes
yap Tis avrl kalob aloxpov 7) avri aloypol KAAOY  this muss
’ ’ ~ ’ -~ be the ¢
8ofaly, Tore ds aAndis Sofaler Yevds). Falsehood.
~ 5 7 ~
2Q. Anlos €, & Oeairnre, kataPpovdy pov Kol ro
L] ’
ov Oediws.
’
©EAIL. T{ uakwora; Socrates
-~ -~ -~ . claims
2Q. Oixk dv, olpa, gol Sokd Tob dANlos Yevdovs  credit for
s , s 7 Y \ a8' A moderation
D avridaBéalal, épouevos € oiov Te Taxv Bpadéws 7 innot
A /oAy > ’ \ LR e pressing
kovpov Bapéws 1) AAAO TL €vavTiov U KATA TV QU- 15 this con-
~ ’ 5y 4 A Y P ’ ’ tradiction
T00 Quow alde kare T TOD €vavriov yiyveolai  in terms,
and passes

~ ~ \ \ ’
€avrg evavrimws. ToOUTO Mév ody, a un parny Oap-

pians, apinue. dpéokes 8¢, ds ¢Pns, TO Ta Yevdi)
dofdlew aArodofeiv elvau ; ‘

on.

OEAL “Epoye.

I. "AN\oBoiav] This seems to
have been a prevalent concep-
tion. Vid. Arist. Met. 3. 5.
1010 a: Paci 8¢ kai Tov “Ounpor
Tavrny éxovra Paivecbac Ty 36fav,
ore émainae ov “Exropa, s éféarn
md Tijs wAnyijs, keiofas dAAoppové-
ovra, &os Ppovotvras pév kai Tovs
wapadpovoivras, dAX’ od raird.
He ascribes this application of
Homer to Democritus, de An.
1. 2. Cp.Herod. 1. 85: *AAo-
yvaoas tov Kpoiao.

¢apév] In apposition with
the preceding verb, introduced
by dde.

This third case is linked

on to the second, but is not,
as H. Schmidt supposes, a sub-
division of it. The three cases
are (1) thinking what we do
not know, (2) thivking what
is not, (3) thinking cross-wise.

13. 7o dAnfas Yeddous| Rep.
2. 382 A: T4 ye @s ainbas
Veidos, el oldy Te TovTO elmeiv.
Phil. 23 B: "Apa 8¢ 5 ddivarow
elmov, Aumeiv 8omp.

1. Wa. p) pdrp Oappr']a'm]
Supr. 163 C: "I kal adfdwp.
He refers to the boldness with
which Thestetus now answers,
supr. 187 B: Ofrw. .. xpj. ..

Aéyew mpobipws.

20



‘When I
take one
thing for
another, I
must have
either one
or both
things in
my mind,

Either at
once or in
turn.

Now
thought is
the mind’s
self-dia-
logue, in

174 ITAATONOZ

3Q. "Eorw dpa xara v anv Sofav érepov i ds p. 189.

o N A\ e s~ ~ ’ ’
érepov kal pun os ékewo 1) Owwoia Tilealar.

OEAL "Eort uévro.

2Q. “Orav odv 7008 7) Swivowd Tov Opd, oV Kai

ewola ;

5 dvaykn avTyy froc dudorepa ) To érepov Suavo- E

*OEAL ’Avayxny pév odve 1rot que ye 7 €

pépec.

*3Q. Kad\wra. 70 8¢ duavoeiofou ap’ & wep éyo

10 KQLAELS ;

OEAI. T{ kaAaov ;

2Q. Adyov bv adry mpos avry 7 Yoy Sefép-
XETaL TEPL BV Qv gKOT]). @ YE i) €idis aou amo-
Paivopar. TODTO Yap pot ivbarlerar diavoovuévy), ovk

2. &s éxeivo] . Referring to
the first érepov.

5. 70 érepov] ¢ The one or the
other. érepos here=alteruter.

n. fro. dpa ye § év péped]
The bearing of these words is
not quite clear. Perhaps they
are meant to introduce the
analysis of thinking, in which
things are present to the mind
at first successively, afterwards
in one view. Most MSS. ar-
range the persons thus: ©e.
'Avdykn pév odv. Sw, "Hrot . .
pépes; Oe. Kdi\hwora, Zo. To 8¢
. . kakeéis; (In the Bodl. MS,
however, it is not clear that
the double colon after odv is
in the first hand, and #roc x.7.\,
is given to Socrates in con-
tinuation as in our text)
Hirzel, followed by Schanz,
gives froi. . pépes to Thesetetus,
and «d\ora to Socrates.
Thecet. *Certainly, either at
once or by turns.” Soc. ¢ Well
said; but I wonder if your'
conception of the thinking-

process agrees with mine.’
There is much to recommend
this arrangement, which is
adopted also by H. Schmidt.
He proposes, however, to delete
the words froc . . pépes.

Compare with the following
account of thinking Phileb. 38
C, 39, where the mind not
only talks with itself, but has
a writer and a painter within
it: *Ap’ odv fpds.., k7. Soph.
263 E: Olkotv dudvoa pév xai
Adyos Tatréy wAjy & pév évrds
s Yuxiis mwpds atriy diudhoyos
dvev pavijs yiydpevos, KT\

12. Adyov is here used in the

first of the three meanings

given below, 206 D.

13. s ye py eldds] ¢ As one
who does not know, ‘who is
not to be supposed to know.
The use of p1 assists the ironi-
cal tone of Socrates, who avoids
categorical statements. ¢You
must not assume that I speak
as if I knew.'

14. tobro ydp pot] Plato was



- .

©EAITHTOZ.

175

p-190. dAo T ) SaAéyecOu, avry éavry épwrdoa Kal

) V4 \ 4 \ ’ [.4
amokpwopcvy), kal packovaa kel ov packovaa. Srav
86‘ e / £ 8/ £ \ 9 4 i &
opicaca, eire Bpadurepov, eire kal 6&vTepoy émai-
\ > \ ¥ ~ \ \ ’ ’ ’
Eaoa, 70 avro 700 Py kal un Swraly, dofav Tavry
1/ )~ L4 y ¥ \ A / ~
Tleuev avris. @oT éywye 1o dofalew Aéyew xald s
\ \ 14 ’ [] / L 4 \ ¥
kal Ty Sofav Adyov eipnuévov, ov pévro wpos dAAov
\ ~ \ ~ ’ \
ovde Pwvy, aAle avyn mwpos avrov. ov O Ti;

OEAI Kdyd.

: o ¥ \ @ 4 ’
2Q. “Orav dpa Tis 70 €repov Erepov Sofaly, xal
¥ \ 3
¢naiv, ds éoike, TO Erepov Erepov elvar wpos avrov.

B OEAL T ujpv;

4 \ ’ k \
3Q. "Avappmarov 8y € wamor elmes wpos oe-
N o N ~ ’ N 'Y ’ )
QUTOV OTL TAVTOS JUUAAOY TO TOL KAAOY QiTXpOV €0TLY

probably thinking of Odyssey
19. 224 : "Epéw, &s pos lvdd\Neras
firop. Compare the ¢dopara in
the beginning of the dialogue.
¢The semblance which the mind
presents to me, when it thinks,
18 simply that of conversing,
and of being engaged in ques-
tion and answer with itself.’

2. drav 8¢ épicaca] ‘But
when it has come to a deter-
mination, whether slowly, or
by darting swiftly to its con-
clusion, and so is now at one
and not divided in judgment,
we call this its opinion.’

13. mavrds pakov, . wavrdracw
dpa . . dvdyn| These adverbs
give an almost dramatic vivid-
ness to the description of the
process of thought. Note espe-
cially the liveliness of roi, which
some critics have rejected. Cp.
Phil. 38C: Adrdw . . dvéporr’ v
&3¢ . . 7l wore dpa Zore O mapd
v wérpav . .

The Greek language from
Homer downwards was pecu-
liarly apt to suggest such re-

flections as these. Sialexrixi
was its proper development.
The following remarks of Col.
Mure (Lit. of Greece, 2. 14.
§ 1) on the self-dialogue of
Homer, apply in some degree
to all Greek literature: ‘Ex-
clusively proper to Homer is
his power of dramatizing, not
merely action, but thought;
not merely the intercourse be-
tween man and man, but be-
tween man and himself, be-
tween his passions and his
judgment. The mechanism of
which the poet here chiefly
avails himself is to exhibit the
person under the influence of
excited feelings as communing
with, or, as Homer defines it,
addressing his own mind ; dis-
cussing the subject of his soli-
citude under its various aspects
as a question at issue between
his judgment and himself. The
conflicting feelings are thus, as
it were, personified ; while the
current of the language, often
the very sound of the words, is

question
and answer.
When it
has

with itself
upona final
answer, we
call this its
opinion,

Opinion is
a ailen!,
Pproposi-
tion.

To think
this to be
that, is to
say, ‘ This
is that.’
Now who
ever said




to himself,
‘Surely fair
is foul,’ or
‘wrong is
right,’ or
‘odd is
even’?

Or, ‘the
cow must
be a horse,’
or ‘two is
one,

Therefore
when I mis-
take this
for that, I
cannot
have both
inmy mind.
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) \ :18 8’ A ’ \ /’ aiA
7 70 adkov Oikaiov, 1) Kai, TO WAVT®Y KepaAaiov, p.190.

ITAATQNOZ

I3 ) [ ’ \ ’ Q]
oKomeL €L TOT €mexeipnoas oeavrov welew s wav-
\ ~ N4 L4 ’ £ X ~ 3 ’
TOS UAAAOY TO ETEPOY ETEPOV EGTLY, 7) WAV TOUVAVTIOV

4 ~ \ \
ovd év Umve wdwore éroAunoas el wPOS TEQUTOV

@AAo TotovTov.

OEAL A\ Adyes.

’ ¥ \ \ v ) ¥
5 (:)S‘ TOVTATAOW Oapa Ta TEPTTA OPTIA €EOTWV 7) T

A ’
3Q. "AAov & Twa ol vywaivovra 1) pawouevo c

~ ~ \ ¢ \ » ~ k4 /,
ToAunoar omwovdy mpos €avrov emely, avemelovra

e/ e 3/ \ ~ o 5 A \ (4
10 aUTOV, O avaykn Tov Bodv irmwov evar 1) Ta Ovo €v;

OEAIL. Ma A oik éywye.

Q. Ovkoiv € 10 Aéyew mpos éavrov Sofalew
éoriv, ovdels auporepa ye Aéywr kai Sofalwy kai
) ’ 3 ~ ~ ~ o ) \ ’
épamropevos apdoiv T Yuxy €mor av kai Sofaceey

so nicely adapted to the turns
of the self-dialogue, that the
breast of the man seems to be
laid open before us, and in the
literal sense of the term, we
read his thoughts as they flit
through his bosom.'

4. & Umve . . . Iypalvovra )

' pawdpevor] Note the liveliness

with which fresh touches are
thrown in. It must be remem-
bered here that sensible per-
ception is excluded from con-
sideration for the present, as
well as learning and forgetting.
Everything is either known or
unknown: present to the mind,
or not present.

8. iyaivovra § pawdpevov]
These words have been un-
reasonably questioned, on the
ground that no limit can be
set to the illusions of madness,
Not to dwell on the general
weakness of such minute phi-
lcsophy,—the critics‘orget that

¢ \ o 4 ’ 1) ) / 8’ *V' \
15 WS TO ETEPOV ETEPOV €OTLV. €QATEOV €TTAL OOt TO

Tdv Bobv is the ox, thought of
as such. Cp. the words du-
pdrepd ye .. i Yuxi just below.
This reference to the extreme
case of madness which has
been already cited (supr. 157
E) is quite in Plato’s manner.
15. éaréov & *¥orar] These
words are intended to meet the
difficulty which may have been
felt about the general state-
ment (rd wdvrov xedpdaior) bs
mwavrds pdlhov 10 érepov érepdy
éorw, in supr. B. Several of
the MSS., including Bodl. and
Coisl., have éaréov 3¢ xal ool 7
piipa énl Tav év péper, énedy 7o
piipa Erepov 74 érépw rara pripa
ratrdy éoti wepl Tob érépov, where
éml Tov & pépes evidently refers
to 189 E: *Hroi dpa yei) év pépes.
This cannot be adopted without
rejecting wepl Tob érépov as con-
fusing the sentence. The drift
would then be, ¢ You must not
dwell upon the words as regards
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p. 190. prjua wepl Tob €répov. Aéyw yap adro T)de, undéva
p dofdlew s 70 aloypov KkaAov 7) dAAo T TGV Tou-

’
ovTWY.

BOEAL AN, & Sokpares, éd T€ kal por Soxel

@s Aéyes.

Q. "Apdo pév dpa dofalovra advvarov To ére-

pov érepov dofalew.
OEAL “Eowev.

But if I

think only

3Q. "AAa unv 10 érepov ye povov dofdlwv, TO  of the one,
\ o ~ QN7 ’ N/ L4 I cannot
8¢ érepov undauy, ovdémore Sofdael To0 €repov Erepov 10 think the
one to be

elvas. the other,
’ Ay 7 » , A A g’ for I can-

OEAL ’AMb Aéyes: avaykaloiro yap av éPa~  nothave in
my mind

wrecfar kal ob un Sofaler. that of

things alternately presented to
the mind, seeing that the word
érepov, as far as the word goes,
is the same as applied to both.’
This would be an imperfect.
way of developing the distinc-
tion thrown out above, and un-
like Socrates, who, especially
in' this dialogue, always waits
for Thestetus to follow him.
And it is equally necessary to
‘let the word alone,” whether
the objects are conceived alter-
nately or both at once. The
words émi tdv év péper mMay
therefore confidently be re-
jected as a mistaken gloss.

If the words éme:ds) . . radrdv
éors are genuine, wept Toi érépov
must either be omitted or trans-
posed. But it is possible that
émedy, ..\, has also crept in
from the margin, and this sus-
picion is so far confirmed by the
fact that the Bodl. p. m. wrote
éorw. We thus revert to the
reading of T and several MSS.
éaréov 8¢ kal ool 70 pijpa wepl Tov
érépov, mepl i8 often used rather

N

vaguely, e. g.Rep.7.538E : Kai
wepl Bikalov doavrws xal dyabov.
If 3¢ ral ool is retained, xal may
be understood with reference
to supr. 189 D, where Socrates
takes credit for not pressing
the words d\nbés yreidos. ¢ You,
too (as I did in the former
case), must let the word alone
in regard to the Other.

But this is rather strained.
The version of Ficinus led some
critics to conjecture el xai ool
8oxei. But this, as Buttmann
observes, would not harmonize
with Thestetus’ reply. I have
ventured to change 3¢ kai ool
to & &rav oo, an emendation
which has often occurred to
me in reading the passage,
For the sense cp. Euthyd. 301
A, where the word ¢s dwelt
upon: Tiva Tpdmov, &pn, érépov
érépo  mapayevopévov 1d Erepov
érepov & €ln; "Apa Toiro, Epny
éyd, amopeis; . . AN Eyaye odd
&v maida Punv rovro dmopiicat ws
ol 70 érepov Erepdy éoTw.

12. dvayxdforo . . . . Gofé{al




which I
am not
thinking.

This trans-
ference,
therefore,
is also in-
conceiv-
able.

We are
in great
straits,
But we
dare not
face the
conse-
quences of
failure un-
til we have
turned
every
stone.
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I[TAATQNOZ

3Q. O dp’ dugérepa ovre To érepov Sofalovre p. 1go.
~ ~ ~ kJ
éyxwpei dArodofeiv. dar’ €l Tis opeirar Sofav elvau
A~ O\ ¢ ~ QN A ’ ¥ \ ’
Yevd) 70 érepodofeiv, ovdév Gy Aéyor olre yap Tavry
olre kata Ta TpoTepa Paiverar evdys év Huiv odoa

5 dofa.
OEAIL Ovuk éowkev.

~ \
3Q. "AAa pévro, & Oeaimyre, € Tobro ) Pa-
14 ~
mjoerau ov, moAAa dvaykacOnooueda opoAoyew kol

v
aroma.

10 OEAIL Ta moia 87

3Q. Ok épd oo wpiv av wavrayy wepaldd axo-
~ \ L) \ ~ K ~
TOV. aloxvvoiuny yap av vmep Nudv, €v ¢ amopov-
s , e ~ @ ’, 5y v9 O\
pev, avaykalopuévorv oupoloyelw ol Aéyw. aAX’ éav

eDpouer kai éAevbepor yevdueba, Tor’ 10y mwepL TEY

~ 14 \ ~
15 GAAwv époduey @s mwaoxovrwv, *avTol ékTos TOD ye-

’ [ ~ N\ ) 4 > ’
Aolov €gTdTEs €av O¢ TavTY amWOPNTWUEY, TATEWD-

These words are clearly given
to Thewmtetus in the Cesena
MS., as well as in Heindorf’s
edition.

3. odre ydp rairy] ‘The

truth is, that the existence of
false opinion in our minds does
not appear on this any more
than on the (two) former
grounds.” The clauses, though
connected outwardly by ydp,
are rather parallel than con-
sequent, as in 152 C. Cp. also
supr. 182 B. In all these
places some would change ydp
to dpa.
8. moAAd . . kal droma] E.g.
that it is impossible to dis-
tinguish the sophist from the
true philosopher ; and the other
difficulties brought out in the
Sophistes.

11. mepabd oxomiv] For the
participial construction (in fa-

miliar use with weipdopar) cp.
supr. 187 A : "Hpxduefa dakeyd-
pevot,

12. aloyvvoipny. . Xt"ym] ‘I
should feel ashamed on our
behalf, if, while we were still
in doubt, the strange conse-
quences I refer to were pressed
upon us.’

15. *alroi éxrds Tob yeholov
éorares] ‘ When we are our-
selves free from the absurdity,’
‘exempt from the ridicule.
This point is not attained in
the Thestetus ; and this whole
passage may be regarded "as
an anticipation of the So-
phistes,—The MSS, have wd-
oxovres abrd (sc. 70 dvayxd{esfm
Spooyeiy rowaira, Wohlrab)., But
Ast’s correction, adrol, 18 ex-
tremely probable. Heind. con-
jectures mdoyovras aird, abrof,
(X2 W

p. I91.
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9 ~ ~
p- 191. Oévres, olp, T4 Adyp mapéfouev os vavridvres

woarelv Te kal xpnodm 8 v av BovAyrar. 7 odv ére
’ \ ~ . ~
wopov Twa edpiokw Tov (prparos Huiv, drove.

1. wapéfopev. . mareiv] Gorg.
475 D : Tawvalos r¢ Aoyw domep
larpd mwapéxwy dmokpivov, alib.
There is an allusion to the
proverbial situation described
in Soph. Aj. 1142 foll.: "H8y
mor’ eldov &vdp’ éyd yAbaap bpa-
ovv | vavrds époppioavra yeypdros
o mheélv' | § POéyp’ &y oix &y elpes
iK' év xax) | xespdvos eiyer’, dAN’
U@’ elparos kpuBels | mareiv mapeixe
7 Oéhovrs vavridav. The posi-
tion imagined is something like
that reached at the end of the
Parmenides. The point is of
course the despair of a bad
sailor in a storm. Naber’s con-
jecture, vavayoivres, is unneces-
sary, and his alternative, ds vav-
T\ dfodres, is clumsy as well.

The argument from 187 to
191 may be thus condensed :—

‘We no longer search for
knowledge in sensation, which
is neither true nor false, but in
opinion, where the mind is en-
gaged with its own objects by
itself. But here an old difficulty
meets us in another form. It
seemed that sensation could
not be false, because it was re-
lative to the subject. It now
seems as though opinion can-
not be false, because a think-
ing subject is necessarily re-
lated to knowledge and being.
‘What I do not know cannot be
present in thought. Neither
can I lay hold in thought on
that which is not. But can I
take one thing which ts for an-
other which also ¢s? Thought
being silent speech, if I lay
hold of both, (i.e. if both are
present to the mind,) I cannot

mistake them; e.g. No one
ever said to himself, Good is
evil, And if only one is pre-
sent to me, I cannot discourse
about them, e.g. if I am think-
ing only of the good, I cannot
say, Good is evil. We are in
great straits. For the result
at which we seem in danger of
arriving is contradictory to
most important facts.

We must not appeal to these,
however, until we have extri-
cated our minds, if possible,
from this metaphysical tangle.
For logical and metaphysical
difficulties are not to be solved
‘ambulando,’ but by a higher
criticism ofthe forms of thought
which have occasioned them.

In what follows, we are
brought gradually back from
the simple to the complex,
from the more abstract to the
more concrete. We are com-
pelled to image to ourselves,
what was discarded at a former
stage of the inquiry (supr. 188
A), a process between the re-
lativeness of sense and the ab-
soluteness of knowledge, which,
like every process, admits of
degrees. Thus, it may be said,
the idea of Motion returns upon
us in a higher form.

The mind is a storehouse of
old impressions, in which we
are continually looking for the
types of new ones. But the
old impressions fade and get
confused, and we fail to bring
them with precision and clear~
ness into contact with the new.
Hence we sometimes think
falsely.

N2




We said it
was im
sible that

I should
think what
I do not
know to be
what I
know, else
I should be
ignorant of
what I
know.

But per-
haps it is
possible in
& certain
way; e.g.
Thestetus
knows So-
crates, and
yet may

I0

180
OEAIL Aéye povov.

IIAATQNOS

32Q. O ¢row nuds opfds opoAoyfoar, mvike
opoloyioauer, @ Tis oidev, advvarov Sofaou a pn
oldev elvar avrd, kal Yevolijva: daAra my Svvarov. B
5 OEAIL *Apa Aéyeis o kai éyo Tore vmomrevoa
qwik' abro épapev, Towbrov €lvau, dri éviorT éyw Y-
yvéakev Swkparn, moppwley 8¢ opdv dAAov ov ov
yiyvéoke, ¢nbny elva Swkpdry Ov oida; ylyveras
yap 8y év 76 TowUTe oo Adyes.

nuds €idoras ui) eldévau ;

OEAL Ilavv pév odv.

~ ~ o a4 v /
3Q. Odkovv amréomnuey avrov, ot a iouev, €moie

Q. My yap otre Tifouer, dAN’ &de lows
Y gvyxepjoera, ows 0¢ dvrirevelr aAAa yap év ¢

2. fvika, k7] Supr. 188 C:
AN\ o piv, kv . This pas-
sage proves that the phrase
nearest to elvas in all these
expressions is the subject, and
the more remote phrase, gene-
rally preceding it, contains the
predicate.

§. 7ére imémrevoa] This sur-
mise was naturallysuggested by
the impossible case, which had
been just stated, of Thestetus
being mistaken for Socrates by
one who knew neither of them.

6. Towirov elvar] Sc. aird, 1o
Yevdij Sofdoar. Towdrov supplies
the antecelent to 8. Others
(Stephanus, H. Schmidt) omit
the comma after épauev, and
take rowirov as=ddivaroy.

13. otr@] So as to imply
knowledge of what we do not
know.

B3¢ lows] This is the punc-
tuation of the Bodleian MS.
«al lows, the reading.of T and
other MSS,, is unnecessary. A
qualifying clanse is sometimes

thus introduced before dAAd—
without any particle of con-
nection with what precedes.
Compare Soph. El 450 : Spwpd
pév 7dd, AN’ dpos | dyo, Sbs
abrg., (Ed. Col. 1615: ZxAnpav
pév, olda, mailess AN & yap
uévov | 7& mdvra e Tadr’ &mos
poxbipara, Eur. Ale. 353 : Yv-
XPav pév, oluas, répwv* dAXN’ Spas
Bdpos | Yuxiis dmavrholqy dv.
Supr. 171 C: Eikés ye dpa ...
d\\’ fpiv dvayxi, x.7.A. Compare
also the frequent asyndeton
with wdvres. For lows . . lves
8 cp. Apol. 18 A: "lows pév
Yip xelpwv, lvos 8¢ Pekrlov &v
€in... ‘Perhaps the difficulty
will not resist our treatment,
or perhaps it will’

14. ovyxwpioerai. . dvritevei]
Cp. Soph. 254 D : Eév dpa ijpiv
) wapewdly 70 py by Aéyovow
bs orw dvrws py by dbgois dmak-
Adrrew. Rep. 1. 348 E: Toir
#8n arepedrepov, and, for a simi-
lar forlorn hope, Rep. §. 453 D.

dd ydp] ‘But we must

p- 191,
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’ y / 0 ) e v 7 4 /
P 191. ToloUTQ €xoueda, €v @ avaykr mavTa pETATTpPEDOVTO

’ 3
Aoyov Bagavi{ew. oxome odv €l T AMéyw. apa éoTe

\ 8' ’ ” 0 ~ e
M7) €L00TQ TL TPOTEPOV VOTEPOY UabeLy ;

OEAL "Eor: pévro.

2Q. Ouvkodv kai adbis érepov kal érepov ;

OEAIL T/ & ov;

2Q. Oés 0 pot Aoyov éveka €v Tais Yuxals UGV
évov knpwov éxuayeiov, ¢ pév peiov, e & éXarrov,

\ ~ \ / ~ ~ 86\ 86 /’
Kol TQ ey Kaﬂapm €POV KNpov, TQ KOTr pOETTEPOV,
\ / > 7 \ e J3 ¥ Q
D kal okAnpoTépov, éviois O vyporépov, éore & ois pue-

Tplws éxovros.

OEAL T,

2Q. Adpov Tolvww abro Popev eva Tis TOY

risk the chance of failure, for,’
ete.

3. pabeiv] The tense is no-
ticeable. Whatever difficulty
may attend the conception of
the process of learning and for-
getting (pavfdvew, émardve-
obai), it is certain that things
are learnt and forgotten (pafetv,
émdedijobar.) In what follows
the process itself is imagined
rather than analysed.

7. ©és] Cp. Phileb. 33D:
©ds Tév mepl T gdpa fHudv .. wa-
Onppdrov T4 pév, alib. The
image (which was repeated in
later Greek philosophy) is not
unlike Locke’s illustration of
the different kinds of memory.
Hum, Und. 2. 10. § 4, 5:
¢ The brain in some retains the
characters drawn on it like
marble, in others like freestone,
and in others little better than
sand Ib. 29. § 3: ¢If the
organs or faculties of percep-
tion, like wax overhardened
with cold, will not receive the
impression- of the seal from

the usual impress wont to im-
print it, or like wax of a temper
too soft, will not hold it when
well imprinted ; or else, sup-
posing the wax of a temper fit,
but the seal not applied with
sufficient force to make a clear
impression—in any of these
cases the print left by the seal
will be obscure.’

8. xipiwov éxpayeiov] Plato’s
image is not the common one
of a waxen tablet, but of a
‘block of wax,’ such as was
used for sealing. The word
éxpayeiov is used first of the
whole mass, afterwards of those
parts of it which have received
the particular impressions.
‘Hanc notionem Plato a Py-
thagora videtur mutuatus esse.
Cp. Hemsterhusius ad Poll.
9. 130" Wohlrab.

10. orhnporépov] Sc. Tois pév.
Cp. supr. 159 B, note on «a-
Oevdovra 81,

13. Tis T@v Movody ;urrpés']
Hes. Theog. 54, Aesch. Prom.
461 : Mvqunpy € dndyvrov povgo-

mistake
another
whom he
sees but
does not
know, for
Socrates
whom he
knows,

II. a. Hy-
pothesis of
the waxen
block.

‘We return
therefore
in part to
thepzineep-
tion of a
Pprocess,
which may
be de-
scribed by



means of
the follow-
ing image.
Each of us
has in his
mind a
block of
wax, on
which he
receives
the stamp
of those
sensations
and percep-
tions which
he wishes
to remem-
ber. That
which he
succeeds in
stamping
there is
remember-
ed and
i(nown s(l)x
a8 the
ig:gression
lasts, but
that of
which the
impression

10
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~ \ 4 \ 3 ~ o A
Movoov unrpos Mimuoavvys, ki €s TovTO, 0 TL AV P. 191.
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~ ~ T AW A ’
BovAnfdpey wmuoveboar oy av IOwuey 1) AKOVTWHEY
~ ’
7 alrol évwojowuev, vméxovras avTo Tais alothoeot
~ Y L4 ~
Kkai évvolous, amorvmovodat, Gomep SaxTuliny anuein
\ N ~ ’
5 EVONUALVOUEVOUS. Kal O MEV GV EKuay]) MVTIOVEVEY
\ 3 / 4 A »y A \ E) ~ 4
7€ Kal émioTacOu, éos av évy) To €idwAoy avrob OTav
~ ~ k)
& éfaleply 1) py oiov Te yévmraw ékpayivat, €mile- &
~ \
Ajalal e kai py érioracbar.

OEAL "Eore orws.

3 ’ ~ ’
2Q. ‘O rolvvv émoTauevos pév avra, aromdy Oé

< ~ ~ ’ -~
TL OV 0pq 1) dxover, dOper €i dpa Totpde Tpome Yevdn

av dofaoau.

OEAL TIloly &y Tu;

L) \ \
Q. “A oldev, oinbeis elvar Toré pév @ oide, Tore O€

a ’ ~ \ 3 ~ ’ L) ~ e
a un). Tavre yap €v Tois TPooley oV KaA®S WHoAo-

’ € ~ R ’
ynoauev opoloyovvres aduvvara.

pirop’ épydrw. Plat. Euthyd.
275 D: Kafdmep of monral 8éopar
dpxdpevos Tijs Sipynaews Movoas
e kai Mimpooivny émiakeiofa.

1. é roiro . . dmorumoioOar]
‘To stamp them upon this, as
if we were taking on it the
impressions of seal-rings.’

2. dxotowper] drotwpev B T.

3. # abroi éwonowpev] This
addition is occasioned by the
account of 8dfa given above
in 184~187, and prepares the
way for the case which fol-
lows, infr. 195 E. But, al-
though stated here, it is not
immediately applied.

Uméxovras atré] ¢ Holding it’
(the wax) ‘to receive our per-
ceptions and thoughts.’

4. dmorvroigfar] Sc. fuas.

domep daxrvhiov onpeia évon-
pawope'vous] For the image of
the seal cp. Phad, 75 D, where

it is used of the mind impress-
ing its own idea of Being upon
things.

6. drav 8 éfakepby] ¢ Ven. II.
corr. 8 dv. Bodl. et Vat. 8¢
omittunt.” Schanz. The Bodl,
however, has & in the margin
by a later hand. The common
reading is sufficiently probable:
the regularity of the sentence
is broken by the introduction of
éws dv, 80 that instead of 8 & dv
we have drav 8¢. Cp. supr. 158
E:*0 & .. drav, and notes.

10. aird] Viz. 4 &v i3y xai
drotay ) abros évwonoy (supr.)

Although I know what is
present to me in sensation, i.e.
though I may bhave in me a
previous impression of the same
thing, yet I may mistake it,
i.e. fail to identify it, when
present, as the original of that
previous impression,



p. 191,
p- 192.
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OEAIL Niv 8¢ mds Aéyess;

2Q. A€l 38 Aéyeabar wepi adrov, éE apyis dio-
pilopévovs, ore & pév Tis olde axv avrod pvnueiov
F) ~ ~ » ’ \ LY 4 ~ s ~
év ™ Yvxy, aiobaveraw 0 avro uy, TovTo oinfva
o ’ < ‘) ¥ \ 3 7 ’ ’
érepov TL v oldev, éxovra kai éxelvov TUmov, alofa-
uép,evov ¢ pz, advvarov. kal & ye oldev ad, oinﬁﬁwu
elvar b i) olde ,m;ﬁ éxet avrod a¢payt8a' Kai 0 /417
oldev, 6 1) oldev abd: Kal b iy oldev, b oide: Kal &

183

> 4 ’ o ’ h¥ > ’ ’ ~ 3
aioOaveral ye, érepov Tt wv aiocaveraw oinfnvas ewat:

\ A s s ‘e A\ s a2 \ A
kal o aiclaverar, wv T¢ pun aiocbaverar kal o pn

1] 4 K4 \ E) ’ \ A \ ) ’
aiglaverar, ov uy aioclaverar: kai o un aiobavera,

T 4 T J ’
B oy aicfaverar. Kkal €Tt ye ab wv oide kal alofaveras

\ ¥ \ ~ \ \ 3 ’ ~

Kol €xe TO anueiov kara TN ailolnow, oinbyvar ad

.4 ’ i 3 \ 1) 4 \ ¥ 3 \ 3 4

érepov 1L OV 0i0e kal aiofaverau kal €xe ad kai éxei-
\ ~ \ \ t') il ’ ¥

vov T0 gnueiov kara T alobnow, advvaroTepov ér

> 7 y </ \a 5 \ & ’ 4 ¥

€kewwv, €l 0iov T€. Kal 0 0i0e Kkal To aiglOaverar éxwy

2. é dpxiis Swpilopévovs] This is added so as to bear
‘Laying down the fo]lowmg upon the case below,CD: *Q»
preliminary aphorisms.” These oi8¢ xai alc@dverar, x.7.\.

are in fact a restatement of the
points already agreed upon.
There is & change of subject=
et fuds Néyew.

6. 8 ye oldev] Sc. py alobavé-
pevos. L. e. not supposing him
to have a sensible perception
of either object.

8. xai & alobdveral -ycl Se. u)
eidbs. L.e. not supposing him
to know it. Both f’
cases are distinguis
that in which the pr
something both know
ceived.

13. kal éxet 70 onpel
alofpow] He holds 1
left by the former se:

a line with the prese
tion, so that the tw
sions coincide. Cp. i1
Karayriepd pév kai xar

16. The second & is justly
questxoned by Bonitz.

Exwy 70 p.w”.u'wv opams]
such expressions as dpbois 6’p-
paow, é£ dpbis Ppevds.

The above statement may be
put shortly thus: Mistake is
impossible—1. Between things
not perceived by sense, when
we know both or one or neither

is rubbed
out, or is
imperfectly
made, is
forgotten
and not
known.,

For what I
know in
this way I
may mis-
take, some-
times what
I know,
sometimes
what I do
not know.

Mistake is
impossible
between
things both
of which
are thus
known but
not present
to sense ;
nor indeed
is error
possible in
any case



without
sensation.
Still less
when two
things are
known and
present to
sense, and
when the
sensation
and the old
impression
coincide :
or when
neither is
present to
the mind
at all.

But when
something,
either
known or
unknown,
is present
to sense,
and the
mind
brings to
meet the

184

~ ~ L ~
70 pwnuetov 6pfids, 6 oldev oinBnvar advvarov: kai o p. 192.
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oide kal aigbaveraw éxwv kara Tavrd, o aiclaverar
kol O ab un olde undé alofdverar, o ui olde undéo
alofdverar: kai & 1) oide unde alofdverar, & py oide.

a 3 \ 4 a
skal 0 pn olde unde aigOavera, o6 w7y alofaverar.

avra Tavra vmepPaAder advvauln To0 év avrol
TaYTA TAUTA UTEP vauia TOU €v avrols
o] \ ’ / \ ~ ~
Vevdy Twa Sofdoar. Aefmeraw 8y év Tois Towoiode, €l
/ ¥ \ ~ 4
mwép wov aAlobi, To TotovTov Yevéobas.

OEAL ’Ev 7iow 8y ; éav dpa éf abrdv Tu paAiov

’ ~ \ \ 9 o
10 pafo*  vov pev yap ovy €mopas.

2Q. ’Ev ois oidev, oinfijvar abra. érep’ drra elvau
ov olde kal aiglaverar 7 ov w1 oldev, aiabdvera
8¢ 1) dv olde kai alobdverat, Sv oldev ad kal aigbd- o

VeToL.

OEAIL Niv moAv wAeiov ameAeipdny 3 Tore.

bly, and identify the know-
ledge of it with the sensation :
(¢) Both or either of which
we neither know nor perceive
sensibly.

The only cases left, in which
mistake is possible, are (1)
when one thing is known and
another perceived sensibly ; or
(2) when two things are known
and also present to sense, but
we fail to connect knowledge
and sensation rightly.

3. kal 8 af p) olde .. 8 py al-
obiverai] In order to exhaust
every conceivable case, the con-
verse or negative of each of"
the foregoing cases, in which
knowledge and sense were com-
bined, must be fully stated.

6. mepBdNhes aduvauig] Cp.
supr. B :*A8vvarérepoy &re éxeivav
el olév re. The genitive is go-
verned by ddvmauig. ¢ All these
cases are beyond everything in
regard to the impossibility of

any man’s thinking wrongly in
any of them.” Cp. supr. 180 A.

9. éiv dpa é§ adrdv Ti pa\lov
pdbo] ¢ For perhaps if you state
them, I may better perceive
your meaning’ Cp. supr.
156 C: Edv wos droreheadjj. The
question here = \éye.

11-14. 'Ev ols .. al kai ai-
obdvera] Error arises amongst
things already known, when we
mistake for these either (1)
other things already known
and now perceived through
sense, or (2) something now
perceived by sense but not pre-
viously known, or (3) when for
something known and perceived
we mistake something else
which is also perceived and
known. Cp.supr.191A: ‘Hvixa,
x.7T.\., and note.

15. dmeheipOyy] I am lost.’
For this use of the aorist of the
immediate past, where a per-
son reflects on his own state,
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Q. “Qd¢ 8y avamalw dkove. éyw eldws Oeo-
\ 9 ~ ’ </ » \ ’
dwpov kai €v épavrg pepvmuévos oios €ort, kai Oeai-
\ s / L4 >/ \ [ > ’
TITOV KaTa TAvTd, dAA0 TU €vioTe uEV Opd avTovs,
s /7 \ ¥ . o ’ 9 9 A \ 9 ¥ \
éviore O¢ ol), kal amropal wor avTdv, Toré & ov, Kal
axovw 1 Twa @A\ alobpow aioclavopw, Toré & 5
£ \ > 14 ¥ \ e ~ / \
alobnow pev ovlepiayv éxw mwepl vudY, pépvnuar O¢
vpds ovdey frTov kal émloTapar avTos év éuavre ;
OEAI Ilavv uév odv.
2Q. Totro Tolvvy mpérov pabe v Bovdouar dn-

~ : L) ’
Adow, Os éoTi pév @ olde py aiclaveobar, érri O¢ 10

aioOaveaou.

OEAL ’A\éy.

2Q. Odkovv kai & p1 oide, moArdkis uev éore
pnbe alofdveafu, mordxis 8¢ aioOdveabas povov ;

©EAL "Eo7t kal rovro. 15

2Q. ’18¢ &), éav Ti paAdov viv ériomy. Swkpdris
3 /’ 4 \ ’, e ~ \ /
emvyryvwoker Oeodwpov kal Ocairnrov, 0pa 0 unde-
Tepov, undé &AAn alobnos avre mapeoTe wepl avTdY"
ovk dy ore év éavrg dofdaeer B 6 Oeairnros éoTi
Oeodwpos. Aéyw T 7) oddév ; 20

OEAL Nai, aAyfy ye.

2Q. Tobro uév rolvwov ékelvwv mpdrov W &Y
éAeyov.

O©EAI ’Hy yap.

2Q. Aevrepov Tolvuv, 3Tt TOV €V YLYVOTKWY 35
e A \ \ \ ’ ) 4 \ ’
vpuwv, Tov 8¢ un yryveokwv, aiclavoucvos 8¢ pundé-
T€pov, ovk dv Trote abd oinfeiv, ov olda, elvar Ov uy
olda. '
cp. Soph. Aj.693 : "Edpf’ épart 16. Soxpdrys, «.r.A.] This
wepiyapns & dvenrdpay, alib. dmo-  putting of the case is equiva-
Aewpbijvac is the opposite of épé- lent to an hypothetical clause :
weoba, hence the use of undérepov and

1. "Q3¢ &)..drove] Cp.supr. the apparent asyndeton in oix
182 AB. &v wore, K.TA.

sensation
her old
impression
of a dif-
ferent
thing—
then the
mind mis-
takes.
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OEAL ’Opbis.
’ \
3Q. Tpirov 8¢, undérepov yryveokwv unde aiola-
14 » A H] 14 a \ 9 .4 ’ ’y 5
vouevos ovk av oinbelv, ov uy olda, érepov T elvar B
Ay 7 3 ’ ’ -~
v i) olda. kai T@AAa Ta wporepa mavl éfns vowle
/’ E] / Ed < LY 4 » ’ \ \ ~ \
s TAAWw dxknkoéva, év ols ovdémor €yw mepL TOU Kol
Beoddpov Ta Yevdy Sofdow, olfre yryviokwy obre
dyvoay dudo, odre Tov ufv, Tov & ob YLyVBTKWY.
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\ \ ’ U \ s 7/ y v [ 4
Kkal mepl aiocbnoewv kara Tavra, € apa €met.
O©EAI. “Emouau.

1o 2Q. Aeimerar Tolvwy Ta evdy) Sofaoar év Tl
[:4 4 \ \ ’ \ ¥ 1 1 /
oray yryvookwv o€ kai Ocodwpov, kal exwy €v éxelvgp

~ 14 4 7 ~ ) ~ \ ~
7¢ Knpve womep dakTvAioy oPey aupoiv Ta onueta, c

False opla- w0 pakpob kal py ikaveds opdv dude wpofuundd, To
:):oré ° oikeiov ékarépov amueiov dmodovs T oikelg S\ret, éu-
E{%&E& 15 Btﬁait’ms' 'n'eoaapuég'au els "rb e’at’;rﬁs' i')(‘uog, i'xia 3/5'1/17-
:;;);‘ ;ﬁ;‘, T AVAYVOPLOLS, ETE TOUTWY GTWOTUX®WY KAl WOTEP

oi éumralw vmodovpevor wapaAdafas wpoafdiw THv
[3 ’ ¥ \ \ » ’ ~ A \ <

ékatépov Y wpos TO AANGTpLOY onpueiov, 1) Kai OX
T év TOls KaTomwTpols Tis Oews mwaly, Sefia s api-

13. &t paxpod, x.'r.l.] ¢ See~
ing both of you imperfectly
far off, I endeavour to assign
the right impression of me-
mory to the right visual im-
pression, and to make the latter
stand in its own foot-print,
so as to fit, that recognition
may take place; and then
failing to do so, and bringing
the new and old stamps cross-
wise like men who put their
sandals on the wrong feet, . . .’

14. éuBiBdoas npoaappdami
Sec. v 8ywv. These words an
the following (iva yévprac dva-
yvbpiois) suggest an allusion
to Aesch. Choeph. 205-211:
Kal piy oriBot ye, 1.\,

17. mapakdfas] Cp. for the

metaphorical use of this word
(which here retains something
of its literal sense) Tim. 71 E:
Oideis yap &vovs épdmreras pav-
Tikis, AN’ ) kaf’ Tmvov . . . wedn-
Oeis . . . ) 8a véoov # 8iud Twva
évbovaiaopdy mapakhdéas.

" 18. {) xai ola] ¢ Or my mind
errs being affected in the same
way as the sight is affected in
looking at a mirror, when it
shifts so that right becomes
left.” Vision is conceived of
as flowing from the eye to its
object. Cp. Tim. 43.

19. 8efua els dpiorepa perappe-
ovons] ¢Shifting, right-side to
left.” The words have given
some trouble. Buttmann con-
jectured peragepovons, Hein~
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P. 193. oTEpa perappeovans, Tavrov wabwy Oapapre: ToTe

® & quuBaives 1) érepodofia kal Td Yevdy Sofdlaw.
OEAL “Eowe yap, & Zdkpares: Bavpacios os

Aéyess 10 Tijs Sofns wdbos.

L4 /. \ 3 /4 ’
2Q. "Erc Tovuy kai otav apdorépovs yyveokwy 5
\ \ ~ ’ 4
TOV pév mPos T¢ yryvéokew aiolavopar, Tov 8¢ w1,
\ \ ~ ~ C /) \ \ \ A
v 8¢ yv@ow ToD €Tépov p1) kare T alobpow éxw,

& b ~ 14 (4 b4 14 14 >
0 €v tois wpoalev olvrws €Aeyov kai pov TOTE O0UK

éuavaves.
OEAIL. 00 yap odv.

~ \ 3y o 4 \ o
2Q. Tovro unv éeyov, otL yryvookwv Tov erepoy
\ b /’ \ \ ~ \ M LS
E kai aiofavopevos, kai TY yvoow kara ™y alobnow
b ~ L4 SN/ s/ 5 LY [ 4 4
avrov €xwv, ovdérore oinoerar elvar avTov €repov

4 ~
Twa 0y Yyveoke Te kal aiglaverar kai TNV Yvo-

dorf says ‘medelam a libris
expecto.’ Stallb. conjectures
defuds els dpuarepdv. But (1) may
not 8efia els dpwrepd be an
adverbial expression, originat-
ing in apposition ¢ Thus:
‘H 8yns perappet 8efid els dpio-
repd (1. e. ta 8efia alrijs els Ta
dpiorepd) — when the case of
8yus changes, 8¢fud remains
unchanged. = Compare dve
xdro orpépwyv, Phedr. 248
D; and especially Soph. Ant.
340: "IN\opévay dpérpwv &ros els
€ros, where some MSS. have
érovs els &ros metro repugnante,
showing that a similar diffi-
culty had been experienced
- (2) Riddell (Digest of

3. &s] So Bodl. and other
MSS., but some have .
‘ Your description tallies won-
derfully with one’s experience
of what Opinion is.” The other
reading (which is possibly
right) requires a comma at
Sdkpares, ¢ One’s experience of
opinion tallies wonderfully
with your description.” (Ces.
&. Schanz is silent about the
reading of T.)

7. 1ob érépov] Viz. of the
former, which is present to
sense.

8. 8 év rois mpéobev] This
refers to the expression T
weaw kara Ty atebpaw Exew.

Cp.

10



188 ITAATQNOZ

Y \ 3 7 ¥ AN » 7 \
oW AU KoL €EKELVOV €XEL KATA TNV aurﬂno'w. nv yap p.193.

TOUTO }

OEAI Na

3Q. Tapedelmero 8¢ ¥é wov 70 viw Aeyopevov, év
5 ¢ 8 Paucy Ty Pevdy) dofav ylyvealbar To dudw yi-

/’ ~
yvéaokovra kal dude opdvTa 7 Twe GAAYY aiobnow P 194

LA > ~ \ ’ \ \ N\ S A~ 9
éxovra audoiv, T® onueiw ) kara ™Y avrod aiobn-
e 7/ ¥ L] ’ L3 4 ~ (4
ow ékdrepov éxew, aAX’ otov Tofory pabdov iévra
~ ~ ~ & \ ~
mapaAlafas Tob oKkomwod kal auaprew, o O Kai \eb-

10 Sos dpa dvopacTu.
OEAI. Eikoros ye.

2Q. Kai érav Tolvov 16 pév wapy alobnais Tév

/ ~ \ 4 \ \ ~ E] 4 H 4 ~
anueiwy, T O¢ pn, T0 0¢ T amovans aictoews T

’ 14 4 ’ ,867 3 8 l-
Tapovay) TPoTapuoay), TavTy TauTy Pevderar 7 O

\ €\ 14 \ @ \ \ T/ \ s 7/
15 voux. Kal €Vl A0y, mepi oV ey uy oldé Tis unde émy-

/ > ¥ [ ¥ ¥, 4

olero mwamwore, ovk €oTwv, s €okev, ovTe Yevdeabar
olre Yevdis 8o, €l T viv Nuels Vyes Aéyouev. mepl
8¢ &v lopev e kal aloBavoueba, év avrois TouToLs

preferable to &v, the reading of
T. The reference of éxelvov is
thus made more distinct.

I. v yip roiro;] ¢ We
agreed to this?’

6. froa.. gxuvil ‘Or having
some other sensible perception
of them, to fail in holding the
previous impressions of both,
each over against the sensation
which belongs to it This
reading of Van Heusde is sup-
ported by T and other MSS.,,
which read 7§ onuelp. The
Bodl. has 76 oqpeiov. Stallb,
reads 70 omnpeiov . . . éxarépov,
Heindorf, rév oquelov . . . ékd-
f‘POlh .

8. d\X’ olov Toférmy pailov]
L e. we try, sometimes in vain,
to make our memory coincide

with present facts. We are
beginning to have a livelier
conception of the movement of
the mind and of the remoteness
of sensible things from our
notions of them.

12. Kal Srav roivwv] ¢ So like-
wise when,’ etc. In the former
case both objects were known,
and both present in sensation :
in this, while both are known,
one only is present to sense.

13. 70 3¢ rijs dmovays aloby-
aews| Se. oqpueior.

14. mpooappdoy] Se. 1§ duivoa.

15. émjobero] Sc. abdrav.
Most MSS. read pnde¢ fobero,
but the correction of the Bodl.
is in the ancient hand.

18, évabrois..q 8661] ‘Here,
and here alone, opinion twists

4
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/ \ \ \ \ \ s\ \ E) ~
Yryvouévy), KaTavTIKpY ey Kai Kata 70 V0D Ta oikeln
/’ 3 ’ \ 4 b /’ ’
guvdyovoa amoTvmeuara kal Tumovs aAnbis, els
mAayta 8¢ kal arolia Pevdns.
OEAI. Oukoiv kalds, @ Sokpares, Aéyera ;

L4 . ~ \
¢ 3Q. "Ert rolvvv kai T1dde akxovoas pailov airo
~ /’ ’ \
€pets. TO pev yap taAndes Sofalew kalov, To ¢

YevdeoOau aioxpov.
OEAL Iles & oV

2Q. Tabra rolvvv paciy évbévde yiyveolu. orav

\ [ 14 1 ~ ~ 4 \ \ \

Kev 0 knpos Tov €v Ty Yuxy Pabvs Te kai moAvs kal
~ \ ~

Aélos kal perpiws *opyacuévos ), Ta iovra diz TV
/ ~ ~ ~

aiocOnoewv, évonuawopeva eis Tobro TO ThS Yuxns

kéap, 6 épn “Ounpos alvirrouevos Ty Tob KnpoD
4 ~

D ouowryTa, TOTE pév Kai TouTols Kabapa Ta onue
~ ~ . 14 /

éyyLyvopeva kal ikavis Tov Babovs éxovra molvypovid

and twirls about, becoming
true and false alternately.” Cp.
the language of Rep. 5.479 D:
07 T8 T&Y OAAGY oA ¥éupa. . .
perali mwov kvhwdeiras, KT\,

3. dmorumdpara xal Timous)
(1) Témos is here the present im-
pression, which we endeavour
to fit into the mark left by the
former one (drordmawpa). Timos
can scarcely be (2) ‘the form
of the object.” This would be
inconsistent with the previous
use of the word, 192 K.

6. pa\ov aird épeis] Plato
is satirizing the fallacy of sup-
posing that physical illustra-
tions can serve to explain the
operations of the mind.

10. ¢aciv] This may or
may not imply a reference to
some contemporary doctrine.
It indicates the half mythical
tone which Socrates has as-
sumed. He kuows nothing

of himself, but only repeats
what he has heard.

12. *&pyaouévos] ‘Tempered.’
This word has been restored
from Timseus to Suidas, the
latter of whom quotes this
passage. MSS. elpyaopévos.

7d lvra dia Tov alobioeav. . .
évonpaivdpeva . . . kabapé Ta@ on-
peia éypyvépeva] The thread
of the sentence is resumed in
an altered form. Cp. Polit.
295 D: Hav rowirov .. . &p-
Bawoy . . . yos & . . . yiyvoiro
Td» tootrwy ... Phed. 69 BC:
Xwpuldueva 3é, x.T.\.

14. xéap| The Homeric form
is xiip. But «éap, although still
a poetical form, might be felt
to harmonize better with Attic
Greek. See above, 173 E,
and note.

16. ikavs . . &ovra] ‘ Being
adequate in respect of their
depth.’

The cause
of this lies
in the na-
ture of the
waxen
block,
which may
be either
tooshallow,
or too hard,
or too soft,
or too nar-
row, or



impure,
whence the
impres-
sions are
either im-
perfect or
faint, or
short-lived,
or crowded,
or coarse
and dim, so
that it is
difficult for
the mind
to make
each sensa-
tion corre-
spond to its
proper foot-
print.
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~ a \ ~
ékaora éxuayela, @ 61 ovra kaAetrat. kal godol 67

° ~ A > ~
odrou kadovvrat. 1) ov Sokel oot}
OEAL “Ywepduiss ucv odv.

2Q. “Orav Tolvov Adawv Tov TO Kéap 75, 0 Of

y» _/ [ 4 \
emvecer 0 mavra coos

2. rav alobioewv] ‘Do not
fail in identifying the new im-
pressions with the old.’ The
genitive depends on mapa\\dr-

- tovot, like Tod axomoi above.

3. cadij yap xal év ebpuxwpiq
dvra . . xa)\c'irac] (1) There is
here a similar irregularity to
that noticed above. The sen-
tence begins as though it were
to be cagii yap . . dvra (sc. Ta
onpela) raxd edploxovow, or
something of the kind: but
the thought grows as we pro-
ceed: and cadj . . . dvra is left
a8 an accusativus pendens,
‘What follows is to be con-
strued thus: rayd Siavéuovaw
(of Totoiror 7Taira) 4 &) dvra
kakeirw, éxaora émi TG avréw
éxpayeia, ¢ Such persons quickly
distribute things (as we term
them) each to the place of its
own former impress upon the
block.’

Or (2) éxpayeia may possibly
here, as in Legg. 4. 800, 801,
mean the mould or form of
the seal which gives the im-
pression. Cp. supra, note on
anorvrdpara xal rimovs, (2). This
gives a simpler construction
and agood meaning, but éxpayeia
is used in the other sense infr,
E. ‘For they quickly assign

oS, 1) orav kompddes

them (rd onueia) as being dis-
tinct, and having room enough,
each to its proper (sensible)
original, or so-called reality.’

5. 4 &) dvra kakéirat] Supr.
152D : ‘A 8) dapev elvas, 153
E. The latter part of the
dialogue does not forget the
earlier part.

oogpoi] Supr. 161 D, 167 B.

8. M\dowv . . . xéap] I 2.
851: Ivhaipéveos Adowov xip.
16. 554: Harpoxhijos Adoov xijp.
In Homer the epithet ‘shaggy’
is transferred from orijfos to
xiijp,—but is here understood
of a rugged surface that will
not take clear impressions.
The wisdom of Homer con-
sists in his knowing of the
#npds, rather than in his praise,
which is, of course, mistaken.
But Plato is satirizing the
allegorical method of inter-
pretation, which may have
been often not less absurdly
applied.

9. & mévra copds momris)
To appreciate the irony here,
it is well to compare Soph.
233 D E, where the parallel is
drawn between the man who
‘creates’ everything and the
man who knows everything;
as well as Rep. 10. 596, 8qq.
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’ Y
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9 \ 4 ¥ E) ’ L4 ’ 2
7) 70 Yuxapiov, €rL agapéaTepa Exeivwy. TEVTES 0DV
odror ylyvovraw otor Sofalew \pevdy. orav yap T
0pGow 1) dkovwaw 1) émwodow, EKagTa GTOVEuEW

P 195.

3. rdvavria] L e. Svopaleis
pév, pripoves 8¢, Plato is again
thinking of the rare combina-
tion of brilliancy with solidity,
which is present in Thestetus,
supr. 144 A.

Mdaowv] ¢ Shaggy.’ Here, as
in the case of Bhooupés, we
experience what is a frequent
difficulty in Plato, that of de-
termining the precise ethical
meaning with which he adapts
an Epic word.

4. MOddés 1] *¢Those in
whom it is shaggy and rugged,
a gritty substance, or one filled

~with an admixture of earth or

dung’ The correction \.6adés
te (Ficin. Heusd.) avoids the
inconsistency of putting as a
single case what are spoken of
above as two (Mdawvw.. § ..
xompades): ‘In whom it is
shaggy and rugged and stony,
or full of the admixture of
earth or dung.’

10. Yvxdpiov] Cp. Rep.7. 519
A: Qs dpud Bhémee 18 Yuxde
pov.

12. # émwoiow] Cp. supr.
191 D: *H airol énwoicwper.

It may be asked, whether
these expressions do not pro-
vide for the difficulty that is
raised afterwards about 11
and 12? The answer prob-
ably is, that the difficulty
which is brought into full
light afterwards, is here silently
anticipated. (Compare the in-
troduction of dyafér and kahév
in 157 D, and the deliberate
slurring over, in 188 C, of the
case which is afterwards to be
recognized, 191 A. The in-
consistency must be admitted,
but it is not necessary, with
H. Schmidt, to condemn the
words.

The case sapposed, though
not distinctly stated, may be
that in which an impression of
sense calls up an alien asso-
ciation : i. e. the second of the
two cases given above, 194 A.

As we dwell upon the
image we have raised, we find
that it is too simple to express
more than the relations of
sense and memory, and in-
stead of multiplying «ipwa
#\dopara, a fresh image is in-
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Taxd ékdgrols ob Suvapevor Bpadels T eigt Kai aA- p.195.

~ ~ ’
AoTplovopoivres Tapopdai TE Kal TWaPIKOVOVOL Kok

~ ~ ~ ? >

Tapavooiol mA€loTA, Kal kalobvrar ab odror €frev-
\ ~ ~

ouévol Te O TOY GvTwY Kal apabets.

OEAL ’Opforara avfpimov Aéyes, & Sokpares. B

Q. Dopev dpa év juiv Yevdes Sofas elvas;

OEAIL Z¢odpa ye.
2Q. Kai aipbeis &y ;
OEAI. Kai aAnleis.

3Q. "Hop odv oloueba ixavds opoloynobar ore
\ ~ 1] \ > / ’ \ ’
Tavros pdAAov éorov auporépa TovTw To Sofa ;
OEAL “Ymeppuis pév odv.
2Q. Aewov Te, & Ocairyre, s dAnbods kwdvvevet
\ \ 3 » \ » /
kol andes elvar avnp adoléoxms.

OEAL Ti &¢; mpos i Tovr elmes;

3Q. Tyv éuavrot Svouabiav Svoxepavas rai s c

troduced in Plato’s usual man-
ner. The touches of humour
have led some critics to sup-
pose that Plato is alluding to
contemporary opinions (supr.
191 C, note on 1. 8). But may
he not be laughing at himself %

The description of the act
of recollecting in the Philebus,
34 B, should be compared
with the present passage:
“Orav & perd Tob gdparos Emacye
wdfy % Yvxi, Tatr’ dvev Tod od-
paros abmy) év éavrf) 6 T pd\wTa
dvakapBdwy, Tére dvapspviorebai
mov Néyopev. # ydp; Hdvv uév odv.
Kai piy kal Grav drokéoaga pvij-
pnv elre alobioeos eir’ ab paby-
paros adfis Tabryy dvamolfoy év
éavrjj, kai Taira Eipmavra dvapvi-
geis kal pvijpas wov Aéyopev, The
former and simpler process
corresponds to the search for
the irapression upon the wax ;

the latter to the hunt in the
aviary for a missing bird.

&xaora . . éxdaros| (1) Ta dvra
rois éxpayelois, or (2) Td& onpeia
Tois odow. See above, note on
oadij ydp, crh. (194 D, 1. 3).

I. dorpiovopoivres| ¢ Mis-
appropriating,’ i e, ¢ Assigning
wrongly.’

3. kaloivras ab odros] ad re-
fers to supr. 194 D : Kai oogol
3} oSroc kakovvrar. dpaleis is the
opposite of oogoi, the words
épevopévo Te 8é 1dv Svrav being
inserted by way of explanation.

13. Aewdy 7e] The old edi-
tions had ye. The abruptness
of the reading in the text is
better than such a meaning-
less connection, Socratesbreaks
out, after a pause, with an
expression, the relevancy of
which does mnot at once ap-
pear.

kg
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P- 195. aAnlis adoreaxiav. Ti yap dv Tis dAAo Oetro dvoua,
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0TaY GV KaT® TOUS Aoyous €Ay Tis Umo vwleias ov

’ ~ 5 ,
Svvapevos mwewolnva, kal 3 SuoamaAlakros a’ éxa-
aTov Adyov ;

\ \ \
OEAI. v 8¢ On i dvaxepaivess ; 5
2Q. Ov Svoyepaivw pévov, dAAa kai 6édoika & T¢ B, when
- we consider-
amokpwobuat, av Tis épnral per "Q Sokpares, JpnKkas i, the hy-
M ~ 4 [:4 L' 1 ~ ) 4 4 b pOthﬁiﬂ is
8y Yevdy Sofav, r. ovre év Tais alobioeoiv éoTt  mot ade-
quate to

D wpos aAAPAas oUr év Tais Siavolais, AAN’ év T]) GUY-  the pheno-
’ ’ , \ ’ / \ o2 5 mena.
ayee aioOnoewns mpos davowaw ; Prow O¢ éyw, olua,

10 E.g. The

’ o e ’ ¢ A ’ numbers
kaAAomi{opevos @s Tt EDPNKOTWY UBY KAAOY. eleven and
¥ ~ 3 P A twelve are
OEAIL "Eporye Sokel, @ Swrpares, o0k aioXpoV  motobjects

9 \ A ’ of sensa-

evae 10 vov amwodederyuévov. tion, but
~ ’ ¥ of thought,

Q. Obrodv, Prige, Aéyers drv ad Tov Avbpwmov i, they

A ’ ’ ¢ - v v @ > ¥ are im-
ov Ouavoovueda povov, opeuey & oV, UTTOV OUK GV 15 pressions

5 a ~ e 7 n the
wore oinfeluev elvau, ov ab olTe OpOUEY OUTE GTMTO-  oazen

peba, duavoovpede & povov kai dAX obdév alofavd- e il
pedo wept avrov; Tabra, olum, Piow Aéyew. p‘f,gl: nd 5
OEAIL Kai opbis ye. ek lovea

e 3Q. T! odv, *¢rjoe, Ta &vdexa, & pndev &GAXo 9 20 instead of

dwawoeiral Tis, Ao TL éx TOUTOV TOD AdYOU OUK QY
wrore oinbely dwdexa elvar, & povov ad Swwoeirar ; 1
odv 8y, av amoxpivov.
OEAL ’AAX amokpwoiuat, 8Tt opdv pév av Tis -

2. dvo xdre Tods Ndyous e\xp when unaccompanied by sen-
ns] Compare the still livelier sation. (Cp. supr. 190 C.) The
image supr. 191 C: ’Ev ¢ opposition between these two
dvdyxny mdvra peraorpépovra N6~  cases is expressed by ad. Most
yov Bacavifew. MSS. have ¢noi. But ¢ioe

14. Obdkodv, ¢iices, Néyers ors  is in Par. 1812,

a?] ¢Is it not then part of your 16, v a¥] ‘Which again,
hypothesis, he will say, that on i. e. as well as the man,

the other hand ... If mis- 2o. *¢pfoa] Bodl. ¢yis with
take arises upon the wrong Vat.Ven.I. ¢noiT. Stephanus
union of sensation and thought, corr.

thought cannot be mistaken
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10 Aéywv Tpos avTov Kal €pOTOV TOoX TOT €0Ti, Kal 0
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mwavres A€yoval Te kal olovtarl Swdeka avra €ival.
\

OEAI. O) upa rov Ala, aAa moAdoi 8} «ai
o » 66 . "\ 86, 3 A /’ b te ~ ~
évdexa: éav O€ ye év mhelovt aplfue Tis oKomTOL, B

~ ’ 5 ’ \ ~

15 udAdov oaAderu. oijar yap o€ TEPL TAVTOS AN~

Aov aplfpot Aéyew.

4. abra mévre xal émrd] The
insertion of the article after
aird does not seem necessary,
though it may possibly be
right.

éxei ., &y éxpayeip] ¢ In that
block of which we spoke.’

wwmueia] ¢ Records.’ At this
stage of psychological inquiry,
Memory is made to do the
work of Abstraction.

9. ¢ nis dvfpdmav] The ques-
tion is resumed with e, depend-
ing on Aéyw, which has broken
the regularity of the sentence.
‘I mean to ask if . . " If the
sentence had proceeded regu-
larly, it would be followed by
oxeydpevoy . . . . elmetv. But €l
s, kT, follows Aéyo =4épord.

10. Méywy mpds avrdv] Socrates
refers to his own description of
the process of thinking, supr.
189, 190.

14. éav 8 ye] Themtetus is
permitted to enlarge a little
upon the subject of calculation,
with which he is familiar (supr.
145D). We seek to identify
the sum of 7 and 5, of which
we have thought (émevofjoaper)
with the corresponding number
in our minds: and by mistake
we identify it with 11 instead
of 12.

The statement of this case
shows the inadequacy of the
figure we have adopted. For
where are the 7 and 5 and the
sum of them of which we think ?
They are not in sensation:
must they not then be in the
waxen block? The former
difficulty returns—we have
taken one thing which we
know for another thing which
we know.
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3Q. 'Opbfids yap oler. kai évbuuod uy 7l *rore
ylyverar GAAo 7} avra Ta dbdexa Ta év TR éxpayelp
&vdexa olnbiva.

OEAIL "Eouwé ve.

Q. Obkoiw €is Tods mpwTOVS TANY AvijKeL Ad- 5

[ \ -~ O - o 3 \
yovs ; 0 yap Tovro wabwv, o oldev, Erepov avTo oleras
3 ° 3 9 A ¥ SN/ N ’ S A
e ov ab oidev, 6 épapev advvarov, kal ToUTE abre
t] 4 \ 5 ~ 14 4 \ \ 9 \ e
c vaykalopev pi) elvar Jrevdy) Sofav, a wy Ta abra o
>\ ) 4 I\ \ s/ (4
avros avaykaloro €idws p1) €idévar aua.
©OEAIL A)\nﬂem‘am.
2Q. Ovkotv aAX orwbv Oet a7ro¢awew 70 Ta
Vevdy Sofalew 3 Siavolas mpos alocbpow wapadla-
y1v. € yap Tobr W, 0UKk &v ToTe év avrois Tots Sio-
vonuacw épevdopeda. viv 8¢ iror ovk &oTe Yevdis
doka, 1) @ Tis oldev, olov T€ py €idévau. Kal ToUTWY
woTepa aipel ;
OEAL "Amopov aipeow mporibys, & Srpares.
2Q. AN pévro dudorepa ye kwdvvevet 6 Adyos
ovk éaoew. Suws 8, mavra yap ToAunréov, Ti € émi-
XELPTITAUIEY AVaUTXVVTEW §
1. *7ére] MSS. nére. Heind.
COIT. olnfijvai, 8C. TOv okomwoivra.
5. Olwoiv els Tods mpdrovs)
‘The discussion has reverted
to its first stage.’ Supr. 188 B.
Comparing Phil. 43 C, one is

tempted to read & fjxot.
8. nvayxd{opey . ava'yxu{owo]

18. dugérepa] Viz. 8 el
Yeudij 86fav and & mis oldev oy
oldy re elvar py) eldévar.

19. 7i .. dvaoxwreiv] ‘ How,
if we were for once to venture
on a shameless course?” The
distinction between potential
and actual now to be made re-

‘It was by this very argument
we tried to make the non-
existence of false opinion in-
evitable, because otherwise it
would be inevitable that the
same person should know and
be ignorant at once.’

I1. &\’ drwoiv] ¢ Anything
but this.” SoBodl. Most MSS.
give @\o 7 ol

quires a definition of the act of
knowing. The difference meant
is analogous to that observed
by Aristotle between émioracfa
and fewpeiv ; which is his fa-
vourite example of the differ-
ence between & and évépyea.
Cp Eth. N. L 8: Am¢cpu 3
ob pkpdy év krijoes fj év xphoe T8
dpiorov mohapPBdvew. The ten<

02

10

20



To meet
this diffi-
culty, we
venture to
say what it
is to know,
—(adaring
step, as we
are still to
seek for the
definition
of Know-
ledge.)
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OEAI ’Ewoe uév odv.

Q. "Emer’ ovk avaidés doket, ui) eldoras émari)-
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1o unv amopaiveclu 10 émioracbar oiov éoTw ; dAla

p- 196.

ydp, & Ocalryre, maAou éTpéy dvarlegp Tob Wy kaba- &
pds Swréyeabar. pvpuikis yap elpixkauey To yryve-

dency to this distinction ap-
pears in Sophocles, Ant. 1278 :
’Q 3eomdl, bs, Exwv Te kal kexTn-
pévos, kT,

9. py eldras, xrA] So-
crates’ ideal requirement of
a perfect definition as the first
step in discussion is perpetually
mocking us in Plato. Protag.
361, Rep. 1. 354.

11. dvdmheg Tob pi) kabapds Bea-
Aéyeoba:] ¢ Infected with logical
imperfection.” Cp. Charm. 175
BC: Kairot moANd ye Lvyxexo-
piikapey ob EupBalvovl’ ipiv év 7
Ayp.  kal yap émioriuny émori-
pus elvas fuvexwpiioapey, odx éov-
Tos To Adyov o08¢ pdorovros elvar’
kai ratry ad T émoTipy Kai T4 TGV
@\wv émiornudy épya yryvbokew
Lvvexwpiioapey, obdé Toir édvros
70U Adyov . , Toito uév &) kai mav-
Tdwact peyakompends fvvexwpioa-
pev, o0d’ émiokedpevos 1o d8vvarow
elvar, & Tis p) olde pndauds, raira
eldévar duds yé mos . . kalros,
&s éyd olpar, oddevds drov odyi
dhoydrepov Toir" &v aveiy.

Tod py) kaapis Siakéyeadai]

_in other words, we have felt
our way hitherto, not by ab-

stract definition and inference,
but (as it is expressed in Rep.
7. 833 C) ras dmobégeis dvac-
poivres éml mjv dpxiv. We first
ventured the hypothesis af-
abnais émoriuy. This was re-
jected, but the difficulties we
met with pointed to a further
hypothesis, érc % d\pfijs d6a
émariuy éoriv. Here again we
are met by fresh difficulties,
but the discussion of them
leads to a fresh hypothesis,
viz. that we may know, with-
out having knowledge in hand.

12. pupuikis yap elpirapev] We
are haunted throughout by a
difficulty respecting the search
for knowledge akin to that re-
specting its definition. Can we
know it, and yet not know
it? To inquire about it implies
ignorance of its nature, and yet
how can we use the name even
in inquiry without knowing the
meaning of the name? 147 B:
*H ole: Tis ¢ gvvinoi Twos dvopa,
8 p) olde 7i éore; 210A: Kal
wavrdracl ye elnles (yrovvrav
udv émariuny dfav Pdvac Spbiy
elvas per’ émarips,




p. 196.

p. 197.

©OEAITHTOZ. 197

) ]
OKOUEY Kal 0V yLyvéoKouev, Kai émiardueda Kal ok
1) 4 4 / » 4 ’ «-® ¥ >
emoraueda, ws TL TVVEvTEs aAAMAWY € @ € émt-
~ \ ~ ~
oTuny dyvoodpev. € 8¢ BovAel, kal viv év T map-
’ ~ ~
ovte kexpnued ad TG dyvoelv Te Kkal gumévau, s
~ ~ ~ » ’

wpoankoy avrois xpnoba, eimep orepopeda  émi- 5

4
oTHUTS.

’ k 4

OEAL ’AAAa tiva Tpomov SuaAéfer, & Swkpares,
TOUTWY amexOuEvos ;

2Q. Ovdéva Gv ye os €lul* € pévror v avriro-

14 3 3\ ) \ ~ ~ ’ L ¥ ¥
yikos® olos avip €i Kkal vov mapny, Tovtev T av épy

~ N\ a \ /

améxeobar kal quiv oPodp’ av & éyw Aéyw émémAnr-
Tev. émedn odv éoucv padot, BovAe ToAunow elmeiv
R/ \ 4
oiov éort 70 émioTactu ; Qalverar yap pot wpovpyov

A ’
7L av yevéaOau.

OEAI ToAua Tolvvw vy Ala. TovTwy 8¢ py dare-
XOMEV® oL €aTat ToAAY) oUyyveuy.

¥. "ANAG Tiva Tpémov iakéfes,
& Séxpares] Compare what was
said of being, 157 B: To & el
mavraxdfev éfawperéov, ody 87¢ Kal
npels moA\& kai dpre fayxdoueba
Umd ovmbeias kai dvemiaTnpooivys
xpioba abr.

That there is such a thing as
absolute knowledge and abso-
lute being is the postulate of
Plato’s mind. That he himself
or any man can wholly grasp
either is more than he will
dare to say. The sacredness
of this belief, which it would
be impious to relinquish, ap-
pears also in Theatetus’ an-
swer: Tovrwv 8¢ u) dmexopévg
éorat gou woANy) ovyywdpn. Cp.
Parm. 135 C: Ti odv worjoes
Phoootpias wépt ; woi Tpéyes dyvo-
ovpévov TovTwy ;

9. dv ye bs elpi] Cp. Phaedr.
243 E: "Eoomep 8 s 8s el

el pévro. fiv dvrdoywds] The
apodosis (Bcekeyduny &v &s Todray
dmexduevos) is omitted, and the
construction changed, because,
from supposing himself dvri\o-
yids, Socrates proceeds to ima-
gine the effect of the presence of
such a man upon the discussion.

10. Tolraw 7 &v &Py dméxeabar]
Notexactlywith Heind., Stallb.,
‘abstinere nos jubeatur, but
(1) (sub. 8€iv) ‘would have
dwelt on the necessity of ab-
staining,’ or, possibly, (2)
(throwing an emphasis on juiv),
‘Would have professed to ab-
stain The kind of sophistry

[l

5




To know is
not to have,
but to pos-
i;ess, know-

This dis-
tinction is
illustrated
by a new

image.

IL 8. Hy-
pothesis of
the cagefull
of birds.
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OEAL "Iows: o0 pévro. & ye 1§ mapovre pvn-

4
HoveEV®.

2Q. "Emoriuns mov éEw Paciv adro elvou.

s OEAL ’A\d.

Q. ‘Hueis Tolvwv guukpov peralouebo kai €i-

TWUEY EMTTIUNS KTHOW.

OEAI T odv 87 ¢rjaes Tovro ékeivov Saépew ;

2Q. "Tows uév oddéy:

10 guvdokipale.

a ~ 4
0 & odv doker, axovoas

’
OEAL ’Eav mép ye oios 7° &.
\ ~ ~
2Q. Ov Toivvv pot Tavrov Ppaivera ¢ kexriofa
\
70 éxew. oiov *el iudriov TpiEpEvos Tis Kal €yKPaTT)S
A \ ~ ¥ \ L A 3 N s/ ~
@v p1 Popoi- €Exew pev ovk av avTov avro, kexrnoda

15 0¢ ye atuev.

OEAIL ’Opfés ye.

2Q. “Opa &) kal émoryuny € dvvarov otrw Ke- ¢
’ \ ¥ ] ’y o ¥ ¥ » 4
krnpévov 7 éxew, aAX Gamep €l Tis opvibas aypias,
\ ¥ ’ o ’
mepiaTepas 1 7. dAo, Onpevaas oikol karaokevaoa-

30 HEVOS TEPLOTEPEGYA TPEDOL.  TPOTOV pev yap dv mov

~ N\ LY S\ ¥ o \ /’
Twa Qaipev avrov avras ael €xew, ot On kékTyTad.

3 ’
nyeps
OEAI. N,

4. 'Emgripys . . &w] Euthyd.
277B: T & émioraclas .. o
T ) Exew émoriuny {8y éoriv;
Phed. 76 B.

13. *el fpdrov] Stallb. at-

mpts to defend the optative

thout el (which has only
ght authority), from Rep.

.9 A, dypios €y, which is not

ite parallel, (and there is

S. authority for inserting dv.)

10 comparison of 193 A: Se-

s émyyvdokel, kT, sug-

sts the conjecture $popet as an

alternative reading. The Bodl
has ¢opav as an early correc-
tion.

18, py éxew, m’] This oppo-
sition between minute parts
of a sentence is characteristic
of the Greek idiom. Cp. infr.
199 A B.

&omep] The apodosis (sc.
olto Ty émoTiuny kexrioba) is
suppressed,—the main thread
being resumed in wd\w 87, k.7.\.
Cp. Rep. 3. 402 A-C. Join
oikos Tpécpos,
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3Q. Tpomov 8 y' dAhov ovdeuiav éxew, aAla

199

Svvapuy pév avre mepl avras wapayeyovévas, émedy
3 E] ’ 4 € ’ 1) 4 -~

€v oixeip wepBode vmoxewpiovs €momoaro, AaSew

\ ~ » \ , ’, A A 5\

D kal oxew, emaday BovAnrar, Onpevoauévy M av ael
2’ \ ’ > , \ ~ 38 A -~

€0éAy, Kkal maAw dduévar kai TovTo €feivas mouety,

ce 4 | ~ )~
omooakts av 0ok avrep.

OEAI "Eor: radra.

4 ~ ’ 4 ’
3Q. Haiw &), womep év Tois wpoobev kiypwov Tt
3 ~ ~ ’ L) Ty & ’
év Tals Yuxais kareokeva{opey ovk 00’ & TL TAdT A,
vov ab év ékaaTn YUxT) TOU)TWUEY TEPLITEPEDVE Tva
mavrodardy opviwy, Tas pév kar ayélas oloas
~ ’
Xwpis TAV dAAwv, Tas 8¢ kar' OAlyas, évias 8¢ povas
\ ~ 4 A U4 ’
da magdy &y dv TUXwoL Terouévas.
e OEAL Ieronobo 8. alra 1 Todvreibev ;
4 9 ~
2Q. Nadiwv pév ovrov, davar xpy, evar Tovro
~ ’ ~
70 ayyelov Kkevov, avri O¢ T@dv opvifwv émariuas
~ a A 1] 4 4 14 £
vonoar 7w & av émariuny kroauevos kabelpéy eis

2. Sivapw pév] Heind. well
compares infr. 201 B: Heioar
pév.
3. Raﬁc?v..c'&’ky] ‘To take
and to hold, when he desires
to do 8o, any one of them which
he chooses to catch.’

8. «xipwév ] ¢ We sought
to establish in the mind a sort
of moulding-block of wax.’

10. mosjowpev] ¢ Let us frame.’
Cp. Rep. 9. 588 D.

I1. 7ds pév kar’ dyéhas, 1.\ ]
The distinction indicated is
probably that between, (1) indi-
vidug'~ i~ ° et
alpou
medi:
virtu
highe
Good
ence,

however, of any distinction
between memory and abstrac-
tion, as appears from the in-
terchange of the terms pinueiov
and iavénpa in what precedes.

12. xar' dAiyas] E. g. the vir-
tues, arts, etc.

évias 8¢ pdvas 8id maciv] E. g.
v oboiay . . . TovTo Yip pdliora
éml mdvrov wupémeras, 186 A.
The supremacy of certain uni-
versal forms, or categories, is
a conception which belongs
to the maturity of Plato's
thought. (See Introduction.)

o

5

The mind is
like a cage,
em, at
et
which we
fill by
degrees
with what
we learn.
‘Whatever
knowledge
then is
caught by
us, is
known so
long as it
remains in
this cage.
And yet
before we
have it in
hand, there
is a further
chase re-
quired.



To apply
this to the
case of
number :

The arith-
metician
has know-
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Tov mepiBolov, Pdvar avrov pepalbnrévas 7) epnkévar p. 197.
70 Tpaypa ob jv adr 7 émoTiun, Kal TO émioracbo
TobT €lval.

OEAL "Ecoro.

5 2Q. To roivuv makw v av PovAnrar TGV émoTn- p. 198.
pdv Onpevew kai AaBovra loyew kai addis aeévar,
axome Tlvoy Setrar voudrwy, €ite TGV AVTOY GV TO
Tp@TOV, OT€ éKTATO, €iTE éTépy. pabioer & évlevde
aapéorepor T( Méyw. dplbunruciy ptv yap Aéyes

10 TéXVIYV 5

OEAI. Nai,

2ZQ. Tavrp &) vmoreBe Gjpav émoryudy apriov
T€ Kal WEPITTOD TAVTOS.

OEAL ‘“YmoAauBave.

15 2Q. Tavry 84, olpas, 75 Téxyy avros Te vmoxer-
plovs Tas émoripas Tév apludy éxe kai GAAp wa- B

padidwow o wapadibovs.
©EAI. N/

2Q. Kai kadoiuév ye rapadidovra pcv didaoxew,

20 mapalapBavovra 8¢ pavlavew, éxovra 8¢ 8 TG Ke-

-~ ’ ~ ~
koo év T mepiaTepedVL éxelvey émioTacbaL.

OEAL Ilawv uév odv.

2Q. T¢ 8y évrebfev 10y mpogaxes Tov vobw.
1A \ \ A / ¥ A L \
aplBunrikos yap wv Tedéws dAAo Tt wavras apiuovs

8. &wbévde] The Bodl. MS.
has évreibev, which might mean,
‘If you will come and look
from where I stand.’

15. tmoxepiovs] ¢ Under (in
the power of) his hand.” (Supr.
197 C.) But not necessarily
mpoxeipovs, ¢in hand.’

16, #&xet] The omission of
the subject (ris, 6 &wv) is sup-
plied in the next clause by the
addition of 8 mapadidois.

23. T§ 8) éreifev] B¢ 8, the
reading of the Bodl. and its two
companions, has probably slip-
ped in from &yovra 8¢ 37 above.
The example is not merely in-
tended to illustrate the dis-
tinction between having and
holding, but more immediately
to show how we are to con-
ceive of the process of realiz-
ing knowledge.
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Yuxy émoripa.
OEAL. T! uyv;

201

8 s/ . ’ \ ) ‘0 ~ y N\ 3 A ~
P- 199, emioTATOL 3 TOVTOV 'yap apwpewy T aUTCP € TZ}

¢ 3Q. "H odv 6 Towodros apibuoi dv moré T 3 ad-

\ \ e\ 5> \ A W A~y 4 ¥
TOS TPOS AVTOY avTa 7) aAlo Tt TV efco 00 €XEL S5

apilbuov ;
OEAIL Ilés yap ov;

3Q. To 8¢ aplfueiv ye ovk dANo Tt Bfjaouev Tod
okometofar woaos Tis apluos TVyXAVEL GV.

OEAI Obtrws.

a /
2Q. *0O dpa émiorarar, oromovpuevos Paiverar os
> SN/ a e 4 (4 ) \ s/
oUk €ldws, ov wuoloynkauey amavra aplBuov eidévau.
4 \
dkoves yap mov Tas Toavras auurPyriaes.

OEAL “Eywye.

o 3Q. Ouvkodv nueis amewalovres 1) TGOV TEpLoTE-

4. #) adrds mpds abrov alrd)
This is the reading of the MSS.
with the exception of Vat. 4,
which omits adrd: the reading
évrés is a conjecture of Corna-
rius. The common reading is
defensible. If adrd is omitted,
the antithesis is imperfect; and
if grammatical symmetry were
desired, it could be restored by
substituting adré for adrd. But
there is no real flaw, for = is
cognate accusative, and dpbpoi
mi=cast up a sum. The second
accusative in the plural, of the
things which constitutethe sum,
is therefore perfectly admis-
sible; and it is also pointed, re-
ferring to adra mér- v
in supr. 196 A.
not cast up a sum
abstract numbers ir
or of things about
happen to be numer

As in the Parmeni

unity is provisionally negatived,
8o here, where it has not been
fully reached, the objects of
Knowledge (or rather Know-
ledges themselves) appear in
loose bundles which fly as we
approach them,

9. wéoos Tis dpifuds Tvyxdver
&v] * What such-and-such a sum
amounts to.’ (dpifunrwcy here
seems to include Aoyiorex).)

11. The question here is not
of error, but of inquiry. The
pursuit of knowledge implies
ignorance even where the pro-
cess is correct.

13. drolets . . dugoByrioes)
Cp. supr. 158 B and esp. Meno,
[l A Y 1) ’ ’

1o

5

ledge of
every num-
ber in his
mind.

Yet in cal-
culating he
searches
for what he
knows, put-
ting his
hand as it
were into
the cage,
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pov kTiaee T€ kai Oipa épobuev, dre Surrn v 1) Opa, p. 198.
7 pev wplv éxtnobar Tob kektaOar éveka: 1) 8¢ ke-

/ ~

~ \ ¥ ) ~ \ a 4
KTNpéve ToD Aafely Kai €xew €v Tals Xepolv a maAal
> 7/ 4 \ \ @ ’ s ~ ? S
EKEKTTTO. 0UT® O€ KAl WV TAAL ETITTIUAL NOAY AVTG
’ \ 9 14 s/ 4 ¥ 4
5 pabovr kel MwicTaTo AUTA, TAAW €0TL KaTauavlavew
s\ ~ L] /’ \ 3 4 e /
TQUTA TAUTA QVaAQUBAVOVTR TNV EMIOTYUNY EKAOTOV
\ ¥ & y 7/ \ 4 ’ >
Kkal loxovra, Ny éxéktnTo pév TaAa, wpoxepov & ovk

eixe 17 duwolq ;
©EAL ’Ayés,.

10

’ /7 \ > ~ o > 4
pagt xpouevoy Aéyew mepl avrdv, drav dplunowy
) 0 dplBunTikos 1} TL AVAYVOTOUEVOS O YPRILIATIKOS,
@5 émwoTapuevos dpa €v TG ToloUTe TAAW EpxeTaL pa-

14 ~ A ’
Onaopevos wap’ éavrod a emioTaTa ;

Q. Toiro & dpr fparev, dmes xp1y TolS Vo~ E

15 OEAL ’AAX dromov, & Sdkpares.
Q. 'AAX’ a odk émigTaTar Poduey avTov avayvd-
gealar kal aplbuioew, Sedwrdres avrg mavra uév
’ 4 \ \ s/
ypappara, wavre O¢ apluov erioraclar ;
OEAIL. ’AM\a kal Tobr dAoyov. P- 199.
Weshall 20 2Q. BovAer odv Aéyouer ot TdV pév ovoupdrwv
say then sa\ ¢ A , o ’ ” \
that it s 0V0ev iy péNeL, Oy Tis Xaiper EAKwY TO €mioTacbou

1. ivy] The past tense im-
plies ‘We have found it to

be... Supr. A.

drift in asking,’ etc. Cp. Rep.
2. 377 A. .
20, 8ri, x.r\.] The question

2. wplv éxrijofar] So the MSS.
And it is unsafe to change to
xexrjofar, as such variations
may have depended on some
law of euphony. Cp. Sophocl.
0. C. §: Suupdv pév éfairoivra,
ToU pukpod & ére, kT,

7. wpdxewpor] As we say, ‘at
his fingers’ ends.’

10. Toito] Accusative in
apposition with the action of
the verb, as raira is very fre-
quently used. ¢This was my

asked above, 198 A, was 75 . . .
Onpevew, kT, Tivay 8eirar dvo-
pdrov, But the illustration has
thrown so clear a light upon
the subject that in giving our
answer we may dispense with
nominal definitions.

21, émp ms  xaipe Exwv]
¢ Whatever confusion may be
wilfully made with the verbs
to learn and to know,’ i.e. in
thedugroBnrices above referred
to, that a man cannot learn
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P 199, kal pavBavew, éredy 8¢ dpoducla érepov pev TL TO

~ \ ) ’ ” \ \ ¥ A 4

kexrnofas Ty €maTUTY, €TEpov O TO E€XEW, O L€V
\ ~ 5

Tis Kkékmyrar py) kextiiofu advvaroy papev elvar,

o -~

woTe ovdémore aupPaiver § Tis 0ide un eidévar, Yevdy

3 -~ ~
pévror 8ofav olov T elvau Tepi avTod AaPeiv ; uy yap 5

¥ \ 3 4 / L34 3 9y ¢ 7/ L L
B EXEW TV EMLOTNUNY TOUTOV 0LOV T€, RAN €TEPOY aVT

> 14 o ’ \ > 9 3 ~ ) 4
€xetns, orav Onpevor Twa am avrod émaTuny Oua-

what he knows nor what he
does not know. For the lan-
guage cp. Soph. 259 C: Xaipe
Tdre pév émt Odrepa Tére 8 émi
@drepa Tois Adyous Ekwr.

4. dore m’:8¢'1roﬂ] ‘So that
in no case does it come to pass
that a man is ignorant of what

he knows, but still he may get .

hold of a wrong notion in re-
gard to it; for he may not
have in hand the knowledge
of the particular thing in ques-
tion, but another instead, when
in hunting up some particular
knowledge from his stock (rod
8 xécrqrai) he gets hold of the
wrong one by mistake as they
flit across him: that is to say,
when he thought eleven to be
twelve, he got hold of the
knowledge of eleven instead
of that of twelve,—in other
words, the rock-pigeon that
was caged within him instead
of the dove.’

5. ui yap Zxcw] These words
are put emphatically forward
in antithesis to uj xexrijofac.
When hunting for some parti-
cular knowledge amongst what
he possesses and knows, he
catches one for another as they
fly about: e.g. the arithmeti-
cian makes a mistake in regard
to number when he secks in
the flock of numbers for that
which=% + 5, and takes hold
of 11 instead of 12.

The germ of the present me-
taphor appears in the Euthyde-
mus, 290 C, 291 B: ©npevricol
ydp elov xkal o¥ror (ol Noytorixol)
.7, abrol ydp (o orparnyot) ok
énioravras xpijofar Tovros & é61-
pevaav, damep, oluas, ol dprvyobij-
pas Tois Sprvyorpdois mapadidda-
ow...d\\' fjuev mwdw yeloios,
domep ra wmadla Td Tods xopiBovs
dibkovra, del gopeba éxdorny tdv
émamuéy atria Myecbar al &
det tmefépuyor. Compare also
Arist, Met. 1. 5. 1009 b: Té yap
14 mwerdpeva didkew 1O (nrety &y
€lp Ty d\nbecav.

7. dn’ abrov] The difficulty of
the sentence lies in these words.
They probably refer to & xéxry~
ras. . 6 olde above. Forit is dif-
ficult to imagine that dn’ airod
and wepl abrot above do not re-
fer to the same thing. If this
be so, the meaning is, that he
makes a mistake concerning
some general subject, e.g. con-
cerning number in general,
when he takes one particular
thing contained in it for an-
other. roirov therefore has a
narrower reference, and means,
‘of this particular thing,’ viz.
which he is in ot T
a similar use o
anything to w.
atelyrefers, cp.

TovTov {nrijs Ad
pnxe. Infr. 20:
pevoy Sovwal Te |

impossible
for him not
to know
what he
knows,

i.e. not to

what he

s,
Eut yet he
may mis-
take one
thing that
he knows



for another
that he
knows,
when, fail-
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’ ’ e 7/ e / € \ 4 o ¥
werouévov avl érépas érépav apaprov Aefy,—bre dpa p. 199.

Ta &vdexa dddexa ¢y elvar, TV TOY Evdexa émioTi-

pnv avrl s TGv 8ddeka AafBdy, TV €v éavrp olov

Parrav avri mepioTepas.

5 OEAIL "Exe yap odv Adyow.
3Q. “Orav &€ ye 7 émixepet Aafetv Adfy, apev-

¢iv Te Kkal Ta Svra Sofdlew Tore, kal obrw Oy elvas

alnd te ki Yevdy dofav, kal dv év Tois mpoahev o

édvaxepalvoper ovdév éumodow ylyvealu ; lows odv

©EAI. Oirws.

1o pot guudroes. 1) Tds ToUjoELs ;

2Q. Kai yap 7ob uév a émioravras wy) émloracfou
amnAAdypela: a yop kextiueda iy Kexriiofor ov-

dvemaripova elvas mepl Tovrov (sC.
ob &v i imras, kT\). Siamero-
pévov is genitive absolute, in
partial construction with érépav.
The words dn’ airot have been
questioned by many ecritics.
Ast’s rév d¢p’ adrov is the most
plausible of the conjectural
emendations,

I. 8re dpa. .. by ebvay, . . .
AaBdv] We pass from érav to
dre dpa, because reference is
now made to the case actually
in question, The participle
Aaféw is epexegetic to the verb
understood in what precedes.
‘He has hold of something
else : that is (in the case above
adduced) taking the knowledge
of eleven for that of twelve.’
As if &xew . . oldv re were rdy’
&v €o.. The change to the
nominative is partly occasioned
by érav XSy coming in between.
dpa="as in our illustration.’

For a similar epexegesis cp.
Legg. 3. 690 E: ‘Ayrofcavres
7ov ‘Halodov dpfdrara Néyovta ds

70 fjpiov Tob wavrds moAkdks éome

mA\éov' &méray § 70 pév Shov hap-

Bdvew (nuades, 10 8 fuov pé-

Tpiow, Tére TO pérpioy Tod dpérpov

whéov fyfoaro, duewov by xeie
YOS,

6. dyevdeiv] In construction
with ¢apév, supr.

12. Kal yip 1oi pév. . pévror]
¢ For indeed we have got rid of
the trouble of mep not knowing
what they know . .: notwith-
standing there is a still worse
danger which now looks in
upon us.

émioravrar] So the Bodleian
with all the other MSS. except
pr.Ven.II.  This is hardly suf-
ficient authority for the change
toémiorarai. The transition from
singular to plural is not more
remarkable than that from the
3rd person to the 1st in xexri-
peba, infr. It may be accounted
for by the fact that Socrates is
speaking generally, and no
longer with reference to the
individual case supposed above.
Compare especially Rep. 7.
537 E and v.rr.
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~ ¥ ~
P 199. Sapob €r gupPaivel, oire evabeiai Twos olre wi.
7
deworepov pévror mwabos dAAo wapadaiveafai po
dokel.

OEAI. To moiov;
2Q. Ei 7 rév émomyudyv peradlayr) Yevdys ye-

§  But,ifitis
’ ’ ’ Knowledge
vijoeral more dofa. that he has
~ /. in hand,
OEAIL Iles 817, how can he
-~ \ ’ ¥ 3 ’ ~ mistake it ?
o 2Q. Ilpérov pev To Twwos éxovra émaTiuny TOUTO  How can
\ ~ \ ~ ~ K y led
avTo AYVOElY, W) RYvMOoUYY AAAQ T} €aUTOD €mi- o theon .
/, ¥ L4 ~ ’ \ i f
aruy” érera érepov ab Tovro Sofalew, To 8 €Tepov 1o gport
~ ~ » \
TODTO, TS 0V TOAA]) aloyia, émoTiuns Tapayevo-
/ ~ \ \ ~
péms yvovar pév v Yoy undév, dyvonoa &
/’ > \ 4 ~ 4 ’ LX) \
TAVTA ; €K Yap TOUTOU ToU AOYOU KwAve ovlev Kol
dyvowaw Tapayevouévmy yvévai T ool Kol TUPAO-
™ra ey, €lmep kal émoTnun ayvojoal woré Twa 15
4
woujoeL. '
¥ 4 3 ~
e OEAL "lows ydp, & Zdkpares, o kaAds Tas Perhaps
» s : ’ ’ , S there were
opvillas erilfepev emoTiuas povov Tidévres, édet O  ignorances
» ’ - flying
kal avemaTyuoovvas Tilfévar ouob cuvdiamerouévas  about
> ~ ~ Y 0 , \ ) ’ amongst
év ™) Yxy, kal Tov Onpevovra ToTE WV EMOTIUNY 20 the know-

2. mapacpaiveabar] As it were,
‘looking in at the window.
The reading wapepdaivesdar
(Ven. & etc.) deserves mention.

5. El.. yevjoerat] el with
the fut. ind., as usual after de:-
vév, expresses alarm or indig-
nation, ‘to think of such a
possibility !’

8. 76 rwos] These words de-
pend immediately on Sewdrepov,
in common with el ) 7év .. 86a:
but wés od woA\jj dhoyla also has
reference to them.

9. dyvepooivy] Used here
in its most literal sense,=r¢
py yeyvdoxew,  from being un-
acquainted,’

7jj éavrod émaripp] Viz. which
he possesses, 8 7v &) Exet e xal
xékrpras, referring to &yovra,

I1. wés od woA\y) dhoyia] The
clause which follows this is a
more particular statement or
explanation of that which pre-
cedes. Compare the structure
of Rep. 4. 445 B: Tijs 3¢ airod
TovTov ¢ (Gpev Ppioews Taparro-
pévns kai  Suapbepouévns Biwrdv
dpa €orar, édv wép Tis woij & &y
BovAnbij d\Xo iy Toiro Smdébev
Kaxias peév xal ddicias dwaNhayi-
gera, k.T.\, SUPT. 144 A.

19. dvemomuoaivas] Cp. the
Charmides, 166 E, etc.



ledges, and
he has

taken one
of them.

But if he
has the ig-
norance in
hand, how
can he mis-
take it for
knowledge?
After mak-
ing a long
circuit, we
are again
at fault,

Unless we
have re-
course to

10
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AapBdavovra, rore & avemaTypoavyny Tob avrob wépt,
Vevdy pév Sofalew ) dvemrryuoovvy, aAnby &

émaTY).

Q. Ov padiov ye, & Oeairnre, uy) émauvelv ae.
a / 3 4 » 7/ ¥ \ \ (4
5 0 pévrow elmes, TaAw émigkeu. €0Tw pev yap ®s
Aéyeis: 6 8¢ 8y T avemaTnpooviy AaBov evdy

pév, s, 8"5&‘7‘"" 7 vep;

OEAI N,

2Q. OV &) mov kal nynoeral ye Yevdy Sofalew.

OEAL Ilos yap;

3Q. AN aXnb) ye, kal o eidws Sakeioerar mept

ov é&fevoras.

OEAIL T! pypv;

32Q. ’Emoriuny dpa oljaerar Tebnpevkas éxew,

OEAL Aflow.

~ 4 \
2Q. Ovkotv paxpav meperbovres waAw émi T
TPOTIY TapET ey dmoplav. o yap EAEYKTIKOS éxeivos
4 7 3
yehaogas ¢noe Ilorepov, & BéAriarol, auporépas »
’ 4 4 &
0TS €00, EMTTIUNY TE KAl GUETLTTNUOOUYYY, NV
3 e » \ t ’ 3 < i A L]
oldev, éTépav avrny oleral Twa elvar Gv oidev ; 1) ov-

derépav avroiv €idds, v py oide, dofaler érépav wv

3 A 3 \

ok oldev ; ) T pév eldds, T & ob, v oldev, Ny i)
) 5 A ~

oidev; 7 v puy oidev, v oldev fyeirar; ) wWEIAW ad

4. O $ddidv ye, k.r.\.] Socrates
is again charmed by the dialec-
tical readiness of Theetetus,
and yet is compelled to refuse
his suggestion. Cp. supr. 184
C, infr. 204 E: ’Avdpuds e,
k.t Phedo, 62 E: ‘Hobjval
¢ pos &ofe 74 Tod KéBnros mpay-
pareig, k.T.\,

17. éwi Ty mpodrny mdpeopey
dmopiav] *We find ourselves

again confronted with the same
difficulty which encountered us
at first.” Cp. Phil. 13 C: Id-
Aw els Tov adrdv Pepbpeba Néyov,
& Hpdrapye.

18. & .. é\eyxrikds éxeivos]
Supr. 165, 195 C, 197 A.

20. v oldev, x.7.\.] Supr. 188
B, 192.

22. abroiv] Most MSS. have
atrip, from the preceding line,

P- 199.

p. 200.
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3. yeloiows mepiorepeda] It
would be rash to infer from this
ridicule that the image is not
Plato’s own. Is Socrates never
made to accuse himself of ab-
surdity? Rep. 1.354 A: 00 pév-
7ot kaAds ye eioriapas 8 éuavrdv
d\\’ od &t oé. Prot. 340 E:
Eipl 7is yeholos larpds. He is
here speaking dramatically in
the person of the éporikds dvip,
who is bent on exposing their
weak points. Cp. supr. 162 D,
166 A.

5. xai ofre 8j, xrA.] Cp.
esp. Charm. 167 foll., aud, for
the ‘ad infinitum’ argument,
Parm, 132 E foll.

11. 6 Mdyos] Either this par-

ticylar argument, or rather the

discussion generally, in the
form of an imaginary disputant.
Supr. 195 D.

13. éxelmmy ] Yevdis 86¢a is the
subject immediately in hand,
hence éxeivy stands for émornun
as the more remote.

70 8¢] Sc. Yrevdis 36¢a i mor’
éoiv.

15. ikavids AdBy] Supr. 145 E.

19. mov is the reading of
Ven. I, and is probably right.
(Cett. 7w.) Schanz reads of ye
wmo dmepoiper. This is partly
confirmed by the scribe of the
Bodl. MS. having begun to
punctuate after dmepodpev, and
in then adding y¢é mw, having
forgotten to accentuate the last
syllable of dmepoiper.

P. 200. oL €pElTE OTL TOV éMTTNU®DY Kol QVETOTHUOOUVGY  the image
N\ 2 9 ~ a (3 / 3 e / \ of another
elglv ad émaTiual, as 6 KeKTNuEvos €v €Tépols Tol  osge or

- _ waxen
yeAolots TepLoTepedaY 1) Knpivols wAATuacE Kabelp-  block, oon-
~ taining the
c £as, €ws mep av kexTiTaL, émioTaTa, kal éav uy mpo- Kuow.
~ ~ edgeso
xeipovs éxm év 1) Yuxn; kal odre &) avaykaci- 5  the know-
ledges and
oeale eis TavTov Tepirpéxew pvpaxis ovdey TAEOY  ignorances,
~ ’ \ ~ 3 ’ > ’ andgoon
wowovvres ; T( mpos Tavra, @ Oeairnre, amokpwov-  thusto
infinity, ‘in
pﬁaa; wandering
mazes lost.’
OEAL ’AMa pa Ala, & Zdkpares, éywye ovk
é&o T xp Aéyew. 10
k4 ~ ~ ~
2Q. "Ap odv nuiv, & mai, kakds 6 Aoyos émi-
mwAyrTeL, Kal évdelkvurar dri odk Opfds revdsy Sofav
» wporépay (yrovuey émaTiuns, éxelmy agévres; TO
& éoriv dbvvaroy yvevu, Tplv dv Tis émaTHUNY
e ~ ’ ’ s 5 7
ikavids Aefy Ti wor’ éoTiv. 15
~ 14
OEAL ’Avaykn, @ Sdkpares, €v 7¢) Tapovre s  The truth
’ " is, we have
Aéyers olerOac. no right to
’ 3 > A~ ’ ) s A s ’ be search-
2Q. Ti odv 7is épel maAw éE dpxis €maTHuny ;  ing forfalse
> 7 > a7 ’ opinion un-
0V yap wov amepobuéy ¥é To. til we have



found
Know-
ledge. And,
though

we can
attempt
nothing
better than
our last an-
swer, per-
haps if we
return and
examine it,
the object
of our
search may
show itself.

10
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OEAI °Hxwra, éavmep ur ov ye arayopevoys. P- 200,
3Q. Aéye 89, 7l av avro palwra eimovres HriaT

av nuiv avrols évavrioleiue ; :
OEAL “Omep émexeipoipev, & Zdkpares, €v TG &

5 mpoalev+ o yap éxw éywye dAAo ovdév,

3Q. To moiov;

OEAIL. Ty Ay dofav émamiuny elvas. ava-
papryrov y€ wov éore o Sofalew ainb, kai Ta vmw
abrob yyvopeva mavra kaAa kai ayaba yiyvero.

3Q. ‘O 7ov mworauov kabnyovuevos, & Ocairyre,

¥ ¥ I4 s / \ ~ 3\ L 4 3 ~

épn dpa Oeifew abros kal Tobro éav iovres épeuvdpuev,
/9 A > ’ 14 s\ 4 \ 4

Tax av éumrodiov yevouevov avro (e 10 (yrovue-

vov, pévovat &y Aoy ovdeév.

1. dmayopevoys] So T pr.Vat.
Coisl. Zitt. The Bodl. has
dmayopetys with an erasure,
Schanz reads dmayopedps. The
usual aorist form is dmeimps.

8. kal & Un’ alrov yyvipeva
wdvra] True opinion guides to
right action, but it is a blind
guide. See esp. Rep. 6. 506 C:
Olk flobpoac ras dvev émoriuns
8dfas, s maoar aloxpal, k.7,

10, ‘0 év moraudv] ¢ The man
who bhad to show where the
river was fordable is reported
(dpa) to have said, Go on,
and you will find’ For the
expressions adrd 8eife, 7y’ &v
albrd ¢pivece cp. Phileb. 20 C:
Hpowy & & oadéorepov Beife.
Protag. 324 A : Aird ge diddfer,
Cratyl. 402 C: Toird ye SAiyov
alrd Aéyes 8o wyns dvopa émike-
kpuppévoy éori.  Hipp. Maj. 288
B: Ei & émyepioas €orar kara-
yé\aoros, abrd Seifer. The Scho-
liast says: Aelfew adrd. ém
T@V ék meipas yyvookopévov, xa-
Tvtwy ydp Twev els morapdy
npds 10 damepdoas ffperd Tis To¥

wponyoipevov el Bdbos Exer T Udwp,
6 3¢ épn, adrd Beife.

The explanation is probable,
though the authority is uncer-
tain,

See above, m\elw del émippé-
ovra. . Tdv é£ dpxis Aéyov ; and
cp. Rep. 5. 453 D: Edv ¢ nis
eis ko\vpBnfpay pikpav éuméoy édv
1€ els 10 péyioror wékayos péoov,
Spws ye vet obdév frrov.

12. rdy' &v. .{yrotpevor] Either
(1) (Heindorf), ¢Perhaps by:
giving us trouble, it may of
itself bring to light that of
which we are in search,” or
(2) ‘Perhaps the very thing
we are in search of may
come in our way and show
itself,’ or (3) taking éumdBiov
yevépevor with Toiro and adrd
Pivere 16 {nrofuevov a8 a new
sentence. ‘If we proceed with
this inquiry, perhaps, through
its giving us trouble,—the very
object of our search may show
itself” In (2) éumédiov is used
with a forcing of the derivation,
like mpdxeipov supr., ‘amongst

p. 201,
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3Q. Oikodv Tobro ve Bpaxelas oxéfews: éxm
ydp aou 8An anuaive i) elvas émaTiuny avro.

OEAL Ilés & ; kol tis adry;

3Q. ‘H rév peylorov eis gopiav, ods &y kalovat
priropds Te kai Sikavikovs. obToL yap wov TI) EquTdy

Téxvy melBovaw ob Sibagkovres, aAAa Sofalew mwor-

~ a ’ A \ L) ’ (.4
obvres 4 av Bovdwrrat. ) ov olet Sewovs Twas oUT®

/’ 3 4 ? \ / ’

B 810aoKkddovs €lval, OOTE Ols W) TAPEYEVOVTO TLVES
L] 4 ’ ¥ ¥ /
amoorepovpévols xpipara 7 ¢ dAdo Bualouévors,

’ ’ \ (14 \ 4 e ~
Tovros Svvaclar wpos D0wp auukpoy Sibafw ikavis
TGV yevouévov Ty aljfear ;

our feet” Both in (2) and (3)
the idiomatic use of delwvu is
extended to gaivae,

éumédiov yevépevov] ¢ Coming
in our way,’ i.e. giving us
trouble. Those fording the
river were feeling the bottom
with their feet. Compare the
way in which justice ¢turns
up’ in the Republic, 4. 432 D:
Ild\ai, & paxdpie, palverar mpd
woddv fpiv kuwdolpevov, Prof.
Jowett translates, ‘We may
stumble upon the thing which
we are looking for.

3. PBpaxelas oxéfrews] Sec.
epev. Cp. Rep. 3. 414 C: Nei-
oa 8¢ ovxwijs meibovs.

4. abrd] Se. 6 elpyuévoy, ie.
86ga dAnbis.

6. ‘H 1év peylorov els gopiav]
The irony is almost as transpa-
rent as in Polit. 266 C: T'éve:
T Tév dyrwy yewawordr xai dpa

ebxepeardre. Cp. Phaedr. 260 C

8qq., Gorg. 462 C, alib. pe-
yiorev is masc. antec. to ofs.
(% om. Bodl.)

In what follows the Bodleian

MS. gives rotrois with Vat. A,
Ven. I. This is better than
rodrous, which can be defended
only by supposing the plaintiff
to plead his own cause. Trans.
‘Or do you suppose there are
such clever teachers in the
world, as to be able to convey
to others the reality of what
happened to men, of whose be-
ing robbed or otherwise as-
saulted the hearers were not
eyewitnesses ' Schanz reads,
from Naber’s conjecture, el pj
o o TOUTOVUS , o o

12. wpds D8wp apikpdv] xaremei-
et yap U8wp péov. Supr. 172 D,
The pirop professed to instruct
the court. Cp. Hyperid. Euxen.
25: Tobs Bikaoras Umép Tob mpdy-
uaros ta Sixawa diddfat.

Failing to conceive of false

. opinion, we return to examine

the theory of Knowledge which
identifies it with true opinion.
‘We have not to search far ; for
in the familiar case of judicial
evidence, a true opinion may be

A brief ex-
amination
is sufficient
here. The
rhetorie

of the
law-ocourts
proves that
true opin-
ion is not
knowledge.

Forin cases
where the
evidence of
the senses
is alone
sufficient,




-
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the court OEAI. Oidauds éywye oluat, dGAA Teloar pév. p. zo1.
my be \ ~ 9\ ’ d ~
brought 3Q. To metoaw & ovyt Sofdoar Aéyes moujoar ;
to give & ,
t&?‘;: ve"lﬁ1 eEAI. TL J 1/ 1453
{;déeg. ° 3Q. Odxovv orav Owailws meobodor Swaoral

en, in

. / \ 4
such's caso 5 mept v idovre povov éoTw €ibévai, GAAws O i,
ve true ~ ~ ~ I3 ’
opinion radra Tote €€ axons Kkpivovres, aAnby dofav AafBov- o
without ¥ \ ’ v
knowledge, TS, GVev €MOTHUNS ékpwav, 6ofa wewoévres, eimep

€0 édikaoav ;

OEAL Ilavrarac pév odv.
2Q. Odk dv, & pike, € ye Tadrov fv dofa Te
aAnbs tkal Sicaoripat Kal émariun, opfa wor' av

formed by the judges without
the possibility of knowledge;
since in questions of fact no-
thing short of personal obser-
vation ensures certainty. The
definition ‘ Knowledge is true
opinion,” is therefore inade-
quate. And the example given
is calculated to suggest the next
definition—36ga d\nbis pera
Aéyov,

The question returns, Are the
above conceptions and images
Plato’s own, or is he repeating
in them some contemporary
theories? The comparison of
other dialogues and the close
examination of the passage it-
self tend to the conclusion that
although they may have been
suggested to him from without,
they may be fairly regarded as
his own creation. See especially
the passage in Phil. 44 C foll.,
in which, after certain men
have been brought forward as
¢ soothsayers’ or ¢ allies,” there
follows the analysis of the plea-
sure derived from Comedy,
which is one of the most origi-
nal and ‘ modern’ passages in
Plato. The image of the ‘im-

pressions’ on the wax has not
only been revived in specula-
tion, but perpetuated in com-
mon language. And that of
the aviary has probably been
less fortunate only from its
greater boldness and subtlety.

1. weloa pe'v] The implied
antithesis ig 8:3dfat & off. Cp.
Rep. 5. 475 E: 0tdauss, elmov,
A\’ dpolovs pév Pihoodpois. Tods
8 d\nbwois, &pn, Tivas Néyes;
Soph. 240 B: Oldapds d\nb:-
v6v ye, dAN’ éowxds pév.

I1. tai iaoripat] Several
MSS. read 8wkasripiov. These
words were rejected by the
older critics, except Buttmann,
who conjectured xai Swxacrixi,
very aptly for the sense, if the
word can be made to signify
‘ worthy of a good judge.! See
the words eimep €d edixacav . .
8pbd wor’ &v dixaoms dxpos é34-
falev. It is in Plato’s manner
thus ostensibly to restrict him-
self to the case in point. Cp.
152 C: "Ev e Oeppois xal wiou
Tois Towovrots. 204 D: "Ev e
rois §oa é£ dpifpod éorw.

Possibly (1) xal Bikaoroi déia
may be the true reading. Cp.
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P. 201 Sikaoris dkpos €Sofalev dvev émomiuns: viv Oé

» ¥ e 7 9
€OLKEY a)t)\o TL GKaTGPOV €walt.

OEAL °O ye éyd, & Sdkpares, elmovros Tov

Apol. 18 A : Awaorob yap adm
dperp. And see Phileb. 13 C,
where the Bodl. has weipdpeba
for mewpacépeba. Ib. 36 E, where
mapappootvais in the same MS.
is a correction formdoais dppoai-
vais, which the first hand wrote.
Or (2) xatd Swaomipia, & con-
jecture adopted by Prof.Jowett
(or xardé Siacripiov)—‘in the
judicial sphere,’ cp. supr. 153
D: Kara v 3ppara mparov (‘ In
the sphere of vision’). Tim.
19 C: Kard re 7as év Tois &pyois
wpdgets kal kata Tas év Tois Adyous
Siepunvedoes wpds éxdaras TEV
wéhewv. The mode of expression
in this case approaches still
more nearly to that of infr. 204
C, supr. 152 C,—the passages
quoted above, But (3)itis after
all conceivable that 8wxaorypia
may be the feminine of an adjec-
tive not found elsewhere, ex-
cept in the neuter substantive
dwagriprov. (This suggestion is
also made by Madvig, Adv. 1.
377, and adopted by Schanz.)
Or (4) as Wohlrab suggests, xai
dikagripwov should be transposed
to after dicaoris dxpos, ¢ A good
judge or court-full of judges.’
The second of the above conjec-
tures (2) seems, on the whole,
the most probable,

To
195.
Vi
tacle
we 8
was 1
sent
alrea

And

to be mistaken about these
ideas themselves apart from
impressions from without. But
in fact we do mistake in things
independent of sensation. E.g.
a scientific calculator, who pos-
sesses the knowledge both of 11
and 12, will sometimes say that
the sum of 7 and 5 is 11. We
resort therefore to a less simple
conception of knowing, and to a
more complex image. To know
is to possess knowledge. We
may possess it without having
it in hand. We therefore image
to ourselves false opinion thus,
We have caught, as it were (in
learning), various species of
knowledge, some gregarious,
some domestic, some noble and
solitary, (i.e. highly abstract),
and have caged them in the
mind, like birds. We try to take
in hand one of these birds which
we possess, and as they flutter
about, we take hold of another
instead of it. But then, if we
have this one in hand, how can
we mistake it for the other?
How can Knowledge be the
means of error ¥ Perhaps (The-
eetetus suggests) there were ig-
norances flying about amongst
the knowledges, and we have
taken one of them. But if

I bave an Ignorance in hand,
: - eronaaee A

IIT. Thez-
tetus now
remembers
to have
heard that



true opin-
ion, unless
accompa-
nied with
an account
of its ob-
ject, is not
knowledge.

Socrates
identifies
the saying
thus quoted
with what
he himself
has heard
from cer-
tain ‘as in
a dream ;’
viz. that
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~ ~ \
axovaas émeejouny, viv 8 évvod. épn 8¢ Ty pev p. 201
~ \ \

pera. Adyov aAnby Sofav émomiuny evar, Ty 8

L4 s\ 1) 4 \ ® Y ’ 9 ’
dAoyov €kTos émaTunST Kal OV WEV pi) €0t Aoyos,

3 ) \ 3 € \ \ ) 4 a 8, ¥
ovk émoTyTe. €lval, ovTwal Kal ovoudlwy, a & éxe,

5 émoTYTd.

2Q. ’H kalds Aéyes.

\ \ | ~
Ta 8¢ &) émoTyTa TAvTA

L un m Oujper, Aéye, €l g X TAUTA OV TE
kal un wy Sujpet, Aéye, €l dpa kara TOVTE OV

KAY® AKTKOOUED.

OEAL ’AMX ok olda €i éfevpriow: Aéyovros pév-

A e 7, 4 3 3 3 U
10 TAV €TEPOV, OS EYQLAL, akoAovboaiut.

Q. *Akove &) dvap avri dvelparos. éyd yap ad

once heard expressed in a way
which until this moment I had
forgotten.’

I. Ty pév pera Aéyov dAnby 86-
fav] Cp.Meno, 97 E, 98: Kai yip
ai 86fac al a\nbeis, oov pév xpd-
vov mapapévwot, kakdv TO xpijpa,
kal mdvra rdyaba épyd{ovras. woAdw
8¢ xpdvov odx é0éNovar mapapévew,
d\\& pamerevovaw éx Tis Yuxijs
Tob dvfpdmov, &ore ol moAlod
atual elow, éos dv Tis alras oy
alrias Aoyiopd. . . émedav 8¢ Se-
Odor, mpadTov pév émoTipa yi-
yvovras, &mewra povipor kal Sud
raira &) Tyudrepoy émoTipun dp-
Oijs 86£ns éari, xal Buapéper Beaud
émornun opbijs 8déns. See the
whole passage. Also Polit. 309
C: Ty .. dvros odoav dAnbi 8éfav
pera BeBawboews. Symp. 202 A:
*H odk fjobnoac 8re éori T perald
goias kal dpablas; ri rodro; 16
8pba Bofdlew kal dvev Tob Exew
Néyov Boivar otk olof, &by, &re
ot émioracfal éorw d\oyov yap
wpiypa wds 8y €l émariun ; odre
dpabia® 76 yip tob 8vros Tvyydvov
wos &v €in duabla; & 8¢ 8 wov
Towoiroy 1) 0p0)) 86fa, perald ppo-
virews kai duabias. Rep. 6. 506
C: Oik jobnoas vds dvev émory-

pns 8éfas, bs micac aloypal; &v
al BéArorar rvhai* # Boxovai ool
T TUPAGY Biadépery 88y dpbass
wopevopévay ol dvev woi dAnbés T
8ofdfovres ;

4. oireol xal dvopdlwr] Le.
using this strange term ém-
orqrd, Infr. ra 8¢ ¥ émomra
rabra. (For the participle cp.
Gorg. 493 B: Tb dedés 87 Ay,
Sophocl. Phil. 64.) émomrés,
like alofnris and woidrys, supra,
160D, 182 A, is a novel word,
and is formed on the analogy
of alabnrds.

6. "H .. Aéyers] *Truly, that
is fortunate.” ‘A timely recol-
lection, indeed !’ Gorg. 447 C.

7. el dpa] ‘That I may know
whether” Cp. supr. 192 C:
’Edv dpa . . pdbo,

el dpa kara Taltd o Te Kdyd
drnkdapev] Had they both heard
from the same source? Or is
Plato here, as in the beginning
of the dialogue, weaving toge-
ther two distinct theories? If
infr. 206 C is to be construed
strictly, the latter is true. (See
Introduction.)

11, 3vap] Cp. Phileb. 20 B:

Adywy moré Twov wdlat drovoas
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’ ~ \ \ ~
P- 201. éBoKoUY dKOVEW TW®V 8Tt Ta MEV WPOTA OlovTEpel
E ~ > ? €~ ’ \ 3
oToxela, €€ v nuels Te ouykeipeda kal TAAAa,
’ \ \

Aoyov ovk éxorr avro yap kal avro ékacrov dvo-
/’ ’ s ~ \ ’a\ ¥ \
paoar povoy €in, wpogeumely Oé ovdey dAdo Suvvarov
¥, e ¥ ¥, e 3 ¥ ¥ \ A S 7 A
ovf s éarw, odl s ovk éoTw. 107 yap av ovoiav 7

~ ~ \ \
pn ovaiay avre mwpoorifeabar, *Setv 8 ovdev mpoo-
’ 4 > \ ~ 14 3 ~ 3 \ LA \
(épew, elmep avTo éxetvo povov Tis €pel.  €mel 0VOE TO
3 N\ QN \ 3 ~ LX) \ L3 \ ’
aUTO 0UOE TO €KEOo OUOE TO €KAOTOV OUOE TO OVOY

p. 202.

0vd¢
8vap . . . viv éwod ... Pheed. 61
D: AN\ piy kdyd ¢ dxofjs . . .
Aéyo. It suits Plato’s humour
to speak in this distant fashion
of a school towards which he
felt an ‘imperfect sympathy.’
‘What Socrates has heard care-
lessly, as well as that which The-
setetus once heard but had for-
gotten, is compared to a dream.

1. é8oxovv drovew] ‘I heard
in my dream.’

T4 wpira olovmepel oTotxeial
‘The first rudiments, so to
speak, of things” In what
follows it is vain to distinguish
between different senses of ora:-
xeiov. The word is here regarded
by Plato as a generic term, of
which the denotation of the
letters of the alphabet is only
the most familiar use. ‘Every-
one will acknowledge that mu-
sical notes are also oroiyeia’
(206 B). In fact the unit of
apprehension in every subject
is the aroiyeioy of that particular
subject-matter. The word v\
AaB is similarly generalized, sc
that in passing from languag:
to other things there is nc
change in the meaning of the
word. Cp. infr.202 E: Ta ré
Ypappdroy oroieid Te kat Cvlia-
Bds, 7 olee d\hooé mor BAémovrc
taira elmeiv 7o elmérra & Néyoper

~ \ ~
T0UTO0 WpoToLoTéor, 0U8 EAAa TOANA TowbTa.

For such figurative generaliza-
tion, which is different from
poetic metaphor, cp. esp. Legg.
7. 823 B: Onpa yip wdumohd
mpaypd éote, K.T.\. some
valuable remarks of Prof.
Jebb’s on the use of metaphor
in Pindar, Journal of Hellenic
Studies, 3. 1. 167.

3. aird yap . . efy] ‘For that
each element in its proper self-
existence can only be named.’
Cp. especially Soph. 251 B:
Xaipovaw otk édvres ayalov Né-
yew dvfpwmov, dAA& 10 peév dya-
6ov dyabov, Tov 8¢ dvbpwmov dv-
bpwmov,

4. mpogeumeiv 8¢ ovdev dANo Su-
varév] ‘But it is impossible to
go on to predicate anything of
1t (the element), either affirma-
tively or negatively. For in so
doing there is added the idea
of existence or non-existence :
but nothing must be added,
seeing that you can only speak

- - R LR V)

the ele-
ments of all
things can-
not be ex-
pressed in
& proposi-
tion, but
can only
be named.
You can-
not give
them any
attribute,
since even
such com-
mon pre-
dicables



as ¢ this’
and ‘¢ that’
are separ-
able from
the things
to which
they are
applied.
As the ele-
ments are
combined
in Nature,
80 defini-
tion is a
combina-
tion of
names.
That which
is named is
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Tabra v yap mepirpéyovra mwagt mpoopépeaat, p. 202.

ITAATQONO=

24 ¥ ~ ’ 3

érepa ovra éxelvwv ols mpooTilferal, Setv 86, elmep N
\ \ ’ 3 - AN

Svvarov avro Aéyeafaw kal etyev oikeloy avrov Aoyov,

¥ ~ ¥ 4 ~ \ ’
dvev TGV dA\\wv amavrov Aéyealu. viv 8¢ advvarov

S 3 ~ ~ ’ [3 0ﬁ Al . b \ 3 B
5 €lvail ot LQUV TV ﬂ'p&)‘l’ (1)) 74 pﬂ voul O‘)/(P ov ‘yap €walt

3 ~ s A 5 ’ { 0 4 . ¥ \ 4
avre aAX’ 7) ovopalesfou povov: ovopa yap povov
v \ \ ’ ¥ ’ o 3\
€xew: Ta O ék ToUTwY 107 OUYKElpEva, WOTEP aUTA

’ \ ~
TémrAexTaL, 0UT® Kol TG OVORATA QUTGV CUMITAGKEVTA

7 IA \ 5
Adyov yeyovévau ovopdrtwv yap ouuTAoKNY €lvos

ously conjectured odd¢ 75 76,
Both objections are obviated
by observing that adrd, éxeivo,
éxaorov, povoy, occur in the pre-
ceding lines. For this reason
they are put first, and with the
article, and od8¢ roiro. . 0v¥ d\Aa
moA\ad roabra is added after-
wards. Cp. supr. 157 B: T &
elva. mavraydfev éfatperéoy . . .
ob et .. olre T Evyxwpety olre
Tov oir’ &pob oire T6de olir’ Exetvo
ofire d\\o oddév dvopa § T &v lory.
Accordingly in the reference to
this passage, 205 C (which
Buttmann must have over-
looked), the article is intro-
duced—o?d¢ 7o Todro.

1. mepurpéxovra waot mpoohé-
peaba:] Cp. supr. 197 D: "Evias
8¢ povas dia macdy 8my &y TixwOL
meropévas. Rep. 3. 402 A: Ta

oroixeia . . év dmaoe . . mepipe-
popeva, Polit. 278 D; Phil

15 D.

2. eimep v Suvardy adrd Néye-
obat] adré is not emphatic. *If
it could be spoken of,’ Aéyecfas
is the emphatic word. Aéyos
is here equivalent to ¢ predica-
tion.’

6. air@] Bonitz conjectures
alré, -But the dative suits
better with &ew following.

/7 L 4 [ 4 \ \ \ ~ ¥ \
10 Aoyov ovolav. oUrw On Ta pév gTorXele AAOYa Kol

7. #8p] Le.‘when we come
to them.

9. Svopdrov yip cupmhoxy elvas
Ayov oboiav] Cp.Sophist, 262D:
where it is described more ac-
curately as cupmhékav Ta prpara
rois dvdpaocw, See the whole
passage.

A passage of Aristot. Metaph.
7. 3. 1043 b, is closely parallel
to this. He has just shown
that sensible reality (alofpry
olola) consists of matter or
potentiality (An, 3vvams), and
form or actuality, (uopn, éwép-
yewa): “Qore 7 dmopia fiv ol *Av-
T100éveor kal ol olrws dmaildev-
To Jmépowy, Exer TWa Kaipdy,
8re ok &t 7O Ti éoTev Gpi-
oacfau (rdv yap Spov Aéyov elvar
pakpdy), dA\\a wody pév i éoTww
évdéxerar kat 8iddfas, domep dpyv-
pov i pév &orw, of, ot & olov
karrirepos. ot obolas & pév
fis évdéxerar elvar Gpov kal Aéyov,
olov 7ijs ouvbérov, édv Te alobnry)
édv e vonry) 7+ é£ &v & avry mpa>-
Ty, olk éoTwv, €lmep T4 KaTd TIVOS
onpaiver 6 Aéyos 6 OpioTikds, Kal
8l 76 pév domep DAy elvas, 76 8é
bs popdiv. (See Introduction.)

Locke’s ‘simple ideas’ are
not very different from the
meaning of oroixeiov here,
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p. 202. dyvoora evai, aofyra 8 Tas ¢ avAdaBas yvo-

ards T kal pyras kai dAnlel dofn Sofaoras. Grav

pev ody dvev Adyov T aAnly Sofav Twis Tis Aafy,

R ’ \ L ~ \ \ \ y /7 ’
calnlevew pev avrod Ty uxny wepi avro, yryvo-

’ ¥ \ \ \ ’ ~ ’ N
okew 8 oV Tov yap pry OSvvauevov dovval Te Kkal

’, ’ ) ’ 3 \ ’
Sefaa'ﬂac AO‘YOV OLVETT LO'T'I”I.OV& €woal 7TEpl. TOoVTOV"

14 14 ~ 4
mwpogAafBovra O¢ Acyov Ovvarov Te Tavra mavra

’ \ ? \ 1 ’ L4 4
yeyovévau kai TeAelws mpos émaTiuny éxew. Obros
\ \ 3 7 A ¥ s /7
OV TO EVUTVLOV 1) AAAWS GKIKOAS §
OEAI. Oire uév odv mavramwaow.
Q. 'Apéoxe odv ge kai Tifedaw Tavry, Sofav
aAnfy pera Aoyov émaTiuny elvau;
O©EAIL. Kowsdj pév odv.
» 3Q. 'Ap, & Oeairyre, viv ofrw THde TN MUlpa

. Tas .. a'v)\kaBés'] This
word, like oroiyeia supr., is of
course to be taken in the figur-
ative sense, for the ¢ combina-
tions of simple objects or ideas.’

2. kai pnrds| There is possibly
an allusion, as in @\oyov supr.,
to the mathematical use of the
word. Op. Rep. 8. 546 C:
Ildvra mpooiyopa kal pnré mpds
&\nha drépnprav. Ib.%.534D:
ANbyovs domep vypappds. But
the immediate reference is to
pnbijvac Néyo, ¢ Capable of ex-
pression.’

4. d\nbebew . .wept abrd] ‘Is
exercised truly with regard to
it

6. mepl roirov] Se. od
Stvprar dotvar Aéyov. Cp.

© 199 A,

7. Swardy...ralta =
Sec. d\nbedew xai yryvdoxe
Sotval T€ Kal Séfacbar )

On this kind of proner
expression see Riddell’s
gest, § 55 and §§ 17 foll,

Contrast with this Arist.
Phys. Ause. 1. 1 (who points
out that the elements, or
simple ideas, are known not
by sensation, but by analysis;
and that definition distin-
guishes, while the name sig-
nifies an undivided whole):

"Eort & fuiv 76 mpdrov Sjha
kal oapi & cvykexvpéva paNkoy'
Vorepoy 8¢ éx ToUTwy yiverar yvo-
pisa T4 oToixeia kai ai dpyai,
Siatpodoe Tavra. . . . T yap dAov
xara Ty alobnow, yvepupdrepor.
To 8¢ xabéhov, Slov Ti éom.
HoAAd yap wepihapfdver ds pépn
70 xaféhov. Iémovbe 8¢ TadTd

: ’ xal T4 Ovouc

the object
of Sensa-
tion; the
combina-
tion of
these ele-
ments is
alone the
object, of
Know-
ledge. For
that im-
pression
deserves
not to be
called
knowledge,
which can-
not be ex-
pressed in
& proposi-
tion.
Knowledge
then is true
opinion
giving an
account of



itself. Let
this be our
third
answer.
Can we
prove it
true?

1. The an-
sWer may
be a true
one, and
yet the
theory on
which we
have based
it may be
unsound.
This there-
fore is
examined
first.
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eiMjPauer 6 madas kal oMol TGy ToPdy {yrodyTes p. 202.

mTplv €Vpelv KaTeynpaTay ;
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OEAIL ’Euol yoiv Sokei, & Sorpares, kaAds Aé-

yealar 1o viv pnbév.

~ \
5 2Q. Kai €ixos ye.avro Tovro odrws éxew- Tis yap
A \ ¥ 3 U t 4 \ ~ ’ \ 9 ~
av Kkal ére émaTnuy € xwpis Tod Aoyov T€ kai opdis
do&ns ; & pévrow Tl pe Tov pnbévrov amapéoket.

O©EAIL. To moiov &7, ;

3Q. ‘O kai dokel Néyealar xopyorara: s Ta

4
YvowaTov.

OEAI. Oikoiv oplas ;

~ ¥ \ \ ~ ~ ’
To uév OTOLKEIR AYVYWOTR, TO 06 TOY TUAAGRBOY Yyévos

3Q. "loréov &) damep yap ounpovs éxopev Tov

5 ’
Adyov Ta mapadelypara, ols Xpopevos eime wavTa

15 Tavra.

1. kai woMol Tdv ocodiv]
¢ Many a philosopher.” xai
mohvs, like xai pdha, is an in-
tensive form. Rep. 8. 562 C.

5. abrd roiro] ¢The defi-
nition itself,” whatever may be
said of the theory that- has
been stated as a ground for it.
Heindorf’s conjecture, eixds y’
ab rovro, would give a differ-
ent turn to the sense. ‘It is
natural to suppose that we
have said well.’

9. Méyeabar xopydrara] ¢ To
be the cream of the whole
theory.’

10. 76 8¢ Ty UNAaBeY yévus)
The ‘eomplex mode’ is &
natural class or genus, which
these philosophers suppose
themselves to have discovered.
Cp. infr. 206 B: Té tév oroi-
Xelwy yévos,

13. 'loréov] Symp. 217 C.
C% rdy’ elodpefa, Euthyphro,
9 E.

&omep . . . dunpovs] So that
if we put them to the torture,
we may bring him (rév Adyor)
to terms.

14. & mapadelypara] Cp
Polit. 247 E, 248 D, where
the same example, that of let-
ters, is introduced to illustrate
the nature of Example: "0r
T®v oToixelov ékaorov év rais
Bpaxvrdrais xal pdorais Tév gul-
AaBav ikavds Siargbdvovras . . .
peraribépeva & eis Tas Tov wpay-
pdrey paxpas kai pj padias ovk-
AafBas ralra ravra mdAw dyvoel.

H. Schmidt observes that
napadeiypara here are rather
archetypes (Vorbilder) than
examples (Beispiele). And it
is true that the argument
from letters is not so much an
illustration as the very foun-
dation of the theory.

elre] Sc. the person from
whom Socrates and Themtetus
are supposed to have heard



p. 202.

p. 203.
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3Q. Ta T6v ypappdrov oroieid Te Kai TUA-

~ ~ \
AaBds. 7 olet &ANoa€ mor BAémovra TabTa €imew Tov

s ! a 4
ELTTOVTA G A€YOMEV ;

OEAIL Ok, aAX’ eis Tavra.

Q. Bacavi{wper &) avra avalauBavovres, paA-
Aov 8¢ nuds adrovs, obrws 7) obX olTws ypapparc
éudfopev. Pépe mpodTov: ap’ ai pév avAiaBal Aoyov
éxovat, Ta 8¢ aTorxeln dAoya ;

OEAL "Iows.

Q. Iavy uev odv kai éuot Paiverar. Zwkpdrovs

" % v \ ’ A 3 ’3
yovv € Tis €poiro TV TpwTHY CUAARBY odTwal, Q
Ocairyre, Aéye Ti éaTL G®, TL AWOKPLVEL ;

OEAL "Or oiypa kai @.

3Q. Oukobv Tovrov éxets Aoyov Tiis culAafijs ;

OEAIL "Eywye.

3Q. "10c &), oVrws €imé kal TOV Tob atypa Adyov.

OEAl. Kal wés 100 oroiyeiov Tis épei aTorxela ;

\ \ ’ 3 4 ’ ~ ~ Y 7’
kol yap 01, @ ZoKkpartes, TO TE olypa TOV aPOvey
’ < 4 ~
€ari, Joos Tis povov, oiov guptTTovaNS TiS YADT-

the theory ‘in a dream.” Cp.
supr. zo1 C: Elmérros rov
drovoas. Infr. 206 E.

6. Bacavi{wpev 3} aird] ¢ Let
us take and examine them, or
rather let us put the question
to ourselves” The image of
hostages, whom we may treat
as we please, is kept up.

paNkov 8¢ fuds adrovs| This
is done more fully by and by,
206 A ; cp. supr. 155 A.

7. olres # obx otres] For
eire omitted cp. supr. 169 D.

15. Aéyovispredicative. ¢ You
have this for an account.’

18, Kal més. ... oroyeia)

‘How is one to spell each
single letter ¥’

19. 76 Te giypa .. Tov & ad
Bira] For e followed by 8¢
cp. Rep. 3. 394 C.

Thewmtetus extemporizes the
theory of phonetics, which is
given more fully in Phil. 18 B
foll. Sigma is a semivowel.

20. olov gupurrovans Tijs YAGT-

It soon ap-
pears that
we were
right in
saying the
element
cannot be

defined.
10



2. Butisit
therefore
unknown {

First, How
is the com-
plexrelated
to it?

E.g. is the
syllable the
same with
the letters
of which it
is com-
posed? If
8o, they
must be
equally
known
with it.

5

10

15
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s+ 700 & ad Bijra odre Pwrn ovre Yodos, 0vde TGY p. 203.

ITAATONO=

’ ’ o ’ 5 ¥ \ ’
TAELOTOY OTOLEWY. WOTE TAVY €D €XeL TO A€yeobou

3 \ ¥ < \ ’ 3\ \ e \
auTa aAoya, @V YE TG EVAPYEOTOTE QUTA TG ENWTA

\ ’ LA ’ \ E € ~
oy povov éxet, Aoyov 8 ovd ovTwoiy.
2Q. Tovri uév dpa, @ €raipe, karwpldkapey mept

emaTiuys.
OEAIL. Pawouela.

SQ. T( 8 & ; 7o uny yvwarov elvar o arotyelov, ©
b b

dAAa ™ cvAAaBiy, ap opfds amodedelyueda ;

©EAIL Eikos ye.

2Q. Dépe o1, Ty cvAAaByy moTepov Aéyouey Ta
apporepa aroxela, kal éav wAelw 7 7 dvo, Ta wdvra,

A ’ \ sa’ ~ ’ S A
7 piay Twa i0éav yeyovviav avvredévrov avtdy ;

OEAIL Ta aravra éuotye Soxovpev.

2Q. “Opa &) éri dvoiv, oiypa kai 6. dudorepd
éoTw 1) TPpeTY) CVAAaP) Tob éuod dvouaros. dAAo Tt
0 yLyvéoKwY abTy Ta auoTepa YLyvOTKe: ;

OEAL T{ uypv;

Q. To oiypa kal 70 & apa yryvéoket.

O©EAI. Na..

2Q. Ti 8; ékarepov dp’ dyvoer, kal ovdérepov

s\ 3 ’ ’
€idws auporepa yryvooke: ;

3 evapysa’fara] Bodl GVGPYG-
grara, sed ex em., the second e
being in rasura.

9. dmodedelypeba] Heindorf
conjectured dmodedéyuefa, for
which MS. authority (Coisl. et
Par. E. ex corr.) has since been
found; and it has been re-
ceived by Bekker., But Stall-
baum rightly defends dmode-
Seiypeba in the sense ‘ we have
declared our opinion; in
which meaning the pf. pass. is
used by Xenophon and Lysias.
Cp. supr. 180 D: ’Amodewv-

pew.w, 195 D : Td viv dwodedery-
pévov.  Cp. however infr, 205
C : "Amedexdpeba iyoipevor €& Aé-
yesbai,  But this refers to a
part of the theory which has
been accepted in the words
ToiTo pév . . karwpldkapey.

I1. mip ovMaBiv] Arist. Met.
¥.3 1043 b: 0O cpalverar &)
{yrovow 1) cvA\aBy) éx Tév orTot-
Xeiwy odaa kal cvvbéoens.

The word ovAkaB7 is used
probably not without the con-
sciousness of its etymology.

—_—

—
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OEAL ’AA)a Sewov kai dAoyov, & Soxpares.

SQ. AN pévroc €l ye avdykn éxarepov yryve-
oKkew, émep GupoTEPE Tis YVOOETAL, TPOYLYVOTKEW
Ta oToLX€Eln Gmaca avdykn T¢p péAAovti more Yve-
oedfu cvAaBiy, kal obrws Huv 6 kahds Adyos s

3 \ t] /7
amodedpakws oixnoeral.

OEAIL Kal udta ye éfaipys.

Q. OV yap kadds avrov PuAarrouev. Xpiv yap
lows v avAdaByy Tileabou i) Ta oroieia, aAX’ éE
> 7 4 \ 3 '/ ’ 3\ e ~
éxelvov & Ti yeyovos eldos, i0éay piav auT0 aUTOD 10 from them!?

¥ L4 \ ~ [
€xov, €repov O¢ TGV aTOLXEIWY.
OEAL Ilavv pév odv: «kai Taya ¥y’ av paAdov

4 A > 7 ¥
ovTwS M EKELVOS GXOL.

Q. Skerréov, kal ob mpodoréov oPrws dvavdpws

TA \ \ ’
ME€yav T€ Kal OEUroy Aoyov.

©EAIL. 00 yap odv.

2Q. ’Exérw 8y os viv papév, pia idéa €€ éxa-

§. 6 xakds Adyos dmodedpaxds
oixioerar] The image is that
of the disappearance of a,
favourite slave (Prot. sub init.).
Compare with the humorous
pathos with which this is
spoken Pheed. 89 B: Tipepor,
&pn, xdyo Tas épds kal oV rairas,
édvmep Npuiv 6 Néyos Tehevrijoy kal
pn Suvdpeba alrév dvaBidoacbac.
xkal &ywy dv, e o el kal pe
Siadiryos 6 Adyos, Evoprov &v woun-
galpny damep 'Apyeio, py wpd-
Tepov  kopngew mply & wkjoo
dvapaydpevos Tov Sippiov Te Kal
KéBnros Adyov.

10. eldos, 1déav] eldos is here
rather more concrete, i3éa
more abstract; but 8 is
used for eldos a few lines be-
low. Generally, eldos is more
logical, implying distinction ;
i8¢a more metaphysical, imply-

ing unity. (See Appendix D.)

15. péyay Te kal gepvdy Aéyov]
In these words, as in the figure
of the dream, and in xopyrérara
supr. 202 D, the Socratic
irony is manifest. For péyav
cp. Pheedo, 62 B.

197. Exéro 8 bs viv dauéy,
pla 1déa] There is no occasion
to suspect the reading, or to
conjecture piav idéav. éxéro Os
=é&7e §..., and the whole
clause pia...ovM\aBq is in
appe - -
Cp.
daw
yvec
18éa

¢ .
haw
labl
lette
the

15

Oris it
something
by itself
resulti

In that case
it cannot



have parts:

unless we
regard
every
whole in
the same
way a8
something
different
from all
its parts,
although
resulting
from them.

With a

view to this
we venture

to assert
that the
‘Whole is
different
from the
AlL
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OTOV TOV GUVGPUOTTOVTWY OTOLXEIY Yiyvouévn 1) D. 204.

gvAAafB), opolws év Te ypauuace kai év Tois dAAois

o
amragw.

OEAL Ilavv pév odw.

5 2Q. Odkodv pépn avris o Oet elvar.

OEAL T! &;

o L S ’ \ ’
2Q. “Ore ob av 5 pépn, 70 dAov avaykn Ta TAvTa
/7 ¥J A \ \ o 1 ~ ~ /
MEPY) €lvaL. 1) KL TO OAOY €K TOV MEPDV AEYELS Ye-
\ . 4 3 ~ ’ ~
yovos €v TL €ldos ETEPOV TGV TAVTWY EPBY ;

1o ©OEAL “Eyoye.

2Q. To & & mav kai 0 dAov worepov TavTOY

~ A @ e/
KaA€lLs 7) €TEPOV €KATEPOY §

OEAI. "Exo pév ovdév cagés, dre 8 kelevers

’ 3 ’ ’ 7 [:4
mpobvpws amokpivaclu, mwapakwdvvebwr Aéyw ot

15 €repov.

2Q. “H pev mpobupia, & Oeairnre, bpby- €l 8¢ kal

(3 ’
7 amokpats, akemTéov.

OEAL Aci 8¢ ye &.

2Q. Ovkoiv Sapépor av 7o dAov Tob mavros, s

[3 ~ /
20 0 VUV Aoyos ;

arising out of each combina-
tion of harmonious elements.’
The words "Exére 8j s take
up the thread of rdy’ &v pa\iov
olrws 1) éxelvos &oi. In the
conjectural reading the words
éxére . .. piav déav would of
course refer to 8éav plav adrd
éavrod &ov. Schanz reads foro.
But the anacoluthon is not
more harsh than in supr. 173
D: Smovdal 8¢ éraspeiov én’ dpyds,
xr\. Soph. 218 E: T 8jra mpo-
rafaiped’ &y edyvooroy, . . . olov
doraevrs; Apol. 21 C: Awhe-
yopevos alrd, . . . &ofé po, See
Riddell’s Digest, §§ 270, 271.
For pia idéa=eldos id¢av piav

&ov cp. Euthyphr. 6 D: T6
€ldos ¢ mdvra T& Sowa Soud éoTiv;
&pnoba ydp mwov ma Bég Td Te
dvéoia dvdowa elvar kal T& Soua
Sowa, Infr, 205 C: Mia =s
i%a . . . cuN\aBy v €ly.

18. Aci 3¢ ye 87] Sc. «al
Ty dndrpiow Spbiy elvas.

19. 70 Ghov Tob mwavrds . . . TG
wdvra kal 76 wav] Cp. Ar. Met.
4. 26. 1024 a: "Ydwp yip kKai
Soa Uypa kal dpilbpds wav pév
Aéyeras, Shos & dpifpds kai Shov
Uwp ob Aéyerar, &v iy peradopd.
wdvra 8¢ Néyerar, éd’ ols 76 wav
bs ép’ évi, émt Tovrots wdvra @s
Sigpnpévors mas odros & dpibuds,
waoas abras ai povddes.
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3Q. T 8¢ & ; Ta wavra kai To wav éod & T

’ < b | 4 L4 ’ ’ /
Ouacpéper ; olov emeday Aeywpev v, dvo, Tpia, Tér-

’ o, A\ I\ . 7 A \ L. ’ 4
c Tapa, wévre, €, kal éav Ois Tpla 1) Tpis Svo 1) Térrapd

\ ’ A ’ \ ’ \ o ’ » ~
Te kai Ovo 7 Tpia Kkai Ovo kal év, moTepov €v maATLs

’ \ 3 \ A & /7
TOUTOLS TO QUTO 1) €ETEPOY A€YOuEV ;

OEAL Tadrov.

Q. Ap dAro ¢ ) € ;

OEAL Oddéy.

2Q. Odkoiv €’ éxdorns Aéfews mavra Ta €€ 10

elpnrapey ;

5. # tpla kal 8jo xat &] The
words # wévre xal &, which
were introduced by Cornarius,
are anticipated in the simple
enumeration &, 8vo, etc. They
do not occur in the Bodleian
or any other MS.

10. Odkoby ép’ éxdorns Néfews
mdvra 74 ¢ elpikapev;] So far
the MSS. give a meaning per-
fectly clear and natural. The
words which follow are not so
clear. The only way in which
it seems possible to construe
them as they stand in the
MSS., viz. mdAw & oddév Aéyoper
Td mdvra Néyovres, is by laying
an unnatural stress on & in
obdév. ¢ Again, while we speak
of all (in the plural), is there
no ome thing of which we
speak ¥ This is brought out
more distinctly by C. F. Her-
mann’sco T

In my
posed to
wd\w, Bu
be retaine:

Els 8¢ Tad
carr’ &y a
D : oA\
I now thi

solution is to suppose mar to
have dropped out from its simi-
larity to mdAw. H. Schmidt
justly observes that this line
of conjecture is more logical
than that followed by Heindorf
and others, who substitute the
awkward expression nav r& &
for wdvra va é in the previous
line. ‘Do we not repeat some-
thing when we say ra mdvra’
is not a satisfactory sense.
The present passage is one in
which a reader of Plato will
expect extreme clearness and
minuteness of logical sequence.
And to put mav ra & in the
beginning of the argument
would be to assume bluntly
that which it is intended to
prove, viz. that an aggregate
may be regarded as one thing.
‘With this object it is neces-

But can we
go so far as
to distin-
guish All,
in the sin-
gular, from
All in the
plural ¢

It is evi-
dent that
¢all of six’
is the same
a8 ‘all six.”
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2Q. akw &, *mav ovdéev Aéyouev Ta Tavra

Aéyovres ;

OEAL ’Avayxy.

5 2Q.°H d\lo e ) Ta é€;

OEAIL. Ouvdév.

Q. Tavrov dpa év ye Tois doa €€ dpluob éori,
~ \ o
T0 T€ TAY TPOTAYOPEYOMEY KAl TO ATAVTA ;

OEAIL. daivera.

10

Q. Qe &) mepi avradv Aéywuev. o6 Tov AGpov

aplfuos kai To wADpov Tadrov: 7 yap;

OEAI. Nai.

2Q. Kai o Tob aradiov &) acavres.

OEAI. Nal

six” (in the plural). Again,
in speaking of all, in the
singular, is there nothing
which we express?’ ¢There
must be’ ‘And is not this
six ¥’ ¢Yes.' But there is need-
less obscurity in the logical in-
version by which, after reason-
ing from the number, we should
then reason fo it. The required
sequence is restored by read-
ing as in the text. The pas-
sage may then be rendered,
‘Have we not, then, in each
expression, spoken of all the
six? ¢Yes! ¢But again,
while speaking of them all, is
there no one thing all of
which we express?’ ¢There

must be’ ¢And is that any-
thing but the six? ¢ No-
thing” This gives much

greater force to the inference
here and in E. Compare with
the resumption of the previous
admission in & wdvra Aéyovres,
Soph. 238 E: Olxoiv 76 ye

elvas mpoodmrew metpdpevos évav-
ria Tois wpbolfev heyov; Paiver,
Ti 3¢ ; Tolro Wpogdwraw ody bs
&l Bieheydunv; After dvdyxn,
we must understand =av T
Aéyew. Compare Symp. 192
E: 0i8 & els éfapvmbein . . . .
d\XN’ oloir’ dv (sc. mids Tis), kT
alib. The reasoning of Parm.
144 C may be advantageously
compared. See also Aristot.
Poet. 1451 a. And for the
abrupt form of the question
with od8év.cp. Gorg. 474 D:
T{ 8¢ 768¢; & xak& wdvra. . .
els obdév dmo\émowv kalels ékdo-
ToTe Kald ;

7. Tadrov... ﬂpoaa‘yopn';opeg
‘We give the names nav an
wdvra to the same thing.’

10, Aéyoper] Several MSS,
have Aéyopev. If Aéyoper is
right, it refers, not to the
present sentence, but to the
argument which it introduces
about the relation of parts to
a whole.
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3Q. Kai pgv kai 6 Tob arparomédov ye kai To

’ ’ \ ~ 7 \
oTparomedov, kal mavTa TG TOWITE OMOILS 3 O Yap

) \ ~ \ A -~ o 3 A ) ’
aptﬂ;l.os Tas TO OV AV €EKAOTOV AUTWY €OTLV,

©OEAI. Nal.

2Q. ‘O 8¢ ékdorawv apluos pdy dANo Tt ) puépn 5

’
EéaTiy

P. 205.

OEAIL Ouvdev.

3Q. “Oca dpa éxer uépn, éx pepdv av € ;

OEAIL. Palverac.

3Q. Ta & ye wavra uépn 10 wav elvar opoAoyet- 1o

¥ \ e ~ 3 \ \ ~ ¥
Tau, €imep kal 0 was aplfpos To TAY ETTOUL.

©EAI Ovrws.

3Q. To 3Xov dp’ ovk éoTw éx pepov. wav yep

A LA \ ’ A /’
av €, Ta TAVTA OV UEPT).

OEAIL. Oux éokev.

L]
Q. Mépos & éo6 érov dAXov éoriv Smep éoriv

A ~ o
7) TOU 0Aov

O©EAI. Toi wavros ye.

Q. Avdpikés ye, @ Oeairnre, pdye. TO MAY O

3 o \ b4 ~ LY ~ ~ 3 ?
ovx oTay [1.178611 amy), AUTO TOUTO AV €0T W,

2. 6 yap dpibpés] L.e. 6 dpibpds
mas éxdorov éori 16 by way éxacrov.
‘The number of each taken
altogether is each real thing
taken altogether,” or ‘each
taken altogether so far as it
exists.” Stallbaum’s conjecture,
éxdorou, would be more con-
venient, but we cannot venture
to say that éxacrov is wrong.
70 bv .. éaorov==_éxaarov, § EoTwv.
Cp. Rep. 6. 490 B: Airod &
forw éxdorov Tis ¢Ploews. It
must be admitted, however,
that the text becomes more
uncertain in the last few pages
of the dialogue.

5. 0 8¢ éxdorav dpifuds] The

word dpifpds implies plurality.
Hence éxdorov, unless it is cor-
rupt. 'We are now reasoning
from singular to plural, as be-
fore from plural to singular.

10. Spoloyeirar] dpohdynrar, the
reading of T, is of nearly equal
authority.

16. Mépos & &6 Srov. . ov]
Cp. Parm. 147 C, Soph. 245 A.

19. "Avdpucids pdye:] Viz. for the
éais he has chivalrously taken
up, 204 B: Hapaxuwdveior Aéyo
ére érepov,

20. aird Toiro mav éorl] Is this
very thing all, just as above,
éariv dmep éoriv. wav, being pre-
dicate, does not-need the article.

But all
(plural)im-
plies num-
ber, and
numberim-
plies parts.

Therefore
all (singu-
lar)alsoim-
plies parts.

Therefore
if all (sin-
gular) and
the whole
are differ-
ent, the
whole is
without
parts.

But this
is absurd.



‘We cannot
therefore
view the
whole as
different
from the
all. But, if
the whole
is all the
parts, the
complex,
if distinct
from its
elements,
is not the
whole of
which they
are the

parts.

I0
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Q. “OAov 8¢ ob Tadrov Tobro éaTas, 05 av um-

~ \ ~ A ~ o
Sapy undév amoarary; ob & av amoorary, ovre dAov

olfre wav, apa yevopevov éx Tob abTod TO AUTO ;
5 OEAL Aokel pow viv ovdév Swagpépew mav e Kal

oAov.

S A 3\ 7 o @ A ’ L ] \ v
2Q. Ovkotv éAéyouer orL o0 av uépn 17, T0 0Aov
~ \ /’ L4
T€ Kal TV Ta WAVTA WEPT) EGTAL

©EAL Ilaw ye.

3Q. HaAw &), dmep dpre émexeipovy, ovk, elmep 7

ovAAaB) W) Ta aTOLKEW €TTW, AvayK) aVTIY 1) OS

P 205.

/’ ¥ € ~ \ ~ * \ ~
pépn éxew éavri)s Ta aToLKElm, ) TaVTOV oDoaY avTOlS B
S
opolws éxelvols yvwoTny elvau ;

OEAI. Obros.

2. 'Okov"l| To be taken pre-
dicatively, like nay immediately
above.

3. olire 8\ov obre mav] Se.
éora yevdpevor, ¢ Will have be-
come at once not-whole and
not-all.’

4. dpa yevbpevov, x.f.)\.] ¢ Be-
ing changed in the same in-
stant from forms which are
identical to other forms which
are likewise identical.

éx 70b abrod] Viz. fhov=0ol
&v pndév dmoorarfj=mav.

75 abré] Viz. ody dhov=od
wav.

‘Both equally lose their en-
tirety of nature.” (Jowett.)

7. ééyoper] The argument is
resumed from 204 A: “Ort od
&v § pépn, 76 \ov dvdyxn Ta mavra
pépy elvas.

10. Hd\ew 8y . . dvdyrn| ¢ Then
I may repeat, what I was try-
ing to suggest a little while
ago, that if the syllable is dis-
tinct from the letters, they are

not its parts; else, if they are,
it must be indistinguishable
from them, and no more know-
able than they are’ In fact
it was shown that the know-
ledge of the letters was a con-
dition of syllables being known.
Supr. 203 D, 204 A: Hpoyiyvé-
okew Ta orotxeia dmaga dvayxn TG
péXhovri more yvdoesbar gvAha-
Biv, . . obkotv pépn abrijs ob Bet
elvar. .

12. ) radrdv odoav alrois dpolws
éxelvois yvooriy elvar] For the
turn of the sentence compare
Rep. 6. 490 A: ‘Hyeiro & ailrd, el
vp éxes, mporov pév d\pbewa, fv
Sidkewy adrév mdvreos kal mdvry
&e §) dhdfowe Bvre pndapf pereivar
Pdogopias dAnbuwis. Ib. 503 A :
"ENéyopey &, el pympoveves, Seiv . .
10 ddypa roiro pir’ év mévors pir
év pdBois . . paiveabar éxBalhoy-
tas ) Tov dduvaroivra dmoxpiréoy.
Ib. 7. 525 B: Awr 13 Tijs odaias
dnréov elvar yevéoews éfavadivre
#) pndémore Noyroricg yevéabus,
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~ ~ L4 \ .4 ~
3Q. Oukodv TovTo va uy yevnTaL, €Tepov avTd®Y

avryy é9éueba ;
©EAI. Nal

3Q. T &; € uy Ta oroeia ovANaBijs pépn  Anditesn

have no

» ’ LA L4 ’y ¥ L) ~ a ’ Id 1]
éoriv, éxas dAN' drro. eimeiv, G puépy pév €Tt GUA- 5  other parts.
Aafis, ov pévror aToixela ¥ éxeivns ;

OEAL Obdauds. € yip, & Sdrpares, pdpia rav-
NS TUYyXwpolny, yeloioy wov T& gTotxeln GPévTa én

aAa évau.

3Q. Mavrdrao: &), @ Ocairyre, kara Tov Vv 10 Therefore
’ ’ Y N A W it can have
Aoyov pia Tis i0éa apépioros ovAAaBy av €. no parts.

OEAI. "Eowev.

2Q. Méumoos odv, & pie, ore SAiyov év T  But that

which has

’ F) ’ (4 ’ 3 14 -4 ~ .
mwpoolev amedexoueba nyovuevor €6 Aéyedlou 8ri T@OY  no partsis

uncoms

TpoTRY 0Kk € Adyos, é£ v Ta dAAa oUyKeTat, 15 pounded,

i.e. anele-

\ /7 \
dwrt avro kal’ avro ékaorov €l dovvlerov, kai oV0¢  ment, and

therefore

3 \ 3 A S ~ ¥ ’ 3~
TO €wat 'ﬂ'fpl. avTov op0w9 GXOL 7Tp00' ¢€p0VT a €L7T€ll/, (by our hy-

potheis)

L3 \ ~ e 4 Y > ’ 4 \

0U0¢ TO TOUTO, DS €TEpa Kal AAAOTPIA AEYOMUEVR, KOL  unknown.
[ 4 \ e s /7 ¥ ’ \ ¥ » N\ ~

adrn On 7 aiTia aAoyov T€ Kal dyvwaToV aUTO TOLOL; .

OEAI. Méumpa.

20

s ~
2Q. ’H odv dAAy 1is 9 adry 7 diria ToD povo-
’ ’
€edés T Kal auEPLOTOY abTo €lvar; éyd pcv yap ovy

0pd dAAY.

11, ovMaBj] The absence of
the article marksourfamiliarity
with the word, and also gives
it a certain indefiniteness: as
in the expression wdavrwy pérpov
dvbpomos. Cp. Rep. 2. 369 B:
Téyveras Tolyov . . wokis . . émeuds,
k. T. A,

21. *H ofv &\ is] ‘And is
not this same thing (viz. that
it is uncompounded) the cause
of its having a simple form
without parts?’

The same cause makes it to
be unknowable and without
parts. Therefore if the ‘syl-
lable’ or complex is without
parts, it must be unknowable. .
Bonitz obiect: = T ' - -f
thi
is
rea
by
Fo
cp.




ITAATQNOZ=
EAIL Ov yap odv &) paiverac.

~ \ ’ \
Q. Oikodv €is Tavrov éumemrwkey 7 avAiafy)
S ’ \ ¥ \
€kelvg, €imep pépn TE i) ExeL Kal pia éoTiv

EAIL Iavramact pev odv.

Q. Ei pév dpa moda groxeia 7 cvAAafBy) éoTe

Aoy T, yép’q & aﬁs' Taﬁ'ra, opoiws af T€ guA-

i yuwa'-rac Kal pnrau Kal TQ OTOLXEl, e7rem-ep T2

a pépn 7¢ 8Agp TavTov épary.

EAL Kau paAa. u

Q. Ei & ye & 7€ xal auepés, opolws pev ovA-

’ e ’ \ ~ ¥ 14 \ ¥

I, @cavTws 06 aToLXeloy AAOYOV TE Kal dyVRaTOV:

p avmy) airia wovjoel avTe TowDTA.

EAL Oik éow dAos elmetv.

Q. Tobro pév dpa py drodexdueda, ds av Aéyn

\afBnv uév yvwaTov kai pyrov, oToixelov 8¢ Tov-
v.

EAIL. My yap, éimep ¢ Adyep mefoueba.

Q. Ti& ad; Tobvavriov Aéyovros ap’ ob paA-

A ] 7, 3 ° 3 N\ ’ ~ > -~

av amodéfato é£ Gy avros gvvorha cavrgp év 1)

, ’

ypappuaroy pabnoe ;

EAI. To moiov;

Q. Qs ovdév dAdo pavfavev derélecas 7) Ta
~ £ ~ ¥ /’ / \

XEloL €v T€ T7) e OLayryvOaKew TeLpuevos Kal

P. 205,

Pp- 206.

eldos] Used here without

nce to the sense in which

mrs above. Cp. 148 D:

et wepihaBetv,

fvic_;] ‘Se. ¢ TdY mWpTRY
eindorf. Rather éxd-

by wpdﬂwv. Cp. wepi adrod,

I aqroBexnmsGa, 8s & )«eyn]
his common use of 8s dv
ut antecedent cp. esp.

Soph. Ant. 35: AN 85 &v Tov-
Tov 1¢ 8pd, | povor mpoxeiobas 3y~
péhevaTov év méker.

16. -yvamrév] &yvaorov Bodl.
pr. sed @ erasum.

23. ‘Qs oddéy @o] ¢That in
learning you continued doing
nothing else but endeavounng
to distinguish, etc.’ Cp Men.

80 A : "0t od3év d\No ) abrds Te

dmopets,
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p. 206. € T} axoy) avto kal avro ékagrov, Wa uy 7 Géois
g€ TaparTol Aeyoputvov Te kai ypadopuvov.
- ©EAL ’AMjféorara Aéyes.

3Q. 'Ev & xilbepiorod TeAéws pepabpkévos poy SO
BdAo T 1) 70 76 POoyye éxdore Stvaclas érako-5 i viay
Aovleiv, wolas xopdijs € & &) orotxeia was Gy opo- B
Aoyraee povaikns Aéyeala ;
OEAIL Ouvdév dAXo.
3Q. "Qv pev dp’ avroi éumeipol égpey oToielwy  From this

~ -~ \ ’ it appears
kai ovAAaPav, € Ol amo TovTwy Tekpalpealar Kal 1o that the

» \ v [N ~ ’ , , element is
€ls Ta AAAQ, TOAV TO TV OTOLXELWY YEVOS €VAPYE-  more

’ \ ~ ) ’ \ , known
oTépav TE TNV YVvOTW EXew (roouer Kal KUPLWTEPAY  than the
~ ~ \ \ ~ ’ o ’ syllable,
T TUAAafBns wpos TO AaBely TeAéws €KAOTOV fa-  the simple
\ 37 ~ \ \ ’ ¥ than thee
Onpa, kat éav Tis pn ovAAaByy pév yvwoTov, dyve-  compler.

\ / ~ e 7 A ¥ 7
aTov O¢ meukévar aTotelov, EkovTa 7 drovra Tailew 15

e 14 s /7
ynooued avrov.

15. ékdvra § dxovra maifew]
‘ That he is either playing with
us, or talking nonsense.’

The tendency of the present
passage is to rise from the con-
ception of elementary objects
of sense (simple ideas of sensa-
tion) to that of abstract ideas,
(universals, predicables), as the
true elements of Knowledge.

Cp. Ar. Met. 1 a, 995 b:
Iérepov al dpxal kal Ta aroixeia
t& yévm éorww ) els 4 diupeirar
évvrdpyovra éxacrov.

This may be illustrated from
the frequent use by Plato of
the example of letters, elemen-
tary sounds, etc., to represent
the Ideas and the mode of be-
coming acquainted with them.

The following passage,—
Rep. 3. 402,—is an instance
of this :—

“Qomep dpa . . ypappdrov mép
tére ixavds €ixopev, Gre T& oTOL-

xela py) NavBdvor fpds S\iya dvra
é&v dmaow ols éorl mepupepopeva,
xal o’ év opipd ofir’ év peyard
Aripdfopey adrd, bs od déo alofd-
vegbar, dAN& mavraxoi mwpodbupoi=
pebda Sayryvdokew, os ob mwpbrepov
éaduevor ypapparikol mplv olTws
Eowpev. "ANnbij. Oixodw kal eixd-
vas ypappdrov, e wov i) év Udagw
i év xarémrpois éudaivowro, ob
mpbrepov yvwodpeba, mpw &v abra
yviopey, AN’ o Tijs abrijs Téxvms
Te kai peéms; mavrdmaot pév ody,
*Ap’ ody, & Néyw, mpds Bedv, olrws
o08¢ povoikol mpdrepov éadueba,
ofire abrol, ofire obs Papéy fuiv
waBevréov elvas Tods Ppilaxas, mp
&v ra Tijs coppoaivys €idn kal dv-
3pelas xai é\evbepidryros Kkal peya=
Aompeneias kal Goa rovrey dBehpa
kal Td rovrwv ul évavria Tavrayod
mepipepipeva yrapi{wperai évivra
év ols évearw alobavidpeba xai alra
kai elxdvas adrov, kal pire év opi-
Kkpols pijre €v peyalois dripd{wpey,

Q2



This need
not, how-
ever, affect
the truth of
our third
answer.
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ITAATQNOZ

OEAI. Kowdyp p.ev odv.
Q. 'AMa 877 TOUTOV y.ev ére kav au\)\au ¢aueteuc
amodeifeis, ds éuol Soker TO 8¢ mpokeipevoy u) ém-
Aafipeda 8 avra idetv, & T &7 wore kai Aéyerar TO

A& rijs adriis oldpeba réxvys el-
var kal pelérys;
At the same time it is hinted

’ that the sensible elements, sofar

as each of them can be regarded
as one individual thing, are also
objects of Knowledge.

Cp. Ar. Met. 14,994 b: "Ent
78 émioracba dvaipoiow of olrws
Néyovres (viz. Td dmespov \.) od yip
oldv re eldévar mpiv f) els Ta dropa

€\letv.

To resume the argument
from 201. Thextetus has
heard it said that true opinion
with a reason was knowledge:
and that nothing which had
not a reason could be known.
This reminds Socrates of a
theory which said that of the
elements (or alphabet) of things
no account could be given—
they could only be named.
But of their combinations an
account could be given, and
these could be known. Know-
ledge according to this consists
in being able to give an account
of anything. This, however,
may be true, and yet the theory
on which we have based it may
be unsound. Testing this by
the example of letters, we find
that of the syllable ow' an ac-
count can be given (it can be
analysed), but not of its con-
stituents o and o. But is the
syllable known, the letter un-
known? If so, in what way are
we to conceive of the syllable ¢
As all the letters? How then
can I know them all, and yet

none singly? Or is it a simple
unity formed out of them? It
cannot then be related to them
a8 a whole to its parts,—unless
we can establish a distinction
between whole and all. But
all (singular) cannot be distin-
guished from all (plural); and
this, containing all the parts,
can scarcely be distinguished
from the whole. Hence whole
and all are indistinguishable.
Therefore either the syllable has
parts, and, consisting of things
unknown, must be itself un-
known; or, not having parts,it
is uncompounded, and therefore
itself, according to the theory,
unknown. But our own me-
mory ought to teach us that
we first learnt to knmow the
letters, and then the syllables
and combinations of them.

Though thetheoryis rejected,
we gain through criticising it
the notion of a complex whole.

2, kdv d\\at cpaveiev dmodeif-
eis] The train of thought here
broken off is resumed in the
Sophist, where the doduara iy
aretreated aselements,and com-
binations of them are shown
to be possible; also in the ad-
mission of @drepov. Cp. Phileb.

4. 8 7 &) . . yeyovévai] There
is here a beginningof the formal
or pedantic rhythm which is
more common in the Sophist,
Politicus, and Philebus. Indeed
the manner of Socrates in this
part of the Thewmtetus bears
a close resemblance to that of
the Eleatic Stranger,
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P. 206. pera 8ofns aAnfods Adyov mpooyevouevor TV TeAe-

wTaATNY émaTHUnY Yyeyovéva,

O©EAIL. Ovuvkoiv xpn opav.

2Q. Dépe &y, i wore PBovAerar Tov Adyov fuiv
onpalvew ; oy yap & i pot Soxel Adyew.

OEAIL Towv 87;

p 32Q. To uév wpodrov € dv o Tv avrod Sidvoway -

> -~ ~ \ ~ \ e , \
€upavn Towv O pwvns pera pnuarev TE kal ovo-
’ o E] 4 A o \ 14
parov, oomep es karomrpov ) Vowp T Sofav
~ 4 A
ékTvmovpevor eis Ty Sux ToD gToparos poqy. 1) 0V
-~ ~ ’ 3
dokel ot TO TowovTOY AdYos €lvau ;
OEAL “Epotye. Tov yoiv adro Spovra Aéyew

daué.

~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~
2Q. Oukody Tovro ye mwas mowev Svvaros Garrov
A ’ \ 3 ’ ! ~ \ ¢ 7
7) axoAaiTepov, TO évdelEacOu ! Sokel mepl éxdaTov
L] ~ L3 \ bl \ E.) \ 3 3 ~ \ o o
avTQ, 0 un) €veos N KoPos am apxns: Kol 0UTGS GooL
\ ’ ’ \ \ ’ ~
& 7t 0pfov Sofalovar, mavres avrd pera Adyov Pavovy-
¥ \ s ~ ¥ E) \ ’ \ i3
Tar éxovres, kai ovdapov érv opby Sofa ywpis ém-

TS yeviaeTaL.
OEAL ’AAyé5.

2Q. My rolvvy padios karayyvéokouer o un-

4. i more Bovheras] The sub-
Ject is either 6 raira Aéyav (cp.
infr. E: Tév dmopnuduevoy émi-
orquny 8 viv oxomoiper), or ¢

Xdyos, viz. T perd 8éfns dAnbois

Xéyov mpooyevdpevoy Ty Tehewrd-
™Y émaTipny yeyovévar,

Tév Adyov . . onpaivew] Id. qu.
7ov Aoyov elmdw anpaivew. ¢ What
are we to understand by the
term Aéyos?’ Three meanings
are put forward as possible:
(1) Expression in words. (2)
Analysis. (3) Definition.

9. domep els xdromrpov] Cp.
Phileb. 38 D: Kdv ris ¥y’ alrg

mapjj, Td te mpds avrdy pnbévra

évreivas els Puviy mpds Tov ma-
pévra adra tavra &v wd\w POéy-
fairo, kal Néyos 8y yéyovev olrws
& rére 86Lav éxahoipuev;

10. éxrvmotpevor] ¢ Imaging.
Cp. the saying of Democritus,
Adyos &pyov oxuf.

For mijv 8ia Tov ordparos pony
cp. Tim. 45 E: Td 8¢ Néywv vapa
&w péov kal dmmperoiv Ppoviae:
kd\\iorov kai dpiaTov mwdvrwy va-
pdrov.  Soph. 263 E.

14. Odkoiw] Ven. II. and an-
other MS. give odkoiv ad.

21. karayryvéorwper] ¢ Accuse
in our minds.’

6 ppdév] ¢ Nothing at all’

‘What is

meant
5 initby
‘giving an
account ?’
One of
three
things.
Either,
IIL a. The
reflexion of
thought in
speech.

But this is
not peculiar
to those

who know.

20



Or, II1. B.
The enu-
meratioh of
the elemen-
parts
me come
plex whole,
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& ~
Sév elpnkévar TOV amodmvapevov émoTiunY & VOV P. 206.
~ 2 \ [ ’ ] ~ 3 \
okomobuer. lows yap 6 Aéywv ob ToiTo éNeyer, dAAG
\ ;] ’ a4 \ 3 \ } ] ’
70 épwrnlévra T ékaorov Suvaroy elvar TNV amokp-
\ ~ ~ ~ 7’
ow 81z TGV oToLKElwY amodotval TG EPOUEVE.
3
5 OEAIL Oilov 1 Aéyeis, & Zaxpares ;
’ ’ \
3Q. Olov xai ‘Holobos mepl apalns Aéyee 70
\ A
éxarov & 1e dovpad apalys. a éyw pev ovk av
~ 3 \ \ ~
Svvaiuny eimetv, oipar 8¢ ovdeé avr aAX’ ayampuey
A > Ié o 7 3 [ 4 y ¥ t] ~
av épwrnlévres & 1 éorw apafa, € Exotpev eimetv

10 TPOX0i, dfwy, *meprepla, dvrvyes, (vyov.
OEAL Ilavv pév odv.

3Q. ‘0 & ye lows olor’ dv nuds, Gomep av To
oov dvoua épwrnlévras Kkal GmOKpIOUEVOUS KaT
avAAaBiy, yeloiovs elvar, opdds pév Sofaovras xals

’ a 4 ) ’ \ 5 \ 3
15 A€yovTas & A€YOUEY, OloUEVOUS O€ YPouUaTIKOVS €lvaL

\ ¥ \ ’ ~ \ ~
Kkal éxew Te kal Aéyew ypapparikds Tov Tod Oear-
/’
TT0V dvouaros Adyov. To & ovk elvar émaTnuOVLS

i. e. ‘ utter nonsense.’ Cp. supr.
180 A: "Hrrov. .. # 70 undé.
Tim. 77 B: & . . voi péreors 78
pndév.  This is better than to
take the article with the infini-
tive, because the sense passes
on more smoothly from xaray:-
yvbdokopev, than if this word
were used quite absolutely.

Otherwise expressed, p3 . . .
Kkarayiyvookwopey Tov . . dropnya-
peévov, bs 76 undév elpnrev.

3. 70 épwmbévra, k.r\.] This
is suggested (patevricas) by the
preceding argument (206 A B).

6. Olov xai “Haiodos] Op. et
D. 454: ®not & dump ¢ppévas
dveds mhlacbar dpagav,|vimos,
ob8¢ 76 old’, &arov 8¢ re Solpal

ifns.

Cp. Arist. Met. 2. 3. 998b:
“Etepos & &oras & 3ud Tév yevaw
dpuopds kal & Nywv € Sv EoTw

éwmapxdvrov,

10. *imeprepia] The MSS,
have meprnpia, or Imepripia.

12. ‘0 8¢y lows olor’ &y pds]
& 8, sc. 6 Néyov, supr. The
apodosis is deferred, as is often
the case when an illustration
has been introduced with &o-
mep. It is resumed with Ofrw
roivwv.  Cp. Rep. 3. 402 A:
“Qomwep dpa . . ypappdrev wépt . .
TAp' ody, § Aéyw, mpds Bedw, otras
ovdé povaikol, k...

14. yeholovs elvas(sc. oioiro) be-
longs equally to the protasis
and to the suppressed apodosis.
Cp., for a similar interweaving
of the illustration with the case
illustrated, supr. 147 A C.

17. 76 & ok elvac] ¢ Whereas,
he would say, it is impossible.’
Cp. 157 B: To & ob &, and
note.

p. 207.
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QN ’ \ A \ ~ 4 \ ~
P. 207. 0U0er Aeyew, mplv Gv Oux TGV TTOLXElWY pETA TS

~ ’ N ~
aAnBois Sofns Ekaorov mepaivy Tis, dmep Kal év Tois

mpocbev wov éppnbn.
O©EAIL. ’Eppnfn yap.

3Q. Oro tolvvv kal mepl apalns nuds pev op- s
\ ¥ 14 \ \ \ ~ 3 \ 3 14 ’
Onv éxew dofav, Tov 8¢ dur TGV éxarov éxelvov Suvd-
~ 3 ~ \ b ’ ’ ~
c pevov OweAbetv avrns Ty ovaiav, wpooAaBovra TovTo,
Aoyov Te mpogelAndévar T aAnfer Sofpy kai dvrl
SofaaTiko Texvikov Te Kal émioTipove mepl auafns
’ \
ovoias yeyovevar, dux oTolelwy TO SAov Tepavavra. 1o
~ ~ 9
OEAI. Ovkoiv b Soket aor, & Zdkpares 3
~ ~ ’ \
2Q. Ei gol, & éraipe, dokel, kal amodexe Ty diz
’ ’ \ ¢ 7 ’ 35 \ \
aroxeiov SiéEodov mepl ékdaTov Adyov elvaw, THv O¢
kara ovAAaBas 7 kol kata peilov ért aloyiav, TovTo
14 ~
D pot Aéye, W' avro émiokomwdpuey. 15
’
OEAIL 'AXa mavv amodéxopau.
4 5 ~
3Q. Ilorepov fyovuevos émaripova elvar ovrivoty
oTovody, brav TO avTo OT¢ pEv Tov avrod Sok) avT®
3 \ \ o A \ o ~ 3 ~ \ \
elvou, ToT€ O€ €Tepov, 7) Kal OTav TOU aUTOU TOTE uEV
érepov, Tore O¢ érepov Sofaly ; 20
\
OEAIL. Ma A? ok &ywye.
5 > A~ 3 ~ -~ ’
2Q. Eira auvnuovets év ) 16y ypoppuarov pe-
4 9 3 \ ’ \ \ ¥ ~
Onoew kar’ apxas oavrov T kal Tovs dAAovs Opdvras

> 4
avra ;

OEAL *Apa Aéyes Tijs adrijs avAdaBijs Tore pév 25

2. & Tois mpbobev] 206 A:
‘Qs ot 8évdAdo pavbdvwvdieréheaas,
kT A

11. €3] Sc. olecfa, from olor’
dy, supr. A.

12. Elgol] el is interrogative,
depending on Toiré po Aéye.

15. airé] ¢ Your answer.’

17. Dérepov, k.r\.] Cp. Soph.
228 A,

18. 75 aimd éré pév . .] E.g.
thinking = to be the first letter
both of ¢ and fe. For the
construction cp. Phed. 59 A,
supr. 192 D.

19. 7ob abroi Toré pév] E. g.
thinking the first letter of e
at one time 6, at another 7.

24. abrd] “What I heve
scribed.’



l1)3::f I may
form
this
rightly in
the case of
Themtetus’
name, and
et mistake
in the first
syllable of
'heodorus’,
though it is
the same
in both.
This is not
to know the
syllable.
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érepov, Toré O¢ érepov Tryovpévovs  ypduua, Kal TO p. 207.

3 N\ \ \ t] \ ’ Lo\ o ¥
aUTO TOTE eV €ls TNV TPOTTIKOVT AV, TOTE O €is AAARY

Tilévras auAlaPiy;
Q. Taira Aéyo.

5 OEAIL Ma A7 ov roivuv auvnuovd, ovdé yé o

nyovpa émioracbar Tovs

- 3Q. Tiodv; 8rav év 7¢ Tolovre katpp Oeairnrov
ypadov Tis Oijra kal € olpral T Seiv ypdpew Kal

3 ¥
oUTWS €XOVTAS.

ypaym, kai ab Oeodwpov émiyeipdy ypaew Tab kal p.208.

~ b4
10 ¢l olyral Te Seiv ypadew xal ypaym, ap émioracba
/ \ \ ~ ’
rjTopEy QUTOY TV TPETIY TOV VUETEPWY OVOUATWY

avAlaBiy ;
OEAL ’AMN dpr:
&ovra pme eidévas,
15

[ / \ [ 4
OMOAOYNTOMEY TOV OUT®S

2Q. KolAve odv ¢ kal mepl Ty devrépav cvAAa-

\ \ ’ \ 4 o ¥ \ s 7
ﬁ‘)]l’ Kat TPLT?]V Kat Terap'n;l/ ovTWS EXGLP TOV QUTOV §

OEAIL. Ouvdev ye.

2Q. ’Ap’ odv Tore T e aroxelov Sié€odov

éxwv ypaer Oeairyrov pera dpbis 8okns, drav é&ns

20 ypicy ;
OEAIL. Ajiov &).

-

- 2Q. Ovkoiv ére avemoriuwy Gv, opfa 8 Sofa- B

$ov, ds pauév;
OEAIL. Nai.

7. év..xaip] Se. kar’ dpyas
Tijs TOV ypappdrov pabicews.

I47. OU8év 'yc] Sc.  kwldet.
¢ Certainly not.” ye assents to
the meaning of the question.
Cp. Phil. 38 A: 098¢ ye. aAX'
dmep drotw Aéyo.

18. "Ap’ oy, k... “Soc. Then
in writing out correctly the
word Theaetetus, he will do so
not only with right opinion,
but with command of the enu-

meration of elements; will he
not? ZTh. Clearly he will,
Soc. And that while still without
knowledge, though with right
opinion. Is not that what we
say? Th. Yes. Soc. And yet
with definition added to right
opinion,, For he wrote with
command of the way through
the elements; and this we ad-
mitted to be knowledge.’




P. 208.
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Q. Adyov ye éxov pera opbis Sofns. v yap
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Sz Tob aroxelov 60ov éxwy Eypagev, v 81 Adyov

opoloynaauev.
OEAL ’AAyfy.

3Q. "Eorw dpa, & éraipe, pera Adyov opby Sofa,
N otmew Oel émaTiuny KaAety.

OEAI. Kuwdvvever.

£ - ’ r
3Q. "Ovap 87, ds éowkev, émovriaapey oinfevres
L4 \ 1] ’ 3 ’ ’ A 4
exew Tov aAnbégrarov emoTnuns Aoyov. 1) UNT®
~ ~ \ ~
KaTTYopduey ; lows yap oV ToUTO TiS aUTOV OpleLTad,
~ ~ <
¢ aAAa 70 Aourov €dos TV TPUOV, WV &v ye' Tt é'(pap.ev
’ ’ \ s ’ [3 ’ ’ 3
Aoyov Ofjaeafou Tov émaTiuny oplopevor Sofav elva

opOyv pera Adyov.

OEAI. ’Opfis vméuwmaas: éryap &v Aourov. 7o

\ \ 9 ’ i) ~ o ! \ 9
pev yap 7y Oavolas év Povy womep €ldwAov, T0 O
¥ \ \ ’ [ X3 3 N\ \ o \ \ \
apre Aexfev Oia aroryeiov 0dos €mt TO 6Aov: To O€ Oy

14 ’ ’
TPLTOV TL AéYels ;

\ ¥
2Q. “‘Omep dv oi moAdol eimowey, T0 €Xew TL O7)-
~ ’ ~ ° ~ [3 4 / \ 3 7/
uetov eimely ¢ TOY amavrov Supeper To épwrndéy.
» ’ -~
©EAL Olov riva tivos éxets pot Aoyov eimetv ;
¥
p  3Q. Olov, € BovAel, pAiov mépL ikavov olpal ao

8. "Ovap . . émhovrijoaper] Cp.
Polit. 277 D: Kudwele yap
fpdyékaaros olov dvap elds dravra,
nwdvr’ al wd\w damep Tmap dyvo-
ewv. 278 E: "va Smap dvr’ dvei-
paros futv yiymrae. Lys. 218 C.
The expression is proverbial,
and there is no distinct refer-
ence to the ‘ dream’ of Socrates.
supr. 201 D.

9. émorhuns Néyov]| Adyos is
used here in a double sense.
(1) ¢ Definition of Knowledge.’
Cp. 148 D: ‘Esi Nyg nmpoceumeiv,
(2) That ‘account’ of a thing
which (with right opinion) con-
stitutes Knowledge. The play

of words may be preserved:
‘when we thought we had
found the most indubitable
“account” concerning Know-
ledge.’

10. mis] Viz. the nameless
author of our theory.

18. "Omep &v ol moAhol elmorev]
The two former were inferences
from different meanings of Aé-
yew;—to express’ and ‘to enu-
merate.” See 206 D: Tov yoiv
alro Spdvra Néyew Papév,

20. lkavdy. .dmodéfacbai] ¢ Suf-
ficient to obtain your assent.’
dmodéfacfar is an epexegetic
infinitive.

wn

bt

5

20

Or, lastly,
IIL 4. The
power of
adding a
mark which
distin-
guishes it
from all
other
things. I.e.
Definition
by the cha-
racteristic
difference,
or by the



sum of the
distinctive
elements,

Even this
disappoints

us on a
nearer
view.
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3 ) 2, L4 \ ’ ’ 13 ~ \
elvar amodéEaabar, i O Aaumporarov éaTi TGV Kata p. 208.
TOV 0Dpavov iovTwy Tepl yiv.

OEAL Ilaw uév odv. -
Q. AoBe 8 ob xdpw eipnrac. éori 8¢ mep dpre

N\ /7 (4 ¥ \ \ e 2 A ’

5 €Xéyopev, ws apa v daPopay ékaarov av AauBavys
7 Tév EAwy Sapeper, Adyov, s Paci Twes, A

o A ~ N sy 2 s 7 ’ »
éos & av kowod Twos éPamry, ékelvoy mépt aou éoTou
0 Adyos &v av 1) koworys 7).

OEAI. Mavfavw: kai pot Soxel kadds exew Adyov E
10 TO TOLOUTOV K€LV,
a ~ ~ ~
2Q. “Os & av per’ opdis Soéns mepl orovody TV
ovrov Ty Supopav TGV dAAwy wpogAdfy aiTod,
emoTHUwY Yeyovws €ortar ob mporepov fv Sofa-
,
arys.
15 OEAL ®auév ye ujv otrws.
3Q. Niv 8jra, & Ocalryre, Tavraraow &ywye
emedy) €yyvs Gomep orwypapiuaros yéyova Tob
4 4 s QN ’ ;4 \ 4
Aeyopévov, Evvinu 0vdé aukpor: Ews O adeaTirn
’ > ’ ’ ’ /
mwoppwbev, épaivers Ti po Aéyeafou.
20 ©EAL Ilés 7{ rovro;
3Q. Ppaow, éav oios Te yévopar. opbny éywye p. 209.

4 4 \ ~ 3\ A ’ \

&wv Oofav mepl oob, éav pev wpogAaBw TOV

4. AaBé] Le. pdfe. ‘Let me
explain to you.

6, &5 ¢acl Twes| The Twes
are certainly Socratics, and
probably the Megarians are
meant. (See Introduction.)

12. abrod,] This punctuation
appears preferable when it is
observed that there has been a
tendency in the last few pages
to accumulate genitives. T
Swapopdv adrot Tadv dwv, ¢ Its
distinction from other things.’
Others join airoi émorjpwv.

13. dofaoris] Cp. 160 D:

'Emoripov & ey, dvrep al-
abyris.

17. oxaypadiuaros] Cp. Phed.
69 B: Mj oxwaypadla mis J 4
rowalry dperj. Rep. 2. 365 C,
7. 523 B, 10. 602 D, Soph.
235 E, Parm. 165 C. The
illusion of oxiaypapia depended
on distance, and the picture
would seem unmeaning from
close at hand. Soph. Fr. 773
(N.): Oéppw 8¢ Aedoowr, éyyibey
8¢ mas TupAds.

20. Has 7i Toiro] ¢ What do
you mean ? and why is it so ¥’
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P-209. gov Adyov, yyviokw O o€, € O iy, Sofalw

B

povov.
OEAI. Nal.

3Q. Adyos & ye v 7 s ans SaPoporyros

épunveia.
OEAI. Oirws.

3Q. ‘HuiK' odv édokalov povov, dAAo Tt @ TéV
dov Supépes, Tovrwr obdevds ymTouny T3 O-

14
voig ;

OEAIL Ouk éowkev.

3Q. Tév kowiv T dpa Sievoovuny, v ovdév o

paAdov 7 Tis dAXos €xet.
OEAL ’Avayry.

2Q. Dépe &) mpos Aws mds wOTE €V TG TOLOVTE
\ ~ N4 A ¥ e ~ \ 4
o¢ paAdov €8ofalov 1) dAdov ovrwoiv; Gés ydp pe s

’ -
duavoovuevor s éorw odros Oeairnros, os av 1 TE

¥ \ ¥ en \ \ \ ’ \
avfpermos kal €xn pve kai oPfaAuovs kol aToua kel

4 \ A& o ~ ~ [ 4 3 (3 ’
olrw On €v ékaorov TGV peA@y. abrn odv 1) Swwoie
¥ .4 ~ 4 ’ A ’
€56 & T paddov mwoujoer pe Ocalryrov 1) Ocodwpov

~ N ~ ~
dwavoetrfaz, ) TGV Aeyoudvewr Muodv Tov éoxarov ; 10

OEAIL. T{ yap;

1. 8] According to the
hypothesis.

4. #v] “Is,’ according to the
hypothesis.

riis aijs Siapopéryros] ¢ Of your
differentia.’ Plato affects this
abstract termination. Cr
Sucasérns, Prot. 331 B,
508 A.

7. @ T&v dA\ov Suadéper
Tov oddevés| It occurs ti
crates while speaking th:
¢ Difference’ of one person
another is not one but 1
Hence the inexact correle

12, #is @Nos ¥xec] The

(#xeis) is attracted by ris @Mos.

20. Tév Aeyopévwy Muodv]
The phrase Mvodv €orxaros is
strengthened by the insertion
of the article. The earlier
editors (under protest from

5

I0

For unless
I can l;iﬁs—
tingui
Theztetus
from Socra-
tes and
every one
else, how
can I be
said to have
a right
opinion of
him? If
then by the
compre-
hension

of a true

hed |
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Sccount 3Q. AXN éay 8y ) povov Tov éxovra pira Kai P- 209
is \ ~ id | A Y \ ’ \ 9
fright opBarucvs Suvonfe, GAAa xal Tov oy Te xai €E- ¢

distine-  Opfarpov, pi) Tt 0¢ ad paiov Sofdow 7) épavrov 7
tive differ- -
eace, this  OUOL TOLOUTOX §

5;‘;." s OEAL 0:3.
potic o 3Q. AN’ ob wporepov ye, oipar, Oeasryros év

éuol Sofaothoeras, mpiv av 1) owporys avry TOY AA-
Aov guorirev Gv éyd éopaxa Suidopov Ti pwmueiov
wap’ éuoi évanunvauévn xarabirar,—«ai TAAAa 0TS
10éf ov € av—{i]] éué, kai éav adpov aravricw,

avapvioe xai woujoe opfa Sofalew mept oob.

OEAL ’Anférrara.

2Q. epi my Suaopornra dpa xal 7 opby dofa »
av €ly ékdarov mépe.

2, 70» owby Te xai éf6pfak- ferring to pompeiow, is unsatis-
pov] Supr. 143 E. In Xen. factory, because it is rather the
Cyr. 1. 9 étépfarpos is opposed  object of sense, which, by fitting
to xoddpbarpos. But in Ar. the pmpcior, would be said to
H. A. 1. 8. § 5 the words éxrés remind. Hence & éué xai (ad-
and évrés seem rather to refer opted by Wagner) would seem
to the position of the eyes. a fair emendation. But a still

8. pwmueior. . . évonunrapévy]  simpler line of conjecture is to
Cp. 191D, 192 A, 194 C, 196 suppose,asin my former edition
A. The theory which hasbeen  (1861), éué kai in the Bodleian
rejected is still permitted and reading to have been trans-
intended by Plato to leave an  posed from xai éué. This gives
impression on the mind. the same meaning (the sentence

10. €l ob,—[#] éué, xai] Bodl. as usual passing out of the re-
el o épé xai: Ven. E. et pr. I.  lative construction), and ac-

A counts naturally for the corrup-
tion. If this emendation is
right, the sentence must be
supposed to revert by a con-
versational licence to the indi-
cative mood. Cp. supr. 149 D:
Howiy kai . . duPAiokovow, and
note. Schleiermacher’s conjec-
ture, 5 ¢ué, x.r.\., leaves the
subject of dvauvioe. doubtful.
That of the Zurich editors, elges
oV épé, kai épé, introduces an
.abrupt and awkward inversion.

“e
el oV #) éué kal: Ces. elon c’,} xal:
Ven. E. yp. olon éue: ceott.
€lon éué xai. The reading is
uncertain. That adopted in
the text is the most plausible
which can be said to rest on
MS. authority. 7 refers back
to alry 9 owéms, passing over
8\\a oVros é§ &v el ov, which
is added 8¢ péoov and answers
to éfépbarpov in the previous
sentence,

Heindorf’s conjecture, 6, re-
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OEAIL ®Paiverai ye:

3Q. To odv mpooAaBetv Aoyov ) opfy dofy i

287

A ¥ E 4 ) \ \ ’ / < 7

av éru €l ; €l pev yap mpoodofaoar Aéyer ) Sradéper
~ ¥ ’ 14 ’ e 3 /

7L TOV GAAwY, TV Yedola ylyveras 1) émiralis.

OEAIL Mas;

Q. “Qu optyy Soav éxopev ) TéY dAAwY dia-
Pépet, TovTwY TPooAafBely KeAever fuds opfny Sofav
K ~ ¥ 8 /’ \ 4 * \ 4 A
7) 7OV aAAwv Oepépel. Kai oUTwS 1) eV OKUTAANS 7)
L4 /2, A @ \ /’ \ \ ’ \

E Umrépov 7) &Tov 81 Aéyeral wepiTpom) TPOS TAUTYY TV
érirafw ovdev av Aéyoi, TupAod 8¢ mapaxélevots av
~ “r ~
Kkaloiro SikaudTepov: 7O yap, & éxouev, Tavra wpoc-
AaBeiv keAevew, a pabBopey a dofaopev, wavv yev-

’ /’
vaios owker éokoTOpMEVR.

OEAL ***++el ye 81 ¢ viw &) ds épdw émvbov ;

And the use of olda in this
sense is questionable.

9. Umépov . . mepirpomi) | émd Tav
T4 adrd wowivrwr mwolAdkis Kal
pndév dwivrav, 1) émt 1év rayéos
7¢ mparrovrov. pépvnrai 8¢ admis
S\jpov € “Hpwot kal évraifa
OAdreov. (Schol.)

10. obdév &v Aéyoi] Le. Ajpos
& €. Cp. Phaedo, 72 B,
Legg. 3. 698 A : Aéyovres épyuis
8re Afjpos wpds xpvody Te kai dp-
yupdy éoTiv éxdoTore Ta Aeyopeva
Tipea kai kal& katd wé\w,

12. wdw yewaios . . éoxoTe-

péve] Cp. esp. Rep. 8. 558C:

‘H 8¢ qvyyvdpuy . . atrijs'—Idw,,

&pn, yewvaia. .
14. ¥**ttel ye87] Sothe Bod-
leian MS. (but with no accents
by the first hand.) Ven.T. has
einé, with the rest, except Vat.
A, which has el 3. The Bod-
leian continues without punc-
tuation from éoxorwpévy, and
accents as above. But the ac-
cents appear to have been added
by a later hand. Is it possible

some words may have slipped
out? such as T{ olv 84 ; el ye 3 me
—Well, what then? If,asI
presume, your question just
now’ (supr. D) ¢prepared the
way for some announcement.’
The reading of Vat. A (el 8¢ 8)
.., xr) admits of being
rendered, however : ¢ Well, but
if,— what were you just now
going to say, when you asked
the question?” Most of the
editors give Einé. The ques-
tion referred to is 8 odv mpoo-
AaBeiv . . i &v &r €ln; This is
a little difficult; snd Badham,
reading Ei 8, most ingeniously
conjectures i viv &) bs érepov
{mébov, 1. e. ¢ what was the sup-
pressed alternative implied by
your use of uév ' But dmoribe-
oba: elsewhere refers to a dis-
tinctly expressed postulate or
condition (Rep. 1. 346 B), and
if it could be used of something
merely implied, the imperfect
tense would be required in
such a reference. mféocba and

But if it
means,
¢‘Know- .
ledge of
the distino-
tive differ-
ence,’ the
term
Knowledge
remains
still un-
analysed.



Though
Theztetus

forth more
than he
knew was
in him, the
art of So-
crates has
hitherto re-
jected all,
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épéofac are nearly synonymous
in Plato. Thestetus very pro-
perly recals Socrates from his
unwonted discursiveness. Mr.
Puley reads ela 379, vl viv 87, .T.A.

2. 730 xpip’ & €in 1o5| The
genitive is due to a sort of at-
tractive ethical force in 437, cp.
droma Tijs opwpoloyias above.
Soph. Phil. 81 : AN 380 ydp
7oL krijpa s vikns NaBeiv.

‘An amusing sort of creature

odv.

does our fairest of the accounts
of knowledge prove !’

4. dmoxpweirar] Sc. 8 Aéyos.

12, ¢dvar] éxevov sc. The
absurdity is in fact the same
as in Theswtetus’ first attempt,
supr. 147 B,

17. For the 1st pers. plural
cp. supr. 154 D. It may be
called the good physician’s
figure,—oxijpa larpicdv.

19. Kol val pa A’ Foye miela]

p. 210.
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xal whelw, ¢ even more:’—val pa
Al’ &yoye is interposed.

I. 'Edv.. édv re .. édv 7] For
this hypothesis within hypo-
thesis cp. supr. 147 A, and note.
édv Te . . édv te are correlatives.

¢ Then, Theatetus, should
you go about hereafter to con-
ceive afresh,—whether you do
conceive, your state will be the
more promising for what you
have now gone through, or
whether you remain barren,
you will be gentler and less
offensive to those about you,
for you will be too modest to
think that you know what you
do not know.’

9. éx feod] Oeos is here ge-
neralised. Cp. supr. 149 B,
150 C.

10. 3ooi kakoi] Supr. 185 E:
‘0 yap kaAds Néywy xalds Te Kkd-
vafés. The word accentuates
Socrates’ satisfaction with The-
eetetus. Cp. supr. 142 C: Hdw
dyacbijvas adrob Ty piow.

1X. T Toi Baci\éws a'rodv] In-
dictments for impiety were laid
before the dpxwv Bac\eds, who
was the representative of the
ancient kings in their capacity
of High-Priest, as the Rex Sa-
crificulus was at Rome. (Smith’s
Dict. of Ant.) It is at this
point that the Euthyphro is
supposed to open.

13. &wbev 8¢, xr.\.] These
words may have originally be-
longed to the dialogue without
implying the promise of a con-
tinuation, Cp. Lach. sub fin.

But ltlhe
uth is
z::red of
thinking
that he
knows
what he
does not
know.






APPENDIX A

Heraclitus and Parmenides..

As after-ages saw amongst Plato’s contemporaries distinctions
which were only partially developed in his time, so in a less
degree, and with the difference which his genius implies, Plato
viewed the past through a generalization- and an antithesis.
Heraclitus and Empedocles, and from another point of view Pro- -
tagoras, were the representatives of one tendency, Parmenides and
his followers, of the contrary one. The opposition between them
is that between rest and motion, unity and- diversity, absolute
and relative, universal and particular, finite and infinite, positive
and negative, between .knowledge and opinion, ideas or concep-
tions and impressions.

In endeavouring to conceive what Parmenides, Heraclitus, and
Protagoras really were, it is necessary to divest our minds of
this contrasted form under which we are led to think of them in
reading Plato.

It would only be an approximation towards a true estimate to Earlier
say that Parmenides represents the idea of unity, being, or rest, pm’::“"
Heraclitus that of dualism, of a process, or motion, and Pythagoras
that of harmony and order, or definite proportions, as intermediate
between the other two.

Philosophy was yet too near its origin for its streams to have
diverged very far. As we come nearer to those early thinkers,
we find that they had more in common than we supposed. They
have a common mythological element, the atmosphere in which
their thoughts move, and which they strive to pierce, although it
veils their meaning partly from themselves; inhaled by some in
the Greek and Sicilian valleys, by some, perhaps in earlier purity,
on the Eastern plains, but in all finding its highest sensuous em-
bodiment in the Sun or Fire. The notion of Aixp is common to
Heraclitus and Parmenides, the eipappévy of the one is paralleled by
the dvdyxn of the other.

’ R
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The endeavour to pierce this veil of language! is accompanied in
all of them by a melancholy scepticism and contempt for the com-
mon opinions of men. The words of Plato in the Pheedo, of moA\ol
Ymhapavres domep év oxére, might have been applied by any of the
earlier philosophers to the condition of men, who believe the testi-
mony of their senses before that of reason, and cling to their own
narrow thoughts instead of being conformed to the law of Nature
or Being.

With this scepticism is combined in all of them what may be
termed an ideal Pantheism: the speculative and religious intellect
filling the void of observation with the intensity of its own early
thought?®. All that is particular owes its being to Wrong, in the
universal alone is harmony and righteousness and peace. The
world of opinion is a world of ‘mought and night;’ the ful-
ness of being is absolute, and commensurate with thought. The
nature of things, says Philolaus, belongs to divine, and not to
human knowledge.

Such being the ground colours more or less discernible throughout
the philosophy of the sixth century B.c., what were the distinguish-
ing features by which they were relieved? It is now proposed to
consider this in the case of Heraclitus and (more briefly) of Par-
menides; and it may be remarked in passing, that, histerically
speaking, it does not seem very probable that either of these phi-
losophers pursued his reflections with direct reference to the
other. The idea of the History of Philosophy is a little apt to
intercept our view of the History itself. As a Platonist sees in
the Tonian and Eleatic two opposite poles, so the Hegelian is
tempted to trace the progress of thought from Parmenides to
Heraclitus, while a Kantian may view the Eleatic transcendentalism
as the higher. Such thoughts may supply a valuable theory, but
they are not strictly historical. Parmenides and Heraclitus were
nearly contemporary, Heraclitus being the earlier of the two: they
lived far apart, and were subject to different influences.

I, Heraclitus of Ephesus was an Eastern Greek, and it is not
merely fanciful to find an analogy between his thoughts and
the more dreamy speculations of the remoter East. But they
have a greater interest for the student of philosophy, not only
as having contributed primarily to the speculative impulse of the
Greek mind, but as permanently valuable in themselves, and anti-
cipating some of the most fruitful of modern ideas. Bacon drew

' Cp. Parmen. : ‘Qodpevas kpordpaw dwo xepol kaklnrpas.
3 To ydp wAéov dorl vénua, Parmen.
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from them some of his happiest expressions ; and Hegel professed
to bave embodied in his own Logic every principle which they
contained. "¢ The voice of the Sibyl,’ says Heraclitus, ‘although its
notes be harsh and rude, yet penetrates to a thousand years.’ This
pregnant saying may be well applied to the obscure utterances of
Heraclitus himself. Half understood even by his own followers,
imperfectly appreciated by Plato and Aristotle, he exercised a
wide-spread influence, second only to that of Parmenides in its
intensity. Caught up afresh by the Stoics and Neo-platonists,
and by the Fathers of the Christian Church, and read by them in
the light of deeper wants, his words received a new interest from
their sublime spirit of awe and sadness. And thus many of them
have been preserved to us; and reveal in dim and broken outline
the proportions of & most noble and far-seeing intellect.

Xt is the common fate of great thinkers in an early time, that for
the most part only the negative side of their teaching lives after
them.” One reason is, that it is the most distinct and intelligible
to themselves and their contemporaries. Deep intuitions, but
unsubstantial, though clothed in palpable imagery; anticipations,
vague and unsupported by proof, of the human mind, dreaming on
thoughts to come, partly become engulfed by time, partly remain
dead and fruitless and unknown, until their meaning is revealed by
the development of cognate thoughts in distant ages, and a late
sympathy detects what is hidden there in germ. So the doctrine
of Heraclitus, which undoubtedly contained an element of order
and unity, if not of rest, and had been as ideal as any, was degraded
to be the support of the doctrine of sense, although it again enters
to restore the balance of philosophy when in danger of being bound
fast in the Eleatic One’.

Heraclitus himself had followed in the wake of previous thinkers.
As the emigrant Xenophanes had ¢looked up to the vault of heaven
and said that the One was God,” so Thales had looked forth on the
expanse of the Agean and said that Water was the All, with a
vague sense that Nature must be simple and all-pervading. The
tendency of his successors had been towards the idea of an homo-
geneous Infinite. Heraclitus rose to the conception of Nature as a
universal ever-acting Law.

He felt deeply the falseness and contradictoriness of sensation
and opinion, not because he contrasted their objects with that of
knowledge, but because he felt that these are presented as being

! Thus the dialectic of Plat. Rep. 6 is a sort of 63ds dve sdro pia. See also
the Sophist and Parmenides.

B 2
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something in themselves,— not fluctuating but fixed,'—and not as
moments in the Universal Process. This is itself unseen, but is
symbolised in several ways. ‘The Order that embraces all things
is an everliving Fire, Eternal, Uncreated, kindling itself by mea-
sures and extinguishing itself by measures;’ i.e. The Idea of the
universe implies at once absolute activity and perfect law. This
Idea is also represented as ¢ the invisible harmony’ which is ¢ better
than the visible,” as the ¢ Thought which guides all through all,” as
the ¢Universal Word’ or Reason, as the ¢One Wisdom,” as
‘Time,’ as ‘Righteousness,’ as ‘Fate,’ as the ‘Name of Zeus.’
This Eternal process, which is at the same time a law or harmony,
is inseparable in the mind of Heraclitus from the notion of dualism.
The process is from This to That and back again, the harmony is
between opposites, which do not cease to be opposites, although the
one passes into the other. This was not lost upon Plato. ¢The
universe is ever drawn asunder and together at once, says the muse
of firmer tone,” viz. the onian: Plat. Soph. 242. It is implied in
the blunt words, ¢ War is the Father of all things:’ and in a saying
of more doubtful meaning, Dakivroves dpporin kéapov, Skwamep Aipns kal
réfov:. Different interpretations of this have been suggested. Per- ‘
haps it might be paraphrased, ¢ As the arrow leaves the string, the
hands are pulling opposite ways to each other, and to the different *
parts of the bow (cp. Plato, Rep. 4. 439), and the sweet note of the
lyre is due to a similar tension and retention ; the secret of the Uni-
verse is the same?’ Thus Homer is blamed for praying that strife
may be no more, since without strife there can be no harmony.
¢The Deity is Day and Night in one, winter and summer, war and
peace, fulness and hunger.” Each thing is ever producing or pass-
ing into its opposite—evil into good, and good into evil: light into
darkness and darkness into light. This Eternal process is the
world : ¢All coming out of one, and one arising out of all.” Its
nature is to reveal itself in contradictions : Suwdyreias ofAa kal odxl
odha®, k.7 A, “Ev 10 copdv potvoy Néyealas odx é0éNer kal éBéker, Znvds
obvopat,

But it is more particularly described as the way upwards and
downwards, which is the same. In everything there is con-
trariety, and the action of the all-embr: -

But there is & more general contrariety
and its grosser forms, i.e. between the abs

t Fr. 56 (Bywater).
* Hor. Epist. I. 12. 19: ‘Quid velit et possit rer
3 Fr. 59. .
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the elements which are at once the subjects and the products of its
Law. Fire is becoming all things, and all things are becoming
fire ;—the things are typified as air and water and earth. Here it
is more difficult to separate the symbol from the thought. There
is an effort made to give greater outward reality to the process,
and the language becomes more sensuous accordingly. The way
upwards is the way from earth through water and air to fire, the
way downwards is from fire through air and water to earth. Both
Processes are ever moving on together; and each element has its own
harmony or law, There is then not only contrariety and harmony
in the world, but also a lower and a higher. This is more simply
expressed by the distinction between the moist and dry exhala-
tions; e.g. the clouds and the sun: the one dark, the other
light ; the one tending downwards, the other upwards. These
are, as it were, the body and soul of the world. The death of
either is the other’s life. The Universal Process is perpetually
circling between them. At this point we return to the world
of sensible things. They exist only by perpetual strife, life and
death work together in them ; their birth is a death, their death or
absorption into the higher region is the true life; the only harmony
amongst them is due to war. But is there war in heaven? Is
there no escape from this region of conflicting elements? Is the
fire itself, the origin and goal of the struggle of existence, torn
asunder by a similar struggle? We may possibly imagine the
primordial activity and its law (wip, pérpa) as two coexistent and
opposite principles, the balance of which is order (xéopos); but
it is probably nearer the truth to say, that the fire is insepar-
able from the world, and therefore from the conflict of things:
as these in their war are ever coming into existence and absorbed
again, so the fire is ever parted asunder so as to become all things,
and at the same time united out of them?, quenched into the lower
forms and kindled into itself again. But then this process is
all-embracing ; not isolated like the war of particular things: and
o - m particular

peace. - This
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attributed the origin of the individual soul. (See Lassalle, Her.
vol. 1. pp. 123 8qq.)

What is the bearing of this theory on the mind, on human
knowledge, and on human life?

1. The universal law or process may be conceived of as a con-
tinued act or utterance of mind (yvdpn # wBepmicer wdvra, v &
ooddv, Beios Aéyos). This, though more or less personified (as Zeis,
Alxn, ©¢és), is nowhere distinctly personal. The act or utterance
itself is the soul of the World, not exactly ‘immanent,’ but ever
moving throughout all, passing into everything and returning into
itself again. Yet while thus pervading all things, it essentially
holds the upper ethereal region, and embraces all, being opposed to
the things beneath it as universal to particular.

2. Knowledge therefore is the acquaintance and union with this
universal and pervading mind or law. That human mind is the
best, which most partakes of it ; that which lives in its own world
of particular impressions and notions, is ¢ nearer earth and less in
light” This idea finds a symbolical and also an abstract expres-
sion. ‘A dry soul is the wisest and best, flashing through the body
as lightning through a cloud’ (cp. ¢npd dvafupiasis). ¢The soul
that is moist (e.g. with wine) “embodies” itself like a gathering
cloud’ (cp. Uypd dvabuplacis). ¢The Law of things is a law of
universal Reason, but most men live as if they had a wisdom of
their own.” ¢To live in the light of the universal Order is to
be awake, to turn aside into our own microcosm is to go to sleep.’
‘Most men even when they hear are as though they heard not,
their speech bewrays that though present they are absent mentally.’
It is an obscure question, and one which Heraclitus probably did
not distinctly ask himself, by what path, according to this theory,
the mind passes from sense to knowledge, from the darkness of
the particular into the light of the universal. The answer would
probably be little more than that the eye of the soul is opened.
As the faculty of sight is quenched in sleep, so the mind is quenched
while it is concerned only with the things surrounding it. But if
a man is awake, the fire within him finds its kindred fire, and
flashes through the clouds of the sensible world. Thus living in the
universal order he becomes a partaker of the mind which follows
all through all. Sensation is not annihilated, but is absorbed into
the grander movement of the mind, and becomes the transparent
medium of true vision. (See the expression xard ¢piow émaiew,
where the transition from sensible to mental perception is mnot
marked.) While the mind is thus acquainted with the universal
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law, it must also follow the swiftness of the universal motion (Plat.
Cratyl. 412 : A 7ob ivros déva mavrds), distinguishing all things into
their true elements (Siapéwv &aorov kard Ppiow kat Pppifwv dxws Txe?),
perceiving their transformations, comprehending their unseen har-
mony (wdvra 15 wip émeAdov xpwéer xal xarahiyerai®). Heraclitus
could not be unconscious that this was an ideal state for man,
who ¢ lights a taper for himself in the night,’ and ‘is but an ape
to compare with God.” The subtlety of Nature far exceeds the
subtlety of man’s intellect, and her energy far exceeds his power
to grapple with it. Hence as in the Heaven of Heraclitus there
is no rest, so in his philosophy there is occasionally a despairing
tone. This, however, never occurs in speaking of the Eternal
process, but only of its comprehension by man.

3. For in comparison with the grandeur of the Universal
Law, human life becomes a very little thing, if it be not more
fitly called a death. Indeed, as in all things else, so in man, life
and death are ever working together. His body is ever ab-
sorbed into his soul, his soul is ever dying into his body; his
birth into the world is the entombment of a higher life, the
death of what is earthly in him is the awaking of the God. As
the Reason is but a small part in any man, so the good amongst
men are few, and misunderstood (for dogs also bark at him
they know not). Even the philosopher is like the gold-digger,
who toils much and finds little®, and often his truest wisdom is to
know himself, and to feel the nothingness of his individual Being
in the presence of the Universal Order. Yet public law is to be
zealously maintained, as more general than the private will, the
excesses of which are to be quenched as a dangerous fire*.

Such is the bare outline of a thought the grandeur of which
was far beyond the comprehension of that time. The Adyos
or Law of Heraclitus was not exactly a law of progress, for his
elements are ever circling in one round, yet it is as near an
approach to that Idea as is to be found in Ancient Philosophy.
A still nearer approach is made to the conception of the in-
finity and simplicity of Nature. And while we feel that the
metaphysical systems of Plato and Aristotle owe much of
their strength and reality and perfection to the One
of Parmenides, and in part also to the Pythagoreans, in
philosophy finite and infinite were already combined, it

1 Fr. 2. 2 Fr. 26. ® Cp. Plat. Rep. 5. .
¢ “YBpwv Xp)) aBevview paAdov # wupkaify, Fr. 103.
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possible not to recognise in Plato a nearer kindred to Hera-
clitus than to any other of his predecessors. The union of
Imagination and Reason, the plasticity of mind, the tendency
at once to soar and to roam, may be mentioned as some of the
points of communion between them. Many scattered thoughts,
as well as the spirit pervading whole passages, might be quoted
in confirmation of this. It is not surprising therefore if Plato
grasped the thought of Heraclitus more firmly than the dark
philosopher’s own followers had done?,

The fate of Heraclitus’ teaching at Ephesus? reminds us of
his own picture of the soul that is too weak to follow the Uni-
versal motion, and falls away from it to take an individual
shape. The very multiplicity of his symbolism seems to have
contributed to this result; each disciple interpreting the whole
theory by the figure which was most intelligible to himself:
one fastening on the Fire, another on the Sun, another on the
dry exhalation, another on the more abstract Righteousness,
or the ruling Mind, while some appear to have seized upon his
habit of teaching by strange outward signs, if there be any
truth in what Aristotle gravely asserts, that Cratylus at length

! The two passages in which this
appreciation appears most distinctly
are, Sophist. 243 : Awapepbuevoy ydp
(sc. 70 &) del fvppéperar, paciv al
ouvrovrepas T&v Movodv (with which
contrast Sympos, 187, where the-say-~
ing is explained away), and Cratyl.
412 : “Ocot ydp dyodvTar 70 mdv elvas
& wopelg, 70 pév moAd alrod dmoAau-
Bévovar TowodTéy Ti €lvas, olov obdiv
Ao 9 xwpeiv, 8id 8¢ TolTov mavTds
elval 71 Siefiby, 8 ob mhvra Td YiyVé-
peve yiyvesba., elvas 58 TdxiaTov TovTO
xal Aemréraror od ydp &v Sdvaglar
@AAws 8id Tod Wbvros lévar mavrds, el 7y
Aenréraréy Te Ty, &ore adrd pndiv
aréyew, ral thxiorov, &ote xpiofas
bomep &oTR0 Tols AAAais. émed &
oly émrponeder Td GAAa mdvra Siaidy,
xT.A.

2 This may be illustrated by the
continuation of the passage of the
Cratylus just quoted, Méxpe piv olv
&vraiba, 8 viv &) iAéyopev, mapd woA-
AQv podoyeiras TobTo elvar T Sikaov.
éyd 8, & ‘Epubyeves, dre Mmaphs dv
wepl adrol, Tadra udv whvra Saménvo-
pas & dwoppfiTos, 81t TobT tort 70 Bi-
xatov kal 70 alriov—23i’8 ydp yiyveras,
Tovr’ &0l 7O alriov—uct 18ig Kaheiv

épn mis Tolro 8pfds Exew did rTabra
ireddy 8 dpépa adTods Enavepaurd
drovoas Tadra pndey frrov, Ti odv wor’
éoTwv, dryabe, dixaiov, €l TotTo olirws
éxet ; Sokd Te f0n paxpdrepa Tob mpog-
nkovros Epautdy Kai Imep Ta iokappéva
&AAegbas. tkavds yap pé pagt memiobas
kad dxnroévar kal émyxepotiot, BovAé-
pevor drompmhdvar pe, dAAos dAAa #8n
Aéyew, kal obkéri ovppawotow. 6 pév
yép 7is ¢pnoe Tovro elvac Bixatov, TOV
fiktoy* TotiTov ydp pévov dwaibvra xal
kdovra ¢mrpomevew Td Svra. émeday
oy T Aéyw adTd dopevos &s kaAdy Tt
GKnrods, kaTayeAd pov obros dxovoas
xal ¢pwrd, el obdey dixatov olpas elvas
& Tois dvBphmos, éneldav & fHAtos Biy.
Aemapodvros olv épod & Ti al Exeivos
Aéyer, adTd 1O wip Pnals Tobro B¢ o
pddiby totwv eldévar 6 8¢ olk atTd TO
wop Ppnoiv, AN’ adTd 7O Oepudy 78 Ev
7@ mupl &véy. 6 8¢ TobTaw pév mhvrww
KaTayedv ¢nolv, elvar 8¢ 13 bdlkaiov
8 Aéyei ’Avatayépas, voiv elvar TobTo.
atroxpbropa ydp adTdy dvra Kal obdevt
pepypévoy mavra ¢noiv abrdv Koo peiv
Td mpaypara Sid wavrew ldvra. dvreifa
&) éyd, & pire, moAd &v wAelovt dmopl
elpl A wplv mxepiioar pavlbvewy nep's
Tob dinatov, § i wor’ EaTuv,
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only moved his finger. These divided members of Heraclitus
continued after him a partial and spasmodic life, and the sys-
tem ended consistently in a kind of war,

Until the end of last century the fragments of the early Greek The frag-
philosophers were only accessible to the few scholars whose reading l"imfm
extended over a large field. These of Heraclitus were first col-
lected by Schleiermacher in 180%. But the discovery of the
Philosophumena in 1851 gave materials not previously accessible.
For Hippolytus, or whoever wrote that treatise, sought to discredit
Nostus by identifying his teaching with that of the old Ephesian,
and to this pious wish we are indebted for several fresh quo-
tations from the ITepl ®ioews. The sentences containing these
additional fragments were carefully re-edited in 1854 by Jacob
Bernays, by whom the study of Heraclitus has been otherwise
greatly advanced (Heraclitea, 1848, etc.). More recently, in 1869,
there appeared from the same acute and learned pen Die Hera-
klitischen Briefe, ein Beitrag zur philosophischen und religions-
geschichtlichen Litteratur, a memorable essay towards determining
the complex question, ‘ What kind of evidence can be obtained
from spurious writings ¥ In this work, and also in his Heraclitea,
Prof. Bernays has pointed out many echoes of Heraclitus in
subsequent literature.

Mr. Bywater! has conceived the design of presenting in one
view the substance and the shadow of Heraclitus, of letting us
hear the ‘voice of the Sibyl’ and its reverberations; not by
weaving the scattered fragments into a complete whole with the
help of unlimited conjecture, as was done by Lassalle (more
theologian than scholar) in 1858, and more recently by Schuster
in a laborious effort of ‘comstructive criticism’ (Teubner, 18%3),
but by displaying the relevant facts, including the citation of
authorities, with as much exactness and with as little admixture
of conjecture as possible.

The citations throw considerable light both on the interpretation
of Heraclitus and on the history of his influence. An obscure
phrase often becomes clearer when we see how it was quoted (see
esp. Fr. 60); and even the names of the authors are instructive.
‘We are reminded by them how a secondary phase of Heraclitus’
doctrine came to be woven into the philosophy of Plato; how

! Heracliti Ephesii Reliquize. Re- which follow here were printed in
censuit 1. Bywater, Coll. Ex. Soc. an article for the ‘ Academy’ of that
Oxon. 1877. Some of the remarks year,
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the dark speaker was compelled by Aristotle to render up his
logical account, as Locke and Leibnitz are by our Hegelians at
the present day ; how the Stoics gave him fresh currency, having
been attracted to him both by the austerity of his spirit, and
by the kindred nature of his symbolism (wip, éxndpwats); lastly, how
the Fathers of the Church employed him as they did other
heathen writers, now wresting him to their side for the con-
demnation of Pagan superstition, now seeking to overthrow an
adversary by comparing him with the infidel philosopher.

The reproach of obscurity was more deserved by Heraclitus
than that of melancholy, which became proverbial perhaps in
consequence of his association with Stoicism, although it is true
that the philosophy of change, which saw ‘man kindled and ex-
tinguished like a spark in the night’ (Fr. 77), was in close accord
with the sadness which had characterised much of the earlier
Tonian reflexion (Mimnermus, Fr. 2; Hdt. 4. 46). But it may be
questioned if he were more obscure than other prophets of the
mind, who in the sixth century B.c., perhaps unconsciously moved
by some Oriental influence, strove to catch the universe in
aphorisms. And if his Iepl ®ioews were now extant, abrupt and
disjointed as it would probably still appear (not, as Bacon thought,
outweighing Plato), it might be more intelligible to us than it
was either to Aristotle or to the Stoics,

The ‘transcendent Pantheism,” whether of Heraclitus or Par-
menides, is an open secret to the student of Descartes and
Spinoza. The Hegelian, for whom the true individual is the
true universal, and all thought proceeds by collision of oppo-
sites, can understand his master’s saying that he had taken
up the philosophy of Heraclitus into his own. And some of
our modern ¢uowhéyor might be surprised to find, in what they
supposed to be a fistful of air, the expression of principles which
they have verified, such as the permanence of the sum of energy,
the interchangeableness of energy and heat, the reciprocal trans-
mutation of elementary forces, the transience of phenomena, the
permanence of law, the relativity of perception to the organs of
sense (Fr. 37), and might acknowledge that ¢ Anticipatio Naturs’
was less a term of opprobrium than they had imagined. But
the wonder would be all on their side, for Heraclitus would have
wondered at nothing so much as if these things had turned out
otherwise.

The scholar might find germs of Platonic thought and expression
(Frr. 115,114 ; cp.Rep. 2.376,7. 540); the general critic, unconscious
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coincidences with remote literatures, like that between Fr. 69,
‘Time is a child at chess, and the well-known lines of Omar
Khayysm. The agnostic and the mystical theologian might both
find meaning in the deep saying, ‘CGod at once reveals and hides
himself;’ while the religious reformer would rejoice to see that
Greek no less than Hebrew prophets felt the abomination and
absurdity of sacrifice. ¢ They think to purge their sins by polluting
themselves with blood’ (Fr. 130). So rich in germinal expression
was this prophetic soul, who, in clinging to a seeming paradox,
was really presaging thoughts of many generations.

The character of Heraclitus came nearer than that of Socrates
to Plato’s description of the great mind born in a little State and
despising her birthplace, but soaring aloft to survey things in
Heaven and Earth, The pride shown in his contempt for Py-
thagoras and Xenophanes, and his grudging praise of Bias, may
help to account for the conceit which Plato noted in his followers:
but there is a Socratic loftiness in the tone in which he speaks
of death (as an emanation, Fr. 37, a sloughing-off of the body,
Fr. 85), and in his outburst on behalf of Hermodorus we see a
trace of underlying kindliness and of the passion for justice which
is the best note of the philosophic spirit. We gather from Fr. 73
that he was more austere in his habits than Xenophanes.

II. The sublime thought of the Eternal movement of an Parmeni-
infinite law was not, however, destined to be the final concep- de=-
tion of the Greek mind. While life and death and the suc-
cession of phenomena were thus idealized on the Eastern shores
of the Agean, a different, though parallel impulse was preparing
elsewhere, it is said at Elea in Magna Gracia: an impulse
equally if not more sublime, yet by itself no less incapable of
giving rise to such a philosophy as Plato’s. Xenophanes had
already said—

‘There is one God above all in heaven or earth, not like to
mortals either in form or mind.’ ‘He is all sight, all thought,
all hearing.’ ¢He ever abides immoveable in one stay : nor does
it become him to waver to and fro.’ .

Inspired with this thought Parmenides rose at once into an
ideal world of mind and being, not seeking there an explana-
tion of the sensible universe, nor endeavouring to grasp its
law, or idealize its continual process, but dwelling solely on
the all-sufficient object of Absolute and Perfect Being. From
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the world in which his thought reposed, growth and decay
were exiled far, into a region which Pure Being did not enter,
a world of nothingness, which yet seemed to satisfy the minds
of ordinary men, who trusted in the blindness of opinion and
sense, and lived amongst contradictions. For in this lower world
of opinion, opposite principles ever strove, light and darkness,
heat and cold. But Pure Being is one, a rounded whole, perfect
and full, identical with the Absolute Mind. The only symbol
of Parmenides is the Perfect Sphere.

The main effort of Plato’s dialectic, as is well known, is to
bring these opposite poles of thought, the Eleatic and Ionian,
into organic and well-balanced harmony. In its most abstract
conception it is the problem of the one and the many (rév Adywv
dyfipwv wdfos mwap’ fpiv), or of motion and rest. In this effort
he was assisted by the Pythagoreans, who had already found a
sort of middle term in Number.

The doctrine of Parmenides does not enter directly into the
Thestetus, from which the discussion of it is expressly excluded :
but his influence is notwithstanding present in the Megarian
method, which was in part derived from Zeno (see Introduction),
in whose hands the One had acquired a negative power, and was
used rather to distinguish than to comprehend, so becoming
rather the form than the sole object of thought. This Eleatic
influence appears- chiefly (1) in the relentless way in which sen-
sation and motion are reduced to nothingness, and because they
have no unity are shown to present no object to the mind: (2)
in the crowning point of the dialogue, where it is admitted
that there are universal perceptions of pure mind, and that
Being is the principal of these: (3) in the paradox about false
opinion, which is similar to that of Zeno about motion,—not ‘it
is impossible for a thing to be in two places at once,’ but ‘it is
impossible to know and not to know at the same time,’—and
is solved in the same way by reverting to the conception of
degrees: (4) in the form of argument with which this paradox
is enforced, 6 & yé ¢ Spav 8 ¢ 6pd; (5) in the question about
the whole and its parts, pp. 203, 204.



APPENDIX B,

"Avfpwmos pérpov.

ProTAGORAS, who gives to the inquiry in the Thestetus
its subjective turn, and some part of its dramatic interest, had
died at the age of seventy, some ten or twelve years before the
trial of Socrates, which is the supposed date of the conversation.
The real share borne by him (or by his Shade) in the dialogue is less
than appears at first sight. Tt is to his ‘disciples’ that the doctrine
of sense based on that of motion is attributed, and though he is
made to bear the brunt of the attack, because the guardians whom
he has left will not defend his ¢ orphan’ theory, yet when challenged
to meet him upon his own ground, Socrates falls back upon the
saying quoted at first, ‘Man is the measure of all things,’ and
the explanation of it, ¢ Things are to me as they appear to me,
and to you as they appear to you’ The same words occur
also in the Cratylus. This, then, is nearly all that we can
with any certainty point to in this dialogue as Protagorean,
except the name of his treatise ’ANjfea, the sceptical frag-
ment about the existence of the gods, and perhaps one or two
rhetorical words, such as peyaleiorépws, molvdparos. For it is
evident that the doctrine of motion and becoming, which he is
said to have entrusted to his disciples ¢in a mystery’ (cp. Cratyl.
413),. cannot have been extant in his writings. It is therefore
surprising to find Sextus Empiricus representing the tenets of
Protagoras in language closely resembling that used in the
Theesetetus. The wonder is abated, however, if we reflect that
there was really a very close affinity between Protagoras and the
Cyrenaics, and that of this affinity Plato is in this dialogue the
interpreter, Aristotle follows Plato in identifying the theories
of Protagoras and Heraclitus. And there are thus three sources,
independent of Protagoras, from which the account of Sextus
may have been derived: the Cyrenaics, the Theztetus, and Aris-
totle. The similarity of the language in which different sensa-
tionalist theories are described in later times may possibly indicate
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the influence of this very dialogue in fixing the terminology of
that aspect of thought.

It is therefore the more interesting to examine the one say-
ing of Protagoras which is here preserved : Hdvrov xpnudrav pérpov
dvfporov elvar, Tév pév Svrov bs fom, Tav 8¢ py dvrev bs ok EoTi
Might not this seem at first sight to imply something less than
the absolute relativeness of knowledge? Might it not even be
interpreted to mean, ‘quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab om-
nibus? In answer to this it may be remarked, first, that Pro-
tagoras appears so far at least to have interpreted his own
saying, s ola pév éuol aiverar, towavra pév &orw époi, ola 3¢ oo,
rouabra 8¢ al ooi. But it may be added, secondly, that the dis-
tinction between the race and the individual, between the general
term ‘man,’ and the singular term ¢this man,’ was probably not
distinctly present to his mind. When we reflect on the absence
of any abiding consciousness of the universal and of the dis-
tinction between abstract and concrete, exhibited, for instance,
in the first answer of Thestetus, or in the attempt of Meno to
define virtue, it becomes evident that the term man, thus barely
used by a popular teacher, would naturally call up the idea, not
of human nature or of the human mind, nor of the race col-
lectively, but of ‘a man,’ ‘this or that man,’ an individual, ‘you
or me,’ not, however, conceived of as an individual, nor consciously
distinguished from any abstract or generic notion of man, but
simply present to the imagination?,

Protagoras saw that men were weary of systems which had no
reference to human life, and seemed to make knowledge unat-
tainable. He saw persons teaching astronomy and the nature of
Being to those who wanted to learn how to become able and
successful citizens. Like other popular teachers, he had a keener
eye for the immediate wants of those who came to him than for
abstract truth. The theory of Parmenides, which had its warm
advocates at Athens, was one purely objective ; although beginning
and ending in the mind, it was wholly independent of any human
standard : the highest aim for man was to rise by pure thought
into the world of being.

Protagoras felt, like Socrates, that the truth which man requires
is relative to man, but, unlike Socrates, he made this the end and
not the starting-point of his inquiry, and instead of searching by
reflection for that one truth by which man ought to live, he

! Cp. 7od dv8plrmov, Thuc. 1. 140, which does not correspond to the modern
generic use of the word,
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was contented with inferring that truth was variable, according
to the commeon notion, ‘many men, many minds.’

As embodied in the Thestetus, the above doctrine receives some
fresh characteristics, first, as being made the type of a contem-
porary theory, and being interwoven with that of Heraclitus;
secondly, as holding one side of an antithesis, which gives a
sharpness and precision to the term dvfpomos, as equivalent to
éxagros fpdv, which it probably had not when first used; and,
thirdly, by being pushed to its minutest results, according to the
Megarian method,—not only ‘man’ but ‘each man,’” not only so,
but every creature,’ and even the same person at different times.

APPENDIX C.

Protagoras and Mr. Grotel,

1. KNOWLEDGE is relative in two senses, not wholly unconnected
with each other, which in ancient philosophy were not yet clearly -
distinguished. There is the relation of subject to object, and
the relation of the universal to the particular. For the sake of
clearness, these different aspects of the relativity of knowledge
may be treated separately, although the study of either involves
the consideration of both.

(1) Knowledge is relative to the mind. But here also there is a
distinction which must not be overlooked. For there is a general
and a particular subjectivity. (a) There can be no knowledge
apart from the mind which knows. An object of knowledge
without a subject is inconceivable. Or rather, knowledge cannot
be conceived except as the joint working of the mind and of
that which is external to the mind. All knowledge is neces-
sarily in this sense subjective. But this condition in no way
limits or impairs the certainty or perfection of knowledge.
Relativity of this sort is not inconsistent with the existence of
Absolute Truth. () It is otherwise with the peculiar subjective
conditions of individual minds. These modify and render de-
fective the knowledge of particular men, ¢ who see and know but
" in part, and bave different prospects of the same thing according

! From an article in the Quarterly Review for January, 1866.
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to their different positions to itl’ Yet even this partial know-
ledge, in so far as it is Anowledge, has an objective and universal
reality.

Now, although it is mere nonsense to talk of eliminating the
subjective element, if by object-without-subject is meant know-
ledge minws mind, there is no such absurdity in supposing that
knowledge, while remaining under the conditions of mind, may
become perfect through being purified from the effect of bias.
Nor is it chimerical to hope that to this ideal an indefinite
approximation may be made in the growth of science, in which
every forward step is the relinquishment of that which some
have thought, for that which all who understand the proofs must
think. This process is, in effect, the enlightenment or enfran-
chisement of individual minds. The aim of every scientific
inquirer is to come forth from the den and stand under the open
heaven; to correct the inequality of the mirror of a particular
mind by a method valid for all minds; to shake off the idols of
the tribe and theatre, and become the denizen and pupil of the
universe, and no longer of a country or of a sect only. Such
are the images, borrowed from the old philosophy, in which
Bacon described the progress of knowledge. Those who believe
in the reality of inductive science will hardly maintain that they
are illusory. And they point to an idea of knowledge as some-
thing wholly different from individual opinion; as containing
what, in contradistinction to the particular subjective, may be
called the subjective-universal.

Closely parallel to this, if account be taken of the intellectual
circumstances of the time, was the idea of knowledge which
Plato derived from Socrates. He looked for a definition that
should hold universally, an irrefragable hypothesis, an opinion
which could not be shaken by examination. In other words, he
sought for that which is true, not for the individual thinker
only, but for all who think. He everywhere acknowledges,
"however, or rather insists, that general truths cannot be attained
or imparted except through the awakening of individual minds.
There is no vision until the eye is turned in the direction of the
light. It is only the coarse Thrasymachus who imagines that
he can take and thrust his notions bodily down his hearer’s
throat. And Socrates, in attempting to answer him, is unable
to say anything but what he individually thinks. The Socratic
dialogue represents the meeting-point of a particular conscious-

3 Locke’s Conduct of the Understanding, § 3.
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ness with universal reason, and the process which results is an
approximation on the part of two individuals to a universal
truth. In none of the dialogues in which Socrates is the chief
speaker is there any element of authority; but they are equally
removed from sanctioning an arbitrary or capricious °private
judgment.” No testimony is admitted but that of the respondent’s
own mind; no persuasion or enforcement, except that of argu-
ment, is applied. The single duty recognised is that of obeying
reason. But there is no dispensation from this duty.. Except
in passages which are clearly playful or ironical, mere verbal
juggling and all opinionativeness are earnestly deprecated, and
the speakers simply endeavour, by means of dialectic, to
obtain and exhibit Truth. ‘We must use our own faculties,
such as they are, and say what we really thinkl’ ‘We must
follow, at all risks, whithersoever reason guides?.’ ‘No logical
puzzles can frighten us from pursuing the path of knowledges®.’
‘We have to consider, not who said this, but whether that which
is now said be true®’ ‘It is my way, Crito, to yield to no
influence of those surrounding me, but to the reason, which,
when I think, seems to me the best®’ This is the reply of
Socrates, when urged to escape from prison: and so in the same
prison he advised his friends. ‘Care not for Socrates, but care
much rather for the truth®’ This position was contrasted by
Plato with that of Protagoras, who asserted the subjectivity of
all knowledge without distinguishing the universal from the par-
ticular subject. His formula was rude, but intelligible: ‘Man
is the measure; that is to say, things are to me as they appear to
me, and to you as they appear to you.' This Plato understood
as the denial of that belief in a common measure or universal
truth which was implied in the work of Socrates, and he joined
issue with Protagoras accordingly. Mr. Grote has given fresh
life and interest to this ancient controversy by taking the part of
Protagoras against Plato. Himself holding that while the sub-
jective feeling of belief is universal, the object or matter of belief
varies in each particular case, and apparently thinking that this
radical imperfection is incurable; not distinguishing, as it
would seem, between the propositions, ‘ My belief is my belief,
and ‘My belief depends wholly upon my individual peculiari-
ties’—or, at least, not recognising the difference between belief

1 Thest. 171 D. ¢ Charm. 160.
2 Rep. 3. 394 D. 5 Crito, 46.
3 Thest. 197 A ; Men. 81 E. ¢ Pheed. 91 C; cf. Soph. 246 D.
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grounded on sufficient and insufficient reasons—he can imagine
no alternative between a blind dogmatism and the entire relativity
of truth. Either one individual opinion is the infallible standard
by which all other opinions are to be judged, or else every
opinion is alike valid, not indeed for those who question that
opinion, but for the person holding it. But is not a third case
possible? That which is different need not be wholly different?;
and may there not be in all human experience, however diverse,
& common element? If belief is universal, so also is the process
of reasoning. May not the exercise of this on the facts of ex-
perience bring men gradually to the acknowledgment of universal
truths—not such as have been laid down by dogmatists, but such
as are found, at least approximately, after long inquiry, when
out of many ingenious hypotheses some have been verified beyond
the possibility of doubt? It is not necessary that these should
be dogmatically taught. Indeed, they cannot be imparted
thoroughly unless the learner is led to repeat the process of
invention. His curiosity must be aroused and satisfied, his
reason must be awakened to perceive and solve the difficulties
surrounding each hypothesis, Otherwise, he may believe, but
cannot know.

Mr. Grote accuses. Plato of first misrepresenting Protagoras
and afterwards following him, and of misrepresenting him in
two ways: in identifying his doctrine with another and a different
doctrine, that knowledge is sensible perception, and in having
suppressed the characteristic addition ‘to me, ‘to you,’ as if
Protagoras had said that relative truth was absolutely true.

The weight of the former charge depends on the intention of
Plato in blending the two theories, and on the exact signification
of the term which we translate Sensation or Perception. Now
it should be observed that the word .Zsthesis is expressly said
to include, according to the theory, the feelings of pleasure, pain,
" sire, and fear?, and apparently also the distinction between

od and evil®. The common characteristic of theése impres-

ns and of knowledge, according to this theory, is that of
astituting the experience of en individual at a particular
yment (ré mapdv éxdore mdfos). Such present impressions

3 regarded as more certain than the fainter repetition of the

ne in memory*; and the active operation of the mind, in re-

swing and reasoning over her impressions, is supposed to be

- See The=t. 158 E. 3 Tbid. 157 E.
! Ibid. 152 B. ¢ Theet. 166 A, compare Hume.
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left out of view!, Protagoras might possibly have exclaimed at
this, and said that the individual was the measure to himself
in thought as well as in sensation. But he seems to have drawn
his examples from the facts of sense?; and Plato’s object is to
show that while the impressions of sense and feeling have in
themselves only 2 momentary value, it is not so with the reasonings
of the mind by which these are compared and generalised, and
which are often justified not at the moment, but long afterwards
in the actual experience of those who did not share them at the
time.

This brings us to the other accusation, that Plato has sup-
pressed the words (‘ to me,” ‘to you,’) which mark the essential
relativity of Protagoras’ ‘Measure” He has certainly not for-
gotten them, for he has been at some pains to illustrate this very
point, where it is shown how the theory justifies the illusions of
a sick palate®; and, again, where it is observed that the opinion
of the true prophet proves not less true for those who did not
believe him. If Plato is unfair to Protagoras, it is in making an
addition, which may or may not have been consciously implied in
the formula, ¢ Each man is the measure of what is true to him.’
To this Plato adds in effect, ‘and there is no other standard of
true being’ But this negative aspect of the doctrine neces-
sarily becomes explicit, when the statement is viewed as having
a controversial import. The assertion ‘Man is the measure’ is
unmeaning, unless this measure is brought into competition with
some other, such as the Eleatic Being. Now, if the formula is
thus interpreted, there are two less exact modes of expressing
the same thing. Either ‘nothing is true’ (i. e. absolutely), or

! The difference between ancient
and modern philosophical language is
repeatedly exemplified in this discus-
sion ; what Mr. Grote calls ¢ compared
facts of sense,’ e. g. weighing, measur-
ing, ete. (ii. 364), Plato would proba-
bly have treated as the conclusions of
the mind on reviewing her passive
impressions. )

Theet. 152 B: *EnaxoAovdfjcaucy
odv al7r@, k. T.A.

3 They are true to the sick man
during his sickness. Mr. Grote says
(ii. 353), ‘Socrates imputes it as a
contradiction to Protagoras—* Your
doctrine is pronounced to be false by
many persons; but you admit that
the belief of all persons is true; there-
fore your doctrine is false.” Here
also Plato omits the qualification an-

nexed by Protagoras to his general
principle—Every man’s belief is true
—that is, true t0 him. That a belief
gshould be true to one man, and false
to another, is not only no contradie-
tion to the formula of Protagoras, but
is the very state of things which his
formula contemplates.” Plato is more
wide awake than Mr. Grote imagines.
He points out that Protagoras did
not hold the principle of relativity
to be only relatively true; otherwise
he must have admitted that all the
world, who differed from him, were
not to themselves measures of truth,
and that he himself in their judg-
ment, that is in relation to them, was
not a measure, so that his principle
was not applicable to them.

82
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¢ everything is alike true’ (i.e. relatively). Either ¢there is no
absolute,” or ‘the relative is the only absolute’ Both forms of
expression are found in the Themtetus®. But it is not fair to
infer from this that Plato has argued ‘a dicto secundum quid
ad dictum simpliciter’ The same cavil would apply at least
with equal force to the language of Protagoras himself, who
called his treatise *AN7feia, real (not phenomenal) truth.

‘There can be no discussion without reference to a common
ideal standard.’ ¢There can be no discussion without reference
to individual belief” Mr. Grote’s whole argument proceeds on
the implied assumption that these two propositions are irrecon-
cileable. Hence he charges Plato with inconsistency in at one
time appealing to an imaginary expert or wise man (the Sacdels
rexueds of the Politicus), the personified ideal of knowledge,
and at other times repudiating all authority except that of the
consciousness of the respondent in the dialogue, and thus up-
holding what Mr. Grote characteristically styles the ¢autonomy’
of the individual reason. But the whole spirit of Plato’s dia-
lectic lies in bringing together the individual and the universal
consciousness, and if cross-questioned on the point he would
probably have said, as he has said of the kindred antithesis of
the one and many, that this union is essentially inherent in the
nature of thought, rév Adywv airér dfdvardy ¢ kai dyfpev wdos?,
Those beliefs, however, which are more particularly the re~
spondent’s own, which he derives from natural idiosyncrasy or
from previous intercourse, are invariably shaken and removed
by Socrates, and much also of what is evoked during the conver-
sation by his suggestive art, is in turn criticised and cut away.
That which is allowed to remain as the result of the discussion
(though still open to further examination) is certainly the present
belief of the respondent; but is different in kind from the belief
with which he entered on the argument. He began with loose
impressions gathered from hearsay or from his own half-reasoning ;
he ends with a conviction which has been evolved by an active
exercise of the reason, in which reference has been made at every
step to an ideal standard of knowledge. This result is not ade-
quately described by saying that the beliefs and convictions of
one person are modified by another. Plato appeals at once to
the requirements of the argument, and to the consciousness of
the individual reasoner, and, whether his position is tenable

! The=t. 152, 166, 167 ; cp. 179 B. The former expression, ¢ Nothing is true,’
is however more frequently assigned to Gorgias. * Phil. 15D.
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or not, he cannot be accused in this of alternating between oppo-
site points of view. If the two appeals are mutually destruc-
tive, he makes them, not alternately, but together. The horns
of Mr. Grote’s dilemma pass harmlessly on either side of Plato.
Even one who professed to have found absolute truth, might
hold that this could only be communicated by awakening gradu-
ally the individual mind. But Plato in most of his dialogues pro-
fesses to be still seeking for the truth in whose reality he believes,
and invites others to help him in the search. He views universal
truth as neither hopelessly lost, nor actually found, but in con-
tinual process of discovery!. He certainly does hold inquiry te
be a real endeavour, and not a mere mental exercise, and believes
(in spite of difficulties which he keenly appreciates) that the
distinction between truth and error has a value that is inde-
pendent of buman opinions. And it is here that he parts
company with his English critic. Mr. Grote urges, in language
nearly similar to that with which Socrates in the Theatetus affects
to defend Protagoras®: ‘To say that a man is wise, is to say
that he is wise in some one’s estimation, your own, or that of
some one else®’ This is undeniable: but then every such
estimate must be either true or false, nearer to or farther from a
perfect estimate. Of this difference, indeed, no man is an infal-
lible judge, though one man can judge more correctly than
another, as experience proves. God, not man, is the measure,
as Plato himself has said4 But it is not less clear on this
account that the degree of approximation is something real, and
that he who judges more correctly of this is in reality the better
judge. Mr. Grote admits that, in his own opinion, in matters
involving future contingency most men judge dadly®: only a
few persons, possessed of sufficient skill and knowledge, judge
well. He believes the distinction to be real and important,
and allows that most other persons believe the same. He adds,
‘In acting on this distinction, I follow out my belief, and so
do they. This is a general fact, respecting the conditions which
determine individual belief. Like all other causes of belief, it

! Pheed. 75 E: O rarotpey pavd- to avoid the words true and false.
vew, olkelay ¢morhuny dvahapBdvery  But it is at least as arbitrary to with-

&v eln. hold the terms true and false from
3 Theswt. 166, 167. judgments, as to apply them to plea-
® Vol ii. p. 353. sures, which Plato has been censured
¢ Legg. 4. 716C. for doing in the Philebus. See also

5 This language, like that in the vol. ii. p. 351, where the question of
defence of Protagoras (Thewt. 167), degrees of mental force is substituted
seems to be adopted (unoconsciously) for the question of truth or reality.
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-operates relatively to the individual mind.” (Vol. ii. p. 355.) This
is indisputable: but those who believe the distinction to be
real and important, believe in a measure of truth, which they
do not suppose to alter with the variations of belief. They be-
lieve the distinction to be important for others as well as for
themselves. ‘When a man speaks of truth, he means what he
himself (along with others, or singly, as the case may be) believes
to be truth:’ he does not mean only what is true to him. Once
more, Mr. Grote says, ‘You pronounce an opponent to be in
error: but if you cannot sapport your opinion by evidence on
- sauthority which satisfies his senses or his reason, he remains un-
convinced, Your individual opinion stands good to you, his
opinion stands good to him. You think that he ought to believe
as you do, and in certain cases you feel that he will be brought
to that result by future experience; which of course must be
relative to him and his appreciative powers. He entertains the
like conviction in regard to you." (Vol. ii. p. 515.) This is freely
admitted—and amounts to this, that each (either truly or falsely)
believes his own opinion to be true. When Mr. Grote says he
thinks the' doctrine of Protagoras respecting pleasure ¢nearer to
the truth’ than that of Gorgias, and that of the Republic ¢ utterly
at variance with the truth,” does he mean nearer to and at
variance with what is true to him? No man ever held fast an
opinion merely as his opinion, but as the truth., And this implies
reference to a standard which is independent of individual
judgments. But to confound mere individual belief with belief
grounded on evidence, or rather not to admit the difference
between them, would take us back to Pyrrho and the ancient
sceptics. Nor is there any modern theory of knowledge, whether
that of Locke or Kant or any other, on which such a doctrine,
which is really the denial of knowledge, is tenable. The same
misunderstanding may be made apparent by analysing a favourite
expression of Mr. Grote’s, viz. ‘individual reason.’ Granted that
pothing is true for me but what I in my own person believe—that
it is impossible, even were it desirable, to force conviction—that
when I yield to an authority, I exercise my private judgment in
pronouncing the authority sufficient,—still the question may be
asked, wherein differs the assent of the individual reason from
impressions of sense or creations of fancy? And it would be
difficult to find any distinguishing note, except the conscious-
ness that the object of assent cannot be otherwise, and claims
the belief of all who think. Mr. Grote will say that this con-
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sciousness often proves delusive, and that the case of sensation
is exactly parallel!. Those whose minds are constituted alike
have similar thoughts, as those whose organs are alike have
similar perceptions®. To this Plato would answer that but for the
hope which lay at the root of the endeavour of Socrates, that
differing minds may be brought by dialectic nearer to one ano-
ther, by being brought nearer to unchanging principles of truth,
and that the eye of reason may be thus purged to see the light,
philosophy would be an idle pursuit, the turning of an oyster-
shell or a scytals, a cycle without the hope of progress, an
endless pfocess never moving on, a ‘purpose’ not ‘increasing
through the ages,’ but terminating in failure and despair®.

How far Plato ever viewed universals as wholly objective is &
question which cannot be determined without taking into account
the differences of ancient and modern thought. The distinction
between the mind and external objects had not yet been clearly
made. Both poles (the objective and subjective) were absorbed
in the antithesis of Being and Phenomena, which the Eleatics
had placed far asunder, leaving their reconcilement as the great
problem of the succeeding age. The tendency of the early
speculation had been to give to psychological problems what in
modern language must be called an objective treatment, in saying
whieh we ought not to forget that we are applying a distinction
which was then unknown ¢. Parmenides and Heraclitus were not
unconscious of the working of the mind, but their thought did
not assume the form of self-reflection. The unity or the energy
of scientific intelligence appeared to them as the Permanent Sub-
stance or the Law of Change, which constituted the Universe.

1 Vol. ii. p. 361, note.

2 See a curious note in vol. #. p.
385, where it is said that the contro-
versy between Mr. Mill (who holds
the common attribute of many objects
to be one) and Mr. Spencer (who says
that the same abstract word denotes
one attribute in subject A.. and another
exactly similar in subject B) illus-
trates forcibly the extreme nicety of
the question between the one and the
many, under certain supposable cir-
cumstances. Also vol. ii. p. 32?.
‘The Entia Rationis exist relatively
to Ratio, as the Entia Perceptionis
exist relatively to Sense., You do
not, b{ producing the fact of innate
mental intuitions, eliminate the intu-
ent mind; which must be done in
order to establish a negative to the

Protagorean principle.’

8 Mr. Grote sometimes speaks of
reason in language which appears to
us happily inconsistent with his argu-
ment in the present discussion. See
for instance his touching and impres-
sive words on the death of Socrates
(vol. i, p. 302, note). ‘He contem-
plates death with the eye of calm
reason ; he has not only silenced * the
child within us who fears death,” ...
estimating all things then as before,,
with the same tranquil and indepen-
dent reason.” Was his estimate really
true? Or was Socrates really pitiable
to those who pitied him ?

* See for instance the verse of Par-
menides, 70 ydp abrd voeiv éoTwv Te
Kal-elvas,
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But the theory of Protagoras, and the more potent influence of
Socratic inquiry, gave to philosophy what may with equal
propriety be called a reflex or subjective turn, and side by side
with Existence and Appearance, or Becoming, rose the corres-
ponding difference of Knowledge and Opinion, or Sense. Now
Knowledge, according to Socrates, is of Universals, and these
Universals Plato identified with Being. He often speaks of
general ideas, and especially of the Idea of Good, in language
which implies that their reality is independent of particular
minds, but yet when Socrates suggests, in answer to Par-
menides, that they are of the nature of thought’, he gives
utterance to a mode of conceiving them which is never entirely
absent, but is latent even where not expressed. This frequently
appears from phrases dropped by the way, as when the form
(ef80s) is identified with the definition (Adyos?), or when, in the
midst of a poetical description of the ideal world, it is said that
the human soul must have seen the forms of Truth, because it is
necessary that Man should comprehend the meaning of general
terms®. And in the well-known passage of the Republic, where
the highest truth is set over against the highest knowledge, they
are both viewed in relation to the mind, which, through inter-
course with the Existent, begets Thought and Truth*; and the
Idea of Good is regarded not only as the transcendent Form of
Being (émékewa rijs oloias) but as the crowning study or act
of intelligence®. A transition is thus made from what at first
appears a fanciful ontology towards a true psychology, which
in the Theztetus, Sophistes, Philebus, and the seventh book of
the Republic, is seen to have made considerable progress in the
analysis of mind ®.

(2) The question of Subjectivity has already led us to distin-
guish between particular and universal, between the modifica-
tions of the individual consciousness and true knowledge, in
which these differences are lost. And we have seen that this
distinction corresponds nearly to that made by Plato between
the transitoriness of Phenomena and the permanence of Being,
and, still more closely, to his antithesis of Sensation or Opinion
and Science. But the knowledge of universal truths would

1 M) 7dv elddv Isaorov § Tovraw 5 Méyiorov pdbnua, Rep. 6. 505 A ;

vénpa, Parm. 132. & 7§ ~Yvword Teevrala, Rep. 7.
4 The=t. 148 D. 517 X yeoTy rearaa P 7
3 Phsdrus, 349 B , ¢ See esp. Theet. 185, 186, 189 E,
! Tevvfiaas voiv #al dAjfeav, Rep. 194; Soph. 261-3; Phileb. 33-43;
6. 490 B. Rep. 7. 533-4.
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be of less value, if these were not applicable to particular
facts. And hence the inductive, generalising process, is followed
by one deductive and specialising. But this is not merely a
return to the subjective particular from which the mind set out.
For a phenomenon seen in relation to other phenomena by the
light of general laws, is different from the same phenomenon, when
at first presented to the inexperienced and unreflecting sense.
Therefore the particular modification of the individual subject is
to be distinguished from the true particular, which has objective as
well as subjective reality. Now as Plato, in the infancy of Induc-
tion and of Moral Science, had a notion of universal knowledge,
which he believed in but could only partially realise, through an
imperfect method of hypotheses and exclusions—so in the absence
of any adequate means of verification, he saw the necessity of
connecting the universal forms of knowledge with particular facts.
The powerful impulse which he received from the Eleatic
philosophy tended to the sublation of all diversities of existence,
as well as thought, into a merely abstract Unity. But om the
other hand, the method of Socrates, whose generalisations
were sifted through examples, and the genius of Plato him-
self with his manifold affinities to the world, required the Muse
of Philosophy to descend from these heights, even into the den
if necessary?, and to hold intercourse again with the objects of
sense and with mankind. Plato sometimes speaks, especially
in his more imaginative moods, as if he wished to repeat
the Eleatic contrast of Being and Phenomena in a new form:
as if the real and apparent, the Ideal and the Actual, were
separated by an impassable chasm. This way of speaking has
become stereotyped in what is called the Platonic theory of ideas,
including the doctrine of reminiscence: a theory which, in
seeking to account for the knowledge of phenomena, creates new
difficulties, which it fails to solve. But in those which Plato
probably regarded as his more exact writings, the half-mythical
crudities of this hypothesis have disappeared, the necessity as
well as the difficulty of reconciling the abstract with the concrete,
the Ideal with the Actual, is clearly recognised, and more than
one dialogue is chiefly devoted to this task. An approach is made
to a new and larger idea of knowledge, not merely as the
Universal in which subjective peculiarities are done away, but
as the Union of all permanent relations in the contemplation of

! Rep. 7. 519.
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the mind!, A change of this kind, especially when made
graduslly by a writer who often ironically half reveals and half
conceals his thought, is apt to expose him to the charge of
inconsistency. That Plato, in falling into Mr. Grote’s hands, has
not escaped this fate, is partly due to those who have hitherto
represented the philosopher as a mere transcendentalist. But
Mr. Grote sometimes speaks as if knowledge could not com-
prehend the universal with the particuler, as if generalisation and
specialisation were incompatible. He says (vol. i, p. 253): ‘It is
inconsistent in Plato, after affirming that nothing can deserve the
name of art except what is general—capable of being rationally
anticipated and prescribed beforehand: then to include in art
the special treatment required for the multiplicity of particular
cases.” He finds fault with the examples drawn from facts of
sense to illustrate knowledge in the Themtetus?, and truth and
falsehood in the Sophist®. See also a passage in the chapter on
the Politicus (vol. ii. pp. 471~-3), where the relative or specialising
aspect of Plato’s doctrine is very forcibly characterized. We
may notice, as affording & point of tramsition towards the same
mode of thought, a passage of the Philebus, where, besides the
abstract knowledge of measures, numbers, and forms, the know-
ledge also of concrete existence is allowed to be necessary for the
perfect life “if a man is to know the way to his own door.” But
it is not fair to accuse Plato of returning to the doctrine which
he had rejected that ‘sense is knowledge,” because he admits that
knowledge is related to particulars, any more than it is fair to
speak of the argument of the Thestetus as the rejection of indi-
vidual reason (vol. i. p. 295). He has not relinquished his belief
in the immutable nature of true knowledge. ‘Where there is not
absolute permanence there can be no reason’ is an emphatic
statement of the very dialogue which asserts the relativity of the
ideas*. Here we repeat that if Plato holds contradictory
opinions, he holds them not alternately, but together. While
expatiating on the ‘plain of truth, he speaks of general notions
as passing from many sensations to a unity comprehended by
reasoning®. And after describing the happiness of the philoso-

1 See esp. Sophist. 259 C; Polit.
732 A, 285 B.

3 Viz. the facts of a case of assault
or robbery. Plato purposely chooses
the simplest examples. But when
Mr. Grote represents him (vol. ii,
p. 382) as saying that to be person-
ally present and look on is ‘essential to

knowledge or cognition,” there is a
qualification suppressed. It should be
‘knowledge of a concrete fact.’

3 ¢ Thestetus is sitting—Thestetus
is flying.’ .

¢ Sophist. 349 C.

8 Phadrus, 249 B.
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pher who knows nothing of his neighbour but studies the
universal nature of man, he speaks of the mind as abstracting and
generalising from her impressions!, The Phadrus, as Mr. Grote
has observed, combines the extreme of generality with the
extreme of specialty. But the special is supposed to be en«
lightened by the general, and this position, whether tenable or
not, is in no sense a return to the mere subjective relativity of
Protagoras, The Parmenides, Theztetus, Sophistes, Politicus,
and Philebus, do, however, show a change or growth in Plato’s
theory of knowledge, which may be briefly stated thus. The
difficulty of finding & way down from the Ideas to sensible things
is clearly stated in the Parmenides, and again touched slightly
in the Philebus, where, however, the Ideas are conceived some-
what differently as unities amidst plurality, and knowledge, as
we have already noticed, is made to include particulars. The
Thestetus presents a similar class of difficulties from the sub-«
jective side, arising from the co-existence, not of Being with
phenomena, but of Knowledge with sensation and opinion. It is
natural to suppose that Plato was led by these difficulties
towards the modified view which he has expressed in the
Sophistes? and Politicus, where the ideas appear as logical -
wholes, standing in relation to each other, genera comprising
species and species individuals under them; where the dis-
tinction of absolute and relative, or, in Greek language, of rest
and motion, disappears in the notion of a complexity of fixed
relations, and universal and particular meet in an all-embracing
harmony or law (pérpov).

APPENDIX D.

€ldos, lbéa.

§ 1. THE words el8os and i8¢a are throughout nearly synonymous
in Greek, but there is a tendency observable to a difference in their
use, perhaps in some way connected with the difference of gender.

eldos seems earlier to have shaken itself clear of metaphor, and
to have settled into an abstract meaning. Thus in Thucyd. 2. 20

! Thewt. 175-186. the Parmenides and Sophistes in

? The important word uéfefis, ‘par-  Plato, See Ast's Lasiom, & v.
ticipation in the idea,’ occurs only in
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0 €l8os Tijs ¥ooov means simply the nature of the disease, but in 2. 21
rowatry fjv ént wav mjw i8éav, ‘ was such in its general phenomena:’
3¢a calls up a picture, while elos simply designates a class or kind
of thing. So wdoa i8éa . . bavdrov, Thue. 3. 81, is not ‘every kind of
death,’ but ¢death in every form.’

§ 2. The word eBos occurs frequently in Plato in its ordinary
sense. Thus in Theet. 157 C: "Avfpwmdy re riferrar xal Aifov xai xaf
éxagrov (Gov e xal eldos, the word is scarcely more abstract than in
Herodotus, 1. 94 : Ta .. rév rayméav cidea.

A more philosophical application of the same use occurs 181 D,
where we have the 3vo i3y xurjoews.

§ 3. But it occurs also in a more abstract sense, which we may
possibly be right in attributing to Socrates, as a distinctly logical
term. elBos then means a class, or species, as that to which parti-
cular things are referred, which contains them, and marks them off
from others, and which itself answers to their definition. See
Thesetetus, 148 D : Tadras moAAds odaas évi €iBet mepuihaBes. 205 D:
Eis ralrov éuménrorer 1) oulhaBy) eldos éxelv.

§ 4. It may be doubted whether in Plato the word el3os ever loses
entirely the association of its earliest meaning (in which he fre-
quently employs it) of outward appearance, form. (See Ast, Lex.
sub voc.) But as it approaches to its technical use in his philo-
sophy, it tends to regain metaphorically the association of visible
shape, which in a literal sense it has cast off. The metaphor is not
perfect, however, until the word has been changed to i3¢. Or if we
choose to put it 5o, el8os expresses the general shape and contour of
a thing; i8éa implies also the colour and the whole appearance.
eldos is a colourless i3éa. See Themt. 203 E: "Ev 7t yeyovds elos,
i8¢ay piav adrd airod &ov. And there is a real difference underlying
the figurative one. For a comparison of passages tends to prove
that el8os is applied to the universal forms of existence as they are
distinct from one another ; 8¢éa rather as each of them has a unity
in itself. Thus in The®t. 1. c. we have & 7t yeyovds elBos, idéav
plov ad1d alrol Exov, Erepov 88 4y groyelwv!. Again, 204 A: Mia
i8éa éf éxdorwy Tdv ovvapporrivrev groixelwv yryvouévy. Ib. A: “Ev
i €ldos Erepov Tév mdvrow pepdv. 205 C: Mla s idéa duépioros oul-
AaBi) &v iy. 205 D: Kal pia éoriv i8éa. Cp. 184 D: Eis play rad
déav . . ourreiver.

It should be noticed, that in the above passages the use of both
words is in a transition state, assuming rather the form of an adapt-

! Cp. Rep. 544 C: "H 7wa &\ éxeas (Béav moMurelas, § Tis xal & ele
Siagpavel Twe ketras,
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ation of the ordinary use, than of technical phraseology. Plato
may perhaps be teaching the doctrine of ideas by example ; but he
does not avowedly give to the words the ‘second intention’ with
which they are used in many passages to express the eternal forms
of Being. There is also an intermediate transition noticeable in the
use of #3¢a, from the abstract to the concrete, i.e. it passes, by a kind
of synecdoche, from meaning the sum of the attributes to mean that
to which they belong. So in Thuec. 1. ¢. wéoa idéa favdrov=~0dvaros
wdons éas. And in Theeet. 184, 205, pla 8éa is used synony-
mously with & eldos, 3éav piav aird airoi &ov. It is more to
the purpose, however, to observe generally, that the word eldos
tends to a use at once more logical (érepor eldos, dirra €idy, xar’ €idy
diigrds, xar' €idy réuvew) and more concrete—(the i8éa is spoken of
as inherent in it): the word i3éa to one more metaphysical (els
piav i8éav quvopdvra dyew Ta woAhayj Siecomappéva, piav i8éav Bit woMAGY
ndvry Siwrerapémy ikavids Simofdveral), more abstract, and at the
same time more figurative.

The word i3¢a is a fair symbol of the union of reason and imagi-
nation in Plato.

APPENDIX E

Tke Thewmtetus and Aristotle.

ONE chief source of difficulty in the Theetetus to the modern
reader is the imperfect development which it presents of the con-
ception of the Proposition’. In the earlier part, the ever-varying
succession of phenomena, bound up with the ever-varying im-
pressions of sense, are only dimly felt to belong to any Subject.
Indeed as the argument proceeds, the unity of that which is the
subject of different impressions or qualities is expressly denied.
At a further stage, where the question arises, How is false opinion
possible? there appears indeed a sort of consciousness that all
predication implies a subject (188 : Ofre wepl rdv Syrww ofre aird kaf
aird), and that to think is to say to oneself, ¢ This is that ;’—which
first shows itself in the example, ‘I think Thesetetus is Socrates,’
and is afterwards more distinctly expressed where it is said that

! ZvAroyiopds in the Theswt. (186) is nearly equivalent to ¢abstraction and
generalization.’
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thought is the mind’s silent discourse®. But that which remains
unnoticed is the relation of subject to predicate in any proposi-
tion. Thus it is assumed that when one predicate is substituted
for another (as when, in the propositions, ‘Yonder man is Socrates,
or ‘Thersites was handsome,’ the terms ¢ Socrates’ and ¢ handsome’
have been substituted by mistake for ‘Thestetus’ and ‘ugly’),
this is the same thing as if the terms so confounded were pre-
dicated of each other (thus, ¢Thestetus is Socrates,’ ¢ What is
ugly is handsome’).

The relation between the terms of a proposition where the
subject is something immediately perceived by sense, is brought
out afterwards by the image of the waxen block; but the same
indistinctness still hangs about abstract propositions. The line is
not clearly drawn between saying, ‘the sum of 7 and § is 11,
and saying ‘11 is 12/

Lastly, when it is asserted that the combination of names in
speech corresponds to the combination of elements in the object of
knowledge, we are still left in the dark as to the exact relation
between words or things which is implied in either combination.

This confusion between subject and predicate is, in other words,
to use Aristotelian language, the confusion of matter with form,
and of 8iwaus with évépyea. The subject is all its predicates
duvdper, and is that which, together with the new attribute,
becomes r68¢ .. Thus KalAias &uovoos becomes povowds: hence
Callias is in one sense the material part.

It may be said, therefore, that in the earlier philosophy, when
the matter changes from one form to its opposite, or from a
privative to a positive state, it is lost sight of that the form
cannot properly be said to change, and that the matter or subject,
as such, remains unchanged, while assuming different forms.

1. It is this aspect of the questions raised in the Theaztetus
which is taken up by Aristotle, who follows Plato in pointing
out that the views of Heraclitus and Protagoras meet in one.
Their views are thus identified and criticised at length in two
very similar passages of the Metaphysics (3. 1005 b-1012 b,
10. 1061 b-1063 b), in both of which Aristotle is engaged in
defending the principle of contradiction.

The theory of Heraclitus is stated in its most abstract and
logical form, ‘Everything at once is and is not’ This is at

! A close study of this passage mecessity of gefting behind Aristotle
(189, 190) will afford convincing proof  (if the expression may be permitted)
of the indeterminate state of the in order to understand Plato.
science of logic at this time, and the
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first put forward with the qualification, ¢ Some (i.e. Plato %) think
that Heraclitus means this:’ but afterwards it is made to figure
as the Heraclitean theory, ‘adopted by many physical philosophers.’
The theory of Protagoras is shown to come to the same thing;
for if every man’s impression is true, then contradictories are
true (and not true) together.

Aristotle does not profess. to use direct proof in defence of what
he assumes to be self-evident and the basis of all reasoning, but
he brings forward a number of-indirect arguments, which throw
considerable light upon the nature of the question, These are
intended for such persons as really feel the difficulty: there are
others for whom a more summary method is required (of pév yap
weifovs Béovray, ol 8¢ Blas?). Amongst these arguments there are two
which deserve especial notice here, as being of a different kind
from any which are to be met with in the dialogue.

(a) * We will not say that the act of predication must either be
or not be something, lest they should accuse us of begging the
question ; but we will say, that every predicate means some-
thing, and that its meaning is one, and not indefinitely various;
otherwise language and even thought is destroyed. And to pre-
dicate it in this one meaning of a particular subject is either true
or false. Hence, “ man” and “ not man ” cannot be truly predicated
together of the same subject.’

(8) ‘The difference between the same man’s impressions at
different times regards not the quality, but the subject of it.
Sweet and bitter are the same to the sick as to the healthy
man: it is the wine that appears to him at one time sweet and
at another bitter. The idea of sweet is the same to him in the
past, present, and future.’

There are other points in which the discussion is characteristic
of Aristotle (as where it is said that the principle of motion rests
on a too narrow induction; or that if all creatures having sensation
were destroyed, the universe would still exist; or where he points
out that the admission of degrees, e.g. ‘nearer and farther from
the truth,” necessitates a standard of truth to which the approach
is made); but the influence of this dialogue and of the discussions
(Megarian and Platonic) which preceded and followed it is also

very apparent. The following points of coincidence are worth
mentioning :—

! Cp. Hom. 11 2. 188-199:°Ovriva  mapaords | . .“Ov & a¥ Sfuov 7° dvdpa

pév BaoiAfja ral Efoxov dvdpa kixeln, | 130 Bobowrdk v* dpedpos, | TOv orfiaTp
7o & dyavois éméeocow Epnricacke . 7€ pidy.
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(1) It is assumed, as part of the theory, that everything is
thus and not-thus (oires xal oy oirws). But this is nearly the last
point to which the principle of motion is reduced in the Theee-
tetus (183 A B). Aristotle proceeds to infer that everything must
be infinite ; and this in two ways: first, as ‘not-this’ means ¢ every-
thing but this, it follows that everything must be everything else?;
and, secondly (with Plat. Theet. loc. cit.), if ofrws xal ody olrws is
true, then its contradictory (o6 oirws ofire olx oirws) must also be
true; and this, he adds, must go on to infinity. The theory gives
an indefinite, that is, a purely negative account of Being (o pj &
Aéyer).

(2) Further, in reference to Protagoras it is shown that, in
making all impressions true, he makes them also false,—his own
theory amongst the rest.

(3) The Heraclitean or Protagorean philosopher is seen to avoid
tumbling into a ditch. It is evident therefore that he acknow-
ledges the distinction between good and bad. Everything then is
not equally indifferent. And if there are impressions to which the
theory does not apply, so much has been conceded. Or, ‘as Plato
puts it,” with regard to the future, the physician is a better judge
of what will prove wholesome than a chance person.

(4) Aristotle further points out the absolute relativeness of the
doctrine. They cannot say,  What appears, is,’ but ¢ What appears
to me, is to me.’

The following scattered touches may be quoted without com-
ment :—

¢ The theory of Protagoras is called # 7epl 7d pawbueva drffea.’

‘My eyes may each receive a different impression from the same thing.”

*The doubt about the criterion of knowledge is like the question whether
the waking or the dreaming life is real.’

¢ Socrates is not a different person for every different attribute.”

‘When a pleasant thing appears bitter, this is in consequence of a manifest

defect, viz. disease. The one state then (i.e. the healthy one), and not the
other, is to be held the measure of things.’

¢ Language is made impossible.’

‘The man thinks thus and not thus: i.e, it is equally true that he is not
thinking as that he thinks. He is reduced to the condition of a vegetable.’

(5) Lastly, Aristotle, like Theodorus, remarks upon the difficulty
of reasoning with the men, because they will not lay down anything
to start with, and allow it to remain firm.

Aristotle’s view may be summarily described by saying that he

! Ka! ylyverar 8) 70 'Avafaybpov, Heraclitus himself, he would have

dpob mérra xpfiuara Aristotle thinks  been compelled to acknowledge its
that if this argument had been put to  force.
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meets the indefiniteness of the physical and sophistic theories by
asserting the distinction between form and matter and the eternity
of form.

2. But he does not deny that a continual process takes place
between them, or that there is a world in which growth and decay,
generation and corruption, are ever going on, viz, the world of
sensible things, which in Aristotle reasserts its reality, as being
inseparable from the natural forms, and perhaps even from the
relations expressed in mathematics.

This is not the place for the discussion of Aristotle’s theory
of becoming. It is enough to notice (1) that he adopts from
the early philosophers, whom he classes together as upholding the
material cause, on the one hand the dualism, and on the other the
indeterminateness of matter (Phys. Ausc. 1), and points out that
therefore it can only be the object of knowledge ‘by analogy,
with reference to the form. And (2) his conception of sensation
as a realization of mental life is very similar to that expressed
in the Themtetus and Timseus. The éépyea alobijoews, which is
inseparable from the évépyeia alofnrod, is the meeting point of active
and passive elements in motion. (In modern language it is a pro-
cess between object and subject.) But the ¢avracia or mental -
image, which accompanies sensation but is separable from it in
thought, in the Thestetus is merged in sensation, although the
term as here used is simply the noun of ¢aivesfu (pavracia dpa xal
aigbyous rairdy), but is clearly distinguished from it by Aristotle.
The distinction is made the ground of an argument for the pos-
sibility of error®.

3. The same distinction between matter and form is also applied
to the solution of the doubt, whether the complex whole is one or
many, e.g. whether the syllable is all the letters combined, or
something above and beyond them. Aristotle shows that neither

1 (Met. 1. 1010 b: O3’ # alobnois  where the ¢pavrasia is false the 3éfa
yevdis 7ot idlov ¢orly dAN’ %) gavracia  may be true. De Somn. 3. Cp. de
oV rabTdv 7§} alobfoer) Again, even An. 3. 3.

The difference between Aristotle and Plato (in this dialogue), on this point
of psychology, may be illustrated by the following tabular view :—

Aristotle thus traces the gradual Plato distinguishes

ascent of the human mind from ¢momiun

sense to knowledge : from
Y. gogia. pvfiun each of which is
6. ¢marhuy. These two are in 8éta accompanied by
5. Téxm. some cases inseparable. { alofnots. ) pavracia.
4. tumepla.
3. whip. |
3. ¢avraoia,
1. algnas.



274 : APPENDIX F.

the parts nor their arrangement can create the form of the whole :
much rather it is this mould which determines the arrangement of
the parts. It is prior to them, and is eternal and uncreated. They
affect the nature of the compound thing only by being capable of
receiving a certain form.

At this point Plato (in the Thewtetus) and Aristotle seem almost
to touch one another, except that in Aristotle the conception of the
end (70 of &vexa) is bound up with that of the form.

As the tendency in the Theztetus is to rise from the ordinary
notion of an element to that of elementary Ideas, so Aristotle
points out that the universal is in one sense an element: (i.e.
logically.) (Met. 4. 1014 b.)

4. Among the germs which the Theatetus (like most of Plato’s
dialogues) contains of Aristotelian formule, the most remarkable
is the distinction between possessing and having Knowledge, which
obviously corresponds to Aristotle’s distinction between Knowing
and Contemplating (émioracfas, Bewpeiv),—his favourite illustration
of the difference between possession and use, or between a poten-
tial and an actual state. No such general application is made of
it by Plato. The notion enters into the Themtetus only as a last
ineffectual attempt to reconcile the existence of Knowledge with the
possibility of error, and it is expressed through an imaginary sym-
bol. But the distinction latent in the image—between the potential
and the actual—is the same by which Aristotle afterwards solved
this and other difficulties, if not finally, yet with admirable com-~
pleteness.

APPENDIX F.

Platonic 1dioms wn the Thewtetus.

'ANX’ ob mpdrepdy e, oluas, Ocairnros év épol Bofacbicerar, mpiv dv 7
owpbms abm @ @Nov owporirav v éyd ébpaxa dudopdy T pvmueiov
wap’ épol évonunvapévy xarabijrai, Thewmt. 209 C.

The words of Socrates, it is said in the Euthyphro (11 B, 15 B),
are like the words of Dedalus; they are endued with motion.
This image expresses the most characteristic peculiarity of Plato’s
style, the source of much both of its beauty and of its difficulty.
His thoughts are not fixed and dead, like specimens in a museum
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or cabinet, but flying as he pursues them, doubling, hiding, re-
appearing, soaring aloft, and changing colour with every change of
light and aspect.

The reader of the Thesmtetus, for example, is disappointed, if he
looks for perfect consistency with the Republic, or if he expects to
find the logical statement of a definite theory. The ground is
shifted several times. One line of inquiry is abandoned, and yet
the argument presently returns from a new starting-point upon the
former track. A position is assumed and then relinquished ;—the
figures are erased,—and yet the subsequent discussion is not without
reference to the hypothesis which has been demolished. The doc-
trine of sense, for instance, is wholly negatived, and yet it cannot
be said that we are not intended to gather something from it.

Plato’s metaphors are ‘living creatures’ rather than figures of
speech ; he regards them not as airy nothings, but as realities ; he
recurs to them with fondness, as Lord Bacon does. But no ex-
pression is ever merely repeated in Plato. If an image is recalled,
it is with some additional or altered feature: if a conception is
resumed, it is not merely copied, but a fresh picture is drawn from
the life. Even in recapitulating, some modification is often made,
or the argument is carried further. Thus the photograph, as it has
been called, of the connection is apt to be blurred, from the thought
moving as we read. Even in the same passage, where an ordinary
writer would be contented with referring to an example or illustra-
tion just adduced, Plato surprises the reader with a different one,
which perhaps gives a new direction to the current of thought.
A fair instance of this occurs in Thext. 169 A, where Theodorus
says: ‘It was mere nonsense in me to hope that you would excuse
me and not compel me to strip for the contest, as the Lacedee-
monians do. You are rather to be compared to Sciron: for they
tell one either to strip or go away; but you are rather like Anfeus
in your way of doing business, for you will let no man go till you
have stripped him (like Sciron) and compelled him to wrestle with
you (like Anteeus).’

The argument itself (§ Adyos) is continually personified and is
spoken of under a Protean variety of figures.

It is at one time our servant, who must wait our leisure, or who
runs away from us, or who seems likely to die and vanish away
‘like a tale.” More frequently it has power over us, like a General
commanding us, like a sea in which we must swim for our lives,
while it rolls its successive waves over us, like & wind which car-
ries us we know not whither. Sometimes ¢ its name is legion,’ and

T 2
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it is multiplied into a swarm or an impetuous throng. Or it takes
a milder form, as the raft, or dolphin, on which we seek to escape
from a sea of doubt, or the wall behind which we screen ourselves
from the driving shower. The Argument talks with us, it goes
through a subject, takes up a position, hides its face from some
threatening objection and passes on. It rebukes us for unfair
treatment of itself, it can be insulted, it stands in need of help,
it has a father, and guardians of its orphanhood.

This movement or plasticity of ideas, which penetrates the whole
of Plato’s writings, is closely connected with their conversational
form, and manifests itself in what may be called his poetical use of
language.

The observation of both these elements of Plato’s style is of im-
portance to the student, because it saves him from the necessity of
resorting to some forced construction, or flying to conjecture, upon
each occasion of grammatical perplexity.

I Conversationalisms. In Plato we often meet with irregularities
of construction, which in an oration or set treatise would be referred
to looseness or inelegance of diction, but which only make the dia-
logue more easy and lively and natural.

a. Changes of construction. The following are a few out of
several instances in the Thestetus : —

(1) 144 A: TS ydp edpabij dvra . . wpiov ab elvac . . éyd pév odr’ )
& gouny yevéolas ofire 6pd yryvopévovs. Theodorus begins by
simply expressing his surprise, but proceeds to dwell upon
his previous anticipations and experience to account for it.

(2) 153 B: ‘H & év 14 Yvxj éis . . xrirai re pabnpara, kv, Cp.
173 D: Smovdal 8 érawpedv én’ dpxds . . ob8 dvap mpdrrew
npocioraras adrois. '

The emphasis on the first words causes the sentence to begin
vaguely, and the construction is determined as it proceeds.

(3) 167 B: Hoampis Yuxiis éfe Sofdlovras avyyevij éavris.

Here, unless something is corrupt, a transition is made to the re-
flexive pronoun, as if yvx were the subject of 8ofdfovras: a transi-
tion from the persons who think to the mind which thinks.

(4) 192 B: 0Oix &v roMpioee ¢ioas (6 Aoyos) . .. é0éhovow
loxvpifecfa.. He passes from what the argument would say,
to what certain persons do say. So elsewhere there is often
a transition from the indefinite singular to the indefinite
plural.

To this may be added the occasionally difficult use of the cases of
nouns: e.g. Thewmt. 147 C: "Ev 1 ob nmyhod épwrioe, without mepi :
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just as we might say in conversation, ‘ the mud-question,’ for the
question about the mud.’

B. Resumption. A thought is frequently resumed in the same
sentence, for the sake of modifying it, or of particularizing the
aspect in which it is considered, or merely for the sake of clearness.
The introduction of the pronoun adrés, to recall a noun which has
been thrown back for the sake of emphasis, is a familiar instance
of this.

E.g. 155 D: "Edv got &dpay . . tijs Qiavoias mip d\pfear . . ovv-
efepeviioopas adry ;

Perhaps the most marked instance of resumption in the Thes-
tetus occurs 171 B: Ma\\ov 8¢ md ye éxelvov dpodoyfoerar, drav ¢
rdvavria Néyovre Evyxwpi dAnbj alrdv dofdlew, Tore xal & Hpwraydpas
abrds ovyywpioeras.

y. Redundancy. There are other ways in which regularity of
construction is sacrificed to fulness of expression.

E.g. 153 C: "Ent odv got Aéyw vyreplas e xal yakiras kal doa
towira, &7t al pév fouxiow orfmovae kal dmohvaot, Ta & Erepa
odle. .

172 D: Tols Adyous év elpiyp émi oxolijs mosoivras, domep ueis
vuvt Tpitov 78y Noyov ék Aoyou perahauSBdvoper, otrw Kdxeivo,
éav abrods 6 émeNOoy Toi mpoxetpévov paklov, xaldwep fpds,
dpéayp.

199 B: My) yép Exew iy émariuny Tovrov oldv e, dAN’ érépav dvr’
éxelvys, éray . . dv@ érépas érépav dpaprov \dBy, ore dpa Td év-
8exa 3ddexa @y elva,, Ty Tov Edexa émoTipny dvri Tis TV
8ddexa NaBdy, Ty év éavrg olov pdrrav drrl mepiaTepas.

An occasional consequence of this fuluess of expression is the
deferred apodosis, which sometimes occurs, especially after domep:
e.g. Rep.3. 402 B: "Qomep dpa . .. "Ap’ odv, § Néyw, mpds Oedv, otras,
k7. Theet. 207 A: “Qowep &v . . o¥rw Tolvwy, K.T.A.

3. Also connected with the conversational form of Plato’s writ-
ings, and the plastic, growing condition of his thoughts, is the
imperfect kind of argument which he sometimes employs. It isa
saying of Aristotle’s that Dialectic deals tentatively with those sub-
jects on which Philosophy dogmatizes (7 Siahexricy meipacricn mepl
&v 1) Ppihooodpia yvwpioricy) ; and Bacon speaks of a Socratic induc-
tion. To this, and to a certain economy used towards the re-
spondent, is to be attributed the frequency of the argument from
example (the example often covering more ground than is quite
fair), and of the inference, by means of simple conversion, from
particular to universal.



278 APPENDIX F.

The immaturity of the science of logic no doubt renders this
mode of reasoning more easy and natural than it could be in a later
age, but it is not explained without allowing for the fact that the
inquiry is conducted, at least on the part of the respondent, in
a tentative and inductive spirit.

An instance occurs in the Theeetetus, 159 A, when it is argued
that if what is different is dissimilar, then whatever is dissimilar is
wholly different, and what is similar is the same. That Plato was
fully aware of the inconclusiveness of the form of argument thus
ironically adopted, appears from Protag. 350 C, where Socrates is
checked for it by Protagoras, who says, "Eywye épornfeis Umd oo, €
ol dvdpeior Bappaléo: eloiv, dpohdynoa el 3¢ kai oi Oappakéos dvdpeiot,
ok fpwTifny € ydp pe Tére fpov, elmov &v Sri ob mdvres.

And sometimes, even where an instance is really meant to cover
a large conclusion, its power is ostensively limited with persuasive
modesty : as in Theat. 152 C: ®avracia dpa xai alobpois rairdv
& 71e Oeppois xal wdor Tols Towlrois. . . Alofnais dpo Tl dvros
del éomu.

Ib, 204 D: Tairdv dpa & ye Tois 3oa ¢ dpbpol éori, 76 e mav
mpooayopedopey kal & dmavra.

e. It is difficult to separate between the conversational and the
poetical element in Plato. Their combination gives him the power
of ‘saying anything. Just as there is a freedom of expression
possible in conversation, which we feel to be impossible in writing,
or as the poet can express with grace and dignity what by other
lips were better left unsaid.

II. This leads us to the Poetical use of language. Plato’s words
have frequently a different value from any that could be given them
by a mere prose writer. The language as well as the thought is
instinet with a creative power, which gives it a dramatic vividness
and refinement ; at times even a dithyrambic cadence, or a lyrical
intensity. The poet whom Plato most resembles in this is So-
phocles; but his style may be regarded as the mirror of all Greek
literature.

a. Poetical use of single words.

(1) Choice of a more sensuous expression (mpd Sppdrov moieiv).

150 D : *Evapyés éru for 8ihov ér¢ (‘as clear as day’).
155 A : Taira va pdopara.

156 B: Suvwexninrovoa kal yewopém,

160 D: My nralov 7j diavolq.

162 A : Awliyios Phvapia,

165 B: Z¢akels yap frrov doypuovioer.
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169 B: MaX’ e fvyxexdpaocw.
171 D: Tavrp v . . loracla Tov Aéyov.
172 E: "Avdyxny &wv 6 dvridixos (wielding coercion).
202 A: Taira . . wepirpéyovra wioe mpocPépeatas.
To which may be added the ¢ hypocoristic’ use of diminutives.
149 C: ®appdria.
195 A : "Edv Tov apwpdv j 70 Yuxdpiow.
(2) Use of Epic words, the meaning of which is sometimes
spiritualized.
149 A : Malas yewalas xal Bhooupés.
162 E: “Afios ol évds pdvov.
174 D: Oo\d B84\\ovra.
189 E : Toiro ydp pot ivBd\\erar Siavoovpérm.
194 E: “Orav roiyww Ndowdv rov 75 xéap j}.

(3) Playing upon a word.

150 C: Efpypa. (Cp. Soph. (Ed. Tyr. 1108.)
152 A: Tijv d\jbeav,

181 C: Tois péovras.

194 C : T3 rijs Yuxiis xéap.

208 B: *AAnbéorarov émoriuns Néyov.

Closely related to this is (4) the etymological use of words: i.e.
when, by dwelling upon its etymology, a word is made to express
something different from, or more than, its ordinary meaning.

149 B: “0r d\oxos odaa mjv Noxelav eihnxev.

152 E : (perhaps) Bvupepéofov (let them march one way).
160 E: Ta dppdpdpia atrod s dhnbis &v xixke wepipextéor.
193 C: "Qomep oi &umakw imodovpevor mapaNhdias.

198 D: Npdxerpov & oix elye 77 diavolq.

(5) Poetical use of particles: e.g. the frequent use of dpa, helping
to keep up the idea that Socrates is repeating what he has heard,
the occasionally difficult reference with ydp (152 C: Ola vdp,
and note), the hyperbaton of xai (154 E: Kat piv &ywye), and gene-
rally the dramatic liveliness with which successive clauses are con-
trasted, as if each were put into the mouth of a different person.
Speech thus becomes literally a ¢ self-dialogue.” See especially 155
B : “0 uy mpérepov fv, AANA Torepor Toiro elvas (1) : and 190 B: “Ore
wavr ) o
witl
trod

éord
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some of the ordinary forms of grammar. In this also Plato reflects
the general tendency of the Greek language.

(1) Apposition. The use of the apposition of clauses (as a form
of epexegesis) deserves to be reckoned among the more striking
peculiarities of Plato’s style. One example from the Theetetus will
suffice to indicate what is meant. .

175 D: Nd\w af r& dvriorpoda dmodidwow . . uypér e g’
U¥nhot kpepacleis . . ddnpoviy Te xal dmopd» kai BapBapifwy . .
yé\ora . . wapéxe, x.T\., where another writer would prob-
ably have inserted ydp. (Cp. Lach. 182 B.)

Sometimes a sentence is thus placed in apposition with a pronoun
such as rotro (189 E ad fin.) or (158 B). Compare the use of 7o
8¢ e.g. 157 E. A slightly different use is that of the accusative in
apposition to the sentence. Instances of this are 153 C: ’Eni
ToUtois TOv kohopdwva, x.TA.; 160 E: Ta duddpdua alrot, st
(Many of the examples of resumption and redundancy above referred
to would fall grammatically under this head.)

(2) Attraction. E.g. where a main verb was to be expected, we
find a participle. It can be accounted for; but there is reason to
believe that it is partly due to the neighbourhood of another parti-
ciple, or of some word that is usually construed with a participle.

173 B: Tods 8¢ rob sjuerépov xopoi mérepor Bodher SieNBivres
édoavres wdkw éml Tov Adyov Tpemdpeda; where we should have
expected 8:éNdwper,

150 D: T pév mparov dpaivovrar . . kal wdw dpaleis, mdvres 8¢ mpotot-
o7s s ovvovaias . . Bavpactdy Goov émdi8ivres, bs avrois Te kai
Tois @\ots Boxovas: where, but for the proximity of os. .,
émdi8évres would probably have been émdddacw. See also
AaBov, 199 B, which but for érav . . Ad8y would be \aBdvra.

7. To the same self-consciousness of language which betrays itself
in the foregoing instances may be attributed the minuteness of anti-
thesis, which, though common everywhere in Greek, is strikingly so
in Plato.

150 E: *Epol 8¢ karappovioarres, § abrol in’ d\ww weobévres (7).

197 C: El 3wardv ofre kexrquévov p) éxew, &AN' Howmep, k...

3. This power of refining upon language is turned to account in
adapting the mode of expression to the exigencies of the argument.

E.g. 152 B, where we are gradually led from the example of
the wind, which one man feels cold, and another not, to the
position that sensation is the correlative .of reality. See
also 158 E, 159 B, where, as the argument proceeds, (érepov)
@ov roiro GAg éxeivg is substituted for dAws érepov,

s




APPENDIX F. 281

e. The care which is taken of the rhythm is a further peculiarity
of Plato’s style, and may be treated as a poetical element. This is
especially noticeable (1) in the manner in which quotations from
poetry are shaded off so as to harmonize with the surrounding
prose, and (2) in the occasional elaboration of prose writing to
something like a metrical cadence.

(1) 173 E. In the quotation from Pindar, ¢péperas is probably
substituted for mérera (see note on the passage), the words =d émi-
mweda yewperpoioa are inserted, and rév dvrwy ékdorov Shov is added at
the close. Thus the poetical language is interwoven with the sen-
tence, so as to embellish it without interrupting its harmony.

194 C. The substitution of the (early) Attic xéap for the
Homeric «ijp is probably due to a similar motive.

(2) Dithyrambic and lyric cadences are more frequent in some
other dialogues than in the Thesmtetus. See especially Sympos.
196, 197, the close of Agathon’s speech, especially the last few
lines, in which the rhetorical antitheses have more the effect of
rhythm than of argument: Phadr. 238, 241, alibi; Rep. 8. 546, 7;
10. 617, 18; and several places of the Timeeus, e.g. 47 B: "0v 6 puj
Pdboodos Tuphwbels dBupduevos &v Bpyroi pdry. With such passages
may be compared Thewt. 176 A: 03¢ v dpuoviav Ndywv AaBdvros
8plds Upvijoas Bedv Te kai dvdpav ebSaiubvar Blov dAnbi.

The same power shows itself more slightly in an occasional inver-
sion of the order of words for the sake of emphasis.

158 B: Of pév Oeol adrdv olwvras elvas.
160 D: Kara 8¢ Hpwraydpav tov ocopdrarov mdvrov xpnpdrev
&vlpumov pérpov elvar,

¢ A few words may be added in conclusion on the artificial
structure of Plato’s dialogues, of which the Thestetus is acknow-
ledged to be a prominent example.

There is a unity in each of them, approaching to that of a living
organism :—the spirit of the whole breathing in every part :—a
c

P e 4

® 4™ W
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for the argument from the idea of expediency, which may be said
to be anticipated as early as 157 D: "Ayafdv xai kaAdéy. (Compare
the anticipation, at the very beginning of the dialogue, 144 E:
*Emeoxeyriped 8y el povowds bv Aéye, of the conclusion arrived at
179 B: Soparepéy e dov d\hov elvas kal Tév pév Towobroy pérpov elvas,
xr\.) The difficulty of reconciling the ideas of goodness and wis-
dom with the doctrine of semse appears more distinctly in the
defence of Protagoras, 167 A, and presses for solution as an ele-
ment of the common opinion of men, 170 A : Kal & ye rois peyioros
xwdivors . . wapa aplow.

These two passages have prepared the way for the statement in
171, 2, of the ¢ semi-Protagoreanism’ of those who will not venture
to say that every creature knows what is for its own health, nor
that every individual and every state knows equally what is ex-
pedient in legislation. "When a breach has thus been made in the
enemy’s lines of defence, a rest is afforded to the reader by the
vision of the Divine Life which follows, in which, however, the
ideas of wisdom and holiness and righteousness have a direct bear-
ing upon the conclusion towards which we are being carried step
by step, and its effect upon the tone of the discussion is apparent
in the words 177 D: I\jv e s 70 Svopa Aéyor Toiro 8¢ mov oxduy’
&v €l mpds & Néyoper' olxi; k7. At this point the argument from
Expediency is fully entered into. But it is difficult to say exactly
where it began.

A similar gradation may be observed in the development of the
difficulty about false opinion.

Note also the artfulness of the transition from sensation to
thought, 184187, and from ¢ true opinion’ to ¢ true opinion giving
an account of itself, 2o1.

And while the earlier part is written with a view to what is in
reserve, the previous discussion is not forgotten as the inquiry pro-
ceeds. See 194 D:*A 3) dvra xakeira, compared with 152 D:
‘A 3 ¢apev elvar, ok Spfds: and 209 C: Mimpeiov map’ éuol évonpun-
vapévn xarabira,,—an application of the (relinquished) conception of
the waxen block.

Plato’s philosophy has been compared to a building, of which the
Republic is the superstructure, while the other dialogues are the
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His writings are the creations of a great master, whose sketches
are worked up into the larger monuments of his genius, a cycle sur-
rounding an eternal Epic poem, bound together by the unity not
merely of a particular age and country, but of an individual mind,

*Q Bavudaoie, & dawudvie, & éraipe, & péle.

These and the like phrases are apt to be slurred over in trans-
lating or interpreting Plato, from the frequency of their recurrence
and the difficulty of appreciating their exact force in each connection.
They belong to that conversational sprightliness and play of fancy
which it is impossible to bind to any rule.

Here, as elsewhere, Plato carries further an existing tendency of
the Greek language. Such addresses as 3atudwe, dawuovin, Hfeie, in
Homer (Il. 6. 407, 486, 518, 521; cp. Plat. Rep. 344 D, &
8awpdme Opacipaxe) vary in signification according to the mood of
the speaker. The same may be said of & B8awudwme, & upéde, in
Aristophanes.

In Plato the variety of such addresses is much greater, and the
variety of their meaning greater still. They can often be more
perfectly rendered by a changed expression of the voice or counte-
nance, than by any words. All that can be said of them generally
is, that they give an increased intensity to the tone of the conver-
sation at the moment, whether this be grave or humorous, respect-
ful, ironical or familiar.

& Bavpdate in its simplest use conveys a remonstrance, ‘I wonder
at you’ The most decided instance is in the Phedo, 114 D:
Olov, &by, woreire, & avpdoos. ¢ What are you doing ! I am amazed
at you' It may also sometimes convey admiration. But it is
frequently used where the subject of wonder or surprise has no-
thing to do with the person addressed: e.g. Cratyl. 439 C, where
it indicates Socrates’ intense interest in the mystery of the Ideas.

ulation & paxdpie (see
own delight at some
Justice is discovered ;
es himself as well as
sophic life.—In Thest.
sxcept by a note of ad-
seen ready to bite me !’
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Nearly the same is true of & daiusme, 180 B, though it here
retains a slight tone of remonstrance. ¢Disciples, my good sir !’
¢ Disciples, did you say? While in 172 C it wears quite a dif-
ferent expression, conveying Socrates’ genuine admiration for the
philosophic life, and is more difficult to render. ‘Ah! my good
friend, this is not the first time I have observed how natural it
is that a philosopher should make a poor figure at the bar !’

The affectionate confidence and familiarity expressed in & éraipe,
& ¢pike, & Ppike éraipe, acquires, in & péle, a degree of humorous or
triumphant gaiety. Theat. 178 E: Nj Aia, & péde, ‘My dear
fellow ! I should rather think he did.’

The use of quaint adjurations and addresses in Shakspeare
affords an interesting illustration of this feature of Plato’s style.
For example, when Hamlet says, ‘O good Horatio, I'll take the
ghost’s word for a thousand pound,’ the address is prompted not this
time by Horatio’s worth, but by the relief caused to his own mind
by the discovery of the king's guilt.

THE END.
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Oxford. Edited and enlarged by Prof. T. N, Toller, M.A. (To be completed
in four parts.) Parts I and II. A—HWISTLIAN. 4to. 15s. each.

CHINESE.—A Handbook of the Chinese Language. By James
Summers. 1863. 8vo. half bound, 1/. 8s.

—— A Record of Buddhistic Kingdoms, by the Chinese Monk
FA-HIEN. Translated and annotated by James Legge, M.A., LL.D. Crown
4to. cloth back, 10s. 6d.

ENGLISH.—A New Englisk Dictionary, on Historical Prin-
ciples : founded mainly on the materials collected by the Philological Society.
Edited by James A. H. Murray, LL.D., with the assistance of many Scholars
and men of Science. Part I. A—ANT. Part II. ANT—BATTEN. Im-
perial 4to. 12s. 6d. each.

An Etymological Dictionary of the English Language.
By W. W, Skeat, M.A. Second Edition. 1834. 4to. 2.. 4s.

——Supplement to the First Edition of the above. 4to. 2s. 64.

A Concise Etymological Dictionary of the English Lan-
guage. By W. W, Skeat, M.A. Second Edition. 1885. Crown 8vo. ss. 6d.

GREEK.—A Greek-Englisk Lexicon, by Henry George
Liddell, D.D., and Robert Scott, D.D. Seventh Edition, Revised and Aug-
mented throughout. 1883. 4to. 1/. 165, ’

—— A Greek-English Lexicon, abridged from Liddell and
Scott’s 4to. edition, chiefly for the use of Schools. Twenty-first Edition.
1884, Square 1amo. 7s.6d.
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HEBREW.—7%e Book of Hebrew Roots, by Abu ’l-Walid
Marwin ibn Janih, otherwise called Rabbf Yéndh. Now first edited, with an
Appendix, by Ad. Neubauner. 1875. 4to. 2/ 7s.6d.

—— A Treatise on the use of the Tenses in Hebrew. By
S. R. Driver, D.D. Second Edition. 1881. Extra fcap. 8vo. 7s. 6d.

—— Hebrew Accentuation of Psalms, Proverbs, and Fob.
By William Wickes, D.D. 1881. Demy 8vo. stiff covers, ss.

ICELANDIC.—An Icelandic-Englisk Dictionary, based on the
MS. collections of the late Richard Cleasby. Enlarged and completed by
G. Vigfisson, M.A. With an Introduction, and Life of Richard Cleasby, by
G. Webbe Dasent, D.C.L. 1874. 4to. 3/ 7s.

—— A List of English Words the Etymology of whick is

illustrated by comparison with Icelandic. Prepared in the form of an
AFPPENDIX to the above. By W. W. Skeat, M.A. 1876. stitched, 2s.

—— An Icelandic Primer, with Grammar, Notes, and
Glossary. By Henry Sweet, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

—— An Icelandic Prose Reader, with Notes, Grammar and

Glossary, by Dr, Gudbrand Vigfisson and F. York Powell, M.A. 1879.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

LATIN.—A Latin Dictionary, founded on Andrews’ edition
of Freund’s Latin Dictionary, revised, enlarged, and in great part rewritten
by Charlton T. Lewis, Ph.D., and Charles Short, LL.D. 1879. 4to. 1/. 5s.

MELANESIAN.—T%e Melanesian Languages. By R. H.
Codrington, D.D., of the Melanesian Mission. 8vo. 18s.

SANSKRIT.—A Practical Grammar of the Sanskrit Language,
arranged with reference to the Classical Languages of Europe, for the use of
English Students, by Sir M. Monier-Williams, M.A. Fourth Edition. 8vo. 15s.

—— A Sanskrit-Englisk Dictionary, Etymologically and
Philologically arransed, with special reference to Greek, Latin, German, Anglo-
Saxon, English, and other cognate Indo-Eurc;'pean Languages. By Sir M.
Monier-Williams, M.A. 1872, 4to."4/. 14s. 6d.

—— Nalopdkhydnam. Story of Nala, an Episode of the
Mahé-Bharata: the Sanskrit text, with a copious Vocabulary, and an improved
version of Dean Milman’s Translation, by Sir M. Monier-Williams, M.A.
Second Edition, Revised and Improved. 1879. 8vo. 15s.

—— Sakuntald. A Sanskrit Drama, in Seven Acts. Edited
by Sir M. Monier-Williams, M.A. Second Edition, 1876. 8vo. 21s.

SYRIAC.— T /esaurus Syriacus : collegerunt Quatremére, Bern-

stein, Lorsbach, Arnoldi, Agrell, Field, Roediger: edidit R. Payne Smith,
S.T.P. Fasc.I-VI. 1868-83. sm. fol. each, 1. 1s. Fasc. VIL. 1/ 11s. 6d.

Vol. I, containing Fasc. I-V, sm, fol. g 5s.

—— Tke Book of K alilah and Dimnak. Translated from Arabic
into Syriac. Edited by W. Wright, LL.D. 1884. 8vo. 21s.
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GREEK CLASSICS, &c.

Aristophanes: A Complete Concordance to the Comedies
and Fragments. By Henry Dunbar, M.D. 4to. 1/ 1s.

Avristotle : The Politics, translated into English, with Intro-
duction, Marginal Analysis, Notes, and Indices, by B. Jowett. M.A. Medium
8vo. 2vols. 215

Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Sinaiticorum. Scripsit V.
Gardthausen Lipsiensis. With six pages of Facsimiles. 8vo. linen, 25s.

Heracliti Ephesii Religuiae. Recensuit I. Bywater, M.A.
Appendicis loco additae sunt Diogenis Laertii Vita Heracliti, Particulae Hip-
pocratei De Diaeta Libri Primi, Epistolae Heracliteae. 1877 8vo. 6s.

Herculanensium Voluminum Partes I1. 1824. 8vo. 10s.

Fragmenta Herculanensia. A Descriptive Catalogue of the
Oxford copies of the Herculanean Rolls, together with the texts of several
pa yri, accompanied by facsimiles. Edited by Walter Scott, M.A., Fellow

erton ColFege, Oxford. Royal 8vo. clotk, 21s.

Homer: A Complete Concordance to the Odyssey and
Hymns of Homer ; to which is added a Concordance to the Parallel Passages
in the Iliad, Odyssey, and Hymns. By Henry Dunbar, M.D. 1880. 4to. 1/, 1s.

Scholia Graeca in Iliadem. Edited by Professor W.
Dindorf, after a new collation of the Venetian MSS, by D. B. Monro, M.A,,
Provost of Oriel College. 4 vols. 8vo. 2/. 10s. Vols.V and VI. /7 the Press.

—— Scholia Graeca in Odysseam. Edidit Guil. Dindorfius.
Tomi II. 18355. 8vo. 15s. 64,

Plato : Apology, with a revised Text and English Notes, and
a Digest of Platonic Idioms, by James Riddell, M.A. 18%8. 8vo. 8s. 6d.

Philebus, with a revised Text and English Notes, by
Edward Poste, M.A. 1860. 8vo. 7s. 64.

—— Sophistes and Politicus, with a revised Text and English
Notes, by L. Campbell, M.A. 1867. 8vo. 18s.

—— Thleaetetus, with a revised Text and English Notes,
by L. Campbell, M.A. Second Edition. 8vo. 10s. 64.

—— The Dialogues, translated into English, with Analyses
and Introductions, by B. Jowett, M.A. A new Edition in 5 volumes, medium
8vo. 1875. 3/. 10s.

The Republic, translated into English, with an Analysis
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THE HOLY SCRIPTURES, &c.

STuDI1A BiBLICA.—Essays in Biblical Archzology and Criti-
cism,6and kindred subjects. By Members of the University of Oxford. 8vo.
10s. 6d.

ENGLISH.—T%e Holy Bibie in the earliest English Versions,
made from the Latin Vulgate by John Wycliffe and his followers: edited by
the Rev. J. Forshall and Sir F. Madden. 4 vols. 1850. Royal 4to. 3/.3s.

[Also reprinted from the above, with Introduction and Glossary
by W. W. Skeat, M.A.

——— The Books of Fob, Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the
Song of Solomon: according to the Wycliffite Version made by Nicholas
de Hereford, about A.D. 1381, and Revised by John Purvey, about A.D.1388.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

—— Thke New Testament in Englisk, according to the Version
by John Wycliffe, about A.D. 1380, and Revised by John Purvey, about A.D.
1388. Extra fcap. 8vo. 6s.] .

—— The Holy Bible: an exact reé)rint, page for page, of the
Authorised Version published in the year 1611, Demy 4to. half bound, 1. 1s.

—— The Psalter, or Psalms of David, and certain Canticles,
with a Translation and Exposition in English, by Richard Rolle of Hampole.
Edited by H. R. Bramley, M.A,, Fellow of S. M. Magdalen College, Oxford. °
With an Introduction and Glossary. Demy 8vo. 1/ 1s.

—— Lectures on Ecclesiastes. Delivered in Westminster
Abbey by the Very Rev. George Granville Bradley, D.D., Dean of West-
minster. Crown 8vo. 4s. 6d.

GOTHIC.—Tke Gospel of St. Mark in Gothic, according to
the translation made by Wulfila in the Fourth Century. Edited with a
Grammatical Introduction and Glossarial Index by W. W, Skeat, M.A.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s.

GREEK.— Vetus Testamentum ex Versione Septuaginta Inter-
pretum secundum exemplar Vaticanum Romae editum. Accedit potior varietas
Codicis Alexandrini. Tomi III. Editio Altera. 18mo. 18s.

—— Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt; sive, Veterum
Interpretum Graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum Fragmenta. Edidit
Fridericus Field, AM. 2vols. 1875. 4to. 5/ s5s.

—— Thke Book of Wisdom: the Greek Text, the Latin
Vulgate, and the Authorised English Version; with an Introduction, Critical
Apparatus, and a Commentary. By William J. Deane, M.A. Small 4to. 12s. 6.

—— Novum Testamentum Graece. Antiquissimorum Codicum
Textus in ordine parallelo dispositi. Accedit collatio Codicis Sinaitici. Edidit
E. H. Hansell, S.T.B. TomiIIl. 1864. 8vo. half morocco. Price reduced
to 24s.
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GREEK.—Novum Testamentum Graece. Accedunt parallela
S.Scripturae loca, etc. Edidit Carolus Lloyd, S.T.P.R. 18mo. 3s.
On writing paper, with wide margin, 10s.
Novum Testamentum Graece juxta Exemplar Millianum.
18mo. 2s.64. On writing paper, with wide margin, gs.

—— Evangelia Sacra Graece. Fcap. 8vo. limp, 1s. 64.
—— The Greek Testament, with the Readings adopted by

the Revisers of the Authorised Version:—
(1) Pica type, with Marginal References. Demy 8vo. 10s. 6d.
(2) Long Primer type. Fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.
(3) The same, on writing paper, with wide margin, 15s.

—— The Parallel New Testament, Greek and English ; being
the Authorised Version, 1611; the Revised Version, 1881; and the Greek
Text followed in the Revised Version. 8vo. 12s. 6d.

The Revised Version is the joint property of the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge.

Canon Muratorianus: the earliest Catalogue of the
Books of the New Testament. Edited with Notes and a Facsimile of the
MS. in the Ambrosian Library at Milan, by S. P. Tregelles, LL.D. 1867.
4to. 10s. 64.

—— Owutlines of Textual Criticism applied to the New Testa-
ment. By C. E. Hammond, M.A. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

HEBREW, etc.—7 /e Psalms in Hebrew without points. 1879.
Crown 8vo. 3s. 6d.

A Commentary on the Book of Proverbs. Attributed
to Abraham Ibn Ezra. Edited from a MS. in the Bodleian Library by
S. R. Driver, M.A. Crown 8vo. paper covers, 3s. 6d.

—— Tke Book of Tobit. A Chaldee Text, from a unique
MS. in the Bodleian Library ; with other Rabbinical Texts, English Transla-
tions, and the Itala. Edited by Ad. Neubauer, M.A. 1878. Crown 8vo. 6s.

Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae, a J. Lightfoot. A new
Edition, by R. Gandell, M.A. 4 vols. 1859. 8vo. 1/. 1.

LATIN.—Libri Psalmorum Versio antiqua Latina, cum Para-
phrasi Anglo-Saxonica. Edidit B. Thorpe, F.A.S. 1835. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Old-Latin Biblical Texts: No.I. The Gospel according
to St. Matthew from the St. Germain MS. (g,). Edited with Introduction
and Appendices by John Wordsworth, D.D. Small 4to., stiff covers, 6s.

Old-Latin Biblical Texts: No.Il, Portions of the Gospels
according to St. Mark and St. Matthew, from the Bobbio MS. (k), &c.
Edited by John Wordsworth, D.D., W. Sanday, M.A., D.D., and H. J. White,
M.A. Small 4to., stiff covers, 21s.

OLD-FRENCH.— Lzbri Psalmorum Versio antiqua Gallica e
Cod. MS. in Bibl. Bodleiana adservato, una cum Versione Metrica aliisque
Monumentis pervetustis. Nunc primum descripsit et edidit Franciscus Michel,
Phil. Doc. 1860. 8vo. Io0s. 64.
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FATHERS OF THE CHURCH, &oc.

St. Athanasius: Historical Writings, according to the Bene-
dictine Text. With an Introduction by William Bright, D.D. 1881, Crown
8vo. 10s. 6.

Orations against the Arians, With an Account of his
Life by William Bright, D.D. 1873. Crown 8vo. gs.

St. Augustine : Select Anti-Pelagian Treatises, and the Acts
of the Second Council of Orange. With an Introduction by William Bright,
D.D. Crown 8vo. ¢s.

Canons of the First Four General Councils of Nicaea, Con-
stantinople, Ephesus, and Chalcedon. 1877. Crown 8vo. 2s, 6d.

—— Notes on the Canons of the First Four General Councils.
By William Bright, D.D.. 18832. Crown 8vo. 5s. 64.

Cyrilli Archiepiscopi Alexandrini in XII Propketas. Edidit
P.E. Pusey, AM. TomiIl. 1868. 8vo. cloth, 2/. 2s.

in D. Foannis Evangelium. Accedunt Fragmenta varia
necnon Tractatus ad Tiberium Diaconum duo. Edidit post Aubertum
P. E. Pusey, A M. TomilIIl. 1873. 8vo. 3/ ss.

—— Commentarit in Lucae Evangelium quae supersunt
Syriacc;. E MSS. apud Mus. Britan. edidit R. Payne Smith, A.M. 1858.
4to. 1/, 2s,

Translated by R. Payne Smith, M.A. 2 vols. 1859.

8vo. 14s.

- Ephraemi Syri, Rabulae Episcopi Edesseni, Balaei, aliorum-
que Opera Selecta. E Codd. Syriacis MSS. in Museo Britannico et Bibliotheca
Bodleiana asservatis primus edidit J. J. Overbeck. 1865, 8vo. 1/, 1s.

Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, according to the text of

guré;n, with an Introduction by William Bright, D.D. 1881. Crown 8vo.
s, 6d.

Irenaeus : The Third Book of St.Irenacus, Bishop of Lyons,
against Heresies. With short Notes and a Glossary by H. Deane, B.D.
1874. Crown 8vo. 5s. 64.

Patrum Apostolicorum, S. Clementis Romani, S. Ignatii,

S. Polycarpi, quae supersunt. Edidit Guil. Jacobson, S.T.P.R. Tomi IIL
Fourth Edition, 1863. 8vo. 1/ 1s.

Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History, according to the Text of

Husﬁs;y, with an Introduction by William Bright, D.D. 1878. Crown 8vo.
7s.
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ECCLESIASTICAL HISTORY, BIOGRAPHY, &c.
Ancient Liturgy of the Church of England, according to the

uses of Sarum, York, Hereford, and Bangor, and the Roman Liturgy arranged
in parallel columns, with preface and notes. By William Maskell, M.A.
Third Edition. 1882. 8vo. 15s.

Baedae Historia Ecclesiastica. Edited, with English Notes,
by G. H. Moberly, M.A. 1881. Crown 8vo. I0s. 6d.

Bright (W.). Chapters of Early English Churck History.

1878. 8vo. 12s.

Burnet's History of the Reformation of the Church of England.

A new Edition. Carefully revised, and the Records collated with the originals,
by N. Pocock, M.A. 7 vols. 1865. 8vo. Price reduced to 1l. 10s.

Councils and Ecclesiastical Documents relating to Great Britain

and Ireland. Edited, after Spelman and Wilkins, by A. W. Haddan, B.D,, .

and W, Stubbs, M.A. Vols. I. and III. 1869-71. Medium 8vo. each 1/. 1s.
Vol. II. Part I. 1873. Medium 8vo. ros. 6d.

Vol. II. Part II. 1878. Church of Ireland; Memorials of St. Patrick.
Stiff covers, 3s. 6d.

Hamilton (Fohn, Archbishop of St. Andrews), The Catechism

of. Edited, with Introduction and Glossary, by Thomas Graves Law. With
a Preface by the Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone. 8vo. 12s. 6d.

Hammond (C. E.). Liturgies, Eastern and Western. Edited,
with Introduction, Notes, and Liturgical Glossary. 1878. Crown 8vo. 10s.6d.

An Appendix to the above. 1879. Crown 8vo. paper covers, Is. 6d.

Sohn, Bishop of Ephesus. The Third Part of his Eccle-
stastical History. [InSyriac.] Now first edited by William Cureton, M.A.
1853. 4to. 1/. 125.

Translated by R. Payne Smith, M.A. 1860. 8vo. 10s.
Leofric Missal, The, as used in the Cathedral of Exeter

during the Episcopate of its first Bishop, A.D. 1050-1072; together with some
Account of the Red Book of Derby, the Missal of Robert of Jumiéges, and a
few other early MS. Service Books of the English Church. Edited, with In-
troduction and Notes, by F. E. Warren, B.D. 4to. half morocco, 35s.

Monumenta Ritualia Ecclesiae Anglicanae. The occasional
Offices of the Church of England according to the old use of Salisbury, the
Prymer in English, and other prayers and forms, with dissertations and notes.
By William Maskell, M.A. Second Edition. 1882. 3 vols. 8vo. 3/. 10s.

Records of the Reformation. The Divorce, 1527-1533. - Mostly
now for the first time printed from MSS. in the British Museum and otherlibra-
ries. Collected and arranged by N. Pocock, M.A. 1870. 2 vols. 8vo. 1/, 16s.
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Shirley (W. W.). Some Account of the Church in the Apostolic
Age. Second Edition, 1874. Fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Stubbs (W.). Registrum Sacrum Anglicanum. An attempt
to exhibit the course of Episcopal Succession in England. 1858. Small 4to.
8s. 6d.

Warren (F. E.). Liturgy and Ritual of the Celtic Church.

1881. 8vo. 14s.

ENGLISH THEOLOGY.
Butler's Works, with an Index to the Analogy. 2 vols. 1874.

8vo. 11s. Also separately,
Sermons, 5s. 6d. Analogy of Religion, 5s.6d.
Greswell s Harmonia Evangelica. Fifth Edition. 8vo. 1855.
9s. 6d.
Heurtley's Harmonia Symbolica: Creeds of the Western
Church. 1858. 8vo. 6s. 6d.

Homilies appointed to be read in Churckes. Edited by
J. Griffiths, M.A. 1859. 8vo. 7s. 6d.
Hooker's Works, with his life by Walton, arranged by Johr
Keble, M.A. Sixth Edition, 1874. 3 vols. 8vo. 1/, 11s. 6d.
the text as arranged by John Keble, M.A. 2 vols
1875. 8vo. 11s.

Fewel's Works. Edited by R. W. Jelf, D.D. 8 vols. 1848.

8vo. 1/, 105.

Pearson’s Exposition of the Creed. Revised and corrected by
E. Burton, D.D. Sixth Edition, 1877. 8vo. 10s. 64.

Waterland’s Review of the Doctrine of the Eucharist, with
a Preface by the late Bishop of London. Crown 8vo. 6s. 6d.

-——— Works, with Life, by Bp. Van Mildert. A new Edition,

with copious Indexes. 6 vols. 1856. 8vo. 2/ 11s.

Whkeatly’s Illustration of the Book of Common Prayer. A new
Edition, 1846. 8vo. 5s.

Wyclif. A Catalogue of the Original Works of Fokn Wyclif,
by W. W. Shirley, D.D. 1865. 8vo. 3s. 64.

Select English Works. By T. Arnold, M.A. 3 vols.
1869-1871. 8vo. 1l 1s.

Trialogus. With the Supplement now first edited.
By Gotthard Lechler. 1869. 8vo. 7s.
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HISTORICAL AND DOCUMENTARY WORKS.

British Barrows, a Record of the Examination of Sepulchral
Mounds in various parts of England. By William Greenwell, M.A., F.S.A.
Together with Description of Figures of Skulls, General Remarks on Pre-
historic Crania, and an Appendix by George Rolleston, M.D., F.R.S. 1877.
Medium 8vo. 35s.

Britton. A Treatise upon the Common Law of England,
composed by order of King Edward I. The French Text carefully revised,
with an English Translation, Introduction, and Notes, by F. M. Nichols, M.A.
2 vols. 1865. Royal 8vo. 1/.16s.

Clarendon’s History of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in
England. 7 vols. 1839. 18mo. 1/, 1s.

Clarendon’s History of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in
England. Also his Life, written by himself, in which. is included a Con-

tinuation of his History of the Grand Rebellion. With copious Indexes.
In one voluine, royal 8vo. 184a. 1/. 2s.

Clinton’s Epitome of the Fasti Hellenici. 1851. 8vo. 6s.6d.
—— Epitome of the Fasti Romani. 1854. 8vo. 7s.

Corpvs Poeticvm Boreale. The Poetry of the Old Northern
Tongue, from the Earliest Times to the Thirteenth Century. Edited, clas-
sified, and translated, with Introduction, Excursus, and Notes, by Gudbrand
Vigfusson, M.A,, and F. York Powell, M.A. 3 vols. 1883. 8vo. 42s.

Freeman (E. A.). History of the Norman Conquest of Eng-
land ; its Causes and Results. In Six Volumes. 8vo. 5/. gs. 6d.

—— The Reign of William Rufus and the Accession of
Henry the First. 2 vols. 8vo. 1/ 16s.

Gascoigne’s  Theological Dictionary (“Liber Veritatum”):
Selected Passages, illustrating the condition of Church and State, 1403-1438.
With an Introduction by James E. Thorold Rogers, M.A. Small 4to. 10s. 6d.

Magna Carta, a careful Reprint. Edited by W. Stubbs, D.D.
1879. 4to. stitched, 1s.

Passio et Miracula Beati Olaui. Edited from a Twelfth-
Century MS. in the Library of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, with an In-
troduction and Notes, by Frederick Metcalfe, M.A. Small 4to. stiff covers, 6s.

Protests of the Lords,including those which have been ex-
unged, from 1624 to 1874; with Historical Introductions. Edited by Jan
.. Thorold Rogers, M.A. 1875. 3vc

Rogers (¥. E. T.). History o
England, A.D. 1259-1793.

Vols. I and IT (1259-14c0). 1
Vols. III and IV (1401-1582)
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Saxon Chronicles (Two of the) parallel, with Supplementary
Extracts from the Others. Edited, with Introduction, Notes, and a Glos-
sarial Index, by J. Earle, M.A. 1865. 8vo. 16s.

Sturlunga Saga, including the Islendinga Saga of Lawman
Sturla Thordsson and other works. Edited by Dr. Gudbrand Vigfisson.
In 2 vols. 1878. 8vo. 2/ 2s.

York Plays. The Plays performed by the Crafts or Mysteries
of York on the day of Corpus Christi in the 14th, 15th, and 16th centuries,
Now first printed from the unique MS. in the Library of Lord Ashburnham.
Edited with Introduction and Glossary by Lucy Toulmin Smith. 8vo. 21s.

Statutes made for the University of Oxford,and for the Colleges
- and Halls therein, by the University of Oxford Commissioners. 1883. 8vo.
135, 6d.

Statuta Universitatis Oxoniensis. 1885. 8vo. 5s.

The Examination Statutes for the Degrees of B.A., B. Mus.,
B.C.L.,and B.M. Revised to Trinity Term, 1886. 8vo. sewed, Is.

The Student's Handbook to the University and Colleges of
Oxford. Extra fcap. 8vo, 2s. 6d.

The Oxford University Calendar for the year 1886. Crown
8vo. 4s. 6d.
The present Edition includes all Class Lists and other University distinctions for
the five years ending with 1885.

Also, supplementary to the above, price 5s. (pp. 608),
The Honours Register of the University of Oxford. A complete

Record of University Honours, Officers, Distinctions, and Class Lists; of the
Heads of Colleges, &c., &c., from the Thirteenth Century to 1883.

MATHEMATICS, PHYSICAL SCIENCE, &c.

Acland (H. W., M.D., F.R.S.). Synopsis of the Pathological
Series in the Oxford Museum. 1867. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

De Bary (Dr. A.). Comparative Anatomy of the Vegetative
Organs of the Phanerogams and Ferns. Translated and Annotated by F. O.
Bower, M.A,, F.L.S,, and D. H. Scott, M.A,, Ph.D., F.LS. With two
hundred and forty-one woodcuts and an Index. Royal 8vo., half morocco,
1/. 25. 6d.

Miiller (¥.). On certain Variations in the Vocal Organs of
the Passeres that have hitherto escaped notice. Translated by F. J. Bell, B.A,,
and edited, with an Appendix, by A. H. Garrod, M.A., F.R.S. With Plates.
1878. 4to. paper covers, 7s. 6d.
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Price (Bartholomew, M.A.,F.R.S.). Treatise on Infinitesimal
Calculus.
Vol. I. Differential Calculus. Second Edition. 8vo. 14s. 64. )
Vol. I1. Integral Calculus, Calculus of Variations, and Differential Equations.
Second Edition, 1865. 8vo. 18s. :
Vol. IIL. Statics, including Attractions; Dynamics of a Material Particle.
Second Edition, 1868. 8vo. 16s.

Vol. IV. Dynamics of Material Systems; together with a chapter on Theo-
retical Dynamics, by W. F. Donkin, M.A., F.R.S. 1862. 8vo. 16s.

Pritchard (C., D.D., F.R.S.). Uranometria Nova Oxoniensis.
A Photometric determination of the magnitudes of all Stars visible to the
naked eye, from the Pole to ten degrees south of the Equator. 1885. Royal
8vo. 8s. 6d.

—— Astronomical Observations made at the University
Observatory, Oxford, under the direction of C. Pritchard, D.D. No. I.
1878. Royal 8vo. paper covers. 3s. 6d.

Rigaud’s Correspondence of Scientific Men of the 17th Century,
with Table of Contents by A. de Morgan, and Index by the Rev. J. Rigaud,
M.A. 2vols. 1841-1862. 8vo. 18s. 6d.

Rolleston (George, M.D., F.R.S.). Scientific Papers and Ad-
dresses.  Arranged and Edited by William Turer, M.B, F.R.S. With a
Biographical Sketch by Edward Tylor, F.R.S. With Portrait, Plates, and
Woodcuts. 2 vols. 8vo. 1/ 4s.

Westwood (¥. O., M. A., F.R.S.). Thesaurus Entomologicus

Hopeianus, or a Description of the rarest Insects in the Collection given to
the University by the Rev. William Hope. With 40 Plates. 1874. Small
folio, half morocco, 7/.10s.

The Sdacre Wooks of the East.

TRANSLATED BY VARIOUS ORIENTAL SCHOLARS, AND EDITED BY
F. MAX MULLER.

[Demy 8vo. cloth.]
Vol.

Vol.
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. Vol. ITII. The Sacred Books of China. The Texts of Con-
fucianism. Translated by James Legge. Part I. The Sh King, The Reli-
gious portions of the Shih King, and The Hsido King. 13s. 6d.

Vol. IV. The Zend-Avesta. Translated by James Darme-
steter. Part I. The Vendidid. 10s.6d.

Vol. V. The Pahlavi Texts. Translated by E. W. West.
Part I. The Bundahis, Bahman Yast, and Shayast 14-shiyast. 13s. 6d.

Vols. VI and IX. The Qur'dn. Parts I and II. Translated
by E. H. Palmer. 21s.

Vol. VII. The Institutes of Vishzu. Translated by Julius
Jolly. 1os. 6d.

Vol. VIII. The Bhagavadgit4, with The Sanatsugitiya, and
The Anugitd. Traunslated by Kishinith Trimbak Telang. 10s. 64.

Vol. X. The Dhammapada, translated from Pili by F. Max
Miiller; and The Sutta-Nipita, translated from Pili by V. Fausbdll; being
Canonical Books of the Buddhists. 10s. 6.

Vol. XI. Buddhist Suttas. Translated from PAali by T. W.
Rhys Davids. 1. The Mahéparinibbina Suttanta ; 2. The Dhamma-£akka-
ppavattana Sutta; 3. The Tevigga Suttanta; 4. The Akankheyya Sutta;
5. The Ketokhila Sutta; 6. The Mah4-sudassana Suttanta ; 7. The Sabbisava
Sutta. 10s. 6d.

Vol. XII. The Satapatha-Brihmaza, according to the Text
of the Midhyandina School. Translated by Julius Eggeling, Part I.
Books I and IL. 125, 6d.

Vol. XIII. Vinaya Texts. Translated from the PAli by
T. W. Rhys Davids and Hermann Oldenberg. Part I. The Pitimokkha.
The Mahivagga, I-IV. 10s. 6d.

Vol. XIV. The Sacred Laws of the Aryas, as taught in the
Schools of Apastamba, Gautama, Visish#2a and Baudhdyana. Translated
by Georg Biihler. Part II. Vésish#za and Baudhdyana. 10s. 62.

Vol. XV. The Upanishads. Translated by F. Max Miiller.
Part II. The Katka-upanishad, The Mundaka-upanishad, The Taittirfyaka-
upanishad, The Br7had4razyaka-upanishad, The Svetasvatara-upanishad, The
Prassa-upanishad, and The Maitriyana-Brihmarna-upanishad. 10s. 6.

Vol. XVI. The Sacred Books of China. The Texts of Con-
fucianism. Translated by James Legge. Part II. The Yt King. r10s. 6d.

Vol. XVII. Vinaya Texts. Translated from the PAili by
T. W. Rhys Davids and Hermann Oldenberg. Part II. The Mahivagga,
V-X. Thbe Kullavagga, I-III. 10s.6d °
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Vol. XVIII. Pahlavi Texts. Translated by E. W. West.
Part II. The D4distin-t Dinik and The Epistles of Man{iséthar. 12s. 6d.

Vol. XIX. The Fo-sho-hing-tsan-king. A Life of Buddha
by Asvaghosha Bodhisattva, translated from Sanskrit into Chinese by Dhar-
maraksha, A.D. 420, and from Chinese into English by Samuel Beal. 10s. 6d.

'Vol. XX, Vinaya Texts. Translated from the Pili by T. W,
Rhys6Davids and Hermann Oldenberg. Part III. The Kullavagga, IV-XIIL
105, 6d.

Vol. XXI. The Saddharma-pundarika; or, the Lotus of the
True Law. Translated by H. Kern. 12s. 6d.

Vol. XXII. Gaina-Sitras. Translated from Prikrit by Her-
mann Jacobi. Part I. The A#aringa-Sitra. The Kalpa-Sitra. r0s. 64.

Vol. XXIII. The Zend-Avesta. Translated by James Dar-
mesteter., Part II. The Sirzahs, Yasts, and Nydyis. 10s. 6d.
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@Clarendon Press Series

I. ENGLISH, &oc.

A First Reading Book. By Marie Eichens of Berlin; and*
edited by Anne J. Clough. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 44.

Ozxford Reading Book, Part 1. For Little Children. Extra
fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 6d.

Oxford Reading Book, Part II. For Junior Classes. Extra
fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 6d.

An Elementary English Grammar and Exercise Book. By
O. W. Tancock, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

An English Grammar and Reading Book, for Lower Forms
in Classical Schools. By O. W. Tancock, M.A. Fourth Edition. Extra
fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Typical Selections from the best English Writers, with Intro-
ductory Notices. Second Edition. In Two Volumes. Extra fcap. 8vo.
3s. 6d. each.

Vol. 1. Latimer to Berkeley. Vol. II. Pope to Macaulay.

Sthairp (¥. C., LL.D.). Aspects of Poetry; being Lectures
delivered at Oxford. Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d.

A Book for the Beginner in Anglo-Saxon. By John Earle,
M.A. Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

An Anglo-Saxon Reader. In Prose and Verse. With Gram-
matical Introduction, Notes, and Glossary. By Henry Sweet, M.A. Fourth
Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Extra fcap. 8vo. 8s. 6d.

An Anglo-Saxon Primer, with Grammar, Notes, and Glossary.
By the same Author. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Old English Reading Primers ; edited by Henry Sweet, M.A.
I. Selected Homilies of ZElfric. Extra fcap. 8vo., stiff covers, 1s. 6a.

II. Extracts from Alfred’s Orosius. Extra fcap. 8vo., stiff covers, 1s. fid.

First Middle English Primer, with Grammar and Glossary.
By the same Author. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Second Middle English Primer. By the same Author.
Extra fcap. 8vo. Just Published.

The Philology of the English Tongue. By ]J. Earle, M.A.
Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 7s. 64.

An Icelandic Primer, with Grammar, Notes, and Glossary.
By the same Author. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

An Icelandic Prose Reader, with Notes, Grammar, and Glossary.
By G. Vigfisson, M.A., and F. York Powell, M.A. Ext. fcap. 8vo. 105. 64.
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A Handbook of Phonetics, including a Popular Exposition of
- the Principles of Spelling Reform. By H.Sweet, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.
Elementarbuck des Gesprockenen [Englisck.  Grammatik,
Texte und Glossar. Von Henry Sweet. Extra fcap. 8vo., stiff covers, 2s. 64.
The Ormulum; with the Notes and Glossary of Dr. R, M.
White. Edited by R. Holt, M.A. 1878. 2 vols. Extrafcap. 8vo.31s.
Specimens of Early English. A New and Revised Edition.

With Introduction, Notes, and Glossarial Index. By R. Morris, LL.D., and
W. W. Skeat, M.A.

Part I. From Old English Homilies to King Horn (A.D. 1150 to A.D. 1300).
Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. gs.

Part II. From Robert of Gloucester to Gower (A.D. 1298 to A.D. 1393).
Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Specimens of Englisk Literature, from the ¢Ploughmans
Crede’ to the ¢ Shepheardes Calender’ (A.D. 1394 to A.D. 1579). With Intro-

duction, Notes, and Glossarial Index. By W. W. Skeat, M.A. Extra fcap.
8vo. 7s.6d.

The Vision of William concerning Piers the Plowman, by
William Langland. Edited, with Notes, by W. W, Skeat, M.A. Third
Edition. Extra feap. 8vo. 4s. 64.

Chaucer. 1. The Prologue to the Canterbury Tales; the

" Knightes Tale; The Nonne Prestes Tale. Edited by R. Morris, Editor of
Specimens of Early English, &c., &c. Fifty-first Thousand. Extra fcap. 8vo.
2s, 6d. .

—— 11. The Priovesses Tale; Sir Thopas; The Monkes
Tale; The Clerkes Tale; The Squieres Tale, &c. Edited by W, W, Skeat,
M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 64.

—— II1. Tke Tale of the Man of Lawe,; The Pardoneres

Tale; The Second Nonnes Tale; The Chanouns Yemannes Tale. By the
same Editor. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

Gamelyn, The Tale of. Edited with Notes, Glossary, &c., by
W. W. Skeat, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. Stiff covers, 1. 6d.

Spenser’s Faery Queene. Books I and II. Designed chiefly
for the use of Schools. With Introduction. Notes, and Glossary. By G. W.
Kitchin. D.D. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d. each. :

Hooker. Ecclesiastical Polity, Book I. Edited by R. W.
Church, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.
Marlowe and Greene. Marlowe's Tragical History of Dr.
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Shakespeare. Select Plays. Edited by W. G. Clark, M.A.,
and W. Aldis Wright, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers.

The Merchant of Venice. 1s. Macbeth. 1. 64.

Richard the Second. 1s. 6d. Hamlet. 3s.
Edited by W. Aldis Wright, M.A.
The Tempest. 1s. 6d. Midsummer Night’s Dream. 1s. 64.
As You Like It. 1s. 6d. Coriolanus. 2s. 6d.
Julius Czsar. 2. Henry the Fifth. as.
Richard the Third. as. 64, Twelfth Night. 1s. 6d.
King Lear. 1s. 64. King John. 1s. 64.

Shakespeare as a Dramatic Artist; a popular Illustration of
the Principles of Scientific Criticism. By R. G. Moulton, M.A. Crown 8vo. 5s.

Bacon. 1. Advancement of Learning. Edited by W. Aldis
Wright, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

—— I1. The Essays. With Introduction and Notes. By
S. H. Reynolds, M.A,, late Fellow of Brasenose College. J[# Preparation.

Milton. 1. Areopagitica. With Introduction and Notes. By.
John W, Hales, M.A. Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

II. Poems. Edited by R. C. Browne, M.A. 2 vols.
Fifth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 65.6d. Sold separately, Vol.I. 45.; Vol II. 3s.

. In paper covers:—
Lycidas, 3d. L’Allegro, 34d. I1 Penseroso, 4d. Comus, 64.
Samson Agoristes, 6d.

—— II1. Samson Agonistes. Edited with Introduction and
Notes by Jobn Churton Collins. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 1s.

Bunyan. 1. The Pilgrim’s Progress, Grace Abounding, Rela-
tion of the Imprisonment of Mr. John Bunyan. Edited, with Biographical

Introduction and Notes, by E. Venables, M.A. 1879. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.
In ornamental Parchment, 6s.

11. Holy War, &c. Edited by E. Venables, M.A.

In the Press.

Clarendon. History of the Rebellion. Book VI. Edited
by T. Amold, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

-Dryden. Select Poems. Stanzas on the Death of Oliver
Cromwell ; Astreea Redux; Annus Mirabilis; Absalom and Achitophel;
Religio Laici; The Hind and the Panther. Edited by W. D. Christie, M.A.
Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6.

Locke’s Conduct of the Understanding. Edited, with Intro-
duction, Notes, &c., by T. Fowler, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap.8vo. 3s.

Addison. Selections from Papers in the Spectator. With
Notes. By T. Amold, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d. In ornamental
Parchment, 6s. .
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Steele. Selections from the Tatler, Spectator, and Guardian.
Edited by Austin Dobson. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 64. In white Parchment, 7. 6d.

Pope. With Introduction and Notes. By Mark Pattison, B.D.
—— 1. Essay on Man. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

I1. Satires and Epistles. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Parnell. The Hermit. Paper covers, 2d.

Foknson. 1. Rasselas; Lives of Dryden and Pope. Edited
by Alfred Milnes, M.A. (London). Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s.6d., or Lives of
Dyryden and Pope only, stiff covers, 2s. 6d.

—— I1. Vanity of Human Wiskes. With Notes, by E. J.
Payne, M.A. Paper covers, 4d.

Gray. Selected Poems. Edited by Edmund Gosse. Extra
fcap. 8vo. Stiff covers, 15. 64. In white Parchment, 3s.

Elegy and Ode on Eton College. Paper covers, 2d.

Goldsmith. The Deserted Village. Paper covers, 2d.

Cowper. Edited, with Life, Introductions, and Notes,” by
H. T. Griffith, BA.

—— 1. The Didactic Poems of 1782, with Selections from the
Minor Pieces, A.D. 1779~1783. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

—— I1. Tke Task, with Tirocinium,and Selections from the
Minor Poems, A.D. 1784-1799. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Burke. Select Works. Edited, with Introduction and Notes,
by E. J. Payne, M.A.

—— 1. Thoughts on the Present Discontents ; the two Speeckes
on America. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 64.

—— II. Reflections on the Frenck Revolution. Second Edition.
Extra fcap. 8vo. §s.

—— II1. Four Letters on the Proposals for Peace with the
Regicide Directory of France. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.

Keats. Hyperion, Book 1. With Notes by W. T. Arnold, B.A.

Paper covers, 4d.

Byron. Childe Harold. Edited, with Introduction and Notes,
by H. F. Fozer, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.6d4. In white Parchment, 5s.

Scott. Lay of the Last Minstrel. Edited with Preface and
Notes by W. Minto, M.A. With Map. Extra fcap. 8vo. Stiff covers, 2s.
Ornamental Parchment, 3s. 6.

—— Lay of the Last Minstrel. Introduction and Canto I.,
with Preface and Notes, by the same Editor. 6d.
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II. LATIN.

Rudimenta Latina. Comprising Accidence, and Exercises of
a very Elementary Character, for the use of Beginners. By John Barrow
Allen, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

An Elementary Latin Grammar. Bg; the same Author.
Forty-second Thousand. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.6d.

A First Latin Exercise Book. By the same Author. Fourth
Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

A Second Latin Exercise Book. By the same Author., Extra
fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Reddenda Minora, or Easy Passages, Latin and Greek, for
: Unseen Translation. For the use of Lower Forms. Composed and selected
by C. S. Jerram, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

Anglice Reddenda, or Easy Extracts, Latin and Greek, for
Unseen Translation. By C. S. Jerram, M.A. Third Edition, Revised and
Enlarged. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 64.

Passages for Translation into Latin. For the use of Passmen
and others. Selected by J. Y. Sargent, M.A. Fifth Edition. Extra fcap.
8vo. 2s.6d.

Exercises in Latin Prose Composition; with Introduction,
Notes, and Passages of Graduated Difficulty for Translation into Latin. By
G. G. Ramsay, M.A,, LL.D. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 62.

Hints and Helps for Latin Elegiacs. By H.Lee-Warner,M.A.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 64.

First Latin Reader. By T.J. Nunns, M.A. Third Edition.

Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Caesar. The Commentaries (for Schools). With Notes and
Maps. By Charles E. Moberly, M.A.
Part I. 7%ke Gallic War. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 64.
Part I1. Tke Civil War. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.
Tke Civil War. Book I. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Cicero. Selection of interesting and descriptive passages. With

Notes. By Henry Walford, M.A. In three Parts. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.
Each Part separately, limp, 15, 6d.

Part I.  Anecdotes from Grecian and Roman History. Third Edition.

Part II. Omens and Dreams: Beauties of Nature, Third Edition.

Part ITI. Rome’s Rule of her Provinces. Third Edition.

Cicero. Selected Letters (for Schools). With Notes. By the
late C. E. Prichard, M.A,, and E. R, Bernard, M.A. Second Edition.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 3.

Cicero. Select Orations (for Schools). In Verrem I. De

Imperio Gn. Pompeii. Pro Archia. Philippica IX. With Introduction and
Notes by J. R. King, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s, 64.
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Cornelius Nepos. With Notes. By Oscar Browning, M.A.
Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.6d.

Horace. Selected Odes. With Notes for the use of a Fifth
Form. By E. C. Wickham, M.A, Intwo Parts. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 2s.

Or separately, Part I. Text, 1s. Part IL. Notes, Is.
Lwy Selections (for Schools). With Notes and Maps. By
H, Lee-Warner, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. In Parts,limp, each 1s. 64.
Part I. The Caudine Disaster. Part II. Hannibal's Campaign
in Italy. Part III. The Macedonian War.

Livy. Books V-VII. With Introduction and Notes. By
A.R. Cluer, BA. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Livy. Books XXI, XXII, and XXIII. With Introduction
and Notes. By M. T. Tatham, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6.

Ovid. Selections for the use of Schools. With Introductions
and Notes, and an Appendix on the Roman Calendar. By W. Ramsay, M.A.
Edited by G. G. Ramsay, M.A. Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s. 6d.

Ovid. Tristia. Book I. The Text revised, with an Intro-
duction and Notes. By S. G. Owen, B.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 64.

Plautus. The Trinummus. With Notes and Introductions.

Intended for-the Higher Forms of Public Schools. By C. E. Freeman, M.A,,
and A, Sloman, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Pliny. Selected Letters (for Schools). With Notes. By the
late C. E. Prichard, M.A., and E. R. Bernard, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.
Sallust. With Introduction and Notes. By W. W. Capes,

M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.
Tacitus. The Annals. Books I-IV. Edited, with Introduc-

tion and Notes for the use of Schools and Junior Students, by H. Furneaux,
M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.

Terence. Andria. With Notes and Introductions. By C.
E. Freeman, M.A,, and A. Sloman, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

—— Adelphi. With Notes and Introductions. Intended for
the Higher Forms of Public Schools. By A. Sloman, M.A. Extra fcap.
8vo. 3.

Virgil. With “Introduction and Notes. By T. L. Papillon,
M.A. Two vols. Crown 8vo. Ios.6d. The Text separately, 4s. 6d.

Catulli Veronensis Liber. Iterum recognovit, apparatum cri-
ticum gtolegomena appendices addidit, Robinson Ellis, A.M. 1878. Demy
8vo. 16s

A Commentary on Catullus. By Robinson Ellis, M.A.

1876. Demy 8vo. 16s.
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Catulli Veronensis Carmina Selecta, secundum recognitionem
Robinson Ellis, A M. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Cicero de Oratore. With Introduction and Notes. By A. S.
Wilkins, M.A.

Book I. 1879. 8vo. 6s. Book II. 1881. 8vo. 5.

—— Philippic Orations. With Notes. By J. R. King, M.A.
Second Edition. 1879. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Select Letters. With English Introductions, Notes, and
Appendices. By Albert Watson, M.A. Third Edition. 1881. Demy 8vo. 18s.

—— Select Letters. Text. By the same Editor. Second
Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s

pro Cluentio. With Introduction and Notes. By W.

Ramsay, M.A. Edited by G. G. Ramsay, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap.
8vo. 3s. 6d.

Horace. With a Commentary. Volume I. The Odes, Carmen
Seculare, and Epodes. By Edward C. Wickham, M.A. Second Edition.
1877. Demy 8vo. 12s.

A reprint of the above, in a size suitable for the use

of Schools. Extra fcap. 8vo. §s. 6d.

Liyy, Book 1. With Introduction, Historical Examination,
and Notes. By J. R. Seeley, M.A. Second Edition. 1881. 8vo. 6s.

Ovid. P. Ovidii Nasonis Ibis. Ex Novis Codicibus edidit
Scholia Vetera Commentarium cum Prolegomenis Appendice Indice addidit,
R. Ellis, A M. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Persius. The Satires. With a Translation and Commentary.

By John Conington, M.A. Edited by Henry Nettleship, M.A. Second
Edition, 1874. 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Tacitus. The Annals. Books I-VI. Edited, with Intro-
duction and Notes, by H. Furneaux, M.A. 8vo. 18s.

Nettleship (H., M.A.). Lectures and Essays on Subjects con-
nected with Latin Scholarship and Literature. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

The Roman Satura: its original form in connection with
its literary development. 8vo. sewed, 1s.

Ancient Lives of Vergil. With an Essay on the Poems

of Vergil, in connection with his Life and Times. 8vo. sewed, 2s.
Papilion (T. L., M.A.). A Manual of Comparative Philology.
Third Edition, Revised and Corrected. 1882. Crown 8vo. 6s.

Pinder (North, M.A.). Selections from the less known Latin
Poets. 1869. 8vo. 15¢.
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Sellar (W. Y., M.A.). Roman Poets of the Augustan Age.
VirGIL. New Edition. 1883. Crown 8vo. gs.

Roman Poets of the Republic. New Edition, Revised

and Enlarged. 1881. 8vo. 14s.

Wordsworth (¥., M.A.). Fragments and Specimens of Early
Latin. With Introductions and Notes. 1874. 8vo. 18s.

III. GREEK.

A Greek Primer, for the use of beginners in that Language.
By the Ré'ght Rev. Charles Wordsworth, D.C.L. Seventh Edition. Extra fcap.
8vo. 1s. 6d.

Easy Greck Reader. By Evelyn Abbott, M.A. In two
Parts. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. _Just Published.

The Text and Notes may be had separately, 1s. 62. each.

Graccae Grammaticae Rudimenta in usum Scholarum. Auc-
tore Carolo Wordsworth, D.C.L. Nineteenth Edition, 1882, I12mo. 4s.

A Greek-Englisk Lexicon, abridged from Liddell and Scott’s
4to. edition, chiefly for the use of Schools. Twenty-first Edition. 1884.
Square 12mo. 7s. 6d.

Greek Verbs, Irregular and Defective ; their forms, meaning,
and quantity; embracing all the Tenses used by Greek writers, with references
to the passages in which they are found. By W. Veitch. Fourth Edition.
Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d.

The Elements of Greek Accentuation (for Schools): abridged
from hislarger work by H. W. Chandler, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

A SERIES OF GRADUATED GREEK READERS:—

First Greek Reader. By W. G. Rushbrooke, M.L. Second
Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d. )

Second Greek Reader. By A.M. Bell, M.A, Extra fcap.
8vo. 3s. 64.

Fourth Greeck Reader; being Specimens of Greek Dialects.
With Introductions, etc. By W. W. Merry, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 45, 64,

Fifth Greek Reader. Selections from Greek Epic and
Dramatic Poetry, with Introductions and Notes. By Evelyn Abbott, M.A.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s.6d.

Tke Golden Treasury of Ancient Greek Poetry: being a Col-
lection of the finest passages in the Greek Classic Poets. with Introductory
Notices and Notes. By R.S. Wright, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 8s. 6d.

A Golden Treasury of Greek Prose, being a Collection of the
finest passages in the principal Greek Prose Writers, with Introductory Notices
and Notes. By R. S. Wright, M.A., and J. E. L. Shadwell, M.A. Extra fcap.
8vo. 4+. 6d.
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Aeschylus. Prometheus Bound (for Schools). With Introduc-
tion and Notes, by A. O. Prickard, M.A. Second Edition. Extrafcap. 8vo. 2s.
—— Agamemnon. With Introduction and Notes, by Arthur
Sidgwick, M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.
—— Choephoroi. With Introduction and Notes by the same
Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.
Aristophanes. 1In Single Plays. Edited, with English Notes,
Introductions, &c., by W. W, Merry, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo.
1. The Clouds, Second Edition, 2s.
II. The Acharnians, 2s. II1. The Frogs, 2s.

Cebes. Tabula. With Introduction and Notes. By C. S.
Jerram, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Euripides. Alcestis (for Schools). By C. S. Jerram, M.A.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

—— Helena. Edited, with Introduction, Notes, etc., for
Upper and Middle Forms. By C.S. Jerram, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Ipligenia in Tauris. Edited, with Introduction, Notes,
etc., for Upper and Middle Forms. By C.S. Jerram, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo.
cloth, 3s.

—— Medea. By C. B. Heberden, M.A. In two Parts.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Or separately, Part I. Introduction and Text, 1s.
Part II. Notes and Appendices, Is.

Herodotus, Selections from. Edited, with Introduction, Notes,

and a Map, by W. W. Merry, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Homer. Odyssey, Books I-XII (for Schools). By W. W.
" Merry, MLA. Twenty-seventh Thousand. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6.
Book II, separately, 1s. 64.
—— Odpyssey, Books XIII-XXIV (for Schools). By the
same Editor. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.
—— Ikad, Book I (for Schools). By D. B. Monro, M.A,
Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.
—— Iliad, Books I-XII (for Schools). With an Introduction,

a brief Homeric Grammar, and Notes. By D. B. Monro, M.A. Second
Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 6s.

—— lliad, Books VI and XXI. With Introduction and
Notes. By Herbert Hailstone, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1. 6d. each.

Lucian. Vera Historia (for Schools). By C. S. Jerram,
M.A. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

Plato. Selections from the Dialogues [including the whole of

the Apology and Crits]. With Introduction and Notes by John Purves, M.A.,
and a Preface by the Rev. B. Jowett, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 6s. 6.

F T, - s S —
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Sophocles. For the use of Schools. Edited with Intro-
ductions and English Notes. By Lewis Campbell, M.A., and Evelyn Abbott,
M.A. New and Revised Edition. 2 Vols. Extra fcap. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Sold separately, Vol. I, Text, 4s. 64.; Vol. II, Explanatory Notes, 6s.

Sophocles. In Single Plays, with English Notes, &c. By
Lewis Campbell, M.A., and Evelyn Abbott, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. limp.
Oedipus Tyrannus, Philoctetes. New and Revised Edition, 3s. each.
Oedipus Coloneus, Antigone, 1s. 9d. each.
Ajax, Electra, Trachiniae, 2s.each.

—— Oedipus Rex: Dindorfs Text, with Notes by the
present Bishop of St. David’s. Extra fcap. 8vo. limp, 1s. 6d.

Theocritus (for Schools). With Notes. By H. Kynaston,
D.D. (late Snow). Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

Xenophon. Easy Selections (for Junior Classes). With a
Vocabulary, Notes, and Map. By J. S. Phillpotts, B.C.L., and C. S. Jerram,
M.A. Third Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Selections (for Schools). With Notes and Maps. By
J. S. Phillpotts, B.C.L. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap.8vo. 3s. 6d.

—— Anabasis, Book 1. Edited for the use of Junior Classes
and Private Students. With Introduction, Notes, etc. By J. Marshall, M.A.,
Rector of the Royal High School, Edinburgh. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 64.

—— Anabasis, Book II. With Notes and Map. By C.S.
Jerram, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

—— Cyropaedia, Books IV and V. With Introduction and
Notes by C. Bigg, D.D. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Avristotle's Politics. By W. L. Newman, M.A. [/n the Press.]

Apristotelian Studies. 1. On the Structure of the Seventh
Book of the Nicomachean Ethics. By J.C. Wilson, M.A. 8vo. stiff, 5s.

Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea, ex recensione Immanuelis
Bekkeri. Crown 8vo. 5s.

Demosthenes and Aeschines. The Orations of Demosthenes
and Zschines on the Crown. With Introductory Essays and Notes. By
G. A. Simcox, M.A., and W. H. Simcox, M.A. 1872. 8vo. 113s.

Hicks (E. L.,M.A.). A Manual of Greek Historical Inscrip-
tions. Demy 8vo. 105, 6d.

Homer. Odyssey, Books I-XII. Edited with English Notes,

Appendices, etc. By W. W. Merry, M.A., and the late James Riddell, M.A,
1886. Second Edition. Demy 8vo. 16s. .
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Homer. A Grammar of the Homeric Dialect. By D. B.Monro,
M.A. Demy 8vo. 10s. 6d.
Sophocles. The Plays and Fragments. With English Notes
and Introductions, by Lewis Campbell, M.A. 3 vols.
Vol.1. Oedipus Tyrannus. Oedipus Coloneus. Antigone. 8vo. 16s.
Vol. II. Ajax. Electra. Trachiniae. Philoctetes. Fragments. 8vo. 16s.

IV. FRENCH AND ITALIAN.

Brachet's Etymological Dictionary of the French Language,
with a Preface on the Principles of French Etymology. Translated into
English by G. W. Kitchin, D.D. Third Edition. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

—— Historical Grammar of the Fyench Language. Trans-
lated into English by G. W. Kitchin, D.D. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap.
8vo. 3s. 6d.

Works by GEORGE SAINTSBURY, M.A.
Primer of Frenck Literature. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.
Short History of Frenck Literature. Crown 8vo. 10s.6d.

Specimens of French Literature, from Villon to Hugo. Crown
8vo. gs.

Corneille’s Horace. Edited, with Introduction and Notes, by
George Saintsbury, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6.

Moliére’s Les Précieuses Ridicules. Edited, with Introduction
and Notes, by Andrew Lang, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

Racine's Esther. Edited, with Introduction and Notes, by
George Saintsbury, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 25. _Just Published.

Beaumarchais’ Le Barbier de Séville. Edited, with Introduction
and Notes, by Austin Dobson. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Voltaire's Mérope. Edited, with Introduction and Notes, by
George Saintsbury. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 2s.

Musset’s On ne badine pas avec I’ Amour,and Fantasio. Edited,
with Prolegomena, Notes, etc., by Walter Herries Pollock. Extra fcap.
8vo. 3s.

Sainte-Beuve. Selections from the Causeries du Lundi. Edited
by George Saintsbury. Extra fcap. 8vo. as.

Quinet’s Lettres @ sa Mére. Selected and edited by George

Saintsbury. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Gautier, Théophile. Scenes of Travel. Selected and Edited
by George Saintsbury. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.
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L’Elogquence de la Chaire et de la Tribune Frangaises. Edited
by Paul Blouét, B.A. (Univ. Gallic.). Vol. I. French Sacred Oratory
Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 64.

Edited by GUSTAVE MASSON, B.A.

Corneille's Cinna. With Notes, Glossary, etc. Extra fcap. 8vo.
clotk, 2s. Stiff covers, 1s. 6d.
Louis XIV and kis Contemporaries ; as described in Extracts

from the best Memoirs of the Seventeenth Century. With English Notes,
Genealogical Tables, &c. Extra fcap. 8vo. 1s. 6d.

Maistye, Xavier de. Voyage autour de ma Chambre. Ourika,
by Madame de Duras; Le Vieux Tailleur, by MM. Erckmann—Chatrian;
La Veillée de Vincennes, by Alfred de Vigny; Les Jumeaux de I'Hotel
Cormneille, by Edmond About ; Mésaventures d’un Ecolier, by Rodolphe Topffer.
Third Edition, Revised and Corrected. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Molidres Les Fourberies de Scapin, and Racine's Athalie.
With Voltaire's Life of Moliére, Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Molidre's Les Fourberies de Scapin. With Voltaire’s Life of
Moli¢re. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 1s. 64.

Molidre’'s Les Femmes Savantes. With Notes, Glossary, etc.
Extra fcap. 8vo. clotk, 2s. Stiff covers, 15, 64.

Racine's Andromaque, and Corneilles Le Menteur. With
Louis Racine’s Life of his Father, Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Regnard’s Le Foueur, and Brueys and Palaprat's Le Grondeur.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Sévigné, Madame de, and her chief Contemporaries, Selections
Jrom the Correspondence of. Intended more especially for Girls’ Schools.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Dante. Selections from the Inferno. With Introduction and
Notes. By H. B. Cotterill, B.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 64.

Tasso. La Gerusalemme Liberata. Cantos i, ii. With In-
troduction and Notes. By the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

V. GERMAN.

Scherer (W.). A History of German Literature, Translated
from the Third German Edition by Mrs. F. Conybeare. Edited by F. Max
Miiller. 32 vols. 8vo. 21s.

Max Miiller. The German Classics, from the Fourth to the
Nineteenth Century. With Biograg/lllical Notices, Translations into Modern
German, and Notes. By F. Max Miiller, M.A. A New Edition, Revised,
Enlarged, and Adapted to Wilhelm Scherer’s ¢ History of German Literature,’
by F. Lichtenstein, 2 vols. crown 8vo. 21s.
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GERMAN COURSE. By HERMANN LANGE.

The Germans at Home; a Practical Introduction to German
Conversation, with an Appendix containing the Essentials of German Grammar,
Second Edition. 8vo. 2s. 6d. :

The German Manual; a German Grammar, Reading Book,
and a Handbook of German Conversation. 8vo. 7s. 64
Grammar of the German Language. 8vo. 3s.6d.

German Composition; A Theoretical and Practical Guide to
the Art of Translating English Prose into German. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

Lessing’s Laokoon. With Introduction, English Notes, etc.
By A. Hamann, Phil. Doc., M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

Schiller’'s Wilkelm Tell. Translated into English Verse by
E. Massie, M.A. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.

Also, Edited by C. A. BUCHHEIM, Phil. Doo.
Goethe’s Egmont. With a Life of Goethe, &c. Third Edition.

Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.
—— Iphigenie auf Tauris. A Drama. With a Critical In-

troduction and Notes. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.

Heine's Prosa, being Selections from his Prose Works., With
English Notes, etc. Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s. 6d.

Heine's Harzreise. With Life of Heine, Descriptive Sketch
of the Harz, and Index. Extra fcap. 8vo. paper covers, Is. 6d.; cloth, 3s. 6d.

Lessing’s Minna von Barnhelm. A Comedy. With a Life
of Lessing, Critical Analysis, etc. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

Nathan der Weise. With Introduction, Notes, etc.
Extra fcap. 8vo. 4s.6d.

Schiller’s Historische Skizzen; Egmont's Leben und Tod, and
Belagerung von Antwerpen. With a Map. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Wilkelm Tell. With a Life of Schiller; an his-

torical and critical Introduction, Arguments, and a complete Commentary,
and Map. Sixth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

~—— Wilhelm Tell. School Edition. With Map. 2s.
Modern German Reader. A Graduated Collection of Ex-

tracts in Prose and Poetl?' from Modern German writers :—
Part I. With English Notes, a Grammatical Appendix, and a complete
Vocabulary. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s.6d.
Part II. With English Notes and an Index. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s. 6d.

Niebuhr's Griechische Heroen-Geschickten. Tales of Greek
Heroes. Edited with English Notes and a Vocabulary, by Emma S. Buchheim.
School Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo., clotk, 3s. Stiff covers, 1s. 6d.
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VI. MATHEMATICS, PHYSICAL SCIENCE, &c.
By LEWIS HENSLEY, M.A.

Figures made Easy : afirst Arithmetic Book. Crown 8vo. 64.
Answers to the Examples in Figures made Easy, together

with two thousand additional Examples, with Answers. Crown 8vo. 1Is.
The Scholar’s Arithmetic : with Answers. Crown 8vo. 4s. 64.
The Scholar's Algebra. Crown 8vo. 4s.64d.

Baynes (R. E., M.A.). Lessons on Thermodynamics. 1878.
Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Chambers (G. F., F.R.A.S.)\. A Handbook of Descriptive
Astronomy. Third Edition. 1877. Demy 8vo. 28s.

Clarke (Col. A.R.,C.B.,R.E.). Geodesy. 1880. 8vo. 12s. 6d.

Cremona (Luigi). Elements of Projective Geometry. Trans-
lated by C. Leudesdorf, M.A. 8vo., 13s.6d.,

Donkin. Acoustics. Second Edition. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Euclid Revised. Containing the Essentials of the Elements

of Plane Geometry as given by Euclid in his first Six Books. Edited by
R. C. J. Nixon, M.A. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

8old separately as follows,
Books I-IV. 3s. 64.
Books I, I. 1s. 6d.
. Book I. 1s. ‘

‘Galton (Douglas, C.B., F.R.S.). Tke Construction of Healthy
Duwellings. Demy 8vo. 10s.6d.

Hamilton (Sir R. G. C.), and ¥. Ball. Book-keeping. New
and enlarged Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. limp cloth, 2s.

Harcourt (A. G. Vernon, M.A.), and H. G. Madan, M.A.
Exercises in Practical Chemistry. Vol. 1. Elementary Exercises. Third
Edition. Crown 8vo. gs. i

Maclaren (Archibald). A System of Physical Education :
Theoretical and Practical. Extra fcap. 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Madan (H. G., M.A.). Tables of Qualitative Analysis.
Large 4to. paper, 4s. 6d.

Maxwell (¥. Clerk, M.A., F.R.S.). A Treatise on Electricity
and Magnetism. Second Edition. 2 vols. Demy 8vo. 1/, 115. 6d.

An Elementary Treatise on Electricity. Edited by

William Garnett, M.A. Demy 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Minchin (G. M., MA% A Treatise on Statics with Applica-

dit

tions to Physics. Third ion, Corrected and Enlarged. Vol. 1. ZEguili-
brium of Coplanar Forces.8vo. 9s. Vol. IL. Statics. 8vo. 16s.
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Minchin (G. M., M.A.). Uniplanar Kinematics of Solids and
Fluids. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.

Plillips (Fokn, M.A., F.R.S.). Geology of Oxford and the
Valley of the Thames. 1871. 8vo. als.

Vesuvius. 1869. Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Prestwick (Foseph, M.A., F.R.S.). Geology, Chemical, Physical,
and Stratigraphical. Vol.1. Chemical and Physical. Royal 8vo. 125s.

Rollestor’s Forms of Animal Life. Illustrated by Descriptions
and Drawings of Dissections. New Edition. (Nearly ready.)

Smyth. A Cycle of Celestial Objects. Observed, Reduced,
and Discussed by Admiral W. H. Smyth, R.N. Revised, condensed, and greatly
enlarged by G. F. Chambers, F.R.A.S. 1881. 8vo. Price reduced to 12s.

Stewart (Balfour, LL.D., F.R.S.). A Treatise on Heat, with
numerous Woodcuts and Diagrams. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 7s.6d.

Vernon-Harcourt (L. F., M.A.). A Treatise on Rivers and
Canals, relating to the Control and Improvement of Rivers, and the Design,
Construction, and Development of Canals. 2 vols, (Vol. I, Text. Vol. II,
Plates.) 8vo. 21s.

—— Harbours and Docks ; their Physical Features, History,

Construction, Equipment, and Maintenance; with Statistics as to their Com-
mercial Development. 3 vols. 8vo. 25s.

Watson (H. W., M.A.). A Treatise on the Kinetic Theory
of Gases. 1876. 8vo. 3s.6d.
Watson (H. W., D. Sc., F.R.S.), and S. H. Burbury, M.A.

1. A Treatise on the Application of Generalised Coordinates to the Kinetics of
a Material System. 1879. 8vo. 6s.

I1. The Mathematical Theory of Electricity and Magnetism. Vol. 1. Electro-
statics. 8vo. 105, 6d.

Williamson (A. W., Phil. Doc., F.R.S.). Chemistry for
Students. A new Edition, with Solutions. 1873. Extra fcap. 8vo. 8s. 6d.

VII. HISTORY.
Bluntschli (¥. K.). The Theory of the State. By ]. K.

Bluntschli, late Professor of Political Sciences in the University of Heidel-
berg. Authorised English Translation from the Sixth German Edition.
Demy 8vo. half bound, 12s. 64.

Finlay (George, LL.D.). A History of Greece from its Con-
quest by the Romans to the present time, B.C. 146 to A.D. 1864. A new
Edition, revised throughout, and in part re-written, with considerable ad-
ditions, by the Author, and edited by H. F. Tozer, M.A. 7 vols. 8vo. 3/ 10s.
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Fortescue (Sir Fokn, Kt.). The Governance of England:
otherwise called The Difference between an Absolute and a Limited Mon-
archy. A Revised Text. Edited, with Introduction, Notes, and Appendices,
by Charles Plummer, M.A. 8vo. half bound, 12s. 6d.

Freeman (E.A., D.C.L). A Short History of the Norman
Conguest of England. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.6d.

George(H.B.,M.A.). Genealogical Tables tllustrative of Modern
History. Third Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Small 4to. 13s.

Hodgkin (T.). Italy and her Invaders. Illustrated with
Plates and Maps. Vols. I—IV., A.D. 376-553. 8vo. 3/. 8s.

Kitchin (G. W., D.D.). A History of France. With numerous
Maps, Plag;, and Tables. In Three Volumes. Second Edition. Crown 8vo.
each 10s. 6d.

Vol. 1. Down to the Year 1453.
Vol. 2. From 1453-1624. Vol. 3. From 1624-1793.

Payne (E. ¥., M.A.). A History of the United States o

America. In the Press.

Ranke (L. von). A History of England, principally in the
Seventeenth Century. Translated by Resident Members of the University of
Oxford, under the superintendence of G. W. Kitchin, D.D., and C. W. Boase,
M.A. 1875. 6 vols. 8vo. 3/ 3s.

Rawlinson (George, M.A.). A Manual of Ancient History.
Second Edition. Demy 8vo. 14s.

Select Charters and other Illustrations of Englisk Constitutional
History, from the Earliest Times to the Reign of Edward I. Arranged and
edited by W. Stubbs, D.D. Fifth Edition. 1883. Crown 8vo. 8s. 64.

Stubbs (W., D.D.). Tke Constitutional History of England,
in its Origin and Development. Library Edition. 3 vols. demy 8vo. 2/. 8s.
Also in 3 vols, crown 8vo. price 12s. each.
—— Seventeen Lectures on the Study of Medieval and

Modﬁ History, &c., delivered at Oxford 1867-1884. Demy 8vo. half-bound,
10s. 6d.

Wellesley. A Selection from the Despatckes, Treaties, and
other Papers of the Marquess Wellesley, K.G., during his Government
of India. Edited by S. J. Owen, M.A. 1877. 8vo. 1/. 4.

Wellington. A Selection from the Despatches, Treaties, and
other Papers relating to India of Field-Marshal the Duke of Wellington, K.G.
Edited by S. J. Owen, M.A. 1880. 8vo. 24s.

A History of Britisk India. By S. J. Owen, M.A., Reader
in Indian History in the University of Oxford. In preparation.
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VIII. LAW.

Alberici Gentilis, 1.C.D., 1.C,, De Iure Belli Libri Tres.
Edidit T. E. Holland, I.C.D. 1877. Small 4to. half morocco, a1s.

Anson (Sir William R., Bart., D.C.L.). Principles of the
English Law of Contract, and of Agency in its Relation to Contract. Fourth
Edition. Demy 8vo. 10s. 6d.

—— Law and Custom of the Constitution. Part I. Parlia-
ment. Demy 8vo. 10s. 6.

Bentham (Feremy). An Introduction to the Principles of
Morals and Legislation. Crown 8vo. 6s. 6d.

Digby (Kenelm E., M.A.). An Introduction to the History of
the Law of Real Progerty. ird Edition. Demy 8vo. 710s. 6d.

Gaii Institutionum Furis Civilis Commentarii Quattuor; ot,
Elements of Roman Law by Gaius. With a Translation and Commentary
by Edward Poste, M.A. Second Edition. 1875. 8vo. 18s.

Hall(W. E.,M.A.). International Law. Second Ed. 8vo.21s.

Holland (T. E., D.C.L.). The Elements of Furisprudence.
Third Edition. Demy 8vo. 10s. 64.

The Eurcpean Concert in the Eastern Question, a Col-
lection of Treaties and other Public Acts. Edited, with Introductions and
Notes, by Thomas Erskine Holland, D.C.L. 8vo. 13s. 6.

Imperatoris Tustiniani Institutionum Libri Quattuor ; with
Introductions, Commentary, Excursus and Translation. By J.B. Moyle, B.C.L.,
M.A. 3 vols. Demy 8vo. 31s.

Fustinian, The Institutes of, edited as a recension of the
Institutes of Gaius, by Thomas Erskine Holland, D.C.L. Second Edition,
1881. Extra fcap. 8vo. 5s.

Fustinian, Select Titles from the Digest of. By T. E. Holland,
D.C.L., and C. L. Shadwell, B.C.L. 8vo. 14s.
Also sold in Parts, in paper covers, as follows :—
Part I. Introductory Titles. 2s. 6d. Part II. Family Law. 1s.
Part II1. Property Law. 2s.6d. Part IV. Law of Obligations (No. 1). 3s. 6d.
Part IV. Law of Obligations (No. 3). 4s. 6d.

Lex Aquilia. The Roman Law of Damage to Property:
being a Commentary on the Title of the Digest ¢ Ad Legem Aquiliam’ (ix. 2).
With an Introduction to the Study of the Corpus Iuris Civilis. By Erwin
Grueber, Dr. Jur.,, M.\A. Demy 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Markby(W..D.C.L.). Elementsof Law considered with refer-
ence to Principles of General Jurisprudence. Third Edition. Demy 8vo. 135.6d.

Twiss (Sir Travers, D.C.L.). The Law of Nations considered
as Independent Political Communities.

Part I. On the Rights and Duties of Nations in time of Peace. A new Edition,
Revised and Enlarged. 1884. Demy 8vo. 15s.

Part 11. On the Rights and Duties of Nations in Time of War. Second Edition
Revised. 1875. Demy 8vo. 21s.
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IX. MENTAL AND MORAL PHILOSOPHY, &c.
Bacor’s Novum Organum. Edited, with English Notes, by
G. W. Kitchin, D.D. 1855. 8vo. gs. 6d.
—— Translated by G. W. Kitchin, D.D. 1855. 8vo. 9s. 64.
Berkeley. The Works of George Berkeley, D.D., formerly
Bishop of Cloyne; including many of his writings hitherto unpublished.
With Prefaces, Annotations, and an Account of his Life and Philosophy,
by Alexander Campbell Fraser, M.A. 4 vols. 1871. 8vo. 2/.18s.

The Life, Letters, &c. 1 vol. 16s.
—— Scelections from. With an Introduction and Notes

For the use of Students in the Universities. By Alexander Campbell Frases,
LLD. Second Edition. Crown 8vo. 7s.6d.

Fowler (T.,D.D.). The Elements of Deductive Logic, designed
‘mainly for the use of Junior Students in the Universities. Eighth Edition,
with a Collection of Examples. Extra fcap. 8vo. 3s. 6d.

—— The Elements of Inductive Logic, designed mainly for
the use of Students in the Universities. Fourth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. 6s.
HEdited by T. FOWLER, D.D.
Bacon. Novum Organum. With Introduction, Notes, &c.
1878. 8vo. 14s.

Lockes Conduct of the Understanding. Second Edition.,
Extra fcap. 8vo. 2s.

Danson (¥. T.). The Wealth of Households. Crown 8vo. 5s.

Green (T. H., M.A.). Prolegomena to Ethics. Edited by
A. C. Bradley, M.A. Demy 8vo. 12s. 6d.

Hegel. The Logic of Hegel; translated from the Encyclo-
paedia of the Philosophical Sciences. With Prolegomena by William
Wallace, M.A. 1874. 8vo. 14s.

Lotze’s Logic, in Three Books; of Thought, of Investigation,
and of Knowledge. English Translation; Edited by B. Bosanquet, M.A.,
Fellow of University College, Oxford. 8vo. clotk, 12s. 6d. -

Metaphysic, in Three Books; Ontology, Cosmology,

and Psychology. English Translation; Edited by B. Bosanquet, M.A.

8vo. cloth, 12s. 6d.

Martineau (Fames, D.D.). Types of Ethical Theory. Second

Edition. 3 vols. Crown 8vo. 15s.

Rogers(F. E. Thorold, M.A.). A Manualof Political Economy,
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